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benefits for Reserves of the Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps, and members of the
National Guard, who are injured in connec-
tion with inactive duty training, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

H.R. 10460. A bill to amend title 32, United
States Code, with respect to the system of
courts-martial for the National Guard not
in Federal service; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 10461. A bill to provide travel and
transportation expenses for members of the
Reserve Forces authorized medical or sur-
gical care, hospitalization or rehospitaliza-
tion at Federal expense; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

H.R. 10462. A bill to amend title 37, United
States Code, to provide an incentive plan
for participation in the Ready Reserve; to the
Committee on Armed BServices.

H.R. 10463. A bill to provide that National
Guard officers appointed, designated, or de~
talled as U.S. property and fiscal officers shall
not be counted against the authorized active
duty strength of the Army or Air Force; to
the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.10464. A bill to provide medicare for
dependents of reservists who die in a train-
ing status; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

H.R.10465. A bill to amend titles 10 and
32, United States Code, to provide Federal
support for defense forces established under
section 109(c) of title 32; to the Committee
on Armed Services.

H.R. 10466. A bill to amend title 10, United
States Code, to provide for the investigation
by a military department of certain alrcraft
accidents and for the use of reports resulting
from those Investigations in actions for dam-
ages; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 10467, A bill to provide for leave of
absence for members of the National Guard
who are officers or employees of the United
States when called or ordered to Federal or
State military service in ald of civil author-
ity: to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 10468. A bill to equalize the treatment
of Reserves and Regulars in the payment of
f:er diem; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ces.

H.R.10469. A bill to authorize the promo-
tion of qualified Reserve officers of the Army
and the Air Force to existing unit vacancies;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 10470. A bill to provide for the fur-
nishing of a uniform and the presentation of
a flag of the United States for deceased mem-
bers of the National Guard; to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

H.R.10471. A bill to amend titles 10, 14,
and 32, United States Code, with respect to
the remission or cancellation of indebted-
ness of enlisted members of the Armed
Forces and the National Guard to the United
States; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R. 10472. A bill to provide for the exten-
slon of certain rights and protections con-
tained in the Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil
Relief Act of 1940; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr, LATTA:

H.R. 10473. A bill to amend title 38, Unit-
ed States Code, in order to provide special
indemnity ' insurance for members of the
Armed Forces serving in combat 'zones; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. LIPSCOMB:

H.R.10474. A bill to amend section 10 of
the Gold Reserve Act of 1934, as amended,
381 U.8.C. 822a, to provide the General Ac-
counting Office with authority to audit the
exchange stabilization fund; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. BRAY:

H.R. 10475. A bill to amend the Trade Ex-
pansion Act of 1962; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.
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By Mr., ELLESWORTH:

H.R. 10476. A bill to retrocede to the State
of Eansas concurrent jurisdiction over Has-
kell Institute; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. KARTH:

H.R. 10477. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of the St. Croix National Scenic
Riverway in the States of Minnesota and
Wisconsin, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. McCULLOCH:

H.R. 10478. ‘A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, in order to provide special in-
demnity insurance for members of the
Armed Forces serving in combat zones; to
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs,

By Mr. MORTON:

H.R.10479. A bill to Iindemnify dairy

farmers; to the Committee on Agriculture.
By Mr. LANDRUM:

H.R. 10480. A bill to amend the Civil Serv-
ice Retirement Act to provide for the inclu-
sion in the computation of accredited service
of certain periods of service rendered States
or instrumentalities of States, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. SCHMIDHAUSER:

H.J. Res. 626. Joint resolution to establish
a National Commission To Study Railway
Post Office Service and Its Relationship to
the National Transportation System; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania:

H.J. Res. 627. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim April 9, 1967, as
Bataan-Corregidor Day; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina:

H. Res. 526. A resolution to provide for the
further expenses of the investigation and
study authorized by House Resolution 118;
to the Committee on House Administration.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ADAIR:
H.R. 10481. A bill for the relief of Mr. Rob-
ert A. Owen; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. DORN:
H.R. 10482. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Nora
J. Garner; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.
By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.R. 10483. A bill for the relief of KEyung
Sook Yun; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

HR. 10484. A bill for the relief of Stefan
Bryttan; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R.10485. A bill for the relief of Giu-
atizppe Giallo; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 10486. A bill for the relief of Fran-
cesco Martorana; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. GILBERT:

H.R.10487. A bill for the relief of Vito

Barresi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, O'NEILL of Massachusetts:

H.R. 10488. A bill for the relief of Manuel

Marques; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. O'NEILL of Masssachusetts:

H.R.10489. A bill for the relief of Jose
Dos Santos Costa; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. POWELL:

H.R. 10490. A bill for the relief of Salva-
tore and Antonina Carollo; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

H.R. 10491, A bill for the relief of Glovanni
Blntii.sta. Davl; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.
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By Mr. SMITH of New York:
H.R.10492. A bill for the relief of Syed
Hashim Reza; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.
H.R.10493. A bill for the rellef of Anna
Gambino; to the Committee on the Judi-

clary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

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

257. By the SPEAKER: Petition of State
recreation commission, Sacramento, Calif.,
relative to rental charges for agencies of lo-
cal government for use of certain areas of the
national forests; to the Committee on Agri--
culture.

258. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Fish-
ing Bridge Station, Wyo., relative to incor-
porating the U.S. Trust Territory into the
State of Hawali; to the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs,

259. Also, petition of the eity council, Bos-
ton, Mass., relative to reaffirming American
principles of fair and open trade; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

SENATE

MonpAY, Aveust 16, 1965

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

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

Almighty God, Thou art the true home
of our souls, whence we sprang, to whom
we belong, and in whose love and fellow-
ship we may daily renew our strength.

At the beginning of another week, com-
fort us, we beseech Thee, with a vivid
awareness of the spiritual verities by
which we are surrounded and under-
girded, that we may be stripped of pride
and made humble and penitent.

In a world full of the clamor of the
violent, the boasting of the arrogant, and
the agony of tortured peoples, make us
valiant for thy truth in a day when the
hearts of many turn to water. As unde-
feated souls may we sustain the shocks
of these days of social earthquake, mas-
ter their handicaps, turn their threats
into challenges, and at last make even
the wrath of men to serve Thee.

In the Redeemer’s name we ask it.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lone of Louisiana,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, August 13, 1965, was dispensed with..

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS SIGNED
A message from the House of Repre-

sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its

reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
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following enrolled bills and joint resolu-
tions:

H.R.206. An act to provide a realistic cost-
of-living increase in rates of subsistence al-
lowances paid to disabled veterans pursuing
vocational rehabilitation training;

H.R.208. An act to amend chapter 31 of
title 38, United States Code, to extend to
seriously disabled veterans the same liberali-
zation of time limits for pursuing vocational
rehabilitation training as was authorized for
blinded veterans by Public Law 87-591, and
to clarify the language of the law relating
to the limiting of periods for pursuing such
training;

H.R. 2176. An act to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to convey certain prop-
erty to the county of Dare, State of North
Carolina, and for other purposes;

H.R. 6097. An act to amend title 18, Unit-
ed States Code, to provide penalties for the
assassination of the President or the Vice
President, and for other purposes;

H.R. 9075. An act to increase the basic pay
for members of the uniformed services, and
for other purposes;

HR.10139. An act to amend the act of
June 23, 1949, relating to the telephone and
telegraph services furnished Members of the
House of Representatives;

S.J. Res. 81, Joint resolution to amend the
Federal-Ald Highway Act of 1956 to increase
the amount authorized for the Interstate
System for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1967, to authorize the apportionment of such
amount, and for other purposes; and

H.J. Res. 431, Joint resolution extending
the duration of copyright protection in cer-
tain cases.

ORDER DISPENSING WITH CALL OF
LEGISLATIVE CALENDAR UNDER
RULE VIII

On request by Mr. Lonc of Louisiana,
and by unanimous consent, the call of
the Legislative Calendar under rule VIII
was dispensed with.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS
On request of Mr. Lonc of Louisiana,

and by unanimous consent, statements

during the transaction of routine morn-

ing business were ordered limited to 3

minutes.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Public Health, Education, Welfare,
and Safety of the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate tomor-
row. The request has been cleared with
both Democratic and Republican Mem-
bers.

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

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE SUB-
MITTED DURING ADJOURNMENT
Pursuant to the order of the Senate

of August 13, 1965,

Mr. BIBLE, from the Committee on
the District of Columbia, reported favor-

ably, with an amendment, on August 13,
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1965, the bill (H.R. 5688) relating to
crime and criminal procedure in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and submitted a re-
port (No. 600) thereon, which was
printed, together with minority and sup-
plemental views.

MEMORIAL

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the memorial of Flora
Terry, of Memphis, Tenn., remonstrating
against the establishment of Russian
consular establishments in American
cities, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

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

5.993. A bill for the relief of Doctor Os-
car Valdes Cruz (Rept. No. 603);

H.R. 1481. An act for the relief of the estate
of Donovan C, Moffet (Rept. No, 604);

H.R.3750. An act for the rellef of certain
individuals (Rept. No. 605);

H.R.4719. An act for the relief of Josephine
C. Rumley, administratrix of the estate of
George 8. Rumley (Rept. No. 606); and

H.R. 5407. An act to amend paragraphs b
and ¢ of section 14 of the Bankruptcy Act
(Rept. No. 607).

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

8.1701. A bill to provide relief for Dr. Jose
M. Quintero (Rept. No. 608);

5.1802. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose
Raul C. Soler y Rodriguez, and his wife, Dr.
Gladis B. Pumariega de Soler (Rept. No.
609); and

S.1945. A bill for the relief of Dr. Esther
Yolanda Lauzardo (Rept. No. 610).

