5316

consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to seeking an early solution of the
problem of pretreaty claims; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

797. Also, petition of the chairman, Asso-
ciation of Owners of Military-used Lands,
Kadena-son, Okinawa, petitioning considera-
tlon of their resolution with reference to
seeking an early solution of the problem of
pretreaty claims; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

798. Also, petition of the chairman, Asso-
ciation of Owners of Military-used Lands,
Ishikawa City, Okinawa, petitioning consid-
eration of their resolution with reference
to seeking an early solution of the problem
of pretreaty claims; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs.

799. Also, petition of the office of the city
clerk, Municipal Council of the City of
Bayonne, N.J., petitioning consideration of
thelir resolution with reference to a bill au-
thorizing Pederal grants to State, county,
and local Governments for construction of
facilities for posthospital care treatment and
rehabilitation of drug addicts; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreijgn Commerce.

SENATE

Monpay, MarcH 16, 1964

(Legislative day of Monday, March 9,
1964)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock am., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Acting President
pro tempore [Mr. METCALF].

The Reverend Paul J. Miklosovie, D.D.,
professor, Cardinal O’Hara High School,
Springfield, Pa.; chaplain, Sacred Heart
Convent, Overbrook, Pa.; and represent-
ing the Slovak League of America, of-
fered the following prayer:

Almighty God, our Creator and prov-
ident Father, in the spirit of Abel of old
we adore Thy divine majesty. In Thy
hands are the beginning and end of all
things. Bless then, we beseech Thee
this day, the United States of America
and the Senate of the United States here
assembled.

Surely long ago our fathers spoke in
Thy name when they proclaimed, as
self-evident, that all men are endowed
by their Creator with unalienable rights.
Among these are life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness. Forgive us where
and when, through weakness and igno-
rance, we have not lived up to our fathers’
teaching and Thine.

Give us the grace to know and do Thy
will. Unite and strengthen us, grant us
wisdom and courage, that we may be fit
kix;;dtruments of peace and joy to all man-

On this day we commemorate the 25th
anniversary of the independence of the
captive Republic of Slovakia, and we
pray for this ancient land. Through
eleven hundred years Thy people placed
their trust in Thee as they struggled and
died to keep their heritage of freedom.
They were not and could not be the dupes
and puppets of Thy proclaimed enemies.
They could only be their victims. Mis-
understood, often slandered, assailed on
all sides, their eyes and hearts were
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turned to the United States of America—
strong, generous, patient, and under-
standing, but fearless, no enemy to any
people anywhere, but in Thy spirit, O
God, our Father, the friend of all.

There were and there are among the
nations Cains who hate and slay their
brothers. We ask Thee, almighty God,
to comfort Thy faithful people of Slo-
vakia, who wish to be as Abel, not Cain,
among the peoples of the earth. Give
them hope. Speedily may the day dawn
when the United States of America and
ancient Slovakia may greet each other
as brothers and Thy sons. Thy will be
done. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. HUMPHREY, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Saturday,
March 14, 1964, was dispensed with.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
BUSINESS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there may
be a morning hour for the transaction of
routine business, with statements therein
limited to 3 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

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

REPORT ON MILITARY PROCUREMENT ACTIONS
FOR EXPERIMENTAL, DEVELOPMENTAL, OR
RESEARCH WORK
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of

Defense, Installations and Logistics, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on mili-
tary procurement actions for experimental,
developmental, or research work negotiated
in the interest of national defense or in-
dustrial mobilization, covering the 6-month
period ended December 31, 1863 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee
on Armed Services.

AMENDMENT OF COMMUNICATIONS AcT OF 1034,
RELATING TO AUTHORITY OF FEDERAL CoM-
MUNICATIONS COMMISSION
A letter from the Chairman, Federal Com-

munications Commission, Washington, D.C.,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended, to give the Federal Communica-
tions Commission authority to prescribe reg-
ulations for the manufacture, import, sale,
shipment, or use of devices which cause
harmful interference to radio reception (with
an accompanying paper); to the Committee
on Commerce.

REPORT ON BUSINESS TRANSACTED BY
BANERUPTCY COURTS

A letter from the Director, Administrative
Office of the U.S. Courts, Washington, D.C.,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on
business transacted by the bankruptcy
courts, for the fiscal year ended June 30,
1963 (with an accompanying report); to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
fSenate, and referred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:

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

“HousE JOINT RESOLUTION 48
“Joint resolution relating to Federal assist-
ance to State fishery research and devel-
opment of projects

“Whereas foreign nations, recognizing the
importance of the seas as a prime source of
food for their people, having intensified
scientific research concerning the conserva-
tion, development, harvest, and processing
of fisherles resources; and

“Whereas the United States has not kept
pace with the changing technology of com-
mercial fishing and, as a result, has dropped
from second place to fifth place among the
fishing nations of the world; and

“Whereas inadequate knowledge has not
only hampered the efforts of American fish-
ermen to develop, harvest, and process fish-
eries resources but also has contributed to
the occurrence of resource disasters, such as
the salmon failure in Alaska’s Bristol Bay
in 1963; and

“Whereas an immediate effort has been
made to alleviate this situation in the form
of a bill, S. 627, sponsored by U.S. Senator
E. L. BarTLETT of Alaska, which would pro-
vide funds for State-supervised research and
development projects regarding commercial
fishing; and

“Whereas 8. 627 has been passed by the
U.S. Senate and is pending before the House
of Representatives: Be it

“Resolved, That the House of Representa-
tives is respectfully urged to take favorable
action on 8. 627; and be it further

“Resolved, That coples of this resclution
be sent to the Honorable Lyndon B. John-
son, President of the United States; the
Honorable Carl Hayden, President pro tem-
pore of the SBenate; the Honorable John W.
MeCormack, Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives; the Honorable Herbert C. Bon-
ner, chairman, House Committee on Mer-
chant Marine and Pisheries; the Honorable
Clarence F. Pautzke, Commissioner of Fish
and Wildlife, Department of the Interior;
and to the members of the Alaska delegation
in Congress.

“Passed by the house February 27, 1964.

“BRUCE KENDALL,
“Speaker of the House.

“Attest:

“PATRICIA R. SLACK,
“Chief Clerk of the House.

“Passed by the senate March 4, 1964

“FRANK PERATROVICH,
“President of the Senate.
“Attest:
“EVELYN K. STEVENSON,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“WiLLiaM A. EGAN,
“Governor of Alaska.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

“House JoINT RESOLUTION 40
“Joint resolution relating to the establish-
ment of a national military cemetery in

Alaska

“Whereas because of the presence in num-
ber of members of the Armed Forces in
Alaska along with a considerable number of
veterans, it would be fitting and proper to
have a national cemetery in the viecinity of
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Fort Richardson or Elmendorf Air Force
Base: Be it
“Resolved, That the Department of De-
fense is requested to take appropriate action
for the establishment of a national cemetery
at Anchorage, Alaska, for the final resting
place of service personnel and those veterans
qualifying for burial in a national cemetery;
and be it further
“Resolved, That coples of this resolution
be directed to the Honorable Lyndon B.
Johnson, President of the United States; the
Honorable John W. MecCormack, Speaker of
the House of Representatives; the Honorable
Carl Hayden, President pro tempore of the
Senate; the Honorable Robert S. McNamara,
Secretary of Defense; and the Members of the
Alaska delegation in Congress.
“Passed by the house February 24, 1964.
“BrucE KENDALL,
“Speaker of the House.
“Attest:
“PATRICIA R. SLACK,
“Chief Clerk of the House.
“Passed by the senate March 6, 1964.
“FRANK PERATROVICH,
“President of the Senate.
“Attest:
“EVELYN K. STEVENSON,
“Secretary of the Senate.
“WiLtam A. EGAN,
“Governor of Alaska.
“Certified true, full, and correct.
“PATRICIA R. SLACKE,
“Chief Clerk of the House.”

A resolution of the House of Representa-
tives of the State of Kentucky, to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary:

“RESOLUTION 44
“A resolution concerning prayer in public
schools

“Whereas the Supreme Court of the United
States has recently declded that the offering
of prayers in public schools violated the
First Amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; and

“Whereas this body, representing all the
people of the Commonwealth of EKentucky,
favors a return to and a continuation of the
heritage and bellefs of this Nation; Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the Commonwealth of Kentucky:

“Section 1. The Congress of the United
States is hereby requested to propose a con-
stitutional amendment to the effect that
freedom of religion shall include the right to
offer prayer in public schools,

“Sgc. 2. The clerk of the house is ordered
to transmit copies of this resolution to every
Member of the Congress of the United States.

“Attest:

“TroY B. STURGILL,
“Chief Clerk, Kentucky House of
Representatives.”

A resolution adopted by the Long Island
Federation of Women's Clubs, Inc., relating
to the Panama Canal; to the Committee on
Foreign Relations,

A resolution ddopted by the Long Island
Federation of Women's Clubs, Inc., relating
to a commendation of J. Edgar Hoover; or-
dered to lie on the table.

Petitions signed by Zenei Yamashiro,
chairman, Association of Owners of Military-
Used Lands, Ishikawa City; Shineli Eyan,
chairman, Okinawa Reversion Council; Mu-
nicipal Assembly of EKadena-Son; Shunsho
Irei, mayor, Eadena-Son; and Easel Kise-
gawa, chairman, Assoclation of Owners of
Military-Used Lands in EKadena-Son, all of
Okinawa, praying for a quick solution of the
prepeace treaty compensation issue; to the
Committee on Armed Services.
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REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. JOHNSTON, from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, with an amend-
ment:

S.'828. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938, as amended, to pro-
vide for marketing quotas on Irish potatoes
through establishment of acreage allotments
(Rept. No. 962).

————————

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. MORTON ;

S.2635. A bill to amend the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, and for other pur-
poses; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

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

By Mr. HILL:

5.2636. A bill to amend chapter 35 of title
38, United States Code, relating to educa-
tional assistance for war orphans to provide
that the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs
may afford special restorative training for an
additional period of time when he finds such
is necessary to overcome or lessen the effects
of a physical or mental disability which
handicaps the child in the pursuilt of his
educational program; to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. BAYH: ?

8.2637. A bill to provide a new program for
wheat and to provide a long-range program
for the retirement of excess land from the
production of agricultural commodities; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

(See the remarks of Mr. BAYH when he in-
troduced the above bill, which appear under
a separate heading.)

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota:

5.2638. A bill to increase the amount of
domestic beet sugar and mainland cane sugar
which may be marketed during 1964; to the
Committez on Finance.

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

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota (for
himself and Mr. BURDICK) :

5.2639. A Dbill to increase the authoriza-
tion for the appropriation of funds to com-
plete the International Peace Garden,
N. Dak.; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affaire.

By Mr. MILLER :

S,2640. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to establish prima- facie
evidence that a corporation which distributes
or Invests 60 percent of its taxable income
is not being availed of for the purpose of
avoiding the income tax with respect to
shareholders; to the Committee on Finance.

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

By Mr. BEALL:

5.2641. A bill relating to the carrying out
of the national transportation policy as ex-
pressed in the Interstate Commerce Act; to
the Committee on Commerce,

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

By Mr. McNAMARA (for himself, Mr.
HUuMPHREY, Mr. WiLriams of New
Jersey, Mr. DouGLAs, and Mr. BaYH) :

B.2642. A bill to mobilize the human and

financial resources of the Nation to combat

5317

poverty in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

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

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia:

S.2643. A bill to amend the joint resolu-
tlon designating June 14 of each year as Flag
Day (37 U.B.C. 157), to provide appropriate
recognition of the Pledge of Alleglance to
the Flag and its author, Francis Bellamy;
to the Cominittee on the Judiciary.

RESOLUTION

ESTABLISHMENT OF SELECT COM-
MITTEE ON COMBATING POV-
ERTY

Mr. NELSON (for himself, Mr. HoM-
PHREY, Mr. METcaLF, and Mr. PROXMIRE)
submitted a resolution (S. Res. 305)
establishing the Select Committee on
Combating Poverty, which was referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. NELSON,
;hu;h appears under a separate head-

g.

PRIVATE OWNERSHIP OF NUCLEAR
FUEL

Mr. MORTON. Mr. President, last
year the Atomic Energy Commission
unanimously recommended the enact-
ment of legislation to require private
ownership of nuclear fuel for use in
atomic powerplants, with a 10-year
transition period. The Joint Commit-
tee held hearings on H.R. 5035 and S.
1160, identical bills introduced at the re-
quest of AEC to carry out its recom-
mendations.

During the course of those hearings,
the Commission told the Joint Commit-
tee that practically all the leaders of
the nuclear industry agree that private
ownership of special nuclear material is
a desirable objective. Commissioner
Robert E. Wilson told the Joint Com-
mittee:

Private ownership would facilitate stated
objectives of the 1954 act to strengthen free
competition In private enterprise and to en-
courage widespread participation in the de-
velopment and utilization of atomic energy

for peaceful purposes.

In support of mandatory private own-
ership, Dr. Wilson pointed out that Gov-
vernment monopoly is not required to
give adequate protection against unau-
thorized use of nuclear materials. He
also stated that elimination of the Gov-
ernment monopoly would have the fol-
lowing major advantages:

First. It would ultimately eliminate
the growing AEC investment in nuclear
fuels used by utilities for the commercial
generation of electricity.

Second. It would avoid continuation of
the distortion of technology.

Third. It would provide the utility in-
dustry and the atomic equipment indus-
try greater assurance as to their long-
range costs over the economic life of
atomic powerplants.
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Fourth. It would allow, and eventually
require, electric utilities to obtain nu-
clear fuel under conditions comparable
to those for other fuels, and thus permit
a more realistic comparison of the true
competitive aspects of nuclear and con-
ventional power.

Fifth. It would facilitate the adoption
of a uranium enriching service, giving
domestic manufacturers of atomic power
plants a better chance to compete in for-
eign markets.

Unfortunately for the taxpayers of this
country, the private ownership legisla-
tion was not enacted last year. The
atomic power industry raised a number
of relatively minor problems, including
such questions as restriction of imported
uranium, argument over the length of
time needed for the transition period,
and special provisions to continue the
subsidy of Government ownership for
small processors of fuel.

Since last year’s hearings there has
been a major breakthrough in atomic
power costs—a breakthrough which de-
mands immediate enactment of legisla-
tion to end Government monopoly in this
field if private enterprise is to maintain
its place in the field of electricity genera-
tion.

Until a short while ago, the Atomic
Energy Commission and the atomic
power industry thought conventional
fuels would have a cost advantage over
nuclear fuels to 15 or 20 years. The
capital cost of nuclear plants built in the
past has been substantially higher than
the capital cost of conventional plants—
so much higher that the total cost of
power from uranium was well above the
cost of power from conventional fuels.
The AEC forecast, in its 1962 report to
the President, that the cost of nuclear
plants would be well above the cost of
conventional plants, even as far ahead
as 1980.

In December of 1963, General Electric
agreed to sell to Jersey Central Power &
Light Co. a nuclear powerplant at a
cost of $60 million, which, with the cost
of land, interest during construction, and
reserve for contingencies, will bring the
total cost to $68 million. Jersey Central
expects this plant to produce more than
620,000 kilowatts of electricity. If it
does, this plant will cost $110 per kilo-
watt, compared to the price of $125 per
kilowatt which in 1962 the Atomic
Energy Commission thought could be
achieved by 1980.

This is a startling breakthrough. The
impact can be illustrated in terms of
competitive fuel costs. If the Jersey
Central plant operates as expected, it will
be competitive with coal selling at a
delivered price of 20 cents per million
British thermal units. In 1961, the latest
year for which such figures are available,
the average delivered cost of coal con-
sumed by electric utilities throughout the
nation was 25.8 cents per million British
thermal units,

Mr, President, there is no longer any
need, there is no longer any justification,
for continuation of this subsidy of atomic
power. Continuation of Government
monopoly and subsidy in this field ean
only contribute to the destruction of pri-
vate enterprise in the energy field; it
could eventually lead to the elimination
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of a large part of the taxpaying investor-
owned sector of our electric utility
industry.

If the Jersey Central people are cor-
rect—and no one in a position to do so
has risen to dispute their computations—
atomic power has turned the competitive
corner. It has reached the stage where
it is not only capable of standing on its
own feet, but where it also is capable of
displacing conventional fuels on a non-
subsidized basis in major areas of the
country. It has reached this stage many
years in advance of the 1962 projections
of the Atomic Energy Commission.

Mr. President, I am today introducing
a bill to permit private ownership of nu-
clear fuel for use in atomic powerplants.
In most respects, my bill is identical to
the legislation advocated last year by the
Atomic Energy Commission. In view of
the startling cost breakthrough repre-
sented by the Jersey Central develop-
ment, my bill would make private owner-
ship mandatory immediately, without
any transition period. Further, my bill
would end Government buyback of by-
product plutonium or any other special
nuclear material produced in power-
plants.

Until recently the Government was
offering $30 per gram of byproduct plu-
tonium, basing this price on two justifi-
cations: It was thought that the Gov-
ernment might need plutonium for
weapons purposes and it was felt that
subsidies should be offered to make
atomic powerplants competitive. Last

_year the Atomic Energy Commission cut

the buyback price to $10 per gram, rec-
ognizing that there is no longer any fore-
seeable large-scale need for plutonium
for military purposes. The Jersey Cen-
tral cost breakthrough has eliminated
any justification for continuation of the
buyback for subsidy purposes and the
incentive necessary to find the most
beneficial use for this material in power-
plants.

Mr. President, last year Dr. Wilson
told the Joint Committee that if the
Government monopoly is continued, the
AEC’s investment in fuel inventories for
commercial powerplants would exceed
$1 billion by 1975 “and would increase
rapidly thereafter.” Since his testi-
mony, the Jersey Central breakthrough
has taken place, and there is every rea-
son to believe that atomiec power pro-
duction will grow so fast that taxpayers
will have to invest many, many billions
of dollars in nuclear fuel in the next 20
or 30 years, unless we take the Govern-
ment out of the fuel-ownership business.

On March 4, a representative of the
coal industry stated to the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy:

Elimination of a subsidy is always pain-
ful and difficult. It will be easier to elimi-
nate the subsidy of Government ownership
of nuclear fuels now, while it is still a
youngster, than it will be after it has grown
to a multi-billion-dollar adult.

It not only will be easier to eliminate
this unnecessary subsidy now than it
will be later; it is also essential to do so
in order to preserve private enterprise
participation in: the electric utility field
as we know it today.

Mr. President, I urge the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy to schedule im-
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mediate hearings on my bill to end this
Government monopoly. I ask unani-

. mous consent that the bill be held on

the clerk’s desk for 7 days, for additional
sponsors, and I further ask unanimous
consent that the text of the bill be
printed in the Recorp.

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

The bill (S. 2635) to amend the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
and for other purposes, introduced by
Mr. MorTOoN, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Joint Commit-
tee on Atomic Energy, and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House:
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
2 of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
Zglended, is amended by deleting subsection

SEc. 2, Subsection h of section 2 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is
deleted.

SEc. 3. Subsection ¢ of section 3 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“c. a program for Government control of
the possession, use, and production of atom-
ic energy and special nuclear material,
whether owned by the Government or oth-
ers, so directed as to make the maximum
contribution to the common defense and
security and the national welfare, and to
provide continued assurance of the Gov-
ernment’s ability to enter into and enforce
agreements with nations or groups of na-
tions for the control of special nuclear ma-
terials and atomic weapons.”

Sec. 4. Section 52 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, Is repealed. All
rights, title, and interest in and to any
special nuclear material vested in the United
States solely by virtue of the provisions of
the first sentence of such section 652, and
not by any other transaction authorized by
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
or other applicable law, are hereby extin-
guished.

SEc. 5. Subsection a of section 53 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, be-
tween the words "“The Commission” and
“such material” 1s amended to read as
follows:

“a. The Commission is authorized to issue
licenses to transfer or receive in interstate
commerce, transfer, deliver, possess, own, re-
celve possession of or title to, import, or
export under the terms of an agreement for
cooperation arranged pursuant to section
123, speclal nuclear material, to make spe-
cial nuclear material avallable for the period
of the license, and to distribute special nu-
clear material within the United States to
qualified applicants requesting such ma-
terial—"

Sec. 6. Subsection c¢ of section 53 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“e. (1) The Commission may distribute
special nuclear material licensed under this
section by sale, lease, lease with option to
buy, or grant: Provided, however, That after
the date of enactment hereof the Commis-
sion shall not distribute except by sale
special nuclear material for use in a utili-
zation or production facility licensed pur-
suant to section 103 or 104b, except that
distribution by lease shall be permitted to
the extent necessary to carry out lawful
and binding commitments entered into by
the Commission prior to the date of enact-
ment hereof. The Commission shall estab-
lish reasonable sales prices for the special
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nuclear material licensed and distributed by
sale under this section. Such sales prices
shall be established on such a nondiscrimi-
natory basis, as, in the opinion of the Com-
mission, will provide reasonable compensa-
tion to the Government for such special
nuclear material. The Commission is au-
thorized to enter into agreements with li-
censees for such period of time as the Com-
mission may deem necessary or desirable to
distribute to such licensees such gquantities
of special nuclear material as may be neces-
sary for the conduct of the licensed activity.
In such agreements, the Commission may
agree to repurchase any special nuclear ma-
terial licensed and distributed by sale which
is not consumed in the course of the licensed
activity, or any uranium remaining after
irradiation of such special nuclear material,
at a repurchase price not to exceed the Com-
mission’s sale price for comparable special
nuclear material or uranium in effect at the
time of delivery of such material to the
Commission.

“(2) The Commission may make a rea-
sonable charge, determined pursuant to this
section, for the use of special nuclear ma-
terial licensed and distributed by lease un-
der subsection 53a, unless such material is
used for production of power for sale, and
shall make a reasonable charge determined
pursuant to this section for the use of spe-
cial nuclear material licensed and distributed
by lease for use in a facility producing power
for sale to the extent that distribution by
lease is permitted in such cases under the
other provisions of this Act. The Commis-
sion shall establish criteria in writing for
the determination of whether special nu-
clear material will be distributed by grant
and for the determination of whether a
charge will be made for the use of special
nuclear material licensed and distributed
by lease under subsection 53a, considering,
among other things, whether the licensee is
a nonprofit or eleemosynary institution and
the p for which the special nuclear
material will be used.”

8ec. 7. Subsection d of section 563 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is
amended by adding the words “by lease”
after the word “distributed”, and by amend-
ing subsection d(5) to read as follows:

*“(56) with respect to special nuclear ma-
terial consumed in a facility licensed pur-
suant to section 103, the Commission shall
make a further charge equivalent to the sale
price for similar special nuclear material
established by the Commission in accord-
ance with subsection 53c¢(1), and the Com-
mission may make such a charge with re-
spect to such material consumed in a facllity
licensed pursuant to section 104.”

Sec. B. Subsection e of section 53 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is
amended by deleting subsection 53e(l).

Sec. 9. Section 54 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is amended by add-
ing the following sentences at the end of
section 64: “The Commission may agree to
repurchase any special nuclear material dis-
tributed under a sale arrangement pursuant
to this section which is not consumed in
the course of the activities conducted in ac-
cordance with the agreement for coopera-
tion, or any uranium remaining after irradia-
tion of such special nuclear material, at a
repurchase price not to exceed the Commis-
sion’'s sale price for comparable special nu-
clear material or uranium in effect at the
time of delivery of such material to the Com-
mission. The Commission may also agree
to purchase, consistent with and within the
period of the agreement for cooperation, spe-
cial nuclear material produced in a nuclear
reactor located outside the United States
through use of special nuclear material dis-
tributed pursuant to this section. Under
any such agreement, the Commission may
agree to pay, for a period not to exceed seven
years, the price determined by the Commis-
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sion to be the estimated value, during the
period of the agreement to purchase, of such
special nuclear material as fuel in nuclear
reactors.”

Sec. 10, Section 55 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 55. AcquisiTioN.—The Commission is
authorized to the extent it deems necessary
to effectuate the provisions of this Act, to
purchase without regard to the limitations
in section 54 and to take, requisition, con-
demn, or otherwise acquire any special nu-
clear material or any interest therein. Any
contract of purchase made under this sec-
tion may be made without regard to the
provisions of section 3709 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended, upon certification by
the Commission that such action is neces-
sary in the interest of the common defense
and security, or upon a showing by the Com-
mission that advertising is not reasonably
practicable. Partial and advance payments
may be made under contracts for such pur-
poses. Just compensation shall be made for
any right, property, or interest in property
taken, requisitioned, or condemned under
this section."”

SEc. 11, Section 56 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is repealed.

Bec. 12. Section 57 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 57. Prohibition.—

“a. Unless authorized by a general or spe-
cific license issued by the Commission, which
the Commission is authorized to issue pur-
suant to sectlon 53, no person may trans-
fer or recelve in interstate commerce, trans-
fer, deliver, acquire, own, possess, receive
possession of or title to, or import into or
export from the United States any special
nuclear material.

“b. It shall be unlawful for any person to
directly or indirectly engage in the produc-
tlon of any speclal nuclear material outside
of the United States except (1) under an
agreement for cooperation made pursuant
to section 123, or (2) upon authorization by
the Commission after a determination that
such activity will not be inimical to the
interest of the United States,

*¢. The Commission shall not—

*(1) distribute any special nuclear ma-
terial to any person for a use which is not
under the jurisdiction of the United States
except pursuant to the provisions of section
54; or

**(2) distribute any speclal nuclear ma-
terial or issue a license pursuant to section
53 to any person within the United States
if the Commission finds that the distribu-
tion of such speclal nuclear material or the
issuance of such license would be inimical to
the common defense and security or would
constitute an unreasonable risk to the health
and safety of the public.” '

Sec. 13. Section 58 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 58. Review.—Before the Commission
establishes any criteria for the walver of any
charge for the use of special nuclear ma-
terial licensed and distributed under sec-
tion 53 the criteria for the walver of such
charge shall be reported to the Joint Com-
mittee."”

SEc, 14. Section 105 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, iz amended by
deleting the phrase ", including the pro-
visions which vest title to all special nuclear
material in the United States,” from the
first sentence of subsection 105a.

Sec. 15. Section 123 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1854, as amended, is amended by add-
ing “53," after the word “sections” in the
first sentence.

SEc. 16. Subsection m of section 161 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is
amended by adding the words “producing
or enriching of special nuclear material,”
after the words "to provide for the".
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Sec. 17. Subsection t of section 161 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended, is
amended by adding the words “producing or
enriching of special nuclear material,” after
the words “contracts for the”.

SEc. 18. Section 171 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is amended by de-
leting the phrase “52 (with respect to the
material for which the United States is re-
quired to pay just compensation),” from the
first sentence; and by adding *“55," after ‘'43,"
in the first sentence.

Sec. 19. Section 183 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is amended by de-
leting subsection 183a.

Sec. 20. Section 184 of the Atomic Energy
Act of 1954, as amended, is amended by add-
ing the words “or special nuclear material,”
after “other lien upon any facility” in the
second sentence; and by deleting the word
“property” in the second sentence and sub-
stituting the word “facility” in lleu thereof.

Sec. 21. Nothing in this Act shall be
deemed to diminish existing authority of
the United States, or of the Atomic Energy
Commission under the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, to regulate source, by-
product, and special nuclear material and
production and utilization facilities, or to
control such materials and facilities ex-
ported from the United States by imposition
of governmental guarantees and security
safeguards with respect thereto, In order to
assure the common defense and security and
to protect the health and safety of the pub-
lic, or to reduce the responsibility of the
Atomic Energy Commission to achieve such
objectives.

NEW PROGRAM FOR WHEAT

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference, a bill to
provide a new program for wheat and to
provide a long-range program for the re-
tirement of excess land from the produc-
tion of agricultural commodities. The
bill is similar to the amendment which
I offered to the farm bill. During the
colloquy at that time, following my dis-
cussion, the chairman of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. ErLLenper], kindly
agreed to hold hearings on the proposed
legislation. It is designed to effect a
solution to the farm problem by looking
at the long-range approach rather than
the year-by-year approach.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
be held at the desk for a week so that
other Senators who may wish to do so
will have an opportunity to add their
names as cosponsors.

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

The bill (S. 2637) to provide a new
program for wheat and to provide a
long-range program for the retirement
of excess land from the production of
agricultural commodities, introduced by
Mr. Bavyu, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REV-
ENUE CODE OF 1954 RELATING
TO INCOME TAX OF CERTAIN
SHAREHOLDERS
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I intro-

duce a bill, and ask unanimous consent
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that it be printed in the Recorp, and ap-
propriately referred. The bill is the out-
growth of colloquy I had with the dis-
tinguished Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Lone], which appears at page 2371-2372
of the ConGRESsIONAL REcorp of Febru-
ary 7.

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

The bill (S. 2640) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to estab-
lish prima facie evidence that a corpora-
tion which distributes or invests 60 per-
cent of its taxable income is not being
availed of for the purpose of avoiding
the income tax with respect to share-
holders, introduced by Mr. MILLER, was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Finance, and
ordered to be printed in the Recorp, as
follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) sec-
tion 533 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 (relating to evidence of purpose to
avold Income tax) is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (b) as subsection (c) and
by inserting after subsection (a) the follow-
ing new subsection:

“(b) Prima Facie EvIDENCE oF PurPosSE Not
To Avorp INcoME Tax.—If, during the taxable
year and on or before the fifteenth day of the
third month following the close of the tax-
able year, a corporation (other than a mere
holding or investment company)—

*(1) distributes 60 percent or more of its
taxable income, adjusted in the manner pro-
vided in subsection 56356(b), or

“(2) invests B0 percent or more of its tax-
able income, adjusted in the manner pro-
vided in subsection 535(b), in land, or in
property subject to the allowance for de-
preciation, for use in the trade or business
of such corporation, or

**(8) distributes or invests, in the manner
provided in paragraphs (1) and (2), 60 per-
cent or more of its taxable income, adjusted
in the manner provided in subsection 536(b),
the same shall be prima facie evidence that
any accumulation was not for the purpose
of avolding the income tax with respect to
shareholders. The fact that a corporation
has not distributed or invested 60 percent
or more of its taxable income, adjusted in
the manner provided in subsection 535(b),
as above provided, shall not be regarded as
prima facle evidence that any accumulation
was for the purpose of avolding the income
tax with respect to shareholders.”

(b) The amendment made by subsection
(a) shall apply to taxable years ending after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

CARRYING OUT OF NATIONAL
TRANSPORTATION POLICY AS
EXPRESSED IN INTERSTATE COM-
MERCE ACT

Mr. BEALL. Mr. President, last year,
the chairman of the Senate Commerce
Committee appointed a special Subcom-
mittee To Study Transportation on the
Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Seaway. I
am privileged to be a member of this
subcommittee.

Thus far, the subcommittee has held
hearings both in Washington and in the
Great Lakes area. Additional field hear-
ings are planned, including one in Balti-
more, Md.
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Mr. President, during the course of
these hearings, it has become clear that
the St. Lawrence Seaway Development
Corporation has been engaging in activi-
ties preferential to the Great Lakes
ports. I am concerned that efforts are
underway to obtain additional Federal
funds for promotional activities. It is
my considered opinion that the practice
of using taxpayers' dollars to promote
inland ports at the expense of the coast-
al ports is contrary to the national in-
terest. However, the special subcommit-
tee has been limited in its hearings to
a general study of the transportation as-
pects of the Great Lakes and the St.
Lawrence Seaway. I believe the subcom-
mittee should have an opportunity to
consider a specific legislative proposal on
the guestion of promotional activities.

I am therefore introducing, for appro-
priate reference, a bill aimed at carrying
out the national transportation policy as
expressed in the Interstate Commerce
Act. This act establishes the policy that
no mode of transportation shall be pre-
ferred above any other. My bill would
prohibit the St. Lawrence Seaway De-
velopment Corporation from engaging in
publicity or promotional activities such as
free or paid advertising; solicitations of
cargoes; and publication of ocean, rail,
port, or motor carrier rate or service
comparison.

I hope that the subcommittee will in-
clude consideration of this bill in its
future hearings. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed
at this point in the REcorb.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without objec-
tion, the bill will be printed in the REec-
ORD.

The bill (8. 2641) relating to the car-
rying out of the national transportation
policy as expressed in the Interstate
Commerce Act, introduced by Mr. BEALL,
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on Commerce,
and ordered to be printed in the REec-
orp, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Uniled States of
America in Congress assembled, That for the
purpose of oan'ying out the national trans-
portation policy as expressed in the Interstate
Commerce Act, the St. Lawrence Seaway De-
velopment Corporation shall not engage in
publlclty or promntlona.l activities such as
free or pald advertising; solicitations of car-
goes; publlcatlon of ocean, rail, por'l:. or motor
carrier rate or service comparison; or other
activities that are actually or potentially dis-
ruptive to the flow of water-borne trade
among ports In the United States or would
tend to promote any mode of transporta-
tion above another.

SELECT COMMITTEE ON COMBAT-
ING POVERTY

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a resolution on behalf of myself, the
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Hom-
PHREY], the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Mercarr]l, and the Senator from Wis-
consin [Mr. ProxmIre]. I ask that the
resolution be printed in the REcorb.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The resolution will be received and
appropriately referred.
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The resolution (S. Res. 305) establish-
ing the Select Committee on Combat-
ing Poverty, submitted by Mr. NeLsox
(for himself and other Senators), was
received and referred to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare, as follows:

Whereas poverty in the United States is
now acknowledged to be a major national
problem affecting the lives of millions of
Americans; and

Whereas these iIndividuals are often
chained to a present and future of poverty
by the cumulative effect of inadequate edu-
cation, limited job opportunities, bad hous-
ing, physlcal and mental {llness, and the
corrupting influence of delinquency and
crime; and

Whereas the complex problem of poverty
cannot be fully understood by viewing its
various parts in isolation, nor can it be sig-
nificantly reduced by striking at any one of
its tangled roots; and

Whereas for legislative purposes any serles
of policles to attack the diverse causes of
poverty must be separately considered by
the respective committees of the Senate; and

Whereas there are a multiplicity of pro-
grams at the local, State, and national level,
handled by diverse and numerous agencies
with no careful evaluation of their total ef-
fect and usefulness; and

Whereas the problem of poverty ought to
be approached with a broad understanding
of all of its facets and interrelationships:
Therefore be it

Resolved, That the Senate hereby declares
its intention to undertake a comprehensive
study of the dimensions and causes of pov-
erty, and to explore existing and proposed
programs directed toward its elimination;
and be it further

Resolved, That (a) there is hereby estab-
lished a select committee of the Senate to be
known as the Select Committee on Combat-
ing Poverty (referred to hereinafter as the
“select committee"”) consisting of fifteen
members of the Senate of whom three shall
be selected from members of the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry, three shall be
selected from members of the Committee on
Banking and Currency, three shall be select-
ed from members of the Committee on In-
terlor and Insular Affairs, three shall be
selected from members of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and three shall be
selected from members of the Committee on
Public Works. Of the three members of the
Select Committee chosen from members of
each such standing committee, two shall be
members of the majority party and one shall
be a member of the minority party. The
President pro tempore of the Senate shall
designate one Senator to serve as chairman of
the select committee from those Senators
appointed from the majority party.

(b) Vacancies in the membership of the
committee shall not affect the authority of
the remaining members to execute the func-
tions of the committee, and shall be filled
in the same manner as original appointments
thereto are made.

{c) A majority of ther bers of the select
committee shall constitute a quorum thereof
for the transaction of business, except that
the select committee may fix a lesser number
as a quorum for the purpose of taking sworn
testimony. The select committee shall adopt
rules of procedure not inconsistent with the
rules of the Senate governing standing com-
mittees of the Senate.

(d) No legislative measure shall be re-
ferred to the select committee, and it shall
have no authority to report any such measure
to the Senate.

(e) The select committee shall cease to
exist on June 30, 1966.

Sec. 2. (a) It shall be the duty of the select
committee to conduct & comprehensive study
and investigation concerning the problem of
poverty and programs initiated to combat
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poverty, giving special coordination to the
consideration of such programs. Such study
and investigation shall include—

(1) an analysis of the causes of both rural
and urban poverty;

' (2) an examination of existing and pro-
posed programs designed to combat poverty;

(8) an analysis of employment opportuni-
ties to be created by proposed programs to
combat poverty;

(4) an examination of the relationship of
industrial technology and the problem of
poverty; and

(56) the relationship of State and local
programs designed to combat poverty with
Federal programs.

(b) On or before January 31 of each year,
the Committee shall report to the Senate
the results of its studies and investigations,
together with its recommendations for leg-
islative or other measures which the Select
Committee may deem necessary or advisable.
The Select Committee may issue such in-
terim reports as it deems appropriate.

8Ec. 3. (a) For the purposes of this resolu-
tion, the Committee is authorized to (1)
make such expenditures; (2) hold such hear-
ings; (3) sit and act at such times and places
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourn-
ment periods of the Senate; (4) require by
subpena or otherwise the attendance of such
witnesses and the production of such cor-
respondence, books, papers, and documents;
(6) administer such oaths; (6) take such
testimony orally or by deposition; and (7)
employ and fix the compensation of such
technical, clerical, and other assistants and
consultants as it deems advisable.

(b) With prior consent of the executlive
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, the
Committee may (1) utilize the services, in-
formation, and facilities of any such depart-
ment or agency, and (2) employ on a reim-
bursable basis the services of such personnel
of any such department or agency as it deems
advisable. With the consent of any other
committee of the Senate, or any subcommit-
tee thereof, the Committee may utilize the
facilities and the services of the staff of
such other committee or subcommittee
whenever the chairman of the Committee
determines that such action is necessary and
appropriate.

(¢) Subpenas may be issued by the Com-
mittee over the signature of the chairman
or any other member designated by him,
and may be served by any person designated
by such chairman or member. The chair-
man of the Committee or any member there-
of many administer oaths to witnesses.

Bec. 4. The expenses of the Committee un-
der this resolution, which shall not exceed
$175,000 shall be pald from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the Committee.

THE WAR ON POVERTY: CHALLENGE TO THE
SENATE

Mr. NELSON. ' Mr. President, today
the President of the United States has
submitted to the Congress his message
on poverty. It is a creative message
which will allow us to begin an all-out
attack on the roots and eauses of poverty
and help each American to achieve that
share of abundance which he deserves
as his own.

The President has begun his message
by reminding us that we are “citizens of
the richest and most fortunate nation in
the history of the world.” It isthe mark
of President Johnson’s leadership, how-
ever, that he has not let us forget that,
even in the midst of our abundance,
more than one-fifth of all Americans live
in poverty.
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In the President’s words, the major
American goal can be defined quite
explicitly:

An America in which every citizen shares
all the opportunities of his soclety, in which
every man has a chance to advance his wel-
fare to the limit of his capacities.

We have come a long way toward this

oal.
s ‘We still have a long way to go.

The distance which remains is the meas-
ure of the great unfinished work of our
soclety.

To finlsh that work I have called for a
national war on poverty. Our objective:
Total victory.

The President’s battle plan for the war
on poverty recognizes at the outset that
the problem we face is diverse and
gigantic. Perhaps its most important
characteristic is the fact that it is not
easily seen as one problem: There are
many different ways to be poor.

Today poverty in America strikes
individuals in haphazard, random, and
tragic ways. The poor, as the Presi-
dent’'s Economic Report has stressed,
inhabit a world scarcely recognizable—
and rarely recognized—by the majority
of their fellow Americans. It is a world
apart whose inhabitants are isolated
from the mainstream of American life
and alienated from its values.

It is a world whose citizens are pre-
occupied with day-to-day survival—a
roof over their heads, where the next
meal is coming from. It is a world
where minor illness is a major tragedy,
where pride and privacy must be sacri-
ficed, where honesty can become a lux-
ury and ambition a myth. Worst of all,
the poverty of the fathers is visited upon
the children.

These citizens bear the scars of dis-
crimination, lack of education and
broken families. A brief look at some
of the dimensions of poverty shows the
breadth and the depth and the diversity
of the tragedy:

One-fifth of our families and nearly
one-fifth of our total population are poor.

Of the poor, 22 percent are nonwhite;
and nearly one-half of all nonwhites live
in poverty.

The heads of over 60 percent of all
poor families have only a grade school
education.

Even for those denied opportunity by
discrimination, education significantly
raises their chances of escaping from
poverty. Of all nonwhite families
headed by a person with 8 years or less
of schooling, 57 percent are poor. This
percentage falls to 30 percent for high
school graduates and to 18 percent for
those with some college education.

But education does not remove the
effects of discrimination: when non-
whites are compared with whites at the
same level of education, the nonwhites
are poor about twice as often.

One-third of all poor families are
headed by a person over 65, and almost
one-half of families headed by such a
person are poor.

Of the poor, 54 percent live in cities, 16
percent on farms, 30 percent as rural
nonfarm residents.

Over 40 percent of all farm families
are poor. More than 80 percent of non-
white farmers live in poverty.
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Less than half of the poor are in the
South; yet a southerner’s chance of being
poor is roughly twice that of a person
living in the rest of the country.

One-quarter of poor families are
headed by a woman; but nearly one-half
of all families headed by a woman are
poor.

When a family and its head have sev-
eral characteristics frequently associated
with poverty, the chances of being poor
are particularly high: A family headed
by a young woman who is nonwhite and
has less than an eighth-grade education
is poor in 94 out of 100 cases. Even if
she is white, the chances are 85 out of
100 that she and her children will be
poor.

Because the problem of poverty is so
diverse and so huge, the President’s pro-
posed attack on poverty has attempted
to pinpoint and isolate the many and
widespread programs needed to meet the
most pressing needs in the war. The six
titles of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 today submitted to the Congress
hit, as much as possible, at the diverse
problems we are facing.

Title I gives first priority to helping
young Americans who lack skill and who
have not completed their education or
who cannot complete it because they are
too poor. It will create a job cerps, a
work training program and a work study
program. Part of the program will be
administered by the Department of -
Labor, part by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare, and part by the
new Director of the Office of Economic
Opportunity, Sargent Shriver,

Title IT emphasizes a new community
action program intended to strike at pov-
erty at its source—in the streets of the
cities and on the farms, among the very
young and the impoverished elderly. This
title will give us the funds and facilities to
mobilize community resources to combat
poverty conducted by the local govern-
ment or by organizations broadly rep-
resentative of the communities. It will
gmphasize educational programs, ad-
ministered by the public school systems
and other broad scale social and welfare
projects. Various aspects of the program
will be administered by the various Fed-
eral departments and agencies.

A third title of the program is designed
to combat poverty in rural areas. It will
authorize grants to low income rural
families in order to help these families
achieve a permanent increase in their
income. It will also authorize loans to
help finance nonagricultural income-
producing projects in the rural areas.
Much of the program will be admin-
istered by the Department of Agriculture.

The fourth title is intended to create
new opportunities for special hard-hit
groups to help them break out of the pat-
tern of poverty. New loans and loan
guarantees will help provide incentives to
those who will employ the unemployed.
Work and retraining programs for un-
employed fathers and mothers will help
support these families in dignity while
the parents prepare themselves for new
work.

Much of this program will be admin-
istered by the Area Redevelopment Ad-
ministration, and by the Small Business
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Administration, and by the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfare.

The essence of the President’s program
is thus an attempt to use the existing
government and community resources
with added Federal funds and added
Federal assistance to pinpoint the
various diverse problems of poverty. But
more than this is envisioned, and this is
perhaps the most important feature of
the bill. The President has established
a special office responsible directly to the
President to direct and coordinate his
entire approach. He has announced that
Sargent Shriver will be *“his personal
chief of staff for the war against
poverty.”

As the President has stated:

I do not intend that the war against pov-
erty becomes a series of uncoordinated and
unrelated eflorts—that it perish for lack of
leadership and direction.

In this statement, we see the mark of
firm leadership. We see the mark of
experience which knows too well that
Washington can easily destroy the heart
and soul of a program through the pull
and tear of the conflicting agencies and
groups. The President’s strong note of
leadership and firmness, and his appoint-
ment of Sargent Shriver, emphasize the
most important point of all: An all-out
war against poverty must be coordinated
and directed as a whole. It must be
viewed from the outset as an integrated
problem. It must be attacked at the
outset as a comprehensive issue. Like
any war at any time, it cannot fail be-
cause this lieutenant or that captain
wishes to go his own way.

Leadership begins with understanding
and in this case the understanding most
important to our problem is that pov-
erty is a comprehensive issue requiring
a thoroughly integrated study and a
thoroughly integrated attack.

In submitting his program today, the
President also stated:

The Congress is charged by the Constitu-
tion to “provide * * * for the general wel-
fare of the United States.”” Our present
abundance is a measure of its success in ful-
filling that duty. Now Congress is being
asked to extend that welfare to all our
peopla.

The President has laid down a chal-
lenge for America. It is our responsi-
bility to extend the general welfare of the
United States to all our people. But
while we welcome this challenge, I seri-
ously question whether we in the Con-
gress are prepared to meet our responsi-
bilities.

The President has emphasized the need
for a coordinated and well-directed at-
tack. Now he has submitted his program
and his message. As it reaches us, cer-
tainly the message will be read as a unit
and a whole. But what will become of
the legislation?

I assume and hope that each aspect of
this broad and diverse program will be
carefully treated by the proper commit-
tee of the Senate. Thus, it is proper and
just that much of the bill will be consid-
ered by the Labor and Public Welfare
Committee. Some should be considered
by the Agriculture Committee, some by
the Banking and Currency Committee,
some by the Interior and Insular Affairs
Committee.
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Because each of the committees has
substantial experience in each of the
many areas of this legislation, it is their
responsibility to consider the legislative
problems presented by the President’s
program. It is their responsibility to
study, comment upon, amend, expand or
diminish and alter the program as they
see fit.

While this is only right, I wonder if it
is enough. I very seriously doubt
whether in the process of legislation and
criticism by each separate committee, we
are going to be able to follow the Presi-
dent's lead. I doubt whether we will be
able to maintain our eye upon the ball,
whether we will be able to keep an overall
view of the comprehensive problem,
whether we will be able to see the prob-
lem of poverty as an integrated whole.

For this, I urge that the Senate declare
its intention to view this issue as the
President has, as a broad, overall, many-
faceted, diverse, national problem which
requires one focal point of attention and
one standpoint for overall understanding.

Therefore I propose that the Senate
establish a new committee dedicated to
this task, to be called the Select Commit-
tee on Combating Poverty.

I want to emphasize that this com-
mittee should not interfere with the leg-
islative process as it is now conducted.
This should not be a legislative commit-
tee. Rather it should be a committee of
investigation and study. It should be a
committee which recognizes that the
complex problems of poverty cannot be
fully understood by viewing its various
parts in isolation. Nor can poverty be
reduced significantly merely by striking
at any one of its tangled roots.

This should be a committee which at-
tempts to view the multiplicity of pro-
grams at the local, State, and National
levels handled by diverse and numerous
agencies both private and public. It
should attempt to evaluate their total
effect and total usefulness. It should
be a committee which attempts to
understand that individuals are often
chained to a present and future of pov-
erty by the cumulative and interrelated
effects of inadequate education, limited
job opportunities, bad housing, physical
and mental illness, and the corrupting
influence of delinquency and crime.

I propose that the Select Committee
on Combating Poverty be made up to 15
members, chosen so as to represent the
other committees of the Senate which
necesarily will legislate on the various
parts of the poverty program. I would
suggest that the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, the Committee on
Banking and Currency, the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs, the
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, and the Committee on Public
Works all be represented.

I would urge that the committee be
directed to—

First. Analyze the causes of both ru-
ral and urban poverty.

Second. Examine existing and pro-
posed programs designed to combat
poverty.

Third. Analyze employment opportu-
nities to be created by proposed pro-
grams.
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Fourth. Study the relationship of au-
tomation and other technologiecal
changes to the poverty problem.

Fifth. Study the relationship of Fed-
eral, State, and local problems against
poverty.

Mr. President, I have included various
committees of the Senate which might
not ordinarily have been thought pri-
marily important in viewing all aspects
of the President's program. I have
done this for a specific purpose. I be-
lieve we must begin our view of the prob-
lem of poverty with the President's
message and his program. But I do not
believe we should stop there.

The President has stated today that
he is “fully aware that this program
will not eliminate all the poverty in
America in a few months or a few
years.” He has gone on to declare, how-
ever, that it “will provide a lever with
which we can begin to open the door to
our prosperity for those who have been
kept outside.”

All the while, however, the President
has made it clear “that this program is
much more than a beginning. Rather it
is a commitment, it is a total commit-
ment by this President and this Con-
gress and this Nation to pursue victory
over the most ancient of mankind’s ene-
mies.”

It is because the President’s message
and his program are clearly only the
beginning of our commitment and only
the beginning of our task, that I have
urged that the select committee be made
up of representatives from a number of
committees whose immediate task is not
major in viewing the new legislation we
are considering. Thus, I believe we
must go to the roots of the agriculture
problem and now begin to devise ways
in which to pull the more than 15 mil-
lion Americans, both farm and nonfarm,
;)lut of the rural poverty in which they

ve.

I believe we must direct our attention
to the slums. We must look for ways to
end the bleakness and futility of our
great urban centers. We must turn our
attention to the problem of housing for
those who are ill housed. And this, as
well as area redevelopment problems
and small business legislation require
the participation of representatives of
the Banking and Currency Committee.

Again, I would urge that we broaden
our scope of view, that we look into the
future and into the past at the roots of
poverty. I would urge the necessity of
representatives from the Interior Com-
mittee. Not only does this committee
consider problems of national parks—
where many youth conservation corps
or job corps programs might be fruit-
fully conducted—but it is the committee
which has the experience of working
with one of the most impoverished
groups in this Nation. It is the commit-
tee which has dealt with the problem of
the American Indian. It is the commit-
tee which knows, as no other committee
does know, how this most impoverished
group has been dealt with in the past.
Its experience with the recognized means
of improving the lot of the Indians—
vocational education, voluntary reloca-
tion, industrial development, accelerated
public works projects, and the use of di-
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rect Indian labor on construction proj-
ects—all of these will be vital to our
study of how to work with other im-
poverished groups in the Nation. More-
over, the Interior Committee’s experi-
ence with land reclamation can certainly
be of great value.

I do not think I need emphasize the
importance of the Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee. Theirs is the experi-
ence of manpower retraining, migratory
labor, special, and general education
problems, youth conservation corps, and
work study programs. Theirs is the un-
derstanding which must be brought to
bear upon this problem.

Finally, I would urge the overall im-
portance of general public works pro-
grams. The problem of poverty is in
many ways the problem of jobs. While
we must begin our approach as the Presi-
dent has begun it, clearly we must move
forward with ways not only to retrain
workers for new jobs—but in a nation
with 4 million unemployed—to new ways
to create jobs for the poor.

A program to end poverty must envi-
sion ways in which the Nation's pros-
perity can be expanded to all its citi-
zens. We are not involved in a program
to increase the dole. Inevitably, logi-
cally, and morally we must be involved
in a program to give jobs to those who
do not have them.

The need for specific attention to the
specific legislative parts of a poverty pro-
gram is unquestioned. But today, I urge
the equally important need to investi-
gate, to study, and to view the poverty
problem as a comprehensive whole.
Though I think the case for such an ap-
proach is beyond serious question, I
would commend to the Senate the words
of a recent report of a group under the
leadership of Gov. Terry Sanford, of
North Carolina, which has gone into
the overall problem of poverty in its own
community:

Poverty exists for a number of reasons, and
elimination of any one of these reasons will
not in itself eliminate poverty. Inadequate
education, low or nonexistent income, lim-
ited job opportunities, dilapidated and over-
crowded housing, poor physical and mental
health, and inclination toward delingquency
and crime—these and many other character-
istics of poverty both cause and are caused
by each other, interacting in a manner
which renders it virtually impossible for the
disadvantaged child, adult, or family to break
out of the “cycle of poverty.” It is essential,
therefore, that any attack on the problem
of poverty must be comprehensive, bringing
the forces of State and community action
to bear on all the characteristics of the
problem.

Mr. President, in his state of the
Union address, President Johnson de-
clared:

This administration today here and now
declares unconditional war on poverty in
America. I wurge this Congress and all
Americans to join with me in that effort.

It is time that we accept the challenge
of the President. It is time that we or-
ganize ourselves properly for the bat-
tle. It is time that we join full force in
the battle against poverty and that we
begin where we must begin with a care-
fully organized and carefully directed
study of the comprehensive issue.
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Mr. President, the resolution is co-
sponsored by the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HuMPHREY], the Senator from
Montana [Mr. MercaLr], and the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin [Mr. ProxMIRE]. I
ask that the resolution remain at the
desk for 5 days so that other Senators
who may desire to do so, may add their
names as COSpPONsors.

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

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
commend the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin [Mr. NeLson] for this excel-
lent proposal to establish a Select Com-
mittee on Combating Poverty. We will
receive President Johnson's poverty mes-
sage today together with implementing
legislation.

The Senate should also prepare itself
to initiate a long-range study of the in-
terconnected causes and effects of pov-
erty in the United States. Only through
such a select committee could such a
study be possible.

President Johnson has dramatically
brought the poverty crisis fo the atten-
tion of the American people. Congress
should prepare itself to enlist for the
duration of the war on poverty.

I ask unanimous consent that a press
release noting my full support of Sen-
ator NELsoN’s proposal be printed at this
point in the RECORD. :

There being no objection, the press re-
lease was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

WasHINGTON, D.C.—Senator HuserT H.
HumpPHREY, Democrat, of Minnesota, joined
today (Monday) with Senator GAYLORD NEL-
soN, Democrat, of Wisconsin, in proposing a
full-scale investigation of “the tangled roots
of poverty” by a special committee of the
U.8. Senate.

“President Lyndon Johnson has dramati-
cally brought the poverty crisis to the atten-
tion of the American people,”, HUMPHREY
said. “Congress should prepare itself to en-
list for the duration in the war on poverty.”

HumrHREY noted that no existing commit-
tee of the Congress and no single Federal
agency is able to deal with the many different
causes and effects of poverty.

“Poverty is a problem of inadequate edu- °

cation, limited job opportunities, substand-
ard housing, physical and mental illness, and
the corrupting influence of delinquency and
crime,”" HUMPHREY sald. “While many stand-
ing committees of Congress have jurisdiction
in these interrelated areas, there should also
exist in Congress a special committee charged
specifically with coordinating and studying
the many facets of the war on poverty."

The Nelson-Humphrey resolution would
establish a bipartisan Select Committee on
Combating Poverty composed of 15 members
selected from appropriate standing commit-
tees of the Senate. Although the select com-
mittee would have no legislative authority, it
would be directed to (1) analyze the causes
of both rural and urban poverty, (2) examine
existing and proposed programs designed to
combat poverty, (3) analyze employment op-
portunities to be created by proposed pro-
grams, (4) study relationship of automation
and other technologlcal changes to the pov-
erty problem, and study the relationship of
Federal, State, and local problems against
poverty.

The committee would be directed to report
its findings to the Senate before January 31,
1965.

Mr. BAYH subsequently said: Mr.
President, I take this opportunity to
compliment my friend and able col-
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league, the distinguished Senator from
Wisconsin, for his sincere interest in the
No. 1 domestic problem facing our Na-
tion. It is typical of his previous publiec
service as Governor of the great State
of Wisconsin that he is unable to sit
idly by and not take an active part by
addressing himself to finding a solution.

I am particularly impressed and want
to compliment my colleague for his rec-
ognition of the fact that, although pov-
erty is a critical national problem, it
cannot be solved by one stroke of the
pen, one speech on the floor of the Sen-
ate, or indeed the passage of one law.
Rather, a final solution to the national
problem of poverty will come only after
the most comprehensive study and at-
tack has been made. The Senator pro-
poses just such an approach. We can-
not overlook the interrelationship be-
tween environmental factors, education-
al opportunity, employment opportunity,
and a maze of other factors on the eco-
nomic weil-being of our country. A com-
plete and final solution to this depressing
problem facing us today will only be
found through a comprehensive and all-
out attack on the problem, such as that
suggested by my colleague from Wiscon-
sin. Once again, I want to compliment
him for his sincere desire to see that the
American horn of plenty is available to
all of our citizens.

EXTENDED DEBATE IN THE SEN-
ATE—CIVIL RIGHTS LEGISLATION
AND SENATOR RUSSELL

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the
New York Times magazine for Sunday,
March 15, 1964, published a most inter-
esting and informative history of ex-
tended debate in the U.S. Senate, written
by the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RUSSELL].

Senator RusseLL is highly respected by
all of his colleagues, as well as by people
in the entire Nation. The Senator from
Georgia is one of the most able men of
our generation, and is also a profound
lawyer and parliamentarian. Senator
RusseLL has as fine a knowledge of the
problems of government as any living
person, in or out of government.

Senator RusseLL has written a most

forceful statement which points up the

continued need for thorough discussion,
dialogue, and debate. Senate debate is
among our most cherished traditions,
and is a safeguard which I hope we shall
never allow to pass from us.

I commend this article to the most
careful reading by Members of the Sen-
ate, by Members of the House of Repre-
sentatives, and by the people of the Na-
tion. I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD. !

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

RusseLL DEFENDS THE FILIBUSTER
(By Ricuarp B. RUSSELL)

For the greater part of our history, the
right of full and free debate in the US.
Senate has stood as a vital safeguard over
the right of the minority to protest agalnst
legislation it believes to be injurious or
oppressive,
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Since 1841, there have been no fewer than
53 occaslons on which Senators have exer-
cised the right of extended debate—popularly
known as the filibuster—to oppose some
measure that was counter to deeply held
convictions.

The first fillbuster about which much is
known occurred in 1841 in opposition to a
bill to remove the Senate printers. Most
subsequent filibusters have involved more
substantive questions.

In 1863, an unsuccessful fillbuster was
conducted against a bill involving President
Lincoln's wartime suspension of the writ of
habeas corpus. More successful was the pro-
longed debate in 1890 that resulted in the
defeat of the “force bill,” which would have
provided Federal supervision of elections.
Two other celebrated fillbusters were the 28-
day battle by Senator Robert La Follette, the
elder, against the Vreeland-Aldrich Emer-
gency Currency Act in 1908, and the bitter
fight in 1917 that blocked President Wilson's
armed ship bill.

In more recent years, Senate liberals re-
sorted to the fillbuster in their opposition in
19563 to the so-called tidelands oll bill of the
Eisenhower administration and to the com-
munications satellite bill sponsored by Presi-
dent Kennedy in 1862. Southern Senators
have exercised the same parliamentary tactic
in opposing so-called civil rights bills during
the past two decades.

The lssues that have generated prolonged
debates or filibusters (the term used often
depends on which side of the question one
is on) cover a vast range of economic, po-
litical, and constitutional conflicts. The fili-
buster is not the exclusive weapon of any
philosophy, party, or section; distinguished
Senators of both parties, representing every
shade of political thought and every area of
the country, have taken part on occasion
in extended debates in support of a minority
position,

Some of the towering glants of the Senate
have been the most eloquent champions of
the right of full and free debate in that body.
These men—and they include many of the
greatest liberals as well as conservatives of
this century—believed that limitation of free
speech in the Senate—gag rule—would un-
dermine the rights and liberties of all
Americans.

The late Senator Eugene Millikin, of Colo-
rado, a leading and enlightened spokesman
of the Republican Party of a decade ago,
looked upon freedom of debate in the Senate
as an Important check on the excesses of an
unbridled majority. In a Senate speech In
opposition to ore of the periodic attempts ta
gag the Senate, Senator Millikin declared:

“The majority of any party in power would
find the suppression of free speech a con-
venient method of expediting what it consid-
ered useful and urgent legislation.

“It is always annoying to have errors ex-
posed, and it would not be long before a
majority of one decided that for political pur-
poses it should retain the illuslon of infalli-
bility by preventing exposure here of its er-
rors. And then it would not be long until
corrupt and even ominous legislation might
be shepherded through this Chamber in en-
forced silence.”

Senator Millikin, of course, was an emi-
nent conservative. But his position on this
issue was the same as that held generally by
the great school of liberals that held sway
in the Senate during an earlier part of this
century. Men like William Borah, Robert La
Follette, and George Norris were outspoken
In support of the fillbuster as a perfectly
valid parliamentary device for the protection
of the just rights of the minority.

La Follette, particularly, was an ardent ad-
vocate of unfettered debate in the Senate.
He once summed up his position in this ring-
ing statement: “Belleving that I stand for
democracy, for liberties of the people of this
country, and for the perpetuation of our
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free institutions, I shall stand while I am &
Member of this body against any closure that
denles free and unlimited debate. Sir, the
moment that the majority imposes the re-
striction contained in the pending rule, that
moment you will have dealt a blow to lib-
erty, you will have broken down one of the
greatest weapons against wrong and oppres-
sion that the Members of this body possess.”

The present rule of the Senate that allows
a high degree of freedom of debate—as will
be seen later, it is not absolute—is the natu-
ral outgrowth of the peculiar position that
the Senate occupiles under our constitution-
al system. Indeed, the right of an individual
Senator to insist on full discussion of any
question or issue is the essentlal element
which distinguishes the Senate as the great-
est deliberative body yet devised.

The unique characteristic and composi-
tion of the Senate grew out of one of the
most violent controversies to confront the
Constitutional Convention of 1787. In fact,
the composition of the Senate was the rock
that, for a time, threatened to wreck the
Convention.

In the Convention, the smaller States of
the Confederation were determined that they
would not be overwhelmed by the sheer
force of numbers involved in the representa-
tion based on population as was prescribed
for the House of Representatives. Delegates
from the smaller States wanted assurance
that the individual laws, interests, and cus-
toms prevalling in their States would not
be placed in jeopardy through the surrender
of a great amount of thelir sovereignty to the
the Union of States.

Under the compromise fashioned by the
Founding Fathers, every State regardless of
size, population, or wealth was accorded
equal representation in the Senate. Indeed,
such great stress was placed on this princi-
ple of equal representation in the Senate
that the framers included in the Constitu-
tion a provision that no State could be de-
prived of representation in the Upper
Chamber without its consent. This is the
only section of the Constitution that can be
changed only by the unanimous consent of
the States.

The Senate lles at the very heart of the
careful division of powers and the delicate
system of checks and balances that form the
buttress for our constitutional form of gov-
ernment. It Is the forum of the States in
which each stands on an equal footing with
the others.

The principle of equality of representation
is protected by the rules of the Senate that
enable a Senator from the smallest and poor-
est State to speak with the same volce and
authority as a Senator from the largest or
wealthiest State. If the constant campaign
to allow a majority to gag freedom of debate
in the Senate should succeed, the cherished
principle of equal representation would be
greatly weakened. In my judgment, such
a gag rule would throw the entire system of
checks and balances dangerously out of
kilter; it would reduce the Senate to little
more than an ineffective appendage to the
House of Representatives.

PERTINENT

According to a popular misconception, a
Senate filibuster consists of long and dilatory
speechmaking, wholly irrelevant to the legis-
lative question at hand, designed solely to
wear down the opposition.

Sincere advocates of freedom of debate In
the Senate reject this notion. The objective
of full and fair debate is to inform, to edu-
cate, to expose, and—If possible—to convert.
It is not an abuse of freedom of debate in
the Senate to speak at length, if what is
sald is pertinent to the issues and if the
discussion is serving to enlighten the Sen-
ate and the country on the merits or de-
merits of a proposal.

A check of the pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp will show that this is preclsely what

March 16

the opponents of the civil rights proposals
did in 1957 and 1960. I do not recall a
single reference to “pot llkker” or *“hush
puppies,” and no one read from a telephone
book or mail-order catalog.

Under gag rule, Senators would serve little
other purpose than to act, in effect, as ad-
ditional Members of their State's delegation
to the House of Representatives. For once
the Senate ylelds the right of its Members
to express themselves fully, it undoubtedly
would be only a matter of time before Sen-
ators would find themselves begging for the
privilege of speaking for 5§ minutes—as can
and does happen under the rules of the
House,

It also Is probable that the loss of free-
dom of debate in the Senate would be fol-
lowed by an attempt to abolish the Senate's
time-honored right of amendment, the other
principal characteristic that distinguishes
the Senate, In Gladstone's description, as
“the most remarkable of all the inventions of
modern politics.”

The right of free speech in the Senate is
particularly important because the Senate is
the only institution of the Federal system in
which the smaller States exerclse an equal
influence over the conduct of the affairs of
the Nation. This is obvious from the make-
up of our political and governmental system.
It is an elemental fact of political life that
the small States are at a disadvantage when
it comes to the nomination and election of
a President.

As a practical matter, the parties usually
look to the larger and pivotal States for
their presidential timber. The last Presi-
dent of the United States who was elected
from one of the smaller States of the Union
;::532 Franklin Plerce of New Hampshire in

Through the composition of the electoral
college, the smaller States have a somewhat
larger voice in the presidential election it-
self than in the nominating conventions.
Yet it is possible for as few as 12 of the most
populous States to elect a President even
in the face of the solid opposition of the
remaining 38 States.

The smaller States labor under an even
greater handicap with respect to their rela-
tive strength in the House of Representa-
tives. The Congressmen from the nine larg-
est States could, by voting as a bloc, pass
any bill they might desire, even if it would '
affect adversely the remaining 41 States and
be opposed to a man by every Representa-
tive from those States.

I belleve few rational thinkers would
maintain seriously that, under our system
of government, the will of the numerical
majority should prevail absolutely and at all
times. Certainly this was not the intent
of the Founding Fathers—and it is not what
the Constitution provides.

Ours is a country of diverse interests as
among the several States and the various
sections. What may be good for the people
of Maine is not necessarily good for the peo-
ple of California, and what may be right for
the people of Georgia may not be right for
the people of Hawall.

The Senate of the United States is the
last bastion within our Federal system
wherein the rights of the States and the
rights of the minorities are protected. With-
out freedom of debate in the Senate, the
United States eventually will go the way of
the unlimited democracles; we will reach
the stage where a misguided majority can de-
stroy the liberties and rights of indlvidual
citizens in the name of some currently pop-
ular cause.

It should not be forgotten by those who
would suppress and gag freedom of debate,
that popular opinion can be a fickle Instru-
ment. Causes that may be popular today
may very quickly sink into a sea of unpopu-
larity, as the noble experiment of prohibi-
tion demonstrated. Those who find them-
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selves on the majority side of an issue to-
day may find themselves cast In the minor-
ity position tomorrow.

It is surely conceivable, and perhaps prob-
able, that the day will come when, through
some fluke of public emotion, the Senate
is in the hands of the zealots of the left or
the right. Those who shout for giving
“the majority its way at once" should pon-
der the consequences of this if the Senate
should come under the control of political
extremists of whatever brand.

I cannot, therefore, escape the conclusion
that those who advocate restricting the
rights of the minority by curtailing freedom
of speech in the Senate may be sowing the
seeds of their own downfall on some future
question of burning national iaterest.

An untrammeled Senate exercising free
and full debate has served this Nation well
for 175 years. I do not know of a single
plece of legislation vital to the welfare of the
country that has been killed by a filibuster,
But many bad and vicious bills have been
delayed, modified, and sometimes defeated
because a Senator or group of Senators pos-
sessed the courage and the conviction to talk
and talk until they were able to expose the
harmful and injurious provisions—even if it
meant flying in the teeth of an impatient
and wrathful majority.

I would be the last to deny that there
have been abuses of freedom of debate in
the Senate. There also have been abuses
of freedom of speech, freedom of the press,
and all other constitutional guarantees. It
is an abuse when the press, radlo, and tele-
vision ralse the cry of “fillbuster” rather
than report to the country the valid argu-
ments and position of the minority.

Though few fairminded persons would
deny that there have been abuses in the con-
stitutional freedoms enjoyed by all Ameri-
cans, none would advocate striking these
basic guarantees from the Constitution. By
the same token, freedom of debate in the Sen-
ate should not be destroyed on the pretext
that it is sometimes abused.

The present rules of the Senate are wholly
adequate to prevent unjustified obstruction
of the work of the Senate and the passage of
vital legislation. Cloture can be invoked to
stop debate on any matter before the Sen-
ate by a vote of two-thirds of the Members
present and voting.

In recent years, a determined campaign has
been waged to descredit the right of full de-
bate in the Senate—and thereby to discredit
the Senate as an institution of Government—
through the specious charge that the Senate
is the “graveyard’ for civil rights legislation.
This charge is utterly absurd and without
foundation on its face. Both the Civil Rights
Acts of 1957 and 1060—which have been
hailed endlessly by their proponents as the
only legislation of this type to pass Congress
since Reconstruction—were approved by the
Senate after prolonged debate and discussion.
Opponents of the legislation were criticized
in both years for filibustering.

In 1957 and 1960, the opponents directed
their speeches specifically to the issues and
questions ralsed by the legislation. They
spoke ‘at length, it is true, but their speeches
contained facts and arguments as to why the
minority thought the legislation to be in con-
flict with the best interests of the country
and with the Constitution.

It should be recalled that fewer than 20
Senators voted against final passage of both
these bills—a number woefully inadequate to
have prevented cloture had two-thirds of
the Senate desired to close debate.

The plain fact is that a majority of the
Senate was not thwarted on these occasions
because of determined opposition by a mi-
nority of SBenators. In 1960, there were al-
most 30 rollcall votes on varlous phases of the
bill—inecluding final passage—which were de-
cided one way or another by a majority.
These votes included an attempt to invoke
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cloture which falled by a vote of 42 yeas to
53 nays—well below even a majority.

It is true, of course, that the action of a
majority with respect to the civil rights bills
may not have satisfied either the dedicated
advocates or opponents of this type of legis-
lation. But the point is that a majority of
the Senate was able to work its will and was
able to pass the legislation within the exist-
ing rules of debate.

Indeed, these rules have enabled the Senate
to function as a legislative body without seri-
ous detriment to the welfare of the United
States throughout our history. They have
enabled the Senate to discourage and prevent
excesses by the temporary majority of the
moment that may seek drastic change for
selfish or partisan gain.

Freedom of debate in the Senate, so long as
it is preserved, serves as a protection of the
fundamental rights and liberties for which
men for thousands of years have fought, sac-
rificed, and died.

THE OHIO RIVER FLOOD—PRESI-
DENT JOHNSON'S SUPERB RE-
SPONSE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
the last few days the Ohio River has gone
on a rampage that has caused millions of
dollars of damage, the loss of some lives,
and serious hardship for tens of thou-
sands of people.

The President of the United States has
acted with remarkable alacrity and ef-
ficiency. I am very greatly impressed
with the action taken by the President
to meet this crisis. The President called
together the Governors of the five States
most seriously affected—the Governors
of Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, West Vir-
ginia, and Ohio. He called on the prin-
cipal Federal officials responsible for
providing assistance under these circum-
stances: Director McDermott of the Of-
fice of Emergency Planning; Secretary
Freeman of Agriculture; Administrator
Foley of Small Business Administration;
Administrator Whitton of Roads; Gen-
eral Wilson, Corps of Engineers, and
from outside government: General
Gruenther, president of the Red Cross.

These—the principal men who could
act and bring relief—were flown, fogether
with the President, over the flooded Ohio
atlow levels. They inspected the damage
and every Governor was in a position
to determine instantly and in detail just
what the Federal Government could and
would do to help. And the President
was right there to back him up.

Those of us who recall President John-
son’s remarkable efficiency as majority
leader of the Senate can appreciate how
swiftly and brilliantly he organized the
farflung power and influence of the
Federal Government in this flood crisis.

When the President, the Governors,
and other officials landed in Cincinnati,
Governor Kerner of Illinois said that in
all his political career he had never seen
an example of greater concern or effi-
ciency.

I think this is an outstanding example
of the very great asset the American
people have in their Chief Executive. In
this nuclear and missile age, this time
in which we are challenged by militant
world communism, it is most reassuring
to know that the American people have
a President of such great energy and
such great organizational ability, con-
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cern, and efficiency, and one who is able
decisively and swiftly to focus all the
power and ability of this Nation to meet
a crisis.

What a great relief to Americans to
see this demonstration of the decisive,
able, firm hand at the helm of our Nation.

THE PRESIDENT MEETS THE
PEOPLE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
President’s appearance on national
television March 15 reassured and
pleased the American people,

He showed himself to be relaxed, con-
fident, and unafraid. What the Ameri-
can people saw was a sound, philosophi-
cal statesman, and the kind of Presi-
dent we all hope for—a man who is in
tune with the feelings and the aspira-
tions of this total country and who has
the courage to make decisions that have
to be made.

The New York Times editorially com-
mented on this television presentation
which expressed as its theme President
Johnson’s determination to see that the
American people get a “bettter deal.”

I ask unanimous consent to have the
editorial printed in the REecorp at this
point.

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

AT HoME WITH THE PRESIDENT

, Meet Lyndon Johnson. Millions of Amer-
icans may well have had the feeling last
evening that they were doing so for the first
time. President Kennedy showed, when this
formula was first used, how successful it
could be In humanizing an exalted and awe-
some position. The Presidency of the United
States, as many have sald, 1s a lonely emi-
nence. A friendly conversation with three
astute and experienced commentators, com-
ing informally through the television screens
into every home in the land, is a splendid
way of bringing the White House to the
people.

If it was an ordeal, President Johnson sur-
mounted and survived it well. He sounded
relaxed, and he was reasonably frank in his
answers. The public was let in on some inti-
mate history of the dramatic hours and days
that succeeded President Kennedy's assassi-
nation. The sense of the need for continuity
of the constitutional and democratic process
that Mr. Johnson showed in November was
a great contribution to American history,
and a very successful one.

The President might have been more pre-
cise, and less political, in his discussion of
the need to be better prepared than we are
now for a succession to the Presidency. But
he did make it plain for the first time that
he believes a procedure ought to be devised
for replacing the Vice President when he
moves up. The fact that this is a presi-
dential election year kept intruding, but an
expert like Lyndon Johnson is hardly one
to make political indiscretions on or off tele-
vision.

Bome may have found in him a bit too
much complacency and self-satisfaction, but
if political leaders did not have self-assurance
they would not be leaders. As Mr. Johnson
said: “I am the only President this country
has. I am doing the best I can in it and
I am enjoying what I am doing.”

He would like to be labeled as “‘a progres-
sive who Is prudent.” Nobody can go wrong
on that formula, or on the desire to be “a
people's President." He was right to say
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that we are not living in a world where “all
we need to do is smash a button and de-
termine everybody's foreign policy.”

No doubt, the real flash of inspiration in
the hour's talk was when President Johnson
was asked to put “a handy label” on his
administration, along the lines of the New
Deal, Fair Deal, or New Frontier.

“I suppose all of us want a better deal,” he
said.

INTER-AMERICAN COMMITTEE FOR
ALLTANCE FOR PROGRESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Inter-American Committee for the Alli-
ance for Progress was formed last No-
vember in Sao Paulo, Brazil. It is a re-
sponse to the need to increase the joint
action and contribution of the Latin
American nations within the Alliance for
Progress. It is a forum in which the
Latin Americans themselves will analyze
and criticize each other's performance.
This Committee meets in Washington,
today, to inaugurate Carlos Sanz Santa-
maria, an outstanding former Minister
of Finance in Colombia and former dis-
tinguished Ambassador to the United
States, as Chairman and the seven
county representatives. There is every
‘reason to hope that it will strengthen the
machinery of the inter-American system.

Experience with the Marshall plan
illustrates that self-criticism and joint
action within the framework of a group
of nations striving to help themselves is
a key element in the effectiveness of any
general developmental undertaking in
which the United States participates.
The Inter-American Committee for the
Alliance for Progress offers the promise
of accelerating the evolution of the
Alliance and of making more effective
the U.S. contribution to the Alliance.

‘President Johnson has demonstrated
the great importance with which his ad-
ministration views the creation of the
Inter-American Committee by appoint-
ing, as the permanent U.S. representa-
tive, Ambassador Teodoro Moscoso. By
background and experience as well as by
the esteem in which he is held in the
United States and throughout Latin
America, Ambassador Moscoso was an
ideal choice. I am confident, Mr. Presi-
dent, that he will continue to serve in
this new assignment with the imagina-
tion, dedieation, and understanding
which has characterized his past contri-
butions to the policies of this Nation and
to the progress of the hemisphere.

All his energies and abilities, as well
as those of his colleagues on the com-
mittee will be needed if it is to fulfill its
mandate. There is much to be done and
vast obstacles to be surmounted. The
effect of centuries of economic and social
deprivation will not be dispelled in a few
short years.

Our support and our understanding,
Mr. President, is vital to the Alliance for
Progress and it will be a significant fac-
tor in the effectiveness of this new Com-
mittee as one of its principal instru-
ments. The Committee can be confi-
dent of the support of the United States
in its efforts to make more effective
intensified Latin American efforts for
joint action in self-help.
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SIX MORE AMERICANS KILLED IN
VIETNAM

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, to-
day’s paper carries the sad news that
six more American fighting men have
died in battle in South Vietnam.

Each additional loss of an American
life in those far-off jungles poses with
increased insistence the gquestion: What
are American soldiers doing fighting
and dying in South Vietham? Why are
we there? Why have we been there for
10 years?

As I have previously pointed out,
President Johnson has inherited the
mess in South Vietnam. On the basis
of the reports brought back by Secretary
of Defense McNamara he is now reassess-
ing our position in Vietnam. As I rec-
ommended last week, I hope that as a
result of his taking a hard look at the
situation which he inherited, he will
come to the conclusion that since this
in reality is a civil war between the
South Vietnamese themselves we should
withdraw American fighting men from
the front lines. If the South Vietnamese
have the will and the spirit to fight the
Vietcong we can be as effective by sup-
plying them with the materials with
which to fight. But we should not waste
or risk the life of a single additional
American fighting man there.

This morning’s paper also brings word
of the turning of Cambodia to Peiping.
Despite almost half a billion American
dollars in economic and military aid,
Prince Narodom Sihanouk of Cambodia
is veering to Red China. Now South
Vietnam has Peiping-oriented neighbors
to the north and west. This is an addi-
tional reason, if it is needed, for with-
drawing our troops from the front.

I ask unanimous consent that news
stories from this morning’s New York
Times dealing with Cambodia and South
Vietnam be printed in the Recorp at the
conclusion of my remarks.

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

CAMBODIANS GET PEIPING ARMS AID—SIHAN-
oUK TeELLS CHINA ENvoY Two ARMIES “Ex-
TEND HANDS"—DENIES AGGRESSIVE AIMS
PNoMPENH, Camsopia, March 15—Cam-

bodia received a shipment of Chinese Com-

munist military aid today. Prince Norodom

Sihanouk said it arrived “at a crucial mo-

ment in our national existence.”

Government sources reported Prince SBihan-
ouk’s acceptance speech at Pochentong Air-
port, but did not say what the shipment
contained.

“Since our Iliberation from conditional
American aid,” the Cambodian Chief of
State told the Chinese Communist Ambassa-
dor, “our two armies have been able frater-
nally to extend hands.”

“This aid is not conceived, as Thalland
maintains, to menace the peace and encour-
age Cambodia to become aggressive,” the
Prince declared. “Our only worry is to have
sufficient military force to dissuade instiga-
tors of lmperlallstlc war who mensace the
Cambodian peace.”

He said It was certain that if China, the
Soviet Union, France, and Yugoslavia had
not helped militarily without conditions after
Cambodia renounced U.S. aid, our enemies
would already have struck out offensively
against Cambodia.
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MOST DANGEROUS FERIOD

““We are presently living in the most dan-
gerous period of our contemporary history,”
the Prince asserted. “Thalland has said
cynically that she will never agree to recog-
nize our right to live free, neutrally, and
in our territorial integrity.”

The Cambodian leader said that Prince
Souvanna Phoumsa, neutralist premier of
Laos, “now espouses an aggressive policy in
the northern territory.”

Prince Sihanouk sald a Cambodian delega-
tion would leave soon for Hanol, capital of
North Vietnam, to negotiate frontier accords
and establish fraternal relations with the
Pathet Lao, the leftist faction in Laos.

A Cambodian military mission has been in
Peking. It received assurances yesterday of
full support from Communist China should
Cambodia “encounter an armed invasion in-
stigated by the United States and its vassal
states,” in the words of Gen. Lo Jui-
ching, chief of staff of the Chinese Commu-
nist army.

Prince Sihanouk has had long-standing
border disputes with neighboring Thailand
and South Vietnam. His resentment at
US. support for those two countries
culminated late last year when he
dropped American aid and ordered his Am-
bassador home from Washington.

Later the Prince proposed a 14-nation con-
ference to guarantee his country’s neutrality.
Nothing came of that and he later suggested
that the United States, Thailand and South
Vietnam meet with Cambodia and sign an
agreement guaranteeing her frontier.

The four-nation idea was favorably re-
ceived by the United States and South Viet-
nam, but Prince Sihanouk withdrew the pro-
posal later. Then he began talking about
military alllances with Communist China
and North Vietnam.

EARLIER AID RECALLED

In the past, Cambodia has received some
ald—none of it military—from the Soviet
Union, Communist China, Japan and Yugo-
slavia.

They sent gifts or made loans that helped
Cambodia buy so-called luxury items. The
Chinese Communists sent a mission in Jan-
uary to advise in setting up a state import-
export company. France offered military aid
last month, including tanks, training planes
and trucks.

U.S. economic and military aid to Cam-
bodia came to $30 million a year for 8 years
until last November.

Prince Sihanouk renounced American as-
sistance after he charged that Washington
was supporting Cambodian rebel groups.
The United States denied the charges. The
friction was made worse by Washington's dis-
pleasure over what it considered a derogatory
reference on the Cambodian radio to the
death of President Kennedy. The Phompenh
regime denled any slur.

Prince Sihanouk subsequently insisted he
wanted Cambodia's neutrality guaranteed.
Prince Souvanna Phouma of Laos sald that
he thought the Cambodian leader was not
bluffing, and that he would turn to the Com-
munist bloc if Cambodia’s neutrality was not
guaranteed. The Laotian leader sald, how-
ever, that he was convinced Prince Sthanouk
did not want to abandon the non-Commu-
nist world.

81x U.S. AIRMEN DIE AS REDS IN VIETNAM

DownN Two AIRCRAFT

SarcoN, SourH VIETNAM, March 15—Com-
munist ground fire downed a U.S, helicopter
and a spotter plane in separate actions in
South Vietnam this weekend. Six American
airmen were killed.

Elsewhere, South Vietnamese forces, op-
erating near the Cambodian border, captured
about 300 suspected Communist Vietcong
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fighters, 35 of whom immediately asked to
join Government forces. In this operation,
at Cal Cai, 17 Vietcong were killed and a
U.S. Army sergeant was wounded by a land
mine. Government losses were put at four
wounded.

The prisoners were flown to Tan Hiep, 50
miles west of Salgon, aboard U.S. Alr Force
transport planes, On arrival they were
marched off under guard in column forma-
tion, hands on their heads.

U.S. ADVISERS PLEASED

American advisers in the area said the op-
eration was the most satisfactory perform-
ance by the South Vietnamese Army in
months.

“Speed and mobility of armored personnel
carrier troops were excellent,” one adviser
said. "Rangers who rode with them were ag-
gressive, air strikes and air reconnaissance
were well coordinated with ground move-
ments, local strike forces knew their area,
the airlift moved without prior notice and
we caught the Vietcong by surprise.”

Nearly all the suspected guerrillas captured
were without weapons, and 50 denied in in-
terrogation at Tan Hiep that they were Com-
munists, Hundreds of women and children
came into the region later pleading that all
the captured men be released.

Some of these women grabbed the legs of
soldiers, and others tried to storm a bridge
over a canal leading to the Cal Cal outpost.

A U.S. adviser, who speaks Vietnamese,
sald that emotional outburst might have
been inspired by the Vietcong.

Four of the U.S. airmen who were killed
were aboard a helicopter that was hit during
a Government operation today in Ba Xuyen
Province, 100 miles south of Saigon.

The other two airmen were aboard an L-19
spotter plane that was knocked down by
guerrilla fire northeast of Sailgon, near the
South China Sea coast yesterday.

A U.S. spokesman said three men aboard
the helicopter were killed instantly and the
fourth died while being flown to Saigon.

Government troops in the two operation
areas killed 12 Vietcong guerrillas and had
captured 2 by late this afternoon.

GIVE THE NEGRO A CHANCE AND
HE WILL CONTRIBUTE GREATLY
TO AMERICA

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, one
of the far too common and most
damaging fallacies in America is that
the Negro child has less intelligence and
ability than the white child.

Dr. Samuel Shepard, a great man and
a great school administrator, has shown
the world how very wrong this is.

Six years ago in the Banneker School
District—an overwhelmingly Negro
school district—the Negro children of
the district scored far below the national
average; fewer in the intellectually
superior classification, far more in the
below average classification.

But in the past 6 years Dr. Shepard
has succeeded with great ingenuity in
instilling drive and motivation into these
children and with what magnificent re-
sults. Let me quote just briefly from an
article in the March issue of the Reader’s
Digest about what Dr. Shepard accom-
plished:

Dr. Shepard invited parents to meetings
to talk about their children’s schoolwark
and future. At first there was only a trickle

of interest, but he persevered. Making the
rounds of his 23 schools, he spoke night
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after night. He concentrated on dollars-
and-cents figures showing that a high school
graduate can expect to earn perhaps $4,500
a year, a college graduate $6,300 and up
while the unskilled can expect only $2,000
to $3,000—if indeed automation doesn’t steal
his job, As the Shepard gospel spread, the
turnout at these meetings jumped to 400
and 500 persons.

“What do you want us to do?" parents
asked.

“See that your children have a time and
place to do their homework,” Shepard said.
“Shut off the radio and TV. Look over and
sign homework assignment notebooks each
week. And get your kids to school every day,
on time. People say the Negro is shiftless.
If this is true, the place to cure it is at
school.”

Such counseling, routine for most chil-
dren, was unprecedented in the Negro slums.
It took hold. Parents eagerly signed a pledge
of cooperation. School attendance that first
year improved, as well as study habits and
scholarship,

Shepard also set about motivating his
principals and teachers. “Stop teaching by
1.Q.." he saild. “You know that Mary tested
119, so you urge her on, draw her out, en-
courage her. But Johnny tested only 74. So,
when he doesn’t respond, you pat him on the
head and say, ‘You've been a good boy, and
you can clean the blackboard.' I'm asking
you to roll up your sleeves and teach as if
every kid had an 1.Q. of 120.”

The result of all this, Mr. President,
has been a dramatic reversal in Dr.
Shepard's school district. The chil-
dren are now scoring as well as all Amer-
ican children throughout the country.

When Dr. Shepard started this drive
for incentive and ambition among the
Negro pupils, the district had 47 percent
below average, 46 percent average, and
only 7 percent in the top level. Today
those figures have been almost reversed.
Only 11 percent are in the low division,
and 22 percent are superior.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article from the March
Reader’'s Digest entitled “Is the Negro
Equal in Intelligence and Ability?” be
printed in the REcorp at this point.

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

Is THE NEGRO EQUAL IN INTELLIGENCE AND
ABILITY?
(By Paul Friggens)

Mile after mile, the sooty Negro slums,
spread out from downtown St. Louis. In
the littered yards and dark doorways of rot-
ting, century-old red-brick tenements, idle
men sit and talk. In the midst of this
blight stands a high-rise housing develop-
ment, occupied by low-income laborers and
domestics and overrun with 7,000 shouting
children. With a young teacher from this
school district, I knock on the door of a
typical apartment in the already run-down-
looking development,

An expectant mother, swrrounded by her
brood of children, answers. The rooms are
barren, and devold of amenities, but there is
one surprise. On the table lies a dictionary.
*“I makes 'em use it when they studies,”
the mother says proudly. “I want for my
children to get an education and grow up
and be something.”

Behind the dictionary is the story of Dr.
Samuel Bhepa.rd. Jr., assistant snperlntencl-
ent of St. Louls's Banneker School District,
a l15-square-mile area with 23 elementary
schools serving some 16,000 culturally dis-
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advantaged children—almost all Negro—and
staffed by 500 Negro teachers. Four years ago,
when Dr. Shepard discovered that the St.
Louls schools were discarding 6,000 used die-
tionaries for a new edition, he arranged to
have them sold for 25 cents each to the
families in his district.

TRAINING AND SELF-RESPECT

That secondhand dictionary—for many
the first book they ever owned—is a symbol of
Dr. Shepard’s accomplishment in the slums.
And what an accomplishment it is. In only
6 years, the crusading educator has given the
lie to the image of Negro inferiority. In his
elementary schools he has raised the general
achievement level of his Negro pupils to the
national norm for whites. Moreover, in at-
tendance, some Negro schools outrank the
white in St. Louis.

Dr. Willlam Kottmeyer, deputy superin-
tendent of St. Louls schools, told me, "“Dr.
Shepard dares to tell Negro boys and girls,
‘Quit crying. Rise above your environment.’
He is giving the Negro training and self-
respect.”

One morning I drove out to Dr. Shepard’s
office at Banneker Elementary School. At
the bell, clean bright-looking youngsters
marched down corridors whose walls were
dotted with colorful posters: “Reading Is
the Key That Opens All Locks" and “There’s
a Place for You in the Community—If You're
Prepared.”

"“We keep driving that home,"” Shepard said.
“The Negro is low man on the totem pole—
the last hired, first fired. He has never pre-
pared himself for a job or had much ambi-
tion, because he had little opportunity or
place to go. But I tell them that it's a new
day; with education and preparation, Negroes
can take their places with whites.”

