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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., used this verse of Scripture: Josh-
ua 3: 4: Ye have not passed this way
heretofore.

Eternal God, whose days are through-
out all generations, humbly as we dwell
in this house of time, we turn to Thee
in prayer for light and love, beseeching
Thee that we may be wiser and more
trustful on each succeeding day.

Let us not miss what might be done
with the gift of & new day or fail of the
good that might be made of it.

Teach us to see clearly, to walk up-
rightly, to endure patiently and ever
to accept life as a great gift, a grand
opportunity, and a capacity for heroic
endeavor.

May we be blessed with insight, with
judgment, and a sense of values, and
may we always take counsel of the mind
of the Master as to how best to advance
humanity.

Hear us in His name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
Thursday, July 15, 1965, was read and
approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

H.R.5768. An act to extend for an addi-
tional temporary period the exlsting suspen-
sion of dutles on certain classifications of
yarn of silk; and

H.R.7984. An act to assist in the provision
of housing for low- and moderate-income
families, to promote orderly urban develop-
ment, to improve living environment in ur-
ban areas, and to extend and amend laws
relating to housing, urban renewal, and com-
munity facilities.

LEGISLATIVE BRANCH APPROPRIA-
TION ACT, 1966

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
take from the Speaker’s table the bill
(H.R. 8775) making appropriations for
the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, and for other pur-
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poses, with Senate amendments there-
to, and concur in the amendments of
the Senate Nos. 1 through 36 inclusive
and amendments Nos. 42 and 43.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments, as follows:

SENATE

Compensation of the Vice President and
Senators, mileage of the President of the
Senate and Senators, and expense al-
lowances of the Vice President and leaders
of the Senate

Compensation of the Vice President and
Senators

For compensation of the Vice President
and Senators of the United States, $3,285,985.

Mileage of President of the Senate and of
Senators
For the mileage of the President of the
Senate and of Senators, $568,370.

Expense Allowances of the Vice President,
and Majority and Minority Leaders

For expense allowance of the Vice Presi-
dent, $10,000; Majority Leader of the Senate,
$2,000; and Minority Leader of the Senate,
$2,000; in all, $14,000.

Salaries, officers and employees

For compensation of officers, employees,
clerks, to Senators, and others as authorized
by law, including agency contributions and
longevity compensation as authorized, which
shall be paid from the appropriation with-
out regard to the below Ilimitations, as
follows:

Office of the Vice President

For clerical assistance to the Vice Presi-
dent, at rates of compensation to be fixed by
him in basic multiples of $5 per month,
$155,440.

Chaplain

Chaplain of the Senate, $15,000.

Office of the Secretary

For office of the Secretary, $1,323,000, in-
cluding $145,000 required for the purposes
specified and authorized by section 74b of
title 2, United States Code: Provided, That
effective July 1, 1965, the Secretary may em-
ploy one chief reporter of debates at $24,-
02440 gross per annum, seven reporters of
debates at $8,880 basic per annum each, one
assistant reporter of debates at $6,120 basic
per annum, two clerks at $4,200 basic per
annum each, and six expert transcribers at
$3,000 basic per annum each: Provided fur-
ther, That the Secretary is hereafter author-
ized to obtain, by contract or otherwise,
emergency reporters and transeribers as may
be necessary, payments therefor to be made
from the contingent fund of the Senate, and
that Senate Resolution 196, agreed to August
21, 1961, and Senate Resolution 170, agreed
to July 15, 1963, are hereby repealed: Pro-
vided further, That effective July 1, 1865, the
basic compensation of the assistant to the
Majority and the assistant to the Minority
may be fixed by the Majority and Minority
Leaders, respectively, at not to exceed $8,160
per annum each,

Committee Employees

For professional and clerical assistance to
standing committees and the Select Com-
mittee on Small Business, $3,236,145.

Conference Committees

For clerical assistance to the Conference
of the Majority, at rates of compensation to
be fixed by the chairman of said committee,
$85,980.

For clerical assistance to the Conference
of the Minority, at rates of compensation to
be fixed by the chairman of sald committee,
$06,080.

Administrative and Clerical Assistants to
Senators

For administrative and clerical assistants
and messenger service for Senators, $15,-
653,785.

Office of Sergeant at Arms and Doorkeeper

For office of Sergeant at Arms and Door-
keeper, $3,061,230: Provided, That effective
July 1, 1965, the basic per annum com-
pensation of the foreman of skilled laborers
shall be $2,340 in lieu of $2,100; the basic
per annum compensation of two skilled la-
borers shall be $2,100 each in Heu of $1,920
each; and the Sergeant at Arms may employ
six additional laborers at $1,680 basic per
annum each.

Offices of the Secretaries for the Majority
and the Minority

For the offices of the secretary for the
majority and the secretary for the minority,
$160,885: Provided: That effective July 1,
1965, the respective secretaries may fix the
basic compensation of the assistant secretary
for the majority and the assistant secretary
for the minority at not to exceed $8,820 per
annum each.

Offices of the Majority and Minority Whips

For four clerical assistants, two for the
majority whip and two for the minority
whip, at rates of compensation to be fixed in
basic multiples of 860 per annum by the re-
spective whips, $17,815 each; in all, $35,630.
Office of the legislative counsel of the Senate

For salaries and expenses of the Office of
the Legislative Counsel of the Senate, $308,-
000.

Senate procedure

For complling, preparing, and editing
“Senate Procedure”, 1964 edition, $4,000, of
which amount $2,000 shall be pald to Charles
L. Watkins, Parliamentarian Emeritus of
the Senate, and $2,000 shall be paid to Floyd
M. Riddick, Parliamentarian of the Senate.

Contingent expenses of the Senate
Senate Policy Committees
For salaries and expenses of the Majority
Policy Committee and the Minority Pollcy
Committee, $197,626 for each such commit-
tee; in all, $395,050.
Automobiles and Maintenance

For purchase, exchange, driving, main-
tenance, and operation of four automobiles,
one for the Vice President, one for the
President pro tempore, one for the majority
leader, and one for the minority leader,
$42,540.
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Furniture

For service and materials in cleaning and
repairing furniture, and for the purchase
of furniture, §31,190: Provided, That the
furniture purchased is not available from
other agencies of the Government.

Inquiries and Investigations

For expenses of inquiries and investiga-
tions ordered by the Senate or conducted
pursuant to section 134(a) of Public Law
601, Seventy-ninth Congress, including
$392,000 for the Committee on Appropria-
tions, to be avallable also for the purposes
mentioned in Senate Resolution Numbered
193, agreed to October 14, 1943, $4,777,390.

Folding Documents

For the employment of personnel for fold-
ing speeches and pamphlets at a gross rate of
not exceeding $2.17 per hour per person,
$309,300.

Mail Transportation

For maintaining, exchanging, and equip-
ping motor vehicles for carrying the mails
and for official use of the offices of the Sec-
retary and Sergeant at Arms, $16,560.

Miscellaneous Items

For miscellaneous items, exclusive of labor,
$3,222,756 including $246,000, for payment to
the Architect of the Capitol in accordance
with section 4 of Public Law 87-82, approved
July 6, 1961.

Postage Stamps

For postage stamps for the offices of the
Secretaries for the Majority and Minority,
$140; and for air-mail and special delivery
stamps for office of the Secretary, $160; office
of the Sergeant at Arms, $125; Senators and
the President of the Senate, as authorized by
law, £90,400, and the maximum allowance per
capita of #8610 is increased to $800 for the fis-
cal year 1966 and thereafter: Provided, That
Senators from States partially or wholly west
of the Mississippi River shall be allowed an
additional $200 each ﬁsca! year; in all,
$90,825.

Stationery (Revo‘lvlng Fund)

For stationery for Senators and the Presi-
dent of the Senate, $242,400; and for station-
ery for committees and officers of the Senate,
$13,200; in all, $255,000, to remain available
until expended.

Commumcatlons

For an amount for communications wh.Ir:.h
may be expended interchangeably for pay-
ment, in accordance with such limitations
and restrictlons as may be prescribed by the
Committee on Rules and Administration, of
charges on official telegrams and long-dis-
tance t.e!ephone calls made by or on behalf of
Senators or the President of the Senate, such
telephone calls to be in addition to those
authorized by the provisions of the Legisla-
tive Branch Appropriation Act, 1947 (60 Stat.
392; 2 U.S.C. 46¢, 46d, 46e), as amended, and
the First Deficiency Appropriation Act, 1949
(63 Stat. 77; 2 U.S.C, 46d-1), $15,150.

Adminlstrative Provisions

! Effective July'l, 1965, the paragraph relat-
tng to official long-distance telephone calls to
and from Washington, Distriet of Columbia,
under the heading “Contingent Expenses of
the Senate” in Public Law 479, Seventy-ninth
Congress, as amended (2 US.C. 46c), is
amended to read as follows: 5

“phere shall be pald from the contingent
fund of the Senate, in accordance with rules
and regulations prescribed by the Committee
on Rules and Administration of the Senate,
toll charges on not to exceed twenty-four
hundred strictly official long distance tele-
phone galls to-and from Washington, Digtriet
of Columbia, aggregating not more than
twelve thousand minutes each fiscal year for
each Senator and the Vice President of the
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United States: Provided, That not more than
twelve hundred calls aggregating not more
than six thousand minutes made in the first
six months of each fiscal year shall be paid
for under this sentence. The toll charges on
an additional twelve hundred such calls ag-
gregating not more than six thousand min-
utes each fiscal year for each Senator from
any State having a population of ten million
or more inhabitants shall also be paid from
the contingent fund of the Senate: Provided,
That not more than six hundred calls aggre-
gating not more than three thousand
minutes made in the first six months of each
fiscal year shall be paid for wunder this
sentence.”

Effective July 1, 1965, the paragraph relat-
ing to payment of toll charges on official
long-distance telephone calls, originating and
terminating outside of Washington, District
of Columbla, under the heading “Contingent
Expenses of the Senate” in Public Law 479,
Seventy-ninth Congress, as amended (2
U.S8.C. 46d), is amended by striking out
“$1,800" where it appears therein and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “$2,200".

Any Senator may have the Sergeant at
Arms compute his total maximum long-
distance telephone allowance. The minutes
and calls allowance shall be computed on a
formula at the maximum rate with all calls
considered as being person-to-person from
Washington, Distriet of Columbia, and termi-
nating within the Senator's State. Any
Senator or group of Senators may then re-
quest the Sergeant at Arms to contract for
flat-rate long-distance telephone service such
as wide area telephone service. All such
contract costs shall be charged against their
respective telephone allowances, and in no
event shall the total cost of any contract
service exceed the allowance of the Senator,
or the group of Senators sharing any such
service;, any excess costs to be billed to the
Senator. No change from the original form
of the allowances or from any contract serv-
ice shall become effective except upon the
first of a month.

The third paragraph under the heading
“Administrative Provisions" in the appropria-
tions for the Senate
Branch Appropriation Act, 1959, as amended
(2 U.S.C. 43b), is amended by striking out
“two’’ where it first appears therein and in-
serting in lieu thereof “six".

Effective July 1, 1965, the second paragraph
under the heéading “Administrative Provi-
sions” contained in the Legislative Branch
Appropriation Act, 1962 (Public Law 87-130,
approved August 10, 1961; 2 U.S.C. 127) is
amended by inserting at the end thereof the
following: “Two additional mileage pay-
ments each flscal year may be made, under
the foregoing, to employees in the offices of
Senators from States having a population of
ten million or more inhabitants.”

Effective July 1, 1865, the third paragraph
under the heading ‘“‘Administrative Provi-
sions” contained in the Legislative Branch
Appropriation Act, ‘1967 (Public Law 624,
Eighty-fourth Congress; 2 U.S.0, 53), is
amended by striking out “$150" where it ap-
pears therein and msarmng in Heu thereof
"‘300"

The legislative subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations is hereby directed
to study the manner in which stationary al-
lowances are utilized, 'including the com-
mutation thereof, and to make a report on
its findings and recommendations to the
Standing Committee on Appropriations no
later than February 1, 1966. J

Senate Office Bulldings

For maintenance, miscellaneous items and
supplies, including {urniture, furnishings,
and equipment, and for labor and material
incident thereto, and repairs thereof; for
purchase of waterproof wearing apparel, and
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for personal and other services; tncludmg
eight attendants at 1,800 each; for the care
and operation of the Senate Office Buildings;
including the subway and subway transpor-
tation systems connecting the Senate Office
Buildings with the Capitol; uniforms or al-
lowances therefor as authorized by the Act
of September 1, 1954, as amended (5 U.S.C.
2131); to be expended under the control and
supervision of the Architect of the Capitol;
in all, $2,458,700.
Senate Garage

For maintenance, repairs, alterations, per-
sonal and other services, and all other nec-
essary expenses, $53,800.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to objeet, will the distinguished
chairman of this subcommittee briefly
explain the procedure we are going to
follow on this conference?

M-, GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. REIFEL. 1yield to the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, my request conforms to the
routine followed in such matters in the
past. It has been traditional for the
Senate to write in its own so-called
housekeeping items, and the House does
the same for its housekeeping functions.
The House, as the gentleman knows,
omits the Senate housekeeping items
when it first considers the legislative ap-
propriation bill.

The amendments to which we have
asked agreement relate solely to the Sen-
ate.

It has been traditional for the Senate
and the House to decide their respective
provisions for housekeeping purposes.

For instance, as I understand it, one
o! the amendments here 1ncreases the
annual airmail stamp allowance for the
Senators from the present $610 to $1,000
in the 24 States west of the Mississippit
River. It increases the amount for
stamps from $610 to $800 for those from
States east of the Mississippi.

Another of these provisions inserted by
the Senate has to do with long-distance
telephone calls outside the District of
Columbia. The present allowance is
$1,800. Under the pending amendment
the Senators have increased that amount

to $2,200.

The allowance for official trips back
home by Senators has been increased
from the present allowance of 2 per year
to 6 per year.

There are one or two others. They are
all set out in the bill and explained in t,he
committee report.

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield for an observation?

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. REIFEL. Under the rule of com-
ity, the other body may decide what its
expenditures will be and propose them
in this bill, and we are also permitted to
do the same thing here in the House. Is
that correct?

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. That
has been the practice in these annual
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legislative appropriation bills, I might
say to the gentleman.

Mr. REIFEL. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation.

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

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, further
reserving the right to object, there is one
significant difference in the procedure of
handling the so-called housekeeping bill
on the part of the other body and the
House. The House lays before the other
body its requests and asks them to ap-
prove, but we seldom on this side have an
opportunity to know what the other body
is doing. Yet we are called upon to put
our stamp of approval upon what they
do. Insofar as the House is concerned
and what we do, they have this laid out
before them. ;

While I appreciate the faet that the
gentleman from Alabama has given us
some insight into what the other body is
doing, I still hope that somehow or
other, at some distant day in the
future, we may have the opportunity
really to go into what the other body
presents to us and which they ask us to
approve.

Insofar as the rule of comity is con-
cerned, I have looked long and hard in
the rule book to find the rule of comity,
and I do not believe it exists, certainly
not under that title.

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS,
Speaker, I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation.

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

There was no objection.

The Senate amendments referred to
were concurred in.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. i

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the House disagree to the remainder of
the amendments of the Senate to the bill
H.R. 8775 and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Alabama? The Chair hears none and
appoints the following conferees: Messrs.
GEORGE W. ANDREWS, STEED, KIRWAN,
SLAck, FLYNT, MAHON, LANGEN, REIFEL,
and Jonas,

Mr.

PERMISSION TO FILE CONFERENCE
REPORT ON H.R. 8775

Mr. GEORGE W. ANDREWS. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
the managers on the part of the House
on the conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the bill
(H.R. 8775) making appropriations for
the legislative branch for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966, and for other pur-
poses, may have until midnight tomorrow
night to file a conference report.

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

There was no objection.
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SALINE WATER CONSERVATION
PROGRAM

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill S. 24, to ex-
pand, extend, and accelerate the saline
water conversion program conducted by
the Secretary of the Interior, and for
other purposes, with a House amend-
ment thereto, insist on the House
amendment, and agree to the conference
asked by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado? The Chair hears none, and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
AspPIiNALL, O'BrIEN, RocERrs of Texas, SAy-
LOR, and REINECKE.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP-
MENT ACT OF 1965

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill H.R. 7984, to
assist in the provision of housing for
low- and moderate-income families, to
promote orderly urban development, to
improve living environment in urban
areas, and to extend and amend laws re-
lating to housing, urban renewal, and
community facilities, with Senate
amendments thereto, disagree to the
Senate amendments, and request a con-
ference with the Senate.

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

The Chair hears none and appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. PATMAN,
MULTER, BARRETT, Mrs. Suvrrivan, and
Messrs. REuss, ASHLEY, WiIDNALL, FINo,
and Mrs. DWYER.

SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 4 OF SMALL
BUSINESS COMMITTEE

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that Sub-
committee No. 4 of the Small Business
Committee have permission to sit dur-
ing general debate this afternoon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ten-
nessee?

There is no objection.

SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 1 OF COM-
MITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that Subcommittee
No. 1 of the Committee on the Judiciary
have permission to sit during general
debate today.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ok-
lahoma?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, is that the Committee on
Immigration?

Mr. ALBERT. The gentleman is cor-
rect.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I object.

CONSENT CALENDAR

The SPEAKER. This is Consent Cal-
endar Day. The Clerk will call the first
bill on the Consent Calendar.
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AMENDING TITLES 10 AND 14,
UNITED STATES CODE, AND THE
MILITARY PERSONNEL AND CI-
VILIAN EMPLOYEES' CLAIMS ACT
OF 1964, WITH RESPECT TO'
THE SETTLEMENT OF CLAIMS
AGAINST THE UNITED STATES BY
MEMBERS OF THE UNIFORMED
SERVICES AND CIVILIAN OFFI-
CERS AND EMPLOYEES OF THE
UNITED STATES FOR DAMAGE TO,
OR LOSS OF, PERSONAL PROP-
ERTY INCIDENT TO THEIR SERV-
ICE, AND FOR OTHER PURPOSES
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5024)

to amend titles 10 and 14, United States

Code, and the Military Personnel and

Civilian Employees’ Claims Act of 1964,

with respect to the settlement of claims

against the United States by members
of the uniformed services and civilian
officers and employees of the United

States for damage to, or loss of, per-

sonal property incident to their service,

and for other purposes.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be passed
over without prejudice.

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

There was no objection.

PROVIDING THAT THE SECRETARY
OF THE INTERIOR SHALL CONVEY
CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY TO THE
COMMONWEALTH OF PUERTO
RICO
The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3433)

to provide that the Secretary of the In-

terior shall convey certain real property
to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, in view of
the collogquy last week, I ask unanimous
consent that the bill be passed over with-
out prejudice.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING LANGUAGE TRAIN-
ING FOR MEMBERS OF THE
ARMED FORCES

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 5519)
to amend title 10, United States Code, to
authorize language training to be given
to a dependent of a member of the Army,
Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps under
certain eircumstances,

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

HR. 5519

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chapter
101 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended as follows:

(1) By adding the following new section:
“§ 2002. Dependents of members of Army,

Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps:
language training

“{a) Notwithstanding sectlon 1041 of title

22 or any other provision of law, and under
regulations to be prescribed by the Secretary
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of Defense, language training may be pro-
vided in—

“(1) a facility of the Department of De-
fense;

“(2) a facility of the Foreign Service Insti-
tute established under section 1041 of title

;or
*“(3) a civillan educational institution;

to a dependent of a member of the Army,
Navy, Alr Force, or Marine Corps in anticipa-
tion of the member's assignment to perma-
nent duty outside the United States or while
the dependent is accompanying the member
outside the United States as a result of the
member’s assignment to that duty.

“(b) For the purposes of this section, the
word ‘dependent’ has the same meaning that
it has under section 401 of title 37".

(2) By inserting the following item in the
analysis:

“2002. Dependents of members of Army,
Navy, Air Force, or Marine Corps:
language training."”

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

Mr. PHILBIN., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, this bill
authorizes language training to the de-
pendents of members of the Army, Navy,
Air Force, and Marine Corps in antiei-
pation of their sponsors’ assignment to
permanent duty outside the United
States, or while they are accompanying
members outside the United States as a
result of the members’ assignment to
such duty.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Dependents of members of our military
forces perform an important role in pro-
jecting a true image of the United States
abroad. Their ability to speak the lan-
guage of the country increases the ef-
fectiveness of their military sponsors and
generates inestimable good will for the
United States.

Congress recognized the contributions
wives can make when it amended section
701 of the Foreign Service Act of 1946
(22 U.S.C. 1041) to permit the Secretary
of State to provide appropriate orienta-
tion and language training to members
of the families of officers and employees
of the Government in anticipation of
their sponsors’ assignment abroad or
while abroad.

Although section 701 of the Foreign
Service Act of 1946 specifically estab-
lished the Foreign Service Institute and
as amended authorizes language train-
ing for dependents of military personnel,
it limits such training to that which is
accomplished at the Foreign Service In-
stitute of the Department of State. The
facilities of the Foreign Service Institute,
in the United States, are located only in
Washington, D.C. On the other hand,
facilities of the Department of Defense
are located in various places in the
United States including the Defense Lan-
guage Institute West Coast Branch at
Monterey, Calif., and at other Depart-
ment of Defense education centers.
These facilities provide language training
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to members of the Army, Navy, Air Force,
and Marine Corps in anticipation of their
assignment to duty outside the United
States. So far as the Department of De-
fense is concerned, the requirement that
dependents may be provided training
only at the Foreign Service Institute
would cause greater transportation costs
than those resulting from having a num-
ber of locations, including the Foreign
Service Institute, to which members and
their dependents may go for training.

In those instances in which it may not
be possible to provide language training
to dependents in the United States, but
in which such training is desirable, the
proposed legislation would authorize the
training to be given outside of the United
States.

COST

In providing foreign language training
under the proposed legislation, priority
will be accorded to the wives of attaches,
military assistance advisory group and
mission personnel, and the personnel of
international headquarters. It is esti-
mated that the average annual input into
this program will be 750 trainees. The
first year cost of operation will be ap-
proximately $200,000, and it is consid-
ered that the annual recurring cost will
not exceed this amount.

DEPARTMENTAL POSITION

The Department of Defense recom-
mends enactment of this legislation.
COMMITTEE POSITION

The House Armed Services Committee
unanimously approved this legislation.

I am pleased that the House has enact-
ed this measure.

SALE OF UNIFORM CLOTHING TO
THE NAVAL SEA CADET CORPS
AND STATE AND FEDERAL MARI-
TIME ACADEMIES

The Clerk called the bill (S. 1856) to
authorize the Secretary of the Navy fo
sell uniform clothing to the Naval Sea
Cadet Corps.

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

8. 1856

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chap-
ter 647 of title 10, United States Code, is
amended—

(1) by inserting the following new section
after section T541:

“§ 7641a. Uniform clothing: sale to Naval Sea
Cadet Corps

“Subject to regulations under section 486
of title 40, the Secretary of the Navy, under
regulations prescribed by him, may sell any
item of enlisted naval uniform clothing that
may be spared, at a price representing its fair
value, to the Naval Sea Cadet Corps for the
sea cadets. The cost of transportation and
delivery of items sold under this section shall
be charged to the Naval Sea Cadet Corps.";
and

(2) by inserting the following new item in
the analysis:

“7541a. Uniform clothing: sale to Naval Sea
Cadet Corps.”

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 2, line 1, insert after the word “cadets”
the following words: “and to any Federal or
Btate maritime academy having a department
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of naval sclence for the maritime cadets and
midshipmen".

Page 2, line 3, insert after the word “Corps”
the following words: “ and to such Federal
and State maritime academies”.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CITY OF CLINTON BRIDGE
COMMISSION

The Clerk called the bill (H.R. 3788) to
revive and reenact as amended the act
entitled “An act creating the City of
Clinton Bridge Commission and author-
izing said commission and its successors
to acquire by purchase or condemnation
and to construct, maintain, and operate
a bridge or bridges across the Mississippi
River at or near Clinton, JTowa, and at or
near Fulton, Tl1.,” approved December 21,
1944,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, reserving the
right to object, I should like to inquire
if this is the customary commission
agreed to on any navigable stream be-
tween the two States involved?

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

Mr. HALL. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. BLATNIK. The gentleman from
Missouri asks if this is customary?

Mr. HALL. Is this the regular and
established precedent for such commis-
sions, which must be established?

Mr. BLATNIEK. In this instance it is.
This bill is identical with the bill passed
by this body last year. This is neces-
sary. The original authorization was
back in 1944, and a subsequent bill was
passed in 1946, the General Bridge Act
of 1946.

Mr. HALL. This will merely continue
the same Commission?

Mr. BLATNIK. That is correct.

Mr. HALL. It is without any author-
ization or appropriation or expense to
the Government, but merely authorizes
this and establishes the Commission
therefor?

Mr. BLATNIK. That is correct. It ex-
tends the life of the Commission.

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

Mr. HALL. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. This likely will be a toll
bridge, is that not correct?

Mr. BLATNIK. That is correct.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my reservation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Act approved December 21, 1944, authorizing
the City of Clinton Bridge Commission to
acquire, construct, maintain, and operate a
bridge or bridges, lncluding a.pproaches
thereto, across the Mississippl River at or
near the cities of Clinton, Iowa, and Fulton,
Illinois, as heretofore amended, be, and the
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same is hereby revived and reenacted: Pro-
vided, That this Act shall be null and void
insofar as it authorizes the construction of
a bridge or bridges unless actusl construction
thereof be commenced within three years and
completed within five years from the date of
approval of this Act.

Sec. 2. That section 5 of sald Act, as here-
tofore amended, is further amended to read
as follows:

“Sec. 5. The commission and its succes-
sors and assigns are hereby authorized to
provide for the payment of the cost of such
bridge, or bridges as may be acquired, re-
constructed, or constructed, as herein pro-
vided, and approaches (including the ap-
proach highways, which, in the judgment
of the commission, it is necessary or advis-
able to construct or cause to be constructed
to provide suitable and adequate connections
with existing improved highways) and the
necessary land easements and appurtenances
thereto, by an issue or issues of negotiable
bonds of the commission, bearing interest,
payable semiannually, at the rate of not more
than 6 per centum per annum, the prineipal
and Interest of which bonds shall be payable
solely from the funds provided in accord-
ance with this Act, and such payments may
be further secured by mortgage of the bridge
or bridges. All such bonds may be registrable
as to principal alone or both prinecipal and
interest, shall be payable as to principal
within not to exceed twenty-five years from
the date thereof, shall be in such denomina-
tions, shall be executed in such manner, and
shall be payable in such medium and at
such place or places as the commission may
determine, and the face amount thereof shall
be so calculated as to produce, at the price
of their sale, the cost of the bridge or bridges,
acquired or constructed, and approaches and
the land easements, and appurtenances used
in connection therewith, when added to any
other funds made avallable to the commis-
sion for the use of said purposes. The com-
mission may reserve the right to redeem any
or all of sald bonds before maturity in such
manner and at such price or prices not ex-
ceeding 105 and accrued interest as may be
fixed by the commission prior to the issu-
ance of the bonds. Subject to the provisions
of any prior contracts or obligations the com-
mission may disburse any available bridge
revenues or other funds or borrow money
and issue its negotiable Interest-bearing
notes in evidence thereof to defray the cost
of designing, engineering, and planning a
new bridge or bridges under this Act and
acquire lands for the location and approaches
thereto, provided that all notes evidencing
the funds so borrowed, if not previously paid
from such bridge revenues, shall be repaid
from the proceeds of the bonds of the com-
miession when issued for account of such new
bridge or bridges. In the event the commis-
slon issues notes as hereinbefore in this sec-
tion provided and said notes have not been
otherwise paid and a new bridge or bridges
are not built, sald notes shall be paid from
revenues derived from the operation of any
other bridge or bridges owned by the com-
mission, subject to the obligation of payment
of all outstanding indebtedness for which
said revenues have been theretofore pledged.
The commission when it deems it advisable
may issue refunding bonds to refinance any
outstanding bonds, and to pay any other
indebtedness of the commission, at maturity
or before maturity when called for redemp-
tion, and may include, as a part of an issue
of bonds to provide for the cost of a bridge
to be constructed under this Act, sufficlent
additional bonds bearing interest at a rate
or rates not exceeding 6 per centum per an-
num to refinance any outstanding bonds and
notes at maturity or before maturity when
called for redemption. The commission may
enter into an agreement with any bank or
trust company in the United States as trustee
having the power to make such agreement,
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setting forth the duties of the commission
in respect to the acquisition, construction,
maintenance, operation, repair, and insur-
ance of the bridge or bridges, the conserva-
tion and application of all funds, the secu-
rity for the payment of the bonds, the safe-
guarding of money on hand or on deposit,
and the rights and remedies of sald trustee
and the holders of the bonds, restricting the
individual right of action of the bondhold-
ers as Is customary in trust agreements re-
specting bonds of corporations. Such trust
agreement may contain such provisions for
protecting and enforcing the rights and
remedies of the trustee and the bondholders
as may be reasonable and proper and not
inconsistent with the law.

“Sald bonds may be sold at not less than
par after public advertisement for bids to be
opened publicly at the time and place stated
in such advertisement and at the price bid
which will yield the greatest return to the
commission for the bonds to be sold. Such
advertisement for bids shall be published at
least once each week for at least two consecu-
tive weeks in a newspaper or financial jour-
nal having recognized circulation among
bidders for bonds of the type and character
offered. The price to be paid for the bridge
or bridges acquired hereunder shall not ex-
ceed the reasonable value thereof as deter-
mined by the commission at the time of
acquisition. The cost of the bridge to be
constructed as provided herein, together with
the approaches and approach highways, shall
be deemed to include interest during con-
struction of the bridge and for twelve months
thereafter, and all engineering, legal, financ-
ing, architectural, traffic surveying, condem-
nation, and other expenses incident to the
bridge and the acquisition of the necessary
property, including the cost of acquiring ex-
isting franchises and riparian rights relating
to the bridge, as well as the cost of aban-
donment or dismantlement of any existing
bridge to be replaced thereby. If the proceeds
of the bonds shall exceed the cost as finally
determined, the excess shall be placed in the
fund hereafter provided to pay the principal
and interest of such bonds. Prior to the
preparation of definitive bonds the commis-
sion may, under like restrictions, issue tem-
porary bonds or may, under like restrictions,
issue temporary bonds or interim certificates
without coupons, of any denomination what-
soever, exchangeable for definitive bonds
when such bonds that have been executed
are avallable for delivery.”

SEc. 3. Subsection (a) of section 8 of such
Act of December 21, 1944, as amended, is
amended by striking out “the bonds and
interest,” and inserting in lieu thereof: “the
bonds, the notes issued under section 5 of
this Act, and the interest,”.

Sec. 4. The right to alter, amend, or re-
peal this Act is hereby expressly reserved.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

The SPEAKER. This concludes the
call of the eligible bills on the Consent
Calendar.

EMERGENCY HIGHWAY RELIEF

Mr. FALLON. IAr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (H.R.
6790) to increase the limitation on emer-
gency relief for the repair or reconstruc-
tion of highways under section 125 of
title 23, United States Code, as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a) the
last proviso of subsection (f) of section 120
of title 28 of the United States Code 1is
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amended by inserting after “park roads and
trails,” the following: “parkways, public
lands highways, public lands development
roads and trails,”.

(b) Subsection (c) of section 125 of title
23 of the United States Code is amended by
inserting after “park roads and trails,” the
following: *“parkways, public lands high-
ways, public lands development roads and
trails,”.

Sec, 2. The second sentence of subsection
(a) of section 125 of title 23 of the United
States Code is amended to read as follows:
“Subject to the following limitations, there
is hereby authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to establish the
fund authorized by this section and to re-
plenish it on an annual basis: (1) not more
than 850,000,000 is authorized to be expended
in any one fiscal year to carry out this sec-
tion, except that if in any fiscal year the total
of all expenditures under this section is less
than $50,000,000, the unéexpended balance of
such amount shall remain avallable for ex-
penditure during the next two succeeding
fiscal years in addition to amounts other-
wise avallable to carry out this section in
such years, and (2) 60 per centum of the
expenditures under this section for any fiscal
year are authorized to be appropriated from
the Highway Trust Pund and the remaining
40 per centum of such expenditures are au-
thorized to be appropriated only from any
moneys in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated.”

Sec, 3. The amendments made by this Act
shall take effect July 1, 1966.

The SPEAKER. Is a second de-
manded?

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a second.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, a
second will be considered as ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may use.

I rise in support of the bill, H.R. 6790.
This is needed and necessary legislation.
It has the full support of the Committee
on Public Works and was reported
unanimously by the committee.

H.R. 6790 amends title 23 of the United
States Code to provide additional funds
for the use of the Bureau of Public Roads
in repairing and reconstructing Federal
aid and other highways or bridges dam-
aged by storms, floods, earthquakes, or
other similar disasters. It also makes
eligible for relief under section 125 of
title 23 of the United States Code “park-
ways, public lands highways and public
lands development roads and and trails.”
These three systems of roads are not
covered under the existing law at the
present time. There is absolutely no
reason for their exclusion from this pro-
gram and, for that reason, the committee
amended the existing law to include
them under benefits of this program.

At the present time there is authorized
an annual expenditure of $30 million to
be used by the Bureau of Public Roads to
repair Federal aid roads which have suf-
fered the damage I have described above.

The experience of the Bureau of Public
Roads in administering this program in
the last few years clearly indicates there
is a need for the additional money au-
thorized by this bill.

The Committee on Public Works is
well aware of this fact. In the past 6
months three special subcommittees of
the Committee on Public Works have
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made field trips to investigate at first-
hand flood damages in the Pacific North-
west, the Mississippi Valley States, and
in the States of Colorado and Kansas.
The subcommittee making the trip to the
States of Colorado and Kansas just re-
turned from that flood damaged area and
is now in the process of writing a report
of its findings. However, their verbal
report to me, as well as reports of the two
previous subcommittees indicates quite
clearly that one of the heaviest sufferers
of any flood are the highways in the local
areas. We are all well aware of the part
roads of all types play in our daily life.
They are essential to all phases of the
national well-being. It is therefore quite
logical that they should be repaired as
soon as possible, once a natural disaster
occurs, so that they can play their vital
role in restoring the economy and well-
being of any stricken area.

The administration is well aware of
this problem and earlier in this session,
in an executive communication to the
Speaker of the House, recommended leg-
islation along the lines of that which is
before us today. Part of their recom-
mendation has been taken care of in a
previous bill which the Congress only re-
cently passed and which has been enacted
into law. This is the Pacific Northwest
disaster bill, and in that legislation the
Congress provided an additional $50 mil-
lion for this program for fiscal year 1965
and an additional $20 million for fiscal
year 1966.

H.R. 6790 contains the balance of the
recommendation of the administration
with necessary changes made by the
Committee on Public Works which the
committee believes will implement the
operation of this program. Beginning
with fiscal year 1967 the $30 million un-
der section 125 of title 23, United States
Code, is increased to $50 million annual-
ly. Sixty percent of the funds that will
be used under H.R. 6790 will come from
the highway trust fund, and the balance
of 40 percent from the general funds of
the Treasury. Under present law the
$30 million is an annual expenditure al-
Jocated to the Bureau of Public Roads
and expires at the end of any one year.
. This approach is inconsistent with the
normal Federal aid highway program
authorization of funds, for under that
program funds are available for a 3-year
period, The committee believes that the
money to be used under this program
should be available in like manner and
has made the necessary change in the
law to see that beginning in fiscal year
1967 any funds not used in a particular
year will be available for the next suc-
ceeding 2 years.

This legislation affects each and every
one of our 50 States. It is a program
that we hope will not need to be used,
but if the need arises, the money should
be there at once. For this reason the
increase of money authorized under H.R.
6790 is a necessary one.
¢ };ostrongly urge this body to pass H.R.

790.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the distinguished gentle-
man from Maryland has given a correct
and adequate explanation generally of
the legislation. This is a bill concerning
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which the committee has no controversy.
There is no difference of opinion. We
all recognize and acknowledge the fact
that properly financed disaster relief
must be provided for highways. There
must be adequate authorization and
financing should be on an orderly and
planned basis. At the present time the
procedure is inadequate. The funds are
initially expended from any appropria-
tions that are available for expenditure
under title 23, United States Code, and
then at a subsequent date these appro-
priations are reimbursed. Reimburse-
ment for repairing Federal aid highways
come from the highway trust fund, and
uncertainty exists as to how, and from
what sources, reimbursement should be
made for the several classes of Federal
domain roads which are also covered by
section 125 of title 23, United States
Code. This does not make sense.

This bill, thus, provides an orderly
procedure, with a fixed percentage of the
funds for reimbursement coming out of
the trust fund—60 percent, of $50 mil-
lion, or up to $30 million annually, which
equals the amount presently coming out
of the trust fund. The additional $20
million will come out of the general
funds of the Treasury. In order to pro-
vide for an orderly procedure, the Public
Works Committee amended this bill to
provide that all funds expended under
authority of section 125 of title 23 shall
be reimbursed, 30 percent from the high-
way trust fund and 20 percent from the
general fund, meaning that all the
money will not be expended out of one
fund or the other. The objective is that
the 60- to 40-percent formula shall apply
to all funds expended. So this bill at-
tempts to get orderly procedure into this
emergency finaneing, which admittedly
is needed, particularly—and this is on a
nationwide basis—in view of the ravages
of nature in the northwest flood disaster
area, in the Upper Mississippi River
Valley, and in Colorado and Kansas,
where the committee sent special sub-
committees to investigate recently. This
bill provides for nationwide expenditure
authorizations for emergency highway
reconstruction throughout the Nation at
an inereased rate, from $30 to $50 million
annually, starting with fiscal year 1967,
it being realized, of course, that the
Pacific Northwest Disaster Relief Act of
this year provided for an increase from
$30 to $80 million for the fiscal year 1965,
and from $30 to $50 million for 1966,
because of the several bad floods
throughout the Nation. This bill also
promotes careful planning and orderly
procedures in the repair and reconstruc-
tion of highways damaged by natural
disasters by making the annual expendi-
ture authority of $50 million available

not only for the fiscal year authorized
but for the following 2 fiscal years also.

So, Mr, Speaker, this means a $50
million annual expenditure authority
hereafter, which is consistent with what
we did in the Pacific Northwestern Dis-
aster Relief Act of 1965.

Incidentally, Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this opportunity to congratulate the
distinguished chairman of our com-
mittee, the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. FaLLon], in that he has instituted
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a procedure which I wholeheartedly en-
dorse of sending committee members out
into the fields to investigate the dam-
ages of these acts of nature where they
occur, to evaluate them, and to make an
on-site, on-the-spot inspection of them
so that our committee will be wholly
knowledgeable of them,

Mr. Speaker, I am hopeful—and I un-
derstand this is the case—that the chair-
man likewise will authorize committee
members sometime in the future to look
into some of the public works projects,
particularly multipurpose water re-
source projects, which have such an im-
pact on the economy and the well-being
of our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, this is a good bill. It is
one that should be supported unani-
mously, and I recommend its adoption.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion of the gentleman from Mary-
land that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill HR. 6790.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill as
amended was passed.
tabAl motion to reconsider was laid on the

e.

TO AMEND SECTION 302(c) OF
THE LABOR-MANAGEMENT RE-
LATIONS ACT, 1947

Mr. MADDEN, from the Committee on
Rules, reported the following privileged
resolution (H. Res. 482, Rept. No. 625)
which was referred to the House Calen-
dar and ordered to be printed:

H. REs. 482

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
1153) to amend section 302(¢) of the Labor-
Management Relations Act, 1947, to permit
employer contributions for joint industry
promotion of products in certain instances
or & joint committee or joint board empow-
ered to interpret provisions of collective bar-
gaining agreements., After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed two hours, to be
equally divided and controlled by the chair-
man and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Education and Labor, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the five-
minute rule. At the conclusion of such con-
sideration the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted, and any
Member may demand a separate vote in the
House on any of the amendments adopted in
the Committee of the Whole to the bill or
committee substitute. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except one mo-
tion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

TO CORRECT INEQUITIES WITH
RESPECT TO THE BASIC COM-
PENSATION OF TEACHERS AND
TEACHING POSITIONS UNDER
THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT
OVERSEAS TEACHERS PAY AND
PERSONNEL PRACTICES ACT
Mr. MADDEN, from the Committee on

Rules, filed the following privileged
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resolution (H. Res. 483, Rept. No. 626)
which was referred to the House Calen-
dar and ordered to be printed:
H. REs. 483

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
6845) to correct inequities with respect to
the basic compensation of teachers and
teaching positions under the Defense De-
partment Overseas Teachers Pay and Per-
sonnel Practices Act. After general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed one hour, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service, the bill shall
be read for amendment under the five-minute
rule. At the conclusion of the consideration
of the bill for amendment, the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and the previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without in-
tervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

UNIFORMED SERVICES PAY ACT
OF 1965

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 470 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 470

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of tae bill (H.R.
9075) to amend title 37, United States Code,
to increase the rates of basic pay for mem-
bers of the uniformed services. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed three
hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Services, the
bill shall be read for amendment under the
five-minute rule, At the conclusion of the
consideration of the bill for amendment, the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion to
recommit.

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 30
minutes to the gentleman from Califor-
nia [Mr. Smita] and pending that I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr, Speaker, House Resolution 470 pro-
vides an open rule with 3 hours of gen-
eral debate for consideration of H.R.
9075, a bill to amend title 37, United
States Code, to increase the rates of basic
pay for members of the military services.

H.R. 9075 will, first, provide a much
needed increase in the basic pay au-
thorized all uniformed services person-
nel; second, authorize the payment of a
variable reenlistment bonus; and third,
establish a statutory requirement for an
annual Presidential review of the ade-
quacy of military pay and allowances and
a corresponding quadrennial review in
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respect to the principles and concepts of
military compensation.

The gentleman from South Carolina,
Chairman Rivers, and the gentleman
from Massachusetts, Congressman BATES,
and the members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee are to be commended
for the many days and weeks they have
devoted to the hearings and work in-
volved in presenting this complicated pay
increase hill for the various commissions
and grades provided for in our Military
Establishment.

Secretary of Defense McNamara, along
with the Secretaries of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force, all appeared before the
Armed Services Committee and outlined
in detail their recommendations and the
necessity for a substantial increase for
the enlisted personnel of our Defense Es-
tablishment. The critical shortage of
capable personnel in the Navy Depart-
ment is serious on account of the partic-
ularly low wage scale. Representatives
of the Navy informed the Armed Services
Committee that they now have a short-
age of more than 40,000 petty officers.
In the electronic equipment repair cate-
gory, they are now operating on a short-
age of approximately 20,000. A relative
shortage of career petty officers also ex-
ists in the Navy Establishment.

Witnesses appeared from the Depart-
ment of the Army and set out that in
5 years’ time the enlisted personnel has
been reduced from 41 to 37 percent.
More than two-thirds of the enlisted
personnel on active duty with the Army
today have less than 4 years’' experience.

The Secretary of the Air Force testi-
fled before the committee that the pres-
ent inadequate military pay presents
great difficulty in the retention of high-
1y qualified officers and enlisted person-
nel. Secretary Zuckert said that since
1959 the proportion of ROTC graduates
with engineering and scientific back-
ground has decreased from 47 to 33 per-
cent.

The comparison of the military pay
and the civilian pay in commercial and
industrial establishments throughout the
United States is astounding. In 1964 the
average wage or salary in civilian life
was $445 per month. A recruit in the
existing military structure receives only
$78 per month, which is 17.5 percent of
the average monthly wage or salary in
the United States.

Chairman Rivers and Congressman
BaTtes appeared before the Rules Com-
mittee last week and outlined in detail
figures and facts in behalf of the pend-
ing bill so convincingly that I do hope
this legislation, as recommended by the
Armed Services Committee, is passed
without amendments.

Chairman RiveErs gave an outstand-
ing and lengthy detailed explanation of
all phases of military personnel compen-
sation when he appeared before the Rules
Committee last week. I do hope that the
Members will remain on the floor and
listen to his detailed analysis of all an-
gles concerning our inadequate policy
toward ample compensation of our Mili-
tary Establishment.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
House Resolution 470.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Iowa makes the point of order that a
quorum is not present. Evidently, a
quorum is not present.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 1982]

Andrews, Fulton, Pa. Murphy, Ill.

Glenn Fulton, Tenn., Murray
Andrews, Grabowski Nix

N. Dak. Grover Passman
Ashley Gubser Pelly
Bingham Gurney Powell
Bolling Halleck Pucinski
Bonner Harsha Reld, N.Y.
Bow Harvey, Ind. Reinecke
Brock Harvey, Mich. Resnick :
Brown, Calif. Henderson Rivers, Alaska
Brown, Ohlo Holland Ronan
Cederberg Johnson, Pa, Roncalio
Clark y Roosevelt
Clawson, Del Keogh Rostenkowski
Cleveland King, N.Y Ryan
Cohelan Eluczynski Schisler
Collier Eunkel Bceott
Conte Lindsay Shipley
Conyers Long, Md Stephens
Devine McDade Teague, Calif.
Diggs McDowell Toll
Dingell McMillan Vanik
Donchue McVicker ‘Waggonner
Dwyer Macdonald Watkins
Edwards, Ala. Mackay Weltner
Edwards, Calif. Malilliard Whalley
Farnum Martin, Ala ‘White, Idaho
Fino Martin, Mass. Widnall
Flynt Mathias Wydler
Fraser May Yates
Frelinghuysen Michel Young
Friedel Mosher

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 334
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

UNIFORMED SERVICES PAY ACT OF
1965

Mr. SMITH of California. Mr.Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume,

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 470 will
permit the consideration of H.R. 9075,
a bill authorizing an increase in the com-
pensation of uniformed services per-
sonnel. It is an open rule providing for
3 hours of general debate.

H.R. 9075 would authorize an increase
in uniformed services compensation
which would result in an increased an-
nual expenditure of approximately $1
billion. The pay increase as recom-
mended by the administration is less than
one-half of the amount recommended
by the Committee on Armed Services. It
is interesting to note that the committee
recommendation is particularly directed
toward enlisted personnel. Actually, 88
percent of the total difference between
the pay increases recommended by the
Committee on Armed Services and those
recommended by the Folsom Panel for
active military personnel is found in the
recommended salary for enlisted person-
nel. In other words, the Committee on



17182

Armed Services has attempted to pro-
vide realistic pay increases for enlisted
personnel, while the increases recom-
mended by the Folsom Panel are believed
inadequate.

As emphasized in the committee report,
enlisted personnel with under 2 years of
service have not received a pay increase
since 1952—a period of 13 years. Dur-
ing this same span of time, the consumer
price index has increased 16.9 percent.
Yet, the increase recommended by the
Folsom Panel was a mere 2.7 percent.
On the other hand, the Committee on
Armed Services provides an average 17.3
percent increase for enlisted personnel
with less than 2 years of service.

Mr. Speaker, I am mindful that the
cost is a substantial amount of money.
But I am personally convinced that this
increased expenditure is essential to the
proper maintenance of our Military Es-
tablishment.

When we consider that for fiscal year
1966 the administration has requested
approval of legislation which would per-
mit the support of foreign aid programs
of one kind or another costing an excess
of $3.3 billion, it is difficult for me to
understand why the administration re-
fuses to endorse an appropriate military
compensation increase costing less than
one-third of this amount. I firmly be-
lieve that we should take better care
of our own deserving citizens and not
waste so much money by way of foreign
aid. In fact, I have heard statements
indicating that some of our foreign aid
money may be used to pay servicemen in
other countries more money per month
than we pay our own servicemen. If
this is true, it seems hard to believe.

The uniformed services personnel are
the men and women who are committed
to the responsibility of guarding our way
of life. They should be adequately com-
pensated. Tomorrow we will start on
the Economic Opportunity Amendments
of 1965, with the request for an author-
ization of some $1.895 billion. In my
opinion, that program could be done
away with, and in so doing, we would
have the necessary $1 billion to take care
of this increase and would save almost
another $1 billion, which could be used
for essential expenditures rather than
wasting it on a dream program like the
war on poverty.

I commend the distinguished chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee
[Mr. Rivers], on his forthright stand in
demanding that the uniformed services
personnel be adequately compensated,
and I commend the members of the
Committee on Armed Services for their
action. Minority views are set forth in
the committee report by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SEraTTON].

Mr. Speaker, I strongly support H.R.
9075. It was unanimous in the Rules
Committee. I know of no objection to
the rule and urge its adoption.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. M.
Speaker, the passage of H.R. 9075 by the
Congress is dictated if we are to have
our servicemen and their families live
as first-class citizens. The revelations
that were made in the course of the hear-
ings before the Armed Services Com-
mittee were shocking.

Since 1952, the adjustments made in
military pay have been grossly inade-
quate; they have failed to keep pace with
the pay adjustments for civil service per-
sonnel in business and industry.

President Johnson has said:

There can be no class system separating
the men and women who are committed to
the service of their fellow men or to the
defense of their country.

It is our President’s announced inten-
tion to “take what ever steps both human
equity and national defense require to
enhance the standing and morale of
those who defend us.”

Failure of this Congress to enact H.R.
9075 must be interpreted by our service-
men as indifference to their plight and
as a willingness to consign them and
their families to the ranks of second-
class citizens.

It is a shame and disgrace when we
permit the economic plight of our mili-
tary to sink to the point where some en-
listed families receive pay below what
has been estimated as the poverty level,
some have actually had to take relief, and
many were eligible for relief but were too
proud to accept it. It is a shame and
disgrace when almost one in every flve
servicemen must “moonlight” and many
service wives must work to provide the
necessities for their families.

Those who suffer most from low mili-
tary pay—and those who will benefit
most from this bill—are the enlisted
men.

It is nothing less than a national dis-
grace to find that we pay unemployed,
unskilled youths in the Job Corps more
than we do the three lowest grades of the
services, or when a third-class petty of-
icer on active duty with 4 years of service
receives less pay than the compensation
paid to the unemployed in New York
City, or when a messenger makes more
than a military pilot.

The increases contained in H.R. 9075
will provide a decent wage that will give
our service people and their families a
just standard of living.

I support the bill. My conscience
would not let me oppose it.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I move that the House resolve
itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 9075) to
amend title 37, United States Code, to in-
crease the rates of basic pay for members
of the uniformed services.

The motion was agreed to.
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Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, H.R. 9075, with Mr.
BuURKE in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with,

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Rivers] will be recognized for 112 hours
and the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Bates] will be recognized for 1%
hours.

The Chair recognizes the distinguished
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Ri1vERSs].

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as I
may require.

Mr. Chairman, it gives me the greatest
possible pleasure to recommend to this
body approval of H.R. 9075, a bill which
has been conceived and developed in its
entirety by your Committee on Armed
Services.

This bill will provide a critically need-
ed increase in basic pay for more than
2.6 million uniformed services person-
nel.

H.R. 9075 has three fundamental ob-
jectives:

First. It will provide a much needed
increase in the basic pay authorized
all uniformed services personnel.

Second. It will authorize the payment
of a variable reenlistment bonus.

Third. It will establish a statutory re-
quirement for an annual Presidential re-
view of the adequacy of military pay
and allowances and a corresponding
quadrennial review in respect to the prin-
ciples and concepts of military compen-
sation.

NEED FOR LEGISLATION

Enactment of this legislation is neces-
sary to insure that all uniformed serv-
ices personnel will, now and in the
future, be provided a level of compensa-
tion comparable to that enjoyed by other
workers in our economy.

The failure of military pay levels to
keep pace with wage adjustments pro-
vided Federal civilian employees and
workers in the private sector of our econ-
omy has contributed significantly to the
inability of the military departments to
attract and retain adequate numbers of
truly qualified career personnel.

This inability of the military depart-
ments to attract and retain adequate
numbers of qualified career personnel
has, in turn, created serious personnel
manning problems in all the military
departments. Consequently, to insure
the maintenance of our full military
operational capabilities it is absolutely
essential, in the judgment of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, that we pro-
vide military personnel with a substan-
tial increase in compensation.

In addition to the military requirement
for an immediate pay increase, simple
equity demands that Congress act
promptly to restore to military person-
nel the relative comparability in wage
levels - hich previously prevailed with
respect to other Federal employees.

Our ¢ )mmittee hearings indicated that
since 11152 military pay increases have
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amounted to 33.9 percent, while during
an equivalent period Federal civilian pay
inereases have amounted to 46.3 percent.
Thus, there is reflected in these statistics
an overall short-fall in military pay in-
creases of approximately 12.4 percent.
It is this diserepancy in the general level
of military pay as contrasted to pay levels
enjoyed by other Federal workers that
requires immediate correction.

In summary, this adjustment to mili-
tary pay as recommended in H.R. 9075 is
necessary to provide our military person-
nel with reasonable comparability in pay
levels with their civilian contemporaries.

Our military personnel cannot lobby
for a pay increase. They cannot go on
strike. They cannot bargain with their
employer. They cannot, as do other
workers, threaten to transfer to a com-
petitor of their employer.

None of the persuasive ordinary bar-
gaining devices are available to military
personnel. In short, once committed to
a military eareer, these personnel become
victims of the system and can look only
to Congress for equitable pay treatment.

Congress, and particularly the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, has been given
this responsibility under article I, sec-
tion 8, of the Constitution which states,
among other things, that Congress alone
shall have the power “To raise and sup-
port armies, to provide and maintain a
Navy. to make rules for the Government
and regulation of the land and naval
forces.”

I sincerely believe that this bill, H.R.
9075, fully and fairly meets this consti-
tutional responsibility.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS

The bill proposed by the Committee
on Armed Services would provide an
average 10.6 percent increase in the basic
pay of uniformed services personnel.
The cost of this bill for active duty De-
fense Department personnel is $824
million annually. With the addition of
personnel of the other uniformed serv-
ices, that is, Coast Guard, Public Health
Service, Coast and Geodetic Survey and
other related costs, the total annual cost
of this legislation is $996 million.

Under the terms of the bill, every
member of the uniformed services on
active duty would receive an increase in
pay. Thus, the bill affects all of the 2.6
million members of the Armed Forces
presently on active duty, as well as more
than 4 million military dependents who
look to their military sponsors for finan-
cial support. In other words, this bill
will have a direct effect on the financial
future of almost 7 million Americans.

In order to understand the proposed
pay increase for military personnel in-
corporated in H.R. 9075, it is necessary
to analyze separately the changes rec-
ommended for personnel with over 2
years of service and those changes rec-
ommended for personnel with less than
2 years of service.

In the case of personnel with over 2
years of service, officers would be given
an average increase of 6.4 percent and
enlisted personnel would be given an in-
crease of 11.1 percent in basic pay.

On the other hand, in the case of per-
sonnel with less than 2 years of service,
officers would be given an average in-
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crease of 22 percent and enlisted person-
nel would be given an average increase
of 17.3 percent.

Enlisted personnel with less than 2
years of service have been given substan-
tially larger percentage increases than
their contemporaries since this group of
enlisted personnel has had no increase
in compensation since 1952. Thus, for
example, the average increase of 17.3
percent in the basic pay of enlisted per-
sonnel with less than 2 years of service
will, generally speaking, simply compen-
sate for the rise in the consumer price
index during the same interval which is
16.9 percent.

The increase for officer personnel with
under 2 years of service similarly at-
tempts to provide for the substantial in-
crease in the consumer price index since
1952 and also would include an incre-
mental increase to insure that the entry
pay for junior officers at the ensign and
second lieutenant level will be compar-
able to that provided as entry salaries for
college graduates entering Federal civil-
ian employment.

The proposed increases in basic pay
for typical officers and enlisted person-
nel in the military departments are set
out on pages 27 and 28 of the committee
report and reflect monthly increases in
basie pay for officers ranging from $162—
8.9 percent—for a general officer—O-
10—to $23—5 percent—a month for a
first lieutenant—O-2—with 4 years of
service.

In the case of enlisted personnel, the
increases in monthly basic pay range
from a high of $58 a month—15.3 per-
cent—for a sergeant first class—E-T—to
a $10 a month increase—13 percent—in
basic pay for a recruit with less than 4
months of service.

FOLSOM PANEL AND DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATIONS

As Members of the House are aware,
the President’s Panel on Federal Salaries,
chaired by the Honorable Marion Fol-
som, recommended a substantially
smaller increase in pay for military per-
sonnel. The recommendation made by
the Folsom Panel would have provided
an average compensation increase of 4.8
percent for all uniformed personnel ex-
cept enlisted personnel with under 2
years of service who would receive a 2.7
percent increase in basic pay as a cost
of living increase.

The Folsom Panel apparently reached
its conclusions as to the size of the re-
quired pay increase on the basis of as-
sumptions and evidence which, in the
opinion of the Committee on Armed
Services, are completely invalid.

The Panel stated:

Congressional action in 1962, 1963, and
1964 placed military compensation at a level,
in relation to civilian pay levels, sufficlent to
attract, and retain adequate numbers and
quality of personnel in the Armed Forces.

The printed committee hearings on
these military pay increase recommenda-
tions completely refute this statement by
the Folsom Panel.

It is significant to note that not a single
witness who appeared before the com-
mittee accepted the Panel's conclusions
that there was no retention problem in
the military departments. The evidence

17183

developed by the committee completely
contradicted the Panel’s contention in
this regard.

The mere fact that the Department of
Defense included in its pay recommenda-
tion a request for authority to allow the
use of a new and additional flexible re-
enlistment bonus “to retain people in
skills that are in short supply” clearly
establishes the existence of a “retention
problem” in the military departments.

In this connection, it is important to
note that this retention problem which
would presumably be partially corrected
by the variable reenlistment bonus affects
almost one-half of the total enlisted
grade structure.

The Panel reportedly reviewed the
Armed Services Committee recommenda-
tions on Military pay but rejected the
committee’s recommendation because of
its view that the military departments
had no retention problem. Consequently
the Panel was of the opinion that cur-
rent military wage levels required only a
minor adjustment comparable to that
recommended for civilian employees of
the Federal Government. Thus, the
Panel recommended an adjustment to
military pay that apparently was de-
signed to match the 3-percent increase
recommended for civilian employees of
the Federal Government.

Stated another way, the Panel was of
the view that in 1963 military wage levels
were sufficiently high to attract and re-
tain adequate numbers of highly quali-
fled military personnel and, therefore,
1963 was the base year from which any
adjustments in military pay were to be
made in the future.

BELECTION OF BASE YEAR

The Committee on Armed Services
maintains that it would be a serious er-
ror to use 1963 as a base year for making
future adjustments to military pay since
it would simply perpetuate the present
and existing disparity between military
wage levels and those provided other
Federal civilian workers and workers in
our economy.

Stated very simply, therefore, the es-
sential difference between the Folsom
Panel recommendations and those made
by the Committee on Armed Services
arises from the unwillingness of the Fol-
som Panel to recognize that there does
exist a significant disparity in military
wages as contrasted to those provided
Federal civilian workers. Therefore, if
the Panel had used 1952 as a base year
from which to begin a statistically sound
comparison of wage increases provided
military personnel as contrasted to those
provided Federal civilian workers, it, too,
would have come up with the same gen-
eral conclusions as those developed by
the Committee on Armed Services.

At this point it is worthy of note that
Secretary of Defense McNamara disa-
greed with the statistical analysis of pre-
vious wage increases utilized by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services and offered his
own set of statistics to prove that mili-
tary personnel, particularly officers, had
fared better than their Federal civilian
contemporaries in congressionally ap-
proved wage increases since 1952. The
committee took issue with the Secretary
in this regard and, therefore, accepted
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his recommendation that the committee
hire an “outstanding actuary™ to deter-
mine the validity of the statistics used by
the Secretary.

“The committee report contains the
complete actuarial study made in this
connection by one of the leading actu-
arial firms in the country. Very simply,
the actuaries advised the committee that
the statistical analysis developed by the
Department of Defense of previous wage
increases was invalid and overstated the
percentage increase in compensation re-
ceived by military personnel since 1949
by 28 percent for officers and 15 percent
for enlisted personnel.

The Folsom Panel unfortunately uti-
lized these Department of Defense sup-
plied statistics to reach its conclusion on
its military pay recommendations.

Despite the fact that I totally dis-
agreed with the Folsom Panel recom-
mendations, I introduced the legislative
proposal sent to the Congress by the
administration. The bill HR. 8714,
therefore represented the Panel's pay
recommendations.

The committee conducted hearings on
both the Folsom Panel pay recommenda-
tions embodied in H.R. 8714 and the
committee recommendations initially de-
veloped in H.R. 5725. At the conclusion
of these hearings, 34 members of the
Committee on Armed Services were
firmly convineed that the original com-
mittee recommendations were valid and
consequently endorsed the bill you have
before you today, H.R. 9075.

The committee report provides a de-
tailed comparative analysis of the two
bills as they affect all active duty mili-
tary personnel. This analysis of com-
parative cost is reflected on page 40 of
the committee report. It indicates that
the Folsom Panel recommendations
would cost an estimated $369 million,
while the committee’s recommendation
would cost an estimated $825 million—a
difference of approximately $455 million.

Also reflected on page 44 of the com-
mittee report is an analysis of the com-
parative cost of the Folsom Panel recom-
mendations and the committee recom-
mendations in respect to personnel with
less than 2 years service.

A review of the cited tables indicates
that there is relatively little difference
in the two pay proposals as they affect
officer personnel.

The committee proposal would raise all
officer personnel an average of 7.2 per-
cent at an estimated annual cost of ap-
proximately $174 million,

The Panel’s proposal would raise all
officer personnel an average of 5 percent
with an estimated annual cost of approxi-
mately $120 million.

Thus, the difference between the two
proposals, as they affect officer person-
nel, is only $54 million. This amount in
relation to the total $1 billion cost of the
bill is, therefore, relatively small.

On the other hand, a review of the
tables relating to the proposed increases
for enlisted personnel indicates that 88
percent of the $455 million difference in
the two pay proposals is found in the
enlisted grade structure. Thus, the bulk
of the savings reflected in the Folsom
Panel proposal is the $401 million which
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the Panel would deny to enlisted per-
sonnel.

It is worthy of note that every statistic
available to the committee, including
those provided by departmental wit-
nesses, indicated a very serious short-fall
in the enlisted pay structure as com-
pared to their contemporaries in both
Federal civil service and the private sec-
tor of our economy.

Yet, despite these statistics, both the
Folsom Panel and the Department of De-
fense stubbornly refused to recommend
adequate adjustments in the enlisted pay
structure. Perhaps the clearest indica-
tion of the inadequacy of the proposed
increases for enlisted personnel as rec-
ommended by the Folsom Panel is re-
flected in the comparison of the overall
percentage of dollar increases.

The Folsom Panel recommends an
average of 4.6 percent in compensation
for all enlisted personnel which amounts
to an average of $8.98 monthly. On the
other hand, the committee, in H.R. 9075,
recommends an average increase of 12.1
percent in enlisted compensation which
results in an average monthly increase
of $23.48.

Let us make the issue clear. This is
a bill for enlisted personnel—the Folsom
Panel recommendations largely ignored
our enlisted personnel. My committee
refuses to buy this type of recommenda-
tion, and therefore we recommend for
House approval H.R. 9075.

In addition to the change in basic pay
for Uniformed Services personnel, this
bill would also provide authority to the
Secretary of Defense to pay a so-called
variable reenlistment bonus. This vari-
able reenlistment bonus would be paid
at the time of first enlistment only and
is designed, as explained by the Secre-
tary of Defense, to provide a critically
needed monetary incentive so as to per-
mit the military departments to retain
experienced military personnel in critical
skills. The Secretary testified that this
additional management device would
cost an estimated $21 million during fis-
cal year 1968 and would affect approxi-
mately 19,000 personnel. The variable
reenlistment bonus would permit the de-
partments to pay an additional amount
over and above the regular reenlistment
bonus not to exceed four times the
amount of the basic reenlistment bonus
authorized the service member upon his
first reenlistment. The committee felt
that this administrative device might be
of particular assistance to the Depart-
ment of the Navy and therefore granted
the Secretary’s request in this regard.
PRESIDENTIAL RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING

FUTURE ADJUSTMENTS AND CHANGES IN PAY

AND ALLOWANCES

The bill recommended by the Depart-
ment of Defense and the President in-
cluded a provision which would author-
ize the President to make annual adjust-
ments to military pay and allowances
without the necessity of legislative action
by the Congress.

The provision recommended by the
President’s Special Panel on Federal
Salaries would authorize the President to
inerease the pay of uniformed services
personnel whenever he “determined that
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the rates of any pay or allowances” are
inadequate.

The committee wholeheartedly en-
dorses the concept of an annual review
of the adequacy of military pay and al-
lowances, together with a report concern-
ing possible adjustments to military pay
and allowances. However, it does not
subscribe to the concept that these ad-
justments to military pay and allowances
would become law unless either body of
the Congress, within a 60-day period,
passed a resolution vetoing such a recom=-
mended adjustment.

The committee is of the strongest con-
viction that the recommended change in
the law would constitute an abdication
by the Congress of its legislative respon-
sibility in this area. Consequently, the
committee modified the language so as to
require an annual review by the Presi-
dent of the adequacy of military pay and
allowances, together with a report to the
Congress. However, the normal legisla~-
tive process would continue to apply in
order to effect a change in the rates of
pays and allowances authorized uni-
formed services personnel.

The committee also incorporated in its
legislative language a provision requiring
a quadrennial review of the prineiples
and concepts of military compensation.
This broad review of the principles and
concepts of the compensation system of
uniformed personnel would be conducted
by the President whenever he considered
it appropriate, but in no event later than
January 1, 1967, and not less than once
each 4 years thereafter. This legisla-
tive provision, therefore, adopts the gen-
eral concept recommended by both the
President and the Folsom Panel.

This then, in brief, explains the provi-
sions of H.R. 9075. It is a very carefully
developed legislative recommendation
which I hope and know will receive the
unanimous approved of this body.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield to me for an obser-
vation?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
vield to my distinguished colleague from
Louisiana.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from South Caro-
lina for yielding to me for this observa-
tion, which is one I assure you that is
not perfunctory nor idle but which I
believe is demanded at this particular
time. The only hesitancy I have in mak-
ing the observation is because of the
known affection which I have for the
distinguished gentleman from South
Carolina, my colleague of almost a quar-
ter of a century. Further, I believe it
proper and fitting at this time, Mr.
Chairman, that this House should rec-
ognize what is taking place at this par-
ticular moment.

Mr. Chairman, standing in the well
of the House is the gentleman who has
distinguished himself for almost 25 years
in the cause of his country and in the
cause of his own constituency.

Mr. Chairman, since the day he came
to this Congress and since the day he
first found himself on the old Naval
Affairs Committee, the welfare of the
individual man in uniform has been his
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mission in the Congress and in his life.
His entire career has been dotted with
legislation lending and tending to bene-
fit that man in uniform. Calling to
mind at the moment is the creation of
the Dental Corps for the military which
I believe is one of the finest pieces of
legislation ever enacted in this Congress.

Mr. Chairman, it was he who in the
;ast pay bill led the fight for readjust-
ment of salaries of men in uniform. At
that time he advocated, and he is advo-
cating today, and only reluctantly sub-
mitted to the wisdom of his chairman
and the desire of his chairman at that
time, by indicating that at the first op-
portunity he would bring up the subject
matter again. Today he finds himself
in that position.

Today, Mr. Chairman, Members of
this body witness here legislation in
its purest form. Since the gentleman
from South Carolina became the chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices he has stood before you on two
major pieces of legislation, both of which
had his stamp and the stamp of his com-
mittee, but both were initiated in the
manner of legislative business by the
Defense Department.

Here today, my colleagues, stands the
gentleman from South Carolina offering
to us legislation to which he himself gave
birth, which he himself nourished, which
he himself persuaded the members of
his committee, with few exceptions, to
join him in presenting to this body, for
he himself found his courage tested in a
crucible which tests the mettle of any
courageous man,

Mr. Chairman and my colleagues, on
behalf of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices of the House I pause in this observa-
tion to pay a most sincere tribute to the
leadership which has been demonstrated
by the gentleman from South Carolina.
Of course, critics may come and crities
may go. But I believe that in the ulti-
mate, leadership that has been demon-
strated will continue to be demonstrated
by the gentleman from South Carolina
and will see these critics fade away into
a pale insignificance, while his deeds and
his actions remain.

Mr. Chairman, I say to the gentleman
from South Carolina, my dear friend
for whom I have the deepest affection—
and I believe expressing the sentiments
and the feelings of every member of the
House Committee on Armed Services,
the joy that we feel today in seeing him
here presenting to this House his first
original major piece of legislation as
chairman of the committee and thereby
demonstrating so vigorously and so en-
ergetically his ability and his justifica-
tion in leading us.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Of
course I am deeply touched by the senti-
ments expressed by my dear colleague
with whom I have labored for 25 years.
But let me say, Mr. Chairman, in my
time in this body I have not had a more
dedicated group with which to work or
a more indefatigable and tireless group
of men motivated by only one thing—
the service of our country—and to carry
out the mandates of this body.
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I have not asked this committee to do
one thing which they have failed to do.
We have worked days and nights on our
legislation; even the new Members, Mr.
Chairman, have worked. Everyone has
responded, and by example they have
inspired us who are charged with this
responsibility.

I thank the gentleman from Louisiana
from the very bottom of my heart.

Mr. DORN. Mryr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. DORN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to say to my distinguished chair-
man, although I am not on the commit-
tee, we are proud of you in South Caro-
lina, and throughout the Nation. People
everywhere I go ask me what can be
done to strengthen the military position
of the United States of America in these
critical days through which we are
passing? I think the gentleman, my be-
loved colleague from South Carolina, and
his great committee are answering that
question here in the well of the House
today.

We are committed in the Vietnam war,
we are in South Vietnam in the mon-
soons and quagmires of southeast Asia
to stop the aggressor in his tracks. We
are on the road to Berlin, we are in
Santo Domingo, we are committed all
over the world. The gentleman and his
great committee is giving that ruthless
group the answer today.

You are strengthening the morale of
our Armed Forces committed through-
out the world.

I want to thank the gentleman and
tell him that the American people are
behind you and your great committee.
This is the answer to those who would
subvert and destroy our way of life.

This is a good bill, it is a fair bill, it
is a psychologically important bill. We
cannot stand idly by and see our Armed
Forces drained of its power. This is the
time to act, not react.

I commend the people for acting on
behalf of the Armed Forces of our coun-
try committed throughout the world.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may desire.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to join with
those to whom the distinguished chair-
man of our committee yielded in paying
due respect to a man who has performed
nobly, the chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee. His leadership has
been exemplary.

May I say that he is an arduous
worker. There was a time early in Jan-
uary when our committee met at 10
o’clock, then in February at 9 o’clock,
then in March we started to meet at 8
o’clock. In April and May we came in
at 7:30 o’clock. Now we even have meet-
ings at 7 o'clock in the morning. I hope
the gentleman from South Carolina will
not hold meetings sooner than this fairly
early hour.

Mr. Chairman, I fully concur in the
remarks made by my distinguished
chairman, the gentleman from South
Carolina, the Honorable L. MENDEL
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Rivers, in outlining the action of the
Committee on Armed Services on H.R.
9075.

The members of the committee on my
side of the aisle unanimously approve
and endorse the bill as reported by the
full Committee on Armed Services.

I cannot emphasize too strongly the
importance of this legislation. Its en-
actment is absolutely essential to the
proper maintenance of our military
forces. Our military leaders, and indeed
our civilian Secretaries, have advised
the Committee on Armed Services that
they are faced with a constantly expand-
ing problem in their efforts to attract
and retain competent career personnel.

The pay increase for uniformed serv-
ices personnel recommended by the
Committee on Armed Services in H.R.
9075 averages 10.6 percent at a total cost
approximating almost $1 billion an-
nually.

Now, the Members of this House might
very well say, “Did you not provide a
substantial increase for military pay in
1963 and a minor adjustment in 1964,
and was this not enough?”

The simple answer is—it was not
enough.

My chairman has mentioned some of
the background relating to the 1963 Pay
Act. It was pointed out that the pay
recommendations developed by the De-
partment of Defense in the 1963 Pay Act
were based upon studies made by the
Department of all pay increases provided
military personnel since 1952.

The studies made by the Department
indicated there was indeed a wide dis-
parity in the pay increases provided
military personnel and Federal civilian
personnel during the period. Unfor-
tunately, the pay increases recommended
by the Department, together with reduc-
tions forced upon the Committee on
Armed Services because of budgetary
limitations, resulted in a pay increase at
that time which did not bridge the gap.

I have reference to the committee re-
port at that time which stated:

Even with the increases recommended in
the proposed legislation, the average increase
in total compensation for members of the
uniformed services since 1952 will still be
substantially less than the increases obtained
by workers in the private economy and civil
service employees (p. 2 of H. Rept. No. 208,
88th Cong., 1st sess., in H.R. 5555).

I was a member of the subcommittee
which initially recommended a substan-
tially higher pay increase for military
personnel in 1963 than was reported by
the full committee. The members of the
subcommittee reluctantly accepted the
action of the full committee since to do
otherwise would have risked the possi-
bility of a Presidential veto.

In short, we did not think the 1963 Pay
Act would do the job. It is evident that
it has not. Reenlistment and retention
rates have simply continued to fall.

The committee report, on page 3, out-
lines the declining performance of the
military departments in the recruitment
and retention of enlisted personnel. This
decline has been steady since 1962.

As a former paymaster in the Navy
and as a Member of Congress I have been
dealing with compensation problems for
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military personnel for over 25 years. I
am convinced that the failure of the mili-
tary departments to attract and retain
the type personnel they desire is largely
due to the inadequacy of their pay.

In 1962, the reenlistment rates for first
term and career enlisted personnel in the
entire Department of Defense were 57.3
percent.

In 1963, they declined to 53.1 percent.

In 1964, they declined to 50 percent.

In the first 6 months of 1965, they de-
clined further to 48.2 percent.

The military departments had similar
difficulty in attracting and retaining the
type of officer personnel that they desire.
For example, General Johnson, Chief of
Staff of the U.S. Army, in his appearance
before the Committee on Armed Services,
stated:

The Army's experience with the retention
of junior officers for the fiscal years 1961-65
is as follows: * * * In fiscal year 1965 it is
projected that only 2,623 will elect to stay
on active duty compared to our minimum
requirement of 3,616 from the total number
eligible of 10,216. Fallure to retain an ade-
quate number of trained, experienced per-
sonnel is a serious handicap to the mainte-
nance of operational readiness in our tactical
units.

The Navy and the Air Force are also
experiencing the same difficulty in re-
taining junior officer personnel. I am
deeply concerned by the significant in-
ability of the military departments to
exercise the proper selectivity in the per-
sonnel who they accept as career officers
and enlisted military personnel. It is
inevitable that in the absence of any
genuine opportunity for selectivity our
military departments will be confronted
with the inevitable development of
mediocrity in both the commissioned and
noncommissioned officers who are re-
sponsible for safeguarding our national
security.

We cannot accept even the slightest
possibility that our nuclear Navy—our
supersonic Air Force—or our mobile
Army—will be directed by mediocre com-
manders in the future. Therefore, a
realistic increase in military compensa-
tion must be effected now.

The disparity between civil service and
military compensation was graphically
brought to the attention of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services during its hear-
ings on the various military pay pro-
posals. On page 2714 and 2715 of the
printed hearings, General Johnson,
Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army, iden-
tified the compensation differential
provided an officer and enlisted man in
South Vietnam as compared to a civil
service employee.

Those figures indicate that an Army
lieutenant colonel engaged in combat in
South Vietnam with over 18 years of
service receives a total annual compensa-
tion which is $6,000 less than a GS-14
with whom he is usually compared. On
the same basis, an E-T7 enlisted man with
18 years of service, receives $2,000 less
than his counterpart, a GS-7. This dif-
ference is due to the allowances provided
civilians in that area.

Is it any wonder, therefore, that the
military departments are having diffi-
culty retaining career military person-
nel?
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The pay bill recommended by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services would provide
an average increase of 10.6 percent in
pay. However, this average does not tell
the entire story. Actually, the commit-
tee's recommendations for increases are
on a selective basis and, therefore, the
percentage increases vary substantially.
For example, officers with over 2 years
of service would receive an average 6.4
percent increase in basic pay, while of-
ficers with less than 2 years of service
would receive a 22-percent increase in
basic pay.

Enlisted personnel with over 2 years
of service would receive an average 11.1-
percent increase in basic pay, while those
with under 2 years of service would re-
ceive an average increase of 17.3 percent.

Now, I would like briefly to examine
some of the rationale used by the com-
mittee in establishing the percentage in-
creases recommended in H.R. 9075.

In the case of enlisted personnel with
under 2 years of service the committee
was aware that they had not received an
increase in basic pay since 1952, During
this interval the consumer price index
had risen approximately 16.9 percent.
Therefore, the committee provided an
increase in basic pay for this group of
personnel which would approximate the
rise in the consumer price index. This
increase, therefore, averaged 17.3 per-
cent.

In the case of junior officer personnel
the committee attempted to provide an
entry salary for these personnel equiva-
lent to the lowest salary paid college
graduates who enter Federal civilian em-
ployment. College graduates who enter
Federal civilian employment enter at the
grade GS-T7, which provides annual com-
pensation amounting to $6,050. The in-
crease in basic pay recommended by the
committee for individuals entering mili-
tary service as commissioned officers was
22 percent, which therefor permitted
these individuals to enjoy annual com-
pensation approximating $6,000 a year,
which is equivalent to a grade GS-1.

Now, some may question the increases
provided flag and general officers in this
pay bill, Let me point out that in the
Military Pay Act of 1963 flag and general
officers received only a 5-percent increase
in basic pay. This represented an aver-
age increase of less than 1 percent a year
when prorated over the period since the
1963 pay increase. To illustrate the cu-
mulative long-term effect of such in-
creases, it is in order to point out that the
basic compensation of one- and two-star
officers has been increased since 1952 by
42,7 and 41.3 percent, respectively;
whereas the salary increases which em-
ployees of the classified civil service in
comparable grades GS-16, GS-17, and
GS-18—the so-called supergrades—have
been increased over the same period 63.8,
69.6, and 65.5 percent, respectively.

The effect of the increases provided
these officers in H.R. 9075 is, therefore,
simply to reduce such imbalances and to
restore a more reasonable relationship in
the pay increases provided for military
and civilian personnel of roughly com-
parable levels of responsibility.

Now, why did not the Folsom panel
reach the same conclusion concerning
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these disparities in military pay as ar-
rived at by the Committee on Armed
Services? The answer, as was briefiy
given to you by the chairman, is that
they have failed to use the proper base
year from which to begin their compari-
son and also the fact that the statistics
provided them by the Department of De-
fense concerning previous military pay
increases were unfortunately inaccurate.

The statistical evaluation of previous
military pay increases utilized by the
Folsom panel was analyzed by an inde-
pendent actuary employed by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. This actuary,
whose report appears in its entirety as an
appendix to the committee report on this
bill, states categorically that the Depart-
ment had overstated the percentage in-
crease in compensation received by mili-
tary personnel since 1949 by 28 percent
for officers and 15 percent for enlisted
personnel.

In view of the misinformation upon
which the Folsom panel had based its
recommendations, it is not surprising
that the pay increases proposed for mili-
tary personnel are grossly inadequate.
However, it is interesting to note in pass-
ing that even if the Department of De-
fense statistics regarding base pay in-
creases were utilized, enlisted personnel
would require a wage adjustment com-
parable to that recommended by the
committee in HR. 9075 to make them
whole.

For example, the index utilized by Sec-
retary of Defense McNamara, measuring
the increases in enlisted compensation
since 1949, indicated that enlisted per-
sonnel had received compensation in-
creases amounting to 65.6 percent, while
at the same time, Classification Act cler-
ical and technical personnel had received
percentage wage increases amounting to
72.1 percent. These figures indicate a
substantial shortfall in military pay ad-
justments. Using these same indexes,
which overstate previous military pay in-
creases, the increase recommended by
the committee in H.R. 9075 would only
raise these indexes for enlisted personnel
to 73.5 percent, thus, for practical pur-
poses, equating them to kindred workers
in the Federal family of employees.

This illustrates further my inability to
comprehend the Department of Defense’s
reluctance to support the military pay
adjustments recommended by the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

I could go on indefinitely to recount to
the Members of this House the tremen-
dous amount of evidence compiled by the
committee supporting this pay adjust-
ment. However, in the last analysis, we
do not need a lot of fancy formulas to
develop an appropriate wage increase.
The only real test is whether the wage
we are providing is getting the job done.

It is obvious to me, and I am certain
to all of you, that we are not getting the
job done. Let us get on with it and pro-
vide this increase to see whether it will
accomplish our purpose. If it does not,
obviously we will have to be back again
and ask for more. Certainly, we can-
not ask for less. Those fighting today in
Vietnam are inspired patriots and others
in the Armed Services are dedicated
Americans as well. They are constantly
reminded of the obligations of citizen-
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ship—let us remember that they have
families to support.

Mr, RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Hacan] as much time as
he may require.

Mr. HAGAN of Georgia. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, we have too long in-
dulged ourselves in false economy in the
treatment of the military pay problem.
We have broken faith with our service
personnel. As our colleague, the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Massachu-
setts, just pointed out, we have permitted
pay scales to be increased far more in
other segments of our economy than to
those who have dedicated themselves to
the service of our country. Quite apart
from keeping faith with our people in
uniform, however, the cold economic
facts show that this failure to provide
fair and equitable compensation is a gross
practice of false economy.

Using the Air Force training costs as
an example, the investment in training
costs for an Air Force pilot is $96,000. It
costs some $268,000 to train an F-1 pilot
and $600,000 to train an F-105 pilot and
more than $1 million to train a B-52
commander. The total investment cost
of training just one electronics special-
ist is $23,000, one ballistic missiles launch
officer $49,140.

The services in this complex missile-
space age have an ever increasing re-
quirement for officers trained in science
and engineering. Likewise, the greatest
requirement for enlisted personnel is in
the technical fields.

It is in these very fields that the costs
of training are the highest.

The Air Force alone spends $1,207
million to train replacements for the
skilled men who leave.

Confronted with these figures, it takes
no great venture in mathematics to
prove that the failure to provide ade-
quate compensation is false economy.