By Mr. ERVIN, from the Committee on the
Judieciary, without amendment:

S.J. Res. 102. Joint resolution to authorize
funds for the Commission on Law Enforce-
ment and Administration of Justice and the
District of Columbia Commission on Crime
and Law Enforcement (Rept. No. 602).

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

H.R. 4465. An act to enact part III of the
District of Columbia Code, entitled “Dece-
dents' Estates and PFiduciary Relations,”
codifying the general and permanent laws
relating to decedents’ estates and fiduciary
relations in the District of Columbia (Rept.
No. 612).

By Mr. DIRKSEN, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

5. 1154. A bill to incorporate the American
Academy of Actuaries (Rept. No. 601).

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on
the Judiciary, without amendment:

5. 1587. A bill to amend the Tucker Act to
increase from $10,000 to $50,000 the limita-
tion on the jurisdiction of the U.S.
district courts in suits against the United
States for breach of contract or for compen-
sation (Rept. No. 614);

H.R.1763. An act to amend section 1825 of
title 28 of the United States Code to author-
ize the payment of witness fees in habeas
corpus cases and in proceedings to vacate sen-
tence under section 2255 of title 28 for per-
sons who are authorized to proceed in forma
pauperis (Rept. No. 615) ;

H.R. 3990. An act to amend section 1871 of
title 28, United States Code, to increase the
per diem and subsistence, and limit mileage
;.llogrér;ces of grand and petit jurors (Rept.

0. ;
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H.R.3992. An act to amend section 753(f)
of title 28, United States Code, relating to
transcripts furnished by court reporters for
the district courts (Rept. No. 617); and

H.R.3997. An act to amend section 753(b)
of title 28, United States Code, to provide for
the recording of proceedings In the U.S.
district courts by means of electronic
sound recording as well as by shorthand or
mechanical means (Rept. No. 618).

By Mr. LONG of Missouri, from the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, with an amendment:

H.R.6964. An act to amend section 4082
of title 18, United States Code, to facilitate
the rehabilitation of persons convicted of
offenses against the United States (Rept.
No. 613).

By Mr. TALMADGE, from the Committee
on Finance, with amendments:

S.2127. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, in order to provide special in-
demnity insurance for members of the Armed
]gorces serving in combat zones (Rept. No.

19).

Mr. TALMADGE subsequently said:
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the name of the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Delaware [Mr, WiL-
L1amMs] may be added as a cosponsor to
Senate bill 2127, at its next printing.

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

SECRET SERVICE PROTECTION FOR
FORMER PRESIDENTS AND WID-
OWS AND MINOR CHILDREN OF A
FORMER PRESIDENT—REPORT OF
A COMMITTEE—(S. REPT. NO. 611)

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original bill
(S. 2420) to provide continuing authority
for the protection of former Presidents
and their wives or widows, and for other
purposes, and submitted a report there-
on; which report was ordered to be
printed, and the bill was read twice by
its title and placed on the calendar.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

The following executive report of a
committee was submitted:

By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee
on Foreign Relations:

Executive C, 89th Congress, 1st session,
agreement between the Government of the
United States and the Government of Canada
concerning the establishment of an Inter-
national Arbitral Tribunal to dispose of
U.8. claims relating to Gut Dam, signed at
Ottawa, March 25, 19656 (Executive Report
No. 5).

BILLS INTRODUCED

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

By Mr. HARRIS:

S.2409. A bill to prevent loss of veteran
pension benefits as a result of increases pro-
vided under the Soclal Security Amendments
of 19656 in monthly insurance benefits pay-
able under title II of the Social Security Act;
to the Committee on Finance.

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

By Mr. PEARSON:

8. 2410. A bill to retrocede to the State of

Kansas concurrent jurisdiction over Haskell
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Institute; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

S.2411, A bill for the establishment of &
commission to study and appralse the or-
ganization and operation of the executlive
branch of the Government; to the Commit-
tee on Government Operations.

(See the remarks of Mr. PEARSON when he
introduced the above bills, which appear un-
der separate headings.)

By Mr. BARTLETT (for himself and
Mr. GRUENING) :

S.2412. A bill to terminate use restric-
tlons on certain real property previously
conveyed to the city of Kodiak, Alaska, by
the United States; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. BIBLE:

S.2413. A bill for the relief of Magdalene
Tsoukalos; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. CARLSON:

S.2414. A bill to provide retirement bene-
fits for firefighters employed by the Federal
Government; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. BIBLE (by request) :

5.2415. A bill to amend the District of
Columbia Teachers’ Salary Act of 1855 to
provide a new schedule of salaries, and for
other p’ ; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr. MONDALE:

5.2416, A bill for the relief of Elmer O.
Erickson; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. MAGNUSON (by request):

8.2417. A bill to require operators of ocean
cruises by water between the United States,
its possessions and territories, and foreign
countries to file evidence of financial se-
curity and other information; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

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

By Mr. MORSE (for himself, Mr.
Doueras, Mrs. NEUBERGER, Mr. LONG
of Missouri, Mr. WiLLiaMs of New
Jersey, Mr. MoNDALE, and Mr.
MCcINTYRE) :

S.2418. A bill to amend the Bank Holding
Company Act of 1956; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

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

By Mr, DOMINICK:

5.2419. A bill to make assistance to local-
itles under title I of the Housing Act of 1949
contingent upon the publication of the
names of the owners of rental properties in
such localities which are used for residen-
tial purposes; to the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

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

By Mr. EASTLAND:

5.2420. A bill to provide continuing au-
thority for the protection of former Presi-
dents and their wives or widows, and for
other purposes; placed on the calendar.

(See reference to the above bill when re-
ported by Mr. EAsTLAND, which appears un-
der the heading “Reports of Committees.”)

By Mr. JACKSON (for himself and Mr.
MAGNUSON) :

8.2421. A bill to make retrocession to the
State of Washington of jurisdiction over
lands comprising the Fort Canby-Cape Dis-
appointment Area near the mouth of the
?olumbla; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ces.
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(See the remarks of Mr. JacksoN when he
introduced the above bill, which appear un-
der a separate heading.)

PROPOSAL NOT TO TABULATE IN-

CREASE IN INCOME DERIVED
FROM SOCIAL SECURITY IN-
CREASES IN DETERMINING ELI-
GIBILITY FOR A VETERAN'S
PENSION

Mr. HARRIS, Mr, President, I am in-
troducing, today, a bill to amend title 38,
United States Code, section 503, relating
to non-service-connected disability pen-
sion payments to veterans of World Wars
I and II and the Korean conflict. This
amendment provides that any increase
in income derived from social security
increases under the Social Security
Amendments of 1965 will not be tabulated
in determining eligibility for a veteran’s
pension. This modification is necessary
to avoid actually penalizing some of the
very people living on low, fixed incomes
that the 7-percent social security increase
was intended to aid. Let me cite a case
that was recently brought to my atten-
tion that will illustrate the need of which
I speak.

A certain veteran will receive an in-
crease of $81 per year from January 1,
1965, under the new social security
amendments. Since he is already under
the benefits of the social security pro-
gram he has been officially advised that
he must accept the increase. This added
sum will, unfortunately, bring his total
annual income to a figure above the
$1,800 maximum allowed under the vet-
erans’ pension program. He will, there-
fore, lose the $516 per year he now re-
ceives as a pension, thus actually re-
ducing his annual income by $435. So,
one of the typical persons we intended
to help with this much-needed increase
in social security will be hurt instead.
This case is only one of many like it in
every State in the Nation.

This amendment will be thoroughly
consistent with the existing provisions
of the law related to determining pension
eligibility. For example, effective last
year Public Law 88-664 exempted 10 per-
cent of retirement income from counting
against the maximum allowable. Sim-
ilarly, donations or payments from wel-
fare or relief organizations do not count
in computing pension benefits. Proceeds
from fire insurance policies are treated
the same way, as are profits realized
from the sale of a house or personal
property other than in the course of busi-
ness. There are other specific exclu-
sions. It seems to me that none of these
exclusions, and they are all highly justi-
fied, is more logical than the one I now
propose.

Veterans pensions are pitifully low at
best. The meager increase of 7 percent in
the new social security amendments will
not go far to help the disabled or elderly
person living on a small, fixed income.
Surely these two programs should not
be allowed to work against each other
to the detriment of those who need them
and are qualified to receive them. The
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bill I offer will correct the unfortunate
situation that exists and be of great
benefit to a group of American veterans
who need and deserve our support.

Mr. President, I send the bill to the
desk and ask that it be received and ap-
propriately referred.

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

The bill (S. 2409) to prevent loss of
veteran pension benefits as a result of
increases provided under the Social Se-
curity Amendments of 1965 in monthly
insurance benefits payable under title II
of the Social Security Act, introduced
by Mr. Harris, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Finance.

JURISDICTION OVER HASKELL IN-
DIAN INSTITUTE SHOULD BE
CONCURRENTLY FEDERAL AND
STATE

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce a bill which would correct an
error of long standing presently affect-
ing proper law enforcement in and
around Haskell Indian Institute of Law-
rence, Kans. The bill would retrocede
legislative jurisdiction over Haskell In-
dian Institute to the State of Kansas.
Through a clerical oversight some years
ago, exclusive jurisdiction was given to
the Federal Government instead of not-
ing that jurisdiction would be concur-
rently Federal and State.

It is apparent that exclusive Federal
jurisdiction over an institution such as
Haskell, which is contiguous with the
city of Lawrence, Kans., can create prob-
lems involving law enforcement, fire pro-
tection and other services normally en-
gaged in between the city and the In-
stitute. The bill I introduce today has
the approval of the Department of
Justice and has been forwarded to the
Bureau of the Budget where no oppo-
sition is expected. The Bureau of In-
dian Affairs is aware of this legislation
and has expressed their belief that juris-
diction must be retroceded to Kansas to
offset any problems which might ocecur
through the joint use of city and Institute
property for such programs as high
school athletics and other sporting
events.