Colleagues say that 66-year-old Shepard
works 14- and 16-hour days and stays with
a problem like a dog with a bone. A trim,
athletic looking and highly disciplined man,
he weighs himself every payday, and keeps
15 years of welght records alongside his de-
posit records, Until he began coaching and
teaching in St. Louls, however, he didn’'t have
much need for a bankbook. Reared in
poverty in EKansas City, Mo., he worked his
way through high school and educated two
sisters as well. Washing pots and pans, he
won his bachelor's and master’'s degrees at
the University of Michigan, and 26 years
later earned his doctor's degree there.

Shepard’s crusade was sparked 6 years ago
when the St. Louis secondary schools changed
over to the track system of academle rating:
Track 1, superior; track 2, average; track 3,
below average. When the children of St.
Louis were given the Iowa basic sklll tests,
the results showed that the majority of Negro
children ranked low. Only 7 percent of Ban-
neker district schoolchildren were certified to
track 1; only 10.6 percent of 6,000 youngsters
in the primary grades were reading at text-
‘book level. This simply confirmed what
studies elsewhere in the United States had
revealed: Negro children score, on the aver-
age, 6 months to 4 years behind white chil-
dren of the same age and grade.

Shepard refused to accept this rating as
permanent. “We know there is nothing in-
herent in the Negro to explain this showing,”
he told a meeting of school principals. “Giv-
en the same opportunities and motivation,
our pupils can measure up to the whites.
But first we must convince their familles
that an education is important.”

“An impossible task,’* he was warned.
“You ecan't reach these unschooled parents.”

“I don’t think we have hard-to-reach par-
ents,” Shephard replied. *“We have parents
nobody ever tried to reach before.”

The educator told me about his district.
“Thousands of the families are without a
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strong father image. Negro men can't get
jobs as easily as Negro women, and so they
become mere drones in the family or leave
them without a father altogether. The re-
sult is that a pall of insecurity hangs over the
home."”

MOTIVATE THEM

Dr. Shepard invited parents to meetings to
talk about their children's schoolwork and
future. At first there was only a trickle of
interest, but he persevered. Making the
rounds of his 23 schools, he spoke night after
night. He concentrated on dollars-and-cents
figures showing that a high-school graduate
can expect to earn perhaps $4,500 a year, a
college graduate $6,300 and up, while the un-
skilled can expect only $2,000 to $3,000—if
Indeed automation doesn't steal his job. As
the Shepard gospel spread, the turnout at
these meetings jumped to 400 and 500
persons.

~ “What do you want us to do?" parents
asked.

“See that your children have a time and
place to do their homework,” Shepard said.
“Shut off the radio and TV. Look over and
sign homework assignment notebooks each
week. And get your kids to school every day,
on time. People say the Negro is shiftless.
If this is true, the place to cure it is at

Such counseling, routine for most children,
was unprecedented in the Negro slums. It
took hold. Parents eagerly signed a pledge
of cooperation. School attendance that first
year improved, as well as study habits and
scholarship.

Shepard also set about motivating his
principals and teachers. *“Stop teaching by
1.Q."" he sald. “You know that Mary tested
119, so you urge her on, draw her out, en-
courage her., But Johnny tested only T74.
S0, when he doesn't respond, you pat him on
the head and say, ‘You've been a good boy,
and you can clean the blackboard.' I'm ask-
ing you to roll up sleeves and teach as if every
kid had an 1.Q. of 120.”

Teachers were also asked to abandon their
condescending attitude. “You've earned a
degree or two,” he sald, “and you live in a
better part of town. But don’t teach as if
you pitied these slum kids. They're not
stupid.”

The assistant superintendent launched his
teachers on a program of home visits. Be-
cause of the appalling slum conditions, this
was not popular at first. But today it is
paying great rewards, in insight and sympa-
thetic understanding. At the schools I vis-
ited, I sensed a heartwarming rapport be-
tween teachers and puplils.

To Interest and Inspire the children,
Shepard inaugurated field trips to radio and
television studios, the St. Louis planetarium,
the zoo, museums, parks, and city markets.
“You wouldn't belleve it,” a princlpal ex-
plained to me, “but many of these children
have never before seen common vegetables—
a carrot, for example. They're used to hom-
iny grits and sowbelly. And, except for these
school trips, they've never been out of their
own neighborhood.”

One problem youngster from a broken
home—with four different last names in the
family—reported on such a trip for the school
paper. “We've never had trouble with him
since,” his principal told me. “He became
& reporter for his room, and for the first time
in his life he was somebody.”

EARLY AND LATE

The schools inaugurated “Reading Is Fun”
programs for advanced students, and en-
encouraged the gifted In mathematics sci-
ence, music, and art. One group of excited
elghth graders turned up half an hour early
each day for reading class. Every child had
a library card, and school libraries stayed
open some nights to accommodate avid read-
ers.
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Meanwhile, Shepard continued to push his
program—Operation Motivation—to convince
parents and students that the result of all
this study would be a decent job with good
pay. He organized teams of successful St.
Louis Negroes to make the rounds of the
Banneker schools, telling their stories.
“Here is evidence of dreams come true,”
Shepard says in introducing them.

Among these men are Chester Stovall,
director of welfare in St. Louls and first
Negro in the mayor's cabinet; and Charles A.
Brown, design engineer for the Gemini
project with McDonnell Aircraflt, who recalls
that he was the only Negro engineer in his
college graduating class. Brown testifies,
“A Negro can be a success in science if he’s
qualified. I had four offers of jobs when
I graduated from college, all at better-than-
average salaries.,” There are other testl-
monials: from a floor sweeper who won his
degree and is now technician in charge of
quality control for a soft-drink company; a
leading mlillinery designer, who proudly
proclaims, “Now I use my own name on the
labels"; a securities salesman; an aerial-map
maker,

THE PROOF

Sam Shepard clinches each session with
this telling argument: ‘“You've seen here
tonight what a Negro can do. We don't
have to live in a jungle and exist on relief.”

After 6 years, Shepard's faith In his
Negro pupils has been amply rewarded. In
1957-58, when BSt. Louls began the track
system, the 23 Banneker schools had 47 per-
cent below average (track 3); 46 percent
average (track 2); and only 7 percent in
the top level, or track 1. Today the Banne-
ker schools have reversed these figures.
Only 11 percent are in the low division, and
22 percent are superior. School attend-
ance has jumped from the 80's to 91.1 per-
cent, and 1 school had a 95-percent at-
tendance figure last year. Meanwhile, van-
dallsm in the schools has dropped signifi-
cantly.

Shepard has received many honors for
his achlevement, including the Page One
Award of the St. Louis Newspaper Guild,
which saluted him “for service rendered
through the public school system to the
cause of democracy in the United States.”
He disclaims any miracles. The St. Louls
work, he knows, has just begun, and he still
has two big concerns. One s that the
youngsters' interest and perseverance be
kept up through high school. Pulled down
by his slum environment, the Negro young-
ster frequently becomes an early dropout
and, unemployed, may turn to delinquency
and crime.

The second major concern is jobs. "There
are still barriers of prejudice, and to over-
come them we must have superior train-
ing,” Shepard says.

Shepard’s achlevement has significance far
beyond St. Louis. U.S. cities are gaining
rapidly in Negro population, with increasing
unemployment, welfare costs, violence,
crime. ““We are confronted with an inescap-
able question,” says Sam Shepard. “Is the
white man going to abandon these cities to
culturally deprived Negroes—with resultant
chaos—or is he going to help educate them
and save the country from disaster?”

KOSSUTH DAY

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President,
March 16 has been accepted by loyal
Hungarians and their friends everywhere
in the world as Kossuth Day, marking
a great event in Hungarian history., In
1848 and 1849 Louis Kossuth led the
Hungarian people in a long, and im-
possible battle against the misery and
suppression of centuries. In the mag-
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nificent style of Rakoczi before him and
Imre Nagy after him, Kossuth gave voice
to the pent-up protests of the Hungarian
people against foreign imperialism. For
the first time in 150 years, the Hungar-
ian love of freedom burst into flame.
The fact that that flame was smothered
by forces of reaction in Europe, as were
so many other freedom movements in
those heroic days of 1848, only proved
that Louis Kossuth and his followers
were far ahead of their time, not that
they were wrong.

Throughout 1849 Kossuth at the head
of the national government and his
generals fought against Austrian in-
vasions. One hundred and fifty thou-
sand Hungarian Honved fought against
twice that many better-armed imperial
soldiers. But the Austrians were de-
feated and driven out of Hungary. Em-
peror Franz Josef, of Austria, had to go
to Russia to ask assistance. Finally
Russia and Austria together were able
to crush the freedom movement. In
1849, just as in 1956, Russia was the op-
pressor of Hungary, the supporter of
an authoritarian order, rejected by the
people. Louis Kossuth was one of the
original freedom fighters of Hungary.
When his compatriots battled Soviet
tanks in the streets of Budapest more
than a century after his revolution, his
spirit must have ridden at their shoul-
ders, hoping still for freedom and hap-
piness for his people.

We Americans must take special note
of March 16, Louis Kossuth Day. It
marks the best in hopefulness among
our fellow Americans of Hungarian ori-
gin, and among all Hungarians. If the
Communists use the name of Louis Kos-
suth it will turn to dust in their mouths.
For Kossuth Day and all it symbolizes
are the very antithesis of Communist
dictatorship. On March 16, 1964, we see
Hungary still not free, still poor, and
suffering under Russian domination.
But hope is still alive. As long as Hun-
garians remember Louis Kossuth and
the ideals for which he fought, Hun-
garian independence is not dead. We
join Hungarians in paying tribute to
Louis Kossuth’s ideals. May they yet
triumph.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Isthere further morning business?
If not, morning business is closed.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair lays before the Senate
the unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of Mr. MansFieLD that the
Senate proceed to consider the bill (H.R.
7152) to enforce the constitutional right
to vote, to confer jurisdiction upon the
distriect courts of the United States to
provide injunctive relief against discrim-
ination in public accommodations, to
authorize the Attorney General to insti-
tute suits to protect constitutional rights
in pubic facilities and public education,
to extend the Commission on Civil
Rights, to prevent discrimination in fed-
erally assisted programs, to establish a
Commission on Equal Employmenf Op-
portunity, and for other purposes.
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MILWAUKEE JOURNAL GIVES GOV-
ERNOR WALLACE MAJOR FRONT-
PAGE TREATMENT IN WISCONSIN

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in
about 3 weeks there will be a presiden-
tial preferential primary in the State of
Wisconsin involving our Governor, John
Reynolds, who is running as a favorite
son committed to the candidacy of Lyn-
don Johnson, and the Governor of Ala-
bama, George Wallace.

I suspect that on the morning after
that primary, people may be surprised at
the result. They may not know that
Governor Wallace has been given not
only courteous attention but a great op-
portunity by our media of communica-
tion. He has been on our prinecipal tele-
vision stations at some length. Many,
many Wisconsin people have told me
that they have heard and seen Gover-
nor Wallace at great length.

Governor Wallace has also been given
great attention by an extremely influen-
tial newspaper in Wisconsin, a newspaper
which goes into 90 percent of the homes
in Milwaukee, and on Sunday blankets
our State like a midwinter Wisconsin
snow. That is the Milwaukee Journal.

Yesterday—Sunday—the Milwaukee
Journal published on its front page a
five-column story about Governor Wal-
lace. I wish to call that to the attention
of Senators and the country, because
those who have the view that Governor
Wallace is given short shrift in our State
and is not being given consideration by
the media of communication do not know
the facts.

Governor Wallace is treated with the
greatest consideration in the article,
which goes into virtually every area of
our State, every town and city. For ex-
ample, it is said in the article that Gov-
ernor Wallace has built a reputation for
running an honest government, and that
his political foes attest to that.

The article states that:

Wallace is making a sincere effort to get
rid of graft. Wallace is intelligent. Wallace
is supported by labor unions.

There is a picture of Governor Wallace,
together with his wife and his son. Itis
an attractive family picture.

The article and picture appear in the
dominant Sunday newspaper in our
State, which has a circulation of 540,000.
This story relates about as fair, objec-
tive, and balanced a story about the Gov-
ernor of Alabama as any I have read any-
where. At the same time, in the same
paper, way back in the editorial section,
deeply buried in the paper, there is the
Milwaukee Journal's attitude toward
Governor Wallace. I estimate that 10
times as many people would read the
article as would read the editorial. The
editorial states exactly why the Milwau-
kee Journal feels that Governor Wallace
should not be elected at the presidential
preference primary. The editorial makes
the statement forcefully and very well.

Now what the Milwaukee Journal has
done is in the best traditions of Amer-
iean journalism. This is a shining ex-
ample of why the Journal should be, as
it is, rated as a great newspaper. It
tells the big stories fully and honestly in
its news columns no matter how damag-
ing that news may be to the paper’'s ob-
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jectives. It confines its opinions, its in-
fluence to its editorial columns. And it
relies on the intelligence of the people to
make the right decision when told the
truth. ¢

But the point I am trying to make this
morning is that I think people should
recognize, when they are confronted with
the returns that will come in from Wis-
consin from our presidential primary,
that Governor Wallace has gone into the
State of Wisconsin and has been given
every consideration. His story has been
told fully and fairly throughout the
State by our leading publications and
over television. The results that the pri-
mary will show will be of the votes cast
by people who have had an opportunity
to hear the full story from Governor
Wallace, and who will have been able to
give Governor Wallace full, fair, respect-
ful consideration.

I should like to make one further
point about the significance of this vote,
to put the whole situation in Wisconsin
in perspective. .Our Governor, who is a
fine and able man, and a man who I
am proud to support, nevertheless has a
problem that all Governors have. In
fact, I believe he has quite a few more.
He is a Governor who has the rare cour-
age to make some very unpopular deci-
sions. He is a Governor who has the
strength and the intestinal fortitude
that has made many people opposed to
him. I have traveled around the State
of Wisconsin a great deal. I have
traveled around the State of Wisconsin
since the Wallace candidacy was an-
nounced. I can say there will be thou-
sands of people who will vote for Gov-
ernor Wallace in our State. Thousands
of people I believe are very badly mis-
informed on the civil rights bill. Thou-
sands of people will vote against Gover-
nor Reynolds because, as I have said, he
has chosen the hard but right way in-
stead of the easy, popular, wrong way.

I think the whole situation had better
be put into perspective because the U.S.
Senate will feel even a great north-
ern State like Wisconsin, which is com-
mitted to civil rights, and in which 9 out
of 10 of its Representatives voted for the
civil rights bill, and in which both the
Senators are deeply committed to it,
will show there is support for the Gov-
ernor of Alabama when he comes to
Wisconsin.

This is especially true, Mr. Presi-
dent, because every voter, Democratic
and Republican, in Wisconsin is given
both Republican and Democratic bal-
lots. He can vote on either. The only
Republican candidate in the presiden-
tial primary is unopposed, and he is a
favorite son, not a serious candidate.
The only contest is between Governor
Reynolds and Governor Wallace and
there is nothing to prevent hundreds of
thousands of Republicans who voted
against Governor Reynolds in Novem-
ber of 1962 to do the same thing again
by voting for Governor Wallace. There
is nothing to prevent this. Tens of
thousands of Wisconsin Republicans
may do it. If they do so, many serious
misinterpretations will be put on Wis-
consin’s attitude toward civil rights and
the bill now pending before us.
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I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle published in the Milwaukee Journal
on Sunday, March 15, be printed at this
point in the Recorp, and that the edi-
torial entitled “What Does Governor -
Wallace Want in Wisconsin?” published
in the same paper and at the same time,
be also printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD.

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

[From the Milwaukee Journal, Mar. 15, 1064]
Goop PRIMARY SHowiNGs WourLp FURTHER

WALLACE'S AMBITIONS—SENATE SEAT SEEN

A8 GoaL—GovernNoR Has Larce FoLLOWING

AMONG SEGREGATIONISTS

(By Carl Eifert)

MoNTGOMERY, ALA—Wrapping himself in
the Confederate flag, Gov. George C. Wallace
is setting out to vanquish the civil rights bill
and perpetuate his power in Alabama.

Friends and enemies alike recognize his
strength and his determination to keep It.
His popularity with the voters, as big as any
incoming Governor of Alabama ever had, is
increasing.

Wallace must sustain that popularity until
1968 to continue in public office. He cannot
succeed himself as Governor, and his term
will end in 1966. The next U.S. Senator va-
cancy will occur in 1968.

His foray into the presidential primaries
of Wisconsin, Maryland, and possibly Indi-
ana, Florida, and California is believed to be
a move to help him in Alabama, although he
figures to be a winner at home whatever hap-
pens. It is also believed in Alabama that he
will do well in Wisconsin.

DENIES BEING RACIST

‘Wallace has built a reputation as the lead-
ing segregationist In a State where every
politician must be one to get the votes of a
segregationist-oriented electorate.

But he violently denies being a racist.
Some of his enemies who call him a racist
are themselves segregationists.

In this atmosphere, the civil rights bill is
a dirty word in Alabama. Should Wallace be
able to swing what appears to be the im-
possible—by an impressive vote in the pri-
maries persuade northern Senators to change
their minds and kill the bill—he would be
on his way to becoming a major national
figure.

Even if he merely weakens the bill, his
purpose will have been accomplished.

“He might have a large impact on his coun-
try before he runs his course,” a confidant
sald.

In his campaign in Wisconsin, Wallace will
make learned discourses on property rights,
starting with the 10 commandments and
tracing the development down through the
centuries.

LET STATES RULE

He will continue the theme he has already
begun in the State: You know how to run
your schools and your State government. I
won't tell you how. If you can’'t run them,
tear down the State capitol and put up an
office building. Let Alabamians (the people
of this State don't call themselves Alabam-
ans) run their own State, too.

State rights will be the cross thread in
Wallace’s approach in Wisconsin. He insists
that Federal power must be controlled. He
uses the conservative line.

But Wallace’s background is that of a
Roosevelt New Dealer. He is a spending Gov-
ernor in a State that covets Federal money.

The Federal Government is Alabama’s larg-
est employer. There are 23,000 jobs at the
Marshall Space Center in Huntsville, some
with private employers but all made possible
through Federal spending. Brookley Air
Force Base, Mobile, employs 18,000.
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Maxwell Air Force Base and the Alr Uni-
versity at Montgomery are other large em-
ployers.

Senator LisTer HiLy, of Alabama, is the sec-
ond ranking member of the Armed Services
Committee.

TVA HELPS ECONOMY

The Tennessee Valley Authority has ex-
tensive operations in northern Alabama and
has accounted for an extremely healthy econ-
omy In that part of the State. It is esti-
mated that at least $2 comes back to Ala-
bama for every #1 in Federal taxes.

As far as State spending goes, Wallace has
been a champion. Spending for education
under him has gone up about $50 milllon a
year. He has embarked on a $100 million
highway building program. He has increased
the State's bonded indebtedness.

At the same time, Wallace has made showy
moves toward economy by reducing the fleet
of State-owned cars, ordering only regular
gasoline for them and cutting the budget for
his executive department.

Wallace has built a reputation for running
an honest government. His political foes
attest to this.

“Wallace is making a sincere effort to get
rid of graft,” one said. *“He's going to do his
damnedest to have an honest administration
in Alabama."

ABOLISHED LIQUOR AGENTS

Probably the most concrete example of
Wallace's drive for honesty was his abolition
of liquor agents.

Alabama is one of 17 liquor monopoly
States. Liquor is sold through State stores
in wet counties.

Former Governors would reward supporters
by making it known to distillers doing busl-
ness with the State that they would have to
deal through certain agents. Most of these
agents would make a few thousand dollars
a year through “commissions.” Others made
up to $50,000 annually.

Distillers would also provide “samples” to
legislators—not miniature bottles, but cases
of booze.

Wallace decided to do away with the abuses
and, instead, impose a license fee of 3 per-
cent of gross sales on the distillers. He got
the bill through the legislature, but the
major distilleries have refused to pay the tax.
They say It would be a rebate and thus break
an agreement not to give any monopoly State
a price break.

CONSIDERED INTELLIGENT

Friends and foes consider Wallace intelli-
gent, If not intellectual. His conversation
is folksy. But everyone's is in Alabama.

Wallace is sensitive about it. He com-
plained that northern newspapermen have
quoted his southern dialect with its dropped
endings and slurred pronunciations, and
then quoted Negro leaders in perfect English.

The Governor jokes about the bad reputa-
tion Alabama has received in the north. He
told this visiting northern reporter that he
would see to it that State police did not ar-
rest him for being in the State. He did it
almost straight faced, laughing only at the
end. He likes the “shocker” line as a joke.

In the capitol basement cafeteria, where
he almost always eats lunch, Wallace shot
out many shocker lines in talking to the
reparter.

He sald that electrical cattle prods used by
police were more humane than clubs in han-
dling demonstrations like those in Birming-
ham last year. He sald the electric canes
were harmless. Leglonnaires used them for
fun at conventions, he said.

‘Wallace also sald more whites than Negroes
were injured in 69 days of demonstrations
in Birmingham. v

PROUD OF MAIL

Wallace is proud of the mail he has re-

celved from all over the country. An aid
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sald there have been more than 1 million
letters and wires since last year.

All of it is being filed, mostly by state of
origin. Wallace opened drawer after drawer
for the reporter, reading sentences and para-
graphs at random. He savored phrases like
“God bless you" and “carry on the fight."

A lot of the mail was from Wisconsin.

More office space is being prepared. An
aid told Wallace that a Negro and white
man were working In another room and he
should take the reporter to see, adding that
it was not staged.

Wallace did so and talked to the Negro
plasterer, finding out he had been «in the
trade 50 years. A white carpenter confirmed
Wallace’s report that Negro and white trades-
men allke get union wages.

SUPPORTED BY UNIONS

The Governor told of his support from
local unions. (Wisconsin labor leaders have
denounced him.) He was backed up by a
representative of the ironworkers, who was
in Wallace's office to give a contribution to
his campaign. Wallace insisted $10 was am-
ple, although the union leader wanted to
glve more.

The Governor asked how much money had
come in for his primary campaigns in Wis-
consin and Maryland. A secretary ran off an
adding machine tape—$5608 in less than a
day.
Wallace, however, dodged questions on
how much had come in altogether. It would
appear the amount would be substantial, al-
though Wallace said he “won't be overen-
dowed with money.”

He pledged at a press conference that he
would not spend State money in his cam-
paign. A Montgomery paper, which supports
him, has been critical of his use of a State
airplane,

“We'll reimburse the State for the
gasoline,” he said. “I don’t believe the peo-
ple of the State mind my using the State
plane.”

SPECIAL FUND ON HAND

The Lockheed Lodestar he has used for
trips to Wisconsin had been leased. Last
week the Alabama State Highway Depart-
ment bought the $250,000 plane.

Wallace could legally use State funds to
run his primary campaigns. The recent
legislature appropriated $45,000 a year for a
specilal fund in the Governor's department
to be used to preserve the southern way of
life (“promote slavery,” one Montgomery
newspaperman put it), to fight against the
civil rights bill and to promote industrial
development.

This money has been used to pay the ex-
penses of Wallace's armed bodyguards, pilots
and others in his party to go to Wisconsin
to file a delegate slate.

The State sovereignty commission—de-
signed to fight for State rights—also has
$50,000 a year, which Wallace could tap be-
cause he controls the commission,

Wallace presented a $1,000 check from the
commission to the Montgomery Jaycees Fri-
day. The group is distributing coples of the
civil rights bill, A spokesman sald that
110,000 copies had already been sent around
the country at a cost of 10 cents each, which
recipients are being asked to pay.

Wallace was asked to mention the copies
wherever he goes. He will, It's part of his
campaign strategy to attack the bill while
at the same time presenting a good image.

Grover Hall, editorial page editor of the
Montgomery Advertiser, said people in Wis-
consin would be surprised to find Wallace “is
not sprouting a pair of horns and does not
have blue flames shooting from his mouth.”

[From the Milwaukee Journal] '
WHAT DOES GOVERNOR WALLACE WANT IN
Wisconsin?

Why has Gov. George Wallace of Alabama
entered the Democratic presidential primary

Marech 16

in Wisconsin and some other Northern
States? He 15 certainly not a bona fide
candidate for the Presidency.

Last fall he said he planned such a course,
not expecting to win but to hurt President
EKennedy. Now apparently he hopes to
hurt President Johnson. But how? Con-
celvably he could corner some Democratic
convention delegates if he worked Iin the
South. But he can hardly do that in Wis-
consin or Maryland.

Wallace says he is fighting for "State
rights.” State rights to do what? To dis-
obey the law of the land and Federal author-
ity, as he has consistently done in Alabama?
Certainly he does not oppose many kinds of
Federal “intervention.” Alabama, which
ranks 47th in the list of States in per capita
income and has very low health and educa-
tion standards, gets Federal help far beyond
average. The State could eventually sink
beneath the weight of Federal military in-
stallations, public power facilities, dams,
forests and many pork barrel projects fed-
erally financed, all of which Wallace, no
conservative in this respect, fully approves.

allace says he is campalgning against
civil rights legislation. In Wisconsin, which
has been in the forefront of the civil rights
struggle for a century? If he seriously de-
sires to campaign against civil rights, the
place is in Washington, where the Senate
is now considering a civil rights bill. In-
cidentally, both Wisconsin Senators support
that bill, and 9 out of 10 Wisconsin Rep-
resentatives, representing both political
parties, favored House passage.

Wallace says he is campaigning for local
government. The kind of local government
that runs his State’s major city, Birming-
ham? Birmingham has had 50 racial bomb-
ings since 1947, one in which four little Sun-
day-school girls were killed, and hasn't
solved a single one.

Why, then, is Wallace asking votes in Wis-
consin? Is it to further a dream of becom-
ing the “big man” in the South—the mid-
century Huey Long? That is the opinion of
many observers in his own State.

By talking out against civil rights in the
North he hopes to increase his popularity in
the South. His part of the country loves to
see the Yankee beard pulled.

In his forays into Wisconsin, Wallace, a
very clever politician, will cloak his racist
beliefs and policies under opposition to
strong central government. No citizen
should be deceived. When he was defeated
for Governor in 1958, Wallace sald that “they
just outsegged me” and that “they're never
going to do that dagain.” They never have.
Wallace’s slogan is “Segregation today, seg-
regation tomorrow, segregation forever.”

This took him to the governorship. He is
barred by law from two consecutive terms as
Governor. Observers think he aims at the
Senate seat of Lister HiLy in 1968. The Sen-
ate would give him a forum such as Huey
Long and Theodore Bilbo used to further
their form of greatness, to the harm of the
Nation.

Do citizens of Wisconsin, so long steadfast
in dedication to law and equality and de-
cency, want to be cat’s paws for such a man?

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, is the
Senate now in the morning hour?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. No. Morning business has been
closed. The germaneness rule is now in
effect.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that, notwith-
standing the rule of germaneness, the
Senator from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] be
permitted to address the Senate.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.
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Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have

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

PROGRESS IN VIRGIN ISLANDS

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, as a
member of the Subcommittee on Terri-
tories for the Senate Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs, I have had oc-
casion, since the advent of this adminis-
tration, to make two inspection trips to
the Virgin Islands. So striking is the
progress being made there, that it ought
properly to be called to the attention of
the Congress and the American people.
Nowhere under the Stars and Stripes has
the New Frontier registered with greater
impact.

The credit belongs to our late Presi-
dent, John F. Kennedy, to his Secretary
of Interior, Stewart Udall, to Assistant
Secretary of the Interior John Carver,
and, perhaps, most of all, to the remark-
able man in whom they entrusted the
reins of the Territorial Government, the
Honorable Ralph M. Paiewonsky, a life-
long resident of the islands.

When President Kennedy appointed
Ralph Paiewonsky as Governor of the
Virgin Islands, the local government of
the islands was stalled on dead center.
In many respects, conditions still re-
sembled those which earlier had led
President Hoover to describe the islands
as the “poorhouse in the Caribbean.”
Living costs were high; per capita in-
come low. Government services in all
departments were handicapped by ecriti-~
cal shortages of facilities and qualified
personnel.

Now, less than 3 years later, when
one visits the Virgin Islands, the evi-
dences of progressive and intelligent
leadership are unmistakable.

In his first year as Governor, Ralph
Paiewonsky moved swiftly into a com-
plete reorganization of the executive
branch. Departments were revitalized
and set up on a basis which qualified the
islands to participate in many federally
sponsored programs which previously
had been denied them on technical
grounds. To expand the talent pool
needed for health, education, housing,
and other government services, the Gov-
ernor initiated recruitment programs to
attract qualified people from the main-
land and, at the same time, set up plans
for training native Virgin Islanders in
the professional skills required.

A massive assault was launched to
solve the critical problems of housing,
education, and health. In addition to
federally sponsored public housing proj-
ects, the islands government initiated
its own housing programs. The first
urban renewal projects were designed
to eliminate blight areas and relocate
slum residents in modern, healthy hous-
ing. As a result, more than 5,000 Virgin
Islanders are now relocated from sub-
standard housing and live in units built
by Federal and local public funds. New
housing for another 1,200 persons will
be available within the next few months.

In the public schools, the Paiewonsky
administration has pushed classroom
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construction and faculty building pro-
grams which have reduced the pupil-
teacher ratio from more than 65 to 1 to
the present 36 to 1. Further expansion
of buildings and faculty soon should
bring this ratio below 30 to 1.

Governor Paiewonsky's ceaseless ef-
forts in behalf of higher education this
year saw the doors open at the new Col-
lege of the Virgin Islands. The first
class of 46 freshmen now is in its second
term, and there are some 300 part-time
students.

Steady progress is being made in hos-
pital and public health programs. A
new alltime low in the death rate, cou-
pled with a new record high in live births,
is evidence of the efficiency of health
services. However, the rapidly growing
resident population and the expanding
number of visitors is taxing the capacity
of present facilities. The Paiewonsky
administration now is planning con-
struction within 5 years of two new
multimillion-dollar health centers—one
on St. Croix and one on St. Thomas.
When completed, these centers will take
care of the islands’ needs for many years
to come.

Simultaneously with the attack on so-
cial problems, Governor Paiewonsky
opened a new drive for economic develop-
ment of the islands. The emphasis has
been on development which would pro-
vide employment at good wages, rather
than the low-paid menial labor which
was formerly the only job opportunity.
The success of this development pro-
gram is evidenced by the fact that per
capita income had almost tripled by
December 1963. A reliable estimate is
that Virgin Islanders now enjoy a per
capita income at the rate of some $1,500
per year. This is the highest in the
Caribbean area.

The tourist industry has responded en-
thusiastically to the development plans
of the Virgin Islands government. More
than 331,000 people visit the islands an-
nually by air and sea. They now are
spending at the rate of some $45 million
per year, which makes this the largest
single source of income. On one day in
December seven cruise ships visited St.
Thomas. The island served from 4,000
to 6,000 tourists without incident.

The economic health of the islands
under the Paiewonsky administration
is evidenced by many indicators. For
example, bank deposits last year hit an
alltime high of $51,700,000, an increase
of almost 50 percent in 2 years. Even
more impressive is the fact that bank
loans increased almost 100 percent in the
same 2 years to reach a new record of
$32,200,000.

It is significant that the U.S. Virgin
Islands contribute most of their import
purchases to the U.S. mainland. Of
some $65 million worth of goods imported
last year, $45 million was from the
States. The Virgin Islands per capita
purchases from the TUnited States
amount to $1,200, which makes them our
best customers in the world. For every
dollar a tourist spends in the islands,
75 cents returns to the United States of
America.

The measure of an administration
cannot be taken from partisan political

5331

criticism. It must be taken from the
degree of progress made by that admin-
istration in the solving of social, eco-
nomie, and cultural problems. When
measured by this yardstick, there can
be no question but that the governorship
of the U.S. Virgin Islands is entrusted
to capable hands under the stewardship
of Ralph M. Paiewonsky.

Mr. President, in order that some of
the more salient achievements of the
Paiewonsky administration may appear
in the Recorp, I ask unanimous consent
that excerpts from Governor Paiewon-
sky’s January 13 state of the territory -
message be printed in the Recorp.

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

At this time last year, I reported that the
state of the territory was excellent and that
there was every promise it would continue
80. I am happy to say now that the state
of the territory of the Virgin Islands con-
tinues excellent. Indeed, there is continued
evidence of progress and prosperity never be-
fore deemed possible, and this prosperity has
a broader base than ever before. The meas-
ure of our accomplishments is seen in the
breadth and width of our concern with the
everyday problems of all our fellow citizens.
And, as we appraise the advances made in
the past year, we are pleased that this record
progress was shared by all our people alike,
as we advanced together on the economic,
social, cultural, and political fronts,

Let's look at revenues. For the first 6
months of this fiscal year, general fund rev-
enues came to an alltime high of $6,375,000,
or an increase of 47 percent over collections
for the first 6 months of the last fiscal year.

For comparative purposes, the total gen-
eral fund revenues collected in fiscal 1961,
when I took office, was $8,872,113. Contrast
this with the $16 million budgeted for this
fiscal year, a 100-percent increase in less
than 3 years. This filscal year alone, we
expect to collect in general funds $16 mil-
lion, or $4 million more than last fiscal year;
this increase in 1 year.

Next, let’s take a look at housing. We
finally have made a real breakthrough in
public housing and community renewal, In
partnership with this legislature, stepped-
up response to housing needs was accom-
plished by two organizational steps. First,
a Department of Housing and Community
Renewal was established. Second, the Vir-
gin Islands Urban Renewal Board was set
up and recognized by the Federal Govern-
ment as the local agency for administering
federally assisted slum clearance projects,
Several housing and community develop-
ment activities have been initiated, includ-
ing the Altona, Demerara, and Hospital
Ground projects in St. Thomas, and the
Estate Profit, Richmond Gardens, and Cam-
porico projects in St. Croix.

In the middle-income housing field, a
major problem, B0 acres of land have been
acquired in St. Thomas for development into
rental apartments. Another middle-income
housing development on Government-owned
land at Bluebeard's Castle Estate will be
financed by a direct mortgage loan from
the Housing and Home Finance Agency.

Now, let us turn to education. The Col-
lege of the Virgin Islands opened its doors
to the first freshman class on July 1, 1963.

Starting in July 1968 with 46 full-time
freshmen and 142 part-time students, the
college now has a total of 314 full-time and
part-time students. It is worth noting that
half the faculty of the college hold Ph. D.
degrees from leading universities.

In our public schocls, the teacher-pupil
ratlo has been reduced substantially to a
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systemwide average of about 1 to 36. How-
ever, in both elementary and secondary
schools, the pressure of growing population
continues to cause a classroom shortage
which is acute in some areas. This short-

*“age has been greatly alleviated by new con-
struction and remodeling on all three islands,
and the situation will be further improved
by substantial additions now being planned
for this year.

Next, I am happy to report that the state

. of health in the islands has been generally
good. There have been no serious outbreaks
of any kind. An overall improvement in mor-
tality statistics was registered, with the death
rate reaching a new low of 9 per 1,000 popu-
lation. Services were expanded and improved
as new additions were made to the staff. The
cancer detection program was intensified.
Clinics were organized to mount a full-scale
attack on parasitic Infection. A team of
Columbia University specialists completed
a project for the standardization of intelli-
gence tests.

Turning to the fleld of industry and com-
merce, we find a bright picture. Industrial
development and trade were at a record high.
The tourist industry led the way in fiscal
1963 with a total of more than $41 million
brought into the islands. This is an increase
of $5925,000 over the previous year. Bank
deposits also reached a new high of $51,700,-
000, and bank loans shot up to a new record
of $32,200,000. It is estimated that 331,000
visitors came to the islands, as compared
with 291,000 in fiscal 1962.

Eight new manufacturing industries were
established in the islands during the year.
Exports scored a phenomenal increase to
reach a total of $20 million, up 119 percent
in 1 year. Total imports were at the annual
rate of $70 million in the first months of
1963, as compared with $61.8 million in
calendar 1962, 8502 million in 1961, $423
million in 1960 and $33.6 million in 1858. In
1962, about $42 million worth of goods was
imported from the United States and Puerto
Rico. the population estimate
of 35,000, the Islands per capita im-
ports from the United States is $1,200, about
3 times that of Puerto Rico.

Per capita income of the Virgin Islands hit
a new peak by the end of December 1963 of
approximately $1,500 per year—the highest
in the Caribbean.

In the field of social welfare, notable prog-
ress was made in both Federal and insular
activities. There was an increase in scholar-

* ships for training professional social workers.
Plans were completed for securing Federal
public housing funds to construct an alded
self-care home for the aged. The local public
assistance program still is hampered by the
limitation of Federal participation to $330,-
000, and every effort 1s being made to get
Federal participation in the Virgin Islands
on the same basis as in the States. The insu-
lar training schools have continued to
achieve improvement In services and morale
of both the children and staffl. A master
plan was approved for construction of cot-
tages, one for boys and one for girls, to ex-
pand the services of this important facility.
Detention centers for St. Thomas and St.
Crolx are being planned, and funds already
are available for their construction.

Throughout the year, the smooth enforce-
ment of our comprehensive civil rights law
was alded by the continued efforts of the
Human Relations Commission. Where mis-
understandings arose, conciliation was used
to settle them in an atmosphere of reason,
without recriminations. The results of this
work are evident in the fair and equal treat-
ment of all citizens without regard to race,
creed or color. Our model human relations
was a source of comment and admiration
from the many visiting dignitaries who came
to our shores from other lands under the
program sponsored by the U.S. State Depart-
ment.
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Perhaps the most important challenge for
the present and the future of our islands is
that of providing qualified leadership in both
government and private activities. Leader-
ship begins with young people of intelligence
and the will to serve. These we have. The
second step is to train these young people
in the professions and skills they must bring
to key positions in our society. My admin-
istration believes that this is not just desir-
able, but an absolute necessity. Hence, we
have adopted a program of sending promis-
ing young men and women for training in
the best universities and colleges on the
mainland. We also have encouraged inserv-
ice training by bringing specialists to the
islands to work with our people, on the job,
to improve their professional skills. This
program is just beginning. We hope to ex-
pand it in the future to assure that we will
have the leadership at all levels to cope with
the problems which will inevitably arise.

In conclusion, let me say that the Virgin
Islands are moving ahead. In some instances
we actually are setting the pace for other
communities on the mainland. Our resolve
to move ahead can never be terminated as
long as the will to progress is alive. This
continuing process of development will take
time, energy and money. The broad major-
ity of our people understands and accepts
this responsibility as we move ahead toward
higher social, economic and cultural goals
far beyond our present achievements.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the Senator
from Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. I should like not
only highly to commend my friend, the
senior Senator from Idaho, but also to
associate myself completely with his
remarks on the subject of the services
that Gov. Ralph Paiewonsky has given
to the Virgin Islands.

I have been familiar with, and have
followed closely, events in the Virgin
Islands ever since 1934, when I was ap-
pointed as the first Director of the
Division of Territories and Island Pos-
sessions of the Department of the In-
terior. It was a new agency created by
Executive order of President Franklin
Delano Roosevelt to supervise the Fed-
eral relations of our outlying areas. One
of the responsibilities included in the
supervision of our outlying possessions
was that for the Virgin Islands. I have
known all the Governors who have served
there since jurisdiction over the Virgin
Islands was transferred from the Navy
to the Department of the Interior.

It will be recalled that when Presi-
dent Hoover transferred the jurisdiction
of the Virgin Islands in February 1931,
from the Navy Department to the In-
terior Department, he referred to the
Virgin Islands as “an effective poor
house.” This remark which did not sit
very well with the people of the Virgin
Islands, nevertheless called attention to
the fact that we had a problem there—a
problem to do something about lifting
the standards of living within the Virgin
Islands, making them conform somewhat
to the aspirations of the American peo-
ple and to approximate for the Virgin
Islanders who are American citizens
what we like to call “the American way
of life.” A good start was made during
President Roosevelt's administration but
subsequently the interest in the Virgin
Islands lagged at the Federal level.
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A comprehensive rehabilitation and
development program is now being car-
ried out for the first time with a greater
effectiveness, dedication, and ability than
was ever before shown since the Virgin
Islands came under U.S. rule. Governor
Paiewonsky is and has been responsible
for this great improvement.

Born and brought up in the islands,
he is intimately familiar with their peo-
ple’s needs and aspirations. He has had
the proper vision and has shown great
administrative capacity and determina-
tion in materializing his program.

I repeat that I completely associate
myself with what the able Senator from
Idaho has said. His account of what
has been happening in the Virgin Is-
lands shows that this administration
which put Governor Paiewonsky in that
position was quite right in doing so.
When the question of his confirmation
came before our Subcommittee on Terri-
tories and Insular Affairs. I strongly
supported his appointment, because I
was convinced that he would be a good
Governor. He has been more than that—
he has been a great Governor.

Mr. CHURCH. 1 thank the Senator
from Alaska for his statement. No Sen-
ator is better acquainted with the his-
tory of the Virgin Islands from the time
of their acquisition by the United States,
or more familiar with the kind of gov-
ernment that has prevailed there
through the years. To have the en-
dorsement of the Senator from Alaska
added to my remarks is as fine a tribute
as can be paid to Governor Paiewonsky
and to his program under this admin-
istration.
boMr. GRUENING. I thank the Sena-

T.

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

Mr. CHURCH. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota, our assistant majority
leader.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I join in the com-
mendation by the Senator from Idaho
of our good friend from Alaska. He is
indeed a well-informed Senator on mat-
ters relating to the Virgin Islands, as
well as other subjects. I have often
called the Senator from Alaska the
Benjamin Franklin of our times. I truly
believe he is.

I join the Senator from Idaho in com-
mending Governor Palewonsky and his
administration in the Virgin Islands. I
have long been interested in those is-
lands. A gentleman from the Virgin Is-
lands, Mr. Cyril King, was an assistant
of mine. He is now the Governor’s
secretary in the Virgin Islands. There
has been great improvement there in
the past 3 years as a result of the Paie-
wonsky administration.

One of the finest things we could do
to show we are serious in the war on
poverty is to make the Virgin Islands a
shining example of what an area or coun-
try can be like with helpful administra-
tion and programs. This will require
the cooperation of the U.S. Government.
We are indebted to the Senator from
Idaho and other members of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs
for the leadership shown, but I hope we
shall be able to interest all our colleagues
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in this area, because so many visitors go
to the Virgin Islands, not only from the
United States, but from all over the
world, and it does not look well when
they come to the islands to see slums
and poverty and lack of education. It
looks much better to see what they are
given an opportunity to see now—huge
existing programs, cleaning out the dirty
old slums of cities and villages and better
schools.

I have spoken in the high schools in
St. Croix and St. Thomas, and I know
the effort that is being made to improve
education and public health. It is won-
derful that we have such men and women
willing to give ceaselessly of their time,
effort, and ability to this worthy en-
deavor. It might be added that Gov-
ernor Paiewonsky gave up a substantial
personal investment in business in or-
der to assume this responsibility. He
has rendered excellent service; and I
join in commending him.

Mr. CHURCH. I thank the Senator
from Minnesota. When I hear criticism
of the Paiewonsky administration in
Washington, it is in contrast to what I
hear from the people on the wharves
and on the streets in the Virgin Islands.
It should be better known in Washing-
ton that there is now in the Virgin Is-
lands the kind of administration that
came some years ago to Puerto Rico un-
der that great statesman, Gov. Luis
Mufioz-Marin. The progress Governor
Paiewonsky has been able to make, in a
brief period, has been such that we now
take foreign visitors from Africa and
other underdeveloped regions of the
world to the Virgin Islands to show them
what is going on under an American ad-
ministration. There could be no better
testimony as to the creative and con-
structive reform that is being achieved by
Governor Paiewonsky.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Idaho yield?

Mr. CHURCH. I am glad to yield.

Mr. GRUENING. I can confirm fully
what the Senator has said about the ap-
preciation and approval of the plain peo-
ple of the Virgin Islands with what Gov-
ernor Paiewonsky is doing. I have talked
with the people along the docks, to taxi
drivers, and people in the marketplace;

.and I found enthusiasm in a region
where for many years there was con-
siderable skepticism about our Govern-
ment among Virgin Islanders. They once
felt they had been neglected. They do
not feel that way now. I am convinced
that if Congress were to enact the legis-
lation which has been proposed at vari-
ous times, to give the Virgin Islands an
elective Governor, Governor Paiewon-
sky would be elected by an overwhelm-
ing majority.

The time is at hand when we should
seriously consider such legislation. We
have taken the necessary preliminary
steps, in that three Governors—two be-
fore Governor Paiewonsky—have been
natives of the Virgin Islands, born and
reared there. This is a necessary and
desirable preceding step to an elective
governorship. I believe the fime has
come, now that there have been three
such Governors, to allow the people of
the Virgin Islands to choose their own.
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I am confident if an election were held
today, or in the near future, Governor
Paiewonsky would win overwhelmingly.
Mr. CHURCH. I agree wholeheart-
edly. I thank the Senator very much
for his contribution.
e ——— T —

VIETNAM NEED: WINNING THE
PEOPLE

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, Ta-
kashi Oka, the east Asia correspondent of
the Christian Science Monitor, has long
contributed some of the most perceptive
reporting on the situation in South Viet-
nam to be found in the American press.
Mr. Oka points out that the Vietnamese
conflict is a political war, and that politi-
cal remedies are needed to win the war
against the Vietcong. The primary prob-
lem in South Vietnam, Mr. Oka declares,
is to win the allegiance of the people in
the South Vietnamese countryside.

I ask unanimous consent to have this
perceptive article from the March 9 issue
of the Monitor, printed at this point in
the RECORD.

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

ViETwAM NEED: WINNING THE PEOPLE

(By Takashi Oka)

Sarcon, VIETNAM.—To gain victory in
South Vietr.am's frustrating war against the
Communist guerrillas, there must be a shift
in emphasis from killing Communists to
winning the people.

This is a view widely shared by Viet-
namese and Americans with long experience
in combating the Vietcong, the Communist
guerrillas.

Trite and worn as the phrase “winning the
people” may sound, and as many times as lip
service has been pald to this slogan, it is
still the irreducible minimum for winning
victory, these observers say.

“For 3 years the Pentagon has emphasized
military measures—killing the Vietcong,”
one knowledgeable source commented.

“We've killed thousands of Vietcong, ac-
cording to our statistics, yet those 45 Viet-
cong battalions still remain,

“What we have got to do is to get the vil-
lagers to defend themselves—motivate them
to defend themselves, This will take care of
the small unit actions that form the bulk
of Vietcong attacks today. Then the reg-
ular army can concentrate on the large
action—the 300- or 400-men attacks which
villagers obviously can't cope with.”

The problem is how to motivate the vil-
lagers. Some months ago a survey was con-
ducted to determine what a villager actually
wanted. The list boiled down to four es-
sentials: First, physical security; second,
economic opportunity; third, local self-de-
termination; fourth, the rule of law.

It was obvious that the Communists
could not provide any of these four requisites
except in a limited degree over limited pe-
riods of time. It was clear that the Gov-
ernment of South Vietnam as then consti-
tuted also failed to perform this task.

But the Government was and is in a far
better position to do this than the Commu-
nists. And when and as it does, it has a
legitimate clalm on the loyalty of the vil-
lagers.

In another, more recent survey, 33,000
people in a single critical province near
Salgon were interviewed. Many grievances
against the Government came to light.

But the surveyors found that the inter-
viewees also had an active antipathy toward
the Communist guerrillas in their midst.
In some villages, interviewees supplied ros-
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ters of resident Communists at consider-
able risk to themselves,

Potentially, therefore, the villagers were
not “attentistes”—fence sitters. They had
definite ideas as to how they wanted the
Government to function. And to the ex-
tent that the Government actually did fune-
tion in this manner it could begin to regain
ground lost during the final years of the dic-
tatorial Ngo Dinh Diem regime.

As for the argument that the war should
be carried to the north, thoughtful ob-
servers here say that it sounds like a panacea
which does nothing to solve the primary
problem—winning the allegiance of the peo-
ple in the South Vietnamese countryside.

The war must be fought and won in the
south, whatever may happen in the mnorth,
these observers say. And in their view this
war is in the highest sense a political war.
Military means are useful only as this basle
fact is recognized and applied.

TRIBUTE TO LOUIS M. LYONS, OF
BOSTON

Mrs. NEUBERGER. Mr. President,
this morning’s Washington Post carries
in its TV column the announcement
that Louis M. Lyons, of Boston, has been
awarded the Alfred 1. du Pont Award for
outstanding broadcasting in the public
interest.

I am pleased to invite the attention
of the Senate to this award, not only
because Louis Lyons is a longtime friend
of mine, but also because it is the first
time the award has been given outside
the usual commercial network television
routine. Mr. Lyons is chief newcaster
and analyst for station WGBH, the ed-
ucational programing and radio station
in the Boston area.

I was pleased to be asked to be a par-
ticipant on one of his programs several
weeks ago, I was wiged by friends in the
Cambridge-Boston area to accept, be-
cause Mr. Lyons was one of the most
widely listened to commentators in the
entire area.

I have received more mail as a result
of that broadcast than from any other
broadecast in which I have participated.
So I am pleased to see such recognition
accorded him,

One of the comments particularly ap-
plicable to Mr. Lyons says that his gift
of style, his sturdy independence, and
his freedom from fashionable cant and
his highly personal delivery, make him
a rare but winning representative of
broadcasting’s highest and finest tradi-
tions.

I am proud to pay great tribute to
Mr. Louis Lyons, and to the integrity and
intelligence of the Du Pont Award Com-
mittee for making the selection.

BEEF IMPORTS ARE WRECKING
OUR LIVESTOCK ECONOMY

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, foreign
meat products are wrecking our basic
livestock economy in the United States.
Unless effective action is taken promptly
the evil consequences of these imports
will have a far greater devastating im-
pact on the overall economy of this
country than all of the wars on poverty
which this administration may both de-
clare and implement can possibly cor-
rect.
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Mr. President, it is imperative that
corrective action be taken and that this
action be fully effective. We are already
almost too late on placing the necessary
curtailments upon these imports. If we
now do too little at this late date we will
be guilty of sharply injuring the entire
livestock business and its closely asso-
ciated farming and ranching operations.
Many of our businessmen and bankers
are also already suffering.

In an effort to be helpful in developing
corrective action which will be fully ef-
fective, I appeared before the Senate
Finance Committee chaired by Senator
Harry Byrp this morning. My testimony
will speak for itself, and some of the
most important evidence was adduced
during the colloquies with various mem-
bers of the committee during the ques-
tion-answer period of this morning’s tes-
timony. However, since it will be some
time before today's committee hearings
are printed, I ask unanimous consent
that the direct testimony which I pre-
sented this morning appear at this point
in my remarks.

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

TESTIMONY OF SENATOR KarL E. MunDT BE-
FORE THE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE ON
MarcH 16, 1964, 1N SUPPORT OF THE AMEND-
MENT INTRODUCED BY SENATOR HRUSKA AND
OtHERs To REpuce ImpoRTS OF BEEF, VEAL,
MUTTON AND LAMB
Mr. Chairman, members of the committee,

I most sincerely appreciate your courtesy and

consideration in moving expeditiously to

hold hearings on these most important legis-
lative proposals to restrict imports of meat
and meat products which are having such
an adverse effect on the economy of the

American livestock producers. I hope this

committee can report this legislation at an

early date so that this bill can be brought
up on the Senate floor for action at the
earliest available opportunity.

Mr, Chairman, this committee is to be
commended by the manner in which it has
moved through the Congress some of the
most important bills of the year. However,
I do not feel that any legislative proposal
which you have considered or will consider
is any more important to the overall econ-
omy of all our 50 States than is the proposal
which you are considering here today. In
fact, Mr. Chairman, I feel that if we are to
really wage a war on poverty that an amend-
ment to limit imports of meat and meat
products must be considered as a major
battle in that war because a sustained con-
tinuation of the prevalling, intolerable ava-
lanche of meat imports will create new areas
of poverty where none have existed before.

Amendment No. 467, introduced by Senator
HrusEA and others, to HR. 1839 which is
the subject of these hearings today is simi-
lar to many other amendments which have
been introduced to this same legislative pro-
posal all of which make provision for the
placing of limitations on imports of certain
livestock products. I am happy to support
this amendment since it establishes the year
of 1960 as the base for the setting of quotas
on these imports. This proposal according
to figures which have been made avallable
to me would permit the importation into
the country of some 413 million pounds of
certaln types of meat products. This would
be some 510 million pounds below the
amount which is now being imported under
the Australia-New Zealand agreements for-
mula. Thus amendment 467 1s, in my opin-
ion, the most effective and the most desira-
ble of all of the proposals now before you
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dealing with these emergency conditions
created by today's high level of imports.

First of all, let me say I believe that it is
unfortunate that this committee must sit
here today listening to testimony on legis-
lation to regulate imports of these meat
products. I have been deeply disappointed
that the administration through the De-
partment of Agriculture and the President
have not taken action under authorities at
their command to meet this problem head
on. I frankly feel that many, many months
ago the Secretary of Agriculture should have
invoked the emergency provisions of section
22 of the Agriculture Adjustment Act of
1935. For the information of the members
of this committee and the record this sec-
tion contains a provision which reads as fol-
lows: “In any case where the Secretary of
Agriculture determines and reports to the
President with regard to any article or ar-
ticles that a condition exlsts requiring
emergency treatment, the President may take
immediate action under this section with-
out awaiting the recommendations of the
Tariff Commission, such action to continue
in effect pending the report and recom-
mendations of the Tarlff Commission and
action thereon by the President.”

While I realize that section 22 applies
mainly to price-supported crops, I am con-
vinced that with the imagination of this
administration they could have, or still
could for that matter, determine that live-
stock imports would come under this inter-
pretation in view of the fact that the De-
partment buys, every year, meat and meat
products for the school-lunch program and
for distribution under certain welfare pro-
grams—and the dairy support program. In
fact, I belleve statistles would support the
fact that the Secretary has had to buy more
dairy products because of beef lmports.

The Secretary of Agriculture evidently has
not made the emergency recommendations
for the imposition of such restrictions and
the President has not acted and we are here
today making a legislative history with the
hope in our hearts that this committee in
all its wisdom will report H.R. 1839 with an
amendment which will impose fully effective
restriction on the imports of meat and meat
products and thus provide some encourage-
ment for the future of those in this coun-
try who are engaged Iin livestock produc-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, the record is replete with
statistics on the increase of these imports
and the effect which they are having on the
economy of our livestock people. However,
let me point out that on March 11, 1964, in
a publication entitled “Farm Income Situa-
tion" issued by the Department of Agri-
culture it states on page 6 that "Receipts
from livestock and livestock products
dropped about 2 percent in 1963. This de-
cline was due primarily to lower meat ani-
mal prices at the farm." This same publi-
cation reports that South Dakota Income
was down 12 percent in 1963 and again indi-
cates the loss occurred because of declining
receipts in the livestock industry. Since
about 70 percent of the agriculture income
in South Dakota comes from livestock pro-
duction it is most apparent that our farm-
ers in South Dakota have been seriously hurt
economically because of the lack of any ef-
fective action to curb these imports. In fact,
Mr. Chairman, last year in South Dakota
livestock producers suffered a $56 million de-
valuation in thelr assets in llvestock alone.

Mr. Chairman, I belleve It is imperative
that this committee and this Congress take
expeditious action to approve legislation
which would impose needed restrictions. Ac-
cording to Assistant Secretary of Agriculture,
Roland R. Renne, in an address to the Amer-
fcan National Cattleman's Association in
Memphis, Tenn., on January 28 of this year
he said and I quote: “Today the United
States is the only major beef market with-
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out any quantitative restrictions and with
a very nominal fixed import duty.”

Mr. Chairman, here we have an Assistant
Secretary of Agriculture saylng we are the
only major beef market without any quan-
titative restrictlons on Imports. We had an
opportunity in the Senate on March 5, if we
had adopted the Hruska amendment, to have
corrected this situation but for reasons which
are varled and sundry the Senate falled to
adopt that amendment by meager but effec-
tive margin of two votes. Had our efforts
succeeded then, you would not need to be
meeting here today to consider this serious
problem which remains unsolved.

We are now taking this route in an at-
tempt to get the job done. The livestock
industry is the basic Industry of a great
segment of our country. The livestockmen
are desperate for help against a kind of com-
petition smiled on by the administration
which they cannot hope to have corrected
without some help from Congress. We who
are sponsoring the various amendments pro-
viding for these limitations on imports do
not ask to have all imports cut off but we
do believe that our American producers do
have a primary claim on the American mar-
ket.

Congress in my opinion cannot fail the
American livestock producer and I therefore
urge this committee to report HR. 1839 with
the necessary amending language such as
set forth in amendment No. 4687 providing
for the imposition of quotas on certain meat
imports which will be effective and which
will make for an optimistic economic cli-
mate in which the livestockmen can oper-
ate so that they, too, can then participate
in our national economic growth.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, in con-
clusion, may I urge my colleagues in
the Senate generally to support legis-
lation which will eliminate the calendar
year 1963 entirely from any computa-
tion quotas or averages in deter-
mining allowable quantities of meat im-
ports to flow into America. After all,
we all know that 1963 was the year of
the big flood insofar as the inundation of
our American markets by foreign meat
imports is concerned. Hence, in solving
the problem and in setting allowable
quotas we should either take the Hruska
formula of using the 5 years preceding
1963 as our guide—eliminating the flood
tides of 1963 imports entirely in our con-
siderations—or take some near-normal
year such as 1960 to determine the allow-
able level of imports.

In its defeat by two votes of the Hruska
amendment to the farm bill which would
have set appropriate quotas without fur-
ther delay, the Senate has contributed
to a continuation of a severe economic
problem which must be corrected.
Therefore, I hope that action will be
taken at the earliest permissible date—
even though we are already fearfully
tardy about meeting a national problem
of the utmost urgency.

SENATOR HUMPHREY'S BRILLIANT
EXPOSITION OF CIVIL RIGHTS
BILL ON “MEET THE PRESS"

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
March 8, Senator HuserT HUMPHREY 8D~
peared on the “Meet the Press” program.

Since Senator HumMpHREY is the floor
manager of the pending civil rights bill
and March 8 was the eve of the his-
toric Senate debate on the bill, Senator
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HumpHREY was primarily questioned on
this bill.

Mr. President, Senator HuMmpHREY has
many great talents well known to this
body. He is certainly one of the most
eloquent men in the Nation. Few if any
have the remarkable capacity of Senator
HumpHREY to arouse, to inspire, to per-
suade.

Now most spellbinders trade on dra-
matic overstatement of their case on
exaggeration, distortion.

The unique ability of Senator Hum-
PHREY is his capacity to make an ex-
traordinarily convincing case without a
single overstatement of exaggeration.

Sunday, March 8, Senator HUMPHREY
demonstrated what an invaluable asset
this is for the cause of civil rights which
he leads in the Senate.

Senator HuMPHREY’S exposition of the
civil rights bill—what it does and what
it does not do, what it means to this
Nation’s future—provides a superlative
and accurate insight into this bill now
before the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent that the
transcript of Senator HuMPHREY's bril-
liant appearance be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

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

MEeeT THE PRESS, MARCH B, 1964

Guest: BSenator Huserr H. HUMPHREY,
Democrat, of Minnesota, Democratic whip.
Panel: May Craig, Portland (Maine) Press
Herald; Frank van der Linden, Nashville
Banner; Herbert Kaplow, NBC News; Law-
rence E. Spivak, permanent panel member.

Moderator: Ned Brooks.

Mr. Brooks. This is Ned Brooks, inviting
you to “Meet the Press."”

{Announcement.)

Mr. Brooxs. Our guest today on “Meet the
Press"” is Senator HuserT HUMPHREY, of
Minnesota, floor leader in the Senate for
the civil rights bill which he has called the
most important and significant legislation
to come before Congress in our lifetime.

Senator HumMPHREY is the majority whip
and member of the important Foreign Rela-
tlons Committee and chairman of the Dis-
armament Subcommittee,

Sargent Shriver, who was originally an-
nounced for today, will appear at a later
date.

We will start the questions now with Law-
rence E. Splvak, permanent member of the
““Meet the Press’” panel.

Mr. Seivax, Senator, the Senate has never
in its history beaten a fillbuster over civil
rights. Why do you think you can win this
time?

Senator HuMPHREY. Well, Mr. Spivak, I
belleve that we can win thls time because
there is a time in the affairs of men and
nations when an idea comes to its fruition.
I really believe that the American public
recognizes the need for civil rights legisla-
tion. We have had plenty of instances that
would tell us that something needs to be
done and I sincerely believe in the light of
the fremendous vote that we witnessed in
the House of Representatives, a vote of 290
to 130, for the civil rights bill, that Congress
is ready to act.

Mr. Spivak. Now, Senator, you, better than
anybody else, know that the House and the
Senate are two different bodies. How many
votes can you get in the Senate today to
bring about cloture to break a fililbuster?

Senator HuMPHREY. Well, if we were to be
called upon to use the procedure of cloture,
which 1s provided for in our rules, we would
of course need two-thirds of those present
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and voting. The maximum would be 67.
The majority leader, Mr. MaNsFIELD, has
sald—and I think correctly so—that we
would need something like 24 to 256 Republi-
can votes alongside of those that we could
muster on the Democratic side. I was very
pleased to note that one of the Senators on
the Republican side, very dedicated to the
cause of civil rights, Senator Scort, of Penn-
sylvania, said today that the Republicans
could muster 25 votes for cloture. Therefore,
if we were to have to apply cloture, if the de-
bate necessitated that, I then predict that
we could apply it and we could bring this
measure to a vote and if we can bring it to
a vote, we will have the votes I am confident

to pass the civil rights bill.

Mr. Spivax, Senator, those who know the
workings of the Senate say that BSenator
DmxseN has the power to control the fate
of this civil rights bill. Do you go along
with that?

Senator HUMPHREY. Well, Senator DIRKSEN
surely will be a very key person in this entire
historic debate and in a sense I am pleased
that he will be because I have a very high re-
gard for Senator DIRKSEN. He is the Republi-
can leader. He i5 a man who thinks of his
country before he thinks of his party. He is
one who understands the legislative process
intimately and fully, and I sincerely believe
that when Senator DIRKSEN has to face that
moment of decision where his influence and
where his leadership will be required in order
to give us the votes that are necessary to
pass this bill, that he will not be found
wanting.

I would trust Senator DmxsewN, and I am
confident that that trust will not be mis-
placed.

Mr. Srivak. Senator, I am sure Senator
Dmmxsen appreciates those kind words, but
I am not sure it will win his vote over to
your side quite that easily. He has defi-
nitely said that he is against the public
accommodations section. Now are you go-
ing to be able to get his agreement on the
compulsory aspect of that section without
some compromise?

Senator HUMPHREY. I have watched Sen-
ator DIRKSEN In the Senate for some time,
and by the way, I didn't say what I said
about him to get his vote.

Mr. Srivak. I didn't say you did.

Senator HuMPHREY. I said what I said
about him because I do have a very high
regard for him.

Mr. Spivax. I didn't say you did, Senator.
I just sald it wasn't going to get his vote.

Senator HuMPHREY. Don’t be too sure he
won’t vote with us, Mr. Spivak. I think he
shall. The public accommodations section
is the one that has caused Senator DIRKSEN
some concern. I would say, however, that
in examining title II, which is the public
accommodations title in the House-passed
civil rights bill, that Senator DIRKSEN will
find that most of the concern that he had
over the original bill, the bill as introduced
by the administration, the bill that was
originally in the committee in the House
and even as it came from the committee
in the House to the House floor, that those
worries and concerns have been changed,
have been altered, and I am quite confident
that once the Senator has given his full
thought and time to the public accommoda-
tions section, that without materially
changing that sectlion he will be able to
support the bill and help us in its passage.

Mr. SPIvAK. Senator, despite many denials,
there has been talk around of a compromise
on the civil rights bill. What can you tell
us about that?

Senator HuMpPHREY. It is nonsense. There
is no truth to it at all. I am pleased that
you brought it up because it needs to be
set at rest. Who would compromise on 1t?
Surely not the President, who has put his
whole support behind it. Surely not Sena-
tor HuMPHREY or Senator KucHeL, the
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Republican leader. There is no compromise
and I recall that the Southern leader, a great
Senator, Senator RusserL, of Georgia, said
only last week that he knew of no com-
promise and there will be no wheels and no
deals and no compromise that will in any
way fundamentally affect or alter this bill.

Mr. Spvax. Would you rather take defeat
of the bill than make a compromise of any
important nature?

Senator HumpHREY. I don't expect that
this bill will be defeated. This bill is a
sensible, fair, moderate, reasonable, well-
designed piece of legislation. It is bipartisan,
it is directed toward a national problem, a
moral issue, and I am positively convinced
that when people study this bill as some of
us have—and I have put many hours at it—
it will be found that it will have great sup-
port throughout the Nation and in the Con-
gress.

Mr. Sevax. My question, Senator, was,
Would you rather take defeat of this bill
than compromise on it?

Senator HumpHREY. I don’t want to have
an iffy question like this, Mr. Spivak, because
we are going to pass this bill.

Mr. Brooks. We will be back with “Meet
the Press” and more questions for our guest,
Senator Huserr HumpHREY, but first, this
message.

(Announcement.)

Mr. Brooxs. And now resuming our inter-
view, our guest today is Senator HUBERT
HumpHREY, of Minnesota. You have just met
Lawrence E. Spivak, permanent member of
the panel. Our other reporters today are
Frank van der Linden, of the Nashville Ban-
ner, May Cralg, of the Portland (Maine)
Press Herald; and Herbert Kaplow, of NBC
We will continue the questions now
with Mr. Van der Linden.

Mr. VAN DER LINDEN. Senator HUMPHREY,
Senator HueH Scorr, of Pennsylvania, a Re-
publican member of the Senate Rules Com-
mittee, which is investigating Bobby Baker,
has raised a guestion in the hearings as to
whether Baker, when he was secretary to the
Senate Democratic majority, received large
campaign contributions for a presidential
candidate. This was in 19680, when Baker
was working for the now President Johnson.

Scort also charges that the Democrats are
in a big hurry to close this investigation down
without going into campaign spending. I'd
like to ask you as the assistant leader of the
Senate, do you think the committee should
go into the issue of the campaign spending
or should they carry this investigation on?

Senator HumMpPHREY. Well, if Senator Scorr
has evidence of any wrongdoing, then the
committee obviously ought to look at it, but
if it is just some thought that may have
passed through his mind as a former Na-
tional Chairman of the Republican National
Committee, that we ought to just take a
look at how the Democrats spend money and
raise money, then I think it is not a fair
proposition.

But if there is evidence, evidence that indi-
cates that there is some wrongdoing, then
the committee has an obligation; but no evi-
dence has been presented. You just can't
go around investigating what little idea or
charges someone may wish to make.

Mr, Van DER LINDEN. Senator, he raised a
question when questioning Mr. Baker and
mentioned specifically that Fred Black, who
is an agent for North American Aviation
Corp., reportedly has sald he gave the con-
tribution to Baker. And Baker refused to
answer any questions., So that leaves the
question of whether the hearing should go
on now or do you think it ought to be wound
up in a hurry?

Senator HumMpPHREY, Well, I don’'t think
anything as important as this ought to be
done in a hurry and it hasn't been done in
a hurry. It seems to me it has been drag-
ging on, almost llke the 1st session of the
88th Congress. This whole matter of Mr.
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Baker is under investigation from the In-
ternal Revenue Service, from the Justice De-
partment and a committee of Congress. It
seems to me it is getting a rather thorough
going over.

Mr. Van pEr LINDEN. Looking ahead from
the 1960 campaign to 1964, we understand
that you might be available for the vice
presidential nomination. Could you con-
firm that?

Senator HumpHREY. Well, Mr, Van der
Linden, no one has really brought this to my
attention except reporters, and as much as
I admire and respect my friends of the news
media it seems to me that that decision will
be really in the hands of the President of
the United States and the Democratic Con-
vention. I don’t like to have to report this
to you, and it will be no news flash, but the
Presldent hasn't asked me, the Democratic
Convention hasn't nominated me and I am
very content with being U.S. Senator from
Minnesota.

Mrs. Craig. Senator, children are being
dragged out of their homes and put in buses
and taken off to distant schools away from
their family neighborhoods to repair what
they call racial imbalance. Is there anything
in the bill to do that?

Senator HuMpHREY. There is not, Mrs.
Cralg.

Mrs. Crarg. I understood the bill forbade
it but Congressman Howarp SmiITH, who is
pretty familiar with it says that it is in
there, but it is covered up.

Senator HuMPHREY. It is not, and I have
examined the bill with meticulous care. I
have asked attorneys that are competent in
this fleld. It is not there, and I do not be-
Heve that we ought to have race as a basls
of assignment of students or children or
pupils to a school for purposes of segrega-
tion or integration.

Mrs. Cralc. Some of the Negro leaders say
that It is all right to break laws which are
not right. Do you approve of that?

Senator HuMpPHREY. It is always all right
to petition, Mrs. Cralg, and it is right to
speak and it is right to assemble and the
law enforcement officials should protect
those rights but it is not right and proper
to break laws, as such. It is, however, the
duty of the FPederal Government to protect
the citizen’s right to assemble, to petition
peacefully and if need be to speak freely
about any grievance or any injustice that a
person might feel. This is the history of
the United States. The Declaration of In-
dependence, itself, called for a redress of our
grievances. The Boston Tea Party is a part
of the history of the United States. We have
been a people that have protested against
wrong all through our history. We have a
sense of social justice and I would advise my
good friends wherever they may be that it
is good to respect the law but it is also good
to ask for redress of laws that are unjust
or unfair, and I think this is what the civil
rights people, those that are particularly fel-
low citizens of Negro birth, have been seek-
ing to do.

Mrs. Craic. Do you belleve in demonstra-
tions such as happened Friday night in New
York at the Tri-Borough Bridge where seven
sat on the pavement and thousands of peo-
ple trying to get home at the rush hour
could not use the public streets?

Senator HumMpPHREY. I do not, Mrs. Craig,
and I believe, however, as I sald before that
the responsibility of the police is to protect
the demonstrators as well as the spectators,
to maintain law and order, to prevent vio-
lence and disorder and Injury to property
and person, but by the same token the rea-
son for these demonstrations needs to be
examined. Why the demonstrations? Be-
cause of a longtime—a long history of—
abuse, of lack of opportunity, of slums, of
poor housing, of inadequate education, of
frustration, of hopelessness, and once that
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you have this long period of history of this
kind of collective social injustice you can ex-
pect some outbursts. I regret some of the
outbursts but I think they are inevitable un-
less we get at the core of the problem, at
the root of the problem which means edu-
cational opportunities for the Negro people
equal to the other citizens. Which means
that he is brought into soclety as an equal
and has the full protection of the laws.
Then, may I say, demonstrations, I think,
will cease.

Mr. Earrow. Senator, what Is negotiable
on your civil rights package?

Senator HumpHREY. Mr. Kaplow, the bill
that was passed by the House, to my mind,
represents an instrument or a document that
has already been negotiated. We recall viv-
idly, I am sure—you as an eminent news
commentator will recall—in October of last
year, how the Attorney General and members
of the Justice Department and our late and
beloved President Kennedy sat down quietly,
effectively and worked with the House Re-
publican leadership, Mr. HaiLeck and Mr.
McCuLLocH, as well as the Democratic lead-
ership, to work out truly a compromise bill
at the House level. The present bill before
the Senate by the House was even
amended on the House floor. I repeat: It is
a moderate bill. It is fair. It is reasonable.
It had better than a 2-to-1 majority. It is
bipartisan. One hundred and thirty-eight
Republicans voted for that bill—152 Demo-
crats. I don't think it needs any modifica-
tion. It is good legislation and I pay trib-
ute to those who designed 1it.

Mr. EarLow. Well, as a matter of Senate
tactics, you don't ever go in with a bill
that you say can be negotiated or compro-
mised but as a matter of fact don't you go
in in the weeks of debate and occasionally
alter sections?

Senator HumpHREY. We have and most
bills are that way, sir, but bills——

Mr. Earrow. Why shouldn't it happen this
time?

Senator HuMPHREY. Because of the prob-
lem we face in the Senate of the United
States to pass civil rights legislation. Be-
cause a minority can block the opportunity
to vote on the bill unless we have unusual
strength.

Mr. Karrow. Do you mean a minority?

Senator HumpHREY. A minority. Excuse
me if I said majority. A minority. There-
fore I think it would be desirable for us to
take the work that has already been com-
pleted in the House and to pass it in the
Senate. This would avold, sir, golng back
through the House again, through confer-
ence and bringing it back to the Senate,

I have been around the Senate long enough
to know that if you try to make two runs at
one plece of civil rights legislation in 1 year,
you are apt to get nothing.

Mr. KaprLow. Senator, wasn’t it a fact that
in the original Kennedy administration civil
rights package there was no inclusion of the
FEPC provision?

Senator HumMpHREY. That is correct. The
President, however, did include in his mes-
sage such a provision and it was added in
the House and I might add that the pro-
vision on fair employment practices in the
House bill is essentially a Republican de-
signed feature. It is very moderate, it pro-
vides for a great deal of voluntary compli-
ance and it has no enforcement powers in
the Commission. All enforcement is to be
found in the Federal courts.

Mr. Earrow. Is it conceivable that the
FEPC would be dropped to keep the public
accommodations provision in, in substan-
tially the form it now is?

Senator HUMPHREY. Why should we? Itis
needed. It is helpful. It is a very limited
measure. Frankly there are many Members
of the Senate who think this bill ought to
be greatly strengthened. I am in the posi-
tion as the floor leader of saying that surely
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it ought not to be weakened and I believe
that if you try to strengthen it you may
very well break or destroy the base of sup-
port which was developed during that ex-
cellent debate in the House of Representa-
tives, and the House was at its finest hour
during the debate, title by title, on the civil
rights bill. I hope that we can debate it in
the Senate the same way, worthy of the
position of the U.S. Senator, worthy of the
dignity of our body, title by title. Let us
debate it that way. And if we do, I think
we will find that every title is justified.

Mr. SpivaK. Senator, am I to understand
that you are really going on record as saying
that it is going to be either this bill or no
bill at all this session?

Senator HuMPHREY. Well, Mr. Spivak, the
word “never" is a word that a man in public
life seldom or never ought to use. I am
saying that the objectives, the basic pur-
poses, the basic provisions of the House bill
are sound and solid and reasonable and fair.
I have as my objective, sir, as the floor leader
for this bill—and I am sure now I speak for
my Republican friends, who, by the way,
will have equal responsibility since we can’t
pass legislation unless it is a bipartisan pro-
posal—I go on record as saying that the
House bill is desirable. It is what we ought
to come out with. This is what we want
I hope and pray that we will be able to suc-
ceed In it. I am not one person that feels
that you take all or nothing, but my objec-
tive is the House bill. I see no reason tc
compromise. I do notintend to compromise
and I do not intend, if I can help it, to see
the bill altered.

Mr. SPivak. Senator, in August of this
year you did say in an interview in the Chris-
tian Sclence Monitor that the bill might
have to be modified, particularly the public
accommodations section. You sald it may
be limited to certain public places like
and motels.

Senator HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. SpivaK. Now can we take it that if
it were necessary to modify it that that kind
of compromise might still come about?

Senator HuUMPHREY. Mr. Spivak, I am
pleased that you brought up that August
statement of mine because this bill has been
modified since August so much on the public
accommodations section that it would hardly
be recognizable. Actually the bill reported
by the Senate Committee on Commerce is a
much stronger bill on public accommoda-
tions than is the House bill. The House com-
mittee modified the original Eennedy pro-
posal on public accommodations, modified it
in many ways, liberalized it, included whole
areas of voluntarism, limited effectiveness
and the application.

The modification Senator HUMPHREY
wanted in August has been achieved and then
some Iin the bill passed by the House and
the one before us.

Mr. Van pEr LINDEN. Senator, you are a
member of the Foreign Relations Committee
and very close to the President. You go to
the White House quite a bit. So I imagine
you have information which other people
don't have regarding foreign affairs.

I'd like to ask you, How many Russian
troops or so-called technicians are still in
Cuba and what is President Johnson doing, if
anything, to get them out?

Senator HUMPHREY. Mr. Van der Linden, I
do not know. I do not know how many Rus-
slan troops are in Cuba. I understand there
are fewer there now than there were 6 months
ago and I understand that the Soviet Unlon
has been withdrawing some of its troops and
some of its technicians but I am unable to
give you an adequate and frank answer, and
that is what I am frying to do on this
program. z

Mr. Van pEr LiNpeEN. You understand the
reports are that several thousand still re-
main there?
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Senator HumpHREY. That is entirely pos-
sible, sir. I think that that might be pos-
sible.

Mr. Van pEr LinpEN. Do you know of any
policy to move them out, any agreements
with the Russian leaders, involving the wheat
deal or anything like that?

Senator HumpHREY. No, I don’t know of
any such understanding or any such agree-
ment. May I say I would hope that our
Government would continue to press for the
removal of those troops and the technicians
and I am hopeful that this will be accom-
plished. It is the objective of this admin-
istration to do so.

Mrs. Crare. Senator, the House added an
amendment to the bill giving women the
same protection in employment discrimina-
tion afforded on grounds of race, creed, and
other things. That was opposed by the ad-
ministration in the House. Will you accept
it in the Senate?

Senator HumMPHREY., Well, Mrs, Cralg, I am
all for women and I believe that the provi-
sion in all seriousness that is in that bill is
acceptable. I have sald I am very aware of
it; I know it caused considerable debate and
discussion but I think we can -accept that
provision and 1t is a workable one.

Mrs. Craic. Now Negroes are demanding
quotas of employment. Do you approve of
quotas in employment?

Senator HuMPHREY. I approve of nondis-
crimination in employment. That is why I
think that the answer to this quota problem,
Mrs. Cralg, s the fair employment practices
provision, particularly as it is written in the
House bill.

By the way, I was looking this House bill
over just yesterday and then I went back
and looked over the proposal that was of-
fered in the Senate in 1949 by the late Sena-
tor Robert Taft. It is almost ldentical.
Almost ldentical. I say this because so many
people in speaking of this civil rights bill
presume that it has gone way off into the
wild blue yonder, radical, far-reaching
schemes. To the contrary. We mentioned
a moment ago public accommodations. For
goodness sakes, 32 States already have pub-
lic accommodations laws stronger than in
this bill. The common law of England prior
to Chaucer and the Canterbury Tales pro-
vided, for example, that there should be no
diserimination on the part of an innkeeper
in terms of his guests. We are really just
trylng to catch up with old Chaucer.

Mrs. Craic. Senator, one of the most in-
sulting discriminations in the country are
the laws in 19 States forbidding whites to
marry nonwhites. Why is that not a civil
right in your bill?

Senator HumpHREY. Well, Mrs. Craig, I am
a practical man. Maybe it is because I am
getting a little older. I would hope that I
have learned something in Congress. This
bill doesn't cover everything. This bill is
designed for certain limited purposes. This
bill will not bring utopia. It will require
cooperation at the levels of local and State
government and voluntary organizations and
individuals.

We don't try to deal with every problem in
this bill, and frankly I don’'t think people
know quite how to deal with that problem,
and we are not trying to move into that
kind of a private relationship in Federal
law.

Mr. Brooxs. We have about 2 minutes.
Mr. Kaplow——

Mr. KarrLow. Senator, are you concerned
about what will happen after this civil
rights debate is resolved? The aftermath?
If it is not a strong enough bill for the
militant desegregationists and if it 8 too
strong for the people who are starting to
react against this desegregation fervor?

Senator HumpHREY. I think if this bill is
passed, Mr. Kaplow, it wlll be locked upon as
the greatest achlevement in the field of hu-
man rights since the Emancipation Procla-
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mation. It will mean that we have elim-
inated by law the citizenship gap in this
country. The citizenship gap that has
weakened America for better than a cen-
tury—yes, for two centuries.

Mr. EarLow. Suppose it isn’'t passed?

Senator HumMpPHREY. I am not worried as to
what its effects will be except that it will be
good.

Mr. KapLow. Suppose it isn’t passed essen-
tially the way you have it written?

Senator HumMpHREY. If the legislation is
not, passed, or legislation very similar to it is
not passed, I am afraid there could be grave
soclal and political consequences in America.

Mr. Spivax. Senator, if it should become
necessary for the war in South Vietnam to
be expanded and for us to send more men,
do you think the President ought to tome
to Congress with that and get his approval?

Senator HumpHREY. I surely do, if that
were to become necessary, but I know of no
such plan. But I do think he ought to come
to Congress.

Mr. Spivak. Has he given you any indi-
cation that if that should happen he will?

Senator HumpHREY. None whatsoever.

Mr. Spvax, But you belleve that he
should?

Senator HUMPHREY. I belleve not only that
he should but I belleve that he would, know-
ing Senator Johnson.

Mr. Van pER LInpEN. Senator, the Repub-
licans are charging even if a strong bill is
passed President Johnson will go easy in
enforcing it in the South at least for the
first year or so, in hopes of making sure
he carries the South. Is there any truth
at all to this charge?

Senator HumMPHREY. I think the President
will do what 1s right and may I say our job
is not merely to enforce laws, our job is to
develop the national consensus, law observ-
ance, to try to bring unity to this coun-
iry, to bring understanding, and that is what
a President ought to do and that is what
we all ought to do.

Mr. Brooks. I am sorry to have to inter-
rupt but I see that our time is up.

Thank you very much, Senator HUMPHREY,
for being with us. I will be back with you
in just a moment. First, this message.

(Announcement.)

The AnNoUNCER. For a printed copy of to-
day’s interview send 10 cents in coin and a
stamped, self-addressed envelope to Merkle
Press, 809 Channing Street NE., Washington,
18,D.C.

Mr. Brooks. Next week at this time NBC
will present a special program: “Conversation
With the President,” 6 to 7 p.m., 6 central
time.

Now this 1s Ned Brooks saying goodbye
for Senator HuserRT HUMPHREY and “Meet the
Press.”

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

[No. 82 Leg.]

Alken Ervin McGee
Anderson Fong McIntyre
Bayh Fulbright McNamara
Beall Gore Metcalf
Bennett Gruening Miller
Bible Hart Monroney
Boggs Hartke Morton
Brewster Hayden Mundt
Byrd, Va. Hickenlooper Muskie
Cannon Hill Nelson
Carlson Holland Neuberger
Case Humphrey Pastore
Church Inouye Pearson
Clark Jackson Prouty
Cooper Johnston Proxmire
Curtis Jordan, Idaho Ribicoff
Dirksen Kennedy Robertson
Dodd Lausche Russell
Dominick Long, La. Scott
Douglas Magnuson Simpson
Eastland Mansfield Smathers
Ellender McClellan Smith

Sparkman Talmadge Willlams, Del.
Stennis Thurmond Yarborough
Symington Williams, N.J. Young, N. Dak,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT],
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Burpickl, the Senator from West Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrpnl, the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Epmonpson], the Sena-
tor from North Carolina [Mr. Jorpan],
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Long],
the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Mc-
CarTHY]1, the Senator from South Da-
kota [Mr. McGoverN], the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Moss]l, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PeLr], the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. WaLTERs], and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] are ab-
sent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. RanpoLrH] is absent
because of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from California [Mr. ENcLE] is neces-
sarily absent. 3

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the -
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALroTT],
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Corron], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GoLpwATER], the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Hruskal, the Senator from New
York [Mr. KeaTinc], the Senator from
California [Mr. KucseL], the Senator
from New Mexico [Mr. MecHEM]1, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaL-
ToNsTALL], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. TowER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs] is absent by leave of the Senate
to attend as Chairman of the Economic
Committee of the NATO Parliamen-
tarians’ Conference, the 10th Plenary
Assembly of Businessmen of the Amer-
icas, sponsored by the Inter-American
Council of Commerce and Production, in
Santiago, Chile.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEUBERGER in the chair). A quorum is
present.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of Mr. MansrIELD that the
Senate proceed to consider the bill (H.R.
7152) to enforce the constitutional right
to vote, to confer jurisdiction upon the
district courts of the United States to
provide injunctive relief against discrim-
ination in public accommodations, to au-
thorize the Attorney General to institute
suits to protect constitutional rights in
public facilities and public education, to
extend the Commission on Civil Rights,
to prevent disecrimination in federally
assisted programs, to establish a Com-
mission on Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 470

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam President, I
have-an amendment to H.R. 7152 at the
desk which I intend at the appropriate
time to offer for myself and the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. StEnnis]. I ask
that the amendment may be read, and
that it may be considered as having been
read for all purposes under the rules of
the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Reserving the
right to object, is it in order to offer an
amendment to a bill which is not before
the Senate?

Mr. RUSSELL. I have not offered the
amendment. I stated this is an amend-
ment which I intend to propose at the
appropriate time. That was the lan-
guage I used.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator
consider allowing the Senate to vote on
the motion to make the bill the pending
business, so that the amendment could
be offered in the regular order?

Mr. RUSSELL. I cannot do that at
this time without consultation. The
Senator can object if he wishes. I will
read the amendment myself.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No. I merely
wished to have the record clear and to
ask for information. The information
has been forthcoming. I have no objec-
tion.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
may I ask the Senator what his unani-
mous-consent request is?

Mr. RUSSELL. My unanimous-con-
sent request is that the amendment be
read by the clerk and be considered as
having been read under the rule, so that
when I propose the amendment later, it
will not have to be read again.

Mr. HUMPHREY. That is agreeable.
I merely wished to be certain.

Mr. SCOTT. Madam President, do I
correctly understand that the Senator
does not intend to pursue the amend-
ment further at this time?

Mr. RUSSELL. I cannot do so. Un-
der the rules, I cannot propose an
amendment to the bill at this time. The
bill is not the unfinished business. There
is nothing wunusual in submitting an
amendment to a bill that is not before
the Senate. It is done almost daily.
Senators submit amendments and have
them printed and referred to the appro-
priate committees. Of course, that can-
not be done in this case, because the bill
has not been referred to a committee.
I ask that the amendment be printed
and lie on the table. I am not under-
taking to take advantage of any Senator
in any way.

Mr. SCOTT. I merely asked the ques-
tion for the Recorp. I have no objec-
tion. I am perfectly content.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the amendment being read?
The Chair hears none; and the amend-
ment of the Senator from Georgia will
be read, printed, and lie on the table.

The amendment (No. 470) intended to
be proposed by Mr. RusseLL, on behalf
of himself and Mr. STENNIS, was read,
as follows:

On page —, line—, insert the following
new Title numbered XII to read as follows:
“TITLE XII—TO ESTABLISH A COMMISSION TO BE

ENOWN AS THE VOLUNTARY RACIAL RELOCA-

TION COMMISSION AND DEFINE ITS DUTIES

“Sgc. 1201. The purposes of this Title are
to reduce and eliminate raclal tensions, pro-
mote national unity and domestic tranquil-
lity and prosperity and aid in the abolition
of poverty by improving the economic status
of individual American citizens by assisting
in the equitable distribution throughout the
several States of those citizens belonging to
the two largest racial groups included in the
population of the United States who, of their
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own volition and free will, desire to better
their conditions by changing their place of
residence. A further purpose is to give tech-
nical advice and assistance to any commis-
slon or other agency which may be created
by and within any State for the purpose of
securing a more equitable distribution of the
two largest racial groups within a State.
One of the primary objectives of the program
provided for by this Act shall be to improve
the annual income and the living standards
and the soclal, economic and employment
opportunities of those who may avail them-
selves of the provisions of this Act, thereby
assisting all of the less privileged and like-
wise improving the economic opportunities
and standards of living of all the people of
the United States and increasing the na-
tional revenues and per capita income of
American citizens and the gross national
product.

“Sec. 1202. There is hereby established an
independent agency to be known as the Vol-
untary Raclal Relocation Commission to be
composed of three members who shall be
appointed by the President by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate; not more
than two members of the Commission shall
be members of the same political party or of
the same ethnic group. The President shall
designate one of the members as Chairman,
who shall receive compensation at the rate
of $22,5600.00 per annum, the other two mem-
bers shall recelve compensation at the rate
of $20,000.00 per annum,

“SEc. 1203. On the basis of data furnished
by the Bureau of the Census, the Commis-
sion shall—

(1) determine the two largest racial
groups in the United States having separate
and distinct racial characteristics; and

“(2) from time to time determine the
number of persons attributable to each of
such groups per thousand population of each
State, and per thousand population of the
United States as a whole.

“The number of persons attributable to
either of such racial groups per thousand
population of any State shall be considered
to be below normal if less than 95 per
centum, or above normal If more than 105
per centum, of the number of persons at-
tributable to such group per thousand
population of the United States as a whole.

“Powers of commission

“Sec. 1204. The Commission shall formu-
late and effectuate a program to encourage
and assist persons who are members of either
of such racial groups and who desire to take
advantage of the provisions of this Act to
move from States where members of their
racial group are above normal and to re-
locate in States where members of their
racial group are below normal. Insofar as
may be possible, the Commission shall equal-
ize the number assisted to move from, and
the number asslsted to move to, each State.

“Sec. 12056. In effectuating such program
the Commission shall have the authority,
within the limits of funds made available,
to—

“(a) make or insure loans for, or other-
wise assist in financing, the transportation,
subsistence, housing, establishment in busi-
ness or occupations, acquisition of land, or
other costs necessary to the relocation and
reestablishment of the persons assisted.
Such loans or financing shall be made at
such interest rates and upon such security
and terms and conditions as will best tend
to effectuate such program and will afford
a reasonable prospect of repayment;

“(b) make arrangements for, and provide
at reasonable rates, sultable transportation,
subsistence, and housing for persons assisted;

“(c) make grants, where necessary, for
the transportation, subsistence, and tempo-
rary housing of persons assisted; and

“(d) provide for the employment of per-
sons assisted in agriculture, industry, com-
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merce, public projects, or in any other busi-
ness or occupation in which there is a fair
likelihood of the person assisted achieving
success; and

“(e) on its own account or in conjunc-
tion with any other agency of the Federal
Government or of any State government
train those taking advantage of this program
in any skill which may assist such person
in securing and retaining employment in
the area in which such individual may
relocate.