The existing military pay scale, in
addition to creating problems in num-
bers of personnel, encourages mediocrity
in quality. To use the Air Force as an
example again, the inability to recruit
adequate scientific and engineering offi-
cer personnel has led that service to re-
duce its standards. In 1959, 47 percent
of the total officers entering the Air
Force from ROTC were in the scientific
and engineering category. By 1964, this
percentage was reduced to 33. There
has been a corresponding drop in the
quality of officer candidates for the Air
Force ROTC. In 1957, the average per-
centile score for entrance into the pro-
gram was 63, but by 1962 this average
had been reduced to 52.

Taking into account these staggering
costs, we can readily see how foolhardy
it is to maintain a pay scale that will
neither attract nor retain skilled man-
power.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the enactment
of HR. 9075 will enable the services to
compete in the marketplace for qualified
personnel. Comparing the costs of this
pay bill with the staggering costs of
training replacement personnel, the
passage of H.R. 9075 is just plain eco-
nomic commonsense.
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Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to add my words of commendation
to those expressed by the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. HgEserT] in applauding
the actions and performance of the
chairman of our great Armed Services
Committee, the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr. Rivers]. Truer words
were never spoken than those of the
gentleman from Louisiana. In the short
period since January, our chairman has
demonstrated very clearly his ability to
lead this great Armed Services Commit-
tee and do the kind of a job that we in-
dependently think should be done in the
interest of our national security.

The gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. Bates] the ranking member of our
committee, has likewise made a great
contribution in behalf of our committee
and I applaud both of them for the ac-
tions they have taken and the leadership
displayed.

As I stand here I note with interest
that a former Member of Congress is in
our midst, who at one time was chair-
man of the Committee on Armed Services
of the House of Representatives, the
Honorable Dewey Short, of Missouri.
Dewey Short did a splendid job as chair-
man of our committee when he was with
us. I wish, Mr. Chairman, there was
some way we could permit the gentleman
from Missouri to now speak for 10 min-
utes so that he might in his own way
emphasize to the House his support and
loyalty to the Armed Services of our
country. His presence here indicates his
continuing interest to that end.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask all
my colleagues, in preparing to vote on
this most vital piece of legislation, to
keep their eyes on the doughnut and not
the hole. There has been emphasis here,
naturally enough, on the disagreement
with the executive branch and the dollar
differences.

But let us keep in mind the agreements.
And let us keep in mind where the dif-
ferences lie.

Everyone agrees a military pay raise is
needed. The committee agrees to that,
the pay panel agrees to that, the Defense
Department agrees to that—an even our
prodigal son, the gentleman from New
York, who filed a minority report agrees
to that.

Everyone agrees that there should be
an attempt at comparability of military
pay with pay of civil servants and pay in
private industry.

Everyone agrees there should be a vari-
able reenlistment bonus to spur retention
of enlisted men in critical skills.

Everyone agrees there should be an
annual pay review to assure that the
military does not again fall seriously be-
hind other groups.

Everyone agrees that the pay of
draftees, of enlisted men with less than
2 years service, should be raised for the
first time in 13 years. And the prodigal
son from New York is with the committee
all the way on that one.

So, Mr. Chairman, there is no disagree-
ment that there should be a pay bill. The
question is: How much?

Now, where do the differences lie?

The administration feels that follow-
ing annual review it should have author-
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ity to increase salaries automatically,
subject to a 60-day veto period for Con-
gress. The committee feels that the re-
sponsibility of deciding whether or not
there will be a pay raise lies with the
Congress and in all cases requires legis-
lation. I do not think this House is going
to have much difficulty deciding its con-
stitutional responsibilities on this point.

The committee believes there should be
a decent raise for men with less than 2
years service who have not had a pay
increase since 1952. The administration
proposed only a 2.7 percent increase for
them. The difference in cost is approxi-
mately $150 million. Let me just point
out two facts about the Department of
Defense position on this point: In 1963,
Defense recommended pay increases
ranging from 9 to 30.8 percent for men
with less than 2 years service. No in-
creases were approved by Congress.
There were no increases for enlisted men
with less than 2 years service in 1964,
But this year, the Defense Department
came back and recommended only 2.7
percent for the under 2-year men. Sec-
retary McNamara frankly told the com-~
mittee that the 2.7 percent represents
the increase in cost of living since 1963.
They just forgot the cost of living in-
crease from 1952 to 1965.

Where is the rest of the difference?
You have probably heard it mentioned
already that 88 percent of the difference
is in the pay of enlisted personnel. Let
us look more closely.

For officers with more than 2 years
service, the difference between the ad-
ministration proposal and the bill re-
ﬁorted by the committee is only $31 mil-

on.

For enlisted men with over 2 years
service, the career enlisted men, the dif-
ference is $374 million. This is where
the big difference lies—in the pay of the
career enlisted ranks.

Leaving out the top two enlisted
grades, E-9 and E-8, which account for
only about $11 million of the difference,
the enlisted pay raises range from about
$15 to $57 a month under the committee
bill for the bulk of career men, from §5
to $18 a month under the administration
proposal.

Your committee found that the Presi-
dent’s Pay Panel based its low pay raise
proposal for this group of career enlisted
men on the erroneous assumption that
there is no retention problem in the en-
listed ranks. We found a serious reten=
tion problem, attested to by the leaders of
all services, attested to by Defense’s own
request for special reenlistment bonuses.

Your committee found the President’s
Panel based its recommendations on the
erroneous assumption that pay legisla-
tion in 1963 brought these men up to
comparability with civil servants. The
panel took no cognizance of how military
pay had fallen behind since 1952.

Military pay stood still from 1958 to
late 1963, while civil servants received
raises in 1960, 1962, and at the beginning
of 1964.

Mr. Chairman, it comes down to a
simple question. Is this House going to
turn its back on the career enlisted man?

I do not think it will.
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When the vote comes tomorrow, I hope
the bill will pass unanimously, but if not

unanimous—then almost so. This is in-
deed a good, objective legislative pro-
posal

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SIKES].

Mr. SIKES., Mr, Chairman, the Presi-
dent’'s Pay Panel report states that “in
recent years the armed services have met
with increasing success in attracting and
retaining high quality military person-
nel.” I am certain that every person in
this Chamber wishes that were true. I
am equally certain that the facts are
almost directly opposite. Time after
time discussions with high ranking wit-
nesses on the military appropriations bill
told of the serious retention problems
which are now being experienced. Sec-
retary McNamara, Secretary Zuckert,
Secretary Nitze, Secretary Ailes, all told
of the increasing difficulties of the serv-
ices in keeping the type of trained per-
sonnel who are needed. In an effort to
encourage enlistments, there has been a
lowering of voluntary enlistment stand-
ards—something which always is done
with reluctance.

The present turnover in personnel is
much higher than that in any private
business. This is clearly an indication
that military careers are not as attrac-
tive as they should be. As a result, the
Government, is paying out $3.5 billion a
year in costs of procurin.g and retraining
replacements, largely for those who drop
out of the military services. I think it
obvious that retention of trained persons
is the No. 1 problem throughout the De-
partment of Defense. If the bill now be-
fore the House should reduce by one-
third the cost of securing and training
new personnel, the Government would
have to make a profit on the pay raise
which is proposed. g

There is another side to this question
which disturbs me very much. For a
long time we have been concerned with
competition by industry for military per-
sonnel. There is now a new problem—
that of competition for personnel by the
economic opportunity program—the
poverty program. There are cases where
it is more advantageous financially to
join the poverty program than it is to
join the military services, and, in addi-
tion, it is safer and less exacting. For
them, there are no Vietcong bullets. To
join the military a man must meet basic
requirements of mental and physical
competence that the average Job Corps
enrollee would fail. But, if the Job Corps
enrollee uses his training as a way to
qualify for enlistment, he will have to
take a pay cut to join the military service.

This is not a matter to be taken lightly.
We ecannot afford a decline in armed
services enlistment. Yet enlistments are
down. And now there is competition at
both ends of the line for the men who are
needed in uniform. A sense of high value
is imperative in the training of our youth.
We are not encouraging this sense of
values when we place a premium on non-
achievement.

Even unemployment compensation in
some States pays more than military
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service. Unemployment compensation in
New York State pays an unemployed per-
son $50 per week for no productive work,
and it is tax free. This totals $216 per
month for no hours of work. A Polaris
submarine 3d class petty officer, with
submarine pay, base pay, and all allow-
ances, working 70 to 80 hours a week at
sea—on station for America—earns
$192.10 per month and pays taxes as well,

The director of the laboratories in the
New York Naval Shipyard is a captain
earning less than $12,000 per year. His
civilian assistant, a GS-16 earns $24,175
per year. The captain also has 150 other
civilian employees who earn more than
he does. Something is wrong.

There is still another side. American
servicemen are exposed to mounting
dangers all over the world. There is for
America a new responsibility for carrying
forward the torch of freedom. No longer
do the British, the French, the Dutch, or
other world powers bear the brunt of
conflict when fighting is required. The
American serviceman is the one who
must stand guard over freedom’s portals
and the casualty lists are mounting,
This is only the beginning.

How do you pay a man for this? What
kind of value do you place on the life of
a man in uniform? Can you compensate
him for the dangers he must incur for
yvou and for America? Do you really
think for a moment you are compensat-
ing him properly even in those instances
when he is only required to stand ready
to incur the risks of war? No one can
say what tomorrow may bring. Isn't it
time that we make his life and that of
his family a little better and a little hap-
pier? Now—while there is time.

Approval of the Rivers bill—it is the
same hill that I and many others have in-
troduced—with an immediate effective
date, will be a long step forward in im-
proving the attractiveness of career mili-
tary service. The Nation owes a big
debt of gratitude to the distinguished
gentleman from South Carolina, the
chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee, for his courazeous and
worthy fight for America’s servicemen.
He is helping to reestablish also the im-
age of a strong and respected Congress.

I congratulate him and I congratulate
the gentleman from Massachusetts, the
distinguished minority leader of the
committee, who also has done outstand-
ing work. I congratulate the Commit-
tee on Armed Services that so ably and
effectively backs their work for a stronger
defense—for a stronger America and for
a stronger free world.

Please remember, my colleagues, the
military man has no lobby to speak for
him. He has to wait and hope that in-
justice and inequities will be eliminated
or eased. Here is our chance to place
a new premium on the picture of career
military service. Here today is a way
to reward those who are safeguarding
the safety of our Nation in these times of
continuing peril.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. O'Konski1].

Mr, O’KONSKI. Mr. Chairman and
ladies and gentleman of the House, at
the very outset I want to state I consider
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it a distinct privilege and honor to serve
on the committee that is led and chair-
maned by so distinguished a gentleman
as the gentleman from South Carolina.
I am most proud and happy to serve on
the committee with him. When the Na-
tion's history is written it will be written
that the gentleman from South Carolina
is without a doubt the greatest chairman
that the GI's have ever had in the history
of the Congress of the United States.

Let us consider the income level set by
the authorities in our Government as
income needed to support a family of
four so as not to be classified as at a
poverty level. That is $3,000. Using
that as a standard of income, I believe it
is a tragedy when we pause to reflect that
nearly one-third of the members of our
Armed Forces are living in a state of
poverty. We have a condition in this
country under which one-third of the
members of our Armed Forces are forced
to moonlight—that is, to hold a second
or even a third or even a fourth job—in
order to support their families, or they
must send their wives out to work so that
they can pay their bills while in the
Armed Forces trying to defend our coun-
try, or they must sponge or borrow or get
money in some other manner from par-
ents, sisters, brothers, or in-laws in order
to remain in service so that they can
serve their country, merely to pay their
bills.

When a condition such as that pre-
vails I believe it is high time for the Con-
gress of the United States to pause and
reflect on the condition.

Our great martyred President, in his
inaugural address, stated:

Ask not what your country can do for you.
Ask Instead what you can do for your coun-
try.

I should like to elaborate a little more
fully on this and to give you more spe-
cific details on the point brought out by
the gentleman from Florida. There is
a condition prevailing in this country
under which those who are doing some-
thing for their country—doing the su-
preme, offering their lives—are paid less
than those who are letting the country
do something for them. I refer to the
condition which exists in regard to our
poverty program.

When the Defense Department author-
ities appeared before our committee I
brought out the point that a dropout or
a juvenile delinquent can actually get
more pay from the Government than a
member of the Armed Forces who is
drafted into the service. The members
of the Defense Department denied those
figures. They said, “That is not frue.”

I should like to document those figures
and put them in the Recorp, to show
this is actually true and that a juvenile
delinquent or a dropout who joins the
Job Corps receives more.

I know of a case of two brothers. One
was a valedictorian of his class. He is
now in the Armed Forces. His brother,
who was 1 year younger, was a juvenile
delinquent who beat up his mother, beat
up his teacher, and even tried to beat up
the sheriff. That juvenile delinquent in
the Job Corps today is getting more
money than his brother who was drafted
into the Armed Forces.
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When a condition like that prevails I
believe the Congress of the United States
ought to do something about it. This
bill proposes to do something about it.

I should like to answer the material
which was put into the ReEcorp, whereby
the Defense Department authorities
stated it was not true that the juvenile
delinquents are getting more money than
the enlisted people in our Armed Forces,
particularly those with 1 year of service.

I should like to clarify this once and
for all and to put this into the REecorbp,
so that Members may examine it.

During the course of committee hear-
ings on the proposed pay increase for
military personnel, a great deal of dis-
cussion was had concerning the com-
parative pays of enrollees in the Job
Corps as contrasted to that provided re-
cruits in the military departments.

Defense Department witnesses, in re-
sponse to a question concerning this
comparison, included in the record on
pages 2567-8 a comparative breakdown
on compensation paid these personnel.
On the basis of the comparison presented
by the Secretary of Defense one might
well receive the impression that entrants
into military service do, in fact, receive
greater compensation than that provided
Job Corps enrollees.

Unfortunately, when one inspects these
figures with a critical eye, it is evident
that this is not the case.

Let us examine the first comparative
table used by Defense Department wit-
nesses on page 2567. Here we find that
in the first 12 months a typical soldier
will receive a total annual compensation
of $1,875.40, whereas a typical enrollee
for the same period will receive $1,871.78.
Now the first basie error in this compari-
son is that in the case of the typical sol-
dier the Department has moved him
from pay grade E-1 to pay grades E-2
and E-3 within the 12-month period.
However, for some strange reason the
Department has failed to move the typi-
cal enrollee beyond his original classifi-
cation as an enrollee. Now, if we are
speaking of a typical enrollee, as we are
a typical soldier, certainly we expect him
to receive the additional increase in com-
pensation which is available to him after
3 months of training, $10 a month, and 2
months later another additional increase
of $10 a month—20 percent of Job Corps
enrollees eligible for promotion to assist-
ant leader after 3 months and 10 per-
cent eligible for promotion to leader after
a total of 5 months. Unfortunately the
comparison does not reflect these in-
creases for the typical enrollee.

Another important deficiency in the
comparison provided the committee by
the Defense Department is the failure to
ineclude, except as a footnote, the supple-
mentary payment of $25 a month that
is provided Job Corpsmen, This amounts
to $300 a year, which will thus raise
the annual compensation of a typical
Job Corps enrollee to $2,171.78, Thus,
this omission alone results in a $300
short-fall in the pay of a typical soldier
as compared to a typical enrollee—60
percent executive allotment.

It is also interesting to note that the
Defense Department charges every typi-
cal soldier with an annual retirement
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accrual cost of $53.69, whereas no similar
charge for retirement or disability bene-
fits is provided for the Job Corpsman.
However, section 106(c) (1) of Public
Law 88-452 specifically provides that Job
Corps enrollees will be covered for dis-
ability and death compensation under
the provisions of the Federal Employees
Compensation Act at an assumed pay of
$150 monthly. Now, since the Defense
Department is so anxious to identify
every cost for a typical soldier, I would
imagine that he would be similarly inter-
ested in identifying the comparable cost
for a Job Corps enrollee. Again, unfor-
tunately, the computer overlooked this
part of a Job Corps enrollee’s com-
pensation.

It is inconceivable to me that today a
young recruit who meets the high stand-
ards of the armed services will receive
less pay than that provided a dropout
recruited by the Job Corps. To use the
terms of the late President Kennedy, we
are paying less to the one who is doing
something for his country than to the
one who is letting his country do some-
thing for him.

The bill before you today, H.R. 9075,
will provide a substantial increase in
compensation to the recruit entering the
military. On the basis of the advance-
ment of a typical recruit in the military
as indicated by the Department of De-
fense, the annual dollar increase in pay
for the typical soldier under H.R. 9075
will be $260.52. Thus, after enactment
of the bill, a typical soldier will, in the
first 12 months, receive compensation
amounting to $2,135.92 rather than the
$1,875.40 presently payable to him.

I urge your support of this bill.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Indiana
[Mr. Brayl.

Mr. BRAY. Mr.Chairman, I, too, sup-
port H.R. 9075. The Committee on
Armed Services has worked hard. It has
come up with a fair and equitable bill
and I think the House can approve it
without change and with good con-
science.

I would like particularly to emphasize
one aspect of this bill which has not re-
ceived much attention. That is simply
the fact that members of the Reserve
and the National Guard share on an
equal basis in the benefits of this bill.
Military reserve pay, both for active duty
training and for weekly drills, is based
on present active duty rates. This will
continue to be so under H.R. 8075.

Mr, Chairman, it is extremely difficult
for the Congress to get across to the Sec-
retary of Defense that we want fair and
equitable treatment for our military re-
servists. In its proposed pay bill of 1963,
the Defense Department excluded re-
servists and national guardsmen from
the raise. The Armed Service Commit-
tee and, subsequently, the Congress re-
vised the bill so that reservists were in-
cluded as they had always been in the
past. The Congress made clear it sup-
ports the principle of basing reserve pay
on the latest active duty rates.

In 1964, when the Defense Department
submitted its 2l%-percent military pay
raise bill, it excluded reservists. The
Congress again rejected that approach
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and included reservists in the bill. But
again this year in submitting the pay
proposals, the Defense Department tried
once more to exclude reservists, Our
distinguished chairman, in his colorful
way, said during our hearings that “there
is no education in the second kick from
a mule.”

It would appear that for the Depart-
ment of Defense there is no education
at all on principles laid down by the
Congress.

The members of the Reserve compo-
nents have been buffeted around quite
a bit by the present leadership of the
Pentagon. They seem to have an al-
most fierce passion for reorganizing, re-
ducing, and underpaying reservists. The
cost savings that would be affected by
leaving Reserve drill pay out of the pay
hill would be miniscule.

Mr. Chairman, I can think of no way
to more effectively damage the readiness
of our Reserve units than to tell them
that they are not important enough to
share in the latest pay increases. I know
of no quicker way to create second-class
status for the reservists than to tell
them they are second class and pay them
second-class rates.

Just recently, a distinguished Senator
of high rank on the Senate Armed Serv-
ices and Appropriations Committees
urged the Secretary of Defense to make
an immediate review of the Defense
budget to see if significant additions are
not required—the Senator suggested that
the Defense Secretary request a supple-
mental appropriation of some $1 billion—
because of our additional worldwide
commitments, notably in Vietham and
Santo Domingo. Who of us can say what
our military requirements will be a year
from now if the world situation moves
closer toward that black future which
some predict? Who of us can say that
within that year we may not have to call
some of our Reserve units back to active
duty again? In such a world, many of
us believe it is foolhardy to greatly
reduce the size of our Reserve, as the
Defense Department planned to do. I
hope all of us will agree that it would
be doubly foolhardy to reduce the pay,
and therefore the morale and readiness,
of the remaining Reserve units we do
have. Let us make it crystal clear to the
Department of Defense that the Congress
wants to continue the historic practice
of basing Reserve pay on present active
duty pay scales.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may re-
quire to the distinguished gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. PricEl.

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Chairman, our col-
leagues on the Post Office and Civil Serv-
ice Committee are now considering the
proposed pay increases for our Federal
civil service employees, as recommended
to us by the President, based on the re-
port of his Panel on Federal Pay. I am
not knowledgeable as to the details of the
current deliberations by the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee. However,
I do know that the members of the com-
mittee will do their usual thorough and
comprehensive job. The President has
initiated a strong program to insure that
our Federal civil service is an attractive
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and rewarding career which will draw
topflight people. I give my full support
to this program of the President. I am
sure that the Congress will support, as a
minimum, the civilian pay increases cur-
rently recommended by the President.
The Congress has done so frequently in
the past 20 years.

Unfortunately, in my opinion, we have
not been quite as munificient with our
military personnel as we have with our
Federal civil service. The administra-
tion maintains that its proposed civilian
and military pay increases which we are
now considering will continue an already
achieved comparability between the two
and with the civilian economy. The de-
tailed hearings recently concluded by our
Armed Services Committee have proved
that this is just not so. Our own actu-
arial studies support this conclusion.

Notwithstanding the claims of the ad-
ministration, compensation for our mili-
tary personnel has fallen behind that of
our Federal civilians, and markedly be-
hind that of their contemporaries
throughout the American business and
industrial community. If the Congress
approves the civilian and military com-
pensation levels now proposed by the
committee, we will be going a long way
toward eliminating the now existing dis-
parity between military and -civilian
compensation.

I believe that the military pay scales
recommended by our committee are the
very minimum required to put our mili-
tary personnel of all grades and ranks
on a par with their civilian contempo-
raries. I also believe that, through our
own fault, we have allowed this disparity
to develop and to be maintained. We
have therefore incorporated provisions
into our bill which will prevent such an
unfortunate situation in the future. The
requirement for annual study and rec-
ommended adjustments, and for quad-
rennial comprehensive review and rec-
ommendations by the administration,
will restore military compensation to the
place it rightfully deserves.

Mr. Chairman, I join with the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services in recommending unani-
mous approval of this legislation without
amendment.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 10 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. STRATTON].

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, ac-
cording to the Bible, it is reported that
there is more rejoicing in Heaven for
one sheep who is lost and is found again
than for the 90 and 9 who never strayed
from the fold in the first place.

Mr. Chairman, I am not sure whether
this admonition applies as well to the
distinguished Committee on the Armed
Services, but I take this time, Mr. Chair-
man, to advise the Members of the
House that as the one member of the
committee who voted against reporting
this legislation from the committee to
the House, I rise now to indicate my in-
tention to vote for this measure and to
support it.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. STRATTON. I am very happy to
yield to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. HARDY. I would like, Mr. Chair-
man, to lead in the rejoicing of the re-
turn of this sheep back into the fold.

Mr. MATTHEWS. Hallelujah.

Mr. STRATTON. I thank my friend
from Virginia.

Mr. Chairman, Members are aware of
the fact that at the time the vote was
taken in the committee I drafted certain
minority views and circulated these
views to the membership of the House.
Those views are also contained at the
preseni time in the committee report on
page 63.

Mr. Chairman, because these views
are set forth in some detail and because
they have already been circulated, I do
not believe there is any particular point
in reiterating them at this time, except
to emphasize, first of all, the point that
I made in those views; namely, that as
a member of the committee and as one
who has spent some time in the armed
services myself, I am not opposed and
was not opposed to a pay increase. The
only question that seemed to be before
our committee and before the House of
Representatives this year was simply the
question as to what kind of a pay in-
crease we were going to give and how
much that increase would be.

Mr. Chairman, very frankly I felt that
the alternative offered by the President
was a better approach, that it was fairer
in the long run to the members of the
services and fairer to the taxpayer as
well. Therefore, I cast the lone vote
against the committee bill simply be-
cause I felt if the administration itself
and the leadership of the House desired
to have an opportunity to fight for the
President’s position, they should have
that opportunity. I felt that the Pres-
ident’s proposal deserved to be fairly and
fully considered by the House. But I
said very clearly then that if the deci-
sion was made not to make that fight,
then because I was after all in favor of
an increase, I intended to support the
Rivers bill, H.R. 9075.

That, of course, is the situation that
has now developed. There is no inten-
tion on the part of the leadership, I am
informed, to fight for the administra-
tion alternative. The intention instead
will be to have the bill go over to the
other body. Presumably there will be
some adjustment in the resulting con-
ference that will bring the final measure
somewhat closer to the President’s posi-
tion, and I think it is entirely likely to
predict that there will be an increase of
7 or 8 percent in military pay. That
figure would be fair to our people, and it
would be a compromise between the com-
mittee and the President. It is also a
figure I would gladly support. For that
reason, Mr. Chairman, I will support the
bill and intend to make no effort to
amend it or defeat it.

There are two other reasons for my
action I might indicate. The distin-
guished gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Price] indicated one of them a moment
ago. The first reason is that with the
stepped-up fighting in Vietnam, the in-
crease in draft calls and the possibility
of a callup of our Reserves, I think it
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would be somewhat unseemly at this time
to quibble over the pay of our armed
services.

The second point is, as the gentleman
from Illinois has pointed out, there are
increasing indications that some kind of
a compromise is being worked out in the
field of pay for civil service and postal
employees, so that this year their pay
would be increased about 5 percent with
a further commitment for one or two
additional increases in subsequent years.

One of the points which the commit-
tee made, and one on which I have al-
ways been in agreement, is that there is
a lag between military pay and civil
service pay. Certainly it would be unfair
to support an increase in military pay
which would be exactly the same as that
now being proposed for civil service per-
sonnel. Therefore, if the civil service
pay is going to go up by 5 percent, we
certainly ought to support a still larger
boost for the military, because of this
past lag.

I am still somewhat unhappy about
the way in which we handle various pay
bills here in Congress, both in the mili-
tary and the civilian fields. Our expe-
rience this year has well demonstrated
the need for us to put pay on a regular,
predictable, and rational basis, so that we
can move in a scientific fashion from
year to year to provide those regular in-
creases that may be necessary to keep
Government pay in line with civilian pay
on the outside.

The committee has incorporated into
HR. 9075 a number of features recom-
mended by the President that would
move us in this direction. In adopting
this legislation today I hope these fea-
tures will help us move more quickly to-
ward the day when pay matters can be
handled on this regular, predictable, and
rational basis, so that the members of
the armed services, and for that matter
the civilian employees of the Govern-
ment too will not have to live on a feast
or famine basis.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to conclude
by paying tribute to the chairman of our
committee for his fairness and courtesy
in having had to bear over these past
months with one lost sheep in the herd.
He has given me every opportunity to ex-
press my views and to make my position
known to the committee though my posi-
tion was diverged from his. I respect
his courtesy and his fairness. I do not
think he has ever had any doubt, and
certainly I never had any doubt, that
when it comes to the basic issue behind
this bill, namely, the desire to build a
strong, effective and successful military
force in this country, we are all united
together.

I feel sure that this bill will contribute
toward this objective, and for this reason
I intend to support it.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STRATTON. I am very happy to
yield to my distinguished chairman.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
thank the gentleman for his change of
point of view and his decision to support
this legislation. Neither I nor any mem-
ber of the committee has ever questioned
the high motives of the gentleman. No-

Mr.
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body ever accused him of doing anything
but having arrived at his own convictions
and conclusions in a most laudatory and
commendable manner. I thank him for
his statement. I want to say to him
neither I nor any member of the com-
mittee has ever had any disagreement
with him because he had the temerity
to disagree. Surely, I hope he can dis-
agree with me and I do not have to be
disagreeable to him. We welcome you
aboard and thank you for your state-
ment. I do not regard the gentleman as
a lost sheep. I think he is as white as
the driven snow and we welcome you
home. Now stay with us, for our com-
mittee has use for unanimity and we do
not feel good when anybody is not with
us. We welcome you back. I thank the
gentleman for his statement.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the distinguished chairman for
his very generous remarks. It has been
and continues to be an honor to serve
under his leadership.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield to the distinguished
gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Harpy]
5 minutes.

Mr. HARDY. Mr. Chairman, first of
all I would like to associate myself with
the remarks made earlier by our dis-
tinguished colleague from Louisiana [Mr.
HeserT] concerning our chairman. Not
only is he the champion of servicemen,
but it is fortunate for our committee and
it is fortunate for the Congress and it is
fortunate for the country to have him
as chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services during these trying times. He
is a tireless worker. He is strong in his
zeal to build the best possible Defense
Establishment. He is strong in his zeal
not only to safeguard the prerogatives of
the Congress but to see that the Con-
gress properly and effectively carries out
its responsibilities to the Nation with
respect to our Military Establishment.

Mr. Chairman, I am really happy and
pleased to be working closely with our
distinguished chairman from South
Carolina [Mr. Rivers]l.

Mr. Chairman, this bill, HR. 9075,
represents the carefully considered judg-
ment of the committee—taking into full
account the views of the administration.
It is, we believe, as equitable an adjust-
ment of military pay scales as can be
worked out at this time.

In President Johnson's message to the
Congress of May 12, 1965, transmitting
his proposed pay legislation for Federal
civillan employees and uniformed mem-
bers, he said:

We do not have two standards of what
makes & good employer in the United States,
one standard for private enterprise and an-
other for the Government. A double stand-
ard which puts the Government employee
at a comparative disadvantage is short-
sighted; in the long run it costs more.

H.R. 9075 provides a basic pay increase
averaging twice that which the Presi-
dent recommended for military person-
nel, the difference is soundly justified the
committee believes—even by the admin-
istration’s ground rules. The recent
history of civil service pay increases re-
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flects an average increase of 46 percent
since 1952. The two raises in the cal-
endar year 1964, amounted to more than
8 percent.

Perhaps studies now going on may
show that wage rates in private employ-
ment suggest the present need for addi-
tional adjustments in civil service pay
rates and retirement benefits, but with-
out regard to this, to even approach
comparability, we must enact the bill
before us.

Our servicemen have received an aver-
age 34-percent increase since 1952. The
last pay increase for the military in 1964
was only 2.5 percent of base pay in com-
parison to over 8 percent granted civil
employees that same year. These figures
speak for themselves. H.R. 9075 is
needed simply to restore comparable pay
to the 1964 level.

The President stated that we have
not achieved full comparability by the
standards adopted by the Congress in
1962 and this is supported in detail in
the Folsom Panel report. This is a time
when high morale in the military serv-
ices is most important—and high morale
will contribute to higher reenlistment
rates and thereby reduce training costs.
And you can be sure that morale will get
a boost from a pay raise that will put the
military personnel on a comparable basis
with eivilian personnel, the average sal-
ary of the classified civil service em-
ployee after his 1964 pay raise is $7,368
annually. The average military salary
equivalent, including his food and hous-
ing and whatever tax advantage exists,
is $4,477 annually. These figures directly
reflect the extent of difference in the
buying power between civilian and mili-
tary personnel. The proposed increase
for our serviceman will raise his average
annual salary equivalent by $314 to a
total of $4,791. Certainly no one can
consider this an extravagant increase.

I urge your support for H.R. 9075.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman,
I yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. GUBSER].

Mr. GUBSER. Mr. Chairman, like the
other members of the House Committee
on Armed Services, I would like to say
what a pleasure it is to serve with the
gentleman from South Carolina [Mr.
Rivers] as chairman of this great com-
mittee. I feel that I have been exposed
to more of the decisionmaking process
which produces military policy under his
regime than in my entire 13 years as
a Member of the Congress. I deeply ap-
preciate this and I am proud that the

Committee on Armed Services is fulfill-"

ing the legislative function which the
Constitution of the United States intends
that it should have. And in this age
there is great need for a Congress which
fulfills its constitutional responsibility.

Mr. Chairman, this is the age of the
statistician. The eyes no longer have it.
We are not to believe our eyes and the
evidence of our senses, but only what
the statisticians tell us.

Listening to Secretary McNamara and
his minions testifying before our com-
mittee on this pay bill, I found myself
thinking of the story of Pat, the Irish-
man, who was hit by a truck. And, as
he lay in the road, the doctor came and
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examined him and pronounced him dead.
Pat opened his eyes and said, “By all
the Saints in Ireland I'm not dead.” The
doctor examined him again and said,
“This man is dead.” Pat looked at his
friend, Mike, and said, “Mike, tell them
I'm not dead.” And Mike said, “Pat,
my boy, lie down, the doctor knows best.”

Secretary McNamara presented a
string of statistics to prove to enlisted
men that they are not underpaid. Of
course they all know they are under-
paid and, particularly, their wives know
they are underpaid. And that is why the
well-trained ones are not reenlisting.
You can fool some of the people some
of the time, but Secretary McNamara
cannot fool the good wives of our service-
men with his statistical pyrotechnics.

It has been said that a statistician is
a man who determines that if you have
one hand in the fire and the other hand
in a pitcher of iced water, on the whole
you should be reasonably comfortable.
Secretary McNamara’'s statisticians go
through the exercise of telling enlisted
men that because they are going to get
retired pay 20 or more years from now,
and because they will get all sorts of
benefits if they die, they are therefore
reasonably comfortable while they are
living right now.

Mr. Chairman, there is a sentence
in the report of the Wyatt Co.—the
actuaries who analyzed Defense’s statis-
tics for our committee— which should be
tattooed on the forehead of all the em-
ployees on Secretary McNamara's staff.

It reads as follows:

In any case mature judgment need not take
a back seat to any arcane actuarial formulas.
The appropriateness of the military compen-
sation levels will continue to be measured in
the long run by their ability to attract new
recrults and retain the best military per-
sonnel in service within the framework of
any budget limitations on aggregate com-
pensation and any estimated military man-
power requirements.

Mr. Chairman, it is remarkable how
often the people, some members of the
press, and even some Members of the
Congress, are overawed by the razzle-
dazzle of statistics. It is dismaying how
often the newspapers will quote statistics
on cost savings and other programs with-
out analyzing them to see if they are
valid. The Members of this House do
not have to deny the evidence of their
senses. The Members of this House
know there is a retention problem. The
Members of this House know that serv-
icemen are underpaid. You all know en-
listed men from your home districts.
You all know parents of enlisted men in
your home districts. You all know that
you and your constituents have always
realized that these enlisted men are on
the low rung of the economic ladder.

We have had cases in the last 2 years
of enlisted families being eligible for re-
lief or surplus food program. We know
that a high percentage of enlisted men
“moonlight” and that a high percentage
of service wives work. We know that the
average boys in our district who come
home from service soon make a good deal
more money than they made in service
and rarely show any desire to go back
into service. We all know that our
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draftees have not had a pay raise since
1952. We all know that we could prob-
ably not name another section of the
economy that has gone that long without
an increase in pay. We all know that
both the cost of living and the Amer-
ican standard of living have gone up
markedly since 1952. We know from
figures presented to our committee that
the number of hardship discharges has
increased about 25 percent over the last
2 years. We have all been besieged with
letters from servicemen about a pay raise.
The President’'s Pay Pane] invited opin-
ions from servicemen and got something
on the order of 35,000 letters—which in
many cases they did not even read. We
know the Secretary of the Navy recently
put out a special plea asking all officers
and enlisted men to extend their periods
of active duty. We have had testimony
from the military and civilian heads of
all departments that they had a retention
problem. We have the draft. We found
that just a discussion of the possibility
of ending the draft seriously hurt recruit-
ing in all services. We have had the
frank admission by Defense Department
people themselves that the cost of ending
the draft would be something on the order
of $5 billion additional every year. We
have the Defense Department's request
for an additional reenlistment bonus to
spur retention.

We know all these things, and yet we
have the Secretary of Defense with a lot
of statistical razzle-dazzle telling our
committee that the average serviceman
is not underpaid.

We have all this evidence before our
eyes and yet we have the President’s
Pay Panel telling us there is no retention
problem.

They do it all with mirrors. The Pres-
ident’s Pay Panel, made up largely of
high-level Federal civilian officials who
have no responsibility for, or knowledge
of, the running of the military depart-
ments, attempted to prove there is no
retention problem with a set of statistics
showing that the mental level of enlisted
men and the percentage of high school
graduates in enlisted ranks had im-
proved and that the percentage of offi-
cers with college degrees had risen. Gen.
Omar N. Bradley—who was the only mil-
itary man to get within earshot of the
Pay Panel—and whom, I suspect, knows
a good deal more about what the Army
needs than the Postmaster General or
the Secretary of Labor—demolished the
Panel’s ridiculous reasoning in one para-
graph. He pointed out that the Army

had raised the mental standards in -

1960—a step necessitated, incidentally,
by the increasing complexity of military
weapons. The Panel had said that 87
percent of enlisted men were in the top
three mental groups during the 1960 to
1964 period, compared with only 78.2
percent in the 1952 to 1959 period. As
General Bradley explained, they did not
bother to point out that the Army had
stopped taking the lowest eategory men-
tal group in 1960. The Panel said that
the percentage of enlisted men who were
high school graduates increased from 55
percent in 1956 to 72 percent in 1963.
General Bradley pointed out that in the
population as a whole between those
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yvears the total of high school graduating
classes rose 37 percent. The Panel tried
to show improvement in officer guality
by stating that the percentage of college
graduates in the officer corps rose from
55 percent in 1956 to over 70 percent to-
day. General Bradley merely pointed
out that in 1956 there were still many of-
ficers who had been called up during
World War II or Korea, most of whom
have since been replaced by recent col-
lege graduates.

The President’s Pay Panel made this
flat statement:

Congressional action in 1962, 1963, and
1964 placed military compensation at a level
in relation to civilian pay level sufficient to
attract and retain adequate numbers and
quality of personnel in the Armed Forces.

They made no effort to support this
statement except to present the educa-
tion figures I have just mentioned.

Mr. Chairman, this is a beautiful ex-
ample of doublethink. If pay levels are
sufficient to attract adequate numbers
and quality of personnel, why do we need
the draft? Why does the President pro-
pose a variable reenlistment bonus which
would pay up to four times additional
bonus to men with scarce skills? Why
does the Defense Department, in urging
this special bonus, say “in these skills,
additional reenlistment incentives are
clearly needed”? Why have requests for
hardship discharges increased? Why
did the Secretary of the Navy plead with
people to extend their enlistments?
Why did the heads of all the services
submit figures during our committee’s
annual posture hearings which illustrated
their retention problems? War is peace,
freedom is slavery, ignorance is strength,
the draft is voluntary. Doublethink all
the way. But they did have a pretty set
of statistics—and so they believed them.

It has been pointed out, Mr. Chairman,
that a Job Corps enrollee gets more pay
than a private or seaman reecruit in the
service. In his testimony before our
committee, the Secretary of Defense said
no, this was not so. His analysis, and
his figures, showed that the serivceman
actually got more. And he included a
set of statistics to prove it. As usual, of
course, the figures included all conceiv-
able benefits, such as death benefits, but
that is not point. When Mr. McNamara
added up all of his figures, assuming they
were justified, what did they show?
They showed a total annual income for
the military enlistee of $1,875.40 and a
total annual income for the Job Corps
lad of $1,871.78—a difference of $3.62.
Now, what is remarkable is that Mr. Mc-
Namara's people felt they had disproved
the point and that everything was fine
because they had shown statistically that
a draftee had a total annual income
greater than the Job Corps enrollee. But
what had they actually shown? They
had shown that the draftee—who was
brought into service by compulsion, who
may be ordered to Vietnam where he
would get shot at, who has to be physi-
cally fit, who has to be above the cate-
gory IV mental group, who may have
been otherwise capable of getting him-
self a well-paying job—this draftee is
getting exactly $3.62 more a year than
the Job Corps enrollee who is probably a
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high school dropout and is experiencing
adjustment problems.

Mr. Chairman, this is an example of
how thoroughly intelligent men can lose
themselves in statistics, and of how a
passion for figures can block out a con-
cern for equitable treatment of human

s.

Beyond that, Mr. Chairman, there is
also the question of how valid the figures
are. They tell the story of the moun-
taineer who came down to the village and
went to the grocery store to pay his
monthly bill. When the grocer read it
to him, he said, “That is too much.” And
the grocer said, “Well, look at the books.
Figures do not lie.” And the mountain-
eer said, “Figures do not lie, but liars sure
do figure.” In making his equation com-
paring Job Corps enrollees and draftees,
the Secretary of Defense left out of the
totals the optional allotment that the
Job Corps boy can make to his parents.
This allotment would add $300 to the
annual cost of the enrollee. About 60
rercent of the enrollees make the
allotment.

In arriving at his conclusion that en-
listed men are paid as much as the aver-
age male high school graduate, the Sec-
retary of Defense used the system which
takes in all compensation; that is, fringe
benefits as well as base pay. For the
civilians, they added a flat percentage on
to the base pay, using a figure that the
Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Social
Security Administration say are the na-
tional average. For the military, the
Secretary included the actual cost of all
fringe and special benefits of military
personnel—in effect taking the total cost
and dividing it by the number of people
in the service. Is this equitable? Does
this statistical approach give a true pic-
ture of what the man gets? Well, in the
first place, Mr. Chairman, it should be
mentioned that out of the total compen-
sation cost figure of $16 million which is
used to get average military income, only
$7.8 billion is basic pay. So, to strike an
average all are being credited with pay
that only a few get. Proficiency pay, for
example, only goes to a small percentage
of enlisted men. Not all men get haz-
ardous duty pay or sea pay or hostile-fire
pay or family separation allowances.
Thus, here is a real question as to wheth-
er an average figure has any meaning. Of
course, we can understand the Seeretary
was trying to strike an average and that
these were benefits for which men were
eligible. And, admittedly, in the civilian
economy too the cost of fringe benefits
includes some things that are not re-
flected in actual income, such as cost of
insurance. However, the Secretary’s list
for military men has an unusually large
number of items that do not acecrue to
the average individual. In addition, the
use of some items in the equation is very
questionable indeed. For example, all
men are credited with a small amount of
income because of the annual expense of
burial costs. Suppose a man is assigned
to Vietnam and gets killed. Can you pic-
ture an official explaining to a service-
man's widow that his active duty pay was
reduced while he was alive, by however a
small amount, because of the burial cost
or because of the cost of the death gratu-
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ity that the Government pays to his
widow after his death in combat?

The most expensive element by far in
the supplemental benefits is military re-
tirement. Leaving aside that 90 percent
of the men who go through military serv-
ice never stay until retirement, and leav-
ing aside such considerations as the fact
that a man cannot possibly get both re-
tirement and a burial though some re-
duction is made in his pay, for both,
there are fundamental questions as to
how to credit retirement in computing
the value of a man’s pay. The members
of our committee, simple folk that we
are, made a reduction equivalent to a
6l5-percent contribution because we
wanted to put the man on par with the
civil servant who contributes 615 percent
and we wanted to be fair to the individ-
ual. On this point the Secretary of De-
fense engaged in his most remarkable
statistical gyrations. I would hold up his
equation for computing retired costs for
you, but I'm afraid the Chamber is not
wide enough to show it all.

Mr. Chairman, those of us who were
raised in happier times, when two and
two still equaled four, do not pretend to
understand the Secretary’s algebraic
acrobaties. But it seemed to us the re-
tirement factor that he had arrived at
was extraordinarily high. For example,
all servicemen suffer a reduction in their
active duty pay because of the amounts
cranked into the retirement factor to pay
for disability retirements. By contrast,
disabilities of civil service employees are
paid under the Federal Employees Com-
pensation Act, or other workmen’s com-
pensation laws, and are not charged to
the civil service retirement system.

Secretary McNamara, himself, sug-
gested that if we did not accept his fig-
ures we get our own actuary. So, we did.
And what did our actuaries find? They
found that the Secretary’s system was
not valid. Ihope all of my colleagues will
take the time to read this report which
has the unique distinction of being writ-
ten in understandable English. Let me
read you this one part:

The application of the retirement adjust-
ment factors had the general effect of allo-
cating an aggregate increase in pension cost
back to the individual members, present and
future, in the form of a uniform discount
on their pay increase. There are inequities
inherent in this aggregate process that are
hard to justify. For example, the individual
who retires a month after the pay increase
and who thus adds most heavily to the past
service pension cost, receives the lower in-
crease in basic pay for the shortest period
of time. On the other hand, the new en-
trant who adds the least in pension cost—
and nothing to the increase in past service
cost—ends up paying the most by receiving
lower basic pay for the longest period of
time. At any rate, an obscure factor such as
the retirement a.dju.stmant factor must not
only be better understood, it must be rec-
ognized by the individual whose pay it af-
fects as being both necessary and right. As
actuaries, we have serious misglvings on both
counts.

The report points out that in equating
military retirement to civil service re-
tirement the Defense Department
adopted a basic hypothesis that is con-
trary to fact. It assumed that the actu-
arial liability for past service of civilian
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employees is fully funded, although in
point of fact the funds actually available
in the civil service fund are only enough
to pay for benefits of employees already
retired. The report then makes this in-
teresting observation on how the Defense
Department builds a conelusion on this
contrary-to-fact hypothesis:

On this contrary-to-fact basis it then be-
comes reasonable to require that the increase
in past service llability due to an across-the-
board pay increase must also be funded in a
limited number of years. The general value
of conclusions drawn from any such con-
trary-to-fact hypothesis may be illustrated
by consideration of Dingle's query—first

by the British Astronomer-FPhiloso-
pher Herbert Dingle—which asks, “What
would be the color of an elephant’s eggs if an
elephant laid eggs?” While, under certain
circumstances, such contrary-to-fact hypoth-
esis may result in valuable insights, the con-
clusions are generally used as a reason for
changing the condition contrary to the hy-
pothesis and not as a basis for reasonable
action to be taken while that condition re-
mains unchanged.

This quotation merely summarizes
what the Secretary of Defense has spent
a good deal of time doing, deciding what
the color of elephant’s eggs would be if
elephants could lay eggs.

Mr. Chairman, in presenting the case
for an inadequate military pay raise
either the Secretary of Defense, or his
Univac has laid an egg.

Let us not join him. Let us do what
we all know in our hearts is right and
provide the pay rates for our Armed
Forces that are necessary and that are
part of our moral responsibility to pro-
vide.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr,
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlemen from Wisconsin
[Mr. KASTENMEIER].

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chair-
man, at the outset I would like to thank
the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee for his courtesy in yielding
me time, and, secondly, to congratulate
him and the committee for producing a
much better bill than that suggested to
them by the administration,

Yet, for all the work of the committee
I must in some particulars disagree with
it for I think H.R. 9075 is inadequate.

Mr. Chairman, many of us, after last
year's pay raise and the pay raise of the
year before for the armed services, felt
that 1965 should be the year for the
dogface, the recruit, the new man. It
h}z:s turned out to be somewhat less than
this.

Mr. Chairman, we here today have
heard about poverty levels. The gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. O’Konsk1l
pointed out how it compared with an-
other program. Indeed, if there are
poverty levels, and I believe there are
in the armed services, this bill does not
extinguish them.

Mr. Chairman, we are also interested
in getting rid of moonlighting in the
armed services. Must this go on?
This is another question, I believe, the
bill does not answer.

Mr, Chairman, I do think that the
pay review and enlistment bonus fea-
tures of the committee bill are excel-
lent and ought to be preserved. While
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we have heard of the increases in pay
for enlisted personnel in terms of per-
centages, in real dollars, there is some-
thing else. We are not talking about a
bill which some of us had hoped might
be able to ultimately enable the country
to do away with the draft. The Members
will recall that the Republican nominee
for President last fall, and many in the
administration, indicated interest in
how we might be able in time to phase
out the draft system. But let us face
the facts. We will be unable to do that
so long as the pay at the bottom of the
scale is inadequate.

Mr, Chairman, how has the recruit
fared since 1946? There have been six
pay raises.

On October 1, 1949, he got no in-
crease from the $75 which he was re-
ceiving.

On May 1, 1952, he got a $3 pay in-
crease.

On April 1, 1955, he got nothing.

On June 1, 1958, he got nothing.

On October 2, 1963, and August 12,
1964, he got nothing.

Mr. Chairman, he does get something
in this bill, $9.90. But if there is to be a
bill for the bottom end of the scale of the
military service, let us examine how it
does with respect to others.

Under the committee bill a lieutenant
colonel with 16 years’ service receives an
increase of $53.10, an individual who has
also been given six increases in pay over
a period of time during which the recruit
has received $3.

Let us look at a major general with 26
years of service. Is he given a monthly
increase of $9.90? No. He is given an
inerease of $171.60.

So, Mr. Chairman, for whom is the bill
designed? In this respect I would like
to refer to the committee hearings and
to the testimony of Secretary McNamara
which appears on page 2535. The Secre-
tary having given a table says:

As you can see from this table, the earn-
ings of the average military officer substan-
tially match or exceed those of the average
college graduate, even those in the engi-
neering or sclentific professions.

This tables indicates that military officers
in the period of 3 to 27 years of service have
salary aggregates in excess of engineers, nat-
ural sclentists, and all aggregates at every
level.

Notwithstanding this testimony per-
haps our officers do need an increase.
But if we are to increase them can we
honestly say that we should increase our
recruits only $9.90 a month or $10.30?

‘Will this take them out of the poverty
classification? My answer, Mr. Chair-
man, is “No.”

Mr. Chairman, I do have an amend-
ment which I shall offer which I believe
will alleviate this condition somewhat
and I will urge its adoption.

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

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman,
I join in support of H.R. 9075. The
members of the Armed Services Commit-
tee were faced with a difficult but erucial
choice between two bills. One, intro-
duced by the chairman himself and co-
sponsored by a most impressive majority
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of the members of the committee, pro-
posed to provide a substantial increase in
the basic pay of all uniformed personnel.
The other bill emanated from the Pres-
ident’s Pay Panel. The latter bill, H.R.
8714, proposed modest adjustments of
the basic pay of uniformed personnel
with over 2 years’ service, similar in-
creases to officers with less than 2 years’
service, and barely perceptible increases
to enlisted men with less than 2 years’
service.

I would like to direct my remarks to
what we are proposing to do for our en-
listed men, particularly those with less
than 2 years of service.

My information is that slightly over
789,000 enlisted men have less than 2
years' service. This group, some of
whom are now under fire, and whose
grade ranges from private through ser-
geant, would have received an average
increase in pay of $2.51 a month under
the administration’s bill. About 48,000
of this group are, in fact, corporals and
sergeants, or their equivalent. The aver-
age increase contemplated in HR. 8714
for these corporals was $3.40 per month
and for the sergeants $3.86 per month.
Expressed on an annual basis, the in-
crease would have raised the sergeant’s—
pay grade E-5—annual salary by slight-
ly over $46.

What would HR. 9075 do for these
boys with less than 2 years of service?
Well, take a look at page 44 of the report
and you will note, for example, that un-
der the Rivers bill, the corporal—pay
grade E-4—would get an annual increase
of $494—or $41.20 per month; the ser-
geant—pay grade E-5—would get an an-
nual raise of $586—or $48.86 per month.
This is something more than a few packs
of chewing gum. This is a raise that can
be understood—that has some meaning.

Now, who are these men who make
corporal and sergeant during their first
2 years of service? In most cases, of
course, they are the more outstanding
men, the men with a little something
extra on the ball. They are also the men
we would most like to keep in service.
Of course, we are not going to keep them
In service with a raise of less than a dol-
lar a week.

I know it will be pointed out that after
2 years, a man’s pay jumps a bit. But
how would you like to explain this bill to
one of our young soldiers now fighting
in Vietnam? Think of being in that one,
unique group where pay is so low, where
there hasn’t been a raise in 13 years and
where service is by compulsion. Then
think of being told that you are getting
a raise of $3.86.

It is basically unfair. And the more
intelligent enlisted man who makes ser-
geant in his first 2 years is going to know
it is unfair and is going to turn sour on
the service.

We have to treat men fairly from the
beginning if we are to encourage the best
type of manhood to choose a career in
the military services. The competition
for good men is getting harder. Our
services must be competitive too, or our
services will deteriorate.

Because our servicemen should be com-
pensated on a par with those in what is
called the private sector, and because
we have neglected our responsibility to
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adjust the pay of our servicemen, I sup-
port the provision of the bill ealling for
annual pay reviews and a major struc-
tural analysis every 4 years.

I could not, however, support the ad-
ministration’s version of the provision
which would have made raises automatic
if not vetoed by Congress in 60 days. I
will oppose any such proposal, however
well intended, which has the effect of
diminishing congressional control. The
responsibility of the Congress for main-
taining the Armed Forces is founded on
the Constitution and I am one of those
people who does not think we have a right
to set aside the Constitution. This is
our job. It isup to usto doit.

Mr. Chairman, I was one of those who
joined with our chairman, the gentle-
man from South Carolina, in sponsoring
this legislation, and I want to commend
him for his leadership to provide ade-
quate pay for the servicemen and women
of our country. I supported this bill
before our special subcommittee went to
South Vietnam last month, but after
seeing what our boys are up against out
there my support is even greater. I wish
that every Member of this Congress could
have had the opportunity to learn first-
hand of the efforts of our soldiers and
sailors in this red-hot war. I would like
to know how those who feel this bill
is too generous with our servicemen
would explain their position to the chaps
I saw in the hospital in Saigon, or on the
beachhead at Chu Lai, or with the Ma-
rines at DaNang, or for that matter, any
of our some 75,000 chaps who are now
committed to the protection of our inter-
ests in that troubled area of the world
where war is so real.

‘While none of us may like it, it is our
responsibility to request some of the
prime years of the lives of our boys of
service age, but it is also our responsi-
bility to see that these young men are
treatd fairly. This H.R. 9075 would do.
I urge that you support this legislation.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. PRNIE].

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Chairman, we are
discussing today a matter of vital con-
cern to the security of this Nation.
While the loyalty of our servicemen is
not dependent upon a pay raise, the
economy and efficiency of our fighting
forces will be best promoted by the re-
tention in the service of trained person-
nel. Further, the morale of the career
man will be lifted if he is assured that
he will be compensated in a manner
comparable to other employment.

This is an age of advanced weaponry.
Long periods of study, plus on-the-job
training, are required before our troops
can properly service and use the compli-
cated machines and systems upon which
our defense is built. If we are to lose
these technicians to industry as soon as
we train them, then the service will re-
main a training school never acquiring
the level of competency which is re-
quired. Even a brief tour of any mili-
tary installation will demonstrate the
significance of this statement. The loss
of these skilled persons has plagued each
of the services for a long time. Everyone
acquainted with the situation admits the
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seriousness of the problem and vhe neces-
sity for prompt corrective action.

The Armed Services Committee feels a
great responsibility to the servicemen
and to the Nation. The measure passed
in 1964 did not reflect our best judgment
as to the action required. It was merely
a gesture of recognition, a stop-gap ef-
fort. Now we are committed to doing
the job right. We are ashamed that
men in uniform are expected to give their
all, if necessary, while being compen-
sated close to so-called poverty levels.
We are determined to do something
about it and to do it now.

The bill which you are asked to sup-
port will cost $996 million. The admin-
istration proposal was less than half
that sum. Why the larger amount?
Certainly most of my colleagues on the
committee have not established any rec-
ords as spenders. The reason that they
were so nearly unanimous in the report-
ing of H.R. 9075 is because they honestly
feel that halfway measures will not suf-
fice particularly as to the pay of enlisted
personnel. Therefore, sound economy
requires us to deal adequately with the
problem without further delay. Our
fighting forces will be more efficient at
a lower cost if we can retain a substan-
tially higher percentage of men in uni-
form beyond their period of obligated
service. We believe this bill will move
decisively in this direction.

Our committee, under the leadership
of its distinguished chairman the gentle-
man from South Carolina, studied the
problem with great objectivity and de-
termination. It concluded that the
President’s Pay Panel had not properly
evaluated all aspects of military com-
pensation. It submitted the analysis of
the Secretary of Defense to an independ-
ent actuarial firm and received advice
that the Secretary had greatly over-
valued one key element of military com-
pensation, namely, retirement provi-
sions. Since the Pay Panel had used the
Secretary’'s figures without adjustment,
it inevitably understated the amount of
raise needed to bring military men to a
scale of comparability.

Our chairman has presented a most
forceful and detailed explanation of
H.R. 9075. His dedicated determination
to correctly solve this problem has been
an inspiration to the entire committee.
We sense that world conditions make
this decision more than academic. It is
vital and urgent. The peace, and in-
deed the safety, of the free world may
well depend upon the morale and com-
petency of our men in uniform. Yes,
at this very hour they are being tested
in distant lands. We are counting on
them not to fail us. We will not fail
them.

Therefore, I ask my colleagues to sup-
port this measure. Your action today
can encourage career acceptance of the
service. Men who are devoted to their
work and to their country will feel that
their service will not deprive their fami-
lies of acceptable standards of living.
In other words, although we rely upon
the loyalty and patriotism of our serv-
icemen, we will not exact a penalty for
that attitude. If anything, it should be
rewarded. Yet, this bill does not go that
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far. It is not special treatment but it
is an effort to provide fair treatment.
I hope this House overwhelmingly will
approve and likewise the other body.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Hawaii
[Mrs. MINK].

Mrs. MINK. Mr. Chairman, I would
like to thank the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Armed Services for this op-
portunity to rise in support of H.R. 9075,
the Uniformed Services Pay Act of 1965.

Mr. Chairman, the morale and the
quality of our military forces may be the
principal reason for the importance of
this measure we are considering today.
However, my reason for rising today to
add my comments to this debate in sup-
port of this bill, is to place emphasis upon
the families and children of our service-
men for whom this pay increase will be
of immense help.

Mr. Chairman, my State of Hawaii has
long been privileged to have large num-
bers of men from the various branches
of our military organization stationed
within our shores. With these men have
come their wives and their children. We
in Hawaii have had the opportunity to
see firsthand some of the difficult condi-
tions under which these families often
must live. We know of the problem of
servicemen having to moonlight. We
know of the problem of some of our
enlisted personnel having to receive
public assistance help; and many whose
children qualify under programs spon-
sored for the poor under the Economic
Opportunity Act. I know of so many
personally who are having a difficult
time making ends meet. I believe that
these families deserve a break and that
is why I am supporting this bill.

I have received scores of letters from
individuals, some telling me of their per-
sonal hardship, and all urging me to
speak on their behalf. Five military
wives organizations in Hawaii, the Scho-
field Barracks NCO Wives Club, the Hui
O Na Wahine Officers’ Wives Club, the
Submarine Officers’ Wives Club, the Navy
Wives Club Aloha Chapter No. 28, and
the NCO Wives Club at Hickam Air
Force Base have all written urging “hat
I speak on their behalf, in support of
this measure.

Hawaii's deep concern for the welfare
of the military families presently in Ha-
wail is reflected in Senate Concurrent
Resolution No. 55 of the third State leg-
islature which was adopted on April 6 of
this year by the State senate and on April
24 by the House of Representatives of the
State of Hawaii. This resolution strong-
ly supports the pay increases recom-
mended in this bill and urges its passage.

I believe that we have a great respon-
sibility to our service personnel and his
dependents. Statistics presented to the
Armed Services Committee indicate
clearly that a career in the Armed
Forces today is a married man’s career.
Therefore, when we vote for this bill to-
day, we are not only voting for an ade-
quate standard of living for the 2.6 mil-
lion men in the Armed Forces, but we are
also voting for the improvement in the
lives of more than 4 million dependents
as well.
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In the last decade the number of de-
pendents for each military man has al-
most doubled, according to Defense De-
partment figures. In 1954 we had 3,127,-
366 persons on active duty and they had
a total of 2,591,777 dependents. Today,
we have 2,645,964 persons on active duty,
and they have 4,009,487 dependents.
While our active duty force has dropped
by a half million, our number of depend-
ents has increased by about a million and
a half.

The population explosion has affected
our military families as it has affected
the general population, and these fam-
ilies need this increased pay to main-
tain an adequate, decent standard of liv-
ing. Devotion and dedication to the serv-
ice and defense of our country should not
have to include their sacrifice of the
well-being of their families but rather
insure their ability backed by the re-
sources of this Nation to maintain a de-
cent life for their loved ones. Just as we
are working to improve the welfare of all
families across America, I believe that we
must give full consideration to the spe-
cial needs and difficulties of the military
families. This indeed is our obligation.

Mr. BATES. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. STAFFORDI].

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of the Uniformed Serv-
ices Pay Act of 1965, H.R. 9075.

Mr. Chairman, ever since the earliest
of times, man has been rewarded ac-
cording to his effort and responsibility.
Today, throughout the free world, Amer-
ican men and women in uniform are
protecting our freedom. Yet, despite
their effort and responsibility, these serv-
icemen are receiving salaries that make
them second-class citizens here at home.

For example, a young American who
enters the service and accepts the hard-
ships and risks of military life receives
only $78 a month in salary. However,
at the same time, another young Ameri-
can joins the Job Corps here at home
where he receives the same lodging,
clothing, food, and medical care plus a
total monthly salary of $105.

It seems slightly ridiculous that many
defenders of our country are receiving
25 percent less than a Job Corps trainee.
Either the Job Corps trainees are over-
paid or our servicemen are grossly under-
paid.

The fact of the matter is that the pay
scale for servicemen with less than 2
years of service has not been increased
in 13 years. Can you think of any other
field of employment in the United States
today that has not received a pay in-
crease in 13 years? This bill before us
now will provide the greatest percentage
increase in salary to servicemen with
less than 2 years of active duty.

If one looks at this proposed military
pay increase realistically, he is forced to
the conclusion that the proposed increase
is actually an economy measure. Pres-
ently, because of the low military pay,
the vast majority of highly skilled men
leave the service at the earliest oppor-
tunity resulting in a constant turnover
in military personnel.

Each year we are, in a sense, wasting
more than $3 billion spent training
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draftees and first enlistment men who
leave after serving only the minimum
term of duty. One of the basic reasons
for this mass exodus from the military
is the poor pay scale. Men filled with
pride and patriotism for their country
leave the service because more money,
shorter hours, and a higher standard of
living is easily found in civilian life.

We cannot pay the men and women of
our Armed Forces salaries that make
them second-class citizens and expect to
attract either the best that our country
has to offer or retain those who have
been trained at great expense. We must
pay on a scale that induces young men
to enter the armed services. We must
pay on a scale that encourages men to
remain in the military and to regard it
as a profession so that the cost of their
training will not be lost and their skills
will be available to promote the security
of the United States.

The military pay bill that I am sup-
porting today will put our servicemen on
a level more nearly comparable to civil
service employees in the United States
and thus make a military career more
attractive to the youth of America. Itis
a significant step toward a volunteer
Army and the end of the draft.

If Congress fails to support this neces-
sary adjustment in military compensa-
tion, it could be interpreted by America's
fighting men as evidence of public in-
difference to the future of our national
security. Iurge wholehearted bipartisan
support of this important legislation.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. SCHWEIKER].

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Chairman, as
a cosponsor of this military pay legisla-
tion and a member of the Armed Services
Committee, I want to emphasize the im-
portance of passing HR. 9075 as re-
ported by our committee.

In Vietnam, in the Dominican Repub-
lic and throughout the world, American
troops are on active duty. Our defenses
must be commensurate with this in-
creased responsibility. The men in the
armed services are willing to sacrifice
their lives and family for their country.
This pay bill will bring them a portion of
the improved standard of living that our
civilian work force now enjoys but which
they have been denied. We must assure
them treatment as first-class citizens.

Today there are more than a million
members of the Armed Forces who fall
within President Johnson’s poverty cate-
gory with annual incomes of less than
$3,000—including their allowance for
food, clothing, and shelter. The military
has not been apprised of or affected by
the Great Society’s war on poverty. A
young man is paid more for joining the
Job Corps than he is for enlisting in the
Armed Forces, without the risks and
hardships that accompany his military
tenure.

President Johnson has said that he
wants “our uniformed citizens to be first-
class citizens in every respect.” But he
has failed by his actions to give meaning
to his words. This pay bill fulfills the
President's unkept promise. It gives
the military a base pay it does not have
to be ashamed of.
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The bill reported by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee provides a 10.7 percent
increase in basic pay for all uniformed
servicemen. The $825 million annual
cost will benefit 2,723,000 personnel on
full-time active duty. The increase in
pay for enlisted personnel with less than
2 years of service ranges from 13 to 33
percent, or an average of $16 a month.
For enlisted men with over 2 years of
service, the average increase would be
11.2 percent, or $28 a month. Officers
with under 2 years of service would re-
ceive an average increase of 22 percent,
or $55 a month. And officers with over
2 years of service would receive an aver-
age increase of 6.4 percent, or $42 a
month.

Defeat of this bill would deflate the
military’s morale. No paltry substitute
measure will halt the widespread moon-
lighting by Armed Forces personnel. If
we are to end the low retention rates that
forced the Secretary of the Navy recently
to request all active duty Navy personnel
to extend their service for 3 to 6 months
to allow our fleets to meet their readiness
requirements, we must pass a bill that
grants a substantial military pay in-
crease.

I am especially pleased that this pay
bill includes a sizable increase for the
844 000 enlisted men with less than 2
yvears service. In 1949 recruits received
food, shelter, and clothing, plus $75 a
month. Today they receive $3 more a
month. Every other Federal payee, mili-
tary and civilian, has had between four
and six raises since 1952. Enlisted men
with less than 2 years service have re-
ceived nothing. Military pay has in-
creased an average of 39 percent, civil
service pay, 51 percent, factory workers,
44 percent, and truckdrivers, 70 percent.
There is no reason that the current
recruit should be in a worse comparative
position than his counterpart of 13 years
ago. His increase in this bill is deserved
and long overdue.

Last year the Armed Services Commit-
tee voted to table my motion by a vote of
21 to 9 to include draftees and enlistees
with less than 2 years of service in the
1964 military pay bill. And the Presi-
dent and Department of Defense still op-
pose anything more than a token in-
crease.

The future of this country could well
depend on the morale and quality of its
fighting men. We cannot tolerate the
administration’s archaic and ill-con-
ceived notion that enlisted men with less
than 2 years service are trainees and
should receive apprentices’ pay reminis-
cent of the medieval guilds. With in-
dustry and the Armed Forces in competi-
tion for the Nation’s manpower and
brainpower, we must provide incentives
from the period of first indoctrination
through retirement to attract good men
to the services.

I am grateful, however, to the chair-
man of this year’s Armed Services Com-
mittee, Last year the gentleman from
South Carolina [Mr. RIvERs] gave me a
commitment that any new pay bill would
include an increase for the enlisted man
with less than 2 years service. That this
bill contains the necessary increase is
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testimony to the support I received from
Mr. RIVERS.

There is no doubt that some military
pay raise is warranted. Both the De-
partment of Defense and the House
Armed Services Committee agree on the
need for an increase. The issue is merely
how big that increase should be.

The President’s Panel on Military Pay
and the Department of Defense advo-
cate a 2.7 percent increase for personnel
with less than 2 years service and a 4.8
percent increase for personnel with serv-
ice for more than 2 years.

Secretary of Defense McNamara testi-
fied for the administration before the
Armed Services Committee that the pro-
posed increase was so meager in order
to save the taxpayer money. The ad-
ministration’s contention is a conspicu-
ous example of penny wise, pound foolish
shortsightedness. The plan to deprive
the military of its fair share of the Na-
tion’s prosperity will ultimately cost us
more than the equitable pay increase this
bill provides. No one benefits from pay-
ing the military as little as possible. And
no one loses more than America. We
cannot afford to sap the military of its
morale and efficiency. We must assure
it the ability to attract and retain the
best personnel it ecan find.

Lengthy committee hearings have con-
vinced me that the military man’s pref-
erence is for an increase in basic pay—
not for discretionary and selective in-
creases that he has no assurance of re-
ceiving. He knows that the shortfall in
military to civilian pay for the period
1952-64 is about 12.4 percent, and he
wants a return to the parity he had with
the Federal civilian employee of 13 years
ago. He wants and deserves equality
now. This military pay increase will
provide that equality.

Passage of this bill will not only benefit
the military but also the taxpayer. Im-
plementing this bill will cost $825 million
a yvear. Pay and maintenance of our 2.7
million men in the Armed Forces is about
$15 billion a year. The cost of training
one Air Force radar electronic specialist
is $23,000; a ballistic missile launch offi-
cer, $49,140. Presently, in the Air Force
alone, between 60 and 70 percent of all
skilled enlisted men leave at the end of
their first 4-year enlistment. And 54
percent of the officers leave as soon as
they can.

The pay raise will help retain trained
personnel. And if, by retaining more ex-
perienced men, the total manpower re-
quirement could be reduced by 10 per-
cent—together with wholesale slashes in
training costs—resulting savings would
exceed the pay raise by far.

The military and the Nation require
passage of the pay bill as approved by
the Armed Services Committee. Only
the substantial pay raise provided by this
bill will eliminate our paupers in uniform.
Nothing less will suffice. I urge passage
of this bill as reported to the House.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
require to the distinguished gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. HEBERT].

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this legislation.
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Mr. Chairman, there was a man who
went into a seafood restaurant and
ordered lobster, but when the lobster
came it only had one claw. When the
man complained to the waiter, the waiter
said it had lost its other claw in a fight.
To that the gentleman replied, “All
right, then bring me the winner.”

Mr. Chairman, there were two military
pay bills before the Armed Services Com-
mittee this year and we have brought you
the winner.

It won in our committee by a vote of
33 to 1.

I suspect if a vote were taken among
the members of the armed services the
percentage in favor of our bill would be
a good deal better than 33 to 1. The
opinion of the people affected, of course,
is too obvious a piece of evidence for any
cost effectiveness expert to accept. You
have to turn in your slide rule if you do
that. But it is remarkable to me how
often military people are told that the
smaller raises proposed by the Defense
Department would be better for them in
the long run. If this is true, why do not
the people in the services realize it? If
the present approach is retaining suf-
ficient numbers of qualified personnel, as
the President’s Pay Panel claims, why
are not those qualified personnel able to
accept the wisdom of the Department
of Defense approach?

We have been told that the Depart-
ment of Defense proposal for a major
structural review 2 years hence and a
modest raise now will, in the long run,
be “the most encouraging development
of all to our military career people.”

Mr. Chairman, I know those who say
this are sincere. We appreciate their
trying to improve our understanding as
we are trying so hard to improve theirs.
Like the father in Luke 15:11:

‘We ever keep the fatted calf prepared in
hopes that our prodigal boy will return.

But I submit to you that & bird in the
hand is a much more encouraging de-
velopment than two in the bush. And I
submit to you that our qualified military
personnel have figured that out.

I think they have figured out a few
other things—things that go to the heart
of the retention problem.

Mr. Chairman, the dialog on this pay
bill was a little like a bullfight in which
all of the matadors were getting into the
bull’s terrain. The committee moved
into the whiz kids' terrain when it or-
dered its own actuarial study; we found
the ground not quite as dangerous as
the aficionados had warned us. Others
were not as lucky when they moved out
of their own terrain. I think the Secre-
tary of Defense, so brilliant and so ca-
pable in so many areas, was moving out
of his terrain when he got engrossed in
the personnel field. It happens to be
an area where our committee is uniquely
equipped with experts. The Pay Panel
members are brilliant men all. Given
a year of actually working with the mili-
tary pay system, they might have made
more stirring contributions than any of
us. But their time was brief. They were
generalists moving into the specialists’
terrain—and, oh, did they get gored.
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When the Pay Panel discourses on the
question of retention, they remind me of
that ditty:

Last night I saw upon the stair
A little man who wasn't there.
He wasn't there aga.ln t.oda.y.
Oh, how I wish he'd go away.

You can prove anything with statistics.
You can prove on paper that there is
no retention problem. I suppose if you
try hard enough you can prove on paper
that the sun rises in the west and sets
in the east. It is a fact that in my native
New Orleans the sun rises on the west
bank of the Mississippi River and sets on
the east bank, But the sun rises in the
east and there is a retention problem.
The evidence of a retention problem is
being delineated here by other commit-
tee members—and you all know about it
anyhow. But I would like to speak
briefly to the retention problem of the
future. Without being at all facetious,
and not wishing in any way to be dis-
paraging of the individual members of
the Pay Panel, I think that the Panel
created more of a retention problem than
it solved. I think the nature of the
Panel, and the manner of its functioning,
is part of an approach which is in itself
acerbating The retention problem.
Whenever anyone mentions the military
retirement system, the Pentagon's cost
effectiveness statisticians go through
more gyrations than a teenager doing
the frug. There are endless analyses of
the future costs and the alleged future
value of retirement benefits and of the
long-range effect on the taxpayer. The
actuaries hired by the committee proved
that the Department of Defense statis-
ticians had overstated and incorrectly
computed the value of the retirement
system.

But independent of that, think of the
effect on retention, the long-range effect
on the military individual, of the use
of the Defense Department’s method and
the continual publicity that method re-
ceives. You just cannot measure the
value of human beings with the same set
of slide rules with which you determine
the durability of cold steel or the fire
power of a weapons system. I said before
that I think the military personnel had
figured out a few things that go fo the
heart of the retention problem. I think
they have figured out that in the passion
for scientific methods someone is forget-
ting the things you cannot measure with
a computer, things like moral commit-
ment and tradition and keeping promises
and the place of the human heart in
service to one's country. When men
come up with statistical absurdities, it is
because they have followed the slide rules
to the point where they have forgotten
beings. An example is the Pay Panel’s
bland conclusion that there is not any
refention problem. That is not the first
time this has happened. In 1962, when
the Defense Department presented its
quarters allowance increase hill to our
committee, a statistical analysis worked
up by representatives of seven executive
branch agencies working together con-
cluded that an E-4, that is, a corporal
or lowest grade sergeant, needed $17 a
month less in quarters allowance than
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he was receiving, although quarters al-
lowances had not been increased for 10
years up to that point.

Nobody knows better than the Mem-
bers of the Congress that we have to be
concerned with cost. But we also have
to be concerned with commitment. And
the way we honor our past commitment
will affect our future cost as much as
anything that can be reduced to num-
bers and put in a computer. DOD statis-
ticians talk endlessly of future acerued
costs but they never mention the im-
portance of keeping promises made. The
compensation and benefits supplied mili-
tary people, however high, are not going
to solve the retention problems unless
the military man can feel assured his
benefits will survive the next study com-
mittee. The constant changing of sys-
tems is in itself something that can hurt
retention if men begin to doubt the
Government will live up to past promises.

The Secretary of Defense talks now of
ending 20-year retirement. I am sure
he will save a lot of retirement cost do-
ing so. But I am sure we will spend as
much and more in active duty pay to
hold career men in service. When you
break your promise to someone one time,
how do you get them to believe you the
next time?

Mr. Chairman, this is landmark legis-
lation. It marks the point where the
Pentagon statistical pinball machines
rang “tilt.” It marks the beginning of
pay equity for the military men. Let it
also be a landmark of the Congress’ de-
termination not to be afraid to trust the
heart more than the computer.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield as much time as he
may require to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. F1sHER].

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Chairman, under
the able and respected leadership of the
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services, the gentieman
from South Carolina [Mr. Riversl, a
very strong case has been made out in
support of this legislation.
907Mr' Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.

5.

Coldly looking at the pay bill before us
today, the basic question is whether it
will provide the means for our services
to attract and retain sufficient numbers
of qualified personnel to enable our mili-
tary services to carry out their assigned
missions.

President Johnson, in his state of the
Union message, pointed out the vital im-
portance of our military personnel when
he stated:

The success of all our policies depends
upon our ability to attract, develop fully,
utilize and retain the talents of outstanding
men and women in the military services.

I am in full accord with this view and
with the President’s conclusion:

Our soldiers, sailors, airmen, and merines,
from whom we ask so much, are the curner-
stone of our military might.

We in the Armed Services Committee
were startled and shocked to realize that
our pay structure in the military had de-
teriorated to the point where so dedi-
cated and loyal a soldier-statesman as
Gen. Omar Bradley was obligated to

tensive education and experience.
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say to our committee that if a younez man
were to ask him to recommend that he
enter the military service as a career, the
best fhat he could do in good conscience
would be to change the subject.

The security of our Nation today rests
on highly complex weapons systems.
The security of our Nation in the years
ahead will depend on even more complex
weapons systems. The jobs involved in
the procurement, operation and mainte-
nance of these complex systems involve
highly technical skills which call for ex-
Each
year the systems become more complex;
the training required for perscnnel who
man these systems becomes more exten-
sive and more expensive.

Some 15 or 20 noncommissioned officer
specialists are engaged in the complex
systems of armament, engines, hydrau-

‘lics, electrical and electronics of one air-

craft, the F-105.

Despite this need, in the past 13 years
service personnel have received increases
in compensation totaling only some 34

‘percent, while classified civil service per-

sonnel have received increases averaging
46 percent, production workers in private
industry have had increases of some 53
percent, and professional and technical
workers some 56 percent.

What has happened?

Resignations in the Air Force in the
past 5 years have increased 150 percent;
the ratio of scientific and engineering
officer personnel coming into the Air
Force from ROTC has decreased from 47
percent in 1959 to 33 percent in 1964 ; the
retention rate for engineering and scien-

_tific personnel in the Air Force is only 34

percent; and the reenlistment rate for
certain enlisted Air Force technical per-
sonnel is only 12 percent. I use Air
Force figures here, but let me point out
that according to statistics given our
committee attrition generally was bet-
ter in the Air Force than the other serv-
ices.

The military services are providing the
training ground for technical personnel
only to lose them to industry at the very
time they become productive.

The members of the Armed Services
Committee have so overwhelmingly en-
dorsed the provisions of HR. 5075 be-
cause we believe that it will provide the
necessary incentive to attract and retain
qualified personnel, and at the same time
restore to our service personnel the first-
class citizen status they so richiy deserve.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
require to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. ABERNETHY].

Mr. ABERNETHY. Mr. Chairman, I
rise to join the Armed Services Commit-
tee in a special kind of war on poverty.
I invite the other Members of the House
to join this campaign. It is at least as
worthy as other notable wars on poverty
and it is demonstrably less costly.

I am referring, of course, Mr. Chair-
man, to the poverty that afflicts the GI,
the enlisted man in today’'s Armed
Forces. Like his father and his brother
before him, the GI of today is again be-
ing called upon to fight for freedom in
combat. We may shortly learn that the



17198

combat will involve large numbers of
American troops.

The GI of today is different from those
who have gone before him in one impor-
tant respect. He has to be smarter and
quicker. He requires a technical skill
and an ability to learn a technical skill
that many of his predecessors never
dreamed of.

He is like the GI of old, however, in one
respect: He is grossly underpaid. Some-
one has figured out that the enlisted man
in today’s Armed Forces is paid slightly
over 49 cents an hour. This is assuming
a 40-hour week which, of course, is un-
known to the great majority of enlisted
men, particularly the young draftees. It
is a fact, Mr. Chairman, that the en-
listed man with less than 2 years service
today is worse off than his counterpart
of 1940, who received $21 a month. In
1940, when the new enlisted man received
$21 a month, the average wage in the
United States was $108 a month. So, the
enlisted man got 19.4 percent of the aver-
ace wage. Today, the average wage is
$445 a month, and a recruit receives $78
or 17.5 percent of the average monthly
wage.

I hope I may be excused for saying
that I am proud that last March I be-
came a coauthor of the military pay bill
that is now before the House today.

I am not going to repeat what has al-
ready been stated here by members of
the committee with respect to our seri-
ously low retention rates and the loss of
skilled personnel. Those facts speak for
themselves.

We cannot afford to be second in the
race for survial. We can afford noth-
ing less than the best Armed Forces in
the world. And one way of assuring that
we are the best is to pass H.R. 9075.

In spite of the results that you might
see from some of our computers—in spite
of the promise of better things to come
in the years ahead—the fact remains
that a serviceman cannot cash a promise
in a grocery store; he cannot pay a land-
loréd with the promise of a pay raise that
may become effective in a couple of years.

HR. 9075 provides a badly needed,
richly deserved, and vitally important
pay raise for members of our Armed
Forces now—and even now is not any too
soon.

Iike most Members of the House, I rec-
ognize the need for increases in all
grades. But I am particularly impressed
with the wisdom of the pay scales that
have been proposed in H.R. 9075, as they
pertain to enlisted personnel.

It is interesting to note that while the

. Special Panel on Federal Salaries, known
as the Folsom Panel, recommended an
average increase of 4.8 percent for all
uniformed personnel, they made an ex-
ception for personnel with under 2 years
of service. Enlisted personnel with un-
der 2 years of service have not received
any increase since 1952, were only to re-
ceive a 2.7-percent increase, based on the
cost of living since 1963.

The controversial issue between the
Folsom report and the committee’s posi-
tion is a very simple one. The Folsom
Panel felt that 1963 was the proper base
from which to make adjustments. The
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committee felt that the 1963 pay increase
only partially solved the problem.

It is interesting to note, however, that
the Committee on Armed Services in 1965
and the Department of Defense in 1963
used 1952 as the base year from which
to make adjustments.

The bill before us today provides an
average increase of 10.6 percent for all
military personnel, but that is only part
of the story. The increases recommend-
ed for officers in the Folsom study are
reasonably close to those recommended
by the Committee on Armed Services,
except for the officers with under 2 years
of service. Under the committee pro-
posal, all officers would receive an aver-
age T.2-percent increase, while the Fol-
som Panel recommended an average in-
crease of 5 percent.

The committee’s proposal with respect
to officers would involve an annual cost
of $174 million. The Folsom Panel cost
for officers was about $120 million, so the
difference was only $54 million.

So, there is relatively little difference
between the committee’s proposal and
the Panel’'s proposal insofar as officers
are concerned.

But let us look at the pay scales as they
affect enlisted personnel. The commit-
tee recommends an annual increase for
enlisted personnel of $650 million. The
Department’s proposal would cost $248
million annually. The difference be-
tween the committee’s proposal and the
Department’s proposal is $401 million.

Now, the difference between the com-
mittee proposal and the departmental
proposal for all personnel is $455 million,
and out of this amount the Department
would reduce enlisted personnel by $401
million, or 88 percent of the total differ-
ence.

If we are going to start practicing
economy, I assure you as far as I am
concerned, it will not be at the expense
of our enlisted personnel who are fight-
ing in Vietnam, or who stand ready to go
wherever they are needed in defense of
our freedom.

If we can provide huge sums of money
for recruits in the Job Corps program;
and we can encourage dropouts to receive
handouts that exceed the pay of a pri-
vate, then it is time we increased the
pay of every member of our armed serv-
ices and particularly our enlisted per-
sonnel.

There is something wrong with a phi-
losophy that puts a higher premium on
failure than it does on success and
patriotism.