Because the city of Lawrence would
like to enter into a contract with Haskell
for their track and football facilities at
the beginning of the school year next
month, it is of the utmost urgency that
this bill be acted upon during this ses-
sion of Congress. A similar bill will be
introduced in the House of Representa-
tives by Representative RoBerT ELLS-
WORTH.

Mr. President, I ask that this legisla-
tion be referred to the appropriate com-
mittee for immediate action.

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

The bill (S. 2410) to retrocede to the
State of Kansas concurrent jurisdiction
over Haskell Institute, introduced by Mr.
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PEARSON, was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

PROPOSED STUDY AND APPRAISAL
OF THE ORGANIZATION AND OP-
ERATION OF THE EXECUTIVE
BRANCH OF THE GOVERNMENT

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
for the establishment of a Commission
to study and appraise the organization
and operation of the executive branch of
the Government.

Most briefly stated, the purpose of this
measure is to create once again a Com-
mission with duties and responsibilities
similar to those of the highly successful
and widely heralded Hoover Commis-
sions of past years.

This measure would create a biparti-
san Commission on Governmental Oper-
ations. The proposed Commission would
be authorized to make studies and in-
vestigations of the present organization
and methods of operation of all agencies
of the Federal Government and to sub-
mit recommendations to Congress for
appropriate action designed to abolish
services, activities, and functions not
necessary to the efficient conduct of the
‘Government or which may be found to be
in eompetition with private enterprise.

It is almost universally acknowledged
that there is a need for a comprehensive
study of duplicated and overlapping ac-
tivities, organizations, methods, admin-
istration, funections, and policies. This
study would proceed with the view of
improving Government efficiency and ef-
fecting economies wherever possible.

Mr. President, the best way to aid the
States, counties, and cities is to reduce
Federal expenditures. When this is done
some tax revenues will be left at the local
levels. In order to do this every possible
means must be taken to reduce the cost
of the Federal Government. We have
learned that it is not easy to reduce Fed-
eral expenditures. The only safe way
to do it is through better government;
that is, by reorganizing, merging, elimi-
nating, consolidating, and standardizing
those unnecessary and wasteful practices
which exist in the executive branch of
the Government.

Those who have a knowledge of gov-
ernment or who may be students of the
former Hoover Commission understand
that many of its recommendations have
not been fully implemented and these
recommendations should be reevaluated
in the light of present conditions.

A study in reorganization of the execu-
tive branch of the Government would be
consistent with and complement hear-
ings now being held by a joint committee
of the Congress on the organization of
the Congress of the United States. This
committee is now making a full and com-
plete study of the operation and organi-
zation of the Congress and will submit
recommendations designed to strengthen
and streamline congressional procedures
and operations with a view toward im-
proving the relationship of Congress with
the other branches of our National
Government.
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Thus, the time is particularly appro-
priate, it seems to me, for the institution
of such a commission as provided in the
proposed bill.

Since the last reorganization and
streamlining of the executive branch of
Government, many agencies, bureaus,
and administrations have been created.
With the proliferation of bureaus and
the attendant multiplication of expendi-
tures. the lines of authority and respon-
sibility have become entangled. This
Congress, in particular, with the pas-
sage of many new pieces of legislation,
has significantly expanded the structure
and the functions of the Federal Govern-
ment. Medicare, new health legislation,
the expansion of the poverty program,
Federal aid to education, water pollution
control, new housing legislation and the
creation of a Department of Urban Af-
fairs and Housing at the Cabinet level,
an Equal Opportunities Commission, and
many others yet to be acted upon, are
examples of this new wave of Federal
executive action.

Mr. President, with some of these meas-
sures I have found myself in agreement.
Others I have opposed. But whatever
may have been my position, they are now
the law of the land, and the success of
each of these measures depends not upon
their passage but upon their implemen-
tation. Indeed, so much praise has been
voiced concerning the ability of both the
President and the Congress to pass these
measures that there is and has been de-
veloping an attitude that the passage of
a bill is an end in itself. It is rather the
beginning.

The President recognizes the existence
of this situation and, in his state of the
Union message of January 4, 1965, he
stated:

For government to serve these goals it must
be modern in structure, efficient in action,
and ready for any emergency. I am busy
currently reviewing the structure of the
executive branch of this Government. I
hope to reshape it and reorganize it to meet
more effectively the tasks of the 20th
century.

The measure introduced today is iden-
tical with that presented to the House of
Representatives by the very able and
distinguished Congressman from the
Fourth District of New York [Mr. Wyb-
LER], whc has exercised great initiative
in the earlier introduction of this meas-
ure in the other body.

Mr. President, last Thursday the bill
authorizing the establishment of the
Herbert Hoover National Historic Site at
West Branch, Iowa, was signed into law.
Many who honor the memory and the
work of Herbert Hoover urge the contin-
uing efforts of his life in feeding the
poor, in guiding the young, and in an-
swering the call to participation in pub-
lic affairs. With the passage of the leg-
islation proposed we may continue one
of his greatest works, in fairly, honestly,
and independently improving the tools
of government.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill herein introduced be
printed in full following these remarks
and that said measure remain at the
desk of the clerk for a period of 7 days
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for those Members of the Senate who
should wish to join in cosponsorship.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the bill will be printed in the
REecorp, and will remain at the desk for
T days, as requested by the Senator from
Kansas.

The bill (S. 2411) for the establish-
ment of a commission to study and ap-
praise the organization and operation of
the executive branch of the Govern-
ment, introduced by Mr. PEARSON, was
received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Government Op-
rations, and ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

5. 2411

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled,

DECLARATION OF POLICY

SectioN 1. It is hereby declared to be the
policy of Congress to promote economy, ef-
ficiency, and improved service in the trans-
action of the public business in the depart-
ments, bureaus, agencies, boards, commis-
slons, offices, independent establishments,
and instrumentalities of the executive
branch of the Government by—

(1) recommending methods and proce-
dures for reducing expenditures to the lowest
amount consistent with the efficient per-
formance of essential services, activities, and
functions;

(2) eliminating duplication and overlap-
ping of services, activities, and functions;

(3) consolidating services, activities, and
functions of a similar nature;

(4) abolishing services, activities, and
functions not necessary to the efficient con-
duct of government;

(5) defining responsibilities of officials;

(6) eliminating nonessential services,
functions, and activities which are competi-
tive with private enterprise; and

(7) relocating agencles now responsible
directly to the President in departments or
other agencles if it can be shown to be more
efficient as a result.

ESTAELISHMENT OF THE COMMISSION ON THE
OPERATION OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of carrying
out the policy set forth in section 1 of this
Act, there is hereby established a commis-
slon to be known as the Commission on the
Operation of the Executive Branch (in this
Act referred to as the “Commission”),

(b) Bervice of an individual as a member
of the Commission or employment of an
individual by the Commission as an attor-
ney or expert in any business or professional
field, on a part-time or full-time basis, with
or without compensation, shall not be con-
sidered as service or employment bringing
such individual within the provisions of
chapter 11 of title 18 of the United States
Code, or section 190 of the Revised Statutes
(5 US.C. 99).

MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMISSION

SEc. 8. (a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—
The Commission shall be composed of ten
members as follows:

(1) Two appointed by the President of
the United States from private life;

(2) Four appointed by the President of
the Senate, two from the Senate and two
from private life; and

{3) Four appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, two from the
House of Representatives and two from
private life.

(b) PoriTicarL AFFILIATION.—Members of
the Commission appointed from private life
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shall represent equally the majority and
minority parties. With respect to members
of the Commission appointed from the
House of Representatives and the Senate
there shall be a Representative and a Sena-
tor from the majority party and one each
from the minority party.

(c) Vacancies—Any vacancy in the Com-
mission shall not affect its powers, but shall
be filled in the same manner in which the
original appointment was made.

ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 4. The President may appoint the last
two former Presidents of the United States
as co-Chairmen. If no such appointment is
made, the Commission shall elect a Chalr-
man and a Vice Chairman from among its
members.

QUORUM

Sec. 5. 8ix members of the Commission
shall constitute a quorum.

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF THE COMMIS~
SION

Sec. 6. (a) MEMBERS oF CONGRESS.—Mem-
bers of Congress who are members of the
Commission shall serve without compensa-
tion in addition to that received for their
services as Members of Congress; but they
shall be reimbursed for travel, subsistence,
and other necessary expenses incurred by
them in the performance of the duties
vested in the Commission.

{b) Memsers FroMm THE EXECUTIVE
BrancH.—The members of the Commission
who are in the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment shall serve without compensation
in addition to that received for their services
in the executive branch, but they shall be
reimbursed for travel, subsistence, and other
necessary expenses incurred by them in the
performance of the duties vested in the Com-
mission.

(c) Memsers FroM PRIVATE LiFE—The
members from private life shall each receive
#75 per diem when engaged in the actual
performance of duties vested in the Commis-
sion, plus reimbursement for travel, subsist-
ence, and other necessary expenses incurred
by them in the performance of such studies.

STAFF OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 7. (a) The Commission shall have
power to appoint and fix the compensation of
such personnel as it deems advisable, with-
out regard to the provisions of the eclvil
service laws and the Classification Act of
1949, as amended.

(b) The Commission may procure, with-
out regard to the civil service laws and the
classification laws, temporary and intermit-
tent services to the same extent as is author-
ized for the departments by section 15 of the
Act of August 2, 1946 (60 Stat. 810), but at
rates not to exceed $50 per diem for indi-
viduals,

EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 8. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, so much as
may be necessary to carry out the provisions
of this Act.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 9. (a) InveEsTIGATION.—The Commis-
sion shall study and investigate the present
organization and methods of operation of all
departments, bureaus, agencies, boards, com-
missions, offices, independent establishments,
and instrumentalities of the Government
except the judiciary and the Congress of the
United States to determine what changes
therein are necessary in their opinion to
accomplish the purposes set forth in section
1 of this Act.