“The Commission shall endeavor to see that
the housing and living facilities of any
family which may be assisted to relocate are
superior to those enjoyed by such family be-
fore it avalled itself of such program, and
that the employment or business opportuni-
ties of each person assisted are greater than
those avallable to such person prior to re-
location. The Commission Is s y
empowered to make contracts with indus-
trial enterprises and other persons, firms and
corporations affording employment to per-
sons assisted, and is authorized to make
loans to any such employer in an amount
not exceeding $20,000 for each such person
employed by such employer.

“SEc. 1206. The Commission is authorized
to utilize the services of any agency of the
Federal Government or of any State govern-
ment which may assist in effectuating the
purposes of this Act, and to make such dele-
gations of its authority as the Commission
may deem necessary and desirable. The
Commission is further authorlzed to take all
steps necessary or desirable to promote the
effective execution of the program provided
for by this Act and to protect the health and
promote the welfare of persons assisted
under such program.

“Sec. 1207. The Commission may, within
the limit of funds which may be made avail-
able, appoint and fix the compensation of
such officers and employees in accordance
with the civil service laws and the Classifi-
cation Act of 1923, as amended, and make
such expenditures (including expenditures
for personal services and rent at the seat of
government and elsewhere, for lawbooks and
books of reference, and for paper, printing
and binding), as it may deem necessary to
carry out the provisions of this Aet. In ear-
rying out the provisions of this Act, the
Commission may sue and be sued in any
court of competent jurisdiction, State or
Federal."”

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam President, to-
day our Nation is grappling with a do-
mestic problem which many people
believe amounts to a national ecrisis.
Indeed, distinguished Senators have so
asserted on the floor of the Senate.

Throughout the Nation we have seen
a long series of mass demonstrations,
marches, boycotts, picketing, sit-ins, sit-
downs, lie-ins, lie-downs, and other acts
of civil disobedience designed to protest
existing conditions.

These convulsions are generally con-
sidered as being aimed at procuring cer-
tain rights which, it is claimed, are be-
ing denied to some of our Negro citizens.

The objectives of the various demon-
strations vary as widely as the methods
employed. It has been called a revolu-
tion. But a revolution generally has a
definite goal. In these incidents there
is a wide variance between the demands
of the groups in various cities, and be-
tween various sections of the country.
Thousands of our people seem to think
that the so-called civil rights question
involved in the bill which is the subject
of the motion of the Senator from Mon-
tana is a problem affecting only Negroes
living in the South, even though demon-
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strations rage outside their very doors in
cities of the North, the East, and the Far
West.

It would appear that the entire revolu-
tionary movement poses a constitutional
problem of great magnitude and grave
implications. It is noticeable that
wherever they may occur, the demonstra-
tions reach their greatest magnitude and
violence, generally speaking, in areas in
which the percentage of the Negro pop-
ulation is greatest.

The racial issue has been a political
football to be kicked from party to party
and from opposing candidate to oppos-
ing candidate for many years in prac-
tically every section of our land. The
man who has the quickest answer to
define the proper relations between the
races under all conditions generally
comes from the area that has the
smallest percentage of Negro popula-
tion.

This issue is engendering great bit-
terness. It is a divisive influence that
is causing disunity at a time when the
dangers confronting our country from
world communism and from incidents
which rage throughout the world de-
mand that our country stand united.

A great many so-called civil rights bills
have been introduced. They have finally
all been brought together in H.R. 7152
in an apparent effort to enact into law a
remedy for every complaint that has
been made by any minority group in
this country in recent years.

I reiterate that the bill, if enacted,
would not satisfy the groups it is sup-
posed to assist. Not only would it not
satisfy them, but it would so infringe
upon the rights of all our people as to
cause extreme bitterness and disunity.
It is entirely possible that it could result
in violence and bloody racial conflict.

Madam President, the bill, if passed,
might prove to be a political palliative
for a brief period, but it would not solve
the basic problem nor long delay greater
demands from the leaders of the recent
demonstrations and protests from some
of those affected.

In the very best faith, and in an effort
to take at least a step forward toward a
permanent solution of racial differences,
I am proposing a workable and realistic
means of easing the problem by bringing
about a more equitable distribution of
the white and Negro populations
throughout the United States by a purely
voluntary and thoroughly democratic re-
location program.

My proposal attacks the two main
problems confronting the country today
upon a broad front. It would go further
to implement President Johnson's cam-
paign to abolish poverty than all the
temporary plans and proposals that are
now in process. I have not had an op-
portunity to examine in detail the
President’s message, which has just been
submitted to the Senate, but I under-
stand that the prinecipal purpose of the
bill is a retraining program. I suggest
that without regard to how many people
we may retrain or how intensively we
might retrain them, if we do not provide
jobs for those people, we shall have ac-
complished nothing except to carry them
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on the public payrolls during the process
of the training.

In considering the question of poverty
we should never overlook the fact that
our 18 million Negro citizens are not the
most impoverished 18 million people in
our country. There are 18 million to 20
million white people at the bottom of our
economic heap who have low incomes,
poor jobs, and fewer of the good things
of our modern day civilization than have
the 18 million Negro citizens in our
country on an average.

My proposal would get away from all
the political implications of the so-called
civil rights issue by affording the under-
privileged of both races an opportunity
to better their lot in life with the aid of
their Government by moving to another
State with the guarantee that their living
conditions and income would be better
in their new location than those they
now enjoy.

Every thoughtful and objective person
who has studied the problem of racial
tensions over the past several years has
come to the conclusion that racial dif-
ferences and tensions increase in direct
proportion to the percentage that the
colored population bears to the white in
any given community or State.

I am well aware that anything that I
may say in the present atmosphere in
any way dealing with the racial problem
will be questioned by the reformers who
have very few Negroes in their States
but who have immediate answers to all
racial problems everywhere else.

I have grappled with this problem and
studied it, to the very best of my ability,
over a long period of years. I realize
that it is a problem which somehow, in
some way, at some time, may be solved.
I do not believe it is going to be solved—
indeed, in many instances, it will be ag-
gravated—so long as some people feel
that they are being put upon by being
compelled to adjust themselves to con-
ditions and to undergo enforced associa-
tions that are not required of American
citizens in other sections of this country.

There is nothing new in the proposal
I am making. Sociologists and others
who have studied the racial problem for
years have advocated solving the prob-
lem by distributing the races throughout
the country in such a manner as to more
nearly equalize them in numbers. Let
me cite the case of Dr. Brewton Berry,
a professor of sociology and anthropology
at Ohio State University. He has long
been recognized as a foremost authority
on racial relations and problems that
come within the fleld of sociology and
anthropology.

After an exhaustive study of America’s
racial problems, Dr. Berry concluded that
the only hope of a lasting solution lies in
relocating a sufficient number of each of
the races so as to equalize the problem
throughout the country.

I first became aware of Dr. Berry's
views by reading a letter which he had
published in the New York Times of May
15, 1956. I should like to read two pas-
sages from this letter:

It is apparent that the degree of racial
prejudice and discrimination which prevalls
in any region is highly correlated with the
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relative size of the groups involved. For
example, there is more anti-Semitism in
New York than Alabama, there is more
anti-oriental feeling on the Pacific coast
than on the Atlantic, antipathy for French
Canadians is greater in New England than
in Georgia and hostility toward Mexicans is
more conspicuous in Texas than Vermont.

The greatest resistance to school desegre-
gation and extension of the franchise arises
in those areas where the size of the Negro
population approaches or exceeds that of
the white. Therefore, a wider dispersion
of the Negro throughout the United States
would certainly alleviate the problem of con-
flict and discrimination which so disturbs
our consciences and so injuries our prestige
throughout the world.

Dr. Berry's letter proceeded to suggest
that Congress enact a program to pro-
vide Federal assistance to enable Ne-
groes who desire to do so to migrate to
the North and West. In addition to the
role of the Federal Government in such
a program, Dr. Berry also suggested as
follows:

The Governors of the Northern and West-
ern States and the mayors of the cities and
towns might appoint commissions (similar
to those we now have for the refugee prob-
lem) charged with the responsibility of pro-
moting the migration and assisting in the
adjustment of the migrants. Voluntary
groups (churches, civic organizations, serv-
ice clubs, etc.) would play the same prom-
inent role under this plan that they cur-
rently play in the refugee problem—securing
sponsors, assuring housing and jobs, and
facilitating the adjustment.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to insert Dr. Berry's entire let-
ter in the REcorp at this point in my
remarks.

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

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times,
May 15, 1956]
To Ease RACIAL BIas: ProrPosAL MApE To AID

MIGRATION OF NEGROES TO VARIOUS STATES

(Note—The writer of the following letter
is professor of sociology and anthropology,
Ohio State University; a member of the
Governor’s Advisory Committee on Refugee
Relief. He is the author of “Race Rela-
tions.”)

To the EpiTor oF THE NEw YORK TIMES:

A few days ago T. R. Waring, editor of the
Charleston (S.C.) News and Courier, proposed
in a speech in Cleveland that the explosive
race problem, which now threatens to blow
up in our faces, might be solved by the migra-
tion of large numbers of Negroes from the
South to the North. He is, of course, by no
means the first to make such a proposal.

So often nowadays, however, those who
make such suggestions are regarded with
suspiclon, since they are already clearly iden-
tified with the proponents of white suprem-
acy. Nevertheless, there is considerable merit
in the ldea, and I am writing, therefore, in
hopes of promoting serlous consideration of
it and also to suggest how it might be car-
ried out.

It is apparent that the degree of racial
prejudice and discrimination which prevalls
in any region is highly correlated with the
relative size of the groups involved. For
example, there is more anti-Semitism in
New York than in Alabama; there is more
anti-Japanese feeling on the Pacific Coast
than on the Atlantic; antipathy for French
Canadians is greater in New England than
in Georgla, and hostility toward Mexicans
is more conspicuous in Texas than in Ver-
mont.
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AREAS OF RESISTANCE

The greatest resistance to school desegre-
gation and extension of the franchise arises
in those areas where the size of the Negro
population approaches, or exceeds, that of the
white. Therefore, a wider dispersion of the
Negro throughout the United States would
certainly alleviate the problem of conflict and
discrimination which so disturbs our con-
sclences and so Injures our prestige through-
out the world.

How might this be done within the frame-
work of our democratic and humanitarian
principles? Needless to say, coercion must
be altogether excluded.

The answer is to be found in our expe-
rience with the problem of refugees and dis-
placed persons since World War II. Under
the provisions of the Displaced Persons Act
of 1948 and thé Refugee Rellef Act of 1953
we in this country have participated in the
resettlement of approximately half a million
refugees from communism, and the whole
undertaking has been eminently successful.
We have here, then, both a pattern and a
precedent.

PLAN OUTLINED

It is my proposal, therefore, that Congress
enact legislation of a similar nature to enable
Negroes in the South who wish to do so to
migrate to the North and West. Funds ought
to be made avallable to them in the form
of loans, and an agency ought to be estab-
lished to administer the program. The Gov-
ernors of the Northern and Western States,
and the mayors of the cities and towns,
might appoint commissions (similar to those
we now have for the refugee program)
charged with the responsibility of promoting
the migration and assisting in the adjust-
ment of the migrants. Voluntary groups
(churches, civic organizations, service clubs,
ete.) would play the same prominent role un-
der this plan that they currently play in the
refugee program-—securing sponsors, assur-
ing housing and jobs and facilitating the
adjustment.

It is my belief, furthermore, that the South
itself, faced with the mass exodus of its labor
force, would of its own volition proceed to
improve the raclal situation so as to make
the region more attractive to its Negro
citizens.

BREWTON BERRY.

Mr. RUSSELL. In addition to the
ways and means that Dr. Berry suggests,
I propose to further equalize the bal-
ance between the races by encouraging
white citizens from States that have
an overwhelming percentage of whites
to make room for Negro migrants to
those States by voluntarily relocating
the whites in States which now have a
preponderance of Negro population, with
the same opportunity to the white mi-
grants for improvement by way of jobs,
housing conditions, and location that
this measure proposes to extend to Ne-
gro citizens who avail themselves of its
terms.

I made a speech in the Senate about
14 years ago, in which I pointed out the
deep concern over the consequences
which many of us even then feared
would result from the increasing tempo
of the campaign in the rest of the coun-
try to enforce its ideas and require of the
white southern people something that
is not required of the white people in
any other section of the Nation.

In addressing the Senate at that time,
I stated:

This concern has engendered great bit-
terness which might easily grow into racial
strife. The campalgn for what are eu-
phemistically called civil rights is planting
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seeds of disunity when our Natlon needs
to be united. Whether rightly, or wrongly,
the people who live where the two races
are most evenly divided in numbers are
strongly opposed to having imposed upon
them the racial pattern which the remainder
of the Nation, constituting a large majority
of our population, seems determined to fix
for the entire Nation by Federal laws.

If the rest of the Nation is determined to
force their views upon the southern people
and use the Federal power to revolutionize
the social and political relations between the
races in the South, destroying the social
order in which our people believe, common
fairness would demand that they assist in
equalizing our racial problem with that of
the rest of the Nation. This will enable
those who belleve in the program to make a
contribution to its success and fulfillment
equal to that which they propose to require
of us who oppose it—

By Federal compulsion.

It would be manifestly unfair and un-
American for the rest of the country to
compel the white people of the South, by
Federal flat, to assoclate in the most intl-
mate relations of life, with and perhaps
eventually absorb, a much higher proportion
of Negroes than they themselves will have
an opportunity to accept and absorb.

Madam President, the proposal I made
at that time was that the Federal Gov-
ernment should provide Federal finan-
cial and technical assistance to effectu-
ate a more equal distribution of the
races throughout the country, by en-
couraging the Negro population to move
voluntarily from the areas where they
have an overwhelming percentage—in

my State some 30 counties have more -

Negro citizens than white—to States
where there are practically no Negroes.

Conversely, white persons living out-
side the South, in areas predominantly
or almost solidly white, would be eligible
for similar financial and technical assist-
ance to relocate in Southern States. The
overall objective, of course, would be to
bring about a racial population mix more
in line with the overall percentage that
the Negro population of the Nation bears
to the total population.

There have been significant shifts in
our population in the past several years.
Nevertheless, a disproportionate number
of our Negro citizens still are concen-
trated in a relatively few States. In
view of the increased political and other
pressures that are being exerted to force
passage of legislation such as that which
the Senator from Montana has moved
that the Senate consider, I am more
strongly convinced than ever that means
should be found to alleviate the unequal
distribution of the Negro population.

Within the several States and within
the cities of the Nation, there is today a
great demand on the part of our Negro
citizens that the so-called racial im-
balance in the schools be eliminated by
moving the white children into the
schools that have a preponderant Negro
attendance, and that the Negro children
be moved into the schools that have a
preponderance of white attendance.

There have been demonstrations in the
city of New York within the past few
days to convince the board of education
that this imbalance in the schools should
be remedied. The amendment which I
have proposed would authorize the ex-
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tension of technical assistance and ad-
vice to city or State organizations that
are created to correct the imbalance of
population within the several States.
The commission my amendment would
create could extend technical assistance
and advice to a city commission or a
State commission—say, in the State of
Missouri, or New York, or Illinois, or
California—which would assist the peo-
ple of the State to make a more equitable
distribution of the Negro citizens within
the State. That would be in accord with
the demands of the Negro leaders who
are today insisting that the imbalance
of the races within the States be cured.

It could be done without disturbing
the idea of neighborhood schools which
has caused many thousands of white
mothersto show great concern when they
heard about the demands being made of
the board of education to transport their
children across the city. So by pursuing
the purpose and objective of the proposal,
the distribution and equalization of the
population of our two main racial groups
would not be confined merely to adjust-
ments between States, but the “States of
their own accord—and as a States
righter,” I would not have it otherwise—
would create commissions that would at-
tempt to cure the imbalance of the pop-
ulation within the States.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Madam President,
will the Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. Iyield.

Mr, DOUGLAS. Is it the aim of the
Senator from Georgia, then, to have the
Negro population ratio in every State,
every city, and every county approxi-
mately what it is for the Nation as a
whole; namely, 10} percent?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am practical enough
to realize that we cannot achieve exact-
ly 10%% percent, but I believe we can cure
some of the conditions in which the im-
balance is far out of line.

If the Senator will read the amend-
ment I propose, on the first page, it pro-
vides:

The number of persons attributable to
either of such raclal groups per thousand
population of any State shall be considered
to be below normal if less than 95 per centum,
or above normal if more than 105 per centum,
of the number of persons attributable to such
group per thousand population of the United
States as a whole.

Mr. DOUGLAS. That would be rough-
ly from 9.9 percent to 11.1 percent, with
this zone of tolerance of 5 percent from
the average?

Mr. RUSSELL. The last census figure
is 10.5 percent.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Iunderstand.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. DOUGLAS. So it would be from

about 9.9 percent to 11.1 percent?

Mr. RUSSELL. The proposal would
not be effective on a Federal basis in the
State which the Senator from Illinois
represents, because the population ratio

Mr. DOUGLAS. About 10.3 percent.

Mr. RUSSELL. Approximately the na-
tional average: but it is concentrated
within certain areas within the State.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor-
rect.
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Mr. RUSSELL. There are a number
of communities in the State of Illinois
with practically no Negro population.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor-
rect. This distribution of the popula-
tion has been achieved voluntarily, It
was the result of the voluntary move-
ment of people across State lines. While
it has created problems without ques-
tion, it has nevertheless contributed to
the building up of our industries. We
are not afraid of this movement. When
the Senator from Georgia first advanced
this idea in his formal measure, I re-
ceived a telegram from a community in
the State stating:

So-and-So was coming to live in my block,
and we organized a block party to welcome
him.

Mr. RUSSELL. At that time, the
Senator did not attribute that to my
State. He said he received that tele-
gram from somewhere in Alabama. My
recollection is fairly good.

Mr. DOUGLAS. We organized a block
party to welcome the newcomer. So we
are not afraid of this tendency and we
are doing our best to practice human
friendship.

Mr, RUSSELL. Mr. President (M.
NEeLsown in the chair), I am appealing to
the sense and fairness of the Senator
from Illinois, that he apply to the people
throughout the United States generally
what he attempts to apply to the people
of the South.

There have been incidents, such as the
reception that the mayor of the great
city of Chicago held at one political
meeting, when one of the great divines
of the city of Chicago—I believe it was
the Reverend Jackson—had to be res-
cued by the police from members of his
own race because he had the courage to
speak up and say that he did not be-
lieve they should be heckling the mayor
of Chicago.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I did not think so,
either.

Mr. RUSSELL. But the Senater was
not aware of that fact.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, yes; I was aware
of it.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator did not
appear on the platform at the micro-
phone.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I did go before the
microphone. I did tell them they
should not have heckled their mayor.

Mr. RUSSELL. Then the Senator’s
press officer must have been off that day,
because I did not read anything about
that in the press.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. Iyield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is
aware, is he not, that in the bill, on page
13 and on page 14, it does not require the
assignment of students to public schools
in order to overcome racial imbalance.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is completely
non sequitur. It has nothing to do with
what I am talking about here.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator was say-
ing that he believed——

Mr. RUSSELL. I said that the States
could do it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The bill is saying
that the States need not require white
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students to go into predominantly Negro
schools to correct any racial imbalance.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not clear at
all that that issue is not nullified by
another provision in the bill.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator pro-
posing a more radical bill than the one
on the Senate calendar, which would
correct any racial imbalance?

Mr. RUSSELL. It would be very diffi-
cult, indeed, to make the bill more dras-
tic than it is.

Mr. DOUGLAS. But the Senator aims
to do so. Isthat correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. No; I am ftrying to
ameliorate it. If it were possible to make
it more drastic than it is, I would sug-
gest that we change the provision to re-
quire the correction of the imbalance by
bringing the Federal power of compul-
sion to bear in cities like Chicago. It
would be fair to do so because the Sen-
ator and his supporters on the bill are
proposing to do just that in southern
cities, where there are no ghettos—al-
though in Atlanta that situation exists
to a certain extent—and where our peo-
ple of one race are not co: to one
area. That is particularly true in the
small communities. They have no
ghettos. The Senator is proposing the
use of compulsion, and I see no reason
why it should not be applied to the city
of Chicago, for example.

I would favor using Federal power to
correct the imbalance, if the bill were to
be passed. If the bill is to be passed,
let us have the compulsion applied to
Chicago as well, and then let the Sen-
ator’'s constituents have an opportunity
to show their enthusiasm for such a
provision.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The bill does not re-
quire the assignment of pupils to schools
on other than a geographical basis. It
does not require the elimination of the
geographical basis.

Mr. RUSSELL. The original bill did.
The Senator knows that. The original
bill in the House provided for use of
Federal power for the correction of
racial imbalance in the schools. How-
ever, the bill was amended on the floor
by the insertion of the provision to which
the Senator adverts which says “desegre-
gation” does not mean the assignment
of students in schools in order to over-
come racial imbalance.

The House had enough interest in
maintaining peace and tranquillity in
communities by inserting the line on
which the Senator from Illinois relies.
However, if the Senate is to pass this
drastic legislation, I hope it can be
amended; I hope that Senators will have
enough manhood to face the situation
and strike that line, which was added by
the House.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator
vote for such an amendment?

Mr. RUSSELL. For that amendment?
Yes.

Mr. DOUGLAS. To strike this pro-
vision out?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. If the bill isgo-
ing to pass, I want it to apply equally
to all sections. The Senator proposes
to apply this bill in the State of Georgia.
Under the bill as now drafted, the At-
torney General would be required to cor-
rect an imbalance in our schools because
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of the very nature of our population
pattern. However, the Senator from Il-
linois is protected, because the popula-
pattern in his State is not the same.
his State the people do not all live
together in the same area, despite the
great spirit of fraternity which he claims
exists there.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is not this res-
idential admixture largely true of the
rural population, as opposed to the city
population? There has been a contin-
uous movement from the country to the
cities. In 1910, for example, 73 percent
of the Negro population lived in the
country. In 1960, 73 percent of the
Negro population lived in the cities.

Mr. RUSSELL. The same thing ap-
plies to the white population. Every-
one who is familiar with the facts knows
what is going on. There has been a great
migration from farms to cities.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then, when we come
into the northern cities, we do largely
find segregated housing, by practice
though not by law. As a result, the
school districts are laid out on the basis
of geography. In that way we get a large
degree of de facto segregation. But it is
not legal segregation and that is im-
portant.

Mr. RUSSELL. That situation exists
to the nth degree in the Senator’s State.
There is more racial mixing in Atlanta
than there is in Chicago, by far. In the
Senator’s State the Negroes are herded
in Negro ghettos, living under almost in-
describable conditions of filth.

Mr. DOUGLAS. They, however, con-
tinue to come from the South to Chicago
and other northern cities of their own
choice. And they like the air of freedom
and the greater economic opportunities.

Mr. RUSSELL. More power to them.
I hope the Senator’s public welfare sys-
tem holds out. I am sure the Negro pop-
ulation in Illinois will increase whether
or not the bill is passed.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is
touching on another point. What the
Senator says he would like to do is trans-
port more Negroes into the North and
West, but I remember the conditions
that existed after World War I, when
every effort was made by the southern-
ers to restrain Negro migration from the
South to the North, because the white
southerners wanted to retain the
Negroes as plantation laborers. It will
be asked, “Who is going to work in the
hot sun?” if the Senator’s program goes
through.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Negroes in my
State no longer work on the farms.
Nine-tenths of the farm labor in the area
where I live is done by white people with
tractors and other machines. The
Negroes have moved out of the country
and have gone into the smaller commu-
nities. I live in a small town, of about
6,000 population. Its Negro population
has greatly increased in the last 15 years.
The same thing is true in Aflanta. It
has a Negro population of almost 40 per-
cent. Negroes are moving from the
country and into the cities. They like
the cities.

When the plantation pattern was
broken up in the South, when the
Negroes moved out of the South, not
one-tenth of 1 percent went to the
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farms. When they went to Illinois or
Iowa or someplace else, they moved into
the cities. They do not like to live in the
country.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator be-
lieve his program would be popular in the
black belt in the counties along the At-
lantic coast and the gulf coast and up
along the Mississippi?

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no question
about it.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator's
white citizens be eager to have the
Negroes go?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; they would help
them in any way they could. If they
had the money, they would be glad to
finance them. However, this happens to
be a low-income area, and it is in this
area that Federal compulsion would be
applied in the intermingling of the races,
although it would not be applied in cities
like Chicago. This area has the lowest
per capita income of any section of the
country. It has greatly improved. We
are trying to better conditions. But we
had two strikes against us from the eco-
nomic standpoint. First of all, we lost
the Civil War. Our leaders had deceived
our people by telling them that one
southerner could whip five Yankees.
The people found they could not whip
even three, much less five Yankees. One
southerner could not whip three Yan-
kees. So we wound up in defeat. As a
result, the South was devastated and
bankrupt. The rest of the country, at
the same time, blossomed like the rose
from an economic standpoint. They
had the greenbacks and the bonds and
the war industries. All we had was a
gen%leman who was very careless with

e,

Mr. DOUGLAS. The South has many
Army training camps, though.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; we have some.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The great Senator
from Alabama and the great Senator
from Georgia and other Senators from
that area have contributed mightily to
that end.

Mr. RUSSELL. I assure the Senator
that I have contributed to the limit of
my ability.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator

favor a more equal distribution of train-
ing facilities, so that there might be
more of them in the North?
- Mr. RUSSELL. So far as the Navy is
concerned, I would strongly favor it. If
that were to be done, we would get our
share of the Great Lakes installation.
The Senator’s State has not suffered.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Army, too?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator's State
has probably one of the greatest naval
training establishments in the world.
The Government spends approximately
$125 million a year at that one installa-
tion in the Senator’s State.

Mr. DOUGLAS. We do not have many
military installations.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Navy would cer-
tainly resent the Senator’s statement,
that the Navy is not a military establish-
ment.

As a former apprentice seaman, I re-
sent the charge the Navy is not a mili-
tary establishment.
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Mr. DOUGLAS. I know it is danger-
ous to cross swords with the Senator
from Georgia. I was interested to know
how far the Senator planned to go.
Apparently he wants to assist the equal-
ization of population among the States
and also, to the degree that the States
consent, within the States. If there
were any prospect that the bill would
pass, he would favor the compulsory
transportation of Negro students into
white areas and of white students into
colored areas.

Mr. RUSSELL. I favor inflicting on
New York City, the city of Chicago, and
other cities the same condition proposed
to be inflicted by this bill on the people
of the community of Winder, Ga., where
I reside. I am opposed to the bill. I
did not say I would vote for the bill.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Oh, I see. For a
moment, I thought the Senator from
Georgia had seen the light and was in
favor, not only of desegregation, but
also integration.

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, no. Unfortu-
nately for me, the Constitution stands
between me and the light.

Mr. DOUGLAS. What about the 14th
amendment?

Mr. RUSSELL. As to the 14th
amendment, I refer the Senator to the
decisions of the Supreme Court, since
he relies upon them.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In 1883?

Mr. RUSSELL. In 1883. The Sena-
tor says that is an old decision. On that
basis, all Bibles ought to have been
burned long ago.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Notatall,

Mr. RUSSELL. The Bible is thou-
sands of years old. The Senator says
the decision of 1883 is so old that we
ought to disregard it. On that basis,
the Ten Commandments are so com-
pletely out of date that we ought to de-
vote our time to violating them to show
how out of date they are.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is too
able a man to believe that that is what
I meant. He is caricaturing my position
to make it look ridiculous.

Mr. RUSSELL. No.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator aware
that in 1896 the Supreme Court in the
case of Plessy against Ferguson, upheld
the statute requiring segregation with
only one dissenting voice, that of Justice
Harlan? In 1954, by unanimous deci-
sion, the Supreme Court reversed Plessy
against Ferguson. If the civil rights de-
cision of 1883 is quoted, we can say the
Supreme Court acted ultimately with
wisdom. Incidentally, all the southern
judges on the Supreme Court voted in
the Topeka case to reverse Plessy against
Ferguson.

Mr, RUSSELL. There are southern-
ers and there are southerners.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator draws a
distinction, does he?

Mr. RUSSELL. I do. I draw a dis-
tinction. There has never been a greater
distinetion drawn between people than
that drawn between those who came
home barefooted from fighting in the
Civil War, misguided though they might
have been, but who thought they were
fighting for the right, and the scalawags
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who preyed upon the women and children
while they were gone.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator would
not include James Longstreet among the
scalawags, would he?

Mr. RUSSELL. No.

Mr. DOUGLAS. He became a Repub-
lican after the Civil War.

Mr. RUSSELL. A Republican, yes.
I call James Longstreet a very fine gen-
tleman.

Mr. DOUGLAS. He was called scala-
wag by other southerners as the Senator
remembers.

Mr. RUSSELL. I will not be diverted
into the Gettysburg campaign. The
Senator knows how that argument arose.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is ad-
vancing a sweeping doctrine. I am not
certain that it will be relished in all
portions of his own State.

Mr. RUSSELL. I stand for many
things that are not relished in a great
many portions of my own State. I some-
times marvel at the forbearance of the
people of my State who have permitted
me to remain in this body up to now.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is very
disarming.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thought the Harlan
dissent was in the civil rights case. The
Senator says it was in Plessy against
Ferguson.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Justice Harland dis-
sented both times; in 1883 and again in
1896.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator said he
dissented in Plessy against Ferguson.

Mr, DOUGLAS. He dissented also in
Plessy against Ferguson.

Mr. RUSSELL. His most eloquent dis-
sent, which he later recanted, was in the
civil rights case.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In 1883 he dissented
in the civil rights case. In 1896, he dis-
sented again in Plessy against Ferguson.

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not have the de-
cision in my hand. Later, Mr. Justice
Harlan changed his mind and decided the
case on the other side of the question.
It may have been that he was one of
those deluded justices who thought the
doctrine of stare decisis applied to the
case.

Mr. DOUGLAS. He was a former slave
owner, who said the Constitution was
color blind.

Mr. RUSSELL. He was a great man.
I do not challenge the man. He was a
great Kentuckian and a great man.

Mr. DOUGLAS. We agree on that
point.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. ERVIN. Did not Justice Harlan’s
grandson, the present Justice John M.
Harlan, make a statement in the case
of Peterson against City of Greenville,
in May of last year, which shows that
he did not agree with his grandfather’s
interpretation of the 14th amendment
and his dissenting opinion in which he
overlooked the provision that State ac-
tion is required to enable Congress to act
under the 14th amendment?
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Mr. RUSSELL, That is my under-
standing. I think that is undoubtedly
correct.

Mr. ERVIN. Is not the program the
Senator is proposing entirely voluntary,
so far as individuals are concerned?

Mr. RUSSELL. It is entirely volun-
tary. In other words, I propose to use
the carrot. The bill that is sought to
be brought before the Senate uses the
harsh lash of Federal power, the threat
of U.S. marshals and froops with bay-
onets. My proposal is wholly voluntary
and is designed to palliate the most strin-
gent and compulsory bill that has ever
been brought forward in Congress.

Mr. ERVIN. Am I correct in putting
this interpretation upon the Senator's
proposal: That if a Negro in a State to
which some of the zealous advocates of
the pending bill point as a horrible place
in which people live should conclude that
the air of freedom was sweeter in some
of the States which some of our zealous
friends represent, and he wanted to go
where the air of freedom was purer, all
he would have to do would be to make
the proper application to the Federal
Government, and he would receive eco-
nomic assistance to remove from those
benighted portions of the country to
areas where he believed the air of free-
dom was pure and undefiled. Is not that
what would happen?

Mr. RUSSELL. It is not quite that
simple, but that is the objective. He
would apply, and then the Government
would have to locate a home and a job
for him. I do not propose to have those
poor people dumped in other areas with-
out any friends, subsistence, or means
of support, whether they are whites com-
ing from the East, the North, or the West
to the South, or are Negro citizens mov-
ing from other areas.

My amendment is drawn along the
lines the Government has already uti-
lized in some programs. I shall demon-
strate that later. The Interior Depart-
ment today has a program for the train-
ing and moving of Indians. More than
30,000 families have been trained and
moved into the main stream of American
life,

Mr. ERVIN. When the bill was orig-
inally introduced in the House, and when
its companion measure was introduced
in the Senate——

Mr. RUSSELL. I did not know a hill
of this kind had ever been introduced in
the House. I drafted one similar to this.

Mr. ERVIN. Iam not referring to the
Senator's amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL. Isthe Senator talking
about H.R. 7152?

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. When the bill was
introduced in the House, and when its
companion measure, which was identi-
cal, was introduced in the Senate, did it
not contain two provisions which were
directed toward the desegregation of
schools? One was a provision which has
been left in the bill, and the other was a
provision relating to the so-called racial-
ly imbalanced schools. The latter pro-
vision has been removed from the bill,
at least ostensibly.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is my under-
standing. But I stated in my colloquy
with the Senator from Illinois [Mr.
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Dovucras] that I was not sure that the
statement to which he referred would
absolutely deny the use of Federal power
to equalize the racial population in the
schools. I cannot recall the section of
the bill, but when I read it, I recalled
reading a provision that I thought ne-
gated, in a measure, the amendment that
was offered on the floor of the House.

Mr. ERVIN. I think the Senator is
referring to the abdication of the power
of Congress to Federal departments and
agencies, which title V provides with
reference to nondiscrimination in feder-
ally asisted programs. Notwithstanding
the amendment that was made in the
House, does not the Senator from
Georgia believe that title VI would au-
thorize the Department of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, for example, to deny
the benefits of the school lunch program
or the vocational education program to
any State which does not have the races
mixed within the schools?

Mr. RUSSELL. It certainly is suscep-
tible to that construction. If the Secre-
tary of that Department were endowed
with the power to prescribe regulations,
I assume he could undoubtedly do that.

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask sev-
eral other questions on this phase of the
matter: Is it not true that in most
Southern communities the members of
the two races live in the same areas and
in the same communities?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; and I have so
stated. Two of the three families which
live nearest to me, when I am in my own
home, happen to be fine Negro friends of
mine.

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from
Georgia has pointed out, has he not, that
most of the Negro population in the
North is concentrated in the northern
cities and lives in what are correctly
called de facto racially segregated com-
munities, due to the residential patterns?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes; and I have so
stated.

Mr. ERVIN. As the Senator from
Georgia undoubtedly knows, parents in
some northern cities have protested vig-
orously against having their children
transported away from their home com-
munity to distant schools through un-
necessary traffic hazards merely to mix
the races in such distant schools. Does
not the Senator from Georgia believe
that the zealous advocates of this bill
caused it to be amended in the House of
Representatives to reduce this opposition
among parents in northern cities to such
implementation of the racially imbal-
anced school theory?

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand that
situation; and I shall discuss the bill from
the standpoint of how it was planned to
confine the harsh application of the
Federal law to the Southern States. I
prefer, however, not to discuss that mat-
ter at this time, if the Senator from
North Carolina will excuse me, because
I intend to make that the subject of an
entirely separate speech.

Mr. ERVIN. I understand.

Let me ask whether the Senator from
Georgia believes that an effort has been
made to delete from the bill the provi-
sions relating to segregation which would
have an impact upon northern cities,
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and to leave in the bill the provisions
relating to desegregation in schools
which would have an impact upon the
South.

Mr. RUSSELL. I think that is a fair
statement.

Mr. President, as I have been stating,
the agency proposed to be established by
this amendment—a voluntary reloca-
tion commission—would be responsible
for the development of a program to
provide Federal assistance to members
of either race who might desire to re-
locate in a different section of the coun-
try if their move would contribute to
improvement of the lot of the individuals
concerned and if it would contribute to
a more equal proportion of the white
and Negro populations in all of the
States.

The ultimate objective would be to
achieve a percentage of Negroes among
the population of each of the 50 States
as near to the national average as prac-
tical and feasible, and to come as nearly
as possible to equalizing the population
of all 50 of the States, as between the
two principal races.

As the name of the proposed new
Commission plainly states, the relocation
program would be entirely voluntary in
all respects. A person wishing to take
advantage of the opportunity to move
himself and his family to another State
or section of the country could do so
only of his own volition and initiative.

I wish to make perfectly clear that
there is no ulterior motive or sinister
design in this amendment. I have
studied this question for years, some-
times in tears and anguish; and I believe
this is the only approach which at the
present time could really contribute to
a permanent solution of racial tensions
and feelings and contribute to a better
understanding, on a permanent basis,
between the races.

I know the amendment is not a
panacea for all problems; but it offers
more hope and promise of effecting a
permanent solution to this great social,
economic, and political problem, which
arises out of these racial conflicts all
over the land, than does any other pro-
posal which has been brought forward.

Certainly, I believe this proposal is
vastly superior to the type of legislation
that was passed by the other body. I
am seeking to get at the very roots of
our racial difficulties, and I propose to
attack these problems through demo-
cratic and voluntary methods, whereas
the so-called civil rights bill proposes to
apply Federal force and compulsion to
the delicate problem of human relation-
ships—the relationships between indi-
vidual citizens.

One of the prinecipal reasons why I am
offering my amendment at this time is
the belief that it will gain some appre-
ciation and some understanding and
awareness from thoughtful -citizens
everywhere—and I hope that they will
read this proposal—for the tremendous
burden the race problem has placed on
the people of the Southern States for a
great many years.

Mr. President, we have not been per-
fect in our racial relations. There have
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been many disparities; there have been
many inequities; there have been many
injustices. But I insist that more of
them grew out of economic factors than
from any other single factor, and were
not due to any hate or to any feeling of
prejudice. One can go to any city in
this land and find at the bottom of the
economic pile people who are whites,
not Negroes, and find that they are im-
posed on, that they have not received
a fair deal in the courts, and that they
do not have a fair chance in life. That
is just as true of a white man at the
bottom of the economic heap in New
York, Chicago, San Francisco, St. Louis,
or wherever one may go, as it is of a
Negro at the bottom of the economic
heap in a southern city.

Of course, for many generations, the
vast majority of the people of the South
have held firmly to the conviction that a
social order based upon the separation of
the races is best and wisest for the wel-
fare and progress of both races. Mr.
President, there is nothing immoral
about that. It was a reasonable convic-
tion and an honorable conviction which
developed over a period of almost a cen-
tury, through a painful process of trial
and error. It had borne the stamp of
approval of great judges of the Supreme
Court; and it did not wholly result in
inequities and injustices, because under
that system, in the enjoyment of their
constitutional rights, many of our Negro
citizens accumulated a great deal of
wealth, and tens of thousands of them
own their own homes and own their own
businesses; and, by and large—although
they may not enjoy some of the so-called
rights, the right to choose their own as-
sociates, that this bill purports to con-
fer—tens of thousands of them in the
southern cities are, on the basis of eco-
nomic standards, better off than many
in other areas of the country. This
social order was evolved, I may say,
under conditions, difficulties, and trials
that would be incomprehensible to per-
sons who live outside the South and have
no knowledge of the travail and suffer-
ing that beset the people of this dis-
tressed region when they set out to re-
build their society.

This social order is woven into the very
fabric of southern life and has become a
permanent part of the mores and atti-
tudes of the great majority of our peo-
ple. Under this system, both races have
lived and worked side by side in a spirit
of tolerance, harmony, and mutual re-
spect.

There can be little doubt that some of
the provisions of the bill, as I have stat-
ed in the collogquy with the Senator from
North Carolina, are designed almost to
exclude certain parts of the country
from the harsh provisions of certain sec-
tions of the bill. There can be little
doubt that the bill would have a greater
impact on the South than on any other
section.

I hope that if the bill is enacted—and
I pray that it will not be, because I would
regret, at this stage of my life, to see
such a massive assault on our constitu-
tional system, on the free enterprise sys-
tem, and upon the right of property in
our land—the Attorney General, the
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Civil Rights Commission, and all the
other Federal agencies will be as diligent
in enforcing the provisions of the meas-
ure in other sections of the country as
they are and will be in the Southern
States.

Mr. President, the great preponder-
ance of our Negro population, despite
the tremendous migration referred to
earlier, is still concentrated in the
Southern States.

These States are Georgia, Alabama,
Arkansas, Florida, Louisiana, Missis-
sippi, North Carolina, South Carolina,
Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia.

The most recent official population
statistics available—those compiled
through the 1960 census—show that
these 11 States have a combined popu-
lation of 43,435,315. This represents 24.2
percent, about one-fourth of the Na-
tion’s total population of 179,323,175
persons in 1960.

The total Negro population in the Na-
tion as a whole in 1960 was 18,871,831,
Thus, in 1960, Negroes made up about
10.5 percent of our total national popu-
lation.

Of the Nation's total Negro popula-
tion, 9,862,361—or 52.3 percent—resided
in the 11 Southern States that I have
enumerated at the time of the 1960
census.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that in
the past 50 years the percentage of Ne-
groes in the Southern States has greatly
diminished? The proportion used to be
approximately four-fifths to nine-tenths
in the Southern States. But there has
been a great migration North and West.

Mr. RUSSELL. I was not aware it
was nine-tenths, but, of course, I knew
it was overwhelming. It has been great-
ly reduced in the past four censuses.
There is no question about that. The
States of the South have lost population
not only among Negroes but among the
white people. They have been compelled
to move because there is no work for them
to do. We have been a poor people, and
we have not had enough industry or jobs
for all our people.

For many years I sat in the Georgia
Legislature which taxed the impover-
ished people in the State of Georgia to
maintain and operate one of the great
technological schools of our country—
the Georgia School of Technology.
Where did its graduates go? To work for
Westinghouse, Otis Elevator, General
Electric, and other large companies.
They went all over the United States.
Time after time I felt sick at heart—
almost with nausea—that we were taxing
the poor people of the State to train fine
engineers who were compelled to leave
Georgia because there were no opportu-
nities for them there.

Thank God, that situation is chang-
ing.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am merely trying
to point out that by the natural opera-
tion of forces, what the Senator from
Georgia has urged has already been
largely accomplished. For example, as I
remember the population figures back in
1910, Negroes represented a majority of

March 16

the population of South Carolina and
Mississippi.

Mr. RUSSELL. They certainly did in
Mississippi, and I believe the Senator is
correct in respect to South Carolina.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Mississippi aver-
age is now down to——

Mr. RUSSELL. Forty-two and a frac-
tion percent.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And the South Caro-
lina average——

Mr. RUSSELL. 34.8 percent.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is ex-
actly correct.

Mr. RUSSELL. I pointout thatat one
time an effort was made to bring the
Federal power down to the South to
compel enforced association, which was
something new in our country, but the
effort was struck down by the Supreme
Court. Now it is proposed to accomplish
the same result by act of Congress. We
all know that the Supreme Court as now
constituted would uphold any law that
the Congress might enact in that field.
At least I am confident in my heart that
it would.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In other words, the
Senator from Georgia does not feel that
the civil rights cases of 1883 would be
controlling.

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not believe that
the present Supreme Court would pay
attention to any precedents anywhere.
They do not know anything about the
doctrine of stare decisis. Several judges
have said publicly that they did not think
that the doctrine applied to the Supreme
Court. So, the Court writes the law as
it sees it and as it fits its convenience.
If the Court cannot find any law to sus-
tain its determination, it will go to the
psychologists. If the psychologists have
not the correct answer, the Court will
then go to the anthropologists. If the
anthropologists do not have the proper
reasoning, the Court will go to the pro-
fessors of economics.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And it will go to the
14th amendment, which provides for the
equal protection of the laws.

Mr. RUSSELL. I hope that the Sena-
tor from Illinois does not feel that I have
in any wise offended him by placing
economists third. But that is true.

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; I am not
offended.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Supreme Court
goes first to the psychologists and then
to the anthropologists. Both of those
fields are very vague. If the Supreme
Court can find anything in those fields
to sustain its decision, it does so. Econo-
mists have more disciplines. than the
sociologists or the anthropologists;
therefore, they are not followed by the
Supreme Court as much as the Court
follows the first two groups named. If
there is any discipline which might con-
trol the thinking of the Court, the pres-
ent Court shies away from it.

Mr. President, as I have said, at the
time of the 1960 census of the Nation’'s
total Negro population, 9,862,000—or 52.3
percent—resided in the 11 Southern
States that I have enumerated. I be-
lieve that when we consider percentages
on the basis of the total population of the
United States, the percentages given by
the Senator arenot as compelling as they
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were at the time that those censuses were
taken. In other words, the population of
the country has expanded greatly, and
to a much greater extent in other areas
than in the Southern States.

Taken on an average, Negroes made
up 22.7 percent of the individual popu-
lation of the 11 Southern States in 1960.
This ranged from a high of 42 percent
in Mississippi to 12.4 percent in Texas.
My own State of Georgia lies somewhere
in between with the Negro population
making up 28.5 percent of the total.

Mr. President, the statewide popula-
tion figures I have presented do not re-
veal the full impact that the great con-
centration of Negroes in the South has
on the southern life, southern customs,
and southern attitudes. Within each of
the 11 Southern States, there is a wide
range in the relative Negro-white popu-
lation among its counties.

According to the 1960 census, there
were 138 counties—more than 10 per-
cent of the total—in which the Negro
population was numerically greater than
the white.

Practically every one of those coun-
ties is a rural county. In my own State,
there are many counties that have no
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coast from Virginia down to Florida.
Then it runs across northern Florida
and along the gulf and then up both
banks of the Mississippi.

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. It cuts into
Alabama at the capital city, as I recall,
and goes through there.

Negroes made up 30 percent or great-
er of the population of 540 southern
counties—almost half of them.

I believe any fair-minded person will
concede that it is in these so-called
black belt counties that the prevailing
social customs, based on a long history of
separation of the races, is most firmly
fixed as an integral part of everyday life.

It is in these counties, for example, that
the so-called equal accommodations sec-
tion of the pending legislation—compel-
ling forced integration of hotels, motels,
cafes, movie theaters, and other places
of business—will pose its gravest threat
to the peace and order of the community.
It is here that the disruptive potential
of this legislation on the lives of the
people—both white and colored—is
greatest.

Mr. President, in order to give a clearer
picture of the racial imbalance within the
11 Southern States, I ask unanimous
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centage of Negroes among their total
population.

Mr. President, I believe the record of
race relations in the major cities of the
country outside the South bears out the
basic thesis I have stated. I believe it
shows that the most difficult racial prob-
lems arise in areas where the proportion
of the Negro population to the white is
the highest.

Hence, in the North, as well as in the
South, I believe the weight of evidence
demonstrates conclusively that a more
even distribution of the Negro popula-
tion throughout the Nation would be an
effective step toward lessening racial
strife and promoting a more permanent
atmosphere of understanding between
the two races that must live together
on this continent until the end of time.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have inserted at this point in
my remarks the Census Bureau's report
giving the breakdown of the Negro popu-
lation in the principal cities of the
United States.

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

towns of any considerable size. consent to insert in the Recorp at this
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, if the point a table showing the number of oer pomoition | N Of | o
Senator will yield, he is approaching counties whose population is 30 percent
the point I was trying to make; namely, Negro or greater.
that there was and is a very large rural There being no objection, the table Was 5 Oireno HL | it | "Bacer| 229
Negro population in the South, in the so- ordered to be printed in the REcorp, as 3. Los Angeles, Calif.| 2,479,015 |  334.916 |  13.5
called black belt, which runs along the follows: P | Toarita| | e
o - T ; u : 4 i g. Baltimore, Md ___ ﬁ% msaggg ;ztg
ABLE 1.—Percentage disiribution of n ite population in 11 selected southern States - Houston, Tex...... .
by counties or parishes having 30 percent or more nonwhite, 1960 census "o Wenninmon DG|  Texose| anr| e
. 8t. Louls, Mo._.._ 70,026 | 214377 %:
Number of counties with percentage of nonwhite population 2 ; =
Total as indieated 740,816 74,388 | 10.0
e of 14. Dallas, Tex..._ 670, 604 t%.:la?é 19.0
‘ y X. 3
counties | 80to | 40to | 50to | 60to | 70to | 80to | 00to | More 15 New Orleans, La. 627, 525 514 a7.2
399 | 409 | 59 | 609 | 700 | 809 | 100 |than®0 15, Pittsburgh Pa...| 604 ?ﬁ."m 16.7
o el o a4
18. e v
67 12 ] 3 2 4 S licass 12 19. RBeettle, Wash__.__ 557, 08T 26, 901 4.8
al 3 3 i Remn anl SRl
........ - 21. ' e
159 36 21 18 14 - § EERE Pl = 34 922 Memphis, Tenn ﬁ%m 1&.8&0 ar.o
o4 15 13 6 ;o BRSTRRETS i 10 23. Denver, Colo...__ 493, 887 31,066 6.3
1% }g {; lg lé 8|... ﬁ 24. Atlanta, Ga_....__ 487, 455 ulas,m %i
46 9 8 7 8 e 0 BAey e iy
95 A= s 2 g 2
KX e 254 16 2 3 3
- PSR &l i sl ) REi s  Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I have
Independent eitfes.____________ 32 5 i e Tl AR e SN st L o G presented these population statistics in
S e T Y 1130 158 106 P Py 7 p 3 order to show the relative imbalance of
. % the Negro population in the United

Bource; U.8, Bureau of the Census, U.8, Census of Population, 1960, By State: General Population Charac-

teristics.”

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I res
ferred earlier to population shifts that
have occurred in recent years that have
brought about some change in the pre-
vailing racial complexion of the Nation.
Probably, the most important trend has
been the steady movement of Negroes in
the years since World War II out of the
South to a number of major industrial
cities in the North, East, and Far West.

The interesting result of this out-
migration of Negroes from the South
has been to bring the percentage of
Negroes in many of these cities to a
figure comparable to the average pre-
vailing in the Southern States.

For example, I have been furnished a
report by the Bureau of the Census
which shows that in 1960 Negro popula-
tion of our Nation’s largest city, New

York, was 14 percent; Chicago was 22.9
percent; Cleveland and St. Louis were
28.6 percent.

The Negro population of Chicago, 22.9
percent, is almost as great in percent-
age as that of the city of Atlanta. I be-
lieve Atlanta has a Negro population of
about 38 percent.

I commend those cities for the ap-
proach they have made to the assimila-
tion of this great migration, but I can-
not refrain from calling attention to
the fact that the cities that have the
highest percentage of Negroes have ex-
perienced considerable racial discord in
recent periods. I have in mind, specifi-
cally, newspaper accounts of recent oc-
currences in New York, Philadelphia,
Chicago, Los Angeles, and Cleveland—
all of which have a relatively high per-

States. I believe these statistics demon-
strate that the Southern States, by hav-
ing the greatest concentration of Negroes
within their borders, would be confronted
with greater difficulties in adjusting their
lives to the compulsory race mixing and
social aspects of this bill.

If they prove nothing else, the figures
should make it apparent to all that forced
integration has a far different meaning
to a person living far from any center
of population in a southern county where
Negroes outnumber the whites than to
a person who might live in a Western
State where the average percentage of
Negroes for the region is only about
1 percent, or even for a white person
living near one of the centers of great
population with a high percentage of
Negroes when they are concentrated in
one area within a city and where there
is a large police force to maintain order.
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It has been singularly interesting to
me to note that many of the principal
proponents of the so-called civil rights
legislation in the Senate hail from States
having a relatively small percentage of
Negroes among their total population.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. Iyield.

Mr. CARLSON. I may point out to
the Senator from Georgia that, in our
early history, 600 freed Negro families
left Georgia and other Southern States
and met at Lexington, Ky., in a group.
They marched across the country and
built an all-Negro town in Nicodemus,
Kans. They were known as exodusters.

Does the Senator from Georgia recall
that event?

Mr. RUSSELL. I have a vague recol-
lection of having read about it, but my
powers of reconstruction do not bring it
immediately to mind.

Mr. CARLSON. It is an interesting
story. Those people came from various
States and reached northwest Kansas
after many months of hardships and
trials, and established what became the
first completely Negro town in the United
States. There were 600 families. It is
an inspiring story and speaks well of the
character and determination of these
people.

I shall not take the time now to read
an interesting description of the event,
but this material is the result of some
research that was done by Chet L. Swi-
tell, of the public relations firm of As-
sociates & Switell, Hollywood, Calif. The
research was used as a basis for a motion
picture being made.

A group of 600 freed Negroes collected
out of the Southern States comprised the
group. They were promised 10 acres of
land each and were told they would find
plenty of buffalo for meat and large
bands of ponies running wild to domesti-
cate for farming purposes.

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not see how they
were persuaded to go there on the prom-
ise of only 10 acres, because the Freed-
men’s Bureau was promising them 40
acres and a mule throughout the South-
ern States.

Mr. CARLSON. Iremember that there
were political campaigns in which 40
acres and a mule were used successfully.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The only place they
got 40 acres was in the Sea Islands off the
coast of South Carolina.

Mr. RUSSELL. They did not get many
of them; but they were all promised that.

Mr. CARLSON. It is an interesting
history. I think it should be made a part
of this debate.

So over the years they founded the
town of Nicodemus, Kans., the first all-
Negro town in the United States of
America, and they educated teachers,
doctors, ministers, lawyers, and produced
the first Negro public officeholder. I be-
lieve this speaks well for this group of
people.

Another early born baby at the colony
was later to become the famous George
Washington Carver. George Washing-
ton Carver, of course, achieved national
and international fame.

Mr. RUSSELL. He was one of the
ﬁnc:ESt scientists this Nation has pro-

u
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Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
the conclusion of the speech of the Sena-
tor from Georgia a statement by me,
together with an article dealing with the
‘“Exodusters.”

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I appreciate the com-
ments of the Senator from Kansas. I
shall read it with interest, I assure the
Senator.

Mr. President, I note that certain
Senators who have been most active in
the debate have left the Chamber to the
Senator from Illinois. There are two
reasons why they did so. One is the
great ability of the Senator from Illinois,
and the other is that they looked at the
map I have placed at the rear of the
Chamber and decided that while that
map was in the Chamber it was not the
best time for them to be present——

Mr. DOUGLAS. This is not generous
of the Senator. This is unlike his usual
self. I am sure he does not mean a
statement like that to stand on the
record,

Mr. RUSSELL. I thought I was gen-
erous enough to the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. His personal refer-
ence pleased me very much.

Mr. RUSSELL. My statements in this
area are borne out by the facts. For
example, according to the 1960 census,
the majority leader’s home State of
Montana had a Negro population of two-
tenths of 1 percent.

If one left Helena or Billings, Mont.,
one would have to ride 2 or 3 days in
Montana to be able to find a Negro citi-
zen. I doubt not that many Montanans
grow to manhood or womanhood without
ever seeing a Negro citizen. The ma-
jority leader’s own State had a grand
total of 1,467 Negroes among its entire
population.

The distinguished assistant majority
leader is one of the most eloquent men
on the current political scene. He burst
into political prominence on the strength
of his eloquence and vigorous espousal
of the civil rights cause at the Demo-
cratic National Convention of 1948. Ac-
cording to the figures furnished me by
the Bureau of the Census, in 1960, Min-
nesota had a Negro population of only
seven-tenths of 1 percent.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the past, some
of us from the North have been ecriti-
cized for supporting civil rights, on the
alleged ground that the Negro groups
in our States caused us to support them,
and that we are really hypoerites. It
is charged that we do it only in order to
get Negro votes.

That charge cannot be made against
the Senators from Montana and Minne-
sota because, as the Senator from Geor-
gia has just pointed out, the Negro pop-
ulation amounts to an infinitesimal frac-
tion in those two States. Therefore, it
must be that reasons of conscience lead
these two Senators to advocate this
measure.

I, too, have acted for reasons of con-
science; but the Senator from Georgia
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has not been above suggesting, on ocea-
sion, that it has been because of a po-
litical motive on my part.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am always careful
not to infringe upon rule XIX of the
Senate. I have never called the Sena-
tor's name. I have stated that I thought
there was a great deal of politics in sup-
porting this legislation on the part of
some Senators. I did not name the Sen-
ator. If the Senator wishes to apply
the statement to himself, there is noth-
ing in rule XIX that requires me to deny
it. I have not defended the Senator at
this stage of the proceedings. I have
kept strictly within rule XIX. If the
Senator wishes to crawl in under that
canopy——

Mr. DOUGLAS. At the moment, I am
defending the Senator from Minnesota
and the Senator from Montana. One
cannot make the accusation that they
are appealing to the Negro vote in their
States when the Negro population there
is so infinitesimal. They are doing it
for reasons of conscience.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am not attributing
improper motives to anyone; but only
the veriest tyro on the American political
scene would think that the political issue
had effect only in States which have a
large Negro population. It is the pre-
ponderant issue in the country today.
It has exercised religious groups, and all
of the labor organizations in those States
that have large labor unions. Their
leaders are, without exception, champi-
oning any and all legislation that might
be brought forward in this field. I do
not know of any men as diverse in the
public imagination as James Hoffa,
George Meany, and Walter Reuther. All
have a community of interest when it
tliion:les to supporting legislation of this

nd.

Moreover, some of these men have na-
tional political aspirations. They have
noted the statement made by political
leaders of both parties that the 10 or 12
percent of the Negro vote in the State
of Illinois, the 8%, percent in New Jersey,
and the 9 percent in New York, control
the electoral votes of those States.
Those States have a great many elec-
tors, and the candidates for national of-
fice place great store by placating and
appealing to the voters of that portion
of the Nation. The Senator from Illi-
nois knows that as well as I do.

I have not attributed any evil motive
to the majority leader, whom I consider
to be one of the most sincere men I have
ever met; nor to the assistant majority
leader, who is one of the ablest men in
public life today.

Neither am I saying that I defend
either or both of them completely from
any possible hope of political reward, as
does the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does the Senator
from Georgia object to the fact that all
branches of the Christian church support
these proposals? Is he saying that the
Senator from Montana and the Senator
from Minnesota are improperly anxious
to get the church votes? Does he dis-
pute the fact that the churches have
taken the fine stand which they have?

Mr. RUSSELL. I suppose they are
anxious to get the church vote. I would
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like to get it in my State because it is so
numerous. It is said that Georgia is in
the Bible belt. Some people speak dis-
paragingly of a number of States in that
section of the country. They say, “It is
in the Bible belt.” I am not too sure
but. that the Nation would be better off
if all of the United States were in the
Bible belt. The term, “Bible belt,” has
been applied derisively.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Does not the Senator
believe—

Mr. RUSSELL. I like to get the reli-
gious vote. I like to get the Negro vote.
I like to get the labor vote. I believe the
Eu Klux Klan is more or less out of busi-
ness, but if they are still around, I would
not hesitate to take their vote. The
Communist vote I do not want. With
that exception, I appeal to all groups for
their vote, and I shall do so when my
time comes. Whether or not they will
turn a deaf ear to me, of course, I do not
know, but I shall be appealing to them
for their votes. If a Senator does not
make such appeal, his term of office will
be limited to one term, and he will re-
turn to the oblivion whence he sprang.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Then the Senator
makes no implication against the Sena-
tor from Montana and the Senator from
Minnesota, as I understand?

Mr. RUSSELL. No; I have made no
implication. Of course, I cannot do so
under rule XIX, in the first place.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is very
skillful in coming right up to rule XIX,
and then injecting the substance of rule
XIX without violating it. Furthermore,
he is one of the most skillful Senators
in the use of parliamentary tactics. It
can be said of him, as it was said by Pope
of Addison that he can “hint a fault and
hesitate dislike.”

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not like to find
fault with the purposes of any man, or
with any man’s motives. I have stated
that some people are interested in ob-
taining the Negro vote. That is true of
practically every Member of the Senate,
perhaps more so of some than of others.
I believe I have about as little chance of
getting a substantial part of the Negro
vote as any Member of the Senate.
There are 250,000 Negroes registered in
Georgia.

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator can be
acquitted on that score.

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to be ac-
quitted.

Mr. DOUGLAS. He is acquitted.

Mr. RUSSELL. But I am found guilty
on one count, whatever the verdict may
be on the other?

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; I said he is ac-
quitted on that count.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Minnesota, who has a quick answer for
every racial problem and difficulty that
perplexes the country, represents a
State that has a Negro population of
seven-tenths of 1 percent. They are
largely found in the Twin Cities of St.
Paul and Minneapolis. That is true, also,
of the divisional commanders who have
been appointed to manage various sec-
tions of this bill. They represent a vary-
ing degree of Negro populations.

In the rear of the Chamber I have set
up a map, which originally appeared in
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the New York Times editorial section of
a few weeks ago. It demonstrates very
clearly the pattern of the racial compo-
sition of our population. The map gives
the percentages of Negro population for
the several States, ranging from a high
of 42 percent in Mississippi, to a low of
one-tenth of 1 percent in both Vermont
and North Dakota.

Those of us who oppose this legislation
bearing the label of the civil rights feel
most strongly that it is neither fair nor
right, when dealing equally with the ecivil
rights of all the American people, for
the sections of the country having the
smallest percentage of Negroes to under-
take to dictate the social relationships for
the sections of the country having the
preponderant concentration of Negroes,
unless they are willing to support some
such plan as this, which will give them
an opportunity to show their good faith
by grappling with the problem in their
State on an equal basis.

We are threatening all that this coun-
try stands for by this drive for conform-
ity.

Under the original system of our Gov-
ernment, the Founding Fathers intended
that the several States should be free to
adopt varying approaches to different
problems without the Federal power
forcing =all citizens to conform to a na-
tional code of conduct as it relates to
purely local, internal affairs. I believe
that all Senators will agree that what
is right or good for one State is not
necessarily right or good for another.

The people of Georgia have no busi-
ness trying to tell our friends in New
York or in any other Northern States
how they should comport themselves in
matters of a social nature, such as those
involved in the proposed legislation. I
never have undertaken to do so in the
more than 30 years I have served in
Congress. By the same token, I do not
believe the people of New York or any
other State similarly situated should
have the right to prescribe social rela-
tionships for the people of Georgia.

I have stated time and again my pro-
found conviction that every citizen of
this land is entitled under our Constitu-
tion to complete equality before the
law, without regard to race, religion, or
national origin.

I was interested the other day in the
discussion of what the Declaration of In-
dependence means. There has never
been any doubt in my mind that it means
that all men are equal before the law.
That is all it could mean. We are talking
about things that smack of social rela-
tionship, about the right to choose one’s
own associates. I hold that this is not
a matter for regulation by the Execu-
tive, or legislation by Congress, or ad-
judication by the courts. However, if a
majority of the Senate should reach a
different conclusion, they should be will-
ing to have their people assume a fair
share of the moral responsibility and the
duty of solving this problem as they in-
sist it should be solved.

I recognize that there are many peo-
ple in this country who believe the States
are outmoded as units of government,
and that the Federal Government should
undertake to prescribe all the relations
of our people, even in the most intimate
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aspects of their daily lives. But if this
is to be the change to be made in the
concept of a proper system of govern-
ment, and if the people of the Southern
States are to be forced to accept and
conform to a federally preseribed and
dictated social order, one which is wholly
alien to them, it is only fair and right
that the population of the country should
be so divided and spread so evenly that
every section of the country would have
the same problem. That would afford
those who support this legislation an
opportunity to put into practice their
own ideas of social order which they find
desirable and which they are attempting
to force upon the people of the South.
Let those who support the bill have the
opportunity of practicing what they
preach. That gets down to a common
denominator which everyone can under-
stand.

I have said before that this proposal
is wholly voluntary on the part of those
who might desire to relocate in other
States. Therefore, it would not be pos-
sible to estimate with any degree of ac-
curacy how many might wish to do so,
should such a program become law. But
I assert that if the program were made
sufficiently attractive, the objectives of
this amendment could be achieved.

We are dicsussing the imbalance
in schools. I have just been handed
a statement from the news ticker
which states that another boycott is
taking place in the public schools of New
York City, protesting segregation. The
board of education said more than
267,000 stayed away from classes.

The news dispatch reads:

New Yorx.—More than 165,000 students
boycotted city public schools today in an
antisegregation protest hurt by lack of sup-
port from major civil rights groups.

The board of education said 267,459 stu-
dents stayed away from classes. The normal
absentee figure, however, is about 100,000—

the boycott less than 50 percent as
effective as one staged last month.

“We are encouraged that the boycott
method of expressing a point of view is be-
ing regarded with markedly d
favor,” said Board of Education President
James B. Donovan.

The Reverend Milton A. Galamison, Negro
leader of the boycott, sald the turnout was
“very effective.”

Today's boycott was backed by such con-
troversial Negro leaders as Malcolm X, the
militant black nationalist, and Representa-
tive Apam Crayron PoweLn, Democrat, of
New York.

There were fewer than half the number
of pickets at public schools as there were In
the successful February 38 boycott. The
board of education said no teachers stayed
home,

The boycott shows that despite the
legislation which may be enacted, unless
there is some movement on a national
basis, and within the States on a State
basis, to equalize the population in the
various areas, the conditions complained
of and at which this bill is directed, will
not be solved permanently. They will
only be aggravated.

The new Commission which I propose
to have created would be called the Vol-
untary Racial Relocation Commission. I
made a speech on this subject some years
ago, and it was twisted and distorted. It
was said that I was proposing to uproot
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people and move them from one area to
another. For that reason, I have placed
“yoluntary” as the first word in the title
of the Commission.

I have prepared a table which is lo-
cated in the rear of the Chamber. The
table shows the increase or decrease in
the number of Negroes that would be
required to bring the percentage of
colored population in each State approx-
imately in line with the national aver-
age of 10.5 percent. The statistics on
the chart show, on the basis of the 1960
population, a breakdown of whites and
Negroes by States and the number of
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Negroes that would be required to con-
stitute 10.5 percent of the total, and also
the shift of Negro population, plus or
minus, that would be required to bring
the percentage of Negroes in each State
to 10.5 percent.

I shall not read names of all the States
and the numbers of Negroes that would
be required.

I ask unanimous consent to have in-
serted at this point in the REecorp the
table which shows the population shifts.

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

TABLE 2.—Population of the States by race, and shift indicated lo even the distributlion of
Negro population (1960)

Population Shift of
Negro popu-
10.5 percent |lation needed
State of total to have it be
population | 10.5 percent
Total White Negro Other races of total pop-
- ulation in
each State
3, 266, 740 2, 283, 609 080, 271 2,860 343, 008 —647, 263
226,167 174, 546 6,771 44, 850 23, 147 -+ 16, 976
1,302, 161 1,169, 517 43,403 89, 241 136, 727 +93, 324
1, 786, 272 1,395, 703 388, 78T 1,782 187, 550 —201, 228
15, 717, 204 14, 455, 230 883, 861 378,113 1, 650, 306 <4776, 445
1, 753, 47 1, 700, 700 39, 902 .13, 255 184, 164 +144,172
2, 535, 234 2,423,816 107, 449 3, 960 266, 200 +158, 761
448, 202 384,327 640, 688 1,217 46, 861 —13, 827
763, 956 345, 263 411, 737 6, 956 80, 215 —a31, 522
4,951, 560 4,063, 881 880, 186 7,493 519,914 —360, 272
3,943, 116 2,817,223 1, 122, 506 3. 297 414, 027 =708,
632,772 202, 230 4,943 425, 509 66, 441 +4-61, 498
667, 191 657, 383 1,502 8, 306 70,0565 +68,
10,081, 158 9,010, 252 1,037,470 33, 436 1,058, 522 -+21,052
4,662, 408 4,338, 554 260, 275 4, 669 489, 562 +220, 287
2, 757, 537 2,723,700 25, 354 2,873 289, 541 -+264, 187
2,178, 611 2, 078, 666 91, 445 8, 500 228, 754 4137, 309
3, 038, 156 2, 820,083 215, 49 2,124 319, 006 +103, 057
3,257,022 2,211,715 1,039, 207 6, 100 341, 987 —697,
8969, 265 003, 201 3,319 2, 656 101, 778 +08, 454
Maryland. . ... 3, 100, 689 2, 573, 919 518, 410 §, 360 5§72 —192,
Massachusetts... 5, 148, 578 5,023, 144 111, 842 13, 592 540, 601 +428, 750
Michig: 7,823,104 7, 085, 865 717, 581 19, 748 821, 435 -+103, 854
ta - 3, 413, 864 3, 871, 608 22,263 19, 998 358, 456 <4336, 103
v.laslsaippl..-_-... 2,178, 141 1, 257, 546 915, 743 4,852 228, 705 —G87, 038
issouri. 4,319,813 3,022, 067 300, 853 5, 993 453, 580 +-62, 727
Montana_ 674, 767 850, 738 1, 467 22, 562 70, 850 69,
brask 1, 411, 330 1,374, 764 29, 262 7,304 148, 190 4118, 928
285, 278 263, 443 13, 484 B, 351 29, 054 +16, 470
‘‘‘‘‘ 606, 921 604, 334 1,908 684 63, 726 -+61, 823
6, 066, 782 5, 539, 003 514, 875 12, 904 637, 012 +122, 137
951, 023 875.763 17, 063 58, 255 99, 857 +82, 794
16, 782, 304 15, 287, 071 1,417, 511 77,722 1,762, 142 344, 631
4, 556, 155 3, 309, 285 1, 116, 021 40, 849 478, 306 —G647, 625
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Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
Commission I propose would be author-
ized to make outright grants of Federal
funds to finance the relocation of eligible
persons. The financial ossistance would
cover such items as transportation, sub-
sistence, and temporary housing. The
Commission would also help a relocated
family to become established in its new
home and would provide assistance in
obtaining employment. Essential health
and social services would be provided to
families being relocated.

The Commission would be authorized
to utilize the services of any Federal or
State agency that might contribute to
making the plan a success.

The President’s program to abolish
poverty was sent to the Senate today. I
have not yet had an opportunity to study
it, but I understand it would provide a
training program. Such a program
would be an important part of the pro-
gram I propose. There is only a limited
number of jobs in this country. The
proposal in my bill would make loans
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available to those who increased the
number of employees on their rolls and
would create new jobs for those who
would be trained under the President’s
program. The proposed legislation also
contains a provision of its own for job
training.

One of the most important benefits
that would flow from the adoption of my
plan would be to further President
Johnson’s all-out campaign to eradicate
poverty. I am confident that if the plan
I propose were applied, it would be the
most potent weapon in the President’s
antipoverty arsenal, because the amend-
ment provides that the Commission shall
not relocate any person until it finds that
the standard of living and employment
opportunities of such person would be
improved through his or her location in
another section of the country.

Most authorities agree that the poverty
problem is more acute among the un-
skilled and poorly educated members of
our society. It will continue to become
more acute from year to year among
those groups, along with the increase in
automation. Certainly that will be true
among a number of the Negro people,
although I sometimes believe that we
overlook the fact that the Negro does not
have a monopoly on deprivation and
poverty. He has plenty of company
among the whites at the lower level of
the economic spectrum.

The program I propose would give new
opportunity to many of the neglected
members of our society. It would afford
them a new outlook on life; their fam-
ilies would have an entirely different at-
titude toward their respect for law and
order, and toward their obligations of
citizenship. It would give great impetus
to the entire economy.

There is ample precedent for the type
of program I am proposing. There is
nothing revolutionary about it. It is
not radical. It contains not a single ele-
ment of force or compulsion. The
Roosevelt administration did not hesi-
tate to apply the prineciple of relocation
for economic improvement. The old Re-
settlement Administration proposed to
assist distressed and displaced farm
families to get a new start in life.

It might surprise some Senators to
know that the Department of the Inte-
rior eurrently operates a relocation pro-
gram for Indians precisely along the
lines I am proposing. I am advised by
the staff of the Committee on Insular
and Interior Affairs that since 1952,
more than 45,000 Indians have been
moved from reservations under the In-
dian relocation program. The Bureau
of Indian Affairs maintains relocation
field offices in various cities of the coun-
try to assist in relocating Indians to be-
come established in their new homes and
new jobs, just as I propose in my amend-
ment that both whites and Negroes may
be relocated in new homes under this
plan.

Thousands of people are being dis-
placed and relocated almost weekly un-
der urban renewal and slum clearance
programs in various cities. There is no
reason why those people could not be
given a better deal and a new life in
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some other section of the country. The
highways, thoroughfares, and freeways
which go through the various cities of
our land uproot thousands of people who
must be relocated. There is nothing
new in this proposal.

Senators are aware that from time
to time Congress has enacted laws under
which the Government has participated
in relocation and has provided a new
start in life for persons displaced under
the various refugee programs of the
postwar era. Thousands of persons
have found new homes and new jobs un-
der relocation projects.

All Senators are familiar with the con-
tributions that this country has made
in money and other kinds of assistance
to relocate millions of people in Europe
and Asia over the past several decades.
Tens of millions of people have been re-
located in India since the Common-
wealth was divided into two free na-
tions—Pakistan and India.

I observe in the Chamber the distin-
guished Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Coorer], who was an eminent Ambas-
sador to India. He knows of the great
movement of people from section to sec-
tion.

Mr. COOPER. I had nothing to do
with the relocation.

Mr. RUSSELL. No. But I hope the
Senator will have something to do with
the relocation amendment I am pro-
posing. I am using India as an illus-
tration of what can be done. I hope and
believe it can be done here without the
violence and the bloodshed which at-
tended the development in that unhappy
country at that time. We also did that
at the end of World War I; our country
financed the movement of thousands of
persons from what is now Turkey to
what is now Greece. From time to time
our country has participated in the relo-
cation of tens of thousands of persons.
Here is a simple proposal which prom-
ises the greatest forward step toward
restoring domestic tranquility in this
country. There is nothing in this
amendment from which any American
should recoil. In the past we have ac-
complished far greater relocations in
other lands than we have in our own
country. Certainly our peace and tran-
quillity are of sufficient importance to
cause us to establish such a program in
this country.

Mr. President, I have had difficulty in
attempting to estimate the cost of the
relocation program authorized in this
proposal. However, it can be stated
with assurance that the total cost would
be only a small fraction of the amount
that this Nation has expended and is
continuing to lavish each year in every
part of the world in the application of
the foreign aid program.

I have no question in my mind that an
amount equal to one-half of the funds
our country has made available this year
for foreign aid—and it happens to be
the smallest amount we have made
available for the foreign aid program
for many years—would, if made avail-
able for a period of 3 years, carry out
this program. Would it not be infinitely
wiser to devote some of that money to
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resolving one of our own serious domes-
tic problems, in order that we may be
prepared to face with a united front any
danger which may confront this coun-
try?

I assure Senators, with every ounce
of sincerity at my command, that this
proposal is brought forward in an effort
to make a beginning at the permanent
solution of the deep racial confiicts
which confront our country, and which
may spread very widely if the full might
of the Federal Government is applied
against only one section of the country.

I hope Senators will not close their
minds completely to anything not em-
bodied in the four corners of the bill
as it came to us from the House of Rep-
resentatives. I am well aware of the
tremendous pressure campaign being
carried on—mostly by persons who have
not read the bill, but who have urged
the Senate to pass the bill exactly as it
came from the House of Representatives,
without changing the dotting of an “i”
or the crossing of a “t.” But, Mr. Pres-
ident, we will have come to a sad day
in this country if there is an unwilling-
ness to consider adopting any amend-
ment to this force bill which has come
to us from the other body.

This amendment I shall propose is a
humanitarian proposal in the finest
sense of the word. It offers to those at
the bottom of our country's economic
heap, whether white or Negro, an oppor-
tunity to build a new and better life for
themselves and their families.

I sincerely believe the amendment
should appeal strongly to every Ameri-
can citizen who truly favors social jus-
tice and equality. The amendment
opens up new frontiers of hope and op-
portunity for those of both races who
thus far in the struggle of life have
known defeat and disappointment.

Most of all, Mr. President, I insist
that this relocation approach should ap-
peal to those who sincerely wish to get
at the roots of this grave national prob-
lem which threatens to divide and to
weaken our country at a crucial time
when strength and unity are vital to our
survival as a free people. I offer the
amendment in the humble and the sin-
cere hope that it will have the support
of all who are genuinely interested in
promoting domestic peace and harmony
and also the support of all who are in-
terested in solving, instead of aggravat-
ing, our racial problems.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I have been listening to
the remarks of the Senator from Georgia.
I listen to him whenever I can, because
he always speaks with great knowledge,
and he speaks with understanding of
this problem, particularly as it applies
to the South. I know he is presenting
this amendment seriously. In asking
questions about it, I am also serious.

I was very much interested in exam-
ining the graph to which the Senator
from Georgia referred. It recalled to
my mind that in 1947, when I first served
in the Senate, the Negro population of
EKentucky was between 15 and 16 per-
cent; and even in 1957 it was approxi-
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mately 11 or 12 percent. At the present
time it has declined to between 7 and 8
percent, with approximately 210,000 Ne-
groes in our State. I know that the
problems of the Southern States are in
many ways greater than the problems of
many of the Northern or Western States,
and are even more difficult than the
problems of my own State.

The Senator from Georgia has pro-
posed a plan of relocation. Before the
Civil War, many such plans were pro-
posed. Of course, they met with great
difficulty at that time, because of the
fact that slavery was then in existence
and there was no way to secure the con-
sent of the slaveowners. Therefore, ex-
cept for a few voluntary programs, all of
those proposals failed.

Would the Senator’s plan of relocation
apply only to Negroes?

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, no.

Mr. COOPER. Would it apply to the
members of any race?

Mr. RUSSELL. It would apply to the
white people in the States where the
percentage of whites is greater than the
national average population of whites;
and the amendment would apply to Ne-
groes in the States where the Negro
population is greater than the national
average population of Negroes. So the
amendment calls for a two-way program.
I have endeavored to make that point
clear.

In passing, I may say that several years
ago when I made a speech on this sub-
ject, I received letters from more persons
in the Northwest and in the West who
were interested in moving South, and
who were white people, than I did from
Negro citizens who were interested in
moving from the South. This is a two-
way street. It is a sincere attempt to
help all who are underprivileged; and
the amendment should appeal to all who
wish to help the underprivileged. How-
ever, many of the advocates of the pres-
ent civil rights bill seem to think that
the Negro people are the only ones who
are at an economic disadvantage in the
United States, whereas actually there are
in the United States millions of able per-
sons of various races who are in eco-
nomic difficulties. So this proposal is
designed to help all such groups.

Mr. COOPER. I understand. In
Kentucky there are both whites and
Negroes who have a hard struggle to
make ends meet. So I understand that
the Senator from Georgia has made a
serious proposal,

Mr. RUSSELL.
serious in all my life.

Mr. COOPER. Even if the amend-
ment of the Senator from Georgia were
adopted, would not the guestions about
which we have been speaking still re-
main unresolved? For example, would
we not still have the question of pro-
tecting voting rights? Would we not
still have unresolved the question of
what we should do in those States which
do not support the Supreme Court deci-
sion in Brown against Board of Educa-
tion, with respect to schools? As the
Senator knows so well, voting rights are
protected under the 15th amendment of
the Constitution. A question with re-
spect to the protection of those rights

I was never more
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would still exist and continue to be
raised in the Southern States.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
Senator speaks about the Southern
States. I point out that there are more
Negroes qualified to vote in the State
of Georgia than there are Negroes in
the total population of the State of
Kentucky, including men, women and
children.

Mr. COOPER. I did not wish to get
into a comparison between the State
which I represent and the State of
Georgia. So far as I know, Kentucky
has never had any law which would re-
strict Negroes in voting. But be that
as it may, my question is as follows:
Even if the Senator’s relocation program
should be put into effect in those sec-
tions of the country in which Negroes
claim they do not have the right to vote,
or cannot be assured of that right, would
not a problem still remain?

Mr. RUSSELL. I do not think.so,
because if the Senate is going to pass the
force bill—

Mr. COOPER. I am not saying that
I am for every word, paragraph, and
section of the bill.

Mr. RUSSELL. I understand; but if
the Senate passes the force bill in its
present shape I assume it will then be
applied—and I think it will be enforced
with unparalleled vigor—in some of the
Southern States.

Mr. President, I am arguing for the
white people of the South, who comprise
a minority in our country which cannot
obtain consideration in these 'halls.
They have shared their poverty with
Negro citizens. They themselves have
been deprived of an education, though
they have taxed themselves for educa-
tion at much greater rates, in propor-
tion to their per capita income, than
have the people in any other section of
the United States.

My plea is that the rest of the coun-
try help them share the burden that
;;ould result from the application of the

W.

Mr, COOPER. My question is, even if
the Senator's amendment were to come
into effect, would not the same issues
we now face continue to be raised in
many of the Southern States, including
the issue of voting rights?

Mr, RUSSELL. If the bill should be
enacted, there would be no issues, If
a State or an individual did not com-
ply with what the Attorney General
desired, a person would go to jail for
violating the law. An injunction would
be issued without a jury trial. The bill
would change every procedure that has
been in effect up until now.

Mr. COOPER. I did not know that
the Senator assumed that the bill, as
written, would be passed. I thought the
Senator took the position that the bill
should not pass.

Mr. RUSSELL. I take the position
that it should not pass at all,

: Mr. COOPER. I thought that was
rue.

Mr. RUSSELL. Of course, I do.

Mr. COOPER. I do not desire to press
my questions. The point I have been
making is that even if the proposal of
the Senator from Georgia should be
adopted, the same issuer that we now
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face—voting rights, desegregation of
schools, and equal access to places of
public accommodation—would still be
before our country. The problems which
exist in many parts of our country will
continue. I do not see how the Senator’s
amendment would resolve these prob-
lems.

Mr. RUSSELL, We will not enact any
law that will completely change the
manner of thinking of the people in our
country overnight——

Mr. COOPER. That is true.

Mr. RUSSELL. I care not what it may
be. The bill proposes to apply the harsh
processes of the Federal power in every
sense of the word to the ordinary rela-
tions of life between man and man in
our country. For the first time the bill
would bring about enforced association
through Federal power. There are some
State laws on this subject which have
been more honored in the breach than in
their observance. Most of them provide
for fines of $5 and $10. Very seldom has
there been any prosecution under them.
Those laws have existed. But this bill
the Senate is asked to take up and pass
would bring into play the Federal power
and the authority of the Attorney Gen-
eral to move to bring a man before a
Federal judge without even the benefit
of a jury trial under charges that may be
brought against him.

As I have said, except when men have
gone into the Army—through compul-
sory selective service, under the draft
laws, by volunteering, or as they used to
say in old England, by taking the King’s
shilling—or in a penal colony, or a peni-
tentiary, the bill would bring about for
the first time, with no exception, the full
power and might of the Federal Govern-
ment to change the social customs of a
people, forcing them to associate with
those with whom they may not wish to
associate.

The bill presents an entirely new pro-
gram from any we have had up until the
present time in the States in which the
majority of our Negro citizens live.

Mr. COOPER. We have precedents in
the voting rights bills of 1957 and 1960.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, as I
have said, the issue of voting rights has
been exaggerated out of all proportion.
In some counties in Southern States
there has been rank discrimination
against Negroes in voting. In 1957 I
made a statement on the floor of the
Senate, when the bill was then being
considered, that in my State any Negro
who wished to vote and who could qual-
ify to vote could doso. Later I found out
to my embarrassment that there were
two counties where that was not so.
They are small counties with few people
affected. Nevertheless, they were there.
But, as I have said, the question of voting
rights has been greatly exaggerated.

In my county Negro citizens have been
voting as far back as I can remember.
They did not vote in the Democratic
primary for a long time. There was &
law against it. But they did not wish
to get into the primary anyway because
they were Republicans. That was before
the Roosevelt era.

Mr. COOPER. They used to vote Re-
publican in Kentucky, too.
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Mr. RUSSELL. When the primary
was opened to Negroes, a big drive to
register them to vote was conducted in
my State, and they did register. Sev-
eral hundred Negro citizens registered
in my county.

In my State there is a law which ap-
plies to white and Negro alike. I do not
suppose that I ought to mention it, be-
cause someone may try to amend the
bill so as to make that law apply no
longer to Negroes. The State law to
which I have referred provides that if
a citizen does not vote in two consecu-
tive elections, the registrar must take his
name off the rolls. That law applies to
both whites and Negroes in my State.

I suppose an amendment might be of-
fered to the bill to make the law apply
only to the white people before we are
through.

About 500 or 600 Negroes were regis-
tered in my home county. Within 2 years
more than half of them were removed
from the rolls because they had not
voted. I do not know why. I cannot
explain it. They did not vote. There-
foi'leé their names were stricken from the
TOl1S,

Mr. COOPER. I did not intend to get
into a debate on the question of voter
registration. But I believe the fact that
persons do not exercise their right to
vote is not an argument for continuing
sit policy of preventing them from vot-
ng.

Mr. RUSSELL. It is no excuse what-
ever. :

The charge that there has been a reign
of terror to prevent Negroes from vot-
ing in the South has been greatly exag-
gerated. From what I have heard, the
condition which has been described must
have existed in some counties. But it
has been greatly exaggerated. The
charge is an injustice to some of the
Southern States when it implies that the
condition exists everywhere.

I have never heard of any trouble
about voting in Virginia, North Carolina,
or in my own State. There has been
very little in South Carolina, so far as I
know. There is no difficulty in Florida.
I have never heard of a charge being
made there was difficulty in voting there.
That is one of the bogeymen that has
been raised to indiet all southern white
people because in some counties in the
South the Negro undoubtedly has been
diseriminated against in voting.

Mr. COOPER. It may have occurred
in my own State.

I know the Senator wishes to finish,
but there is one further question I should
like to ask. Would not the adoption of
such a relocation program, in connee-
tion with the civil rights bill, be regarded
not only by the Negro people of the
United States, but by all the people of
the United States, as a judgment by the
Congress that for some reason the Negro
people must leave, or ought to leave, the
States in which they have lived? Would
not such a law suggest they should sacri-
fice the homes in which they were born,
their churches, their families, the back-
ground which holds them, and disasso-
ciate themselves from all those ties, and
move to some other section of the coun-
try?
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The Senator said that the program
would be voluntary, but would it not be
considered that the Congress of the
United States had made a judgment that
the Negro people should leave all their
associations, their residences, and find
new homes somewhere else in our
country?

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no more
intimation of that kind than there is
with respect to the white citizens we are
inviting to move into the South, and
who will be welcomed there, to equalize
the population throughout the counfry.

I have never been able to understand
why those who carry on this drive for
this so-called civil rights legislation from
year to year have built up a monumental
inferiority complex in the minds of our
Negro citizens. It has been done by al-
most everyone who has participated in
any part of this campaign. In the first
place, our Negro citizens are the only
ones who seem to feel that they are be-
ing put upon when they are asked to
associate only with those of their own
race. The Chinese do not think they are
put upon. The Indians do not think
they are put upon. The white people do
not think they are put upon. And the
Negroes did not think so until certain
whites and Negroes began saying to them
that they were being imposed upon when
they were associating only with their
own race in their schools and churches,

This has done a great disservice to the
Negro citizens and has built up an in-
feriority complex that has caused many
of our Negro citizens to believe they can-
not participate in any of the affairs of
life unless they are standing by the side
of white persons. Negroes have been
done a great wrong by the talk of those
who have implied that being a Negro is
a mark of inferiority. It is no more a
mark of inferiority against the colored
man than it would be against the white
man in Minnesota or Montana who might
move to Georgia.

I am not reflecting on anyone when
I say I hope they will take advantage
of this proposal and come to Georgia to
help balance the population there. I
would even help them get from Ken-
tucky to Georgia——

Mr. COOPER. Some of them have.

Mr. RUSSELL. On occasion they
have. One of the foremost and wealthi-
est families in my State moved from
Kentucky after the unpleasantness of a
century ago.

I do not think I am reflecting on those
citizens when I say “We would like to
have you in Georgia.” Why would it
be reflecting on the Negroes? It has
been a calculated part of the program,
under every one of these so-called civil
rights bills, to give an inferiority com-
plex to our colored citizens and make
them believe they cannot be of any use
unless they stand by the side of a white
person. When we look at the progress
some Negroes have made, we know that
they have good reason to maintain their
associations with their own people.
There are those who have made a mil-
lion dollars doing so. I could take Sen-
ators to Georgia and show them some of
the best farmers of that State who have
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done very well, indeed. Yet there are
people who are trying to inculcate an
inferiority complex in them.

Immediately after the Brown decision
was handed down, I remember reading
a brilliant article by a Negro authoress
in Florida who expressed her resentment
at that decision, and against the feeling
that the Negro children were not capa-
ble of learning in school unless they
were sitting by the side of white chil-
dren. That article came from the pen
of a Negro woman.

After all the effort to inculcate the
feeling of an inferiority complex among
the Negroes, I suppose if that poor wom-
an wrote the article today, she would be
ostracized.

I do not recall that it has been said of
any other race that associating with fel-
low members of that race had generated
an inferiority complex.

Mr. President, I make this appeal in
behalf of a minority—the white people
of the South. They have served their
country well. They have been accused of
many things, but never of cowardice. In
every war that has ever been fought,
they have supplied as many volunteers as
any other segment of our society if not
more. I do not say this invidiously, but
if the number of Distinguished Service
Crosses, Silver Stars, and other awards
for heroism in battle means anything,
the white people of the South have noth-
ing to be ashamed of.

They are a minority, but they are ask-
ing for common justice. They are ask-
ing their fellow Americans not to re-
quire them to accept the harsh compul-
sion of the Federal Government{ in the
realm of forced association while their
fellow Americans in other sections are
avoiding it. We hear a great deal about
equality. This is my appeal for true
equality under the harsh force bill that is

being proposed.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. First, I warmly com-
pliment the Senator from Georgia for
the hard work and preparation he has
put into his proposal and his excellent
explanation of it on the floor. Nothing
further needs to be said on the subject.
I remember when he spoke on a similar
subject several years ago. He had
worked on the same subject before.