The total cost of the basic pay raise
for active duty personnel is $824 million.
The administration asks that much just
for a beginning, experimental program in
its war on poverty and it is already plan-
ning expenditures far above that
amount. However worthy these pro-
grams may be, if we can afford to end
poverty of high school dropouts, we can
certainly afford to end the poverty in
the ranks of our fighting men.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the Members of
the House to keep one more very interest-
ing comparison in mind. The cost of
the foreign aid bill this year will be some-
thing over $3 billion, approximately four
times the cost of this military pay bill.
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Yet, some of our allies, including some
who are receiving or have received aid
from us, give their enlisted men higher
basic pay than we do. I do not see how
anybody could defend such a situation or
how anybody could deny the need for a
substantial pay raise for our GI's. I
urge all of the Members of the House to
join this noble war on poverty, poverty
of our own creation, by veting for the
Armed Services Committee bill.

Mr. Chairman, I fully endorse H.R.
9075. I am proud of the fact that I
was one of the original cosponsors of
this proposal, and I hope that it will
receive not just overwhelming approval,
but the unanimous support of the House
of Representatives.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield as much time as he
may require to the gentleman from
Missouri [Mr. IcHORD].

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, I com-
mend the gentleman from South Caro-
lina, the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services, for his
work in conceiving and giving birth to
and nourishing and bringing this bill to
its maturity, ultimately reaching the
House floor.

Mr. Chairman, no man who is called
upon to exercise judgment is invariably
right, but as for me I would rather suffer
some of his honest mistakes than have
him blindly follow a course which he
feels in his own mind to be wrong. On
this matter I thought that the chairman
of the Committee on Armed Services was
right and that the Secretary of Defense
was wrong. Personally I would like to
see a little more of this kind of work in
the Congress.

Mr. Chairman, it is with great pride
that I take the floor today in support of
H.R. 9075, possibly the most equitable
pay raise to come before us for our men
in uniform in recent years. The chair-
man of the Armed Services Committee,
the distinguished gentleman from South
Carolina, and the great majority of the
members of the committee have been the
target of attack, from the executive
branch of Government and from various
sections of the Nation’s press. We have
been portrayed as congressional power-
seekers because we dare exercise our con-
stitutional responsibilities, review, and
judgment. It takes a bit of courage to
stand up and be counted, to practice
your principles and to follow your
conscience. The gentleman from South
Carolina, particularly, has endured per-
sonal slanders, character malignments,
and political disfavor to speak and act
according to the dictates of his con-
science. There, of course, was never any
doubt about his courage but for the
courage he has shown it is with great
pride that I point to him as my chair-
man and my friend. No man who is
called upon to exercise judgment is in-
variably right but as for me, I would
rather suffer a few of his honest errors
than to have him blindly follow a course
of action laid down for him by others
about which he harbors secret reserva-
tions. To often the Members of the
Congress choose to delegate their enact-
ing authority and responsibility to the
other branches of Government. Our
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system of checks and balances is slowly
eroding. The legislative branch too
willingly submits to executive pressure.
When a Member of Congress promotes a
program or an idea that finds its roots
in the Congress or among the people he
is criticized and admonished. It is too
readily assumed that all legislation con-
ceived in the executive branch is by its
nature, good and representative of the
peoples’ will. Ladies and gentlemen,
there exists nowhere in this land a group
of individuals more truly representative
of the peoples’ will than this Congress.

The Armed Services Committee has
taken its stand. We believe our bill is
just. We believe it is necessary. We
believe it is right. These judgments
were made, not in haste, but after many
long months of reflective study and re-
search.

The primary concern with any legis-
lation of this type is the maintenance of
our national security through efficient,
mobile, and effective Armed Forces. The
simple harsh fact of the matter is this:
We are losing highly skilled and highly
trained military men due to unreasonably
low rates of financial remuneration.
When a man with 8 or 10 years of active
service chooses to reenter the private sec-
tor, foregoing his much talked-about re-
tirement pay, it is almost invariably be-
cause he cannot adequately exist, not live
in luxury, but merely exist adequately, on
the almost token salary we bestow upon
him. For the most part he wants a mili-
tary career but as a human being he
needs to be a good provider for his fam-
ily and in many cases his family lives in
poverty. In fact, one-half million serv-
ice people are, by our own standards, liv-
ing in poverty. One of every four has
an income level below the mark set by
this Government as poverty status. He
is grossly underpaid as an American citi-
zen. What is worse, he has no recourse.
He has no union. He cannot quit before
the end of his term. He has no voice
in where he works, the hours he works,
whom he works for, and how much he is
paid. He must depend solely on the wis-
dom and sense of justice of an already
heavily burdened Congress. In effect, we
are his employer. If any other employer
in this land were to impose such working
conditions and such inadequate remuner-
ation on a citizen, the Congress and the
Executive would literally pounce upon
that employer and demand he change his
evil ways. We have done so, in the mines,
in the factories, and in the stores. Must
we continue to practice this immoral
double standard when judging our serv-
icemen?

We spend our $50 billion per year to
keep this Nation strong and secure and
we dare not risk this fantastic invest-
ment because we fail to recognize the
needs of those who nobly and ably don
their uniforms to defend our interests
wherever and whenever necessary.

I will not cite to you the statistics re-
garding the low pay and the resulting
decline in reenlistment rates. I will not
cite the statistics proving the gradual
elimination of selectivity and the result-
ing creeping mediocrity among our fight-
ing forces. It is all before you in the
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committee report and has been elo-
quently articulated by those distin-
guished Members preceding this speaker.
I will merely say, we must face this prob-
lem head on. We must not explain away
the issues. The problem will not go
away.

As long as there are men in this world
who wish to destroy our way of life, we
must maintain the finest Armed Forces
in the world and we can maintain such
a team only by providing for them the
means to live in reasonable comfort and
security without undue economic dep-
rivation. The men who wait to fight
and die deserve at least this position.

I strongly urge the immediate passage
of this measure.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr,
Chairman, I yield as much time as he
may require to the distinguished gentle-
man from Missouri [Mr. RANDALL] .

Mr. RANDALL. Mr, Chairman, I en-
thusiastically support H.R. 9075. For my
part, I have no reservations or questions
about the merits of this measure.
Beyond that, I wish to associate myself
with the remarks of those who have paid
tribute to our distinguished chairman
of the House Armed Services Committee
and particularly with one of my fellow
Members from the minority side of the
aisle who observed that when history is
written in future years the gentleman
from South Carolina, will have earned
the description as the greatest champion
of the GI that ever served on the House
Armed Services Committee.

If called upon to cite the two para-
mount objectives of H.R. 9075, I would
set them out as being first, to do justice
to our service personnel and second, to
strengthen the security of our country.
Both objectives are important.

There have been military pay increase
bills within the past few years but they
have all fallen short of the concept of
comparability which means the relation
of the pay in the military with pay of
their counterparts in c¢ivilian life.

Because former pay measures have
been inadequate and lacking as to com-
parability, there has been a failure to
attract and retain high-caliber person-
nel with the ability to perform at a high
level of proficiency in our modern Army
of today. A very different and a much
better soldier is needed today than in
the past. Weapons are more complex
and sophisticated than ever before and
will become increasingly complex in the
years ahead.

There has been no doubt but what
Congress has been remiss and neglect-
ful in its concern or consideration of the
pay for the fighting men of this country
in the past. The Uniformed Services Pay
Act of 1965 seeks to redress these omis-
sions. Beyond the matter of immediate
redress this same bill, H.R. 9075, which
amends title 37 of the United States Code
provides for adjustments in pay and al-
lowances for future years. This bill pro-
vides that the President conduct an an-
nual review of adequacies of pay allow-
ances authorized by title 37 for uni-
formed personnel. It provides that not
later than March 31 of each year the
President will submit to Congress a de-
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tailed report summarizing the results of
his annual review together with any rec-
ommendations for adjustment. Then,
not less than once every 4 years there-
after, the President shall direct that
there be made a complete and thorough
review of the principles and concepts
of the compensation system of all uni-
formed personnel. It is important to
note that while the Secretary of Defense,
may have advanced similar proposals,
Mr. McNamara proposed that the execu-
tive branch would submit to the Congress
certain changes which would become ef-
fective unless the Congress exercised a
veto within 60 days. It has been appro-
priately observed that the Secretary had
the horse and cart in the wrong position
while provisions of H.R. 9075 providing
that the Congress itself would act follow-
ing the annual or quadrennial review put
the horse in front of the cart where it
properly belongs, by making provision
for Congress to exercise its constitutional
powers concerning the pay for members
of the uniformed services.

It seems to me that one of the best
ways for a Member to determine whether
this is a good or bad bill is to assess this
pay raise in the light of the principle of
comparability. You do not have to
search very far to find that the Commit-
tee on Armed Services has very carefully
considered this principle.

On page eight of the report which
accompanies the bill, there is a chart
which documents quite convincingly the
fact military pay increases have not
kept pace with others, The chart covers
the vears from 1952 to 1964 and points
out that during these 12 years, military
officers and enlisted personnel with over
2 years of service received pay increases
totaling 36.6 percent. Compare with
the following: Civilians in civil service
46.3 percent, production workers in
manufacturing industries 52.7 percent
members of the profession or those with
technical training 54.2 percent, clerical
and kindred work 62.1 percent, person-
nel subject to the Army-Air Force Wage
Board—eivilians—66.7 percent and fi-
nally motor truckdrivers 70.4 percent.
To my mind this is proof convincing
that the compensation of our military
personnel has consistently lagged be-
hind the compensation in occupations
requiring similar skilled levels.

The President’s Special Panel on Fed-
eral Salaries sometimes known as the
Folsom Panel was supported by Secre-
tary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, who is
a member of the Panel. For some
strange and almost incomprehensible
reason that Panel concluded that the
uniformed services have no retention
problem. Apparently their conclusions
were based upon the premise that con-
gressional action on military compensa-
tion in 1962, 1963, and 1964 placed mili-
tary compensation at a level in relation
to civilian pay level sufficiently to atiract
and retain adequate numbers of high-
quality personnel in the Armed Forces.
May I emphasize and reemphasize the
words of our own report which accom-
panied H.R. 9075, which characterized
this conclusion by the Folsom Panel with
these words—“simply not true.” All of
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the testimony before our committee re-
futed the Folsom conclusion. All testi-
mony contradicted the Panel’s conten-
tions. So far as I know our committee
did not go into the method of study used
by the Panel. It is my understanding
they sent out a questionnaire. It ishear-
say and I have no way of knowing how re-
liable my information may be when it
is reported that out of the 35,000 ques-
tionnaires returned only about 3 percent
were opened. Is it any wonder that our
great soldier, Gen. Omar Bradley, took
such sharp disagreement with the find-
ings of the Folsom Panel? No, there
should be no wonderment when one
learns not one single officer or enlisted
man ever testified or was questioned by
this panel and the sole representative
of any of the military to be heard was
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara,
who happened to be a member of the
Panel himself.

This measure will cost money. It is
estimated it will have an annual cost of
$825 million. If there are Members who
happen to be worrying about this cost,
they should recall there was no great
concern here in the Congress when we
enacted a short time ago our annual for-
eign aid bill, which included money for
military assistance to our friends and
allies in the world. In some instances, it
provided for the payment to these for-
eign troops at a higher rate of pay than
we pay our own soldiers. Think of
that. Then if there may be those who
are worrying about voting such a great
expenditure in one single measure, I
would suggest that instead of regard-
ing this as a spending measure, it could
quite properly be regarded as an economy
measure. Why is this so? I will not
take the time to indulge in a lot of sta-
tistics but I will say that if we defeat this
bill as being an extravagance we are en-
gaging in false economy. Do you realize
it takes $23,000 to train an electronic
specialist and $49,000 to train a ballistic
launch officer? In the years immediately
past we have spent an estimated total
of $1,200 million upon training military
personnel who have now left the service
because we did not make the military
service attractive enough in comparison
with eivilian occupations.

The truth is that the present military
pay scales encourage mediocrity in the
quality of our personnel which can
neither attract nor retain the best people.
Viewed in this light, H.R. 9075 is not a
spending bill but really an economy
measure which makes just plain ordinary
commonsense. During the hearings I
think it was brought out that just about
everybody is in agreement that our uni-
form services should have a pay increase.
The Folsom Panel agrees this is so, the
Department of Defense was in agreement
with the Folsom Panel.

The differences between the two esti-
mates of need for military pay increases
may be attributed chiefly to the different
assumptions made by the Folsom Panel in
criticizing the Rivers proposal.

Central to these differences are the es-
timates made by the two groups about the
current degree of comparability between
civilian and military pay within the Fed-
eral Government.
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The committee has taken the position
that if it was fair to use the base year
1952 in comparing ecivil servants with
military personnel for purposes of draft-
ing the 1963 Pay Act, then it is eminently
reasonable to use the same base period
in discussing further differences among
the two groups of Federal employees.

The Pay Panel, on the other hand,
insists that the 1963 Military Pay Act
was such a perfect piece of legislation
that civilian and military pay scales were
brought into line with each other and
any percentage comparison of increases
in the two pay scales ought to proceed
from that date as if the two were in
equilibrium. Moreover, they take the
patently ludicrous position that the mili-
tary services are having no problems at-
tracting and retaining qualified career
personnel.

As a matter of fact, it is even hard to
reconcile the pay differences between
civilian and military employees within
the Department of Defense itself. Even
excluding servicemen with under 2 years
of service from our consideration, an ade-
quate committee proposal would have
had to refiect a 19.6-percent shortfall in
pay increases since 1952 between en-
listed officers and professional and tech-
nical workers in the DOD, or the 30.1-
percent shortfall between officers and
the Army-Air Force Wage Board, or the
33.8-percent shortfall between officers
and motor truckdrivers.

Unlike civilians, the military man has
no lobby. He has only the choice to wait
and hope that the injustice he has to
suffer and the inequities he must endure
will somehow, sometime be reduced or
eliminated by the Congress. We have
been careful to provide for increases for
those in the civil service, but we have not
been very munificent to our military.
Our military should and must be put on
a par with their civilian contemporaries.
As the matter now stands, the enlisted
man with less than 2 years of service is
on the very lowest rung of the economic
level. I have little doubt but the fam-
ilies of some of these service personnel
would be eligible in some of our States to
be placed upon the relief rolls. Perhaps
that is the reason the number of hardship
discharges has increased to about one-
quarter in the last 2 years.

At the time of the last increase in pay
for enlisted men with short-term service,
we were just coming out of the Korean
war. Now, after more than a decade of
relatively inactive cold war, we are once
more sending large numbers of enlisted
men to battle.

Keeping in mind Napolean’s dictum
that morale is to materiel as 10 to 1, in
this present time of pending interna-
tional crisis, there could be no more ap-
propriate occasion for us to increase the
basic compensation of enlisted men and
officers.

In closing, I should like to quote our
President's own words before the Na-
tional War College a year ago in August:

I very much want our uniformed citizens
to be first-class citizens In every respect. I
want their wives and children to know only
first-class lives.

Mr. Chairman, that is a commendable,
if seemingly unattainable objective. I
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respectfully submit that H.R. 9075 comes
far closer to the spirit of the President’s
own words than the proposal by the
President's own Special Panel on Federal
Salaries.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield as much time as he
may require to the distinguished gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Nepzz].

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Chairman, I intend
to vote for H.R. 9075.

Mr. Chairman, the lopsided vote to re-
port H.R. 9075 should not be interpreted
to mean that the bill has virtually unani-
mous support in the committee nor that
those who voted affirmatively had wholly
unmixed feelings about it.

I am one of those who voted in favor
of H.R. 9075. I did so because I wanted
therrecord clear that I strongly favor a
pay increase for our Armed Forces this
year. The evidence is quite plain, I
think, that without an increase, military
pay will lag the gains being made in the
private economy and in the civilian sec-
tor of the Federal Establishment.

But I voted to report H.R. 9075 with
considerable mental reservations, for I
believe the bill has substantial defects.
The most basic of these is its helter-
skelter approach. I would like to em-
phasize, as the gentleman from New York
[Mr. StraTTON] did in his minority view,
that we have a duty to balance the needs
of military personnel against our other
obligations—in other sectors of our econ-
omy. It is not a question, as the testi-
mony before the committee amply made
clear, of whether our defense posture is
in danger of imminent collapse. Every-
one agrees that our personnel are capable
and devoted. Everyone agrees also that
a pay increase is needed to maintain mili-
tary pay at levels relative to civilian
earnings which will enable us to main-
tain a largely quite satisfactory mili-
tary personnel situation. The issue is
rather to whom the increase should be
given and how much it should be. The
defects of H.R. 9075 are that it raises
pay more than necessary in some areas
and it allocates increases among the vari-
ous grades in the wrong proportions.

The committee’s calculation of how
much of an increase should go to which
grades had no basis in science whatso-
ever. The development of the proposed
pay scales was based on two highly ques-
tionable and totally unrelated assump-
tions: First, that it is possible to com-
pare military and civilian jobs sufficient-
ly to link them for pay purposes; and,
second, that the traditional relation-
ship—by which is meant 1952 relation-
ship—between the pay levels of various
military grades is the correct one which
ought to be restored. ;

I know of no study, public or private,
which has successfully linked military
and civil service, that has successfully
identified which jobs required equal work
so that they could be given equal pay.
The committee disclaimed attempts to
do this, but it nevertheless did exactly
that in selecting so-called anchor points
at which pay levels were to be equated.
No one knows if these anchor points have
any validity whatsoever.

Taking off from this very shaky foun-
dation, the committee next attempted to



July 19, 1965

adjust military pay to take account of
fringe benefits. This adjustment, which
certainly must, in the very nature of
things, be enormously complex, was no
problem to the committee. It simply
charged the military individual a 6%~
percent imputed contribution to retire-
ment. Now it is certainly true, as both
Secretary of Defense McNamara and the
actuarial firm which the committee con-
sulted on this point have said, that it
is entirely appropriate to take into ac-
count the existence of retirement bene-
fits in setting pay levels. But the proper
calculation would take into account what
the Nation contributes to the benefit.
The Defense Department presented testi-
mony that the Government contribution
to support military retirement is not the
62 percent used by the committee, but
over 24 percent.

In addition to the pseudoscientific
linkage upon which the committee’s pay
structure is based, another serious defect
is its reversion to 1952 to determine the
appropriate relationships of military pay
grades with one another. What rele-
vance the scales of 13 years ago have to
today’'s military forces completely es-
capes me. In 1963, the Defense Depart-
ment and the Congress came up with a
set of pay scales that was attuned as
nearly as humanly possible to the needs
of our modern forces. These scales were
arrived at after a year of intensive study.
The committee would disregard the ef-
fort made in the 1963 Pay Act. Cer-
tainly, there is nothing sacrosanct about
the structure established in 1963. But
I am satisfied that it ought not to be
changed capriciously and before proper
careful study has been made.

I conclude, therefore, that HR. 9075
is the wrong kind of a pay raise because,
with no justification provided by the
committee, it significantly revises the
pay structure established in 1963. H.R.
9075 is also too costly. According to the
committee report, the total increase in
expenditures on a 12-month basis would
be $996 million—just under $1 billion.

But this total is expenditures, not total
costs. When we raise pay we increase
our liability as a Nation to pay retire-
ment benefits. These costs are real, even
though they do not appear in this year’s
budget. We have to pay them eventually,
and we are fooling only ourselves if we
ignore them. The expected increase in
retirement liabilities on an annual basis
is §557 million. Thus, the true annual
cost of the committee proposal is more
than $1.5 billion. In fairness to the tax-
payer, and in keeping with our responsi-
bility to hold down the costs of Govern-
ment, I do not believe we should incur
such large costs without a very strong as-
surance that the Nation will derive a
maximum benefit from this huge ex-
penditure. I am not persuaded that H.R.
9075 does this. I intend to vote for this
bill because I feel strongly that there is
an immediate need for an increase in
military pay and I recognize the realities
of the likelihood of success in attempting,
at this time, to offer alternative meth-
ods of providing for it.

I have criticized the serious weak-
nesses in H.R. 9075. It has two features
which I enthusiastically commend. The
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first, provision for a variable reenlist-
ment bonus focuses direetly on the most
serious personnel problem the services
have. Each of the Secretaries and the
uniformed Chiefs emphasized the prob-
lem in specialized skills, where the costs
of training are high and the oppor-
tunities in civil life are most attractive.
The problem is that we are most likely
to lose qualified people in just those skills
where we can least afford it. The bonus
would channel additional pay into these
specialties. It offers the incentive toward
career service at just the time that it will
be most effective, when an individual de-
cides whether or not to reenlist. Be-
cause it is variable, the service can pay
more in those skills where it needs more
reenlistment. For the same cost, a flat
across-the-board pay increase will be
nowhere near as effective in getting the
right kind of reenlistments.

The other feature of the bill which
I strongly support is the procedure for
annual review ‘and quadrennial major
study. This is, it seems to me, and order-
ly and rational way to go about making
pay changes. Once every 4 years the
whole structure of military pay would be
examined in depth. The appropriate
level for two-star generals can be ad-
dressed; the relation of sergeants to cor-
porals to privates pay can be studied;
possible changes in the multitude of spe-
cial pays and allowances can be ex-
amined, to see if they are meeting the
specific needs for which they were de-
signed. The major question which would
be answered would be this: Is pay at a
level sufficient to provide and retain the
quality of people necessary to man our
Armed Forces? And then, when appro-
priate revisions were made, we would not
concern ourselves with such questions
for another 4 years. In the meantime,
the annual reviews would keep us posted
on the changes occurring in the pri-
vate sector of the economy and on the
civilian side of Government employment.
If and as necessary, upward shifts in
military pay would be made to mateh up-
ward movements in the wage level.

This procedure is valuable for two rea-
sons: first, it makes it unnecessary to ex-
amine the entire pay structure in great
detail and make extensive changes every
time a pay bill is proposed. From the
serviceman’s viewpoint, its great value
lies in the prevention of lags in the ad-
justment of pay. The longer pay in-
creases are deferred, the larger the
amounts required to keep pay equitable
and the greater the reluctance of Con-
gress to approve them. The systematic
procedure proyided in H.R. 9075 avoids
problems for 4he committee, this House,
and the individual serviceman, and it
should be approved.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield as much time as he
may require to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. Evans].

Mr. EVANS of Colorado. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of HR. 9075. I
would like to say at the beginning, know-
ing the responsibilities that our chair-
man has had in taking over this commit-
tee this year, I want to thank him per-
sonally for taking the time and showing
the patience to extend to all persons on
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this committee the chance to participate
in all of these deliberations.

Mr. Chairman, I join in wholeheart-
edly supporting H.R. 9075. This bill was
drafted by the Armed Services Commit-
tee after the most searching review of
economic factors and the most diligent
attempt to get a full evaluation of mili-
tary compensation that I am aware of.
As you have heard, this included the
hiring of a firm of professional actuaries.
I would like to speak in my brief time,
however, to one point of great impor-
tance that has not been extensively
covered. This is the provision for annual
review of the adequacy of the pay system.

The bill provides for an annual survey
of pay rates and also a searching re-
analysis every 4 years of the principles
and concept underlying the whole mili-
tary pay structure. The first such broad
review would be made not later than
January 1, 1967.

This provision is in a way similar to
what is provided for in the civil service
system for which an annual comparabil-
ity review is now required. Please notice
that our bill does not just permit this
review of military pay, it requires it.

The executive branch proposed that it
be given automatic power to put pay in-
creases into effect following annual re-
views. Under this proposal, the Con-
gress historic authority to initiate would
become merely a negative power to veto.
That is, unless the Congress specifically
repudiated the increases within 60 days,
they would automatically go into effect.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to review
some of the reasons why I think this rec-
ommendation of the President was un-
fortunate and why I think the commit-
tee was wise in rejecting it. First, it has
already been pointed out perhaps that
this would be an abdication of Congress
power under the Constitution. I think
there is a serious question as to whether
the Constitution would permit us to do
this ‘even if we wanted to. Since the
Constitution says that Congress shall
“raise and support armies,” obviously, it
is' part of the duties of the Congress to
determine the level at which they will be
supported.

Beyond that, however, think of the
confusion that could be caused by such
a system. Having the administration
determine that a certain pay raise is
required and then initiating a 60-day
waiting period to see whether or not
the Congress vetoes such a raise would,
in effect;, be playing a game of “who’s
who?"” Who is the Executive and who is
the legislature.

Even if Congress did not veto the auto-
matic raise in the 60-day period, funds
would still have to be appropriated to pay
for the raise. This would merely trans-
fer the onus from the Armed Services to
the Appropriations Committee. Now, if
we determined that because this raise
had not been vetoed in 60 days the Ap-
propriations Committee would have to
appropriate money for the raise, we
would then have the absolute triumph
of Executive spending over even the
House Appropriations Committee. The
Committee on Appropriations would be
yielding up to the Executive its strongest
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power under the Constitution, its control
of the Federal purse strings.

Further, think of the sheer chaos in-
volved if the Appropriations Committee
did not concede that it had to honor an
executive branch decision to raise pay
merely because the legislative commit-
tees had not vetoed the action within 60
days. Suppose, for example, that in Jan-
uary the executive branch finds that a
pay raise of $400 million is required. The
Armed Services and Civil Service Com-
mittees do not pass a negative resolution
by the end of March. The administra-
tion then puts the raise into effect. In
June, the Appropriations Committee re-
ports appropriations bills which deny the
$400 million for the pay raise. Where
are we then? If you say the Appropria-
tions Committee cannot do this, then you
are saying it has surrendered its power
to the executive branch. Such a situa-
tion would make the Bureau of Labor
Statistics a much more powerful unit of
the Federal Government than the House
Appropriations Committee. But if the
committee can do this, and does do this,
you have sheer chaos: An Executive order
to pay military salaries which the Appro-
priations Committee will not fund.

One final point. Remember that the
undertaking of review often creates the
desire for positive results. The simple
fact of the executive branch conducting
an annual pay review tends to increase
the recommendations for pay increases.
While annual reviews are desirable for
purposes of equity, there could be a tend-
ency to overstate pay needs which the
Congress has the responsibility to guard
against. It needs more than a negative
authority to properly do this. It needs
the sole power to initiate a pay raise.

In summary, turning over the func-
tion of increasing Federal pay to the ex-
ecutive branch along the lines recom-
mended by the administration would be
unworkable, confusing, destructive of
morale, possibly in violation of the Con-
stitution, and certainly an unwarranted
reduction in the power of the Congress.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield as much time as he
may require to the distinguished gentle-
man from Maryland, Mr. MACHEN.

Mr. MACHEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 9075. A significant
raise in military pay was an important
issue in my campaign last fall. I feel
very fortunate that as a member of the
Armed Services Committee I was able to
offer my support to legislation introduced
by the able chairman by introducing an
identical bill providing for a raise of
nearly 11 percent.

I have received letters from all over
the country in support of this legislation.
This is an issue that cuts across all parti-
san and geographical lines. From as far
away as Pearl Harbor, Hawaii, and as
close as my neighborhood in Hyattsville,
men and women have written asking for
a substantial raise, not just a token in-
crease.

There are many reasons to justify an
across-the-board pay boost at this time.
Besldes the distressing situation in Viet-
nam, we have our servicemen and their
families here at home living in conditions
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not dissimilar from those being attacked
by the war on poverty.

It would be harsh to say that our Fed-
eral Government has been fostering
poverty in its Armed Forces. But studies
show that thousands of servicemen re-
ceive less than the $3,000 a year poverty
level set by the Office of Economic Op-
portunity. I believe that it is absurd for
the Government to concentrate on a pro-
gram of wiping out poverty among ci-
vilians when large numbers of our mili-
tary employees cannot earn a decent
living.

Statistics show also that while general
military compensation has increased 34
percent since 1952, civil servants have
averaged more than 46-percent pay in-
creases since then. At the same time,
pay for truck drivers has jumped 70 per-
cent since 1952.

Another distressing factor is the tre-
mendous loss to the Government of
trained military personnel who leave the
service because of the inequitable pay. It
has been pointed out that an enlisted
man tending a nuclear reactor on a naval
ship earns less than one-half of what his
civilian counterpart receives.

Chairman Rivers placed the whole is-
sue in perspective when he said:

If Congress and the American public fail
to give their wholehearted support to this
necessary adjustment in military compensa-
tion, the results could be catastrophic since
it could only be interpreted by America's
ﬂght!ng men as evidence of publlc indiffer-
ence to the future of our national security.

I am in complete agreement with this
attitude.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
require to the distinguished gentleman
from California [Mr. LEGGETT].

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I
think with respect to the pending legis-
lation, we have to recognize some sim-
ple facts. The Great Society, including
a better standard of living and a freer
exercise of civil rights, the right to live,
the right to work and to recreate where
a citizen might desire—these things are
just the antithesis of military life. In
the latter, you work and you play where
you are told. You are told where you may
bring your wife, where you may go and
live, whether you are to live in a stockade
or outside one, what kind of allowance
will be provided for you for living and
eating, when you are going to eat and
what you are going to eat and where you
are going to eat. They are also told how
to fight, and where to fight and when
to fight. You are given rights to express
yourself under the regulations, but we
were presented with a case before our
committee where an airman attempted
to express himself on this very important
legislation only to find himself censured
under the regulations as interpreted by
one of our commanders. That was true
at least at that time in the western part
of the United States.

In days gone by, we have poked fun
at the man who worked for a lifetime
and received a watch on his retirement.
The watch presentation, of course, is
very comical and, I think with the spiral-
ing increase in the cost of living today,
even the retirement as being the great
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panacea for a successful and happy life
is coming into disrepute.

I would also point out that when Sec-
retary Nitze testified before our commit-
tee he pointed out that there were four
factors which caused several hundred
million dollars’ worth of technically
trained manpower to leave the military
service and that caused poor morale.
One of those was poor pay. The second
was poor housing. The third was poor
recognition and the fourth was being
away from home too much.

I wonder how the concept of being
away from home for 6 months in a
Polaris submarine shapes up with our
Great Society.

The passage of the pending bill which
I can now report, on receiving my col-
league’s, Congressman STRATTON'S report,
that he supports this legislation, I am
pleased to say is unanimously supported
by our Armed Services Committee, is an
important step in restoring equity in
everyday American life. Today, military
men are among the most poorly paid of
our Federal employees. This imbalance
has increased with every military pay
raise, because it has failed to keep pace
with the raises given to other Federal
employees.

The pending legislation is aimed at re-
moving the disparity between the mili-
tary men and other Federal employees
and employees on the outside.

Mr, Chairman, the pay raises proposed
in this legislation would lift military in-
comes to a level closely correlated with
the present pay of other Federal em-
ployees performing comparable serv-
ices with full consideration given to the
so-called fringe benefits enjoyed by the
military.

This legislation then is aimed solely
at making into law the fundamental
American dedication to equal reward for
services rendered. It will serve to correct
the course of our neglect during the past
decade.

Mr. Chairman, for those who would
say that we are perhaps being a little
overly generous with our military
through this legislation, I would suggest
that they look at the testimony of the
Secretary of Defense when he appeared
before our committee. In that testi-
mony he showed that with respect to our
officer personnel there was a lag of some-
thing like 11 years, from 1952 to 1963,
where we did very little if anything for
this class of personnel and the enlisted
also. Also, that during that period of
time they were allowed to get better than
20 percent out of balance with competi-
tive professional and technical personnel
on the outside, or an average imbalance
of better than 10 percent per year for
that 11-year period.

Mr. Chairman, when one considers
that in our defense effort we expend
yearly on the average about $15 billion
and if we save 10 percent of that yearly
for an 1l-year period, it is readily ap-
parent that we have saved $1.5 billion a
year or $16.5 billion out of the hide of the
American serviceman for the past 11
years.

Mr. Chairman, I believe the pending
bill is an effort to restore some equity to
this imbalance. I believe that certainly
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our servicemen deserve the support of
the Members of this Congress and I am
Pleased to see that there has been very
little argument about that on the floor
of the House here today.

Mr. Chairman, we recognize that serv-
icemen themselves cannot come here and
€xpress their plight. Certainly their fu-
ture rests on the paternalism and fore-
sight of the American Congress.

The administration has taken a posi-
tive approach to the plight of the mili-
tary man and my objections to the ad-
ministration’s proposed military pay
raise are entirely quantitative. The ad-
ministration’s proposed pay raise scale is
simply not enough. Recent surveys con-
ducted by the individual armed services
have produced grim statistics conecerning
the low living standards of American
military men and their families. Ac-
Cording to an Air Force survey, approxi-
mately 71,000 members of the Air Force
Supplement their military pay with out-
side jobs and another survey reports that
32 percent of all marines have outside
Jobs. Perhaps the most striking finding
of all is the fact that almost one out of
every four men in the Air Force receives
a basic pay below the poverty levels set
by the Government. It is truly ironic
that the Government’s poverty program
is in part a response to a situation the
Government itself has created.

The lot of the American servicemen as
revealed by these figures is quite shock-
ing and borders on national disgrace, for
our servicemen are the very defenders of
the nations. In time of constant inter-
national unrest made dangerous by pow-
erful enemies our military strength is
necessary for the preservation of the
free world. Indeed, the keystone of the
foreign policy of the present administra-
tion is that military strength and na-
tlonal preparedness are the surest source
of safety in an unsure world. In order to
meet our political and economic respon-
sibilities around the world today a strong
Military Establishment is a vital neces-
sity. In caution, I hasten to point out
that this commitment to a powerful mili-
tary can in now way be equated with
militarism or offensive preparation on
our part. This military posture is simply
our only course in a divided and danger-
ous world not of our own making and
pending further international agree-
ments. This legislation is designed to
strengthen our Armed Forces. Not only
does it propose higher pay for all men
in uniform but is specifically structured
to reward excellence through the variable
reenlistment bonus. With this device the
Defense Department can offer men reen-
listing in the service a bonus up to four
times the present bonus rates. Perhaps
with the passage of this legislation a
military career will take on a new appeal
to talented young men looking for a
career in Government service. It is only
by such incentive of selective reward that
the armed services will be able to attract
and keep the high quality of perform-
ance that is necessary for the Nation's
defenses.

The effect of the passage of this bill
npon local and national economic con-
ditions is obvious. For example, in my
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constituency, the Fourth District of Cali-
fornia, where approximately 15 percent
of the population lives under the military
payroll either as servicemen or their
dependents, a military pay raise would
have a significant influence upon the
general economy. And the legislation
would have like results in many similar
communities around the country.

The implicetions of this bill, however,
extend beyond purely economic consider-
ations. My support of the bill is based
primarily upon its value to national
security. The military, for a while at
least, is here to stay. In view of this
essential role played by the armed serv-
ices we should make a determined effort
to build a military system composed of
men of high caliber. In this military pay
raise bill I see a constructive first step
toward this new kind of military struc-
ture. For not only would it make first-
class citizens of the Nation's defenders
but also do much to assure that the Na-
tion retains first-class defenders.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina, Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the distinguished gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr, LonG].

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of a pay
raise for the Armed Forces of the United
States. It has been made unmistakably
clear to me by facts brought out at the
hearings before the Armed Services Com-
mittee that our military personnel need
more money. There is really no job in
civilian life with which to adequately
compare the duties, the disciplines, and
the enforced sacrifices of the military
man. But we underpay our servicemen
even by any general standard of com-
parison, leaving out the extra burdens of
military life.

We read and hear daily of horrors, in-
dignities, casualties and deaths suffered
worldwide by our service personnel in the
defense of our country's commitments
and ideals. Yet, we pay the soldier or
sallor when entering the service less than
we pay the high school dropout who joins
the Job Corps. We pay many of the
lower enlisted grades less to take care of
themselves and their families than they
could get on State relief or unemploy-
ment rolls. We pay the higher ranks
insufficient money to keep them from ac-
cepting the monetary lures of private in-
dustry.

There is a serious retention problem.
The enlisted and junior officer grades are
far below subsistence levels of income
and we must remedy this situation that
presents problems not conducive to the
retention of our skilled and trained per-
sonnel

This Congress is obligated to increase
the pay for our military personnel, Our
uniformed men and women are defend-
ing democracy at outposts throughout
the world and for this commitment we
are obliged to adequately compensate
those who defend us, commensurate with
the inherent risks and responsibility of
their task.

Since World War II our freedom as a
Nation, as well as individual freedom, has
come under serious attack resulting in a
substantial diminution of national free-
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dom and individual rights. The Con-
gress of the United States has not
hesitated in calling upon our military
people to defend our remaining rights
from Communist aggression, from
threats to our national security and to
defend our free enterprise system. We
must not hesitate now.

In advocating the committee’s military
pay bill, I am not advocating a program
authorizing hugh sums of money for a
pilot study; it is not a new or untried
program; it is not a gamble, nor is it con-
jecture; but it is a program with ap-
proximately 189 years of experience and
success behind it and the wealth of ex-
perience has taught that we must provide
for our military personnel an income ex-
pectation suitable to support himself and
his dependents.

I am personally convinced that the
facts brought out in the recent hearings
before the House Armed Services Com-
mittee fully support the need for the
committee’s bill. I am equally convinced
that the administration’s bill is inade-
quate because it is based on faulty sta-
tistics provided the Presidential Pay
Panel by the Defense Department.

I hope Members who are in doubt will
read the hearings before our committee.

I feel sure, Mr. Chairman, that had the
President time to consider this matter in
detail he would agree with the commit-
tee’s bill as he so wholeheartedly backed
our servicemen during his time in Con-
gress, Obvlously, the President was un-
aware of the statistical inaccuracies in
the DOD presentation to the Pay Panel.
These inaccurances were brought out in
our hearings. This is what congres-
sional hearings are for, to get at the
truth. We have done our job. Ipray the
i!ouse will do its job and support this

111,

I ask that the House of Representa-
tives support the Military Pay Act offered
by the House Armed Services Commit-
tee, thus fulfilling congressional respon-
sibility to our Armed Forces.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. WALKER].

Mr. WALKER of New Mexico. Mr.
Chairman, I wish my name to be listed
among those calling for an increase in
pay for the men and women of the Armed
Forces. But to my colleagues who are
pained by budgetary consideration, I
would like to point out that we might
refer to this pay bill as the last of the big
ones.

Now, why do I say that?

It is no mystery as to why a military
pay bill is required and why a big one is
required this year.

Historically, military men had mark-
edly lower pay but this was made up for
by a high level of fringe benefits—a very
good retirement system, medical care, in-
cluding medical care in retirement, tax-
free housing and subsistence allowances,
post exchanges and commissaries, re-
duced recreational expenses, travel, and
others.

What has happened in the period since
World War II? The civilan economy
has overtaken the fringe benefits
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program of the Government. Free or
largely paid for medical and life insur-
ance benefits are common in private in-
dustry today. Industry spends an in-
creasing portion of its personnel dollar
for such things as company funded re-
tirement systems, sick leave, long vaca-
tion periods, in many cases free meals
and the privilege of buying goods at re-
duced costs. It is not commonly real-
ized, but we have reached the point
where industry’'s percentage of payroll
going for fringe benefits is virtually the
same as the percentage in the Govern-
ment.

It should be noted that in addition
private enterprise has many benefits that
are not and cannot be given to military
personnel, such as stock options, large
cash bonuses, et cetera. Let us also note
that there are not in private industry the
time-in-grade requirements that slow
promotion for even the best men in the
military services.

‘While there has been a steady rise in
fringe benefits in private industry and
for civil servants, what has been the sit-
uation for military personnel? Military
fringe benefits have actually gone down
somewhat. The only new substantial
benefits military people have obtained
over the last 15 years are the family
separation allowance—which merely
provides small additional funds to cover
added expenses when the serviceman is
away from his family—and the Depend-
ent Medical Care Act, which provides
care in civilian hospitals for military de-
pendents. Military dependents, how-
ever, had always gotten most of their
care in military hospitals.

While these two benefits were being
added over this period, the services have
lost fringe benefits. Dependent dental
care has practically ceased. Prices in
the commissaries and exchanges have
been increased for the individual service-
man and items available in exchanges
have been severely limited. With the
loss of recomputation—that is, the right
to recompute retired pay on the latest
pay scales—military retirement benefits
have been reduced. In addition, tempo-
rarily at least, the serviceman has lost
the traditional benefit of medical care in
retirement.

Now, while the civillan fringe benefits
were catching up and passing the mili-
tary fringe benefits, military pay did not
make any great leap forward to catch up
with civilian pay. In fact, military pay
fell far behind civil service pay in the
years since 1952 at a time when civil serv-
ice pay was gradually being brought up to
a level with private industry. The reason
for this is very simple. Congress voted a
lot more raises for the eivilian employees
than for its military personnel. Up un-
til 1958, it was traditional that the serv-
iceman got a pay raise in the same Con-
gress, generally in the same year, as civil
servants did. This was true in 1952,
1955, and 1958.

In 1960, civil servants broke the sound
barrier when they got a pay raise passed
over the President's veto. Civil servants
got another pay raise in 1962—in two in-
crements, the first in October 1962, and
the second in January 1964. Civil serv-
ants also got another pay raise in October
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of 1964, which saw very large increases
for the upper And the honey-
moon is not over yet, as we shall find out
in a few weeks.

During most of this time, the military
stood still. In 1963, the military services
got a large pay raise costing over $1 bil-
lion. And in 1964, they got a very small
pay raise, averaging about 215 percent.

The President’s pay panel, in making
their recommendstions this year, as-
sumed that the 1963 pay raise had put
military personnel at a proper compa-
rable level in relation to eivil servants and
that this year's bill merely would have
to maintain them at the 1963 level.

Mr. Chairman, this is the crux of the
problem. The 1963 pay raise only closed
a little more than half of the gap that
had opened between civil service and mil-
itary scales since 1958. Four or five small
raises are better than one big one. As a
matter of fact, as we all know, four 5 per-
cent raises are better than one 20 percent
raise. Roughly speaking, this is what has
happened. The military got one big per-
centage raise in 1963, but the civil serv-
ants by them had gotten a series of raises
that cumulatively added up to a higher
percentage.

The great virtue of H.R. 9075, the bill
brought forth today by the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, is that it would finally
close the gap. We are not, of course,
making up for what the military man has
lost over the years, but we are seeing that
he will be on a par from now on. That
is why I say, Mr. Chairman, that this can
be considered the last of the big ones.
Once this bill is passed, we will in the fu-
ture require only more moderate adjust-
ments in line with rising living costs,
such as is now contemplated for eivil
servants. Therefore, I urge all of my col-
leagues, in the strongest possible terms,
to vote for this bill and to assure, in the
words of our highly esteemed and dis-
tinguished chairman, the Honorable L.
MEenNDEL RiveErs, that the members of our
Armed Forces have “a standard of liv-
ing at least as good as the standard of
living they are defending.”

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. Lovel.

Mr. LOVE. Mr. Chairman, may I first
state how proud I am to be associated
with such a fine committee under such a
dedicated and knowledgeable chairman
and to work with individuals who ap-
proach the problems of national defense
on a bipartisan basis. The gentlemen
on the other side of the aisle must be
complimented for their dedication in
placing the national interest above po-
litical consideration.

I am pleased to be associated with the
remarks of my chairman, the gentleman
from South Carolina, the Honorable L.
MexnpeL Rivers, with those of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts, the Honorable
WriLriam H. Bates, and others on both
sides of the aisle who support the bill for
the reason that it takes some intestinal
fortitude to make an objective analysis
of the problems of military pay which in
some of its aspects are contrary to those
of the administration as set forth by the
President’s Folsom Pay Panel.
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I believe it was Branch Rickey, of base-
ball fame, who once said, “Never accept
the negative without exploring the posi-
tive.” What pleased me the most was
the Armed Services Committee’s positive
approach to this serious problem. We
would not be denied.

I am in such complete agreement with
my fellow members of the committee on
their conclusion on the matter of a mili-
tary pay raise, that I introduced a bill
identical to my chairman’s bill, now
under consideration in this Chamber.

The need for the enactment of H.R.
9075 is disclosed by a careful reading of
the committee’s report. At last the
members of thc armed services will be
compensated at a level comparable to
civilians in our economy.

The Uniformed Services Pay Act of
1965 will provide the first increase in 13
years of enlisted members with 2 years or
less of service. Passage of this proposal
would also provide an adequate adjust-
ment for the 1963 pay bill which gave the
first increase since 1952 for officers with
under 2 years of service. Although the
administration’s proposal has many good
points, it does overlook the needs of these
two groups in favor of those with longer
service. However, the time has come
when we must assure these members with
less than 2 years of service that they will
be able to adequately provide for their
families. If these men must resort to
“moonlighting,” heavy debt, or help from
their parents, how can their Government
ever expect them to reenlist when their
initial tenure is completed?

I believe the testimony of Gen. Omar
N. Bradley, retired, of the Folsom Pay
Panel, best describes the problem—the
retention problem:

I would like to emphasize that my remarks
in no way imply that our top service leader-
ship today is medlocre. These men were
committed to the services before the present
discrepancies in pay arose. I am concerned
about our abllity to continue to attract men
who will become our leaders of the future.

I belleve that your present hearing will
bring out the following facts:

1. Now that many industries send recruit-
ing teams into the principal colleges and
universities to interview the members of the
graduating classes, the services are not get-
ing their share of the outstanding men,

2. That the salaries and other benefits
offered as far In excess of those offered by
the services.

3. That we are losing many of our best
potentlal leaders after they have served their
obligatory service.

4. That our tralning programs are very
expensive and are made so because of the
large turnover in personnel.

6. That the lifetime total compensation
of our leaders who reach the top positions,
compares very unfavorably with that of
3?’; who reach top positions in other walks

a.

6. That In many cases, the commissioned
officer in charge of the project, and who is
responsible for its success, receives less pay
than some of the Civil Service employees in
his office.

7. That commutation of quarters 1s usu-
ally less than what the service member 1s
required to pay for rent. Frequent changes
of station and separation of families because
of forelgn service, add to housing costs,

I would like to make one more point.
That is, the effect of the whole compensa-
tion system on the continuing morale of the
services. Of course, morale is not dependent
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on pay alone, but adequate compensation 1s
undoubtedly one of the elements,

Our committee report does, in fact,
show that General Bradley’s seven points
Summarize the basic problems of the
various branches of the armed services
today. A vast amount of testimony,
tables, and statistics point to one obvious
conclusion: An adequate pay raise is
needed to bring all military personnel’s
total compensation up to levels equal to
their eivilian counterparts.

In the last analysis, the future of the
military rests in the hands of the public.
If we give servicemen secondary treat-
ment, we tamper with the innermost
fabric of military security as well as our
own, If, through neglect, we lose the
ablest and most skilled servicemen in the
country, then the free world’s future is

in question.

I sincerely hope my colleagues will
Jjoin me in voting for H.R. 9075.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. HaLr].

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, out where
I come from a critter roped and hogtied,
you do not roll all the meat off him be-
fore you send him to market.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of H.R.
9075, and, of the chairman and Members
Who believe and defend the constitu-

concept that the Congress shall
Traise, provide for, and establish policy in
the military services.

Our able chairman of the Armed Serv-

Committee has succinetly and with
Ereat force spelled out the need and jus-
tification for this pay increase for our
military personnel. I should like to add
my voice in urging the adoption of this
legislation.

We live today in a world of crisis.

In this world, we have come to expect
& complete dedication of our military
Personnel. We think nothing of asking
them to live in and walk in space, to
fight and die for their country in far-
flung places such as the dense, rain-
Soaked, dangerous, and disease-ridden
Jungles of Vietnam, to be uprooted with
their families at frequent intervals by
Station transfers, to be separated from
their families for long periods of time

use of foreign or sea duty, or to com-
mit themselves to 24-hour-a-day call in
tedious technical, but vital, tasks.

We have asked much—we have re-
Ceived from them even more than we
have asked. They have given of them-
Selves unstintingly. This is our Nation’s
tradition.

It is past time that this Nation reward

t constant dedication.

I agreed with Secretary McNamara
when he stated before our committee:

We cannot compensate the man in uni-
Torm for the unique hazards of the military
Profession, but we can and should see to it
that he at least shares with the civilian pop-
ulation the rising standard of living.

But I disagree that a 2.7- or 4.8-per-
cent inerease in service pay will permit
our men in uniform to share with the
civillan population the rising standard of
living, The evidence before our com-
mittee conclusively established the con-
trary.

CXI1I——1088

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The evidence garnered by our commit-
tee showed that a 10.6-percent increase
will be a big step forward. It will not
compensate the man in uniform for the
unique hazards of the military profes-
sion; but it will, to some extent, permit
him to share “with the civilian popula-
tion the rising standard of living.”

As Gen. Omar Bradley so ably told our
committee:

Unlimited lability is inherent in the
mandate from the people of the United
States charging each person in uniform to
stand ready to defend this Nation, when nec-
essary, at the risk of his life. This charge
exists for no other walk of life, profession
or calling.

It is incongruous that these same men
are being asked to do this much on a
pauper’s wage. The minimum wage
rates in this country are $1.25 per hour.
Is the House aware that, in order to make
this minimum wage, the typical service-
man must be at least a corporal or a
third-class petty officer? This includes
his housing and food allowance. It is
gross injustice to provide Job Corps can-
didates a starting wage equal to or ex-
ceeding that of our servicemen. A “de-
linquent” who enters the Job Corps is as
well provided for as a military recruit.
Perhaps true equity in pay plus the train-
ing the military services are famed for,
is the beginning of the end of need for
the peacetime “draft.”

H.R. 9075 would at least restore the
serviceman's starting pay to a higher
plateau than some of our youth welfare
programs. The recruit’s basic pay spon-
sored in this bill is $87.90, an increase of
$9.90 per month. Remember, our
draftee must serve 24 months, compared
to other nations’ 12 months “callups.”
This proposal represents the first serious
step in 13 years to improve the pay of
a recruit. As conservative as this in-
crease appears, it will do much toward
improving the lot of the serviceman and
will, in my opinion, provide an impetus
toward increased attractiveness of mili-
tary service, and retention of technically
qualified and needed personnel therein.

The increases proposed for the higher

enlisted and officer grades are entirely
justified. You have only to review the
salary trends in the Federal civil service
in the past few years to recognize the
need.
The average increases in civil service
pay since 1952 have been approximately
46 percent. The military increase in that
same time has been 36.6 percent for those
personnel with over 2 years service. If
we include those men serving obligated
service, the average military increase has
been less than 34 percent. With these
standards in mind, the bill before you
proposes an average pay increase of 10.6
percent, and is designed solely to provide
our military men and women parity with
increases already provided to Federal
civilians. The committee has accepted
many good ideas and portions from the
departmental bill. You can, in good
conscience, provide no less, for those who
serve.

Our military is no less deserving than
any other faction in our economy to
share in the wealth and productivity of
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this Nation. I urge each of you to lend
your support to H.R. 9075.

Ishall ask, Mr. Chairman, when we are
back in the Whole House, permission to
revise and extend my remarks: and in-
clude a statement on this bill H.R. 9075,
I made for the Seventh Missouri Congres-
sional District on June 8, 1965.

This week, the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, on which I serve, began hearings on
legislation to provide a pay increase for mem-
bers of the armed services, One of these
proposals, originated within the committee, is
cosponsored by 34 of its members, including
myself, and our chairman, the Honorable
MenpEL Rivers of South Carolina. The
committee-backed bill would provide an av-
erage increase of approximately 11 percent in
basic pay for all members of the uniformed
services. The bill, sponsored by the admin-
istration, provides for a 5-percent increase for
military personnel with over 2 years service,
with a 3-percent base pay Increase for those
with less than 2 years service,

Although there is a very definite difference
in the recommendations emanating from the
executive and legislative branches, the fact
is that both branches agree that a military
pay increase is justified. The question, there-
fore, is, “How large an increase is justified,
and where should these Increases be placed
in the military pay structure?” One of the
first factors to be resolved is a comparison
of pay structures for civil employees of the
Federal Government with those in the mill-
tary services. At one time, the job security
afforded members of the military services was
considered an additional benefit beyond those
avallable to civil employees, and, therefore, a
factor to be considered In setting pay scales.
However, this is no longer true, since under
civil service, civillan employees have virtually
the same retirement and greater assurance
of job security than those in the military.
In some instances, they have even greater
security than many military officers who may
be involuntarily discharged because of age
in grade, poor efficiency, or physical dis-
qualification.

In 1949, the average annual pay of a classi-
fled civilian employee of the Federal Govern-
ment was $4,620. At that time, the average
annual military pay—including quarters and
subsistence allowances, amounted to §3,846—
& difference of approximately $774. Today,
this dollar differential has increased to $1,676.
The average pay of classified Civil Service
personnel i{s now $7,368, while average mill-
tary pay, including all allowances, is only
$5,602. To restore the same relationship that
previously existed with civilian Federal pay
levels would require an 11.6 percent increase
in military base pay. The year 1948 was
selected as a starting point because it was
at that time when the military compensa-
tion system was completely overhauled by
the Congress in the Career Compensation Act
of 1949, From these comparisons, it is quite
evident that even in the “catching up proc-
ess” military pay increases have lagged be-
hind those provided civilian employees of the
Federal Government.

But statistics alone do not fully portray
the inadequacy of our present military pay
structure. Today, 76,000 American soldiers,
marines, sallors, and alrmen are facing haz-
ards of war in Vietnam. In every corner
of the globe, the members of the uniformed
services represent our only sure line of de-
fense against communlsm, subversion, and
aggression. In addition, those who man bat-
tle stations around the world must often
endure the hardship of long separation from
family and loved ones, a sacrifice which few
civillan employees are called upon to make.
As our committee considers these many as-
pects (not to mention the question of locat-
ing sources of revenue to carry out these
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adjustments), one thought must remain up-
permost In our minds: In 1945, America's
first Secretary of Defense, James Forrestal,
was watching our forces prepare to land in
Iwo Jima. As he saw many of those Ameri-
cans going to what was to be a final resting
place, he was moved to say:

“In the last analysis, it's the man with the
rifie and the machine gun who wins the
wars and who pays the penalty to preserve
our liberty.”

I know our committee will consider the
Nation's debt to those who serve in time of
crisis, as It undertakes to make needed pay
adjustments for the members of our uni-
formed services. I hope we will also appre-
clate their willingness, devotion, and dedica-
tlon.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. CALLAWAY].

Mr. CALLAWAY. Mr. :
many times I have been before this body
to speak for economy, for a balanced
budget, and for reductions in runaway
Federal spending. Today I find myself
here in support of an additional spending
program, yet one that differs from others
and that is every way consistent with
the goals of those who favor sane Gov-
ernment spending. Today I rise in sup-
port of a pay raise for our military men
and women, a measure badly needed, Mr.
Chairman, and one that I can truly feel
is at last worthy of that catchall phrase
“in the national interest.” For I firmly
believe that the adequate maintenance of
our military is in the proper realm of
Government spending, and the highest
maintenance of our Nation’s defense is
the proper role of the Federal Govern-
ment. When a man pays his taxes, Mr.
Chairman, this is the sort of thing he
wants to buy. He may not want to pay
his neighbor’s rent, but he wants to share
in the cost of protecting himself, his
family and his Nation.

Therefore, to serimp on the pay of
those who are serving in our Nation'’s de-
fense would indeed be false economy.
There can be no justification for com-
promising any area of our Nation's de-
fense, and there can certainly be no
justification for spending more on a high
school dropout in the Job Corps than on
a boy fighting for all of us in Vietnam.
President Kennedy said:

Ask not what your country can do for you,
but what you can do for your country.

Let us then do justice to those who are*
not asking, but who are doing.

But beyond this, Mr. Chairman, are
overwhelming practical considerations in
favor of this bill. Today our military
departments are faced with the problem
of attracting and maintaining adequate
personnel. This fact was brought out in
testimony after testimony by our military
leaders. Surely the loss of qualified mili-
tary men is not in the interest of the Na-
tion’s defense, and surely the cost of con-
stant turnover and retraining is not in
the interest of national economy. A pay
raise, therefore, to keep our well-trained
men in the services is not only the fair
thing to do, but it is also the practical
thing to do.

To the distinguished committee that
guided and fostered this necessary legis-
lation, I think that all Americans owe a
debt of thanks. This committee knows,
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as we all know, that our country has a
military force of which we can all be
proud. I have seen our men in action in
Vietnam, and I frequently see them at
Fort Benning and Robins Air Force Base
in my district, as I did on an inspection
tour just this past weekend. As they
have throughout this Nation’'s history,
Mr. Chairman, our armed services are
doing a magnificent job. Their tradi-
tions, their victories, and their record is
testimony to greatness that has never
failed America. I only ask that America
nof fail them today.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. MORTON].

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 9075. First, I would
like to congratulate the distinguished
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber, and the entire Committee on Armed
Services for bringing to the Congress
this foresighted proposal to increase the
compensation of the members of the
armed services.

This afternoon, we have discussed
enough the humanitarian aspects of this
bill and, in my opinion, not enough the
basic management concept of this
proposal.

For the past 10 years it has been my
privilege to serve on the Advisory Board
to the Air Training Command of the
U.S. Air Force. This Board has been
dedicated to the study of manpower de-
velopment in the Air Force and toward
the solution of other problems which
burden this greatest of all educational
institutions; namely, the Air Training
Command.

Repeatedly, it has come to the atten-
tion of this Board that an increased in-
vestment on the part of our Government
in the compensation of military person-
nel will unquestionably reap great re-
wards in terms of the quality of our
people in the armed services.

I predict that shortly after this bill is
enacted into law and the new pay sched-
ule is enforced, we will begin to see the
tangible results of this bill in terms of
economy. I believe that the career mo-
tivation that will be generated among
the hard core elements, specifically the
highly technically trained people
throughout the services, will more than
make up in actual dollars saved for the
cost of the legislation. Our failure to
retain good people today is one of the
biggest cost items of the military service
budget.

Therefore, not only as a Member of
this House, but as a taxpayer, I feel this
bill not only is needed from a humani-
tarian point of view but is needed as part
of sound management.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time and yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Florida [Mr.
BENNETT].

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 9075, but before I do
that I would like to pay genuine and well
deserved tribute to our chairman, MEx-
peELL Rivers, for the excellence of his
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leadership, his courage, and his devotion
to the adequate defense of our country.

I would like particularly to point out
an important feature of this bill regard-
ing enlisted men. Our distinguished
chairman has already stressed that the
big bulk of the cost of this bill goes to
enlisted men. In addition, we have
added to the bill a special feature called
“the variable reenlistment bonus.” What
this means is that on top of the tradi-
tional reenlistment bonus additional
sums can be paid, the amounts varying
according to the retention needs of the
various enlisted rates.

The Secretary of Defense told our
committee that the retention problem
was not uniform throughout the services
and that in some rates the retention rate
was more than adequate. But in about 40
percent of the total enlistment strength,
additional reenlistments are needed to
achieve proper service manning objec-
tives. Generally speaking, of course,
this 40 percent are the more critical rates
where training time is extensive—elec-
tronics specialties, for example. The
Defense Department advised our com-
mittee that in a few of the more critically
undermanned specialties—making up
about 5 percent of our enlisted strength—
losses of $10,000 or more occur whenever
a first-termer fails to reenlist and opera-
tional capability suffers because of severe
shortages of careerists.

Mr. Chairman, the variable reenlist-
ment bonus, concentrating at the critical
career decision points, is the answer to
the retention needs in eritical ratings. It
is just plain good personnel planning to
provide a $4,000 bonus to encourage re-
enlistment rather than to pay $10,000 to
train a replacement.

The present reenlistment bonus, while
being a longstanding traditional enlist-
ment benefit which should be main-
tained, does not diseriminate among
skills and so does not help solve the se-
lective retention problem.

To illustrate how the variable reenlist-
ment provision for first-term reenlistees
works, the present bonus for an E-4 or
E-5 runs between $800 and $1,000. The
variable bonus could add from about
$3,000 to almost $4,000 to this amount.
Thus, the maximum total bonus for a
4-year reenlistment could run between
$4,000 and $4,950.

In using the Defense Department’s
recommendation for the variable reen-
listment bonus, the committee provided
that it would be paid in yearly incre-
ments rather than one lump sum. This
lessens the tax bite on the enlisted man.
It will probably make for more sound
financial planning for the individual
concerned. And it reminds him annually
;)f one of the real benefits of career serv-
ce.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to mention
briefly two other aspects which are not
included in the bill but which bear di-
rectly on the matter of enlisted retention.

First, there is the question of pro-
ficiency pay, first authorized by the Con-
gress in 1958, for enlisted personnel.
Proficiency pay was designed to serve
the same purpose as the variable reen-
listment bonus, to provide additional pay
on a selective basis for the outstanding
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man without having to raise the pay of
each individual. The Congress author-
ized proficiency pay up to $150 per month
and contemplated that it would go to
approximately 15 percent of the enlisted
force. The committee found, however,
that it has been going to only 8.6 percent
of enlisted personnel and that Defense
has never allowed the full $150 a month.
The committee heard that each service
had repeatedly requested additional
funds for pro pay only to be denied its
use by the Department of Defense.
While there has been much criticism of
proficiency pay by some enlisted ele-
ments, it might have been a more effec-
tive tool for retention if the Defense
Department had allowed it to be fully
used.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would merely
like to point out the unnecessary prob-
lem the Army is having with enlisted
insignia. Ever since the Pay Act of 1958,
which provided the additional grades of
E-8 and E-9, the Army has, for some
strange reason, had trouble deciding the
insignia to be used for enlisted ranks.
Mr. Chairman, enlisted men wear their
stripes, the symbol of their military rank,
on their sleeve. To have to remove a
stripe, for whatever reason, is an un-
pleasant experience which hurts the en-
listed man’s morale and which is very
difficult for him to explain to his civilian
friends. The Army’s stripes plan would
require over 40,000 noncommissioned offi-
cers to remove stripes. The flood of let-
ters to service papers and Members of
Congress makes it clear that this is hav-
ing an adverse effect on retention and is
making many enlisted men so disgusted
with Army procedure that they are ready
to leave the service. What makes the
Army approach particularly objection-
able is that in many cases the Army en-
listed man would have one less stripe
than the enlisted man of identical rank
in the other services. You can imagine
the difficulty an Army noncommissioned
officer would have trying to explain that
to his family or to a potential Army re-
cruit. The committee has asked for a
formal report from the Army on the
matter and I sincerely hope the Army
personnel planners will be big enough to
admit a mistake and do what is best for
the enlisted men.

Before closing I would like to quote
from a few letters I have received on the
question of sergeant’s stripes legislation.

One enlisted man wrote:

The Department of Army stripe change
effective in September Is a terrible blow to
the spirit and morale which have character-
ized our NCO ranks throughout American
military history.

Another wrote:

There are many NCO's who have held their
rank much longer than I who will be even
more hurt. Even more important though
is the fact that this is hurting reenlistment
of the younger men.

Another wrote:

It is another example of how the TU.S.
Army defeats its own efforts to retain men in
the service, My advice to young men con-
sidering the Army as a career—as a result
of this latest directive by the Army to change
enlisted grade insignia—don’'t stay in the
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Army, go Navy or Air Force, but get out of
the Army.

Another wrote:

I have served as a recruiter and am now
serving as a career counselor and know first-
hand the damaging effect on morale and re-
tention of good quality personnel that the
new stripe policy will have.

Another wrote:

Up until the change was announced we
were reenlisting more than 50 percent of first-
term RA’'s but for the last 2 months we have
lost about 80 percent, and one of the re-
marks s they have no security and no re-
spect for an organization that will demote
personnel without reason.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. LENNON].

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, it was
my great pleasure to support this legis-
lation in committee and it is a greater
pleasure today to support it on the fioor
of the House of Representatives.

I, too, would like to commend the
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services, the gentleman from South Car-
olina [Mr. R1vers] and the distinguished
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
Bates], the ranking minority member of
the committee and all the members of
the committee who have worked so long
and so hard to bring this measure to the
floor.

I think one could venture the assertion
today that much of the legislation that
is passed in this Chamber does not meet
with general public approval. I believe
it could safely be said and even assumed
that the passage of this legislation today
will meet the commendation and ap-
proval of a preponderant majority of
American citizens because it does provide
an equitable basic pay scale for our mili-
tary personnel.

It was my pleasure recently to visit
in a military hospital where one floor
was occupied by casualties from both
South Vietnam and the Dominican Re-
public. I wish every citizen of this coun-
try and particularly the Members of this
Congress could have been with me as I
talked to those young men individually
and caught some of their enthusiasm
and some of their love and affection for
this country of ours.

There were young men there, who
were asked, “How are you getting along,
old fellow? How are you making out?”
The answers were, “Well, I will be on
this bed, they say, for 6 months. I will
be on crutches for perhaps another 6
months, or perhaps another 18 months,
but I will be back in the fighting lines
someday.”

That is the feeling I found. That is
the response from the young men who
are dying in Vietnam and who died in the
Dominican Republic, and those in our
hospitals today. It is a far cty from
some of the =xpressions we hear in the
intellectual-collegiate circles of America.
It is a far cry from what we hear from
some of the leadership in some of the
movements going on in America today—
that we ought to get out of Vietnam,
that we ought to find a method and
glleans to compromise our situation

ere.
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What we are doing here today, in my
humble judgment, Mr. Chairman and
Members of the House, is bringing in-
spiration to the American people that at
long last the Congress of the United
States is meeting its responsibility in
the well-defined areas of responsibility
and authority of the Federal Govern-
ment by doing something for men all
over the world who are making freedom
possible for us here.

Mr. KING of New York. Mr. Chair-
man, in any legislation dealing with mili-
tary pay and allowances, we must give
full consideration to two basic factors.

One is the adequacy of present pay
scales for uniformed personnel in com-
parison to civilian pay. Since the end
of the Korean war there has been a con-
tinuous exodus of the kind of service-
men we need to maintain our Military
Establishment. Many of our skilled,
highly trained military technicians are
leaving the service after fulfilling their
obligations, in search of higher pay and
better living conditions in civilian life.

Another factor which we must fully
consider is that of maintaining a pay
scale which is sufficient to attract men
to serve in the military on a career basis.
Present military pay scales are not, ob-
viously, sufficient to attract and retain
qualified personnel. Statistics available
to the Department of Defense indicate a
steady decline since 1960 in the number
of career personnel in the military. Like-
wise, the levels of compensation paid the
military have consistently lagged behind
the wage adjustments paid other workers
in the economy. The military wage levels
today are more than 10 percent behind
the levels of compensation presently pro-
vided other Federal employees.

I do not believe there is any question
that the men and women of the Armed
Services are entitled to and require an
increase in pay. Neither is there any
question that such an increase is needed
in order to make military service more
attractive to prospective servicemen and
to those already serving.

I fully intend to support HR. 9075 as
I believe the bill will not only help to
correct present inequities but will result,
through increased reenlistment, in sub-
stantial savings to the country. The
costs of training new men are much
higher than those involved in retraining
experienced men now in the service.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, no is-
sue facing this Nation today should bring
greater concern to this body than that of
adequate pay for our military personnel.
This issue has attracted the attention
of our Nation’s leaders and have given
cause to voluminous testimony, both
written and verbal.

For many years the serviceman has
been in many respects the forgotten man.
We call on him and lionize him in our
times of most desperate need, then tend
to forget him when the shooting stops.
Yet it often is his very presence in uni-
form which keeps hostilities from flaring
up anew on an ever-widening scale.

The time has come to pay something
more than a Fourth of July type of patri-
otic tribute to our military. I am as
conscious as any of the need for fiscal
responsibility in Government. Yet I am



17208

convinced that we have engaged in false
economy in the matter of military pay.

Military salaries will never be abso-
lutely competitive with those of their
civilian counterparts. It takes a highly
motivated individual. We could never,
of course, put a proper price tag on serv-
ing in Vietnam, on circling the earth in
a spacecraft, or standing guard on the
edge of rebel-held territory in Santo
Domingo.

No longer can we deal primarily in
numbers as regards our military posture,
for this Nation is not one which possesses
an inexhaustible supply of manpower.
When we realize the overpowering nu-
merical legion of men readily available
in Red China and the Soviet Union,
quickly we recognize the need to concern
ourselves with perfecting and relying on
brain power as well as brawn power. We
simply do not have the brute strength in
numbers nor was this Nation founded
as—nor God willing will it ever become—
an essentially militaristic power. -

At a time of unprecedented national
prosperity, considerable numbers of our
military citizens are unable to keep their
heads above the level of the financially
disadvantaged. Those of us who have
taken a good hard look at the military
pay structure cannot experience less
than a sense of shame toward the fi-
nancial plight of many of the men who
protect our country.

In the Air Force alone, of the 884,000
on active duty, some 153,730 are required
to moonlight—to work full time on an
extra job, if you please—in order to sup-
plement their income. An additional
180,000 Air Force wives also must work
in order for their families to survive
financially.

These figures do not take into account
those who would like to work after hours
if they could do so. Many are stationed
near small communities which offer no
outside job opportunities; others work
many overtime hours at their regular
military tasks, precluding any extra
work. And of course, in some cases regu-
lations prevent moonlighting by military
personnel where it would be in competi-
tion with local workers.

It has been stated that anyone making
under $3,000 a year is financially disad-
vantaged. Inthe Air Force alone, 169,000
receive basic pay below $3,000 per year.
Additionally, 5,000 Air Force men this
past year lined up in front of local wel-
fare agencies to receive relief benefits in
the form of surplus food commodities.
This fact should be a point of shame to
the Congress. Approximately 55,000
more were technically eligible for such
relief but far too proud to accept it.

The fiscal authorization contained in
this bill admittedly is a lot of money.
But in terms of the numbers of highly
skilled, well trained, and carefully edu-
cated military individuals who annually
leave the service to support their fami-
lies at better pay on the outside, this fig-
ure is a veritable bargain. Consider the
following figures. The total investment
cost of training just one radar electronics
specialist is $23,000; for training a ballis-
tic missile launch officer, $49,140; for a
B-52 commander, $1,400,000, and for his
crew another $2 million. When these
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men are forced to quit, all that invest-
ment goes down the drain.

Between 60 and 70 percent of all skilled
enlisted men leave at the end of their
first 4-year term. An average of 54 per-
cent of the officers separate at the earli-
est permitted date. In the past 5 years,
Army resignations have increased by
more than 50 percent, and Air Force res-
ignations by more than 137 percent
Just recently the Secretary of the Navy
publicly pleaded with his personnel to
extend their enlistments so that the Navy
could retain adequate numbers of experi-
enced personnel to cope with the world
situation.

It costs $1 billion to buy unit equip-
ment for a B-52 wing of 45 aircraft and
operate them with their required tankers
for 5 years. It costs $1 billion to buy 40
B-58's and operate them with their re-
quired tankers for 5 years. It costs $1
billion to buy 6 Polaris submarines with a
total of 96 missiles and operate them for
b5 years.

Yet, no matter how much we talk
about the wonder of new weapons sys-
tems, the common denominator is and
always will be the men who make them
work. Military service more and more
requires intensive technical training. It
requires a steady and dependable supply
of men educated in the traditions of na-
tional service and:trained to the ready
acceptance of great responsibilities and
to the discipline which such responsibil-
ity places on them.

As new and evermore sophisticated
weapons systems and techniques emerge,
the military must have the education
necessary to assimilate the required
training for these weapons systems and
techniques. Today 94 percent of our
commissioned officers have some college
credit. Sixty-five percent have a college
degree or higher. And 90 percent of all
enlisted personnel have a high school
diploma or better. In 1948, only 24.7
percent of all officers had degrees and in
1958, 48.4 percent had them. Times have
changed, and the military brainpower
requirements grow ever greater.

All this points up the fact that the
present inadequate pay scale does not
attract and retain sufficient numbers of
qualified career personnel. Hardship
discharges increased from 9,533 in fiscal
1963 to 12,668 in fiscal year 1965. In 1964,
among personnel leaving the Navy, over
21,600 were men possessing critical skills
in such crucial fields as electronics which
require a vast amount of training and
intelligence.

It is significant that, whereas our
basic military trainee is paid $78 a month
upon entering his military service, an
enrollee in the Job Corps receives $80 a
month and $105 monthly if he possesses
a dependent.

In my home State it is tragic but true
that an airman second class—or corporal,
if you please—with over 2 years service
draws only $10 a month more in pay than
does an unemployed civilian. If this
serviceman could obtain permission for
discharge by his commander and if he
were a legal resident of Texas, he could
remove himself to a bench on the court-
house square and whittle away his time
with a pay cut of only $10 a month.
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We talk of missiles in space and
sophisticated weaponry unheard of just
a decade ago; yet along with the inade-
quate service pay is coupled a subsist-
ence allowance dating back before the
Civil War. I wonder how many realize
that an officer receives $47.88 a month to
eat on and an enlisted man $31.50. Let
me hastily add that these figures apply
to both a single man and one with a
large family as well.

Inadequate housing allowances also
offer no relief for zetention of our mili-
tary. An airman first class draws $83
quarters allowance from the Govern-
ment, and for a man with a family it is
a rare community, indeed, that affords
him any type of housing for this amount.

Yes, to raise military pay will cost
money. But compared to the billions of
dollars a year wasted in unnecessary
turnover and the incalculable threat to
our protective strength and the safety
of our country, it is a small price, indeed.
I think it is easily demonstrable that
this bill can more than pay for itself by
the savings it will bring about in the high
extra training costs caused by this
inordinately high turnover.

Today our military are in danger of
becoming forgotten men. The economy
is leaving them so far behind that it is
small wonder they are becoming dis-
illusioned and embittered, unwilling to
put up any longer with the status of
second-class citizenship.

The military pay raise before this
House will show these almost-forgotten
men that we do value and cherish their
service. The annual review of military
pay each year will help motivate them to
a military career, and the payment of
additional moneys for critical skills will
in many ways be the prevailing factor in
retaining these individuals within the
service. The similar increase for our
Reserve and National Guard units is
especially paramount at this time when
many face possible recall to active
service.

Many years ago, the following poem
was scrawled on a sentry box. It is as
fitting today as it was then:

God and the soldier all men adore

In time of trouble and no more:

For when war is over and all things righted,
God is neglected; the soldier slighted.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Chairman, I heartily
support the military pay raise, bill, HR.
9075, now pending. This bill authorizes
much-needed increases in basic pay aver-
aging 10.6 percent for all members of the
uniformed military services. Providing
the first pay increase since 1952 for en-
listed personnel with 2 or less years of
service, H.R. 9075 allows these service-
men an average pay increase of 17.3 per-
cent. It authorizes an average increase
of 11.1 percent for enlistees with over 2
years of service, a 22-percent average in-
crease for officers with less than 2 years
of service and an overall pay increase of
6.4 percent for officers with over 2 years
of service.

In addition to raising pay, H.R. 9075,
permits the Defense Department to pay
a person, having a critical skill, an addi-
tional amount up to four times the bonus
to which he is currently entitled upon re-
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enlisting. Furthermore, it establishes a
procedure to require the President to re-
view the adequacy of the military pay
system each year and report to Congress.

From the standpoint of the individual
servicemen, H.R. 9075 authorizes neces-
sary salary increases. I have received
countless letters from constituents, serv-
icemen, many of them servicemen’s
wives, who are finding it increasingly
difficult to manage their households un-
der the present military salary system.

On the other hand, if the armed serv-
ices are to attract and retain the well-
trained and qualified personnel vital to
our defense system, it must offer salaries
at least comparable to the compensation
received in other vocations and by Fed-
eral civilian employees. The drop in re-
enlistment rates, the loss of qualified
career personnel to higher paying voca-
tions, costs the taxpayer many millions
of dollars, as training costs of each new
inductee vary from $4,000 to $5,000. The
additional bonus provided in the bill will
serve to retain the trained career per-
sonnel.

The House Armed Services Commit-
tee conducted a thorough and compre-
hensive study of the present military pay
system and then reported H.R. 9075 fa-
vorably with a 34 to 1 vote. The only
dissenting vote cast to allow even greater
pay increases. The committee has rec-
ommended a thoughtful approach to
much-needed revision of the military pay
system and I urge House approval of
H.R. 9075.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 9075, to increase
the rates of basic pay for members of the
uniformed services.

Enactment of this legislation is neces-
sary to insure that all uniformed serv-
ices personnel will, now, and in the
future, be provided a level of compensa-
tion comparable to that enjoyed by other
workers in our economy.

The failure of military pay levels to
keep pace with wage adjustments pro-
vided Federal civilian employees and
workers in the private section of econ-
omy has contributed significantly tc the
inability of the military departments to
attract and retain adequate numbers of
qualified career personnel. This fact is
evident in that among the various rea-
sons given by personnel who elect not to
continue their military careers is, in-
variably, the inadequacy of military
compensation.

The inability to attract and retain ade-
quate numbers of highly qualified career
personnel is shared by all the military
departments. While the problem is par-
ticularly acute in the Department of the
Navy, as evidenced publicly by the recent
plea made by the Secretary of the Navy
in which he requested both enlisted and
officer personnel who had completed
their obligated service to voluntarily ex-
tend their period of service so as to en-
able the Navy to properly meet its opera-
tional commitments, it is nevertheless a
problem faced by all the services.

Recent recruiting experience of the
military departments also reflects the
growing recruitment problem. For ex-
ample, since July 1964 enlistments of new
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recruits have fallen below corresponding
1963 levels by as much as 18 percent.

It is significant to note at this point
that the Department of Defensz has
strongly recommended early enactment
of a variable reenlistment bonus to help
correct the career retention problem.
Secretary McNamara, in his statement to
the Committee on Armed Services,
said authority for the variable reenlist-
ment bonus was desired “to allow the use
of the reenlistment bonus as a flexible
device in helping to retain people in
skills that are in short supply.”

Information provided the Committee
on Armed Services by Secretary Mc~
Namara indicated that additional reen-
listments are needed in specialties ac-
counting for about 41 percent of the
total enlisted force strength in order to
achieve all of services’ manning objec-
tives. In other words, the military de-
partments are experiencing serious re-
tention problems in almost half of the
enlisted ranks, rates, and skills in the
total structure. On the other hand, it
does not mean that all is well with the
remaining 59 percent since it is axio-
matic that an actual excess in retention
is required so as to permit the military
departments reasonable opportunity for
“selectivity” in the retention of the best
qualified personnel.

The inability of the military depart-
ments to obtain selectivity in connection
with the reenlistment of personnel has
often resulted in the necessity to reen-
list poor performers and borderline dis-
ciplinary cases in order to maintain force
levels. Thus, when these marginal en-
listees are retained there is an inevitable
downgrading of the personnel capability
of the military unit with the result that
the remaining good men are required to
carry a heavier load. This extra work-
load forced upon personnel because of
poor performers again inevitably detracts
from the desire of these competent per-
sonnel to continue their military careers.

During the past year, the press has
carried numerous accounts of the large
number of military personnel who were
required to hold an extra job in order
to insure additional financial income.
The press referred to this second job
activity as “moonlighting.”

Testimony received by the committee
confirmed the fact that an unfortunately
large percentage of military personnel
are forced to obtain a second job so as
to provide their families with an ade-
quate standard of living. Departmental
statisties indicate that during calendar
year 1964 approximately 34 percent of
all enlisted personnel in the continental
United States, at one time or another,
engaged in moonlighting activities.

Since uniformed personnel are part of
the Federal family of workers, and since
significant efforts have recently been
made by both the Congress and the ad-
ministration to place Federal civilian em-
ployee wage levels on a basis comparable
to that of workers in the private sector
of our economy, the Armed Services Com-
mittee initiated a study to determine the
relative changes which have occurred in
military and Federal civilian pay scales.

This effort was designed to measure
the relative change in pay of these two
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groups of Federal workers over a given
period of time. Its primary objective,
therefore, was to determine to what de-
gree the salary relationship of all mili-
tary and Federal civilian employees had
been altered by pay changes in the
respective personnel systems.

In order to accomplish this objective,
it was necessary for the committee to
identify the various elements of military
compensation and the comparable ele-
ments of Federal civilian compensation.

The committee hearings contain a
complete documentation of this study,
the net result of which indicates that
since 1952 military pay increases have
amounted to 33.9 percent while during
an equivalent period Federal civilian pay
increases have amounted to 46.3 percent.

The compensation of enlisted military
personnel has consistently lagged behind
the percentage pay increase provided
other workers in occupations requiring
similar skill levels.

Mr. Chairman, none can question the
need for a highly competent and dedi-
cated personnel in our uniformed serv-
ices. This is a time when that need is
acutely apparent. Ironically, the pres-
ent military pay structure places many
of our military men within the poverty
formula as established by the administra-
tion. Such an inadequate pay scale is a
critical matter, particularly the compen-
sation for men with less than 2 years
service. Our Nation has been strangely
stingy with its military people.

I commend the work of Chairman
Rivers and his entire committee. They
have handled a somewhat delicate and
highly technical matter with both dis-
patch and clarity. I join the committee
in urging the passage of this legislation—
not just for the sake of our military per-
sonnel—but for the sake of our Nation.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
enthusiastically support the Uniformed
Services Pay Act of 1965.

In this connection, it is my firm con-
viction that Chairman RivErs of the
Committee on Armed Services of the
House of Representatives, and the mem-
bers of this important committee, are
to be highly commended for their de-
tailed study, and their dedicated work in
bringing this most urgent legislation to
the floor of the House this afternoon.

During these uncertain times of inter-
national tensions, it is fitting and proper
that the U.S. Congress pass this bill, H.R.
9075, without amendment. This is the
one way that we can reassure the mem-
bers of the armed services—upon whom
we are completely dependent for the pro-
tection of our way of life—that their
sacrifices, which they are making for us
today, are recognized and deeply appre-
ciated by a grateful Nation.

It is absolutely essential that America
maintain skilled, qualified men and
women of superior abilities in the
hazardous task of being truly our first
line of defense—our first line of protec-
tion.

These men and women are subject to
the most hazardous duties, and their
services are needed 24 hours a day and
7 days a week. Therefore, it is only
proper that the U.S. Congress authorize
this very equitable and fair increase in
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their compensation, in order that our
American people may benefit by their re-
tention in our Armed Forces.

In coneclusion, Mr. Chairman, I strong-
ly feel that we all owe a deep debt of
gratitude to Chairman Rivers for his
leadership and, by passing the Uniformed
Services Pay Act of 1965 without amend-
ment, our military forces, particularly
those serving in combat today, will be
reassured that the people of the United
States fully realize the unsurpassed con-
tribution that they are now making in
preserving our way of life.

Mr. CLANCY. Mr.Chairman, I rise to
strongly support the Uniformed Services
Pay Act, HR. 9075. I think we all agree
that an increase in military compensa-
tion is urgently required. Certainly those
of us who heard the testimony and
studied the statistics compiled during the
committee hearings on the proposal are
convinced of a clear and present need for
a substantial upward adjustment in mil-
itary pay levels.