(b) REporT—The Commission shall sub=-
mit an interim report to the Congress ninety
days after the first day of the first calendar
month which begins after the date of enact-
ment of this Act and an interim report ten
days after the end of each succeeding ninety-
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day period on its activities and recommenda-
tions for such ninety-day period. The Com-
mission shall make its final report of find-
ings and recommendations to the Congress
not later than two years after the date of
enactment of this Act, at which date the
Commission shall cease to exist. The final
report of the Commission may propose such
constitutional amendments, legislative en-
actments and administrative actions as in
its judgment are necessary to carry out its
recommendations.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 10. (a) HEARINGS AND Sessions.—The
Commission or, on the authorization of the
Commission, any subcommittee or member
thereof, may, for the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this Act, hold such hearings
and sit and act at such times and places,
administer such oaths, and require, by sub-
pena or otherwise, the attendance and testi-
mony of such witnesses and the production
of such books, records, correspondence, mem-
orandums, papers, and documents as the
Commission or such subcommittee or mem-
ber may deem advisable. Subpenas may be
issued under the signature of the Chairman
of the Commission, of such subcommittee, or
any duly designated member, and may be
served by any person designated by such
Chairman or member. The provisions of sec-
tions 102 to 104, inclusive, of the Revised
Statutes (U.S.C., title 2, secs. 192-194), shall
apply in the case of any failure of any wit-
ness to comply with any subpena or to testify
when summoned under authority of this
section.

(b) OBTAINING OFFICIAL DaTA—The Com-
mission is authorized to secure directly from
any executive department, bureau, agency,
board, commission, office, independent estab-
lishment, or instrumentality information,
suggestions, estimates, and statistics for the
purpose of this Act; and each such depart-
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission,
office, establishment, or imstrumentality is
authorized and directed to furnish such
information, suggestions, estimates, and
statistics directly to the Commission, upon
request made by the Chairman or Vice Chair-
man.

TERMINATION OF USE RESTRIC-
TIONS ON CERTAIN REAL PROP-
ERTY IN KODIAK, ALASKA

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, for
myself and the junior Senator from
Alaska [Mr. GrueNINGg], I introduce for
appropriate reference, a bill to terminate
use restrictions on certain real property
previously conveyed to the city of
Kodiak, Alaska, by the United States.

In 1950 an act, 64 Stat. 470, was
passed by the Congress to direct the
Secretary of the Interior to convey
abandoned school properties in the then
Territory of Alaska to local school offi-
cials. One such property was located in
the ecity of Kodiak, a small tract of 2.2
acres described as U.S. Survey No. 1594.
Under the authority of the act, the Ko-
diak property was transferred by the
United States to local school officials
there.

Mr. President, it is important that I
point out that the deed under which the
Kodiak property was conveyed contained
a restriction that the land not be used
for other than “school or other public
purposes.”

A short time ago the city of Kodiak
commenced planning with the Alaska
State Housing Authority and the Fed-
eral Urban Renewal Administration for
a downtown urban renewal project des-
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ignated R-19. The Urban Renewal
Administration recently made funds
available for the purchase of property
for the renewal project. Included in the
project plans is the purchase of the
school property I mentioned earlier. It
is here the renewal project has run into
a roadblock.

Because of the restriction in the deed
prohibiting use of the property for other
than “school or other public purposes”
the city of Kodiak is unable to convey
the property for urban renewal. The
bill I introduce today would remove the
restriction and allow Kodiak to go ahead
with this Federal urban renewal project.

Mr. President, I have assurances from
the city of Kodiak and the Alaska State
Housing Authority that development of
this property will not be pursued until the
Kodiak School Board has developed a
suitable school site at another location.
Relocation of the school is expected to
take place some time in the summer of
1967. However, it is important that the
urban property acquisition be accom-
plished as soon as possible for orderly
execution of project R-19.

Mr. President, my colleague [Mr,
GrueNING] and I am hopeful that this
bill, which is similar to one enacted in
the last Congress in connection with a
Fairbanks urban renewal project, will
be quickly and favorably acted upon. I
ask unanimous consent that the text of
thfi:n 2111 be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR-
RIS in the chair). The bill will be re-
ceived and appropriately referred; and,
without objection, the bill will be printed
in the REcORD.

The bill (S. 2412) to terminate use re-
strictions on certain real property con-
veyed to the city of Kodiak, Alaska, by
the United States, introduced by Mr.
BArRTLETT (for himself and Mr. GRUEN-
ING), was received, read twice by its title,
referred to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, and ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

8. 2412

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the re-
striction contained in the Act entitled “An
Act to direct the Secretary of the Interior to
convey abandoned school prope‘rtlas in the
Territory of Alaska to local school officials”,
approved August 23, 1950 (64 Stat. 470), lim-
iting the use of any real property conveyed
under such Act to school or other public
purposes, is hereby terminated with respect
to that real property conveyed under such
Act to the local school officlals of Kodiak,
Alaska, which property is more particularly
described in United States Survey Number
1594.

REQUIREMENT OF OPERATORS OF
OCEAN CRUISES TO FILE EVI-
DENCE OF FINANCIAL SECURITY

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to require operators of
ocean cruises by water between the
United States, its possessions and terri-
tories and foreign countries to file evi-
dence of financial security and other in-
formation. I ask unanimous consent
that a letter from the Chairman of the
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Federal Maritime Commission, request-
ing the proposed legislation, be printed
in the REecorp, together with a state-
ment of purpose and need for the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the letter
and statement will be printed in the Rec-
ORD.

The bill (S. 2417) to require operators
of ocean cruises by water between the
United States, its possessions, and terri-
tories, and foreign countries to file evi-
dence of financial security and other in-
formation, introduced by Mr. MAGNUSON,
by request, was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Comm:ttee
on Commerce.

The letter and statement, presented
by Mr. MacNUSON, are as follows:

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., July 20, 1965.
Hon. HueserT H. HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: There are submitted
herewith four coples of a proposed bill, to-
gether with a statement of purpose and need
for the draft bill, to require cruise operators
to file evidence of financial responsibility
and other information.

The need for and purpose of the proposed
bill are set forth in the accompanying state-
ment.

The Federal Maritime Commission urges
enactment of the bill at the first session of
the 89th Congress for the reasons set forth
in the accompanying statement.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised
that, from the standpoint of the administra-
tion's program, there is no objection to the
submission of this proposed legislation to the
Congress,

Sincerely yours,
JoHN HARLLEE,

Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy (Retired),
Chairman.

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE AND NEED For BILL To
REQUIRE CERTAIN OPERATORS OF OCEAN
Crulses To FrLE EVIDENCE oF FINANCIAL
SECURITY AND OTHER INFORMATION

The bill would require chartered vessel
operators offering and conducting passenger
ocean crulses from the United States to file
evidence of financial security which would
indemnify passengers for nonperformance of
an ocean crulse. Certain identifying infor-
mation would also have to be filed with the
Federal Maritime Commission. The security
intended by this bill would be in the nature
of a performance bond written by an Ameri-
can bonding company. However, the Fed-
eral Maritime Commission would be author-
ized to establish the form of the bond and
to accept other security that would accomp-
lish the intended protection.

The bill is intended to prevent financial
loss and hardship to persons, who, after
payment of cruise passage money, are
stranded by the abandonment or cancellation
of a cruise. Other matters concerning cruise
operations such as safety and accommoda-
tions are not covered by this proposed legis-
lation. BSome of the circumstances and
background information concerning the pro-
tection of cruise passengers was presented
by the Federal Maritime Commission to a
House subcommittee studying the problems
of international travel in relation to the
balance-of-payments deficit. That informa-
tion is contained in the report of hearings
before the Special Subcommittee on Tourism
of the Committee on Banking and Currency,
House of Representatives, 88th Congress, 2d
session, 83-104 (1964).

The Commission is authorized to act as
a repository for the information required by
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the bill and to satisfy itself that the finan-
cial security has been accomplished. The
Commission would not, however, be author-
ized to act on claims arising out of the non-
performance of a cruise. Some investigation
would be necessary to assure the Commission
that the terms of the act were being carried
out.

The class subject to the bill consists, in
the main, of the type that operate a crulse
without sufficlent financial means and re-
sponsibiilty which protect the public from
the consequences of being stranded. The
bill exempts operators who have a proprie-
tary interest In a vessel employed in such
cruise operation, because such an interest
would indicate a sufficient degree of finan-
clial responsibility,

RETROCESSION OF JURISDICTION
OVER CERTAIN LANDS TO THE
STATE OF WASHINGTON

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on be-
half of my colleague from Washington
[Mr. MacnUsoN] and myself, I am intro-
ducing today a bill which would permit
the Secretary of the Army to make ret-
rocession of jurisdiction over the Fort
Canby-Cape Disappointment area to the
State of Washington.

The State of Washington would like
to acquire some of the land in the Fort
Canby-Cape Disappointment area for
State park purposes. The State parks
and recreation commission has not been
able to lease or buy any of the property
until the Army’s exclusive jurisdiction
over the area has been rescinded.

In 1852 this area, on the north side
of the mouth of the Columbia River, was
reserved from the public domain for mil-
itary purposes. In 1890 and 1891 the
Legislature of the State of Washington
passed statutes ceding exclusive juris-
diction in the area to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In 1954, this Fort Canby reservation
was transferred from military to ecivil
works accounts of the Department of
Army. The Corps of Engineers advises
me that it is their policy not to ask for
jurisdiction, and therefore they have no
objections to this bill.

This bill deals with retrocession of
jurisdiction only, and in no way con-
veys or grants any property rights from
the Army to the State.