In reply to the Senator from Ken-
tucky, the Senator from Georgia re-
ferred to the inferiority the present-day
agitation tends to attribute to the Negro
race and Negro individuals. Not only
is the message of an inferiority status
given to him, but it has built up a
wall of enmity between the Negro and
white people who have been working
hard to live together in harmony.
Those ties have been severed, and those
who are supporting the programs have
taught them an enmity that will hurt
the people they are trying to help. We
can add that as another plank in the
fence being built up between the races.

Let me give an illustration. My State
of Mississippi has the highest percent-
age of Negroes of any State of the Union.
It has had the highest percentage for a
long while. I make no apologies for it,
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but the proposal of the Senator from
Georgia would certainly bring about
conditions that would relieve and help
those people.

I can give a concrete illustration of
what I have said. Not too long ago
I stopped at a Negro home. I remem-
bered that the mother and the family
had been reared on my father’s place.
I had not seen her in a good while, and
I decided to pay her a visit. Among
other things, I asked, “Alberta, how
many grandchildren do you have?” She
was 47 or 48 years old. She said, “55,
Mr, Stennis.”

She had 55 grandchildren. That is to
her credit, and certainly not to her dis-
credit, but it illustrates the population
growth and the fact that there are not
enough jobs and opportunities there for
the Negro citizens. That example could
be repeated many times over.

There is a real opportunity for a re-
settlement program to be put at their
disposal, which would follow them
through wherever they may go, if it be-
came law. Officials could follow them
through with an honest resettlement
program in a new area of the country.
It would not be like the situation which
occurred, particularly after World War
I, when many of our colored citizens
moved to the northern cities which were
not prepared for them, and there were
riots and bloodshed, resulting in heavy
loss of life. This proposal is a practical
and humanitarian approach.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. HILL. I commend the distin-
guished Senator from Georgia on his
fine and challenging presentation. He
brings us a proposal out of his wisdom
and devotion to our country and its in-
stitutions that should commend itself
to the people in all sections of the
country.

The distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. STeNNis] spoke about reset-
tlement. The Senator from Georgia and
other Senators will recall that under the
administration of President Roosevelt
there was in Washington, as an arm of
the Federal Government, the Resettle-
ment Administration. The Senator from
Georgia would apply to the unfortunate
and tragic situation that confronts our
country today a relief, a remedy that has
been used before, in the days of the great
depression. In doing so, we would do
much to meet the situation that con-
fronts us today; and at the same time the
program would be entirely voluntary.

The proposal of the Senator from
Georgia has nothing in it which would
arrive at a solution by force or compul-
sion, or anything but free will and volun-
tary operation. In no way would it do
the things which the bill HR. T152
would do.

The Senator’s proposal would in no
way interfere with social customs, or in
any way undermine or seek to control or
impose burdens or restrictions upon the
American system of free enterprise. It
would in no way involve any denial of
right to trial by jury, or to go into court
to take away from people their rights to
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grant special privilege for some at the ex-
pense of the rights of others.

I commend the Senator from Georgia,
and strongly congratulate him on the
proposal he brings us in his extraordinar-
ily fine presentation.

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator
from Alabama.

DURING THE DELIVERY OF SENATOR RUSSELL'S
REMARKS

Mr. CARLSON. George Washington
Carver taught school in Minneapolis,
Kans. This was early in our history.
With the wheat they nurtured so care-
fully, Kansas became known as the
Wheat State.

They began farming out in that area.
Today, Nicodemus, Kans., is in its last
stages of existence and will be soon for-
gotten, because all the young people born
there continue their education in col-
leges and universities all over the United
States. They never seem to want to
settle down in Nicodemus. So only a few
hardy families still live there.

From this group have come some out-
standing lawyers. I personally am ac-
guainted with the Sayre family, which
has produced some of the finest lawyers
in our State, one of whom became State
treasurer.

In gathering these statistics, the writ-
er found that these “exodusters” studied
the diaries of the only 3 who were lit-
erate out of the original 600 families.
They read all the news accounts of the
long trek and their plight at various
stages of the journey, and interviewed
the oldtimers still living in and around
Nicodemus.

While they have dispersed, they still
show the great pioneering spirit. It is
a story that I believe should be pre-
served for posterity.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this statement printed in
the REcorp as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Researching some material for a Borls
Petrofi motion picture this writer ran across
& small historical note on the “exodusters" a
group of some 600 freed Negro families that
collected out of most of the Southern States
after President Lincoln's Emancipation Proc-
lamation and gathered together near Lex-
ington, Ky., to start their exodus toward
their promised land in northwest Kansas,
tthe first of the free States to enter the Un-
on.

They had been promised 10 acres each of
homesteading land and further promised
that they would find plenty of buffalo for
meat and large bands of ponies running wild
to domesticate for farming purposes.

Starting out with only three wagons and
three teams of horses they started the long
trek on foot with only their personal belong-
ings and bables riding the carts and the
wheelbarrows they pushed ahead. of them.
They sang thelr favorite spirituals as they
trudged the long miles almost all of this
over rough roads and poorly beaten paths.

Finally reaching the Ozarks where they ran
out of food and funds to purchase more.
Warmer olothlns was also required for their
continued journey. They just bogged down
until their leaders planned for the aid re-
quired. This came from the Chicago Trib-
une and the Boston Post—both of whom put
on special emergency drives through their
pages.
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Arriving in northwest Eansas, they dis-
covered the duplicity of the plot to bring
them on to EKansas—simple political ma-
chination—to get votes to place a politically
ambitious eastern coal mine operator, now
replanted in Kansas, into the senate.

The promises made were quite different
from what they faced. Not 10 acres to the
family but 5 and these 5 in the vast prairie
Dust Bowl where nothing thrived save buffalo
grass. The Indlans had been driven north
to a Nebraska reservation and with them
they drove the buffalo and ponles ahead.

These 600 families with only a few deaths
among the very young and the old lost dur-
ing the hardships, dug holes in the ground,
covered the iop with buffalo grass for a
roof and spent the winter in these dugouts
using dried buffalo chips for fireheat and
straying rabbits and birds for food; working
where they could in neighboring towns for
additional flour and staples money.

With spring they started to build small
mudhuts and tried every kind of seed for
vegetables, every type of grain for farming,
with no success. Surviving each trying win-
ter their patience never lagged, meanwhile
building a school, church, and community
houses.

Finally, their minister wrote to a Cana-
dian farmer who had met with some success
with a certain hardy wheat that would flour-
ish in bleak land, and with a handful of this
seed these “exodusters” met their first suc-
cess. The new wheat thrived and harvested
exceptionally well.

So0, over the years, they founded the town
of Nicodemus, Eans.—the first all-Negro town
in the United States of America—and edu-
cated teachers, doctors, ministers, lawyers,
and the first Negro public officeholder when
one of the colony's native born was elected
State treasurer of EKansas. Another early
born baby at the colony was later to become
the far-famed George Washington Carver,
and with the wheat they nurtured so care-
fully, Kansas was to become known as the
Wheat State.

Today Nicodemus, Kans., is in its last
stages of existence; will be forgotten soon,
because all the young people born there con-
tinue their education in colleges and uni-
versities around the United States of Amer-
ica, never seem to want to settle in Nicode-
mus, so only a few hardy families still live
there. But their pioneering spirit shall live
on through the progeny born there and now
scattered into most States, where their fine
work continues.

S0, in a way, this is the story of the birth
and the death of the town of Nicodemus,
Kans.; born in 1867, death to be recorded,
but proving that the Negro is also a true
American pioneer and should go Into our
American history books as a ploneer.

Meanwhile, this writer has gathered all
the research together on all the “exodusters’”;
studied their diaries of the only 3 who were
literate in the original 600 families; read all
the news accounts of the long trek and their
plight at various stages of the journey; in-
terviewed those oldtimers still living in and
around Nicodemus and others in other cities
who could throw additional light on the ac-
tual pioneers; and will use this material to
write a screenplay on the subject.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of & quorum.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, may I be
recognized by agreement? Will the Sen-
ator from Georgia withhold his request
so that I may be recognized?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to withhold
my request, provided that the Senator
from Pennsylvania will suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum when he concludes.

Mr. SCOTT obtained the floor.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, without
losing my right to the floor, at the sug-
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gestion of the Senator from Georgia, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER
BayH in the chair).
the roll.
The legislative clerk called the roll, and

the following Senators answered to their
names:

(Mr.
The clerk will call

[No. 83 Leg.]
Alken Gruening _ Muskie
Anderson Hart Nelson
Bayh Hartke Neuberger
Beall Hayden Pastore
Bennett Hickenlooper Pearson
Bible Hil Prouty
Boggs Holland Proxmire
Brewster Humphrey Ribicoff
Byrd, Va. Inouye Robertson
Cannon Jackson Russell
Carlson Johnston Scott
Case Jordan, Idaho Simpson
Church Eennedy Smathers
Clark Lausche Smith
Cooper Long, La. Sparkman
Curtis Magnuson Stennis
Dirksen Mansfield Symington
Dodd McClellan Talmadge
Dominick McGee Thurmond
Douglas McIntyre Tower
Eastland McNamara Williams, N.J.
Ellender Metcalf ‘Williams, Del.
Ervin Miller Yarborough
Fong Monroney Young, N. Dak.
Fulbright Morton
Gore Mundt

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILL

(During the delivery of Mr. RUSSELL'S
speech:)

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
March 11, 1964, the President had ap-
proved and signed the act (S. 1153) to
amend the Federal Airport Act to extend
the time for making grants thereunder,
and for other purposes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Madam President,
will the Senator from Georgia yield, so
that I may make an inquiry regarding
the message just received from the
President?

Mr. RUSSELL.
pose.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I understand that
a message from the President has ar-
rived. I should like to ask that the text
of the message be printed in the REcorp
and that the message be appropriately
referred.

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

I yield for that pur-

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT OF
1964—MESSAGE FROM THE PRES-
IDENT <H. DOC. NO. 243)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEUBERGER in the chair) laid before the
Senate the following message from the
President of the United States, which
with the accompanying papers, was re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare:

To the Congress of the United States:

We are citizens of the richest and
most fortunate nation in the history of
the world.

One hundred and eighty years ago we
were a small country struggling for sur-
vival on the margin of a hostile land.
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Today we have established a civiliza-
tion of free men which spans an entire
continent.

With the growth of our couniry has
come opportunity for our people—op-
portunity to educate our children, to
use our energies in productive work, to
increase our leisure—opportunity for
almost every American to hope that
through work and talent he could create
a better life for himself and his family.

The path forward has not been an
easy one.

But we have never lost sight of our
goal: an America in which every citizen
shares all the opportunities of his so-
ciety, in which every man has a chance
to advance his welfare to the limit of
his capacities.

We have come a long way toward this
goal.

We still have a long way to go.

The distance which remains is the
measure of the great unfinished work
of our society.

To finish that work I have called for
a national war on poverty. Our objec-
tive: total victory.

There are millions of Americans—one-
fifth of our people—who have not shared
in the abundance which has been
granted to most of us, and on whom the
gates of opportunity have been closed.

What does this poverty mean to those
who endure it?

It means a daily struggle to secure
the necessities for even a meager exis-
tence. It means that the abundance,
the comforts, the opportunities they see
all around them are beyond their grasp.

Worst of all, it means hopelessness for
the young.

The young man or woman who grows
up without a decent education, in a bro-
ken home, in a hostile and squalid en-
vironment, in ill health or in the face
of racial injustice—that young man or
woman is often trapped in a life of
poverty.

He does not have the skills demanded
by a complex society. He does not know
how to acquire those skills. He faces a
mounting sense of despair which drains
initiative and ambition and energy.

Our tax cut will create millions of new
jobs—new exits from poverty.

But we must also strike down all the
barriers which keep many from using
those exits.

The war on poverty is not a struggle
simply to support people, to make them
dependent on the generosity of others.

It is a struggle to give people a chance.

It is an effort to allow them to develop
and use their capacities, as we have been
allowed to develop and use ours, so that
they can share, as others share, in the
promise of this Nation.

We do this, first of all, because it is
right that we should.

From the establishment of public edu-
cation and land-grant colleges through
agricultural extension and encourage-
ment to industry, we have pursued the
goal of a nation with full and increasing
opportunities, for all its citizens.

The war on poverty is a further step in
that pursuit.

‘We do it also because helping some will
increase the prosperity of all.
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Our fight against poverty will be an
investment in the most valuable of our
resources—the skills and strength of our
people.

And in the future, as in the past, this
investment will return its cost manifold
to our entire economy.

If we can raise the annual earnings of
10 million among the poor by only $1,000,
we will have added $14 billion a year to
our national output. In addition we can
make important reductions in public
assistance payments which now cost us
$4 billion a year, and in the large costs of
fighting crime and delinquency, disease
and hunger.

This is only part of the story.

Our history has proved that each time
we broaden the base of abundance, giv-
ing more people the chance to produce
and consume, we create new industry,
higher production, inereased earnings,
and better income for all.

Giving new opportunity to those who

have little will enrich the lives of all the
rest.
Because it is right, because it is wise,
and because, for the first time in our his-
tory, it is possible to conquer poverty, I
submit, for the consideration of the Con-
gress and the country, the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964.

The act does not merely expand old
programs or improve what is already be-
ing done.

It charts a new course.

It strikes at the causes, not just the
consequences of poverty.

It can be a milestone in our 180-year
search for a better life for our people.

q This act provides five basic opportuni-
es.

It will give almost half a million un-
derprivileged young Americans the op-
portunity to develop skills, continue edu-
cation, and find useful work.

It will give every American community
the opportunity to develop a comprehen-
sive plan to fight its own poverty, and
help them to carry out their plans.

It will give dedicated Americans the
opportunity to enlist as volunteers in the
war against poverty.

It will give many workers and farmers
the opportunity to break through par-
ticular barriers which bar their escape
from poverty.

It will give the entire Nation the op-
portunity for a concerted attack on pov-
erty through the establishment, under
my direction, of the Office of Economic
Opportunity, a national headquarters for
the war against poverty.

This is how we propose to create these
opportunities.

First. We will give high priority to
helping young Americans who lack
skills, who have not completed their
education or who cannot complete it be-
cause they are too poor.

The years of high school and college
age are the most critical stage of a young
person's life. If they are not helped
then, many will be condemned to a life
of poverty which they, in turn, will pass
on to their children.

I therefore recommend the creation of
a Job Corps, a work-training program,
and a work-study program.

A new national Job Corps will build
toward an enlistment of 100,000 young
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men. They will be drawn from those
whose background, health, and educa-
tion make them least fit for useful work.

Those who volunteer will enter more
than 100 camps and centers around the
country.

Half of these young men will work, in
the first year, on special conservation
projects to give them education, useful
work experience, and to enrich the nat-
ural resources of the country.

Half of these young men will receive,
in the first year, a blend of training,
basic education, and work experience in
job-training centers.

These are not simply camps for the
underprivileged. They are new educa-
tional institutions, comparable in inno-
vation to the land-grant colleges. Those
who enter them will emerge better quali-
fied to play a productive role in Ameri-
can society.

A new national work training pro-
gram operated by the Department of
Labor will provide work and training for
200,000 American men and women be-
tween the ages of 16 and 21. This will
be developed through State and local
governments and nonprofit agencies.

‘Hundreds of thousands of young
Americans badly need the experience, the
income, and the sense of purpose which
useful full- or part-time work can bring.
For them such work may mean the dif-
ference between finishing school or drop-
ping out. Vital community activities
from hospitals and playgrounds to librar-
ies and settlement houses are suffering
because there are not enough people to
staff them.

We are simply bringing these needs
together.

A new national work study program
operated by the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare will provide Fed-
eral funds for part-time jobs for 140,000
young Americans who do not go to col-
lege because they cannot afford it.

There is no more senseless waste than
the waste of the brainpower and skill of
those who are kept from college by eco-
momic circumstance. Under this pro-
gram they will, in a great American tra-
dition, be able to work their way through
school.

- Tr;ey and the country will be richer
or it.

Second. Through a new community
action program we intend to strike at
poverty at its source—in the streets of
our cities.and on the farms of our coun-
tryside among the very young and the
impoverished old.

This program asks men and women
throughout the country to prepare long-
range plans for the attack on poverty
in their own local communities.

These are not plans prepared in Wash-
ington and imposed upon hundreds of
different situations.

They are based on the fact that local
citizens best understand their own prob-
lems, and know best how to deal with
those problems.

These plans will be local plans striking
at the many unfilled needs which under-
lie poverty in each community, not just
one or two. Their components and em-
phasis will differ as needs differ.

These plans will be local plans calling
upon all the resources available to the
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community—Federal and State,
and private, human and material.

And when these plans are approved by
the Office of Economic Opportunity, the
Federal Government will finance up to
90 percent of the additional cost for the
first 2 years.

The most enduring strength of our
Nation is the huge reservoir of talent,
initiative, and leadership which exists at
every level of our society.

Through the community action pro-
gram we call upon this, our greatest
strength, to overcome our greatest weak-
ness.

Third. I ask for the authority to recruit
and train skilled volunteers for the war
against poverty.

Thousands of Americans have volun-
teered to serve the needs of other lands.
Thousands more want the chance to
serve the needs of their own land. They
should have that chance.

Among older people who have retired,
as well as among the young, among
women as well as men, there are many
Americans who are ready to enlist in
our war against poverty.

They have skills and dedication. They
are badly needed.

If the State requests them, if the
community needs and will use them, we
will recruit and train them and give
them the chance to serve.

Fourth. We intend to create new op-
portunities for certain hard-hit groups
to break out of the pattern of poverty.

Through a new program of loans and
guarantees we can provide incentives fo
those who will employ the unemployed.

Through programs of work and re-
training for unemployed fathers and
mothers we can help them support their
families in dignity while preparing
themselves for new work.

Through funds to purchase needed
land, organize cooperatives, and create
new and adequate family farms we can
help those whose life on the land has
been a struggle without hope.

Fifth. I do not intend that the war
against poverty become a series of un-
coordinated and unrelated efforts—that
ltg perish for lack of leadership and direc-

on.

Therefore this bill creates, in the
Executive Office of the President, a new
Office of Economic Opportunity. Its Di-
rector will be my personal chief of staff
for the war against poverty. I intend to
appoint Sargent Shriver to this post.

He will be directly responsible for these
new programs. He will work with and
through existing agencies of the Govern-
ment.

This program—the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act, is the foundation of our war
against poverty. But it does not stand
alone.

For the past 3 years this Government
has advanced a number of new proposals
which strike at important areas of need
and distress.

I ask the Congress to extend those
which are already in action, and to es-
tablish those which have already been
proposed.

There are programs to help badly dis-
tressed areas such as the Area Redevel-

local
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opment Act, and the legislation now be-
ing prepared to help Appalachia.

There are programs to help those with-
out training find a place in today's com-
plex society—such as the Manpower De-
velopment Training Act and the Voca-
tional Education Act for youth.

There are programs to protect those
who are specially vulnerable to the
ravages of poverty—hospital insurance
for the elderly, protection for migrant
farmworkers, a food stamp program for
the needy, coverage for millions not now
protected by a minimum wage, new and
expanded unemployment benefits for
men out of work, a housing and com-
munity development bill for those seek-
ing decent homes.

Finally there are programs which help
the entire country, such as aid to edu-
cation which, by raising the guality of
schooling available to every American
child, will give a new chance for knowl-
edge to the children of the poor.

I ask immediate action on all these
programs.

What you are being asked to consider
is not a simple or an easy program. But
poverty is not a simple or an easy enemy.

It cannot be driven from the land by
a single attack on a single front. Were
this so we would have conquered poverty
long ago.

Nor can it be conquered by Govern-
ment alone.

For detades American labor and
American business, private institutions
and private individuals have been en-
gaged in strengthening our economy and
offering new opportunity to those in
need.

We need their help, their support, and
their full participation.

Through this program we offer new
incentives and new opportunities for co-
operation, so that all the energy of our
Nation, not merely the efforts of Govern-
ment, can be brought to bear on our
common enemy.

Today, for the first time in our his-
tory, we have the power to strike away
the barriers to full participation in our
zociety. Having the power, we have the

uty.

The Congress is charged by the Con-
stitution to “provide * * * for the gen-
eral welfare of the United States.” Our
present abundance is a measure of its
success in fulfilling that duty. Now
Congress is being asked to extend that
welfare to all our people.

The President of the United States
is President of all the people in every
section of the country. But this office
also holds a special responsibility to the
distressed and disinherited, the hungry
g.lnd the hopeless of this abundant Na-

on. .

It is in pursuit of that special respon-
sibility that I submit this message to
you today.

The new program I propose is within
our means. Its cost of $970 million is 1
percent of our national budget—and
every dollar I am requesting for this pro-
gram is already included in the budget
I sent to Congress in January.

But we cannot measure its importance
by its cost. For it charts an entirely
new course of hope for our people.
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We are fully aware that this program
will not eliminate all the poverty in
America in a few months or a few years.
Poverty is deeply rooted and its causes
are many.

But this program will show the way
to new opportunities for millions of our
fellow citizens.

It will provide a lever with which we
can begin to open the door to our pros-
gérlty for those who have been kept out-

€.

It will also give us the chance to test
our weapons, to try our energy and ideas
and imagination for the many battles
yet to come. As conditions change, and
as experience illuminates our difficulties,
we will be prepared to modify our
strategy.

And this program is much more than
a beginning.

Rather it is a commitment. It is a
total commitment by this President, and
this Congress, and this Nation, to pursue
victory over the most ancient of man-
kind’'s enemies.

On many historic occasions the Presi-
dent has requested from Congress the
authority to move against forces which
were endangering the well-being of our
country.

This is such an occasion.

On similar occasions in the past we
have often been called upon to wage war
against foreign enemies which threat-
ened our freedom. Today we are asked
to declare war on a domestic enemy
which threatens the strength of our Na-
tion and the welfare of our people.

If we now move forward against this
enemy—if we can bring to the chal-
lenges of peace the same determination
and strength which has brought us vic-
tory in war—then this day and this Con-
gress will have won a secure and honor-
able place in the history of the Nation,
and the enduring gratitude of genera-
tions of Americans yet to come.

LyNDON B. JOHNSON.

THE WHiTE HoUuse, March 16, 1964.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY ACT OF
1964

Mr. HUMPHREY. May I yield to the
Senator from Michigan?

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam President, I
believe I have the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia has the floor.

Does the Senator from Georgia yield
to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. McNAMARA. Will the Senator
from Georgia yield for the purpose of
introducing a bill?

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. I first yield to
the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. McNAMARA. Madam President,
I introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to mobilize the human and financial
resources of the Nation to combat pov-
erty in the United States.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the bill be printed in the RECORD—
together with a section-by-section analy-
sis.

I further ask unanimous consent that
the bill be permitted to lie on the desk
until the close of the Senate session on
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Thursday, March 19—so that any Sena-
tor who wishes to cosponsor may do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
and section-by-section analysis will be
printed in the Recorp, and the bill will
lie on the desk, as requested by the Sen-
ator from Michigan.

The bill (S. 2642) to mobilize the
human and financial resources of the Na-
tion to combat poverty in the United
States, introduced by Mr. McNamara (for
himself and other Senators), was re-
ceived, read twice by its title, referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare, and ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964.”

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

Sec. 2. Although the economic well-being
and prosperity of the United States have pro-
gressed to a level surpassing any achieved in
world history, and although these benefits
are widely shared throughout the Nation,
poverty continues to be the lot of a substan-
tlal number of our people. The United
States can achieve its full economic and
social potential as a nation only if every
individual has the opportunity to contribute
to the full extent of his capabilities and to
participate in the workings of our soclety.
It is therefore the policy of the United
States to eliminate the paradox of poverty in
the midst of plenty in this Nation by opening
to everyone the opportunity for education
and training, the opportunity to work, and
the opportunity to live in decency and dig-
nity. It is the purpose of this Act to
strengthen, supplement, and coordinate ef-
forts in furtherance of that policy.

TITLE I—YOUTH PROGRAMS

Part A—Job Corps

Statement of Purpose
Sec. 101. The purpose of this part is to
prepare for the responsibilities of citizenship
and to increase the employability of youths
aged sixteen through twenty-one by provid-
ing them in residential centers with educa-
tion, vocational training, useful work experi-
ence, Including work directed toward the
conservation of natural resources, and other
appropriate activities.
Establishment of Job Corps
Sec. 102. In order to carry out the pur-
poses of this part, there is hereby established
within the Office of Economic Opportunity
(hereinafter referred to as the "Office”),
established by title VI, a Job Corps (herein-
after referred to as the “Corps").

Job Corps Program

Sec. 103. The Director of the Office (here-
inafter referred to as the “Director”) is au-
thorized to—

(a) enter into agreements with any Fed-
eral, State, or local agency or private organi-
zation for the provision of such facilities and
services as in his judgment are needed to
carry out the purposes of this part;

(b) provide education and vocational
tralning to enrollees in the Corps or, where
appropriate, arrange for the provision thereof
by another Federal agency or by State or
local public educational agencies;

(c) provide or arrange for the provision of
programs of wuseful work experience and
other appropriate activities for enrollees;

(d) establish standards of safety and
health for enrollees, and furnish or arrange
for the furnishing of health services; and
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(e) prescribe such rules and regulations
and make such arrangements as he deems
necessary to provide for the selection of en-
rollees and to govern their conduct after
enrollment, including appropriate regula-
tions as to the circumstances under which
enrollment may be terminated.

Composition of the Corps

Sec. 104. (a) The Corps shall be composed
of male Individuals who are permanent resi-
dents of the United States, who have attained
age sixteen, but have not attained age twen-
ty-two at the time of enrollment, and who
meet the standards for enrollment prescribed
by the Director. Participation in the Corps
shall not relieve any enrollee of obligations
under the Universal Military Training and
Service Act (50 U.S.C. App. 451 et seq.).

(b) In order to enroll as a member of the
Corps, an individual must agree to comply
with rules and regulations promulgated by
the Director for the government of the
Co

(c) The total enrollment of any individual
in the Corps shall not exceed two years ex-
cept as the Director may determine in spe-
clal cases.

Allowances and Maintenance

Sec. 105. (a) Enrollees may be provided
with such living, travel, and leave allow-
ances, and such quarters, subsistence, trans-
portation, equipment, clothing, recreational
services, medical, dental, hospital, and other
health services, and other expenses as the
Director may deem necessary or appropriate
for their needs. Transportation and travel
allowances may also be provided, in such cir-
cumstances as the Director may determine,
for applicants for enrollment to or from
places of enrollment, and for former enrollees
from places of termination to their homes.

(b) Upon termination of his enrollment in
the Corps, each enrollee shall be entitled to
receive a readjustment allowance at a rate
not to exceed $50 for each month of satis-
factory participation therein as determined
by the Director: Provided, however, That un-
der such circumstances as the Director may
determine, a portion of the readjustment al-
lowance of an enrollee not exceeding $256 for
each month of satisfactory service may be
paid during the period of service of the en-
rollee directly to a dependent (as that term
is defined In section 401 of title 37, United
States Code) and any sum so paid shall be
supplemented by the payment of an egqual
amount to the dependent by the Director.
In the event of the enrollee’s death during
the period of his service, the amount of any
unpald readjustment allowance shall be paid
in accordance with the provislons of section
1 of the Act of August 3, 18560 (6 U.S.C. 611).

Application of Provisions of Federal Law

Sec. 106. (a) Except as otherwise specifical-
1y provided in this part, an enrollee shall be
deemed not to be a Federal employee and
shall not be subject to the provisions of laws
relating to Federal employment, including
those relating to hours of work, rates of
compensation, leave, unemployment com-
pensation, and Federal employee benefits.

(b) Enrollees shall be deemed to be em-
ployees of the United States for the pur-
poses of the Internal Revenue Code of 1954
(26 U.S.C. 1 et seq.) and of Title II of the
Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 401 et seq.).
and any service performed by an individual
as an enrollee shall be deemed for such pur-
poses to be performed in the employ of the
United States.

(¢) (1) Enrollees under this part shall, for
the purposes of the administration of the
Federal Employees' Compensation Act (5
U.8.C. 751 et seq.), be deemed to be civil
employees of the United States within the
meaning of the term “employee' as defined in
section 40 of such Act (5 U.B8.C. 790) and
the provisions thereof shall apply except as
hereinafter provided.
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(2) For purposes of this subsection—

(A) The term “performance of duty” in
the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act
shall not include any act of an enrollee

(i) while he is on authorized leave or
pass; or

(1) while he is absent from his assigned
post of duty, except while participating in an
activity authorized by or under the direction
or supervision of the Corps.

(B) In computing compensation benefits
for disability or death under the Federal
Employees' Compensation Act, the monthly
pay of an enrollee shall be deemed to be
$150, except that with respect to compensa-
tion for disability accruing after the indi-
vidual concerned reaches the age of twenty-
one, such monthly pay shall be deemed to
be that received under the entrance salary
for GS-2 under the Classification Act of 1949
(5 US.C. 1071 et. seq.).

(C) The term “injury” as defined in sec-
tion 40 of the Federal Employees’ Compen=~
sation Act (5 U.S.C. 790) shall include disease,
illness, or injury If it arises out of service
in the "

(D) Compensation for disability, including
medical care, shall not begin to accrue until
the day following the date on which the en-
rollment of the injured enrollee is termi-
nated.

(d) An enrollee shall be deemed to be an
employee of the Government for the purposes
of the Federal Tort Claims Act (28 U.S.C.
2671 et seq.).

(e) Personnel of the uniformed services
who are detailed or assigned to duty in the
performance of agreements made by the
Director for the support of the Corps shall
not be counted in computing strengths un-
der any law limiting the strength of such
services or in computing the percentage au-
thorized by law for any grade therein.

Part B—Work-training programs
Statement of Purpose

Sec. 111. The purpose of this part is to
provide useful work experience opportunities
for unemployed youths, through participa-
tion in State and community work-training
programs, so that their employability may be
increased or the education resumed or con-
tinued rand so that public agencies and pri-
vate nonprofit organizations will be enabled
to carry out programs in the field of conser-
vation and development of natural resources
and recreational areas, or other programs
which will permit or contribute to an under-
taking or service in the public interest that
would not otherwise be provided.

Development of Programs

Sec. 112. In order to carry out the purposes
of this part, the Director shall assist and co-
operate with Btate and local agencies and
private nonprofit organizations in developing
programs for the employment of young
ple in State and community activities here-
inafter authorized, which, whenever appro-
priate, shall be coordinated with programs of
training and education provided by local
public educational agencies.

Financial Assistance

Sec. 113. (a) The Director is authorized to
enter into agreements providing for the pay-
ment by him of part or all of the cost of a
State or local program submitted hereunder
if he determines, in accordance with such
regulations as he may prescribe, that—

(1) enrollees in the program will be em-
ployed either (A) on publicly owned and
operated facilities or projects, or (B) on local
projects sponsored by private nonprofit or-
ganizations, other than projects involving
the construction, operation, or maintenance
of any facility used or to be used for sec-
tarian instruction or as a place for religious
worship;

(2) the program will increase the employ-
ability of the enrollees by providing work ex-
perience and tralning In occupational skills
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or pursults In classifications in which the
Director finds there is reasonable expectation
of employment, or will enable student en-
rollees to resume or to maintain school at-
tendance;

(3) the program will permit or contribute
to an undertaking or service in the public
interest that would not otherwise be pro-
vided, or will contribute to the conservation,
development, or management of the natural
resources of the State or community or to

the development, management, or protection -

of State or community recreational areas;

(4) the program will not result in the
displacement of employed workers or impair
existing contracts for services;

(6) the rates of pay and other conditions
of employment will be appropriate and rea-
sonable in the light of such factors as the
type of work performed, geographical re-
gion, and proficiency of the employee;

(6) to the maximum extent feasible, the
program will be coordinated with vocational
training and educational services adapted
to the special needs of enrollees in such
program and sponsored by State or local
public educational agencies: Provided, how-
ever, That where such services are inadequate
or unavailable, the program may make pro-
vision for the enlargement, improvement,
development, and coordination of such serv-
ices with the cooperation of, or where ap-
propriate pursuant to agreement with, the
Becretary of Health, Education, and Welfarg;
and

(7) the program Includes standards and
procedures for the selection of applicants,
including provisions assuring full coordi-
nation and cooperation with local and other
authorities to encourage students to resume
or maintain school attendance.

(b) In approving projects under this part,
the Director shall give priority to projects
with high training potential.

Enrollees in Programs

SEc. 114. (a) Participation in programs
under this part shall be limited to young
men and women who are permanent resi-
dents of the United States, who have at-
tained age sixteen but have not attained age
twenty-two, and whose participation in such
programs will be consistent with the pur-
poses of this part.

(b) Enrollees shall be deemed not to be
Federal employees and shall not be subject
to the provisions of laws relating to Federal
employment, including those relating to
hours of work, rates of compensation, leave,
unemployment compensation, and Federal
employee benefits.

(¢) Where appropriate to carry out the
purposes of this Act, the Director may pro-
vide for testing, counseling, job develop-
ment, and referral services to youths through
public agencies or private nonprofit orga-
nizations.

Limitations on Federal Assistance

SEc. 115. Federal assistance to any program
pursuant to this part pald for the period
ending two years after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, or June 30, 1866, whichever
is later, shall not exceed 80 per centum of
the costs of such program, including costs
of administration, and such assistance paid
for periods thereafter shall not exceed
76 per centum of such costs, unless the
Director determines, pursuant to regula-
tlons adopted and promulgated by him
establishing objective criteria for such de-
terminations, that assistance in excess of
such percentages is required In furtherance
of the purposes of this part. Non-Federal
contributions may be in cash or in kind,
fairly evaluated, including but not limited
to plant, equipment, and services.

Equitable Distribution of Assistance

Sec, 116, The Director shall establish
criteria designed to achieve an equitable dis-
tribution of assistance under this part among
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the States. In developing such criteria, he
shall consider among other relevant factors
the ratios of population, unemployment, and
family income levels. Not more than 121,
per centum of the sums appropriated or al-
located for any fiscal year to carry out the
purposes of this part shall be used within
any one State.

Part C—Work-study programs
Statement of Purpose

Sec. 121. The purpose of this part is to
stimulate and promote the part-time em-
ployment of students in institutions of
higher education who are from low-income
families and are in need of the earnings from
such employment to pursue courses of study
at such institutions.

Agreements for Payment of Compensation

Sec. 122, The Director Is authorized to
enter Into agreements with institutions of
higher education (as defined by section 103
of the National Defense Education Act of
1958 (20 U.S.C. 403)) for payment by him
of part of the compensation of students em-
ployed under work-study programs as here-
inafter provided.

Conditions of Agreements

Sec. 123. An agreement entered into pur-
suant to section 122 shall—

(a) provide for the operation by the insti-
tution of a program for the part-time em-
ployment of its students in work (1) for the
institution itself, or (2) under arrangements
satisfactory to the Director, for public agen-
cles or private nonprofit organizations whose
activities contribute to the objectives of this
Act: Provided, however, That no such work
shall involve the construction, operation, or
maintenance of any facility used or to be
used for sectarlan instruction or as a place
for religious worship;

(b) provide that employment under such
work-study program shall be furnished only
to a student who (1) is from a low-income
family, (2) is In need of the earnings from
such employment in order to pursue a course
of study at such institution, (3) 1s capable,
in the opinion of the institution, of main-
taining good standing in such course of study
while employed under the program covered
by the agreement, and (4) has been accepted
for enrollment as a full-time student at the
institution or, in the case of a student
already enrolled in and attending the insti-
tution, is in good standing and in full-time
attendance there elther as an undergraduate,
graduate, or professional student;

(e¢) provide that no student shall be em-
ployed under such work-study program for
more than fifteen hours in any week in which
classes In which he is enrolled are in session;

(d) provide that in each fiscal year during
which the agreement remains in effect, the
institution shall expend (from sources other
than payments by the Director under this
part) for the employment of its students
(whether or not in employment eligible for
assistance under this part) an amount that
is not less than its average annual expendi-
ture for such employment during the three
fiscal years preceding the fiscal year in
which the agreement is entered into;

(e) provide for payment by the Director
of a portion of the compensation of each
student employed under such work-study
program in accordance with the agreement,
but not to exceed 80 per centum of such
compensation for work performed during the
period ending two years after the date of
enactment of this Act, or June 30, 1966,
whichever is later, and 75 per centum
thereafter;

(f) provide, subject to section 124, that
the institution undertakes to act, if so re-
quested by the Director, as his agent for the
payment of the Director’s share of the stu-
dent's compensation;

(g) include provisions designed to make
employment under such work-study pro-
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gram, or equivalent employment offered or
arranged for by the Institution, reasonably
avallable (to the extent of available funds)
to all eligible students in the institution in
need thereof; and

(h) include such other provisions as the
Director shall deem necessary or appropriate
to carry out the purposes of this part.

Payments to Students

Sec. 124. (a) The Director's share of the
compensation of a student employed under a
work-study program covered by an agree-
ment under this part may be paid directly
by him to the student; or it may be paid
through the employing institution as paying
agent for the Director. If the institution is
utilized as paying agent, the Director’s share
may be paid to the institution in advance or
by way of reimbursement, in accordance with
regulations prescribed by the Director, and
the Director may authorize the institution
to combine the Director's share and the re-
mainder of the student’s compensation in
a single payment to the student.

(b) Regardless of the method of payment
under this section, students employed under
a work-study program covered by an agree-
ment under this part shall be deemed not
to be Federal employees and shall not be sub-
Ject to the provisions of laws relating to
Federal employment, including those relat-
ing to hours of work, rates of compensation,
leave, unemployment compensation, and
Federal employee benefits.

(¢) Nothing in this part shall be con-
strued as restricting the source (other than
this part) from which the institution may
pay its share of the compensation of a stu-
dent employed under a work-study program
covered by an agreement under this part.

Equitable Distribution of Assistance

Sec. 125. The Director shall establish
criteria designed to achieve an equitable dis-
tribution of assistance under this part among
the States and among institutions of higher
education within each State. In developing
such criteria, he shall consider among other
relevant factors the ratios of full-time stu-
dents in Institutions of higher education, un-
employment, and family income levels. Not
more than 12% per centum of the sums
appropriated or allocated for any fiscal year
to carry out the purposes of this part shall
be used within one State.

TITLE II—URBAN AND RURAL COMMUNITY ACTION
PROGRAMS

Statement of Purpose

Sec. 201. The purpose of this title is to pro-
vide stimulation and incentive for urban and
rural communities to mobilize their re-
sources, public and private, to combat pov-
erty through community action programs.

Community Action Programs

Sec. 202. (a) The term “community action
program’’ means a program-—

(1) which mobilizes and utilizes, in an
attack on poverty, public and private re-
sources of any urban or rural, or combined
urban and rural, geographical area (referred
to in this title as a “community”), including
but not limited to a State, metropolitan
area, county, city, town, multi-city unit, or
multi-county unit;

(2) which provides services, assistance, and
other activities of sufficlent varlety, scope,
and size to give promise of progress toward
elimination of poverty through developing
employment opportunities, improving human
performance, motivation, and productivity,
and bettering the conditions under which
people live, learn, and work;

(3) which is developed, conducted, and ad-
ministered with the maximum feasible par-
ticipation of residents of the areas and mem-
bers of the groups referred to in section
204(a); and

(4) which is conducted, administered, or
coordinated by a public or private nonprofit
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agency (referred to in this title as a “com-
munity action organization™) which is broad-
ly representative of the community.

(b) The Director is authorized to prescribe
such additional criterla for community action
programs as he shall deem appropriate.

Financial Assistance for Development of
Community Actlon Programs

Sec. 203. The Director is authorized to
make grants to, or to contract with, commu-
nity action organizations, or, if he deems it
necessary to effectuate the purposes of this
title, other appropriate public agencies or
private nonprofit organizations, to pay part
or all of the costs of development of commu-
nity action programs.

Financlal Assistance for Conduct and Ad-
ministration of Community Action Pro-
grams
Sec. 204. (a) The Director is authorized

to make grants to, or to contract with, com-
munity action organizations or other appro-
priate public agencles or private nonprofit
organizations to pay part or all of the costs
of community action programs which have
been approved by him pursuant to this title,
including the cost of carrying out programs
which are components of a community ac-
tion program and which are designed to
achleve the purposes of this title. Such
component programs shall be focused upon
the needs of low-income individuals and fam-
ilies and shall provide, in particular areas or
to particular groups in a community, ex-
panded and improved services, assistance,
and other activities, and facilities necessary
in connection therewith, in the fields of edu-
cation, employment, job training and coun-
seling, health, vocational rehabilitation,
housing, home management, welfare, and
other flelds which fall within the purposes
of this title.

(b) Any elementary or secondary school
education program assisted under this section
shall be administered by the public educa-
tional agency or agencies principally respon-
sible for providing public elementary and
secondary education in the area involved.
No child shall be denied the benefit of such
ap because he is not regularly en-
rolled in the public schools.

(c) Assistance under this section may be
extended for a limited period, even though
& community has not completed and put into
effect its community action program, if the
director determines that there is a represent-
ative group engaged In developing such a
program 1n the community, and that exten-
slon of such assistance will further the pur-
poses of this title with respect to such com-
munity and will not impede the development
and carrying out of a community action
program., After June 30, 1965, expenditures
under this subsection in any fiscal year shall
not exceed twenty percent of the sums ap-
propriated or allocated for such year to carry
out the purposes of this title.

(d) In determining whether to extend as-
sistance under this section the Director shall
consider among other relevant factors the in-
cidence of poverty within the community
and within the areas or groups to be affected
by the specific program or programs, and
the extent to which the applicant is in a
position to utilize efficiently and expedi-
tlously the assistance for which application is
made. In determining the incidence of pov-
erty the Director shall consider Information
available with respect to such factors as: the
concentration of low-income families, parti-
cularly those with children; the extent of
persistent unemployment and underemploy-
ment; the number and proportion of persons
recelving cash or other assistance on a needs
basis from public agencies or private organi-
zations; the number of migrant or transient
low-income familles; school dropout rates,
military service rejection rates, and other
evidences of low educational attainment; the
incidence of disease, disability, and Infant
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mortality; housing conditions; adequacy of
community facilities and services; and the
incidence of crime and juvenile delinquency.

(e) In extending assistance wunder this
section the Director shall give special con-
sideration to programs which give promise
of effecting a permanent increase in the
capacity of individuals, groups, and com-
munities to deal with their problems without
further assistance.

Technical Assistance

SEC. 205. The Director is authorized to pro-
vide, either directly or through grants or
other arrangements, (a) technical assistance
to communities in developing, conducting,
and administering community action pro-
grams, and (b) training for specialized per-
sonnel needed to develop, conduct, or ad-
minister such programs or to provide services
or other assistance thereunder.

Research, Training, and Demonstrations

Sec. 206. The Director is authorized to con-
duct, or to make grants to or enter into con-
tracts with institutions of higher education
or other appropriate public agencies or pri-
vate nonprofit organizations for the conduct
of, research, training, and demonstrations
pertaining to the purposes of this title. Ex-
penditures under this section in any fiscal
year shall not exceed 15 per centum of the
sums appropriated or allocated for such year
to carry out the purposes of this title.

Limitations on Pederal Assistance

Sec. 207. (a) Assistance pursuant to sec-
tions 203 and 204 pald for the perlod ending
two years after the date of enactment of this
Act, or June 30, 1966, whichever is later,
shall not exceed 90 per centum of the costs
referred to in those sections, respectively, and
thereafter shall not exceed 75 per centum
of such costs, unless the Director deter-
mines, pursuant to regulations adopted and
promulgated by him establishing objective
criteria for such determinations, that assist-
ance In excess of such percentages is re-
quired in furtherance of the purposes of this
title. Non-Federal contributions may be in
cash or In kind, fairly evaluated, including
but not limited to plant, equipment, and
services.

(b) The expenditures or contributions
made from non-Federal sources for a com-
munity action program or component thereof
shall be in addition to the aggregate expend-
itures and conftributions from non-Federal
sources which were being made for similar
purposes prior to the extension of Federal
assistance.

Participation of State Agencies

Bec. 208. (a) The Director shall establish
procedures which will facilitate effective par-
ticipation of the States in community action
programs. Such procedures shall include
provision for the referral of applications for
assistance under this title to the Governor
of each State affected, or his designee, for
such comments as he may deem appropriate.

(b) The Director is authorized to make
grants to, or to contract with, appropriate
State agencies for the payment of the ex-
penses of such agencies in providing tech-
nical assistance to communities in develop-
ing, conducting, and administering commu-
nity action programs.

Equitable Distribution of Assistance

Sec. 200. The Director shall establish cri-
teria designed to achieve an equitable dis-
tribution of assistance under this title
among the States and between urban and
rural areas. In developing such ecriteria,
he shall consider the relatlve numbers in
the States or areas therein of: (a) low-in-
come families, particularly those with chil-
dren; (b) unemployed persons; (¢) persons
recelving cash or other assistance on a needs
basis from public agencles or private orga-
nizations; (d) school dropouts; (e) adults
with less than an eighth grade education;
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and (f) persons rejected for military service.
Not more than 1214 percent of the sums
appropriated or allocated for any fiscal year
to carry out the purposes of this title shall
be used for grants or contracts pursuant to
sections 203 and 204 within any one State.

Preference for Components of Approved
Programs

Sec. 210. In determining whether to ex-
tend assistance under any other title of
this Act, the Director shall, to the extent
feasible, give preference to programs and
projects which are components of a com-
munity action program approved pursuant
to this title.

TITLE HII—SPECIAL PROGRAMS TO COMBAT POV-
ERTY IN RURAL AREAS

Statement of Purpose

Sec. 301. It is the purpose of this title to
meet some of the special problems of rural
poverty and thereby to raise and maintain
the income and living standards of low-
income rural familles.

Authority To Make Grants and Loans

Sec. 302. (a) The Director is authorized to
make—

(1) grants of not to exceed $1,500 to low-
income rural families where, in the judg-
ment of the Director, such grants have a
reasonable possibility of effecting a perma-
nent increase in the income of such families
by assisting or permitting them to—

(A) acquire or improve real estate or re-
duce encumbrances or erect improvements
thereon,

(B) operate or improve the operation of
farms not larger than family-sized,

(C) participate in cooperative assoclations,
or

(D) finance n ultural enterprises
which will enable such families to supple-
ment their income; and

(2) loans to such families, having a maxi-
mum maturity of fifteen years and In
amounts not exceeding $2,500 in the ag-
gregate to any family at any one time, for
the purpose set forth in subparagraph (a) (1)
(D) of this section.

(b) Grants under this section shall be
made only If the family is not qualified to
obtain such funds by loan under other Fed-
eral programs: Provided, however, That
nothing herein shall be construed to pre-
vent the making of grants where appropriate
in combination with or as supplements to
lpans made under this program or other
Federal programs.

Family Farm Development Corporations

Sgc. 303. (a) The Director is authorized
to cooperate with, furnish technical assist-
ance to, and otherwise assist in the organi-
zatlon of public or private nonprofit corpo-
rations having as their objective the im-
provement of the productivity and income
of low-income farmers. Such corporations
shall be eligible for assistance under this
section if they are organized for the purpose
of and have the power to acquire real prop-
erty or any interest therein in rural areas, to
develop or reconstitute such real property
into units not larger than family farms, in-
cluding necessary fences, farm bulldings,
land and water development, and related
facilities, and to sell the farms so developed
or reconstituted to low-income farm families
at prices equal to their appraised value when
used for agricultural purposes and in a man-
ner that the Director determines will further
the purposes of this title.

(b) The Director may prescribe such rules
and regulations regarding the organization,
financial resources, operations, and activities
of such corporations as he deems appropriate.

(¢) The Director is authorized to purchase

the obligations of, or make loans to, such

corporations upon such terms and conditions
as he may determine subject to the limita-
tions of sections 306 and 306.
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(d) The Director is authorized to make
grants to such corporations in amounts suffi-
cient to make up the deficiency between the
cost of the farms developed or reconstituted
by them and the net proceeds received from
the sale of such farms at the prices specified
in subsection (a).

Cooperative Associations

Sec. 304. The Director is authorized to
make loans to local cooperative associations
furnishing essential production, processing,
purchasing, or marketing services, supplies,
or facilities predominantly to low-income
rural families.

Limitations on Assistance

Sec. 305. No financial or other assistance
shall be provided under this title unless
the Director determines that

(a) the providing of such assistance will
materially further the purposes of this ti-
tle, and

(b) in the case of assistance provided
pursuant to sections 303 and 304, the ap-
plicant is fulfilling or will fulfill a need
for services, facllities, or activities which is
not otherwise being met.

Loan Terms and Conditions

Sec. 306. Loans made pursuant to sections
802, 303, and 304 (including obligations pur-
chased pursuant to section 308) shall have
such terms and conditions as the Director
shall determine, subject to the following
limitations:

(a) there is reasonable assurance of re-
payment of the loan;

(b) the credit is not otherwise available on
reasonable terms from private -sources or
other Federal, State, or local programs;

(¢) the amount of the loan, together with
other funds avallable, is adequate to assure
completion of the projection or achievement
of the purposes for which the loan is made;

(d) the loan bears interest at a rate not
less than (1) a rate determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, taking into considera-
tion the average market yield on outstanding
Treasury obligations of comparable maturity,
plus (2) such additional charge, if any, to-
ward covering other costs of the program as
the Director may determine to be consistent
with its purposes; and

(e) with respect to loans made pursuant
to sections 303 and 304, the loan is repayable
within not more than 30 years.

TITLE IV—EMPLOYMENT AND INVESTMENT
INCENTIVES

Statement of Purpose

Sec. 401. It is the purpose of this title to
provide new training and employment oppor-
tunities for long-term unemployed persons;
to assist in the establishment, preservation,
and strengthening of small business con-
cerns and improve the managerial skills em-
ployed in such enterprises; and to mobllize
for these objectives private as well as public
managerial skills and resources.

Part A—Incentives for employment of long-
term unemployed persons

Loans, Participations, and Guarantees

Sec. 411. (a) The Director is authorized
to make, participate (on an immediate basis)
in, or guarantee loans to private borrowers,
repayable in not more than twenty-five years,
when he determines that such financial as-
slstance will result in stable employment for
persons not already employed by the bor-
rower, a majority of whom will be recruited
from among the long-term unemployed and
members of low-income families.

(b) The amount of any loan, participa-
tion, or tee made hereunder shall not
exceed an amount equal to $10,000 multiplied
by the number of persons to be employed by
the borrower as a result of the financial
assistance.
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Limitations on Financial Assistance

Sec. 412, No financial assistance shall be
extended pursuant to this part unless—

(a) the Director determines that the as-
sistance will not be used in relocating estab-
lishments from one a ea to another; and

(b) the assistance is extended in accord-
ance with and as part of a community action
program approved pursuant to title II of this
Act,

Provision for Losses on Guarantees

. Bec. 413. The Director shall make a rea-
sonable provision for possible losses with
respect to guarantees under this part, but
such provision shall be not less than 15 per
centum of the guarantees in force at any
time. The amounts so provided and set
aside within appropriations shall be consid-
ered to constitute obligations for purposes
of sectlon 1311 of the Supplemental Appro-
priation Act, 1955 (31 U.S.C. 200).

Loan Terms and Conditions

Sec. 414. Loans made pursuant to section
411 (including immediate participations in
and guarantees of such loans) shall have
such terms and conditions as the Director
shall determine, subject to the following
limitations:

_(a) there is reasonable assurance of repay-
ment of the loan;

(b) the financial assistance is not other-
wise available on reasonable terms from
private sources or other Federal, State, or
local p ograms;

(c) the amount of the loan, together with
other funds avallable, 1s adequate to assure
completion of the project or achlevement of
the purposes for which the loan is made;

(d). the loan bears interest at a rate not
less than (1) a rate determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, taking into consid-
eration the average market yleld on out-
standing Treasury obligations of comparable
maturity, plus (2) such additional charge,
if any, toward covering other costs of the
program as the Director may determine to
be consistent with its purposes: Provided,
however, That the rate of interest charged
on loans made in redevelopment areas desig-
nated under the Area Redevelopment Act
(42 U.S.C. 25601 et seq.) shall not exceed the
rate currently applicable to new loans made
under section 6 of that Act (42 U.S.C, 2505);
and

(e) fees not in excess of amounts neces-
sary to cover administrative expenses and
probable losses may be required on loan
guaranties.

Part B—Small business loans
Loans, Participations, and Guaranties

Sec. 421. The Director is authorized to
make, participate (on an immediate basis)
in, or guarantee loans, repayable in not
more than fifteen years, to any small busi-
ness concern (as defined in section 3 of the
Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 632) and
regulations issued thereunder), or to any
gualified person seeking to establish such a
concern, when he determines that such loans
will assist in carrying out the purposes of
this title: Prowvided, however, That no such
loans shall be made, participated in, or guar-
anteed if the total of such Federal assistance
to a single borrower outstanding at any one
time would exceed $15,000. The Director
may defer payments on the principal of such
loans for a grace period and use such other
methods as he deems necessary and appro-
priate to assure the successful establishment
and operation of such concern. The Direc-
tor may, in his discretion, as a condition of
such financial assistance, require that the
borrower take steps to improve his manage-
ment skills by participating in a manage-
ment training program approved by the Di-
rector. The Director shall encourage, as far
as possible, the participation of the private

March 16

business community in the program of as-
sistance to such concerns.

Coordination With Community Action
Programs

Sec. 422. No financial assistance shall be
provided under section 421 in any community
for which the Director has approved a com-
munity action program pursuant to Title II
of this Act unless such financial assistance is
determined by him to be consistent with
such program.

Financing Under Small Business Act

Sec. 423. Such lending and guaranty func-
tions under this part as may be delegated to
the Small Business Administration may be
financed with funds appropriated to the re-
volving fund established by section 4(c) of
the Small Business Act (15 U.S.C. 633(c) ) for
the purposes of sections 7(a), T(b), and 8(a)
of that Act (15 U.S.C. 636(a), 636(b), 637
(a)).

Loan Terms and Conditions

Sec. 424. Loans made pursuant to section
421 (including immediate participations in
and guaranties of such loans) shall have such
terms and conditions as the Director shall
determine, subject to the limitations set forth
in paragraphs (a) through (e) of section 414.

TITLE V—FAMILY UNITY THROUGH JOBS
Statement of Purpose

Sec. 501. It is the purpose of this title to
expand the opportunities for constructive
work experience and other needed training or
basic education available to persons who are
unable to support or care for their families.

Payments for Experimental, Pilot, and
Demonstration Projects

8ec. 502, In order to stimulate the adop-
tion by States of programs designed to help
upgemployed fathers and other members of
needy families with children to secure and
retain employment or to attain or retain ca-
pability for self-support or personal inde-
pendence, the Director is authorized to trans-
fer funds appropriated or allocated to carry
out the purposes of this title to the Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare to en-
able him to make payments for experimental,
pilot, or demonstration projects under sec-
tion 1115 of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C.
1315), in addition to the sums otherwise
available pursuant thereto. The costs of
such projects to the United States for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1965, shall, not-
withstanding the provisions of such Act, be
met entirely from funds appropriated or al-
located to carry out the purposes of this
title.

TITLE IV—ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION
Part A—Administration
Office of Economic Opportunity

Sec. 601. (a) There is hereby established
in the Executive Office of the President the
Office of Economic Opportunity. The Office
shall be headed by a Director who shall be
appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate. There
shall also be in the Office four Deputy Di-
rectors who shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate. The Deputy Directors shall per-
form such functions as the Director may
from time to time prescribe.

(b) Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 5(b) of the Reorganization Act of
1949 (5 U.S.C. 133z-3(b) ), at any time after
1 year from the date of enactment hereof
the President may, by complying with the
procedures established by that Act, provide
for the transfer of the Office from the Execu-
tive Office of the President and for its estab-
lishment elsewhere in the Executive Branch
as he deems appropriate.

(e) Sectlon 103(a) of the Federal Execu-
tive Pay Act of 1956 (5 U.S.C. 2202(a)) is
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amended by adding the following clause
thereto:

“(6) Director of the Office of Economic
Opportunity.”

(d) Section 105 of the Federal Executive
Pay Act of 1956 (5 U.S.C. 2204) is amended
by adding the following clause thereto:

“(32) Deputy Director of the Office of
Economic Opportunity.”

(e) Section 106(a) of the Federal Execu-
tive Pay Act of 1856 (5 U.S.C. 2205(a)) is
amended by adding the following clause
thereto:

*(62) Deputy Directors of the Office of
Economic Opportunity (3)."”

Authority of Director

SEc. 602. In addition to the authority con-
ferred upon him by other sections of this
Act, the Director Is authorized, in carrying
out his functions under this Act, to

(a) appoint in accordance with the civil
service laws such personnel as may be neces-
sary to enable the Office to carry out its func-
tions, and, except as otherwise provided
herein, fix their compensation in accordance
with the Classification Act of 1949 (5 U.S.C.
1071 et seq.);

(b) employ experts and consultants or or-
ganizations thereof as authorized by, section
15 of the Act of August 2, 1946 (5 U.8.C. 55a),
compensate individuals so employed at rates
not in excess of $100 per diem, including
travel time, and allow them, while away
from their homes or regular places of busi-
ness, travel expenses (including per diem
in lleu of subsistence) as authorized by law
(6 U.S.C. T3b-2) for persons in the Govern-
ment service employed intermittently, while
80 employed: Provided, however, That con-
tracts for such employment may be renewed
annually;

(e) appoint, without regard to the ecivil
service laws, one or more advisory commit-
tees composed of such private citizens and
officials of the Federal, State, and local gov-
ernments as he deems desirable to advise him
with respect to his functions under this Act;
and members of such committees (including
the National Advisory Council established
in section 605), other than those regularly
employed by the Federal Government, while
attending meetings of such committees or
otherwize serving at the request of the Di-
rector, shall be entitled to receive compen-
sation and travel expenses as provided in sub-
section (b) with respect to experts and con-
sultants;

(d) with the approval of the President,
arrange with and reilmburse the heads of
other Federal agencies for the performance
of any of his functions under this Act and,
as necessary or appropriate, delegate any of
his powers under this Act and authorize the
redelegation thereof;

(e) utilize, with their consent, the services
and facilities of Federal agencies without re-
Imbursement, and, with the consent of any
State or a political subdivision of a State, ac-
cept and utilize the services and facllities
of the agencies of such State or subdivision
without reimbursement;

(f) accept in the name of the Office, and
employ or dispose of in furtherance of the
purposes of this Act, or of any title thereof,
any money or property, real, personal, or
mixed, tangible or intangible, received by
gift, device, bequest, or otherwise;

(g) accept voluntary and uncompensated
service, notwithstanding the provisions of
.section 3679(b) of the Revised Statutes (31
U.S.C.665(b));:

(h) allocate and expend, or transfer to
other Federal agencles for expenditure, funds
made available under this Act as he deems
necessary to carry out the provisions hereof,
including (without regard to the provisions
of section 4774(d) of title 10, United States
Code) expenditures for construction, repairs,
and capital improvements;
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(1) disseminate, without regard to the pro-
visions of section 321n of title 39, United
States Code, data and Informatlon, in such
form as he shall deem appropriate, to pub-
lic agencles, private organizations, and the
general public;

(}) adopt an official seal, which shall be
judicially noticed;

(k) notwithstanding any other provision
of law relating to the acquisition, handling,
or disposal of real or personal property by
the United States, deal with, complete, rent,
renovate, modernize, or sell for cash or credit
at his discretion any properties acquired by
him in connection with loans, participations,
and guaranties made by him pursuant to
titles III and IV of this Act;

(1) collect or compromise all obligations
to or held by him and all legal or equitable
rights accruing to him in connection with
the payment of obligations until such time
as such obligations may be referred to the
Attorney General for suit or collection; and

(m) establish such policies, standards,
criteria, and procedures, prescribe such rules
and regulations, enter into such contracts
and agreements with public agencies and
private organizations and persons, make such
payments (in lump sum or installments, and
in advance or by way of reimbursement, and
in the case of grants, with necessary adjust-
ments on account of overpayments or under-
payments), and generally perform such
functions and take such steps as he may
deem to be necessary or appropriate to carry
out the provisions of this Act.

Volunteers for America

SEc. 603. (a) The Director is authorized to
recruit, select, train, and

(1) upon request, refer volunteers to per-
form duties in furtherance of programs of
assistance at a State or local level; and

(2) in cooperation with other Federal,
State, or local agencies involved, assign
volunteers to work (A) in meeting the health
and education needs of Indians living on
reservations, of migratory workers and their
families, or of residents of the District of
Columbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico, Guam, American Samoa, the Virgin
Islands, or the Trust Territory of the Pacific
Islands; (B) in the care and rehabilitation
of the mentally i1l and mentally retarded
under treatment at nonprofit mental health
and mental retardation facilities assisted in
their construction or operation by Federal
funds; and (C) in furtherance of Federally-
operated programs or activities authorized by
titles I and II of this Act.

(b) The referral or assignment of volun-
teers shall be on such terms and conditions
as the Director may determine, but volun-
teers shall not be referred or assigned to
duties or work in any State without the con-
sent of the Governor.

(e) The Director is authorized to provide
to all volunteers during training and to vol-
unteers assigned pursuant to subsection (a)
(2) such stipend, not to exceed $50 per
month, such living, travel, and leave allow-
ances, and such housing, transportation (in-
cluding travel to and from the place of
training), supplies, equipment, subsistence,
clothing, and health and dental care as the
Director may deem necessary or appropriate
for their needs.

(d) Volunteers shall be deemed not to be
Federal employees and shall not be subject
to the provisions of laws relating to Federal
employment, including those relating to
hours of work, rates of compensation, leave,
unemployment compensation, and Federal
employee benefits, except that all volunteers
during training and such volunteers as are
assigned pursuant to subsection (a) (2) shall
be deemed Federal employees to the same ex-
tent as enrollees of the Corps under section
107 (b), (c¢), and (d) of this Act.
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Economic Opportunity Counecil

Sec. 604. (a) There is hereby established
an Economic Opportunity Council, which
shall consult with and advise the Director in
carrying out his functions, including the co-
ordination of antipoverty efforts by all seg-
ments of the Federal Government.

(b) The Council shall include the Direc-
tor, who shall be Chalrman, the Secretary of
Defense, the Attorney General, the Secre-
taries of the Interior, Agriculture, Commerce,
Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare,
the Housing and Home Finance Administra-
tor, the Administrator of the Small Business
Administration, the Chairman of the Council
of Economic Advisers, the Director of Selec-
tive Service, and such other agency heads as
the President may designate, or delegates
thereof.

National Advisory Council

SEc. 605. There 1s hereby established in the
Office a Natlonal Advisory Council. The
Council shall be composed of the Director,
who shall be Chairman, and not more than
fourteen additional members appointed by
the President, without regard to the civil
service laws, who shall be representative of
the public in general and appropriate fields
of endeavor related to the purposes of this
Act. Upon the request of the Director, the
Councll shall review the operations and ac-
tivities of the Office, and shall make such
recommendations with respect thereto as are
appropriate. The Council shall meet at least
once each year and at such other times as
the Director may request.

Revolving Fund

SEec, 606. (a) To carry out the lending and
guarantee functions authorized under titles
IITI and IV of this Act, there is authorized
to be established a revolving fund. The
capital of the fund shall consist of such
amounts as may be advanced to it by the
Director from funds appropriated pursuant
to section 701 and shall remain available
until expended.

(b) The Director shall pay into miscel-
laneous receipts of the Treasury, at the close
of each fiscal year, interest on the capital of
the fund at a rate determined by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, taking into considera-
tion the average market yleld on outstand-
ing Treasury obligations of comparable
maturity during the last month of the pre-
ceding fiscal year. Interest payments may
be deferred with the approval of the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, but any interest pay-
ments so deferred shall themselves bear in-
terest.

(¢) Whenever any capital in the fund is
determined by the Director to be In excess
of current needs, such capital shall be
credited to the appropriation from which
advanced, where it shall be held for future
advances.

(d) Recelpts from any lending and guar-
antee operations under this Act (except op-
erations under part B of title IV carried
on by the Small Business Administration)
shall be credited to the fund. The fund shall
be avallable for the payment of all expendi-
tures of the Director for loans, participa-
tions, and guaranties authorized under
titles III and IV of this Act.

Reports

Skc. 607. Not later than one hundred
twenty days after the close of each fiscal
year, the Director shall prepare and submit
to the President for transmittal to the Con-
gress a full and complete report on the ac-
tivities of the Office during such year. y

Definitions

Sec. 608. As used in this Act:

{a) The term “State’ means a State, the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the District
of Columbia, Guam, American Samoa, Or .
the Virgin Islands, and the term "United
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States,” when used in a geographical sense,
includes the foregoing and all other places,
continental or insular, including the Trust
Territory of the Pacific Islands, subject to
the jurisdiction of the United States.

(b) The term “agency,” unless the con-
text requires otherwise, means department,
agency, or other component of a Federal,
State, or local governmental entity.

Part B—Coordination of antipoverty
programs coordination

Sec. 611. In order to Insure that all Fed-
eral programs related to the purposes of this
Act are carried out in a coordinated manner:

(a) the Director is authorized to call
upon other Federal agencies to supply such
statistical data, program reports, and other
materials as he deems necessary to discharge
his responsibilities under this Act, and to
asslst the President In coordinating the
antipoverty efforts of all Federal agencies;

(b) Federal agencies which are engaged
in administering programs related to the
purposes of this Act, or which otherwise
perform functions relating thereto, shall

(1) cooperate with the Director in carry-
ing out his duties and responsibilities under
this Act, and

(2) carry out thelr programs and exercise
thelr functions in such manner as will, to
the maximum extent permitted by other
applicable law, assist in carrying out the
purposes of this Act; and

(c) the President may direct that particu-
lar programs and functions, including the
expenditure of funds, of the Federal agen-
cies referred to in subsection (b) shall be
carried out, to the extent not Inconsistent
with other applicable law, in conjunction
with or in support of programs authorized
under this Act.

Preference to Community Action Programs

Sec. 612. To the extent feaslble and con-
sistent with the provisions of law govern-
ing any Federal program and with the pur-
poses of this Act, the head of each Fed-
eral agency administering any Federal pro-
gram is directed to give preference to any
application for assistance or benefits which
is made pursuant to or in connection with
a community action program approved pur-
suant to title IT of this Act.

Information Center

Bec. 613. In order to insure that all Fed-
eral programs related to the purposes of this
Act are utilized to the maximum extent pos-
sible, and to insure that information con-
cerning such programs and other relevant
information is readily available in one place
to public officials and other interested per-
sons, the Director is authorized as he deems
appropriate to collect, prepare, analyze, cor-
relate, and distribute such information,
either free of charge or by sale at cost (any
funds so received to be deposited to the Di-
rector's account as an offset to such cost),
and make arrangements and pay for any
printing and binding without regard to the
provisions of any other law or regulation.
TITLE VII-——AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Bec. T01. For the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this Act, there are hereby
authorized to be appropriated to the Direc-
tor for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965,
the sum of $962,500,000, and thereafter such
Sums as are necessary to carry out this Act, to
be avallable until expended.

The section-by-section analysis pre-
sented by Mr. McNamara is as follows:
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF THE Eco-

NoMICc OPPORTUNITY ACT oOF 1964

The proposed bill is entitled the “Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964." Section 2 of the
bill declares that it is the policy of the United
States to eliminate the paradox of poverty
in the midst of plenty in this Nation by
opening to everyone opportunities for educa-
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tion, training, work, and a life of decency
and dignity, and that the purpose of the
act is to strengthen, supplement, and coordi-
nate efforts in furtherance of that policy.

TITLE I—YOUTH PROGRAMS

Title I provides three separate programs
for youth—a job corps, work-training pro-
grams, and work-study programs.

Part A—Job corps

Section 101 declares that the purpose of
this part is to Increase the employability of
youths aged 16-21 by providing them in resi-
dential centers with education, vocational
training, useful work experience, and other
appropriate activities.

Section 102 establishes a job corps within
the Office of Economic Opportunity created
by title VI.

Section 103 authorizes the Director of the
Office to (a) enter into agreements with pub-
lic or private organizations for the provision
of necessary facilities and services; (b) pro-
vide education and vocational tralning to
enrollees In the corps or arrange for their
provision by public educational agencies; (c)
provide useful work experience; (d) furnish
health services; and (e) prescribe rules and
regulations to govern the corps.

Section 104 provides that the corps shall
be composed of males aged 16 through 21
who are permanent residents of the United
States. Participation in the corps shall not
relleve an enrollee of his Selective Service
obligations. Enrollment shall be for a
maximum of 2 years except as the Director
may determine in special cases.

Section 105 provides for living allowances
and maintenance of enrollees. Upon termi-
nation of enrollment, each enrollee shall re-
ceive a readjustment allowance amounting
to not more than 850 per month for each
month of satisfactory participation in the
corps. However, under circumstances de-
termined by the Director, up to $25 per
month of the readjustment allowance may
bz pald directly to a dependent of an en-
rollee during his period of service in the
corps, and any such payments shall be
matched by the Director.

Sectlon 106 contains technical material
concerning the application to enrollees of
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code,
Social Security Act, Federal Employees'
Compensation Act, and the Federal Tort
Claims Act. Personnel of the uniformed
services working for the are not to
be counted when computing the authorized
strengths of such services or of any grade.

Part B—Work-training programs

Section 111 declares that the purpose of
the part is to provide useful work experience
opportunities for wunemployed youths
through participation In State and com-
munity work-training programs.

Section 112 authorizes the Director to as-
sist and cooperate with State and local pub-
lic agencies and private nonprofit organiza-
tions in developing programs for the
employment of young people In State and
community activities.

Section 113 authorizes the Director to
enter into agreements to pay part or all of
the costs of such programs if he determines
that they meet the statutory standards.
Those standards are: (1) the participants
will be employed on publicly owned and
operated facllitles or projects, or projects
sponsored by private nonprofit agencies (ex-
cept projects involving religious schools and
places of worship); (2) the program will in-
crease the employability of participants in
fields where job openings are likely to exist,
or will enable them to resume or maintain
school attendance; (3) the program will
permit or contribute to an undertaking or
service in the public interest that would not
otherwise be provided, or to conservation
work; (4) the program will not displace em-
ployed persons; (5) appropriate and reason-
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able compensation and working conditions
will be provided; (6) to the maximum extent
feasible, the program will be coordinated
with local public vocational training and
educational services; and (7) the program
includes selection standards and procedures,

The Director is required to give priority to
projects with high training potential.

Section 114 provides that participation in
work-training programs shall be limited to
young men and women aged 16 through 21
who are permanent residents of the United
States. Participants shall be deemed not
to be Federal employees. The sectlon also
authorizes the Director to provide for test-
ing, counseling, job development, and re-
ferral services to youths.

Section 115 sets limits on the amount the
Director can pay to work-training programs.
Payments for the period ending 2 years after
the enactment of the act, or June 30, 1966,
whichever is later, shall not exceed 90 per-
cent of the costs of such programs, and
thereafter shall not exceed 75 percent of such
costs, unless the Director determines, pur-
suant to objective criteria, that greater per-
centages are required. Non-Federal contri-
butions may be in cash or in kind.

Sectlon 116 requires the Director to estab-
lish criteria to achieve an equitable distri-
bution of assistance among the States, con-
sidering among other relevant factors the
ratios of population, unemployment, and
family income levels. Not more than 121
percent of the sums appropriate or allo-
cated for any fiscal year to assist work-
tralning programs may be used within any
one State.

Part C—Work-study programs

Section 121 declares that the purpose of
work-study programs is to stimulate and
promote the part-time employment of stu-
dents in institutions of higher education
who are from low-income families and need
such earnings to continue their education.

Section 122 authorizes the Director to en-
ter into agreements with such institutions
to pay part of the compensation of students
employed under such work-study programs.

Section 123 requires that such agreements
shall provide that (a) a program will be op-
erated by the institution for part-time em-
ployment of its students by the institution
itself or by public agencles or private non-
profit institutions whose activities contribute
to the objectives of the act, except that no
work by the students shall involve religious
schools or places of worship; (b) such em-
ployment shall be furnished only to a full-
time student from a low-income family who
needs the work to stay in the Institution; (c)
such employment shall not exceed 15 hours a
week while classes are in session; (d) the
institution shall continue to expend for stu-
dent employment an amount not less than
its average annual expenditure for such em-
ployment durlng the 3 preceding fiscal
years; (e) payments by the Director shall
not exceed 90 percent of the total compen-
sation of such students during the period
ending 2 years after the enactment of the
act, or June 30, 1966, whichever is later, and
75 percent thereafter; (f) the institution
will act as the Director’s paying agent, if
requested; and (g) such work or like work
shall be reasonably available to all needy
eligible students.

Section 124 provides that the Director's
share of the compensation may be paid di-
rectly or through the employing institution.
In any event, the students shall be deemed
not to be Federal employees.

Section 125 requires the Director to estab-
lish criteria to achieve an equitable dis-
tribution of assistance among the States
and among institutions of higher education
within each State, considering among other
relevant factors the ratios of full-time stu-
dents in iInstitutions of higher education,
unemployment, and family income levels.
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Not more than 1215 percent of the sums
appropriated or allocated for any fiscal year
to assist work-study programs may be used
within any one State.

TITLE II—URBAN AND RURAL COMMUNITY AC-
TION PROGRAMS

Sectlon 201 declares that the purpose of
the title is to provide stimulation and in-
centive for communities to mobilize their
resources to combat poverty through com-
munity action programs.

Section 202 in general defines a “commu-
nity action program" as one which mobilizes
and utilizes, in an attack on poverty, public
and private resources of any urban or rural,
or combined urban and rural, geographical
area (termed a “community”) and is con-
ducted by a public or private nonprofit
agency broadly representative of the com-
munity (termed a “community action or-
ganization").

Sectlon 203 authorizes the Director to
make grants or contracts to pay part or all
of the costs of dévelopment of community
action programs.

Section 204 deals with Federal assistance
for the conduct and administration of com-
munity action programs. Subsection (a)
authorizes the Director to make grants or
contracts to pay part or all of the costs of
conducting and administering such pro-
grams or components of such programs.
Such components shall be focused upon the
needs of low-income individuals and fam-
{lies and shall be concerned with such flelds
as education, employment, job training and
counseling, health, vocational rehabilita-
tion, housing, home management, and wel-
fare.

Subsection (b) requires that any assisted
elementary or secondary school education
program shall be administered by public edu-
cational agencies but shall be avallable to
all children regardless of whether they are
regularly enrolled in the public schools.

Subsection (c¢) authorizes assistance for
antipoverty activities in a community with-
out a community action program, if a repre-
sentative group is developing such a program
and If such assistance will further the pur-
poses of title II. After June 30, 1965, such
assistance In any fiscal year shall not exceed
20 percent of the sums appropriated or al-
located to title II for such year.

Subsection (d) lists factors to be consid-
ered by the Director in determining whether
to extend assistance to a community.

Subsection (e) requires the Director to
give special consideration to programs which
give promise of effecting a permanent In-
crease in the capacity of those aided to deal
with their problems without further assist-
ance.

Section 205 authorizes the Director to pro-
vide technical assistance to communities in
developing and administering community
action programs and training for specialized
personnel.

Section 206 authorizes the Director to con-
duct or contract for research, training, and
demonstrations pertaining to the purposes
of title II, but expenditures for such activi-
ties in any fiscal year shall not exceed 15 per-
cent of the sums appropriated or allocated
to title IT for such year.

Section 207 sets limits on the amount of
Federal assistance that can be extended under
sections 203 and 204. Such assistance paid
for the period ending 2 years after the enact-
ment of the act, or June 30, 1966, whichever
is later, shall not exceed 90 percent of the
costs referred to in these sections, and there-
after shall not exceed 75 percent of such
costs, unless the Director determines, pursu-
ant to objective criteria, that greater per-
centages are required. Non-Federal contri-
butions may be in cash or in kind. The non-
Federal expenditures or contributions for a
community action program or component
thereof shall be in addition to the aggregate
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expenditures or contributions from non-
Federal sources being made for similar pur-
poses before Federal assistance was extended.

Section 208 requires the Director to estab-
lish procedures for effective State partici-
pation in community action programs,
including the referral of applications for
Federal assistance to the Governor for com-
ment. The Director is authorized to reim-
burse State agencles for their expenses in
providing technical assistance relating to
community action programs.

Section 209 requires the Director to estab-
lish criteria to achieve an equitable distri-
bution of assistance under title II among
the States and between urban and rural
areas and sets forth certain factors that are
to be considered. Not more than 1214 per-
cent of the sums appropriated or allocated
for any fiscal year to title II shall be used
for assistance under sections 203 and 204
within any one State.

SBection 210 requires the Director, in ex-
tending assistance under other titles of the
act, to give preference, to the extent feasible,
to programs and projects which are com-
ponents of an approved community action
program.

TITLE INI—SPECIAL PROGRAMS TO COMBAT

POVERTY IN RURAL AREAS

Section 301 declares that the purpose of
the title is to meet some of the special prob-
lems of rural poverty and thereby to raise
and maintain the income and living stand-
ards of low-Income rural families,

Section 302 authorizes the Director to
make grants and loans to such families.
Grants up to $1,500 may be made where
they have a reasonable possibility of effect-
ing a permanent increase in the income of
such families by assisting them to acquire or
improve real estate, to improve the operation
of family-sized farms, to participate in co-
operatives, or to finance nonagricultural en-
terprises to supplement income. Fifteen-
year loans up to $2,500 in the aggregate may
also be made for this last purpose.

Section 303 authorizes the Director to make
loans to and otherwise assist corporations if
they are organized to acquire real property in
rural areas, to develop or reconstitute such
property in units not larger than family
farms, and to sell such farms to low-income
farm families at appraised value for agricul-
tural purposes. Section 303 also authorizes
the Director to make grants sufficlent to
make up the deficlency between the cost of
such farms to the corporation and the net
proceeds from their sale.

Section 304 authorizes loans to coopera-
tive assoclations furnishing essential serv-
ices, supplies, or facilitles predominantly to
low-income rural families.

Section 305 conditions assistance under
the title upon a determination by the Direc-
tor that such assistance will materially fur-
ther the purposes of the title and, in the
case of a corporation or cooperative, that the
applicant will fulfill a need not otherwise
being met.

Section 306 provides that loans under the
title shall have such terms and conditions as
the Director determines, subject to (a) rea-
sonable assurance of repayment, (b) credit
not otherwise being avallable on reasonable
terms, (c) assurance of completion of the
project for which the loan is made, (d) inter-
est at a rate determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury, plus a possible additional
charge to cover costs, and (e) a term of not
more than 30 years (except for the 15-year
loans provided for in section 302).

TITLE IV—EMPLOYMENT AND INVESTMENT
INCENTIVES

Section 401 declares that the purpose of
the title is to provide new training and
employment opportunities for long-term
unemployed persons; to assist small business
concerns and improve the managerial skills
used therein; and to mobilize for these objec-

_part
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tives private as well as public managerial
skills and resources.

Part A—Incentives for employment of long-
term unemployed

Section 411 authorizes the Director to
make or guarantee 25-year loans which will
result in stable employment for pe.sons not
already employed by the borrower, a ma-
jority of whom will be recruited from among
the long-term unemployed and members of
low-income families. Any such loan shall
not exceed an amount equal to £10,000 multi-
plied by the number of persons to be em-
ployed by the borrower as a result of the
loan,

Section 412 limits such assistance to cases
whe'e it will not be used to relocate estab-
lishments and where it is part of an approved
community action program.

Section 413 requires the Director to make
provision for losses on loan guaranties.

Section 414 provides that such loans and
guaranties shall have terms and conditions
determined by the Director, subject to (a)
reasonable assurance of repayment, (b)
financial assistance not otherwise being
available on reasonable terms, (¢) assurance
of completion of the project for which the
loan is made, (d) interest calculated in gen-
eral at a rate determined by the Secretary
of the Treasury, plus a possible additional
charge to cover costs and (e) the right on
loan guaranties to require fees to cover ad-
ministrative expenses and probable losses.

Part B—Small business loans

Section 421 authorizes the Director to
make or guarantee 15-year, $15,000 loans to
small business concerns or to persons seek-
ing to establish such concerns, where such
loans will assist in carrylng out the purposes
of title IV. The Director may require a
borrower to participate in a management
training program as a condition of a loan.

Section 422 provides that no assistance
may be provided under section 421 in a com-
munity with an approved community actiof
program unless consistent with that pro-

Section 423 authorizes any functions un-
der this part which are delegated to the
Small Business Administration to be financed
through its revolving fund.

Section 424 provides that loans under this
(including participations and guar-
antees) shall have such terms and condi-
tions as the Director shall determine, subject
to the five limitations set forth in section
414.

TITLE V—FAMILY UNITY THROUGH JOBS

Section 501 declares that the purpose of
the title is to expand the opportunities for
work, training and basic education for those
who are unable to support or care for their
families.

Sectlon 502 provides that in order to stim-
ulate States to adopt programs to help un-
employed fathers and other members of needy
families with children to secure employ-
ment or otherwise attain capability for self-
support, the Director is authorized to trans-
fer to the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare funds to make payments for
experimental, pilot, or demonstration projects
under section 1115 of the Social Security
Act (42 U.S.C. 1315).

TITLE VI—ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION
Part A—Administration

Section 601 establishes the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity in the Executive Office
of the President. After 1 year, the President
may provide for the transfer of the Office
elsewhere in the executive branch by com-
plying with the procedures of the Reorgani-
zation Act of 1949. The Office shall have a
Director and four Deputy Directors, who
shall be appointed by the President with
the advice and consent of the Senate. The
Director shall receive a salary of $22,500; one
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Deputy Director shall receive a salary of
$20,500 and the other three a salary of
$20,000.

Bection 602 authorizes the Director to: (a)
appoint personnel in accordance with the
civil service laws and fix their compensa-
tion; (b) employ experts and consultants;
(¢) appoint and compensate members of ad-
visory committees; (d) with the approval of
the President, arrange for other Federal
agencles to carry out functions under the
act and, as necessary, delegate his powers;
(e) utilize, with their consent, the services
and facilities of other Federal, State, and
local agencies, without relmbursement; (f)
accept, use, and dispose of gifts and be-
quests; (g) accept voluntary services; (h)
allocate and expend, or transfer to other Fed-
eral agencies for expenditure, funds made
available under the act; (1) disseminate data
and Information without regard to certain
postal restrictions; (j) adopt an official seal;
(k) deal with property acquired on loans and
guarantees; (1) collect and compromise ob-
ligations; and (m) establish policies, pre-
scribe rules and regulations, and generally
take such steps as are appropriate to carry
out the act.

Section 603 authorizes the Director to re-
cruit, select, and train volunteers for Amer-
lea. Upon request, he may refer volunteers
to work on programs of assistance at a local
level. He may assign volunteers to work
(A) In meeting the health and education
needs of Indians, migratory workers, and
residents of certaln areas under Federal
jurisdiction, (B) in nonprofit mental health
and mental retardation facllities assisted by
Federal funds, and (C) In federally oper-
ated programs or activities under titles I
and II of the act. No volunteers may work
in any State without the consent of the
Governor. The Director may provide to all
volunteers during training and to assigned
volunteers a stipend up to $50 a month, to-
gether with living allowances and mainte-
nance. Volunteers shall be deemed not to
be Federal employees except that all vol-
unteers during tralning and assigned vol-
unteers shall be deemed Federal emvloyees
to the same extent as enrollees in the Job

Section 604 establishes an Economic Op-
portunity Council to consult with and ad-
vise the Director on his functions, includ-
Ing that of coordinating all Federal antipov-
erty efforts. The Council shall include the
Director and other appropriate Cabinet of-
ficers and agency heads, or delegates there-
of.
Section 605 establishes a National Advisory

Council, to consist of the Director and not

more than 14 additional members, appointed

by the President, to represent the general
public and fields of endeavor related to the
act. At the Director's request, the Council

. shall' review the operations of the Office and
make recommendations.

Bectlon 606 establishes a revolving fund
for loans and guarantees under titles ITI and
IV and contains provisions for its opera-
tion.

. Bection 807 provides that within 120 days
after each fiscal year, the Director shall sub-
mit a report for transmittal to the Con-

gress.

Bection 608 defines the terms “State,”
“United States,” and “agency” as used in
the act.

Part B—Coordination of antipoverty
programs

Section 611 contains provisions to insure
that all Federal antipoverty programs are
carried out in a coordinated manner. Sub-
section (a) authorizes the Director to call
on other Federal agencies for data, reports,
and other materials, and to assist the Presi-
dent in coordinating the antipoverty efforts
of all Federal agencies. Subsection (b) re-
quires Federal agencies to cooperate with the
Director. Subsection (c) authorizes the
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President to direct that particular programs
and functions, including the expenditure of
funds, shall be carried out to support pro-
grams under the act.

Section 812 directs each Federal agency
head administering any Federal program to
give preference to applications for assist-
ance made under an approved community
action program.

Section 613 provides that to insure that
information about Federal antipoverty pro-
grams is readily avallable in one place to
public officials and others, the Director may
collect, prepare, analyze, correlate, and dis-
tribute (free or at cost) information con-
cerning such programs.

TITLE VII—AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS

Section 701 authorizes an appropriation to
the Director for fiscal 1965 of $962,500,000,
and thereafter such sums as may be necessary
to be available until expended.

Mr. McNAMARA. Madam President,
will the Senator from Georgia yield to
permit me to make brief remarks on the
bill?

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield.

Mr. McNAMARA. Madam President,
on behalf of President Johnson and his
administration, I feel privileged to in-
troduce the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964.

The bill launches a major attack in
what President Johnson has declared to
be a ‘‘national war on poverty,” and for
which his objective is tctal victory.

No one predicts that adoption of this
bill will automatically achieve that ob-
jective.

Too many millions of Americans have
been poverty-stricken and destitute for
too long to make it possible to cure over-
night the chronic ailments which under-
lie this condition.

But the proposed legislation makes a
start—an imaginative, earnest begin-
ning—on establishing and coordinating
Federal and local responsibility for wip-
ing out poverty.

The bill will produce the weapons for
this task. It will produce the incentive
for using them properly, so that the op-
portunities and abundance of our Nation
are shared by millions for whom the
words “opportunity” and “abundance”
have been meaningless.

Poverty is not confined to any one
area. It is not the special problem of
the city, the farm, the small town. It
exists in all these areas—and more.

The Economie Opportunity Act recog-
nizes the widespread nature of poverty
and directs its attack on a broad front
to combat it wherever it lurks.

Its Job Corps, work-training and
work-study programs will provide op-
portunities for nearly 500,000 young
men and women, from those who have
poor fitness for useful work to those who
must have work to finance their college
educations,

It directs its attack at rural and ur-
ban communities—urging and support-
ing long-range self-help plans. It en-
courages small businessmer. to hire new
workers from the ranks of the long-term
unemployed.

It establishes a group to be known as
Volunteers for America. These volun-
teers will work in the programs set up
under the act, as well as provide their
skills and education to help our migra-
tory workers, Indians, and in nonprofit
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mental health and mental retardation
institutions.

The community action and other pro-
grams in the bill will work to help al-
leviate problems of the elderly.

In his message on poverty, submitted
today with the Economic Opportunity
Act, President Johnson stated:

If we now move forward against this en-
emy—if we can bring to the challenges of
peace the same determination and strength
which brought us victory in war—then this
day and this Congress will have won a
secure and honorable place in the history
of the Nation, and the enduring gratitude
of generations of Americans yet to come.

Madam President, the cost of this pro-
gram is modest. The potential return
is enormous.

I sincerely hope the 88th Congress will
seize this opportunity to be in the van-
guard of the war on poverty.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Madam President,
will the Senator from Michigan yield?

Mr. McNAMARA. Iyield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I have taken the
liberty of joining the Senator from
Michigan in sponsoring the bill. I un-
derstand that the Senator from Michigan
has asked that the bill be held at the
desk, to enable other Senators to join in
sponsoring it.

Mr. McNAMARA. Yes. Madam Pres-
ident, I ask that the bill be held at the
desk until Thursday, to enable other
Senates to join in sponsoring the bill,
We hope great numbers of Senators on
both sides of the aisle will join in spon-
soring it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the bill will be held at the desk,
as requested.

Mr. RUSSELL. Madam President, I
now yield to the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Younel.

e —

INCREASED AMOUNT OF DOMESTIC
BEET SUGAR AND MAINLAND
CANE SUGAR TO BE MARKETED
DURING 1964

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Madam
President, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to increase the market-
ing authority for domestic beet sugar
and mainland cane sugar.

This bill would increase by 500,000
short tons the quota for 1964 for domes-
tic sugar producing areas. This would
mean an approximate 12 percent increase
in the quotas for domestic sugar produe-
ers, and would bring the domestic main-
land producers up to producing approxi-
mately 43 percent of our sugar require-
ments.

Madam President, I have long felt that
our domestic producers should be per-
mitted to produce a larger share of our
sugar requirements. It has never made
sense to me to depend on foreign produc-
ers to supply this essential commodity.
The American farmer is willing and able
to produce a much larger percentage of
our sugar requirements. With surpluses
of many agricultural commodities, this
is a crop which our farmers should be
encouraged to produce.

The danger of being dependent on for-
eign countries for a major portion of our
sugar needs was most graphically illus-
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trated last year when the international
sugar market rose to its highest point
since the 1920’s. As a result, the price
of sugar to the American housewife was
increased substantially.