I joined our distinguished chairman in
introducing this legislation because of my
conviction that the recommended in-
creases, averaging 10.7 percent, are equi-
table and necessary.

The need for adjustments in Armed
Forces pay has been surveyed in great
detail. Although there is disagreement
between the committee and the adminis-
tration as to how much of an increase is
in order at the present time, there seems
to be unanimity in the conviction that
present pay scales are inadequate to at-
tract and retain the caliber of people
necessary to meet current requirements.

In addition to the average increase in
pay of 10.7 percent, the bill before us
provides for both an annual and a quad-
rennial review of military pay, and a
variable enlistment bonus designed to
meet the specialized personnel retention
problems currently being experienced by
the services.

It is imperative that we provide a
strong reenlistment incentive to first-
term enlisted personnel whose skills are
critically required by the military de-
partments. The variable reenlistment
bonus authorized by this bill offers a good
approach which should aid us in retain-
ing personnel possessing skills in short
supply.

I am in complete agreement with the
concept of an annual review of the ade-
quacy of military pay and allowances and
the mandatory quadrennial review of the
principles and concepts of military com-
pensation.

The Government cannot afford to pay
its military personnel poorly. The exo-
dus of good, skilled men from our Armed
Forces must be stemmed in the interest
of national defense. This is particu-
larly true in the troubled and dangerous
world in which we now live when we are
engaged in a difficult struggle in South
Vietnam, the outcome of which is most
important for the future of the free
world.

Seventy thousand U.S. troops are re-
ported to be in Vietnam now, and it is
expected that our strength there will be
built up rapidly to between 100,000 and
150,000 men. We are even told it might
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be necessary to increase our troop
strength in Vietnam to 300,000 by the
end of the year.

Clearly our daily needs for well-
trained, brave and dedicated military
men are increasing as the situation in
Vietnam goes from bad to worse.

A young man entering military service
knows that he will be required to make
frequent moves, that he will often be
separated from his family; that he may
have to serve in isolated, unpleasant, and
dangerous places far from home. He
must forgo the relative stability and
higher pay of civilian pursuits. All these
factors contribute to the growing recruit-
ment problem. In view of the many
sacrifices that are inextricably linked to
military service, we must at least not
add financial sacrifice when this is a
drawback of current military service that
we have the ability to correct.

The bill now under consideration au-
thorizes three necessary steps in the
right direction and deserves the sup-
port of all of us. It is the very least we
can do for the men and women who are
doing so much for us.

Mr. DEL CLAWSON. Mr. Chairman,
the Armed Services Committee has given
us a bill to provide our Armed Forces
with a pay increase adequate to keep pace
with the cost of living and which will
recognize the need to obtain and retain
competent personnel for the security of
our country. I wish to go on the record
in strong support of HR. 9075 recom-
mended by the committee.

We are told that it costs from $4,000
to $5,000 to train each man who enters
the service. We are also informed that
hardship discharges are increasing each
year and that recruits are relatively
more poorly paid than were the draftees
of World War II. Where is the economy
then in cutting corners, rather than
granting a meaningful pay increase for
the men and women who are responsible
for our defense?

Many other areas come to mind where
this Congress could practice economy
with a great deal more justification. We
are spending billions of dollars for hast-
ily conceived domestic programs and
will be asked to send good money after
bad to continue programs where gross
waste and mismanagement have already
come to light. Should it be more profit-
able to be a “school dropout” eligible for
the Job Corps in the “war on poverty”
than it is to be a lower grade enlisted
man in the Armed Forces?

H.R. 9075 also provides for annual re-
view by the President to insure that mili-
tary pay is in balance with civilian scales
so that servicemen are protected against
in the future being compensated at a rate
below that which the administration de-
fines as the poverty level. Another step
in the direction of a more efficient de-
fense effort is the provision for a variable
reenlistment bonus in order to retain
specialists whose skills are increasingly
necessary to the function of the modern
Military Establishment.

We are facing the need to commit in-
creasing numbers of military person-
nel to the war in Vietnam. At few junc-
tures in recent history when we were not
actually at war has the United States
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asked so much of its armed services, and
provided so few incentives for service in
any branch. It is no time for this Con-
gress to turn suddenly tightfisted, ne-
glecting the opportunity to provide
American servicemen with compensation
comparable to that which they could ob-
tain in civilian life.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 9075, a bill to in-
crease the rates of basic pay for mem-
bers of our armed services.

The evidence is convineing that our
Committee on Armed Services, under
the able chairmanship of the distin-
guished gentleman from South Carolina
[Mr. Rivers]l, has investigated exhaus-
tively the question of granting pay raises
for military personnel. I am satisfied
that our committee’s inquiry was car-
ried to all facets of the question and cov-
ered it completely in depth as well as
breadth. I am prepared to accept the
committee’s considered judgment in fa-
vor of a 10.6-percent average increase
in basic pay for all military personnel,
although I personally would have greatly
favored the inclusion, in the reported bill,
of the dependents’ allowance concept
which is found in H.R. 8779, a bill which
I have introduced.

Mr. Chairman, I am very Dpleased
nevertheless that the committee has de-
cided to provide, in the bill we are now
considering, a more sizable pay increase
for service personnel with less than 2
years’ service. In this category, of
course, are found our junior officers and
our enlisted men in the lowest grades.

It is accepted fact that no private em-
ployer in the United States would expect
any man to work for $78 a month plus
board and barracks for the first 4 months
of his employment, and then at $83 a
month for the following 20 months. But
the Federal Government expects the en-
listed man in pay grade E-1 to do so.

No private employer in this Nation
would expect any man to provide for a
family of four, on a monthly salary of
$167.10, but curiously enough if a man is
in uniform we expect him to do so.

It is not surprising, therefore, that the
turnover among military personnel has
been such as to constitute a serious item
of cost in maintaining our Armed Forces.
It is also not surprising to find that an
unfortunately large percentage of mili-
tary personnel are forced to obtain a sec-
ond job so as to provide their families
with an adequate standard of living. De-
partment of Defense statistics show that
during calendar year 1964 approximately
34 percent of all enlisted personnel in
the continental United States, at one
time or another, engaged in this second
job activity which is often referred to as
moonlighting.

The record with regard to Army
draftees during fiscal year 1963-64 indi-
cates a staggering 58.2 percent turnover
per year; to maintain an average draftee
strength of 187,202, it was necessary to
replace 210,791 losses of inductees with
225,000 gains, or an average yearly turn-
over of 108,9617.

The Regular Army, as distinguished
from the draftees, has a 50.1 overall re-
enlistment rate. Only 12.9 percent of
the inductees, 22.5 percent of the first-
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term enlistees, and 84.5 percent of the
career men reenlist.

The Department of the Army esti-
mates that, based on actual experience
through March 1965, and programed
change thereafter, there will be a 14.4
percent officer personnel turnover of
16,000 out of 111,000 officers. There will
also be a 25.6 percent enlisted personnel
turnover based on losses—excluding re-
enlistments—of 231,100 and gains—ex-
cluding reenlistments—of 204,200.

Based on fiscal year 1964 data, the total
costs of bringing an enlisted man through
basic combat training and a common
specialist skill during the first 21 to 25
weeks of his service will average $3,269.
This is the minimum training required
for a first duty assignment in an opera-
tional unit.

If the man is given basic combat train-
ing in a technical specialty, the total
costs of his first 21 to 31 weeks in the
Army, will average $5,486.

‘While I do not have comparable figures
for the Navy and Air Force, the per man
cost of turnover must necessarily be as
high or higher, due to the highly tech-
nical nature of the training required in
those services.

It is probable that we do not save any
money at all through our present penuri-
ous military pay scale. On the contrary,
it appears that creating this pocket of
poverty creates an additional financial
burden for the Federal Government.

It is indeed a sad commentary that the
U.S. Government has through the low
pay scales for members of its armed
services made it necessary for them to
resort to moonlighting and created a
pocket of poverty for more than 3 mil-
lion military dependents.

The proposed pay increases are es-
sential if we are to lift our military per-
sonnel and their dependents from this
pocket of poverty and to raise them to an
economic level which approaches that of
first-class citizens.

These pay raises are indeed just and
equitable. For example, for officers with
2 or less years’ service, of whom about
50 percent have families, the proposed
average increase of 22 percent means
that a second lieutenant or an ensign will
receive additional pay in the amount of
$53.40 a month. When we recall that
during the past 13 years officers in this
grade have received only one basic pay
increase of $18.90 a month, there is cer-
tainly no necessity to present arguments
to justify the proposed increase.

It is evident that our Committee on
Armed Services has appropriately ex-
amined with great care the ancillary
problems of comparability, retirement
adjustment factors, and pension costs,
in making its recommendation.

Mr. Chairman, in urging a favorable
vote for H.R. 9075, I should like to quote
General of the Army Omar N. Bradley
who before the Folsom Panel testified in
part as follows:

Substantial increase in current pay at this
time appears to be the simplest, most effec-
tive, and in the long run, cheapest solution
if the services are to retain the hard-core
professionals which the Nation so desperately
needs.
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Mr. MIZE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HR. 9075. I wish to em-
phatically endorse this most important
piece of legislation. Enactment is abso-
lutely essential to insure that all mem-
bers of the armed services will now—and
in the future—receive compensation
comparable to that enjoyed by other
workers in our economy.

The failure of military pay to keep
pace with wage adjustments of other
Federal civilian employees is unpardon-
able. As has been pointed out in the
debate this afternoon, there are even in-
stances of recipients of welfare, and
various programs under the so-called war
on poverty, receiving more compensation
than certain grades of enlisted men who
are serving and dying for their country.

It is high time we give these adjust-
ments to our active service personnel and
reservists.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Chairman,
as representative of a community with
the Nation’s second largest naval estab-
lishment, I suppose it is not surprising
that I speak in support of a military pay
raise. A boost in the spending power
of service families would of course stim-
ulate the general economy of my dis-
trict, and would help offset the effect of
protracted unemployment.

However, if it were to stop there, I
concede that my argument would lack
force. The case for this pay increase
must stand or fall not on the benefits it
promises my district or any other Mem-
ber’s district, but on its importance to
the security of the United States.

Measured on this scale, the legislation
can be as vital to Hutchinson, Kans., as
to San Diego, Calif.

The facts, Mr. Chairman, are that the
Navy is experiencing a critical man-
power shortage. It was necessary, this
spring, to enlist 38,000 men—just to keep
up with the rate of discharges.

And in the Pacific fleet, as of today,
10,000 men are needed to bring our
forces there to a normal manning level.
A step-up of operations against North
Vietnam could accentuate that need.

The answer by no means lies in new
enlistment alone.

As was pointed out recently by Pen-
tagon Correspondent Less Bell, of the
Copley News Service, the costliest drop
in manpower has been at the level of
junior officers and petty officers—
trained men who, as in a business or-
ganization, carry the load of leadership
below the command level.

A number of solutions have been pro-
posed. Congress might be asked to ex-
tend present enlistments, or call up
reserves. I do not need to explain the
acute political sensitivity of such steps
as these.

Another suggestion has been to trans-
fer manpower from other areas to the
Pacific Fleet. What, then, if new trou-
bles should develop in the Caribbean,
the Mediterranean, or elsewhere? Ob-
viously, this is no solution either.

Shore establishments already have
been strained to provide replacements at
sea. And overseas tours have been
stretched, with crews on some vessels
working 12-hour watches. The carrier
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Ranger recently operated for 70 consec-
utive days without touching port.

Men of the Navy have never minded
sacrifices like these, if satisfied they are
necessary. The patience and under-
standing of Navy wives, too, are a con-
stant source of inspiration.

But human endurance has its limits.
All of us long to be appreciated. And
there is one very practical way to dem-
onstrate to servicemen and service fam-
ilies that we share their determination
and sacrifice—that we want them to stay
at their post.

A substantial boost in pay levels is the
answer, Mr. Chairman. I hope this
committee will send to the floor a bill
that addresses itself not to the query,
“Can we afford to pass it?” but to the
more challenging question, “Can we af-
ford not to?”

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HUOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of HR. 9075, legislation I con-
sider essential to restore financial secu-
rity to our servicemen in uniform. The
Committee on Armed Services has held
extensive hearings and has conducted re-
search to determine the disparity of
compensation to members of the Armed
Forces as compared with civilian employ-
ment. During the past 12 years it was
discovered that the pay of military per-
sonnel has increased an average of 33.9
percent; Federal civilian employment
pay, 46.3 percent; and wages in private
industry 60 percent.

On the average, a graduate engineer
will begin his career in civilian life at a
salary of $7,152, while a first lieutenant
in the military would receive approxi-
mately $3,500. This same military pay
deficiency may be found in any step of
military classification when it is com-
pared to a similar position outside the
service.

The proposal now before us would in-
crease the wages of members of the
armed services 10.6 percent; with officers
receiving an average 7.2 percent, and en-
listed men, 12.1 percent. The pay of the
first lieutenant I mentioned earlier would
be increased nearly $1,000 under this
plan,

In the light of our apparently in-
creased commitment in Vietnam, it is
absolutely essential to our national secu-
rity that this country be able to main-
tain at the highest possible level, an ex-
perienced, well-trained military force.
And yet the committee report clearly
shows that under present pay scales it
has become increasingly difficult to in-
duce servicemen to reenlist. In 1962,
20.1 percent of all Army inductees re-
enlisted upon completion of their obliga-
tion. By 1964 the reenlistement figure
had dropped to 3.6 percent. These are
men in whom we have invested thou-
sands of dollars worth of training, and as
the committee points out: “It is evi-
dent that this continued drop in the re-
enlistment rate of inductees is costing
the taxpayers of America many millions
of dollars.” Figures show that the same
unhappy situation prevails in the Navy,
Marines, and Air Force.

The minority report points out that
the retention problem differs among the
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various services. In particular, the re-
port cites the problem of the Navy where
skills are more marketable than in the
other services. This, however, is no
argument against the across-the-board
pay increase. The situation is specifi-
cally dealt with by the variable reenlist-
ment bonus proposed by the President
and adopted by the committee. Indeed,
the committee has improved upon the
recommendation by providing that the
bonus be spread over the term of reen-
listment thus softening the tax blow.
Certainly this variable reenlistment
bonus gives the services the needed flexi-
bility to allow each service to tailor
bonuses to their individual needs.

The proposal also allows for an annual
review by the President of the entire
military pay scale, and for a compre=
hensive review every 4 years. These re-
views are necessary to avoid any future
substantial lag in the military pay strue-
ture.

Mr. Chairman, I represent the First
District of New Hampshire. In that dis-
trict we have servicemen of the Air
Force, Navy, and Marines at bases in the
seacoast area. Many of them and their
families have written me and discussed
‘personally, the hardships they encoun-
tered as servicemen, both enlisted men
and officers, in the face of the spiraling
cost of living. It is no secret that in
many parts of the Nation members of
the Armed Forces require relief food in
order that their families might subsist.

I cannot stress too strongly, the impor-
tance of this legislation. Our military
need for trained personnel are higher
now than for any period since the Korean
conflict. It is absolutely necessary that
we take every step to insure that we are
able to maintain the high level of skills
necessary to meet our commitments in
Vietnam and throughout the world.

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 9075 and I com-
mend the distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee and the
ranking minority member as well as the
other members of the committee for their
legislative efforts.

There can be little argument that the
men and women serving in the military
are entitled to and should receive an
increase in pay. It is due them by rea-
son of their service for our country, par-
ticularly at a time when crisis challenges
and confronts us. It is also due them
because, in almost no other industry in
this Nation do so many people do so
much for so little.

A private who may be called upon to
risk his life in battle receives no more
than someone working in the poverty
program here at home.

In fact, a private in our Army does
not even receive $1.25 an hour, the mini-
mum wage scale across the United States.

The increase called for in H.R. 9075
will raise the pay of our military to a
more reasonable level. It will help bring
pay scales more in line with the present
cost of living. It will help establish a
pay scale which will help keep competent
trained men and women in the military.
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It is good legislation, it is needed legis-
lation, and it is legislation which I am
pleased to support. Our military de-
serve no less than what they will receive
as a result of its passage and indeed it
can be argued that they are deserving
of a good deal more.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
voice my support of H.R. 9075, the Uni-
formed Services Pay Act of 1965. The
issue raised by this bill is not a limited
one of concern to only a small group, but
rather one which will affect all Ameri-
cans. At stake is the defense of the
United States and the entire free world
and on trial is our willingness to bear
the burdens which this task involves.

We have spent, and will continue to
spend, vast sums of money for the devel-
opment and production of new guns,
planes, ships, and missiles. But dedi-
cated and capable personnel are no less
important than the weapons they em-
ploy for the defense of ourselves and our
allies, and the deterrence of would-be
aggressors. Thus, just as we have been
prepared to bear heavy expense for new
armaments, so must we be realistic in
our appraisal of the expenses which
must be borne if our Armed Forces are
to attract and retain men and women of
the caliber required by a modern mili-
tary- force-in-readiness. The advance
of modern technology does not lessen
this need; on the contrary, it increases
it. There is little hope of attracting
skilled and specialized personnel if sal-
aries of the Armed Forces are held below
those for comparable civilian jobs, or if
increases in military pay lag behind the
yearly increase in the demand for such
qualification, or behind the rise in the
cost of living.

While this bill entails an increased
Federal expenditure, in the long run it
will lead to considerable saving, for it
will help reduce the waste involved when
the armed services spend large sums of
money in training personnel who subse-
quently leave the forces because of in-
adequate salaries.

During the last century, we have
fought two world wars, expended hun-
dreds of billions of dollars on defense,
and suffered huge numbers of casual-
ties in the cold war, all for the preserva-
tion of our freedom and our way of life.
At this very moment, in South Vietnam
and the Dominican Republic, our fellow
Americans are risking their lives for the
preservation of our liberty.

The expenses entailed by the bill I am
supporting are negligible compared with
the losses which would be involved if, by
an immoderate desire for economy, we
jeopardized all that we seek to preserve.
We cannot buy a 20th century defense
with 19th century wages.

Passage of this bill is not only crucial
to the national interest, but is essential
if we are to give fair and equitable treat-
ment to those serving in our Armed
Forces. The bill seeks to do no more than
give them wages comparable with those
which they would receive for their skills
in civilian life. In view of the greater
risks, responsibilities and importance of
the military jobs which they hold, this
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criterion of comparability is a moderate
one indeed. Let us give a fair salary
today to those who may give their lives
tomorrow.

We cannot juggle the books with our
national security, for they will be merci-
lessly audited by the Communist ag-
gressors. We must not shrink from the
burden which both justice and self-
interest demand we bear. Eternal
vigilance, the condition of liberty, means
Armed Forces composed of capable men
receilving just compensation.

Passage of this bill is demanded by our
responsibilities to our fellow citizens, and
by our obligations to those Americans
who are bearing and will continue to bear
arms in the common defense.

Mr. WILLIAM D. FORD. Mr. Chair-
man, I would like to offer my whole-
hearted support for H.R. 9075, to increase
the rates of basic pay for members of the
U.S. uniformed services.

My only objection to this bill is that it
does not, in my opinion, give sufficient
increases to the lower pay grades, to the
men who are the bones and sinew of our
military machine.

The need for pay increases is graphi-
cally shown in reenlistment figures for
recent years. Each of our military de-
partments has shown a steady and con-
sistent downward trend in the number
and percentage of men who have reen-
listed after completing their required
service.

The greatest weakness of our Armed
Forces is their inability to attract and re-
tain adequate numbers of qualified career
personnel. We can solve this problem
only by offering compensation which
compares with that offered by private in-
dustry.

Our Nation’s defense efforts have defi-
nitely been hampered by our failure to
raise military pay. Because many of the
best qualified men leave the armed serv-
ice, it has been necessary to reenlist sec-
ond-rate personnel and borderline dis-
ciplinary cases in order to maintain force
levels. This has put an extra burden on
the remaining qualified men, and has
been another factor in the decision of
competent personnel to quit the service.

The Army reports that more than two-
thirds of all enlisted men on duty today
have less than 4 years of experience.
The Navy has reported a shortage of
more than 40,000 petty officers. The re-
enlistment rate among first-rate Air
Force personnel has dropped to 25
percent.

There are other indications of the need
for military pay raises. In the past year,
the Nation’s press has carried many ac-
counts of the large number of military
personnel who are forced to obtain sec-
ond jobs to provide their families with
adequate standards of living. It has
been estimated that, during 1964, 34 per-
cent of all enlisted personnel in the con-
tinental United States had outside em-
ployment at one time or another.

Another telling factor is the number
of hardship discharges granted to mili-
tary personnel. The figures rose from
9,533 in 1963 to 10,924 last year, and it
is expected to reach 12,600 this year.
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A significant provision in H.R. 9075 is
the variable reenlistment bonus plan,
which will provide the armed services
with a flexible device to help retain per-
sonnel with needed skills.

This bill also wiil establish an annual
Presidential review of the military pay
situation, and a review each 4 years of
the entire concept of military compensa-
tion.
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Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt that
an increase in military pay is urgently
needed, and I strongly urge adoption of
this bill as a vital tool in our national
defense program.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I have no further requests
for time.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will

“Commissioned officers

17213

‘The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
203(a) of title 37, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“(a) The rates of monthly basic pay for
members of the uniformed services within
each pay grade are set forth in the following
tables:

“ Years of service computed under section 205
Pay grade
2orless | Over2 | Over3 | Overd | Over6 | Over8 | Over 10 | Over 12 | Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 20 | Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 30
§1,417.80 |§1,467. 60 |$1,467. 60 |$1,467. 60 |$1,467. 60 |$1, 523.70 |$1, 523.70 |$1, 631. 00 |$1, 641.00 |$1,757.70 |$1,757.70 |$1,875.00 |$1,875.00 |$1,002.30 | $1,002.30
--| 1,266.60 | 1,299.60 | 1,328.10 | 1,328.10 | 1,328.10 | 1,361.70 | 1,361.70 | 1,417.80 | 1,417.80 | 1,536.30 | 1,536.30 | 1,664.50 | 1,654.50 | 1,772.40 1,772.40
1,168.50 | 1,203.30 | 1,231.80 | 1,231.80 | 1,231.80 | 1,323.30 | 1,323.30 | 1,386. ,386.30 | 1,443.90 | 1.506.90 | 1,564.20 | 1,627.20 | 1,627.20 | 1,627.20
974.70 | 1,041.60 | 1,041.60 | 1,041.60 | 1,087.80 | 1,087.80 | 1,151.10 | 1,151.10 | 1,208.70 | 1,329.30 | 1,421.70 | 1,421.70 | 1,421.70 | 1,421.70 1,421.70
730. 50 770.10 820.20 820. 20 820,20 820.20 820.20 820, 20 B48. 40 982.20 | 1,032.30 | 1,054.80 | 1,116.30 | 1,210.80 | 1,210.80
591. 60 644,70 688, 50 688, 50 688. 50 688, 50 710.10 748,20 797.40 857.70 906. 90 033.90 966. 90 966. 90 966, 90
526, 50 562.80 600. 90 600. 90 611,70 639, 00 682, 50 720.90 753.90 786.60 808, 20 808, 20 808. 20 808. 20 808, 20
427.80 473.40 505. 80 569, 50 586, 50 607.80 640, 20 672, 30 688, 80 688, 80 688, 80 688,80 638, 80 688, 8 688. 80
342.60 403. 50 484, 20 500, 40 511.20 511,20 511.20 511.20 511.20 511.20 511.20 611,20 511.20 511.20 511.20
204. 60 330. 00 412. 50 412.50 412, 50 412.50 412. 50 412. 50 412.50 412. 50 412. 50 412. 50 412.50 412.50 412.50
1 While servlns as Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Btaff, Chief of S8taff of the Army,  service computed under section 205 of this title.
Chief of Naval Operations, Chief of Staff of the Air Force, or Commandant of the ¢ Does not apply to commissioned officers who have been credited with over 4 years’

Marine Corps, basic pay for this grade is $2,140.20 regardless of cumulative years of

active service as an enlisted

member.

“Commissioned officers who have been credited with over 4 years’ aclive service as an enlisted member

Years of service computed under section 205
“Pay grade

Over 4 Over 6 Over 8 Ovwer 10 Over 12 Over 14 Over 16 Over 18 Ower 20 Over 22 Over 26 Over 30
2550, 50 $586. 50 $607. 80 $640. 20 $672. 30 $699. 60 £699. 60 $699, 60 $609. 60 $609. 60 £609. 60 $699. 60
500. 40 51120 527.10 554. 40 575. 70 501. 60 501. 60 591. 60 591, 60 591. 60 591. 60 501, 60
412. 50 440, 40 456. 60 473. 10 489, 60 511. 80 511, 80 G611, 80 611. 80 511. 80 511. 80 511.80

“Warrant officers
Years of service computed under section 205
“Pay grade
20rless | Over2 | Overd | Over4 | Over6 I Over 8 ‘ Ovwver 10 ‘ Over 12 | Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 20 | Over 22 | Over 28 Over 30
$518.70 | $542.70 | $566.10 | $580.50 | $631.20 | $660. $684.30 | $701.70 | $725.40 | $749.10 | $807.90 $807. 90
474.60 480. 60 516, 00 546, 00 563, 70 581. 40 500. 10 617, 10 640, 80 664, 50 688, 50 688, 50
399, 90 422,10 444, 90 461, 70 478, 50 405. 30 512. 40 520, 20 546, 568. 50 568, 50 568, 50
376. 50 398. 60 410. 40 427,50 444,90 462. 00 479.10 495, 90 513, 30 513. 30 513. 30 513. 30
“Enlisted members
Years of service computed under section 205
“Pay grade
2orless| Over2 | Overd | Over4 | Over6 | Over8 | Over10 | Over 12 | Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 20 | Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 30

$402.00 | $503.40 | $514.80 .20 | $537.30 | $648.70 | $577.20 | $633.30 | $633.30

417. 90 429, 00 440, 40 451, 50 462. 60 473.70 601, 90 5567. 40 557, 40

383. 70 396, 00 413. 40 425, 40 437.10 442,80 472, 80 531.90 | 53L90

333. 90 351. 30 362. 70 374,10 380, 10 380. 10 380, 10 380.10 | 380,10

305, 10 316. 80 322, 50 322. 50 822, 322, 50 322,50 322,50 | 322.50

230. 70 239.70 239. 70 230. 70 239.70 239. 70 239. 70 230.70 | 239,70

182.70 182.70 182.70 182, 70 182.70 182.70 182.70 182,70 | 182.70

132. 60 132. 60 132, 60 132, 60 132. 60 132, 60 132. 60 132,60 | 132.60
121.80 121, 80 121. 80 121. 80 121. 80 121. 80 121. 80 121,80 | 121.80.”

Sec. 2. The enactment of this Act does not
reduce—

(1) the rate of dependency and indemnity
compensation under section 411 of title 38,
United States Code, that any person was re-
celving on the day before the effective date
of this Act or which thereafter becomes pay-
able for that day by reason of a subsequent
determination; or

(2) the basic pay or the retired pay or
retainer pay to which a member or former
member of a uniformed service was entitled
on the day before the effective date of this
Act.

CXI——1087

Sec. 3. (a) Chapter 19, title 37, United
States Code, is amended by adding the fol-
lowing new section at the end thereof:

'§ 1008. Presidential recommendations con-
cerning adjustments and changes
in pay and allowances

“(a) The President shall direct an annual
review of the adequacy of the pays and al-
lowances authorized by this title for uni-
formed personnel. Upon completion of this
review, but not later than March 31 of each
year, the President chall submit to Congress
a detalled report summarizing the results
of such annual review together with any

recommendations for adjustments In the
rates of pay and allowances authorized by
this title.

*(b) Whenever the President considers it
appropriate, but in no event later than Jan-
uary 1, 1967, and not less than once each
four years thereafter, he shall direct a com-
plete review of the principles and concepts
of the compensation system of all uniformed
personnel. Upon completion of such review
he shall submit a detailed report to the Con-
gress summarizing the results of such re-
view together with any recommendations he
may have proposing changes in the statu-
tory salary system and other elements of
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the compensation structure provided mem-

bers of the uniformed services.”

(b) The chapter analysis of chapter 19,
title 87, United States Code, is amended by
adding the following new item:

“§ 1008, Presidential recommendations con-
cerning adjustments and changes
in pay and allowances.”

SEec. 4. Section 308 of title 37, United States
Code, is amended by adding the following:

“(g) Under regulations to be prescribed
by the Secretary of Defense, or the Secre-
tary of the Treasury with respect to the
Coast Guard when it is not operating as a
service in the Navy, a member who is desig-
nated as having a critical military skill and
who is entitled to a bonus computed under
subsection (a) of this section upon his first
reenlistment may be pald an additional

“Commissioned officers
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amount not more than four times the
amount of that bonus. The additional
amount shall be paid in equal yearly install-
ments in each year of the reenlistment pe-
riod. However, in meritorious cases the ad-
ditional amount may be pald in fewer in-
stallments if the SBecretary concerned deter-
mines it to be in the best interests of the
member. An amount paid under this sub-
section does not count against the limita-
tion prescribed by subsection (c) of this sec-
tion on the total amount that may be paid
under this section.”

Sec. 6. This Act becomes effective on the
first day of the first calendar month be-

ginning after the date of enactment of this
Act.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina (inter-
rupting the reading). Mr. Chairman, I
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ask unanimous consent that further
reading of the bill be dispensed with, that
it be printed in the Recorp and con-
sidered as open for amendment at any
point,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KASTENMEIER

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered Mr, EASTENMEIER:
0_1_1 page 2, strike out tables beginning after
line 2 through tables on page 3 down to line
1 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“Warrant officers

ip Years of service computed under section 205 “n Years of service computed under section 205
ay ay
grade @ade
Borless | Over3 | Over4 | Over6 | Over8 | Over 10 | Over 12 Jorless | Over3 | Over4 | Over6 | Ove. 8 | Over 10 | Over 12
$1, 502. 10 {81, 503. 00 |$1, 503. 90 [$1, 504. 80 |$1, 506, 00 $381.40 | $583.20 | $584.70 | $586.50 | $588.00 | $589.80 $501. 30
1,384.20 | 1,386.30 | 1,388.40 | 1,390.80 | 1,392, 90 465.30 466. 50 468. 00 469.20 470.40 471.60 486.90
PELn Vi V| iae | Vate ma) W mh| ww wn on) &
A . 167, K . . 20 wi 5 5 5
774. 90 775, 50 776. 40 777.00 | ' 777.60
634. 00 687. 60 691. 20 694. 80 698. 40 X
B8 | o310| sme0| 10| omeo| oas0 . Years of service computed under section 205
461.40 | 476.70 | 486.90 | 502.20 | 528.00 | 54840 glf;“
oA, e 80, | 1 10,2075 %040 | EEUR TOY RIS 00 (0 Over 14 | Over16 | Over 18 | Over 20 | Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 30
Years of service computed under section 205 W-d___....| $503.10 | $504.60 | $609.90 | $630.30 | $651.00 | $702.00 £702. 00
“Pay W-3_..__| 50220| 517.50 | 533.10 | 553.50 | 5673.90 | 504.60 | 594,
W-2._ _____ 450. 90 466. 50 481. 80 497.10 517. 50 517. 50 517.50
Over 14 | Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 20 | Over 22 | Over 26 | Over 80 W-1____ 514.20 430, 50 445, 80 461. 40 461. 40 461. 40 461. 40
614. 30 |$1,614.30 |$1,722.00 |$1,722.00 |$1,829.70 | $1,820.70
309.20 | 1,390.20 | 1,506.90 | 1,506.90 | 1,614.30 | 1,614.30
,201.50 | 1,347.90 | 1,300.20 | 1,455.60 | 1,455.60 | 1,455.60
,183.80 | 1,266.00 | 1,266.00 | 1,266.00 | 1,266,00 | 1,266.00
902.10 {48, 00 96R.70 | 1,025.10 | 1,112.10 | 1,112.10
804. 60 850.80 876.30 907. 20 907.20 907.20
T38. 00 7568.40 758.40 758.40 758.40 758,40 it A
666.30 | 666.30 | 666.30 | 666.30 | 666.30 666, 30 Enlisted members
563.70 563.70 563.70 563.70 563.70 563. 70
476,70 | 476.70 | 476.70 | 476.70 | 476.70 476.70
g¥ 3 Years of service computed under section 205
oufpleTe o e Chamanl e Lol CH o gt ClrgfBtaioibo Armgy
of Naw: perations of Staff of the ‘'orce, or Comman o Borless| Over3 | Overd | Over 6 | Over 8 | Over 10| Over 12
Marine Corps, basie pay for this grade is $2,019.30 resardiass of eumulative years of
service computed under section 205 of this title.
“2 Does not apply to commissioned officers who have been credited withover4years ®-o...__ . . .. | ... | ... | oo ot 92 $503. 40
active service as an enlisted member. ceon---| $406.80 | 417,90 429,00
10| 3280 | 333.00| 35190
“Commissioned officers who have been credited with over 4 years’ géé:{ln 293.70 | 305.10 | 316.80
aclive service as an enlisted member 239.70 | 239.70 | 239.70 | 239.70
182.70 | 182.70 | 182.70 | 182.70
= 132.60 | 132.60 | 132.60 132. 60
Y enrs of service computed under section 205 e 121.80 | 121.80 | 121.80 121.80
“Pay grade F E 1 (under 4
months).. O
Over4 | Over6 | Over8 | Over10 | Over 12 | Over 15
$533.10 | $088.60 | $370.00 | $00.90 | $30.50 | $066.30  upy L B A
476.70 | 486,00 | 502.20 | 528.00 | 548.40 563. 70 grad’e, =
384.30 | 410.10 | 42640 | 440.70 | 466.00 |  476.70 Over 14 | Over16 | Over18 | Over20 | Over22 | Over 26 | Over 30
Years of service computed under sec. 205 $526.20 | $537.30 | $548.70 | $577.20 | $B633.30 . 30
“Pay grade 451.50 | 462,60 | 473,70 | 50190 | 557.40 | 557.40
425, 40 437.10 442 80 472,80 531.90 | 531.90
Over 16 | Over 18 | Over 20 | Over 22 | Over 26 374.10 380. 10 380.10 380.10 380.10 | 380.10
322, 50 322, 50 322, 50 322. 50 322,50 | 322,
239.70 239. 70 239. 70 239.70 239.70 | 239.70
$666.30 | $666.30 | $666.30 | $666.30 182, 70 182,70 182,70 182. 70 182.70 | 182,70
563. 70 563. 70 563. 70 563. 70 132, 60 132,60 132,60 132. 60 132.60 | 132.
476.70 476.70 476.70 476. 70 121.80 121, 80 121. 80 121. 80 121,80 | 121.80."
Mr., EKASTENMEIER (interrupting Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from North Carolina, who

the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the amendment
be considered as read and printed in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

I rise to support my amendment with the
feeling which has been expressed already
today, that there is a considerable sense
of unanimity, certainly among the mem-
bers of the committee, in support of the
committee bill.

I believe, however, there is still an is-
sue, and the eloquent statement made by

immediately preceded me, tends to un-
derline this issue—it is whether, in fact,
this bill is an illusion for men with 2
years of service or less, whether $9.90 or
$10.70 a month for men who have had
only one raise in 19 years is adequate.

I submit, Mr. Chairman, it is not. I
submit that if raises are to be curtailed



July 19, 1965

that ought to be at other levels. It ought
to be for the major general with 26 years
of service, who has had six raises in 19
years, and who under this bill will get
$171 a month more.

For those of us who voted ourselves last
vear a $625-a-month raise, it seems ill
becoming to applaud our efforts to raise
these men $9.90 or $10.70.

Briefly, Mr. Chairman, my amendment
would go at least somewhat further in
the direction of making this more equi-
table for those with less than 2 years’
service.

The committee bill would raise a re-
cruit from $78 to $87.90. My proposal
would raise the recruit’s pay to $102, to
start with, for men with less than 4
months’ service. ”

The committee bill would raise the
E-1's, at the bottom of the scale, with
less than 2 years’ service, from $83.60 to
$93.90, or $10.30.

My bill would strike out the 2-year dis-
tinction and such men would immedi-
ately qualify for $121.80 or receive a raise
of $38.60. This is substantial, perhaps,
but when one considers the other levels
of Federal service and considers the 19
years that these people have subsisted on
a $3 raise, I think it is scarcely adequate
in and of itself. The balance of the en-
listed section would be the same as the
committee bill.

The officers section in my amendment
is taken from a bill submitted by the
junior Senator from Wisconsin which
would raise officers with under 2 years of
service and would raise the officers im-
mediately above them in terms of years
of service in order to compensate some-
what for the difference but would keep
high-ranking officers at a standstill level.
We do that because it is certainly felt by
the gentleman in the well of this House
that until the men at the bottom of the
scale are properly taken care of by this
Congress the others can afford to wait.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of my
amendment.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment offered by my colleague, the
gentleman from Wisconsin.

The instincts of the gentleman from
Wisconsin are good, but I am afraid his
knowledge of the military compensation
system is not.

Under the proposed amendment, as
I understand it, military pay scales
would no longer differentiate in terms
of service or longevity until after mili-
tary personnel had completed more than
3 years of service. Thus, the lon-
gevity principle, which is inherent in all
statutory pay systems for both Federal
civilian and military employees, would
be abandoned.

Under the Federal civilian pay sys-
tems, pay differentials are provided in
each of the first 3 years of service. That
is, there are three pay steps, 1 year
apart, for all civil service grades below
GS-18.

The military system similarly provides
these longevity increases since they are
designed to recognize and encourage im-
proved performance within the grade
concerned.
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Under the proposed amendment this
concept would be abandoned.

If the proposed change were effected
in our military pay scales, a second func-
tion of this longevity principle would be
lost. This function is to provide cred-
itable financial incentives in terms of
pay increases for those who reenlist.

For example, the effect of the amend-
ment would be to reduce the pay differ-
ential between those enlisted members
having 3 years’ service and those with
over 3 years' service to about $11 a
month. This amount would obviously
be inadequate as an incentive to re-
enlist.

It, therefore, in effect, compresses
the military pay scales and would require
a substantial further upward adjustment
at all points in the pay scale to maintain
a necessary, desired pattern of adequate
pay differentials among and between the
various pay grades.

Obviously, I cannot comment pre-
cisely on the cost of such an additional
adjustment in military pay scales, but
I am certain that it would exceed a bil-
lion dollars.

Now, I am thoroughly in sympathy
with the gentleman from Wisconsin in
attempting to provide more realistic pay
scales for military personnel with under
2 years of service. I think we have done
that in H.R. 9075.

For example, we are increasing the
average pay scales of enlisted personnel
with under 2 years of service 17.3 per-
cent.

We are also increasing the pay scales
of officers with less than 2 years of serv-
ice an average of 22 percent.

In establishing these pay increases the
committee was not unmindful of the fact
that in the enlisted pay structure, pro-
motion to pay grade E-3, with accom-
panying pay increases, is quite rapid in
all the services.

For example, in the Army, which is the
only service presently using inductees,
the average total time in active service
for military personnel promoted to pay
grade E-3 is only 9 months.

Under H.R. 9075, the average young
man who moves from pay grade E-1 to
E-2 to E-3 in a total of 9 months would
receive a rate of basic pay about 34 per-
cent greater than his original entry basic
pay. While the dollar amounts, as such,
are relatively modest, the percentage of
pay increase over the 9-month period is
substantial and provides a rate of pay
more closely in line with the remainder
of the enlisted pay structure.

For example under existing law an E-3
with less than 2 years of service is paid
$99.37. Under the provisions of H.R.
9075, his basic pay would be increased to
$117.90 per month. This is an 18.7 per-
cent increase in basic pay.

Now, since our recruit can and does
achieve this pay grade within 9 months,
the pay increases proposed for him in
H.R. 9075 not only include the basic pay
increase for a recruit at pay grade E-1—
from $78 to $87.90—but also the pay in-
creases which he is almost certainly going
to enjoy by virtue of his ultimate pro-
motion to pay grade E-3 within 9 months.

Thus, an inductee who enters the serv-
ice today will receive basic pay of $78 a
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month, but if this bill, H.R. 9075, is en-
acted into law, he will, within 9 months,
be receiving basic bay at the E-3 level of
$117.90 a month. Therefore, his pay
increases after enactment of this bill will
approximate $40 per month in basic pay.

This increase in his pay will still permit
a reasonable differential to encourage
him to reenlist upon completion of 2
years of service, since at this point he
would again receive a longevity increase
in base pay of $42.30 a month. Under the
gentleman’s proposed amendment, this
reenlistment incentive would be com-
pletely lost.

The gentleman from Wisconsin pro-
vided the Committee on Armed Services
with his recommendations during com-
mittee hearings on these proposed
changes in military pay. However, for
the reasons I have indicated they were
rejected.

Furthermore, the gentleman in his
statement before the committee indi-
cated that one of his purposes in recom-
mending this change in the pay structure
was hopefully the first step toward elimi-
nating the draft.

Neither the rates of pay in H.R. 9075,
nor those proposed by the gentleman
from Wisconsin, could be expected to
achieve in any substantial measure the
goal of elimination of the draft and the
substitution of a completely voluntary
military procurement system.

The Department of Defense has made
a study in this regard, and although the
details of this study are not as yet avail-
able, it appears that a decision to go to
an all voluntary military force would
require increases in military pay scales
amounting to more than $4 billion a year.

I am deeply grateful to the gentleman
from Wisconsin for expressing in con-
crete terms his desire and effort to im-
prove the lot of our men and women in
uniform. Therefore, I am hopeful that
he will continue to support H.R. 9075
after the House rejects his amendment.

For the reasons I have indicated, and
since this amendment would increase the
annual cost of H.R. 9075 more than one-
third of a billion dollars, I recommend
that the House not accept the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin.

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

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield to the distinguished gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Chairman, does not
my distinguished friend have consider-
able concern about the probability that
this proposed increase of another one-
third of a billion dollars in the cost of the
bill, which is almost as much as the ad-
ministration’s entire proposal, would
very substantially increase the prospect
of a veto so that no one would benefit by
an inecrease in pay at this time, if the
amendment were adopted and the bill
were vetoed?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. EASTENMEIER. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield further, I
wonder whether he has described fully
what my amendment proposes to do?
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It strikes but one category and that is
the category of “2 years and under.” It
does not destroy the whole concept of
longevity, just one category. It merges
the “under 2” and the “between 2 and
3” into one category. There is no other
connection. It does not destroy the
principle of longevity. In fact it is a
complete reiteration of that principle in
all other respects of the committee bill.

May I say to the gentleman from
South Carolina that as far as the cost
of the bill is concerned it is true that it
will cost in the order of $323 million
more than the commitiee bill which, in-
cidentially, is less than the committee bill
costs more than the administration bill
which the gentleman from South Caro-
lina and others saw fit to make changes
in.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. We
are doing very well today on this bill.
We have taken pretty good care of the
GlI.

I have a letter here which I received
the other day from the boys in Saigon.
It says:

Sir: We the professional fighting men in
Vietnam appreciate the hard work your com-
mittee has done and which you have ex-
pended toward the probability of a new
realistic pay increase.

Mr. Chairman, these boys are for this.
There are a lot of names listed on this
letter. I am told there are 2,000 sig-
natures on this list. They are for this
bill. .

Mr. Chairman, we have an oppor-
tunity to get this bill through. Let us
not muddy the water and give someone,
somewhere an opportunity to ask the
President to veto this bill. Let us take
care of these boys while the time re-
mains.

They have a lot of loved ones here to-
day and I do not want to start a man
off at E-3. Let us let him do all he can
for his country for that 9 months and
merit this increase in pay.

Mr. Chairman, the amendment which
has been offered by the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. KasTeNnMEIER] would not
permit this.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from South Carolina has
again expired.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from South Carolina [Mr. RIvErs] may
be granted permission to proceed for 5
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I do want to
make it clear that in the event my
amendment fails I shall of course sup-
port the bill, because I feel that even
$9.90 or $10.70 must mean something to
these poverty-stricken men. So I want
to make the record clear on that. But
I think we can do a lot better than the
committee has done for this category
of serviceman.
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Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. In
our bill, Mr. Chairman, we require the
President to make a realistic appraisal
of not less than every 4 years and report
to the Congress and review it every
yvear—make a report of the basic change
not less than every 4 years. So we have
got a very good bill. The G.I. wants it.
Let us get behind this and not try to
change the basic structures which have
been so orderly arrived at.

Mr. LENNON. Mr. Chairman, will my
distinguished chairman yield to me at
this point?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman.

Mr. LENNON. The gentleman from
South Carolina a few minutes ago re-
ferred to the fact that in the course of
9 months the inductee, whether he be a
draftee or an enlistee, usually would move
from an E-1 to an E-3 in approximately
9 months.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. About
90 percent of them do.

Mr. LENNON. If the gentleman will
yield further, I was anxious to have the
gentleman get that in the Recorp be-
cause that in substance answers the
question of the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin. I for one appreciate the concern
of the gentleman but having heard this
matter discussed in committee many
times, about 90 percent of the young
men who go into service at the E-1 rating
move to the E-3 rating within a period
of 9 months.

Based upon my way of thinking, it does
answer the objective which the gentle-
man from Wisconsin seeks to accomplish
to an appreciable degree.

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

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield furtker to the gentleman.

Mr. KASTENMEIER. I say to the
gentleman from North Carolina that it
does not. You must realize that an E-3
under the committee bill gets $117.90 a
month. He does not get as much as the
E-1 would get under the committee bill
when he serves 3 years.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Then,
when he gets over 2 years, the E-3 re-
ceives $160 and over 3 years an E-3 gets
$171.60. Our bill is loaded with incen-
tives and let us not disturb it. We have
a fine bill and it can pass. I am not in
any mood to compromise it at this time.
Let us stick with what we have. We have
an awful lot of support because we have
an awful lot of good sense and a good bill.

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

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. HOSMER. I want to say that the
gentleman and his committee have done
an excellent job on this bill, recognizing
the difficulties and the necessities of our
servicemen.

I want to congratulate him and tell
him that I am in full support of the bill.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
thank the gentleman.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pending amendment.

Mr. Chairman, it is clear from the dis-
cussion that has thus far taken place
that it is impossible to write a pay bill
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on the floor. That is the reason why we
bring a tax bill on the floor under a
closed rule. I am sure the spirit that
has motivated the gentleman from Wis-
consin is a noble one, but we believe we
have done as well as we can. This bill
is some $450 million more than the Pres-
ident recommended. In this particular
area our increase is 17.3 compared to
that recommended by the President of
2.7 percent. No one knows exactly how
much this amendment will cost. Even
within the last 15 minutes we have had
figures appear that vary between $300
million and a billion dollars. This has
not been fully analyzed.

One more thought, Mr. Chairman, and
that is during the first few months or the
first few years of the service of an en-
listed man in many cases this is the first
time he has been away from home. The
rigors that many of these people ex-
perience are difficult, therefore morale
is of vital importance. There is nothing
more significant, there is nothing more
uplifting to these men than to have an
increase in pay during this period. But
if we should bring them all in and say
from this time until 3 years henceforth
you all shall get the same pay it seems
to me would not be proper.

Here is an opportunity for men to im-
prove their position, and to get more
pay for the services rendered. I believe
that the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin would have a
deleterious effect on the morale of the
people in the armed services rather than
actually helping them.

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

Mr. BATES. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. The subject of draftees
has been mentioned throughout this
afternoon, and other issues in connec-
tion with this bill. I would like to ask
the gentleman as to the period of serv-
ice of the draftees of our foreign friends,
whether anywhere in the world among
these so-called friends they draft for
24 months?

Mr. BATES. I would be more inter-
ested in how many troops they are going
to commit to Vietnam. As I understand
it, some have 6 months, some 114 years,
and some 2 or 3 years: I am dealing
here today with the problem of the Amer-
ican enlisted man.

Mr. GROSS. I understand perfectly,
but the problem of the American service-
man ought to be wrapped up in their
period of obligated service and it should
be wrapped up with the fact we are get-
ting no help or practically no help from
our so-called friends around the world
in Vietnam.

Mr, BATES. That is all the more rea-
son why we should look after their wel-
fare.

Mr. GROSS. I agree with the gen-
tleman, but I do not think it is out of
line to raise the issue today why, with
Communist aggression being carried on
in Vietnam, that we are getting no help
from anybody around the world.

Mr. BATES. I know the concern
which the gentleman has in this area,
and which he has expressed many times,
and I share his sentiments.
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Mr. GROSS. I would like to have
those whose hearts are bleeding for our
foreign friends tell some of us why we
are getting no help from those who ought
to be giving us help in the containing of
communism around the world.

Mr. BATES. May I say in conclusion,
I hope this amendment will be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. KEASTENMEIER].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. KASTEN-
MEIER) there were—ayes 9, noes 83.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Burkg, Chairman of of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 9075) to amend title 37,
United States Code, to increase the rates
of basic pay for members of the uni-
formed services, pursuant to House Res-
olution 470, he reported the bill back to
the House.

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

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

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

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

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker——

The SPEAEKER. For what purpose
does the gentleman from South Carolina
rise?

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
further proceedings in the consideration
of the bill be suspended until tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND
REMARKS

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to extend their remarks on the
pending bill.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

U.S. CAPITOL PAGE ACT OF 1965

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Speaker, the system
that the Congress uses in educating,
supervising, and housing its pages is
archaic, cumbersome, wasteful, and, in
many respects, detrimental to the young
men it purports to benefit.
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The system should be phased out and
replaced with a new U.S. Capitol page
system for college students who need
financial assistance to continue or com-
plete their education.

I am today introducing legislation,
captioned the U.S. Capitol Page Act of
1965, to accomplish this change.

Under the present arrangement,
youngsters between the ages of 14 and
18 years are set adrift, far from home
and removed from proper supervision, in
a large and fast-paced metropolis.

They are grossly overpaid. Pages earn
more money than some commissioned
officers of the U.S. Army fighting in
Vietnam.

Their schooling, stuffed into a 3-hour
period between 6.30 a.m. and 9:30 a.m. is
of debatable long-range value. They
attend the Capitol Page School, an in-
stitution unique in that it cannot refuse
to accept students who are deficient
scholastically and cannot dismiss stu-
dents once they are enrolled, no matter
how poor their scholastic performance.
This criticism in no way reflects on the
ability and dedication of the school’'s
staff; the school is the victim of the sys-
tem, and so are the pages.

Capitol pages, once in Washington,
are largely left to their own devices in
finding housing and eating wholesome
meals.

An evaluating committee of the Mid-
dle Atlantic Association for Secondary
Schools summed up the situation very
appropriately when it noted that—

It is one thing for a page to live at home
or in the home of his sponsor, where he can
be a part of normal family living so neces-
sary at this stage in growth. It is some-
thing else again to give these youngsters the
great opportunity to be of direct service to
their Government, and at the same time, de-
prive them of the basic protections to which
they are entitled at this stage in their de-
velopment.

Clearly, this present system has some
built-in dynamite which could explode
in our faces at any time.

My bill provides that a page serving in
the U.S. Senate, House of Representa-
tives, or the Supreme Court shall be at
least 18 years of age and less than 24
and shall have completed at least 1 year
of college. They must be financially
needy, and there are certainly many such
students.

Eminent political science professors
have noted that—

A college student is more likely to benefit
from the experience of being a page than a
high school student, and the problems of
their leisure hours is likely to be of less
concern,

Prof. Robert L. Peabody of Johns Hop-
kins University pointed out that such a
system “could be developed into a con-
gressional internship program for col-
lege undergraduates which would have
rich benefits in the training of the Na-
tion's future political leaders and in-
formed citizenry.”

In the 89th Congress, newly appointed
pages are paid $4,600 a year while re-
turning pages receive the salary of $5,050.
For youngsters whose duties principally
involve delivering documents and an-
swering telephones, these princely sine-
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cures are totally unrealistic. The salary
received by some 15-year-old pages this
year exceeds the total income in 1963 of
more than 45 percent of this Nation’s
families.

Under my bill, page salaries would be
reduced to about $3,640 a year. With
the savings effected, additional pages
could be appointed and hours of page
service staggered in such a way as to pre-
vent interference with the college sched-
ules of the pages.

Enactment of my bill would eliminate
the need for the proposed construction,
at great expense, of a new Capitol Page
School and Residence. It would, in fact,
eventually do away with the school
entirely.

In establishing a program of benefit
to deserving college students, my bill also
would end the dubious practice of the
Congress in employing high school stu-
dents on a full-time basis. Almost no
one else in the Nation could get away
with such a system.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics states
that not more than five States would
permit boys to attend school and engage
in general employment to the extent of
40 work hours a week.

In any job subject to the Federal child
labor provisions of the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, it would be illegal for boys of 14
and 15 to maintain the work schedule of
a congressional page. Under these pro-
visions, employment of 14- and 15-year-
old boys is limited to not more than 3
hours on a schoolday and 18 hours in a
school week, and not after 7 p.m.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend our
distinguished colleague, the gentle-
woman from Oregon [Mrs. GREEN],
chairman of the Select Committee on
the Welfare and Education of Congres-
sional Pages, and her committee associ-
ates, for their pioneer work in investi-
gating the page system and exploring
avenues for its improvement.

This system cries out for reform and
my bill would provide it.

Text of the bill follows:

H.ER. 9912

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 “United States Cap-
itol Page Act of 1965.”

Sec. 2. Effective the day after the date of
the enactment of this Act, a United States
Capitol Page shall be appointed to serve in
the United States Senate, the United States
House of Representatives, or the United
States Supreme Court, only if he or she:

(a) is at least 18 years of age and less than
24 years of age; and

(b) has completed the equivalent of at
least one year or 30 semester hours at a
college, university. or other institution of
higher education accredited by a recognized
body or bodies approved for such purposes
by the United States Commissioner of Educa-
tion; and

(c) is determined by his or her sponsor,
and certified by the President of the Senate,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives,
or the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court,
as appropriate, to be in need of financlal
assistance in order to complete his or her
requirements for a degree of bachelor of arts
or science, or its equivalent, at a college,
university, or other institution of higher
education accredited hy a recugnized body
or bodies approved for such purposes by the
United States Commissioner of Education.
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Sec. 3. Subject to the qualifications of
section 2 of this Act, appointments of United
Btates Capltol pages:

(a) to serve in the Senate shall be made
by Members of the Senate;

(b) to serve in the House of Representa-
tives shall be made by Members of the House
of Representatives;

(¢) to serve in the Supreme Court shall
be made by the Marshal of the Supreme
Court.

Sec. 4. (a) Thirty-two pages may be ap-
pointed by Members of the Senate to serve
in the Senate.

(b) Sixty-five pages may be appointed by
Members of the House of Representatives to
serve in the House of Representatives.

(c) PFive pages may be appointed by the
Marshal of the Supreme Court to serve in the
Supreme Court.

Sec. 5. All appointments of United States
Capitol pages shall be made without regard
to race, religion, or sex.

Sec. 6. Appointments of United States
Capitol pages shall be made for not less
than one semester and not more than one
calendar year.

Sec. 7. United States Capitol pages ap-
pointed under this Act shall perform their
duties as pages:

(a) in the Senate during those periods in
which the Senate is in session, with at least
sixteen Senate pages on duty at any time
that the Senate is in session;

(b) in the House of Representatives dur-
ing those periods in which the House of Rep-
resentatives is in session, with at least
thirty-three House pages on duty at any
time the House of Representatives is in
session;

{c) In the Supreme Court during those
periods in which the Supreme Court is In
session, with at least three Court pages on
duty at any time that the Supreme Court
is In session.

Sec. 8. United States Capitol pages ap-
pointed under this Act shall enroll at any
college, university, or other institution of
higher education of their choice in or around
‘Washington, D.C., which has been accredited
by a recognized body or bodies approved for
such purposes by the United States Com-
missioner of Education, in courses that will
be accepted for full or partial credit by their
college, university, or other institution of
higher education of origin.

Sec. 9. United States Capitol pages ap-
pointed under this Act shall receive com-
pensation for their services as pages at the
basic annual rate of one thousand one hun-
dred and forty dollars,

Sec. 10, This Act shall not apply to chief

es.
pagm‘ 11. Section 88 of title 2 of the United
States Code (Mar. 3, 1801, ch. 830, sec. 1, 31
Stat. 968) relating to the limit of age of
pages in House of Representatives, is hereby
repealed.

MILITARY WITNESSES BRAND FED-
ERAL SERVICES FINANCE CORP.
AS “VICIOUS”

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, for the
past several months the Domestic
Finance Subcommittee of the Banking
and Currency Committee has been in-
vestigating the operations of Federal
Services Finance Corp., a worldwide
lending organization that is primarily
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engaged in the business of making auto-
mobile and personal loans to servicemen.

During these hearings it was brought
out that Federal Services is being investi-
gated not only by the Domestic Finance
Subcommittee, but also by the Federal
Bureau of Investigation, the Federal
Trade Commission, the Department of
Labor, the Internal Revenue Service, and
the German tax authorities. Only a
casual look at the operations of this com-
pany makes it clear why it is subject to
so many investigations.

In light of the tactics that Federal
Services uses to abuse servicemen, such
as charges of nonexistent insurance, re-
fusal tc refund overpayments, mishan-
dling of repossessions, excess interest
charges, and numerous other sharp prac-
tices, it is my feeling that Federal Serv-
ices should not be allowed to continue
to take advantage of our servicemen.

Shortly the Congress will be asked to
consider legislation increasing the pay of
servicemen; but what good will it do to
increase the pay of servicemen, if, at the
same time, we allow companies such as
Federal Services to take advantage of
them and to flaunt military regulations.

Recently, I wrote to the Honorable
Norman Paul, Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Manpower, regarding Federal
Services. Mr. Paul testified before the
subcommittee in regard to Federal Serv-
ices. He stated that the Department of
Defense would look into the charges di-
rected at Federal Services. I suggested
in my letter that while this investigation
was being conducted, that Federal Serv-
ices be placed off limits to military per-
sonnel. A continuation of the subcom-
mittee hearings on Federal Services has
reaffirmed my belief that the company
should be placed off limits.

Testifying at the latest hearing were
Lt. Col. Clyde L. Griffith, judge advocate
at Fort Myer; Va.; Lt. Col. Daniel Ghent,
judge advocate at Fort Gordon, Ga.; as
well as Mr. Paul Zurkowski, former judge
advocate at Fort Irwin, Calif.,, and now
an aid to the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. KASTENMEIER].

I want to emphasize that both Colonel
Griffith and Colonel Ghent are active-
duty military officers, and Colonel Ghent
has recently been promoted to head the
Army’s legal assistance program. Both
of these colonels, as well as Mr. Zurkow-
ski, told the subcommittee in response to
my question that Federal Services should
be placed off limits. Colonel Griffith
categorized the lending and automobile
financing practices of Federal Services
as “unethical and vicious.” Colonel
Ghent testified that certain practices of
Federal Services were, in his opinion,
“extortion—pure and simple.” Mr.
Zurkowski branded the company as
“camp followers” who prey on service-
men.

I asked all three of these gentlemen
if they would be willing to finance a car
through Federal Services. Without hesi-
tation they all replied they would not
finance a car with this company.

I have come before you today because
I feel it is important to protect our serv-
icemen from fast-buck operators. I am
extremely upset that the Department
of Defense has not taken action to make
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certain that Federal Services does not

continue to victimize servicemen. I

might add at this point that out of a 12-

man board of directors of Federal Serv-

ices, 8 are retired admirals or generals.

I am informed that one of the reasons for

the Department of Defense’s lack of

action in this matter is that Federal

Services' operations are no worse than

other finance companies that prey on

servicemen. I will not take issue with
that statement, except to wonder aloud if
this is so, why has the Department of

Defense not done something a long time

ago about these other companies that are

as bad in their operations as Federal

Services.

The Department of Defense’s reason
for inactivity rings as hollow as an empty
barrel. The Department of Defense must
act quickly in this matter so that a warn-
ing can be issued to finance companies
that do not wish to play according to
the rules when dealing with servicemen.
It must be made clear to these companies
that unless they are willing to operate
in an honest, decent, and legal manner,
they will no longer be allowed to deal
with servicemen. There is no reason,
either in law or logic, why Federal Serv-
ices should not be placed off limits.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include
for the REcORD a copy of the letter I sent
to Secretary Paul on July 6, as well as
a press release from my office concerning
the letter. In addition, I am placing in
the RECORD a story from the Washington
Daily News of July 15, written by Rice
Odell, entitled “Witness Blasts District
of Columbia Finance Firm as ‘Vicious.””

I suggest that it is time the top brass
of the Department of Defense take notice
of what the field officers of the military
have to say about Federal Services. In
describing the Department of Defense’s
reluctance to place Federal Services off
limits, we can use the old axiom, “Every-
one is out of step, except John.” Could
it be that the Domestic Finance Subcom-
mittee, the Federal Trade Commission,
the Department of Labor, the Internal
Revenue Service, the German tax au-
thorities, and the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation are out of step and Federal
Services and the Department of Defense
are in step?

The material follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., July 6, 1965.

Hon. NorMAN PAUL,

Assistant Secretary of Defense, Manpower,
Department of Defense, the Pentagon,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg, Pauvrn: When you testified before
the Subcommittee on Domestic Finance on
June 17, I suggested to you that during the
period that the Department of Defense was
conducting its investigation into the opera-
tions of Federal Services Finance Corp. that
the company be placed off limits to members
of the military services.

I am fully convinced that this company
should not be allowed to continue the abuses
uncovered by the Domestic Pinance Subcom-
mittee and the easiest way to see that this is
carried out is to prohibit Armed Forces per-
sonnel from dealing with the company. It
will serve no logical purpose to investigate
this company if at the same time the abuses
that should be corrected are allowed to con-
tinue.
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I would appreciate it if you would inform
me as to the action taken by your office with
regard to my suggestion of placing the com-
pany off limits while the investigation is be-
ing conducted. I would further appreclate it
if you would provide a progress report on the
“interservice committee” which you men-
tioned during your testimony. It is my un-
derstanding that this committee has been
considering remedial measures to deal with
companies that extend credit to our Armed
Forces.

I would appreciate your early reply.

Sincerely,
FRANK ANNUNZIO,
Member of Congress.

CONGRESSMAN ANNUNZIO ASKS DEFENSE DE-
PARTMENT FOR FOLLOWUP ON DECLARING
FEDERAL SERVICES FINANCE CORPORATION
OFF LIMITS
Congressman FrRaNK ANNUNzIO, Democrat,

of Illinois, has asked the Department of

Defense for information concerning his re-

quest that Federal Services Finance Corp.

be placed off limits to military perscnnel
while the Department is investigating the
company.

The Illinois Democrat’s request was con-
tained in a letter dated July 6 to Norman
Paul, Assistant Secretary of Defense (Man-
power). In releasing the letter, Congress-
man ANNUNZIO explained that, “I am fully
convinced that Federal Services should not
be allowed to deal with members of the
Armed Forces until they have cleaned up
their operation.”

Representative ANNUNZIO i5 a member of
the Domestic Finance Subcommittee of the
Banking and Currency Committee which has
been investigating the operations of Federal
Services, a worldwide finance company en-
gaged primarily in the business of making
automobile loans to members of the military
forces. The subcommittee has turned up
hundreds of cases in which servicemen have
been victimized by the company whose offi-
cers and directors include many former
admirals and generals.

“I will say in all fairness,” Representa-
tive AnnNuUNnzIO remarked, “that most of the
members of the Department of Defense and
the three services have shown a willingness
to cooperate in this investigation and to take
the necessary action. However, there has
been a reluctancy to give more than fleet-
ing consideration to the possibility of de-
claring Federal Services off limits. I can see
no reason in law or in logic for not taking
this action. It is in the best interests of the
servicemen and the services. To continue to
allow the abuse of our servicemen is only in
the interest of Federal Services.”

Congressman ANNUNZIO also asked Secre-
tary Paul for a progress report on an inter-
service committee which Paul testified is cur-
rently considering remedial measures con-
cerning companies that extend financing to
servicemen., One of the proposals being
studied by the committee would require
finance companies to secure a seal of ap-
proval from the Department of Defense be-
fore they could deal with servicemen.

Congress AnNNUN2zIO concluded: “I have
been assured by Chairman WRIGHT PATMAN,
who heads both the subcommittee and the
parent committee, that the investigation of
Federal Services would not be closed until a
full accounting has been made of the com-
pany's actions. Both Chairman Patman and
I are in full agreement that the Department
of Defense must make full use of its powers
to insure that servicemen are protected from
companies that engage in sharp practices.”

WrirNESS BLASTS DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Finance FmMm As “Vicious"
(By Rice Odell)
The judge advocate of Fort Myer testified
yesterday that he considers the lending and
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auto financing practices of Federal Services
Finance Corp. to be “unethical and vicious.”

Lt. Col. Clyde Griffith was joined by two
other witnesses before a House Banking and
Currency Subcommittee in saying they think
such a company should be placed off limits
to military personnel.

The possibility of such action against the
Washington-based enterprise, whose clientele
is largely servicemen in this country and
overseas, is currently being studied by a spe-
cial Defense Department committee.

EXTORTION

Colonel Griffith appeared before the sub-
committee with Lt. Col. Daniel Ghent, judge
advocate of Fort Gordon, Ga., and Paul Zur-
kowski, former judge advocate at Fort Irwin,
Calif., and now an aide to Representative
RoBeErRT KASTENMEIER, Democrat, of Wiscon-
sin.

Colonel Ghent sald he wrote higher au-
thority 2 years ago that, in his opinion, cases
showed there was a “deliberate attempt” by
Federal Services to obtain money from serv-
icemen in derogation of their own contracts.

“This is extortion pure and simple,” he said
he wrote.

Mr. Zurkowski said he would characterize
the company as a “camp follower operation
in which soldiers are normally mystified at
how they could owe so much money.

LEGALITY

The three witnesses generally agree that at
least most of the firm's practices are legal,
and also that they are generally followed by
other firms in the fleld. These include small
refunds when insurance policies are rewrit-
ten, the sale of unnecessary insurance, high
interest rates, unwarranted late charges, etec.

Colonel Griffith said that, with limited
income and plagued by such problems, it be-
comes very difficult for a man to be a good
soldier. In addition to a number of specific
cases cited by the witnesses, he described
this hypothetical but typical example:

A soldier buys a $600 car from a dealer,
and has to finance it over a 2- or 3-year
period. Since some States allow interest
of up to 4 percent a month (and there are no
restrictions overseas), he might well end up
paying double the amount.

After adding insurance, which is usually
sold at a high price, and other items, he said,
say the soldier has to borrow a total of $1,200
to buy the $600 car.

Then perhaps he encounters financial prob-

lems due to {llness at home or having another
child, and so in all honesty he says that he
can't pay for the car and asks that it be
repossessed.
But the seller of the car meanwhile trans-
fers the $1,200 note to a second company,
which becomes a legal holder in due course,
even though its agent might be sitting at
the desk next to the seller.

Then suppose the car is repossessed after 4
months, and $200 has been paid on it. It'll
probably be sold at a forced sale, perhaps with
only one bidder. It might go for $200, which
is credited to the soldier’s account, giving him
a total of $400 against the $1,200.

So there's still $800 unpald on the note,
even though the soldier no longer has a car
and the insurance is of no value to him.
Yet because the note is held by that second
company, it can sue to recover the whole
amount, and the soldier can’'t do anything
about it.

“Obviously this is done intentionally so
they can sue on the note and not on the
contract,” he sald. If the military inquires
about the unused insurance, for example,
“they write back and say ‘'We don't know
anything about that—all we have is a note.’

“This iz where the viclous part begins,”
Colonel Griffith said. The company starts
a long campaign with the first sergeant and
company commander, reminding them that
their soldier is subject to court-martial for
willful failure to pay a just debt.
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“They write and ask, ‘Why haven't you
court-martialed this man?’

BUSINESS

“They play on this question of the soldier’s
integrity. If he's a good soldier at all, inte-
grity is one of the most vital things he has.”
(And if they don't get anywhere with a par-
ticular first sergeant or commander, they may
salt the file away for years until a soldier
is transferred to another post, where they
may have more luck collecting, he said.)

In most cases, he said, the soldier doesn't
argue—he just pays up. “For every one that
bubbles to the top, there must be at least
20 that never get there.”

Meanwhile, Federal Services reported that
for the 9 months ending June 30, its volume
of business was almost $61.4 million com-
pared to about $49.7 million for the same
period a year before. Net income, however,
went down from $699,889 to $525,344, which
President Clayton Norris sald was due to
higher taxes on income and higher expenses.

THE WISDOM OF CONGRESS IN
CONSTRUCTING THE CHERRY
CREEK RESERVOIR

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, last
week a special subcommittee of the Com-
mittee on Public Works completed a
2-day inspection of flood damage in a
two-State area where a major flood dis-
aster recently occurred. The committee
brought back a report of tremendous
heroism on the part of the local people
in fighting the devastation of the South
Platte River and its tributaries and the
Arkansas River in the States of Colorado
and Kansas.

But, Mr. Speaker, I believe one of the
most interesting observations was of a
reservoir known as Cherry Creek Reser-
voir, an Army Engineer’s structure which
had been authorized and built by this
Congress a number of years ago and
which has been subject for a number of
years to continuous criticism as a major
boondoggle and an example of wasteful-
ness by the Federal Government.

Mr. Speaker, on the occasion of the
flood which devastated a good part of
Denver last month, Cherry Creek Reser-
voir, which cost a little over $14 million
to build, prevented damages in excess of
$130 million in one single flood, demon-
strating very well the fact that while it
may take a while to pay off on some of
these flood control reservoirs, the payoff
gtanikbe very great indeed when disaster

rikes.

SMOKESCREENS THAT SOMEHOW
SEEM TO OBSCURE THE RIGHT-
TO-WORK ISSUE
Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House

for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

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

Ohio?

There was no objection.
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Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to draw the attention of the House to an
article that appeared in this morning’s
Washington Post, written by Mr. Hobart
Rowen, dealing with the matter of the
many smoke screens that somehow seem
to obscure the right-to-work issue.

Mr. Speaker, I am in complete agree-
ment with Mr. Rowen'’s observation that
both sides of interest in connection with
the consideration of the repeal of sec-
tion 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act are
dealing in gross emotionalism that has
prevented the general public from really
acquiring a real understanding of the
basic issue that underlies the question.

As a Member of the 89th Congress, it
is my intention to support repeal of sec-
tion 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, for
I am sincere in the belief that these so-
called right-to-work laws have invited
union harassment and have contributed
greatly to the promotion of unrest on the
American industrial scene.

As this article suggests, men of man-
agement of real industrial maturity do
understand the advantages of the union
shop under legitimate direction.

As the Congressman at Large for the
State of Ohio, I am particularly in agree-
ment with Mr. Rowen’s timely observa-
tion that these so-called right-to-work
States seem to be engaged in an emo-
tional campaign to keep wages low by
keeping the union out; and these same
people freely advertise and solicit in-
dustry on that basis.

I urge every Member of the House of
Representatives to dwell on the thoughts
expressed in Mr. Rowen’s article, which
follows:

EconoMic IMPACT: SMOKESCREENS OBSCURE
RIGHT-TO-WORK ISSUE
(By Hobart Rowen)

The battle over repeal of section 14(b) of
the Taft-Hartley Act—those unfortunate
few words that allow an individual State to
ban the union shop—is about to be resumed,
this time on the House floor. The public will
thus be treated again to an appalling amount
of hokum and buncombe on this issue.

Those individuals and organizations that
want to preserve the right-to-work laws per-
mitted by section 14(b) ought to quit shad-
owboxing, and say forthrightly that they're
against the whole idea of labor unions.

Right or wrong, at least that position
would end the pretense that they are losing
valuable sleep over the question of individual
liberty.

At the present time, 19 States have taken
advantage of section 14(b) by prohibiting
any agreement between an employer and a
union specifying membership in a union as
a condition of employment. Even if a com-
pany and a union should desire a union
shop, it would be illegal in these 19 States.

But while the chamber of commerce and
others weep crocodile tears about the loss of
liberty in the other 81 States, the basic
motive of the right-to-work crowd is to

attract industry with the promise of cheap,
nonunion labor.

And as the AFL-CIO has ably docu-
mented, the less respectable of the antiunion
band have a close alllance with ultraright-
wing John Birch types, whose blas on this
score is merely one aspect of a longer record
of antiquated, antisocial, 19th century
prejudices.

Organizations like the chamber, which are
eminently respectable, if behind the times,
fail to see the inconsistency between their
avowed support of the principle of collective
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bargaining and their demand for continu-
ance of sectlon 14(b).

They are saying, in effect, that an em-
ployer should have to bargain with his
workers (that's what collective bargaining
means)—provided they haven't formed an
effective union. If one can make sense out
of the chamber position, it is that employers
should strive to return to that nostalgic era
when they could deal with their employees
individually.

Well, maybe it would be nice—the way
some people look at it—to do without unions.
But the chamber better forget it, and take a
look at the calendar. It is 1965.

Most of the really influential leaders of
American industry have taken a more sophis-
ticated approach. They know that the “in-
dividual freedom” propaganda is just that—a
line created by the same imaginative public
relations men who thought up the misleading
“right to work” phrase.

Actually, the real leaders of American in-
dustry couldn’'t care less about repeal of
section 14(b). Some, it is true, wish that
President Johnson had staved off AFL-CIO
President George Meany's request. But pol-
icymakers in the U.S. business community
deal regularly with unions and the union
shop.

By and large, they'd be panicked if they
weren't assured of well-organized, responsi-
ble labor unions to provide a steady flow of
manpower for them.

One of LB.J.s Texas alds confides:
“When a big national company comes in
down home, they generally ask: ‘Where’s the
union?” If it's not there, they're disap-
pointed. They want one right on tap.”

But the local “wheels” are generally nerv-
ous. They are skeptical of union organizers,
who are equated to “invaders,” men who
want to up-end previous States rights.
Above all, the local men, often pillars of
smalltime chambers of commerce, feel they
can keep wages low if the union is kept out.
They freely advertise and solicit on that
basis.

The unions have floated their share of
baloney, too. Repeal of section 14(b) is not
a do-or-die proposition for union organiza-
tion, because they can and do survive in the
right-to-work States.

And despite denials, it is true that the
notion of a union shop involves a certain
element of compulsion. This ought to be
freely admitted, because the compulsion is
justifiable. Where collective bargaining is
the law of the land, a man who is deriving
benefits from union representation ought to
join the union. At least, he ought to pay
dues, which is all the law requires,

The unions want to do away with section
14(b) because it is “a bone in the throat.”
The Wagner Act established the principle
of collective bargaining, and then the Taft-
Hartley Act partially reneged. For 18 years
this has Invited antiunion harassment.
Both management and labor could turn their
attention to more useful and productive en-
deavors if section 14(b) were scrapped.

STUDY BEING UNDERTAKEN BY OF-
FICE OF EMERGENCY PLANNING
CONCERNING RELIEVING RESID-
UAL OIL CONTROLS
Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to extend my re-

marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SWEENEY. Mr. Speaker, I wish
to draw the attention of the House to a
letter I have dispatched to Gov. Buford
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Ellington, Director of the Office of Emer-

gency Planning, which deals with a study

being undertaken by that Office concern-
ing relieving residual oil import controls.

Mr. Speaker, these controls, if relieved,
would have a disastrous economic im-
pact on the economy of the great State
of Ohio and would, in effect, destroy the
coal industry, which plays such an im-
portant role in our overall economy.

Mr. Speaker, I would hope and trust
that the distinguished Governor Elling-
ton and his study group would, with great
dispateh, end the speculation concerning
this proposal to relieve oil import con-
trols and reject forthrightly the entire
idea.

The letter follows:

Hon. BuForp ELLINGTON,

Director, Office of Emergency Planning, Ez-
ecutive Office of the President, Washing-
ton, D.C.

My Dear GoveErNOR ELLINGTON: As Con-
gressman at Large for the State of Ohlo, I am
deeply interested in study being undertaken
by your Office of the residual oil import con-
trol program. I am interested in the con-
tinuance of the existing program of residual
oil import controls as I feel that these con-
trols are essential to the national security
and military defense of the United States.
I am equally disturbed about the adverse
effect upon the economy of my State, were
these controls lessened or relieved.

At present, coal is the principal source of
primary energy for conversion to electrical
energy and accounts for over half the total
electricity generated. Since the end of World
‘War II, there has been a decline in the coal
industry, but yet coal continues to play a
major role in the Nation's economy.

The coal industry means $201,889,672 an-
nually to Ohio. Many of our southern and
eastern counties are coal-producing areas,
and there are 17,020 Ohioans employed in the
industry, earning $104,379,893 annually.
;[’hesa coal wages are spent in Ohlo as fol-
OWS:

FO0H S N $29, 330, 750
Housing . o =D 28,891, 331
Clothing- 2ot an it o 8, 454, 771
Transportation_ . ____________ 12, 212, 447
Medical Care. - cocimmmaa e 6, 054, 034
Recreation g 5, 740, 984

Individual coal wage earners pay taxes
amounting to $10,416,237.

As congressional spokesman for those de-
pendent upon the coal industry for their
livelihood, I wish to indicate my opposition
to any effort to eliminate controls on the
importation of competing oil fuel products,
which would have a tremendously adverse ef-
fect upon our local economy.

I am certain that you are mindful of the
fact that section 202(c) of the Trade Expan-
sion Act establishes the criteria layed down
by the Congress, which should be considered
before import controls are relieved. One of
those criteria is whether or not the import
control would tend to threaten or impair the
national security and adversely affect the
national economy of that region of the
United States.

As you know, the 89th Congress has been
seriously concerned with the problems re-
garding the rejuvenation of the economy in
the 11-State reglon known as Appalachia.
I happen to be a member of the special ad
hoc committee which wrote that legislation,
and I can assure you that any policy to re-
leve import controls on residual oil fuels
would most certainly undermine the national
effort to revive the economy in the Ap-
palachian counties of my State.

It is difficult for me to understand how
the United States could seriously relieve im-
port controls which would completely dis-
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rupt the coal transportation capabilities of
the railroads in the eastern half of the
United States that are highly dependent
upon coal traffic, and encourage the elimina-
tion of coal as a primary fuel. To alter oil
import controls would put this Nation in the
position of absolute dependency to Venezu-
ela and other oil-producing countries which
have demonstrated varying degrees of friend-
liness and stability toward this country.

I am deeply concerned with the suggestion
that the United States of America embark
upon policies which would place us in the
position of being excessively dependent upon
foreign sources of energy, especially oil. The
matter of the possible undermining of the
coal industry, which so basically affects the
citizens of my State, is one of deep concern
to me and I wish to register with your office
my strenuous recommendation that the idea
of suggesting alteration of our import con-
trol policy be rejected.

Sincerely yours,
RoOBERT E. SWEENEY,
Member of Congress.

THE POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, it seems to
me that the three most dangerous indi-
viduals you can possibly find would be an
alcoholic with a bottle of whisky, an
arsonist with a box of matches, and a
Postmaster General who likes to experi-
ment all the time.

We have the ZIP code, in spite of the
fact that presumably the schools have
taught the students the names of the 50
States of the Union, the postal clerks
now have to learn 50,000 Zip numbers.
Everything has been replaced by a num-
ber. It used to take a letter overnight
to come from Ohio to Washington. Now
it takes up to 4 days.

We find now that the Post Office De-
partment has done violence to the legal
abbreviations of the various States. The
Post Office Department has come up with
a new abbreviation for Ohio, for instance,
changing the abbreviation “O” to a new
abbreviation “Oh.” Heaven knows what
happens in some other cases.

I do not know what this is going to
lead to, but it does seem to me in a coun-
try of almost 200 million people we ought
to find one fellow who would iike to run
and could run the post office with just
plain commonsense.

CHASE MANHATTAN NATIONAL
BANK

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

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

There was no objection,

Mr. TODD, Mr. Speaker, last week a
surprise hit the banking community
when Chase Manhattan, the Nation’s
largest State bank, announced its im-
minent conversion to national status.
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This conversion to national status is
part of a trend which has accelerated in
recent months, and which commenced
shortly after the present Comptroller of
the Currency took office in 1962.

During the previous several years,
there was no tendency for State banks to
convert to national banks, The present
trend has developed since the Comp-
troller has engaged the State regulatory
authorities in a “competition in laxity,”
as Governor Robertson has termed it.

The reaction of Frank Wille, New York
superintendent of banks, is pertinent.

He was quoted as follows:

I regret the action initiated today by Chase
Manhattan Bank to surrender the special
charter of the Bank of the Manhattan
Co * * * I willdoalllcan tosecure changes
at the Federal level which would substan-
tially equalize the situation for State-char-
tered commercial banks,

By clear implication, Mr, Wille fears
that unless regulations of State banks
are further relaxed, our dual banking
system will be threatened. It is per-
tinent, in this connection, to note that
Chase National chose a State charter in
1955, when it merged with the Bank of
the Manhattan Co. Changes in attitudes
of the Federal regulatory authorities
make it now reverse its earlier decision.

The distinguished chairman of our
Banking and Currency Committee, the
gentleman from Texas, the Honorable
WricHT Parman, has introduced H.R.
6885, which attempts to eliminate the
fragmentation of supervisory authority
over all banks which are federally in-
sured. I am hopeful that in the course
of these hearings the full implications of
Chase Manhattan’s decision upon the
dual banking system can be explored, and
fully related to the trends in the field of
banking and their impact upon our
economie life,

THE GOLD SITUATION

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the gold
situation of the United States has been
of general concern to governmental, fi-
nancial, and political circles for the past
several years. Of particular concern has
been the fact that severe drains had
been made on the U.S. gold stock, espe-
cially since 1960.

Since 1933, Americans have not been
permitted to redeem their dollars in gold.
At that time, by Executive order, and
subsequently by the Gold Reserve Act
of 1934, the domestic redemption of dol-
lars for gold was suspended indefinitely.
The holding of gold by Americans—even
outside the United States since 1961—ex-
cept for limited numismatic, industrial,
professional, or artistic uses, is forbidden.

U.S. dollars owned by foreign govern-
ments, however, are directly redeemable
in U.S. gold, and in recent years some
foreign governments have redeemed so
many dollars for U.S. gold that the ques-
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tion of whether the United States may
have a gold shortage has been raised.