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

The bill (S. 2421) to make retrocession
to the State of Washington of jurisdic-
tion over lands comprising the Fort
Canby-Cape Disappointment area near
the mouth of the Columbia, introduced by
Mr. JacksoN (for himself and Mr. Macg-
NUSON), was received, read twice by its
title, and referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

TREATMENT OF TIPS UNDER RAIL-
ROAD RETIREMENT—AMENDMENT
AMENDMENT NO. 388

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment which I in-
tend to propose as an addition to H.R.
3157, which deals with the Railroad Re-
tirement Act.

In many respects we have in the Con-
gress attempted to retain a close paral-
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lelism between the Railroad Retirement
Act benefits and those available in other
industries through social security. The
Social Security Act amendments which
have now become law include a provision
whereby workers who receive tips may for
the first time report them and qualify
through them for social security benefits.
The largest single group affected will be
waiters and waitresses.

There are also waiters in railroad din-
ing cars, and other tip employees such
as pullman porters. In order to give
equivalent treatment to them, my
amendment would apply the same pro-
visions to the Railroad Retirement Act
as those which are now law under social
security. This does not involve any ad-
ditional tax upon employers, since the
treatment in the case of tip workers is
that accorded the self-employed. I
might add that this comparable change
has the support of at least one of the
major labor unions thus affected, and so
far as I know there is no objection from
other groups.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received, printed, and
appropriately referred.

The amendment (No. 388) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1965—AMENDMENTS
AMENDMENT NO, 388

Mr. DOMINICK submitted amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him,
to the bill (H.R. 8283) to expand the war
on poverty and enhance the effectiveness
of programs under the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964, which were ordered
to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 390

Mr. DOMINICK (for himself and Mr.
SmmpsoN) submitted an amendment, in-
tended to be proposed by them, jointly,
to House bill 8283, supra, which was or-
dered to lie on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO, 391

Mr. FANNIN submitted amendments,
intended to be proposed by him, to House
bill 8283, supra, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 382

Mr. ALLOTT submitted amendments,
intended to be proposed by him, to House
bill 8283, supra, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3893 THROUGH 401

Mr. PROUTY submitted nine amend-
ments, intended to be proposed by him, to
House bill 8283, supra, which were
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF
BILLS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that upon the next
printing of S. 2263, to establish a Traffic
Branch of the District of Columbia Court
of General Sessions, the names of Mr.
BisrLe, Mr. McINTYRE, Mr. KENNEDY of
New York, Mr. Typings, Mr. ProuTy, and
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Mr. Dominick be added as additional co-
SpOnsors.

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

All members of the Committee on the
District of Columbia endorse the bill that
I earlier introduced calling for five addi-
tional judges, two of whom would be as-
signed to traffic court. The bill really
now should be treated as a combined
Morse-Bible bill, because I was an en-
thusiast for the bill introduced by the
chairman of my committee, the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. BierLe]l, when he intro-
duced it, which provided for only three
judges. But further study leads all of us
on the committee to believe that the sug-
gestion that I made in my bill for five
judges instead of three, two of them to
serve as traffic court judges, ought to be
adopted by the Senate. I believe that
the report on the bill will be filed before
the day is over, and therefore I would like
to have the names of the additional co-
sponsors printed when the print is made.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] may
be added as a cosponsor of Senate bill
960, to amend the War Claims Act, at its
next printing.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I also ask
unanimous consent that the name of the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. BisLE] may be
added as a cosponsor of Senate bill 2305,
to amend the International Travel Act of
1961, the next time the bill is printed.

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

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL
AND RESOLUTION

Under authority of the orders of the
Senate, as indicated below, the follow-
ing names have been added as addi-
tional cosponsors for the following bill
and resolution:

Authority of July 28, 1965:

S.2339. A bill to permit a State to elect to
use funds from the Highway Trust Fund for
purposes of urban mass transporation: Mr.
BARTLETT, Mr. BREWSTER, Mr., CLARK, Mr.
GrUENING, Mr. Inouye, Mr. RisicoFF, and
Mr. WiLriams of New Jersey.

Authority of August 2, 1965:

S. Res. 138. Resolution to amend the
Standing Rules of the Senate requiring ger-
maneness of amendments: Mr. INOUYE, Mr.
Moss, Mrs. NEUBERGER, and Mr. RANDOLPH,

POPULATION HEARINGS SCHED-
ULED TUESDAY AND WEDNESDAY,
AUGUST 17 AND 18, IN ROOM 3110,
NEW SENATE OFFICE BUILDING,
STARTING AT 10 A.M.

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, this
week the Senate Government Operations
Subcommittee on Foreign Aid Expendi-
tures will hear experts in the fields of
health, medicine, and economics discuss
the population dilemma and how it re-
lates to these areas.

The subcommittee will hold public
hearings Tuesday, August 17, and
Wednesday, August 18, starting at 10
am. in room 3110 of the New Senate
Office Building.
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Witnesses appearing before the Sub-
committee on Foreign Aid Expenditures
tomorrow are Representative RoBerT B.
Duncan from Oregon's Fourth Congres-
sional District and Dr. Andre Hellegers,
Baltimore, associate professor of obstet-
rics and gynecology at the Johns Hop-
kins University Hospital. Dr. Hellegers
is one of more than 50 nationally promi-
nent Catholic laymen and clergymen en-
dorsing tax-supported birth control pro-
grams including all medically accepted
forms of family planning in a statement
presented to the American Bar Associa-
tion convention in Miami, Fla., on Au-~
gust 9. The statement was presented on
behalf of the signatures by the Reverend
Dexter L. Hanley, S.J., director of the
Institute of Law, Human Rights, and
Social Values, Georgetown TUniversity
Law Center.

Wednesday, August 18, the subcom-
mittee will hear testimony from the
Honorable Marriner Eccles, of Salt Lake
City, Utah, former Chairman of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve Board and internationally known
financier; Dr. Ernest Lyman Stebbins,
Baltimore, Md., dean of the School of
Hygiene and Public Health of the Johns
Hopkins University; and Dr. Leslie Corsa,
Jr., Ann Arbor, Mich., director, Center
for Population Planning, School of Pub-
lic Health, University of Michigan.

The testimony of these witnesses will
help to examine further the many ways
in which the population explosion relates
to health, economics, and general well-
being, and the subcommittee looks for-
ward to hearing their contributions to
the population dialog.

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE DRUM
AND BUGLE CORPS OF AMERICA

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in rec-
ognition of National Drum Corps Week,
August 15 through August 22, I am
pleased to join my colleagues in paying
tribute to all those who have contributed
their talents and services to this phase
of our American way of life. Music, har-
mony and precision are great assets in
the training and development of the
youth of our country and an important
extracurricular activity to be enjoyed by
performers and spectators alike. Con-
gratulations to the drum and bugle corps
of America, and best wishes for contin-
ued success as a constant part in our
onward march for a greater America.

LOST OPPORTUNITIES IN WHEAT

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, over the years the United
States has been a great exporter of
wheat. It is one of our biggest dollar
earners in meeting our balance of pay-
ments with the rest of the world.

Consumption in the United States over
the past 30 years has remained constant
at approximately 500 million bushels a
year. This means that with the wheat
yields of 10 years ago we would still have
to export nearly half of our wheat pro-
duction even with greatly reduced acre-
age under present farm programs. This
is only half of the story. Due to the
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efficiency, ingenuity, and hard work of
our farmers, coupled with new techno-
logical advances and improved farm
machinery, wheat production per acre in
the last 15 years has practically doubled.

Unlike our neighbor to the north—
Canada—United States wheat farmers
cannot participate in the biggest dollar
market for wheat in the world—that of
Russia, her satellites, and China. It is
understandable that our wheat farmers
would be barred from selling wheat to
China., The biggest single impediment
now to selling wheat to Russia is the
requirement that 50 percent of the wheat
shipped to Russia or Russian bloc coun-
tries be carried in American vessels.
This means that the cost of wheat to
these wheat deficit countries is 20 to 30
cents a bushel higher than if the price
were the same in both countries.

Canada and every other surplus wheat-
producing nation in the world now have
sold practically all of their surplus wheat
and their farmers are placed in the posi-
tion of needing to increase their acreage
to meet their export commitments.

Here in the United States we have a
completely opposite situation. Because
we are locked out of the big markets of
the world, our farmers have had to resort
to stiff production controls and even then
we are having a difficult problem holding
down surpluses.

Mr. President, the Bismarck Tribune
published at Bismarck, N. Dak., under
date of August 13 contained a most en-
lightening editorial on the farm produc-
tion situation entitled “U.S. Farmers
versus Soviet.” Unlike this editorial, the
farmers and farm programs of this Na-
tion are being condemned and vilified in
widely read and most erroneous press
stories. Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that this editorial be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

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

U.S. FARMERS VERSUS SOVIET

Around North Dakota this week farmers
were busy with harvest, reaping what prom-
ised to be one of the richest in history. With
more people than ever to feed, fewer farmers
than ever were feeding them better than
ever.

Across the world, in Russia, quite the op-
posite was true. Despite the brags of Soviet
planners, Russla’s farms will be hard put
to meet Russian needs of food and fiber,

The U.S. Department of Agriculture pub-
lication, Farm Index, draws some compa.rl-
sons,

In Russia, it takes over a third of the
Soviet work force to grow food; in the United
States it takes only one-twelfth.

We get our abundance off 308 million acres
of sown cropland. Russia struggles in
shortages with 540 million sown acres,

Where we raise 4,092 million bushels of
corn, Russia produces only 91 million
bushels,

Where we had 106.7 milllon head of cattle
in 1963, the Soviets had only 85.4 million.

Only in wheat and potatoes, among major
crops, does the Soviet Union outproduce the
United States.

There are, of course, good reasons for
American agriculture’s productive superior-
ity. We use four times as much fertilizer
as they do, have four times as many tractors
and twice as many combines. More than
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that, of course, our farmers have the know-
how and management ability needed to pro-
duce, because without it they couldn't sur-
vive. This is their incentive.