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

The bill (S. 2638) to increase the
amount of domestic beet sugar and
mainland cane sugar which may be mar-
keted during 1964, introduced by Mr.
Younc of North Dakota, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Agriculture and For-
estry.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed, without amendment,
the following bills of the Senate:

5. 1878. An act to amend the act providing
for the admission of the State of Alaska
into the Union in order to extend the time
for the filing of applications for the selec-
tion of certain lands by such State;

8.2040. An act to amend title 35 of the
United States Code to permit a written
declaration to be accepted in lieu of an oath,
and for other purposes; and

8. 2448. An act to amend the Atomlc
Energy Act of 1954.

SENATOR RUSSELL'S ROLE IN CIVIL
RIGHTS DEEBATE

Mr. TALMADGE. Madam President,
there appeared in yesterday’s press an
article in the Washington Sunday Star
about Senator RusseLL’s role as leader
of the opposition to the so-called civil
rights bill which is now pending before
the Senate.

As this article points out, Senator
RusseLL is a veteran of many wars over
legislation which has been labeled “civil
rights,” but which in truth was prinei-
pally concerned with an expansion of
Federal powers and infringement upon
the rights of the citizens. Senator Rus-
seELL, I am proud to say, is as dedicated
to this battle against such iniquitous
legislation as he is dedicated to the
preservation of constitutional govern-
ment and the freedom of our people.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article be printed in the
RECORD.

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

RussELL READY FOR A NEw FIGHT ON AN
Orp Issve: CIviL RIGHTS
(By Cecil Holland)

When the civil rights bill resumes the
Senate floor tomorrow, RICHARD BREVARD
RusseLL will be found, as usual, in his seat
on the middle aisle, second from the front.

As the Senate goes deeper into an epochal
debate, with a prolonged filibuster in pros-
pect, the Georgia Senator will be in the
midst of it.

In 31 years In the Senate (he is the second-
ranking Member in terms of service) Senator
RusserL has taken part in many such de-
bates. In all of them In the last several
years he has been the undisputed leader of
tj;llet;wuthem bloec opposing civil rights leg-

ation.
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For the Senator it will be a wearisome
struggle, the same maneuvers, the same old
arguments. But in his demeanor there will
be no suggestion of this. His eyes will follow
every move and hardly a word will be spoken
on the floor which he won't hear or will be
informed about.

“Whenever the bell rings I'll come out,”
the Senator sald in a quiet discussion in his
office of the impending battle. “A man who
has been in 50 prizefights does not mind
another."”

THE MIGHT-HAVE-BEEN

For those with a sense of history and its
might-have-beens, there will be a feeling of
poignancy for the man called on to direct
the southern opposition. If it had not been
for the sectionalism which the clvil rights
battle represents, Senator RusseLL might
well have been President.

Twice the 66-year-old Georglan has been
a candidate for the Democratic nomination.
At the 1948 convention he recelved 263 votes.
Four years later he was given 294, many of
them cast by delegates from 27 States out-
side the South.

The man who now occuples the White
House, while he was the Senate Democratic
leader, believed the Georgian would have
been the first choice of his colleagues if they
had been asked to name the Senator best
equipped to be President. Former President
Truman has written that if Senator RusseLL
had come from a border or Midwestern State
he could have been elected to the White
House.

Many liberals feel the same way, although
they are poles apart in thinking. Senator
Crarg, Democrat, of Pennsylvania, has de-
scribed Senator RusseLL as a politiclan in
the best sense of the word and a “first-class
gentleman.”

STRENGTH OF OPINIONS

No one who has known the Senator would
question that. If there is a lament for the
loss of the national leadership that he might
have provided, there is genuine respect for
one who has held to what he belleves regard-
less of the political cost.

Senator RusseLL, unlike many Southerners,
never stoops to attributing the ecivil rights
agitation to a Communist plot. As one versed
in history, he realizes it is a part of the social
revolution of the times which perhaps can-
not be reversed. Yet he will not surrender
his own views, which can be summed up in
his own words:

“My conviction in this matter doesn’t
grow out of any antipathy to the Negro.
We have more of them in our State than in
any other.

“I'm no_anthropologist but I've studied
history. And there ls no case in history of a
mongrel race preserving a civilization, much
less creating one.”

An awareness of this, Senator RUSsELL In~-
sists, is why the South has fought so long to
maintain two social orders within the coun-
try’'s political system.

PLAN FOR BATTLE
Detailed plans have been made for the

battle the Southerners will wage against the |

House-passed civil rights bill. One day last
summer, after the Kennedy administration’s
program had been submitted, Southern Sen-
ators made their way into the quiet, dimly-
lit hearing room of the Senate Armed Serv-
ices Committee over which Senator RusseLL
presides.

They took their place at the long table with
Senator RuUsseLL at one end. When all were
there, Senator RusseLL sald quietly: “Well,
gentlemen, let's get underway.”

What all was declded was not fully dis-
closed. But at that and at other meetings
the Southern strategy was mapped out that
will be unfolded as the Senate debate goes
on. Other civil rights battles in the Senate
have been & prelude; Senator RusseLL and
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the other Senators knew this one was for
keeps.

The man whose political fortunes it has
been to lead the Southern bloc is reserved,
even shy, In manner. His voice is soft and
low in conversation, But in debate it is
something else. So skilled and so devastat-
ing he can be that few care to challenge him.
In the labyrinthian paths of the Senate's
parliamentary procedures none knows his
way so well as he. In the ensuing debate
he can be expected to take advantage of
every crossroads in the rules.

OF A POLITICAL FAMILY

The Senator came by his political philos-
ophy and his legislative skills naturally.
Born in a politically minded Georgia family,
he was elected to the State house of repre-
sentatives at the age of 22, He served In
that body for 10 years, the last 4 as speaker.

In 1930 he was elected Governor of Georgia
at the age of 33, the youngest chief execu-
tive his State has ever chosen. Serving dur-
ing the depression years, he carried out an
austerity program and even cut his own
salary to $3.950.

When Senator Willlam J. Harrls died in
1932, the young Governor was elected to
succeed him. He took his seat on January
12, 1833, and has been in the Senate ever
since. In 1960 he was reelected without
opposition for his fifth term expiring
in January 1967.

But sheer ability, not seniority, has given
him the leadership of the Southern bloc.
He bases his opposition to civil rights on
constitutional grounds. In his thinking,
the Federal power cannot be used to compel
men to associate with one another; this, he
contends, means the creation of speclal
privilege.

“This whole drive for civil rights legisla-
tion is a movement for conformity through-
out the country,” the Senator says. “We
are falling down before the god of con-
formity.”

THE SECTIONAL ANGLE

What may be good for one part of the
country, according to the Senator, is not
necessarily good for another: what is ac-
cepted in Oregon, for example, may not be
accepted in Georgia; and if a person does
not like one State there is nothing to keep
him from moving to another.

“Individuality,” Senator RUSSELL empha-
sizes, "is the basls for our greatness."

The Senator sees the civil rights move-
ment as political and little else. “*One of the
things that outrages me more than anything
else,” the Senator comments, “is for two
political parties and bigshots to appeal to
the minority vote.”

Mentioning some political leaders of both
parties by name, Senator RusseLL added:

“These men of tremendous wealth, they
never see a Negro except by their own spe-
cial design and arrangement. Through
ignorance or the cheapest sort of politics
they are trying to force this thing by Federal
compulsion. There is no length to which
they will not go, nothing they will not resort
to, to achieve this amalgamation of races.”

A POLITICAL REALIST

The Senator's career has spanned a chang-
ing pattern of life, even in the South. Asa
political realist, he knows this.

“I realize there is a group in the South and
in some places in Georgia that is yielding to
overwhelming force even if they don't like
the trend,” the Senator remarked. *“They
think it is not worth it to carry on the fight.
They've quit fighting. I haven't.”

Senator RusseLL has sought to wage his
battle on constitutional but not on esoteric
legal grounds. He has shunned the doctrine
of interposition—the theory that a State may
impose its authority against that of the
Federal Government.
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“Interposition died at Appomattox,” the
Senator declared. *“But Appomattox didn’t
kill the Constitution. .You'd think so from
the way people twist and distort it. I can't
agree that changing times have changed the
Constitution."”

Senator RusserL acknowledges ruefully
that he may be remembered only as the
South’s adamant leader against civil rights
legislation. His sectional origin has ob-
scured many worthwhile contributions he
has made in his long years in the Senate.

A MILITARY EXPERT

.He is regarded as one of the Nation's fore-
most experts on military matters. He has
been a leading supporter of soil conservation,
forestry and a better way of life for farmers.
He has sought the development of water re-
sources. And his Influence in many ways,
and seldom seen, on the operation of the
Senate establishment has been vast indeed.

For all his influence, Senator RUSSELL is
seldom around where Senators might gather
for a convivial moment. He never attends so-
clal affairs except the White House reception
for Members of Congress. When he first came
to Washington he found they were taking up
a great deal of time and he “knocked them
off.”

A bachelor, he has-a circle of close friends
with whom he visits. Sometimes he just gets
in his car and drives away for a weekend,
often to some Civil War battlefield. Every 6
weeks or so he tries to get home to Winder
where a sister maintains the family home for
him.

“HAM AND EGGS" MAN

For 28 years he lived in a hotel but a few
years ago he moved into a cooperative apart-
ment near the Potomaec. When he is not oc-
cupied in the Senate he usually will be found
at home reading, watching television or may-
be doing a little of his own cooking. “Iam a
ham and eggs man,” he sald disparagingly of
his culinary efforts.

He reads, when he has time, four or five
bocks a week, favoring blography, history,
historical novels and about everything he
finds regarding the country's 1861-656 un-
pleasantness. Few details of that war have
escaped his attention including the proceed-
ings of the Confederate Congress. “They had
their problems, too,” he remarked dryly. One
of the books he was reading recently, how-
ever, was "The Chronicles of an Old Cam-
paigner,” an account of a French soldler in
the Bavarian forces.

In the next -few weeks he expects there
will be little time for reading.

“I don't have any family or home life,” he
sald. "If I don’t get home until late, that’s
all right. The Senate is my life and work."”

e———

IOU NO. 16: U.S. NEWS, TIME, BRING
HOME THE BACON

Mr. METCALF. Madam President,
Saturday, I inserted in the CoNGRES-
sIONAL RECORD an article entitled “Where
Money From Washington Is Being
Turned Down,” which appeared in the

March 16 issue of U.S. News & World -

Report. I noted the similarity of ftwo
proposed Federal Montana dams—
Knowles and Libby—which were dis-
. cussed in the article. Knowles was
placed by U.S. News in the “pork” cate-
gory, while Libby was presented as a
sound development.

A reason for the magazine's attack on
Knowles is that—unlike Libby, which is
already authorized—EKnowles is being
vigorously and viciously opposed by the
IOU's—investor-owned utilities. U.S.
News, Time, Life, and Reader’s Digest—
all of whom receive substantial revenue
from the electric companies’ advertising
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program—have, in recent months, at-
tacked Federal resource programs with
articles which are neither factual nor
fair, but which reflect the views of their
10U advertisers.

Mr. President, this morning as I
opened the March 23 issue of U.S. News,
I noticed a red, white and blue, star-

spangled two-page IOU ad, which cost-

the electric companies some $20,000.
The same ad appears in the current issue
of Time, whose rates are more than twice
as high.

I was reminded of a saying of the late
Senator Robert S. Kerr:

Whether you are raiding the pork barrel or
bringing home the bacon depends on whose
smokehouse is being filled.

U.S. News and Time are bringing home
the bacon. The IOU’'s money is not
turned down.

WOMAN'S PLACE IN INDUSTRY

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, today I
received a most disturbing, but not sur-
prising, letter from the director of guid-
ance of Merrimack College, of North An-
dover, Mass.

The letter speaks for itself and requires
no comment from me. However, I invite
the most serious attention of the Presi-
dent of the United States, the TU.S.
Chamber of Commerce, the National
Manufacturer's Association, and the
Members of Congress to this letter—
and I urge them to do what they can to
remove the discrimination that is re-
ported in this letter.

I ask unanimous consent that the letter
of William E. McGuire, director of guid-
ance of Merrimack College, North An-
dover, Mass., be placed in the body of the
ReEecorp at this point.

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

MEerrIMACK COLLEGE,
North Andover, Mass., March 12, 196‘4
Senator MARGARET CHASE Snn‘x
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR SnrTH: I have recently be-
come more aware and concerned with a prob-
lem which I feel that you, more than most
Senators, would be interested in. As direc-
tor of guidance at Merrimack College, for
the past several years I have had a number
of female students approaching graduation
come to me for advice. In the specific cases
I am talking about, these young ladies are
in areas that are traditionally male domain
such as mathematics, physics, chemistry,
biology, ete.

We have a great number of recruiters from
industry, institutions, and Government agen-
cies of one kind or another, visit our school
to interview our prospective graduates dur-
ing their senior year. We have found that
when females in the aforementioned catego-
ries apply for interviews, they are most often
and in some cases always told that there
is no place for women In these areas. With
all the furor about ecivil rights for minority
groups, and where steps are being taken such
as industries with Government  contracts
that have to achleve a fair balance in their
hiring and labor practices, I fail to see where
some of our brightest young women are not
in areas where we have shortages of skilled
and professional people, and why a rider pro-
tecting and encouraging them could not be
attached to some of these civil rights bills.
The only reason for the present attitude is
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because of tradition and not because of dif-
ferences in ability of performance,

Until something like this happens, many of
our most brilllant young students will be
deprived of their right to make a real con-
tribution to thelr community and to our
coun

I feel that with your record and past per-
formance and your willingness to launch
an attack against tradition where it no
longer has valid reasons for being, that this
may lead you toward helping other mem-
bers of your sex, and in so doing, help our
country.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
WiLLiaM E. McGUIRE,
Director of Guidance.

EXPRESSION OF APPRECIATION OF
COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
TO THE VIRGINIA THANKSGIVING
FESTIVAL—JOINT RESOLUTION
OF VIRGINIA GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President,
if there was ever any doubt about
whether the first Thanksgiving in Amer-
ica took place in Virginia, it was estab-
lished as a historic fact by the late
President John F. Kennedy in his 1963
Thanksgiving proclamation.

This recognition was brought about by
the interest of a group of devout and
patriotic citizens known as the Virginia
Thanksgiving Festival, under the leader-
ship of the Honorable John J. Wicker,
Jr., of Richmond, a former member of
the Virginia State Senate.

The General Assembly of Virginia,
which adjourned its most recent session
on March 7, unanimously adopted a reso-
lution expressing the appreciation of the
Commonwealth to the Virginia Thanks-
giving Festival and Senator Wicker for
the recognition achieved by their fine
services.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REecorp the resolution
%dl;apted by the Virginia General Assem-

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

SENATE JoINT RESOLUTION 48

Whereas through the leadership of former
State Senator John J. Wicker, Jr., and with
the help of other distinguished Virginians,
it has been natlonally recognized that the
first Thanksgiving in America took place in
Virginia on the shores of the James River
on December 4, 1619; and

Whereas this historic fact was afficially
chronicled by the late President John P,
Eennedy in his Thanksgiving proclamation
of 1963; and

Whereas this recognition was brought
about by a group of Interested and devoted
Virginians now known as the Virginia
Thanksgiving Festival under the leadership
of Mr. Wicker: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the Senate of Virginia (the.
House of Delegates concurring), That the
appreciation and commendation of the Com-
monwealth of Virginia be and hereby are
expressed to the Virginia Thanksgiving Fes-
tival for its successful achievement in es-
tablishing, on the highest national level, the
historic fact that America’s first Thanks-
giving was held in the Old Dominion; and

Resolved, That appropriately prepared
copies of this resolution be transmitted to
Mr. Wicker and the Virginia Thanksgiving
Festival.
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RESPONSIBILITIES IN OUTDOOR
RECREATION

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, in the
March 1964 issue of American Forests
there are two items of especial interest
to all those who support outdoor recrea-
tion for Americans.

The American Forests magazine is de-
voted to our forests, soil, water, wildlife,
and outdoor recreation. The first item
is an editorial entitled “Responsibilities
in Outdoor Recreation.” This editorial
underlines the importance of the recom-
mendations of the Outdoor Recreation
Resources Review Commission on which
I had the honor to serve. The ORRRC
report emphasized the important pivotal
role which must be carried out by our
State and local governments in our na-
tional effort to improve outdoor recre-
ational opportunities. The role of the
Federal Government is to provide coordi-
nation, cooperation, and assistance to
the local, State, and private endeavors
in this field of growing importance.

The second item in this magazine is a
very informative article by the senior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDER-
son] entitled “Why We Need the Land
and Water Conservation Fund Bill.”

In this article, Senator ANDERSON has
clearly refuted some of the arguments
made by opponents of this legislation.
This bill has received solid support of 47
State governments, along with endorse-
ments by numerous organizations and
individuals from all sections of the coun-
try. I ask unanimous consent that these
two articles be printed in the REcorp at
this point in my remarks.

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

RESPONSIBILITIES IN OUTDOOR RECREATION

The ORRRC report emphasized that the
key elements in a total effort to make out-
door recreation opportunities available are
private enterprise, the States, and local gov-
ernment. In relation to them, the role of
Federal agencles should not be one of domi-
nation but of cooperation and assistance In
meeting their respective needs, the report
stressed.

These principles are cornerstones—upon
which the work of the new Bureau of Out-
door Recreation is proceeding. Following
ORRRC's views, American Forests holds
these truths to be self-evident: (1) The
most important single force in outdoor rec-
reation is private endeavor—individual Ini-
tiative, voluntary groups of many kinds, and
private enterprise; (2) cities, counties, and
other local governments should create a
recreation environment which will make
urban areas more livable; (3) State govern-
ments should play the pivotal role in a na-
tional effort to improve outdoor recreation
opportunities; (4) the Federal Government
should exercise national leadership in out-
door recreation; extend technical and finan-
cial assistance to the States and through
them to local governments; cooperate with
the States in making technical assistance
available to private individuals and orga-
nizations; and provide needed outdoor rec-
reation opportunities on its own lands and
water; and (5) the magnitude of the task
requires the best efforts of all and a proper
balance among the levels of government and
the private sector.

American Forests believe these principles
embody the essence of the ORRRC report.
It believes further that these keystones con-
stitute a sound philosophy upon which to
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build the Nation's outdoor recreation pro-
gram.

To make that program a reality, three
pieces of legislation are needed if the Fed-
eral Government is to fill its proper role in
outdoor recreation.

One already has passed the Congress and
has been signed into law. This is Public
Law 88-20 which serves as the Organic Act
of the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation and
defines basic Federal outdoor recreation re-
sponsibilities. It recognizes fully the rela-
tive importance of private endeavor and the
various levels of government in supplying
the public with outdoor recreation opportu-
nities. The law authorizes Federal recrea-
tion action, cooperation with the States and
their political subdivisions, and assistance
to private enterprise.

A second essentlal measure, the land and
water conservation fund bill, is now pending
before the Congress. This further recog-
nizes the recreation interrelationships of the
various levels of Government and private
enterprise. It makes certaln of the authori-
ties in Public Law 88-29 effective by pro-
viding Federal recreation grants-in-aid to
the States on a matched-fund basis. Pre-
requisite to the grants would be comprehen-
sive State recreation plans, useful to all
levels of Government and private endeavor
as well. In addition to State grants, the
land and water bill provides money to en-
hance rec eation potential at certain Federal
levels. The Land and Water Conservation
Fund would be financed largely by user fees
at certaln Federal recreation areas, allocation
of the existing tax on motorboat fuels, pro-
ceeds from sale of Federal surplus real prop-
erty, and repayable advance appropriations.
A total of 47 State governments and many
organizations, including AFA, are supporting
this bill.

As has been noted previously in this mag-
azine, some opposition has developed in ref-
erence to the land and water conservation
fund bill. More of the same from the Na-
tional Waterways Conference is answered in
the current issue by Senator CLINTON P.
AnpErsoN, of New Mexico, starting on page
24, Meanwhile, a number of Governors and
resource leaders in 47 States say they want
this bill. In a letter to President Johnson,
Gov. John W. King, of New Hampshire, said
“New Hampshire needs this bill.,"" Ditto
Gov. William B. Scranton, of Pennsylvania,
Gov. Albert D. Rosellini, Washington State,
Gov. Terry Sanford, of North Carolina, and
Gov. John M. Dalton, of Missourl. Support
of this bill is truly formidable. Arguments
of that minority opposed do not withstand
close scrutiny too well as witnessed by Sen-
ator ANDERSON's rebuttal of the National
Waterways Conference position in this issue.

The third measure needed to fill out the
Federal Government's role in outdoor rec-
reation policy and planning would provide
more adequate technical assistance to local
governments and private enterprise. In
line with the ORRRC approach, such assist-
ance should be available on a Federal-State
cooperative basis, similar to the tested
Clarke-McNary farm forestry program which
has proven so effective. Under this ap-
proach, the Federal Government would con-
fine its role to providing part of the funds
needed to employ a State staff of outdoor
recreation technicians. Services of the tech-
nicians would reach local governments and
private recreation enterprise under State
direction.

Proposals for this third plece of needed
recreation legislation are still in the evolu-
tionary stage.

With Federal assistance available under
the three proposals, the States wouid be in
position to truly play their pivotal role in
acquisition, development, and maintenance
of State and regional areas, in assisting local
government, and in providing leadership and
planning.
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The local governments would be in posi-
tion to expand their efforts to provide out-
door recreation opportunities, with partic-
ular emphasis upon securing open space
and developing recreation areas in and
around metropolitan and other urban areas.

Private enterprise would have available
the technical assistance it requires if it is
to develop commercial facllities and services
which will return a profit, and nonprofit
groups would be able to operate efficiently
and to the greatest possible advantage to
the public. The fees which will be charged
at certain Federal recreation areas will help
private commercial outdoor recreation en-
terprise be competitive—and help answer
chief complaint to date of the private rec-
creation entrepreneur.

The alternative to the philosophy em-
bodied in the three essential pleces of legis-
lation discussed and in the ORRRC recom-
mendations will be undesirable pressures
for Federal recreation action in areas which
more properly the States, their political
subdivisions, and private enterprise, should
occupy.

This alternative is not acceptable.
ORRRC philosophy is.

The

WHY WE NEED THE LAND AND WATER
CoNSERVATION FUND BILL

(By Senator CLINTON P. ANDERSON)

Quietly, persistently, even relentlessly, one
of the great soclal changes of our time has
been taking place. Almost unheralded, out-
door recreation has emerged as a major
feature of American life in the years since
World War II. An amazing 90 percent of our
citizens wuse our parks, forests, wildlife
refuges, shorelines and other recreation areas
each year. They find there satisfaction for
their souls * * * and relief from the ten-
slons of our Increasingly congested urban
civilization.

They spend an estimated $20 billion an-
nually in the process. Yet there are some,
despite these tremendous benefits to man-
kind, who, through narrow, mistaken self-
interest, would deny Americans access to
their outdoor heritage by sabotaging efforts
to provide constructively for continued ex-
pansion of this economic bonanza.

Our rapid population growth and in-
creases in leisure time, mobility and income
have contributed to our almost overwhelm-
ing rush to the out-of-doors. This rush is
leading to a recreation crisis, indeed has al-
ready done so in many parts of the Natlon.
Our situation is this: We have a great deal
of public recreation land, but most of this
lies in the more sparsely settled States. In
the more populous States, particularly near
the major population centers, we lack ade-
quate places to go to enjoy the out-of-doors.
We are dangerously short of nearby areas
where the youngsters can go to hunt lizards
or rabbits or grizzly bears or even dragons,
if that's what they want to stalk. We don't
have enough close-in camping and hunting
and fishing places where a man can take his
boy on a short weekend. It is so frustrating
to try to find a secluded picnic nook reason-
ably close to town that the whole famlly is
liable not to be speaking by the time it
does locate an empty table.

These conditions caused the Congress to
establish the Outdoor Recreation Resources
Review Commission back in 1958, I had the
honor to serve on this bipartisan Commis-.
sion under the chairmanship of Laurance S.
Rockefeller and in company with seven other
Members of Conegress, and with six promi-
nent laymen. The citizen members were
first appointed by President Eisenhower.
The Commission reported to the Congress
and the President in January 1962 on its 3
years of study and evaluation. Creation of
a Bureau of Outdoor Recreation In the Fed-
eral Government was one of some 50 recom-
mendations we made. Our late beloved
President Kennedy directed the Secretary of
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the Interior to establish the Bureau of Out-
door Recreation on April 2, 1962. A year
later, the Congrees enacted Public Law 88—
29, an organic act defining responsibilities of
the new Bu eau. This was signed into law
in May 1963. I had the honor of cosponsor-
ing this measure, together with a number of
other Members of the Congrers from both
sides of the alsle. The new Bureau is re-
sponsible for outdoor rec eatlon coordina-
tion, planning, research, education, technical
assistance and cooperation with State and
local governments and private interests.

FRAMEWORK FPROVIDED

‘This new law provides the needed frame-
work for effective outdoor recreation action.
Another proposal now pending before this
Congress would provide a continuing fund
for State and Federal outdoor recreation
needs, thus making effective another recom-
mendation of our Outdoor Recreation Re-
sources Review Commission. I refer to the
land and water conservation fund bill, S. 859
in the Senate and H.R. 3846 in the House
of Representatives. I am proud to be one
of the cosponsors of this forward-looking
legislation and in this I wish to lay to rest
a number of misreprerentations, miscon-
ceptions and mistakes which are being voiced
in connection with the land and water con-
servation fund bill.

Before I deal with these criticiems, I wish
briefly to outline the legislative prog-ess to
date of the land and water conservation fund
bill.

We have held hearings on S. 859 in the
Benate Interior and Insular Affairs Commit-
tee under the capable chairmanship of Sen-
ator HENrY M. JACKSON, of Washington. The
House Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, chaired by my good friend and col-
league Congressman WayNE N. AspINaLL, of
Colorado, has held hearings, produced a
number of worthy amendments to the orig-
inal form of the bill, and has repo-ted it to
the full Houee.

The land and water conservation fund as
reported in the House of Representatives has
two main provisions. It authorizes Federal
recreation grants-in-aid to the States. It
provides for Federal acquisition of certain
recreation and related lands. The fund
could amount to approximately £200 million
per year. Of this, States would get 60 per-
cent on a matched fund basis. The fund
would be derived from three pay-as-you-go
revenues and from repayable advance aporo-
priations. The revenues would come from
entrance and user fees at certain Federal
areas, from sale of surplus Federal real prop-
erty and from transfer of the existing 4-cent
excise tax on motorboat fuels. The repay-
able advance appropriat'ons which would
begin the third year of the land and water
conservation fund program, could average
£60 million annually, and would continue
for B years.

Two-fifths of the States share of the fund
would divide equally among all States; the
remainder would be divided on the basis of
State recreation needs. States could use the
Federal moneys for planning, acquiring, and
developing recreation areas. The acqui-
sition and development grants-in-aid would
be avallable after States prepared compre-
hensive recreation plans approved by the
Secretary of the Interior. All moneys in the
fund, including the grants-in-ald would be
avallable only upon annual appropriation by
the Congress in the usual way.

The Federal share of the fund would be
available for land acquisition in connection
with national forest, park, and wildlife ref-
uge systems and to help offset capital costs
of Federal water development projects here-
after authorized which are allocated to pub-
lic recreation and the improvement of fish
and wildlife conditions.

The land and water conservation fund
proposal has enjoyed massive support in
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both bodles of the Congress. Officials of 47
States have offered support of its principles.
This is strongly indicative of the wisdom of
the bill's recognition that States occupy a
pivotal role in outdoor recreation. Virtu-
ally all major conservation organizations
have testified for the bill. As recently as
October 31, the distinguished Secretary of
the Army, then Cyrus R. Vance, stated the
Department of Defense’s full support. Sec-
retary of Agriculture Orville L. Freeman did
likewise on November 5, 1963. Secretary of
the Interior Stewart L. Udall has been in the
forefront of the fight for the measure.

And I wish to quote from one additional
letter of support, this one dated November
4, 1963, and directed to the Honorable WAYNE
N. ASPINALL:

“I have received the bill reported out by
your committee earlier this month and be-
lieve the committee has done an exceedingly
good job In refining many of its provisions.
The strong bipartisan support for the bill by
members of your committee is encouraging
and provides persuasive evidence of its es-
sential soundness.

“This farsighted legislation merits the sup-
port of all interested in the conservation
of outdoor America and I am hopeful it will
be enacted into law this session.”

The letter was signed “John F. Kennedy.”

A KEY MEASURE

The land and water conservation fund bill
is a key measure. America needs it * * *
young America, if it Is to enjoy the outdoor
heritage that is the birthright of each of
us * * * all America, if it is to remain
strong, vigorous, prepared to conquer the
challenges of our complicated civilization.

I have sald that the bill has come under
fire. Criticism has been relatively scant in
comparison with the heavy support which
the measure has enjoyed, but several respon-
sible points in opposition have been raised.
These have come both from members of the
Committee on Interlor and Insular Affairs
in both bodies of Congress, and from outside
sources. As a result, various constructive
modifications have been adopted as amend-
ments in the House. We would presume
these will be considered by the Senate at the
proper time. Other legitimate criticiem re-
sulting from honest and sincere differences
of informed opinion has been voiced. In
the House, these have been resolved by ma-
jority vote of committee members. We would
expect to do the same in the Senate.

One particularly virulent eriticism of the
land and water conservation fund proposal
has come to my attention. This emanates
from the executive offices of the National
Waterways Conference, Inc., here in Wash-
ington, D.C. It opposes this recreation meas-
ure and it has been distributed widely.
Since many persons across the country who
are not well informed about the land and
water conservation fund'’s provision are liable
to be swayed by these assertions, I feel con-
strained to refute them. A little light on
the subject seems to be in order.

The National Waterways Conference says
the proposal would saddle the country
“s = & with a vast, new back-door taxing and
back-door spending mechanism. This is
just not so. Back-door spending is spend-
ing by executive agencies from funds not
appropriated by Congress. Not a plugged
nickel can be spent from the proposed land
and water conservation fund without a spe-
cific appropriation by Congress. And the
phrase “back-door tax" is just words. For
better or for worse, Congress enjoys a monop-
oly when it comes to imposing Federal taxes.
This bill wouldn't infringe on our patent.

The bill gives too much latitude, laments
the waterways groups, through undefined
fees and user charges on undefined recrea-
tion and water facilities. In 10 years, the
plaint continues, the bill would create a $2
billion fund to be used as the President and
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Secretary of the Interior may determine., In
truth, Congress, through its established ap-
propriation process and within the guidelines
set forth In the bill, would annually de-
termine how the fund would be used. The
provision is right there in the bill for anyone
who wishes to see. So are some other pro-
visions which further hedge in the executive
branch in its use of the land and water
fund. Funds which accumulate can only
be spent as appropriated by Congress.

DOUBLE TAXATION?

“Double taxation,” proclaims the Water-
ways Conference, “compelling Federal agen-
cles to sel] facilities which the people already
own.” No facilities are to be sold under this
bill. Moreover, the bill makes absolutely no
changes in present law governing disposal
procedures for surplus Federal real property.
Actually, this criticlsm appears to be lev-
eled at the bill's provision requiring admis-
sion and user fees at certain Federal recrea-
tion areas. The criticlsm fails to mention
that the great bulk of Federal lands and wa-
ters will not be subject to such fees.

Rather than double taxation, the prin-
ciple which applies here is that services ren-
dered to special beneficlaries by Federal agen-
cles should be self-sustaining to the fullest
extent possible. This policy was enacted
into law by Congress in 1952 and has been
carefully observed by all administrations
since. Under this policy, it is reasonable to
collect user fees at certain Federal recreation
areas which all of us own, since the users are
enjoying special services provided at public
expense. Parallels exist elsewhere. States,
for example, collect special fees from com-
merclal trucks for use of the highways which
all the people, including the truckline, own.

NO DOUBLE TAXATION

The National Waterways Conference, Inc.,
is not in danger of double taxation from
provisions of the land and water conserva-
tion fund bill. As reported by the House
committee, the measure does not apply to
nonrecreation uses of public waterways.
Says the House committee report, “Amend-
ments were also adopted to assure that none
of the entrance and user fee provisions will
be applicable to nonrecreational uses of the
waters of units of the Federal navigation
system.” It is beyond me to figure how you
could have a stronger guarantee.

The waterways conference says recreation
charges would restrict use of public lands to
those able to pay. The facts are these: Most
Federal lands won't be subject to fees, so
even if you are poor as a church mouse, you
can still enjoy recreation on public lands.
The fees will be applied at Federal areas
which meet three primary qualifications:
First, they must be federally administered.
Second, they must offer recreation facilities
and services provided at Federal expense.
Third, they must be administered primarily
for scenic, sclentifie, historical, cultural,
recreation or wilderness purposes.

Admission charges don't keep people away.
They even encourage use of given areas, be-
cause not too many people want to rough it
any more and they equate an admission
charge with developed facilities such as run-
ning water, sanitary Installations and the
like. We have seen a 221-percent increase in
recreation use of our National and State
parks and forests since 1946, yet entrance
charges are collected at 24 national parks
and monuments and 30 other areas admin-
istered by the National Park Service and at
a number of national forest campgrounds.
Some 17 States, including Wisconsin, Min-
nesota, and Michigan, assess fees,

BURDENSOME ADMISSION FEES?

The fees are not burdensome. A §3 to 85
windshield sticker admitting a car and its
occupants to any and all Federal recreation
areas for an entire year costs less than one
tankful of gasoline. A $1.50 overnight camp-
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ing charge where improved facilities are pro-
vided is cheaper than a family can stay most
other places.

Another seldom-mentioned justification
for Federal admission and user fees involves
private commercial recreation facilities. We
hear complaints from operators of com-
mercial camps and other recreation enter-
prises, particularly near Federal parks and
forests and similar lands, that they can't
stay in business if the Federal Government
is giving away free the same service which
they are trying to sell. A recreation impera-
tive is for private enterprise to carry as
much of the burden as possible. It can't do
this in many instances if the Federal Gov-
ernment fails to assess adequate charges for
use of public facilities.

Another criticism from the National
Waterways Conference is that the land and
water bill would “* * * exact a $500 fine
and/or 6 months in durance vile for any who
may trespass without benefit of fee.” (“Dur-
ance vile” is the waterway assoclation’s
language.) The bill, as is customary in this
type of legirlation, does set certain maxi-
mum fine and jail provisions that might be
imposed by the court for violations. How-
ever, the penalties are the same or less than
those currently prescribed for violations of
other rules and regulations by the Secre-
tarles of the Interior and Agriculture in
parks, forests, and wildlife refuges. Enforce-
ment of these has resulted in no vast pub-
lic injustices. In presenting H.R. 3846, the
House Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs addressed itself explicitly to this
matter. It provided that violation penalties
could not be imposed except at clearly
posted areas. It said it wished to avoid un-
witting violatlons. No reason exists to think
courts would impose the maximum allow-
able penalties except in ekceptionally fla-
grant cases or after repeated violations,

A GROUNDLESS FEAR

“Too much power,” says the National
Waterways Conference, asserting that noth-
ing would prevent a President from impos-
ing user fees on any Federal land or water
or from using the land and water fund “to
go out and buy them.”

This fear is groundless. In addition to the
provision which I have already cited prohib-
iting nonrecreation use fees, the bill states,
“# ® % nothing * * * shall authorize * * *
fees or charges for commercial or other ac-
tivities not related to recreation.” The com-
plaint that the President could go out and
buy areas with funds from the bill isn't valid,
elther. The President can't do that. It takes
specific congressional authorizations and ap-
propriations first before land and water areas
can be acquired with money from this fund.
The bill contains no new land acquisition
authority.

The National Waterways Conference claims
that charging fees would abridge historic pol-
icy, confliet with intent of Congress, make
it difficult to resist commercial tolls in the
future, and do violence to a Presidential cam-
paign pledge promising adherence to the toll-
free principle. .

The land and water conservation fund ad-
heres to the toll-free principle for commer-
cial use of the public waterways. To what
historic policy and congressional intent does
the proposed land and water conservation
fund bill do violence? I have already said
that fees have been collected at national
parks for more than 45 years. There is no
violence to that historic policy. I have men-
tioned the 1952 legislation which says. that
Federal agencies should collect for services or
facilities provided to special beneficiaries.
There's no violence to that Intent of Con-
gress.

The Waterways Conferenceé says fee collec-
tion would be burdensome, costly, and ineffi-
clent. It is mistaken. Long years of expe-
rience show that fee collection and enforce-

ment at State and Federal recreation areas
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costs less than 15 percent, usually around 10
percent, of the amount collected. In addi-
tion, as'a safeguard on this very point, the
House committee report sets eight guidelines
for designating recreation areas and estab-
lishing fees. These criteria are (1) practica-
bility of collecting at a given area, (2) cost of
collection compared with expected receipts,
(8) effect of charging on public use and en-
joyment, (4) Federal cost of establishing and
maintaining the area, (5) State contribution,
if any, to maintaining the area, (6) type and
variety of recreation to which area is sulted,
(7) amount charged for comparable public
or private areas, and (8) expenditure which
visitors otherwise incur.

The criteria leave little basis for claims
that most reservoirs constructed by the Corps
of Engineers would be subjected to fee
charges, even less in view of the fact that rec-
reation at most such areas is not federally
administered.

IS CONGRESS IN CONTROL?

The land and water conservation fund bill
is unjust, says the Waterways organization,
because there is no practical limit on the
power to set fees. The fact is that the bill
sets a maximum $7 charge for an annual
entry sticker. This would be good any num-
ber of times in a year at any Federal recrea-
tion area. Instead of the maximum, best
estimates are that the annual sticker prob-
ably would cost 3 to §5. The National Park
Service for many years and Forest Service in
recent years have been charging user fees for
campgrounds and other facilities without
public outcry of injustice. The bill specifies
that fees shall be fair and equitable, taking
into consideration benefits to the recipient.

An administrative jumble would result un-
der the bill, because it would put Govern-
ment agencies in the policing and tax col-
lecting business, the National Waterways
Conference would have us believe. It says
that, except for the National Park Service,
agencies aren't equipped for such service.
The Forest Service, the Bureau of Land
Management, and other Government agencies
for years have been collecting fees for prod-
ucts and services, such as grazing, recreation,
mineral, timber, and special user fees. The
Nation has managed to survive these activi-
ties without developing any administrative
jumble.

The National Waterways Conference
charges that the proposed bill would be in-
equitable, basing the assertion on the some-
what peculiar assumption that enormous
land and water acquisitions would take
place, and that grants-in-aid would erode
State’s rights, all to the detriment of State
tourist industries. They are wrong about
enormous Federal acquisitions. The maxi-
mum Federal share of the fund, about 875
million a year, has to help pay for both land
acquisition and for recreation at Federal
water resources projects. We know that
State tourist industries will prosper, not
suffer, from additional facilities. The $20
billion annual expenditure for recreation is
one evidence. The current history of in-
creased tourism wherever adequate facilities
are provided is another. Case after case can
be cited wherein new outdoor recreation
lands and waters have meant a broader tax
base, higher bank deposits, more tourist ex-
penditures and often lowered tax rates.
Would 46 States support the legislation if
they felt that the land and water conserva-
tion fund would hurt their tourist business?
Indeed, many are looking to recreation for
economic salvation in depressed areas.

A SPOOKED HORSE

The National Waterways Conference as-
serts that the land and water bill would un-
dermine the customary cost-benefit ratios
used ‘in connection with Federal multiple-
purpose water resource developments. I am
reminded of a spooked horse that shies with-
out reason. Instead of jeopardizing future
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water resource projects the inclusion of rec-
reation and fish and wildlife enhancement as
project purposes sometimes makes projects
feasible which otherwise could not be justi-
fled. The House committee report points out
that allocations for recreation at Federal
water resource projects are relatively new,
sizable, and undoubtedly will get bigger.

The National Waterways Conference says
that the land and water conservation fund's
provisions for land acquisition in connection
with the national forest system would allow
virtually all inholdings and national forest
areas to be considered of recreation value.
The House committee’s report on the bill
stated the intention that land and water
fund moneys could be used for acquisitions
in the national forest system which have
key recreation values, even though they
might also have other key values. It also
sald that land with little or no recreation
value should not be acquired with money
from the fund.

The waterways group says that the public
lands are huge, ample to meet recreation
demand if developed, and that more public
land area isn't required. It is true that we
do have a lot of public land. Most of it is in
Western States and in Alaska. We lack
recreation lands near our metropolitan areas
where the needs are greatest. We have a
great deal of water in the Great Lakes but
we still need moisture in New Mexico and
Arizona. What we have is not spread around
very well,

The National Waterways Conference says
the land and water bill provides an unneeded
delegation of powers and says special acts of
Congress have provided for numerous forest
acquisitions, listing $320,000 appropriated by
Congress for acquisition this year and
$962,000 under the Weeks law. Aside from
the fact that about three-fifths of the smaller
appropriation was for the protection of the
water supply of one large city, citing these
sums indicates a basic lack of understanding
of our recreation needs. Ninety percent of
us participate annually. Our population
will double in less than 40 years. Available
recreation lands are in short supply already,
insofar as most of the population is con-
cerned. Had the total of $1,282,000 appro-
priated for forest acquisition in 1963 all been
spent on recreation, it still would have been
a drop in the bucket in relation to the need.

These needs are widely recognized. New
York State has passed two outdoor recrea-
tion bond issues totaling $100 million; New*
Jersey has a $60 million green acres pro-
gram. Wisconsin has a $50 million program.
Pennsylvania passed its $70 million project
70 program on November 5. Florida passed
legislation the same day authorizing
what could be a $50 million program.
Washington State and California both have
major proposals in the works.

WE NEED A SPECIAL FUND

In view of the magnitude of the need I
am afrald that continuation of appropria-
tlons by Congress at present levels from the
general fund of the Treasury isn't going to
get the job done. We need a special, ear-
marked fund. I might add that the longer
we wait to do the job, the more we will have
to pay for the acres we need.

The Waterways Conference argues that
the new bill would further existing latitude
of the Secretary of Agriculture under the
Weeks law. I repeat that the land and
water conservation fund bill authorizes not
1 square foot of new land acquisition and
that the Congress specifically will determine
appropriations which could be used under
existing authorities.

NOT NEW TAXES
The waterways group says admission and
user fees in effect are new taxes. They are
neither new nor taxes. Persons using public
recreation lands should pay reasonable
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amounts for the special facilities they de-
mand. I should remark that almost all are
glad to do so, particularly when they realize
that their fees are helping pay for expanded
facilities which they also may enjoy.

The Waterways Conference complains
that making appropriations from the fund
without fiscal year limitation bypasses nor-
mal processes of the Congress. This provi-
sion was necessary because many States
which will be eligible for grants-in-aid from
the fund do not keep books on the same
fiscal year basis as the Federal Government
and do not follow similar policles with rela-
tion to expending money for public pur-
poses. To reclaim all appropriations for the
Treasury at the end of each Federal fiscal
year would in effect deny grants-in-aid in
some instances.

One Waterways Conference complaint
concerns repaying advance appropriations
to the Fund without interest. Precedent
for this exists in the Wetlands Act of 1961.
The group claims that the bill extends Fed-
eral power broadly over State recreation ac-
tivities, and thus fails to meet the premise
that States must occupy a key role in de-
veloping a balanced national outdoor rec-
reation program. The full House Commit-
tee report asserts the pivotal role of the
States. It says Federal recreation assistance
to States is justified by (1) the health and
welfare of all citizens, (2) the rellef such
assistance will afford the Federal Govern-
ment from increasing pressures to acquire
and develop recr=ation areas of less than
national significance, and (3) the mobile
population's expectation of using State and
local parks wherever they may be, regardless
of the origin of the user. The committee
has built the proposed grants-in-ald pro-
gram with the predominant role of the
States in mind. It insists on sound com-
prehenszive statewide planning prior to any
land acquisition or development. This is
needed to avold spotty and inadequate ac-
quisition and development programs waste-
ful of both Federal and State funds. The
committee deems the Secretary of the In-
terlor the appropriate Federal official to
certify adequacy of State recreation plans.
It urges early acquisition before land be-
comes unavailable because of skyrocketing
prices or preemption by other uses. It is
gignificant ‘hat the land and water bill's ap-
propriating provisions give the Congress the
final word on availability of money. This
includes State grants-in-ald recommended
on the basis of the Secretary of the Interlor's
certification of adequacy of individual state-
wide outdoor recreation plans. This review
comes in part as congressional appropria-
tlons committees review an annual compre-
hensive statement of estimated requirements
from the Fund for the coming year. The
Becretary of the Interior is charged with
submitting this.

A HOBGOBLIN IS ROUTED

The National Waterways Conference finds
a hobgoblin in the Land and Water pro-
posal’s routine provision authorizing the
President to issue regulations which will as-
sure consistency between policies and actions
under the bill and those under other Federal
programs particularly the open-space pro-
gram of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency. It does not authorize transfer of

. functions between agencles; it does allow
assistance to the States only in accordance
with such regulations.

The waterways group claims that the im-
pression is false that the land and water
fund proposal would be largely self-sustain-
ing, saying that collection costs of the vari-
ous revenues would be borne by general tax-
payers as operation and maintenance funds
are appropriated to particular Federal agen-
cles. Since collection costs are not expected
to exceed more than about 10 percent of col-
lections, this argument’s validity escapes me.
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The National Waterways Conference says that
where milllons of people are involved “on
the vast reaches of the waterways—often in
wilderness areas where detection is difficult,
if not impossible, the police job would be
formidable and costly beyond any possible
value to the Government, involving enor-
mous additions to Federal personnel with
corresponding additions to Federal ex-
penses.”” The fatal flaw in all of this is that
vast reaches of the waterways and the
wilderness areas don't meet the criteria for
areas where fees could be charged.

The National Waterways Conference has
its cffices right here in Washington. I find
it unfortunate, feeling as deeply about the
land and water conservation fund proposal
as it does, that its representatives did not
travel the few blocks necessary to make its
views known in person to the House Commit-
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs during its
many sessions when the measure was under
consideration. The waterways group waited
all year until the committee had finished
its dellberations before making its views
known. Fortunately, the House committee
considered in great depth virtually every
point that was subsequently raised by the
National Waterways Conference. This indi-
cates the thoroughness of the committee
in its dellberations and I wish to offer my
congratulations.

‘We have held hearings in the Senate Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs on this
important measure. Again, there, too, the
National Waterways Conference did not hon-
or us with its views. Officially, its views are
not part of the record. Fortunately, again,
the points it makes have been raised and are
under consideration.

Several organizations and individuals have
differed with the views of the House commit-
tee. The Mississippl Valley Assoclation has
expressed doubts of the wisdom of Federal
recreation user fees.

THIS BILL WILL HELP

The Rivers & Harbors Association of Mis-
sissippl sent the Senate Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs a resolution op-
posing the bill. The House version of the
land and water conservation fund bill con-
tains provisions which should resolve most
of the objections which that organization
offered. Adverse comments of several mem-
bers of the House committee appear in the
report to the full House and are available
there for those who wish to go further
into this matter.

This land and water conservation fund
measure, in my considered opinion, is a sin-
gularly fine plece of legislation. It is indeed
a fiscally responsible approach to a vital na-
tional requirement. America needs its rec-
reation lands. To quote the Outdoor Rec-
reation Resources Review Commission report,
“When an American looks for the meaning
of his past, he seeks it not in ancient ruins,
but more likely in mountains and forests, by
a river, or at the edge of the sea.” This bill
will help make certain that the areas of the
out-of-doors we need are there * * * avall-
able to all of us;

BIRTHDAY ANNIVERSARY OF
SENATOR MANSFIELD

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, it has
been said that brevity is the soul of wit.
I add today that brevity is also the es-
sence of eloquence. I could do no better
than to read from the Congressional
Directory, at page 89, as follows:

MicHAEL J. MaNsFIELD, Democrat, Missoulsa,
Mont.; born March 16, 1903; enlisted in the
U.8. Navy, World War I, at 14 years of age;
subsequently enlisted in U.S. Army and U.S.
Marine Corps;.worked as miner and mining
engineer in Butte, Mont., 1922-30; attended
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Montana School of Mines and Montana State
University and received B.A. and M.A. de-
grees from latter in 1933 and 1934; professor
of Latin American and Far Eastern history at
Montana University, 1933-43; married Mau-
reen Hayes of Butte, Mont.; one daughter,
Anne; elected to 78th and served through 82d
Congresses; elected to U.S. Senate on Novem-
ber 4, 1952, for the term commencing January
3, 1953; reelected in 1958 for the term ending
January 3, 1965.

The only thing that has mystified me
about our distinguished and beloved ma-
jority leader is how he got into the Ma-
rine Corps at 14 years of age. But what
a great, humble, self-effacing person he
has been, dedicated to his country and
dedicated to the institution where he
serves.

Today he marks his 61st birthday an-
niversary. He does not look it. I think
that is the nature of the Irish that is in
him.

In a way it is too bad that that advent
could not have been deferred for 1 day,
for then he would have been born on
St. Patrick’s Day, the patron saint of
the Old Emerald Isle.

So, as minority leader and as a col-
league, I salute the distinguished Senator
from Montana. May his years be long.
[Applause, Senators rising.]

Mr. President, there is a Senator who
was born on St. Patrick’s Day—the very
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land, Joan PasTore. [Applause.]

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. JoHN
[Laughter.]

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from the Far Western
State of Wyoming, GALE “O’McGEeE,” was
also born on St. Patrick’s Day. [Ap-
plause.]

“O'PASTORE.”

INVESTIGATION OF ROBERT G.
BAKER BY COMMITTEE ON RULES
AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I join in
the congratulations extended to our
distinguished and beloved majority
leader, and to our distinguished and be-
loved Member, JoHN ‘“O’PASTORE,” who
celebrates his birthday tomorrow.

I have the greatest respect and regard
for all Members of this body. What I
may say in regard to one of the serious
mandates imposed upon us does not in
any way derogate or diminish the feel-
ings which I hold for all my colleagues.

It is at times the unpleasant duty of
members of committees to be confronted
and charged with a mandate to proceed
to investigate matters, on which, if left
to their own judgment, they would pre-
fer not to be obliged to expend nervous
energy, and physical strength, and to
run the risk of disagreeing with the
points of view of Senators whom they
regard highly.

I am a member of the Committee on
Rules and Administration, which has
been under mandate to investigate em-
ployees of the Senate, their fiscal irregu-
larities, if any, and other improprieties,
if any. It has not been an easy task.
It has had one side benefit which I
greatly appreciate, in that I have been
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able to lose 11'% pounds during the past
month or so of the investigation. This
is perhaps the most drastic form of
dieting I have ever experienced.

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

Mr. SCOTT. 1 yield.

Mr. CLARK. Does the Senator seri-
ously contend that he lost the 111%
pounds on the Bobby Baker investiga-
tion rather than on his campaign for
reelection?

Mr. SCOTT. I have not been involved
in any campaign for election, since I am
not yet a candidate for the party to
which I am proud to belong. I shall be
grateful for any help I may receive
from the senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania in that regard.

Mr. President, I invite the attention of
Senators to the most recent occurrences
in the investigation by the Committee
on Rules and Administration with re-
gard to charges of conflict of interest
against Mr. Robert G. Baker, and oth-
ers, and of fiscal irregularities and other
improprieties.

For some 4!% months this case has
been before the committee and for the
same 4145 months, the majority members
of the committee have been on the brink
of ending the investigation as soon as
they thought they could do so without
incurring the wrath of the American
publie.

The majority members of the com-
mittee have looked reluctantly and hesi-
tantly at the evidence laid before it.

Let me illustrate:

Last Thursday, March 12, Senator
Wizriams of Delaware delivered to the
chairman of the committee an affidavit
by Mr. Milton L. Hauft. Mr. Hauft
swore that on file with Internal Revenue
Service were tax returns for Bobby
Baker and for the Carousel Motel with
Mr. Hauft’s signature forged onto these
tax returns.

Mr. Hauft avers in his affidavit that
he never prepared any tax returns for
the Carousel Motel. However, he was
the accountant who prepared the origi-
nal tax returns for Mr. Baker, for which
there apears to have been substituted in
the files of the Internal Revenue Service,
by a person or persons unknown, a dif-
ferent income tax return signed—I am
informed—by Mr. Baker, bearing a
forged signature, and the unauthorized
signature of Mr. Hauft as the person
who allegedly prepared the return.
This is certainly a matter warranting a
very thorough investigation by the De-
partment of Justice, and meriting the
fullest of cooperation, which I have every
confidence will be received from a serv-
ice which we all hold in the highest re-
gard, namely, the Internal Revenue
Service.

However, if .the former secretary of
the majority can tamper with a tax re-
turn, that is a matter of the highest
gravity, and imputes the commission of
a serious crime.

At 8 50 am, on the following day,
Friday, March 13, I made copies of the
affidavit available to the press and dis-
cussed them briefly with reporters out-
side the Rules Committee. The com-
mittee then met.
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Shortly after 9 a.m. Senator CuURTIS
attempted to have the affidavit inserted
into the committee record and he was
prevented from doing that. Therefore,
he read the affidavit, thereby succeeding
in doing what the committee would not
have him do. Even now, committee
counsel asserts, contrary to Senate rules,
that what Senator CurTtis read into the
record is not really in the record.

This air of unreality pervades the
committee’s proceedings. Whatever they
do not like, they treat as if it did not
exist.

Then the committee counsel, Major
MecLendon, delivered a report to the com-
mittee, from which I will now quote. He
said:

I think two conclusions may be drawn
from this extensive investigation. First, it
is highly unlikely that any additional evi-
dence can be found materially differirg from
the type of evidence already placed in the
record of the committee's hearings; and
second, that it is a reasonable certainty that
any additional evidence which can be pro-
duced will be repetitive and cumulative. If
evidence differing substantially from the
pattern of evidence already presented is in
existence, surely it would have been dis-
covered in the course of this investigation.

Mr. President, I invite attention to the
fact that this statement was delivered
at least 12 hours after the arrival of new
evidence in this case. Startling new
evidence appeared between the writing
of counsel’s report and the reading of it.

Major McLendon concluded his re-
port to the committee with these words:

With this background and subject to the
authority of the committee to control its
future proceedings, I recommend—

1. That Investigations and hearings con-
cerning any financial interest or business ac-
tivities of officers or employees and former
officers or employees of the Senate, for the
purpose of ascertaining whether any such
interest or activities (financial or business
interests or activities) have Involved con-
flict of interest or other impropriety, be dis-
continued; and

2. That the staff and such other assistants
as the committee may choose be instructed
to begin immediately the preparation of the
comrittee’s report and its recommendations
to the U.S. Senate.

Mr. President, I again invite to atten-
tion to the fact that this statement was
made several hours after every member
of the committee was aware of the ex-
istence of new evidence.

Meanwhile, the chairman, Senator
JorpaN, had prepared for him by the
staff of the committee a statement which
said, in part:

Atter a thorough discussion of the matter,
the committee voted 6 to 3 to follow Major
McLendon’s recommendations,

Mr. President, there never was a vote,
and the statement by the chairman was
never officially released. How clearly
this proves that the evidence offered by
minority Senators over a 3-hour period
had been rejected before they had even
been heard.

Although the chairman may feel em-
powered to state in the advance of a vote
how the six Democrats on the commit-
tee had voted, I wonder how he can say
in the advance of a vote how the three
Republicans had voted. I have not left
my proxy with the chairman.
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The chairman’s prepared, but unre-
leased, statement said further:

There are those who would continue the
investigation on and on, and plow the same
ground over and over again just for the sake
of partisan political advantage.

Mr. President, this, too, was prepared
after the chairman and the subcommit-
tee knew of the existence of new evi-
dence. Is the evidence of forgery a par-
tisan disclosure?

Subsequently on Friday, the chair-
man distributed to the press a statement
which I have here; his statement is lab-
eled “3:45 p.m. March 13, 1964.” This
statement makes specific reference to the
existence of the affidavit by Mr. Hauft,
and then goes on to say:

We have reached the point where the tak-
ing of further testimony in this situation
would serve no legislative purpose.

Then, Mr. President, something very
strange happened. A sheepish U-turn
was made as to the new revelation of
crime. Sometime between 3:45 p.m. on
Friday and 6 p.m. Saturday night—inei-
dentally, that is closing time for the first
editions of the Sunday newspapers—the
Democratic members of the Rules Com-
mittee agreed as follows:

Major McLendon’s statement to the
committee, which I read just a moment
ago, would be amended as follows:

With this background, and subject to the
authority of the committee to control its
future proceedings—

And the following words are under-
scored—
except as to the matter relating to Mr. Hauft’s

affidavit presented to the committee on this
date—

Here the underscoring ends; and then
I continue to read—
I recommend—

And there are no further changes.
Therefore, I go back to what I said to
reporters outside the door of the Rules
Committee on 8:50 a.m. on Friday—the
decision to close down this investigation
is not a legislative decision. It is not an
investigative decision. It is a political
decision.

This investigation is embarrassing to
members of the Democratic Party. The
majority members on the Rules Commit-
tee are not watching facts; they are
watching the calendar. The November
elections are approaching, and they are
determined to put this skeleton back into
the closet.

The only way this committee will ac-
cept evidence directly relating to the in-
vestigation is for the public and the Re-
publican members of the committee to
blast the evidence into the committee and
force it before the counsel and each
member of the committee.

Almost all of the evidence taken by
the committee was first force-fed to it;
and the great majority of that evidence
was furnished by the distinguished Sena-
tor from Delaware [Mr. WiLriams]l, who
at all times cooperated closely and com-
pletely with the Rules Committee, and
who has from time to time been the
recipient of new matter which the com-
mittee has then reluctantly examined.
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The majority members of this com-
mittee have attached to themselves
blinders for their eyes, plugs for their
ears, and handcuffs for their wrists. So
equipped, they have stumbled into,
through and around one of the most sor-
did scandals in Washington in recent
memory.

The investigators have been given in-
structions as to what they can look into
and what they cannot. The lone minor-
ity investigator was denied the right to
independent investigation. The minority
counsel was denied the right to initiate
an investigation; and his request that
certain important witnesses be called
was arbitrarily rejected. The investiga-
tors have been directed to skip evidence
on party girls; they have been directed
to skip evidence on political contribu-
tions; they have been directed to skip
evidence on abortions.

One investigator said to me: “I've been
doing so much skipping lately, I feel like
a kid playing hop scotch.”

Mr. President, in that statement sub-
mitted last Friday by Major McLendon,
the majority committee counsel, there
appears a comment which indicates that
the committee does not wish to find the
truth or the falsity of the statements of
the witnesses before it, and, at least, that
the committee counsel regards that as
outside the area of proper investigation.
That paragraph reads:

It is of importance to note that when hasic
facts are once established from which the
committee may draw reasonable conclusions
with respect to the exercise of its legisla-
tive duty of making recommendations to
the Senate for remedial and preventive legis-
lation, or rules and regulations, any further
investigations and exposures of the conduct
of individuals finds unqualified condemna-
tion in the applicable court decisions holding
that exposure for exposure's sake is both
legally and morally indefensible.

But there is no such decision of which
I am aware which would apply to the
so-called Baker investigation—that the
taking of further evidence of the kind
which I am about to enumerate in part
would be exposure for exposure’s sake.
In addition, the committee majority and
its counsel have stated, with the counsel
for Mr. Baker, Mr. Edward Bennett Wil-
liams, that indeed this is not a legislative
trial, but is a pursuance of an investiga-
tion under an order of the Senate. What
about the interests of the public, Mr.
President, as distinguished from the in-
terests of the parties represented in the
committee?

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to yield, pro-
vided I may do so with the understand-
ing that I shall not thereby-lose my right
to the floor.

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

. Mr. SCOTT. Then, Mr, President, 1
yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true that the
alleged legal opinion—which is quite a
gymnastic feat, in itself—totally ignored
the fact that the committee was in-
structed by the Senate to carry on an
investigation of the Senate’s own house-
hold?

Mr. SCOTT. Precisely.
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Mr. CURTIS. Furthermore, the com-
mittee is not an ordinary one, in the
sense of being a committee to gather a
sampling of facts, for the purpose of
serving a narrow legislative purpose.

Mr. SCOTT. That is correct.

Mr. President, the report of the coun-
sel goes on to limit, according to his con-
cept, the scope of the investigation, re-
gardless of the concept of the investiga-
tion enunciated on the floor of the Sen-
ate by the distinguished majority leader,
the Senator from Montana [Mr. MaANs-
FIELD], in a eolloquy in which there par-
ticipated the Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. WiLLiams], and other Senators, in
which the scope of the investigation was
clearly enunciated as including fiscal
irregularities and other improprieties,
which the narrow construction by the
majority members of the committee held
to mean only improprieties of a fiscal
character; and any suggestion that an
employee of the Senate might be guilty
of other improprieties was indignantly
and repeatedly rejected by the majority
counsel and by the majority members
of the committee, on the ground that the
committee did not have the scope to in-
vestigate them, in spite of the earlier
colloquy on the floor of the Senate which
indicates that the scope was broad
enough, indeed, to include investigation
of Senators and of improprieties which
were other than fiscal in nature.

However, the majority counsel said:

What is material and relevant to the sub-
ject matter defined In Senate Resolution
212 is: Was there a business or financial
transaction, participated in by an officer
or employee of the Senate, constituting a
confiiet of interest (as defined by Federal
law) or constituting any other impropriety—

Then he hastily added—
(meaning other than a conflict of interest)?

He did not go into the question of
whether there were other improprieties.
In fact, he carefully steered away from
them. :

Even so, if the committee were in-
terested only in fiscal improprieties, why
did the committee reject and arbitrarily
refuse under rule XIX to call any wit-
ness who was prepared to testify—so we
were informed by the Daily Oklahoman
and the Los Angeles Times, among
others—to a fiscal impropriety by Mr.
Baker; namely, the misappropriation of
the sum of $1,500.

As I recall, the name of the witness
was Preston J. Moore. I think he was
from Oklahoma City. He was prepared
to testify that he spent some $1,500 in
connection with the primary campaign
in Oklahoma, that another person con-
tributed that sum of money to Mr. Baker
to be used to reimburse him, that he was
not in faet reimbursed, and that upon
getting in touch with Mr. Baker, he was
told that the money had been used “for
other campaign purposes.”

The committee flatly refused to look
into the question of misappropriation or
failure to account for the $1,500, a fiscal
impropriety, on the ground that it would
be locking into campaign expenditures,
which the committee had arbitrarily
concluded, without any authority from
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rule XIX, was not to be a part of the
investigation.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the Senator
from Iowa with the understanding that
I shall not lose my right to the floor.

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

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania. I have been shocked
to hear the Senator from Pennsylvania
indicate that the interpretation placed
by the majority of the committee on im-
proprieties was to confine the term to
fiscal improprieties. The Senator from
Pennsylvania will recall that not too long
ago, at the time, or shortly after the
time the committee started its investiga-
tion, when a colloquy took place on the
floor of the Senate regarding the scope
of the investigation with respect to in-
dividuals, a most unfortunate statement
was made to the effect that, “We are not
investigating Senators.”

Apparently that statement arose out
of the narrow interpretation that the
committee’s jurisdiction was not to ex-
tend to employees of the Senate insofar
as such employees might relate to Sena-
tors and their staffs. I

I remember that one afternoon tpe
distinguished Senator from Tennessee
[Mr. Gorel, whom I see in the Chamber,
offered to amend the resolution estab-
lishing the investigating committee so
that it would be made clear that its
scope was not to be so narrowly con-
fined as the unfortunate interpretation
announced earlier had indicated.

Fortunately, the majority leader of
the Senate, the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MansrFieLpl, cleared the air once
and for all to the effect that the scope
should include everyone—Senators,
members of their staffs, and employees
of the Senate proper—so that it was not
necessary to amend the resolution. But
now we are being told that the impro-
prieties covered by the resolution have
been so narrowly interpreted as to mean
only fiscal improprieties.

I am wondering if it is going to be
necessary now for the Senator from
Tennessee or some other Senator to of-
fer an amendment to the resolution so
that it will be made clear that we are
not playing games when we talk about
improprieties. We are talking about
improprieties of a fiscal nature or any
other nature. Does the Senator from
Pennsylvania have any idea as to
whether or not such an amendment
would have to be offered in order that
the committee might clearly carry out
the intention of the Senate?

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator from Penn-
sylvania relies upon the statement by the
distinguished majority leader, in a collo-
quy which was set up for the purpose of
clarifying the resolution, that the pur-
pose of the resolution included Senators
as also being Senate employees. The
Senator from Delaware [Mr. WirLriams]
made that point on more than one occa-
sion. Therefore, I think the situation
speaks for itself.

As T have said, I rely on that collogquy
as being sufficiently broad.
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Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. SCOTT. I yield, with the under-
standing that I do not lose my right to
the floor.

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

Mr. MILLER. Do I correctly under-
stand that the amendment to the pro-
posed press release to which the Senator
referred, which was to be issued by the
majority of the committee, was to amend
the release so that further investigations
of the committee would be confined to the
alleged fraudulently signed tax returns,
and nothing else?

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator has miscon-
strued the generosity of the majority
members of the committee. That is by
no means as broad as the amendment.
The amendment merely states that the
committee will now hear something about
the testimony of Mr. Hauft, the account-
ant, alone. It does not indicate any in-
tent to proceed further, although there
may be such undisclosed intent. It does
not show any desire or intent to pursue
the question as to the testimony of other
witnesses or to call anyone from the In-
ternal Revenue Department to determine
how this singular substitution of tax re-
turns is available to one individual and
is a crime with respect to everyone else.
There is no intent to have testimony from
the Department of Justice on the ques-
tion, so far as I am aware.

The committee being confronted with
a shocking revelation, and the affidavit
of Mr. Hauft, has merely injected into
its report that now it will consider talk-
ing to Mr. Hauft, which is a very half-
hearted way of recognizing that a crime
has been committed. To my mind it
indicates that the committee, through
no wish of its own, will give the situation
a lick and a promise. Tomorrow when
the committee meets, so far as we can
anticipate, the committee will probably
vote arbitrarily to deny to the minority
members of the committee any further
right to produce witnesses.

I shall go into that question in a mo-
ment. I assume the committee will seek
to vote to terminate the hearings, ex-
cept as to the preparation of a report
and a code of ethics—a code of ethics,
by the way, which is no better than the
integrity of the men who subscribe to
it; and, aside from their intent, to
piously predicate an assumption that
men can be good if they will look at or
sign an embossed certificate stating that
they ought to be good. The committee
will end not with a bang but with a
whimper, which they will designate as
a code of ethics.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield
to the Senator from Iowa without losing
my right to the floor.

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

Mr. MILLER. It seems incredible
that more testimony would not have to
be received with respect to the tax re-
turn than the mere testimony of the
accountant or certified public account-
ant who prepared them. If the tax re-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

turns were altered with respect to the
amount of tax, I would hope that any
checks that might have been paid for
additional tax money could be readily
located, or at least copies or receipts re-
lating thereto could be found.

If the tax returns alleged to be fraudu-
lent were signed in ink, appropriate
facilities would be available in the De-
partment of Justice to ascertain the ap-
proximate length of time that has
elapsed since the signatures in ink were
made.

However, all those items of testimony
would be necessary to be obtained from
someone other than the accountant him-
self. But I am shocked that the Senator
from Pennsylvania has not been able to
assure us that apparently certain wit-
nesses will not be called before the com-
mittee to clarify obvious discrepancies
in testimony which has been received by
the committee.

I recall one witness in particular. Mr.
Reynolds made some allegations, and
those allegations have been completely
denied by someone who has not yet been
called before the committee. It would
seem that the least the committee might
do is to get the witnesses together and
find out who is committing perjury and
who is not. That apparently will not be
done. Is that the understanding of the
Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. SCOTT. Yes. The Senator from
Iowa has not had the benefit, which the
minority members of the committee have
had, of the sense of compulsion which
seems to hang over the heads of the ma-
jority—the rugged jaw, the clenched
teeth, the firm intent to guillotine the
hearings, and to ride roughshod over the
rights of the majority, which are con-
firmed by the unanimous vote of the
committee itself, rule XIX and other
rules.

If the Senator does not mind, I should
like to continue with another thought.

Mr, MILLER. Ishould like to ask one
further question, if I may.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield
again to the Senator from Iowa without
losing my right to the floor.

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

Mr. MILLER. The Senator has not
indicated what action, if any, the com-
mittee will take regarding contempt pro-
ceedings with respect not only to Mr.
Baker, but certain other witnesses who
apparently, at least reputedly, have been
in contempt of the committee.

Is there to be any contempt proceed-
ing requested of the Attorney General,
or does the committee have any assur-
ance that the Attorney General, if so
requested, will expedite such contempt
proceeding in the Federal court?

Mr. SCOTT. Obviously the Senator is
not familiar with the operations of the
committee, because the intention of the
committee tomorrow is to “cut and run.”

Perhaps the Senator should know that
during more than 3 hours of discussion
on Friday the question of contempt pro-
ceedings was not even raised, was not
even considered. Whether there are to
be contempt proceedings or not, if the
vote is to close the hearings, they have

‘shoulders of the minority.

5371

not precluded themselves from the ap-
plication of contempt proceedings; but
they seem singularly uninterested in this
point at this time.

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

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK. Will the Senator per-
mit me to interject at that point, or
does he insist on cutting me off?

Mr. MILLER. If the Senator will
permit me, I said some time ago that I
thought the majority of the Senate were
of the mind that this investigation
should go through completely, with all
its ramifications, and what not, and let
the chips fall where they may. I am
afraid we are in danger of not having
any chips fall unless we can have the
support of our friends on the other side
of the aisle, and unless public opinion
goes along with the efforts of the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorrl, the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CurTis],
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Coorer]l, and the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WirrLiams)] on this matter.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator.

I now yield to my colleague from Penn-
sylvania on the condition that I do not
lose my right to the floor.

Mr. CLARK. I hope the Senator
from Iowa will not leave the floor, be-
cause my comment is to be stated for his
benefit as well as that of my esteemed
colleague from Pennsylvania.

The two Senators, it seems to me,
must have some sort of second vision.
They must be swamis or some kind of
fortunetellers, because they speak with
full confidence of what the committee is
going to do and how it is going to vote.

As my colleague from Pennsylvania
well knows, the committee has voted on
nothing. We were prohibited from hav-
ing any vote at our meeting on Friday by
a 3-hour discussion by our Republican
friends on some of the same aspects
which my colleague from Pennsylvania
is now attempting to bring forth.

Mr. SCOTT. That is correct. The
vote was announced, but not taken.
The cart was put before the horse.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is incor-
rect. No vote was announced or taken.
The Senator is hollering before he is
hurt.

How does the Senator know what the
committee is going to do? Has he sec-
ond vision?

Mr., SCOTT. This Senator not only
has second vision, but third, fourth, and
fifth vision, because he has seen the com-
mittee in operation, and has seen the
compulsion that has been placed on the
I am satis-
fied that, if public opinion does not pre-
vail between now and 9 o’clock tomorrow
morning, the committee is going to “cut
and run,” and the decision will be 6 to 3,
as has been stated—unless the Senator
desires to change his vote.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator is some-
what overstating the case. I suggest to
him that the majority members of the
committee have ethics and a devotion to
the integrity of the Senate at least as
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high as the minority members have. I
intend to reply to the Senator. I shall
not interrupt him further, but I want to
make the public statement that every
member of the Rules Committee on the
majority side, except the Senator from
Pennsylvania, including the chairman
and general counsel, are out of the city.
Only by accident did I learn that the
Senator would speak on the subject. I
shall undertake the chore of speaking
for colleagues whom the Senator did not
advise that he was going to make this
statement today.

Mr. SCOTT. Prior to my coming to
the Chamber, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania did advise the office of the chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. CLARK. At what time?

Mr. SCOTT. A short time before,
perhaps 15 minutes before I addressed
the Senate, because I did not know when
I would obtain the floor.

Mr. CLARK. Did not the Senator
know, before he started his speech, that
every Democratic member of the sub-
committee but me was out of the city?

Mr. SCOTT. Not only did the Senator
from Pennsylvania not know it, but the
Senator from Pennsylvania, knowing of
the present situation, with live quorums,
had reason to believe that all Senators
would be present. The Senator from
Pennsylvania did not know whether any
were present or absent. It should be re-
‘membered that on Friday certain Sena-
tors sought to compel a hearing on
Monday, which was not convenient to the
two Members from Pennsylvania, but
other Members sought to compel a meet-
ing on Monday, and this Senator had no
way of knowing who was present and who
was not present.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the Senator
from Nebraska without losing my right
to the floor.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr, CLark] states that it
is conjecture that the majority will vote
to close the hearings. May I ask the
Senator how he expects to vote, whether
he expects to vote to continue the inves-
tigation or bring it to a halt?

Mr. CLARK. I expect to cast my vote
after I have heard all the evidence which
I think is pertinent before the vote is
taken. I listened, almost ad nauseam, to
the questions on irrelevant matters at the
hearing last Friday. I listened in pa-
tience. I expect to listen in more pa-
tience tomorrow, as long as I am sure
there is not a filibuster, at which time I
will vote to end the debate and hearings.

Mr. CURTIS. How will the Senator
vote on calling witnesses and taking tes-
timony?

Mr. CLARK. I will cross that bridge
when I come to it.

Mr. CURTIS. How would the Senator
have voted Friday?

Mr. CLARK. The question never
came to a vote.

Mr. CURTIS. For what reason was
the Senator quoted as having voted to
terminate?

Mr. CLARK. ' I was not quoted.

Mr, CURTIS. Yes. I have a guota-
tion which states that Senator EVERETT
JorpaN, chairman of the Rules Commit-
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tee, stated that after a thorough discus-
sion of the matter the committee voted
6 to 3 to follow Major McClendon's
recommendation.

Is the Senator from Pennsylvania for
closing the hearings, or does he not wish
to say? X -

Mr. CLARK. I have no intention of
answering that completely improper
question by the Senator from Nebraska
at this time, and when I get ready the
Senator will know where I stand by a
vote taken in the committee and made
public later, rather than run to the floor
hollering before he is hurt, on the basis
of some mimeographed paper which has
no validity of any sort.

Mr. CURTIS. Is the Senator going
to help continue the investigation or is
he going to vote against it?

Mr. CLARK. I will answer the ques-
tion in committee at the proper time,
and not in response to an improper ques-
tion on the floor of the Senate by the
Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. I am very much en-
lightened by what the Senator has said.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I will yield
to the Senator from Minnesota with the
understanding that I do not lose my right
to the floor.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wanted to ask a
question with respect to the chairman

‘of the subcommittee, Senator JORDAN.

There is on the desk of the majority
leader and of the majority whip every
day a list of Senators on this side of the
aisle who are absent, and they are so
marked on this list. I gather that the
same situation prevails on the other side
of the aisle with respect to the Republi-
cans, and I gather that we are privy to
each other’s information, because there
has never been any difficulty in sharing
that information.

I wonder if the Senator from Penn-
sylvania has checked with the minority
secretary to find out whether or not the
chairman of the subcommittee was pres-
ent. I must say, in all fairness, that it
is a rather difficult situation to place the
committee in when the chairman of the
committee has been out of the city over
the weekend, it was known he would be
out of the city over the weekend, and
the information was before the Senate
this morning. I thought I understood
the Senator from Pennsylvania to say
he had informed the office of the Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. SCOTT. I sent word to his office.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Only earlier today,
a few minutes before his presentation.
Am I correct?

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the Senator. I
am perfectly aware of the somewhat
amusing attempt to divert the question
from the facts, There is an inference
directed at me that I have done some-
thing wrong. I was not aware of this or
many other of the tribal customs of the
majority. I was not even aware that a
record of those who are absent or present
was placed on the desk by the minority,
but I have been informed by a mem-
ber of the Senate staff that it was
given to the minority secretary. I have
been present for 77 of the preceding 80
rollcalls, and therefore I have not found
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it necessary to consult to determine who
was absent. Today, Monday, is the
only day upon whicn I could raise these
questions prior to the “guillotine ses-
sion” slated for tomorrow morning at
9 o’clock.

On many occasions, I have not been
told by members of the majority of the
dates on which hearings would be held
until calls were sent to my office. I and
other members of the minority are fre-
quently not told of the names of the
witnesses who are to be called until we
arrive at the hearing room-—not always,
but sometimes.

I am not told whether the majority
plan to release testimony or to hold pub-
lic hearings until I arrive at the ses-
sion. I am not told of what the ma-
jority discovers in its investigation. Al-
though transcripts of investigations are
available to him, they are so voluminous
that every day that passes offers new
revelations as to what the lengthy inves-
tigations may contain.

I believe it comes with ill grace from
the majority, not to give adequate no-
tice to another Senator who may be a
member of the minority on a committee.
This is a case in which we live by the
grace and good will of the majority,
which is usually extended; and we are
told what the majority thinks we are en-
titled to know. The floor of the Senate
is the only forum in which we can bring
out the facts.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. SCOTT. I have great respect for

the Senator from Minnesota, but the
Senator from Minnesota knows that the
civil rights of the minority and the civil
liberties of the minority are not all they
should be.
1 yield to the Senator from Minnesota.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Ido not know that
at all. I wish to know whether the Sen-
ator would have been available on Sat-
urday to have been given this informa-
tion,

Mr. SCOTT. No. The Senator ad-
vised the Rules Committee, most of the
Members being present, that I would not
be present on Saturday. At that time,
it was the impression—which had been
stated informally by members of the mi-
nority—that it was not expected a ses-
sion would be held on Saturday. The
Senator will recall that that session was
ordered later in the Friday transactions.
The information available was given to
me at lunchtime by the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DirseEN] to the effect that
he hoped a Saturday session would not
be necessary. He hoped it could be
avoided. He stated that he would con-
fer with the majority leader.

Mr. CURTIS. The chairman of the
committee was not available on Satur-
day to see if there was any opportunity
to report to the Senate that a move was
being made to close the hearings, and
disregard our written request for wit-
nesses.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Pennsylvania yield
further?

Mr. SCOTT. I am happy to yield, of
course, but I submit to the Senator that
if he wishes to speak on the merits of
the question, it would be more helpful
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than to discuss who notified whom of
what.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I am not going to
enter into this dispute. I am not a
member of the committee, but there is
such a thing as comity. ‘

Mr. SCOTT. Iam well aware of that.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The Senator ob-
viously is a skilled investigator.

Mr. SCOTT. I donotclaim that.

Mr. HUMPHREY. In view of the evi-
dence now presented, it seems to me that
he would be able to find the information
on this sheet that he saw on both sides
of the aisle. To do justice to the chair-
man of the committee, he should have
been notified. The chairman of the
committee should have been present, in
order to defend his position. Counsel
for the committee should have been no-
tified. I believe it is only fair to say
that had he been notified, he would have
been present.

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator is well
aware that all that would be necessary
to gag me, to prevent me from having
the use of the floor today, would be for
a sufficient number of members of the
majority of the Rules Committee to have
absented themselves.

This is the only day on which I can
speak. I will not be diverted further by
a question of who was notified as to
what. It seems to me Senators should
be in the Chamber. The Senator says I
am a good investigator. I make no such
claim, but I am well aware when a poor
investigation is taking place.

I am making the point that this is an
incomplete investigation, and that we
should like to proceed.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield for one
more question?

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to yield, but
after that I wish to proceed without
yielding further. For the time being I
vield to my colleague from Pennsylvania,
with the understanding that I do not
lose my right to the floor.

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

Mr. CLARK. Where was the Senator
Saturday during the quorum call? The
Senator was in Pennsylvania politicking,
was he not?

Mr. SCOTT. No. As a matter of
fact, I was in Pennsylvania meeting with
a Greek-American group of my constitu-
ents. I thank the Senator from Penn-
sylvania for mentioning that fact.

Mr. CLARK. It was published in the
Philadelphia Inquirer.

Mr. SCOTT. Not on Saturday. I
have never heard a question addressed
to a Senator quite I'’ke that. However, I
was discussing a matter of interest—in
private, not in a public speech—with
some Greek-American constituents of
mine, for whom I have the highest re-
gard, as I have for the Kingdom of
Greece.

Mr. President, for the time being, I
shall now proceed without yielding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania has the
floor.

Mr, SCOTT., I turn now, Mr. Presi-
dent, to rule XIX, and we will get into
this question of witnesses who were de-
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nied access to the committee through
testimony.

Rule XIX adopted unanimously, which
was a compromise decision agreed on by
all members, reads as follows:

19. Any Member of the Committee may re-
quest that the Chairman direct one or more
staffl members to secure evidence and inter-
view possible witnesses.

Let it be noted from the first sentence
that only the chairman can direct staff
members to pursue an investigation, and
this also limits the scope of the minority
investigator. But I will proceed to read
the rest of the rule:

Any Member of the Committee may request
that a witness be called to testify before the
Committee in executive session. Such re-
guests shall be honored by the Chairman un-
less he finds that the evidence in question,
or interview of a possible witness or the testi-

. mony of the witness is irrelevant to the in-

vestigation, in which case the question shall
be determined by a majority vote of the
Committee.

What does the rule provide? It pro-
vides that all Senators on the Rules Com-
mittee have equal rights, and that at any
point any Senator may make a request to
call witnesses. A substitute motion to
the motion to terminate the investigatory
phase of the investigation was based on
this rule. This amendment would per-
mit the names of various witnesses to be
presented to the full committee before
they were called.

Thereupon, the burden shifted to the
full committee, and the chairman would
be required to submit to a vote, if a vote
were deemed necessary, if it were not
unanimously approved or disapproved,
the question of whether the calling of
the witness was relevant or not. Let us
examine the relevancy of some of the
witnesses. Ihave already adverted to the
request that Mr. Preston J, Moore be
called, a request made on an earlier oc-
casion.

Mr. Moore could have established a
misappropriation of funds by Mr. Baker
if that is what happened to them.

Another witness I sought to question
was Mr. Jay McDonnell. Mr. McDon-
nell was an employee of Mr. Baker, as
secretary to the majority. Mr. McDon-
nell had indicated a willingness to tes-
tify. He had been discharged, or his
services were terminated by Mr. Baker,
who on one occasion had said to him,
“You will have to go, because you don’t
like the way I operate around here.” Mr.
MecDonnell’'s tenure was preserved for a
while by the intercession of various per-
sons, but eventually he departed without
Mr. Baker's blessings. The request to
call Mr. McDonnell was obviously denied,
and rule XIX was not even invoked.

There are others. The three minority
members requested that 14 or 16 named
persons be called. The minority requested
that Mr. Reynolds be recalled in view of
his affidavit in support of previous tes-
timony, and directed to bring in new ma-
terial. The affidavit of Mr. Reynolds
would indicate that there had been fur-
ther discussions with Mr, Baker and Mr.
Walter Jenkins. The request to call Mr.
Reynolds was refused. The request to
call an important witness, the head of a
telephone answering service, who would
establish that, in fact, Mr. Jenkins had
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made certain calls to Mr. Reynolds, was
refused.

All the minority Senators requested
that Mr. Jenkins be called to testify, not
that he might or might not establish any
desired facts—no one wanted or desired
that he prove one thing or another—
but that he clarify certain points and es-
tablish whether or not the affidavit of the
two other witnesses, the documentary
evidence, and the proffered witness, of
the telephone answering service, were
true, and whether the witnesses were in-
deed telling the truth, or whether Mr.
Jenkins was telling the truth in the affi-
davit submitted.

In this great democracy of ours, all
men are supposed to receive equal treat-
ment under law. All the witnesses who
appeared before the committee, or who
were regarded as important prospective
witnesses, were required to appear under
oath. One witness alone was excused,
because he was undergoing basic military
training, and his testimony was of slight
relevancy at best.

The only important witness with ma-
terial evidence to offer, who was not
called by the committee, among all the
evidence that was received, was Mr. Wal-
ter Jenkins.

The committee counsel interviewed
him, and later presented an interview,
but no affidavit from the witness. I be-
lieve an affidavit was subsequently ob-
tained, to the effect that he swore that
the interview was correct.

In spite of repeated efforts to point out
that, in fairness, under our legislative
proceedings, all witnesses should be re-
quired to undergo the same procedure
under the rule, and appear and testify
under oath, the committee displayed fa-
voritism toward one witness, and it de-
nied that treatment to any other witness,
except in the compassionate case of the
G.I, where the members of the commit-
tee agreed that it would be brutal to
have him leave basic training on a mat-
ter of slight relevance, when he would
have to complete the entire training from
the beginning, if he were called.

At a later date, I shall give the names
of other witnesses whom we sought to
have called. The three minority mem-
bers of the committee requested that all
persons who had been employed by Mr.
Baker during his tenure of office be called
as witnesses, including the former wife
of Ernest Tucker, now Mrs. Broom, and
others. The committee arbitrarily re-
fused to hear the testimony of such wit-
nesses, offered by the minority, in spite
of the Senate resolution, which directs
us to investigate Senate employees and
their relationships.

Among the witnesses who were sug-
gested to be called was one Joseph Fab-
ianish, as to whom at least some
members of the Committee on Rules and
Administration were concerned about
what influence was used, if any—and we
believe some was used—+to bring about his
transfer from the District of Columbia
jail to Leavenworth. He was comfort-
ably resting in the local jail in the Dis~
triet of Columbia until this investigation
became hot.

Mr. Fabianish was serving a 9-year
conviction on a white slavery charge.
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A brother of Joseph Fabianish, accord-
ing to the notes of our investigation,
had said, among other things—there
was also the indication that Fabianish
could testify to the fact—that Bobby
Baker had on one occasion beaten up
a young girl. That was regarded by the
committee as not bearing on the fiscal
irresponsibility of Bobby Baker, or on
any other impropriety, but regarded by
me as a distinct impropriety.

Before Mr. Fabianish could be pro-
duced, he was transferred to Leaven-
worth. Before Ellen Romesch could be
interviewed, she was sent back to Ger-
many by a person or persons unknown.
There are many other witnesses whom
the committee has ignored. There is
Juan LaBoy, the secretary of Juan
Bosch, the former President of the Domi-
nican Republic.

Our investigation indicates that there
was a close and continued relationship
between Bobby Baker and Juan LaBoy.
Dr. Bosch turned this lead over to us.
Dr. Bosch was not called; neither was
Juan LaBoy.

In the opinion of some of the inves-
tigators, there is believed to be a tie-in
between the efforts of Mr. Baker and
certain gamblers, including Benjamin
Siegelbaum, Edward Levinson, Torres,
and others, to get the gambling conces-
sions in the Caribbean.

A number of gamblers took the fifth
amendment, in a sort of Bobby Baker
cocktail party atmosphere, where they
passed the fifth around for their mutual
enjoyment.

These things were not pursued.

There was also the Lieutenant Gov-
ernor of Nevada, who, with Levinson and
another man, was alleged to have met
with the International Hotel Corp. to
arrange gambling concessions. He was
never called, although it was said he was
in Europe. I do not know whether he
is still in Europe. It is certainly clear
that the committee has no intention of
waiting for him.

There are more, and it may be neces-
sary to refer to them at a later time.
I have certain matters that I wish to
have included in the REecorp. Before
doing so, I yield to the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska, with the un-
derstanding that I do not lose the floor,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, there is
objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania—

Mr. CLARK. I object.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from
Pennsylvania has referred to me by
name.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I object.
I ask for the regular order.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator from
Pennsylvania——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. The Chair will
explain and state the situation. The
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScorT]
has the floor. He can yield only by
unanimous consent, unless he is yielding
for a question only.

Mr. CLARK. 1 ask for the regular
order.
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Mr. CURTIS. I ask to be recognized
in my own right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScoTT]
has the floor.

Mr. CURTIS. I will ask to be recog-
nized when the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has concluded his remarks.

Mr. SCOTT. When I have concluded,
I am glad to yield to the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLAREK. I do not want the Sen-
ator to yield to me. I shall seek the
floor in my own behalf as the actirig ma-
jority leader, when the Senator from
Pennsylvania has concluded his remarks.
. Mr. SCOTT. I do not believe I am
acting minority leader, but I shall con-
tinue if it is satisfactory to Senators.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator has the
floor.

Mr. SCOTT. There are other matters
which are of great interest. There is
the matter of the charter of the na-
tional bank, and the question as to how
that charter was obtained. There is the
question of certain stock records, and
whether these people are the kind of
people who are normally associated with
banking operations. I understand that
a Member of the other body, a Repre-
sentative from Ohio [Mr. OLIvER P. BoL-
TON], through a committee, is conducting
an investigation along those lines, since
we are unable to pursue it.

Among other important requests, we
have not been permitted to follow, from
time to time we have indicated that we
would like to have the stock record and
the stock transfer record, and every
other record that pertains to anyone who
owns or ever owned any stock in the
MAGIC. If we could obtain access
to those records, we are of the opinion
that interesting revelations having to do
with various fiscal irregularities tying in
relevantly, we believe, with the current
mandate, could be obtained. We are
proceeding in the dark because the ma-
jority is not interested in obtaining the
stock records of MAGIC.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Will the Senator
please identify this corporation by its
full name?

Mr. SCOTT. Mortgage & Guaranty
{‘gsurance Corp., or Co., of Milwaukee,

is.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It is located in Mil-
waukee?

Mr. SCOTT.
waukee, Wis.

Mr. LAUSCHE. As I understand, cer-
tain members of the committee want the
records brought in so as to be able to
trace the orders issuing stock and the
sources of such stock.

Mr. SCOTT. Yes.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I ask the Senator if
I am correct in my understanding that
this mortgage company was used in is-
suing stock to certain individuals at a
price far below what that stock was sell-
ing for on the market?