One of the assigned functions of the
Legal and Monetary Affairs Subcommit-
tee of the House Committee on Govern-
ment Operations is to evaluate the effi-
ciency and economy with which the Fed-
eral monetary agencies operate. In the
performance of that obligation the sub-
committee undertook study of the coin
shortage situation which, in varying de-
grees, has plagued the country for the
past half dozen years.

Contemporaneous with the subcommit-
tee’s inquiries into the coin shortage,
news items and comments about drains
on the country’s gold stock through in-
ternational transactions were being re-
ported. Also communications received
by the subcommittee indicated the con-
siderable concern on the part of many
citizens that the U.S. gold supply was
being drained away, and that adverse
effects were inevitable. Quite often the
communications indicated that there was
confusion and lack of understanding of
the technicalities and even the nomen-
clature employed by the experts and
technicians who deal with the problems.

The fact that the Treasury is fast run-
ning out of our other precious monetary
metal, silver, undoubtedly heightened the
public interest in the country’s gold
stock.

Because of this large public interest in
the subject, as chairman of the Legal
and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee, I
am today announcing the release of a
report which results from study of the
gold situation of the United States. The
report is entitled “The Gold Situation,”
and objectively and in nontechniecal
terms examines the U.S. gold stock, in
the light of international demands.

Over the past 8 years about $81% bil-
lion worth of gold has been drained from
the U.S. gold stock. The gold now in the
Treasury, somewhat less than $14 billion,
is the smallest amount the United States
has had since 1938.

By giving, lending, and spending more
abroad than it has been receiving in pay-
ments from foreigners, the United States
has been running deficits in its interna-
tional payments balances since 1957.
This has caused some countries to ac-
quire more dollars than they need, many
of which they redeem for U.S. gold. U.S.
efforts to reverse the deficit trend of its
payments balances are meeting with con-
siderable success, as is indicated by the
second quarter, 1965, results.

The United States now, in the second
quarter of 1965, has had its first bal-
ance-of-payments surplus in 8 years.
Although that surplus arose only in the
second quarter of 1965, it augurs well for
the future, for further favorable gains
are expected. Foreign governments,
therefore, should be left with fewer dol-
lars that are surplus to their needs, with
consequent reduction in conversions of
such dollars into gold.

Lessening the flow of dollars going
abroad, however, poses the threats of re-
stricting the availability of capital in
many foreign financial markets, reducing
international trade and hampering de-
velopment in some foreign countries. As
stated in “The Gold Situation,” these
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possibilities point up the necessity for the
free world to further seek long-term
solutions to international monetary
problems.

The time to do so is right now. If the
United States had sought international
conferences for that purpose even a short
while ago, foreign governments might
have misconstrued its actions as efforts
to bail itself out of a pay payment bal-
ances situation. The nations now,
however, face the possibility of an inter-
national liquidity squeeze, through the
drying up of dollar availability. These
prospects involve not only the United
States, but the entire free world. Cer-
tainly the nations should jointly study
the possibilities of modifying existing
systems, to avoid any such disruptive
effects.

President Johnson’s recent action in
authorizing the United States to partici-
pate in conferences to seek substantial
improvements in international monetary
arrangements is therefore a timely and
very important step.

Many of the suggestions which have
been advanced by leading economists for
improving the international monetary
system are discussed in the report.

In the course of its study the subcom-
mittee received suggestions that specu-
lation in gold could be minimized if the
United States would announce that al-
though it will continue to sell gold at $35
per ounce, it will reduce its minimum
buying price of $35 per ounce by succes-
sive steps according to an announced
schedule, thus appreciating, rather than
devaluing, the dollar in terms of gold. A
simpler version would have the United
States continue to redeem dollars in
gold—that is, to continue selling gold—
at $35 per ounce, but abandon the guar-
antee to buy it from foreigners at the
minimum price of $35 per ounce. Advo-
cates of the suggestion say that although
it is important that the United States
support the international value of the
dollar in terms of gold, by continuing to
redeem dollars with gold at $35 per ounce,
there appears to be little reason for the
United States to continue to support
the world price of gold in terms of dol-
lars. The pros and cons of these sug-
gestions are quite fully treated in “The
Gold Situation.”

The suggestion has been made that it
is the strength of the U.S. economy
rather than the convertibility of dollars
into gold which makes the dollar the
world's major reserve currency; and that
the dollar would be as strong as it is
even if the United States had no gold
whatsoever.

That suggestion also is examined in
“The Gold Situation.”

In rather recent times chronic defi-
cits in U.S. balances of international
payments, coupled with increased ac-
cumulations of dollars by many foreign
governments have led to some rumors
that the United States might be forced
to devalue, that is, to cheapen it or to
cause it to lose value in relation to gold.
In fact, a noted French economist sug-
gested that the United States should de-
value the dollar by one-half, thus raising
the price of gold from $35 to $70 an
ounce, and doubling the dollar value of
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the U.S. gold stock to almost $30 billion,
The history of the 1933 devaluation of the
dollar, and the arguments for and
against devaluation are contained in
“The Gold Situation.”

The report contains factual data on
U.S. gold holdings, and their diminu-
tions. It discusses the role of gold in in-
ternational monetary arrangements, the
determination of the United States to
maintain the strength of the dollar, and
the balance of international payments
problem. Steps presently being taken to
reverse our longstanding deficits bal-
ances are discussed, together with a re-
view of the measures which were earlier
taken, and the cumulative effects of such
measures.

Because of the general public interest
in the subject of gold I have sent a copy
of “The Gold Situation” to every Mem-
ber of the House and of the other body.
Should any additional copies be desired,
they are available from the Legal and
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee, or the
House Committee on Government Op-
erations.

It is my hope, as chairman of the Legal
and Monetary Affairs Subcommittee,
that the report will fulfill a need which
was reflected in inquiries received by the
subcommittee for a better general public
comprehension of the U.S. gold situation.

AN OUNCE OF COMPASSION

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute, to revise
and extend my remarks, and to include
extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BURTON of California. Mr.
Speaker, the Members of this House and
the people of our Nation have had oc-
casion—without count—to have a great
sense of pride in the leadership and com-
passion of our distinguished Speaker, the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
McCorMACK].

The following editorial appearing in
the July 18, 1965, issue of the Washing-
ton Post brings to our attention another
manifestation of the deep and abiding
humanitarian drives which guide the
leader of this august body.

I should like to include in the RECORD,
at this point, the following editorial:

AN OUNCE OF COMPASSION

The dignity and prestige of the House of
Representatives were enhanced, not dimin-
ished, by Speaker McCorMACK's forbearance
on Wednesday in dropping charges against
10 Mississippians on trial for illegal entry at
the U.S. Capitol. The 10, members of the
Mississippi Freedom Democratic Party, were
arrested a month ago for refusing to leave
a corridor outside the office of the Clerk of
the House after the Capitol closed for the
day.

No doubt these demonstrators were wrong
to sit in at the Capitol. It appeared at their
trial, however, that they had had consider-
able provocation. They had gone to the
Capitol to keep a written appointment with
the Clerk who acknowledged that he failed
to keep the appointment because he “didn’t
see any polnt- in talklng to them.” Llst.ening
to this testimony, freshman Congressman
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JoHN Conyers, Jr., of Michigan, relayed an
account of it to the Speaker who promptly
asked Assistant U.S. Attorney Tim Murphy
to intervene at the trial. Mr. Murphy told
the court that in Mr. McCorMACK's judgment
“the defendants were acting in good faith
and belief that they had a right to be there
to see the Clerk of the House at the time”
and “were not in open deflance of the law.”

We think that Mr. ConNYEers, Mr. McCor-
MACE, and Mr. Murphy acted with great good
sense as well as with magnanimity. The
Mississippi demonstrators were bent upon no
mischief and no disrespect for the House of
Representatives; their errand at the Capitol
was a lawful and proper one, and their re-
sponse to the contemptuous brushoff they
received from the Clerk of the House was,
if not wise, at least thoroughly understand-
able.

It would have been unjust and unbecom-
ing to the House of Representatives to have
applied the letter of the law to these people.
No purpose could have been served by
punishing them. The compassion they en-
countered is much more likely than punish-
ment to deter them from any future miscon-
duct. We hope, in addition, that the Speaker
will have a word or two to say to the Clerk.

A LIAR WITH SECURITY CLEARANCE

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, the Senate
Internal Security Subcommittee has re-
leased another report today and it is
shocking to learn that although William
Wieland, a former high-ranking Latin
American expert, lied about his contacts
with Fidel Castro he has been given
security clearance by the State Depart-
ment.

Testifying under oath before the sub-
committee, Otto Otepka, the State De-
partment’s chief security officer, states
that there is a transcript of the Wieland
testimony which shows that Wieland in-
sisted he had only one meeting with the
Cuban Communist dictator when Castro
was in Washington.

Otepka testified he has evidence that
Wieland met with Castro on at least six
occasions.

This is but one of the lies or misrepre-
sentations by Wieland on material mat-
ters. He failed to list his former name
of William A. Montenegro on his Gov-
ernment information and application
forms. He misrepresented and gave
evasive testimony to the Senate Internal
Security Subcommittee when questioned
about the omission of this material, and
the committee transcript was sent to the
Justice Department to study for possible
prosecution for perjury.

It is incredible, in view of the report
made today by the Senate Internal
Security Subcommittee, that the State
Department now employs Wieland in the
office of the Deputy Under Secretary of
State for Administration at a salary of
more than $24,000 and, according to
newspaper accounts, he is being elevated
to a high diplomatic post in Australia.

Meanwhile, William Crockett, the
Deputy Under Secretary, is doing his ut-
most to fire Chief Security Officer Otepka
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because the latter has given full and
truthful testimony in response to the
questions of the Senate committee.

The Wieland case demonstrates clearly
and forcibly the bungling and worse that
is taking place in the State Department
with respect to security matters and the
necessity for a full-scale overhauling in
that Department of the Government.

TATTERED FLAG FLYING OVER
HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PELLY, Mr. Speaker, this morn-
ing when I looked out my window to my
great amazement I noted the flag fiying
over the Rayburn House Office Building
was almost completely torn to shreads—
enough so, Mr. Speaker, to constitute a
disgrace to the House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, this led me to ask two
questions. First, was the flag left flying
during the storm last night; and, sec-
ondly, if not why was it raised in such a
condition this morning?

Laws and certain customs have been
decreed to insure proper respect for the
Stars and Stripes. I quote, Mr. Speaker,
from House Document No. 104 of the 88th
Congress, 1st session, which says on
page 22:

When the flag is in such a condition,
through wear or damage, that it is no longer
a fitting emblem for display, ¢ should be de-
stroyed in a dignified way, preferably by
burning.

In getting back to my first question,
was the flag left fiying during the storm
last night? It is my understanding that
the flag can only be flown legally 24 hours
a day in three places in this Nation, and
the House Office Building is not one of
those places.

These three legal places are Flag House
Square in Baltimore, Md., Fort McHenry
National Monument, Baltimore, Md.,
and Iwo Jima Memorial, Arlington, Va.
By custom over the Capitol Building it-
self but not, as I understand, over Capi-
tol office building, or at least that is the
way it should be.

Mr. Speaker, precautions should be
taken to insure that no reoccurrence of
this type should ever again happen.

REDUCTION OF NONESSENTIAL
EXPENDITURES

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LIPSCOMB. Mr. Speaker, the re-
duction of nonessential expenditures of
the Federal Government is a cause dear
to all of our hearts. Recently the Sec-
retary of Defense briefed the press and
others on his cost reduction program. I
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would like to assist in the Secretary’s
cost reduction efforts by suggesting that
next year he refrain from indulging in
the printing of an expensive booklet pro-
claiming his efforts. Forty thousand
copies of a booklet, printed on expensive
paper and using costly color transparen-
cies were prepared at a cost of at least
$50,000. The delivery schedule was such
that a considerable amount of overtime
work was required. The booklet was sent
by mail to Members of Congress in a
White House envelope bearing 40 cents in
postage while the Federal Government
maintains a small army of messengers in
Washington. If my suggestion is ac-
cepted, the Secretary will have a head
start on next year’'s cost reduction pro-
gram.

MORE ON TEACH-INS

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, recently I
placed in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD an
evaluation by John Evarts Horner, Di-
rector of Public Services at the State De-
partment, of the teach-ins on college
campuses with respect to our policy in
Vietnam.

In his evaluation, Mr. Horner referred
to the teach-in at UCLA as being “little
more than a circus.” This statement
was challenged by Mr. Chandler Harris,
public information officer at UCLA, who
telephoned Mr. Horner to point out that
he—Mr. Horner—should have referred
to the teach-in at the Berkeley campus of
the University of California, rather than
to the teach-in at UCLA. Mr. Harris
told Mr. Horner that the teach-in at
UCLA was conducted in an entirely satis-
factory and unbiased manner.

In all fairness to the students and
faculty at UCLA, I want to correct any
false assumption which may have been
made because of this slight error in Mr.
Horner's evaluation. The record stands
corrected on this point.

Dr. James McCain, president of Kan-
sas State University, Manhattan, Kans.,
read Mr. Horner’s statement on the
teach-ins and its specific reference to
Kansas State University, and wrote me
to give me his own evaluation.

Dr. McCain's statement is most per-
tinent and I feel that it is worthy of the
attention of my colleagues. Dr.
McCain's letter follows:

Eansas STATE UNIVERSITY,
Manhatian, Kan., July 8, 1965.
The Hon. CHESTER L. MIzE,
House of Representatives,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CHET: I found your letter of June 29
and the clippings from the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp on my desk when I returned yester-
day from a 2-weeks' vacation. I am es-
pecially pleased that you called my attention
to the letter by Mr. Horner in which he com-
ments on his visit to Kansas State Univer-
sity. Unfortunately, I was not on the cam-
pus at the time of his visit and did not get
to see him personally.
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I find it distressing that so many people
assume that most university students and
faculty members share the views of the tiny
minority who make the headlines. I think
it safe to assume that more than 90 percent
of our college teachers and students support
our policy in Vietnam and not more than 2
or 3 percent vigorously oppose it, Some of
our Kansas State students, for example, de-
cided to picket our spring ROTC review as a
protest against Vietnam. They were able to
enlist only eight pickets from our own stu-
dent body of 10,000 and imported 12 from a
higher institution nearby. At Colorado State
University last spring the student council
unanimously passed a resolution supporting
the policy In Vietnam, although vigorous op-
position to our policy by splinter groups had
been previously given widespread publicity.

Certainly, we can all take satisfaction from
the growing interest of our students in for-
eign policy and public affairs generally. Pub-
lic discussion in these areas should make
for more enlightened citizenship. However,
the inevitable tendency to play up to more
sensational aspects of such discussion gives
a distorted impression of university atti-
tudes.

I appreclate your interest very much,
CHET, and will welcome an opportunity to
talk this over with you the next time we are
together,

Sincerely yours,
JamEes A. McCamn,
President.

RIGHTS OF THE MOB VERSUS THE
RIGHTS OF THE INDIVIDUAL

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the ReEcorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, a few days
ago I received a perceptive letter from
Mr. J. P. Humphreys, president of Tam-
ko, Inc., of Joplin, Mo. The letter re-
flects the views of an individual citizen
who is becoming increasingly concerned
with the direction of Government at the
Federal level. I believe it deserves con-
sideration by those responsible for gov-
erning our Nation.

Therefore, I insert the letter at this
point in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD:

JuLy 7, 1965.
Hon. DURWARD G, HaLL,
U.S. Representative from Missouri,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN HaLL: I write you today
because I am greatly disturbed by the di-
rection taken by the leaders of Government
at the State and National level. The key
decisions being made and being amplified
in the State capitols and in Washington I
would describe as being concerned primarily
with “the rights of the mob versus the rights
of the individual.”

The direction began as a snowball might
have been carelessly thrown down a hill.
Today the avalanche thus created is roaring
out of control into the abyss of human
degradation. Yet, seemingly unaware of
the roar of doom, Congressmen, Senators,
Supreme Court Justices, Governors, and
Presidents are throwing ever larger snow-
balls in the same direction and with the
same effect. We have uncountable Pontius
Pilates who seemingly cannot wait to give
the mob what they want as long as Pontius
can remain in the exalted position of au-
thority over the mob. Thus concerned, I
write my thoughts to you.
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First, I wish to consider “the rights of
the individual.” The first and key question
that must be answered in this definitive is—
“What is the nature of man?"' For unless
we first answer this question there is no
guide, no goal, no direction.

The Bible gives one of the most concise
answers to this question, “What is the na-
ture of man?” in the allegory of Adam and
Eve. In this Biblical writing, man was, or
became early in time, different from other
animals created by God. Man had, or was
given, the faculty of reason. This faculty
of reason permitted man the means of choice,
of alternatives, of evaluations, of goals. No
other living creature was given such faculties.
Shakespeare sald, “To be or not to be, that
is the question.” This is still the question
when man has the freedom of choice. My
point is that if man's faculty of choice is
removed from him by the castration of coer-
cion then he ceases to be a man. Man has an
inner power of choice that has to be kept
alive or he ceases to live as man.

To be or not to be what? What are the
choices of man that are so important? Es-
sentially, man has only two choices, which
are—to be moral or not to be moral. Moral-
ity, or moral law, must be defined as the
objective principles founded on truth which
glorify, amplify, and exalt the life of man,
the individual. Morality is behavior in ac-
cord with the order in the universe. The ob-
servance and selection of objective moral
standards by man leads to peace and life.
The rejection of objective moral standards by
man leads to conflict and death. Truth
includes the objective laws of man as well as
the objective laws of nature, Cicero said,
“True law [morality] is right reason in agree-
ment with nature; it is of universal value,
unchanging and everlasting. It is a sin to
alter the law.” Man must have the right of
cholce before he can be moral. Man may not
choose the moral, but he must continually
have the freedom of choice or he degenerates
into an animal.

If man continually has the freedom to
choose the moral, he will increasingly choose
the moral since experience and history will
increasingly point to the error of the non-
moral (the false). The observance of moral
law by man is in his ultimate long range self-
interest. Man will choose the moral selfishly
as he rids himself of ignorance. Thus the
freedom to choose the moral gives the great-
est impetus possible to the selection by man
of peace and life (the end results of moral-
ity.)

!'Fl'hn alternative to “the rights of man” is
“the rights of the mob.” The “rights of the
mob” can be deflned more easily by defin-
ing socialism since the two are synonomous.

Socialism is defined by the phrase, “might
makes right.” Socialism is the law of the
jungle where the strong coerce or eliminate
the weak. Soclalism is the art of coerclion.
The term “socialism,” can be used inter-
changeably with fascism, communism, wel-
fare statism, collectivism, or majority (or
minority) rule without moral standards.
These systems hold that man's life belongs
to society (the mob), that soclety (the mob)
can dispose of him in any way it pleases,
and that any freedom he enjoys is his only
by favor, by the permission of society, which
may be revoked at any time.

The “rights of the mob” preclude selec-
tion of the moral since individual choice
{tself is coerced and prevented. The greater
the “rights of the mob,” the greater the
coercion to the ‘rights of man” the less
chance there is to select truth. Ultimately,
the “rights of the mob" are translated into
complete moral degradation of the individual.

Only criminals and governments stand
between man and freedom. Government
is a more dangerous threat to man's freedom
than the criminal. Government, by defini-
tion, holds the monopoly of coercion against
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its citizens. The question arises then as to
how government should use this force—in
the interest of the individual—or in the
interest of soclety (the mob)? In the in-
terest of the individual, government should
use coercion negatively. In the interest of
the mob, government uses the monopoly of
coercion positively. The negative use of
coercion is moral—defending the rights of
man against criminals. The positive use of
coercion is Iimmoral—seeking “legitimate
ends” for those in “need” by coercive means
against the individual. Let me point out
here that the end result of an action, and
the action itself, cannot be separated. If
either is immoral (the result of coercion),
both are immoral. Moral ends cannot be
obtained by immoral means. End values re-
sulting from coercion are immoral.

Freedom means the opportunity to face
life, not the right to be protected from it.
Freedom is the activating device by which
man's potential for good is exploded into a
fusion of energy. Freedom removes the road-
block to the massive flow of available human
energy. The key to morality, or truth, is
freedom. For a man to be free means to
be uncoerced by other men except as he
violates their (and his) God-given free-
dom. To be free means that man must pur-
sue his own self-interest except to the detri-
ment of another man's freedom. To be
free means that man owns his own life and
the fruits of his labor, which he may ex-
change voluntarily for the fruits of the labor
of other men without coercion in either his
buying or his selling. That man was born
to be free is part of objective truth. Only
by coercing, or being coerced, can man lose
his freedom.

The Founding Fathers of this country
uniquely understood the proper relationship
of the individual to government. They
uniquely understood the immorality of posi-
tive coercion as used by government. In the
beginning, the most profound achievement
of the United States of America was the
subordination of society (the mob) to moral
law.

Using the foregoing as a base, as a set of
principles, it is now possible to evaluate
the relative merit of each piece of legislation
by simply asking the following question:

1. Whom does this legislation benefit?

(a) At whose expense?

If society (the mob) is to benefit at man’s
(the individual's) expense, how do you justify
this immorality?

To be more specific, how can you justify
a vote in favor of the repeal of 14(B) of the
Taft-Hartley Act when the predetermined
result of such action by you is to coerce man
from exercising his freedom of choice.

The problem posed to many men concerned
with freedom in this country today is that
they expect their representatives to the Con-
gress, their President, and the Supreme Court
to act in an area within the confines of the
Constitution of the United States which is
a set of moral principles guiding the art of
government. To thelr anguish and frustra-
tion free men find that their representatives,
their President, and the keepers of the faith,
the Supreme Court, seem to be more inter-
ested in the needs of the mob, than they are
in determining the morality of an issue. Is
one man never right against the mob?

If this concerns you and if you have any
suggestions, I would appreciate hearing from

you.
With best regards,
J. P. HUMPHREYS,
President.

INTERSTATE HIGHWAY SYSTEM
PROGRESS AND PROBLEMS

Mr., CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
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for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, as an-
nounced in the New York Times, a high-
way seminar is being held in Washington
starting today to evaluate the Interstate
System progress and problems.

I am unalterably opposed to the ad-
ministration approach to the problem of
additional money needed to complete the
Interstate System which is to require a
stretchout of the program so that it will
not be completed until a year after the
present completion date of 1972.

This evidences a deplorable lack of
leadership on the part of the admin-
istration relating to one of the most vital
programs in the Nation—completion of
the Interstate System—particularly when
evidence indicates that some 41,000
people are dying on our highways an-
nually—largely because of lack of ade-
quate highways. This system when
completed would save 8,000 lives an-
nually, and $11 billion on travel costs
annually. I am deeply disturbed that
the administration is taking the easy and
in my opinion the irresponsible way out
of this problem—just refuse to request
funding of the $2.7 billion deficit—and
thus stretch out the completion of the
program another year. I call upon the
administration to provide leadership to
back up the Public Works Committee of
the House that voted the needed authori-
zation increases initially to complete the
system by 1972. Instead the administra-
tion has recommended a $700 million
shortage in authorization for 1967; thus,
the completion program will be $700 mil-
lion short in 1967 of completion by 1972.

Leadership is needed here badly.
CoNFERENCE To AssAy PROGRESS ON $46.8

BirLron HIGHWAY PROJECT—CONSTRUCTION

NEARS MIpPOINT IN DRIVE FOR 16-YEAR GOAL

(By David R. Jones)

WasHINGTON, July 18.—More than 250 of
the Nation's leading highway proponents,
ranging from Congressmen and State officials
to contractors and their suppliers, will gather
here tomorrow for a 2-day conference to cele-
brate the nearing of the “halfway point” in
the contraction of the $46.8 billion National
System of Interstate and Defense Highways.

There is good reason to celebrate the inter-
state road program, which has been described
as history’s biggest public works project.

The Federal-aid program has unsnarled
considerable automobile traffic, has enhanced
the influence of its proponents, and has
poured over $10 billion into the pockets of
contractors since it began in 1956.

This week's celebration, called by the As-
sociated General Contractors of America, is
manned by the fact that the 41,000-mile
Interstate System is not half-completed, even
though 8 years of the 16-year plan have
passed.

Highway authorities are increasingly com-
ing to the conclusion that the program will
miss its 1972 deadline, perhaps by 38 or 4
years.

COST OF DELAY

Each year the program costs the public
over $3 billlon a year in State and Federal
taxes. Any delay would mean an extension
and possible increase in that tax load.
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Also, some economists expect the roads to
have as great an impact on the Nation as the
rallroad-bullding boom of the 18th century.

The status of the Interstate System is par-
ticularly pertinent right now because the
Johnson administration is seeking congres-
sional approval for increased truck taxes and
a 5-month stretchout of the tax period to
help finance a $5.8 billion cost rise.

However, key members of the House Ways
and Means Committee have shown a decided
lack of enthusiasm about the prospect.
Many have voiced doubt that the committee
will act on the legislation before 1966. This
would delay the program.

The powerful road lobby is already plan-
ning to convince Congress to continue Fed-
eral aid to highway building and to main-
tain related taxes at least at the present
level—and possibly higher—through 1985.

This is coming at a time when there is
increasing talk here that the Johnson ad-
ministration is groping for a unified trans-
portation policy, which could conflict some-
what with the road lobby’s interests.

PLAGUED FROM THE OUTSET

The Interstate System has been plagued
from the outset by political bickering and
corruption in several States. Federal in-
vestigators may disclose more evidence of
scandal early in 19686.

The problem the system faces at the mo-
ment is keeping on schedule, particularly in
face of mounting criticism from the public
in urban areas where new roads are upsetting
neighborhood patterns.

The interstate program was begun in mid-
1956 to improve transportation, aid defense
readiness, and buoy the economy.

By the time the vast project is completed,
contractors will have excavated enough ma-
terial to cover Connecticut knee deep in dirt.
Enough concrete will have been poured to
bulld six sidewalks to the moon.

The Bureau of Public Roads supervises the
program, with private contractors doing the
work under direction of State highway de-
partments. The Federal Government pays
90 percent of the cost, and the States pay
the remaining 10 percent.

SCOPE OF PROJECT

The road complex will link 90 percent of
U.S. cities having 50,000 or more population
with wide ribbons of limited-access highway,
thereby sharply reducing travel time.

The Bureau estimates that the completed
system will save 8,000 lives and #$11 billion
in travel costs annually, and will carry near-
1y 25 percent of all highway traffic on less
than 1.5 percent of the Nation’s road and
street mileage.

The Interstate System was originally ex-
pected to cost $27.6 billion. But that esti-
mate has risen steadily to the present $46.8
billion figure, and most experts expect the
bill to run at least $3 billlon higher before
it is completed.

The Federal share is financed by the high-
way trust fund, which pays for the program
on a pay-as-you-go basis from a batch of
highway-user taxes due to expire October 1,
1972.

This infusion of Federal funds into the
Interstate System has raised total spending
for highways and streets in the United States
above $14 billion a year, from $9 billion in
1957. The total is expected to rise to $18
billion by the 1970’s.

UNEVEN DEVELOPMENT

Work appears to have been moving along
at an impressive pace, mainly because am-
bitious States have moved aggressively ahead
of normal schedules and consumed appro-
priations left unclaimed by laggard States.

Also, much of the work done to date has
been concentrated in rural areas, where costs
are lower and the building is faster.
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The ability to divert money from laggard
States to ambitious ones is being diminished
as the latter States near completion of their
programs,

Much work remains to be done in the
urban areas, which will consume nearly half
of the program’s money and present more
of a building obstacle. Militant antiroad
groups have snarled progress in several key
cities.

Rex M. Whitton, the Federal Highway Ad-
ministrator, says the interstate program is
“substantially” on schedule and will be com-
pleted by its 1972 deadline. But he adds
that he is “not naive enough to think there
may not be a mile or two uncompleted in
1972 in some urban area.”

The Bureau estimates that about 19,470
miles, or nearly 48 percent of the 41,000-mile
system, was open to traffic at June 30. This
seems close to the halfway mark, but it in-
cludes over 5,200 miles of toll roads and
other highways that for the most part do not
meet present interstate standards.

This means that only about one-third of
the mileage has been completed to full and
acceptable standards in 9 years. >

TASKES TO BE COMPLETED

The interstate mileage completed to full
standard has averaged less than 2,600 miles
annually since 1956. There remain 26,600
miles to finish to full standards by 1972.

The completion rate for the next 7 years
would have to run 50 percent faster to hit
the 1972 goal.

Most highway experts doubt this can be
done because much of the work that remains
is in such troublesome urban areas as New
York, San Francisco, Baltimore, and Wash-
ington, D.C.

Less than 15 percent of the interstate
mileage will lie in urban areas, but these
roads will carry 41 percent of the system’s
traffic and represent 47 percent of its cost.

One Bureau official estimates it will take
more than 5 years to build some urban high-
ways after locations have been fixed.

Edward H. Holmes, the Bureau's director
of planning, says he expects more rural sec-
tions and circumferential highways around
major citles to be completed by 1872. He
suggests it would be wrong to consider the
system unfinished merely because some roads
through the hearts of these cities had not
been completed.

But Lowell K, Bridwell, Deputy Under Sec-
retary of Commerce for Transportation, dis-
putes this.

“You build a highway system to meet the
traffic requirements, and half of the national
traffic requirements are in the urban areas,”
he says. "“So merely supplylng a superior
highway facility to the edge of the city does
not, in my opinion, meet the requirements
of most of the people using the system."”

Bureau officials report that, on average, the
States have already obligated an average of
41 percent of their interstate highway funds
for fiscal 1966, which began last July 1.

The figure is buoyed by several States—
such as Texas, Florida, Missouri, Connecticut,
Oregon, Ohlo, and New York—which have
actively pursued their goals.

But about 13 States are lagging in obliga-
tions, with New Jersey having obligated only
4 percent of fiscal 19656 funds, and Maryland,
only 52 percent of fiscal 1964 funds.

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1962 made
it mandatory for cities seeking Federal high-
way money after the start of this month to
have a comprehensive transportation plan-
ning process assuring cooperation between
State and local interests. Fifteen cities cov-
ered by the interstate system have not yet
complied.

Mr. Holmes says that where an interstate
road needs only a bridge or small connection
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for completion, the Bureau will provide ald
even though there is no planning process.

ROADBLOCKS FOR STATES

But he predicts significant delays, and per-
haps complete suspension of interstate road
money, for any city that seeks new funds
without such a plan. Those citles affected
include New York, Cincinnati, Cleveland,
Omaha, Shreveport, and San Francisco.

The Bureau has estimated that the pro-
gram will cost $5.8 billion more than the §41
billion previously forecast. Increased reve-
nues will bring in an added $2 billion to the
trust fund through 1972, the Bureau says,
but an additional $3 billion in Federal money
is needed to meet increased costs.

Because interstate systems costs are already
outstripping revenues, the quarterly appor-
tionment set by the Bureau for the States
last August was not released until last
month, 3 months behind schedule.

Should the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee fail to enact legislation increasing
taxes for the program until 1966, another 3-
month delay in appropriations could result.
This is slowing work in some of the more
advanced States.

The House committee, which may hold
hearings on the matter later this month, is
reported reluctant to raise truck taxes.

Highway sources report that the commit-
tee might propose a patchwork tax program,
including an extension of the tax period and
use of 1 percent of the automobile excise tax
to finance the added costs.

STRETCHOUT OF PROGRAM

Alfred E. Johnson, executive secretary of
the American Assoclation of State Highway
Officials, estimates that failure to obtain the
$3 billion in added money would amount to
a l-year program stretchout.

The prospect of a stretched-out interstate
program does not appeal to State highway
officials and contractors, who would face lay-
offs and reduced operations. They want to
keep the project going full blast, and to
follow it up with another massive road pro-
gram.

Most experts agree future spending should
be concentrated in urban areas. There is
also considerable sentiment for standardiz-
ing the Federal share of Federal-aid high-
way projects at around 65 to 70 percent of
costs

The Government's share of federally aid-
ed road programs normally was 50 percent
before the interstate project, and the Gov-
ernment continues to spend only 50 percent
on most of its non-interstate road programs.

JOHNSON APPROACH

There are serious misgivings within the
Johnson administration, however, about the
propriety of this approach to determining
transportation needs. Some transportation
experts within the administration favor a
comprehensive study of the proper balance
of funds that should go into all modes of
transportation.

Most transportation experts here believe
that Alan S. Boyd, named last month as
Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans-
portation, has been given a mandate by Pres-
ident Johnson to put transportation spend-
ing on a more rational basis.

Such a move, in the view of most econ-
omists, would include cost-benefit studles,
which weigh spending against the value de-
rived from it.

“I can assure you that we're going to build
roads on the basis of cost-benefit studies,
which I hope will be the logical and rational
approach to it,” Mr, Boyd has stated.

Most sources believe President Johnson to
be an ardent Interstate System supporter.
They doubt that he would shape any policy
to bring about a sharp dispute with the
strong petroleum, automobile, trucking, and
construction interests in the road lobby.
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NAM CIVIC AFFAIRS STUDY PRO-
GRAM GIVES BUSINESS LEADERS
BETTER UNDERSTANDING OF
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND THE
LAWMAKING PROCESS

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the REcorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MIZE. Mr. Speaker, recently sev-
eral of my colleagues and I were privi-
leged to participate in a new program
instituted by the National Association of
Manufacturers, the civic affairs study
program, organized and developed by
Robert D. Buehler, director of public
affairs for the National Association of
Manufacturers.

Because of the significance of the un-
dertaking, I wanted to bring such to the
attention of all Members of Congress.

The National Association of Manufac-
turers describes the public affairs en-
deavor as a 4-day, live laboratory study
of the Federal Government process.
The purpose is to give middle and top
management of NAM member compa-
nies a firsthand practical and construc-
tive observation and understanding of
the three branches of Government. As
Bob Buehler says:

Obviously, the participants cannot learn
everything about Government in this pro-
gram, but we are able to provide them with
a realistic bird's-eye view and a better ap-
preciation of the Federal Government
process.

In order to acquaint the participants
with the working environment, some
sessions of the program were conducted
in the Federal Government departments
or on Capitol Hill. I am advised that
the Department of Commerce was espe-
cially cooperative in its presentation at
the Commerce Building. Presentations
were given by Members of Congress of
both parties, congressional staff person-
nel, White House aids, and Federal exec-
utive officers. Also, Washington busi-
ness representatives lectured on the role
of the business representative working
with Government.

As I stated, it was my privilege to talk
to a score of executives who participated
in the program held June 13-17, 1965.
I was impressed with the genuine in-
terest and desire on the part of the busi-
nessmen to take advantage of this pro-
gram to learn and gain a better under-
standing of the Federal process.

Those who participated were W. Scott
Allan, assistant vice president and man-
ager, public relations department, Lib-
erty Mufual Insurance Co. Boston,
Mass.; Philip L. Baden, coordinator of
citizenship activities, Detroit Edison Co.,
Detroit, Mich.; Russell M. Braga, vice
president of finance, Standard Pressed
Steel, Jenkintown, Pa.; Raymond M.
Crockett, vice president, United Utilities,
Inc., Kansas City, Mo.; James F. Dudley,
vice president, engineering and public
affairs, Commercial Solvents Corp., New
York City; Richard C. Eaton, director,
public relations, Ralston Purina Co., St.
Louis, Mo.; E, B. Falk, director of adver-
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tising and public relations, Twin Disc
Clutch Co., Racine, Wis.; Clement E.
Gardiner, manager of public relations,
the Potomac Edison Co., Hagerstown,
Md.; Fred M. Ginsberg, president, Amer-
ican Steel Corp., Detroit, Mich.; J. Whit-
field King, Jr., assistant to vice presi-
dent, Chemstrand Division, Monsanto
Co., Decatur, Ala.; Robert M. Kurtz, Jr.,
vice president of public relations and ad-
vertising, Kurtz Bros. Clearfield, Pa.;
J. B. McMains, administrative assistant,
Northern States Power Co., Minneapolis,
Minn.; L. C. Michelon, director of public
affairs, Republic Steel Corp., Cleveland,
Ohio; A. W. Prenovost, Jr., senior tax
consultant, Arizona Public Service Co.,
Phoenix; J. Robert Roe, special staff
assistant to the senior vice president of
Litton Industries, Beverly Hills, Calif.;
Charles E. Stutenroth, assistant to the
vice president, personnel and public re-
lations, director of public relations,
Armco Steel Corp., Middletown, Ohio;
J. H. Tinsley, staff assistant to the direc-
tor of industrial relations, the Warner
& Swasey Co., Cleveland, Ohio; Gerald
W. Vaughan, director of public affairs,
Union Bag-Camp Paper Corp., New York
City; John H. Welsh, Jr., assistant to the
president, Texas Gas Transmission
Corp., Owensboro, Ky.; and Charles G.
Yeager, administrative assistant to the
vice president and director of finance,
Champion Spark Plug Co., Toledo, Ohio.

These participants were presented a
highly condensed program. Each day
they heard speakers at breakfast, lunch,
and dinner in addition to the presenta-
tions given throughout the day. Before
each session, the participants were
briefed as to what to expect from the
speaker. These business executives were
encouraged to ask questions of each
speaker after his presentation. The
presentations were off the record to facil-
itate a free flow of ideas. The number
of participants was kept purposely low
so that each would have ample oppor-
tunity to ask the questions.

The program was strictly nonpartisan.
Public issues and pending legislation
were not discussed; rather, the presen-
tations pertained to the mechanies, or
“nuts and bolts,” of how Government
and those connected with it work.

Here is a list of some of the areas cov-
ered: “The Legislative Process,” “The
Role of Party Leadership in the House,”
“The Role of the Bureau of the Budget,”
“The Work of the Supreme Court,” “Poli-
tics for the First Time,” “The Congres-
sional Committee Process,” “Facing the
Realities of Political and Economic Life,”
“The Operation of Congressional
Offices,” “The Job of the Congressional
Liaison Official for Executive Depart-
ments,” “The Current Challenges Facing
Members of Congress,” “The Work of the
Department of Commerce,” “Helping
Business in Science and Technology,”
“Services for the Business Community,”
“Economic Data for Policy Determina-
tion,” “The Development of Policy and
Party Position on Legislative Issues,”
“The Role of the Independent Regulatory
Agency as It Relates to the Legislative
and Executive Branches,” “The Respon-
sibility of the News Media as It Relates
to the Government Process,” “The Work
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of the White House Staff,” and “The Role
of the Washington Business Representa-
tive as It Relates to His Company and to
the Legislative and Executive Branches.”

One of the best ways to measure the
success of the program in increasing
management’s knowledge and under-
standing of the Government process is
to relate specific quotes made by the
participants themselves:

It was very interesting to observe the reac-
tion of the 21 businessmen participating in
the program. During the first couple of ses-
slons, they were obviously skeptical, had a
relatively low opinion of both legislators and
Government agency personnel and were ob-
viously thinking that Government was not
“in the same ball park” with American busi-
ness. As the sessions continued, however,
their attitude began to undergo a very real
change, in the sense that the parade of com-
petent speakers from all branches of the
Federal Government began to demonstrate
forcibly the sophistication and the caliber
of Government personnel and of the legisla-.
tors whom we send to Washington. More
than that, there began to evolve a much
clearer realization of the inherent problems
of Government (which are not so dissimilar
to those of business) and an appreclation of
why it is increasingly necessary for business

executives to know how to work with Gov-
ernment.

Other quotes follow:
A special opportunity not readily avallable
to us as individual citizens to get a brief but

revealing glimpse at the process of Govern-
ment at the national level.

The program makes an excellent contribu-
tlon to the necessary background of a non-
Washingtonian who wishes to increase his
potential as an effective spokesman for his
company at the Federal level.

Mr. Speaker, I played a very minor
part in this study program but I was
grateful for the opportunity to partici-
pate and assist these businessmen in get-
ting firsthand information about the
Federal process as I know it from my
particular vantage point.

The National Association of Manufac-
turers and Robert Buehler, the director
of public affairs, are to be commended
for launching this worthwhile program.
I feel certain that the NAM will get re-
quests to arrange other study programs
of this nature and it goes without saying
that they will find Members of Congress
and Government officials more than
happy to cooperate in exchanging views
and information which will make the
governmental process more understand-
ablz and more responsive to the needs of
the people it serves.

JUSTICE AND LOGIC DEMAND THE
REPEAL OF 14(b)

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SENNER. Mr. Speaker, early in
May, after 4 months of careful study
and analysis, I publicly announced my
decision to support President Johnson
and the 1964 Democratic Party platform
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by voting for the repeal of section 14(b)
of the Taft-Hartley Act.

I am fully aware that my decision is
neither politically expedient nor popu-
lar with some people. Yet any other
course would be an act of moral dis-
honesty, because I firmly believe that
14(b) is a bad law and should be stricken
from the record.

Several powerful pressure groups in
Arizona have already begun firing away
with a barrage of letters, telegrams, and
telephone calls. Most of these come
from narrow interests who apparently
have taken it upon themselves to speak
for our working men and women who are
directly affected by the so-called right-
to-work laws.

15 “RIGHT-TO-WORK"” A MAJORITY OPINION?

Arizonans voted on November 5, 1946,
and again on November 2, 1948, to im-
plement 14(b) by prohibiting employ-
ers and employees from freely con-
tracting with each other and reaching
collective security agreements.

Because of these votes I have been
repeatedly accused of defying majority
opinion. There is no truth to this
accusation.

Supporters of the “right-to-work” law
have argued that Arizonans clearly ex-
pressed their views in 1946, 1948, and
again last year when the Full Crew Train
Law (so-called featherbedding) was re-
pealed by a vote of 199,650 to 178,762.
In other words, the people reaffirmed
their belief in “right to work” by knock-
ing out the Full Crew Train Law 8 short
months ago.

If we carry this logic to its conclusion,
then my position on 14(b) was actually
dictated at the polls last November by
the people of the Third Congressional
District. The simple fact is that they
voted against repealing the Full Crew
Train Law 27,660 to 21,553. In short, a
majority of the voters of the Third Con-
gressional District expressed their sup-
port for the workingman.

It is further interesting to note that
only 5 of Arizona’s 14 counties favored
repeal, and that it was a 30,000 vote
majority chalked up in Maricopa County
that made the difference.

“RIGHT-TO-WORK'' LAWS DESTROY FREEDOM

The controversy over repeal of 14(b)
has aroused such bitterly emotional
opinions that the facts either are ig-
nored or are distorted to serve as a
crutch for faulty arguments.

Stripped of all emotional coloration,
the principal issue involved here is free-
dom of choice—the freedom of em-
ployees to vote on whether their inter-
ests would best be served by a collective
bargaining agency. It is as simple as
that. Section 14(b) permits the indi-
vidual States to take away that freedom
and 19 States—including Arizona—have
done so.

Viewed calmly and rationally, the full
significance of 14(b) can be more clearly
understood by visualizing its application
to the Voting Rights Bill of 1965.

Supposing that when Congress enacts
the Voting Rights Bill of 1965, which
guarantees the right of every qualified
citizen to register, to cast his ballot, and
to have it properly counted, it also inserts
a short paragraph permitting each State
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to make its own overriding laws on this
subject.

The repeal of 14(b) will not, as some
have suggested, automatically lead to
the establishment of a union. It will
not in itself force anyone to join a
union. It is essentially a proposal that
permits the employer and employees who
are bargaining in a particular case to
settle this matter as they deem mutually
satisfactory.

Union security agreements, where
they now exist, are the result of free and
voluntary negotiation between the em-
ployer and the employees, and are not
a condition imposed by law. Where
State “right-to-work” laws are erased by
the repeal of 14(b), no employee could
be compelled to join a collective bar-
gaining unit unless his employer volun-
tarily agrees to such a contract pro-
vision with the collective bargaining
agent which has been democratically
chosen by a majority of the employees.

“RIGHT-TO-WORK"—A MISLEADING SLOGAN

At this point let us dispose of the
myth inherent in the phrase “right-to-
work.” James Mitchell, who served as
Secretary of Labor under President
Eisenhower, said:

They call these right-to-work laws, but
that is not what they really are. In the
first place, they do not create any jobs at
all. In the second place, they result in un-
desirable and unnecessary limitations upon
the freedom of working men and women
and their employers to bargain collectively
and agree upon the conditions of work. I
oppose such laws categorically.

During hearings on legislation calling
for repeal of 14(b) 2 months ago, pres-
ent Secretary of Labor, Willard Wirtz,
declared:

The real issue has been submerged beneath
a phrase about right-to-work although no
such right is either recognized or, advocated
by those who lean on this phrase. The
issue has also been cast falsely in terms of
individual liberties—when what is involved
is only the effect which any group decision
has on the position of a member who dis-
agrees with it.

OPPOSITION TO REPEAL OF 14(h) IS ON SHAKY
GROUND

There are three major arguments ad-
vanced again and again by those who do
not want 14(b) repealed. Whatever
disguise they may be wrapped in from
time to time, the basic arguments have
remained unchanged for 18 years and
more.

Before examining these arguments,
however, perhaps it would be fruitful to
briefly review some aspects of legislation
pertinent to 14(b).

The Constitution grants Congress the
power to regulate interstate commerce.
In 1935, Congress passed the Fair Labor
Standards Act and assumed substantial
jurisdiction to stop abuses on the part of
both labor and management as they
affect interstate commerce.

Then 12 years later in 1947, the Taft-
Hartley Act became law. Generally
speaking, this legislation imposed vary-
ing restrictions upon union activities.
It banned the closed union shop. But
the law also permitted the employer and
the employees to enter into an agreement
concerning collective security. It must
be emphasized that such agreements can
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only be reached after a majority of the
employees have accepted an individual
or a union as their bargaining agent.

Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act,
however, permits the individual States to
prohibit all forms of employee’s security
agreements, even if the employer and 100
percent of his employees have agreed to
such security agreements. Section 14(b)
gave legal authority to the “right-to-
work” laws now in effect in Arizona and
18 other States. Five States have re-
pealed their “right-to-work” laws, and
nine others have defeated efforts to have
such laws enacted.

Section 14(b) is a contradiction in a
national law. But it has an even more
unattractive feature. Employees in the
“right-to-work” States can work in an
industry where the majority of the em-
ployees has decided, by a secret ballot,
that it wants to be represented by a col-
lective bargaining agency, but they do
not have to contribute 1 cent to the
costs of the collective bargaining process.
Yet the Taft-Hartley Act requires each
bargaining agent to represent every em-
ployee equally and without exception—
in regard to working conditions, griev-
ances, wages, hours of employment, and
so forth.

Let us examine the arguments against
the repeal of 14(b) and in favor of re-
taining the “right-to-work’ laws.

First. Repeal of 14(b) would violate
individual freedom and individual rights
by making union membership compul-
sory. .

Answer. This is simply not true. It is
obvious that in those 31 States which
have not prohibited collective security
agreements, the right to work without
joining a union freely exists. In fact, the
overwhelming majority of nonagricul-
tural workers in this Nation are not
union members.

In Illinois, the most highly unionized
State in the country. 64.2 percent of the
working force is nonunion. New York is
68.1 percent nonunion; California 73.2
percent; Pennsylvania 66.2 percent;
Michigan 67.2 percent. These employees
have the right to work without joining
a union bui do not have the power to
restrict the right to work of those who
do want a union security agreement—
source of above statistics: U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor.

Just how much freedom is actually
involved? In those States which do not
have right-to-work laws a man can work
in a nonunion shop, an agency shop, or
a shop with a union security agreement.
If he works in a shop with a union
security agreement, he may be an active
union member, or a person who simply
pays his union fees and dues for services
rendered. In a ‘“right-to-work™ State,
however, he has no choice but to work
in a compulsory open shop. I ask you,
where does the greater freedom lie?

Second. Repeal of 14(b) would be an
invasion of States rights.

Answer. This is a particularly decep-
tive argument, but one that has no merit
for a number of reasons.

The Constitution of the United States
specifically states:

Congress shall have the Power to regulate
Commerce with foreign Nations, and among
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the several States, and with the Indian Tribes
(art. 1, sec. 8).

It is Congress that has the constitu-
tional prerogative to legislate in the field
of interstate commerce. In pursuance
of the national public interest and under
the powers granted it by the Constitu-
tion, Congress has passed a number of
acts, among them the Taft-Hartley Act,
the National Railway Labor Act, and the
Transportation Act of 1958. These acts
provide uniform regulations concerning
interstate commerce relations and help
promote the industrial tranquillity and
prosperity of the Nation. If these acts
are to be effective and nondiscriminatory
they must apply to all States uniformly.
Yet section 14(b) is the one clause in a
piece of national legislation where na-
tional uniformity and unity is completely
abandoned.

The National Railway Labor Act was
amended in 1951 to permit employers and
employees under the act’s jurisdiction to
reach a collective security agreement.
Five years later, in Railway Emplovees
Department v. Hanson, 351 U.S. 225
(1956), the Supreme Court of the United
States held that labor-management rela-
tions came under the legislative power of
Congress by virtue of the interstate com-
merce clause of the Constitution. It
held, also, that Federal law was con-
trolling in this area and that a State
could not ban any employer-employee
agreement arrived at under the provi-
sions of the National Railway Labor Act,
as amended in 1951.

Finally, and I am not arguing for or-
ganized labor but to point out certain in-
consistencies, it seems to me that if those
who argue for States rights were really
concerned about achieving States rights
on the issue of compulsory union mem-
bership, they would demand that 14(b)
be amended—not only to prohibit all
forms of compulsory union member-
ship—but to permit all forms of compul-
sory membership, including the closed
shop. That would make 14(b) a two-way
street with no limitation on the power of
the State to act in either direction.

DO RIGHT-TO-WORK LAWS FOSTER ECONOMIC
GROWTH?

Proponents of “right-to-work” laws ar-
gue that these laws promote industrial
growth and they cite statistics to prove
their claim. On the other hand, the ad-
vocates of repeal of 14(b) can cite just
as many figures supporting the claim
that “right-to-work” laws do not help a
State’s economic growth.

In order to get an unbiased opinion, a
group of Congressmen asked the Library
of Congress Legislative Reference Serv-
ice to make a study answering this ques-
tion: “Have right-to-work laws promot-
ed economic growth?” This study re-
ports that the growth of “right-to-work”
States “reflects more the location of
many of the States in rapidly growing
areas of the Southeast and Southwest
than any peculiarity of the right-to-work
laws.”

The significant conclusion of the Leg-
islative Reference Service study is that
no definite claims can be made for or
against right-to-work laws, insofar as
economic growth is concerned.
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On the subject of per capita personal
income, “the analysis has not isolated
any effect of a State’s having a right-
to-work law on its total or per capita
income."”

Correlating a State’s income as a share
of national income, the study found that
“there is no clear trend either way.”

Its final conclusions are simple:

Efforts to measure economic effects of right-
to-work laws in the various 3tates were in-
conclusive. No consistent effects were found,
either immediately after passage or over a
period of time.

ARIZONA AND 14 (B)

One of the arguments frequently heard
in Arizona to justify retention of 14(b) is
that new industry has been drawn there
by the right-to-work law. This has ex-
tremely unfortunate connotations be-
cause it implies the presence of an anti-
labor climate with attendant low wage
scales. On the surface, Arizona’s almost
phenomenal growth since 1948 would
tend to bear out this argument.

But appearances are decelving, and I
believe that the facts do not support this
spurious argument.

In attempting to arrive at the truth, I
developed a questionnaire and distributed
it to 73 of Arizona's largest manufac-
turing firms several weeks ago. Collec-
tively they employ approximately 50,000
people. The great majority of these es-
tablished operations in Arizona after
1948.

The first question asked was:

What major factors induced your firm to
establish operations in Arizona?

Significantly, only {wo companies
listed the “right-to-work law” as a factor.
At the same time, they also emphasized
that the removal of the manufacturers
inventory tax in 1950—a State law—had
an impact on their decision to meve to
Arizona.”

Altogether, 37 percent declared that re-
peal of the manufacturers inventory tax
helped persuade them to select Arizona;
37.9 percent stated that the tax repeal
motivated them to expand their opera-
tions; 20.7 percent asserted that the re-
moval of the tax on sales to the Faderal
Government in 1956 had had a great
influence in determining their Arizona
location and activities.

The numbers game is an interesting
one, but not always of merit since any-
one can make figures do virtually what-
ever he pleases. Yet there 1s one par-
ticular area in which statistics seem en-
lightening: the economic growth in Ari-
zona stands below the national average
in terms of per capita personal income.
Not only is it below national average, but
it is falling farther behind.

Arizona, in 1948, was $178 below the
national average. In 1963, the State’s
per capita personal income was $298 be-
low the national average—source: U.S.
Department of Commerce.

Precisely how sincere are the metives
of those who claim they want Arizona’s
“right-to-work” laws retained because it
benefits the working people? It is curi-
ous that in their protective zeal they
have somehow failed to fight for a mini-
mum wage law for Arizona.

To date, there have been only two Wage
Board orders guaranteeing to experi-
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enced employees the tremendous salary
of $18.72 a week, or 52 cents per hour,
in laundries; $21.60 a week, or 60 cents
per hour, in drycleaning plants; and
$24.60 a week, or 55 cents per hour, in
retail trades. There is no State law cov-
ering employees other than those doing
manual or mechanical work for the State
government,

In the final analysis, there is no way
of knowing what the economic status of
Arizona might have been without the
right-to-work laws. We can arrive at
some conclusions based on the lagging
per capita personal income, but they
would be assumption at best. The same
applies to Arizona’s great growth, which
to a greater or lesser extent may well
have been stimulated by the billions of
dollars which were spent by the Federal
Government in road construction and
defense contracts.

The overriding issue in “right-to-
work” and 14(b) is and remains freedom
of choice and the will of the majority.
These can only be accomplished by the
repeal of 14(b).

I believe that the employee is the best
judge of his own interests. I believe he
should be permitted, through democratic
processes, to determine for himself
whether his interest will be best served
by the establishment of union security
or by no union at all. The repeal of 14(b)
would give the employee this right of self-
determination. Repeal of 14(b), by elim-
inating State “right-to-work” laws which
deny this right, would return to the em-
ployees and their employer the right to
determine, by the process of a secret bal-
lot and negotiations, which arrangement
they prefer in their particular situation.
In good conscience, therefore, I have no
alternative but to support the repeal of
section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act.

JOINT RESOLUTION OF WISCONSIN
STATE LEGISLATURE ON UNI-
FORM DAYLIGHT SAVING TIME

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Larp] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LAIRD. Mr. Speaker, the Wiscon-
sin State Legislature in a joint resolution
petitioned the Wisconsin congressional
delegation to seek Federal legislation on
uniform daylight saving time periods.

Under unanimous consent, I ask that
the full text of Wisconsin Senate Joint
Resolution 38 be included in the RECORrD
at this point.

The joint resolution referred to fol-
lows:

STATE OF WISCONSIN SENATE JOINT RESOLU=-
TION 38

Whereas the present crazy quilt pattern
whereby each State determines whether or
not it will institute daylight saving time and
the period for which daylight saving time
will be effective in that state results in a
nonsensical jumble of varying times, in-
convenient to travelers, business operations
and the public in general; and
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Whereas, the great progressive State of
Wisconsin has an opportunity to ploneer
again by seeking to bring order out of the
chaos resulting from this lack of uniform-
ity; Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the senate, the assembly con-
curring, That the legislature petitions Wis-
consin’'s 10 Congressmen and 2 Senators to
seek the enactment of Federal legislation to
make the institution of daylight saving time
and the periods for which effective standard
throughout the United States; and, be it
further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
transmitted to each Member of the Wiscon-
sin delegation to Congress.

PATRICK GLUY,

President of the Senate.
WirriaMm P. NUGENT,
Chief Clerk of the Senate.
RoserT T. HUBER,

Speaker of the Assembly.
JaMEes P, BUCKLEY,
Chief Clerk of the Assembly.

PRESIDENT SHOULD CLARIFY
FACTS ON “SPY PLANE” CHARGE

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, the
French Government has charged that a
U.S. reconnaissance plane last Friday
took 175 photographs of a secret French
uranium plant.

President Johnson should immediately
clarify the facts. The charge is a most
serious one, and if a “spy plane” flight
was actually undertaken it was an af-
front to France and a foreign-policy
blunder of shocking proportions.

The U.S. Government should face the
fact that France is a nuclear power, and
drop our hostile and suspicious attitude.

We are treating our friends and allies,
especially France, as if they were irre-
sponsible children.

If we have actually sent a “spy plane”
over France's uranium plant, then we
have added insult to injury. Up to now
we have reserved this type of operation
for Castro’s Cuba, the Soviet Union, and
other hostile territory.

President Johnson should immediately
explain to the American people, and to
the French, the full facts on the alleged
incident.

He should also take steps to improve
U.S. nuclear policy toward France.

Instead of blocking French weapons
development, the United States should
be helping. The United States and
France should be partners.

As the House Republican fact-finding
mission on NATO recently recommended,
we must find a way to bring together the
vast scientific and technological re-
sources of the entire Atlantic commu-
nity, including France.

Present policies deprive the TUnited
States of the talent and achievements of
many brilliant scientists in France, just
as they deprive France of U.S. talent and
achievement.

The alleged incident makes especially
urgent and timely the Republican mis-
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sion’s recommendation. The United
States should take full advantage of any
discretionary provisions of our Atomic
Energy Act, and if need be amend it so
that the nuclear capabilities of France
and the United States may be fully
coordinated.

EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS TO VET-
ERANS OF SERVICE IN VIETNAM

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. SHRIVER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing legislation that will au-
thorize educational assistance on the
same basis as that provided for World
War II and Korean war veterans to any
veteran who served for 10 or more days
in Vietnam.

American servicemen who have fought
in this area, are now fighting, or will
fight there, face the same hazards as did
their brothers-in-arms who served in
World War II and Korea. Indeed, in
many instances, their lot is more diffi-
cult and demanding.

The President recently designated
Vietnam and certain waters adjacent
thereto as combat areas for the purpose
of income tax relief for persons serving
therein. My bill establishes the same
geographical boundaries and the same
time limitations as the President’s Ex-
ecutive order for entitlement.

This legislation will provide 1% days
of education for each day of military
service performed between January 1,
1964, and the date Vietnam is no longer
designated as a combat area to any
veteran who served at least 10 days in
Vietnam during this period.

The men and women of the U.S. armed
services are making great sacrifices in
behalf of freedom and they are entitled
to share in the same benefits accorded the
veterans of World War II and Korea.

I respectfully urge the support and
early consideration of this bill by my
colleagues.

THE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
PORK BARREL

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, the
Federal Government has shortchanged
the Midwest in the award of job-creat-
ing research and development contracts.

This is a matter of serious concern
in our region because economic growth
often goes hand-in-hand with research
and development activities.

The administration now is asking us
to vote huge sums to create employment
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opportunities in depressed areas. At the
same time, through concentration of re-
search and development funds in a few
favored locations, it is actually retard-
ing economic growth in much of the rest
of the country, particularly the Midwest.

This situation is succinctly described
in an editorial titled “The Research and
Development Pork Barrel” in the July
2, 1965, issue of Science, a publication of
the American Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science.

As aptly stated in this editorial, “some
regions of this country not receiving
large research and development con-
tracts seem on the road to becoming new
Appalachias.”

The editorial points out that one-half
of the 50 States received 96.8 percent of
all Federal research and development
funds in 1963.

The significance of this is underscored
by the fact that almost $21 billion—3.2
percent of the gross national product—
will be spent this year for research and
development in the United States, of
which two-thirds will come from the Fed-
eral Government.

In the past the administration has
excused the maldistribution of research
and development funds on the ground
that the contracts went where the scien-
tific and technical expertise in such fields
as nuclear energy, space exploration, and
electronics were concentrated, particu-
larly the Boston area, Texas, and Cali-
fornia.

But this reasoning, plausible as it may
sound, cannot explain the administra-
tion’s choice of the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology to undertake re-
search and development in high-speed
ground transportation. MIT, deservedly
famous for its work in other research
fields, has no special expertise in the
field of transportation. In fact, most re-
search in railroad transportation has
been done in the Midwest although there
also has been important development
work done by railroads and car manufac-
turers in the Pittsburgh area, Philadel-
phia, and West Virginia. The Associa-
tion of American Railroads research cen-
ter on the eampus of the Illinois Institute
of Technology in Chicago is world re-
nowned. AAR’s vice president in charge
of research, William M. Kessler, informs
me that visitors from almost every coun-
try in the world travel to the center “to
see what research we are doing.” A few
miles away, in La Grange, Il1., is General
Motors’ Electromotive Division which
pioneered development of the diesel
engine. Also in the Chicago area is
Northwestern University’s Transporta-
tion Center, which has done valuable re-
search work in railroad economics. Im-
portant research in various phases of
railroad transportation has been carried
on at such Midwestern institutions as
the University of Illinois, in my own con-
gressional district; Purdue University in
Indiana, Ohio State University, the Bat-
telle Memorial Institute in Columbus,
and in the research facilities of such
companies as Pullman Standard, Ameri-
can Steel Foundry, and American Car &
Foundry.

With all this railroad research exper-
tise available in the Midwest it does seem
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strange to see MIT on the inside track to
the millions of dollars in research and de-
velopment contracts that are sure to flow
from the administration’s ground trans-
portation bill. True, the bill designates
no institution and no contracts have been
awarded. The legislation is still pend-
ing before our Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce. However, the
preliminary studies on which the admin-
istration proposal was based were car-
ried on at MIT with the finanecial support
of the Department of Commerce. Wil-
liam W. Seifer, MIT assistant dean of
engineering and director of its Project
Transport, testified before our committee
that he has had about 40 faculty mem-
bers and 25 graduate students working
in this research field since September
1964. It does not require much imagina-
tion to foresee that MIT is likely to
emerge with the lion’s share, if not all,
of the $10 million in research and devel-
opment funds to be authorized for the
first year alone.

I bring these facts to the attention of
my colleagues, particularly those from
the Midwest, in the hope that we can
do something before it is too late to secure
for our area its fair share of research
and development funds. We are justly
proud of our great educational institu-
tions. The States where the Big Ten
universities are located produce 40 per-
cent of all scientists and engineers with
advanced degrees. But most of them,
after getting their master’s degrees or
doctorates, must look elsewhere for re-
search jobs because the jobs go along
with the big Government contracts.

Following is the science editorial which
I referred to earlier:

THE RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
PoRE BARREL

Distribution of research and development
funds is becoming a major political issue.
One reason is that present distribution is
very uneven. In 1963 one-half of the 50
States recelved 96.8 percent of all Federal
research and development funds while the
other 25 divided the remaining 3.2 percent.
The 50 Senators from the have-not States
may be expected to attempt to improve their
States’ share. This tendency will be rein-
forced by a growing general awareness of the
role of science and technology in our chang-
ing civilization.

The extent of the beneficial effects of Fed-
eral funds is not clear, though in some in-
stances the economic stimulus has seemed
disproportionately large. In other instances
benefits were nominal. However, many of
the States whose economies have grown
rapidly are recipients of large sums of Fed-
eral research and development funds. In
contrast, some regions of this country not
receiving large research and development
contracts seem on the road to becoming new
Appalachias,

In a recent speech at a Midwest Governors’
conference, Charles Kimball, president of
the Midwest Research Institute, outlined
problems of one such area. His institute
had made a study of a 6-State region, in-
cluding Arkansas, Iowa, Kansas, Missourl,
Nebraska, and Oklahoma. During the dec-
ade 19560-60 the number of jobs in the area
had increased only 2.3 percent as against 14.5
percent for the Nation. The average family
income is now much below the national
figure. At the same time more than a
millilon people moved to other parts of the
country. Although total population in-
creased slightly, the increase was much less
than the national average.
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Contributing to discontent over uneven
distribution of research and development
funds is growing frustration over a Middle
West “brain drain.” For instance, in Iowa
the two major universities estimate that
from 55 to 756 percent of the graduates leave
the State for their first jobs. The States in
which the Big Ten universities are located
produce about 40 percent of all scientists
and engineers with advanced degrees, but
this region receives only a small fraction of
Federal research and development funds.
To apply their tralning many of the scien-
tists must migrate; their migration repre-
sents an economic loss to a region which
yearly spends huge sums on higher educa-
tion.

Some of the frustration felt in the Mid-
west was expressed recently by President
Harrington of the University of Wisconsin,
who said:

“Failure to provide for geographical spread
of Federal defense and space contracts has
brought our Nation face to face with a most
serious kind of overconcentration:

“Overconcentration of our working scien-
tists and engineers by region;

“Overconcentration of our industrial and
defense strengths by region.

“If these tendencies continue in the award
of Federal research, development, and pro-
duction contracts, we are on the road to
manpower chaos, economic chaos,
chaos, defense chaos.”

The feelings expressed by President Har-
rington are not unrelated to pressures now
evident with respect to the proposed new
200-Bev. accelerator. Major midwestern uni-
versities have agreed to support whatever
midwestern site appears to be most in the
running after initial screenings. If the
region exerts its maximum potential pres-
sure, Washington will find it difficult to
place the facility elsewhere. Whatever the
outcome, politics is destined to be a crucial
factor, and an important precedent will be
established. The influence of political and
geographical considerations on the allocation
of research funds is certain to Increase.

PHILIP H. ABELSON.

social

TRIBUTE FOR THE LATE HONOR-
ABLE T. A. THOMPSON

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Maryland [Mr. MORTON] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MORTON. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
join my colleagues in a tribute to my
friend, the gentleman from Louisiana,
the late T. AsETON THOMPSON.

It was my privilege to serve on the
Subcommittee for Fish and Wildlife of
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, which Mr. THOMPSON s0 ably
chaired.

The shock of his death affected us all.
His love of the out of doors, his great
interest in migratory waterfowl, con-
tributed much to the accomplishment of
his subcommittee.

To his family, to his many associates
and friends in the Seventh Distriet of
Louisiana, I offer my sincerest sympathy.

THE SUBVERSION OF PACEM IN
TERRIS

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
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man from Ohio [Mr. AsuBrOOK] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REcorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I have
had the opportunity to read a report of
the Veritas Committee on Pacem in Ter-
ris. Headed by such illustrious Ameri-
cans as Robert Morris and Phyllis
Schlafly, this committee has shown in a
scholarly manner the effort at subvert-
ing the meaning of Pope John XXIII's
encyclical Pacem in Terris. I commend
this article to those who are interested
in a penetrating analysis of this subject:

THE SUBVERSION OF PACEM IN TERRIS

The Communists know there are just two
important obstacles to their goal of world
conquest: 1

1. The spiritual strength of the Catholic
Church; and

2, The military strength of the United
States of America.

In 1858, having already made enormous
geographic gains, the Communists mapped
their strategy to paralyze or neutralize these
two major obstacles.? The principal purpose
of Khrushchev’'s visit to the United States
and the United Nations in 1959 was to per-
suade the United States to unilaterally dis-
mantle its military strength. Great quanti-
ties of Communist literature and numerous
Communist fronts worked strenuously to-
ward this goal. By 1863 the Communists
were openly baiting Catholics and advertis-
ing that ‘“religlous beliefs (of Catholics)
should not be regarded as an obstacle to
their joining the (Communist) party.”32

Soon after, the Communist commissars of
psychological warfare came up with a dia-
bolical plan. They decided upon the use of
a single weapon to paralyze both the Cath-
olic and the military obstacles to their con-
quest of the world. It was a scheme that
staggered the imagination by its very bold-
ness. The Communists planned to misuse
and distort, in effect, to steal Pope John
XXTIT's great encyclical, “Pacem in Terris,”
from Catholics and use it as an instrument
to promote—

1 The primary objective of communism is
world conquest. This remains the goal of
Soviet Communists as well as Chinese Reds,
of “fat” Communists as well as hungry ones.
Neither the death of Stalin, nor the indus-
trialization of the U.S.S.R., nor the negotia-
tions and agreements with the West, has
brought about the abondonment or even the
postponement of this paramount objective.
This has recently been reconfirmed by a
scholarly and authoritative study by the Cen-
ter for Strategic Studies of Georgetown Uni-
versity the renowned Jesuit institution in
Washington, D.C. The conclusion of this ob-
jective and comprehensive analysis of more
than 500 Communist documents was pub-
lished in 1964 by the American Bar Associa-
tion Standing Committee on Education
Against Communism under the title “Peace-
ful Coexistence: A Communist Blueprint for
Victory.”

? Information on the Communist line is
taken from Communist publications: Politi-
cal Affairs, the Worker, New World Review,
World Marxist Review, International Affairs,
and New Times.

3 World Marxist Review, March 1963, p. 49.
“The Beginnings of a Catholic Left,” the
Worker, Jan. 6, 1963, p. 5. “The Myth of
Catholic Communism,” the Red Line, Oct. 31,
1963. “Comrades Woolng Catholics for So-
cialism” by Louis F. Budenz, the Tablet, May
2, 1963.
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1. A split in the Catholic Church in Amer-
ica by using the Marxist class-war concept
to turn Catholics against Catholics;

2. The unilateral dismantling of American
military strength; and

3. The withdrawal of the United States
from its commitments to defend the free
world from communism, beginning specifi-
cally with U.S. withdrawal from southeast
Asia,

Every knowledgeable Catholic knows that
“Pacem in Terris” did not say, and that Pope
John did not intend anything remotely like
this. The daring Communist strategy was
based on—

1. The time-tested Communist weapon of
semantic sabotage;

2. American ignorance of Communist tac-
tics and objectives; and

3. American readiness to accept anything
clothed in religious words without looking
beneath the surface.

Lenin, the master Communist, believed
that words are weapons, more powerful than
bullets. To train agents in the science of
word warfare, the Communists founded the
Lenin School of Political Warfare in Moscow,
and other psychological warfare schools in
Prague and Pelping. Graduates of these
schools are highly skilled in semantic sabo-
tage—the Red technique of using words
with one meaning for the West and a dif-
ferent meaning for the Communists.

The most potent explosive in the arsenal
of these Communist word warriors is the
word “peace.” Recognizing peace as an ideal
for which all men yearn, the Communists
use “peace” to lure unsuspecting people into
their web as the spider lures the fly. An of-
ficlal U.S. Government report called the
Communist “peace’ offensive ‘“The most
dangerous hoax ever devised by the interna-
tional Communist conspiracy.”* Commu-
nists deliberately use the word ‘“peace”
knowing it means one thing to the free
world, while to the Communists it means
Communist conquest—the “peace” of Katyn
Forest, the “peace” of Vorkuta, the “peace”
of Budapest.

In spite of America's great achievements
in transportation and communications, the
average American citizen remains exceed-
ingly ignorant about Communism. Courses
on this subject in colleges and high schools
are rare exceptions. The American Bar As-
sociation reported “The greatest asset the
Communists have at the present time is not
the hydrogen bomb, certainly not Soviet
satellites, but world ignorance of their
tactiecs, strategy and objectives.” &

Furthermore, most Americans do not un-
derstand the Communist dialectic, the
Marxist-Leninist instrument which enables
the Communists to progress toward their
goal by a series of retreats and advances like
the hammering of a nail. Use of the dia-
lectic enables the Communists to use reli-
gion in order to establish atheism. Petr
8. Derlabian, an officer of the Soviet NEVD
from 1944 to 1954 who later defected to the
West, gave sworn testimony showing how the
Communists use religion—instead of fight-
ing it—to achleve total control over the
minds of men® Castro deliberately used
rosaries, missals and requests for chaplains
to ald in his conquest of Cuba.” Americans
are susceptible to this kind of propaganda
because (unlike some Western nations with

¢U.S. House Committee on Un-American
Activities, “The Communist Peace Offensive:
A Campaign to Disarm and Defeat the United
States,” Apr. 1, 1951.

&8 CONGRESSIONAL REcorp, Mar. 1, 1962,

¢ U.S. Senate Internal Security Subcommit-
tee, “"Communist Controls on Religious Ac-
tivity,” Testimony of Petr 8. Derlablan, May
5, 1959.

T“Cuban Communism and the TUnited
States,” by Rev. John J. Eelly, O8.A., Mind-
szenty report, May 1965.
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an anticlerical tradition) they have a pre-
disposition to accept ideas and causes
wrapped in religious words.

COMMUNIST ATTACK

When “Pacem in Terris” was released by
Pope John, it was greeted by immediate and
loud acclaim in the Communist press all over
the world.* This was not due to the content
of the encyclical, which was seldom quoted,
but primarily to the title of the encyclical.
The Communists recognized in the word
“peace” a handle they could seize to twist
the encyclical into the context of their
worldwide “peace” offensive against the West.
Leading U.S. Communist Gus Hall issued
this directive: “We must utilize this encyc-
lical to the utmost in the struggle for
peace.” ®

Communist propaganda about “Pacem in
Terris” deliberately attempted to turn Cath-
olics against Catholics, and to isolate Pope
John XXIII from his predecessors and suc-
cessors, on the age-old tactic of divide and
conquer. The Communist press purported
to “prove” that a “Pacem in Terris” espouses
views completely different from every other
encyclical in history.® Communist writers
promoted this divisive tactic by saying the
effect of “Pacem in Terris” was “within
Catholic ranks * * * to sharpen the strug-
gle. 1

After the Vatican Issued clarifying state-
ments repelling the Communists from their
arrogant frontal assault on “Pacem in Terris,”
the Reds realized they had taken a counter-
productive approach. In a typical dialectical
maneuver, they took one step back and two
steps forward in a well-planned propaganda
campaign to come in an unguarded side door
in Amerieca.

It obviously would take money, ingenuity,
and massive propaganda to transform “Pacem
in Terris” into a Communist military weapon
to destroy America’s national defense. The
catalyst selected for this task was the Center
for the Study of Democratic Institutions, a
wealthy organization that had been an in-
fluential factor in persuading the U.S, Su-
preme Court to banish prayer from the pub-
lic schools, thus ending an American eustom
dating from the adoption of the U.S. Consti-
tution.” The center was selected to play the
same role to influence U.S. military policy
that the notorious Institute of Pacific Rela-
tlons had played in the 1940's in persuading
the U.S. State Department to assist the
Communists to take over China.?

The chairman of the board of the Center
for the Study of Democratic Institutions is
Willlam O. Douglas, thrice-married Supreme
Court Justice who advocates recognition of
Red China and nonrecognition of God in our
public life and public schools. The Presi-
dent is Robert M. Hutchins who, when asked
by an officlal State legislative investigating
committee how much he knew about com-
munism, replied under oath: “I am not in-

8 “Gus Hall Greets Pope's Message as Aid
to World Peace,” “A Voice for Peace,” “Pope
Urges Basis for Coexistence,” and “What Pope
Said About Nuclear War,” the Worker, Apr.
21, 1963. “Why Comrades Twist Pope's Peace
Plea,” by Louis F. Budenz, the Tablet, Apr.
25, 1963. “Red Designs on Catholics” by
Louis F. Budenz, the Tablet, Sept. 26, 1963.

® “Catholics and Communists: Elements of
a Dialogue,” a Political Affairs pamphlet,
June 1964, p. 11, Political Affairs Publishers,
23 West 26th St., New York, N.Y., 10010,

10 “The Pope’s Encyclical,” Political Affairs,
June 1963, pp. 34-35.

1 “Catholics and Communists: Elements
of a Dialogue,” op. cit., p. 9.

12 “Verdlct First, Case Later,” by Alice Wid-
ener, U.8.A., Sept. 21, 1962,

13 “How The Far East Was Lost: American
Policy and the Creation of Communist
China,” 1941-49, by Dr. Anthony Kubek,
Henry Regnery Co., Chicago, 1963.
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structed on the subject.” * In 1964 Hutchins
advocated the election of Norman Thomas
as President of the United States.’®

An objectlve reading of the published
writings of the staff and consultants for
the Center for Democratic Institutions led
one distinguished reporter to the conclu-
slon that the center is advocating: “Destruc-
tion of the first-strike nuclear capability of
the United States; unilateral U.S. disarma-
ment; and a better-Red-than-dead U.S. for-
elgn policy,” and abolition of U.S. internal
defenses against communism including the
FBI and congressional investigating com-
mittees.®

A POLITICAL MEETING

The coup by which the Center for the
Study of Democratic Institutions planned
to steal the encyclical from Catholics was
called a convocation on “Pacem in Terris”
held February 18-20, 1965, at the Hilton Hotel
in New York City.

For a year in advance, planning sessions
took place and “position papers’ were written
to prepare for this convocation.'™ These pre-
liminaries determined that the encyclical
would not be presented with any theological
foundations.!* They clearly reveal the dis-
tortions in the name of the encyclical and
the quotations out of context—exactly what
Pope Paul VI warned against in “Ecclesiam
Suam”: “the perversion of discussion, so
that the latter is not made use of to seek
and express objective truth but only to serve
predetermined utilitarian ends.”

When the convocation itself took place, it
was a duplication of the ideas expressed in
the “position papers.”? Robert Hutchins
candidly admitted: “This ls a political meet-
ing.” Representatives from 20 nations, in-
including Communists, attempting to talk
about “Pacem in Terris" after censoring God
out of it.* Delegates ignored the admonition
Pope Paul VI sent to the convocation: “Such
solutions, of course, if based on the admira-
ble doctrine of that Papal document, will
exclude every ostensible remedy which
ignores the exlstence and rights of the
Creator.”

Informed Catholic observers at the con-
voeation reported that its message could be
fairly summed up as urging the unilateral
dismantling of American military strength
and the abandonment of southeast Asia®
These informed Catholics recognized the
basic contradictions of the convocation, and
reported that quite a few of the famous
speakers either misrepresented FPope John
XXIII or used him to spread strange
theories.” For example, Linus Pauling called
on the 2,000 conferees “to obey the exhorta-
tion of Pope John" to get out of Vietnam.®

Communist jubilation about the convo-
cation was revealed in many articles in the
Worker, leading off with a front page story
which stated: “The conference reflected

14 CoNGRESSIONAL REecomp, vol. 99, pt. 8,
p. 10023.

15 Chicago Daily News, June 22, 1964,

1 “FPund for the Republic in Focus' by
Allce Widener, U.S.A., Feb. 8, 1963, p. 4.

17 CONGRESSIONAL REcorD, vol. 110, pt. 9,
pp. 11557-11565.

#4“The Organized Subversion of Pope
John's ‘Pacem In Terris,” by Laurene K. Con-
ner, Wanderer reprint, Feb. 18, 1965.

1 Printed copies of speeches made at the
convocation distributed by the Center for
the Study of Democratic Institutions.

# “Pope John Without God” by Rev. Daniel
Lyons, 8.J., Our Sunday Visitor, May 16, 1965,

. 2,
g % “Convocation on ‘Pacem In Terris,'"”
Mindszenty Report, Apr. 15, 1965.

= “A Post Mortem on the ‘Pacem In Terris’
Meeting” by Laurene K. Conner, Wanderer
reprint, Mar. 4, 1965.

=42000 at Parley Unite on Coexistence
Theme,” the Worker, Feb, 28, 1965.
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about as high a level of authoritative in-
fluence on U.S. foreign affairs as could be
expected under nongovernment offices.” The
conference demonstrated that “Pacem in
Terris’” has drawn Catholics more actively
into the movement for peace. Also in the
audience among the invited was Gus Hall,
chief spokesman of the Communist Party.”
Agaln, we must remember, when the Com-
munists speak of the movement for peace,
they mean a Communist-imposed “peace.”

One group of American Catholics who were
not taken in by the Communist misuse of
“Pacem in Terris” is composed of Catholic
trade union leaders such as George Meany,
head of the AFL—CIO, Joseph Curran, head
of the National Maritime Union, and officers
of the International Longshoremen’s Asso-
ciation. The Communist Worker moaned:
“Conspicuously absent (from the convoca-
tion) was the trade union leadership.”®
Because of their firsthand experience with
the Communists in the 1930's, labor leaders
are seldom deceived by Communist propa-
ganda and tactics.

The convocation succeeded in its objective:
to escalate the convocation on “Pacem in
Terris” into a military weapon to strike at
the heart of U.S. national defense. The
gathering of 2,000 people in New York was
only the beginning. Elaborate plans have
been made by the center to make—not the
encyclical—but the convocation a continu-
ing influence. The entire proceedings have
been video-taped and are now being shown
to the public on 90 educational television
channels.® The papers and speeches are be-
ing published and distributed widely in both
Catholic and non-Catholic channels. The
Center for the Study of Democratic Institu-
tlons is making an organized, well-financed,
and widespread effort to promote the mes-
sage—not of the encyclical—but of appease-
ment and unilateral disarmament.

Unfortunately, some Catholic publications
and organizations have been used by the
center as conduits for convocation propa-
ganda. If these well-meaning Catholics
would examine the facts, they would dis-
cover that the center has simply wrapped
the mantle of Pope John around an ideo-
logical package based on a repudiation of
the core of his encyclical. The Communists
are already using clergy of all faiths to pres-
sure the United States to surrender the
Catholics of South Vietnam; if they succeed,
the Philippines will inevitably fall under
Communist domination, and another Cath-
olic nation will be lost,

CONVOCATION INFLUENCE

Has the convocation influenced American
policy? Since the Communists began to use
“Pacem in Terris” as a military weapon, here
is what has happened to U.S. military
strength.

1. No superbombs: The United States is
not building the superbombs which are the
decisive weapons of the future. The Soviets
have built and tested 100-megaton bombs,
1,000 percent more powerful than the best
U.S. bombs. On August 15, 1963, the U.S.
Joint Chiefs of Staff officially told the U.S.
Senate that ‘‘the U.S.S.R. is ahead of the
United States in the high-yield technology
(the super-megaton weapons), in weapons-
effect knowledge derived from high-yield
nuclear devices, and in the yield/weight
ratios of high-yield devices”; and that the
Moscow test ban treaty would freeze the
United States in second-place position. The
Joint Chiefs thus served notice that the
Soviet Union has supremacy in the weapons
capable of destroying the United States and
the free world.