Russian farmers have no such incentive.
We have some 3,673,000 farms in this coun-

. There are only 48,000 in Russia, some
88,000 state-supervised collectives averaging
33,000 acres per farm and another 9,000
state-owned farms averaging 147,000 acres
and 411 families each.

Here has to be the real reason why Amer-
ican farmers year-in, year-out win the agri-
cultural olympics hands down over their
Russian rivals.

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.
President, the New York Times of August
13 contains an editorial entitled ‘“‘Lost
Opportunities in Wheat,” which I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp as a part of my remarks.
This editorial from one of our greatest
publications tells a story that every
American citizen should take time to
read

Tl:;ere being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrbp,
as follows:

LosT OPPORTUNITIES IN WHEAT

The United States is the odd man out in
the huge wheat purchases being made by the
Soviet Union. Canada and Argentina have
received windfalls largely because U.S. wheat
is too costly as a result of the Government's
discriminatory requirement that 50 percent
of wheat exports to Soviet bloc countries
must be shipped in American vessels.

The U.8. exclusion is unfortunate on many
counts, Sales from the Nation's surplus
would have meant greater prosperity in farm-
ing districts. They would also have increased
the trade surplus in the Nation’s balance of
payments. Beyond these economic gains, the
sales would have given tanglble expression
to the Johnson administration’'s desire to
improve relations with the Soviet Union.

Even so, the big Russian purchases are
important to the West. For Canada they
mean higher incomes in agriculture, the one
area of her economy that has not been enjoy-
ing boom conditions, and a cut in the big
deficit in the Canadian balance of payments.
As far as Argentina is concerned, the inflow
of scarce dollars will have an even more
significant impact on her inflation-racked,
capital-short economy.

The United States itself will reap benefits
indireectly. If the Russians pay for a good
portion of their purchases by selling gold in
London, the Treasury will not have to supply
as much gold from its own dwindling stock
to meet the demands of private and official
sellers of dollars. Thus the Russians will be
helping to calm the nervousness that has
threatened to curb international trade and
investment.

The West also is bolstered by the continued
demand for grains from the country that had
once been the granary of Europe. The Soviet
Union has made great advances in indus-
trialization and technology, but it has utterly
failed to match the revolution that has taken
place in American agriculture. And because
Russia has to depend on outside sources of
food supply, its leaders must recognize the
desirability of strengthening their relations
with those who can meet their needs.

It is ironic that the United States, which
is the champion of liberalized trade and
which has wheat to sell, cannot participate
in this trade with Russia because of the
high cost of American shipping. Yet the
very unions that have done most to make the
American merchant marine uneconomic are
the chief Insisters on quota preference
guarantees. Secretary of Commerce John T.
Connor has accurately testified that, if the
shipping restrictions were eliminated, the
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almost certain result would be a protest
strike by dock and maritime unions.

A large part of the merchant fleet is al-
ready strike-bound for reasons that are a
compound of economics and interunion war-
fare. Political strikes are just one more of
the factors that contribute to the demise of
American shipping they also undermine our
prosperity and our foreign policy.

SOCIAL EARTHQUAKES

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, in the
prayer of the Chaplain concluded a few
moments ago, Dr. Frederick Brown Har-
ris, Chaplain of the Senate, referred to
“social earthquakes.” Those, alas, are
precisely what have been visited on the
great city of Los Angeles and on other
communities in the State from which I
come during the past 5 frightening days.
The news this morning apparently re-
flects a diminution, possibly a cessation,
in the wanton killings, the pillage, and
the arson which yesterday provoked one
newspaper reporter to compare a por-
tion of the metropolitan area of Los An-
geles with Hitler’s Berlin in the last hours
of that infamous reign.

Last Friday night at my home in
Washington I said:

I earnestly implore all citizens involved in
this frightening and bloody breach of the
peace in Los Angeles to become law abiding
and rational. Respect for law and order is
the very keystone of our society, and no dis-

respect for duly constituted authority can
be tolerated.

Mr. President, respect for law is the
only sound basis on which a free Ameri-
can society may be grounded.

We are a nation of 194 million peo-
ple—black people, white people, people
of all shades and races and colors—en-
deavoring to create a better life for our-
selves, endeavoring to lead humanity to-
ward a peace with justice; yet today law
and order have been violated in a horri-
ble way.

Law and order must be enforced by
government on any and all levels. Law
and order must be enforced with cour-
age, with vigor, and with speed. Law and
order also must be maintained.

But beyond that, what are the causes
which may have produced these terrible
and tragic effects? That, too, is a criti-
cal and immediate problem for American
society, for all of us, in every part of this
land, which must be solved.

Education programs enacted by the
Congress, war on poverty programs,
housing programs, aid programs, are for
naught unless finally free from any venal
political concern, organized Government
in this country is able to raise the stand-
ards of those whose deprivation may
have contributed to the holocaust which
we face in the State from which I come.

I regret that holocaust with all my
heart; and, speaking in the Senate, I
hope and pray that all the people of the
United States will follow the law and re-
spect order, for otherwise American so-
ciety is in danger.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that an editorial entitled “Anarchy
Must End,” published in the Los Angeles
Times of Saturday, August 14, 1965; an
article entitled “Eyewitness Account—
Mob Shouts Cry for Blood: Get Whitey,”
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written by Robert Richardson, and pub-
lished in the Los Angeles Times of Satur-
day, August 14, 1965; and an article en-
titled, “Feelings Behind Rioting Ana-
lyzed,” written by Harry Nelson, Times
medical editor, and also published in the
Los Angeles Times of Saturday, August
14, 1965, may be printed at this point in
the RECORD.

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

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times,
Aug. 14, 1965]
ANARCHY MusT END

Race rioting has brought anarchy to a
crowded area of south Los Angeles. Terror-
ism is spreading.

Whatever its root causes, the chaos which
has gripped the city for 3 days and 3 nights
must be halted forthwith,

If the National Guardsmen belatedly sent
to the relief of Chief Parker’s outnumbered
police, sheriffi's deputies and California high-
way patrolmen are not enough, additional
hundreds must be provided at once.

Now that kid-glove measures have failed,
the sternest possible steps must be taken
to quell the madness before mob viclence
becomes mass murder. During this all-out
effort, citizens are requested to stay out of
the riot area. If they live in the vicinity,
they are strongly urged to remain in their
homes.

Only after sanity is restored can there be
any meaningful talk about long-range cures
of the basic problems involved.

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times,
Aug. 14, 1965]
EYEWITNESS ACCOUNT: Moe SHOUTs CRY FOR
Broop: “GET WHITEY"”

(By Robert Richardson)

(Nore—Robert Richardson, 24, a Negro, is
an advertising salesman for the Times. He
witnessed the rioting in south Los Angeles
for nearly 8 hours Thursday night.)

It was the most terrifying thing I've ever
seen in my life.

I went along with the mobs, just watching,
listening.

It's a wonder anyone with white skin got
out of there alive.

I saw people with guns. The cry went up
several times—"Let’s go to Lynwood” (an all-
white neighborhood) whenever there weren't
enough whites around.

RACIAL WORD SPREADS

Every time a car with whites in it entered
the area the word spread like lightning down
the street:

‘““Here comes Whitey—get him."”

The older people would stand in the back-
ground egging on the teenagers and the
people in their early twenties. Then the
young men and women would rush in and
pull white people from cars and beat them
and try to set fire to thelr cars.

One white couple, in their sixties, happened
to be driving along Imperial before the
blockades were put up. They were beaten
and kicked until their faces, hands, and
clothing were bloody. I thought they were
going to be killed. How they survived I don’t
know. Those not hitting and kicking the
couple were standing there shouting “Kill!
Kilnm

Finally they turned them loose and an
ambulance was called and they were taken
away.

Two white men driving down Avalon Boule-
vard ducked when rocks bombarded their
car. When they ducked the car hit a car
with Negroes.

They were beaten so badly one man’s eye
was hanging out of the socket. Some Negro
ministers made their way through the crowd
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and carrled both men into an apartment
building and called an ambulance.

The crowd called the ministers hyprocrites.
They cussed them and spit on them. Some
Negro officers tried to disperse the crowd,
but they were Jeered at, sworn at, called
traitors and stoned.

NEGRO OFFICERS PERILED

The Negro officers were given a worse time
than the white officers.

Light-skinned Negroes such as myself were
targets of rocks and bottles until someone
standing nearby would shout, “He's blood,”
or “He's a brother—lay off.”

As some areas were blockaded during the
night, the mobs would move outside, look-
ing for more cars with whites. When there
were no whites they started throwing rocks
and bottles at Negro cars. Then near mid-
night they began looting stores owned by
whites.

Everybody got in the looting—children,
grownups, and old men and women, break-
ing windows and going into stores.

Then everybody started drinking, even
little kids 8 or 9 years old. That's when the
cry started, “Let's go where Whitey lives.”
That's when I began to see guns.

I believe the mobs would have moved into
white neighborhoods, but it was getting late
and many of them had to go to work Friday
morning.

But some said, “Wait till tonight and Sat-
urday. We'll really roll over the weekend.
We'll really get Whitey then,”

They knew they had the upper hand.
They seemed to sense that the police nor
anyone else could stop them.

I heard them say, “Just wait till one of
the blood gets shot—then heads will really
roll. Then Whitey will get his.”

[From the Los Angeles (Calif.) Times,
Aug, 14, 1965]

FEELINGS BEHIND RIOTING ANALYZED—TWO
PSYCHIATRISTS SEE ANGER, ANXIETY, AND
SELF-HATRED As EmoTrioNaL Kevs To OuUT-
BURST

(By Harry Nelson)

Anger mixed with mistrust of white men
plus strong feelings of rejection, self-hatred,
and anxiety about the future are the key
psychological ingredients in Los Angeles’
race riots, two psychiatrists sald Friday.