Mr. SCOTT. That is the testimony.

Mr. LAUSCHE, Is it the belief of some
members of the committee that similar
stock was issued to others than the ones

It is located in Mil-
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who were identified by a portion of the
testimony?

Mr. SCOTT. Yes. It is our respon-
sibility to find that out, if we are able
to doit. There is evidence or comment—
I am not sure which—in the testimony
which indicates that this company was
to issue some $700,000 worth of stock to
persons who could be helpful or influ-
ential in the development of this com-
pany, and this $700,000 worth of stock
was supposed to be issued at less than
the market value.

The committee has been able to un-
earth the issuance of between $100,000
and $200,000, but as to more than
$500,000 worth of the stock, we are not
even sure if it was issued. We believe
it was issued, but we have no proof what-
ever. We believe it was issued because
various sources of our information have
indicated that the stock books and
transfer books of MAGIC, would pro-
duce interesting material with reference
to the framework of this investigation.
We do not know whether $500,000 or
more of the stock was issued. We have
not had the opportunity to learn the
facts.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What request did the
committee make in respect to ways
and means of finding out whether it was
issued, at what price, and to whom it
went?

Mr. SCOTT. We have a list of 16
witnesses. In the letter we added that
there was other information which we
sought to obtain, but we have been
stopped at the 16. We have orally dis-
cussed from time to time the necessity
of finding out who the other MAGIC
stockholders are, but the committee has
shown no interest in telling us, or in
subpenaing the records. We are not able
to proceed further upon this point, be-
cause we have asked for 16 witnesses..

I believe two or three of those were
actually called after we asked for the
16. So let us say there is a list of 14
witnesses. Since we have been turned
down on the 14 witnesses, we have not
been able to proceed, with the exception
of the two or three witnesses just men-
tioned, on which occasion certain rec-
ords were demanded—I believe the rec-
ords of MAGIC and possibly some addi-
tional records of the Serv-U Corp., and
another record of, I would say, a less
important nature.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Can the Senator
confirm whether I am right or wrong in
my understanding that there were some
indications that there issued between
$400,000 and $500,000 in stock at a price
below what it was selling for in the
market. Efforts had been made to bring
in records and to run down the actual
facts with a view of determining whether
such stock was issued, at what price it
was issued, and to whom it went?

Mr. SCOTT. Aside from certain glee-
ful references from the majority which
involved one Member of the other body
as to some question of stock ownership
which was linked mysteriously, no other
evidence of interest has appeared in the
desire of some of us to ascertain what
is the truth and who got the stock, if
anyone did. But is it clear that they
intended to issue 700,000 shares to peo-
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ple who could be helpful, which I be-
lieve to mean influential because it is
in the context of the testimony as to
who could be helpful to advance the in-
terest of this corporation.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What was the form
of the testimony, and by whom was it
given, showing that the general plan was
to issue $700,000 of stock to individuals
who could be helpful in achieving certain
objectives?

Mr. SCOTT. Several witnesses were
called. I am not sure I can remember
the testimony of any witness, but among
the witnesses called was a Mr. Max Karl,
the president of the company; Mr.
Tucker; and Mr. Hill. There are certain
documents in the possession of the com-
mittee’s investigators.

Certain references appear in certain
documents in the possession of the com-
mittee investigators. All of this "has
since been published and a transcript
has since been made available.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What is the present
status of the investigation as it exists in
the committee?

Mr. SCOTT. The present status of the
investigation is unknown to the minority,
is probably known to the majority, but
the outcome of tomorrow’s meeting is,
let us say, in nebuli, if I may say so, from
one lawyer to another—in the clouds.
It is undetermined what will happen
tomorrow. But as I said earlier, I think
it is the firm intention of the majority
to terminate the investigatory phase of
his investigation tomorrow, although the
committee is confronted by demands for
witnesses and for records in accordance
with the rules of the committee.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I would like to have
the Senator give me an answer to the
question as to how I should write to
an Ohioan who wrote to me and said:

If you are innocent in what has been going
on in the Senate, you will press for a fur-
ther investigation. If you are a participant,
you will not do so. I will await your reply.

Mr. SCOTT. Each Senator is the
keeper of his own conscience. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is known not only in the
Senate, but also in his State and nation-
ally, as a man of great conscience. While
I cannot suggest anything to be said, I
can express the opinion that if the Sen-
ator were in fact a member of the ma-
jority of the Rules Committee, I am
quite certain that he would be very
sternly demanding at this time a contin-
uance of its investigation. I hope the
Senator will send that message to his
constituent, because I have every con-
fidence it would be true.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp the affidavit of Milton L. Hauft; a
letter to Senator Jorpan from Senator
WiLriams of Delaware, enclosing the af-
fidavit of Mr. Hauft: a copy of committee
rule XIX; the affidavits of Irene Clem-
ents, Don B. Reynolds, and the state-
ment by Maj. Lennox P. McLendon dat-
ed March 13, 1964:

A statement by the chairman of the
committee, at 3:45 p.m. on March 13,
1964.

A statement by the chairman of the
.committee on March 13, 1964, undated,
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but apparently prior to the statement at
3:45 p.m.

An editorial from the Washington Eve-
ning Star of March 12; and an article
published in the Washington Star on
March 6.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, although I shall
not object to the request for these inser-
tions——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Pennsylvania has the fioor.

Mr. CURTIS. But he has requested
unanimous consent——

Mr. CLARK., Mr. President, I call for
the regular order, which does not permit
a speech to be made in connection with
a reservation of the right to object. I
call for a ruling by the Chair on the point
of order.

Mr. SCOTT. < Mr. President, if the
Senator will reserve his motion for a later
time, I shall conclude by also requesting
that there be printed in the REcorp an
article from the Washington Star of
March 9. That is the list of the items
I wish to have printed in the RECORD.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, at least one of
the documents contains a false and un-
truthful statement about the junior Sen-
ator from Nebraska and reflects upon his
charaeter. I shall not object to having
it printed in the Recorp; but I wish to
reserve my right, under the Senate rule,

to speak thereon.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, has my
colleague concluded?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-

dent——
Mr. SCOTT. I am about to yield to
the Senator from Iowa for a question.
Mr. CLARK. 1 am perfectly willing
to have that done. I merely wish to be
recognized next.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent——
Mr. SCOTT. I yield to the Senator

from Iowa for a question.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. My question
is as follows: In view of the published
reports on the progress of the hearings,
and as the view of one person who has
read those published reports and finds
there are so many loose ends of this mat-
ter which have not been caught up or
explained or investigated or explored, I
would ask the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania whether he can tell me why there
seems to be such a concerted effort on
the part of the majority to close the
hearing and to stop further examination
into avenues which constantly seem to
be opening up, and which need explana-
tion, in light of the resolution which di-
rects the committee to look into these
matters.

Mr. SCOTT. I may say to the Sena-
tor from Iowa that I have mentioned
that the majority seem under some com-
pulsion or some sense of compulsion to
terminate the proceedings. Although
either side may well charge the other
with the faet that any development
affecting the Senate has political impli-
cations and overtones, and each side
may well charge that the other side is
indulging in political commentary, the
one thing the public wants to know—
and the public is not the least bit inter-
ested in knowing whether we speak as
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Republicans or as Democrats—is the
answer to the question which was asked
by Pilate: “What is the truth?”

So the public wants to know what is
the truth in this case and why is there
the determination to run away from
completion of the hearing. Wherein
lies the truth? It cannot harm the
country or invade the legislative domain
of the Senate to insist that that infor-
mation be given the members of the
committee, even if they do not wish to
hear it.

Mr. President, I regret that it has been
necessary to bring up this matter at all.
Although it is fashionable for Members
to accuse each other of having political
motivation, and although I do not think
any member of the committee can deny
that he is a member of a political party,
and that at times he is politically moti-
vated—for it would be incredible if that
were not so, under our two-party sys-
tem—yet at the basis of this situation
lies the quest for the truth.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Does the
Senator from Pennsylvania feel that in
connection with this affair there are
perhaps unanswered questions which
may raise or may continue to raise some
suspicion in the minds of either Senators
or members of the public about the in-
tegrity of the employee situation in the
Senate in certain particulars?

Mr. SCOTT. I do. I feel that while
the name of Bobby Baker may go down
to its own special brand of infamy, and
he himself may be dismissed as a first-
grade hustler for a “fast buck” who took
advantage of his position to become a
millionaire and who attempted to dam-
age or tended to damage somne few oth-
ers who may have been associated with
him, yet this is not a political issue. One
thing the American people have a right
to ask, whenever they wish to ask it,
is whether a legislative investigating
commitfee should hastily terminate its
investigation, and whether the decision
to terminate it is dictated by outside in-
fluences—outside the legislative body or
within it, but outside this committee.
What is at issue at all times—not po-
litically, but it is a highly important
issue to the American people, regardless
of politics—is why is there the coverup?
Why was this swept under the rug?
Why is it that, of all places, in the U.S.
Senate there is no disposition beyond a
certain point to clear the name of the
U.S. Senate, in other words, to assume
that one can be half-safe or half-clean,
as the advertisements say? I do not
think any such thing is proper.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Pennsylvania yield
for one more question?

Mr. SCOTT. 1yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Does not the
Senator from Pennsylvania think, there-
fore, that the very integrity of the Senate
and of the Senators themselves as a body
and of the Senate’s system is in question
at all times to some degree, in connection
with this matter, and that it should be
clarified by a thorough exposure, to a
reasonable and proper extent, of the
ramifications of this matter?

Mr. SCOTT. That is what the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. CurTtis], the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. Coorerl, and I have
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advocated throughout the proceedings;
and we still advocate it. But, in my
judgment, tomorrow we shall be over-
ruled in advocating it, because of the
strange compulsion which besets our
friends and colleagues.

It is a pity to have the investigation
end in this fashion. I do not think it will
end there with the American people, If
we do an inadequate job or a partial job
or if we quit when there is another group
of witnesses to be heard—perhaps one-
third as many witnesses—who can testify
to material matters, as compared with
the number already called, or perhaps
half as many—I do not think the people
ever will think this investigation was
other than what one newspaper charac-
terized it, that is, a tawdry investiga-
tion—and that a stain will remain on
the integrity of the Senate.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I congratulate
the Senator for bringing the issues to a
point at this time this afternoon. It is
healthy for us to know what the circum-
stances are. I earnestly hope that the
committee will pursue the issues until
doubt and question as to the integrity of
the Senate as an institution or its em-
ployees has been cleared up, exposed, or
remedied, whatever the case may be. I
congratulate the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Pennsylvania to have printed in the
Recorp the various documents that he
previously requested the Chair to au-
thorize?

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

MARCH 12, 1964.

I, Milton L. Hauft, living at 3801 Archer
Place, Kensington, Md., do give this affidavit
to Senator JorN J. WiLLiaMs, of Delaware,
of my own free will.

On this date I was called to the Internal
Revenue Service to give information relative
to tax returns I had prepared for Robert G.
Baker.

During the course of presenting the infor-
mation in my possession I was questioned
about some partnership tax returns prepared
for the Carousel Motel. During the course
of my assoclation with Mr. Baker I had never
prepared any returns for the Carousel
Motel. When presented with the return by
the Internal Revenue Service I noted that
the signatures purported to be mine were
forgeries.

As the result of this I went back to the
personal returns for Mr. Baker prepared by
me, and on looking at the signatures on
these returns I noted that the signatures as
to the person preparing these returns were
also forgeries and were not my signatures.

This was reported immediately to the in-
vestigators of the Internal Revenue Service,
and samples and specimens of my handwrit-
ing were also presented to them for match-
ing purposes.

Wasumneron, D.C.
Sworn to and subscribed before me this
12th day of March 1964.
[sEAL] KATHERYN M., COULTER,
Notary Public.
My commission expires April 14, 1965.

MrrToN L. HAUFT.

MarcH 12, 1064.
Hon. B. EVERETT JORDAN,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR SENATOR JORDAN: Mr. Milton L. Hauft,
the accountant who testified before your
committee as having prepared Mr. Robert G.
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Baker's tax returns, has just left my office
after preparing the enclosed affidavit.

It seems that Mr. Hauft, while being inter-
viewed by the Treasury Department officlals,
discovered that the tax returns In the De-
partment’s files are not the ones which he
prepared but that these returns bear his
forged signature.

A copy of the affidavit which he has given
to me today to that effect is enclosed here-
with.

Yours sincerely,
JOHN J. WILLIAMS.

| ENCLOSURE]

19. Any Member of the Committee may re-
quest that the Chalrman direct one or more
staff members to secure evidence and inter-
view possible witnesses. Any Member of the
Committee may request that a witness be
called to testify before the Committee in ex-
ecutive session. Such requests shall be hon-
ored by the Chairman unless he finds that
the evidence in question, or interview of a
possible witness or the testimony of the wit-
ness is irrelevant to the Investigation, In
which case the question shall be determined
by a majority vote of the Committee.

AFFIDAVIT

State of Maryland, County of Montgomery,
to wit:

I hereby certify that on this —— day of
March, A.D. 1964, before the subscriber, a
notary public of the State and county afore-
sald, personally appeared Irene Clements
who, by me having been first duly sworn in
the manner and form required by law, on
oath deposes and says:

1. That she is an adult, a citizen of the
United States, a resident of the State of
Maryland, county of Montgomery, compe-
tent to testify, and has personal knowledge
of the matters and things hereinafter set
forth.

2. That she is the owner and operator of
that business, situate, lying and being in
Montgomery County, Sllver Spring, Md.,
known as the L and I Answering Service,
B412 Georgia Avenue, Silver Spring, Md.; that
there are among the subscribers to her serv-
ice, one Don B. Reynolds, who was a sub-
scriber to this service during the month of
January 1963, and at all tlmes hereinafter
mentioned and subscribed.

3. That during the month of January, A.D.
1963, I received, among other calls, a call
for Mr. Reynolds from a person who identi-
fied himself as Walter Jenkins, and left a
number, Capital 4-3121, extension 5141, for
Mr, Reynolds to call; that thereafter, to wit,
in the month of April 1863, I received another
call for Mr. Reynolds, from a person who
identified himself as Walter Jenkins, in which
the caller stated that it was urgent that he
reach Mr. Reynolds; that thereafter, about 2
weeks later, another call was recelved from a
person who identified himself as Walter Jen-
kins, agaln stating that it was important
that Mr. Reynolds be located, and stating
further that he (Mr. Jenkins) would walt in
his office until the call was returned. I lo-
cated Mr. Reynolds In the office of Congress-
man JoHN McMiLLaN and delivered the mes-
sage. The time was about 6 p.m.

IrRENE CLEMENTS.

AFFIDAVIT

State of Maryland, County of Montgomery,
to-wit:

I hereby certify that on this —— day of
March, AD. 1964, before the subscriber, a
notary public of the State of Maryland, per-
sonally appeared Don B. Reynolds who, by
me having been first duly sworn in the man-
ner and form required by law, on oath deposes
and says:

1. That he is an adult, a citizen of the
United States, a resident of the State and
county aforesaid, competent to testify, and
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has personal knowledge of the matters and
things hereinafter set forth, and that the
statements hereinafter set forth are true and
correct to the best of his knowledge, infor-
mation and bellef; that heretofore, to-wit,
on or about the 20th day of February 1963,
while a guest at the Racket Club in Montego
Bay, Jamaica, I received a telephone call,
charged to my Silver Spring phone number,
from Robert G. Baker, secretary to the ma-
Jority, U.S. Senate; that I am informed and
believe, and belleving ever, that the said
Becretary did make repeated efforts to call
on this date; that the purpose of the said
call was to advise me that the Vice President,
Lyndon B. Johnson, desired to know the
amount of rebate, or kickback of commis-
sion, he would receive from his life insurance
conversion of #$100,000 term to #$100,000
permanent, retroactively to date of issuance
of term; that I declined to discuss the mat-
ter, stating I would seek information on my
return to the Continental United States; that
Mr. Baker stated he would advise Walter
Jenkins and the Vice President of our con-
versation; that during the conversation Mr.
Baker asked me to contact his dear friend,
Mr. Bill Dougherty, former head of the
Postal Workers and Mail Carriers Union, then
Ambassador to Jamaica; that following this
call, I contacted the Ambassador personally
by telephone, and on February 22, 1963, again
talked to the Ambassador; that thereafter,
in March or April 1963, Mr. Baker asked me
to call Walter Jenkins who, when contacted,
atked if the Insurance conve-sion was com-
plete; that In April or early May 1963, in the
office of John McMullen, I received a call
from my answering service advising me that
Walter Jenkins was urgently calling me; that
I called Mr. Jenkins and was asked if I had
received my commission and I stated I had;
he then stated that whatever I wo ked out
with Mr Baker should be given to Mr. Baker
in cash and Mr. Baker would bring it in.
Don B. REYNOLDS,

Ll
Notary Publie.
STATEMENT BY LENNox P. McLENDON TO
RuLEs COMMITTEE, MARCH 13, 1964

Mr. Chairman and members of the com-
mittee, about 4 weeks I became con-
vinced that the Investigation under Senate
Resolution 212 was rapidly reaching a point
of no return. At that time a number of
witnesses remained to testify and we had
not completed some specific investigations
then underway, such as those in Puerto Rico
and the Caribbean area.

I am now prepared to state to the com-
mittee my views with respect to the future
activities of the committee and of its staff.
Before stating these views, I would like to
review briefly what has been done to date.

More than 180 individuals have been in-
terviewed at length, and approximately 50
more have been interviewed briefly. Some
of these persons have been interviewed twice
and some even three times. Written reports
of these Interviews, numbering more than
180, have been prepared and placed in the
files and studied by the legal staff. Fifty-
nine witnesses have been examined and five
of these in both executive and public ses-
sions. A total of 42 witnesses have been
examined in public sesslons. Records of
more than 35 banks and financial institu-
tions have been carefully examined., Infor-
mation and assistance have been sought and
obtained from a number of Government
agencies. The committee has held 18 public
sessions—3 of these consuming both morn-
ing and afternoon. It has met in executive
session on 22 days and 6 of these meetings
have been in both the morning and after-
noon. It is of some significance that of
the total of 59 witnesses examined, all but
5 have volunteered to be Interviewed and
have appeared and testified voluntarily. In
the course of the investigation extending to
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81 cities, States, and countries, including
Puerto Rico and the Dominican Republic,
the committee has compiled a list of more
than 700 individuals and organizations iden-
tified in interviews, or in public records, or
in the public press as having some knowledge
of the subject matter under investigation,

This enormous amount of work has been
done by a relatively small stafl consisting
of four former FBI-trained investigators,
three trained and competent accountants
from the General Accounting Office, one
former FBI-trained investigator assigned by
the minority, and five permanent staff mem-
bers of the Rules Committee, including an
associate counsel assigned by the minority.

It must be borne in mind that the com-
mittee, in its investigations and in taking
evidence, is bound by the limitations of the
Senate resolution under which it functions.
The express language of the resolution con-
fines the investigation to “financial or busi-
ness interests or activities of any officer or
employee or former officer or employee of the
Senate.” I would like to emphasize that all
evidence deemed by me, as general counsel,
to be pertinent under this language of Sen-
ate Resolution 212 has been produced under
oath before the committee, except such
evidence as witnesses have declined to give
in rellance upon their claimed legal and
constitutional rights, and except such as I
have deemed insignificant, repetitive, or
cumulative. Although I have conferred and
consulted fully with other members of the
staff, I take full rerponsibility for these deci-
sions required in the orderly conduct of the
investigation,

I think two conclusions may be drawn
from this extensive investigation. First, it is
highly unlikely that any additional evidence
can be found materally differing from the
type of evidence already placed in the record
of the committee’s hearings; and cecond,
that it is a reazonable certainty that any ad-
ditional evidence which can be produced will
be repetitive and cumulative. If evidence
differing substantially from the pattern of
evidence already presented is in existence,
surely it would have been discovered in the
course of this investigation.

Although it 1s not my responsibility to
make factual conclusions and judgments for
the committee, it is my responsibility to ex-
press to the committee my legal opinion as
to the probative value of the evidence pre-
sented to the committee under my direction.

It is my carefully considered opinion that
the evidence fully justifies the committee in
finding the existence of conditions which
have made possible a multitude of acts by
some of the officers and employees of the Sen-
ate, which acts are incompatible with the
responsibilities of the Senate, violative of
the generally accepted standards of official
conduct rightfully expected by the Ameri-
can people of their public officials and em-
ployees, and constituting improprieties of
the grossest character within the meaning of
Senate Resolution 212. The further and in-
escapable conclusion follows that additional
laws, rules, or regulations are necessary for
the purpose of prohibiting or restricting such
activities and conduct.

I would be remiss in my duty to the com-
mittee if I did not make some observations
concerning other legal aspects of this in-
vestigation. Notwithstandirg widely enter-
talned and often asserted opinions to the
contrary, the committee has no authority to
conduct a trial or trials either civil or crim-
inal, of anyone. If; In the orderly conduct
of its investigations, the evidence shows the
commission of a crime, the responsibility for
prosecution of the indicted criminal falls
upon the Department of Justice which, at
the appropriate time, should have full ac-
cess to the committee’s records and files.

It is of importance to note that when basic
facts are once established from which the
committee may draw reasonable conclusions
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with respect to the exercise of its legislative
duty of making recommendations to the
Senate for remedial and. preventive legisla-
tion, or rules and regulations, any further
investigations and exposures of the conduct
of individuals find unqualified condemnation
in the applicable court decisions holding
that exposure for exposure's sake' is both
legally and morally indefensible. ;

It is also of importance to take note of
the inescapable legal conclusion that the
committee would be detoured completely
away from its area of jurisdiction if it pro-
ceeds to try individuals for the purpose of
determining, if possible, whether a particu-
lar witness has not testified to the truth or
has testified falsely respecting details of
pertinent transactions. What is material and
relevant to the subject matter defined in
Senate Resolution 212—was there a busi-
ness or financial transaction, participated in
by an officer or employee of the Senate, con-
stituting a conflict of interest (as defined by
Federal law) or constituting any other im-
propriety (meaning other than a conflict of
interest) ? If the answer ls “yes,” then the
transaction, its operation, and its purpose
are helpful to the committee in the perform-
ance of its legislative purpose—if the answer
is “no,"” then the transaction loses its proba-
tive value, however curious or even sensa-
tional it may be. This is not to say the
committee is not interested in the commis-
sion of perjury by witnesses, but in this con-
nection, it must be remembered that the
basis for the crime or perjury is that the al-
leged perjured testimony must be material
to the subject matter—meaning helpful to
the committee in coming to a judgmatic
conclusion with respect to its recommenda-
tions for legislative action. I can think of
few things more unseemly and positively vio-
lative of the accepted standards of fair and
objective investigation than would be a series
of trials in Instances where real or imaginary
conflicts of testimony have occurred with re-
spect to detalls of transactions, which trans-
actions themselves are adequately estab-
lished or proven.

With this background and subject to the
authority of the committee to control its
future proceedings, I recommend:

1. That investigations and hearings con-
cerning any financial interest or business
activities of officers or emplcyees and former
officers or employees of the Senate, for the
purpose of ascertaining whether any such in-
terest or activities (financial or business in-
terests or activities) have involved conflicts
of interest or other impropriety, be discon-
tinued; and

2. That the staff and such other assistants
as the committee may choose be instructed
to begin immedlately the preparation of the
committee's report and its recommendations
to the U.S. Senate.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR B. EVERETT JORDAN,
3:45 p.m., MarcH 13, 1964

At 8:20 this afternoon, I was astonished
to learn that Senator CarL T. CurTis, Repub-
lican, of Nebraska, had released fo a few re-
porters the report, or parts of the report,
made by the committee's general counsel,
Maj. L. P. McLendon, in an executive session
held this morning. This act of Senator
Curtis is violative of the rules under which
this committee has functioned from the
beginning in that all actions and proceed-
ings heard in executive session are consid-
ered confidential until released by a majority
vote of the committee.

In view of the conduct of Senator CURTIS,
I deem it necessary, in fairness to the com-
mittee, to release the report and recommen-
dations of the committee's general counsel
to the entire press and the public.

The written report, which Is attached to
this statement, was followed by an oral
presentation of Major McLendon, in some
detall explaining the pains taken by him and

5377

all members of the staff, including the
minority members, in surveying the work
done by the staff and in considering the
possibility that other persons might be in-
terviewed and even examined. He also re-
ported on each of the persons on the list
dated March 9, 1964, which was furnished by
the Republican members of the committee.
Because of the receipt by me late yesterday
afternoon of an affidavit made by Milton
Hauft, which I immediately passed on to
Major McLendon, he stated that his recom-
mendations with respect to future investi-
gations and hearings before the committee
were subject:

(1) To the authority of the committee to
control its future proceedings and subject to
the presentation to the committee of any
evidence with respect to the matter ralsed by
Mr, Hauft's affidavit.

Benator CurTis admitted in the executive
meeting that he had requested the minority
leader of the Senate to raise objection to the
sitting of the Rules Committee while the
Senate was in session. This objection hav-
ing been made, it was necessary for the com-
mittee to recess at approximately 12:30 p.m.

‘The recess was taken until Tuesday, March

17, 1964, at 9 a.m.

I again express my great regret that the
Republican members of the committee have
seen fit to resort to tactics designed to pre-
vent the committee from meeting its re-
sponsibility under authority of Senate Reso-
lution 212. If the same tactics are followed
in subsequent meetings, it is highly improb-
able that the committee can transact any
business until such tactics are discontinued.
Surely the Members of the Senate and the
public generally will not condone the effort
of the minority members of this committee
to convert this investigation into a political
football. I repeat, there is nothing more
important in the U.S. Senate today than the
necessity of courageously facing the adop-
tion of effective laws, rules or regulations
designed to put a stop to the sort of conduct
on the part of its officers and employees
which the evidence before this committee
now discloses.

Since there can be no doubt about the fact
that the evidence already heard will abun-
dantly support, both in law and in fact, a
courageous report and recommendations.to
the Senate, there can be no justification for
the effort being made by the Republican
members of the committee to throw out a
dragnet and interview dozens of citizens who
are merely supposed to know something
about the subject matter of the investl-
gation.

‘We have reached the point where the tak-

ing of further testimony in this situation

would serve no legislative purpose.

We therefore have the duty and responsi-
bility to begin work on specific and con-
structive measures to prevent the kind of
actlvities we have discovered during our in-
vestigation from happening again,

This is the duty of the U.S. Senate—not
that of the Democrats or of the Republicans,

Throughout this investigation, I have bent

over backwards to be fair and nonpartisan.

I will continue to take this approach be-
cause I think the Senate—the whole Sen-
ate—has a responsibility it must meet.
STATEMENT BY SENATOR B. EVERETT JORDAN,

CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON RULES AND AD-

MINISTRATION, MARCH 13, 1964

For some time, it has been apparent that
we were approaching the end of the inves-
tigation we have been conducting under
Senate Resolution 212.

I called a meeting of the committee this
morning for the purpose of receiving a re-
port from our chief counsel on the status
of the investigation.

He gave a very comprehensive report and
recommended that the committee terminate
the hearings in the Baker investigation and
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begin work on a report to the Senate with
the understanding that the committee will
consider any newly discovered evidence as
it continues its work.

After a thorough discussion of the matter,
the committee voted six to three to follow
Major Mclendon’s recommendations.

I think it is obvious to anyone who makes
a fair appraisal of the work we have done
that it is time for us to move from the in-
vestigating stage to the reporting stage.

The committee has been carrying on this
investigation for 5 months. We have piled
up a tremendous amount of evidence. We
have uncovered situations that are unfor-
tunate, tragic, and completely incompatible
with the conduct rightfully expected of
those who hold positions of public trust.

We have reached the point that we feel
that the taking of further testimony on this
situation would be purely repetitious and
would serve no legislative purpose.

We therefore have the duty and responsi-
bility to begin work on specific and con-
structive measures to prevent the kind of
activities we have discovered during our in-
vestigation from happening again.

This is the duty of the U.S. Senate, not
that of the Democrats or of the Republi-
cans. Throughout this investigation, I have
bent over backward to be fair and non-

I will continue to take this approach be-
cause I think the Senate—the whole Sen-
ate—has a responsibility it must meet.

There are those who, of course, do not
agree with the action the committee has
taken. There are those who have sought
to make this investigation a razzle-dazzle
game of partisan politics. There are those
who would continue the investigation on
and on, and plow the same ground over and
over again just for the sake of partisan
political advantage.

In looking at the matter objectively, I
guess we must expect this from those whose
main interest is to draw political blood.
This is to be expected because, after all, this
is an election year.

But this committee and the Senate have
a responsibility to rise above partisan poli-
tics and take action on the situation we
have uncovered.

As chairman of the committee, I sincerely
feel we must move in this direction without
further delay.

I plan to make a report to the Senate on
the committee’s action just as soon as pos-
sible, and I intend to get the full committee
to work on a final report and recommenda-
tions in the very near future.

[From the Washington Evening Star, Mar. 13,
1964]
WHITEWASH

Those who have been trying to identify
that unpleasant odor floating around the
Senate side of the Capitol need go no fur-
ther. It's whitewash.

There is every indication that the Senate
Rules Committee, under the chairmanship
of Senator Jorpan of North Carolina, is pre-
paring to give up the ghost in its investiga-
tlon of the Bobby Baker scandal. Appar-
ently the committee, or the controlling mem-
bers of the committee, have had enough.
They don't want to develop the whole truth
for the edification of the public.

The excuse offered is that there are no
other useful witnesses who might be called.
This is nonsense.

What about Senators? What about party
girls? What about unexplored statements
regarding campalgn funds? What about
Jay McDonnell, who was fired as assistant
to Bobby Baker because he didn't agree with
all aspects of the Baker method of opera-
tlon? What about a Ilobbyist named I.
Irving Davidson, who might have some im-
portant testimony to give?
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Most important of all, what about Walter
Jenkins, longtime aid to Lyndon B. John-
son?

Senator Wirriams, Republican, of Dela-
ware, has just given the committee an affi-
davit from Don R. Reynolds, Silver Spring
insurance man, which raises grave questions
respecting Mr. Jenkins. Shouldn’t these be
explored—at least to the extent of trying to
pin down the truth?

And what about the deal in which Mr.
Reynolds said he bought $1,280 worth of
useless advertising time on the Johnson tele-
vision station in Texas after he had sold a
$100,000 life insurance policy to Mr. John-
son? Mr. Reynolds has testified under oath
that he discussed this advertising project
with Mr. Jenkins. Mr. Jenkins has never
been called to testify. But he has denied in
a sworn statement that he had “any knowl-
edge” of the arrangements between Mr. Reyn-
olds and the station.

Is this not important? Mr. Jenkins was
a Senate employee at the time. Why has
he not at least been called as a witness and
cross-examined in an effort to clear up this
apparent discrepancy? Mr. Reynolds un-
doubtedly paid for the time. Somebody
made the arrangements. Why is the com-
mittee so afraid to explore the matter?

Whitewash is a wuseful commodity for
sprucing up fences and outbuildings. But
it serves only one purpose in this instance—
to leave in the public mind a deep and fully
justified suspicion that the Senate Rules
Committee is trying to cover up a major
scandal with far-reaching ramifications.

[From the Washington Evening Star,
Mar. 6, 1964]
THE $10,000 QUERY TO BAKER—ENIGMATIC

QuEsTION NEEDS CLEARING UP To FORESTALL

DousTs, WRONG IMPUTATIONS

{By Richard Wilson)

Senator HusH ScotT, Republican, of Penn-
sylvania, directed the followlng question to
Robert Baker, former secretary of the Sen-
ate Democratic majority:

“Mr. Baker, did not Mr, Fred Black give you
$10,000 in cash In $100 bills in an envelope in
the Carlton Hotel in Washington, these mon-
eys to be delivered to one of the presidential
candidates for use in his campaign?”

No answer.

“Mr. Baker, did not he state at the time
of the delivery of that $10,000 in cash in $100
bills—did not Mr. Black state to you at the
time of delivery of said 810,000 in cash in
$100 bills, that $90,000 would be coming for
the same p to ald the candidate in
the 1960 election?”

No answer.

Robert Baker had one interest in the presi-
dential campalign of 1960. He was working
for the nomination of his boss and patron,
Senator Lyndon Johnson, as the Democratic
candidate for President.

Senator Scorr's enigmatic questions were
thus of special interest. No testimony has
been offered that Baker's friend, Black,
handed Baker the handy little packet of $100
bills. Black is the Washington representa-
tive of defense contractors who has testified
that he had Caribbean gambling interests.

Cash money Iin copious quantities has,
however, previously been associated with
Baker. Testimony was given that he kept
large sums of cash in a cabinet in his office
in the Capitol where he served as Senator
Johnson's lieutenant in operating the Sen-
ate. According to the testimony, Baker
handled this cash familiarly, counting it out
in sums up to $13,500, which he placed in en-
velopes and on one occasion accidentally
counted out $1,000 too much.

The derivation of this cash is not estab-
lished. What appears to be established—at
least as an allegation—Iis that Baker was an
assoclate of persons engaged in legal gam-
bling operations. The most recent testimony
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on this point is that Baker arranged discus-
slons on Caribbean gambling concessions for
Las Vegas gamblers whom he described as
“clients and friends.”

Thus an unpleasant assoclation of ideas
has been set up, whether justified or not, and
the senatorial investigating committee has
been trying to get at the facts. Additional
testimony is expected on the matter to which
Senator Scort referred; that is, the question
of the avallability of $100,000 in cash “to be
delivered to one of the presidential candi-
dates for use in his campaign.”

It is assumed, in fact it has never been
denied, that Baker played some part in the
collection of funds to ald Senators in their
campalgns for reelection. There is nothing
unusual nor necessarily irregular about this.
Both parties have senatorial campaign com-
mittees which raise funds to help incumbents
get reelected.

But it has long been a matter of curiosity
and concern where such funds come from
and how they are disbursed, whether strings
are tied to their disbursement, and whether
the giving or withholding of such sums may
be used by the party leadership to enforce
political regularity.

To this extent, therefore, the questioning
of Baker on the $100,000 in cash has a true
legislative purpose. It would be prudent
for the Senate to consider whether or not
additional legislation would be desirable to
enforce strict control over and accounting
of such cash sums, or political contributions
in any form, but particularly if in cash.

But entirely aside from that aspect, the
whole matter ralsed by Senator Scorr needs
to be cleared up so that there will be no lin-
gering doubts or wrongful imputations. A
contribution of $100,000 in cash is quite a
large sum, and very unusual, especially when
its origin is in doubt.

This is a matter of more importance than
the gift of a stereo set or the whereabouts
of Nancy Carole Tyler at any given time.
The mere fact that Baker refuses to testify
on this and other points does not excuse the
committee from finding out more about the
questions raised by Senator ScorT.

[From the Washington Evening Star, Mar. 9,
1964]

INTERPRETATION: HILL REFORMS UNLIKELY
FroM BAKER INQUIRY

(By Paul Hope)

Democrats on the Senate Rules Commit-
tee are getting ready to fold the tent on
Capitol Hill's Bobby Baker show.

And the inquiry into the former Senate
employee's private affairs has about as much
chance of reforming anything on Capitol
Hill as Bobby Baker has of becoming the
vice-presidential nominee.

So far as the Senate is concerned, the in-
quiry seems likely to end about where most
everyone thought it would: The whip will
be applied to Mr. Baker but the Rules Com-
mittee will make sure no Senators get stung
by the backlash.

The committee, of course will hold a few
more hearings. One was held today. But it
reportedly has decided not to venture into
any news areas of inquiry that have not al-
ready been broached.

DEMOCRATS SEEK HALT

Most of the Democrats on the Rules Com-~
mittee apparently have agreed that the com-
mittee has peeked into enough corridors of
Mr. Baker's life and that any more explora-
tion might only lead to grief for their side.

As they apparently see it, the job was to
investigate Senate employees and to recom-
mend some rules for the conduct of Senate
hirelings. It is highly doubted that they
will recommend any for the bosses.

Republicans on the committee who would
like to exploit the Baker affair for a cam-
paign issue are expected to make a last-
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ditch stand to keep the investigation goling,
but they probably won't have the wvotes.
The showdown might come next week.

Republicans claim the White House has
prevailed upon committee Democrats to
shut down the investigation because the ad-
ministration doesn’t want the hearings
dragged further into the presidential elec-
tion year.

FEARED SENATE PROBER

One thing that has kept the investigation
golng as long as it has is a fear by the Demo-
crats that the Republicans—especlally Sen-
ator Jouwn J. WiLriams of Delaware, who
spearheaded the move for the investiga-
tilon—haven't revealed all they know. The
Democrats now apparently are willing to
gamble that the Republicans don't have any
significant factual material that could prove
embarrassing if the investigation is closed.

The probe apparently will be ended with-
out going into issues such as party girls and
campaign funds.

One reason the committee won't go into
the party girl issue Is the Senate's natural
instinet to protect its own.

For example, one witness said that when
first Interviewed by staff Investigators he
started telllng some storles about party girls.
The witness was asked if any Senator were
involved and he said yes. When the wit-
ness appeared before the Senators on the
committee for interrogation, he wasn't asked
a single question about the girls.

The committee has the names of at least
four of the so-called party girls but none
of them has been called before the com-
mittee. -

The party girl aspect of the Baker case
has been like some other areas of the in-
vestigation—each time there seems to be the
possibility of Involvement of a Senator, the
committee has shied away.

AIRLINES BILL CITED

The committee has never called anyone to
testify why Bobby Baker was presented a
bill last year for $16,000 for a Riddle Air-
lines charter flight to Las Vegas carrying B0
passengers—most of them lobbyists and
congressional staff members—to a fund-
ralsing dinner for Senator Canwnon, Demo-
crat of Nevada. Senator CaNwNoN iz a mem-
ber of the Rules Committee.

The bill was never paid and the Civil Aero~
nautics Board this week fined the airline
$750 for violating Federal regulations in con-
nection with the flight.

When it was disclosed that BSenator
SMATHERS, Democrat of Florida, cut Mr.
Baker in on a land deal in Florida, the Rules
Committee didn't think it necessary to call
Senator SmaTHERS. Committee Chairman
B. EvererT JOoRDAN, Democrat of North Caro-
lina, said the committee wasn't investigating
Senators.

There has been no attempt to find out how
Bobby Baker handled senatorial campaign
funds.

At one point in Mr., Baker's high-flying
career he was secretary to the Senate Demo-
cratic Campaign Committee in addition to
his post as secretary to the Democratic ma-
jority. : ;

REYNOLDS OFFERS TIPS

One witness, Don B Reynolds, sald he told
committee investigators he had some infor-
mation about Mr. Baker's handing of cam-
paign funds but they didn't seem interested.

One of the things he said he would have
told the committee, had they asked him, was
that he saw Fred B. Black, Jr., who was
fired last week as North American Aviation’s
Washington representative, hand Mr. Baker
£10,000 In a Washington hotel for Lvndon B.
Johnson's 1960 campaign for the presidential
nomination. He quoted Mr. Black as say-
ing that $90,000 more would be forthcom-
ing.

Another person closely associated with
Mr. Baker on Capitol Hill has told reporters
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that Mr. Baker's office was like a headquar-
ters for the 1960 presidential primary cam-
paign in West Virginia of Senator Hum-
PHREY, Democrat of Minnesota, who now is
Senate majority whip.

Mr. Reynolds has sald he was present
when Mr. Baker made statements about
channeling funds into the Humphrey cam-
paign to stop the John F. Kennedy band-
wagon so Mr. Johnson would be in a bet-
ter position for the nomination.

N. Joe Rahall, a Beckley (W. Va.) busi-
nessman who loaned Mr. Baker $10,000 in
1962, told a reporter last week that Mr.
Baker was working on the scene in West
Virginia for Senator HuMPHREY and “touched
base two or three times” in Beckley during
the campalgn.

BAKER FIRED AID

The Rules Committee probably could
learn a lot about Mr. Baker's operation on
Capitol Hill from Jay McDonnell, former as-
sistant to Mr. Baker who was fired because
he frequently was at odds with the majority
secretary on the way things should be han-
dled. If the Rules Committee has talked to
Mr. McDonnell, it hasn't disclosed it.

Neither has the committee seen fit to
question Mr. Reynolds in public. Testimony
taken in closed session from the Silver Spring
insurance man and made public later pro-
vided some of the more sensational aspects
of the case—the gift of a stereo set to Pres-
ident Johnson and the controversial adver-
tising time Mr. Reynolds bought on the
Johnson family’'s television station.

Nor has the committee seen fit to call
Walter Jenkins, a White House aid, to testl-
fy about the apparent discrepancy between
a sworn statement he made to the commit-
tee and the testimony of Mr. Reynolds about
the television time.

Mr. Reynolds sald he was persuaded by Mr.
Jenkins to buy $1,280 worth of advertising
on the Johnson station after he was per-
mitted to write a $100,000 insurance policy
on Mr. Johnson's life. Mr. Jenkins said in
a statement—not in testimony—that he
knew nothing about the arrangements.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STUDIED

The avowed purpose of the Investigation
is to determine whether the private busi-
ness affairs of any present or former Sen-
ate employee constituted a conflict of inter-
est with official duties and whether any leg-
islation is needed to control such activities.

At the time of the advertising transactlon,
Mr. Jenkins was on the Senate payroll as
administrative assistant to then Senate
Democratic Leader Johnson. He also was a
stockholder and official of the L.B.J. Co., the
Johnson family's holding company.

The resolution authorizing the investiga-
tion does not limit the inquiry to Mr. Baker,
in fact it does not mention his name. But
the Rules Committee has given no indica-
tion—at least publicly—that it is very much
interested in finding out what other Senate
employees or former employees are doing or
have done on the side. .

There is no indication that the committee
plans to call I. Irving Davidson, a Washing-
ton lobbyist whose name has come up at
least twice in testimony.

One of Mr, Baker's assoclates, Thomas D.
Webb, Washington representative of the
Murchison family of Texas, said Mr. David-
son introduced him to Teamster Boss James
R. Hoffa. Mr. Webb later negotlated a loan
from the Teamsters for a Florida land ven-
ture in which Mr. Webb and Mr. Baker and
several others had an interest.

A Chicago meatpacker sald Mr. Davidson
was the first person to ask him if he would
be interested in imvorting meat from a
slaughterhouse in Haiti owned by the
Murchisons.

Mr. Baker is getting a commission on im-
ports by the Chicago firm and at the same
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time is reported to be getting a cut of the
profits from the slaughterhouse.

It was reported that last year Mr. Baker
delivered to the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee some documents Mr. Davidson
had to fill out in connection with an In-
vestigation of agents of foreign clients. " He
also was reported to have made telephone
calls to the committee office on Mr. David-
son's behalf.

Mr. Davidson, who has share an office with
columnist Drew  Pearson's assoclate, Jack
Anderson, has been a longtime agent for the
Nicaraguan Government and recently regis-
tered as agent for the Government of Halti.
He also lists in his foreign agent’s file that
one of his clients s Tecon Corp. a heavy
construction company owned by the Mur-
chisons,

The transcript of the Foreign Relations
Committee hearings shows that Mr. David-
son paid the hotel bills at the 1960 Demo-
cratic convention for Mr. Pearson and Mr.
Anderson. In a letter to the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, Mr. Anderson sald that to
the best of his recollection Mr. Pearson set-
tled the bill with Mr. Davidson. Mr.
Davidson also said in hils foreign agent's file
that he accompanied Mr. Pearson in 1958
on a trip to several Caribbean countries.

Mr. Pearson has been accused by Republi-
cans on the Rules Committee of trylng to
smear Mr. Reynolds through the publication
of confidential Alr Force records which they
claim the White House leaked to Mr. Pearson.

The Rules Committee wanted to find out
what connection Mr. Baker had with the
District of Columbia National Bank which
was granted a Federal charter in 1962, the
first to be authorized in Washington in 29
years. The committee quizzed the executive
vice president about loans made to Mr.
Baker but it didn't call the man listed by
Mr. Baker as his reference on an application
for stock in the bank.

BUYS 1,500 SHARES

Mr. Baker was allowed to buy 1,600 shares
in the first sale of stock, a sale that report-
edly was heavily over-subscribed. In his ap-
plication for the stock, Mr. Baker listed as his
reference Max Kampelman, former adminis-
trative assistant to Senator Humphrey. Mr.
Kampelman s attorney for the bank and one
of the organizers of the bank,

The committee apparently is not interested
in getting Matthew McCloskey, big Demo-
cratic Party fund raiser and former ambas-
sador to Ireland, to tell whether he had any
dealings with Mr. Baker.

Mr. Reynolds testified that he was present
in Mr. Baker's office when Mr. McCloskey and
others were there discussing bidding on the
District of Columbia Stadium. The Reynolds
insurance firm, in which Mr. Baker was listed
as vice president, got the construction bond-
ing business on the stadium after Mr. Mc- -
Closkey got the contract.

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

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield to
the Senator from Wyoming, with the un-
derstanding that I shall not lose my right
to the floor.

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

Mr. CLARK., Mr, President, I call for
the regular order. The Senator from
Wyoming is quite within his rights to ask
a question, but not to make a speech.

Mr. SIMPSON. I do not intend to
make a speech. I should like to preface
my question by saying that I am grateful
to the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorr] for his presentation before the
Senate. I find myself in the same situa-
tion as that in which the Senator from
Ohio and the Senator from Iowa find

With-
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themselves with respect to the corre-
spondence.

One question that continually crops up
is as follows: Have the majority members
of the committee refused to hear the tes-
timony of Mr. Jenkins, Presidential aid,
with respect to his impugning the evi-
dence of Mr. Reynolds?

Mr. SCOTT. They have refused to
hear the testimony of Mr. Jenkins. That
situation arose in the following manner:
One of the Senators on the minority side
made the request. The other two Sena-
tors joined in it. At that point, or short-
ly thereafter, after some debate, a mo-
tion was made to terminate the investi-
gatory phase of the proceedings. We
were not even given any reason why the
majority did not wish to hear that wit-
ness or other suggested witnesses.

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank the Senator.

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

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to yield to the
Senator from Iowa for a question.

Mr. MILLER. In view of some com-
ments that were made on the floor of the
Senate a few moments ago, I should like
to ask a guestion to make clear the scope
of the investigation.

Is it the Senator’s opinion that, to the
extent that the improprieties may af-
fect not only Members of the Senate and
the staffs and employees of the Senate,
but also members of the executive
branch of the Government, the various
agencies, and the like, that the investi-
gation should properly be directed?

Mr. SCOTT. Isuspect that the Sena-
tor will never know, because of the pend-
ing action of the committee. I have in-
dicated that raw files were taken from
the investigatory agencies. An answer
from the Air Force was equivocal,
evasive. It took 12 days for them to
answer. An answer from the FBI was
given to me within the hour of my re-
quest of the FBI. I was advised by Mr.
J. Edgar Hoover that this investigation
had been turned over to the Department
of Justice. As to the Air Force, I was
not only not advised of the answer to my
question, that is, who raided those files
improperly to ruin forever the character
and reputation of a witness, but I was
answered falsely when the letter to me
stated that the information had been
made available to committee counsel on
either the 19th or the 29th of January.
Committee counsel said that indeed the
information had been given to him, and
the man who called concluded his ecall
by saying words to the following effect:

Major, let us understand that I have not
g‘lven you anythmg.

So someone in the Air Force deliber-
ately undertook to prevent the truth
from coming out. That is how bad the
situation is.

But the Senator from Iowa will never
know, and neither will the Senator from
Pennsylvania, because the committee
may not make any effort to find out.

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

Mr. SCOTT. 1 yield.

Mr. MILLER. I should like to get at
the following point: To the extent that
an employee of the Senate, or a Senator
himself for that matter, or an employee
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in a Senator’s office, would be involved
in an impropriety with respect to one
of the Federal agencies, whether it be
a Federal agency relating to the grant-
ing of bank charters or relating to the
granting of import licenses or anything
else involving the executive branch of
the Government, would not the Senator
believe that to the extent that such im-
proprieties, if there were any, involved
employees of the Senate, Senators, or
members of their staffs, that situation
would be a proper subject for the com-
mittee to investigate?

Mr. SCOTT. Investigation of any-
thing contained within the scope of the
resolution, as clarified by the collogquy
between the various Senators to whom
I made reference earlier, would be
proper.

Mr. MILLER. Some people have sug-
gested that all of the improprieties
merely involve the Senate Chamber and
the Senate Office Building, and perhaps
have nothing to do with the executive
branch of the Government. Would the
Senator elaborate on that question, so
that we may know whether or not we are
confining the investigation to one locale?

Mr. SCOTT. To name Government
agencies, except in cases in which I have
named them, where there is an actual
obligation, would be an injustice. But
testimony did reveal, and future testi-
mony, if ever taken, in my judgment,
would reveal, that Bobby Baker, to whom
I have special reference, and others, used
their influence with Government agen-
cies; that those Government agencies
stood in awe of him; that they jumped
at his command; and that he was able
to obtain large sums of money, and
projected a pretty good salary, though
not big—less than $20,000—into a situa-
tion in which he could show financial as-
sets of over $2 million. That is the sort
of thing that I say is not repetitive. It is
not cumulative, in spite of the good will
of our counsel, who says that he does not
want to look into the question any more
because the testimony would be cumula-
tive and repetitive. Many of the ques-
tions have never been looked into before.

The Preston Moore case on misappro-
priation of funds has never been looked
into. The forgery of the income tax re-
turns has never been looked into. That
testimony would not be cumulative. It
would be important and relevant. The
investigation should continue. It should
continue fearlessly. It should continue
until the truth is made known, so that
the Senate may have the material on
the basis of which to consider the adop-
tion of new rules and regulations or new
laws.

With that statement I conclude.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RisI-
corFF in the chair). The Senator from
Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. CLARK. With some reluctance I
rise to comment on the speech made by
my colleague from Pennsylvania. I had
not intended to do so; first, because I was
far from sure that he was going to speak
this afternoon; second, because I am the
next to the junior member of the ma-
jority on the committee, and I would
have expected that Senators who are
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my senior on that committee would have
carried the initial burden of comment-
ing on what the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania has said.

Unfortunately, as has appeared in the
colloquy so far, the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania did not notify any member
on the committee that he intended to
speak this afternoon until 15 minutes
before he spoke—with one exception.
The junior Senator did tell me last Fri-
day that he might speak this afternoon.
As I recall, he asked me to keep that in-
formation in confidence, which I did.

Mr. SCOTT. That is correct.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I regret
very much that a certain partisan aroma
arises from the floor of the Senate this
afternoon. I shall do nothing either to
increase the smoke from which that
aroma comes or to permit it to be fanned
into flames.

I believe, however, that, in the interest
of accuracy, it is important to state now
for the record, in view of the comments
by my colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorr], the basic background of this in-
vestigation, where it stands, now, and
what my own view is, as an individual
member of the committe, as to where we
should go from here.

I speak for no one but myself, but I
speak as a member who has conscien-
tiously tried to keep on top of the course
of this investigation, although there have
been many days when, because of other
committee meetings which I felt had
priority, or because I was bored with
some of the testimony which had been
taken, I was not present at the public
or private hearings.

On October 10, 1963, the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams] submitted
Senate Resolution 212. The Senator is
on the floor, and I ask him to check me
if my statement is not accurate.

After having conferred with both the
majority and the minority leaders with
respect to its terms, and having obtained
their agreement that the resolution was
appropriate under the ecircumstances,
and also having obtained their promise
of support for its adoption, the resolu-
tion was agreed to, without dissent from
the floor of the Senate, on October
10.

While I am not sure of it, I believe
many, if not all, of the Members of the
Senate, and most, if not all, of the mem-
bers of the press are familiar with what
the resolution sets forth. I think it im-
portant, in view of the comments made
by the junior Senator from Penn-
sylvania, to state quite clearly just what
that resolution calls for.

It directs the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

To make a study and investigation with
respect to any financial or business interests
or activities of any officer or employee of the
Senate * * * for the purposes of ascertain-
ing (1) whether any such interestse—

And I interpolate that the words “such
interests’” can refer only to business and
financial interests or activities, and to
nothing else. That is the clear and un-
ambiguous meaning of that word.

I quote again—
such interests or activities have involved
conflicts of interest or other impropriety;
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and (2) whether additional laws, rules, or
regulations are necessary or desirable for the
purpose of prohibiting or restricting any such
interests or activities.

I continue the quotation:

The committee shall report to the Senate
at the earliest practicable date the results of
its study and investigation together with
such recommendations as it may deem de-
sirable.

The committee proceeded to organize,
and immediately a demand was made by
the minority for their own counsel and
for their own investigators. This de-
mand was acquiesced in by the majority.

The minority investigators, I am in-
formed, have been assiduous in the per-
formance of their investigatory duties.
The minority counsel has had an oppor-
tunity to interview any witnesses he
wanted to interview, and has been pres-
ent at all meetings of the committee, and
has, indeed, participated quite actively,
through the advice he has given to the
minority members of the committee, in
the proceedings of the committee.

Early in the proceedings the commit-
tee again—I think my recollection is cor-
rect, and the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Curtis] will correct me if it is in
error, at the instance of the Senator
from Nebraska [Mr. CurTis], the senior
minority member of the committee—
adopted rules of procedure governing the
investigation into the financial or busi-
ness interests of any officer or employee
or former officer or employee of the Sen-
ate.

The Senator from Nebraska has for
long been a valued mem.ber of the Com-
mittee on Government Operations, and
he has had in that capacity probably
more experience in investigations of this
sort than has any other member of the
committee.

It is my understanding—and the Sen-
ator will correct me if I am in error—
that these rules of procedure were mod-
eled on the procedures of the McClellan
committee. otherwise known as the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

I ask unanimous consent that a copy
of the rules of procedure may be printed
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

There being no objection, the rules
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION,
U.S. SENATE, RULES OF PROCEDURE GOVERN-
ING THE INVESTIGATION INTO THE FINANCIAL
oR BusINESS INTERESTS OF ANY OFFICER OR
EMPLOYEE OR FORMER OFFICER OR EMPLOYEE
OF THE SENATE

|Adopted November 14, 1963]
[88th Cong., 1st sess.)]
SENATE RESOLUTION 212

In the Senate of the United States, Octo-
ber 10, 1963, Mr. WiLriams of Delaware sub-
mitted the following resolution; which was
considered and agreed to:

“Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof is authorized and di-
rected to make a study and Investigation with
respect to any finaneial or business interests
or activities of any officer or employee or
former officer or employee of the Senate, for
the purpose of ascertaining (1) whether any
such Interests or activities have involved
conflicts of interest or other impropriety, and
(2) whether additional laws, rules, or regu-
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lations are necessary or desirable for the pur-
pose of prohibiting or restricting any such in-
terests or activities. The committee shall re-
port to the Senate at the earllest practicable
date the results of its study and investigation
together with such recommendations as it
may deem desirable.”
[88th Cong., 1st sess., Rept. No. 626]
SENATE RESOLUTION 221

In the Senate of the United States, NovEmM-
BER 1 (lezislative day, OcToBER 22), 1868, Mr.
JorDaw of North Carolina, from the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration, reported
the following resolution, which was con-
sidered and agreed to:

“Resolved, That for purposes of discharg-
ing its responsibilities pursuant to Senate
Resolution 212, to inquire into the financial
or business interests of any officer or em-
ployee or former officer or employee of the
Senate, agreed to October 10, 1963, the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration is au-
thorized (1) to make such expenditure as it
deems advisable; (2) to employ upon a tem-
porary basis, technical, clerical, and other
assistants and consultants: Provided, That
the minority is authorized to select one per-
son for appointment, and the person so se-
lected shall be appointed and his compensa-
tion shall be so fixed that his gross rate
shall not be less by more than £1,600 than the
highest gross rate paid to any other person
employed under the authority of this resolu-
tion; and (3) with the prior consent of the
heads of the departments cr agencles con-
cerned, to utilize the reimbursable services,
information, facilities, and personnel of any
of the departments or agencies of the Gov-
ernment.

“Sec. 2. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$50,000 through January 31, 1964, shall be
pald from the contingent fund of the Senate
upon vouchers approved by the chairman of
the committee.”

RULES OF PROCEDUEE GOVERNING THE INVESTIGA-
TION INTO THE FINANCIAL OR BUSINESS IN-
TERESTS OF ANY OFFICER OR EMPLOYEE OR
FORMER OFFICER OR EMPFLOYEE OF THE SEN-
ATE, NOVEMEER 14, 1963

1. The investigation authorized by Senate
Resolution 212, agreed to on October 10, 1963,
will be conducted by the full membership of
the Committee on Rules and Administration
(hereinafter referred to as the “committee")
rather than by any subcommittee thereof.

2. Any three members of the committee
shall constitute a quorum for the purpose of
taking testimony under oath; Provided, how-
ever, that once a quorum is established, any
one member can continue the hearing.

3. Any absent member may vote by proxy
on any issue which comes before the commit-
tee for decision except as otherwise designat-
ed in these rules.

4. Subpenas for attendance of witnesses
and the production of memoranda, docu-
ments, and records shall be issued by the
committee chairman or by any other mem-
ber of the committee designated by him.

5. The chairman shall have the authority
to call meetings of the committee. This
authorlty may be delegated by the chair-
man to any other member of the committee.

6. Should a majority of the membership
of the committee request the chairman in
writing to call a meeting of the committee,
then in the event the chairman should fail,
neglect, or refuse to call such a meeting
within 10 days thereafter, such majority of
the committee may call such meeting by
filing a written notice thereof with the clerk
of the committee, who shall promptly notify
in writing each member of the committee.

7. All witnesses at public or executive
hearings who testify to matters of fact shall
be sworn.

8. Counsel retained by any witness and
accompanying such witness shall be .per-
mitted to be present during the testimony
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of such witness at any public or executive
hearings, and to advise such witness while
he is testifying, of his legal rights; however,
counsel shall not have the right to Inter-
rogate witnesses. This rule shall not be
construed to excuse a witness from testify-
ing in the event his counsel is ejected for
contumacy or disorderly conduct; nor shall
this rule be construed as authorizing the
counsel to coach the witness, answer for the
witness, or put words in the witness' mouth.
The fallure of any witness to secure counsel
shall not excuse such witness from attend-
ance in response to subpena.

9. Any person who is the subject of an in-
vestigation in public hearings may submit
to the chairman of the committee questions
in writing for the cross-examination of other
witnesses called by the committee. With
the consent of a majority of the members
of the committee present and voting, these
questions shall be put to the witnesses by
the chairman, by a member of the com-
mittee, or by counsel of the committee.

10. Any witness desiring to read a pre-
pared or written statement in executive or
public hearings shall file a copy of such
statement with the counsel or chairman of
the committee 24 hours in advance of the
hearings at which the statement is to be pre-
sented. The committee shall determine
whether such statement may be read or
placed in the record of the hearing.

11. A witness may request, on grounds of
distraction, harassment, or physical discom-
fort, that during his testimony, television,
motion pleture, and other cameras and
lights shall not be directed at him, such re-
quest to be ruled on by the committee mem-
bers present and voting at the hearing.

12, An accurate stenographic record shall
be kept of the testimony of all witnesses
In executive or public hearings. The rec-
ord of his own testimony whether in public
or executive sesslon shall be made available
for inspection by witness or his counsel
under committee supervision; a copy of any
testimony given in public sesslon or that
part of the testimony given by the witness
in executive session and subsequently quoted
or made part of the record in a public session
shall be made available to any witness at
his expense if he so requests.

13, Interrogation of witnesses at commit-
tee hearings shall be conducted by members
and authorized committee staff personnel.
Every witness shall first be heard in executive
session prior to belng heard in an open hear-
ing, unless otherwise determined by the
committee.

14, Any person whose name is mentioned
or who is specifically identified, and who be-
lieves that testimony or other evidence pre-
sented at a public hearing, or comment made
by a committee member or counsel, tends to
defame him or otherwise adversely affect his
reputation, may (a) request to appear per-
sonally before the committee to testify in his
own behalf, or, in the alternative, (b) file a
sworn statement of facts relevant to the tes-
timony or other evidence or comment com-
plained of. Such request and such state-
ment shall be submitted to the committee
for its conslderation and action.

15. All testimony taken in executive ses-
sion shall be kept secret and will not be re-
leased for publle information without the
approval of a majority of the committee.

16. All staff members shall be confirmed by
a majority of the committee, After confirma-
tion, the chairman shall certify staff appoint-
ments to the financial clerk of the Senate,
in writing.

17. Subject to the general supervision of
the chairman of the committee, the general
counsel will have the overall responsibility
for conducting the investigation and will set
up guidelines for its direction.

18. Subject to the general supervision of
the chairman of the committee and under
the immediate supervision of the general
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counsel, the chief investigator will have re-
sponsibility for the investigation proper. All
inguiries conducted by investigators or other
staff members will be under the direction and
supervision of the chief investigator and no
investigator or other staff member will con-
duct independent inquiries on his own au-
thorization.

19. Any member of the committee may
request that the chairman direct one or
more staffl members to secure evidence and
Interview possible witnesses. Any member
of the committee may request that a wit-
ness be called to testify before the com-
mittee in executive session. Such requests
shall be honored by the chairman unless he
finds that the evidence In question, or in-
terview of a possible witness or the testimony
of the witness is irrelevant to the investiga-
tion, in which case the question shall be
determined by a majority vote of the com-
mittee.

20. All Inquiries conducted and all infor-
mation received from any source will be
made a matter of record and included as a
part of the committee's files of the inves-
tigation. All files of this investigation will
be avallable to properly accredited personnel.

21. These rules may be modified, amended,
or repealed by a declsion of the committee,
provided that a notice in writing of the pro-
posed change has been given to each member,
at least 48 hours prior to the respective
action.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I wonder
if the Senator will yield to me for a
brief comment, with the understanding
that he does not lose the floor?

Mr. CLARK. I am glad to do that,
ulo the minority leader has no objec-
tion.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield to the Senator
from North Carolina for the purpose
of making a statement, with the under-
standing that I shall not lose the floor.

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

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I am
sorry my colleague, Senator JorpaN, who
is chairman of the Rules Committee, is
not present today. I am also sorry I
was not in the Chamber of the Senate
at the time of the discussion about the
Bobby Baker investigation.

Mr. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. ERVIN. I yield.

Mr. CLARK. I hope the Senator will
stay, because we are still talking about it.

Mr. ERVIN. Yes. Unfortunately, I
must keep an engagement. I will do the
best I can.

My colleague, Senator Jorpaw, is as
honorable a man as can be found any-
where in the United States.

My colleague from North Carolina
[Mr. Jorpan] fully anticipated that there
would be a vote in the committee and
that the vote of a majority of the mem-
bers of the committee would be to the
effect that the investigation had fulfilled
its purpose under the resolution of the
Senate, which directed it merely to in-
vestigate circumstances relating to the
business interests of former.employees
or present employees of the Senate, to
ascertain whether there was any con-
flict of interest between business trans-
actions of such former or present em-
ployee and his duties as an employee of
the Senate. i

On many occasions I have sat in the
Chamber and seen other Senators who
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took time by the forelock by having pre-
pared statements concerning the events
which it was anticipated would occur
and which necessarily did occur before
they released the statements.

I have seen the majority leader, on
many occasions, whether he was a Dem-
ocrat or a Republican, and I have seen
other Senators who were handling bills
on the floor, both at the time the Sen-
ate was in the control of the Democrats
and also when it was in control of the
Republicans, anticipate certain action
being taken, and who, immediately after
the action was taken, stood on the floor
of the Senate with prepared statements
which they read.

That is all my colleague from North
Carolina has done in this case. There
is some mystery as to how the prepared
statement came into the hands of an-
other member of the committee when it
was never released by my colleagues.
This is a very interesting and intriguing
mystery.

I was interested in reading the state-
ment of committee counsel in the press.
I have known the counsel for many
years, long before I lost the chlorophyll
out of my hair. There is not a finer
lawyer anywhere in the United States
than Major McLendon, the committee
counsel. There is not an abler attor-
ney. There is not a more honorable
gentleman. I have never known a more
capable person anywhere, in any of my
wanderings. I thought his statement
made a very good case for the proposi-
tion that the investigation has been com-
pleted, and that it has revealed all the
information necessary for the committee
to make a report in the performance of
the mission given it by the Senate.

Of course, Senators have a right to
disagree, but I was intrigued by the re-
lease of the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Scorr] with reference to an al-
leged nongenuine signature on the tax
return. The contents of that tax re-
turn may have been germane to the ques-
tion the committee was investigating,
but my understanding is that the tax re-
turn has been in the hands of the com-
mittee for months. The question of
whether it was a nongenuine signature
or not was not relevant to the inguiry.
That shed no light whatever upon
whether there was any conflict of
interest.

The only thing to which it would be
relevant would be an inquiry as to
whether someone had violated an exist-
ing statute with respect to making false
statements. There is plenty of law on
this subject already on the books. That
should be investigated by the Department
of Justice, either through some other
agency or the FBI. It did not have rel-
evancy—in my opinion as a lawyer—to
the question the committee was ap-
pointed to investigate.

If the Senate Rules Committee goes so
far afield as to investigate contributions
to campaign funds, or whether false
statements have been made in respect
‘to a matter not relevant to the inquiry,
investigation can be kept in progress for-
ever. But I respectfully submit, in view
of the statement I saw in the press by
Major McLendon, that the committee,
for all practical intents and purposes,
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has fulfilled its mission and is in posses-
sion of testimony on which it can make
a proper report.

I believe my colleague prepared a
statement anticipating certain action,
but he never released the statement. He
prepared the statement in advance of ac-
tion which he thought should be taken
and believed should be taken. He was
merely emulating the example of virtu-
ally every man in public life, called upon
to account, through the media of com-
munications in this country, as to what
has happened and what he anticipates
happening; and perhaps he took time by
the forelock. I see no basis for any legiti-
mate criticism of him.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
from North Carolina for his helpful in-
tervention.

Mr. President, in the course of or-
ganizing for their duties, the majority
members of the committee concluded,
and the minority members concurred
without objection, that it would be de-
sirable to retain independent counsel
rather than to rely solely upon counsel
already retained by the committee.

As the senior Senator from North
Carolina has said, on recommendation
of the chairman, the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Jorpawl, Maj. Lennox
Polk McLendon—who I believe is a di-
rect descendant of James K. Polk, for-
mer President of the United States—at
least he so advises me——

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Pennsylvania yield?

Mr. CLARK. Iyield.

Mr. ERVIN. I believe he is not a
direct descendant of former President
Polk, but he is a collateral relation.

Mr. CLARK. A collateral relation. I
thank the Senator for that information.
I suppose it is as irrelevant and immate-
rial as much of the testimony that was
taken before the committee.

In any event, Major McLendon, whom
I had never seen in my life before, made
an immediate impression on me—as a
former lawyer—for the breadth and
depth of his legal knowledge, and for
what seemed to me at least to be his
unquestioned and rugged integrity. Iam
glad to have the views of the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin] that
he bears the highest reputation in the
North Carolina Bar Association.

Some weeks after the resolution had
been adopted and referred to committee,
counsel and investigators having been
appointed, we went to work.

I should like to review briefly what
has been done to date.

One hundred and eighty individuals or
more have been interviewed at length.
Approximately 50 more have been inter-
viewed recently, some of them twice—
some even three times.

Written reports numbering more than
180 have been prepared and placed in
the files, and studied by the legal staff—
which of course includes the legal staff
of both the minority as well as the ma-
jority.

Fifty-nine witnesses have been ex-
amined, five of them in both executive
and public sessions.

Forty-two witnesses have been exam-
ined in public sessions. Records of more
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than 35 banks and financial institutions
have been carefully examined.

In response to the colloquy between my
colleague from Pennsylvania and the
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE],
the finanecial and stock records and every
other available written record of the
Mortgage Guarantee Co. of Wisconsin—
known as MAGIC—have been fully in-
vestigated by the staff of the committee,
and, to the extent that those records are
relevant, they have been placed in evi-
dence.

Information and assistance have been
sought and obtained from a number of
government agencies among our investi-
gators and former members and em-
ployees of the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation who came to us highly recom-
mended by Mr. J. Edgar Hoover and his
subordinates. Two or more trained ac-
countants from the General Accounting
Office were loaned to the committee.
They have been most helpful in attempt-
ing to untangle the complicated finan-
cial transactions with which we found
ourselves faced.

The committee has held 18 public
sessions, 3 of them consuming both
morning and afternoon. It has met in
executive session on 22 days, and 6 of
the meetings consumed both morning
and afternoon.

Of the total of 59 witnesses examined,
all but 5 volunteered to be interviewed
and appeared and testified voluntarily.

In the course of the investigation, em-
ployees of the committee went to 31
cities, States and countries—including
Puerto Rico and the Dominican Repub-
lic. The committee has compiled a list
of more than 700 individual organiza-
tions identified in interviews, or in pub-
lic records, or in the public press as hav-
ing some knowledge of the subject mat-
ter under investigation.

Naturally, at some point, the question
will arise as to when the committee
should stop further investigation.

The first question which was directed
to us-by the Senate was whether the
financial or business interests or activi-
ties of any officer, employee or former
employee of the Senate involved conflicts
of interest or other improprieties.

This, of course, must be a matter of
judgment, which the committee has not
yet made. There has been no decision as
to whether the time has come to termi-
nate its investigation. At the same time,
it must be obvious that we are under a
duty to comply with the direction of the
Senate, to report at the earliest practica-
ble date the results of our study and in-
vestigation, then to proceed with the
second duty with which we were charged,
which is to state whether additional laws,
rules, or regulations are necessary or de-
sirable for the purpose of prohibiting or
restricting any such interests or ac-
tivities.

Early in March—I do not recall the
exact date—counsel for the committee
and several of the majority members of
the committee came to the view that the
time had come to terminate the first part
of the investigation. Counsel was re-
quested by the majority members of the
committee to prepare for the committee
a report and recommendation as to
whether or not the time had come to
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terminate the taking of further testi-
mony.

Let me say quite frankly for the rec-
ord that in view of the way the investi-
gation has developed—I regret that it
has developed in this way, but it clearly
has—it became obvious some months ago
that the committee was going to split—
in fact, did split—along partisan lines
in its deliberations; and, as has been
done in my experience so frequently, and
as has been done, as I understand, since
the foundation of the Republic, the
Democratic members of the committee,
sometimes all, more frequently not all,
and sometimes not even a majority of the
six, would gather together in an infor-
mal caucus to discuss with one another
and with counsel what our next move
should be.

That is so because in the end the ma-
jority have the responsibility for the ap-
propriate and proper conduct of the in-
vestigation and for determining, since
we have the majority of the votes, if we
are in agreement, when further testi-
mony would be neither wuseful nor
desirable.

Major McLendon prepared such a re-
port. It has been placed in the REcORD
by my colleague from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorrl. It was given to the press after
our executive session last Friday. I
shall not undertake to read it at length,
but I should like to quote from a few com-
ments which counsel made in the course
of the report to the full committee, which
was presented to the full committee on
Friday, and as to which no action has yet
been taken.

Counsel said:

The express language of the resolution
confines the investigation to “filnancial or
business interests or activities of any officer
or employee or former officer or employee of
the Senate.”

Counsel then advises us that, taking
full responsibility for his action as coun-
sel for the committee, he believes two
conclusions may be drawn from this ex-
tensive investigation:

First, it is highly unlikely that any addi-
tional evidence can be found materially dif-
fering from the type of evidence already
placed in the record of the committee’s hear-
ings; and second, that it is a reasonable
certainty that any additional evidence which
can be produced will be repetitive and cumu-
lative. If evidence differing substantially
from that pattern of evidence already pre-
sented is in existence, surely it would have
been discovered in the course of this investi-
gation,

Then counsel for the committee gives
us what he describes as his considered
legal opinion of the probative value of
the evidence already presented.

This, I believe, is very important.
Counsel says—and I agree, and I know
that all the majority members of the
committee also agree, because I have
discussed it with them, that—

the evidence fully justifies the committee in
finding the existence of conditions which
have made possible a multitude of acts by
some of the officers and employees of the
Senate, which acts are Incompatible with
the responsibilities of the Senate, viclative
of the generally accepted standards of official
conduct rightfully expected by the American
people of their public officlals and employees,
and constituting improprieties of the gross-
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est character within the meaning of Senate
Resolution 212. The further and inescap-
able conclusion follows that additional laws,
rules, or regulations are necessary for the
purpose of prohibiting or restricting such
activities and conduct.

Senators will recall that the obligation
in the second area of investigation, that
is, to recommend laws, rules, or regula-
tions, was clearly placed upon the com-
mittee by Senate Resolution 212,

I should like to take strong issue with
something said by my colleague from
Pennsylvania earlier this afternoon.
Counsel for the committee tells us:

The committee has no authority to con-
duct a “trial” or ‘“trials,” either civil or
criminal, of anyone.

We are not engaged in trying individ-
uals. We are engaged in trying to find
out if financial improprieties have been
committed by employees or former em-
ployees of the Senate. If we find them,
we are to make them known to the Sen-
ate and to the public at large, and what
should be done to prevent a repetition.
If any criminal act has been revealed,
or any basis of civil liability has been
revealed, it is not for the committee to
pass upon it. It is the function of the
civil courts to proceed in civil cases. It
is known that civil litigation is now
pending in this case. If criminal ac-
tivities have been revealed, it is the
function of the Department of Justice
to prosecute. If it involves delinquency
with respect to taxes, it is the respon-
sibility of the Internal Revenue Service
to see to it that appropriate criminal
proceedings are instituted, and to give
such evidence as it may be able to bring
to bear in the interest of obtaining a
conviction.

Committee counsel then states:

When basic facts are once established—

And in my opinion they have been es-
tablished—
from which the committee may draw rea-
sonable conclusions with respect to the
exercise of its legislative duty of making
recommendations to the Senate for remedial
and preventive legislation, or rules and
regulations, any further investigations and
exposures of the conduct of individuals find
ungqualified condemnation in the applicable
court decisions holding that exposure for
exposure's sake 1s both legally and morally
indefensible.

Earlier this afternoon my colleague
from Pennsylvania, took exception to
that statement by committee counsel.
He said he knew of no case that so held.
I should like to call to his attention and
to the attention of other Senators the
following quotation:

There is no congressional power to ex-
pose for the sake of exposure.

That is from Braden v. U.S., 272 Fed.
653. Certiorari denied by the Supreme
Court of the United States in 365 U.S.
431. Petition for rehearing also denied.

The rule is that congressional com-
mittees may not investigate solely for
exposure's sake. There must be a legis-
lative purpose. This appears also in the
case of United States v. Miller, 259 Fed.
2d, 187. Those decisions, and perhaps
one or two others which our counsel may
bring to our attention, make the validity
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of the legal opinion given to us and to
the whole committee by Major McClen-
don absolutely clear.

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

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator re-
call an opinion of the Supreme Court
in a comparatively recent case—about 4
years ago—the Watkins case, which
stated that a congressional committee
had no right to make an exposure for
exposure’s sake?

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from North
Carolina is far more learned in the law
than I. I stopped practicing law about
13 years ago. I have complete confidence
in the legal erudition of the Senator
from North Carolina. If he says that
is correct, I am sure it is.

Mr. ERVIN. I should like to ask the
Senator if he recalls the Kilbourn case,
one of the first cases on this subject, in
which, as I recall, one of the Houses of
Congress—I forget which—undertook to
have the Sergeant at Arms imprison Kil-
bourne for contempt of Congress for
failure to answer a question.

Mr. CLARK. Again, I am unable to
answer the Senator in the affirmative;
but again, I am confident the Senator
is correct.

Mr, ERVIN. I thank the Senator. If
it will not endanger the Senator’s right
to the floor, the court. in the case of
Kilbourn, as I recall. laid down the doc-
trine that a congressional committee has
no r'ght to call upon a witness for either
personal testimony or affidavits which
are not relevant to the matter which the
committee has been assigned to investi-
gate.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
from North Carolina.

Counsel for the committee advised us
last week that the committee would be
detouring completely away from its area
of jurisdiction if it proceeded to try
individuals for the vpurpnse of deter-
mining, if possible, whether a particular
witness was testifying to the truth or had
testified falsely with respect to the de-
tails of pertinent transaction.

What is material and relevant to the
subject matter defined in Senate Resolu-
tion 212 is: Was there a business or a
financial transaction participated in by
an officer or employee of the Senate con-
stituting conflict of interest as defined
by Federal law or constituting any other
impropriety, meaning other than a con-
flict of interest? If the answer is “Yes,”
then the transaction and purpose are
helpful to the committee in the per-
formance of its legislative business. If
the answer is “No,” then the transaction
loses probative value, however curious or
even sensational it may be.

In the light of that background, coun-
sel recommended to the committee, first,
that investigations and hearings con-
cerning any financial interest or business
activities of officers or employees and
former officers or employees of the Sen-
ate, for the purpose of ascertaining
whether any such interest or activities
have involved conflicts of interest, or
other impropriety, be discontinued. I
point out that this recommendation was
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prepared by counsel and was mime-
ographed before the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Wirriams], who is now in the
Chamber, called to the attention of the
committee, in a most helpful way, as he
has been most helpful in the past, af-
fidavits made by Mr. Hauft, the ac-
countant who prepared some, if not all,
of Mr. Baker’s income taxes, and the af-
fidavit made by the young woman who
was employed by the telephone answer-
ing service.

The Senator from Delaware will cor-
rect me if I am in error, but my best re-
collection is that those affidavits came
over to the committee either late last
Thursday afternoon—as I think they
did—or early Friday morning.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. They
were delivered to the committee Thurs-
day afternoon, to Senator Jomrpaw. I
delivered a copy to Senator JORDAN,
chairman of the committee, and a copy
to Senator Curtls, the ranking Republi-
can member of the committee, on Thurs-
day afternoon, about 5 o'clock.

Mr. CLARK. I thank the Senator
from Delaware for that statement. I
should like to make it abundantly clear
that the recommendation of Major Mc-
Lendon was mimeographed before Sen-
ator WiLLiams of Delaware had delivered
the affidavits, of which no member of
the committee, or its counsel, had the
slightest ‘knowledge, to the committee
on Thursday afternoon.

The second recommendation of coun-
sel was that the staff and such other
assistants as the committee might
choose be instructed to begin immedi-
ately the preparation of the committee’s
report and its recommendations to the
Senate.

Mr. President, I will not deny—in-
deed, I am proud to aver—that the sub-
stance, although not the exact language,
of the report of Major McLendon was
discussed by the majority members of
the committee in caucus. I see nothing
inappropriate about that. I think it
was a highly proper procedure in the
light of the way the hearings had been
going.

Then it was concluded that a meeting
of the full committee, at which counsel
would report his recommendations,
should be called for 9 a.m. last Friday.
I reiterate that when that meeting was
called, no member of the committee or
of the committee’s staff had the slightest
idea about the affidavits presented by
the Senator from Delaware.

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

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Will the Senator re-
peat what he just said?

Mr. CLARK. I said that when the re-
port was originally prepared and mimeo-
graphed, no member of the committee
or its counsel had the slightest idea of
the affidavits which the Senator from
Delaware sent to the committee at 4
o'clock on Thursday afternoon, as he
just said.

Mr. CURTIS. What time was the re-
port mimeographed?

Mr. CLAREKE. I do not know; but it
was done before that. It must have
been, because I saw it the day before.
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Mr. CURTIS. 1Is it the Senator’s
suggestion that when the committee
met on Friday, it was not known about
the affidavits that alleged forgeries?

Mr. CLARK. Of course not. I shall
treat that in just a moment. I cannot
remember when I first heard about the
affidavits, but my recollection is that
it was sometime late Thursday after-
noon, or during the course of Thursday
evening. So when we came to the meet-
ing at 9 o’clock Friday morning——

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Penn-
sylvania yield?

Mr. CLARK. Iyield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. AsIre-
call, the Senator from Pennsylvania and
I had a discussion on the floor of the
Senate Thursday afternoon, about 1 hour
after the chairman of the committee had
received the affidavits. I told him at the
time——

Mr. CLARK. The Senator from Dela-
ware is quite correct. He has refreshed
my recollection. He did tell me about
them. At that time, he was kind enough
to let me read copies of the affidavits.

I hope the Senator will confirm what
I say. I asked him whether he had any
other information available to the com-
mittee which he thought the committee
should consider before we determined
whether we ought to take further testi-
mony. My recollection is that the Sen-
ator said, in substance, this:

I do not, now. I have never held back
information from the committee. Every-
thing that has come to my attention has
been promptly forwarded to the committee.
That is what I have done in the past; that
is what I shall do In the future.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator is correct about that. I stated
when I introduced the resolution that
I would cooperate fully with the commit-
tee. I have appeared a couple of times
before the committee. On other occa-
sions I have transmitted certain papers
and documents which I thought it should
have. I told the chairman that I most
certainly would continue this practice so
long as the committee was functioning.
I will transmit to the committee any in-
formation which I might develop. Now
as to what the committee has done with
this information after I transmitted it,
the committee is in a better position to
make that judgment than I.

I will state again that I felt I would
be subject to criticism if I did not coop-
erate with the committee after having
asked that it be established. I have coop-
erated and shall continue to do so. If
something came to my attention tonight,
it would be turned over to the commit-
tee as promptly thereafter as I could get
it to them if I thought it was pertinent.

However, the Senator should realize
that the information comes at various
times. Whether something further will
be developed after the committee had
concluded its investigation is a question
that neither he nor I could answer.

Mr. CLARK. I wish to state for the
Recorp, that in my opinion the Senator
from Delaware has been completely fair
with the committee, and also has been
extremely useful to the committee; and
he assisted in its deliberations and point-
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ed out items from the inquiries which
might not have been known to us except
for the information he furnished; and
if the chairman of the commitiee, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Jor-
pAN], were present at this time, I am sure
_he would join in my statement that the
Senator from Delaware has been emi-
nently fair.

Mr. President, I return to the situa-
tion which confronted the committee a
few minutes before 9 o’'clock on Friday
morning. I may say that—not entirely
to my surprise—as I approached the door
to the committee room where the hear-
ing was to be held, I found my distin-
guished and beloved colleague from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] already en-
gaged in a national television show, in
which he was reading to the assembled
reporters from the wire services and the
great television stations and radio sta-
tions the entire affidavit which had not
then been brought up before the commit-
tee. My recollection is—although I
hated to deprive myself of the advantage,
and therefore I cannot be sure on this
point—that at the same time he was
making the same somewhat -critical
comments about the majority members
of the committee that he has been mak-
ing in the Senate Chamber this after-
noon. So certainly there can be no
thought that the affidavit has been cov-
ered up.

During the session of the committee,
it was, in my opinion, quite clear that
new and, I believe, fairly important evi-
dence had been called to our attention
by the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
riams]; and at 9 o’clock that morning,
with every member of the committee
present, we began our session, which
lasted the better part of 3 hours and 15
minutes, and resulted in some conduct
which I shall not undertake to criti-
cize; but I shall say that in my judgment
it was rather unusual, and it resulted in
the minority’s insisting upon—and I
think they were within their rights—
a long presentation as to why in their
opinion the recommendations by the
counsel of the committee should not be
approved.

But I wish to make crystal clear that
every member of the majority agreed—
and I hold in my hand a notation in my
own handwriting. which was written in
the language which was agreed to at that
meeting, and it was agreed to orally—
that immediately after the Major’s rec-
ommendation that the investigation and
hearings be discontinued, he proposed
that this language should be inserted:
except with respect to the matter raised by
the affidavit concerning the signature to
Robert G. Baker's income tax, filed with
the committee this le'nng.

“This morning” is probably a minor
and immaterial error; probably it should
have read “late yesterday afternoon.”

But the majority has never had the
slightest thought that it was going to
push under the rug the questions raised
by this affidavit; and in my mind there is
no doubt that we shall take further testi-
mony in that regard.

But the affidavit clearly indicates that
there is a possibility that a crime may
have been committed against the United
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States; and the prosecution of crime and
a trial for the commission of a crime are
not for the Senate Committee on Rules
and Administration; instead, the prose-
cution is for the Department of Justice,
aided in such case by the Internal Reve-
nue Service; and the conduct of the trial
and the ultimate judgment on the in-
dictment, if one is brought, is for the
courts of the United States, although I
believe it would be highly desirable to
take some relatively brief testimony, par-
ticularly from the accountant, Mr. Hauft,
who already has testified before the com-
mittee with respect to this further de-
velopment, of which he did not know—
and I ask the Senator from Delaware
whether he knows this to be a fact—
until about 2 or 3 days ago. He did not,
did he?

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I think
it was last Thursday afternoon when he
discovered it. He called my office; and
it was around 3 or 4 o'clock when he
came down there and told me about it.
He made the statement, which was
sworn to, and it was transmitted to the
committee. As I have outlined, it was
within the possession of the chairman
of the committee within 1 hour from
the time I had the information.

Mr. CLAREK. So within a relatively
few hours, thanks to the cooperation of
Mr. Hauft and the Senator from Dela-
ware, this affidavit was presented to the
committee—as I have said—in the late
afternoon of last Friday.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, as I have
said, we began the committee hearing,
and there was extended discussion. I
shall not say it was bitter, but I shall
say it was spirited. About 234 hours
after we had convened at 9 a.m., the
respected President pro tempore of the
Senate, the senior member of the com-
mittee in terms of service there, and
also the senior member in terms of serv-
ice in this body, the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HavpEn]l—presented a
motion which incorporated the rec-
ommendations of the counsel for the
committee, as amended, to include the
further investigation of the matter in-
volved in the affidavit of Mr. Hauft.

Before that amendment could be
voted upon—in fact—and the Sena-
tor from Nebraska will correct me if
I am wrong—before it had been very
much discussed, except to the extent
that the minority were rather sure that
such a motion was going to be made
before the committee meeting was over,
and there was some discussion in that
regard—but before the motion could be
voted upon, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania proposed an amendment. I do
not recall its terms, and it is not partic-
ularly pertinent for the purposes of this
discussion, because before we could vote
on my amendment, the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Coorer] proposed a sub-
stitute resolution, and made a relatively
brief speech in suppcr_t of it, the purport
of which as that before determining
whether to terminate further hearings
with respect to the first part of Senate
Resolution 212, the committee proceeded
to discuss, witness by witness, the testi-
mony which the minority thought would
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be given by a series of witnesses—I do
not remember how many—12 or 16, or
perhaps more in the background—for
the purpose of determining whether
their testimony was pertinent, relevant,
and more than merely redundant.

About the time when the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. CooreEr] presented his
motion, the bell rang, to show that the
Senate was in session. The minority
Members sprang to their feet and said,
“We cannot go any further, because
committees are not allowed to sit while
the Senate is in session. So we cannot
go any further now.”

A few minutes earlier I had taken the
precaution to call the distinguished ma-
jority whip, the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HompHREY], and to ask him
to obtain unanimous consent for the
committee to meet while the Senate was
in session last Friday. He told me he
would do his best, but that he did not
know what luck he would have.

At that point, some very wise and
shrewd member of the committee or of
its staff called to our attention the
Church resolution, which permits Senate
committees to sit—even though the Sen-
ate is in session—during the morning
hour. So we sat during the morning
hour of the Senate—whose briefness I
deeply regret.

Thereafter, the bells for a quorum call
rang; and, following a telephone call, it
became obvious that in the Senate Cham-
ber the morning hour was over, and we
were advised from the floor of the Sen-
ate that objection had been made to the
request for authority for committees to
sit while the Senate was in session, and
that the objection had been made by the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CorTIs].

That is where we stand at this
moment.

Tomorrow morning, the committee will
convene at 9 a.m., to vote on the Cooper
resolution. I have no way of knowing
whether that resolution will be adopted.
Frankly, I shall wish to hear what the
counsel for the committee, in summariz-
ing the reports of the investigators, will
have to say with respect to the desir-
ability of calling any of these witnesses.
It is not my opinion that we should en-
gage in further extended discussion on
this point, because I believe that all of
the evidence which it is thought the wit-
nesses might be able to bring to the com-
mittee has already been covered in the
extensive investigation already made, to
the extent that such evidence is perti-
nent, not merely redundant.

But I have an open mind, and I shall
see what happens tomorrow. If the
Cooper resolution is adopted, of course
there will have to be further executive
sessions, which I hope will not be too
extended.

If the Cooper resolution is rejected, I
have no doubt that my able colleague
will propose one amendment, or perhaps
many amendments, to the resolution of-
fered by the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HAYDEN].

Who can tell what the parliamentary
situation will be tomorrow? I shall state
only my own conviction that once we
are through looking into the Hauft affi-
davit to the extent that an investigating
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committee of the Senate can do so with-
out prejudicing a possible criminal in-
dictment, I believe we should stop taking
further testimony and go on to the sec-
ond part of our investigation.

It is not my purpose to indulge in per-
sonalities, nor is it my intention to dis-
cuss, before I know all the facts, just
what testimony, if any, which is relevant,
pertinent and not merely redundant,
could be given by the large number of
witnesses whom the minority wish to
hear. I believe we shall cross that bridge
when we get to it. But I for one would
like to see us move ahead in accordance
with the recommendations of our emi-
nent and able counsel as promptly as we
can to proceed to determine whether ad-
ditional laws, rules or regulations are
necessary or desirable for the purpose
of prohibiting or restricting any such in-
terests or activities so that we can com-
ply with the mandate of the Senate,
which is to report at the earliest prac-
ticable date the results of our studies and
investigation.

In conclusion, I wish to end as I
started. I deplore the partisanship
which has been evidenced on the floor of
the Senate this afternoon. I do not wish
to do anything to fan that partisanship
into active flame. In my considered
judgment my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania, whom I hold in high regard, has
made a number of statements this after-
noon which are not entirely in accord
with the facts. I do not say that that
is anything other than inadvertence, and
perhaps the result of enthusiasm on the
part of a former chairman of the Re-
publican National Committee for a case
which he believes would be of great as-
sistance in the coming campaign.