2. Retreat from bases: Several years ago
the United States had important military

# Jdem.
= Idem.
* Chicago Daily News, Mar. 9, 1965.
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bases close to Sovlet borders, and the Soviet
Union had none close to the United States.
Today the balance of world power is dra-
matically altered. The United States has
abandoned its missile and bomber bases in
Turkey, Italy, north Africa, and other points
close to the Soviet Union; and the Soviets
have a base in Cuba, 90 miles off the Ameri-
can coast. Cuba today is heavily fortified
with the latest missiles and the second larg-
est army in the Western Hemisphere,

3. Drastic cutback in bombers: The United
States is cutting back its strategic bomber
force from more than 2,000 bombers to only
678, and has not bullt a single new bomber
in the last 4 years. The design of our latest
bomber, the B-58, is 10 years old. During
World War II, the United States conducted
single bombing raids using 2,000 bombers.
The man most responsible for the safety and
liberty of every man, woman, and child in
the Western World for the last 7 years, Gen.
Thomas Power, Chief of the U.S. Strategic
Bomber and Missile Command, states in his
new book, “Design for Survival,” that it is
the U.S. bombers with their nuclear weapons
which have kept the Communists out of
Europe and the Middle East,

4. Weapons scrapped *: The United States
has abandoned and declassified many impor-
tant new weapons systems after spending
millions for their development, such as (a)
the Skybolt missile (which gives a plane the
capablility of hitting enemy targets without
flying over enemy soil), (b) the Pluto mis-
slle (low altitude nuclear warhead guided
missile capable of going around the world),
(c) the Nike-Zeus antimissile missile, and
(d) mobile Minuteman long-range missiles
mounted on moving trains and surface ships
so our deterrent force could not be wiped out
by a surprise attack,

5. Research stopped: The United States
has stopped research on many weapons of
the future, such as the atomic-powered air-
plane, It takes 5 years or more to bring
a new weapon from the drawing board to
the production line. This means that the
United States will fall farther behind the
Soviet Union every year because the Soviets
are racing ahead in superbombs, antimis-
slle missile, atomic airplanes, and chemical
warfare weapons.® We are doing nothing
to develop the neutron bomb, requested by
Catholic Senator THOoMAs Dopp and many
other patriots, or offensive and defensive
chemical warfare weapons, or adequate civil
defense. Another neglected new weapon is
the spaceship equipped with superbombs
which would maintain a position over enemy
targets just as the Early Bird satellite main-
tains its position over the mid-Atlantic.

All this unilateral disarmament 1s not di-
rectly attributable to misuse of “Pacem in
Terris.” But the misuse of “Pacem in Ter-
ris” is a major factor in creating the climate
which ealls for the unilateral dismantling of
US. strength, and persuades the American
people to accept status as a second-rate
power, no longer able to defend the free
world.»®

The great St. Thomas Aquinas stated:
“And as the care of the common weal is com-
mitted to those who are in authority, it is
their business to watch over the common
weal of the city, kingdom, or province sub-
Ject to them. And just as it is lawful for
them to have recourse to the sword in de-
fending that common weal against internal
disturbances, when they punish evildoers,

#77.8, News & World Report, Apr. 12, 1965,
p. 53.

#U.8. News & World Report, Mar. 1, 1965,
p. 39.

= See Soviet Army magazine Red Star, Jan-
uary 1965 and speech by Soviet Marshall So-
kolovsky, Feb. 17, 1965.

 “Pacem In Terrls Convocation” by Arnold
Johnson, Political Affairs, May 1965, pp. 47—
54.
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according to the words of the Apostle (Rom.
viil 4) : 'He beareth not the sword in vain:
for he is God's minister, an avenger to ex-
ecute wrath upon him that doth evil’; so
too it 1s their business to have recourse to
the sword of war in defending the common
weal against external enemies.” =

THE TASK AHEAD

Most Catholics are cognizant of the evil of
Communism. What they do not realize is
the imminent danger of Communism ® and
that this threat arises chiefly because of our
failure to understand and refute the dia-
bolical Communist propaganda. There is
urgent need for affirmative action to—

1. Expose the misuse of “Pacem in Terris”
and refute the Communist propaganda that
calls for the unilateral dismantling of U.S.
military strength, and the surrender of Viet-
nam and other free-world outposts to the
Communists; and

2. Encourage every Catholic diocese, parish,
and family to study how to combat the dia-
bolical propaganda of atheistic Communism
which threatens the destruction of the free
world.

The Communists have an educational plan
to subvert the free world; 109,000-word-
warriors have graduated from the Castro
College of Communist S8ubversion in Cuba =
and are organizing Red revolutions through-
out Latin America. Thousands more grad-
uate each year from the Soviet, Prague, and
Chinese word-warfare schools.

Catholics must start an educational pro-
gram on the techniques of communism.
Jesus promised that “the truth shall make
you free.” Cuba fell because the Catholics,
who comprised more than 90 percent of the
population, were not told the truth about
the diabolical propaganda on behalf of Fidel
and Raul Castro and Che Guevara. Because
of the diabolical propaganda against anti-
Communists in southeast Asia, Laos was lost
(despite the herolec labors of Catholic Dr.
Thomas Dooley), and Catholic President
Diem of Vietnam was murdered. John F.
Eennedy, the first Catholic President of the
United States, was murdered by a Commu-
nist who was recruited into the conspiracy
by the diabolical propaganda. The fate of
the Catholic Church and of the free world
depends on exposing and refuting the dia-
bolical propaganda of communism before it
is too late.

RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION BY
COMMUNISTS

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. ASHBEROOK] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, on
Monday, July 12, the House joined with
the Senate in passing a concurrent reso-
lution expressing the sense of Congress
that the Soviet Union and the Eastern

8t Summa Theologica, vol. 2, p. 1359.

# See the masterful and unrefuted exposi-
tion of the military danger to the United
States and the free world from Soviet strat-
egy: “The New Myths and Old Realities of
Nuclear War” by Rear Adm. Chester Ward,
USN (Ret.) in Orbis, summer 1964, vol.
VIII, No. 2, published by the Foreign Policy
Research Institute, University of Pennsyl-
vanla. Also see various Washington Re-
ports of the American Security Council, 123
North Wacker Drive, Chicago 6, Ill.

% Christian Economics, May 4, 1965, p. 2.
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European countries should be urged to
permit the free exercise of religion. I
supported this resolution although I felt
1t to be rather weakly worded. The rec-
ord is so full of the persecution of re-
ligious groups and individuals by the
Soviet Union that our action should have
been much sooner in coming and more
forceful. It is unfortunate that we are
so apathetic to the fate of our brothers
behind the Iron Curtain. I sometimes
wonder if our religious denominations in
this Nation recognize our responsibility
to those behind the Iron Curtain who
are denied freedom of religion.

The Committee on Foreign Affairs
held hearings on May 10, 11, and 12 and
issued a report on ‘“Antireligious Activi-
ties in the Soviet Union and in Eastern
Europe.” The Internal Security Sub-
committee of the Senate Committee on
the Judiciary has four excellent reports
on disecrimination and religious persecu-
tion by Communist regimes. All of these
reports indicate that churches in the
Soviet Union have been systematically
annihilated with the exception of the
Russian Orthodox Church which reached
a truce with the Soviet Government dur-
ing World War II. Showcase churches
are allowed in Moscow which visitors are
urged to see. These publications give
a detailed account of antireligious activ-
ities in the Soviet Union. These volumes
are entitled “Church and State Under
Communism” and I certainly recom-
mend them to anyone who wants to
learn more about the fate of our fellow
man under the yoke of communism,

Volume III deals with Yugoslavia and
is particularly interesting because it is
fashionable these days to allege that Tito
has a different brand of communism in
that country. Quite the opposite; re-
ligious persecution has been as brutal in
Yugoslavia as in the US.SR. In his
foreword, Senator Dopp outlines the pat-
tern of oppression and brutality which
has been directed at religious activities
behind the Iron Curtain.

He notes that the various churches in
Yugoslavia “are governed by commissions
for religious affairs, headed up by mem-
bers of the Communist Party who have
received special ideological training for
combating religion.” He observes that—

Those clergymen, both Orthodox and
Catholic, who resisted or denounced the en-
croachments of the state, were imprisoned
or executed.

The foreword indicates that within a
year after communism took over in
Yugoslavia, the Catholic Church, which
had a total of 2,700 Croat priests, lost
400 priests by execution, 200 who fled
abroad and several hundred imprisoned.

Three Roman Catholic cardinals have
felt the reprisal which communism
directs at religious groups who operate
independently of state dictation. Car-
dinal Mindszenty is still in the safe sanc-
tuary of the American Embassy in Buda-
pest where he has been since the Hun-
garian uprising in 1956, a fugitive in his
own land because he will not bow to the
will of the Communist masters. The late
Cardinal Stepinac felt the oppression
of the Yugoslav dictator, Tito, as did
l(iar,;-éiinal Wyszynski in Communist Po-
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It is a necessary tenet of any religious
faith, particularly the Christian, to be-
lieve that the heart can be moved and
human nature can change. This can and
should be hoped for, prayed for by those
of us who wish freedom to flourish again
in Eastern Europe and for possibly a first
time in Russia. By the same token, there
is no virtue to color blindness or refusal to
take into true account what is happen-
ing behind the Iron Curtain. Many so-
called liberal theologians seem to see
some Christian witness in seeking ac-
commodation with a regime built on ter-
ror and suppression. I disagree with
them most vehemently and will not agree
to sell any of my brothers into slavery
and depravity.

A great philosopher once stated that
the beginning of wisdom is in calling
things by their right name. Commu-
nism is a totalitarian doctrine built on
terror and control of all matters, public,
social, religious, private. The Congress
has served a great purpose in exposing
this shallow doctrine and documenting
their bloody record of persecution of re-
ligious activities behind the Iron Cur-
tain. It is now for the public, particu-
larly the clergy, to acquaint themselves
with the details of this godless crusade
by the men of the Kremlin and their
satellites so they will know them by
their right name.

The concurrent resolution which
passed last week is as follows:

Whereas the Congress of the United States
deeply believes in freedom of religion for all
people and is opposed to infringement of
this freedom anywhere in the world; and

Whereas the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights adopted by the United Nations
declares that everyone has the right to free-
dom of thought and religion and the right
to manifest his religion or belief in public
or in private through teaching, practice,
worship, and observance; and

Whereas articles 124 and 125 of the Con-
stitution of the Soviet Union, and the exist-
ing constitutions of other Eastern European
courtries, guarantee their citizens freedom
of consclence and religious worship; and

Whereas abundant evidence has made
clear that the Government of the Soviet
Union and the governments of other coun-
tries of Eastern Europe are persecuting, in
varying degrees of Intensity, elements of
their Christian, Jewish, and Muslim citizens
and infringing upon their freedom of re-
ligion through confiscatory taxation and
closing of religious institutions, deliberate
suppression of religious education, interfer-
ence with religious and related cultural
practices, denial of regular contacts between
religious bodies in their countries with sim-
flar bodies in other parts of the world, and
through persistent discrimination against
persons professing and practicing their re-
ligions by state, party, Communist youth,
police, labor, and public organizations; and

Whereas there is also abundant evidence
that Jewlsh citizens of the Soviet Union
are being singled out for extreme punish-
ment for alleged economic offenses and op-
pressed In the free exercise of thelr faith
through the closing of synagogues and ceme=-
teries, curtallment of religious observances,
discrimination in cultural activities and ac-
cess to higher education, imposition of re-
strictlons that prevent the reuniting of Jews
with their families in other lands, and the
arrest of rabbis and lay religious leaders; and

Whereas the Government of the Soviet
Union and the governments of other Eastern
Eurcpean countries have a clear opportunity
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to match the words of their constitutional
guarantees of freedom of religion with speci-
fic and appropriate actions: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of the Congress that the persecution of any
persons because of their religion by the Gov-
ernment of the Soviet Union and the govern-
ments of other Eastern European countries
be condemned, and that such governments
be urged to cease such persecution and to
permit full and free exercise of religion and
related cultural pursuits by all persons with-
in their countries.

Sec. 2, It is further the sense of the Con-
gress that the attention of the United Na-
tions should be drawn to this resolution and
that the United Nations should continue in
its efforts on behalf of freedom of religlon.

ADLAI STEVENSON

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle<
man from Illinois [Mr. RUMSFELD] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RUMSFELD. Mr. Speaker, I
speak today as a Member of Congress, as
an Illinoisan, and as an American, and
join my colleagues and the world in pay-
ing tribute to Adlai Ewing Stevenson—
lawyer, politician, statesman. A man the
President described as “America’s most
eloquent spirit, its finest voice”; a man
praised by the Governor of Illinois as
“a public servant of the highest order”;
a man termed “irreplaceable—one of our
great contemporary men” by Senator
Minority Leader Dirksen. And so the
tributes continue, recalling one after
another the many memorable qualities of
this unusual man, his sparkling wit, his
basic human decency, his dedicated
leadership, his strong sense of duty.

Adlai Stevenson was a distinguished
Princeton alumnus. The Princeton
University class of 1954, of which I was
a member, was privileged to have Mr.
Stevenson as our senior banquet speaker,
more than 11 years ago. I have to
this day kept copies of that speech—one
of the most stirring, one of the most
idealistic, and, yet, one of the most real-
istic speeches it has ever been my privi-
lege to hear. Over the years, I have
found myself rereading his remarks,
calling it to the attention of others, and
quoting portions of it in public addresses.
Without question this speech did much
to increase my interest in public service
and to lead me to a career in government.
That evening in 1954 he gave a glimpse
of the man as he said:

If those * * * Americans who have the
advantage of education, perspective, and self-
discipline do not participate to the fullest
extent of their ability, America will stumble,
and if America stumbles, the world falls.

He gave advice which, I am convinced,
was not merely the product of a brilliant
mind, but the practical expression of a
personal philosophy:

Face the problems of your time you must,
deal with them you must. But do not allow
the alarms and excursions and partisanship
of our politicial scene to distract you, do not
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let even the awful problems of the atomic
age claim all your attention. Dare, rather,
to live your lives fully, boldly; dare to study
and to learn, to cultivate the mind and the
spirit.

He cast a bright light on politics as a
profession and did much to change the
impression of the politician from a sin-
ister figure in the smoke-filled room to a
man of dedication and eloquence in pub-
lic life. He put in proper focus the sig-
nificance of the political process under
our system of government, saying:

The power, for good or evil, of this Amer-
ican political organization, is virtually be-
yond measurement. The decisions which it
makes, the uses to which it devotes its
immense resources, the leadership which it
provides on moral as well as material ques-
tions, all appear likely to determine the fate
of the modern world.

All this is to say that your power is vir-
tually beyond measurement, For it is to
you, to your enlightened attention, that
American Government must look for the
sources of its power. You dare not, if I may
say so, withhold your attention.

Such words are stirring to a young
man, and the thoughts behind them did,
in fact, move Governor Stevenson. Even
as he counseled to look ahead, he, too,
was looking ahead, it would now seem,
when he said 11 years ago:

There is in the moiling masses of Asia a
tremendous power, potentially the greatest
power on earth, and today our enemies con-
spire to gain the mastery of this power.
They have at their disposal, as we all know,
a powerful weapon, for communism is a per-
version of the dream of justice. And while
we see its leading attributes as the perver-
sion, the illiterate, the toiling masses still
have their eyes fixed on the dream.

We too have a powerful weapon, truth, and
we gain our strength from our thoughtful
citizenry, which seeks and holds the truth
with both its heart and its mind. The ques-
tion is, however, whether we have come to
decisive responsibility too early, before we
were ready, before we had matured sufii-
clently. No man can say with certainty.
Personally, I am optimistic and confident,
but this question will not be answered to-
morrow; it will be answered in your lifetime,
and it will be answered in large part by you.

He presented an insight into the hearts
of those who make the decision to seek
public office when he said:

It becomes increasingly hard to attract
good men to government, and no wonder.
Thoughtful men do not enjoy living in an
atmosphere of constant guerrilla warfare and
suspiclon.

I would suggest to you, then, that it is the
duty of an educated man in America today
to work actively to put good men into public
office, and to defend them there against
abuse and the ugly inclination we as human
beings have to believe the worse. I would
suggest that it is not enough merely to
vote but that we, all of us, have the further
obligation to think, and to maintain stead-
fastly the rights of all men to think freely.

Adlai Stevenson did not win his Na-
tion’s highest office, although he sought
it twice. He did not live to complete the
fight for freedom which he helped wage
in the far corners of the earth. He did
not finally have that opportunity to “sit
in the afternoon sun and watch the
people dance.” And yet out of these dis-
appointments, he emerged a winner,
and we all share in his successes and his
contributions.
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Adlai Stevenson will be remembered
for the career he chose, for the things
that he did, for the wisdom which he
imparted, for the humor which char-
acterized his speeches, for the optimism
which he carried with him constantly,
for the deep faith he held in the cause
of freedom. He was a man who made
his fellow citizens of Illinois, America,
and the world proud to claim him as one
of their own.

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point in
the Recorp the address given by Adlai
E. Stevenson to the senior class banquet
at Princeton University on March 22,
1954 :

AN ADDRESS BY THE HONORABLE ADLAI E. STE-
VENSON, 1922, TO THE PRINCETON CLASS OF
1954, MarcH 22, 1954, UroN THE OCCASION
OF THE SENIOR CLASS BANQUET
I have a number of preliminary things I

should like to say. In the first place, I am
informed that this senior class banquet is
being held at the expense of your accumu-
lated reserves. This is a very perilous thing
that you are doing by inviting me here be-
cause certainly within a few hours the Re-
publicans will ask for equivalent time.

I was delighted to witness, a moment ago,
your emphatic approval of my program for
Princeton some 32 years ago—unlimited cuts,
noncompulsory chapel, and student firing of
the dean. I have always considered almost
from infancy that it was wise in politics to
have—shall we say—a popular program. The
trouble is that when I went into politics, it
appears that I changed my views.

I wonder, President Dodds, If you would
like to be excused now. Leave me alone with
these young gentlemen. It is really a very
inhibiting circumstance to find myself sitting
at the wrong side of the president of Prince-
ton, my old and esteemed friend. I have
heard him speak many times, I have always
found what I have heard both enlightening
and profitable. I am afrald there will be
no reciprocity tonight. I've bheen at a loss
as to what to say to you, and having just
read over what I have prepared rather hastily,
I have concluded that I have resolved my
uncertainty by saying nothing. This will
take me approximately 40 minutes.

Someone asked me today when I was
walking about the campus why I was here,
in view of the fact that I had declined or
been unable to come on numerous previous
occasions when the university or groups were
good enough to invite me. I explained that
I had come this time only because I had
wanted to come and that I need not have an
excuse to come. I think it was perhaps an
unwise and intemperate thing to do, and had
I continued in my earlier resolve, would be
better off. There are too many people here-
abouts who know me too well. I was think-
ing on the way over here about the unwisdom
of speaking sometimes and the wisdom of re-
straining oneself. ¥You will perhaps recall—
I am sure President Dodds does—the won-
derful remark of Disraeli when a ecallow,
young member of the House of Commons
came to him—the leader of his party—and
sald, “Now, Mr. Prime Minister, I've just
come to the House; do you think it would
be well if I participated actively in debate?”
And the Prime Minister looked at him ap-
praisingly for a moment and sald, “No, I
think it would be better if you did not. I
think it would be better if the House won-
dered why you didn't speak rather than why
you did.”

I daresay it will be under those circum-
stances that I shall leave here this evening.
In all events, I am deeply grateful for your
invitation, and for the opportunity which
you have afforded me not only to come back
to this place I love so well but to impose
on your time and your patlence. There is

July 19, 1965

another one, which you will remember,
Harold. President Coolidge said, “It is some-
times better to keep still and be thought a
fool than it is to speak and remove all doubt.”

I feel as though I were opening the hunt-
ing season on college seniors. From now
until mid-June, college seniors are fair game
for all of us uplifters, viewers with alarm,
chautaqua-style orators, even for occasional
unemployed politicians. From now until
mid-June college seniors are to be repeatedly
reminded how fortunate they are and what
they should do with their hard-won educa-
tional disciplines; they are to be warned re-
peatedly that the old order s changing, that
the sky is overcast, visibility low; and they
are to be urged and goaded and implored
to accept the challenge to remake the future.

Thirty-two years ago—and I might say
quite a number of pounds and a good many
inches around the waist ago—when I gradu-
ated I believe I listened to these same chal-
lenges flung down by orators whose names I
have completely forgotten. Now it is my
turn to be forgotten. In doing my homework
this morning on this evening's oration, I
not only let my mind run back to the state
of the world 32 years ago when I graduated
from Princeton but I also glanced at the
Nassau Herald of 1922 in the hope that I
could find something about myself that
would impress you. Well, I must say, in the
long corridor of retrospect, I don't look as
important as I thought I was, I discovered
that when my senior class voted to bestow
the sobriquet of biggest politician upon one
of its members I received only eight votes—
but when it voted on “thinks he is biggest
politician” I won second place, and that was
due to a conspiracy among my roommates.
For the title of “most likely to succeed,” I
received the impressive total of two votes—
I don’t know yet who the other fellow was.

Thirty-two years ago my classmates and I
graduated into a world that was quite dif-
ferent from the one you enter in 1854. Be-
fore settling down to the business of trying
to earn a living, I did some more traveling. It
was a happler, more hopeful world than the
one I saw on a recent journey around the
globe. A terrible war to make the world safe
for democracy had just ended victoriously.
A noble concept, the League of Nations, had
emerged from the chaotic aftermath of that
elemental struggle. It was the twilight of
kings, the dawn of worldwide democracy.
Optimism was boundless and people pro-
claimed that we were on the threshold of the
new era of universal and perpetual peace and
prosperity.

It didn’t turn out that way. It wasn't a
threshold after all. A bitter young man, an
author, soon wrote, “I was always embar-
rassed by the words ‘sacred,’ ‘glorious,” and
‘sacrifice’ and the expression ‘in valn.' We
heard them, sometimes standing in the rain
almost out of earshot, so that only the shout-
ed words came through, and had read them,
and proclamations that were slapped up by
billposters over other proclamations, and I
had seen nothing sacred, and the things
that were glorious had no glory and the sac-
rifices were like the stockyards at Chicago,
if nothing was done with the meat except
to bury it.”

But I don't need to tell you, a generation
that was born and nurtured in the depths of
depression and came to consciousness in
war and to maturity in the confusion of
world revolution—I don’'t need to tell you
that your elders have made something of a
mess of things. Things didn’t turn out as
we had thought they would In 1922, and
somehow the hope and the easy confidence
we felt dissolved as more and more the artic-
ulate and vocal among us doubted their be-
liefs and belleved their doubts.

Nor do I need to enumerate for you in
sepulchral tones the problems that you face.
You know them only too well. Perhaps you
can solve them. I would not presume to
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tell you how to do it. This university has
given you the tools with which to try.
Moreover, even if I would guide you, I could
not. What a man knows at 50 that he did
not know at 20 is, for the most part, incom-
municable. The laws, the aphorisms, the
generalizations, the universal truths, the
parables and the old saws—all of the ob-
servations about life which can be communi-
cated handily in ready, verbal packages—are
as well known to a man at 20 who has been
attentive as to a man at 50. He has been told
them all, he has read them all, and he has
probably repeated them all before he grad-
uates from college; but he has not lived
them all.

What he knows at 50 that he did not know
at 20 boils down to something like this:
The knowledge he has acquired with age is
not the knowledge of formulas, or forms of
words, but of people, places, actions—a
knowledge not gained by words but by touch,
sight, sound, victories, faflures, sleepless-
ness, devotion, love—the human experiences
and emotions of this earth and of oneself and
other men; and perhaps, too, a little faith,
and a little reverence for things you cannot
see.

Nonetheless, I would speak to you not of
the past, when my generation held its hopes
so0 high—a time when even I received two
votes as the most likely to succeed—but
rather I would speak to you of the future,
of your future. And if I cannot advise you
on how to solve the momentous problems of
your future, perhaps I can venture to sug-
gest some duties and, if you please, some
rules of conduct that, it seems to me, devolve
upon the educated man because that is what
you are about to be. I would speak to you
briefly, then, about the educated man and
his government, and .about the educated
man and his university.

The political organization that goes by the
name of the United States of America con-
sists of no fewer than 155,000 governing
units, school boards, conservation districts,
municipalities, States, the Nation, etc. It is
operated by some 1 million elected officials,
ranging from mosquito district trustee to
President, and by some 6 million full-time
employees. Our government is so large and
so complicated that few understand it well
and others barely understand it at all. Yet
we must try to understand it and to make
it function better.

For the power, for good or evil, of this
American political organization is virtually
beyond measurement. The decisions which
it makes, the uses to which it devotes its
irimense resources, the leadership which it
provides on moral as well as material ques-
tions, all appear likely to determine the fate
of the modern world.

All this is to say that your power is vir-
tually beyond measurement. For it is to
you, to your enlightened attention, that
American government must look for the
sources of its power. You dare not, if I may
say so, withhold your attention. For if you
do, if those young Americans who have the
advantage of education, perspective, and
self-discipline do not participate to the full-
est extent of their ability, America will
stumble, and if America stumbles the world
falls.

You know that our record as citizens in
recent years has been something less than
perfect. Too often our citizens have ignored
their duty to their government. Too often
they have not even bothered to vote. But
this is not all. Participating in government
in a democracy does not mean merely cast-
ing a ballot on election day. It means much
more than that. It means an attitude, a
moral view, and a willingness to assume a
day-to-day responsibility for the good con-
duct of your government. How many times
have you heard the good citizen demand for
example that the gambling laws be enforced
without fear or favor—except, of course, for
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the slot machines in his own country club?
How many good citizens do you know who
constantly deplore waste, inefficiency, and
corruption in government, and who also go
out and ring doorbells for candidates they
believe in? Not very many. Far more say
politics is dirty—and that is about their
only protest about the quality of govern-
ment, and far more use the word politician
as a term of approbrium, disrespect and
dishonor—and this in the land of Washing-
ton, Jefferson and Lincoln. How many re-
spectable citizens do you know who protest
loudly about lawlessness and venality but
don’t hesitate to fix a trafic ticket? And
then there are the unscrupulous for whom
anything goes if it is within the letter of
the law, or at least not too far outside; the
numerous kind for whom legality and moral-
ity are synonyms. The fix has become en-
demic in our political life.

I would remind you of an axiom of polit-
ical science: People get the kind of govern-
ment they deserve. Your public servants
serve you right. Our American govern-
ment may be defined perhaps, as the gov-
ernment that really cares about the people.
Just so, our government demands, it de-
pends upon, the care and the devotion of
the people.

Now it is sadly true that there are corrupt
officials that don't get caught, if not as
many perhaps as the cynical suspect. It is
also true that there are at every level of
our Government able, patient, patriotic, de-
voted public servants—yes, and Army officers
too—but all too often thelr reward is in-
gratitude, contumely, and lately even investi-
gation. In years gone by we required only of
our career servants, upon whom the success-
ful operation of this huge mechanism of
government depends, that they serve at a
financial sacrifice and that they serve with
little glory or public recognition. Increas-
ingly, it appears, we also require them to
run the risk of being branded as “subversive,”
“undesirable,” as “security risks.” It be-
comes increasingly hard to attract good men
to government, and no wonder. Thought-
ful men do not enjoy living in an atmosphere
of constant guerilla warfare and suspicion.

You who have spent 4 years on this
campus know better than most people that
your greatest satisfactions, your greatest
rewards, resulted from the free interplay of
ideas. You know that your most penetrat-
ing insights resulted from the exchange and
the interchange and clash of ideas. And I
would remind you that just as a great uni-
versity cannot operate in any but an atmos-
phere of intellectual freedom, neither can
a great government. It is the function of
the democratic form of government to nur-
ture freedom. No less does the democratic
form of government require freedom as the
condition In which it can function at all.

I would suggest to you, then, that it is the
duty of an educated man in America today
to work actively to put good men into pub-
lic office—and to defend them there against
abuse and the ugly inclination we as human
beings have to believe the worst. I would
suggest that it is not enough merely to vote
but that we, all of us, have the further obli-
gation to think, and to maintain steadfastly
the rights of all men to think freely.

It is always true that when the citizens of
a democracy become apathetic, a power vac-
uum is created, and corrupt men, or incom-
petents or worse rush in to fill it. But today
our situation is even more dangerous than
that. In ordinary times the corrupt or the
incompetent can be suffered for a while and
then ejected. But these are no ordinary
times. The world’s fate now hangs upon how
well or how 11l we in America conduct our
affairs. And if a bad man is elected trustee of
a sanitary district, or if an able man in Wash-
ington is left to shift for himself in the face
of unjustified attack, then our Government
is diminished by that much—and even more
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because others will lose heart from his exam-
ple. So you as educated, privileged people
have a broad responsibility to protect and im-
prove what you have inherited and what you
would die to preserve—the concept of gov-
ernment by consent of the governed as the
only tolerable way of life.

We in our country have, indeed, placed all
of our faith, we have placed all of our hope,
upon the education, the intelligence and the
understanding of our people. We have sald
that ours is a Government conducted by its
citizens and from this it follows that the
Government will be better conducted if its
citizens are educated. It's as simple as that.
We believe that the people will find their way
to the right solutions, given sufficlent infor-
mation. We belleve with Lincoln, “Why
should there not be a patient confidence in
the ultimate justice of the people?” (al-
though I must confess to having entertained
certain private fleeting doubts upon occa-
slon). We have bet all our chips. if you
please, on the intellectual improvement of
our people. This is a magnificent gamble—
but it is a gamble, for it raises the question
whether we have reached the awesome pin-
nacle of world power we now occupy too soon,
before we have sufficiently elevated our na-
tional mind to lead the world wisely. Only
the educated man entertains doubts, and
doubt is the beginning of wisdom; but doubt
is not wisdom’s fulfillment, and in a time
of crisis the man who doubts may fall prey
to the strong dumb brute—to the man on
horseback.

There is in the moiling masses of Asia a
tremendous power, potentially the greatest
power on earth, and today our enemies con-
spire to gain the mastery of this power. They
have at their disposal, as we all know, a pow-
erful weapon, for communism is a perversion
of the dream of justice. And while we see
its leading attribute as the perversion, the
illiterate, the tolling masses still have their
eyes fixed on the dream.

We too have a powerful weapon, truth, and
we gain our strength from our thoughtful
citizenry, which seeks and holds the truth
with both its heart and its mind. The ques-
tion is, however, whether we have come to de-
cisive responsibility too early, before we were
ready, before we had matured sufficiently.
No man can say with certainty. Personally
I am optimistic and confident, but this ques-
tion will not be answered tomorrow; it will
be answered in your lifetime, and it will be
answered in large part by you, the privileged
American.

If I have made your tasks and your respon-
sibilities sound formidable, which indeed they
are, may I also remind you that this is what
makes the prospect of your careers so excit-
ing. There is a wonderful passage in Emer-
son—and happily I couldn’t lay my hands on
it—TI'll spare you from it. I hope sometime
you will read that essay. It says the time
to live is not when everything is serene, but
when all is tumult—when the old admits be-
ing compared with the new. This is the time
of early morning, when it is fresh and excit-
ing. I think this is your generation, I can-
not be sure. Change is the order of life and
difficulties its meat. You live in a time of
historic change and of infinite difficulty. But
do not let the difficulties distract you. Face
the problems of your time you must, deal
with them you must. But do not allow the
alarms and excursions and partisanship of
our political scene to distract you, do not let
even the awful problems of the atomic age
claim all your attention. Dare, rather, to live
your lives fully, boldly; dare to study and to
learn, to cultivate the mind and the spirit,
even though it isn't fashionable in your com-
munity. For though our people become pros-
perous as never before and though our for-
elgn policy triumphs, these things are but
instruments of the proper purpose, the higher
purpose, of western man—the cultivation of
the mind and of the spirit.
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It would be presumptuous, and out of
character for me to lecture you about your
spirit. That I must leave to the wiser, and
to better men. But perhaps you'll forgive me
if I draw on my own haphazard, desultory
experience—I have not always been an un-
employed politician, you know—to say a
word about intelligence and experience as
attributes of the good judgment you will
need—the good sense, if you please.

Don’t be afraid to learn; to read, to study,
to work, to try to know, because at the very
best you can know very little. And don't,
above all things—and I am sure President
Dodds will agree with me—be afraid to think
for yourself. Nothing has been, in my judg-
ment, more disheartening about the con-
temporary scene the last several years in
America than the growth of the popularity
of unreason—of antl-intellectualism. One
thinks of those chanting, screaming crowds
that walked over precipices In Germany—
and not so long ago. The conformists—un-
reason and anti-intellectualism—abominate
thought. Thinking implies disagreement and
disagreement implies nonconformity and
nonconformity implies heresy and heresy
implies disloyalty. So obviously thinking
must be stopped. This Is the routine. But
I say to you that bawling is not a substitute
for thinking and that reason is not subver-
sion but the salvation of freedom. And
don't be afrald of unpopular positions, of
driving upstream. All progress has resulted
from people who took unpopular positions.
All change is the result of a change in the
contemporary state of mind. Do you re-
member—and here again I shall tap a re-
sourceless memory—some words of Mater-
linck, who was writing about the Spanish
Inquisition and said that in those times to
the conservative they should not kill so many
and to the radical they should not kill any.
Don't be afraid of being out of tune with
your environment, and above all pray God
that you are not afraid to live, to live hard
and fast. To my way of thinking it is not
the years in your life but the life In your
years that count in the long run. You'll
have more fun, you'll do more and you'll
get more, you'll give more satisfaction the
more you know, the more you have worked
and the more you have lived. For yours is
a great adventure at a stirring time in the
annals of men.

You have a better chance than many peo-
ple to give a lot and, therefore, to take a lot
of life. If we can't look to people like you
for this leadership, for good judgment, for
wise directions for ourselves and for the
convictions of our society, then where can
we look? For here at Princeton, which for
more than two centuries has transmitted
from one generation to the next the riches of
Western civilization, you have gotten some
grasp of the basic principles on which our
culture is founded—the concept of the su-
premacy of the individual, the worth of a
human being, and the necessity for a climate
of freedom in which these values may find
means of expression.

And before you depart from this campus
that you and I have known and loved, stay
a moment, my young friends, and think a bit,
inquire—these halls, this campus, our uni-
versity, what do they mean? “University” is
a proud, a noble and anclent word. Around
it cluster all of the values and the traditions
which civilized people have for centurles
prized most highly. The idea which under-
lies this wuniversity—any university—is
greater than any of its physical manifesta-
tions; its classrooms, its laboratories, its
clubs, its athletic plant, even the particular
groups of faculty and students who make up
its human element as of any given time,
What is this idea? It is that the highest
condition of man in this mysterious universe
is the freedom of the spirit. And it is only
truth that can set the spirit free.
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The function of a university is, then, the
search for truth and its communication to
succeeding generations. Only as that func-
tion is performed steadfastly, consclen-
tiously, and without interference, does the
university realize its underlying purpose.
Only so does the university keep faith with
the great humanist tradition of which it is
a part. Only so does it merit the honorable
name that it bears.

When you depart, think occasionally upon
your university’s inherent ideas and pur-
poses, as its outward trappings recede. Don't
forget that Princeton is a university, as well
as your university; and that it has obliga-
tions to the whole of mankind, not just to
you—obligations which it can neither ignore
nor shirk, and which cannot, consistently
with its honorable name and its place in the
community of scholarship, be sacrificed to
passing passions and prejudices. As mem-
bers of the alumni family I trust you will be
alert to its needs; they are Imperative, and
you can meet them if you will as many of
your predecessors are today, but keep, I beg
you, always in the forefront of your mind
the realization that the single greatest need
of any university, as of any seeker after the
truth, is not just the money, not expensive
libraries and laboratories, but this freedom,
this thing that seems so inchoate to you now,
freedom to do its work, to pursue its in-
quiries, to conduct its discussion, to extend
the limits of learning.

The right to the serene pursuit of truth did
not descend like manna from heaven; it
was won by hard fighting, and the fight goes
on and on to the end of time—even as the
struggle between good and evil. See to it
then, that no one, for whatever reason or
in the service of whatever interest, diverts
this university from its classic objective. As
its graduates, as individuals who have made
in It an investment of the golden, irretriev-
able years of your lives, you cannot, I sug-
gest, do less, And carry away with you some
of the wise serenity of the timeless courage,
the unhurried objectivity which is the at-
mosphere of Princeton and which represents
the collective imprint of its founders, stu-
dents and teachers who have gone before

ou.

i The university in America s the archive
of the Western mind, it is the keeper of
Western culture, and the foundation of
Western culture is freedom. FPrinceton, or
any other university, great or small, has the
obligation of transmitting from one genera-
tion to the next that heritage. The faculty
and administrators of a university can do
that only if they are free. I think we believe
with Gladstone that it is liberty alone that
fits men for liberty.

I came here last night in darkness, after
not having been here for some 4 or 5 years.
I came with an old friend and an old class-
mate. We drove a little through the cam-
pus, after dusk. It was soft, the air fresh,
the beginning of spring. I thought of some
words that I read here long ago, written by
an English poet, Alfred Noyes, who stayed
on the Princeton campus for a few years.
They went something like this if I am not
mistaken:

“Now lamp-lit gardens in the blue dusk shine
Through dog-wood red and white,
And round the gray quadrangles, line by
line,
The windows fill with light,
Where Princeton calls to Magdalen, tower to
tower,
Twin lanthorns of the law,
And those cream-white magnolia boughs

embower
The halls of old Nassau.”
Sentimental? Yes. Nostalgic, childish?

Perhaps. Yet lovely, beautiful, true. Your
days are short here; this is the last of your
springs. And now in the serenity and quilet
of this lovely place, touch the depths of
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truth, feel the hem. You will go away with
old, good friends. Don't forget when you
leave why you came.

THE WONDERS OF THE “WUNDEES"

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, there re-
main a few of us in the Congress who
foresee nightmarish consequences to
some of the far-out proposals of this
administration, such as the subsidized
rent program. We can only presume
James J. Kilpatrick was faithfully
chronicling just such a nightmare in his
recent column for the Washington Eve-
ning Star. For the benefit of our
Freudian friends, we submit it for the
RECORD:

THE WONDERS OF THE “WUNDEES"
(By James J. Kilpatrick)

Winston and Sally Belle Smith were mar-
ried in the spring of 1966, a few weeks after
he had been booted out of his third Job
Corps encampment and she had been sent
home from the girls’ school in Florida. They
had grown up together, more or less, in the
same public housing project; they had
dropped out of school together. They had
the same ambition, which was to stay well
fed without really working, so it was natural
to find them at last man and wife.

Winston worked part time in a service
station and Sally Belle worked part time in
a barbeque and grill, but these were merely
avocations., Their real job, which occupled
them increasingly as the years went on, was
simply to stay poor within the P.and R. It
was a lot of work, what with all the forms
and things.

The “P. & R.,” of course, were the proce~
dures and regulations established by the Ad-
ministrator. These had first been established
in the summer of 1965, 9 months or so before
the young couple were married, but by 1066
they had become a way of life. Rent sup-
plements, it will be recalled, were only the
beginning. “The amount of the annual
payment with respect to any dwelling unit
shall not exceed the amount by which the
fair market rental of such unit exceeds one-
fourth of the tenant's income as determined
by the Administrator pursuant to procedures
and regulations established by him.” That
was the way the law first read, in the Hous-
ing and Urban Development Act of 1965.

Winston and Sally Belle qualified at once
for a rent supplemental. They were among
the 300,000 who came in the one-oh-one-
one-dee’s, soon shortened to the Wundees, a
diminutive taken from the act’s definition
under the so-called Stephens amendment of
those eligible for help on their rent, This
made the supplemental available to any
family whose income was within established
levels for public housing, provided that such
a family, under section 101(1) (D) were then
occupying “substandard housing.” Winston
and Sally Belle were living in an ordinary
walk up flat, not too good, not too bad, but
after Sally Belle broke out the windows with
a beer bottle, they were officially substand-
ard; so they went down and signed up.

By the summer of 1968, when the time
came for the first recertification of income
under the P. & R. the Smiths were a little
uneasy. They had been earning $3,200 be-
tween them when they moved into the new
apartment in the co-op, where the fair mar-
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ket rental was $125 a month or $1,600 a year.
The taxpayers had been kicking in 3700 a
year as the difference between one-fourth of
their income and the fair rent, but lately the
Smiths accidently had been earning a little
more and they were afraid the P. & R. man
would catch up with the situation.

As it turned out, they didn’t need to worry,
for that same summer—the summer of
1968—Congress added another section at the
President’s request. This brought Winston
and Sally Belle into the wonderful world of
the cne-oh-one-one-ee's, or Wunnys as they
were called, in which rent supplementals
were extended to any persons ‘“socially or
culturally disadvantaged.” The Wunnys
were permitted to qualify if they earned as
much as 50 percent above the maximum per-
mitted for occupants of public housing, and
with all that Job Corps background, there
was no question of Winston’s making good.
He had only to keep failing.

It wasn't easy, for money somehow kept
coming Winston's way, but Sally Belle helped
by leaving the bar-b-q and devoting her
full time to the P. & R. The amendments
of 1970 spread the principle of supplementals
to clothing, transportation, and food. That
year Winston took in €6,000—he couldn't
seem to help it—and while this naturally left
him safely poor under the P. & R., it com-
plicated the bookkeeping. The trigger points
were 25 percent on rent, 20 percent on food,
15 percent on transportation, and 8.3 percent
on clothes, and Sally Belle never could learn
to multiply by 8.3 percent. She had deter-
mination, though, and after a while, what
with further amendments of the law, they
were getting $1,000 toward rent, and $800
toward food, and $500 toward payments on
the two cars, and the P. & R. had been re-
vised to cover a coat of imitation mink.
What with Sally Belle's unemployment com-
pensation, it all added up.

Winston retired in 1980, at the age of 34,
his active working life behind him. There-
after the Smiths earned no income, by which
they qualified for 100 percent supplementals
including a swimming pool not to exceed 20
by 40 feet. Here the poor fellow drowned,
4 years later on a cold afternoon in April
when the clocks were striking 13. The coffin
supplemental, under the P. & R. covered the
full expense.

THERE IS NO PLACE IN THE GREAT
SOCIETY FOR VETERANS

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. HARSHA] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, appar-
ently there is no place in the Great
Society for our veterans.

I am asking today that the House Vet~
erans’ Affairs Committee conduet an
investigation, and halt the practice of
admitting and treating Job Corps train-
ees, a segment of the poverty program,
at Veterans' Administration hospitals, in
preference to veterans. The action of
the Administration in giving preference
to members of the Job Corps at Veterans’
Administration hospitals over veterans of
World Wars I and IT and the Korean and
Vietnam conflicts is incredible.

There are approximately 15,000 vet-
erans awaiting admission to VA hospi-
tals and while these veterans are forced
to wait for much needed and deserved
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hospitalization, Job Corps men are ob-
taining hospitalization at VA hospitals.
Never before to my knowledge has a
group been hospitalized categorically
without regard to the origin of their
disabilities, or the responsibility for
treatment of such condition, and to give
them preference over veterans who have
served this Nation with honor and dis-
tinction is reprehensible.

Every day I receive mail from qualified
veterans in dire need of hospitalization,
who simply cannot get into these facili-
ties, yet these Job Corps men, most of
whom never served in the Nation's
Armed Forces, are being admitted.

Every admission of a Job Corps man
takes a bed away from a veteran. This
compounds the error recently made by
the Administration in closing certain VA
hospitals in the Nation. An investiga-
tion into this order is needed, and cor-
rective action should be taken immedi-
ately by the Congress to halt this un-
conscionable practice.

I am today calling upon the Adminis-
trator of Veterans’ Affairs to rescind this
order.

THE LATE HONORABLE
T. A. THOMPSON

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House, this time has been
requested and granted in order that the
colleagues of AsHTON THOMPSON may
have the opportunity of paying him a
final tribute here today.

As Members will recall, our colleague
was the victim of a traffic accident in
North Carolina some 2 weeks ago. To-
day we come together to pay our final
tribute and our final respect to his
memory.

I shall be pleased to yield to any
Member of this body who desires to pay
tribute.

Af this particular time let me preface
the recognition of those Members desir-
ing recognition by recalling the colleague
who lived among us. He was a dynamic
man. He was a man who enjoyed the
dramatic and reveled in living the life
he lived in this body.

I believe that on occasions of this na-
ture there are some symbols and some
things more far-reaching, more expan-
sive, more significant than the final trib-
ute we pay a departed colleague. We
respect his memory at a moment when
we recall the memory and the respect
lt)ve owe all colleagues who have left this

ody.

In these aisles have walked the great
of history. In the Speaker’'s chair have
sat men who have written American his-
tory, whose voices are now stilled but
whose memory remains alive.

GO‘I('ihis Nation is a nation founded under

This Nation is a nation believing in
the concept we now read over the Speak-
er's chair—“In God we trust.” Each
time we pay tribute to the memory of a
departed colleague, we restate that con-
cept and reexpress our belief. We de-
clare to the world that we reject a god-
less ideology and draw again close to us
the ideology of eternity and of immor-
tality. If we did not, we would not ap-
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pear here today to speak in memory of
those who have departed. Hollow would
it be to recall the greatness and the con-
tributions of those who have left us if
we did not believe in the immortal soul
and in life eternal.

So we rise here today to speak again
of our most recently departed colleague.
In speaking of him and renewing that
bond between this earth and that which
is before us, we speak also to those oth-
ers who have left and who dedicated
their lives.

May I recount and recall at this mo-
ment the words which I believe suit Asx-
ToN THOMPsON more than anything else,
the words in that great fraternal order
which so aptly say: “The faults of our
brothers we write upon the sands; their
virtues on tablets of love and memory.”

So be it with AsaToN THOMPSON.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the distin-
guished Speaker.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, we
express our grief today for the tragic loss
of Representative T. AsaToNn THOMPSON,
of Louisiana.

Before he came to the House of Repre-
sentatives in 1952 he had had extensive
experience in the accounting and budget
field of the government of the State of
Louisiana. He served with distinetion in
the Air Force during World War II, and
later was an able and dedicated leader
of veterans organizations.

While serving as Louisiana’s budget of-
ficer and as financial adviser to the State
legislature, he drafted legislation for
Louisiana’s employees’ retirement, system
and then ably served as chairman of the
system'’s board of trustees for 8 years.

He brought his experience in govern-
ment and his insight into men and issues
with him to the Congress. Only 3 short
years ago he summed up for his brothers
in this Chamber his feelings and beliefs
after a decade of distinguished service in
the House.

He said at that time:

I have received every kind of considera-
tion and help from the membership of this
body. I want to thank my colleagues in
the House for their friendship and coopera-
tion in the accomplishment of so much for
the people of my district and State. When I
was elected to Congress in 1952, I resolved
then that I would to the best of my ability
represent the people of the Seventh Congres-
sional District of Louisiana in such manner
that they would not regret the confidence
they had placed in me by electing me as their
Representative.

Today we thank him for his friendship,
for his courtesy, for his unfailing kind-
ness and consideration. We testify that
he fulfilled the resolution that he took
to his constituents that they would never
regret electing him their Representative.

That they will regret his passing we
know full well. In this House his col-
leagues have lost a friend and valued
counselor., We mourn his loss and extend
our deepest sympathies to Mrs. Thomp-
son and her loved ones. They have much
to be proud of in his record of achieve-
ment for his State, his district, and his
country.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. Speaker, the day
after his passing away, I expressed on
the floor of the House my great shock
and loss over the death of our colleague,
Congressman T. A. THompsow, of the
Seventh Congressional District of Louisi-
ana; I outlined my personal friendship
for him and extended my heartfelt sym-
pathy to his devoted wife and children,
to his dear mother and the other mem-
bers of his family.

Today I express the hope that T. A.
may have a special place in the house
of many mansions. In doing so I draw
again on an article I called to the at-
tention of my colleagues once before.

Coming back to Washington from
Louisiana on a plane a number of years
ago I clipped from a newspaper a passage
of great beauty and comfort from the
“Wisdom of Solomon,” a part of the
apocryphal books.

I think you will read many books and
go a long way in life before you ever
find anything more inspiring, for sheer
beauty of phrase and majesty of thought.
I have kept this passage in my purse ever
since, and I now read from it:

The souls of the righteous are in the hand
of God

And no torments will ever touch them.

In the eyes of the foolish they seem to have
died

And their departure was thought to be an
affliction,

And their going from us to be their destruc-
tion;

But they are at peace.

For though in the sight of men they were
punished, their hope was full of Im-
mortality.

Having been disciplined a little, they will
recelve great good.

Because God tested them and found them
worthy of himself.

I humbly pray that T. A. is at peace
and that having been disciplined a little,
he will receive great good, “because God
tested him and found him worthy of
himself.”

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I now
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. MoORRISON].

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include two editorials.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MORRISON. Mr. Speaker, and
Members of the House, it was one of the
saddest days of my life when I learned
with deep shock and regret of the tragic
death of our friend and colleague, T. A.
THOMPSON.

T. A. THOMPSON was one of my very
closest friends. He could not have been
closer had he been my own brother.

Ours was a friendship forged through-
out many years of hardship and triumph,
heartache and exhilaration, failure and
success. In a man’s lifetime he can
deem himself fortunate if he has even one
friend as close and steadfast as T. A.
THOMPSON was to me. It is thus with the
profoundest sense of personal loss which
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I speak today, for when one loses a friend
he loses part of his life.

T. A. THOMPSON was a Congressman’s
Congressman. He performed his duties
with a dedicated devotion and diligence
which I have seldom seen matched here
in Congress. He was a man deeply in
love with his job, a man with a great
sense of responsibility to his district. He
was not so concerned with headlines as
he was with results. He was the type
of man who carefully considered all sides
of an issue, quietly laid a solid founda-
tion for legislation through careful re-
search, and then bulldoggedly pressed
his colleagues for favorable considera-
tion. He had an unusually large meas-
ure of success, and, more important, his
achievements have been solid and lasting
because of the firm foundations he built
so carefully.

His career in service to his people has
been a long and distinguished one. His
entire adult life has been spent in gov-
ernment work. During the depression
years he worked for the State of Louisi-
ana as a fiscal expert. After serving in
World War IT he returned to his State
and again performed yeoman service in
revamping and modernizing the account-
ing system of the State and leading the
drive for an adequate retirement plan
for State employees. In 1953 he was
elected to Congress. We are all familiar
with the phenomenal work he has done
in his all too brief career here on Capitol
Hill. He was an outstanding champion
of wildlife conservation and has prob-
ably done more than any other single
Congressman to see that this precious
national heritage is preserved. As a
senior member of the Merchant Marine
and Fisheries Committee and the Public
Works Committee and as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wild-
life Conservation, he was in an unparal-
leled position to effect these goals.

The entire country owes a debt to T. A.
TrompsoN for his devoted service, but
the greatest loss is inevitably felt in the
Seventh District of Louisiana which he
represented so devotedly and well. As
you know, the problems which flow daily
into a congressional office are many and
varied. None of us worked harder to
see that all the people of his district
received the representation they de-
served.

No problem was too big, no person too
small to receive the single-minded atten-
tion of T. A. THomPsoN. He did not
close his ear to any segment of his dis-
trict. He was the champion of all, and
all benefited.

But this is just the measure of T. A.
THOMPSON as & public servant. The
measure of T. A. THOMPSON as a man
is far more important in the final as-
sessment of his life. The humanity of
T. A. THOMPSON was even more imposing
than his impressive physical stature. He
was always there with a helping hand,
always the first to offer encouragement,
always ecareful with the feelings of
others. I have seen him time and time
again give unstintingly of his time to
help a colleague with a personal prob-
lem, to patiently explain the minute in-
tricacies of an involved bill, to help teach
fledgling Congressmen the mysteries of
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this august body, or just to be present
for moral support in times of stress or
personal hardship. It is these acts of
personal kindness which when added up
made him a big man—a man who was a
model for so many of us.

In addition to the ever-widening cir-
cle of friends he made in this House,
he likewise gained in stature in his home
district, where his fellow citizens saw fit
to elect him seven consecutive times as
their Representative. -

Several months ago, I had the oppor-
tunity to participate in a huge testi-
monial dinner held by the friends and
supporters of our former colleague, T.
AsaToNn THOMPSON, an unprecedented
event for his district. On that occasion
the outpouring of praise and commenda-
tion formulated a ringing endorsement
of this man’s desire to help his constitu-
ency on every possible occasion. No other
official had ever been honored in such a
gigantic fashion.

It is a difficult task for me to properly
and completely describe and portray to
my distinguished colleagues here today
the confidence, love, and affection that
I shared with T. AsaTon THoMPSON., To
me he was like a brother. I grew fo
admire and respect this man, and to
value his sentiment and his inspiring
dedication to the job of being an out-
standing Representative for his people.

I could cite instance after instance of
his dedication to the people of his dis-
trict, I could illustrate his service to the
country in World War II as a member
of the Air Corps, I could speak at great
length on the contributions he made
to the establishment of good government
in the great State of Louisiana. How-
ever, I feel all these things somehow be-
come dim in our minds as we who knew
him remember the spirit, the personality,
and the lovable person that was T. AsH-
TON THOMPSON. I know that I shall al-
ways miss this bold, noble, and wonder-
ful man; and I join with my colleagues
here today in humbly expressing my deep
sorrow of his untimely passing.

Mr. Spezker, our dear colleague and
friend, T. A. THOMPSON, taken from us
with tragic suddenness, was above all
a man of fine character and a loyal and
true friend. He was a dedicated public
servant—dedicated to the advancement
of the people of his district, his State,
and Nation. He was one of Louisiana’s
ablest advocates, who worked tirelessly
for the people and interests which he
represented. He was admired by Mem-
bers of Congress on both sides of the
aisle, and he will be missed by all of
them whose friendship he earned and
kept from the beginning of his long
tenure here.

Upon his return to Louisiana after
World War II service, he concentrated
his efforts on refining the fiscal proc-
esses of Louisiana’s government, and the
legacy he leaves us includes a complete
accounting system for all the State
agencies which he designed and in-
stalled, along with legislation for the
Louisiana State employees retirement
system, and subsequently he was elected
twice to 4-year terms as chairman of the
board of trustees of that system.
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In these “Halls,” Mr. Speaker, he has
served the House ably and productively
sinee January 1953, as a member of both
the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee and the Public Works Com-
mittee. One of his principal fields of
interest and accomplishment was the
proper conservation and utilization of
our Nation’s natural resources. He
served as chairman of the Subcommit-
tee on Fisheries and Wildlife. For his
good work in this field, Secretary of the
Interior Stewart Udall, in May 1964,
gave T. A. THOMPSON a great tribute.

T. A. THoMPSON was an exemplary
Congressman. He understood his duty
to represent his constituency to the best
of his ability. And he understood the
challenges and responsibilities that a
changing nation can place on its leaders.

Mr. Speaker, T. A. TaHompsoN did not
hesitate to speak out when he saw a
wrong. The cause of good government
has lost a valuable voice.

Mr. Speaker, my life has been made
richer for having known T. ASHTON
TroMPsON. I am sure that I can speak
for the entire Louisiana delegation in
addition to everyone who has had the
good fortune to know T. A. THOMPSON,
when I say that it was a privilege to know
such a fine man as T. AsHTON THOMPSON.

T. A. THoMPsON was a friendly man,
He kept busy. He was always helping
people. He worked unceasingly for the
people of his Seventh District. He
helped many students attend college,
though this was not his responsibility
as a Federal Representative, because he
would often help a deserving student get
a spare job which made college possible.
He aided the small businessman. He un-
tangled the problems of veterans. He
worked for people in all walks of life.
The people of his district knew that they
had an advocate and a friend in Wash-
ington with their T. A. THOMPSON.

T. A. THOMPSON wWorked to bring a bet-
ter life to his constituents. He worked
on the Public Works Committee to im-
prove the port and water facilities of
his district. He worked to bring new in-
dustries to his district.

Mr. Speaker, when you take a look at
Congressman TrHOMPsSON's district, you
will find that his district is one of the
most progressive, most unusual, and one
of the most colorful districts in the
whole land. He was so proud of his
district. He used to talk about it in
very descriptive terms. He would de-
scribe an oil field derrick that came up
from the ground in a swamp, with moss
covered trees as something that made
a beautiful picture; and there were thou-
sands and thousands of acres of cotton
in full bloom, like a white cloud close to
the ground; the golden rice fields laden
with the fruit of their seed ending in
full production which he could portray
with color and fantasy in many words.
As my distinguished colleague Ep WiLLIS
from the adjoining district has said,
his country was known as the Cajun
Country, a very colorful country. He
pointed with pride to the fact that he
was Congressman THoMPsSON’s neighbor
on the east and on the south. I, like-

, was Congressman THOMPSON'S
neighbor to the east. In that great and
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wonderous land AsHToON THOMPSON was
so proud of, with all the zest and zeal
of a person in full life, he would describe
his district as a place where people
worked hard, played hard and enjoyed
life, that they created the finest kind of
life itself. He eloquently spoke of his

people, whom he loved so well and knew

so well and of whose life he was a part,
with great pride, saying that they made
a success out of life itself. He was cer-
tainly not only a representative of his
people but he was a part of his people,
and a very forceful and a very amazing
part of his people, because as they lived,
so he lived, no matter whether he was
in the midst of the district where he
lived or whether he was 1,200 miles away
here in this august Chamber, or whether
he was in some other part of the world.
No matter where, he never seemed to
get away from his home town of Ville
Platte or his home distriet which, as
he referred to it on many occasions, was
the Cajun District.

Many people who heard him on occa-
sions would say that he never could seem
to get away from the Ville Platte or the
Cajun country. Whereas many people in
his shoes might have thought that they
were making him provincial, I believe he
took that as a great compliment. I
think that so typified him that with the
opportunity which he had to be a Con-
gressman and be their representative
and be able to work for them and be
able to share their problems, their suc-
cesses, and their everyday life, even
though he was away many miles in dis-
tance, was an opportunity he never for-
got. He never could, in spirit, get too
far from the land that he loved, and I
think he demonstrated on all occasions
that to have the high honor of repre-
senting them in this office was the top
pinnacle of his life.

So, Mr. Speaker, he served his district
with honor and distinetion. I think he
went a lot further afield than was his
duty or that which was required of him,
in order to give his people the proper
representation that they deserved. Inso
doing I think he demonstrated that he
was perhaps one of the most generous
men that has ever served in this body.
He was not only generous from the
standpoint of his life, his ability, and in
what he gave to his people back home,
but in the little things in the everyday
life here in this Chamber, There was
never an opportunity that he did not try
when someone asked him—and some-
times without their requesting it—to do
something to help someone regardless of
whether they were a fellow Member or
whether they were a person in the aver-
age walk of life or even a person who
may have come here to visit who might
?r(;gl; have been necessarily from his dis-

Mr. Speaker, I believe with the record
that he made in so completely serving
his people, that they perhaps are realiz-
ing each day the greatness and the depth
of their loss.

Mr. Speaker, ASHTON THOMPSON Was &
rather humble man and did a lot of
things, perhaps, that many of us never
had an opportunity to observe. On the
other hand, many of his distinguished ac-
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complishments are monuments which
will live on and will be monuments al-
wWays.

I do not think that any place in this
land of ours has, as the result of the
efforts of anyone, any more projects than
Congressman T. A. THompsoN could point
to and say, “I not only helped to get this,
but I labored long and hard, and whether
others joined me or not, I did my best to
secure all the help or whatever was nec-
essary in order to get the job done.”

And as he used to artfully say, there
is room as far as credit is concerned for
everyone that will help my district or
my State or my Nation, and let us get the
job done first and then worry about the
credit, as to who shall share in it.

Then when you consider that perhaps
no other Congressman has ever accom-
plished the feat, up to the present time
than T. A. THomPsoN. Since the very in-
ception of the House of Representatives,
discharge petitions are few and far be-
tween and many have tried but very few
were ever successful; Congressman T, A.
TroMPsON not only was successful on one
discharge petition of which he was the
author but maybe he set an all-time con-
gressional record in that he was success-
ful on two discharge petitions. There
again that was a great feat and an un-
usual feat. Perhaps no other Congress-
man in our lifetime may ever come to
equal that record.

But there again that was typical of
T. A. THomPsOoN. He not only thought
he should represent the people neces-
sarily who could vote for him, but he
went far, far beyond that. I have seen
him go to all kinds of trouble and take
a tremendous amount of time putting
what seemed to be an endless amount
of energy getting the people of his dis-
trict, young boys and girls, and bringing
them here to the Nation’s Capital to take
part in something that he was so proud
of when he could bring them here to
Washington. He would say that as far
as the Mardi Gras is concerned, where
you have the queens and the kings and
where you have all the pageantry—that
is a way of life where I come from; it
is wonderful to have the opportunity to
bring them to the Nation’s Capital and
show everyone just exactly how that
pageantry takes place—not as something
that was promoted at the moment in his
district but something that was there
before he was born and perhaps will be
there for generations to come.

But the very fact that he went to all
this great effort to bring these beautiful
young ladies from his district, of whom
he was so proud, to show off the agri-
cultural products of his district—as the
queen of rice or the queen of the oil
festival or the queen of the cotton festi-
val or the queen of the sweetpotato
festival—of all the agricultural products
in his district—that got top billing with
him was what he called a beautiful queen
of the Cajun country. So in his life, the
life he lived every day, and lived with
great feeling that perhaps he was one
of the most fortunate people in the world,
as T. A. THompsoN would tell me, that
I serve in a democracy, that I serve in
the Nation's Capital, that I serve in
Washington, D.C,, that I serve and am
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one of 435 Members of the Congress—
he did not look upon that, as if it was a
chore in doing his daily work here. He
did not look upon it as a chore to go back
home and be reelected. He looked at it
as the greatest opportunity and the
greatest privilege and certainly his privi-
lege for him to be able to do that.

He was a man from a large family.
Besides his mother he had many aunts
and uncles, many brothers and sisters,
nieces and nephews and endless numbers
of cousins. But at no time did he ever
fail to look forward to an opportunity
to serve any and all of his relatives in
the position that he had reached and
which in the eyes of his family was the
most exalted position so far as they were
concerned in all the world. Never at
any time did he ever fail to look at it
as doing something that was an honor
and a privilege to do to help one of his
relatives. He looked upon it as one of
the most wonderful and joyful oppor-
tunities in the world to be able to help
any relative or anyone else for that mat-
ter. I do not believe he ever stopped
thinking that other people besides those
who were blood relations of his, were
likewise his relatives. I think he felt
the same way about every constituent
and every family in his entire district. I
think he lived that way and proved it by
his everyday actions. He proved he felt
all the people were his people and that
he was just related to one great big fam-
ily that happened to live in the Seventh
Congressional District of Louisiana.

I have seen him when people would
bitterly attack him in his district. I have
seen him when people would come up
to him personally in his district and do
that. Frankly, I was always amazed at
the way he could produce that smile after
such an attack. He would say to me
that he had told that person, “Well there
is only one problem as I see it. If you
had just been in my shoes you would
understand it. But since you have not
had that opportunity, maybe that is the
reason you feel the way you do and if I
had the opportunity of being in your
shoes, I would feel like you do.”

I have seen him on such occasions
when such people would go far beyond
merely making a protest and yet T.A.
would tell me after we left a gathering
where that might have happened and
he would say, “Well, here is the thing
about it. You have to know this, JiMmm Y.
I have to look at all these people, I guess,
just like a minister or a priest looks on
his congregation or the people of his
church.”

He would say, “You know these people
do not mean to be bitter toward me. But
I have to understand them and I have
to be the person to tell them that their
way may be a little wrong and plead
with them to go the proper way and not
to become people who are against prog-
ress and not to be people who are against
their neighbor or against any particular
individual, but to be the kind of persons
who want to live and let live.”

He would tell me, “JiMmmy, every day
when I am in my district I try to teach
Christianity and brotherly love because
no matter what some of these people may
have done to me, I cannot feel that way

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

toward them because they are my
people.”

When I think of that, of the way he
lived and his philosophy of living and
the way he felt about all people, I be-
lieve that perhaps he left an inspira-
tion, a spirit, a feeling, a life of accom-
plishment which will not end but will
be handed down to generations to come.
Certainly he will greatly influence all of
those who knew him, for good.

So far as his district is concerned, and
in areas many long distances from his
district, that spirit, that feeling, that
generosity will live on and on.

He has certainly earned the respect
and the admiration of the people of his
distriet, and likewise of the Members of
this body, with whom he served, from
whom he seemed to get such a wonder-
ful and remarkable feeling of comrade-
ship and brotherly love on both sides of
the aisle.

This was always with the understand-
ing that no matter what position any
Congressman ever took in the well of
this House, no matter how much he may
have disagreed with what that particu-
lar Congressman was saying, whether
over this microphone or that micro-
phone, he would always say, when I had
the opportunity to hear his comment,
“Well, the man believes in what he is
doing, to the best of his ability, he is
doing the job of representing his people.
After all, that is what I am here for.”

And he would say, “Jimmy, that is
what you are here for.” He would add,
“No matter what position anyone takes
in this House, I have respect for him and
I have admiration for him, and when
any man or woman who is a Member of
this House continues to be reelected, I
believe it is natural all of us should have
respect for them and should have ad-
miration for them."”

That perhaps typified T. A. THOMPSON.
As a person, he was not always trying
to get something for himself. I believe
he got a great deal for himself, but I be-
lieve the secret of what he got for him-
self lay in the fact that he was always
willing to give a lot more and to go a
lot further toward the other person’s di-
rection than he expected to have any-
one come in his direction.

His life typified the saying that it is
more blessed to give than to receive. I
believe he always put that emphasis on
giving. Perhaps no man ever tried to
give more than did our distinguished
and beloved colleague, T. A. THOMPSON.

Since T. A. THOMPSON Was 50 apprecia-
tive of the fine work done by his office
staff, it would be most appropriate to
include the words of his administrative
assistant, Mrs. Frances A. Forgy:

Personally, and in behalf of our entire
staff, I wish to thank Congressman MORRI-
soN for the opportunity to add a few words
of tribute in honor of the man for whom
it was our real privllege to work. Each year,
all of us on the staffi came to appreciate
Congressman THoMPsoN more and more and
to realize what a truly unique and genuine
individual he was.

Loulsiana has lost a strong and invaluable
member of her congressional delegation.
The Seventh District has lost an enlightened
and dedicated Representative. But more
than this, the world has lost a man in whose
veins the milk of human kindness flowed
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freely. It 18 a grievous and irreparable loss
which we can 111 afford.

The tributes which could justly be ac-
corded Congressman THOMPSON in regard
to his generosity and personal traits are un-
limited. The enumeration of his most credit-
able deeds and accomplishments during his
tenure of public service would be too lengthy
8 task. Perhaps we could best indicate all
of them at once by saying simply that in
a world populated in vast majority by ordi-
nary people with ordinary Iinterests, Con-
gressman THOMPSON stood out as an extra-
ordinary person with an extraordinary in-
terest in his fellow man. His aim in life
was to serve his family, his friends, his dis-
trict, his State, and his country—and he
served them all with rare, unselfish dedica-
tion.

We have lost not only our Congressman
for whom we had an abiding respect and
admiration, but we have lost a close personal
friend whose absence we keenly feel and
whose memory we shall always cherish.

To the members of his family who have
surely suffered the most cruel and devastat-
ing loss of all, we extend our heartfelt sym-
pathy.

There were many editorials and stories
written about his passing. A few of them
follow.

The following editorial appeared in the
Monday, July 5, edition of the New
Orleans Times-Picayune:

REPRESENTATIVE T. A. THOMPSON

The death of 49-year-old U.S. Repre-
sentative T, A. THomPpsoN, of Ville Platte,
especially under such tragic circumstances,
is sincerely regretted. Representing the
Seventh Congressional District for 13 years,
he made his presence felt in the House,
through energy, initiative, and other quali-
ties. Early in his congressional career, he
survived handsomely in his home area an on-
slaught by dictatorial, State machine forces.
As a member of the Public Works and Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Committees
(chairman of the Wildlife and Fisheries Sub-~
committee), he found many opportunities to
serve his district and the State in matters
coming under committee jurisdiction.

Recently he was credited with administra-
tive adoption of a more enlightened manage-
ment policy respecting wildlife hunting
limitations. He was counted on in a struggle
now pending to reject or modify an ill-ad-
vised new rice-control program embodying in
effect a consumers’ tax.

En route home for the Fourth of July holi-
days, near Gastonia, N.C., he became the first
prominent victim among their associated
highway casualties—his family, likewise,
seemingly having a narrow escape. Though
circumstances have not been completely de-
fined, it is clear he was an innocent victim.
It is somewhat Iironic that he, one of the
fathers of the gigantic interstate highway
program, himself met his death on one of its
newer segments, in a freakish pavement-
shoulder episode. Our sympathy is extended
his family and friends.

The following editorial appeared in
the New Orleans States-Item on Satur-
day, July 3:

REPRESENTATIVE T. A. THOMPSON

Eulogy, sincerely delivered by colleagues,
serves to gage the stature of decreased pub-
lic servants.

By this criterion Louisiana’s Congressman
T. A. Taompson, of Ville Platte, killed in a
North Carolina highway accident Thursday,
measures up well.

One of this State’s youngest delegates to
the National Legislature, he served on the
House Public Works and Merchant Marine
and Fisherles Committees and was chairman
of the Wildlife and Fisheries Subcﬂ_mmlttee.
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Of his tragic death, other members of the
Louisiana delegation had these remarks:

Representative F. EowarD HEBERT: “He was
one of the most aggressive Members of Con-
grm’u

Representative HAaLE Boces: “His death has
removed from the national scene one of Lou-
islana’s ablest advocates.”

Representative James H. MorrisoN: “He
earned the respect and admiration of all his
colleagues,”

Representative JoE D. WAGGONNER, JR.:
“Louisiana and the Nation have lost a faith-
ful public servant.”

Along with their Congressmen, all Lou-
isianians will mourn the tragedy that de-
prived this State of a capable and dedicated
solon,

The following editorial appeared in
the Charlotte Observer, Sunday, July 4,
1965:

HicH CosT

The death of T. AsuToN THOMPSON in an
accident on Interstate B5 was tragic enough
for his family and many friends.

It was made worse by the fact that he was
a valued Member of the U.S. House of Rep-
resentatives. This tall, warm man from Lou-
isiana’s cajun country was warmly regarded
by President Johnson and his own colleagues.

Representative Basn, WHITENER described
him as a man of strong loyalties, a quiet but
positive individual.

He had a dozen years seniority and was a
member of two committees, Public Works,
and Merchant Marine and Fisheries. He
was the chairman of the Public Buildings
and Grounds Subcommittee and of the Fish-
eries and Wildlife Conservation Subcommit-
tee.

Representative THomPsoN was only 49, so
he brought considerable experience to bear
on his work without the liability of crusty
obstructionism.

He was, in short, a contributor; and the
Nation never can and never will be able to
afford this kind of loss.

In Joseph Young, Star staff writer’s
column known as “The Federal Spot-
light,” the following article appeared in
the Washington Evening Star:

GreAT Loss

Federal and postal employee leaders are
saddened over the death of Representative T.
AsHTON THOMPSON, Democrat, of Louisiana,
who was killed last week in a highway acci-
dent. THOMPSON was a strong friend of Fed-
eral and postal workers. It was he who
initiated the successful discharge petitions
on two different occasions to pry Govern-
ment pay-raise legislation out of the House
Rules Committee when that group refused to
act.

The Seventh Congressional District in
so many countless ways is far better and
finer because of T. A. THOMPSON.

The people of the State of Louisiana
can look back to so many benefits that
they would not have had, if it were not
for the efforts of T. A. THoMPSON. He
did so much, and so willingly, and asked
for so little in return that he perhaps
stands out as one of the greatest Con-
gressmen that ever served from any dis-
trict in Louisiana. There is no amount
of money that could be paid to one or
hundreds of people that could ever ac-
complish what T. A, TuoMpPsOoN accom-
plished for the Seventh District. By all
standards of measurement, no Congress-
man in modern times ever tried to do
more than T. A. THOMPSON.

So we ponder and think how one man
could do all this in such a short space
of time and then be forced to leave us in
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the prime of his life. I guess the only
answer is that with his departure his
spirit will live on for so long, for so many
of us. Thus all of us share in this per-
sonal tragedy. All of us that were close
to him have lost a part of our lives. Ican
only bid a fond and sad farewell to a
great friend.

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

Mr. HEBERT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. Bogas].

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, and Mem-
bers of the House, I shall take only a
minute, although it would really require
many minutes and many hours to do
justice to T. A. THOMPSON.

Let me say that his was a life it is diffi-
cult, to believe does not exist with us any
longer. Everything about him was con-
structive and forceful. He worked harder
than almost any other Member of this
body. His service here was admirably
suited to his nature and his disposition.

He served on the Public Works Com-
mittee, and he was a constructive man.
He should have been on that committee.
He admirably helped his people and his
district and his State, as everybody
knows.

He was, as my colleague, the gentle-
man from Louisiana [Mr. MORRISON],
said so ably only a moment ago, persist-
ent and aggressive in behalf of all his
people and of his State and of his coun-
try. He was effective and articulate. He
was compassionate and understanding.
He sought friends and he made friends.

I first knew him when he was engaged
in a political campaign, on a course oppo-
site to my own. We became friends im-
mediately, and we were friends through-
out his career here. We are gathered
here in this Chamber to pay tribute to a
beloved Member of this House who was
a dear friend to so many of us. Now he
is gone from our midst, but he has left
behind in the minds and hearts of his
colleagues the glow of genuine friend-
ship and warmth—that outgoing, engag-
ing personality, that spirit of generosity
which was T.A.

I am reminded on this solemn occa-
sion of an immortal verse by the poet
John Donne, in which he wrote in part:

Any man’s death diminishes me, because I
am involved in mankind.

The sudden, untimely passing of my
dear friend and colleague has diminished
me. To somany of us in this House, T. A.
THOMPSON Was more than “any man”—
he had endeared himself to us, sometimes
without our being aware of the depth of
our bond with him. Only with his pass-
ing has the full impact of this loss settled
upon us.

The people of the Seventh Congres-
sional Distriet of Louisiana, and of our
entire State, have lost a tireless and de-
voted public servant. So has this House.
So many of us who knew him have lost a
true and loyal friend, a man of genuine
character who was always willing to lend
a helping hand to those in need.

On this note of a generous helping
hand, T.A. was particularly kind to many
young people who needed financial as-
sistance in order to complete their college
education. T.A. was never too busy to
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help young people, to try to provide them
with part-time jobs on the Hill, and to
give them fatherly advice and counsel
on their problems. I know that many
young men on the Hill since T.A. joined
us in January 1953, are grateful for his
kindness and his generosity. T.A. was
foresighted enough, was wise enough, to
know that the education of our Nation’s
young citizens is the very foundation
upon which the United States will grow
and flourish, or perish, in the years
ahead. His kindness and generosity to
the young is a powerful example of our
colleague’s Christian spirit.

In his service with us, T.A. was an able,
hard working member of the important
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, and of the Public Works Com-
mittee. His principal field of interest,
through his work on both these commit-
tees, was the proper conservation and
utilization of our Nation's natural re-
sources. He was chairman of the Sub-
committee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation, and in this capacity, he
was working, right up to the time of his
death, on an extensive program to assure
the preservation of those animal species
which are now threatened with
extinction.

Among his achievements for his dis-
trict and our State on the Public Works
Committee was his obtaining approval
for the deepening of Calcasieu Channel,
so that the port of Lake Charles could
handle the largest oceangoing vessels.
Today the port of Lake Charles is grow-
ing and thriving, and its progress is due
in no small measure to the good works
of T. A. THompsoN. This is one of the
many beneficial projects which our col-
league brought to the Seventh District
of Louisiana.

For the individual constituents of his
district, no request to T.A. was too big or
too complex for him to tackle with all his
energy—and this our colleague did with
dedication and patience. He was inde-
fatigable in his efforts for his people, and
I know they are most grateful to him.
It can truly be said that T.A. was a man
who left this world better off for having
been here. He gave of himself gladly in
the service of others, and no man can
do more in the eyes of God.

Mr. Speaker, I would say that the
Seventh District of Louisiana, and the
State of Louisiana are indebted to T. A.
TrHomPsoN for his long and productive
service and his good works. For me and
my fellow colleagues who knew him and
loved him, we are indebted to him for
enriching our lives, for raising our faith
and our belief in our fellowman and in
our country.

To have known T.A. and to have
shared his friendship was to love him. I
am proud, Mr. Speaker, on this solemn
occesion to salute him for fichting the
good fight and keeping the faith; in so
doing, he strengthened our character and
that of this House.

To Mrs. Thompson and the members
of T.A.'s family, we express our sSorrow
at their loss and the loss to us all. We
know that T.A. is looking down on all of
his friends here, and urging us, in his
friendly and generous way, to carry on.
This we shall do for him, and for the likes
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of him who have gone before. We can
do no less for this House which we all
so dearly love. We ask God's blessing
on those T.A. left behind—his wife and
his mother, and all the members of his
dear family. May they receive God’s
grace in this hour of trial.

Finally, let me say, Mr. Speaker, the
House of Representatives is a great in-
stitution in many ways. It is great in
its legislative achievements and its in-
vestigative achievements, but it is also
compassionate in respect to the care it
takes of its Members to the very end.

Congressman TrHoMmPsoN, as all of us
know, met death in a very tragic acci-
dent. Hardly had the word flashed over
the press and radio before, acting under
the admirable direction of our dean, Con-
gressman HEBERT, the House itself went
into action. Ken Harding, working with
Mr. HEserT and other Members, did an
admirable job of providing solace and
comfort to Mrs. Thompson and to the
children and to the other members of our
late friend’s distinguished family.

I could not let this occasion pass with-
out paying tribute to Congressman
HeEBerT and to Ken Harding and also to
our colleague from North Carolina, Basin
WHITENER, Who happened to be in the
immediate vicinity at the time of this
accident and, who, with his wife, imme-
diately went to help and to console Mrs.
Thompson and the other members of the
family on the scene.

Mr. Speaker, I think one of the won-
derful things about serving in this insti-
tution is that it lends its protection and
help even unto the end. All of us who
knew T. A. THomPsoN shall miss him, but
it is indeed fortunate when a man is able
to serve his State and serve his country
and at the same time establish for him-
self and his family countless friends
wherein his memory will live for genera-
tions yet to come.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I now
vield to the gentleman from Louisiana
[Mr. Long].

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Speaker
and colleagues, there is not much that I
can add to what the other members of
the Louisiana delegation have said be-
fore me nor too much to what I said the
day after the loss of our colleague, Rep-
resentative T. A. THomPson of Louisiana.
But I would like to reiterate some of the
things I have said previously as well as
some of those said by my colleagues.

Mr. Speaker, the Seventh Congres-
sional District, indeed his native Lou-
isiana, and the Nation still mourn the
untimely and tragic death of my friend
and colleague T. AsHTON THOMPSON.
We are all filled with a deep sense of
personal loss.

Life was not always kind to T. A., but
he was truly an honorable, self-sacrific-
ing man of strong conviction and un-
equalled compassion for his constituents,
for fellow Louisianians and for fellow
Americans. Because of this deep feeling
for people, his time, his talents, and his
energies were in great demand and were
heavily taxed.

T.A. accepted the duties incumbent
upon his office with a driving determina-
tion and discharged them with ease and
a sincerity that was genuine. He dis-
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played fortitude and integrity in all en-
deavors.

He was a man who loved life; and
enjoyed its daily challenge. He was a
warm personality; a friendly, person-
able and patient man. He was truly en-
lightened about governmental matters
at every level of Government and this
knowledge emerged from a burning de-
sire to serve his fellowman.

In his absence from this chamber so
full of activity, he would want us to
carry on the task of seeking solutions to
the problems of our people. He would
want the birthright of this Nation pro-
tected from those who seek to destroy
us; and he would want the foundation of
our Republic strengthened, and, moral
adherence to a supreme being.

These ideals are the legacy left by
T. AsaToN THOMPSON to you, to me, and
to the future generations. On this occa-
sion his spirit and his memory is per-
petuated in this great chamber and I
predict that it shall not have been in
vain. T.A. was a great Louisianian and
a great American. We shall all miss him.

Mr. HEBERT., Mr. Speaker, I now
vield to the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
SIKEs].

Mr. SIKES. Mr. Speaker, I recall
very well the sense of personal loss which
I felt when I learned of the death of
T. A. THoMPsSON., It was a loss to every-
one who knew him. It was a shocking
loss to the Congress and to the Nation.
Iknew him well and I enjoyed his friend-
ship. His was a delightful personality.
He was an able man and an able and
outstanding Congressman. His prinei-
pal work was in the area of conservation,
which was of particular importance and
value to his own State, and my State of
Florida, had a similar interest in that
same work in the field of conservation.
It was equally valuable to many other
States. It was work in which he was
expert, and his contributions were val-
uable indeed.

The people he represented, Mr.
Speaker, lived better and happier lives
because he was here.

I join my colleagues in expressing my
deep and earnest sympathy to all the
members of his family.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, at this
time I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BALDWIN].

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. Speaker, it was
my privilege to serve for 11 years on the
House Committee on Public Works with
my colleague, T. AsHTON THOMPSON. He
rendered great service on that commit-
tee, to his State and to his Nation. He
was diligent, he was conscientious, he
was thorough, and he was a tower of
strength on the committee. He made
many fine contributions in the way of
improving legislation that was proec-
essed through our committee.

It was with a deep sense of shock that
I heard over the radio that he had met
a tragic death in an automobile accident.
I join with those who have already spo-
ken in extending my deepest sympathy to
his wife and to his children.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Casey].
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Mr. CASEY. Mr. Speaker, I had the
privilege of serving on the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries with
T. A. THoMmPsON since I first joined this
distinguished body, now approximately
7 years. T. A. was a strong advocate
of his various philosophies, as well as
of the legislation that he tried to pro-
mote. But he was a strong advocate
not without reason. He was always will-
ing to listen to the other man’s side.
He contributed a great deal to the delib-
erations of the committee on which we
served.

T. A. and I used to ride the same air-
plane quite frequently. I caught it at
Houston and he would board it at New
Orleans. We had many delightful
flights together. The ecrew on those
planes that we used to fly quite a bit
felt that they had not had a good week-
end if they did not have T. A. aboard.
Whenever he happened to miss the plane
I was on, they always inquired about
him. They missed him. I am sure that
same feeling existed among all who had
the pleasure of coming in contact with
T. A. THOMPSON.

Mr. Speaker, he was a devoted fam-
ily man. My wife and I and my young-
sters along with other Members of this
body, had the privilege of being with
him and his lovely wife and 2 chil-
dren on a recent family trip to the
World’s Fair in New York. We were all
impressed with his devotion to his wife
and his children.