The riots very likely will be repeated in
other parts of the city—Pasadena espe-
cially—unless communities open up more
soclally acceptable ways of releasing the
anger and anxiety, predicted Dr. Edward J.
Stainbrook, head of psychiatry at the USC
School of Medicine.

But until emotions have cooled, the best
course of action is force—firm but not
brutal—and a show of numbers, the psy-
chiatrist said.

RATIONAL METHODS

“At this stage it can't be solved with
rational methods, although rational meth-
ods are what should have been applied
before the riot and will have to be when 1t
is over,” he sald.

A Negro psychiatrist, Dr. Alvin F. Pous-
saint, analyzed some of the causes of the
anger and resentment which overflowed into
violence because, he said, there was no other
outlet sufficient to handle the strong feelings.

Until a month ago Dr. Poussaint was chief
resident at UCLA's Neuropsychiatric Insti-
tute. He is now southern field director for
the Medical Committee on Human Rights in
Jackson, Miss,, and was interviewed by tele-
phone.

REVIEW BOARD NEEDED

Police brutality—whether actual or imag-
ined—Iis a key reason for the anger, he sald.
The psychiatrist felt there iz a need for a
review board made up of ordinary citizens
in the Negro neighborhood, not Negro pro-
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fessionals, to discuss grievances with the
police department.

The reason for having nonprofessionals on
the board ties in with another reason for
their anger, he sald.

“They equate the middle-class Negro, the
professional, with the whites. They see them
sometimes as not caring for what happens to
the common Negro. They see them moving
out of the Watts area to richer parts of the
city and seldom returning.

“They see the Negro doctors move out.
What is needed on the board are some
ordinary Joes who have good leadership abil-
ity—the sort of a man who would make a
good Army platoon leader,” he sald.

“Proposition 14, the repeal of the Rumford
Housing Act in last November’s election, also
had an enormous psychological effect on Ne-
groes in ghetto areas. It made them feel
trapped, as if there is no way of getfing out
of their low-income housing areas.”

Another source of their anger has been
identification with the injustices to Negroes
in the South.

GETTING EVEN

“By lashing out at the white police officer
they feel they are getting even with white
people in general,” Dr. Poussaint continued.

“There 1s also self-hatred mixed up in this
riot because those people have been told so
often that they are no good that they don't
think much of themselves and resent the
fact that they don't.”

“Put an anonymous person in a sprawling
city where he scans the future and sees little
more than hopelessness and you're going to
have trouble,” Dr. Stainbrook said.

“That’s why we have a John Birch Society—
because there is anxiety for the future. Peo-
ple feel they can't depend on the world
around them, as they see it, to help them
realize their future.”

One big problem in analyzing the reasons
for the riots, according to Dr. Stainbrook, is
the difficulty in differentiating between the
Negroes' own feelings about discrimination
and the actual situation.

This makes it difficult for the Negro to look
at his own behavior and analyze how he is
contributing to the problem and then take
steps to correct them, Dr. Stainbrook said.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
be a call of the calendar of bills to which
there is no objection, beginning with
Calendar No. 563.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will proceed to state the items on the
calendar, beginning with order No. 563.

HUEBBELL TRADING POST NATIONAL
HISTORICAL SITE, ARIZ.

The bill (H.R. 3320) to authorize the
establishment of the Hubbell Trading
Post National Historical Site, in the State
of Arizona, and for other purposes, was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 580), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

The purpose of HR. 3320, a companion
measure to S, 1337, introduced by Senators
HaypEN and Fannin of Arizona, s to au-
thorize the acquisition of the Hubbell Trad-
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ing Post, Ariz., including its valuable collec-
tion of Indian art and ethnological materials,
and to provide for its administration by the
Secretary of the Interior as a national his-
toric site. A companion bill, HR. 4901, was
introduced by Congressman SENNER and con-
sidered by the committee at the same time
as H.R. 3320.
NEED

The Hubbell Trading Post is in northeast-
ern Arizona on the Navajo Indian Reserva-
tion. It has been classified by the Advisory
Board of National Parks, Historic Sites,
Buildings, and Monuments as being of excep-
tional value to commemorate and illustrate
an important phase in the history of the
United States.

Federal control of trade with the Indian
dates back to the earliest days of the Repub-
lic (act of July 22, 1790, 1 Stat. 137). It was
recognized from the beginning that the
trader would be of great importance, for good
or 111, in determining the relations between
the Nation and its Indlan neighbors and
wards. In such isolated spots as northeast-
ern Arizona was where John Lorenzo Hubbell,
familiarly known as Don Lorenzo, founded
his trading post; the institution was ines-
capably a strong influence. In his case, this
influence was particularly strong, for he was
recognized by the Navajos as well as the
Hopis, among whom he had lived earlier, as
being earnestly interested in their welfare.

Don Lorenzo started his trading business
at Rio Pueblo, Colo., now Ganado, in 1878 or
earlier. His was the first trading post oper-
ated away from direct military protection.
He himself continued the business until 1930
when he died. Thereafter the post was kept
intact by his son who operated the business
until his death not many years ago. The
present trading post structure—a “long, low
stone building, neither beautiful nor impres-
sive” but representative of a past era and
located in an area in which Indian, Spanish,
and American influences were and are inex-
tricably intertwined—was constructed about
the turn of the century, replacing a smaller
structure which was built when the business
was founded. It and its furniture and fur-
nishings have been kept intact. This means
that the Nation now has an opportunity to
acquire what is, in effect, an on-site museum
of an era that, with the coming of roads and
“ecivilization,” has disappeared nearly every-
where, As the situation is summarized in the
volume of the “National Survey of Historic
Sites and Buildings” on military and Indian
affairs, 1830-98:

“The significance of the Hubbell Trading
Post lies * * * in its preservation today of
the trading post of yesterday. There have
been few changes since the present post and
house were built about 1900 to replace an
earlier, smaller structure. The long stone
trading post, with its wareroom, storercom,
office, and blanket room, looks much as it did
in Don Lorenzo's time, and much as other
Navajo posts looked. The original massive
counters still dominate the storeroom. Office
furniture is that of half a century ago. An-
clent firearms, Indian craftwork, paintings,
and rugs adorn the rug room. The rambling
adobe hacienda in which Hubbell lived and
entertained retains all of its old charm and
atmosphere. The walls of the long living
room and the bedrooms are covered with art-
work, photographs, and Indian artifacts.
Shelves laden with books line the walls.
Navajo rugs lie everywhere. The old home
conveys more vividly than words the manner
in which the Hubbells and other early traders
lived. The barn and utility buildings, mostly
of stone, round out the complete picture of
the old-time trading post. At the Hubbell
Trading Post, the visitor at once understands
and appreclates the pattern of the Navajo
trade, the type of man who conducted it, and
the kind of life he led.”

For these reasons, it is the opinion of the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs
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that the Hubbell Trading Post will be a valu-
able addition to the National Park System,
particularly if arrangements can be worked
out to have it operated along lines close to
those that were in effect when it was an ac-
tive post.

H.R. 3320 calls for the acquisition, at not
more than fair market value, of 160 acres
of land plus the bulldings, nine in all, that
are on it. The 160 acres, it is believed, will
be sufficient to protect the setting of the
trading post against unsightly intrusions.
If this is more land than is needed for the
purposes of the bill, the Navajo Indian Tribe
will be given an opportunity to purchase the
excess at the price for which it was acquired
and the proceeds of the sale will be deposited
in the general fund of the Treasury. It may
also be that it will be possible for the tribe
and the National Park Service to work out an
exchange in which certain land within the
area to be acquired will be traded for a small
tract on its fringe which is in tribal owner-
ship and which, it is believed, will be of value
to the national historic site.

COST

The estimated cost of acquiring the Hub-
bell Trading Post and the land and bulldings
related to it is $169,000. The collection of art,
ethnological objects, and miscellaneous other
movables has been valued by experts in the
fleld at about $143,500. Development costs
will, it is belleved, be about $635,000. Sec-
tion 3 of the bill, as amended, contains lan-
guage appropriate to limit the amount au-
thorized to be appropriated accordingly. An-
nual operating costs, at present price and
wage levels, will be about $70,000.

The land and water conservation fund will
be available for appropriations for land ac-
quisition in connection with the Hubbell
Trading Post Natlonal Historlc Site and the
site will be subject to the provisions of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act pro-
viding for the charging of admission fees.

ALIBATES FLINT QUARRIES AND
TEXAS PANHANDLE PUEBLO CUL-
TURE NATIONAL MONUMENT

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (H.R. 881) to authorize the estab-
lishment of the Alibates Flint Quarries
and Texas Panhandle Pueblo Culture
National Monument which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs with an amendment
on page 2, after line 17, to strike out:

Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated a sum not to exceed $5,000 for
the a.cquisltlon of land and such other sums

as may be necessary to carry out the provi-
slons of this Act.

And, in lieu thereof, to insert:

Sec. 3. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated not to exceed $5,000 for the
acquisition of land and not to exceed
$260,000 for the development of the area.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed, and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill was read the third time, and
passed.

ALIBATES MONUMENT BILL IS WORTHY AND

NEEDED

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
today's passage of the Alibates Flint
Quarries bill insures that a great archeo-
logical find will be preserved forever.

The Alibates mines were first found
and used by ancient man on an exten-
sive scale well over 12,000 years ago.
This was 6,000 years before the wheel
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was invented, 7,000 before the great
pyramids of Egypt were built, and 500
years before the last ice age peaked in
North America covering the St. Lawrence
valley and the Great Lakes under a thick
covering of ice. The brightly colored
flint from these mines was shaped by
ancient man to make arrowheads and
spear points. Arrowheads made from
Alibates flint have been found associated
with the fossilized skeletons of the mam-
moths and the now extinet giant bison.