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

Mr. CLARK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Did the senior Senator
from Pennsylvania inform the junior
Senator from Pennsylvania that he ex-
pected to state on the floor of the Sen-
ate that the junior Senator from Penn-
sylvania had made statements that were
not true?

Mr. CLARK. I informed my junior
colleague in his presence that I intended
to comment on his speech. If he chose
to leave the floor, that was his own
privilege and his own right.

Mr. CURTIS. Will the Senator par-
ticularize those points in respect to
which the Senator did not state the
truth—if the Senator can do so?

Mr. CLARK. I ask the reporter to
read back what I actually said, because
I do not believe that the Senator from
Nebraska has accurately repeated what
I have said.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, is it
proper for that to be done?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani-
mous consent must be requested in order
to have the Recorp read.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reporter
may read back at this point the com-
ment I made relative to the statement
made by my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none. The
reporter will read the statement made by
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the senior Senator from Pennsylvania
concerning the junior Senator from
Pennsylvania.

(At this point Mr. ScorTr entered the
Chamber.)

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, reserving
the right to object, may I inquire what
the statement was? I was called from
the Chamber to speak to a mutual
friend of ours, a judge in the county of
which Philadelphia is a part. I have no
objection to any statement of mine be-
ing read back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
statement of the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania will be read.

The Official Reporter of Debates, Mr.
Joseph J. Sweeney, read as follows:

In conclusion, I wish to end as I started.
I deplore the partisanship which has been
evidenced on the floor of the Senate this
afternoon. I do not wish to do anything to
fan that partisanship into active flame. In
my considered judgment my colleague from
Pennsylvania, whom I hold in high regard,
has made a number of statements this after-
noon which are not entirely in accord with
the facts. I do not say that that is any-
thing other than inadvertence and perhaps
the result of enthusiasm on the part of a
former chairman of the Republican National
Committee for a case which he believes
would be of great assistance in the coming
campaign.

Mr. CLARK. At that point the Sena-
tor from Nebraska [Mr. CurTis] arose to
take what 'appeared to me to be umbrage
because I made the statement in the
absence of my colleague. If the Sena-
tor has any objection to the statement, I
shall be glad to yield to him.

Mr. SCOTT. I have long since run out
of umbrage. The bottle of vitriol is
empty; the stock of ire has to be renewed
at the Food and Drug Administration.

I have no feelings in this case. I do
not believe that the investigation of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
is making any heroes. It is a most un-
pleasant task. I am quite tired of argu-
ing my own feeling that we should pro-
ceed until we find the truth. As to
whether I made any inaccurate state-
ments, the Senator has merely used some
sort of broad net. He probably cannot
recall what I said, but rather hopes that
something I said was inaccurate which,
the Good Lord knows, is possible with all
of us fallible human beings. But, to the
best of my knowledge, considering my
1% -hour recitation of some of the com-
plicated factors involved in one of the
most tragic and scandalous occasions of
our times, I do not recall any inaccurate
statement.

I would be glad to have any specific
inaccuracy called to my attention, and
if, prone to err, I have indeed erred, I
would be very glad to take this opportu-
nity to correct it. But to the best of my
knowledge what I have said is factually
supported by others present, by the tes-
timony, by the transcript, by the notes
of the investigators that I would be glad
to have the Senator, as my senior col-
league, and, to some dezree, my guide,
my counselor, and my friend——

Mr. CLARK. The Senator’s campaign
manager, it has been alleged.

Mr. SCOTT. Yes, at times my col-
league has been accused by his own party
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of being associated with ine in a Damon-
and-Pythias relationship.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator knows that
that relationship does not exist.

Mr. SCOTT. Ido notknow who would
be Damon and who would be Pythias.
One got into more trouble than the other.

I should be glad to have the Senator
point out any statement which I made in
which he thinks I have fallen in any de-
gree short of accuracy.

Mr. CLARK. Ishould be happy toen-
lighten the Senator with respect to only
three of the inaccuracies to which I re-
ferred. Ineach instance one would have
to read the CoNGRESSIONAL REcorp fo-
morrow morning. But my clear recol-
lection is that the answer which the
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScorT]
made to the inquiry of the senior Senator
from Ohio [Mr, LauscEE] with respect
to the Magic Corp.—the Milwaukee
Mortgage Guaranty Co.—was quite in-
accurate in that the Senator in his
answer did not reveal that every per-
tinent book and record, including every
stock record, relating to that corporation
has been investigated by the staff of the
committee. To the extent that such
document was pertinent or relevant, it
has been placed in the RECORD.

Second——

Mr. SCOTT. May we take the items
one at a time?

Mr. CLARK. Certainly.

Mr. SCOTT. I do not believe that the
stock transfer book showing every single
transfer of the stock of that company
has ever been disclosed to the member-
ship of the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration. Certainly it has not been
shown to me.

I ask the Senator if he is satisfied that
all of the $700,000 worth of stock was
either issued or was not issued? I have
said quite clearly today that I am not
aware of whether or not all of the securi-
ties were issued for the purpose of help-
ing the company to secure the people
who could be of benefit to the company—
the shareholders. I do not see anything
inaccurate in that statement.

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I adhere
to my view already expressed in that re-
gard. Isuggest that we await the REcorp
tomorrow morning, examine it, and if an
apology is in order, I shall makeit. Iam
quite confident that an apology will not
be in order.

May I now go to the second item?

Mr. SCOTT. Yes. I would suggest to
the Senator that rather than quibbling
with me on questions of recollection, in
which we are both sincerely trying our
best to be most accurate, the Senator
might do something about it tomorrow
by asking the committee thoroughly to
investigate all the stock books to find
out if there are any mysterious or undis-
closed shareholders.

Mr. CLAREK. During the course of the
colloquy, the majority whip, the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY], at my
request, located Major McLendon and
asked him if the statement made by my
colleague was accurate. He said it was
not. On the basis of that statement, and
also on the basis of my own recollection,
I have stated that specific instance.
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Mr. SCOTT. With all due respect to
Major McLendon, who is a fine lawyer, I
have found that the major has been in
error on matters of both law and fact.
That happens to all of us; and I do not
dignify the major's statement as indi-
cating that the subject has been fully in-
vestigated, because we still do not know
whether or not there were shareholders
who received shares after the first 100,-
000 or 200,000, up to the number 700,000,
which the transeript at some point shows
was intended to be issued to persons in
a position to benefit the company.

The good major may have the greatest
recollection in the world—and I have the
greatest regard for him; he is a fine and
able lawyer, and he is doing the best he
can under circumstances which must be
thoroughly frustrating—but I cannot be-
lieve that, in the short time that has
elapsed, the major has read all the testi-
mony.

Mr. CLARK. I stand on the record,
and also my own recollection.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr., President, will the
Senator yield for a comment, since a
constituent of mine has been mentioned?

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to the Senator from North
Carolina. without losing the floor?

Mr. SCOTT. If the Senator from
North Carolina will be brief.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I shall be
very brief. I had the experience of being
a superior court judge in my State for
T years, and I also had the experience of
being a judge of the supreme court for
6 years. During my 13 years as a judge,
Major McLendon appeared before me,
in one court or the other, on scores of
occasions. I would like to bear testimony
that during those 13 years I never saw
any occasion when he made an incorrect
statement either about a fact or about
the law. I would regret it if he erred in
either of those respects in any proceed-
ing before the Rules Committee.

Also, I have never known Major Mc-
Lendon to take any position with respect
to a question of fact or a question of law
except after he had studied all the facts
and the law applicable to the situation
involved.

Mr. SCOTT. May I comment on the
statement by saying I think Major Mc-
Lendon is an eminent lawyer, but to say
that any lawyer has never made a mis-
take in fact or in law implies a degree
of perfection which does not fall to the
rest of the members of the bar.

Mr. ERVIN. He comes as near to be-
ing perfect as any member of the bar I
have known since I obtained my license
to practice law many years ago.

Mr. SCOTT. I am glad to know that.

Now, will the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania proceed to the next point?

Mr. CLARK. I think the Senator was
quite inaccurate, I am sure unintention-
ally—and I take umbrage, and I have
some to take—— §

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator has more to
take than I have——

Mr. CLARK. When he said the Sen-
ator was not telling the truth, as he ob-
served, when the comment was—which I
had read back—that the committee has
never refused to hear Walter Jenkins; and
the majority has never denied the mi-
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nority any vote on that question. That
is what is involved in the Cooper motion,
which will be pending tomorrow.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a correction?

Mr. CLARK. Iyield.

Mr. CURTIS. On March 9 the three
majority members made a written request
for Mr. Jenkins’ testimony because a por-
tion of the testimony of Don Reynolds
was contradictory and because the
former had refused to clear up the mat-
ter. We therefore requested the com-
mittee to call as a witness Walter Jen-
kins and George Sampson.

Mr. CLARK. The committee has
never acted on such a motion.

Mr. CURTIS. The request was never
acknowledged. The committee never
granted the request. No meeting was
ever called to consider the request. The
statement that no request had been
made for the testimony of Walter Jen-
kins does not conform to the written rec-
ord of the committee.

Mr. CLARK. I never made any such
statement. The Senator is putting words
in my mouth. I said the committee has
not refused to hear Mr. Jenkins. My col-
league [Mr. Scorr] said the committee
had refused to hear Mr. Jenkins.
Whether the committee is to hear Jen-
kins or not is involved in the Cooper mo-
tion, which will be the pending business
tomorrow morning.

Mr. SCOTT. We are at least agreed
that the request was made of the com-
mittee, which has not been acted on un-
til today. That request was made by
three Senators. I believe the request
will be renewed in open session.

Mr. CLARK. The Senator has already
done it.

Mr. SCOTT. It will be renewed to-
morrow, if we are given an opportunity.
Then the committee can turn its back
on our civil rights and civil liberties at
that time.

Shall we go to the third alleged inac-
¢ * rially differing from the type of evidence

curacy?

Mr. CLARK. Only fo make the state-
ment that, from the colloquy, it seems
to me quite clear that the Senator from
Nebraska and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania both admit that the statement
made by the junior Senator from Penn-
sylvania that the committee refused to
hear Mr. Jenkins is inaccurate.

Mr. CURTIS. No; it is true.

Mr. SCOTT. I renew it. I do not
withdraw it, because what I said was
that we wanted these witnesses called,
and notwithstanding our request fo call
them, a member of the majority, with
the obvious approval of the other major-
ity members of the committee present,
moved that the investigatory phase be
ended.

At that point the Senator from Penn-
sylvania played the card that he did not
want any witnesses called. The greater
includes the lesser, and if he did not want
any witnesses called, he was refusing to
call Walter Jenkins.

Mr. CLAREK. The constant reitera-
tion of a statement which is inaccurate
does not make it accurate, and I do not
propose to prolong this discussion. May
I go to the next point?

Mr. SCOTT. Yes.
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Mr. CLARK. The third inaccuracy
which the Senator undoubtedly unin-
tentionally perpetrated this afternoon
was in answer to the inquiries of the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLer] with
respect to what the Senator called the
looting of the Air Force files with regard
to the Air Force record of Mr, Reynolds.

Mr. SCOTT. Raiding.

Mr. CLARK. I think the word was
“looting.” We can look at the record.
It is about the same thing.

If it becomes pertinent, which I do not
think it will, there will be ample oppor-
tunity to state the facts.

Mr. SCOTT. May I comment on
that? What I said referred to the raid-
ing of the Air Force files. What I said,
and what I repeat, was that the Air
Force records were, indeed, raided. The
Air Force does not deny it. It took 12
days to reply. The Air Force made a full
statement that they had offered this
material or evidence to the counsel for
the committee, and counsel for the com-
mittee on that same day said, “Oh, no,
no, no.” Then he went on to say that
the man, when he came to see him, said,
when he left, words to this effect: “Ma-
jor, remember, I haven't given you any-
thing.”

So again we shall have to rely on the
record,

There are only two Senators from
North Carolina. But if there were a
third, and if that third were Major Mc-
Lendon, we would have his answer to it.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I have
identified specifically three matters in
proof that the charge made by my col-
league [Mr. ScotT] was, let us say, inac-
curate in his statement with respect to
facts in a number of matters.

I conclude—and I am about to yield
the floor—by saying that, in my opinion,
counsel for the committee was correct
whenhe recommended to us last week
that, first, it is highly unlikely that any
additional evidence can be found mate-

already placed in the record of the com-
mittee's hearings; and second, that it is
a reasonable certainty that any addi-
tional evidence which can be produced
will be repetitive and cumulative.

I believe the conclusion drawn by
counsel with respect to the next pro-
ceeding which the committee should un-
dertake is correct.

I again call to the attention of my col-
leagues the fact that what we have
done—and, as the Recorp shows, we
have done a great deal—fully justifies a
finding of the existence of conditions
which have made possible a multitude of
acts by some of the officers and employ-
ees of the Senate, which acts are incom-
patible with the responsibilities of the
Senate, violative of the generally ac-
cepted standards of official conduct
rightfully expected by the American peo-
ple of their public officials and employees,
and constituting improprieties of the
grossest character within the meaning of
Senate Resolution 212. But the further
and inescapable conclusion follows that
additional laws, rules, and regulations
are necessary for the purpose of pro-
hibiting and restricting such activities
and conduct.
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Mr. President, unless the -minority
brings forward tomorrow incontroverti-
ble evidence which could be given by
witnesses not called to date which is
relevant and pertinent and probative to
the inquiry in which we are engaging, I
shall vote to terminate further hearings
with the exception only of calling what-
ever witnesses or documents which may
be necessary to ventilate and develop the
affidavits with respect to the income tax
return of Mr. Baker, prepared by Mr.
Hauft, which was brought to the com-
mittee, I repeat that after the original
draft of counsel’s recommendation had
been mimeographed, the recommenda-
tion was amended at the meeting on
Friday, to make it clear this was a matter
the committee should go into.

Mr. President, I do not like to see a
situation develop in which the integ-
rity—indeed the devotion to the Senate
and its traditions—of six Members of
this body is called into question on the
floor of the Senate. I do not have to
answer for my conscience to any other
Senator, least of all to the three mem-
bers of the minority on the Committee
on Rules and Administration, for each
of whom I have the most profound per-
sonal respect. My conscience is clear.
We should get on with the job the Sen-
ate has charged us to do, to prepare
recommendations which to the extent
they can be made the law will prevent
or at least deter repetition of these un-
fortunate events which have brought
the Senate, its officers, and its employ-
ees into disrepute.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, at this
late hour, I shall not try to cover all
phases of the investigation. It is my
opinion that if the investigation were
stopped, it would be a travesty upon
justice. It would be the greatest white-
wash job in the history of the Senate. I
believe it would be deserting the hun-
dreds of fine men and women who work
under the dome of the Capitol, who per-
form an honest day’s work, who are not
taking kickbacks, who are not engaging
in unlawful activities.

The investigation should go on. It has
been a sordid picture. The principal
‘object of the investigation has taken
refuge behind the fifth amendment,
which he has the right to do; but it so
happens that several of his business as-
sociates have likewise taken the fifth
amendment—gambling figures and other
partners- of his in corporations, banks,
and various business activities.

I have the highest regard for the
chairman of the committee. I do not
believe he is at all happy at being pres-
sured to stop the investigation. It is ap-
parent that that is what is happening.

Today, I wish to confine my remarks
to the denial of the rights of an individ-
ual Senator and of the minority to pro-
ceed under the written rules of the com-
mittee.

Rule XIX gives to every member of the
committee the right to request the call-
ing of a witness. He must make the re-
quest of the chairman, and the chair-
man must grant it, unless he finds it is
irrelevant, in which case the committee
will then decide by majority vote. The
record is clear that requests have been
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made for witnesses, in order to clear up
some of these facts, or to obtain new
facts. We have proceeded under rule
XIX, and our request has been denied.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the CoNGRESSIONAL REcORD of last Friday,
March 13, page 5219, which sets forth a
letter which was delivered to the chair-
man of the committee on March 9 in
which the minority Senators requested
that certain witnesses be called. I invite
attention to the language:

Our hearings should include all Senate
employees and past employees who were as-
sociated with Mr. Baker in his duties during
the period covered by the Investigation,
therefore, our request for witnesses is as
follows:

Is there any lawyer anywhere who
would say that their testimony would be
irrelevant? These are the people who
worked with Mr. Baker and under him.
Mr. Baker took the fifth amendment. We
are directed to inquire into his activities.
Three members of the committee avail-
ing themselves of rule XIX asked that
they be called. Their names are: Mrs.
Margaret Broome; Mr. Rein J. Vander
Zee; Mr. Jessop McDonnell—and some
unnamed pages.

What else did we ask for? We also
requested the calling as witnesses of
certain persons who have had business
transactions with Mr. Baker, or who are
officers or partners in one or more of
Baker's enterprises. Again we have Mr.
Baker taking the fifth amendment, and
we asked that those who were in business
with him, who were his partners in one
or more business enterprises, be called
as witnesses.

No lawyer would contend that their
testimony would not be relevant. If it
was allowed under the written rules, any
Senator had a right to have them called.
Mr. Matthew McCloskey was included
among the prospective witnesses.

Mr. McCloskey appeared in the office
of Mr. Baker. They had a meeting.
They discussed the stadium. They dis-
cussed the contractor’s performance
bond. Mr. Reynolds was present. Mr.
Reynolds wrote the bond. The com-
mission was more than $10,000. He
made a kickback to Mr. Baker of $4,000.
He gave $1,500 to the clerk of the House
Committee on the District of Columbia.
We wish to call Mr, McCloskey and ask
him what happened at that meeting.
It is relevant. Other Senators say it is
not. Whitewash—it is a whitewash that
casts shame on the Senate.

I submit that if the question of call-
ing these witnesses were submitted to
the Senate as a whole, they would be
called. In addition to Mr. McCloskey,
we asked that the committee call Mr.
Max Kampelman, Mr. Paul Aguirre, Mr.
Warren Neil, Messrs Jack Anderson, and
James H. Carmichael of Riddle Air
Lines, Mr. Charles Baker, and Mr. Nick
Popich.

All of them had business transactions
with the secretary to the majority, who
filed a financial statement which states
that he is worth $2 million, made under
the dome of the Capitol.

The committee refused to call those
witnesses. I say, “You can have all the
phony opinions by counsel and every-

March 16

thing else to justify your conscience, but
it is a whitewash, and nothing else.”

Because a portion of the testimony of
Don Reynolds was contradicted, and
because of the conflict of testimony, we
said we wished to take the testimony of
Mr. Walter Jenkins and Mr. George
Sampson. What happened to our re-
quest? The rules provide that we are
entitled to hear those witnesses. That
request was delivered to the chairman of
the committee on the morning of March
9. Did the committee call them? No.
Did we get acknowledgement of the re-
quest? No. There has been too much
time and attention and expense to the
taxpayers used to cover up and to white-
wash, energies that should have been
used to find the facts.

I called the chairman of the commit-
tee, urging that he call a meeting, so
that we could present this request.
Finally I reached him on the telephone.
The meeting was called. What did the
notice of the meeting state? It stated
that it was to hear a report of counsel.
Those witnesses were denied the op-
portunity to give testimony, in violation
of the rules of the committee.

We received a written notice of that
meeting, to be held last Friday. The
notice said it was for the purpose of
hearing the report of counsel. I wish
to read a portion of that report. The
report was made after the request that
certain witnesses be called had been
pending for days. The committee was
insulted with language like this. I say
“insulted” advisedly. Then counsel
states:

I recommend:

1. That investigations and hearings con-
cerning any financial interest or business
activities of officers or employees and former
officers or employees of the Senate, for the
purpose of ascertaining whether any such
interest or activities (financial or business
interests or activltles) have involved conflicts

of interest or other impropriety, be discon-
tinued.

I say to the Senate that it was not
within the power of counsel to recom-
mend that the hearings be discontinued.
The rules of the committee gave to the
minority the right to call witnesses.
That right was ignored. There was no
authority for any employee of the com-
mittee to recommend that the hearings
be stopped. It was in violation of what
was agreed to, that if we made a request
for a witness, he would be called, unless
that testimony was irrelevant. How
could the testimony of any of these peo-
ple be irrelevant?

They were all involved in Baker’s
transactions. We could not get any in-
formation from Baker. He took the fifth
amendment, as did several of his busi-
ness partners.

I left the committee room and read
this recommendation of counsel to the
press. I read that paragraph. I also
read the second paragraph:

2. That the staff and such other assistants
as the committee may choose be instructed to
begin immediately the preparation of the
committee’s report and its recommendations
to the U.S. Senate.

I was rather astounded to find that the
chairman of the committee should issue
the statement that he issued on March
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13, 1964. I do not know who prepared
it for him. I know that Senator Jorpaw
of North Carolina would not do such a
thing. I believe he was taken advantage
of.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. CURTIS. 1 will yield as soon as
I have finished with this point.

The report was issued at 3:45 p.m. on
March 13, 1964. Itstates:

This act of Senator CurTis I8 violative of
the rules under which this committee has
functioned from the beginning in that all
actions and proceedings heard in executive
session are considered confidential until re-
leased by a majority vote of the committee.

What are the facts? The only rule
that refers to this point is rule XV,
which states:

All testimony taken in executive session
shall be kept secret and shall not be released
for publiec information without the approval
of a majority of the committee.

No testimony was taken on Friday,
March 13. No witness was sworn. How
could I release testimony when none was
taken? No rule of the committee pre-
vents a member from going outside the
committee room and telling what hap-
pened. The rule prohibits the release
of testimony. Therefore the statement
that the Senator from Nebraska violated
the rule is without any foundation.

I did not even violate the practice of
the committee. Day after day, after
executive sessions, the chairman of the
committee, accompanied by counsel,
went outside and met with the press and
told the press what had happened. I
followed the custom which had been es-
tablished. The only rule as to secrecy
is that testimony of witnesses should not
be disclosed. I did not violate that rule,
because no witnesses had been sworn
that day.

" I now yield to the Senator from North
Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I have
always been under the impression, in all
the time that I have served in the Senate,
that an executive meeting is a secret
meeting, and that the only report that is
made of an executive meeting is as to
what action was taken. That is usually
made by the chairman of the commit-
tee. I am glad to have this informa-
tion, because I have been on many com-
mittees when other members have gone
out and made statements; whereas I
have always remained silent, because I
was under the impression that an execu-
tive meeting was in effect a meeting in
which Senators could discuss things
freely without having them disclosed to
the press immediately afterward. How-
ever, I am not concerned about that.

Mr. CURTIS. I am charged with vio-
lating the rules. The rules under which
we are operating are written. I am not
in violation of any rule.

Mr. ERVIN. I am not charging any-
thing. I merely wished to ask the Sena-
tor a question. I do not know what hap-
pened before the Rules Committee. I am
not a member of it. I am interested in
my colleague from North Carolina.
There has never been a Senator who has
served in the Senate, from the day
George Washington took his oath of
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office as President, who has had a finer
colleague than I have had. I do not
know the circumstances. I ask the Sen-
ator what notice, if any, was given to my
colleague that this matter was to be
brought up on the floor of the Senate
on this occasion?

Mr. CURTIS. It was impossible to
give any notice, because it was a ques-
tion of either making the statements now
or going into the meeting tomorrow
morning where, apparently, the pre-
determined action will be carried out to
stop the investigation.

Mr. ERVIN. May I ask the Senator
something that is none of my business?

Mr. CURTIS. It is the business of
every Senator.

Mr. ERVIN. When did my friend and
the distinguished junior Senator from
Pennsylvania decide to make their
speeches on the floor of the Senate
today?

Mr. CURTIS. I decided to make my
speech about 2 or 3 hours ago.

Mr. ERVIN. My colleague lives a very
short distance from the Durham-
Raleigh Airport. If the Senator from
Nebraska had given my colleague a very
short notice, perhaps he would have been
up here in an hour and 20 minutes, fly-
ing time.

Mr. CURTIS. I do not wish to make
any charge whatever against the junior
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
JorpaN]. He is a fine man. He has
been imposed upon. Whoever prepared
this material for him did him a dis-
service., He has had thrust upon him a
most unpleasant task.

I am convinced that outside pressures
are forcing him to stop the investiga-
tion, but I have the highest regard for
him. I do not believe that he, indi-
vidually, would care at all to engage in
a whitewash.

Mr. ERVIN. I say to my good friend
from Nebraska that Senator Jorpaw is
one of the most bullheaded persons I
know. He is a man who possesses that
quality which close friends call firm-
ness and enemies call stubbornness.

I assert that, in my belief, Senator
JorpaN cannot be pressured to doing
anything which he believes he ought
not to do.

The Senator from Nebraska is mak-
ing some reflections on Senator JORDAN
when he says or insinuates that Sen-
ator Jorpan is some kind of puny indi-
vidual who can be pushed here, there,
and everywhere.

If the Senator from Nebraska desired
to make a statement of that kind, he
ought to have notified Senator Jorpaw,
so that he could have been present and
could have spoken in his own defense,
and not have had to depend for a defense
on his colleague, who is not familiar with
the matters under discussion.

Mr. CURTIS. I am not talking about
Senator Jorpan. I am stating that un-
less the committee changes its mind,
continues to live under the rules and
grant the request for witnesses, made
under the rules, it will engage in a white-
wash.,

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from Ne-
braska and I can disagree as to what
constitutes a reflection on a man; but,
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in my opinion, it is a reflection on a man
to say that he is merely putty in the
hands of some nefarious forces.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr, CURTIS. I did not say that at
all. I said there were pressures outside.
Does the Senator deny that? Does he
deny that there are pressures which are
attempting to put a stop to the investi-

gation?

Mr. ERVIN. I cannot answer that
question.

Mr. CURTIS. The Senator might ask
his colleague.

Mr. ERVIN. I read dispatches in two

newspapers about 10 days ago in which
certain newspapermen insinuated that
the investigation had served the mission
that was entrusted to it by the Senate,
and it was considered that the investiga-
tion would soon come to an end. All I
know about the investigation is what I
read in the newspapers.

Mr. CURTIS, I confine mycomplaint
to the fact that under the written rules
any member of the committee can re-
quest that a witness be called. The three
minority members made a request in
writing. We received no acknowledg-
ment. Our request was denied. We
asked for a meeting to consider the re-
quest. A notice was issued for a meeting
at which we were to hear a report from
counsel. That was to be the order of
business when the committee convened.
I say that is a violation of the rules. The
only way to get all the facts is to call
the witnesses. Keep in mind that we
are not conducting the investigation of
ordinary outside ecitizens, from which
to get a pattern of misconduct to gain
information needed for legislative pur-
poses. We are investigating our own
household. We want to call as witnesses
persons who met in the Capitol Building
and the Senate Office Building and di-
vided loot. Oh, yes, they did. Reynolds
gave Baker $4,000. Reynolds gave Karl
$1,500. We want to ask all the others
who were present what took place. All
the fancy opinions in the world will not
change that. Either it will be a revela-
tion of the facts, or it will be a
whitewash.

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

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. In view of the colloguy
regarding the quite unworthy allegation
that the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
CurTtis] violated the rules in releasing
matters which were not testimony and
which are not included under the rules
as matters which cannot be released,
even if he had released information of
what took place in executive session, the
same page shows that the chairman of
the committee himself released what
took place in executive session. I find
no fault with that. The Senator from
Nebraska is arguing that it was right
and proper for the chairman to do so.

Mr. CURTIS. It was proper for the
chairman and the counsel to go outside
the committee after an executive session
and tell the press what took place.

Mr. SCOTT. What I am suggesting is
that the argument was self-defeating.
At the top of the page it stated that the
Senator from Nebraska stated certain
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things which happened in the executive
session. Then it goes on, and the
author of that very statement says:

I am now going to tell you some of the
things that went on in the executive session.

He says further:
Senator Curtis admitted at the executive

meeting that he had requested the minority
leader of the Senate to do certain things.

So they cannot have it both ways, and
that is what I am suggesting to the
Senator.

Mr. CURTIS. That is an interesting
item. The rights of the minority have
been totally disregarded in this investi-
gation.

I received a telephone call while the
committee was in session. They asked
me if I wanted the committee to meet
while the Senate was in session. I said,
“No.” That telephone call was eaves-
dropped on by a majority employee, and
reported to the majority side of the
Senate. I was asked if it was true and I
said: “Yes; it is true.”

I stopped the meeting because if I
had let the meeting continue, they would
have stopped the investigation. Not-
withstanding that, the statement was
made outside the door that I made an ob-
jection to transacting business. I made
an objection to having the committee
put out of business.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. CURTIS. Yes.

Mr. SCOTT. If any member of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
is so concerned over the release of mat-
ters which occur within the committee,
perhaps the chairman or the majority
members of the committee might want to
investigate leaks to the outside by an em-
ployee or employees of the Committee on
Rules and Administration. Those leaks
have been reported to the committee
chairman, and to counsel, and so far as I
am concerned, no action has been taken
regarding this misconduct. I have made
a report on it and filed it.

Mr. CURTIS. I thank the Senator, I
want to make my position abundantly
clear about this premature press release,
stating they heard the recommendation
of the counsel, and his recommendation
was approved by a vote of 6 to 3.

I have no fault to find whatever with
preparing a press release in advance. It
is not unethical. I do not criticize it. I
call it to the attention of the Senate and
the publie for this reason, and this reason
alone: It was a united front on the part
of the majority to stop the investiga-
tion. It was a united front on the part of
the majority to deny the request of the
minority, made under the rules, that cer-
tain witnesses be called. That is the only
significance that it has. It is not im-
proper fto anticipate the result and to
prepare a release declaring it.

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

- Mr.CURTIS. I1yield.
Mr. HUMPHREY. Who made the
.press release? Did the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Jorpan], the chair-
man of the committee, actually release
that statement to the press?

Mr. CURTIS. No. Imade it.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. In other words, the
drafted proposal on the part of the
Senator from North Carolina, from
which the Senator quotes, was not re-
}Jilased by the Senator from North Caro-

a?

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It was released by
the Senator from Nebraska?

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. How did the Sen-
ator from Nebraska get the press release
of the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. CURTIS. It was in the committee
room.

Mr. HUMPHREY.
usual procedure.

Mr. CURTIS. There were papers
around there. It was handed to me, and
I had no request that I give it back. I
cite it merely for the purpose of show-
ing a united front to ignore the rules
of the committee and a refusal to call
witnesses that the rules say must be
called.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Nebraska yield again?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. This business of “a
united front” reminds me of the story
about a union election. An election for
officers was held, and the first vote was
17 for Olson and 1 for McGuire. Then
a vote was taken for another officer, and
the result was 17 for Peterson and 1 for
Patrick. When all the votes had been
taken, Olson and Peterson got to-
gether and said, “That Irish bunch are
sure clanny, are they not?"

The Senator from Nebraska said the
six Democrats stick together, and make
a united front. Then he says the three
Republican members stick together, and
that is independent action. I cannot un-
derstand the difference.

Mr. CURTIS. I make no criticism of
a united front except when it is a united
front for the purpose of stopping the in-
vestigation. I wish those members would
be united for a good cause.

Mr. HUMPHREY. So I understand
that the Senator from Nebraska says he
is part of a united front for a good cause.

Mr. CURTIS. That is correct.

Mr. HUMPHREY. And he feels that
he and his associates are correct, but
that the other six members—who are
tried and true Senators, good men, high-
ly intelligent, with good motives, high
character, good background, and all
highly - honorable, and who have taken
the oath to uphold the Constitution—
aré subject to criticism when they say
they think the time has come to halt the
investigation. The Senator from
Nebraska says that, therefore, they are
wrong. On the other hand, when the
three members on the other side of the
issue want to have the investigation con-
tinued, it is the opinion of the Senator
from Nebraska that they are right.

Mr. CURTIS. It is my view that the
rules of the committee should be ob-
served.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I agree.

Mr. CURTIS. If a member has a
right to call witnesses, and requests that
the witness be called, the witness should
be called. We have been denied that
right, and we have suffered all the hu-
miliation that anyone could possibly

It is a most un-
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suffer in that committee, including an
absolute refusal to live up to the rules
of the committee.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Nebraska yield again
to me?

Mr. CURTIS. 1 yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. A little while ago
I heard the Senator from Nebraska
proclaim his affection and respect for
the chairman of the committee, the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Jorpan]; and he said the chairman of
the committee is a fine, honest, honor-
able and prudent man; and the Senator
from Nebraska denied that he would at-
tempt to east any reflection on the chair-
man of the committee.

But now I find that the Senator from
Nebraska thinks the chairman of the
committee has been acting like a tyrant
because he would not permit the mi-
nority members to have their way.

I think the Senator from Nebraska
must do either one or the other; either
he must charge the chairman of the
committee and the majority members of
the committee with certain acts not in-
cluded within the rules of the commit-
tee, and thereby charge that they have
violated their oath as Senators, or else
he must say that they are good and true
men.

The Senator from Nebraska has
referred to the committee hearings. I
did not know the facts in that connec-
tion.

However, I do not think it is proper to
say that a united front is bad when six
Senators wish to call the hearings to a
halt, and then to proceed to ask for the
approval of a resolution which would
keep the hearings from being called to
a halt.

Mr. CURTIS. But did he hold a hear-
ing?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Who controls the
committee?

Mr. CURTIS. I ask the Senator from
Minnesota please not to force me to an-
swer the question of who controls the
committee.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish the Senator
from Nebraska would answer it. The
chairman of the committee is the Sena-
tor from North Carolina, is he not?

Mr. CURTIS. I ask the Senator please
not to force me to answer that question,
or else I might do so.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the Senator
from Nebraska should answer it.

Mr. CURTIS. One day in the commit-
tee the junior - Senator from Penn-
sylvania asked a question. The witness
objected, on the ground that the ques-
tion was irrelevant.” An employee of the
committee—not the chairman; and the
record will show this—spoke up, and took
the part-of the witness. The witness did
not answer, and left the committee room.
A few days later, another witness came
before the committee. I asked the wit-
ness, “Whom did you see after you
reached the city, before you testified?”

The reply was, “We went to Mr.
Baker's office. Mr. Baker was there, Mr.
Black was there, and others.”

I asked, “What did you talk about?”

The reply was, “We talked about
relevancy.”
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I do not know whether Robert Baker
is running this investigation, or who is
running it; but I let the record speak for
itself. Senators can find from the
printed record that an employee of the
committee interfered with what a Sena-
tor wanted to say. I say that resulted in
depriving that Senator of the right to
ask the questions he wished to ask and
to call a witness. So we have been
denied our rights.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. We have heard a great
many skillful attempts to divert atten-
tion from the purpose for which we rose
to speak today—namely, to complain
about the committee’s unwillingness to
proceed to finality, and, therefore—
hopefully—to proceed to ascertain the
truth. We have heard many purely
diversionary attempts to draw attention
from what we are saying—attempts by
launching upon criticism of the persons
who are saying it. A great many alliga-
tor tears have been shed because of the
fact that the chairman of the committee
is not now in the Chamber. But that is
not the fault of any Senator on this side
of the aisle; and when I sent a notice to
the chairman of the committee, I did so
in good faith, assuming that he would be
here, because he knew I would be here;
I told him so on Friday.

But although we are so much con-
cerned about the distinguished chairman
of the committee, of whom we have
spoken highly, I should like to ask this
question of the Senator from Nebraska:
When the chairman of the committee
issued a statement at 3:45 p.m. on March
13, the Senator from Nebraska did var-
ious things at which the chairman of the
committee took umbrage; and later the
chairman of the committee released to
the press a criticism by him of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska. Did the chairman
of the committee give notice of that to
the Senator from Nebraska, or did he
not?

Mr. CURTIS. He did not. A public
statement was made; in it, it was stated
that I had violated the rules, But that
statement did not contain one iota of
truth; and I first learned about it at
about 6 or 7T p.m., on March 13.

Mr. President, the fact remains that
there is unfinished business.

There are Senate employees who
worked with Baker and worked under
Baker during the period the committee
is investigating and those employees
should be called as witnesses. Baker
has taken the fifth amendment, so we
cannot obtain any information from him.
There are other persons who were busi-
ness partners of his or who had business
transactions with Baker, and they
should be called as witnesses. Walter
Jenkins should be called as a witness.
Before the committee works on legis-
lative recommendations, it should obtain
all the facts. Either the committee will
honor its written rules and will obtain
the facts, or the investigation will be a
whitewash. All the words and all the

oratory cannot change that. The rec-
ord stands.
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.

President, I am not interested in becom-
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ing involved in a controversy between
the members of the Rules Committee,
nor at this time am I presenting any
opinion as to whether I think the Rules
Committee has or has not completed its
job.

I do remind Senators, however, of the
importance of the current investigation
and of the fact that it transcends parti-
san politics.

This investigation involves a question
of the integrity of the U.S. Senate; and
it was so recognized by the majority
leader of the Senate and by the minority
leader of the Senate at the time when
we submitted the resolution.

We can be satisfied with nothing less
than a full disclosure of all the facts.

The Amer.can people are entitled to
have all the facts, regardless of 'who
may be involved. Personally, as one
Member of the Senate, I shall be satis-
fied with nothing less.

The resolution, as submitted, was
definitely broad enough to give the Rules
Committee all the authority it needed to
investigate any financ'al transactions or
any actions of impropriety; and the reso-
lution was so interpreted by me, as the
author of the resolution, and by the ma-
jority leader of the Senate and by the
minority leader of the Senate, both of
whom supported the resolution whole-
heartedly.

Certainly under this resolution the
Rules Committee does have the authority
to investigate questions of morality as
they may involve either our employees
or Members of the Senate.

I repeat, the resolution was interpreted
as being broad enough to cover not only
the improprieties or activities of our em-
ployees and former employees but even
the Members of the Senate itself. Some
Senators who are lawyers have tried to
place a more narrow interpretation upon
the resolution. Iam not alawyer. Many
times I have envied the approximately
60 Senators who are lawyers for their
legal talent. At other times I have no-
ticed how no two of them can agree on a
subject, and then I am grateful I am not
a lawyer.

The resolution as approved on October
10, 1963, was broad enough to authorize
more than an investigation into just
financial transactions. Had there been
any doubt on the part of anyone as to
the breadth of the resolution, it would
have been a very simple procedure to ex-
tend it.

I merely remind all Senators of what
I have said earlier: We should not forget
that the integrity of the Senate is at
stake, and whether an employee, a for-
mer employee who may today be holding
a h’gher position, or whether a Member
of the Senate itself is involved is im-
material. What is important is that the
full story be told. We Senators can be
satisfied with nothing less.

At a later date I may have more to say
on this subject. But tonight I shall con-
clude by merely stating that the ques-
tion at issue is not always whether a law
has been violated by a public official. It
is not necessary that a public official be
imprisoned in the penitentiary to prove
that he is not qualified to hold public
office. There is a question of morality
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which transcends even the law. A pub-
lic official should never forget that his
office is a public trust.

I ask unanimous consent that Senate
Resolution 212, under which the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration is
operating, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof is authorized and di-
rected to make a study and investigation
with respect to any financial or business in-
terests or activities of any officer or employee
or former officer or employee of the Senate,
for the purpose of ascertalning (1) whether
any such interests or activities have involved
conflicts of interest or other impropriety,
and (2) whether additional laws, rules, or
regulations are nece or desirable for the
purpose of prohibiting or restricting any such
interests or activities. The committee shall
report to the Senate at the earllest practica-
ble date the results of its study and investiga-
tion together with such recommendations as
it may deem desirable.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am
very pleased that the Senator from
Delaware has spoken. I concur fully in
what he has said. It is my view that
any investigation of this nature should
be a full investigation, it should be a
relevant investigation, and should be
directed toward the purposes of the in-
vestigation.

My only argument is that there has
been a tendency, whether we like it or
not, to accuse the majority of the com-
mittee—six good Members of this body—
of whitewashing. That is the charge
which has been made. That whitewash
charge is a reflection upon the six mem-
bers of the committee who are listed as
members of the majority.

Mr. President, we have heard testi-
mony here today that the counsel for the
committee, is a man of good character.
I do not know him. I met him once. I
talked with him this afternoon for the
second time when I was asked by the dis-
tinguished senior Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. CLark] to inquire about the
facts relating to a statement made in
this body. I shall not go into that again
except to say I reported what I was told
by the counsel, and the report of the
committee counsel was disputed by the
junior Senator from Pennsylvania.

Who is right or who is wrong will have
to be settled when the transcript of the
proceedings of today is printed, when it
can be carefully examined.

Mr. President, the counsel for the com-
mittee has the responsibility of mak-
ing preliminary recommendations. He
analyzes the testimony. He is employed
for that purpose. He has the responsi-
bility to give advice and counsel, or he
would not be fulfilling the responsibility
of his position.

The counsel of the committee came to
the conclusion, and made a recommenda-
tion—only a recommendation—that the
first part of the resolution had been
satisfled by the testimony thus far.
That part of the resolution reads:

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules
and Administration or any duly authorized
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subcommittee thereof 1s authorized and di-
rected to make a study and investigation
with respect to any financial or business
interests or activities of any officer or em-
ployee or former officer or employee of the
Senate, or the purpose of ascertaining (1)
whether any such interests or activities have
involved conflicts of interest or other im-
propriety, and

This is the first obligation. The coun-
sel of the committee did not come forth
with a report or recommendation that
there had been no impropriety. He did
not say that there had been no conflict
of interest. To the contrary, he said
there had been gross impropriety and
that there had been all sorts of conflict
of interest. I quofte from his statement:

Although it is not my responsibility to
make factual conclusions and judgments for
the committee, it is my responsibility to ex-
press to the committee my legal opinion as
to the probative value of the evidence pre-
sented to the committee under my direction.

It is my carefully considered opinion that
the evidence fully justifies the committee in
finding the exlistence of conditions which
have made possible a multitude of acts by
some of the officers and employees of the
Senate, which acts are incompatible with the
responsibilities of the Senate, violative of the
generally accepted standards of official con-
duct rightfully expected by the American
people of their public officials and employees,
and constituting improprieties of the grossest
character within the meaning of Senate Res-
olution 212,

The further inescapable conclusion fol-
lows that additional laws, rules, and reg-
ulations are necessary for the purpose of
prohibiting or restricting such actlvities and
conduct.

Mr. President, is that a whitewash?
That recommendation charges that there
have been violations of a public trust, as
was stated, of the grossest character.

No one has been spared. But the pur-
pose of the resolution was not only to
discover the evil doing, the tawdry, the
sensual, the dramatic, and spread it out
for all to see, read, and hear, but also to
determ'ne whether a condition exists,
that should be statutorily remedied.

Does any Senator feel that there is no
need for corrective action? Of course,
there is such a need. What did the Sen-
ate direct the committee to do? It di-
rected the committee to ascertain—

(2) whether additional laws, rules, or reg-
ulations are necessary or desirable for the

purpose of prohibiting or restricting any
such interests or activities. The committee
shall report to the Senate at the earliest prac-
ticable date the results of its study and in-
vestigation together with such recommenda-
tlons as it may deem desirable.

So the counsel for the committee—a
gentleman who I understand is held in
high respect in legal circles by the bar
associations and by members of the com-
mittee—said to the members of the com-
mittee, “Gentlemen, you have arrived at
a point at which you have unmistakable
evidence that there has been evil doing.
Witnesses have so testified. The time
is at hand for you to do something except
merely investigating; the evidence is
sufficient to substantiate that bad things
have been going on under the roof of
this Capitol.”

The counsel said, “Perhaps you had
better settle down to business and do
something that is worthwhile. Revise
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your rules and regulations, enact some
laws, do something that is constructive
and productive and remedial of the
situation.”

I know that such a statement or
change in direction of the committee’s
work does not make very many good
headlines. It is always better if the
public can read something sensational.
But that good man who is the commit-
tee counsel advised the committee that
it was time for the committee to do
something productive, constructive, and
remedial.

Does anyone deny that there is not
something wrong? Of course, there is
something wrong. The majority of the
committee thought that if something
was wrong, the committee ought to ful-
fill its duty and try to remedy it. So I
reject, from the floor, the charge that
there has been a whitewash. There has
been no whitewash.

I reject the charge that because three
members of the committee ask that
something be done, and six members
consider sufficient work has been done to
complete one phase of the responsibility
of the committee, those six want a so-
called whitewash. Since when have
those three a right to hold themselves
up as paragons of virtue while the other
six are to be held up as their antitheses?

It is obvious that there have been dif-
ferences. It is evident that the differ-
ences have been partisan. We are not
fooling anybody. It is quite obvious that
the American people want the committee
to come forth with some recommenda-
tions. I do not know what the rules
are with respect to all witnesses, but if
witnesses are to be called, it is up to
the committee to make a judgment on
that question. When the Senator from
Nebraska objected to having the com-
mittee “put out of business,” that was
not a legitimate objection, because that
committee’s business is not only to in-
vestigate; the committee’s business is
also to determine “whether additional
laws. rules, or regulations are necessary
or desirable for the purpose of prohibit-
ing or restricting any such interests or
activities.” The business of the com-
mittee is to report to the Senate “at the
earliest practicable date the results of its
study and investigation together with
such recommendations as it may deem
desirable.”

The majority of the committee was
trying to get the committee to do what
it was designed to do; namely, to correct
a miserable, deplorable situation. No
one denies that an investigation was
needed. A bad aroma was created
around the Capitol. The source of the
aroma has been found and the ques-
tion boils down to whether there should
be more stink or possibly some remedy
to prevent its recurrence.

A remedy never is quite as dramatic.
It does not get the same kind of atten-
tion. But ultimately, -that is what is
needed.

Finally, when anybody says “white-
wash,” let the record be clear that such
is the furthest thing that is being done
to the revelations before the committee;
the Internal Revenue Service is inves-
tigating this case with more investiga-

March 16

tors than the entire Senate Rules Com-
mittee has, and they are good investiga-
tors; the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion and the Justice Department are on
the case and who questions their effi-
ciency and effectiveness; if anything this
stud;y has been an investigation in depth.

I am not experienced in the law, be-
cause, as I have said, I am not a lawyer,
but the fact that a man came before the
committee and took the fifth amend-
ment shows neither guilt nor innocence.
It is my view that the fifth amendment
has been grossly abused although I do
not deny the right of anyone to use such
a right. Nor do I consider it proper to
judge a man as guilty because of his ex-
ercise of this constitutional right. When
the Department of Justice is investi-
gating a matter, as this case is being
investigated, and when the Internal
Revenue Service is investigating a case,
as this one is being investigated, includ-
ing alleged perjury, I do not believe
much new light is capable of being shed
on it by a committee or its nine mem-
bers, in addition to what can be devel-
oped through an investigation by a
trained investigating service; especially
when in the opinion of the special coun-
sel for the investigation has recommend-
ed that sufficient evidence has been pre-
sented to fulfill the function and resolve
of the committee.

So this Senator rejects out of hand the
charge of whitewash. If somebody is
saying that he wants to get more evi-
dence, all well and good. If someone
wants to say, “I have another witness,
or two or three witnesses, who ought to
be called,” that is different and that
question should be met on the basis of
whether the evidence will be cumulative
or not and will assist in performing the
function of the committee’s work. But
to say “whitewash” is to say that no
evidence has been taken.

The charge of whitewash is to indi-
cate that nothing was found, or, if it
was, that it was covered up. No mem-
ber of the committee can say that, be-
cause it is not true. Things have been
found that were wrong. There has been
a discovery of a conflict of interest.
Witnesses have been brought in. Most
of them came in voluntarily. The com-
mittee staff has investigated many wit-
nesses, or would-be witnesses, who would
not come in.

From what I have been told by the
Senator from Pennsylvania and others,
I respond only because I am in the posi-
tion today of acting majority leader. I
do not want the ReEcorp to appear as
though the majority leadership is not
concerned about charges against the
majority.

I voted for the Williams resolution. I
think it was a good one. The Senator
from Delaware has not made any ac-
cusations. I joined with him in his plea
to let us complete the job. Let us keep
the houses of representative government
beyond reproach. We can do it. We
have had to learn the hard way. Every-
one of us feels bad about this matter. I
know I do.

I am of the opinion that, better than
merely to punish because it is satisfying
and dig further although we are but
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turning up the dirt in the same hole
and rather than wallow around in new
filth, it is time to get on h'gh ground and
let the American people know we have
recognized our sins, that we have recog-
nized and discovered much wrongdoing,
and that we are taking steps to repair,
change, and cleanse ourselves. We have
found our wrong, now let us get busy
with a remedy.

I yield the floor.

Mr. HILL. 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

nameas:
[No. B4 Leg.]

Anderson Fong Morton
Bayh Gruening Muskie
Beall Hart Nelson
Bennett Hartke Neuberger
Bible Hill Pearson
‘Boggs Holland Proxmire
Brewster Humphrey Ribicofl
Case Inouye Robertson
Church Johnston Smith
Clark Keating Tower
Dirksen McClellan Willlams, N.J.
Dodd McIntyre Willlams, Del.
Douglas McNamara Yarborough

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quor-
um is not present.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to request the attendance of absent
Senators.

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

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay, Mr. AIKEN, Mr.
CurTis, Mr. DomIinNIicK, Mr. GoORE, Mr.
HaypeEN, Mr. JAcKsSoN, Mr. MANSFIELD,
Mr: McGEeE, Mr. MECHEM, Mr. PASTORE,
Mr. RusseELL, Mr. ScorT, Mr. SPARKMAN,
and Mr, SymincToN entered the Chamber
and answered to their names.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. HOLLAND obtained the floor.

Mr. HOLLAND. I understand thatthe
acting majority leader wishes me to yield
to him briefly, which I am glad to do,
provided that in doing so I shall not lose
my right to the floor.

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

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 11 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move that when the Senate completes its
business tonight, it stand in recess until
11 a.m. tomorrow.

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

THE PEOPLE LIKE PRESIDENT
JOHNEON

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, all
across America the people are responding
to President Johnson. Today, in the
State of South Dakota, President John-
son is the overwhelming favorite. In a
three-newspaper poll, the President
would gather 55 percent of the vote

‘ was, or what might happen next.
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against Nixon, 56 percent against Gold-
water, 59 percent against Lodge, 55 per-
cent against Romney, 61 percent against
Scranton, and 64 percent against Rocke-
feller.

In 1960, Nixon swept South Dakota
with 58.2 percent of the total vote.

Why this abrupt change in South Da-
kotan feelings? Why do the people of
South Dakota like President Johnson?
First, because they believe in him and
what he is trying to do for all America.
Second, because they know that he was
born and reared on the land; he endured
hard times; he knows firsthand about
droughts and flood; he has been an active
participant in the problems of the farm-
er and the rancher. And most of all,
they like him because they know that
President Johnson is trying his deadlevel
best to be the kind of President whom
they can respect and love and follow.

THE PRESIDENT REPORTS TO THE
NATION

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, last
night on nationwide television, the Pres-
ident of the United States had a conver-
sation with the American people. In
frank, warm, friendly tones, the Presi-
dent told the people about the problems
that face the Nation. Last night, the
people of America heard their President
and their response has been overwhelm-
ing in their approval.

Here is an article published in the
New York Times of March 16, written by
James Reston which recounts what the
people saw and heard. It is ample evi-
dence that this Nation is pleased and
proud of their strong, compassionate,
courageous President.

I ask unanimous consent that a tran-
seript of the interview and Mr. Reston’s
article may be printed in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the tran-
script and article were ordered to be
printed in the REcorb, as follows:

[From the New York Times, Mar. 16, 1964]
TRANSCRIPT OF JOHNSON'S ASSESSMENT 1IN TV

INTERVIEW OF His FiesT 100 DAYS IN OF-

FICE

(WasHINGTON, March 15.—Following is the
transcript of the telecast discussion tonight
by President Johnson with three television
newsmen, David Brinkley, of the National
Broadcasting Co., Eric Sevareid, of the Co-
lumbia Broadcasting System, and William
H. Lawrence, of the American Broadcasting
Co.:)

Question. Mr. President, considering the
violent and abrupt manner of your succes-
sion to the Presidency, I think everyone
agrees that the transition has gone remark-
ably smoothly. Did this just happen, or did
you start to plan these things, say, in those
few hours in Alr Force 1 as you flew back
from Dallas?

Answer. Well, we had a lot of help in the
planning, Mr. Lawrence, a lot of thoughts
that went through my mind, as I left the hos-
pital, and on the way to Ailr Force 1, and
while we were waiting for Judge Hughes
|Federal Judge Sarah T. Hughes, who admin-
istered oath of office] and Mrs. Kennedy to
come aboard, I wasn't sure whether this was
an international conspiracy or just what it
I was
sure that the whole Nation had been shaken
and the world would be in doubt.

As I rode back, I recognized that our first
great problems was to assure the world that
there would be continuity in transition,
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that our constitutional system would work:
I realized the importance of uniting our peo-
ple at home and asking them to carry for-
ward with the program, so I immediately
planned to have the bipartisan leaders come
to the White House upon my arrival.

MEETING HELD AT AIR BASE

I asked the members of the Cabinet who
were then In town, the Director of the Na-
tional Security Council, and Mr. McNamara
and others to meet me at Andrews [Alr
Force Base, Camp Springs, Md.] and I ap-
pealed to all of those men to work with me
on the transition and to try to so conduct
ourselves as to assure the rest of the world
that we did have continuity and assure the
people of this country that we expected
them to unite.

Very shortly thereafter, President Eisen-
hower came down and spent some time with
me exploring the problems that he expected
to arise confronting a new President. Presi-
dent Truman came in and gave me his
counsel, and we started off with the help and
plans of a good many people and substan-
tially well organized. >

I don't know how well the Government
did its part of the transition, but the peo-
ple’s part was well done.

Question. What were your ﬂrsf. priorities,
Mr. President?

Answer. The first priority was to try to
display to the world that we could have con-
tinuity and transition, that the program of
President Kennedy would be carrled on,
that there was no need for them to be dis-
turbed and fearful that our constitutional
system had been endangered.

UNITY WAS EMPHASIZED

To demonstrate to the people of this
country that although their leader had
fallen, and we had a new President, that we
must have unity and we must close ranks,
and we must work together for the good of
all America and the world.

Question. Well, did you have any concern
about the international posture that you
must adopt so that: one, all of our allies
would be reassured; and our potential
enemies wouldn't get any wrong ideas?

Answer. Oh, yes, and I spent the first full
week meeting with more than 90 representa-
tives from the nations of the world, and try-
ing to explain to them our constitutional
system, and what they could expect under It
and how we carry on the program that we
had begun, and that I had been a part of
the Kennedy-Johnson ticket that won the
election in 1960; that we had a Kennedy-
Johnson program, that I had been a par-
ticipant in the formulation of that program
and that we would carry it on, maybe not as
well as the late President could have, had he
lived, but as best we could, and they need
have no fear or no doubt.

Question. What was the image that you
wanted the potential enemy to get?

NOT TO TREAD ON US

Answer. That we were sure, and we were
confldent that we were united, that we had
closed ranks, and not to tread on us.

Question. Mr. President, on November 22,
both the President and you, the Vice Presi-
dent, were in the same city, and six Cabinet
officers were in the same airplane, going to
Tokyo. Have there been any dispositions or
regulations since to avoild such concentra-
tion?

Answer. Yes; I don’t think we realized at
that time that so many Cabinet officers were
on this trip to Tokyo. And, of course, In
retrospect we can see a good many things
that took place that we wl.sh we had made
better plans for.

But immediately upon returning to Wash-
ington, I made it clear to the Cabinet that
we didn't want any goodly number like that
leaving town at the same time, and that
when the President and the next in line of
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succession were out of town, that we wanted
most of the Cabinet here. And the Presi-
dent since that time has not been out of
town with any appreciable number of Cabi-
net officers absent.

Question, Is there anything that can be
done, sir, that affords better physical protec-
tion for the President?

Answer. Not that I know of. I am not an
expert on security, but we have a very dedi-
cated and faithful number of men in It,
FBI, and in the Secret Service. They work
together.

Question. Do you always follow their in-
structions, sir?

Answer. Yes, with rare exceptions now and
then, llke marching in the funeral procession
.and occasionally, they prefer to have two or
three policemen between me and the crowds,
and I ask them to move out so I can see some
of the people. I want to be a people's Presi-
dent, and in order to do so, you have to see
the people, and talk to them, and know
something about them, and not be too
secluded.

I think they would feel better if the Presi-
dent kept 100 yards distance from every hu-
man being, but that is not practical.

HOW WAS LEADERSHIP EXERTED?

Question. Well, when you got back here,
one of your—obviously one of your immediate
Jobs was to keep the Government going as a
matter of effective politics and leadership.
How, specifically, did you think you would go
about that? How did you let it be known in
Washington that there was a new man here,
that things are going to continue more or less
as they had been, and how did you think was
the best way to make it as smooth as pos-
sible?

Answer. First, to ask the very unusually
talented individuals that had associated
themselves with the Eennedy administration
to stay at their posts of duty during this crit-
ical period and without exception, they an-
swered the call.

Second, I called the Governors together
and made an appeal to them to help me in
every way they could in establithing this con-
fidence and letting the people in the country
know that their Government was going on
and will function and was strong, that it
would work.

And hour after hour, day after day, that
first week, I—while I was preparing my mes-
sage to Congress, preparing to go on tele-
vision to the people, and the Thanksgiving
message, I was spending my days and nights,
and way into the mornings, talking to the
leaders out in the States and trying to instill
confidence in them and to ask them to help
me with the awesome responsibilities that
were mine.

Question. Mr. President, is there any one
particular memory that is more vivid than
the others for you, from those 4 horrible
days?

MRS, KENNEDY LAUDED

Answer. Yes. I have rarely been in the
presence of greatness, but as I went through
that period, I observed Mrs. EKennedy—
Jackie Kennedy. I saw her greatness, her
gallantry, her graclousness, her courage, and
it will always be a vivid memory, and I will
always appreciate the strength that came to
me from knowing her and from assoclating
with her.

Question. Did you send any kind of pri-
vate message to Chairman Ehrushchev soon
after you became President?

Answer. No. We had representatives from
all the nations here. I spent 2 or 3 days
speaking to those representatives.

Mr. M'koyan was here, and I had a long
visit with him, and I talked to him about the
visit that Premier Ehrushchev had made me
when I was leader In the Senate, and we ex-
changed views for a period of time here in
the office, just about the time of the funeral.
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Question. Did the subject come up of a
possible exploratory, get-acquainted session
with Mr. Ehrushchev?

NO MEETING PLANNED

Answer. No. We both expressed desire in
our discussions that we understand each
other better and that we would be glad to
meet at some time when we felt that the
agenda was such that would give promise of
reaching some solution to the many prob-
lems that confront the two countries. But
no definite plans were made for a meeting.
None were proposed, but it was accepted as a
possibility.

Question. You mentioned, Mr, President,
part of the reason for the transition being
80 smooth was that your predecessor's Cabi-
net staff stayed on. In fact, they are still
here almost intact. Would you expect it to
continue that way? Would you——

Answer. I would certailnly hope so. Each
Cabinet member stayed, most of the under-
secretaries are here, most of the assistant
secretaries.

We have brought in about three young
men who have been assoclated with me
through the years, and we have lost Mr.
Schlesinger and Mr. Sorensen. But basically
the stafl is the same, the duties are the same.
The work goes on each day just as it did
when Mr. Kennedy was here.

Question. Mr. President, I wonder if you
would talk a moment about this problem of
Presidential succession. I think you have
not endorsed any of the specific proposals
that are up for discussion now. But oughtn't
there be some mechanism so that there
would always be a Vice President?

CALLS ACTION FROPER

Answer. Yes, and I think the Congress is
glving attention to that, and I think it is
quite proper that they do, and I have no
doubt that in the next few months when we
select the Vice President—but what is very
likely is that the Congress will take some
actlon—I don't know just what kind of ac-
tion—to make it possible to replace the Vice
President if he becomes President.

I think it is important that we do that.
I don't have any deep-set views on just how
that should be done. I participated in pass-
ing the measure that establishes the line of
succession now, and I think that that's very
good.

President Kennedy sat down with me in
the early days of his administration and dis-
cussed the possibilities of takeover, transi-
tion, if the Presldent became disabled.

‘We had an oral agreement on what should
be done under those circumstances. The
first—one of the first things I did was to ask
the distinguished Speaker of the House,
JoHN W. McCorMACK, to come to my office,
and I made an agreement with him exactly
as President Eisenhower had made with Vice
President Nixon, and as President Kennedy
had made with me, and that Is now In writ-
ing and in existence if I should become dis-
abled.

But the Congress should consider replac-
ing the Vice President when they have one
no more. They are doing that now.

I rather doubt that they will explore all
the angles of it and make any reallstic prog-
ress toward constitutional amendments or
the necessary statutes this year, but I am
sure once we have a Vice President that
they will face up to it and take prompt
action.

Question. Haven't we really reached a
point in the history of this country where
the selection of a vice-presidential candi-
date must be nothing but his competence
for the highest office?

BEST MAN SHOULD BE SOUGHT
Answer. Yes, I would hope that the only
thing that would appeal to any delegate
would be this question: Is this the best-
equipped and best-trained and best-fitted
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man to serve as President should he be
called on to do s0?

Question. Yet it is a choice which is
peculiarly that of the presidential candidate,
is it not, sir?

Answer. I think that the delegates are al-
ways interested in getting the recommenda-
tions of the President, and in most instances,
not all instances, but most instances, the
presidential nominee makes his recommen-
dation.

I don't—I recall one or two instances
where the President chose not to make any
recommendation. But the Vice President is
very close to the President. They have to
agree on the same platform, and they have
to run on the same ticket, and in order to be
prepared for what might happen, the Pres-
ident must have great confldence in the
Vice President, and make known to him his
thoughts, his views, and all of his secrets,
50 that he can have the background for
taking over if it becomes . 80 the
President's recommendation should not be
treated lightly.

ATTORNEY GENERAL'S ROLE

Question. There have been reports, Mr.
President, that you have become displeased
with Attorney General Eennedy because ef-
forts have been made In his behalf to have
him nominated for Vice President. There
even have been published reports that you
are not even speaking. Is there any truth
in those reports?

Answer. No. The Attorney General's
statement, I think, was a very good one,
2 or 3 days ago. I think most of that is
newspaper talk.

I would be less than frank if I said that
I thought that it was wise at this stage of
the game for either the President or the
Vice President to be carrying on a cam-
paign for the office.

The Attorney General and I have talked
about that and I think he understands my
viewpoint, and I take his word that he has
done nothing to enccurage those efforts, and
all of this stuff that you read about is news-
paper talk.

Question, Well, speaking of newspaper
talk, Mr. President, it is widely belleved
among reports around town that you object
rather strongly to being criticized in papers
and on the air. Would you give us what
your true feelings on that subject are? How
do you feel about it?

Answer. I assume that almost anyone is
human and would rather have approval than
disapproval.

Question, Mr. President, [President] Ken-
nedy once said in a similar conversation
about a year ago or more that he thought
the press ought to be as tough as it could
be on any administration, so long as it was
after truth and not merely a political opera-
tion. Is that a good definition of your
views?

NO OBJECTION TO TOUGHNESS

Answer. I would have no objection to
that. I would agree to it, and I don't
think—it is not the toughness that any
President objects to.

I think it is sometimes their Inaccuracies
and—I frequently see storles from 10 or
15 papers that I think are quite accurate,
very well done. On occasion, you will see
something that Is reported as a truth that
you never heard of, where you are the prin-
cipal participant. And if you call atten-
tion to it, then you become sensitive.

Question. How many papers do you read
a day, sir?

Answer. Iguess about 10 or 15.

Question. Mr. President, during these 100
days there has been one persistent political

. issue, which is the investigation of Bobby

Baker in the Senate aimed at you because he
was your protege and your friend. As a
political animal, sir, what Is your estimate
of this as a campaign issue in 1964?
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NOT A PROTEGE OF HIS

Answer. Well, without agreeing with your
assumptions about why the investigation or
who it is aimed at, I would say that one of
the finest committees in the Senate made
up of both parties has been conducting this
investigation of an employee of theirs, no
protege of anyone. He was there before I
came to the Senate for 10 years, doing a job
substantially the same as he is doing now.
He was elected by all the Senators, appointed
by no one, including the Republican Sena-
tors, and I think that their investigation
will be a just one, and a fair one, and that
they will make recommendations to the Sen-
ate that will be proper, and whatever they
recommend I am sure the Senate will carry
out.

Question. Well, quite apart from what the
Senate committee may recommend, sir, have
you formed a pergonal judgment, a judgment
for yourself? You and Mr. Baker used to be
friends. Do you continue to be friends?

Answer. I haven't seen him since he re-
signed from the Senate or haven't talked to
him since he resigned from the Senate, and
I think every man is entitled to a fair trial
and I would like to see what conclusion is
reached and what the evidence shows with
which I am not familiar before I would make
a judgment.

Question, Mr. President, if I could make
you a self-critic for a moment, what, if any-
thing, that has happened in these last 120
days would you do differently were you to
do it again?

WOULDN'T ALTER RECOMMENDATIONS

Answer. Well, I don't know about that.
1 am sure that we have made a good many
mistakes, but I don't know of any recom-
mendation that I have made that I would
change,

I would favor the same measures that
I have recommended to the Congress. I
would handle the developments and the for-
eign policy fields such as Panama and Guan-
tanamo and Zanzibar, Cyprus, as we have
handled them.

So while I am sure that we could improve
on them if we had more time, in the light
of what developed I wouldn’t change any.

Question. I believe the first blg problem
you had to tackle was the budget, the time
for making final decisions, and you devoted
nearly all of the first month to this. Why
was the budget so terribly important?

Answer. Because I think it told the peo-
ple of the country and the people of Congress
what you are willing to pay for.

And if T had it to do over again, I would
much prefer tc have 68 days than to have 38
days to make a budget of 898 billion. We
have been adding to our budget about $5
billlon a year. We had about $3 billion in
built-in increases. Our last budget was $98.8
billion.

BUDGET CUT A BIG PROBLEM

So my big problem was to find ways and
means of cutting money out of the budget
that we did not need and we did not need
to appropriate and we could save in order to
have some money available to meet the many
unfilled needs we had. Particularly in the
welfare fleld, in the poverty field, in the
training of manpower field.

Question. During the budget cutting, Mr.
President, you made one little talk which
caused some controversy in which you said
that to meet the unfilled needs of the peo-
ple, you would take from the haves and give
to the have-nots. Now, just how did you
mean that?

Answer. Well, we have a budget of 562 bil-
lion in the Defense Department. We have
those installations set up, and those needs
have been planned for. We no longer find
they are necessary. They have the money.

We say to them that we are going to take
from this picture 69 bases that you now have,
we are going to close those bases, we are go-
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ing to take some of these oversea employees
and cut them 15 percent, and have some
people double up on our jobs, and squeeze
out additional productivity, and out of that
money that we save, money that we have
and have used for these purposes, we are
golng to take it over here and take the young
boys that have dropped out of school and
have nothing to do, and no job and no work,
and unemployment, and we are going to try
to train them to be good citizens.

SLASH IS QUESTIONED

Question. You meant, Mr. President, to
redivide the money among the Government
agencies, not some kind of a new soak-the-
rich scheme as some interpreted this “take
from the haves and give to the have-nots?”

Answer. No; we maide no recommenda-
tlons on soaking anybody. We are reducing
taxes, not increasing them. Owur tax reduc-
tion is in excess of $11 billion, 9 billion
plus for individuals. Everyone is the bene-
ficlary of that, already—and corporation
taxes have been reduced some $214 billion, so
we weren't soaking anyone. But we were
taking money that was being used for things
that we did not need, or that we could avoid,
and taking that money and applying it to
meet the unfilled needs of our poverty-
stricken people.

President Roosevelt talked about the third
that were ill clad, ill fed., and ill housed.
Thirty years we have worked on it but there
is still one-fifth of the people that earn
less than £3,000 a year.

POVERTY FUNDS FROM DEFENSE

So out of the billlon there that we cut
from the Defense Department budget we will
add almost a billion in the new budget for
a poverty program. So it will come from
those who have it, to those who don’t have
it.

Question. Have you had any second
thoughts, Mr. President, about erecting an-
other agency to deal with root causes of
poverty, health is one, education, and other
things, on top of the agencies and depart-
ments that already exist that have been deal-
ing with these things?

Answer. No, we are going to have a very
small staff to coordinate the poverty pro-
gram. We realize it is a beginning, it is not
an extremely comprehensive program. We
are golng to have Sargent Shriver in charge
of coordinating the program between the
agencies who already are working Iin that
field. The Agriculture Department, the Jus-
tice Department, in the dealings with the
juvenile delinquency, the Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare Department on health
and education, the Labor Department in
training manpower. And we don’'t want to
create more agencies, we want to use the
ones we have.

So, the President is golng to have as his
chief of staff a poverty director, administra-
tor, and through him his orders will be car-
ried out through existing agencies.

Question. Mr. President, the hundred days
are over now, and the transition is over.
This 18 now the Johnson administration.
Could you give us an idea—not necessarily
specific, unless you care to—what direction
you would say your administration would
take hereafter? What new approaches or
ideas or philosophies we might see?

DETERMINATION IS NOTED

Answer. Well, I think a messaze going to
the Congress on Monday will indicate one
approach. We are determined, and we have
a group of dedicated men that are going to
try to get at the roots and the causes of pov-
erty that causes 20 percent of our people to
live off less than $3,000 a year.

We are going to try to get at the roots and
the causes and find the solution to doing
something about half a million men that are
rejected each year because of mental or phys-
ical reasons for service.
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We are golng to try to recognize and pro-
ceed on the basis that illiteracy and igno-
rance and disease cost this Government bil-
lions of dollars per year, and make for much
unhappiness.

And the program of poverty this year is one
example of what I would like to think will be
carried on and grow in the years to come. I
want this Government first of all to be dedi-
cated to peace in our time, with anyone, to
resolve some of the differences that exlst
among mankind.

In order to do that, this Government must
be prepared and we must maintain strength
and power that would insure our safety if
attacked. In order to have peace, and to be
prepared, we must be solvent and fiscally
responsible. So, for that reason, we have
tried to eliminate waste at every corner.

A GOOD EXAMPLE CITED

I don’t believe that we are going to make
the Treasury over by cutting out a few auto-
mobiles or turning out a few lights. But I
do think it is a good example when you walk
through the corridor and you see the closets
where lights burn all day and all night just
because someone didn’'t turn them off.

S0 we have tried to set that example and
we want a government that is seeking peace,
that is prepared for any eventuality, that is
fiscally solvent and that is compassionate,
that meets the needs of the people for health
and for education, and for physical and men-
tal and spiritual strength. And our Govern-
ment—that is the kind of a Johnson admin-
istration I would like to have and that is the
kind that we are working toward.

Question. Mr. President, administrations
come to have rather handy labels. New Deal,
or Fair Deal, or Crusade, or New Frontier.
Has any ever come to your mind for the
Johnson administration?

A BETTER DEAL FOR ALL

Answer. No, I don't think so. I have had
a lot of things to deal with the first 100 days,
and I haven't thought of any slogan, but I
suppose all of us want a better deal, don't
we?

Question. Mr. President, I don't want to
overdo the business of labels, but many of us
have long been a little baffled watching your
career in the Senate and out here as to
whether to call you a conservative or liberal,
or southerner or westerner. How do you
think of yourself if you apply those labels
at all to yourself?

Answer, Well, I don’t believe in labels. I
want to do the best I can, all the time. I
want to be progressive without getting both
feet off the ground at the same time. I want
to be prudent without having my mind
closed to anything that is new or different.

A FREEMAN FIRST

I have often said that I was proud that I
was a freeman first and an American second,
and a public servant third and a Democrat
fourth, in that order, and I guess as a Demo-
crat, if I had to take—place a label on my-
self—I would want to be a progressive who
is prudent.

Question. While we are talking about
Democrats, Mr. President, what s your tim-
ing on your election-year effort?

Answer. I would hope that we would not
have to—we would not have to begin an ac-
tive campaign—the Democratic Party—until
around convention time, after the Congress
disposed of its business. I am golng to carry
out some commitments that President Ken-
nedy made for fundraising dinners from
time to time, but I think after the conven-
tion we will have ample time to give our
views to the people.

In the meantime, I would like to have the
cooperation of the members of both parties
in carrying out a program that is best for
America. I am the only President this coun-
try has, and I would like to be as free from
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partisanship as possible, at least until con-
vention.
JOB IS TO SEE THE PEOFLE

Question. Well, Mr. President, in this
interim between now and the convention,
do you think we might see a few old-fash-
ioned, nonpolitical conservation tours or in-
spection tours of that kind?

Answer. We will see them before and after
the convention. They are part of the work
of the President.

I think part of the President’s job is to
get out and see the people and talk to them
about what the Government is doing and
make reports. That is why I am on this—
having this little visit with you fellows this
afternoon—so that the people may know
something about my views and how I feel
and my approaches, and may know how
much I need them and need their help in
the job that I am trying so hard to do.

Question. Mr. President, some people have
thought that you put in too long and hard
a day, that you might endanger your own
health that way. How do you protect your
health from day to day?

Answer, We do have long days and the
problems are—that require attention, require
time. And you never have as much time as
you want to spend before making these de-
cisions, but you must make decisions.

ADJUSTED TO A SCHEDULE

The first 100 days were filled to almost the
breaking point. But I have adjusted myself
to the schedule and with the help of the
most competent people that President Ken-
nedy surrounded himself with, I am now
able—I wake up in the morning and read my
papers and read the documents that were
left over from the night before that I need to
pass upon and have my briefings, and my
breakfast, and come to the office between 9
and 10 o'clock.

Then I work at a rather feverish rate until
1:30 or 2 and I have a swim and take out 16
or 20 minutes. Then I go and have a lunch
or—usually a business lunch, working lunch
and about 3 I take a little nap of 20 or 30
minutes, and that breaks the day for me, and
than I am good until 8 or 9 that night, and
have my dinner.

After dinner I see TV news, and then I en-
gage in my night reading, and I usually read
until about 1. I don't require too much
sleep. But I am never in better health. I
enjoy the work that I am doing, and the
people with whom I am working. I never
felt better in my life.

Question. Mr. President, you did manage
to quit cigarette smoking some years ago.
Have you any advice for those of us who
haven't managed?

GLAD NOT TO BE SMOKING

Answer. I gave up cigarette smoking be-
cause the doctor recommended that I do so,
and I have missed it every day, but I haven’'t
gone back to it, and I am glad that I haven’t.

Question. Mr. President, I gather from
what you say that we need not expect any
kind of political announcements from you
until very close to the convention. Is that
s0?

Answer. I would not want to preclude one.
Unless I—there is substantial consideration
involved—I see no reason to make any now,
and I don’t anticipate it, but if the circum-
stances indicated that one would be fruitful
or necessary, I wouldn't hesitate to face up
to it.

Question. While we are on politics, I won-
der—we have heard everybody else’'s analysis
of what happened in New Hampshire. Would
you give us yours?

Answer. I really don’t know. I think that
we always incline to put too much emphasis
on the actions of one primary. But it seemed
to me that the people of the State heard all
the candidates and decided to select one of
their neighbors that apparently they knew
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and approved. I have very high regard for
Ambassador Lodge myself, as I do for some
of the other candidates.

BACKS LODGE'S WORK

Question. Has his serving in Vietnam dur-
ing a political campaign been at all awk-
ward or embarrassing for the administration?

Answer. Not to the President. So far as
I have been able to detect from his actions,
he has been doing nothing but the job as
Ambassador, and doing it as best as he could,
and I have seen nothing that has interfered
with that work.

Question. Did Secretary McNamara bring
you any new word from Mr. Lodge just re-
cently when he returned, about Mr. Lodge’s
future plans, how long he might stay on the
job, and so forth?

Answer. No, no; I have had no indication
that he plans to leave the job at all, and if
he did, I am sure he would let me know.

Secretary McNamara brought me some
recommendations concerning the situation
out in Vietnam, in which Ambassador Lodge
expressed his views, and in which they were
in general agreement with Mr. McNamara
and other members of the team, but noth-
ing political.

-Question. Is it your opinion that Mr.
Lodge has behaved properly and within the
scope of his role as an Ambassador, consid-
ering that he has been injected into the
political arena?

Answer. Yes,

Question. You have had reports in the last
day or two from the Ambassador to France
[Charles E. Bohlen] and from Secretary Mc-
Namara. Can you tell us anything of what
he reported to you from Vietnam?

ANXIOUS TO HELP VIETNAMESE

Answer. Yes, he made a very lengthy re-
port and I think a responsible and con-
structive one. We are going to consider it
in the Security Councll further the early
part of the week. We have problems in
Vietnam as we have had for 10 years. BSec-
retary McNamara has been out there, this is
his fourth trip. We are very anxious to do
what we can to help those people preserve
their own freedom. We cherish ours and
we would like to see them preserve theirs.
We have furnished them with counsel and
advice, and men and materiel to help them
in their attempts to defend themselves. If
people quit attacking them, we would have
no problem but for 10 years this problem
has been going on.

I was reading a letter only today that Gen-
eral Eisenhower wrote the late President
Diem 10 years ago, and it is a letter that I
could well have written to President [Major
General Nguyen] Khanh and sent out by
Mr. McNamara.

Now, we have had that problem for a long
time. We are going to have it for some time
in the future, we can see, but we are patient
people, and we love freedom, and we want to
help others preserve it, and we are going to
try to evolve the most effective and efficient
plans we can to continue to help them.

Question. Mr. [President] Kennedy said,
on the subject of Vietnam, I think, that he
did believe in the falling domino theory,
that if Vietnam were lost that other coun-
tries in the area would soon be lost.

MUST DO EVERYTHING WE CAN

Answer. I think it would be a very danger-
ous thing, and I share President Kennedy's
view, and I think the whole of Southeast
Asia would be involved and that would in-
volve hundreds of millions of people, and I
think it's—It cannot be ignored, we must
do everything that we can, we must be re-
sponsible, we must stay there and help them,
and that is what we are going to do.

Question. Mr. President, during the New
Hampshire primary campaign, Governor
Rockefeller criticized what he called “divided
counsel” that was going out from Washing-
ton to the leaders of Vietnam. He said that

March 16

while you and Secretary Rusk and Secretary
McNamara were committed to winning the
war and defeating the Vietcong, the Senate
Majority Leader, Senator MANSFIELD, seemed
to find favor with the idea of neutralization
advanced by President de Gaulle of France.
What is your reaction to Governor Rocke-
feller's criticism?

MANSFIELD SPOKE FOR HIMSELF

Answer. Well, I think the Governor should
know that Senator MANSFIELD 1s very experi-
enced in the field of foreign relations and
served as a distinguished member of that
committee, and when he made his speech in
the Senate he spoke for himself, and so
stated. He was not speaking the adminis-
tration viewpoint and he did not leave any
such impression. From time to time he has
given me his counsel over the years in this
general area of Southeast Asia, but when he
made this speech he spoke for himself en-
tirely, and there is no division in the admin-
istration between Secretary Rusk and Secre-
tary McNamara and myself. We all feel alike
on the matter.

I think that there could even be some
division between Mr. Rockefeller and Mr.
Lodge. judging from what you have said.
Mr. Lodge sees things pretty much as we do,
and we are going to continue with our pro-
gram. and {t is going to be a responsible one,
and we think a fruitful one.

Question. Do the recommendations that
Secretary McNamara brought back from his
last trip envisage a continuing role for Mr.
Lodge in handling policies in South
Vietnam?

AMBASSADOR IS “TOP MAN"

Answer. Yes, yes, he has a very important
role. He met with me in my office 2 days
after I became President, and I said to him
at that time that “You are my top man
there, and I want you to have the kind of
people you want, and I want you to carry
out the program you recommend and you
will have our support here."” A

He has worked very hard at that job and
we have sent him some new people from
time to time, and we will be sending more.
He has command of the full resources that
we have out there, and he works very well
with our people.

Question. One of your speeches at the Uni-
versity of California in Los Angeles indicated
a kind of hint to me that we might carry
the war to the North Vietnamese if they
didn't quit meddling in what you call a
“dangerous game.” Are there any such plans
that you can talk about at this time, sir?

Answer. No, and I made no such hint. I
sald it was a dangerous game to try to sup-
ply arms and become an aggressor and de-
prive people of their freedom. And that 15
true, whether it is in Vietnam or whether it
is in this hemisphere—wherever 1t is.

Question. Mr. President, do we face the
decision on Vietnam of the order of magni-
tude of Eorea, for example?

NOT OF SAME MAGNITUDE

Answer. No, I don't think so. I think that
we have problems there. We have difficulties
there. We have had for 10 years, and as I
told you, a good many things have come and
gone during that period of time. As long as
there are people trying to preserve their free-
dom, we want to help them.

Question. Well, Mr. President, not only do
we have a new administration in this coun-
try, but we also have what might be described
as a new world, since it is said now that the
postwar world is over, and the American
leadership is challenged and questioned both
by friends and enemy allke in many places
now. So it is an entirely different world,
very different world, from what it was a few
years ago. What is your view and assess-
ment of it? How do you see the American
role from here on, now that we are no longer
the ungquestioned leader of the entire West?



1964

HAVE 120 FOREIGN POLICIES

Answer. Well, I think that as long as we
are living in a world with 120 nations, that
we hiive got to realize that we have got 120
foreign policies. And we are living in a world
where we recognize 114 other nations, and
some that we don't recognize, and so I think
at this time that our Nation is held in high
esteemn and respect and affection generally
among the peoples of the world, the free
world.

I realize that we have discouraging inci-
dents from time to time, and we have prob-
lems, sometimes the role of the peacemaker
is not a very happy one. And so, for that
reason, we have to do things that we don’t
want to do sometimes, and are rather irri-
tating—and sometimes we are abused be-
cause we do them, and sometimes we are
misunderstood. But if the final result is
good, then our action is justified.

1S DIVERSITY SAFER?

Question. Mr. President, about 10 years
ago an American Secretary of State [John
Foster Dulles] termed neutrality as some-
thing immoral. Not long ago President Ken-
nedy talked about making the world safe for
diversity. Is a more and more diverse world,
with the diminishing of the importance of
great alliances, a trend toward a safer world?

Answer. Yes, I think so. And you must
remember this: That we are having all the
new nations that are emerging, and they
are coming in without experience, and they
have their pride. A good many of them have
the feeling that—pent-up feelings, that they
have nurtured for years and years., And
they have an opportunity to express them-
selves, and sometimes it looks a little odd for
the prime minister of a new country to come
in with a pistol in his hand and arrest an
American chargé d’affaires.

But that does happen, and we have to be
prepared for those developments and try to
understand them and try to provide leader-
ship that will keep us from getting in deeper
water or more frouble, and that is what we
are doing.

Sometimes our people become very impa-
tient. They cut the water off on us in Cuba,
and I have got a good many recommenda-
tions from all over the country as to how to
act very quickly. Some of them have said—
some of the men have even wanted me to
run in the Marines, send them in im-
mediately.

Well, upon reflection, evaluation and study,
realizing not many people want more war,
and none of them really want more appease-
ment, you have to find a course that you
can chart that will preserve your dignity and
self-respect, and still bring about the action
that is necessary. So instead of sending in
the Marines to turn the water on, we sent
one admiral in to cut it off and arrange to
make our own water, and we think things
worked out the best they could under those
circumstances.

SELF-DETERMINATION SEEN

But there are going to be these demands
from time to time, people who feel that all
we need to do is mash a button and de-
termine everybody’'s foreign policy. But we
are not living in that kind of a world any
more. They are going to determine it for
themselves, and that is the way it shou'd
be. And we are goinz to have to come and
reason with them and try to lead them in-
stead of force them.

And I think, I have no doubt but what
for centurles to come that we will be a
leading force In molding opinion of the
world, and I think the better they know us
the more they will like us.

Question. Is there any progress, Mr, Pres-
ident, In the deadlock over Panama and the
absence of diplomatic relations with that
country?

Answer. We have been very close to agree-
ment several times. I have no doubt but
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what agreement will be reached, that will,
in effect, provide for sitting down with Pan-
amanian authorities and discussing the prob-
lems that exist between us and being guided
only by what is fair and what is right and
what is just, and trylng to resolve those
problems.
QUESTION OF LANGUAGE

Now, when that will come about, I don't
know. We are anxious and willing and eager
to do it any time it suits their convenience.

Question, What is the hitch right now, Mr.
President?

Answer. I think first, they have an election
on, and I think translating our language into
their language, that some of the agreements
that we have to discuss these matters, they
perhaps feel that they would want stronger
language than we are willing to agree to,
and we want a different expression from what
they want. It is largely a matter of trying to
agree on the kind of language that will meet
their problems, and that we can honestly,
sincerely agree to.

We are not going to agree to any pre-
conditions to negotiate a new treaty without
knowing what it is going to be in that treaty
and without sitting down and working it
out on the basis of equity. We think that
that language can be resolved and will be
resolved in due time,.

Question. Mr. President, what is your as-
sessment now of General de Gaulle’s be-
havior in the last year or two? What do you
think about 1t?

Answer. Well, it Is not for me to pass judg-
ment on.

Question. In relation to us, sir?

Answer. On General de Gaulle’s conduct.
My conversations with him have been very
pleasant, and I would like to see him more in
agreement on matters with us than he is,
such as recognizing Red China. We did not
think that was wise for France or for others
or for the free world. But that is France’s
forelign policy. That is not ours, and in his
wisdom he decided he would follow that
course, and that is a matter for him to deter-
mine.

Question. What do you hear from the peo-
ple at the United Nations, Mr. President?
Has the fact of French recognition now in-
creased the prospect that the Red Chinese
may be voted into membership at the U.N.?

CHINA'S ENTRY DOUBTED

Answer. The situation changes from time
to time, but we don’t think that they will be
voted into membership and we hope not. I
don’t believe they will.

Question. What would be our reaction
vis-a-vis the U.N. if they were admitted?

Answer, Well, we will have fo cross that
bridge. I don't want to admit that they
are going to be admitted and don't think
they will,

Question. Senator GoLDwWATER, for exam-
ple, has argued that we should withdraw at
once if the Red Chinese are admitted.

Answer. Well, that is SBenator GOLDWATER'S
view, and I don’t think they're golng to be
admitted, and I don't think we will have to
face that question.

Question. One you do have to face soon,
Mr. President, is to say something to Con-
gress about foreign aid. That seems to have
reached a peak of opposition. It seems to
have reached some kind of peak last year.
What do you think the future of it is?

Answer. I think it 1s goilng to be very
tough to get a good forelgn ald measure
through the Congress this year. Last year
President Kennedy asked for $4,900 million.
He later had that request carefully studied
and reduced it to 4,500 million.

MOVE DIFFICULT THIS YEAR

He got a $3 billlon appropriation after I
came to office. I signed the bill, and there
was reappropriated about $400 million un-
expended balances, $3,400 million. Now, I
have conferred with the leaders in the House

5397

and Senate on that matter, and they all ad-
mit it is going to be more difficult this year
than it ever has been before, although I
don't think that is justified.

Nevertheless, I request—we are not going
to pad our request. We got $3,400 million
this year, and we will ask for something in
the neighborhood of that for next year, and
we will ask only what we need, and we hope
we get what we ask, but it will be appre-
clably under what was asked last year, and
approximately the same that we got this

year.

We think that we are justified in spending
3 or 4 cents of our tax dollar to protect
the million men who are in uniform, our
men, scattered throughout the world, and
to keep them from going into combat, and
this is the best weapon that I have.

Question, Mr. President, is there any one
root cause for the apparent slowness of the
Alliance for Progress?

Answer. Yes. It is very difficult to get 21
nations to all agree and get thelr systems
changed and their reforms effected and to
blend into their governmental philosophy
the modernization that is going to be re-
quired to make the Alliance for Progress a
success.

We are distressed that it hasn't been more
successful, but we haven't lost faith.

MEETINGS SCHEDULED TODAY

We are having a meeting Monday with all
of the Ambassadors from the Organization
of American States. We are having a meet-
ing Monday with all the Ambassadors from
the Western Hemisphere.

We are calling in all of our own Ambassa-
dors, and the three groups are going to meet
and we are going to point out the weaknesses
and the slowness of certain reforms that are
required and the cooperation that we must
have from their countries because there is
no use of making big investments and tak-
ing our taxpayers' funds unless these re-
forms are effective.

And we are golng to make an appeal for a
united attack that will give new life to
the Alllance for Progress, and we have hopes
that it will be successful. :

Question. Mr. President, are you terribly
disturbed about the resort to street protests
and demonstrations on civil rights and other
things that is taking place now almost all
over the country?

BILL GOES A LONG WAY

Answer. I think that when the Senate acts
upon the civil rights bill, that we will have
the best civil rights law that has been en-
acted in a hundred years, and I think it will
be a substantial and effective answer to our
raclal problems.

The Negro was freed of his chains 100 years
ago, but he has not been freed of the prob-
lems brought about by his color and the
bigotry that exists.

And this bill goes a long way to taking the
battle from the streets into the legislative
halls and into the courthouses, and into
where these differences should be settled.

Of course, we have a right to petition, and
we should petition when we have grievances,
but I think the most effective thing that can
be done and I think great progress has been
made under the leadership of President Ken-
nedy and the Attorney General, others in the
last year, in getting all the people of the Na-
tion to accept their moral responsibility and
take some leadership in this fleld where there
has been so much discrimination.

And I know of nothing more important for
this Congress to do than to pass the civil
rights act as the House passed it. And I hope
that can be done after due deliberation.