So it was indeed with a great feeling
of shock, when I was on a 4th of July
weekend with my family, that I heard
that this fine man had been cut down
in the prime of his life, when he seemed
to be enjoying life so much and con-
tributing so much, not only to his imme-
diate family and his own constituency
but to the country as a whole.

It is indeed with a feeling of loss be-
cause of this great tragedy that I say
to his lovely wife and his children that
their sorrow is being shared, not only by
the Members of this body but all who
had the privilege to know T. A. THOMP-
SON.

He was a big man in stature, he was
8 big man in heart, he was a big man
in understanding, and in my opinion he
will go down in the history of his com-
munity and his country as one who stood
out, out of the ordinary, out of the com-
monplace.

Mr. Speaker, I feel that it behooves
all of us to realize that we too should
strive to do better, for we never know
when the good Lord is going to decide
that we have finished our course on this
earth.

Mr. Speaker, I extend my deepest
sympathy to his lovely wife and his chil-
dren and to the other members of his
family, as well as to those who have had
the privilege to know him and mourn
him in silence.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield

to the gentleman from North Carolina
[Mr. KORNEGAY].

Mr. KORNEGAY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to join my colleagues in paying tribute
to our fallen friend, AsHTON THOMPSON.

Mr. Speaker, I was not privileged to
serve on either of the two committees
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with him, but I became acquainted with
AsutoN THOMPSON shortly after my ar-
rival in the House of Representatives.

It was a pleasure to know him and to
count him as a friend. He was always
friendly, cordial, cooperative, and help-
ful in every way.

Mr. Speaker, I shall always remember
his smiling countenance, the good feel-
ing that you had in talking with him,
whether it was about the business of the
House or whether it was just in passing
personal conversation.

His death came, of course, as a great
shock to me personally. It came as a
great shock to all of us in North Carolina.
I feel that it is even more grievous to us,
if that is at all possible, because his
tragic end came on a highway in our be-
loved State.

I shall always remember the day I ar-
rived in my hometown, some 120 miles
away from this tragedy. I was met at
the airport by my wife, who told me
that she heard the report of the acci-
dent on the radio in the car on the way
to the airport. I will never forget how
shocked and stunned I was and how dis-
mayed and shocked and grieved the peo-
ple of my State were upon hearing the
word that a Member of Congress—al-
though they knew him little, if at all—
had been stricken down in such a man-
ner in our State.

So, Mr. Speaker, I speak for the peo-
ple of my State in conveying our con-
dolences and sympathies to his fine
family, to the members of the Louisiana
delegation and to the Members of this
entire House.

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Hawaii [Mr. MAT-
SUNAGA]L.

Mr. MATSUNAGA. Mr. Speaker, it is
with profound sadness and a deep sense
of loss that I join my colleagues in pay-
ing tribute to our departed colleague and
friend, the Honorable T. AsuToN THOMP-
SON.

News of his untimely passing and the
shocking circumstances surrounding his
death reached me as I was leaving Wash-
ington for Hawaii to speak at a July 4th
celebration. I was then reminded of his
frequently expressed wish to spend a
nice leisurely visit in Hawaii. I deeply
regret that his wish was not fulfilled.

We know, of course, that T. A. THomMP-
soN was a highly respected State finance
officer of Louisiana before answering his
country’s call in World War II as an Air
Force officer. Following his period of
service, he returned to Louisiana and
continued to render distinguished serv-
ice as a State fiscal officer. On Novem-
ber 4, 1952, he was elected to the 83d
Congress, and was reelected to serve in
each of the succeeding Congresses. To
all his duties he brought an analytical
mind that was tempered with a very
human approach.

On May 27, 1965, it was my privilege to
appear and testify before T. A. THOMP-
SON’s Subcommittee on Fisheries and
Wildlife Conservation with respect to a
bill then under consideration. It was a
pleasure to watch the hearings progress
under his able chairmanship. I was
deeply impressed with his fairness, in-
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cisiveness, and familiarity with the sub-
ject matter at hand.

Truly, T. AsHTON THOMPSON Was &
dedicated legislator. The Congress and
the Nation have suffered a great loss.
His home State of Louisiana will sorely
miss one of her greatest citizens. We
who knew him will forever cherish his
warm friendship and understanding
which he so willingly shared.

To Mrs. Thompson and members of
his family, as dean of the Hawaii delega-
tion and as a friend in grief, I offer my
heartfelt sympathy. May the good Lord
bless them and give them courage to face
the morrow without T. A.’s physical
presence, with hope for the future.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I join
with other friends and colleagues in tak-
ing note of the passing of the late T. Asa-
ToN THoMPsON. The words of tribute
which they have offered indicate the high
esteem in which he was held in the House
of Representatives. Their words of trib-
ute to his life of service can be echoed by
countless other voices without overstat-
ing the real value of our fallen colleague
to his State and Nation.

AsHTON THOMPSON was my friend and
congressional neighbor. When we moved
to the new Rayburn Office Building the
early part of this year, it was my good
fortune to have been assigned to an office
suite a few doors away from his offices.
Because of the proximity of our working
quarters, I had an opportunity to be-
come even better acquainted with him
than had been possible during the pre-
vious terms of our service here together.
This association resulted in the acquisi-
tion of personal knowledge on my part
of the sincere dedication of T. A. THoOMP-
soN to the important role which he held
in national life.

It is not possible for me to express the
sense of shock which I experienced on
the occasion of the sudden and accidental
death of our colleague on July 1, 1965.
As I came into the outskirts of my home
city, Gastonia, N.C.,, on that summer
afternoon, I was notified by the radio
dispatcher from the Gaston County
Sheriff’s Department that T. A. THoMP-
soN had been stricken down within the
corporate limits of my home city. It was
suggested that I should proceed to the
Gaston Memorial Hospital to be present
with Mrs. Thompson, the children, and
their maid. On arrival at the hospital,
I found that many of my fellow citizens
had already made their services avail-
able and were undertaking to comfort
the family as they suffered from the im-
pact of shock of the sudden death of our
colleague.

I was proud of the response of hospital
officials, law enforcement officers, clergy-
men, physicians and others who had
come to the assistance of this grief-
stricken family. Experiences of this kind
cause one to realize how wonderful the
people of the community really are. I
was proud of my home city and her peo-
ple. I am sure that people of most Amer-
ican communities have the same concern
and solicitude for others in a time of suf-
fering and travail.

The shock of this unfortunate incident
was more keenly felt by members of the
Thompson family than by any other per-
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sons. But, Mr. Speaker, I can say to you
that there was a deep sense of shock ex-
perienced by the thousands of residents
of my community when the news of the
tragic accident reached them. This was
manifested in a very tangible way by
telephone calls tendering assistance and
in innumerable other ways in which our
people sought to be of service to the fam-
ily of our departed colleague.

T. A. THOMPSON is now gone from this
earthly scene. We are deprived of fur-
ther association with him in the Congress
of the United States. But, we are not
deprived of the leadership which he gave
to so many worthwhile causes in his com-
munity, State and Nation. His good
works will be of lasting and eternal value
to all of us. His contributions in so many
ways to improving the lot of mankind
will not be lost to us or to succeeding gen-
erations.

The loss which the members of his
family have sustained is immeasurable.
‘We can only hope that in their grief they
will understand that many of us have a
deep understanding and sympathy for
them. His wonderful mother, his wife
and children and his several brothers and
sisters are especially in our minds as we
reflect upon this great tragedy which has
come to their family and to the Congress
of the United States.

Mrs, Whitener joins me in this expres-
sion of appreciation for the life and works
of T. A. TrompsoN and in conveying to
members of his family our sentiments of
sincere sympathy.

Mr. GRAY. Mr. Speaker, during my
1014 years in Congress I have found my-
self facing difficult problems. This mo-
ment brings me face to face with total
inadequacy. Trying to find the proper
words to express my feelings at the loss
of such a dear friend and colleague as
T. A. THOMPSON is impossible. I owe my
very life to him. While visiting Central
America in 1955 I was stricken with food
poisoning and T.A. actually carried me
out of the jungles of Guatemala on his
back, boarded an airplane with me and
brought me to New Orleans to a hospital
cutting short his trip by a week. From
that day forward I knew what a great in-
dividual AserTON THOMPSON Was. He was
a fine and conscientious legislator, a
great friend to every one with whom he
came in contact, but above all, he was a
real gentleman at all times.

Just a few days before his untimely
death he and Mrs. Thompson spent a
few hours on my boat with other friends
and every one remarked about what a
good time they had visiting with the
Thompsons. This was typical of T.A.
and his penetrating personality.

Life is so uncertain and death is so
certain yet it is difficult indeed to under-
stand how the life of such a promising
individual could be taken from us. In
our efforts to understand this terrible
tragedy and loss I know we will take
comfort in the fact that all of us are
better off because T.A. came our way.
I want to join the leadership in Congress,
the Louisiana delegation, and all of my
colleagues and friends both Democratic
and Republican in extending our heart-
felt sympathy to Mrs. Thompson, the
children, his loving mother, brothers and
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sisters during this sad time in bereave-
ment.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker,
the tragie, accidental death of our col-
league, T. AsmToN THOMPSON, shocked
all of us and I know we all feel a deep
sense of personal loss.

AsHTON THOMPSON, Mr. Speaker, was
a great man and a great Congressman
with a brilliant future. His recent death
has removed from the scene a dedicated
public servant, the type of public servant
that we should all strive to emulate.

AsuToN THOoMPsON has been a power
for good in each Congress in which he
has served since he was first elected to
the 83d Congress on November 4, 1952.
In the law-making process, he was a
strong man, while being sensitive and
reasonable in debate. He was a man of
high principles and never, in my years
of association with him, did he ever con-
sider compromising those principles.

I worked side by side for many years
with Congressman THompsoN on the
Committee on Public Works and all of us
on the committee are deeply aware of his
manifold contributions to the delibera-
tions and actions of the committee. I
know, too, of his fine record as a member
of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee and of his service as chair-
man of the Fisheries and Wildlife Con-
servation Subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, AsuToN THOMPSON wWas a
solid pillar of the Public Works Commit-
tee. At the time of his death, he was the
fourth ranking member of the committee,
and he sat on four important subcom-
mittees. Last January he became chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

AsHTON THOMPSON was a driving force
within the committee. He was hard-
working and thorough, had a tremendous
knowledge of the subject under consid-
eration, and was always willing and able
to declare himself in committee coun-
cils. He was a skillful advocate and a
splendid parliamentarian and never, to
my knowledge, did he fail to take part
in basic decisions of the committee.

He was extremely active in our work
on the Appalachian Regional Develop-
ment Act of 1965 and the Public Works
and Economic Development Act of 1965.

He was chiefly responsible for many
of the great development programs in
the lower Mississippi Valley, was a fore-
most advocate of the Interstate Highway
Act of 1956, and a leader and authority
in the field of water pollution and wild-
life conservation.

At the age of 49, when tragedy befell
him, AsaTon THOMPSON had a sparkling
future in this House. He had proved his
ability, dedication, and courage and he
had won the respect and friendship of
all of us. He possessed the caliber that
would have enhanced any area of the
public service.

He could be tough and unrelenting in
pursuit of a goal which he believed to be
right and just for his fellow citizens.
Indeed, there was granite in his nature.
But at the same time there was an ex-
quisite tenderness in his soul.

Mr. Speaker, in the death of AsmHTON
TaompsoN this legislative body suffered
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an irreparable loss. And each of us has
lost a good and true friend.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr, Speaker, we
pay tribute today to a warm, open-
hearted friend who was an able and ef-
fective representative of his people.

T. A. THOMPSON was & man who had
deep roots in the soil of his beloved
Louisiana, and who won the hearts of
all who served with him and came to
know him.

He was a man of great force and in-
fluence on the Committee on Public
Works, where he served with honor and
effectiveness for many years.

It was a privilege and a genuine
pleasure to know this big, quiet Ameri-
can, who contributed so much to the
strength and progress of his country
during his congressional service.

My wife joins me in this expression of
our sympathy to the wife and family of
our beloved colleague.

Mr. TUCK. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
pay tribute to the memory of our late
departed colleague, the Honorable T.
AsHToN THOMPSON of Louisiana. On the
day of the fatal accident, I was on my
way by automobile to my home in South-
side, Va., when the distressing news came
over the radio at about 5 pm. I am
unable to find words in which to express
fully the shock and the distress which
came over me.

I had the privilege of becoming ac-
quainted with Congressman THOMPSON
in April 1953, when I was inducted as a
new Member of the Congress from the
Fifth Congressional Distriet of Virginia.
He was then in the first few months of
his service. We formed a friendship
which increased and became more bind-
ing as the years passed. During the
89th Congress, we occupied offices in the
Rayburn Building which were adjoining.

AsHTON THOMPSON Was a man of fine
character. He exuded good fellowship
and it always lifted one’s spirits to be in
his presence. I had the privilege of con-
ferring with him on several occasions
the week before he passed away, and I
found him, as always, cooperative and
desirous of being of help to his fellow
Members in this body.

The family, no doubt, has lost a dear
and devoted husband and father. We,
as Members of the Congress, have lost a
warmhearted colleague and the coun-
try has lost a faithful servant, whose
heart and mind were attuned to the high-
est publie good.

I shall ever cherish the memory of our
association, and I take this means of ex-
tending to his constituents and to his
family and his many friends my deep
sympathy in the loss which they have
sustained.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. Speaker, we, the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, have sustained a great loss in the
tragic passing of T. AsHTON THOMPSON,
of Louisiana.

He was a man among men.

His was the true Christian philoso-
Dllég_he loved his fellow man above all
else.

I knew “Tommy” TaHOMPsON well. It
was my privilege to sit beside him on the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries for many years. Ours was
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generally a common cause. He gave
without stint to help his fellow legisla-
tors, yet he never demanded anything
in return.

He was a good man—a man who loved
his family, devoted to his fine wife and
children.

Verily, T. AsaToN THOMPSON met the
rigid standards set by the poet in his defi-
nition of a man: “He could walk with
kings, yet keep the common touch.”

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to pay my last respects to our be-
loved colleague, T. ASHTON 1'HOMPSON,
who lost his life in a highway mishap, a
most untimely and tragic event, at a time
in his life when he had reached the
peak of his mature knowledge, talents,
and experience. I join with his host
of friends and admirers in expressing
sadness at his passing, and extending my
deepest sympathy to his wife and chil-
dren and other members of his family.

I will never forget the friendly glance
and gracious greeting of the fine and
able gentleman from Louisiana, who sat
in the row immediately behind me in the
Committee on Public Works, nor will 1
cease to admire the excellent grasp and
wisdom which he manifested in regard
to the complicated subject matter han-
dled by that committee, and his dedi-
cated efforts to get the job done. I am
proud to have known T. AsHToN THOMP-
soN, and hereby wholeheartedly extend
this parting salute.

Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER. Mr. Speaker,
I rise today to join my colleagues in trib-
ute to the late T. ASHTON THOMPSON.
Before Congressman THOMPSON'S un-
timely death, I had the privilege of
working with him on the Watershed De-
velopment Subcommittee which he had
chaired. Through my association with
him as a member of the full Commit-
tee on Public Works, I had come to know
Mr. THOMPSON as a warm individual who
took to heart the welfare of our great
Nation. I had the greatest admiration
for T. AsatoNn THOMPsoN—one of the
most able, conscientious and dedicated
Members of this body.

I want to extend my sympathy to the
people of the State of Louisiana who
have lost their able Representative, and
most of all, I extend my deepest sympa-
thy to the Thompson family in the loss
of their loved one. We all share in their
SOITOW.

Mr. STUBBLEFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
words are wholly inadequate to express
my grief and shock when I learned of the
tragic death of our distinguished col-
league, the Honorable T. AsaToN THOMP-
soN. His passing is a distinct loss, not
only to his family and friends, but to
the Seventh District, the State of Louisi-
ana, and to the entire Nation. I num-
bered T. AsaTOoN among my good friends
and my feeling of personal loss is indeed
great.

AsHToN THOMPSON was a man of in-
tegrity and character. He was an honest,
conscientious, and dedicated legislator.
He loved his country and was continu-
ally alert to every opportunity to up-
hold and defend those principles which
have made this a great country.

It was my privilege to serve with him
and the Merchant Marine and Fisheries
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Committee and I was often impressed
by his keen desire to serve the best inter-
ests of the people of the entire Nation as
well as the people of Louisiana whom he
loved so well.

As president of the Lower Mississippi
Valley Flood Control Association, it was
an unusual privilege to have AsHTON
THOMPSON serve as vice president. His
contributions to the work of the associ-
ation were invaluable and will continue
to bear fruits for years to come.

My heartfelt sympathy goes out to the
members of his family.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I join
my colleagues in expressing sorrow and
a real sense of loss at the tragic acci-
dent which took the life of Representa-
tive T. A. TaomrsoNn, of Louisiana. To
his family I extend my sinecere sympa-
thy. In the midst of their great sadness,
they can take pride in his lifelong serv-
ice to his State and to his country. To
the people of Louisiana his absence from
Congress will be keenly felt for he was
an honest and aggressive Representative
of his district. The tragedy which took
this man in the prime of his legislative
career can only dismay. But the work
of T. A, Trompson will live and ever
bring credit to his memory, his family,
and his State.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
for a brief spell Congressmen ASHTON
THOMPSON wWas my dear neighbor on the
fourth floor of the Rayburn Building, and
I had locked forward to a long neighborly
association with one whose great
charm and ability cloaked with modesty
had placed him high in the esteem and
affection of his colleagues. That he was
fated to be the first called to his Maker
of the tenants of the new building opened
for occupancy only a few months ago
no one could have foreseen. He was rela-
tively young and in robust health. When
I passed the door of his offices draped
with black I could but wonder at the un-
certainties of life, and so wondering I
gave expression to my meditations and
my grief i1. a silent prayer for the repose
of the soul of one who on earth radiated
gentleness and sweetness, the optimism
of the human reach upward. He was an
able and dedicated Member of the Con~
gress. He served with us and among us
well and faithfully. A wartime flier, he
never lost his interest in and concern for
the welfare of the Nation’s veterans and
always his name will be remembered by
the members of the AMVETS as the au-
thor of the first budget and accounting
system of that fine organization. To the
members of his family I extend my deep-
est sympathy.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, permit me to join with my col-
leagues from Louisiana and others in
paying a brief but sincere tribute to
the memory of our colleague and friend,
T. A. THoMmpsoN of Louisiana.

T. A. THompsoN was a great Ameri-
can. Much more could be said but these
three words summarize his life and his
achievements. I knew T. A. THOMPSON
as a dedicated man, an able colleague, a
leader who served the people of his dis-
trict and State with great sincerity and
effectiveness. He combined the quali-
ties of a true legislator and he felt the
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compassion and needs of the people he
served. He gave his all to his country
and to the people of his district and
State and Nation. His passing has left
a vacancy in our midst that will be dif-
ficult to fill.

I extend to Mrs. Thompson and the
members of his family an expression
of deepest sympathy in their loss and
bereavement.

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, it is with a
tremendous degree of sadness that I
join with my colleagues in the House
to speak a word of tribute on behalf of
our very dear friend, the late Honorable
T. AsatoN TrHoMmPsoN of the 7th Con-
gressional District of Louisiana.

It was my privilege to meet Congress-
man Trompson for the first time during
his service in the 83rd Congress.
Through the years, I have had an op-
portunity to observe the diligent manner
in which he represented the residents
of his congressional district.

As a freshman Member of the House,
I had the good fortune to be assigned to
the Public Works Committee of the
House, on which Congressman THOMP-
SOoN was a senior member. During this
period of time, I had the honor of serv-
ing under his chairmanship on the Sub-
committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds, as well as serving with him on
the Subcommittee on Flood Control, of
which he was the ranking member to
the chairman.

This association taught me the value
of Congressman THOMPSON'S service to
his district, his State and to our Nation.
His experience over the years cannot be
replaced.

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, because we
have all lost a respected and dedicated
friend, I particularly extend my deepest
sympathy to his widow and children.

Mr. ELUCZYNSKI. Mr. Speaker, T.
AsuTon THOMPSON truly was a man dedi-
cated to providing anything which prom-
ised to contribute to the better life for
our American people. What marked his
personality especially for me was his con-
cern for the welfare of our country in
our debates on the proposals for monu-
mental public works; but more than any-
thing else, he evaluated every one of
them in terms of how they would benefit
the individual citizen.

I served with him on the Public Works
Committee for some years, and never did
he do anything but helpful, kind things
for all of us and the Louisiana people
who looked to him for counsels and helps
in Washington.

T. AsHToN THOMPSON came to the
House after a long and notable appren-
ticeship in his State in its government
and had acquired wide knowledge, espe-
cially in the highway and conservation
fields. Coupled with his skills was an
ability to envision the high plateaus and
horizons ahead for our country and our
people. Endowed with great gifts, he
was far up the ladder of accomplishment
as a legislator. The tragedy of his death
is that it cut short a brilliant career of
even higher service and value.

We all know of his important contri-
butions as a member of the Public Works
Committee and as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Public Buildings and
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Grounds. He commanded respect and
admiration in the Congress, and I know
there is a universal sense of loss among
us by his going.

T. AsaTon THOMPSON needs no monu-
ment, because they are spread around
the United States in great highways, pub-
lic buildings, flood control, and other
water use projects, and better harbors.

My sincere sympathy goes out to his
family and the Louisiana people. I hope
that the memory of what enormous good
he accomplished during his shortened
life will help assuage their grief.

Mr. PELLY. Mr. Speaker, it is with
profound sadness and a deep sense of loss
that I join my collegaues in paying trib-
ute to a departed colleague and friend,
the Honorable T. A. THOMPSON.

Mr. Speaker, I had come to count T. A.
among my close friends; we came to
Congress together, and we served to-
gether on the Subcommittee on Fisheries
and Wildlife, he as chairman and I as
ranking minority member. I can only
say that this dedicated legislator will be
sorely missed in the Halls of Congress.

I join in offering my sympathies to
his wife and children during this terrible
ordeal through which they are now
passing.

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, I join my
colleagues in the Congress in expressing
my deep sense of shock and a personal
loss by the tragic death of T. AsHTON
THOMPSON.

His accidential death was a tragedy
for his family, his State of Louisiana, and
the Congress. It was a shocking end to a
career which continued to advance in
skill and effectiveness, which held prom-
ise for him of national leadership. His
passing is a genuine loss to me and other
members of the House Public Works
Committee, where his experience and
counsel were truly valuable.

Upon his coming to the House in
1953, it was evident that Mr. THOMPSON
had those personal gifts and qualities
which contribute to leadership and de-
velopment of legislative talents. He was
regarded unanimously by his colleagues
as a comer who was destined to attain
congressional leadership and national
eminence.

T. A. THompsoN brought wide ex-
perience and needed skills to the House
and especially to the Public Works Com-
mittee. As auditor for the Louisiana
State Highway Commission for 7 years,
his counsel was invaluable to us when we
were considering the proposals for
the Interstate Highway System. Mr.
THOMPSON was a nationally recognized
authority on governmental budget sys-
tems and a trustee of the National
Finance Committee on Government
Accounting.

He was a dedicated overseer of the
public purse and spending. The Amer-
ican taxpayers owed him more than they
were aware, Mr. THoMPSON was devoted
also to the cause of natural resources
conservation. Because public works does
much to alter our national landscape and
natural sites, his advice on how to pre-
serve natural animal and plant areas,
beauty spots and recreational areas had
deep effect in the country at large.
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Louisiana people and Americans every-
where have been deprived of the services
of a good and faithful public servant.
Coupled with great ability and dedication
was a reluctance to have his accomplish-
ments publicized.

After the shock of his tragic passing
abates, his family and friends can take
comfort in remembering that his short-
ened life was one of splendid service
which benefited multitudes of Americans.

Mr. WAGGONNER. God bless you,
ASHTON.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to join my col-
leagues in paying tribute to our departed
colleague, the Honorable T. A. THOMP-
soN. It is with a heavy heart that I do
s0, for he was more than a colleague; a
fellow Member representing our State of
Louisiana. He was my friend.

He sought me out when I first came to
this body. I felt that he understood the
uncertainty and the frustration a new
Member feels when first he comes here.
He offered me his assistance and I took
it. He helped me over some of the rough
spots and I was grateful. He offered me
his friendship and I welcomed it.

By his life and his labor he enriched
the world. He was a servant of his peo-
ple, and there is no higher standard any
Member can set for himself.

I enjoyed his friendship. I am
stronger for it and I shall cherish the
moments we shared together through-
out the remaining days of my life.

God rest you, ASHTON.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
learned with profound shock and deep
regret about the untimely death of our
colleague, Hon. T. A. TuompsoN, shortly
after I had arrived in Louisiana for con-
sultations with my personal doctor.

The loss of our colleague, T. ASHTON
TaomprsoN, at the youthful age of 49
again brings to our attention the un-
certainty of life and the fact that our
time on earth is controlled by the great
Supreme Architect of the Universe and
not by our wishes or by the electorate
back home.

My friendship for and association with
T. A. doubtless predate those of any
other of his colleagues because we cam-
paigned together on a State basis before
he decided to come to the U.S. Congress.

Our colleague was a dedicated public
official who always supported his prinei-
ples. The problems and welfare of his
constituents of the Seventh Congres-
sional District were always foremost in
his mind. The tragic death of this
skilled legislator and public servant is a
great loss to all who were privileged to
know him, to the Congress, to the coun-
try, and especially to his constituency.

I join with my colleagues in paying
homage to the memory of our colleague
and in extending my profound sympa-
thies to the members of his family.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I was
shocked when I learned of the untimely
passing of my good friend and colleague,
T. AsaToN THoMPsON. I considered him
to be a real personal friend and a warm
friendship grew as a result of our close
association for many years on the House
Committee on Public Works and the
House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries. He was a fine American
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and a dedicated legislator. I shall miss
his friendship, and my deepest sympathy
goes to his family.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, it is
with great sadness and a real sense of
loss that I rise to say a few words in
memory of our beloved colleague, T.
AsHTON THOMPSON, who was tragically
torn from among us a short time ago.

We served together as members of the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries during these past 13 years.

You all know that committee service
gives the best opportunity to take the
measure of a man in this great body.

T. A. THOMPSON was a man. He was
a man of conviction, understanding and
sincerity. He was a man of diligence
and ability,. He was a man devoted to
the public service of his district, his
State, and, above all, his Nation. He was
a social man—that is to say, a warm and
friendly man, without sham or pretense
and always a joy to be with.

In the absence of HERBERT BONNER, our
committee chairman, who was necessar-
ily absent on official leave, the Speaker
asked me to serve as a member of the
congressional delegation attending the
services for Mr. THomMPsoN in his home-
town of Ville Platte, La., on Saturday
July 3, 1965.

It was a sad occasion.

But it was also heartwarming to see
the love and devotion which he inspired
in his thousands of friends in his dis-
trict. I was honored to join with the
Louisiana delegation, other Members of
Congress and the many, many others who
came to pay their last respects to a dear
friend, colleague and distinguished public
servant whose life of past fulfillment and
greater promise, was lost through a cruel
trick of fate.

I consider myself fortunate to have
known and felt the wise and friendly
presence of our beloved colleague, T. A.
THOMPSON.

Mr. Speaker, T. A. THOMPSON wWas an
able, active, and deeply interested mem-
ber of the Committee on Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries during all his years in
the Congress. He has served as subcom-
mittee chairman on several important
special matters over the years. At the
time of his death, he was chairman of our
standing Subcommittee on Fisheries and
Wildlife Conservation.

During the relatively brief term of his
chairmanship of the subcommittee, it
produced an outstanding record of im-
portant legislation considered and
enacted.

In his memory as a beloved person,
friena and collergue, and as a hard work-
ing, effective member of the committee,
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries adopted a resolution to be
spread upon our permanent record and to
send to his beloved wife who has suffered
the most irreparable loss of all.

At the direction of our committee, Mr.
Speaker I would like to insert the com-
mittee resolution in the Recorp at this
point.

RESOLUTION OF THE COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT
MARINE AND FISHERIES

Resolved, That the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries of the House of Repre~
sentatives hereby express their profound sor-
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row and grief upon the tragic and untimely
death of our beloved colleague and commit-
tee associate, the Honorable T. ASHTON
THoMPSON, and order the clerk of the com-
mittee to spread upon our permanent records
this heartfelt resolution to his memory.

Mr. THoOMPSON was first elected to Congress
in 1952 where he faithfully and ably served
his district, his native State of Louisiana and
his Nation in all the ensuing years of his
life.

In appreciation of the vital importance, to
his State and to the Nation, of ocean trans-
portation, commercial and sport fishing, and
wildlife conservation, he requested election
to our committee, where he served with dis-
tinction and devotion to duty as member and
as subcommittee chairman in the considera-
tion of many and varled important and dif-
ficult assignments. Hls service in recent
years as chairman of our Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation was out-
standing.

The passing of T. AsHuToN THOMPSON is &
serious and grievous loss to our committee.
He will be mourned for many years and the
product of his efforts will be undying.

T. A. THoMPSON was a warm and friendly
man. His genuine sincerity, coupled with
deep-seated honest convictions, endeared him
to all who knew him whatever may have been
their station or walk of life, or political con-
vietion,

T. AsHTON THOMPSON represented the
highest embodiment of the true public
servant. He served in this great body of the
House of Representatives for nearly 13 years
before his Master called him to a still higher
service. But this does not tell the story.
His public career began with the government
of his beloved State of Louisiana, to whose
purposes he devoted himself with increasing
distinetion until he was chosen to come to
Congress. He gave nearly 4 years of his
life to the Armed Forces of the United States,
having served In the U.S. Air Force in World
War II. Afterwards he continued to work
diligently in behalf of our veterans, civil
defense, and many other public causes, above
and beyond the call of the responsibilities of
his job as representative of his congressional
district.

We are fortunate to have been privileged
to serve with Asaron THOMPSON. Our lives
are richer thereby.

The committee wishes to extend their sin-
cerest condolence to his beloved wife, Le-
atrice and their two fine children, Christine
and Ted.

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
sent to Mrs. Thompson.

Mr. Speaker, as further testimony to
the mark which T. AsaToN THOMPSON
made during his congressional career, I
also ask leave to insert in the Recorp a
number of communications addressed to
the chairman of the committee, express-
ing grief and condolence at his untimely
ioss. The communications are as fol-
OWS:

WILDLIFE MANAGEMENT INSTITUTE,
Washington, D.C., July 14, 1965.

Hon. HERBERT C. BONNER,

Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAR CONGRESSMAN BonnNeErR: Conservation-
ists throughout the Nation were shocked to
hear of the untimely death of Congressman
T. A. THompsoN of Louisiana in that unfor-
tunate roadside mishap.

Many of us had an opportunity to become
acquainted with Mr. THompsoN during the
years that he was a member of the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee. As we
listened to him during committee hearings
and when we discussed various projects with
him from time to time, the conservationists
became more deeply impressed with his per-
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sonal interest in the welfare of this country’s
fish and wildlife resources. During the all-
too-brief time that Mr. THoMPsoN was the
chairman of the Wildlife and Fisheries Sub-
committee, we had an opportunity to see
this interest further manifested in his strong
leadership to authorize and expand essential
programs for restoring and protecting fish
and wildlife resources.

Mr. THOMPSON'S leadership will be missed
in the years ahead. Mrs. Thompson, the
members of his family, and his colleagues
on the committee and in the Congress should
take comfort in realizing that the results of
his labors will benefit generations to come.

Sincerely,
C. R. GUTERMUTH,
Vice President.
NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION,
Washington, D.C., July 14, 1965.

The Honorable HERBERT C. BONNER,

Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, Longworth Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: We understand that
the Congress will soon set aside a day to com-
memorate the memory of the late T. AsHTON
THOoMPSON, Member of the House from
Louisiana'’s Seventh District. Because of his
long interest in wildlife conservation affairs,
we would very much appreciate having the
following statement inserted in the Cow-
GRESSIONAL RECORD, if and when such tributes
are in order.

The National Wildlife Federation joins
Members of the Congress and conservation-
ists throughout the Nation in this com-
memoration of the late T. AsaToN THOMP-
soN. Representative THoMPsoN’s tragic
death brought to a most untimely end a
long period of service to the people of
Louisiana, as well as sportsmen and con-
servationists throughout our Nation, Since
his election to the Congress in 1952, Mr.
Thompson's interest in wildlife conservation
and especially the management of this con-
tinent's waterfowl resource was demonstrated
by word and deed on many occasions. He
ably represented the people of Louisiana and
his loss is felt with a deep sense of sadness
and regret by members of our organization.

Sincerely,
THOoMAS L. EIMBALL,
Ezecutive Director.
Srort FISHING INSTITUTE,
Washington, D.C., July 16, 1965.

Hon, HERBERT C. BONNER,

Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, House Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear CoNGRESSMAN Bowwner: The Sport
Fishing Institute is deeply grieved by the loss
of one of your valued committee members,
Congressman T. AsHTON THOMPSON of
Loulsiana. His more recent tenure as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Fisheries and
Wildlife Conservation is evidence of the
respect held for him by his committee mem-
bers. His record on this committee, dealing
with fish and wildlife conservation measures,
is well known. Various acts involved fur-
therance of fishery research, which the Sport
Fishing Institute believes is an important
key to providing improved future fishing op-
portunity.

Beginning in 1954, Congressman THOMP-
soN played important roles in the passage of
the North Pacific Fisheries Act, the Fish and
Wildlife Coordination Act (as amended in
1958), and the Marine Game Fish Research
Act of 1959, Always Interested in the more
outstanding problems affecting fish and wild-
life resources, he urged congressional action
authorizing continuing studies of the effects
of pesticides. The 1960 act, providing for
authorization of the State university coopera-
tive fishery units, was strongly sponsored by
Congressman THOMPSON.
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Beginning in 1964, as chairman of the
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Con-
servation, Congressman THoMPSON was in-
strumental in stimulating additional research
and development of fisheries by the individ-
ual States. The Commercial Fisheries Re-
search and Development Act provided
significant grants-in-aid to the States for
marine and inland fishery resources study.
Many other actions by this conservation-
minded Member of the Congress helped
stimulate programs and actions needed to
conserve our aquatic renewable natural re-
sources. -

We think it would be an altogether fitting
legislative memorial if the Congress would
promptly consider Mr. THoMPsoN's bill, HR.
9424—"To provide for the conservation,
protection, and propagation of native specles
of fish and wildlife, including migratory
birds, that are threatened with extine-
tlon * * *" with appropriate hearings de-
signed to secure its early enactment, possibly
with some minor clarifications.

Most sincerely,
PHILIP A. DOUGLAS,
Ezxecutive Secretary.

CHAs. E. JACKSON & ASSOCIATES,
Washington, D.C., July 16, 1965.

The Honorable HErserT C. BONNER,

Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, House Office Building, Wash-
ington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAmRMAN: It was with deep
sorrow that I learned of the untimely death
of Representative T. Asuron THOMPSON of
Louisiana. I wish to comment particularly
on his service as Chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Fisheries and Wildlife Conserva-
tion. He conducted his committee meetings
in an absolutely fair and impartial manner
and developed the best possible information
for the record. As you know, I have long
represented many phases of the fishing in-
dustry, and I am confident I express the
industry’s view when I say the leadership
demonstrated by Representative THOMPSON
is deeply appreciated.

We grieve with you and members of the
committee over Representative THOMPSON'S
tragic passing.

Sincerely,
CHas. E. JACKSON.
STATE OF LoOUIsSIANA, WILDLIFE
AND FISHERIES COMMISSION,
New Orleans, July 15, 1965.

Hon. HErRBERT C. BONNER,

Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, House of Representatives,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DeAR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: We are advised
that early next week the House of Repre-
sentatives will pay tribute to the late Con-
gressman T. A. TaHoMmpsoNn, who was killed
during the 4th of July holidays.

I am attaching resolution, signed by the
members of the Louisiana Wildlife and Fish-
erles Commission and trust that you will
incorporate 1t into the CoONGRESSIONAL
REecorp as part of the House of Representa-
tives proceedings in connection with the
tribute to our late Congressman.

Sincerely yours,
J. D. Hamr, Jr.,
Director.

RESOLUTION BY THE MEMBERS OF THE LOUISI-

ANA WILDLIFE AND FISHERIES COMMISSION

Whereas the late T. AsHTON THOMPSON,
Member of Congress, representing the
Seventh Louisiana Congressional District
since 1952, was killed in a freakish automobile
accldent over the Fourth of July holidays
while en route with his family to his home
in Ville Platte; and

Whereas during the 13 years which he
served as a Member of the House of Repre-
sentatives, he demonstrated vital interest in
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both State and National wildlife and fisheries
resources, and worked tirelessly to bring
about a grassroots realization of the inter-
dependence of conservation and utilization
of the Nation's fish and wildlife resources;
and
Whereas as chairman of the important
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife
Conservation of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries, he worked untiringly
to bring about full understanding of the
economic and recreational value of fish and
wildlife resources and the need to foster na-
tlonal legislation to conserve those forms of
vanishing wildlife, as well as to increase pres-
ent populations of game birds to meet ever-
increasing pressure from sportsmen seeking
more and more outdoor recreation in the
form of hunting; and
Whereas he was deeply respected by con-
servationists and sportsmen, not only in Lou-
islana but throughout the country, for his
devotion to the fundamental principles of
sound conservation and wise use of all wild-
life and fisherles; and
Whereas in Louisiana he was known
throughout the State as a man who enjoyed
hunting and fishing, and was determined to
do everything in his power to perpetuate the
resources necessary for those sports; and
Whereas his untimely death represents a
great loss to the State of Louisiana and to
the Nation: Therefore, be it
Resolved, That the Loulsiana Wildlife and
Fisherles Commission, representing con-
servationists and sportsmen of the State of
Louisiana, does hereby gratefully and respect-
fully commend the many accomplishments
of the late Honorable T. AsHTOoN THOMPSON,
and respectfully requests that this resolu-
tion be incorporated into the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp of the United States to become a per-
manent record of the United States of Amer-
ica,
Joun Epwin KYLE, Jr.,
Chairman,
H. B. FAIRCHILD,
Vice Chairman.
J.D. Ham, Jr.,
Director.
A. J. BUQUET,
Member.
JOoHN PAUL CRAIN,
Member.
HosBson NORRIS,
Member.
Jmumie THOMPSON,
Member.
H. Cray WRIGHT,
Member.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, as the
House well knows, the beloved chairman
of our Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries, HERBERT BONNER, is nec-
essarily on official leave at this time.

I have recently received a letter from
Hers, expressing his shock and grief on
the untimely passing of our colleague,
T. AsutoN THOMPSON. He asked that I
bring to the attention of the House his
expressions of respect and condolence.

I ask leave to insert in the REcorp at
this point Chairman BonnEr’s letter of
July 9, 1965:

Houseg oF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT
MARINE AND FISHERIES,
Washington, D.C,, July 9, 1965.
Hon. EpwARD A. GARMATZ,
HoUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Ep: I don't know of anything that
has shocked me so much as T. A, THOMPSON'S
tragic, senseless, and untimely death last
weekend, as he was driving home to Louisi-
ana with his family.

I well remember when he first came to
Congress in 1953 and requested membership
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on our committee. Though still a young
man, he already had behind him a distin-
guished record of public service in Louisiana,
as well as a fine military record earned in
314 years with the Air Force in World War IL
With this substantial background he natu-
rally matured quickly into the spirit and the
ways of our great Congress.

When I became chairman of the commit-
tee in 1955, it was my pleasure to name this
able Representative to important committee
posts, including the chairmanship of our
Special Subcommittee on Freight Forward-
ers, charged with the handling of a most
difficult investigatory assignment. He com-
mitted himself well. During his 13 years of
devoted service to our committee he grew
in stature and in breadth of understanding
of the varied subjects under our jurisdiction.

Outstanding during his service with the
committee was the interest and attention
which he devoted to vital matters dealing
with our fisheries and wildlife conservation.
During the period of his chairmanship of our
Fisheries and Wildlife Subcommittee he ex-
hibited the highest standards of leadership
and the subcommittee can boast an enviable
record of achilevement,

He will be sorely missed.

I regret that I will be unable to be present
in person to join with you and his many,
many friends and admirers to pay tribute
to his memory on the floor of the House.
May I ask that you be good enough to bring
my expressions of respect and condolence to
the attentlion of the House?

Kindest regards.

Sincerely,
C. BoNNER, Chairman.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, I join
my colleagues today in expressing my
deepest sympathy to the family of T.
AsHTON THOMPSON, our colleague from
Louisiana, who was taken from this
earth so suddenly and so tragically.

T. A. and I came to this Congress to-
gether in January of 1953 and we served
side by side on the Committee of Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries these past
13 years.

He was an able legislator and argued
his point well on all occasions. I have
seen and heard him fight for the things
he believed in both in committee and on
the House floor.

May God grant him eternal rest and
give his family the courage to carry on
without him

Mr. FASCELL. The sight of our coun-
try’s flag flying at half mast over the
Capitol on Friday, July 2, signified the
end of the life of a good man and a great
Member of Congress. It was evidence of
the cruel truth that the Congress of the
United States had lost one of its most
respected Members, T. AsaToN THOMP-
soN. This untimely tragedy was an ir-
reparable loss to his many friends in the
Congress, the State of Louisiana, and
the entire Nation.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Public Buildings and Grounds and the
Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wildlife,
Representative THOMPSON'S concrete leg-
islative service was of tremendous na-
tional value. Despite his heavy burden
of public service, T. A, THOMPSON was an
engaging human being, whose good na-
ture marked his as one of this Chamber’s
most well-liked individuals. His life
demonstrated all the chivalric virtues of
public service: a fighting spirit, a devo-
tion to service, a high sense of honor,
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and a steadfastness of purpose. He pos-
sessed a sharp insight into the political
process and recognized the genuine scope
of his institutional power and personal
ability. The words of Edward Everett
Hale recall to me the dedication he ex-
hibited:

I am only one, but still I am one,

I cannot do everything, but still I can do
something;

And because I cannot do everything, I will
not refuse. to do the something that I
can do.

T. A. THOMPSON was respected and
loved by everyone on the Hill who knew
him—and most everyone did. Even in
the most burdensome of times, he always
had a kind word for a colleague, staff
member, or elevator boy. He was always
available and ready to listen and discuss.
To him, everyone was a person in his own
right.

Philip Lader, summer intern in my
office, for example, recently represented
me at a meeting over which Representa-
tive THomPSsoN presided, and the Con-
gressman took the time to introduce this
young man to all those present and brief
him thoroughly on the issues being dis-
cussed. He then proceeded to ask the
student to assume my chair, if he wished,
and interrogate the witnesses. For this
young man, as well as for me, the mem-
ory of T. A. THomMPsoN will serve as a
testament of the highest personal quali-
ties of American public service.

It was a privilege to know T. ASHTON
THompsoN, and I valued his friendship.
I wish to extend my heartfelt sympathy
to his family, as I join them in prayer for
a fine man whom we all loved so dearly.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, during
my three terms in Congress, I have had
the privilege of serving with the late T.
AsHTON THOMPSON, of Louisiana. I was
particularly saddened by the news of T.
A, THOMPSON'S untimely death a few days
ago, for Mr. THoMPsON was a dedicated
public servant who always upheld the
high ideals of this body.

He represented the people of Loui-
siana’s seventh district faithfully and
well. Yet he was not bound by narrow,
parochial interests, but acted in the best
interests of this great Nation.

His loving family has my deepest sym-
pathy, and I want them to know that all
of us here will miss T. A.

Mr. GRABOWSKI. Mr. Speaker,
courage, good will, and true ability are
qualities which are rarely found together
in the person of one man.

Our late colleague, the Honorable T. A.
Tromrson, of Louisiana, was one of these
rare men. He was a man of clear and
strong conviction. He had almost
boundless energy which he devoted to
his State, to the House of Representa-
tives, and to his Nation. His contribu-
tions in the field of finance are too nu-
merous to mention, but we all know that
they had a profound impact on Louisiana
and on various organizations with which
he was associated.

But the esteem in which he was held
by those of us who were his colleagues
here in the House was not solely be-
cause of these attributes. His warmth
of personality and genuine concern for

July 19, 1965

the welfare of others than himself
marked him as a wonderful man whose
friendship we sought and enjoyed.

I appreciate this opportunity to ex-
press my sincerest sympathy to his fam-
ily and to the State of Louisiana for this
great loss of a husband, father, and
statesman.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, it was
with a sense of great shock that I
learned of the tragic passing of my dear
friend and very esteemed -colleague,
Congressman T. AsHTON THOMPSON, an
outstanding Member of this House.

I was deeply impressed, as I believe our
entire membership was, by the genial,
friendly, amiable personal qualities of
this proud son of Louisiana.

He was approachable, cordial and
warm-hearted and had a very lofty con-
cept of his public responsibilities and
duties as a Member of the House. He
was well trained, well informed, capable
and efficient in the performance of his
work.

Strong in his convictions, humane in
his reactions and sympathetic in his
response, he stood steadfastly by the
principles and ideals in which he be-
lieved, and his outstanding service in the
House was marked by adherence to
those principles and ideals and his loyal,
unfaltering attachment to the many
causes of free government in which he
believed.

He brought to his work a keen mind
and a deep understanding of the great
principles of government. He was par-
ticularly devoted to his district and his
people and his great State and country,
and he gave of himself unselfishly to the
cause of humanity, freedom, and hu-
man betterment.

He was highly esteemed by the Mem-
bers of the House on both sides of the
aisle, and he had the respect, admira-
tion, and affection of our membership.

Like everyone else who knew him, I
had highest regard for him, and I looked
upon him as a valued friend, an able,
devoted colleague and an accomplished,
faithful representative of the people and
a great American. His fine record of
achievement in this body will long be re-
membered. 2

I am greatly saddened by his sudden
and unexpected passing and the shock-
ing tragedy of the circumstances of his
demise.

My heart goes out to his bereaved
family and all his dear ones to whom he
was so deeply devoted, and I extend my
most heartfelt sympathy to each and
everyone of them for the great sorrow
that has come into their lives.

I also express my deep sympathy to
his very many friends and constituents
whom he had served with such great
ahility, vitality, and warmth.

I hope that the good Lord will bless
them with the spirit of reconciliation to
abide by His divine will and will
strengthen them to bear the irreparable
loss that they have suffered with true
spiritual resignation.

A great and distinguished public
servant and a dear, esteemed friend has
been called to his Heavenly reward.

May he find peace and rest in his
eternal home.
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Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, the tragic
and untimely passing of our beloved col-
league, T. A. THOMPSON, came as a great
shock to me, my family, and to the people
of South Carolina. It is ironic that the
tragic accident which took his life oc-
curred on one of the most magnificent
and beautiful interstate highways in the
Nation. A highway system that, as a
member of the Public Works Committee,
he helped create. It was my honor to
serve on the Public Works Committee
with Asaron THOMPSON that I was privi-
leged to observe firsthand his dedication
and devotion to the development and the
preservation of the great natural re-
sources of our country. He was an ideal
member to serve with on the committee.
His word was his bond. He was consid-
erate of the opinions of others and al-
ways willing to meet other Members
more than halfway in developing legisla-
tion in the best interests of the Nation.

AsHTON THOMPSON Was a man of great
humility. He did not seek headlines or
credit but was interested in accomplish-
ments and achievements for his people
and his country. The United States to-
day is a more powerful Nation—more
united, enjoying more economic oppor-
tunity, and a great civilization—because
of his outstanding service in the Con-
gress. He was a great leader, a great
American, and one of the greatest Loui-
silanians in the history of that great
State. He typified and exemplified the
traditions, the heritage, and the culture
of the Old South. He was a southern
gentleman to the core.

Serving with AsaToN THOMPSON Will
always be to me a pleasant reminiscence.
He will be greatly missed. Mrs. Dorn and
my family join in extending always to
Mrs. Thompson and his lovely children
our deepest and most heartfelt sympathy.

AsHTON THOMPSON’s service here and
his devotion to his people and the devel-
opment of our land exemplifies the ad-
monition of Daniel Webster on the walls
of the House:

Let us develop the resources of our land,
call forth its powers, build up its institutions,
promote all its great interests and see whether
we also in our day and generation may not
perform something worthy to be remembered.

Mr. Speaker, T. A. THoMPsoN in his
day rendered his Nation superb service
and will be remembered.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, the un-
timely death of my good friend AsuTon
TrHOMPSON was a shock and a source of
great sorrow to me personally. We
served on the Merchant Marine Com-
mittee together, and he was the very
able chairman of our Subcommittee on
Fisheries and Wildlife Conservation.
He always impressed me with his capa-
ble manner and his warmth and friend-
liness.

AsaTON THOMPSON was liked by all
who knew him; he was popular among
his fellow Members of Congress, and he
was a dedicated and able legislator.
The Congress has suffered a great loss.
‘We shall miss him sorely, but we shall
cherish the memory of our distinguished
colleague for years to come. To his be-
reaved family, I extend my heartfelt
sympathy.
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Mr. BURKE. Mr., Speaker, today I
wish to join with my colleagues and the
people of the State of Louisiana in ex-
pressing my grief over the sudden and
shocking death of our close friend, Rep-
resentative T. AsaTON THOMPSON.

Throughout our Nation’s history, the
State of Louisiana has traditionally sent
numerous dedicated and competent men
to the Congress of the United States.
Representative THoMpsoN was indeed a
shining example of this tradition.

Having engaged in State government
service at a very early age, Representa-
tive THOMPSON served in various capaci-
ties in his home State until his election
to the 83d Congress in 1953. As a Mem-
ber of Congress, Mr. THoMPSON contin-
ually displayed the qualities of a states-
man. A humble man, he never forgot
the people or the purpose for which they
sent him to Congress. His efforts were
not only confined to the people of his
district, but to any measure that would
benefit the vast majority of the Ameri-
can publie.

The respect which we have all held
for this man stemmed not only from his
proven competence in the Congress, but
also from his personal character. His
devotion to his family and church and
his intrinsic belief in God’s goodness
served as an example to all.

The State of Louisiana and indeed
the entire Nation has lost an outstand-
ing public servant whose dedication to
his principles and his people will long
be remembered.

I wish to extend to Mrs. Thompson
and the entire family my prayers and
deepest sympathies on this sorrowful
occasion.

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Speaker, a high-
way tragedy during the Fourth of July
weekend took the life of one of the out-
standing Members of Congress. The
gentleman from Louisiana, T. AsHTON
THOMPSON, was taken from us by a
strange, incredible, and senseless high-
way accident in the State of North Caro-
lina.

I knew AsHTON Well as a Member of
this body, but I knew him best as a dis-
tinguished member of the Committee on
Public Works, a committee on which he
served with distinction and the highest
integrity. He was vitally concerned with
the area of public works and economic
development and had already made a
substantial name for himself in the area.
The gentleman from Louisiana was the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Flood Control, a member of the Sub-
committee on Roads, a member of the
Subcommittee on Watershed Develop-
ment. But AsaTon had really begun to
distinguish himself as the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Public Buildings
and Grounds. He only served for half
a year in that position, but during that
short time he had quickly grasped the
concepts behind the Federal public
buildings program and was exercising a
firm understanding of the intricate
processes. He had presided over a hear-
ing before that subcommittee only a few
days before his most untimely and most
tragic demise.

AsuHTON served his State and Nation
well. He entered public service in his
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State in 1934 at the age of 18, and he
soon became involved in the highway
programs of the State as an employee of
the Louisiana State Highway Commis-
sion, He was a financial adviser to the
Louisiana Legislature and was the pio-
neer of a new method of accounting for
the State agencies. AsuToN came to the
Congress in 1953 and served for a dozen
years with distinction. If is a loss to
this body and to the Nation that he was
not permitted to served for many more
years.

Mr. Speaker, there was a geat irony
in the death of AsaTon. As I have said,
he began his public service in the area
of highway activities. He served on the
Committee on Public Works when the
largest public works program in his-
tory—the Interstate and Defense High-
way System—was acted upon in 1956 by
that committee. His tragic death came
on the Interstate and Defense Highway
System. It came on Interstate 85 near
Gastonia, N.C, The proponent of the
Nation’s highway programs died upon
the highway system he helped to perfect.
But his actions and the actions of his
committee have made it possible for
fewer to meet such a tragic end on our
Nation’s highways. For this, he is in-
deed to be commended.

AsHTON was outgoing, helpful, de-
voted, and an all-around good legislator.
He knew his responsibilities and duties
to the people of his State and Nation,
and he exercised them well.

For both myself and my family, I
want to extend our sorrowful regrets and
sadness to his wife and children. T know
this sorrow is felt by all Members of the
Congress. Our Nation has lost a good
Congressman and a public-spirited citi-
zen.

Mr. MOSHER. Mr. Speaker, although
it was not my good fortune to become
personally well-acquainted with Mr.
THOMPSON, I was privileged to serve with
him on the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries Committee and I valued his impor-
tant'i: contributions to that committee’s
work.

During Mr. THOMPSON’S tenure on the
committee, the Congress granted a wide
variety of research authority concerning
conservation activities. A measure of
special interest to many of us from the
States bordering the Great Lakes was
the Great Lakes Fishery Act of 1956.

Mr. TrHOMPSON became chairman of
the Subcommittee on Fisheries and Wild-
life Conservation with the organization
of that committee in the 88th Congress.
In 1964, under his leadership, the com-
mittee was instrumental in stimulating
action by the individual States involv-
ing the development of fisheries.

Our Nation’s conservation programs
are much stronger because of efforts put
forth by Representative THomPsON. His
dedication has provided us with a solid
foundation from which to direct our fu-
ture conservation policies.

All of us join in the feeling of shock
and sadness because of the tragic death
of AsnroNn THOMPsSON, and we on the
Merchant Marine Committee will greatly
miss him. But I also want to express
the very special sense of respect and
gratitude and loss which we of the Great
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Lakes area feel, because of his leadership
role in support of fisheries research
measures desperately needed in our area.

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, I wish to
join my colleagues in paying tribute to
the late T. AsHTON THOMPSON—states-
man, legislator, and good friend. It
would be difficult, if not impossible, for
me to improve on the tributes which
have already been paid. I cannot im-
prove upon what has been said. I rise
simply to pay tribute to the memory of a
departed friend who always had a kind
word to say, who was always most coop-
erative and thoughtful, a friend who
made his mark in the Nation’s service.

The record of his attainments will
speak for itself and it will speak elo-
quently. I simply want to speak of him
as a friend and pay tribute to his
memory and extend sympathy to Mrs.
Thompson and other loved ones left
behind.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr.
Speaker, it was with profound shock and
deep sorrow that I learned of the passing
of my good friend, our colleague T.
AsHTON THOMPSON. T.A.s first team was
in the 83d Congress as was mine. Our
paths crossed frequently. I never knew
him to say an unkind word or to make
an untrue statement. He was a fine
Member of this body, a fine gentleman,
and a real credit to his district, his State,
and his country.

My deepest sympathy is extended to
Mrs. Thompson, the Thompson children,
and to T.A’s constituents who, I am
sure, share his loss with all of us.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, this
Chamber is no longer to benefit from the
presence of the Honorable T. AsHTON
TuaompsoN of Louisiana, who has been
taken from us by the cruelest act of
fate.

We who worked with him and knew
him as a colleague and a friend are
equally bereft as his constituents, for
whom he gave the utmost of his time
and his energy. All who knew him even
slightly were stunned at the awful news
of his demise in the realization that the
people of Louisiana, the Congress, and
the Nation itself had lost a fine and
gallant leader, capable of noble ideas and
high accomplishments.

T. AsHTON THOMPSON entered the pub-
lic service in the year 1934, as traveling
auditor for the Louisiana Highway Com-
mission. From then until the day of
his death he worked for no other em-
ployer save the government of the State
of Louisiana and the Government of the
United States, both of which he loved
with all his heart and was willing to
serve with everything at his command.

Although T. AsaTOoN THOMPSON Was for
many years associated with the finances
of the State of Louisiana, this was by no
means his only area of competence or
interest. On the contrary, they ranged
far and wide. As an Air Force officer
in World War II he became exceedingly
knowledgeable in the fields of aeronauties
and military strategy. As a longtime
State official, he developed a keen aware-
ness of the value of public works pro-
grams, and as a citizen of a State border-
ing on the sea he was all his life fa-
miliar with nautical affairs.
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In line with these interests T. AsHTON
THOMPSON was appointed to the House
Committee on Public Works and the
Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries, in both of which bodies he
performed with a great enthusiasm
matched only by his skill.

Although myself a member of the po-
litical party opposed to that of T. AsaTON
TrHoMPsoN, I found in him a splendid
man and a splendid politician, for he was
one of those to whom the word, ‘“com-
promise,” was more than just a word.
He was truly concerned for effective,
workable legislation, and partisanship
was simply not a major part of his
nature.

The House of Representatives will miss
this man of great ability, almost to the
same extent as will his friends and
family.

Indeed, he was a tribute to his district,
his State, and the Congress, itself.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. Speaker, I was
shocked when I learned of the untimely
passing of my good friend and colleague,
T. AsaToN THOMPSON. I considered him
to be a real personal friend, and a warm
friendship grew as a result of our close
association for many years on the House
Committee on Public Works and the
House Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries. He was a fine American
and a dedicated legislator. I shall miss
his friendship, and my deepest sympathy
goes to his family.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker,
AsHTON THOMPSON's tragic death was a
deep shock to me. It has been my priv-
ilege to serve with him on the Public
Works Committee and on the Subcom-
mittee on Roads for the past 214 years.
He was a hard-working, considerate leg-
islator whose contributions to the work
of the committee and the Congress will
long be remembered. His death has cut
short a fine career holding much prom-
ise for the future. Mrs. Cleveland and
I extend our deepest sympathy to his
wife and children.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, a sense
of profound sadness overcomes us when
we realize that T. A. THomPsON no longer
will be with us in this Chamber.

For some of us who served with the
able gentleman from Louisiana on the
House Committee on Public Works, our
sense of personal loss is compounded by
our realization of the great loss which
the Nation itself sustains.

Not given to flamboyance or bombastic
bursts of oratory, T. A. THOMPSON la-
bored quietly and effectively in the less
glamorous but often infinitely more pro-
ductive realm of meaningful congres-
sional activity involved with the mun-
dane but highly necessary work of the
congressional committees.

Those of us who had the privilege of
serving with T. A. THomPson on the Pub-
lic Works Committee enjoyed a rare op-
portunity to know a true legislative
craftsman at his work. Without fan-
fare or self-congratulation, the gentle-
man from Louisiana made many long
lasting contributions to the welfare of
our Nation. The people of his congres-
sional district have great reason for
pride in the service he performed not
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only for Louisiana, but for the United
States as a whole.

With the clear vision given to those
who think earnestly of the future, T. A.
THOMPSON many years ago saw the criti-
cal need for development and conserva-
tion of the Nation’s water resources. He
was a tireless and efficacious champion
of pure, clear water to serve the water
needs of this country.

His handiwork is ever apparent to
those of us who observed his deep in-
terest in the numerous pieces of land-
mark legislation which have provided
dams and reservoirs throughout the
Nation, With a resolute purpose, he
worked incessantly for years to improve
and strengthen the Nation’s fight
against pollution of the streams and
against other impediments to usage of
this most primary resource, such as the
water hyacinths which had infested the
water surfaces in much of the South-
land.

Only this year, his hand was ever evi-
dent in the perfecting of workable
language for the Water Quality Act of
1965 which will greatly strengthen our
efforts to abate pollution.

Coming to the Congress after years of
practical experience in the administra-
tion of highway programs in his native
Louisiana, T. A. THOMPSON played a
prominent part in the enactment of the
Interstate Highway Act of 1956 and the
subsequent Federal aid highway pro-
grams which have saved many thou-
sands of lives and speeded the Nation’s
commerce across broad ribbons of con-
crete, How ironic that his own life
should have been sacrificed in a highway
fatality.

Always considerate of his fellow man,
T. A. Taomprson was much beloved and
appreciated by those who knew him best.
We who served with him here day in and
day out knew him as a man of infinite
patience and reason, blessed with toler-
ance and understanding.

His shadow will linger long. His good
works will continue to bless future gener-
ations of Americans. His example will
remain with us who knew him.

Words are poor consolation indeed to
his bereaved survivors. To them our
hearts go out, even in the knowledge
that what we say can scarcely solace or
comfort them in so grievous a personal
loss. Yet we know that there is for them
the assurance of faith and the comfort
of the knowledge that others would
share their grief. There is also the
legacy of the good deeds that he per-
formed, the good life that he lived, and
the services which endure to bless his
fellow man.

Mr. LANDRUM. Mr, Speaker, trag-
edy is always shocking and, when its
hand moves in to take away the life of
a friend and colleague so recently a
cheerful and lively member of our
group, it is indeed painful and oppres-
sive. I can recall with vivid recollection
the quiet, instantly friesndly young man
from Louisiana who came to the Con-
gress with me as a freshman in 1953
and remember well our early efforts to
learn firsthand the duties of one
charged with the responsibility to repre-
sent a constituency, a State and a Na-
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tion in this great deliberative body. He
was immediately popular with all of us
because of his genial attitude and, as
our responsibilities here mounted, this
admiration and respect multiplied mani-
fold for the fine qualities he possessed.
It was a great pleasure to have enjoyed
his friendship and it has been an honor
indeed to serve with him in the House
of Representatives. I join his many
friends in this House in an expression of
anguish over his sudden and untimely
passing and extend to Mrs. Thompson,
his family, and his loved ones my genuine
sympathy.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr. Speaker,
the tragic death of our colleague, the
Honorable T. A. THOMPSON, was a griev-
ous loss to this House and to the Con-
gress.

T. A. and I served together on the
Public Works Committee. We were
usually of the same mind. His devotion
to his work was an inspiration to all who
knew him. No district has elected a man
with more pride in his district and more
concern for his people, his constituents.
My friend Congressman TrHOMPSON loved
people. He was compassionate and of
good humor. He was a wonderful father
and a good husband. Truly few men
could better epitomize an American citi-
zen and a Congressman in the finest
tradition of our great Nation.

Congressman THOMPSON was more
than a distinguished and conscientious
legislator. He was a Christian who at-
tempted to carry his philosophy actively
into every minute of his public and pri-
vate life. His work was not only diligent
and constructive, but always sincerely
concerned with the well-being of his fel-
low men. T. A. was both amiable and
devoted; steadfast and sympathetic. He
had quickly developed invaluable expert-
ness in State finances, public works, eco-
nomic development, merchant marine,
and fisheries. His experience and coun-
sel is as great a loss as his personal ability
as mediator and conciliator. His energy
and devotion to a cause once illuminated
by thorough investigation was ceaseless.

I extend my heartfelt sympathy to
Mrs. Thompson and her loved ones. We
all share her grief, if only in some lesser
fashion. |

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, may I
on behalf of the Louisiana delegation in
the House of Representatives express our
deepest appreciation for the kindness
and generosity of the remarks made
concerning our late colleague, AsSHTON
THoMmPsON. It is quite fitting that he be
remembered in the words that have been
uttered here today.

I also want to say to you, Mr. Speaker,
in joining my colleague from New Or-
leans, Congressman BoGcs, on behalf of
the Louisiana delegation, how much we
appreciate the efficient manner in which
Ken Harding handled the funeral ar-
rangements. This was a great source of
consolation to the family and to the
members of the delegation.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to include with my remarks a tribute
that has been sent to me from the Gov-
ernor of Louisiana, the Honorable John
J. McKeithen.
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EuLocY SPOKEN BY THE HONORABLE JoHN J
MCcEEITHEN, GOVERNOR OF Louisiana, UPoN
THE UNTIMELY DEATH OF THE HONORABLE
T. A. THOMPSON

It is given to few men the opportunity to
voice a people's aspirations, their hopes and
desires. T. A, THOMPSON was one of the
chosen few, and he accepted the duty with
honor and humility. Charged by destiny
with the leadership of his people as a Member
of the Congress of the United States, he
acquitted himself admirably in that ancient
institution, rising to meet his responsibilities
with a deep reverence and respect for the
commonwealth we all serve, and bringing
honor to the name of his people.

Representative T. A. THoMPsSON passed this
way briefly, and we are all the wealthier in
the spirit for his sojourn here. That he passed
s0 suddenly and so tragically is the Na-
tion’s loss. We feel the heavy weight of sor-
row and loneliness his widow and his chil-
dren know at this sad moment, for he too is
our loss. We were bound to him as surely as
if by blood or by vows.

We are richer today for having had him
serve us. We are better men and women for
having known him. Today, though his voice
is stilled, though his presence has fled, this
land continues a better place in which to live
because he labored to increase its abundance,
to quieten its hostilities, to perfect its justice.

T. A, THOMPSON'S life was his own greatest
tribute. No man can utter better than this:
He was called to the service of his people; he
harkened to their voice; he served them well.
Pray his soul rests now in the bosom of
the Father of us all.

Again let me say to the Members of
this body and to all those who partici-
pated in the ceremony that this was in
keeping with what AsmTon lived and
believed in.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HEBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
pay tribute to the life and character of
T. A. THOMPSON, and to include therein
any extraneous matter they may desire.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Loui-
siana?

There was no objection.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE
SENATE

A further message from the Senate by
Mr. Arrington, one of its eclerks, an-
nounced that the Senate insists upon its
amendment to the bill (H.R. 2984) en-
titled “An act to amend the Public
Health Service Act provisions for con-
struction of health research facilities
by extending the expiration date there-
of and providing increased support for
the program, to authorize additional As-
sistant Secretaries in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, and for
other purposes,” disagreed to by the
House; agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.
Hivy, Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. WiLLIAMS of
New Jersey, Mr. PELL, Mr. KENNEDY of
Massachusetts, Mr. Javirs, and Mr.
MurrHY to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendments to
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the bill (H.R. 2985) entitled “An act to
authorize assistance in meeting the ini-
tial cost of professional and technical
personnel for comprehensive community
mental health centers,” disagreed to by
the House; agrees to the conference asked
by the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and appoints
Mr. Hinr, Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. WiL-
Liams of New Jersey, Mr. PELL, Mr, KEN-
NEDY of Massachusetts, Mr. Javirs, and
Mr. MurpPHY to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to
the biil (H.R. 7984) entitled “An act to
assist in the provision of housing for
low- and moderate-income families, to
promote orderly urban development, to
improve living environment in urban’
areas, and to extend and amend laws re-
lating to housing, urban renewal, and
community facilities,” to by
the House; agrees to the conference
asked by the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and ap-
points Mr. SparkMAN, Mr, Doucras, Mr.
ProxMire, Mr. WiLrLiams of New Jersey,
Mr. Muskie, Mr. BENNETT, and Mr.
ToweRr to be the conferees on the part
of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the amendment of
the House to the bill (S. 510) entitled
“An act to extend and otherwise amend
certain expiring provisions of the Public
Health Service Act relating to com-
munity health services, and for other
purposes,” agrees to the conference re-
quested by the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr, HiLL, Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr.
WiLLiams of New Jersey, Mr. PELL, Mr.
KennEDpY of Massachusetts, Mr. JAvITS,
and Mr. MurrpHY to be the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

GERALD L. K. SMITH FIGHTS ONE
MAN, ONE VOTE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. O’Haral is recognized
for 30 minutes.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr.
Speaker, as many of my colleagues know,
I am deeply disturbed by the drive to
use a constitutional amendment as a
means of diluting the principle of one
man, one vote in our State legislatures.
As I have watched this campaign de-
velop, I have been shocked to learn the
identity of some of the individuals and
groups whose support for such a con-
stitutional amendment is the most
strident.

Last Thurday’s mail brought the latest
in a series of extremist broadsides
against the Supreme Court and its deci-
sions in favor of political equality. It
consisted of a paragraph from the Cross
and the Flag, published by Gerald L. K.
Smith. Mr. Smith, who is fond of styl-
ing activities with which he disagrees
as “Jew conspiracies,” was characterized
nearly 20 years ago by a group of Mem-
bers of this House as “America’s most
raucous purveyor of anti-Semitism and
of racial and religious bigotry.” What
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was true 20 years ago is still true today.
Mr. Smith reportedly received more than
$300,000 in donations last year. He must
qualify as the most durable, if not the
most successful, extremist in the coun-
try.
On page 25 of the July issue of the
Cross and the Flag is this comment:

11, The Supreme Court edict concerning
the reapportionment of the State legislatures
of the several States is another dictatorial
decision made by our treasonable Supreme
Court. This edict destroys geographic rep-
resentation in the State legislatures and in-
sists that the State senates be elected by
population the same as the State represent-
atives. This ruling makes the State senate
a fifth wheel and destroys its importance.
Most of the States in establishing their legis-
latures imitated the Congress of the United

. Btates insisting that the lower house repre-
sent the population while the upper house
represent the geography. As things now
stand, the great metropolitan centers are
about to take over the State governments
completely in the States where they are
located whether it be New York, Illinois,
California, or any one of the several States
where big cities constitute the dominant
population. The Citizens Congressional
Committee has done a lot of work on this
problem, It is to be hoped that a movement
has been started which will save State sov-
ereignty from this tyrannical edict handed
down by the most obnoxious, heady, arro-
gant, impudent, lawless set of men called
judges ever to appear on the public scene
in the United States of America. God save
America from Earl Warren's (Finkelstein)
Supreme Court. I use the word Finkelstein
advisedly because Rabbi Finkelstein is the
chief intellect of American Jewry, and he
has virtually dominated the philosophical
thinking of the man who now virtually
bosses the Supreme Court of the United
States. This abortive personality (Earl War-
ren) is a tumorous growth on American lib-
erty for which we can thank Dwight David
Eisenhower who appointed him to this high
position.

As one might have expected, this is not
the first Cross and the Flag harangue
against the principle of equality at the
ballot box, so basic to a democratic form
of Government. In the September 1964
issue of the Cross and the Flag, Mr.
Smith’s comment on the Supreme
Court’s reapportionment decisions was
to proclaim that the Court had driven “a
dagger into the back of our constitutional
republic” and to warn that “the whole
legislative process in the 50 States has
been completely altered and virtually
wrecked by the pro-Communist member-
ship of the Supreme Court of the United
States led by the diabolical traitor to
tradition Chief Justice Earl Warren.”
He went on to urge “a revised campaign
to impeach this diabolical Court” and
immediate action to amend the Consti-
tution “in such a way as to throw this
treasonable decision into discard.”

In his efforts to match words with ac-
tion, Smith has enlisted in his campaign
“to throw this treasonable decision into
discard” one Charles Winegarner, his
nephew by marriage and the author of
the comments on reapportionment in the
most recent edition of the Cross and the
Flag. Mr. Winegarner is listed in an
editor’s note as “executive secretary of
the Citizens Congressional Committee,
an auxiliary of the Christian Nationalist
Crusade.” Last April, Smith described
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his long-time associate, Winegarner, as
one of the “brilliant, loyal, time-tested
patriots” who operate the “Citizens Con-
gressional Committee.”

The current focus of this particular
subsidiary is opposition to any liberaliza-
tion of the immigration laws, but in
earlier years it has also concentrated its
fire on the Supreme Court—calling for
the impeachment not only of the Chief
Justice, but the other members as well.

Smith and Winegarner, however, at-
tach such importance to the passage of
a constitutional amendment overturning
the one man, one vote decision that they
have created a separate front group for
the sole purpose of promoting this
amendment. Earlier this year, many of
us received a letter purporting to come
from a group labeled “National Commit-
tee—Reapportionment Crisis.” Under
the headlines urging us to “Save State
Government” and to “Save the U.S. Sen-
ate,” the letter utilized relatively calm
language to proclaim sentiments which
can only be characterized as extremist.
It began with a flat assertion—complete-
ly at variance with fact, as any reading
of the Supreme Court's decision in
Reynolds against Sims should show—
that the same logic used by the Court in
that decision could also destroy the U.S.
Senate. It went on to charge that this
abortive edict already threatened State
Governments with chaos.

The letter, which asked for an appoint-
ment to discuss the issue, was signed by
a Charles Winegarner, listed on the let-
terhead as “‘executive secretary.”

The return address of the committee
was given as Post Office Box 27895 in Los
Angeles, the same return address used
by the Citizens’ Congressional Committee
and the return address of Gerald L. K.
Smith’s the Cross and the Flag. I gather
that it is quite a large box.

Mr. Speaker, why are bigots like Smith
and Winegarner so deeply involved in
this campaign to overturn the principle
of one man, one vote in our State gov-
ernments? What is the purpose of their
hysterical attacks on the Supreme Court?
What is their interest in an amendment
to override the Court’s decisions on legis-
lative apportionment?

I, for one, suspect that the interest is
a simple one: They obviously dislike,
mistrust, and oppose the entire demo-
cratic process. They seize every oppor-
tunity to use the weapons of smear and
fear in attacks on our system in an at-
tempt to prove that the system cannot
work. They want nothing less than re-
peal of the 20th century or as much of it
as they can get their hands on.

The fact that these extremists want a
constitutional amendment to overturn
the principle of “one man, one vote”
should put us on guard. For myself, Mr.
Speaker, finding Smith and Winegarner
on the opposite side of an issue is re-
assuring. At the same time, it reinforces
my conviction that this fight to reappor-
tion our State legislatures on a popula-
tion basis is a vital one.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the gentleman from California [Mr.
CorMman] may extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
compliment and commend the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. O’Haral for the in-
formation he has just brought to the at-
tention of the House. The activities of
Gerald L. K. Smith, the Nation’s most
vicious racial and religious bigot, in op-
position to the principle of one man,
one vote are deeply disturbing.

Smith is a notorious enemy of our
democratic form of government. The
intensity and virulence of his attacks on
one man, one vote are clear evidence
that this principle will materially
strengthen the democratic system which
he is dedicated to destroy.

One man, one vote is initiating a
new era in the American experiment
with freedom. Those forces which have
benefited from malapportionment will
continue their protests. That is their
constitutional right and I do not ques-
tion it. But I and the people I repre-
sent also have a constitutional right to
vote and have our vote counted equally
with other votes.

The gentleman from Michigan, Con-
gressman O'Hara, has ably led a rapidly
growing number of our colleagues who
support one man, one vote and oppose
the Dirksen amendment. His remarks
today have only made more the necessity
of defeating the Dirksen amendment
more urgent,

PRESSURING THE REPRESENTA-
TIVES OF THE PEOPLE

The SPEAKER. Under a previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. AsHBROOK] is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, there
was a time when the White House ap-
plied what might be described as subtle
pressure. It is a part of the American
system to advocate causes and urge
others to support your programs. On
the other hand, it is a subversion of free
government to blackjack, arm twist, and
play partisan politics with the public
welfare. Time and time again during
this session we have witnessed a growing
tendency for the White House to foree its
will on a doecile Congress by rude threats
and arm-twisting tactics. There is no
quicker means of perverting the public
welfare than through this tactic and it
is time that Members of this body, both
Democrat and Republican, stand up and
call a halt.

The Federal Government spends over
$100 billion a year on a variety of pro-
grams. The basic reason for these ex-
penditures is to improve the welfare of
our citizenry. We can always argue that
some programs are wasteful and some
unneeded but their basic purpose none-
theless is to serve the needs of the peo-
ple, whether real or imagined. This ad-
ministration is more and more looking
upon these programs as a means to pres-
sure Congress. ‘“Vote for this program
and we will approve your post office or
public works project,” we hear. Some-
times there is an approach which is closer
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to blackmail. A New York Democrat
told us last year of a visit by Post Office
Department officials which he thought to
be in regard to new post offices on Long
Island. Instead they asked him if he was
going to support the farm legislation
which was coming up the next week.
They made their message unmistakably
clear. He was different from most
Members of this body; he rose up and
protested in indignation.

On the front page of yesterday’'s New
York Times, Secretary of Commerce
John T. Connor made no bones about
the tactics they plan to use in getting
through one of their pet programs. He
said:

It will boil down to how much arm
twisting we can do.

This administration is trying to do the
same thing to secure passage of their
bill which would remove 14(b) from the
Taft-Hartley Act. I have talked to a
number of Democratic Congressmen who
are highly incensed at the highhanded
manner which has been used to get them
to vote for this controversial proposal.
They have been told that there will be
no farm program until it is passed. Carl
DeBloom, writing in the Columbus Dis-
pateh, on Sunday, July 18—the same day
as the Connor statement—told the story
in pretty plain language and it should
shock many Americans who properly feel
that taxpayers’ money should be used for
the welfare of the people and not for
building political power.

Every week we get a reminder of the
abuse of power which comes from the
one-sided political complexion here in
Washington. With more than 2 to 1
majorities in both Houses of Congress,
the administration can play politics with
the welfare of the farmers or any other
group. Representatives of the people
should not be pressured with public
funds and the best way to stop it is to
vote for or against proposals on the
basis of the best interest of the public
and not in response to what the White
House might tell you to do. This Con-
gress is already becoming known as a
rubberstamp Congress and we cannot
possibly hold the confidence of the peo-
ple if we continue to cover up the Bobby
Baker incidents, submit to executive
pressure and put politics first and the
public welfare second. A great Demo-
cratic Senator from Missouri, Jim Reed,
once observed this highhanded pressure
during the Court-packing days of the
thirties and castigated those ‘“congres-
sional cats who for a little White House
cream will sell the interests of their con-
stituents down the river.”

Read the Carl DeBloom article which
I insert following these remarks and
judge for yourself what is happening to
the representatives of the people, the last
real repository of freedom and self-
government. This whole matter crosses
party lines. While the power of the
Government is undoubtedly tilted a bit
to help Democrats at the expense of Re-
publicans, there are numerous occasions
where Independent-minded Democrats
meet the same pressure tactic. I need
only point out the different treatment
accorded the senior and junior Senators
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from my own State of Ohio. Patronage
is not cleared through the one who steers
the more independent course.

[From the Columbus (Ohlo) Dispatch, July
18, 1965]

FarM BrLoc Torp To Back BiLL—RIGHT-To-
Work Law REPEAL Is PUSHED

(By Carl DeBloom)

WasHINGTON.—The Johnson administra-
tlon has taken the wraps off in its hitherto
undercover drive to assure passage of legisla-
tion which would nullify so-called right-to-
work State laws,

The administration, through Vice Presi-
dent HuserT H. HUMPHREY, bluntly told farm
area Members of the House, “¥You don’t have
the votes to pass your farm bill this year
unless you buy them by your own support
of repeal of 14(b).”

Repeal of section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley
Act is the big goal of the AFL—CIO and the
rest of big labor at this session of Congress.
Section 14(b) empowers the States to adopt
laws outlawing union shops.

Through most of this session of Congress,
lobbyists for the White House, AFL-CIO,
and liberal farm organizations have been try-
ing to put together a farm-labor coalition
which would provide sufficient support for
both bills to get them through Congress.

There has been evidence that this move
had in the main succeeded, but the new
coalition began to fall apart last week in
a dispute over whether the farm bill or the
labor bill would be called up first in the
House.

It was apparent that neither side trusted
the other to make good on its promises of
support unless its own bill came up first.

It was that situation which the Vice Presi-
dent sought to resolve by his appearance at
an unannounced breakfast of southern rural
Congressmen at the Congressional Hotel
Friday morning.

While the breakfast meeting was held be-
hind closed doors, some lawmakers who were
there said that HumpPHREY did not engage
in subtlety in laying on the line the admin-
istration’s demand for support of the section
14(b) repealer.

The Vice President reportedly explained
that the labor bill may have enough support
to pass both the House and the Senate with-
out “trading” for farm area support, and
that at the least, it has close to enough votes
for passage.

On the other hand, HUMPHREY Was re-
ported to have sald, the farm bill stands
not a ghost of a chance of passage unless it
can get substantial backing from urban and
suburban Congressmen who do not really
favor it, but who would vote for it to guar-
antee passage of the 14(b) repealer by a sub-
stantlal margin.

While HomPHREY did not come right out
and say so, it was implicit in his remarks
that the farm bill's rural area supporters
should abandon their fight to get their own
bill voted on first in the House.

He said in effect that unless the urban
area backers of the 14(b) repeal bill had guar-
anteed delivery of farm area votes for it,
they weren't likely to vote for the farm bill.

That seemed to mean, without gquestion,
that the labor bill must be voted on first—
or the farm bill won't get pro-labor support
in advance.

TEACHING PROFESSIONS ACT OF
1965

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
genfleman from Kentucky [Mr, PERKINS]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. PERKINS. Mr. Speaker, I sub-
mit the following explanation of the
Teaching Professions Act of 1965 and a
letter from the President:

JuLy 17, 1965,

Dear MR. SPEAKER: As I announced in my
remarks before the National Education As-
soclation on July 2, I am proposing legisla-
tion to bring the best of our Nation's talent
to its schools. This legislation—the Teach-
ing Professions Act of 19656—will:

Create a National Teacher Corps to serve
in city slums and areas of rural poverty;

Establish a program of fellowships to pre-
pare students for teaching careers in ele-
mentary and secondary education and to help
experienced teachers enhance their qualifica-
tions;

Ald institutions of higher education to
provide better programs for educating teach-
ers.

The National Teacher Corps draws on that
spirit of dedication of Americans which has
been demonstrated time and agaln in peace
and war, by young and old, at home and
abroad. It will provide a challenge and an
opportunity for teachers with a sense of mis-
silon—those best suited to the momentous
tasks this Nation faces in improving edu-
cation.

The National Teacher Corps can help im-
prove the quality of teaching where quality
is most needed and most often in short sup-
ply—in city slums and in areas of rural pov-
erty. It will enroll experienced teachers,
and, to work with them, students who intend
to make teaching a career, They will teach
in local schools at the request of local com=-
munities and will serve on the same terms
as local teachers. They will be local, not
Federal, employees.

The fellowships are essential if teaching
is to attract a higher proportion of our ablest
young people, and if the best teaching is to
prevail in the classroom. Students prepar-
ing for teaching in these days should have
superior graduate training. Teaching is a
difficult job at best; the more preparation
for it, the better.

The desire of classroom teachers to replen-
ish their skills and knowledge is not only
to be applauded but aided. As revolutionary
changes take place in all subjects and at all
levels of learning, there is a limit to the
sacrifice we can ask of our teachers in their
efforts to renew their knowledge.

Finally, I propose a program of grants to
help institutions of higher education offer
first-rate programs to would-be teachers as
well as to experienced teachers. This meas-
ure, coupled with the fellowship program
and the National Teacher Corps, completes a
program which is entitled to be called the
Teaching Professions Act of 1965.

The Teaching Professions Act of 1965 is a
composite of hard thinking about educa-
tional problems in the Congress, in the exec-
utive branch, and in the teaching profession.
It owes much to the proposals of Senators
Gayrorp NeLson and Epwarp KENNEDY for a
national teacher corps; to Senators WAYNE
Morse and CLiFrorD Casg and Representa-
tives CARL PERKINS and JoHN BRADEMAS for
& program of fellowships for teachers; and
to Representative PaTsy MINK for a program
of Federal grants to teachers for sabbatical
leaves.

This bill will deepen the meaning and sub-
stance of the already impressive work of the
88th and 89th Congresses in the field of edu-
cation. I have concluded that it is of suffi-
cient urgency to justify action by this ses-
slon of the Congress. The problems which
face us in education do not grow smaller as
time goes by; neither should our determina-
tion to attack and solve those problems. I
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commend to you the Teaching Professions
Act of 1965, and hope that you will give it
speedy consideration.
Sincerely,
LynpoN B. JOHNSON.

TEACHING PROFESSIONS AcT OF 1965

The newly proposed Teaching Professions
Act of 1965 would carry out the President’s
proposals, first announced in his July 2
speech before the National Education Asso-
clation’s convention in New York City, to
establish a program of fellowships for ele-
mentary and secondary school personnel and
to create a National Teacher Corps.

The legislation would authorize the
Commissioner of Education to support fel-
lowship programs carried out by institu-
tions of higher education for recent bac-
calaureate reciplents, for persons in other
careers desiring to pursue a career in ele-
mentary or secondary education, and for
persons in elementary and secondary edu-
cation desiring to improve their qualifica-
tions or to acquire qualifications in a differ-
ent aspect of elementary and secondary
education.

Fellowships would be awarded for up to
2 years of graduate study in approved high-
quality graduate programs which give major
emphasis to substantive courses and are
designed for persons pursuing careers in
elementary and secondary education,

In addition to stipends for fellowship
holders, a cost-of-education allowance of
$2,600 would be paid to the institution of
higher education at which each such fellow-
ship holder is studying for each academic
year of study.

The Commissioner of Education would
also be authorized to pay to institutions
of higher education part of the cost of
developing or strengthening high quallty
graduate and undergraduate programs for
the training of personnel for elementary and
secondary education, for the purpose of ob-
taining an appropriate geographical distri-
‘bution of such programs.

The bill would establish in the Office of
Education a National Teacher Corps in which
experienced teachers and teacher-interns
who have a bachelor's degree but who have
had no teaching experience would enroll for
periods of up to 2 years. Members of the
Teacher Corps would, pursuant to arrange-
ments with State educational agencies and,
where appropriate, with institutions of
higher education designated by the State
educational agency, be furnished to local
educational agencies in areas having high
concentrations of low-income families to par-
ticipate in programs and projects approved
under title IT of Public Law 874 (title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965).

Before undertaking their teaching duties,
all members of the Teacher Corps would be
provided training under arrangements which
the Commissioner of Education would enter
into, through grants or contracts, with insti-
tutions of higher education and State edu-
cational agencies. The Commissioner would
likewise provide, through grants to or con-
tracts with institutions of higher education
and State educational agencles, in-service
teacher training programs for teacher-in-
terns, who would teach on less than a full-
time basis in order to have time for training
courses under supervision of an institution
of higher education. Such courses would,
wherever possible, lead to a graduate degree
at the end of the teacher-intern’s enrollment
in the Teacher Corps.

Teacher-interns jolning the Teacher Corps
would be assigned in teaching teams which
would also include experienced teachers, and
the teaching program for teacher-interns
would be under the supervision of experi-
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enced teachers. Insofar as practicable, such
experienced teachers would be teachers who
are enrolled in the Teacher Corps.

Arrangements for furnishing Teacher Corps
members to local educational agencies must
provide that such agency will compensate
Teacher Corps members at the rate of pay
for a teacher who has similar training and
experience and similar teaching duties.

Stipends (including subsistence allow-
ances) would be pald to members of the
Teacher Corps by the Commissioner of Edu~
cation during periods of tralning when
Teacher Corps members are not on assign-
ment with a local educational agency. The
Federal Government would pay travel ex-
penses and readjustment allowances before
and after Teacher Corps members undertake
their duties in the areas where they will be
teaching. In addition, the Federal Govern-
ment could make payments necessary to pro-
tect retirement rights, medical insurance, and
other employee benefits for an experienced
teacher who expects to return to the school,
or educational agency or institution where
he was employed before joining the Corps.

Members of the Teacher Corps would be
utilized by local educational agencies to pro-
vide educational services in which children
enrolled in private elementary and second-
ary schools can participate, in the manner
described in title I of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act of 1865.

The legislation guarantees that members
of the Teacher Corps would be under the
direct supervision and control of local educa-
tional agencies to which they are assigned.

While the bill authorizes the furnishing
of teachers and teaching teams in the Corps
to all local educational agencies with pro-
grams for low-income children which State
educational agencies approve under title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 1965, if the demand for the services of
such teachers should exceed the number
available from the Teacher Corps, the Com-
missioner of Education would be directed to
allocate them among the States (to the extent
practicable) in proportion to the number of
low-income children in each State who are
counted for State-by-State distribution of
basic grants under title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act.

The appropriations authorization for both
programs is limited to $30 million in this
fiscal year (1965-66).

An Advisory Council on Teacher Prepara-
tion would be established in the Office of
Education to review both the fellowship and
Teacher Corps programs, as well as other pro-
grams bearing on the improvement of teacher
preparation programs in the Natlon.

REPEAL OF 14(b)

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Montana [Mr. OLSEN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the REecorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. OLSEN of Montana. Mr.
Speaker, because of the important pend-
ing debates that will come before this
body on the matter of the repeal of 14(b)
of the Taft-Hartley Act and the farm
legislation, I think it is important that
my colleagues should have brought to
their attention an article by Julius
Duscha which appeared in the Washing-
ton Post of July 15.

July 19, 1965

[From the Washington Post, July 15, 1965]

FarM, LaBor Grouprs JocKEY To Sk WHOSE
BiLL Is FIrsT
(By Julius Duscha)

“If I get some help on the farm bill,” sald
Democratic Representative JouN R. HANSEN,
who is from the rural southwestern part of
Iowa, “I'm willing to listen on 14(b).”

“If 14(b) doesn't pass,” sald another Demo-
cratic Representative, JoserH E. KarTH, of
industrial St. Paul, “I'll take another look
at the farm bill.”

HawsEN of Iowa, a manufacturer of farm
equipment, and KarTH, a former union rep-
resentative, are two of the many Congress-
men caught up in some of the most intensive
lobbying of Capitol Hill this year.

Lobbyists for the Agriculture Department
and liberal farm organlzations like the Na-
tional Farmers Union have joined with rep-
resentatives of the AFL-CIO and other labor
groups to try to form a farm-labor bloc to
pass two of the most controversial bills be-
fore Congress.

The bills are farm measures extending cot-
ton, wheat, and feed grailn programs, and
labor legislation repealing section 14(b) of
the Taft-Hartley Act, the section that per-
mits States to outlaw the union shop.

As one Johnson administration lobbylst
sald, “When you get to a farm bill, there’s
trading all over the place.”

This year, Capitol Hill sources pointed out,
most of the trading involves the labor legis-
lation.

The labor bill was approved by the House
Education and Labor Committee last month,
but the House Rules Committee has not yet
set a date for a hearing to declde on how
many hours the measure should be debated
on the House floor.

The farm legislation is expected to be ap-
g;doved by the House Agriculture Committee

ay.

Tentative plans made by the House lead-
ership call for consideration of the labor bill
on the House floor during the week begin-
ning July 26, with the farm legislation to
follow some time in August.

But there is considerable debate among
influential farm, labor, and administration
lobbyists over whether the farm or labor
legislation should come up first, Neither
side seems to trust the other.

City Congressmen whose arms need to be
twisted harder each year to get them to
vote on farm legislation maintain that they
want to see a labor bill come first for a
change.

Representatives from predominantly rural
areas are just as adamant in declaring that
the farm bill must have priority.

The farm legislation is in particular touble
this year not only because of the cost of the
programs but also because of the increasing
urban complexion of the House and charges
that the legislation involves a “bread tax.”

About half of the 71 new Democrats elected
to the House last year are from districts
where farming is still important while the
other half are from city and suburban
districts.

An administration lobbyist who is fa-
miliar with the thinking of the new Congress-
men from the cities and suburbs sald that
many of them do not know whether they owe
their election to President Johnson's coat-
talls, the unpopularity of Barry Goldwater or
to their own campaign.

So, the lobbylst added, these Representa-
tlves are not automatically predisposed to
following the President on an issue as un-
popular among urban voters as the farm pro-

gram.

In addition, the new Democratic Repre-
sentatives from the cities and suburbs do
not have close ties bullt upon past favors
%weﬂ the rural-dominated hierarchy of the

ouse.
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The city and suburban Congressmen are
also being bombarded with letters opposing
the farm bill. Most of the letters appear
to have been inspired by large milling and
baking companies that formed the Wheat
Users Committee in June to fight the wheat
program.

Members of Congress report that many of
the letters are from employees of the com-
panies. The two unions that represent bak-
ery employees and the Teamsters Union
were among the organizers of the Wheat
Users Committee,

ADLAI STEVENSON

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentlewoman from Michigan [Mrs. GRIF-
FITHS] may extend her remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Mr, Speaker, Mar-
garet Price, Democratic national vice
chairman and my long-time personal
friend, paid a beautiful tribute to Adlai
Stevenson, saying:

With the death of Adlal Stevenson the
world has lost one of the truly great spirits
of this century, and I have lost a warm and
beloved friend.

I am sure I speak for the Democratic
women of America when I recall the grace
and dignity with which he wore his many
robes in a lifetime of public service. As a
great Governor of a great State, as a gallant
standard bearer for his party, and as emis-
sary to the United Nations in a time that
tested the will of the strongest men and
nations, he never failed to meet his own
description of Eleanor Roosevelt—'"she would
rather light a candle than curse the dark-
ness.”

The light he shed and the warmth of its
glow should be a beacon and a comfort to
those of us who share his dream of a world
of freemen at peace with each other. He
enriched everything he touched and he
touched the world.

If his life is to be given a meaning beyond
its end, we must, all of us, construct a memo-
rial of the bricks he so lovingly laid and
build on the foundation of justice and
brotherhood that was his life.

His vision of man’s destiny in a world
without fear is his legacy. Senator EvGENE
McCarTHY once sald of him—** * * this
man has made us all proud to be Democrats.”
To which I would add—"this man has made
us all proud to be Americans.”

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Mc-
GraTH] may extend his remarks at this
point in the REcorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
fo the request of the gentleman from
Louisiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. McGRATH. Mr. Speaker, 20 years
ago, the most terrible war ever fought in
the history of mankind came to an end.
Despite the fact that this war was prose-
cuted by the United States to assure the
continued existence as a free, democratic
state of our Nation and of all nations, the
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sad fact is that today, two decades later,
100 million people in nine European na-
tions are not free.

In Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Po-
land, and Romania, these 100 million
people live under Moscow-imposed Com-
munist totalitarian regimes, robbed of
the right of self-determination.

During this same 20-year period, nu-
merous peoples of Africa and Asia have
achieved nationhood, with full freedom
of self-determination, and are now repre-
sented in the world council, the United
Nations. Yet, the millions of formerly
free people in the nine captive nations,
many of whom still recall living in free-
dom, live under more oppressive regimes
than did many of the African and Asian
peoples now enjoying statehood.

It is especially significant that we
pause to note the plight of those living
under communism in the captive nations
at this time, designated by President
Johnson as Captive Nations Week. Com-
munist regimes are today seeking by in-
filtration, subversion, and so-called wars
of liberation to force their oppressive
system upon still other nations. Yet they
shrilly denounce the United States for
alleged interference into the affairs of
Vietnam and the Dominican Republic.

While their denunciations din in our
ears, it is well to remember that the cap-
tive European nations remain under alien
rule, and despite some slight improve-
ments of late, are still denied the enjoy-
ment of fundamental human rights.

Mr. Speaker, it seems altogether fitting
that, during Captive Nations Week, the
United States rededicate itself to stand-
ing firm against any further inroads by
communism on the people of the free
world, and offer to the enslaved peoples of
those captive nations renewed assurance
that we are working unceasingly for a
world based on freedom, justice, and
peace for all people everywhere.

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Or-
TINGER] may extend his remarks at this
point in the Recorp and include ex-
traneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, this
week we solemnly observe Captive Na-
tions Week, an annual occasion au-
thorized by Congress in July 1959. This
is a time for sober refiection and a re-
dedication to purpose. It is a time when
we must renew our pledge to keep alive
the ideals of freedom, democracy, and
independence which still exist among
those valiant people cut off from free-
dom by the totalitarian Iron Curtain.

Throughout their history, the coun-
tries of eastern Europe have suffered
under the domination of foreign despots.
For centuries, many of them have been
partitioned time and time again by for-
eign authoritarian powers without re-
gard to the feelings and wishes of the

17255

people. Following the First World War,
these nations finally gained the long-
denied right of independent statehood
and sovereignty. Yet, only a short time
later, they were dealt a cruel blow by
having their freedom and independence
usurped by the cancerous growth of
world communism. The Soviet Union, by
the force of arms as well as by conspiracy
and subversion, imposed its will on these
proud peoples.

Although these nations have been
subjugated physically, we cannot but
look with respect at their stoic determi-
nation to once again regain their free-
dom. Again and again they have re-
belled against tyranny. The world has
witnessed the courage and faith which
these peoples have shown in the face of
Soviet totalitarianism. Although their
rebellions—in Poznan, in Budapest, in
East Berlin and elsewhere—have been
brutally crushed by superior force, they
continue to demonstrate their persever-
ing belief in freedom and national unity.
Regardless of how hard Moscow has
tried to dominate these peoples and to
make them helpless pawns in their de-
sign, the free spirit of these nations
could not be subdued permanently with
armed force.

We have viewed with great alarm the
steady growth of communism not only
in Eastern Europe but in Africa, Asia,
and Latin America as well. Mainland
China, North Korea, North Vietnam,
and Cuba have fallen while other na-
tions are increasingly threatened.

Mr. Speaker, not only during this
special week but throughout the entire
yvear we must keep the fire of freedom
burning in the minds and spirits of the
peoples of the captive nations of the
world. We must let them know that
they have our full moral support, that we
shall resist further Communist aggres-
sion and at the same time help them to
achieve their most cherished goals:
freedom and independence.

I feel, however, that force must be
given to this moral support and that
definite action be taken to make
known—eclearly and fully—our desire to
promote the return of the peoples of
Eastern Europe and all other captive
nations, to the state whereby they can
freely determine their own social, politi-
cal, and economic institutions. I have,
therefore, introduced a resolution—
House Resolution 484—which ecalls
upon Congress to establish a Special
Committee on the Captive Nations. I
know how long and hard my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Froopl, had worked
to make this committee a reality. It is
with great pleasure that I join him and
others in this great effort.

Among other tasks, this committee
would study means by which the United
States can assist the captive nations by
peaceful processes in their present
plight and in their aspiration to regain
their national and individual freedom.

I believe that by this action, the peo-
ples of the captive nations, as well as
those of the free world, will fully com-
prehend our determination to aid all
;)leoples living under fear and oppres-

on.
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NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS—
PART CXXXII

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing article concerns the effort to re-
vitalize Paterson, N.J., and the lesson
that effort contains for New York. It is
part of the series on “New York City in
Crisis” and appeared in the New York
Herald Tribune of May 23, 1965.

The article follows:

How BUSINESSMEN REVITALIZED PATERSON—A
Lesson For NEw Yorx CITY?
(By Barrett McGurn)

Paterson is the kind of place where a bar
is likely to cover one-guarter of its front
with the blunt, brash legend "68° cool
inside.”

New Jersey’'s third largest city, it has
known family-run “cockroach” textile man-
ufacturing shops, labor, and race rlots, two-
family frame houses occupied by nine fam-
illes, boarding houses creeping into the best
residential districts and—recently—a 6-per-
cent decline in retall sales.

The latter helped trigger a businessman’s
revolt which promises to save this community
as the hub of northern New Jersey commerce,
a rebellion which illustrates what New York
City's own businessman Committee of 14—
now in formation—may be able to accomplish
for a far larger New York City in crisis.

The Paterson fall-off in shop sales occurred
between 1958 and 1964. Vast shopping cen-
ters had sprung up along the highways on
the outskirts. People could park out there.
Paint-peeled, skidding Paterson began to slip
more rapidly. The English castle which
Catholina Lambert had built in 1891 atop
Garret Mountain as a monument to his own
Paterson silk fortune looked no longer upon
a city of bustling hope. Itself now a mu-
seum, it seemed as If it were doomed to pon-
der a town of what once had been.

A DEMOCRATIC BROOM

Then the turn came. One-party (Repub-
lican) control of city hall was upset. A
Democratic new broom, wielded by young
Francis Xavier Graves, Jr., & businessman, be-
gan sweeping clean, but everything, at first,
was on a scattered project-by-project basis.
The State’s largest high school went up.
Several high rises for the old were planned
and, gradually, constructed. A $13 million
series of residential towers were bullt with
the help of two-thirds Federal financing.
Victor Gruen and associates were hired for
$35,000 to redesign the blighted 1l-square-
mile heart area of Paterson.

It was good, up to a point. But the down-
town 77 acres were merely part of the Gruen-
studied area. Would it get first priority as
the money-generating heart of the city?
Some young downtown businessmen were by
no means sure of that. They raised an extra
$20,000 for the Gruen peoples, and told them
to use it just for study of the 77 acres. What-
ever came out of it would be a free gift to
the city as an amplification of the overall
plan, they said.

That did 1t. The Ingenious businessman-
conceived tail soon wagged the dog. The city
and the Federal Government agreed to take
the 77 acres first as a $35 million three-quar-
ter Federal urban renewal project In the core
of downtown Paterson.
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The businessmen called themselves PLAN
(Paterson Looks Ahead Now). The mayor
chose to join rather than fight them. He
appointed eight of the PLAN group as his spe-
cial citizens committee to get the $35 million
project going. For the past year the eight
have been hard put to it, running their own
private store, manufacturing and banking
businesses, while doing the city’s work at the
same time, They have had dramatic results.

One job was to convince the Federal Gov-
ernment to give an initial $18 million with-
out a matching #6 million from Paterson.
The city’s bonding power was nil. Ingenious
book juggling convinced Federal examiners
that other do-good projects which Paterson
has been managing over the years could be
considered a $6 million counterpart.

WHICH TO ADMIT

Next it was necessary to get the owners
of 156 percent of the 77-acre area to agree to
demolition. By plot-switching, that was
accomplished.

After that there was the problem of de-
termining which companies and factories to
admit to the refurbished central area and
to an adjacent industrial park at Bunker
Hill. The PLANners figured they would be
over their heads handling that. They asked
the Ford Foundation for a grant for the hir-
ing of professional city planners, and the
foundation gave up with the equivalent., It
put the Paterson businessmen on to ACTION,
an urban renewal study group, which has
just recelved a Ford Foundation $500,000 al-
lotment for the handling of just such crises.
ACTION went to work in Paterson this week
and the first of the new wave of businesses
will begin getting land assignments Au-

st 1.
8u‘‘1"1‘(:»1;~a.1')1y the most dramatic moment in
the story was when Mayor Graves agreed to
let ACTION move in to assign the redevelop-
ment plots,” Charles Jacobs, one of the
PLANners, says.

“That was the test,” he said. *“The mayor
showed that he was breaking with the old
ways, that the project would not be turned
over to politiclans, that it would be kept In
the hands of experts.”

Mr. Jacobs, a young dry goods store opera-
tor, former Columbia Graduate School of
Journallsm student, is vice president of the
businessmen's Committee of Eight.

With ACTION now getting to work assign-
ing plots at the Bunker Hill industrial park
and elsewhere, the Paterson reform is en-
tering the stage of accomplishment, But
even now the gradually mounting efforts of
businessmen and a reform mayor have begun
to show effects, On July 1 the new trans-
continental highway 80 will open the section
linking Paterson with the George Washington
Bridge. It was thanks in large part to an
older Paterson business group, known as For-
ward Paterson, that the 90-percent Federal-
financed highway has curved within 5 blocks
of the heart of Paterson. Eighty-seven per-
cent of the thoroughfare's traffic along this
section is expected to start or stop in this
city.

@ WANTED: A HIGHWAY

Essentially the Gruen 77-acre plan is to
refurbish the sick downtown area, providing
garages for parking and, possibly, eventually
shutting some streets off as pedestrian malls,
What was needed as a topper, the business-
men felt, was a 50-mile-an-hour, 21;-mile
peripheral highway linking four main ar-
teries which parallel one another in the Pat-
erson area. It would be an extension of New
Jersey Route 20 and would run through all
or part of 60 small riverbank factories. Estl-
mated cost was $35 million. Earnest talk
with the factory operators shifted the
planned road slightly this way and that and
finally produced an agreement. The first leg
will be constructed 6 months from now. The
State and Federal Governments are each pay-
ing half,
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Paterson was a place where nobody in-
vested any more. It was hard to realize that
Alexander Hamilton as BSecretary of the
Treasury in 1791 had picked out this area of
Passalc River waterfalls as the site for one
of America’s first alphabet do-good opera-
tions (the SUM, Society for Establishing Use-
ful Manufactures). Textiles and silk had
come and gone. There was a question about
how long the present small plants and the
20-percent Negro and Puerto Rican popula-
tion would be able to carry on. Police and
fire costs were up. Assessed valuations were
down. Even now joblessness is still 5.4 per-
cent.

But the tide seems turned. Charles Jacobs
has followed his own good civic example and,
wearing his private hat, has invested in an
escalator in his dry goods store, first of its
kind in Paterson. Martin Sukenick, 48, treas-
urer of PLAN, and a member of the eight-
man citizens group, has helped put an 8,500~
foot extension on the bank of which he is
vice president. Others are doing the same
all around town. And new laws will catch
the laggards. Paterson has proved that a
crisls city which wishes to do so can help
itself.

NEW YORK CITY IN CRISIS—PART
CXXXIII

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter. :

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, the fol-
lowing article concerns the proposed
civilian police review board and is part
of the series on “New York City in Cri-
sis.” It appeared in the New York Herald
Tribune on May 24, 1965.

The article follows:

PovVERTY OFFICIAL'S REQUEST: PUT MINORITIES
oN PoLICE REVIEW BOARD

The head of Mayor Wagner's counecil
against poverty favors a civilian board which
would include at least one Negro and one
Puerto Rican to hear allegations of police
brutality in the city.

Dr. Arthur Courtney Logan, former chair-
man of HAR-YOU-ACT, sald yesterday on
the “Page One" show telecast by WABC-TV
that any review board “independent of the
control of the police department is basically
sound.” He did not endorse specifically the
plan advanced by Representative JoHN
Linpsay last week nor any other of several
different proposals.

He told reporters later, however, that
something must be done to improve the
plcture of the police in the minds of most
of the Negro and Puerto Rican population.
A review board completely divorced from
politics or any direct connection with city
agencies would go far toward accomplish-
ment of this end, he said.

He agreed that such a body would have
to be appointed by the mayor but suggested
that any possible “taint" would be removed
by the naming of such men as A. Philip
Randolph, president of the Brotherhood of
Sleeping Car Porters.

Dr. Logan sald also that there 1s “not
enough representation of the poor” on the
Council Against Poverty as constituted in
the mayor's executive order issued today.
He said that he has urged more membership
from the “target population” and was con-
fident that the number will increase as time

goes on.
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He said that he was “firmly convinced”
of the city administration’s desire that all
elements concerned should have a say in the
antipoverty program.

Dr. was reminded of widespread
criticlsm of the fact that some 40 percent
of all money available for the war against
poverty is going for salaries.

He defended this on the ground that most
of it is to be pald to “block workers” re-
crulted from among the poor people for
whose benefit the program was devised. He
pointed out that most of these workers are
nonprofessionals. Their own economic status
is improved because they are working reg-
ularly. At the same time, they are exactly
the ones to arouse their nelghbors from
apathy and convince them that their lot is
not hopeless after all.

THE HONORABLE EUGENE M.
ZUCKERT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Love]l may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LOVE. Mr. Speaker, today I
would like to pay special fribute to the
Honorable Eugene M. Zuckert who, as
Secretary of the Air Force for the past
415 years, has helped lead our country
many steps forward in this age of space.

I know of no man more diligent ir. his
work. He has served longer as Secretary
of the Air Force than any other man in
history. Since 1961, he has pushed for-
ward a strategic and tactical revolution
in our offensive area. There has been a
great improvement in missile accuracy as
well as a Liardening of missiles. Bombers
have become more effective due to better
disbursement and more flexibility. Our
airlift capacity has increased 200 percent
since 1961. All this has been accom-
plished under his leadership.

Secretary Zuckert is best known as a
manager. He set up the Designated Sys-
tems Management Group in the Air
Force which has for its prime objective
to spot problems before they develop.
Through his management, there has been
a great reduction in Air Force expendi-
tures and a greater degree of teamwork
with the other services.

For this dedication and leadership, I
would like to extend my personal thanks
to this outstanding public servant.

MIGRATORY FARM LABOR

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GILBERT]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, I wish to
call attention to an editorial in the New
York Times of July 18, 1965 entitled,
“Better Day for the Migrant,” which calls
attention to a matter in which I am

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

deeply interested; that is, the welfare of
the migratory American farm laborer.

The article follows:

BETTER DAY FOR THE MIGRANT

More than a half-year has passed since
Congress cut off the mass inflow of foreign
labor willing to work at starvation wages to
harvest American crops. Despite continued
expressions of anguish from many large
farmowners, the transition to total reliance
on domestic workers has been encouraging.
Only 1,500 foreign workers are now engaged
in offsetting local labor shortages on
American farms, compared with more than
54,000 at the same time last year.

A sterner test may come in September and
October; but thus far the evidence is strong
that the Nation’s food needs can be well met
without reopening the flood gates for low-
cost labor from Mexico, the West Indies and
other areas. Secretary of Labor Wirtz de-
serves credit for his refusal, under incessant
political pressure, to yield to the warnings
of disaster with which California growers
bombarded him. He stood courageously on
the principle that enough domestic labor
would be found if wages and living conditions
for fieldworkers were brought up to a level of
decency.

The interesting fact is not only that he has
been proved right on this score but also
that fruit and vegetable prices have not sky-
rocketed as a result of the bettered labor
standards. A Labor Department survey over
the past 9 weeks indicates that most farm
products have been selling in the wholesale
market at prices below those of 1964.. The
spread between what the housewife pays and
what it costs to pick most fruits and vegeta-
bles is so great that even a doubling of farm
wages would have only a slight direct impact
on market-basket prices.

The need now is to extend to migratory
American farm laborers some of the pro-
tections that are basic for virtually all other
American workers. Mr. Wirtz has told a
Senate subcommittee of his strong personal
support for the inclusion of farmworkers
under both the Federal minimum wage and
the statutory guarantees of freedom to bar-
gain collectively. But he emphasized that
there was no official administration position
in favor of either of these highly salutary
objectives. There cught to be.

A nation dedicated to abollshing poverty
cannot continue to neglect the most ele-
mentary rights of the most deprived group
in its work force.

Mr. Speaker, those who for 15 years
have exploited the bracero program
under which millions of migratory work-
ers were imported from abroad, still have
not given up their fight, although Con-
gress has ruled decisively that the prac-
tice must terminate. Corporate agricul-
tural interests cite section 214 of the Im-
migration and Nationality Act to justify
their designs. It is true that this section
presents the appearance of a loophole
in the legislation, although the intent of
Congress is clear. To end this equivoca-
tion, I have introduced H.R. 8313, which
states:

Nothing in this section shall be construed
as authorizing the importation of any allen
as a nonimmigrant * * * for the purpose of
employing the allen in the production of
agricultural commodities and produects.

I urge the support of my amendment.
Unless my amendment is passed, I fear
the agricultural interests which seek to
exploit foreign labor will not be stilled.
Until such exploitation is ended, once
and for all, it will be difficult to get on
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with plans to improve the wages and
working conditions of American migra-
tory farmworkers, which is the real ob-
jective of Congress.

ADLAI E. STEVENSON

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from New York [Mr, GILBERT]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the REecorp and include extraneous
maftter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GILBERT. Mr. Speaker, the en-
tire world, no less than the United States,
has lost a great champion in the death
of Adlai E. Stevenson.

Adlai Stevenson was the finest em-
bodiment of the American sense of re-
sponsibility toward all peoples. He never
faltered in the quest for peace. His
warm, humanitarian spirit was ever seek-
ing answers to the problems of disease,
poverty, illiteracy, and hunger. His
long and distinguished career was de-
voted in the first instance to the eciti-
zens of the United States, but Adlai
Stevenson never forgot for a moment
that Americans are part of a world com-
munity. In his service as the U.S. Am-
bassador to the United Nations, he won
the unparalleled confidence of friend,
neutral and foe. Adlai Stevenson, by the
force of circumstances, was deprived of
giving his fullest capacities to this Na-
tion, but of how many can it truly be
said, as it can be of him, that the world
is better for his having lived among us?

Adlai Stevenson had qualities of char-
acter that the finest eulogist is inade-
quate to describe. He had intellect and
judement, eloquence and style, kindness
and grace. In death he will be missed
by us all. I convey my deep sympathy
to his family, while noting that he is
sincerely mourned everywhere.

TEXANA: ED CLARK DONATES
SOUTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY
VALUABLE COLLECTION

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PICKLE] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PICKLE. Mr, Speaker, Hon. Ed-
ward Clark, Austin, Tex., Ambassador
Designate to Australia, is an eminent
lawyer and scholar and civic leader. In
addition, he is a great book collector,
particularly on subjects pertaining to the
Southwest.

Recently, Mr. Clark donated his val-
uable Texana collection of some 2,400
volumes to Southwestern University in
Georgetown, Tex., his original alma
mater for whom he has done so much
over the years. Southwestern University
is one of the great Methodist universi-
ties in our State.
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Recently, a story about this collection
of Texana appeared in the Austin Amer-
ican as follows:

[From the Austin American, July 15, 1965]

TexANA: Ep CrLARK GIVING SOUTHWESTERN
UNIVERSITY VALUABLE COLLECTION

Edward Clark, the newly appointed U.S.
Ambassador to Australia, will give his val-
uable collection of Texana, more than 2,400
volumes, to Southwestern University In
Geo! Wil

Clark announced the permanent home of
the collection Wednesday through Dr. H.
Balley Carroll, University of Texas history
professor and the outstanding authority on
books about Texas. Dr. Carroll has advised
Clark in the finding and purchase of the
volumes.

The Clark collection is one of the two
greatest such collections in private hands.
The other belongs to Cooper K. Ragan of
Houston.

It was about a dozen years ago Wwhile
Clark’s daughter Leila was studying Texas
history at UT that Clark became seriously
interested In collecting Texana.

Southwestern was chosen by Clark be-
cause of his strong emotional tles with the
university, extending back to the days when
he was an undergraduate there.

The collection will be housed in a room in
the new library addition under construction.

Weighing heavily in Clark’s decision is
Southwestern’'s strong Texas history studies

rogram.

“The history department at the university
in Georgetown is an excellent department,
and we are certain both students and fac-
ulty will make creative use of these books,”
sald Dr. Carroll.

The Clark home is absolutely full of
books, with some volumes resting on the
stalrways, and a special section of the law
offices of Clark, Thomas, Harris, Dennis
& Winters in the Capital National Bank
Bullding is devoted to Texas books.

“There isn't a stray in the collection,” Dr.
Carroll said. “It is absolutely pure—con-
tains nothing but Texana, and each volume
was carefully selected.”

‘While no careful appraisal has been made
of the value of the books, Dr. Carroll esti-
mates—and he emphasizes that this is a
conservative estimate—that the collection is
worth more than $50,000.

The Clark Texana collection may weigh a
bit heavier in biography than in other fields.
It includes a virtually complete gathering of
the biographies of the President of the Re-
public of Texas and Governors.

It also includes the good biographies of
other outstanding Texans.

The Ambassador has also been interested
in acquiring materials about early peace offi-
cers and badmen.

“There is a nice amount of county his-
tory,” pointed out Dr. Carroll, who added
that east Texas, Clark's home country, is
more heavily represented. While the serious
collection of books by Clark is a recent
hobby, his interest in history runs back to
his boyhood in San Augustine.

Among the rarest and most expensive
items are a group of immigrant guides put
out in the various European languages dur-
ing the peak of the great era of immigration
to Texas—during the days of the Swante
Palms,

Not only does Clark follow the New York
book auctions and the rare book catalogs
to pick up missing pieces of Texana, he reads
the books.

“He's as Interested In reading a book at
home as he is in reading a brief at the office,”
Dr. Carroll said.

Since the Australian appointment came
up, Clark has become interested in Austra-
lian history and especially in Australia's “Out
back—the Australian frontier, which re-
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minds Clark of his own Texas and Ameri-
can West frontier,

The giving of the collection to South-
western doesn’t end Clark’s interest in Tex-
ana. He has promised Southwestern that
he will continue to add to the collection the
rest of his life.

“Book collecting is like a drug,” Dr. Car-
roll summed up. “There's no cure.”

THE U.N. AND VIETNAM

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. REUSS]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, many of us
believe that the United Nations has a
constructive role to play in Vietnam.

But before it can play such a role there,
or anywhere, it must be put back on its
feet. The present deadlock over assess-
ments for past peacekeeping operations
which has paralyzed the United Nations
must be resolved. This in turn will re-
quire that Congress act as soon as pos-
sible to amend the concurrent resolu-
tion adopted last August which requires
the U.S. representative at the United
Nations to seek a showdown.

In an article in the current issue of
Commonweal magazine, I attempt to
set forth why Congress should modify
its position on the application of article
19 and seek to create a United Nations
presence in Vietnam. The text of the
article follows:

THE U.N. AND VIETNAM

Despite the natural tendency to back the
Government’s policy in times of foreign diffi-
culty, many Americans are troubled about
our role in Vietnam. True, few want to pull
out and leave the 16 milllon South Viet-
namese to Communist rule by force and ter-
ror. Rather, it is the manner in which the
United States has engaged itself in Vietnam
that produces the uneasiness.

The United States has acted unilaterally.
It is a western, and largely white nation, vir-
tually going it alone in southeast Asia in a
war which is not manifestly, or wholly, a war
against foreign aggression. The United States
has placed itself in a position much too
reminiscent of the French in their ill-con-
sldered effort to recolonize Indo-China after
World War II.

Communist China is not directly involved
in the conflict, and North Vietnam does its
best to disguise and deny its involvement
On the other hand, the growing U.S. partici-
pation in what many Asians and others re-
gard as primarily a Vietnamese civil war
tends to excite fears of American imperialism
and to corroborate China’s claim to be the
champion of national liberation in Asia.

American leaders have continually pledged
devotion to the United Nations as mankind's
best hope of preserving peace. Yet we have
signally falled to prove this devotion in
southeast Asia.

In bypassing the United Nations, we are
not only depriving ourselves of an oppor-
tunity to strengthen the morail, political,
and military basis of our effort to preserve
freedom of choice for the South Vietnamese.
We are also exhibiting disrespect for the
United Nations and are violating the letter
as well as the spirit of its charter, thereby
undermining the peacekeeping capacity of
the United Nations.
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The primary purpose of the United Nations,
as set forth in article I of the charter, is
“to maintaln international peace and secu-
rity, and to that end to take effective col-
lective measures for the preservation and
removal of threats to the peace * * *." By
ignoring the United Nations in our Vietnam
policy, we frustrate this purpose.

More specifically, article 37 of the charter
provides that the parties to any dispute
which is likely to endanger the maintenance
of International peace and security “shall
refer it to the Security Council” if they fail
to settle it by negotiation or other peaceful
means. And if a veto blocks action by the
Security Council, the General Assembly is
empowered to take charge and make recom-
mendations under the “uniting for peace"
resolution.

The United Nations has acted honorably
and effectively to help restore peace in other
international conflicts, notably in Korea, the
Middle East, the Congo, and rus.

There are obvious difficulties and limita-
tions for the United Nations in any conflict
involving great powers. But great powers
are no more exempt from the charter than
small nations. In the EKorean invasion, the
United Nations acted against North Korea,
the agent of the Soviet Union. In the Middle
East, the world organization embarked on
peace-restoring efforts over the opposition of
two permanent members of the Security
Council, the United EKingdom and France.

But prior to President Johnson's speech
at San Francisco on June 25, spokesmen for
the administration consistently deprecated
all suggestions that the United Nations
should play a major peace-restoring rule in
southeast Asia. They advanced three main
arguments against a United Nations presence.

First, it was said that the U.N. could not
play a useful role unless North Vietnam and
Communist China agreed. This they obvi-
ously were not doing. North Vietnam'’s
denial of the Security Council’s competence
to consider the Tonkin Gulf incidents last
summer, and Peiping radio’'s condemnation
of U.N. meddling were cited as evidence that
the two Communist nations would not agree
to a U.N. presence.

But the point is that thelr agreement is
unnecessary. The idea that the criminal
must assent to being restrained and hauled
before the bar is as absurd in international
peacekeeping as it would be in domestic law-
enforcement. The United Nations did not
seek the agreement of the North Korean
aggressors before it acted in 1950. The exist-
ence or lack of North Vietnamese and
Chinese acceptance of a U.N. role affects the
manner in which the U.N. can operate, but
it surely does not prevent it from oper-
ating.

It is equally irrelevant that neither North
Vietnam nor Communist China is a mem-
ber of the U.N. Article 2 of the Charter
provides that “The Organization shall in-
sure that states which are not members of
the United Nations act in accordance with
these principles so far as may be necessary
for the maintenance of international peace
and security.”

A second argument against bringing the
Vietnamese conflict before the United Na-
tions i1s that to do so might force the Soviet
Union into a vigorous defense of North
Vietnam and China. Not only might this
prevent a possibly useful Soviet role as a
behind-the-scenes negotiator in southeast
Asia; worse, it might harden up the entire
post-Stalin softer Soviet line.

In truth, the Soviet Union has been sub-
jected to wvery conflicting pressures over
Southeast Asia. On the one hand, it has
no desire to become involved in the risk of
a mutually disastrous nuclear exchange with
the United States over South Vietnam. On
the other hand, it must publicly take an
anti-U.S, position or court further erosion
of its leadership position in the Communist
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world, Most likely, invoking the United
Nations in Vietnam would have little effect
on the Soviet Union's position. She would
continue to fulminate publicly against the
United States, But it is by no means
clear that she would vote or act against a
U.S. position which was genuinely retricted
to preventing the subjugation of South Viet-
nam by force.

A third argument is that if the Vietnam
issue were brought before the UN. US.
policy would come in for sweeping and
damaging criticlsm. Too many nations, it
is said, regard the Vietnman conflict not
as aggression but as a conflict among two
segments of the Vietnamese people.

The existence of such sentiments among
the countries of the free world is, in fact,
an argument for taking the Vietnam con-
flict before the United Nations. The United
States should not and need not fear debate
or the exposure of the facts, By ignoring
the U.N. and avoiding debate, we allow sus-
picions and doubts about our policies and
motives to grow. By going before the U.N.,
we can make our point that what is at
stake is the independence of small nations.

The General Assembly should respond to
such an appeal. As Dag Hammarskjold ob-
served, it is not primarily the great powers
who have need of the United Nations' ca-
pacity to protect national security. They
can take care of themselves. It is the small
and weak that benefit most. And these na-
tions, I think, if squarely presented with the
question, will be unwilling to see the United
Nations stand by idly while a small Asian
nation is undermined and engulfed.

If the United Nations takes jurisdiction
over the threat to world peace which exists
in southeast Asia, as the letter of the char-
ter provides, the United States will be better
off no matter what the result. We will be
better off because we will have shown that
our words of devotion to the U.N. are mean-
ingful.

In short, if the United States will adopt
in the U.N. a substantive position which
stresses that our opposition is to violent
change of Government in South Vietnam
(not to peaceable change brought about by
U.N.-supervised free elections there), and if
we present our case plainly and well, we stand
to gain from U.N. debate much more than we
stand to lose.

For the past year and more, a number of
voices In Congress and in the country have
been urging that the United Nations be
brought into the Vietnam conflict. Senators
CHURCH, of Idaho, Morse, of Oregon, and
GRUENING, of Alaska, have spoken up in the
Senate. I have taken a similar position in
the House. Thoughtful students of inter-
national affairs such as Benjamin Cohen,
former counselor of the State Department
and member of the U.S. delegation to the
U.N. have sounded the call for a U.N. presence
in Vietnam. Last month the Democratic
Party of Wisconsin in its annual convention
at Green Bay unanimously adopted a plank
urging that “the United Nations be called
upon to provide a presence in southeast Asia,
in order to pacify the area, conduct free elec-
tions, and sponsor its economic develop-
ment."”

Happily, President Johnson appears to have
rejected the keep-the-U.N.-out school of
thought In his speech commemorating the
20th anniversary of the United Nations on
June 25 at San Francisco:

“I put to this world assembly the facts
of aggression, the right of a people to be
free from attack, the interest of every mem-
ber in safety against molestation, the duty of
this organization to reduce the dangers to
peace, and the unhesitating readiness of the
United States to find a peaceful solution.

“I call upon this gathering of the nations
of the world to use their influence, individ-
ually and collectively, to bring to the tables
those who seem determined to make war. We
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will support your efforts, as we will support
effective action by any agent or agency of
these United Nations.”

Those are fine words and a great step for-
ward. But the speech was significant also
for what the President did not say.

Two other things must be sald, sooner or
later: how the paralysis of the United Na-
tions over the financial question can be re-
solved so that the U.N, can again act for
world peace when it is called upon, and how
the Vietnamese conflict is to be brought be-
fore the world organization.

The real barrier to United Nations action
in southeast Asla at this time is the financial
question which has turned the General As-
sembly into a mere debating soclety, incap-
able of action and one step ahead of bank-
ruptey.

The Soviet Union has refused to pay its
assessments for the United Nations peace-
keeping operations in the Middle East and
in the Congo. France has refused to pay
anything for the Congo operation, although
it supported the Middle East force, even
making voluntary contributions.

The Soviet contention is that the assess-
ments are illegal since both operations were
authorized by the General Assembly and, in
their view, this power is reserved to the
Becurity Council under the charter. The
French argue that the General Assembly
resolutions on financing are merely recom-
mendatory.

An opinion of the International Court of
Justice, which held that the assessments
for the two peace-keeping operations were
“expenses of the organization” and therefore
obligatory, has falled to shake the French
and Soviet positions.

By the opening of the 19th General Assem-~
bly last December, both France and the So-
viet Union owed more than 2 years' assess-
ments and, under article 19, were subject to
the loss of their votes in the General Assem-
bly.

The United States was ready to invoke
article 19. Congress, with administration
encouragement, had passed a concurrent
resolution in August 1964, calling on the
permanent U.S. delegate to the U.N. to “make
every effort to assure invocation of article
19.”

Russia threatened to withdraw if deprived
of its vote, and there was a good chance that
France would do likewise, thus raising the
specter of the United Nations going the way
of the League of Nations.

The result, during the 19th General Assem-
bly, was paralysls. A clear majority of na-
tlons was determined to avold at all costs
a vote that threatened to result in a disas-
trous showdown. They were afraid either to
apply article 19 or not to apply it, afraid of
ousting Russia or of grievously offending the
United States. So the world organization,
set up to be an effective Instrument to pre-
serve the peace, dragged along in tragi-
comedy.

To make an unavoidable decision between
two contenders for a seat on the Security
Council, the president of the Assembly held
“consultations” in his office. “We go into
the back room and vote and then say we
have not voted,” one delegate remarked. But
this discreditable device would not work for
the long agenda of items from a troubled
world before the Assembly.

A special peace-keeping committee set up
to solve the problem before the convening
of the 20th General Assembly in September
has done no better than the Assembly itself
in breaking the impasse. A June 15 dead-
line for some resolution came and went.

By now it should be clear that the United
Nations cannot gain by a confrontation that
will result either in our defeat or in the
withdrawal of the Soviet Union and France
from the world organization.

The United States should take the initia-
tive in revitalizing the United Nations, based
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on the reality that as of today the major
sovereign states simply will not be compelled
to pay for peace-keeping operations which
they consider harmful to their best inter-
ests. The Unlted States should support the
proposition that future peace-keeping oper-
ations be financed by voluntary contribu-
tions. In fact, only the Congo and Middle
East operations have been financed by the
involuntary assessments that are at the cen-
ter of the current controversy. More than
a dozen U.N. peace-keeping operations, in-
cluding those in Korea and Cyprus, have been
financed by other means. As for the past,
the United States, while remaining zealous
to invoke article 19 against countries in ar-
rears on their regular U.N. dues, should not
press article 19 on the Middle East and Congo
special assessments.

If the 20th General Assembly is to be saved
from the debilitating fate of its predecessor,
the United States must act in the few weeks
remaining before the Assembly convenes and
Congress adjourns. Congress has to clear the
way by passing a new resolution modifying
Congress’ injunction of last August to seek
the application of article 19. A new reso-
Iution, such as I introduced in April, should
provide merely that the United States con-
tinue efforts to obtaln the payment of ar-
rears by negotiation, with the hope that
some scheme of voluntary contributions will
prove acceptable once the attempt to re-
quire payment is abandoned.

With the United Nations revivified, the
way will be open for the Vietnam conflict
to be brought before it. President Johnson
has already declared our willingness to sup-
port any U.N. action. There remains the
question of who will initiate the considera-
tion of such action.

I would hope that one of the small powers
which have the most to galn from the
strengthening of U.N. securlty operations—
an Ireland, Austria, Israel, or Costa Rica—
would take the lead. If not, I believe the
United States itself must raise the matter
before the U.N. A U.N. peacekeeping opera-
tion authorized by the General Assembly can
be supported by the voluntary contributions
of willlng members, according to the Korean
precedent.

The precise form of the U.N. operation will
depend upon the circumstances at the time
and the response of the North Vietnamese
and their Chinese backers. Action by the
United Nations calling for a cease-fire and
negotiations, either at a reconvened Geneva
conference or in a new setting, is a first step.
The United States must assert its willingnes
to abide by a properly supervised cease-fire.
If the Communists refuse such a cease-fire,
a U.N. peacekeeping force should be stationed
both on South Vietnam'’s borders to prevent
further infitration of men and arms from
the North, and within South Vietnam itself.
Undoubtedly, the United States would have
to supply the lion's share of the troops and
money for the operation, as in Korea. But
we would still benefit, since our costs would
be less than if we continue to act virtually
unilaterally, and since the force would be
operating under the moral umbrella of the
United Nations.

As pacification of South Vietnam pro-
gressed, the United Nations would be in a
far better position than the United States
to assist in the development of the country
without any stigma of colonialism and to
supervise an eventual plebiscite in which
the people of South Vietnam could freely
choose their own form of government. For
our part, we would have to announce our
readiness to abide by that result even if it
might mean the submersion of South Viet-
nam into North Vietnam.

Bringing the United Nations into Vietnam
is not a cure-all or an easy solution. As the
mainstay of a U.N. operation, the United
States will continue to be confronted with
hard tasks in Vietnam. But invoking the
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U.N. would strengthen our military, moral,
and political posture in southeast Asia and
help build the peacekeeping precedents of
the U.N.

There is much to be done affer San Fran-
cisco. But the foundation is laid.

TRIBUTE TO ADLAI STEVENSON BY
RICHARD N. GOODWIN, SPECIAL
ASSISTANT TO THE PRESIDENT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BRADEMAS]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, these
past few days many of us have voiced
with heavy hearts our respect and our af-
fection for Adlai E. Stevenson.

A moving tribute to Governor Steven-
son and analysis of his role in American
life, written by Richard N. Goodwin, Spe-
cial Assistant to President Johnson, ap-
peared in the Washington Post on July
18, 1965. Mr. Goodwin is himself a
splendid example of the generation of
young Americans who were inspired by
Governor Stevenson to go into public
service.

The text of Mr. Goodwin's article
follows:

He NeveEr LEarnNeEDp To Hme His SouL

“We shall not come again
We never shall come back again
But over us all, over us all,
Over us all is—something.”
—THOoMAS WOLFE.
(By Richard N. Goodwin)

Twice he had come as close as a man could
come to leadership of the American Nation.
Yet no one noticed as, for a moment, Adlai
Stevenson looked toward the caped statue of
Franklin Roosevelt, walked a few hundred
yards, grasped the thin steel columns of a
sidewalk railing, and died.

Questions of man's survival, of war, and
of human progress had very nearly rested on
the qualities of his personal mind and will.
The destiny of every man and woman he
passed that afternoon was almost placed in
his hand. Yet no one cheered or waved or
even turned to stare.

For he had escaped power. And for a
politiclan, power is the tool which etches
out one man’s figure from among his com-
panions.

IMPRESSIVE QUALITIES

Would he have been a good leader of his
country, or a great one? We will never know.
Many deny it. And they give reasons which
start to persuade, until we remember that
they—or their counterparts in other years—
had said the same of past leaders such as
John EKennedy and Franklin Roosevelt and,
most violently, of Abraham Lincoln,

The fact is no man who has not been
President can survive analysis of his capacity
for the task. Nor can we predict his qualities
until they pass through the purification of
power and responsibility. We do know he
had more promise than most. We do know
the impressive qualities of mind and spirit
his career permitted him to reveal. We also
know he was ambitious. For you do not run
for President unless your ambitions are
greater than those of other men.

Was that ambition tinged with self-doubt?
It is for every man except the very danger-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ous, Did he have the courage of decision?
His own words, public and in private conver-
sation, cloud judgment, But perhaps they
only mask the fact that never in his public
life did he fail to decide when it was time to
decide; except in 1960 when the shameful
prospect of leading his party to a third de-
feat postponed judgment beyond the reach
of action,

Where public issues were concerned he
spoke—on the platform and in the meeting
room—with a clarity of conviction few had
courage to match. And on this question the
judgment of those who knew him is disfig-
ured by the tortured musings of a man who
had never quite learned the trick of hiding
his soul; whose confidence had been twisted
and battered by defeat and by the indiffer-
ence and contempt of lesser men, which fin-
ally killed him.

He was not, as some have sald, marked by
fate for fallure. He was the victim of less
mystical forces: bad luck; poor timing, un-
fortunate issues, a party too long in office,
and an opponent who could not be defeated.
Had 6 percent of American voters switched
to him in 1952 then all the hesitation and
humility would today be regarded as the
skillful genius of a master politiclan.

So we do not know, and will never know,
if Adlal Stevenson would have been a good
President of the United States. But we must
be reluctant to believe that the judgment of
so many who had desired his victory so furi-
ously could have been so wrong.

Great men of affairs are either kings or
prophets. Very few are both. And honor
comes more reluctantly to prophets because
they touch us more deeply. Adlal Stevenson
never became a king, but he was a prophet.
Death is already beginning to dissolve the
masks of public fallure and private person-
ality which hide that recognition. It will
become clearer as the self-justifying com-
mentaries of those who scorned him in life
begin to fade.

SEED ON UNPLOWED GROUND

I knew Adlal Stevenson as a colleague in
my work for President Kennedy and, more
recently for President Johnson. Both valued
him most highly. Both had worked for his
election to the office which they, not he, were
to hold. Both knew, as others did not, what
it took to bare yourself—ambitions and
hopes—to the faithful, the indifferent, and
the hostile alike.

Many others in Washington, in these years,
looked at him with a certain condescension.
At times, thankfully only a few times, my
own instinet was submerged in the need to
be fashionable, But Adlal Stevenson will be
mourned more deeply and remembered
longer than any of these. It is not that mil-
lions loved him and millions more admired
him because they did not know him. It is
that closeness and ambition, envy and rival-
ry obscure the heart’s truth, Yet that is the
truth that finally matters;, which selects the
man from among the shadows, sadly past the
hour when recognition might bring personal
joy.

But though I knew him and admired him,
opposed him in 1860 and occasionally
worked with him thereafter, many can
speak far more intimately than I.

I remember best the Adlal Stevenson I
never knew, when the world was young and
the ringing phrases tumbled like the sowers
seed on the unplowed ground.

In the fall of 1952 I was a senior in col-
lege in Massachusetts. John EKennedy was
a young Congressman I had never met now
running for the Senate. And Lyndon John-
son was the uncertainly famillar name of a
Senator from Texas.

But Adlal Stevenson was my hero and my
leader and my candidate for President of
the United States. I never met him or even
saw him nor had I read the carefully crafted
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texts of his speeches. But something was
in the air. My tiny world suddenly seemed
to widen. Events and the course of his-
tory were drifting back within the reach of
a man's skill and brains. The pursuit of
power, and its use, were not solely the object
of greed and “vaulting ambition” but in-
fused with service and nobility and the love
of others.

It wasn't that he talked sense or spoke
the truth harshly. It was the more pro-
found act of telling us—my 'generation—
what we knew but didn’t realize. He re-
vealed a world we already sensed was there,
bared challenges we were aching to under-
take. The words were the words of sacri-
fice but the music sang of meaning and
purpose to a young man.

As much as any, he was the end of post-
war America and the beginning of a time
still nameless. We knew and still repeated
the old political phrases and the outworn
battle cries. But we did not understand
them because the lines had been drawn in
a different war, and it was not our war.
Now finally, there was a language we could
understand and make our own,

THE ELEVATED INTELLIGENCE

Eight dreary, near-tragic, years were to
pass before that prophesy was to be ful-
filled by different men. It is hard to over-
state the extent to which he helped shape
the dialog, and hence the purposes, of the
New Frontier and then the Great Soclety.
He dissolved the old, unserviceable simplici-
ties and taught us to apply to the world the
complex wisdom we have used so trium-
phantly in the affairs of our Nation: We
could seek peace while resisting danger.
Everyone who was not a friend was not an
enemy. Agreement and accommodation
could come from self-confidence as well as
fear. By helping others we could strengthen
ourselves. Particular problems could be re-
solved, but we must learn to live for gen-
erations with a troubled world. The con-
test was not simply between our system and
communism, but between those who found
security in dominion and those who found it
in a world of strong and diverse lands.

And all these principles, and many more,
he suffused with another welcome and shin-
ing truth: the pursuit of national self-
interest was not inconsistent with the de-
sire for justice and dignity and well-being
for all the people of the world—that there
was no basic unresolvable contradiction be-
tween realistic policles and high ideals.

To our domestic problems he brought the
same elevated and critical intelligence. He
told us our sights were too low, the course
we had charted too narrow. In every area
of our national life we not only could do
more than we were doing but more than we
thought. And he taught that wealth was
not excellence, power was not greatness, the
pursuit of abundance was not the pursult of
happiness.

After he spoke, no leader of his party nor
the dialog of democracy itself, would ever
sound the same again. He was eloquent
and acclaimed for elogquence, but finally it
was not how he spoke but what he said that
mattered. Others would bring new accents
and perhaps even greater powers to leader-
ship. But it had all begun in Springfield,
I1l., in that hopeful dawn year of 1952,

CITIZEN-POLITICAN CREATED

The most far-sighted policles molder and
dissolve, lose content and direction, in the
hands of the mediocre and the indifferent.
The Nation rests on the quality of its publie
men, and they in turn are shaped by the
quality of American politics. Adlal Steven-
son brought many individuals into govern-
ment who have enriched the administra-
tions of President Kennedy and President
Johnson. But this is the least of it. More
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than any man, he created the citizen-poli-
tician. He told an entire generation there
was room for intelligence and idealism in
public life, that politics was not just a way
to live but a way to live greatly, that each
of us might share in the passions of the age.

My first experience in national politics
was In an overflowing, chaotic room of the
volunteers for Stevenson. Many thousands
had the same initiation. Today, the citi-
zens groups, the volunteers, the clubs to dis-
cuss issues and the clubs to reform politics,
are a force which every politiclan must con-
front, and which the best will welcome.
Thus, he changed the face of American poli-
tics; enriching the democracy, providing a
base on which talent could aspire to power,
opening a gateway to public life through
which many who never heard his voice will
someday enter.

All these—ideas and men—are contribu-
tions to be remembered. But there was
something more to Adlal Stevenson, a quality
that resists thought and language alike.
For none of this explains the flerce desire
millions brought to his cause, the disap-
pointed tears of many who never knew him,
the deep impulse which could make even
experienced politicians forget commitment
and interest alike to be at his side.

It was not the first time we have seen this
quality, nor the last. But how rare it is
in those who find their way to power.

Part of it was in his lesson. It was not
a new lesson. It runs like a veln of light
through the dark history of the race. It
suffuses the religion and beliefs of every peo-
ple. It says that man is more than the sum
of his needs and desires and fears. It en-
nobles those who look beyond their own in-
terest to great principle. It acclaims, not
wealth and power, but the charity of the
spirit and the reach of the heart.

LOVE FELT BY MILLIONS

This i1s what he wanted for the American
people. And although we may never be equal
to it, many loved him for thinking we could,

The rest was the man himself. You did
not need to know him to feel it, although
knowing brought confirmation. There was
a gentleness, a spaclousness of sensibility, a
love which in unseen ways was felt by mil-
lions. He could laugh and be cynical. If
he read these words he would joke about
them and he would deride this writing with
soft self-deprecation. But all the wonderful
humor, the urbanity, the captiousness was,
in large part, a mask to protect himself from
a world which so easily confused humility
with weakness, sentiment with unreality,
amplitude of understanding with failure of
will. Many who met him were fooled. Mil-
lions who never met him, knew the truth.

This is the secret of today’s mourning and
to his place in the play of passion clothed
in fact which is history. People return what
they recelve. They belleve in the man who
believed in them and thus made them believe
in themselves. They love the man who loved
them and thus let them love themselves a
little more. They honor the leader who told
them they were better than they were and,
in so doing, made it so.

He has often been compared to Hamlet,
And those who make the comparison do so
as a metaphor of irresolution. Hamlet is
the story of a man who tries to understand
and reach for certainty before he strikes.
Put he does strike; and for justice loses
kingship and life while the election lights
on a young and valiant captain.

Our judgment must echo Shakespeare's
own when the new king stands beside Ham-
let’'s body, saying:

“Let four captains
Bear Hamlet, like a soldier, to the stage;
For he was likely, had he been put on,
To have prov'd most royally. . . ."
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PRESIDENT JOHNSON’S TEACHER
BILL MESSAGE OF JULY 17, 1965,
GIVES BOOST TO TEACHER FEL-
LOWSHIP AND TEACHER CORPS
BILLS

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BRADEMAS]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I was
pleased indeed to have been present at
the White House last Saturday, July 17,
1965, to hear President Johnson make his
eloquent statement urging Congress to
enact into law during this session legis-
lation to improve the quality of the ele-
mentary and secondary school teachers
of our country.

It was of course gratifying to hear the
President speak of the efforts of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the General
Education Subcommittee of the House
Education and Labor Committee, the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. PERKINS]
and my own efforts in drafting and
sponsoring legislation to authorize both
a teacher fellowship program and a na-
tional teacher corps.

Mr. PerkiNs has introduced both a
teacher fellowship bill (H.R. 7309) and
a teacher corps bill (H.R. 9833), and
I have introduced a teacher fellowship
bill (H.R. 9627). Our General Education
Subcommittee has for the last several
days been conducting hearings on both
these proposals. We have been most
encouraged by the strong support which
has been evidenced for these measures
from many groups and from outstanding
educators.

President Johnson'’s proposed Teach-
ing Professions Act of 1965 contains three
major provisions, two of which, the
teacher fellowship and teacher corps
programs, are directly based on the bills
we have been considering in our subcom-
mittee and which, in the Senate, are now
under consideration by the Labor and
Public Welfare Committee as proposed
titles to the Higher Education Act of
1965.

The principal sponsor of the teacher
fellowship bill in the other body is the
distinguished Senior Senator from Ore-
gon, Senator WAYNE Morse, while the
chief advocates of the national teacher
corps bill are the distinguished junior
Senators from Massachusetts, Senator
KenNEDY, and Wisconsin, Senator NEL-
sow. Indeed, Senator NeLson testified
last week on these measures before our
General Education Subcommittee.

In order to enable the General Educa-
tion Subcommittee to continue its con-
sideration of the teacher fellowship and
teacher corps proposals on which we have
been working, Congressman PerxINs has
today introduced the administration ver-
sion of these measures.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that our sub-
committee will be able to blend the best
in the President’s proposals with the best
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in ours to develop a bill that will help
produce the best possible schoolteachers
for America’s children.

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous consent
I insert at this point in the Recorp the
text of President Johnson's White House
statement of July 17, 1965. Let me do
so with the observation that the Presi-
dent’s sense of urgency about the con-
gressional action on this legislation dur-
ing this session of Congress was demon-
strated by his interpolating, with great
emphasis, the words, “now—now,” to-
ward the end of his prepared remarks so
that, as delivered, they read:

I am calling upon the Congress to make
this beginning now—now, even though It is
well along in its present session.

The statement by President Johnson,
July 17, 1965, follows:
STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT

Like many of my fellow Americans, I be-
lieve that this land's most noble enterprise
is the work of education; that, in our Na-
tion’s classrooms, our future is being built.
And I believe that the chief architects of
that future are the teachers of America.

Today I have completed work upon a legis-
lative proposal which is a testament to those
beliefs: the Teaching Professions Act of
1965. It is now on its way to the Congress.

Today in the United States there are
1,800,000 teachers in elementary and secon-
dary schools. By this fall we will need
193,000 new teachers merely to accommodate
growing enrollments and to replace teachers
who retire and leave the profession. We will
need nearly 2 million new teachers in the
next 10 years.

Yet our needs cannot be expressed in num-
bers. Tomorrow'’s teachers must not merely
be plentiful enough; they must be good
enough. They must possess not only the old
virtues of energy and dedication, but new
knowdelge and new skill. And if we are to
have the best avallable teachers, we must
attract to teaching the best available
students.

Today almost 5 percent of our teachers—
85,000—lack adequate certification. Almost
10 percent have less than a bachelor’s de-
gree; only 25 percent have a master’'s degree.

Our Nation, whose needs are so immense
and whose wealth is so great, can do better.
We must do better., And this act offers a
way to begin.

The Teaching Professions Act of 1965 will
establish, first, a National Teacher Corps.
Members of the Corps—experienced teachers
and students who plan to make teaching a
career—would go together to the city slums
and to rural areas of poverty to offer what
these troubled regions need most: light and
learning; help—and hope.

Second, the act will create a program of
fellowships to prepare superior students for
teaching careers in elementary and secondary
schools and to help teachers renew their
knowledge and skills. The Federal Govern-
ment already assists men and women making
their careers in college teaching. Now is the
time to do the same for those who serve at
the elementary and secondary school levels.

Finally, this act will provide direct assist-
ance to institutions of higher learning so
that they may develop better programs for
teacher education.

The Teaching Professions Act of 1965 is a
composite of hard thinking about educa-
tional problems in the Congress, in the ex-
ecutive branch, and in the teaching profes-
slon. It owes much to the proposals of
Senators GAYLorp NELsON and Epwarp KEN-
weEDY for a National Teacher Corps; to Sen-
ators WaynNeE Morse and CrLiFrForp Case, and
Representatives CARL PERKINS and JOHN
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BrapEmas for a program of fellowships for
teachers; and to Representative Parsy MINK
for a program of Federal grants to teachers
for sabbatical leaves.

I am calling upon the Congress to make
this beginning even though it is well along
in its present session. The problems con-
fronting us in education do not diminish
with the passage of time; neither should our
geal for solving those problems. This act
may be just a beginning: but now is the time
to begin.

Henry Adams said, “A teacher affects
eternity; he can never tell where his in-
fluence stops.” This act, I belleve, will have
an eternal influence on this Nation.

A FORMIDABLE FORCE FOR WORLD
PEACE WITH FREEDOM AND JUS-
TICE

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. McDowegLL] is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. McDOWELL. Mr. Speaker, each
year, in accordance with Public Law 90
of the 86th Congress, Captive Nations
Week is observed. This is the week each
year during which we in this Nation seek
to give appropriate recognition to those
formerly free nations which now bear the
heavy yoke of Soviet imperialism. We
also recognize, as Professior Dobriansky
has pointed out:

Over two dozen captive nations with a
population close to a billion people repre-
sent a powerful deterrent agailnst overt So-
viet Russian and Red Chinese aggression
and thus a formidable force for world peace
with freedom and justice.

For 25 years the peoples of Estonia,
Latvia, and Lithuania have not only been
denied the basic rights of self-determina-
tion, but have been subjugated under the
tyranny of the Soviet Government.

The House of Representatives took
note of this on June 21 when it adopted
without a single dissenting vote House
Concurrent Resolution 416, which was
sponsored by 70 Members and which was
similar to legislation which I have intro-
duced. This resolution was a powerful
statement in behalf of freedom of the
people of the Baltic States, and was the
product of the hearings held by the Sub-
committee on Europe of the House For-
eign Affairs Committee. These hearings
were a part of the series of hearings
held by the House Foreign Affairs Sub-
committee over a period of several years,
and attests to the deep interest of the
Congress in the plight of these subju-
gated people. This resolution stated
that:

All peoples have the right to self-determi-
nation; by virtue of that right they freely
determine their political status and freely
pursue their economic, social, cultural, and
religious development; and the Baltic peo-

ples of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania have
been foreibly deprived of these rights by the
Government of the Soviet Union; and the
Government of the Soviet Union, through a
program of deportations and resettlement
of peoples, continues in its effort to change
the ethnic character of the populations of the
Baltic States.

The resolution noted that it has been
the firm and consistent policy of the
Government of the United States to sup-
port the aspirations of Baltic peoples for
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self-determination and national inde-
pendence, and that there exist many his-
torical, cultural, and family ties between
the peoples of the Baltic States and the
American people.

Finally, the resolution urged the Presi-
dent of the United States to direct the
attention of world opinion at the United
Nations and at other appropriate in-
ternational forums and by such means
as he deems appropriate to the denial
of the rights of self-determination for
the peoples of these captive nations in
order to bring the force of world opinion
to bear on behalf of the restoration of
their basic rights to the Baltic peoples.

It was pointed out during the House
debate on the resolution that under the
Soviet Constitution the captive people
dominated by the U.S.S.R. should have
their heritage and rights protected, and
that the Soviet Constitution contains a
provision that people can leave the
USSR. in case they wish to de-
part from that governmental struec-
ture. This provision has never been used
even though it exists. If, finally, dur-
ing this year, and as a result of the adop-
tion of this resolution by the Congress,
the peoples of the captive nations exer-
cise this right to leave the US.S.R., the
Constitution of the Soviet Union would
meet its supreme test. Perhaps this year
will see the forces set in motion which
will liberate these peoples, if so, it will
be a year to be celebrated in the annals
of mankind.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. BingeaM, for Monday, July 19,
1965, on account of official business.

Mr. Scorr (at the request of Mr.
Morrison), for the rest of the week, on
account of illness.

Messrs, RooseveLtT and PucIinNskr (at
the request of Mr. ALBERT), for today, on
account of attendance at the Stevenson
funeral.

Mr., Bonner (at the request of Mr.
ArperT), for the rest of the week, on
account of illness.

Mr. RoncaLio (at the request of Mr.
Zasrock1l) for Monday, July 19 through
July 28, on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Gross, for 15 minutes, tomorrow;
to revise and extend his remarks and
include certain material.

Mr. MiLLER, for 30 minutes, on Thurs-
day, July 22,

Mr. BroyHILL of Virginia (at the
request of Mr. HurcHINSON) , for 20 min-
utes, on July 20.

Mr. AsaBrooK (at the request of Mr.
HurcHinson), for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. McDoweLL (at the request of Mr.
Lonc of Louisiana), for 10 minutes,
today.

Mr. FArResTEIN (at the request of Mr.
Lone of Louisiana), for 15 minutes, on
July 20.
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Mr. S1kEs (at the request of Mr. LoNag
of Louisiana), for 30 minutes, on July 20.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

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

Mr. HorToN and to include extraneous
matter.

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

Mr. RuEODES of Arizona.

Mr. ROBISON,

Mr. HOSMER.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Long, of Louisiana) and to
include extraneous matter:)

Mr. CAREY.

Mr, WOLFF.

Mr. RONCALIO.

Mr. Evins of Tennessee.

Mr. PURCELL.

Mr. Jones of Missouri.

Mr. FISHER.

Mr. ROYBAL.

Mr. McCORMACEK.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.225. An act to amend chapter 1 of
title 38, United States Code, and incorporate
therein specific statutory authority for the
Presidential memorial certificate program;
and

H.R. 5242. An act to amend paragraph (10)
of section 6 of the Interstate Commerce Act
80 as to change the basls for determining
whether a proposed unification or acquisition
of control comes within the exemption pro-
vided for by such paragraph.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S.2080. An act to provide for the colnage
of the United States.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on July 16, 1965, pre-
sent to the President, for his approval,
bills of the House of the following titles:

H.R.4526. An act to extend the provisions
of title XII of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936,
relating to war risk insurance, for an addi-
tional 5 years, ending September 7, 1970;

H.R.5041. An act to provide for safety reg-
ulation of common carriers by pipelines un-
der the jurisdiction of the Interstate Com-
merce Commission, and for other purposes;
and

H.R.6453. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole
or in part against the revenues of sald Dis-
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 19686,
and for other purposes.
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ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 40 minutes p.m.) the
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, July 20, 1965, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1343. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting for con-
sideration a draft of proposed legislation to
provide fellowships for elementary and sec-
ondary school personnel, to improve the
quality of teacher training programs, and to
establish a National Teacher Corps (H. Doc.
No. 245) ; to the Committee on Education and
Labor, and ordered to be printed.

1844, A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief
of Engineers, Department of the Army,
dated June 2, 1065, submitting a report, to-
gether with accompanying papers and an
illustration, on an Interim survey of Martins
Fork Reservoir, Upper Cumberland River
Basin, requested by resolutions of the Com-
mittees on Public Works, U.S. Senate and
House of Representatives, adopted March 19,
1963 and June 19, 1963 (H. Doc. No. 244); to
the Committee on Public Works and ordered
to be printed with one illustration.

1845, A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a report on a violation,
pursuant to section 3679 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

1348. A letter from the Secretary of the
Navy, transmitting a draft of proposed legis-
lation to authorize the shipment, at Govern-
ment expense, to, from and within the United
States and between oversea areas of privately
owned vehicles of deceased or missing per-
sonnel, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

1347. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Alr Force, transmitting a report
of officers assigned or detalled to permanent
duty in the executive part of the Department
of the Air Force at the seat of government, as
of the end of the fourth quarter of fiscal
year 1965, pursuant to section 8031(c), title
10, United States Code; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

1348. A letter from the Administrator,
General Services Administration, transmit-
ting a notice of proposed disposition of nickel
now held in the national stockpile, pursuant
to the provisions of section 3(e) of the Stra-
tegic and Critical Materials Stockpiling Act,
50 U.S.C. 98b(e); to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

1349. A letter from the president, Board
of Commissioners, District of Columbia,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to amend the District of Columbia Hospital-
ization of the Mentally Ill Act approved Sep-
tember 15, 1964; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

1350. A letter from the acting president,
Board of Commissioners, District of Colum-
bia, transmittirg a draft of proposed legis-
lation to provide for the mandatory reporting
by physicians and hospitals or similar in-
stitutions in the District of Columbia of in-
juries caused by firearms or other dangerous
weapons; to the Committee on the District
of Columbia.

1351. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Export-Import Bank of Washington, trans-
mitting a report on shipments to Yugoslavia
insured by the Foreign Credit Insurance As-
sociation and the Export-Import Bank under
our short-term export credit insurance pro-
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gram for the month of June 1965, pursuant
to title III of the Foreign Aid and Related
Agencies Appropriation Act of 1966, and to
the Presidential determination of February
4, 1064; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

1352. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of the United States, transmitting a
report of questionable grant of corn to the
United Arab Republic under title IT, Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance
Act of 1954; Agency for International Devel-
opment, Department of State; to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

1353. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of tke United States, transmitting
a report of need to strengthen regulatory
practices and study certain trading activi-
tles relating to commodity future markets,
Commodity Exchange Authority, Department
of Agriculture; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

1354. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of the United States, transmitting a
report of unnecessary interest costs Incurred
by advancing funds to U.S. air carriers for
transporting mail of forelgn countries, Post
Office Department; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

1355. A letter from the Acting Comptroller
General of the United States, transmitting
a report of disposal of good serviceable furni-
ture due to inadequate management action,
Internal Revenue Service, Treasury Depart-
ment; to the Committee on Government Op-
erations.

1356. A letter from the Secretary of Com-
merce, transmitting a report of activities as
of June 30, 1965, pursuant to section 1309 of
title XTIT of the Federal Aviation Act of 1958;
to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

1357. A letter from the clerk, U.S. Court of
Claims, transmitting a report of the court's
opinion and findings in the case of Bernhard
F. Elmers v. The United States, congressional
No. 1-61, pursuant to House Resolution 112,
87th Congress; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

13568, A letter from the Attorney General,
transmitting a report on the valor of Ameri-
can youth, pursuant to the act of August 3,
1950, Stat. 397-398; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

1359. A letter from the Assistant Secre-
tary for Administration, Department of the
Interior, transmitting a report of grants
made during calendar year 1964 to nonprofit
institutions and organizations for support
of scientific research programs, pursuant to
section 3 of Public Law 85-934 (72 Stat. 1793;
42 U.S.C, 1891); to the Committee on Science
and Astronautics.

1360. A letter from the chairman, New
Jersey Tercentenary Celebration Commis-
sion, transmitting a report of the activities
of the commission; pursuant to Public Law
86-683; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

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

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina: Commit-
tee on Armed Services. H.R. 7813. A bill to
authorize the loan of naval vessels to friend-
ly foreign countries; without amendment
(Rept. No. 624). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 482. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 1153, a bill to amend
section 302(c) of the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, to permit em-
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ployer contributions for joint industry pro-
motlon of products in certain instances or
a joint committee or joint board empowered
to interpret provisions of collective bargain-
ing agreements; without amendment (Rept.
No. 625). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. COLMER: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 483. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 6845, a bill to correct in-
equities with respect to the basic compensa-
tion of teachers and teaching positions under
the Defense Department Overseas Teachers
Pay and Personnel Practices Act; without
amendment (Rept. No. 626). Referred to
the House Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. HALL:

H.R.9910. A bill to amend title 23 of the
United States Code to increase to 60,000
miles the total mileage of the National Sys-
tem of Interstate and Defense Highways; to
the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R. 9911, A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-
ress and scholarship in the humanities and
the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. HULL:

H.R.9912. A bill to establish a U.S. Capitol
page system for needy and deserving students
of a college, university, or other institution
of higher education; to the Committee on
House Administration.

By Mr. RACE:

H.R.9913. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the St. Croix National Scenic
Waterway in the States of Minnesota and
Wisconsin, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. REUSS:

H.R.9814. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the St. Croix National Scenic
Waterway In the States of Minnesota and
Wisconsin, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. SHRIVER:

H.R.9915. A bill to provide educational as-
sistance to certain veterans of service in Viet-
nam; to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr, BENNETT:

HR.9916. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, with respect to the nomination
and selection of candidates for appointment
to the Military, Naval, and Air Force Acad-
emies, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

By Mr. DOLE:

H.R.9917. A bill to amend the Watershed
Protection and Flood Prevention Act, as
amended; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. DOWDY:

HRE.0018. A bill to amend the Fire and
Casualty Act and the Motor Vehicle Safety
Responsibility Act of the District of Colum-
bia; to the Committee on the District of
Columbia.

By Mr. EVANS of Colorado:

H.R.9919. A bill to provide additional as-
slstance for areas suffering a major disaster;
to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. FISHER:

H.R. 9920, A bill fo amend the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MATSUNAGA:

H.R.9921. A bill to amend Public Law 874,
81st Congress, as amended by the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965, in
order to provide a minimum payment for
certain State administrative expenses; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.
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By Mr. MORTON:

H.R.9922. A bill to authorize a 5-year hy-
drologic study and investigation of the Del-
marva Peninsula; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. VIVIAN:

H.R.9923. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-
ress and scholarship in the humanities and
the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. DADDARIO:

H.R.9924. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote progress
and scholarship in the humanities and the
arts in the United States, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

HR, 08925. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-
ress and scholarship in the humanities and
the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

By Mr. FOGARTY:

HR.9926. A bill to amend the Federal
Property and Administrative Services Act of
1949 to permit donations of surplus property
to volunteer firefighting organizations, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

By Mr. LATTA:

H.R.9927. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against income tax to individuals for certain
expenses incurred in providing higher edu-
cation; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. PERKINS:

H.R.9928. A bill to provide fellowships for
elementary and secondary school personnel,
to improve the quality of teacher training
programs and to establish a National Teacher
Corps; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. PHILBIN:

H.R.0929, A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-
ress and scholarship in the humanities and
the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education and
Labor.

By Mr. ULLMAN:

H.J. Res. 581, Joint resolution authorizing
and requesting the President to extend
through 1966 his proclamation of a period to
“See the United States”, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania:

H.J. Res. 582. Joint resolution providing
for the erection of a memorial statue to the
late Dr, Robert H. Goddard, the father of
American rocketry; to the Committee on
Science and Astronautics,

By Mr. IRWIN:

H.J. Res. 583. Joint resolution to establish
the fourth Friday in September of every
year as American Indian Day; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MACDONALD:

H. Res. 481. Resolution establishing a Spe-
clal Committee on the Captive Nations; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. OTTINGER:

H. Res. 484. Resolution establishing a Spe-
cial Committee on the Captive Nations; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. BUCHANAN:

H. Res. 485. Resolution that it is the sense
of the House of Representatives that oppres-
slon of minorities in Rumania through a
systematic plan launched by the Communist
regime in control of Rumania be condemned
and the President of the United States is
requested to take appropriate steps in our
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relations with the Rumanian Government
as are likely to bring relief to the persecuted
minorities in the controversial Transylvania
region of that country; to the Committee on
Forelgn Affairs.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as
follows:

341. By Mr. PEPPER: Senate Memorial No.
017 of the Florida State Legislature, a me-
morial to the Congress of the United States
urging the preservation of the dual banking
system and defeat of any measure requiring
a State bank to become a member of the
Federal Reserve System; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

342. Also, Senate Memorial No. 1182 of
the Florida State Legislature, a memorial to
the Presldent of the United States of
America, urging construction of an urban
male Job Corps Training Center at Camp
Blanding, Fla.; to the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor.

343. Also, Senate Memorlal No. 1188 of the
Florida State Legislature, a memorial to the
Congress of the United States requesting a
continuation of national policy employing
private enterprise to provide goods and serv-
ices for the space and defense programs
which was promulgated by the administra-
tion of President Dwight David Eisenhower
and continued under the administration of
President John Fitzgerald Kennedy; to the
Committee on Sclence and Astronautics.

344. By the SPEAEKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of Florida, relative
to preserving the dual banking system of
States and Federal banks; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

345. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Florida, relative to fulfilling the
objectives of the Merchant Marine Act of
1936; to the Committee on Merchant Marine
and Fisheries.

346. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Mississippi, requesting the Con-
gress to conduct an investigation of the
leadership and the activities of certain eivil
rights groups; to the Committee on Un-
American Activities.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ADDABBO (by request):

H.R.9930. A bill for the relief of Irwin
Hensler, Danuta and Edward Hensler and
their minor children Olgierd, and Beata Hen-
sler; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BROWN of California:

H.R.9931. A bill for the relief of Jose Cruz
Orozoco-Arana; to the Committee on the
Judieiary,

By Mr. CAREY:

H.R.9932. A bill for the relief of Joseph
H. Bonduki; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R. 9933. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Fa-
biana Hodulich; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 9934. A bill for the relief of Caterina
Iovino; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GILBERT:

H.R.9985. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe
Fasulo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. JOHNSON of California:

H.R. 9936. A bill for the relief of Luis Palo-
mares; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. KEITH:

H.R.9837. A bill for the relief of Nuno Me-
deiros Franco; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.
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By Mr. MULTER:

H.R.9938. A bill for the relief of Mrs, Bo-
zenna Czarnecka and her minor daughter, Eva
Czarnecka; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

H.R.9939. A bill for the relief of Sebasti-
ano Livotl; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 9940. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Ma-
risa Sordelli LoMagno; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. POWELL:

HR.9941. A bill for the relief of Vilma
Henson; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

H.R. 9942, A bill for the relief of Peter Paul
Vella; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

H.R.9943. A bill for the relief of Elisa Fat-

torusso; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. VAN DEERLIN:

H.R.9944. A bill for the relief of Erman

Donald; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

246. By the SPEAKER: Petition of St.
Landry Parish Police Jury, Opelousas, La.,
conveying deep sympathy in the loss of Rep-
resentative T. AsHTON THOMPSON and re-
questing that the records show that a reso-
Iution was adopted as an expression of re-
spect to his memory; to the Committee on
House Administration.

247. Also, petition of Washington State
Grange, Seattle, Wash., to enact legislation
relative to a vacancy in the office of the Vice
President of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiclary.

248. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Fishing
Bridge Station, Wyo., relative to oil deple-
tion allowances for Federal income tax pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

SENATE

Monbpay, Jury 19, 1965

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

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

O Thou before whom the prayers of
Thy children go up as incense from con-
trite souls, speak to our burdened and
longing hearts as we lift our lives to
Thy searching gaze.

We would test our thoughts, and
deeds, and words, not against the faulty
background of our fellows but with our
eyes upon the transparent glory of the
crystal Christ.

In these hard bestead and dangerous
days we would find peace in the midst
of the storm, and above all cleansing
for the baseness of our own hearts.
Sober us with a sense of personal respon-
sibility as to what we contribute to our
own age and with the realization that
Thy call to every one of us is to make
available for the world’s good his own
life, clean, strong, honest, trustworthy,
and serviceable.

In the light of this challenge we pray
for ourselves that we may not fail our
own generation and Thee, that the pa-
ganism that afflicts the world may be
redeemed into decency, justice, and
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