I think it will be a great step forward for
the Nation, and I think it will make us much
more united, and I can't think of any single
thing we can do to strengthen American for-
eign policies more than to pass the House
civil rights bill in the Senate,
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Question. You are confident that you can
get a civil rights bill substantlally like the
House bill without major modification?

Answer. We want to very much, and we are
going—the Senate will have to work its will
and we believe that a substantial majority
favors the House bill, and we believe in due
time it will be able to work its will.

SAYS HE IS AN OPTIMIST

Question. Well, are you concerned, Mr.
President, at what might happen if this fili-
buster is still going in the late spring when
the schools are out and the kids are out and
idle time on their hands?

Answer. I don’t want to predict that the
Senate will be—how long it will be discussing
this bill. I am hopeful and I am an optimist,
and I believe they can pass it, and I believe
they will pass it, and I believe it is their duty
to pass it, and I am going to do everything I
can to get it

Question. Mr. President, you have now
been President for something over 100 days.
You have been around Washington for more
than 30 years. How is the view from the in-
slde as compared with the view from the
outside?

Answer Well, it is a much tougher job
from the inside than I thought it was from
the outside.

I have watched it since Mr. Hoover’s days,
and I realize the responsibilities it carried
and the obligations of leadership that were
there, and the decisions that had to be made,
and the awesome responsibilities it carried
and the obligations of leadership that were
there, and the decisions that had to be made,
and the awesome responsibilities of the Office.

ASSESSES OWN ROLE

But I must say that when I started having
to make those decisions and started hearing
from the Congress, that the Presidency looked
a little different when you are in the Presi-
dency than it did when you are in the Con-
gress, and vice versa.

Question. Mr. President, Thomas Jefferson
referred to the Office as a “splendid misery.”
Harry Truman used to talk about it as if it
were a prison cell. Do you like it?

Answer. I am dolng the best I can in it,
and I am enjoying what I am doing.

PROUD OF U.S. SYSTEM

Thomas Jefferson sald the second office of
the land was an honorable and easy one,
The Presidency was a splendid misery.

But I found great interest in serving in
both offices, and it carries terrific and tremen-
dous and awesome responsibilities. But I am
proud of this Nation, and I am so grateful
that I could have an opportunity that I have
had in America that I want to give my life
seeing that the opportunity is perpetuated
for others.

I am sgo proud of our system of govern-
ment, of our free enterprise, where our in-
centive system and our men who head our
blg industries are willing to get up at day-
light and get to bed at midnight to offer
employment and create new jobs for peo-
ple, where our men working there will try
to get decent wages but will sit across the
table and not act like cannibals, but will
negotiate and rearon things out together.

I am so happy to be a part of a system
where the average per capita income is in
excess of $200 per month, when there are
only six nations in the entire world that
have as much as $80 per month, and while
the Soviet Unlon has three times as many
tillable acres of land as we have and a popu-
lation that's in excess of ours and a great
many resources that we don't have, that if
properly developed would exceed our poten-
tial in water and oll and so forth, neverthe-
less we have one thing they don’t have, and
that is our system of private enterprise—
free enterprise, where the employer, hoping
to make a little profit, the laborer hoping
to justify his wages, can get together and
make a better mousetrap.
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They have developed this into the most
powerful and leading nation in the world,
and I want to see it preserved and I have
an opportunity to do something about it as
President.

And I may not be a great President, but
as long as I am here, I am going to try to
be a good President, and do my dead level
best to see this system preserved because
when the final chips are down, it is not
going to be the number of people we have
or the number of acres or the number of
resources that win, the thing that is going
to make us win is our system of government.
[From the New York Times, Mar. 16, 1964|
Two LYNDON JOHNSONS: POLITICAL TACTICIAN

Gives Way onN TV To QUIET, ALMOST

FATHERLY PHILOSOPHER

(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON, March 15.—President John-
son is growing in patience and confidence.
His hour-long conversation on nationwide
television this evening is just the latest evi-
dence of his progress. He was nervous about
TV politics after President Kennedy’s wit and
polish on the screen, and he was even a little
edgy at the beginning of tonight's perform-
ance, but he has a natural and vivid elo-
quence of his own and this came through
with great effect at the end of tonight's
broadcast.

There have always been two Lyndon John-
sons since he came to Washington more than
30 years ago: the political tacticlans, whose
genius for backstairs manipulation was well
publicized; and this other Johnson who ap-
peared on the TV sets tonight: the quiet,
philosophic, almost fatherly Johnson who
never has a bad word for anybody.

This latter Johnson has never had an effec-
tive Boswell. The other one, the wheeler-
dealer Johnson, has been well reported.
Maybe in the TV conversation he has found
the medium for making the whole of this
remarkable and almost contradictory person-
ality vivid to the American people.

POLITICAL HOBGOBLINS

The reporters confronted him with all the
current political hobgoblins supposed to
trigger the famous Johnson temper—Bobby
Baker, President de Gaulle of France, Bobby
Kennedy, and even Barry Goldwater. He
never even blinked.

He talked about De Gaulle as I the general
were a temporary misgulded friend; a little
difficult, maybe, but doing what he had every
right to do. He talked about his relations
with Bobby Kennedy as if the two of them
were merely the victims of a viclous press
and went out of his way to commend the At-
torney General for his part in the civil rights
debate.

As for Bobby Baker, the President threw
him to the Senate of the United States, and
referred to him as if he were sort of a remote
official acquaintance who just happened to
be in cffice as a result of the votes of all Sen-
ators and certainly not as a result of any
friendship with Lyndon Johnson.

None of this set any records for candor
in Washington and it was certainly not the
whole truth, but it demonstrated the art of
the political Johnson, and who could com-
plain? After all, there was nothing in the
Constitution that obliges a man to dramatize
every single personal difference on nation-
wide television.

Beyond that, Mr. Johnson's performance
was almost an official refutation of all the
charges his opponents make against him.
He Is charged with vanity: he was, in con-
trast, the very soul of modesty.

No doubt, he sald, he had made “many
mistakes” in the first 100 days. He may not
be a “great President” but he wanted to do
the best he could. Vanity? He was positively
eelf-effacing.

He is supposed to be political and partisan
in every waking and sleeping act. Tonight
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he was as nonpartisan as the Ten Command-
ments; a disciple of unity, confident in the
fairness and wisdom of the Congress, a man
who was served by a great staff, a man who
merely wanted to be “a people's President”
and who sounded as if he dreaded the very
day when the presidential campaign would
force him to utter a partisan word.

His enemies say he is tough and impatient.
Tonight he was sensitive about everybody,
particularly Mrs. John F. Kennedy and the
Eennedy staffl. As for the rest, he was in
turn patient, nostalgic and quietly confident.

“Compassionate” was the word he used to
describe the kind of administration he
wanted. “A better deal” for the poor was
the slogan to carry out this ideal. He de-
fined his political position as “a progressive
who is prudent.”

If the commanding ground of American
politics is the center, President Johuson cap-
tured it this evening. Economically, he de-
fended the free enterprise system with more
eloquence than has been heard from the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce since the early days
of Eric Johnston. Militarily, he made Barry
GOLDWATER'S suggestion about landing the
Marines in Cuba sound like the proposal of
an impulsive boy.

DISCUSSES HIS HEALTH

The President was even detached, almost
indifferent, about himself. He discussed his
health objectively, as if he were giving a
clinical report on the incidence of rickets
among the Eskimos, He talked about his
18-hour or 19-hour workday as if this were
the least he could do to show his gratitude
for having a good job.

Thus, he has come to the end of the ex-
perimental period in the public relations of
the Presidency, and he has covered a wider
range than any President of our time.

He has had news conferences off-the-cuff,
on television tape and live. He has had fire-
side chats on Thanksgiving, and congres-
sional appearances, and reports on the tax
bill, half on TelePrompTer and half extem-
poraneous.

Beyond that, aside from having telephoned
most of the characters in Who's Who, he has
had every Member of both Houses of Con-
gress to a sort of combination cocktail party,
dinner, official briefing, and dance at the
White House while the legislators’ ladies were
touring the upstairs badrooms. And if you
think this isn't effective politically, ask the
chairman of the Republican National Com-
mittee.

If he made any mistake at all tonight, it
was merely in coming out against smoking,
and admitting that while it was hard, he
stopped because his doctor told him to. This
is not likely to be popular in North Carolina,
but he's probably going to carry that State
anyway.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I shall
not ask for another live quorum ecall,
which I say to the acting majority leader
I would have the right to do at this time,
because I wish to bring the business of
the Senate to a close as quickly as pos-
sible; and I am sure the acting majority
leader feels the same way.

I am now glad to yield to the Senator
from New York [Mr. KeaTing] provided
that in doing so I do not lose my right to
the floor.

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

SOVIETS SHUT DOWN MATZOTH
BAKERIES

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, the
latest action on the part of the Soviet
Union proves conclusively, if additional
proof were needed, that the Soviet Gov-
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ernment is conducting a deliberate cam-
paign against the Jewish religion in the
Soviet Union. A bakery was opened last
week in Moscow to bake matzoth, but
after 2 days of operation, the bakery was
closed down, allegedly for unsanitary
conditions. Therefore, despite the ex-
pected shipments of matzoth to the So-
viet Union from other nations, there will
undoubtedly be a serious shortage for ob-
servance of the Passover.

Moreover, as a result of the closing of
the bakery, those who had planned to
use this source and had turned in flour
allotments in return for the anticipated
‘matzoth are left with nothing, neither
flour nor the prospect of matzoth.

Mr. President, the free world is learn-
ing more, day by day, about brutalities
against the Jewish people during the
Second World War. The civilized world
is asking itself day after day how such
things could have happened that are be-
ing recounted by the survivors of the
concentration camps of the last war.
Yet here, in these acts of willful harass-
ment, of discrimination, of harsh bu-
reaucracy, are seen the seeds of the same
kind of inhumanity and persecution of
the Jewish faith and people.

Mr. President, after months of pro-
test, I am glad to learn that our own De-
partment of State is undertaking an on-
the-spot review of the situation and of
Soviet policy with regard to the baking
of* matzoth.

Today I have received a reply from
Assistant Secretary of State Dutton, in
which among other things he says:

The Department has recently asked the
American Embassy at Moscow to attempt
to ascertain present Sovlet policy on this
question. As soon as a reply is received
from the Embassy, the Department will
communicate with you again.

This move, I hope, will mark an end
to the hands-off policy that our Govern-
ment has been following for too long
where Soviet religious discrimination is
concerned. I sincerely hope that our
representatives in Moscow will take a
long, hard look at the problem and re-
port, not only to the confines of the
Department of State but also to the
whole world, what crass disregard of
religion and spiritual purpose takes
place in the Soviet Union with the full
backing of the Soviet Government.

I feel certain any expression of in-
terest by the United States, or by other
nations, will serve to spotlight the prob-
lem and may contribute substantially
toward prompt easing of these harsh
and arbitrary restrictions that have
been imposed by the Soviet Government.

I thank the Senator from Florida for
his courtesy in yielding to me.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield?

Mr, HOLLAND. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Indiana with the
understanding that in doing so I shall
not lose my right to the floor.

TREASURY BACKS HARTKE COL-
LEGE AID BILL

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, Assist-

ant Secretary of the Treasury Stanley S.

Surrey has forwarded to me a copy of the
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report furnished by the Department to
the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, reviewing and analyzing
the Hartke college student assistance bill,
S. 2490, on which hearings are currently
being held in the Education Subcommit-
tee chaired by the senior Senator from
Oregon.

This is a most important statement,
Mr. President, in view of the fact that my
bill was introduced at the time the Ribi-
coff amendment to the tax bill was about
to be considered. The Treasury vigor-
ously opposed the tax credit aid to par-
ents of college students, both as part of
the tax package and in principle. A
member of the Treasury staff was in sev-
eral consultations with me, and with
members of the Office of Education, dur-
ing the drafting of S. 2490. Its provi-
sions were in accord with Treasury
thinking, and now in its formal opinion
to the committee, it has taken a position
explaining in some detail the reasons for
its objection to the tax credit proposal,
together with a positive approval of the
goals of the Hartke bill. Iinvite the at-
tention of Senators, a score of whom are
now cosponsors of the bill, to one state-
ment in particular, which states:

We also wish to give the Treasury's strong
endorsement to the kinds of direct ald meas-
ures included in S. 580 and S. 2490.

I also invite attention to two sentences
at a later point in the statement:

5. 2490, which provides for expansion of
National Defense Education Act loans, loan
insurance, work-study programs, and under-
graduate scholarships, would involve less
than half the cost of the tax credit for col-
lege expenses considered by the Senate and
at the same time would appear to be more
precisely directed toward real needs. All of
these forms of aid appear to the Treasury to
be far preferable to the use of the tax system
in combining fiscal responsibility with effec-
tiveness.

Mr. President, the assessment of the
Treasury Department is cogent and well
reasoned. It takes a forward step in
that it reflects a considered decision
made at policy level, a decision to put
forward positive considerations as to the
role of public funds in producing public
good rather than in any sense being ob-
structive. It is a valuable statement
which is well worth reading by all the
Members of this body. Therefore, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
it may be printed in the RECORD.

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

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, Mareh 5, 1964.
Hon. LisTer HILL,
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is with ref-
erence to your request for a report on S.
2490 which would provide assistance for
students in higher education by increasing
the amount authorized for loans under the
National Defense Education Act of 19568 and
by establishing programs for scholarships,
loan insurance, and work study.

The Treasury is aware of the great need
for expanding educational opportunities and
favors those fiscally responsible measures
which will most effectively accomplish this
objective.

In connection with the pendmg tax bill
consideration was given to amendments
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which would have provided tax credits or
deductions for certain college expenses. As
you know, the Treasury Department opposed
these amendments. In a report to the Sen-
ate Finance Committee the Department
stated there are several possible methods by
which the Federal Government can provide
assistance to those seeking higher education _
and that full consideration of these various
methods is essential. The Department ex-
pressed the bellef that Federal assistance by
measures other than tax provisions is a much
more efficient and equitable method of aid,
and that the use of the tax system to at-
tempt to provide assistance might inter-
fere with other more effective, equitable, and
desirable proposals, such as the programs of
direct aid to students now under considera-
tion by the Subcommittee on Education.
For this reason, the Department recom-
mended that consideration of all the meth-
ods of providing assistance should be co-
ordinated and full public hearings should
be held on the proposals so that all inter-
ested parties could be afforded an opportu-
nity to be heard.

In connection with the Senate debate on
proposals for alding students through tax
measures, S. 2490 was offered by Senator
HARTKE as an alternative. Also, during the
debate the Chairman of the Education Bub-
committee of the Labor and Public Welfare
Committee indicated that it would not be
proper for the Senate to make a decision on
these proposals until the subcommittee has
had an opportunity to hold hearings on how
best to provide student aid. At the same
time, he announced that the subcommittee
would immediately begin hearings on the
guaranteed student loan proposal and other
provisions of S. 580 relating to student aid
on which action has not yet been taken
and on S. 2490.

We are glad to have this opportunity to
state some of the reasons why the Treasury
opposes tax credits or deductions as a means
of assisting students. We also wish to glve
the Treasury's strong endorsement to the
kinds of direct ald measures included in
8. 580 and S. 2490.

The Treasury is constantly presented with
proposals to accomplish all sorts of desirable
soclal objectives through the tax system. In
general, these objectives can be accomplished
more effectively and economically by other
means. An important advantage of direct
means, as compared with tax allowances, is
that the Congress retains control of the
amount of aid through the appropriation
process and can distribute the ald where
needed most.

Sponsors of tax allowances for college ex-
penses place emphasis on different objectives.
Some present them as an educational meas-
ure designed (1) to assist students who are
seeking higher education and (2) to give
indirect assistance to institutions of higher
education by making possible tuition in-
creases (thereby providing an alternative to
direct ald to such institutions or a supple-
ment to direct aid). Others present them as
a tax measure intended to give rellef to mid-
dle income families with children in college.

The Treasury belleves that tax allowances
for college expenses have great deficiencies
as either a tax measure or an educational
measure. A vrincipal objection to tax allow-
ances is that a deduction or credit for college
expenses, regardless of its form, will not give
relief where it is most needed and, therefore,
will not expand educational opportunity.
Nontaxable persons and taxpayers with in-
sufficlent tax liability to take full advantage
of the tax allowance would obtain little or
no benefit. Large familles with low income
would receive little or no benefit while fam-
ilies of fairly substantial means who would
send their children to college in any event
would get the most relief.

While the Treasury recognizes that the
high costs of college education impose heavy
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burdens on families with children in college,
we agrée with the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare that the avallable
Federal resources should be used to assure
that, insofar as.possible, no capable student
will be denled the opportunity for education
beyond high school because of his or her par-
ents' inability to meet the financial burden.
Tax allowances would contribute little to the
achlevement of this objective. It would be
difficult to justify a provision of hundreds
of millions of dollars of tax relief to families
with children in college while as many as
120,000 or more qualified students each year
are prevented from going to college, primar-
ily because of Inadequate financial resources.

The tax credit proposal which was con-
sidered by the Senate was an extremely costly
proposal. The Treasury believes that the loss
to the Federal Government of so substantial
an amount ($750 million at current levels
and $1.3 billlon by 1970) as would have re-
sulted from the tax credit would affect the
amount of Federal funds available for other
forms of ald to higher education. In con-
nection with consideration of other possible
forms of aid, such as continuation and ex-
pansion of the National Defense Education
Act student loan program, establishment of
a work-study program, or an undergraduate
scholarship program, the Congress would
certalnly take account of the fact that $750
million had been provided in the name of
student aid through the tax credit. This
would be true regardless of the fact that
the aid program under the tax credit
might be distributed in a very differ-
ent manner than the various other forms of
ald. As the chairman of the Education Sub-
committee indicated during the debate on the
tax credit amendment, Congress can be taken
“up the line” only so many times in a certain
period of time on the question of passing
proposed legislation in a particular field.

Among the various student ald measures
under consideration by the subcommittee,
the Treasury has had a particular interest
in the approach entailing an educational
loan insurance program. This proposed pro-
gram, following in the pattern of the tested
and highly successful mortgage and other
loan insurance programs, can provide the
needed catalyst for bringing the vast finan-
cial resources of existing lending institutions
to bear on the problem of assuring educa-
tional opportunities for every student able
and willing to undertake higher education.
Just as mortgage insurance has, on a seli-
supporting basis, helped channel a vastly in-
creased supply of funds into homebuilding
and brought home ownership within reach of
most of our families, Federal insurance of
loans for higher education can be a major
step toward providing funds for self-reliant
college students on terms suilted to their
special needs. There are precedents for this
loan insurance program in varlous States and
in one growing privately sponsored plan.
These programs, while limited in size, pro-
vide ample evidence of the feasibility and
usefulness of this kind of assistance. The
need today is to achieve much broader, na-
tional coverage, and to do so promptly and
effectively.

A great advantage of this program, as a
supplement to more specialized and neces-
sarily costly types of assistance, is that any
full-time student with passing grades would
be eligible for a loan. Eligibility for such
insured loans would be based only on full-
time enrollment and continuation of satis-
factory academic progress. The education
would itself, by increasing earning capacity,
provide the means for paying off the loan.

This guaranteed loan program would
reach the legitimate needs of students from
middle-income families, as well as low-
income families, faced with raising within
a relatively short perlod of time the funds
necessary to finance a college education.
By borrowing at reasonable rates over a
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period of years these college costs can be
spread over a period of time which will per-
mit repayment in line with current earning
capacity.

In assessing the need and potential use-
fulness of this kind of program, it should be
emphasized that students do not need to bor-
row the full cost of a college education.
Most people are surprised, for instance, to
find that the average loan under the exist-
ing National Defense Education Act program
is $500, well under the $1,000 maximum
limitation on a loan.  This is because stu-
dents obtain a large proporiion of needed
funds through employment, scholarships,
and other sources, and the loans typically
serve to supplement these sources, rather
than to finance the entire cost. A survey
of student borrowers under the National De-
fense Education Act student loan program
shows that more than half finance three-
fourths or more of their college expenses
from sources other than their families’ in-
come; 30 percent finance their entire college
costs out of jobs, loans, and scholarships.
Census data on sources of financial support
for all students enrolled in college in Oc-
tober 1959 indicate that only about 28 per-
cent relied on parents only. For 21 percent
of all students, their own work or savings
was the sole source of support; for another
T percent, scholarships and their own work
were the only sources of support. About
30 percent combined their own work and/or
scholarships with some family assistance.
By supplementing other sources of funds
and enabling potential students to close the
gap between resources and expenses, the
insured loan program will make it possible
for them to undertake and complete an edu-
cation that, for lack of a few hundred dollars
a year, might not otherwise be feasible.

Clearly, the program is not a substitute
for, or ccmpetitive with, other forms of aid
for the speclally needy and gifted student.
Rather, it is a broadly based supplement,
available to all students and families willing
to accept the responsibility of using credit
constructively in their own interest, as well
as that of the Nation, by making an invest-
ment in education—an investment that
should be repaid many times over.

No program of grants and subsidies—use-
ful as they are in meeting the specific needs
of the specially gifted or needy—can be ex-
pected to do the entire job alone, nor should
they when private funds are available to be
mobilized, and the potential returns to the
borrower are as high as they are in educa-
tion. Costs of college education are high,
and Government should accept a responsibil-
ity to assist in enabling responsible families
in the middle, as well as the lower, income
brackets to spread these costs over time. A
tested technique for accomplishing that re-
sult by enabling private lenders to do a better
job is incorporated in this bill.

We believe this bill can go a long ways
toward meeting the needs and concern ex-
pressed by so many respecting financlal as-
sistance to those seeking higher education.

With respect to the total package of aid
proposed by 8. 580 and S. 2490, officials of
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare are, of course, better equipped to
discuss the relative needs and the most ap-
propriate forms of financial ald for meet-
ing them, including the appropriate alloca-
tion of any federally allocated funds among
the various forms of aid. We would point
out, however, that the insured loan program
and work-study program proposed in S. 580
involve only small amounts of Federal ap-
propriations in the 1965 budget. S. 2490,
which provides for expansion of National
Defense Education Act loans, loan insur-
ance, work-study programs, and undergrad-
uate scholarships, would involve less than
half the cost of the tax credit for college
expenses considered by the Senate and at
the same time would appear to be more pre-
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cisely directed toward real needs, All of
these forms of aid appear to the Treasury
to be far preferable to the use of the tax
system in combining fiscal responsibility
with effectiveness.

In endorsing the objectives and nature of
this package of educational ald measures,
we should point out the relationship of the
existing National Defense Education Act pro-
gram, if considered as a program of direct
Federal loans to student borrowers, to the
general guidelines set forth by the report of
the Committee on Federal credit programs
approved by President Kennedy last year.
Student loans under the expanded National
Defense Education Act program, as proposed
by 8. 580 and S. 2490, would continue to be
provided through participating institutions
at a fixed 3-percent rate, following the terms
of legislation enacted in 1958. The Com-
mittee on Federal credit programs concluded
that in general fixed rates of interest intro-
duced an arbitrary element of rigidity into
the administration of direct lending pro-
grams, tending to obscure the proper evalu-
ation of their cost in relation to benefits and
to provide varying amounts of subsidy over
time in relation to prevalling costs and mar-
ket rates.

Instead of such fixed rates, the commit-
tee suggested, among its guidelines, that
the practice generally be followed, when
establishing new programs or making sub-
stantial changes in existing programs, of
relating the rate charged to current yields on
Treasury securities of comparable maturity.
That practice is incorporated in the direct
loan program for medical and dental stu-
dents introduced last year and in the similar
program for student nurses presently pro-
posed, as well as in credit programs in a vari-
ety of other areas.

This Department does not feel that appli-
cation of this concept would be appropriate
at this time at the expense of delaying con-
sideration of the present proposals for sim-
ply extending a successfully - operating
program. Rather, exploration of the feasi-
bility and desirability of a change in this
respect could be adequately considered and
studied only in relation to other adminis-
trative arrangements in the National Defense
Education Act program, which has success-
fully developed and functioned through large
numbers of institutions administering what
are, in effect, separate loan programs on the
basis of Federal capital contributions. At
this time, we simply wish to make note of
the relevance of this matter when substan-
tive changes in the program might be under
consideration in the continuing effort to as-
sure maximum effectiveness of the National
Defense Education Act program. In setting
forth this matter for consideration at an ap-
propriate time, we should also make clear
that we are not suggesting that the Gov-
ernment should not properly absorb what-
ever portion of the interest and other costs
may be appropriate to assure effective ac-
complishment of the objectives of the stu-
dent loan program.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised the
Treasury Department that there is no ob-
jection from the standpoint of the admin-
istration's program to the presentation of
this report.

Bincerely yours,
STANLEY S. SURREY,
Assistant Secretary.

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Florida
for being so kind and courteous as fo
yield to me.

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Wyoming, with the
understanding that in doing so I shall
not lose my right to the floor.
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ED MURROW’S SERVICE WITH USIA

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, it is a
very illuminating experience for an
American overseas to discover what sort
of opinions the people of the country he
is in have of America. The subject takes
on added importance when we realize
that the American image goes hand in
hand with American success or lack of it
in our relations with the rest of the
world.

It is my opinion, Mr. President, that
much more of the world now appreciates
and understands the real America than
ever before. The all but universal ex-
pressions of personal loss following
President Kennedy's death are a moving
tribute to that fact. And no one man
is more responsible for that new under-
standing than Edward R. Murrow, the
recently retired Director of the U.S. In-
formation Agency.

Mr. President, the story of Ed Mur-
row’s service as the voice of this Nation
overseas is well documented in an article
which appeared in the Washington Post
for March 15. I ask unanimous consent
that this article by Jean White be
printed in the REcORD.

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

LusTer RusBEp OFF oN USIA—Ep MURROW’S
VErY PRESENCE GAVE Our WorLp “VoIce"
NEwW STATURE

(By Jean White)

When he came to Washington as Director
of the U.S. Information Agency, Edward R.
Murrow brought along a reputation for
courage, integrity, and intelligence as a
news commentator.

It is perhaps a measure of Murrow’s suc-
cess in the post that his personal reputation
did not shrink in 34 months in a Govern-
ment job. If anything, some of his prestige
and luster rubbed off on the USIA.

The USIA directorship has not been ex-
actly a reputation builder. In little more
than two decades, the agency has had five
names and a dozen Directors. It is a sitting
target for congressional critics who don't
like an abstract painting sent overseas or a
certain paragraph amid millions of words
published.

Since the USIA can't tell its story at home,
the American publiec usually hears about the
agency only when it has made a big mistake.
It has no lobby to press Congress for funds.
Its product is for export only. It deals in
intangibles, and the results can't be summed
up in a graph for an annual report.

BEYOND ARITHMETIC

Murrow himself put it this way a year ago:
“But it Is very difficult to measure success
in our business. No computer clicks, no
cash register rings when a man changes his
mind or opts for freedom.”

It i1s almost as difficult to measure the
success of Murrow’s USIA stewardship from
early 1861 until he resigned in January to
recuperate from an operation for Ilung
cancer.

He did noticeably improve the product,
particularly in the mass media flelds of films
and television programs. The Volce of
America doubled its power and the USIA
beefed up its programs in the key areas of
Latin America and Africa.

But more important, if less tangible, may
have been the effect of Murrow’s presence.
The respected news broadcaster gave the
UBSIA stature with Congress and the public at
home. This, 1s turn, gave more self-respect
to the staff, which had never completely re-
covered from the demoralizing attacks of the
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MecCarthy era. An acclaimed professional,
Murrow began to attract bright young re-
cruits to the USIA,

Murrow became the most influential USIA
Director since the World War II days of Elmer
Davis and the predecessor Office of War In-
formation. He sat in on policy decisions, had
a direct telephone (the “blowtorch™) to the
President and often dashed the two blocks
down Pennsylvania Avenue to the White
House. He became the President's adviser
on psychological factors in the formulation
and execution of foreign policy.

A perfectionist, Murrow probably didn't
shake up the USIA as much as he wanted
to. It is a vast operation, with nearly 13,000
employes in 106 countries. Inspiration ean
filter down through only so many layers of
bureaucracy.

He had his frustrations as USIA Director.
He tangled with Congress over budget cuts
and “shoestring financing.” He didn’t at-
tract as many top-talent people as he had
hoped.

“But he left a better agency than he found,
and it will be still better 5 or 10 years from
now because of Murrow’s work,” one of his
alds summed up Murrow's tenure.

NINETY-PERCENT PAY CUT

Thomas C. Sorensen, a career man with
131, years with the USIA, is Deputy Director
in charge of policy and plans. Until Murrow
took over, the USIA had no clearly defined
role or direction, he feels.

“For the first time, under President Ken-
nedy and Murrow we had a clear mandate
of what role the President wanted us to play
in foreign affairs. And we were allowed and
encouraged to play that role to the fullest,”
he says.

Murrow took the USIA job (at a 90-percent
pay cut from an estimated $200,000 at CBS
to a $21,000 Government salary) on the con-
dition that he would have his say in making
the policies that the USIA later would have
to explain to the world. He wanted to do
more than pick up the pieces after a flasco.
President Kennedy agreed, and Murrow be-
came the first USIA Director to sit on the
National Security Council.

As Murrow defined it, the job of the USIA
is to make the policy and actions of the
United States “intelligible and, whenever
possible, palatable.” He operated the Agency
on the philosophy that truth is the best
propaganda, even when it hurts.

The USIA has reported the story of raclal
violence in the United States in the larger
context of a democracy working out its prob-
lems. As might be expected, this approach
drew congressional critleism. Some Senators
asked Murrow whether it was wise to show
weaknesses.

“We cannot be effective in telllng the
American story abroad If we tell it only in
superlatives,” he replied.

A NUCLEAR ROLE

On the policymaking level, the USIA
played a key role in the timing of the re-
sumption of U.S. nuclear testing in 1961.
Murrow asked for as much time as possible
to capitalize on the moratorium break by
the Russians. The USIA also wanted a
chance to explain why the United States
was forced to resume tests itself.

During the 1962 Cuban crisis, the USIA
staturated communiecations channels with
messages documenting the American posi-
tion. In a single week, 50,000 pictures of the
Russian missile sites were air expressed
overseas.

The USIA even drew blood from the Com-
munists. Last June, the Moscow radio ac-
cused the Agency of provoking sleepless
nights in socialist countries.

As USIA Director, Murrow was in command
of a vase operation using seven media of
communication: radio, television, movies,
press, books, exhibits and the arts. Some
600 million persons see USIA documentary
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films each month. The Agency places 500
TV programs each year in more than 60
countries.

Its wireless news file carries 10,000 words
dally and it publishes nearly 70 magazines
and some 20 newspapers. There are more
than 180 USIA libraries. The WVoice of
America broadcasts 789 hours a week in 36
languages.

THE LAST 3 FEET

The USIA has nearly 1,600 officers at posts
overseas, and Murrow cut down their paper-
work and told them to wear out shoe leather
rather than typewriter ribbon.

“I once heard him tell a group of staffers
that It was no miracle of communication to
send a message by Telstar,” an ald recalls.
“He sald it was the last 3 feet between one
man and another that matters in getting a
meesage across.”

All was not sweetness and light for Mur-
row and the USIA. He had to fight budget
cuts. He lashed out at Congress for a 815
million cut last year.

“We are being outspent, outpublished, and
outbroadcast,” he said in a speech. “We
are a first-rate power. We must speak with
a first-rate voice abroad.”

Murrow had his faults and made mistakes.
He didn't like administrative work but he
tried to learn all phases of the USIA opera-
tion, He did his homework for congressional
testimony and sat through all the hearings
rather than just making an appearance.

The b55~-year-old Murrow often joked about
being the old man of what he called the New
Zeal administration, but he set a pace with
a 15-hour day. He told a friend: “I have
never worked harder in my life and never
been happier. I haven't had such satisfac-
tion since the days of covering the London
blitz."

A MORE FLEXIBLE FOREIGN POLICY

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, my good
friend the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CaurcH] has again demonstrated his
ability as a perceptive analyist of foreign
events and the complex world which
we inhabit today.

In an interview published yesterday
in the Washington Star the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Crurcr] has performed a
significant service in setting a critical
foreign policy question in proper per-
spective and setting before the American
public the stakes in this matter and what
are some of the alternatives we face.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the transcript of that inter-
view be printed in the REcORD.

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Sunday Star,
Mar. 15, 1964]
ON THE RECORD: Moa:m;m:.sm:mu
PoLicy?

(Following is the transcript of an “On-
the-Record" interview with Senator CHURCEH,
Democrat, of Idaho)

Question. Senator CHUrRcH, the Republi-
cans say that forelgn policy will be the major
issue in the coming presidential campaign.
Do you accept that premise and, as a Demo-
crat, how do you feel about 1t?

Answer. I think that foreign policy, in the
times in which we live, will always be a
mador issue in a national election campalgn.

As a Democrat, I welcome it. I think that
the foreign policy record of President Een-
nedy and President Johnson is strong, and
that this issue will be to our advantage.

Question. The most serious problem right
now is probably Vietnam. Would you be
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willing to see a full-scale American debate
on what course we should take in Vietnam?

Answer. Yes, if there are real alternatives
to discuss. Should the President propose
some change of course in South Vietnam,
this would provide an occaslon for extended
debate. If, on the other hand, we.continue
to hold to our present policy, then I would
not anticipate such a debate soon taking
place. 4

Question. Do you think it was right for
the United States to become so deeply com-
mitted to its present course in Vietnam, with-
out a debate in Congress or among the gen-
eral public?

Answer. I personally have always had grave
misgivings over the original decision which
took us into South Vietnam. If we had it
to do again, I would strenuously object, and
I know there are many others who would,
also.

Unfortunately, neither President Kennedy
nor President Johnson had that option avail-
able to them. We were in Vietnam when
they took over.

SUCCESS IN VIETNAM?

Question. Is it your own view that we are
succeeding, or failing, now, in Vietnam?

Answer. I don't know. I am not opti-
mistic about the outlook. If Ho Chi Minh,
the leader of North Vietnam, is regarded by
by most Vietnamese people, North and
South, as the authentic architect of inde-
pendence from the French, as the George
Washington of Vietnam, so to speak, it will
be hard for us. Wars against George Wash-
ingtons are not easily won.

Question. Do you think that the way out
in Vietnam may be to carry the war north
into North Vietnam, or even Red China?

Answer. That is certainly not the way out.
As I look at the map, that is the way in.

I would hope that we don't make South
Vietnam a launching pad for another Korean
war. That war cost us heavily in American
lives and fortune. We were able to end the
fighting only by confining ourselves to the
area south of the 38th parallel. This be-
came the basis for the truce, but the Korean
problem is still costing us half a billion a
year.

One could question what has been gained,
when one compares the enormous outpour-
ing of American resources into this EKorean
peninsula with the real interests of the
United States that have been served by our
presence there.

Are we again to repeat this performance
in South Vietnam, extending the war north-
ward, inviting the Chinese down? I would
have to be persuaded that the vital interests
of the United States are in fact at stake, to
warrant so dangerous and endless an adven-
ture as this would be.

We need to look further ahead than our
immediate frustrations in South Vietnam.
If we were to make this our own war and
occupy this territory with the Amerlcan
Army, which would be the likely next step if
the war were broadened, then we must face
up to the fact that we will have to seize and
hold this remote region of the world with
naked American power. Asiatic people would
regard our holding it as a kind of American
possession, however differently we viewed it.

Everything that has happened in the last
20 years demonstrates the folly of such a
course.

SOUTHEAST ASIA SETTLEMENT

Question. Do you see merit in President
de Gaulle's suggestion of a neutralist settle-
ment in Southeast Asia?

Answer. If the whole of the archipelago
could be neutralized, including North Viet-
nam, then I should think that this would be
positively in the American interest, as well
as In the general interest of all the peoples
concerned.

I am not dismayed that General de Gaulle
is apparently attempting to explore the pos-
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sibilities for some such political settlement.
If he succeeds, 1t could well serve our interest
and furnish us with a basis for an acceptable
solution. If he fails, we are no worse off for
his having tried.

Question. Do you think, then, that we
should officially support General de Gaulle’s
search for a neutralist solution in southeast
Asia?

Answer. I think that President de Gaulle
does not particularly want our support.
Therefore, I see no advantage to be gained
by giving him our official endorsement.

Question. There is another option we
haven't discussed. Would this be a problem
that the United Nations could deal with
effectively?

Answer. It might be. But only if some
possibility develops for neutralizing the
whole of the archipelago. It is difficult for
me to conceive how the United Nations could
play a useful role here, if the only issue is
what shall be done about South Vietnam.

PRESIDENT'S ROLE

Question. Do you think we can achieve the
neutralization of South Vietnam so long as
we are, or appear to be, losing the guerrilla
warfare there?

Answer. It happened in Laos.
possibly happen in Vietnam.

I concede that the prospects are dimmer
if the war continues to go badly. There is
much truth in General Clay’s statement that
nations can usually secure at the bargaining
table only what they can hold in the field.

Question. Then you don't agree with the
official position that to go to a neutralization
formula at this point and withdraw Ameri-
can troops from South Vietnam would mean
giving over South Vietnam to the Commu-
nists?

Answer. I am opposed to any bogus neu-
tralization which is only a mask for a Com-
munist takeover.

There are several neutral countries in that
region that are not Communist. Laos and
Cambodia are examples. In fact, I thought
we had gotten over the habit of regarding
neutralism as anti-American.

Where we are dealing with small countries
on the fringes of China, if we insist on their
taking sides in the cold war, they are very
apt to feel compelled to take sides with
China, and not with us. Neutralism becomes
an umbrella which oftentimes can protect
their independence.

NO GENEVA ACCORDS

Question. Then would you say the Geneva
accords of 1962 on a neutral Laos are work-
ing? -

Answer. I would say that it became obvious
from the course of the fighting preceding
that agreement that, without it, the whole of
the country would soon have fallen under
Communist control.

Question. Senator, do you find it either
improper or awkward to have the U.S. Am-
bassador to Salgon, Henry Cabot Lodge, with
a campaign being waged for the Republican
presidential nomination in his behalf?

Answer. It may be awkward for him. I
don't think it is awkward for the United
States, as long as he attends to his duties as
our Ambassador In Saigon.

Lodge is a man of great experlence and
ability, Mr, Eennedy’s decision to send him
to South Vietnam, and Mr. Johnson's de-
cision to retain him there, seem to me to be
in the best interests of the country.

I would just like to say one further word
about this Vietnam problem.

President Kennedy was careful to make
the distinction, some months ago, that the
war in South Vietnam was their war, not
ours. If their Government cannot main-
tain itself against the uprising, it won't be
because we have falled to give it adequate
advice, assistance, training, equipment,
money, and materials. We will put enough
armament and supplies into South Vietnam

It could
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to fairly sink the peninsula before we are
finished.

This enormous quantity of arms, food, and
money had doubtlessly helped the Govern-
ment, but our presence there may also be a
handicap to the Government.

When one considers the general attitude
of the Asian people toward Western nations,
and how recently these countries have
emerged from colonial control, it is hard to
feature a war more difficult to win in that
region of the world than one carrled on
under the auspices of a Western nation,

I first went into this part of the world
as a young officer in the Second World War,
and I stayed for a time in India. Out in the
countryside of India I never saw much dis-
tinction drawn between an American and an
English uniform.

It is hard for me to believe that the people
of Vietnam in the jungles and in the
countryside draw the distinction we draw
between American and French uniforms.

THE U.N. SESSIONS

Question. Senator, as head of the Inter-
national Organlzations Subcommittee, you
must be concerned about what is golng to
happen in the next session of the United
Nations.

Do you think, in view of French recog-
nition of Communist China, it is wise policy
for the United States to continue to oppose
its admission to the United Nations?

Answer. I think it is necessary for us to
continue to oppose the admission of Red
China. I am doubtful that any change in
our position, at this time, would prove beme-
ficlal to the United States. I suspect that
China finds us a convenient enemy to have,
and that, for internal purposes, she needs
and wants an enemy.

Therefore, I am doubtful that any sudden
change in our attitude would result in
better behavior on the part of the Chinese
Government.

Question. Do you think Red China will
be admitted this year?

Answer. I am hopeful that Red China will
not be admitted, despite the prospect that
France may support her bid. However, we
have to face the time when we may be out-
voted on this issue. I only hope that, if it
does happen, we will be mature enough to
accept the decision of the member states on
this question, and that we will continue,
nevertheless, to remain a member of the
United Nations, and to give it the support
that its general record entitles it to have.

WHAT CAN WE DO?

Question. What, then, should a responsi-
ble administration do to prepare this coun-
try and the people in this country for the
prospect that you think is likely?

Answer. I think that we should begin to
talk candidly about the realitles in the
world. To the extent that American policy
is based upon myth, we disserve ourselves.

The fact is that there is a China, and
that there is a Formosa. The fact is that
Germany is divided into two parts. The
power, the array of power, necessary to re-
Join Germany, or to reinstate the Formosan
Government in Peiping, is simply not pres-
ent. We are not prepared to supply it, nor
should we, and neither are the other coun-
tries.

If we don’t begin to recognize these facts,
and take them into account as we formulate
American policy, we are in danger of be-
coming a kind of Alice in Wonderland in
world affairs, and other nations will begin to
take policy away from us and make decisions
which leave us behind. :

That is what De Gaulle is now undertaking
to do, with astonishing rashness, and with
some prospect of success.

PRECEDENT IN LAOS

Question. It has been sald that President
EKennedy was much more personally in-
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volved In forelgn policy than President
Johnson. What would you say?

Answer. President Johnson is demonstrat-
ing, in his handling of the water-pipe crisis
in Cuba and the dangerous Panamanian
riots, that he is capable of acting with that
combination of force and restralnt which is
the substance of statesmanship.

Nobody will walk over Lyndon Johnson.
At the same time, he is going to be cool-
headed in his decisions, if these examples
typify the way he intends to conduct Amer-
ican foreign policy as President of the
United States.

Question. And yet, in answer to a pre-
vious question, you said that General de
Gaulle was developing policies which seem
to leave us behind. By "us,” you seem to
mean the administration which conducts
forelgn policy.

Answer. I was referring there to the
whole American attitude, which has ob-
talned under both Republican and Demo-
cratic administrations, and which in the
main, is still accepted on both sides of the
aisle in Congress.

What I am calling for is a reappralsal of
fundamental propositions that long have
frozen American policy into place, both in
Europe and in the Pacific.

President de Gaulle may force this reap-
praisal upon us, but it is much too early to
say what posture President Johnson will as-
sume with rerpect to these fundamental
matters. He has been in the White House
too short a period of time.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1964

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of Mr. MansrFieLp that the
Senate proceed to consider the bill (H.R.
7152) to enforce the constitutional rigat
to vote, to confer jurisdiction upon the
district courts of the United States to
provide injunctive relief against dis-
crimination in public accommodations,
to authorize the Attorney General to in-
stitute suits to protect constitutional
rights in public facilities and public
education, to extend the Commission on
Civil Rights, to prevent discrimination
in federally assisted programs, to estab-
lish a Commission on Equal Employment
Opportunity, and for other purposes.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I find

myself in somewhat the same situation
as confronted me last Wednesday, when,
after having sat in the Chamber all after-
noon and into the early evening, in an
effort to deliver what I thought was a
constructive speech on the impact of title
IV of the bill, the title which deals with
education, I found myself without ade-
quate time to go into that speech. I find
that tonight I am in no different posi-
tion. I have no intention of going into
that prineipal speech at this time.

I thank Senators who have remained
to see the day out with me. I wish to
remark with a smile that the antifili-
busterers filled up Wednesday afternoon
talking about the Lord’s Prayer and
things in connection therewith, in a most
interesting way, which we enjoyed, but
which did not allow us to get down to a
discussion of the civil rights problem.

This afternoon I find that the anti-
filibusterers have again consumed most
of the afternoon—I believe more than
four hours—in a discussion of the so-
called Bobby Baker hearings, and vari-
ous matters in connection therewith.

I am not complaining about that. I
am perfectly willing to have Senators
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speak on any matters that they may
wish to discuss. I do not believe that the
philosophy of germaneness, so ardently
espoused by my distinguished friend the
senior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastorel, who is one of the Senators who
has remained in the Senate Chamber
this evening, applies in this kind of
situation.

I believe I recalled to him, during the
course of the debate on that new rule,
that it would have no relation to any
of the long discussions which take place
over long periods of time when the Sen-
ate recesses from day to day.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. When the rule modi-
fication was suggested by the senior Sen-
ator from Rhode Island, he made it clear
that it was not being employed as an
implement to impede in any way the
filibuster procedures of the Senate. It
was designed merely to promote a little
coherence and continuity and adherence
to the business at hand for at least the
small period of 3 hours immediately fol-
lowing the morning hour, once the un-
finished business was laid down. It is
unfortunate that this period is confined
to only 3 hours. If it included a longer
period of time we would not have had
the situation about which my friend
from Florida is complaining. Senators
would have had to stick to the issue.

Mr. HOLLAND. The distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island has made a
real contribution, except that he has
said the Senator from Florida is com-
plaining of the situation. The Senator
from Florida is not complaining. He is
calling attention to the fact that on 2
days, when he understood he was
scheduled to make what he regards as
a major speech, he has been prevented
from reaching it by long-winded discus-
sions by Senators who usually preach
long and loud against filibusters, and
that he has just now, at a quarter to
8 o'clock in the evening, got around to a
discussion of the pending business.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. With the presence of
the distinguished Senator from Florida
[Mr. Horranp], the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PasTore], and the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. RIBICOFF].

Mr. HOLLAND. Let us not forget the
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. NerLson], who is presiding, and the
other distinguished Senators who have
left the Chamber.

Mr. BENNETT. Will the Senators in-
clude the Senator from Utah?

Mr. PASTORE. And the Senator
from Utah, who has come out of hiding.

Mr. BENNETT. 1 have been sitting in
a comfortable seat in the rear of the
Chamber.

Mr. HOLLAND. I wished the REcorp

to show that there were five Senators
present. Judging by the haste with
which several other Senators left the
Chamber a few minutes ago, I believe
that if we went down to the Senate res-
taurant or some similar place we might
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find some of them taking refreshment
there. I believe that is quite appropriate
under the circumstances.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I believe that the
least Senators can do is to remain in the
Chamber and listen to the remarks of the
distinguished Senator from Florida. I
was in the chair for a good part of the
afternoon, and I noted the patience with
which the Senator from Florida, who was
scheduled to be the speaker this after-
noon, yielded to one Senator after an-
other, to speak on matters other than
civil rights.

I was present last week, when I noted
that the distinguished Senator from
Florida was preparing to make his
speech. Again he yielded to one Senator
after another. In view of the courtesy
which the Senator from Florida has ex-
hibited, and which is so characteristic
of him, it is only proper that some Sena-
tors remain in the Chamber to listen to
the remarks of the distinguished Senator
from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank my distin-
guished friend for those gracious re-
marks. I say to him, and for the record,
that I have found, in 18 years of service
in the Senate, that patience is one of the
virtues that should be cultivated; that
if that virtue is wanting, there will be
many occasions for ruffied feelings, which
will never exist if there is an adequate
amount of patience.

As I said, I have no intention of going
into my principal remarks. First, as a
basis for what I came here to say tonight,
and also as a prologue to my main ad-
dress, which will come later, I wish to say
something about the experience I have
had in this field. I do so humbly, and
only because I feel that I am in a position
to make some comments based upon real
experience in connection with the bi-
racial problem, particularly with the edu-
cational features of that problem.

As a young man in my home State of
Florida, I served for a good while as
chairman of the local school board. In
my hometown, where about 33 percent
or 35 percent of the citizens are colored
people, many of them very fine people,
many of them my lifelong friends, I
found that their needs were acute.
Therefore, when we began a new pro-
gram for the construction of new schools
for the schoolchildren of that com-
munity, there was included a 14-room
brick building, as the beginning of an
adequate school facility for the colored
children of that community.

At that time, it took care of the colored
children of that community. It still
stands. It is the center of the com-
munity life of the colored part of our
community. It stands in their principal
residential area, where it should stand.
It has now been enlarged to include not
only the brick buildings, but also a quite
large athletic facility, a fairly large agri-
cultural proving ground or experimental
field, and a swimming pool which is
vastly better than the one we have pro-
vided for the white children, the reason
for that being, of course, that it was built
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later than the one at the white school.
Also, there are other facilities which are
comparable to those which can be found
anywhere.

In that early experience, I found that
the Negro citizens reacted with great
joy to the chance to get good school
facilities and have them followed by good
school operations, which we have pro-
vided for years in that town. I have
gained the impression that the things
that the Negro citizens wanted most of
all were good facilities and good schools.
That was the principal part of the
problem.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. In many ways, my
experience runs along the same line as
that of the distinguished Senator from
Florida. He was a distinguished Gov-
ernor of his great State. It was my privi-
lege to serve as Governor of my State.
The distinguished Senator from Rhode
Island -[Mr. Pastorel, who is in the
Chamber, was Governor of his State.
Without question, the problem of educa-
tion was the knottiest that occupied our
attention. Also, this is a field that con-
cerned me when I was Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare. So we
discuss these matters against a back-
ground of experience.

Now, let me ask, is it not true that in
many sections of the country—and this
is true not only in the southern section
of the country—the Negro schools,
schools which Negroes usually attend,
have been inferior to the school systems
attended exclusively of predominantly by
white students?

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Connecticut is correct. His statement is
true with respect to my part of the coun-
try. It is.true of his part of the coun-
try. It is true of every large city of the
country. I shall deal with that question
rather fully in the principal address
which I hope to make within the next
few days. At this time, I simply confirm
:r;ixgt the distinguished Senator has

Schools for Negroes and others having
modest means, who live in the slums of
the great cities, have customarily been
substandard and inferior. I expect to
quote in some detail from the book writ-
ten by Dr. Conant, a former president

‘of Harvard, who has put his finger upon

this as the principal problem—that it is
necessary to have better facilit'es, better
operations, and better teachers, and it
is necessary to spend much more money
on the operations of public schools and
the construction of public schools in the
crowded tenement areas of the great
cities, whether they be in the North or
South. That does not end the problem,
but it is one of the gravest of all the
aspects of the problem. I hope the Sena-
tor will allow me to dwell upon that at
more detail at my later aprearance.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I hope the distin-
guished Senator from Florida will no-
tify me when he makes that speech, be-
cause it is a subject in which I am vi-
tally interested. I assume he refers to
Dr. Conant’s book entitled “Slums and
Suburbs.”
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Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from
Connecticut is correct. I have one of
the original copies of that book. I spoke
about it at some length 2 years ago. I
do not mean that I spoke exhaustively
about it, but I placed many quotations
from it in the record of the debate
which we were having at that time in the
field of civil rights. I expect to do the
same thing again, or perhaps to amplify
upon my earlier statement. I expect also
to supplement the statements by Dr.
Conant with the statements of several
others in the field of education in the
northern part of the Nation, because
their comments in the main are quite
like his in this field.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I found during my
work as Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare that one of the problems
that required the most help was the need
to improve education in the large cities
of America. I remember returning from
a trip across the country, after Congress
had adjourned, while I was Secretary,
and finding to my great dismay what had
to be done in the large cities of America.
I submitted a bill" the following year
which would have provided $50-million
for special efforts to improve educational
opportunities in urban areas. As hap-
pens with most educational bills, that
bill never saw the light of day.

What appeals to me in title IV, and
what I should think would appeal to the
distinguished Senator from Florida, in-
stead of meriting criticism, is that the
provisions of title IV allow the Commis-
sioner of Education to give technical as-
sistance and make grants to school dis-
tricts where desegregation problems are
being resolved. This assistance can be of
great help, especially in some of our
urban school districts. So I look upon
title IV of the bill as rather a boon for all
phases of education, and not as some-
thing to be condemned.

Mr. HOLLAND. I must say that the
technical assistance section is practi-
cally the only part of title IV of which I
could approve wholeheartedly. To the
proposal for open-ended appropriations
for the purpose of bringing to an average
the facilities in those great areas of the
Nation, which would certainly cost bil-
lions of dollars to accomplish, the Senator
from Florida objects. The Senator from
Florida objects even more to the pro-
vision of the bill which would give un-
bridled authority to the Attorney Gen-
eral to use the injunctive process in his
sole discretion, coupled with the right to
use the criminal contempt procedure
without jury trial. To that I strongly
object.

Such a drastic remedy is always sub-
ject to a careful check as to where it
should be used or where it should be per-
mitted. But when it is proposed to per-
mit it in so intimate a field, touching so
closely the lives of our people as the
public school system does, and where it
opens up the vista of hundreds of per-
haps thousands of suits to speed a de-
segregation policy that has not worked
at all, or as was envisaged by friends of
desegregation 10 years ago, I object to it.
However, I do not expect to discuss that
aspect of the subject in detail at this
time. I simply say that I think the pro-
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posal to render technical assistance,
which was mentioned by the distin-
guished Senator from Connecticut, is per-
haps the only part of title IV which is
good. So the Senator has pierced my
armor with his comment. I am only
sorry that title IV is not presented as a
separate bill, containing nothing but a
provision for technical assistance to help
people come to a more sound answer in
trying to solve their problems.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am pleased to have
the admission of the Senator from Flor-
ida that there is a part of the bill he likes,
a part of the bill that is good, because
that indicates that progress is being
made.

Mr. HOLLAND. There are other parts
of the bill that I like. I have said re-
peatedly from the floor of the Senate, a
long time ago, that so far as the step-
ping up of vocational education is con-
cerned, that is beginning to hit at the
root of the problem. So far as the step-
ping up of the apprenticeship program
is concerned, the training-on-the-job
program is hitting at the problem. I
have even said that the establishment of
mediation boards, to help advise com-
munities that find themselves in the
midst of racial commotion and confu-
sion as to how best they can puzzle their
way through, would be all right. So I
am not one of those who say that every-
tbl;iélg in the four corners of the bill is

Furthermore, the Senator may remem-
ber that I voted in favor of the bill which
was handled on the floor of the Senate,
as I recall, by the distinguished Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel. That bill
contained, as a very important part of
it, provision for a large increase in vo-
cational education, as a joint Federal-
State effort. In the debate on that bill,
as the record will show, I stated that I
thought there was a distinet civil rights
meaning to that section of the bill.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I wish to ask a fur-
ther question in regard to the role of the
Attorney General.

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that
the Attorney General will step in only
when it is impracticable for a private
litigant to bring a desegregation suit?
Under the provisions of the bill, the At-
torney General will not step in in every
case; he will step in only in cases in
which it is impracticable for an indi-
vidual or a group of individuals to carry
through the lengthy proceedings, with
the large financial costs involved; and
the Attorney General must certify, so I
understand, that he is acting only be-
cause it is either impossible or impracti-
cable for the private litigant to bring the
suit to fruition and completion.

Mr. HOLLAND. I do not read that
provision to mean as innocent an objec-
tive as the Senator from Connecticut has
recited. The bill provides that the At-
torney General may intervene in two
conditions: First, when he thinks the
complainants do not have sufficient fi-
nancial means to handle the matter;
second, when he thinks they would be
prejudiced in any way—either econom-
ically or in any other way—by them-
selves bringing the proceedings.
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The Senator from Connecticut will
find in the report on the bill which was
written by very able Members of the
other body that it is not intended that
that finding by the Attorney General—
which would be rendered in his sole dis-
cretion—would be reviewed by a court in
any kind of proceeding.

So I think my understanding of what
is meant to be done by this part of the
bill is reasonably clear. My under-
standing is in accord with what is set
forth in the House committee report,
and I know my understanding is also in
accord—although stated very imper-
fectly—with the wording of the bill
itself; and I say that is more authority
than can safely be entrusted to any At-
torney General—not to select any par-
ticular Attorney General, but any Attor-
ney General. No Attorney General
should be allowed to have the power to
find—with no opportunity to have his
finding reviewed by anyone else—that a
group of citizens is being harmed in this
regard, and then to proceed—at the ex-
pense of the people of the country, acting
through their government—to bring
suit.

The well-known ardor toward desegre-
gation—which I think is very unwise—
makes it quite sure that every Attorney
General would be subjected to pressure
by thousands of persons, in thousands of
cases, to find that there might be prej-
udice if they brought suit, and thereby
would be influenced to bring the suit
himself.

I intend to deal more fully with that
subject at another time. I appreciate
the comments the Senator from Con-
necticut has made, but I feel this is not
the best occasion for such a discussion.

I was speaking of my experience in
another field. As chairman of the loecal
school board, I was invited to make
many commencement addresses. I was
very glad to see the children of my Negro
friends—and I have many—graduate
from high school and then enter institu-
tions of higher learning.

Thereafter, I served for 8 years in the
Florida State Senate; and in that time
I was always a member of the educa-
tion committee, because education is a
fleld in which I have always been greatly
interested.

Senators may be interested to know
that the president of the Florida Negro
college—which now has attained much
greater eminence than it had then, but
it was then a good school—came to me
repeatedly, before sessions of the Florida
Senate, and asked me to handle the
budget of that college and other matters
in which the college was peculiarly in-
terested; and I was happy to do so, be-
cause I thought that was an opportunity
to render service. However, I think one
cannot render such service without
knowing about the problems which per-
tain to that activity.

Again I state that I am trying to be
very humble about this matter; but I do
not want it to appear that the state-
ments I am making about Negro educa-
tion are not based on considerable knowl-
edge and considerable experience. I
doubt that any other Member of the Sen-
ate has had greater experience in this
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fleld, and perhaps no other Senator has
had this much experience. Therefore,
I believe this statement should be placed
in the RECORD.

Next, as Governor of Florida for 4
years, I was chairman of the State board
of education. As such, I {frequently
visited the Negro institution of higher
learning which is located in the capital
city of Tallahassee. I made repeated
talks there. I found it quite easy to ad-
mire the aspirations of those people to
move ahead; and I also found it very
pleasant to cooperate with the president
of that institution, a gentleman whose
name was Dr. Robert Edward Lee. Many
times he has told me of his pride because
he bore the same name as that of the
great southern leader. In that work I
had opportunities to become quite famil-
iar with what was occurring in the field
of higher education among the Negroes
of our State.

As presently a trustee of three institu-
tions of higher learning—all of them
predominantly white—I have had occa-
sion to learn of the problems of integra-
tion—and there have been such problems
in all of those institutions—which have
been submitted to their boards of
trustees, and have had to be handled.

I am sure other Senators have been
invited to speak at Howard University,
in the Nation’s Capital. I have been; and
I have been glad to speak at the Law Col-
lege of Howard University. I received
a warm greeting there, and many ques-
tions were asked. Incidentally, they
wanted me to talk about the southern
attitude toward the civil rights question.
I talked for about 1 hour; and I was
asked questions for much longer than 1
hour. I told them that there was no
southern attitude as such, because there
is no single attitude toward that question,
but that I would tell them of my own
attitude toward the civil rights problem.
I have never been more cordially treated.
I feel that I have never talked to a group
of youngsters—I believe there were ap-
proximately 300 there—who seemed more
concerned with the question of ecivil
rights.

From this background—which, as I
have said, I mention modestly—I wish to
state for the record what the Negro peo-
ple, in the main, leaving out the agita-
tors, want is better schools. They want
schools that are as good as those which
anyone else has—and they should have
them. As a group, the vast majority are
not hipped on the idea of having segre-
gation removed, and of sending their
children to integrated schools. I have

“had some talks on this very subject—ifor

example, with the then president of the
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical
College, which now is a universify in its
own right. He has repeatedly told me
that he thought the coming of general
integration into the public school system
at the lower level and at the higher level
would mean the death knell of the op-
portunities for advancement and for
service by a large group of his people
who were trained to serve as educators.
He called my attention to the fact that at
that time there were more than 100
Negro college presidents in the South in
segregated Negro colleges or universities.
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At that time we could not find one—not
one—in any other part of the Nation.
I have the figures, brought up to date,
which I shall place in the REcorp when
I make my principal address. I do not
dare quote from memory at this time; but
the number is greater than 100; and as
yvet we have not found outside of the
South one Negro president of a major
college or university—although there
may be some who are unknown to us.
However, unfortunately the educators,
educational associations, and I fear some
Government officials, now appear under
strict mandate from the various militant
Negro organizations not to keep records
on a racial basis, and even not to disclose
facts on that basis. But we think we
have the facts. They have been pre-
pared for me by the Library of Congress.
I shall place them in the Recorp in my
subsequent remarks.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I shall be glad to
yield in a moment.

That fine man, Dr. Lee, president of a
very great Negro college, made it clear
that a Negro educator had no opportu-
nity to be president of a college or a uni-
versity or to be a dean of a college or
university anywhere except in the seg-
regated system of the South. He made
it also clear to me—and this is something
I think Senators should understand—
there are dedicated people among the
Negro group in our Nation who value the
opportunity to teach their own young-
sters, and who feel that they are in the
nature of missionaries to their own race.
They wish to preserve that right. They
wish to preserve the right to move ahead
when they make good. Thousands of
Negroes are principals of high schools
in the South. Some years ago I had the
figures prepared. I do not believe I have
them with me tonight. I shall not try
to quote from memory. But there are
thousands in the category. The num-
ber of Negro people per thousand of
Negro population who can serve as pro-
fessional educators in the South is so
much greater than the number of those
who can hope to serve in the integrated
part of the country that there is no com-
parison. It is a contrast.

I shall have those figures for my later
address.

I ain glad to yield to the Senator from
Connecticut.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Is it not true that
the same argument can be made about
many teachers who teach in schools un-
der the auspices of a religious denomi-
nation? For example, there are many
Catholic teachers who prefer to teach
in a Catholic school; Jewish teachers,
in Jewish schools; Baptist teachers, in
Baptist schools; Methodists, in Meth-
odist schools. At the same time, there
is no denial of the basic right or oppor-
tunity of those teachers to teach in pri-
vate or public colleges not of their
religious denomination if they prefer.

The Senator has further made a
point—in which there is a considerable
amount of truth—to the effect that
many Negro teachers would find that
they would not be qualified to teach in
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many of our better colleges or universi-
ties. I think that is due to the fact that
the Negro as a whole has not had the
same educational opportunities as the
white. Year after year, for decades, the
Negro was unable to gain admission and
to obtain the education that he could
have obtained in the better colleges and
universities. It seems to me that we
should strive to do everything we pos-
sibly can to open our better colleges and
universities to Negro students and Negro
scholars, so that they will become better
teachers.

I believe one of the great problems is
that many Negro colleges are inferior in
quality to white colleges.

One of the great contributions that
white educators will have to make in the
years ahead—and when I say “years
ahead” I mean next year and the year
after—is to see to it that some of our
best white college and university teachers
become a part of the faculties of some
of our Negro colleges in order to elevate
the standards of many Negro colleges.
That is one of the great problems.

Many Negro colleges throughout the
country—whether they be in the North or
the South—do not have faculties of the
same caliber as our white universities
have. One of the greatest contributions
many white professors who believe in
civil rights could make, in my opinion,
would be to take a year or two out of
their present teaching posts to go into
the Negro colleges and use their ability,
their training, and their knowledge to
lift up the standards and knowledge of
many of the Negro colleges and univer-
sities that the distinguished Senator has
mentioned.

Mr. HOLLAND. Of course, I shall not
argue with the distinguished Senator at
the present time. However, I suspect
that his comments are subject to the
same point that is made by Dr. Conant
in the book we have both mentioned as
to public schools in slum areas.

He has said that as soon as the teacher
shows a capacity and an ability to go up,
he or she wishes to leave the slum areas
and get out into the suburban areas
where the rate of pay is higher and the
service is more pleasant. There will al-
ways be some missionaries, if I may use
that term, to whom that point will not
apply. But I believe the distinguished
Senator will find that the main point
there, just as I have said it is the main
point with reference to the lower school
system, is to get better schools rather
than to force integration upon inferior
schools.

The Senator will recall that Dr. Conant
has made that point fully. The problem
is to hold good teachers in the slum
areas.

The Senator has mentioned partic-
ularly the Negro school areas. Many of
the Negro schools are now gaining emi-
nence. For example, at Emory, in At-
lanta, of which I happen to be a trustee,
3 or 4 years ago the trustees voted to
admit Negro students. I thought the
action was unnecessary because of the
high quality of the Negro universities
and colleges in the Atlanta area. I
believe there are four of them. Up to
the present date only three have ap-
plied who have been eligible and have
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been accepted. Two of those are taking
graduate work. One is taking a course
which does not happen to be offered in
any of the Negro colleges there,

The fact remains that nearly all the
other thousands of Negro students in the
Atlanta area prefer to go to their own
schools. They believe they are getting
fine fraining in those schools. My opin-
ion, based upon what I have heard from
others, particularly of members of the
Emory faculty, is that they are doing
fine work and getting fine results.

In our own school at Tallahassee, the
quality of education is so great that we
bring young Negroes down from New
York, Philadelphia, and other areas. I
remember that Althea Gibson, who be-
came the world’s most famous woman
tennis player, as the Senator will re-
member, came from New York, as I re-
call, to Tallahassee, and took her train-
ing there. Several of the great football
players who have been developed there
came from points in the North.

I believe four of those players are now
playing on the highest grade profes-
sional football teams. I cannot think of
any name now other than Willie Gali-
more, who is with the Chicago Bears.
He is a graduate of that school. So I
continue to mention the fact that the
Negroes from other areas of the country
come by preference to our State schools.
They come also by preference to other
schools.

For example, Meharry, a college in
Nashville, of which the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. HiLt] knows so much because
he has done so much for it and they feel
very kindly toward him for the services
which he has rendered them, has turned
out, together with Howard University,
a vastly disproportionate number of all
the doctors and dentists of the Negro
race. To my recollection the last fig-
ures I saw reveal that nearly 90 percent
of professional Negroes in the country
were graduated by one or the other of
those two great institutions. They are
cffering something worthwhile, and they
are building a finer and finer educa-
tional system. We are appropriating
money to Howard University every year
to build finer facilities there.

I noticed in this year’s budget a siz-
able amount to allow Howard University
to move ahead with better facilities. I
do not know why. We do not appropri-
ate such funds to white schools any-
where. I have never complained of it.
I have never moved to delete the item. I
serve on the committee which considers
it. I never heard a southerner, or any
other Senator, for that matter, offer a
motion to delete the item.

The Senator will find thai the level of
education among the Negro schools is
advancing very rapidly. In many cases
it is very high. Having known some of
the schools myself, I know that some of
the Negro educators are very highly
trained people. I honor them for their
desire to serve in the elevation of their
own youth.

They go to the Negro schools and
attach themselves to them, as did Dr.
Lee up to the date of his death. For
the last 20 or 30 years he was president
of Florida Agricultural and Mechanical
University at Tallahassee.
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Mr. RIBICOFF. As the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
TORE] pointed out to me while the Sen-
ator from Florida was talking, there is
nothing in this legislation that would
eliminate Negro colleges. Certainly, if
a Negro student would prefer to go to an
all-Negro college, that would be his free
choice. The point we are trying to
make—and the whole reason for
title IV—is that we should not deprive
any Negro boy or girl of an opportunity
to go to a college at which there are
white students, if they prefer and if they
are qualified.

As the Senator was talking about How-
ard University, I must confess to an inei-
dent that happened while I was Secre-
tary of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Dr. Nabrit came to talk to me about
problems of Howard University. I felt
there was a special obligation on the part
of Members of Congress and the admin-
istration to do everything we could for
Howard. I stated to him privately, and
then I stated publicly, that I would
recommend $600,000 more for the follow-
ing year over what was authorized in
the budget.

I did not realize, as Secretary, that I
had committed the unpardonable sin.
The unpardonable sin in the executive
departments was to announce a deecision
involving funds without clearing it with
the Budget Bureau. All the furies
swirled around my head when the Budget
Bureau read in the newspapers that I had
recommended the additional $600,000,
although I am glad to state that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabamsa [Mr.
Hnr], who is present, confirmed my de-
cision and made my commitment good.
As chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee, he made sure that the extra
$600,000 was provided for that particul
year. 1

Mr. HOLLAND. Before the Senator
goes further, may I comment there that
I see the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut is suffering from one of the
hangovers of being a Governor. I suffer
from some of them, also. When we are
Governors, we are accustomed to acting
with decision and with some independ-
ence. I honor him for that. I know
that, in connection with Cuban refugees,
he took hold of that problem—whether
he had budget approval or not I do not

know—-—
Mr. RIBICOFF. I did not. I got in
I thought so. I did

trouble there, too.

Mr. HOLLAND.
not warn him because I wanted to get
something done in that field, and he did
it, and I commend him for it.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point, because
I have a good story along that line?

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield.

Mr. PASTORE. When I first came to
the Senate after serving as Governor of
my State for 6 years, for some reason
they put me on a committee to honor
Brumidi. Brumidi was the man who
did all the fresco work that we see in the
corridor. He also did the work in the
part of the Capitol under the dome,
with the exception of that part which
was completed later, because Brumidi
died after falling from a scaffold, when
he was over 70 years old. But Mrs.
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Murdock made quite a study of the sub-
ject and found where Brumidi was
buried. He was buried in some for-
saken grave. Now the site has been re-
stored. Anyway, I was appointed to of-
ficiate on that committee. There was
quite a gala affair in the rotunda. We
even commissioned a singer from the
Metropolitan Opera Co. We learned we
needed a piano to accompany the singer.
The committee had no appropriation for
that purpose. Having been Governor,
when such an eventuality would have
been no problem at all, I simply said,
“We need a piano.” I said, “Get a pi-
ano.” It cost about $15 to rent one.
Do Senators know who ended up paying
for the use of the piano? The former
Governor of Rhode Island, because no
appropriation had been made under the
resolution, but we needed a piano in
order to accompany the opera singer.

The point of the story is that, there
again, the Senator from Rhode Island,
having been a Governor, to get a piano in
Rhode Island would have been nothing.
We could have gotten 20 in 1 after-
noon. But in the Senate I was con-
fined to the terms of the resolution, and
the resolution made no appropriation
for any piano, and I ended up paying
for the use of the piano.

Mr. HOLLAND. I hope the Senators
from Rhode Island and Connecticut will
not lose their feeling of initiative and
independence, because we need more of
it. After all, this legislative body must
stand on its own feet and must fre-
quently deny items that the Budget
Bureau approves and approve items
which the Budget Bureau disapproves.
The Senator from Florida has been a
part of the effort to do both.

I see the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
HirLr] nodding his head in affirmation of
what I have said. He has likewise par-
ticipated in such efforts. I commend
those Senators. I wish there were more
former Governors in the Senate, because
then we would have a greater feeling of
independence and a willingness to exer-
cise initiative in this body which I think
we always should be willing to exercise.

Mr. RIBICOFF. I am not trying to
sell the Saturday Evening Post at 20
cents a copy, but the issue which came
out today, dated March 21, contains an
article by me in which I make the very
point to which the Senator refers.

One of the problems I have found in
the Senate is that the Senate has become
obsequious to the executive branch and
acts only as a filter for proposals that
the Executive wants to send to the Con-
gress of the United States. The time
has come when the Senate, as well as
the other body, must take the initiative
in proposing bills, This is a procedure
which should stand us in good stead. We
should not have to wait for the Budget
Bureau or one of the executive depart-
ments to say what the Congress should
do. To me, the question is, What does
Congress want? What does Congress
want to do? This is a serious problem.

I think some of the criticisms of Con-
gress are really aimed not so much at the
seniority system or at the rules, but
at the abdication by the Congress of the
United States of the legislative func-
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tion which the Congress should under-

take. It should come up with its own
ideas. It should write its own legisla-
tion. It should pass that legislation.

Then it is said, “Suppose the President
vetoes a bill?” Let him. This is his job.
We can accept it or pass a bill over his
veto. That is a part of our job.

But getting back to the question of
civil rights—and this becomes a matter
of importance—I remember the Sena-
tor, in the colloquy, mentioning the fact
that the salaries are not as high in the
Negro colleges and universities. Here
again it seems to me that a teacher in a
Negro college or university, if it is a State
institution, should receive exactly the
same salary as a teacher of comparable
experience in a white university in the
same State.

Mr. HOLLAND. That is correct in my
State of Florida, not only in the colleges
or universities, but also in the high
schools and grammar schools. At all
levels of teaching, the matter of quali-
fications and of experience affects equal-
ly the salary and economic status of
both white and colored teachers at all
levels.

Mr. RIBICOFF. Taking up further
the Senator’s discussion concerning
standards in Negro colleges, it is a fact
that in many Negro colleges and uni-
versities the faculty finds that for the
first 2 years in many of the Negro col-
leges they are required to teach their
students the equivalent of the third and
fourth years of high school, because they
find the Negro boys and girls coming
from inferior high schools have great
difficulty in meeting the standards of
ordinary college subjects and material.
Therefore, one of the reasons the Negro
student is behind is that because of
preparation that is often inadequate he
must devote his first 2 years catching
up with what the white student has had
in his high school, which is usually a
superior school.

I have talked to white educators, to
presidents and deans of universities and
colleges, who are anxious to give scholar-
ships to Negro boys and girls. They say
that many Negro boys and girls coming
from high schools located in Negro slums
in southern parts of our Nation do not
have the qualifications and training to
fit into our better colleges and uni-
versities. Consequently, this becomes a
great problem, because these boys and
girls are so far behind that they could
not keep up with the rest. This is a
problem we must solve.

This is not the fault of the boy and
girl, but it is the fault of the system that
too often denies them full opportunities
for a good education. So what we are
trying to do in the bill is to give techni-
cal assistance and take other steps to
make sure that boys and girls who are
Negroes are not denied educational op-
portunities because of the color of their
skin. It is unconstitutional to deny a
student admission because of his race,
and we are simply trying to make that
constitutional right a reality.

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator had
stopped at technical assistance, he would
have no argument from me, but the bill
which he supports goes so much farther
than that, I cannot go along with him.
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When I makes my principal address, I
shall hope to put into the Recorp a letter
from the dean of the Medical School of
the University of Southern California,
addressed to the president of Meharry
College, asking him to please send them
a couple of his most highly qualified
Negro students, stating that they had had
a great many apply out there, many of
whom could pass the minimum exami-
nations and the main requirements, but
the competition was so great that they
could not admit those who had applied.
We know at Emory University in the
Medical and Dental Schools it was one
out of four there. He stated that they
really wanted some Negro students but
had never been able to get one who could
pass so high the standards of applica-
tion for admission that he was in the
upper part of the whole group and was
therefore qualified to attend.

There is much to what the Senator
says, but I believe if the Senator studies
again the text of Dr. Conant’s book; to
whom all of us should look with respect
in educational matters, the Senator will
find that Dr. Conant’s verdict is, “Don’t
move the Negro children out of their own
communities. Don’t break down the
morale of their homes. Don't break
down the situation with respect to other
community activities. Let them go to
school close to their residences.”

I know perfectly well that that provi-
sion was cut out of the House bill. I also
know perfectly well that it was stated
both on the floor of the Senate and in
the report that the word “discrimina-
tion,” and the idea of discrimination,
was broad enough to cover this so-called
matter of imbalance. The point that Dr.
Conant made was, “We need better
schools in slums.” He mentioned par-
ticularly the Negro areas, time and time
again; also the more highly paid teach-
ers there, and the better school structure
from top to bottom in the areas where
the Negro children go to school.

I wish the distinguished Senator from
Connecticut would listen to this, because
it will be in my principal remarks—he
quotes Thomas Jefferson who in sub-
stance said that it was unthinkable to
think of one social structure in which
the Negroes and white people were
thrown together on an equal basis.

Dr. Conant admits in his book that his
mother was the daughter of an aboli-
tionist and that she frequently told him
she was taught as a child to believe that
Negro children were superior to white
children.

In his book, Dr. Conant lays down the
theory, and supports it strongly, that
what we need is better education in those
slum areas, better education for the
children, and better facilities in those
areas. That comes back to what I shall
make as my principal theme in my main
address.

I am only sorry I could not make that
speech tonight.

The Senator from Connecticut has
been so helpful in his comments, in his
questions, and so has the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Pas-
TorRE]. They know that we are all trying
to go to the same place.

My own feeling is that we should go

a certain route and follow the rule of -
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nature and let the Negro people stay
where they would rather be, which I
am satisfied is with their own kind—
that is, the vast majority of them.

The Senator thinks that a general ad-
mixture might produce better results. I
do not agree with him at all. I believe
I have had more experience in this field
than has either the Senator from Con-
necticut or the Senator from Rhode Is-
land

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Florida yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. PASTORE. In prefacing my re-
marks, I hope that the Senator would
not misunderstand me. I am not try-
ing to build up for the big letdown. I
can honestly say that I know of no man
in the Senate who has a more compas-
sionate attitude than the distinguished
Senator from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PASTORE. I know of no man in
the Senate who is fairer in dealing with
his fellow man than the distinguished
Senator from Florida. I know of no
man who has had a more brilliant record
in the public service than he. Certainly
}tybelieve he has a high sense of moral-
I quite agree with him, I do not be-
lieve we should force a Negro to do any-
thing against his will. If he decides to
stay in a primary or elementary school
that is all Negro, because that is his
choice, I believe that is the American
way. and he should be left alone.

There again. too, I realize that there
will be some disaccommodation on the
part of some of our Negro teachers and
Negro principals in some of our high
schools, who possibly cannot meet the
standards to become principals or teach-
ers, let us say, in a mixed school. I

that as well. But the Senator
mentioned Emory University, of which
he is a trustee, and he said that he was
opposed to any change being made and
that it was made against his own deci-
sion or choice of self-preference, but fi-
nally it was made, and three Negroes
were admitted to Emory College.

Mr. HOLLAND. Emory University.

Mr. PASTORE. Emory University.

Now I should like to ask the Senator
from Florida, what is really wrong with
it? What is wrong with it? If three
Negroes are qualified and meet the
standards, why should they—because of
the color of their skin—be denied the
privilege of going to Emory University
if that is their choice?

Mr. HOLLAND. All I can say to the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is-
land is that we have not objected to
them there. We hope it will come out
well. But we have had disturbing re-
sults. I remember when a young Negro
girl forced her way into the University
of Georgia through a court suit, and
the next thing we heard she had mar-
ried one of the boys out of a Southern
home there, and they had run off to set-
tle down in a distant State, and a child
was coming along doomed to be a mulat-
to all its life.

From my point of view, that is a great
tragedy. It will be a tragedy for the girl
for all her life. It will be a tragedy for
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the boy for all his life, and it will be a
tragedy during the life of that child.

I have seen this problem of mixed
blood long enocugh to know something
about it. I have been down into Haiti,
talking to the people down there where,
under their constitution and laws, the
mulatto constitutes a different class en-
tirely, where for a long time no one could
hold any public office unless he was a
pure Negro. That still applies to the
presidency.

The color lines there are just as surely
drawn between the full-blooded Negroes
and the mulattoes as they are between
the white people and the Negroes. My
own feeling is that our people having
seen that kind of thing, know they do
not want that.

We saw the former head of the
NAACP here divorce his Negro wife and
marry a white woman. We also saw
the former legislative representative of
the NAACP who was buttonholing us
in the lobby divorce his Negro wife and
marry a white woman,

I believe these things lead to confusion
and to vast trouble—even to disaster. I
believe that when children are thrown
together socially, where it can lead to
that kind of thing, it leads Negro chil-
dren along a path which will ultimately
bring them great disappointment. I can
assure the Senator that most of the
white people in our part of the country—
and I believe that is true in other parts
of the country—have no desire whatever,
no intention whatever, of permitting
intermarriage or an intermixture of the
races.

I believe that it is an unfair thing to
thousands of Negro children to have
them get the false impression, which
they will get as members of a junior high
school, high sehool, intermediate school,
or primary school, that they are going to
be admitted to this social admixture,
only to find when they breach the portal
of the school that that will not be the
case. We cannot have it every way. It
is either going to be that way—a matter
of vast disappointment to young Negroes
and a mater of disillusionment to them,
or a matter of the race admixture.

So far as I am concerned, I believe that
we should avoid any of these courses.

I see that my distinguished friend, the
acting majority leader [Mr. HUMPHREY]
is in the Chamber. I have been told that
he wishes now to have the Senate recess
until tomorrow. I am quite agreeable
that that bedone. 4

Since I have not been able to begin on
my main speech, I hope he will permit
me to continue my remarks at such time
as he may set or as my distinguished
leader, the senior Senator from Alabama
[Mr. Hiorn] may call me to the service

.again. I make that request.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I did not want to
cut off this very interesting discussion.
Whenever the Senator has completed his
remarks for this evening, the Senate will
recess under the previous order. The
time, of course, is under the control of
the Senator from Florida. We shall con-
form to his wishes. I recognize the fact
that he has waited today, as he did the
other day, to make his principal address.
Agreeing with the Senator from Rhode

Mareh 16

Island [Mr. PasTore] on his estimate and
view and respect for the Senator from
Florida, I am most willing to have him
make the unanimous-consent request
that his speech this evening be not
charged as a speech, so that he may
make his regular address when time per-
mits.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. HOLLAND. I had not intended
to phrase the request that way. I in-
tended to ask unanimous consent that
my later remarks be an extension of my
remarks today. I do not want to make
more than two speeches. I wish these
remarks today to be considered a part of
the remarks that I shall continue later.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. It is under-
stood that they will be an extension of
the same remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I did
not hear the request.

Mr. HOLLAND. I am asking unani-
mous consent, since I did not have an op-
portunity to begin my prineipal remarks,
that I may continue my remarks at such
time as I am able to resume my prinecipal
address, without my remarks counting as
a second address.

Mr. BENNETT. I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I wish to bring to
the attention of the Senate an observa-
tion about the discussion that took place
on Friday, and if the Senator from Flor-
ida will permit me to do so, I should like
to make these remarks now. Will he
yield to me?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am ready to yield
the floor. I shall be glad to retain the
floor, if the Senator wishes me to do so,
and yield to him.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes.

Mr. President, in my discussion with
Senator Case on Friday it is possible
that I did not make it completely clear
that title VI does not derogate from the
authority that agencies may already
have under existing laws to see to it that
beneficiaries of their programs are not
diseriminated against because of race,
color, or national origin. This point was
made wholly clear in the course of the
debate in the House and I would like to
reiterate it here.

Within its scope, title VI will require—
and not merely authorize—agencies to
take certain actions, will specify certain
procedures applicable to such actions,
and will give those actions statutory sup-
port. It is not intended to, and does not,
take away any discretionary authority
which Federal agencies now possess, to
deal with problems of discrimination
which are outside its scope. Specifically,
enactment of title VI:

First. Will not invalidate, or cast
doubt on, any actions taken by the execu-
tive branch prior to its enactment; and

Second. Will not affect in any way
existing agency powers to deal with dis-
crimination in programs or activities not
covered by title VI, such as VA or FHA
housing programs as to which existing
statutes and an outstanding Executive
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order confer such power; any action
taken in connection with such programs
would be taken pursuant to power exist-
ing independently of the enactment or
defeat of title VI and such power would
not be created, broadened, or narrowed
by title VI.

TRANSACTION OF ADDITIONAL
ROUTINE BUSINESS
By unanimous consent, the following
additional routine business was trans-
acted:

ADDITIONAL BILL INTRODUCED

Mr. HARTKE, by unanimous consent,
introduced a bill (S. 2644) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to limit
or repeal certain retailers excise taxes
and to repeal the manufacturers excise
tax on musical instruments, which was
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr. HARTKE when
he introduced the above bill, which ap-
pear under a separate heading.)

LIMIT OR REPEAL OF RETAIL
EXCISES

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a bill, the enactment of which
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would be received by thousands of busi-
nesses and millions of individuals with a
warm welcome. It is a bill to completely
repeal the temporary wartime excise tax
on toilet preparations and on luggage,
handbags, and similar articles which are
presently taxed as luxuries. It will also
repeal the tax on musical instruments,
and will exempt from tax the first $100
of the sale price of jewelry and furs.
Mr. President, my position on excise
taxes is well known. When the Senate
Finance Committee was considering the
tax bill, I offered an amendment which
won committee support to eliminate the
tax on instruments sold for school use
such as in student bands and orchestras.
This was adopted, and other excise re-
pealers were presented. I supported
them also. But it became apparent that
the approach we were setting out upon
would have resulted in a loss to the
Treasury, if all the proposed repealers
took effect, $10 billion in tax money on
top of the billions of income tax reduc-
tion. It seemed much more desirable to
take a more leisurely look at excise re-
form than could be done at that last
hurried moment of tax consideration.
Consequently the committee rescinded
its tentative action and the whole mat-
ter of excise taxes was deferred. I was
assured, as was the entire Senate, that
the excise tax situation would be further
considered at a later date in this session.
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It is for that purpose, in keeping with
my expressed position in favor of excise
tax repeal and modification, that I pre-
sent the present bill for reference to the
proper committee.

Mr. President, I request that this bill
may lie on the table for cosponsors for a
period of 10 days.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
fered; and, without objection, the bill
will lie on the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Indiana.

The bill (S. 2644) to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954 to limit or re-
peal certain retailers excise taxes and to
repeal the manufacturers excise tax on
musical instruments, introduced by the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

RECESS UNTIL 11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, if
there is no further business to come be-
fore the Senate, in accordance with the
previous order, I now move that the Sen-
ate stand in recess until 11 a.m. tomor-
row.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 8
o'clock and 44 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
March 17, 1964, at 11 o’clock a.m.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Washington Report
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. BRUCE ALGER

OF TEXAS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, March 16, 1964

Mr. ALGER. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks in the Rec-
orp, I include the following:newsletter
of March 14, 1964:

WaAsSHINGTON REPORT, MARCH 14, 1964
(By Congressman BrUcCE ALGER, Fifth
District, Texas)
PAY RAISES MUST ALWAYS BE EARNED

The House defeated the pay ra‘se bill (H.R.
8986). Final vote: 184 for and 222 agalnst.
The final action was taken after 2 days of
extensive debate and thorough examination
of all the facts. My own position was that
no matter how justified wage increases are,
it is fiscal irresponsibility to Increase Gov-
ernment costs by $600,700,000 at a time of
deficit financing. As responsible cflicials we
shculd earn pay ralses by reduced spending
and a balanced budget.

I agree with the minority views, in the
report on the bill, which were signed by Rep-
resentatives H. R. Gross, AUGUST JOHANSEN,
and EATHARINE St. GrorGE. These views
stated in part:

“This legislation is premature, unjustified,
extravagant, and inequitable. It constitutes
an unwarranted raid on the U.S. Treasury
at a time when our taxpayers are already
heavily overburdened.

“The present economic climate reflscts
high unemployment, a huge Federal debt,
inflation, the largest Federal expenditures

to be authorized by a Congress during peace-
time, and another yawning annual deficit.
This 18 not the proper time to grant addi-
tional pay increases to Federal employees
and top Government executives which will
cost over $600 million annually.”

Some of the pertinent arguments against
the Increase: J

1. The total additional cost of the Federal
payroll since October 1962, if the bill had
passed, would have been $1,660 million an-
nually. This would represent an 11 percent
increase in FPederal payroll costs in 15
months. At the same time Congress has just
approved a reduction In Federal income
taxes.

2. Additional indirect costs of the bill
would result from an upward adjustment in
the compensation of many Federal Govern-
ment contractors, increasing the cost of
goods and services procured by the Govern-
ment by at least 10 percent or $250 million
annually.

3. Cost-of-living index has risen 7.5 percent
since December 1957 while the Classification
Act employees have received an average of
23.2 percent pay increases in the same period,
plus a 4.1 percent which went into effect in
January 1964.

4. Comparability, principal argument of
the proponents, was not followed. Classifica-
tion Act pay grades 1 through 7 would have
advanced above the 1862 comparability, vary-
ing from 9.7 percent increase for GS-1 to 1
percent for GS-7. Pay rates in the top grades
would continue under 1962 comparability.

5. Proposed increases for some officials of
the House of Representatives were unneces-
sary, unrealistic and created additional in-
equities.

6. A reckless provision of the bill would
have delegated unconstitutional authority
to the President for fixing salaries.

(a) He could have fixed ealary rates for
hundreds of top governmental officials in the
$26,600, $28,000, and $29,500 class.

(b) He could have assigned annual salary
rates in the above amounts to “any or all
offices and positions in Government which he
deems appropriate.” This would have gone
down in history as “the presidential punish-
ment or reward section.”

(¢) He would have been given authority to
raise or reduce salaries of officials of the
quasi-judicial boards and commissions where
independent judgment free from pressure
is the backbone of their regulatory obili-
gations.

“THEY LOVED ME IN MILWAUKEE"

Remember the old-time vaudevilllan who,
regardless of how much he was pelted with
overripe fruit or aged eggs, was always sure
his act was universally loved? He is called
to mind today in some of the pronounce-
ments of the administration regarding"
America’'s image. Statements from the
White House insist we are loved around the
world. They love us in Cambodia. This
week they burned the American flag and
wrecked our Embassy. They love us in Cy-
prus. Rioting Greeks destroyed American
property, insulted American personnel and
damaged our Embassy. (Peace Corps mem-
bers in Cyprus: 22). They love us in Gabon.
They shot up the American Embassy. (Peace
Corps members there: 74). The Soviet
Union expressed its love and admiration this
week by shooting down another unarmed jet
trainer which strayed (some reports say it
was lured by false signals) over East German
territory. Our State Department showed its
loving nature by apologizing to the Com-
munists instead of demanding the immedi-
ate return of our airmen and compensation
for an act which amounts to piracy.

IS OUR FAITH IN OURSELVES JUSTIFIED?

Here 1s a copy of a letter I recelved this
week:

“In reference to your newsletter of Febru-
ary 29, you have more faith in the Ameri-
can people than I have. Most people will
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