The flint from the Alibates mines has
been found throughout the Midwest and
Far West, from the Canadian border to
the Gulf of Mexico. At the mines them-
selves are artifacts of red Minnesota
pipestone, California shell, Yellowstone
obsidian, and Arizona pottery—all
brought in by the Indian merchants of
the past to trade for badly wanted flint.
The Alibates mines are truly a great
graphic display of the ways of life and
trade of those who lived on this conti-
nent before the white man came.

The national monument created by
this bill will be situated along the Ca-
nadian River, 35 miles north of Amarillo,
Tex. Most of this land is already part of
the soon to be opened Sanford Reservoir
National Recreation Area. This bill in-
sures that access roads, parking spaces,
and a visitor’s center can be constructed
so that the thousands of people who will
soon start visiting the recreation area
will also have the opportunity to see
these great reminders of what human life
was like on this continent before the
time of Columbus.

I have been working for the passage of
this bill for over 2 years now. In fact, I
introduced the first bill for the purpose
of making the Alibates Flint Quarries
into a national monument on April 25,
1963, in the 88th Congress. At first, the
Department of the Interior opposed pas-
sage of that bill but the Department re-
versed its position this winter following
congressional authorization establishing
the Sanford Reservoir National Recrea-
tion Area.

In the interest of facilitating passage,
I approve of the committee’s decision to
report out H.R. 881 rather than my own
bill 8. 721. It is with a great deal of sat-
isfaction that I note the passage of the
bill by the Senate and the House, await-
ing only the President's signature in
order to be made law.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, in my
opinion, the establishment of the Ali-
bates Flint Quarry as a national monu-
ment is of paramount importance, not
only to the State of Texas, but to our
Nation.

The preservation of the Alibates Flint
Quarry as a priceless treasury to ar-
cheologists, anthropologists, paleontol-
ogists, and geologists is indeed worthy
of our consideration. Not only is its
preservation of vital importance to the
populace, but it represents a historical
landmark in ancient man’s struggle for
survival.

For millions of years this flint lay veiled
in obscurity, waiting for man to mold its
future course. Then, during some mil-
lennium this 3-square-mile deposit
of flint was discovered, and man found
in it his future instruments for work
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and war. It was through diligent efforts
and hard work that ancient man ac-
quired the knowledge and the skills for
making flint into tools and weapons.

As we can well imagine, this was a
unique accomplishment for primitive
man, who had no prior knowledge of
metal or iron. Of course, man was not
only concerned with the functional as-
pects of the flint, but he was also at-
tracted by its esthetic beauty.

Present evidence indicates that this
source of flint was used as long ago as
12,000 to 15,000 years by a culture of the
oldest known man in North America,
who found the flint most beneficial in
hunting the ice age mammoth and the
giant bison. It is known that some cul-
tures traveled as far away as 150 miles,
in order to gather the flint to make spear
points and other implements needed for
survival.

These ancient men established a com-
plex industry based on the trading of
this flint with other cultures—from the
Great Lakes to the Gulf of Mexico and
the Yellowstone to the Pacific Ocean.
So the use and influence of the Alibates
flint was varied and widespread.

Certainly there can be little doubt that
this source produced the finest and most
beautiful quality of flint available. The
Alibates flint was used the most frequent
and by a larger area of the continent
than any other, and perhaps ancient
man'’s fight for survival would have been
deterred without its existence and im-
portance.

The interest in the Alibates Flint
Quarries is not confined merely to the
quarries and flint, but also incorporates
that mass of evidence deposited by an-
cient man and his cultures. Artifacts of
great significance are still awaiting dis-
covery, where once a great industrial
complex was conceived.

In the 1930’s, a 66-room pueblo ruin in
the quarry areas was excavated and
16,000 known artifacts were revealed.
Now, a 100-room pueblo ruin has been
located within the area and is awaiting
excavation.

The use of the Alibates flint flourished
until the age of modern man and the in-
troduction of metal, as still another phe-
nomenon. Yet, before metal was impro-
vised, thousands of tons of this flint was
quarried by primitive man with his an-
cient tools—a formidable task still for
modern man with his complex ma-
chinery.

I believe the Alibates Flint Quarry
could become one of our most important
monuments. Located within what is
known as the “breaks” of the High
Plains, it would provide for all a clear
view of intriguing geological strata, com-
plete with numerous fossil remains. The
quarry itself spans the entire period of
prehistorical America.

The preservation of the Alibates Flint
Quarry as a historical site will stand as
a monument to those people and cul-
tures who so long ago flourished upon
the earth. With the completion of the
new Sanford Reservoir, many people will
be visiting the area, which was once
under private ownership. It is impera-
tive that we act now to preserve those
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surroundings where once prehistorie
North American man lived and worked.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 581), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of H.R. 881 is to set aside cer~
tain land in Texas, most of which is already
owned by the United States, as the Alibates
Flint Quarries and Texas Panhandle Pueblo
Culture National Monument.

NEED

For 12,000 years or more the Alibates Flint
Quarries were worked by Indlans living in
the panhandle area of Texas. From these
quarries came the multicolored flint arrow-
heads and tools which were both used by the
inhabitants of the locality and traded by
them for goods supplied from far-distant
sources. Flints from these quarries have
been found as far north as Minnesota and
Wisconsin, as far west as the Pacific coast,
and as far south as the Guif of Mexico. Pro-
fessional archeologists regard the quarries as
one of the outstanding remains of the pre-
historic cultures of North America.

Toward the end of the period when the
quarries were being worked the panhandle
area was occupied by sedentary tribes which
built large pueblo-type structures for their
homes. Some of these structures housed as
many as 60 to 100 families. They were con-
structed of limestone slabs and adcbe and
are regarded by archeologists as a blend of
the types of structures used by the Indians
of the Great Plains and by those of the arid
Southwest.

The two areas in questlon—that of the
quarries and that of the pueblos—are about
85 miles from Amarillo. They were redis=-
covered in the 1920's but have been only
partially excavated. Such excavating work
as has been done indicates that the quarries
extend in a narrow band through an area
about a mile long and a tenth of a mile wide.
The pueblo area is believed to have occupied
about 60 to 80 acres. Taken together and
with surrounding protective land, the area
involved in H.R. 881, then, may total as
much as 230 acres.

Most of this land is already in the owner-
ship of the United States. It was acquired
by the Government in connection with its
Sanford Reservolr, a feature of the Canadian
River reclamation project (act of Dec. 29,
1950, 64 Stat. 1124) and the recreation area
authorized in connection therewith (act of
Aug. 31, 1946, 78 Stat. 744). Whether any
more land needs to be acquired can be de-
termined only after further field studies are
completed. At most, however, it is believed
that about 90 acres will be needed. A limi-
tation on the amount authorized to be ap-
propriated for future land acquisition has
been written into the bill accordingly and
the precise boundaries of the monument will
be reported to the committee after they have
been settled.

While it would be possible to administer
the area proposed to be included in the na-
tional monument as a part of the authorized
recreation area mentioned above without
special recognition of its archeological value,
setting it aside as a national monument will
give it the superior recognition that it de-
serves without detracting from the educa-
tion and enjoyment that it will give those
who visit the recreation area and without
adding to the costs which would, in any
event, be incurred in connection with the
latter.

. COST

The cost of land and interests in land to

be acquired hereafter for the Alibates Flint
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Quarries and Texas Panhandle Pueblo Cul-
ture National Monument is, as has been
stated, not more than $5,000. The capital
costs to be incurred for road parking areas,
a visitor center, and the like have been estl-
mated by the Interlor Department to be
$260,000.

The committee directs that the Park Serv-
ice make every effort to secure a donation of
the 90 acres of land authorized for acquisi-
tion. If this is not possible then a scenic
easement should be acquired rather than fee
title.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (HR. 1044) to authorize the
Secretary of the Navy to convey to the
city of Norfolk, State of Virginia, certain
lands in the city of Norfolk, State of Vir-
ginia, in exchange for certain other lands
was announced as next in order.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be passed over.

LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTION EXER-
CISED BY THE UNITED STATES
OVER LANDS WITHIN CAMP Mc-
COY MILITARY RESERVATION,
WIS.

The bill (H.R. 546) to authorize the
Secretary of the Army to adjust the
legislative jurisdiction exercised by the
United States over lands within Camp
McCoy Military Reservation, Wis., was
considered, ordered to a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

Mr. LONG of Louislana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 588), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BILL

The purpose of the bill is to provide for
retrocession of legislative jurisdiction over
such portions of Camp McCoy Military
Reservation as are required at the present
time and in the future. The immediate
problem relates to traffic control over cer-
tain major highways which traverse the
reservation.

BACKGROUND OF THE BILL

Camp McCoy, located in Monroe County,
Wis., was originally established in 1908 on
14,000 acres of land, expanded during World
War II, and now comprises approximately
60,000 acres of land owned in fee by the
United States. This is a class I installation,
and, although designated “inactive,” it con-
stitutes the major component training site
for Reserve units from those States within
the 5th Army area. The United States is
vested with exclusive jurisdiction over a
substantial portion of these lands by virtue
of various acts of cession and the general
statutes of the State of Wisconsin.

The camp is traversed by the three major
public highways referred to in this bill, as
introduced, Highways Nos. 16 and 21 having
been in existence for many years, and I-80
being in the process of construction.

POLICE AUTHORITY

The retrocession of Federal jurisdiction
over property within our camps, posts, and
stations 18 made desirable, and even neces-
sary, for a number of reasons which vary
from place to place. For the most part, how-
ever, the particular difficulty which makes
it necessary to place equal jurisdiction in the
Federal Government and in the State is
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the matter of traffic control. Where
the Federal Government has exclusive
jurisdiction, military police, If depu-
tized, do have authority to arrest civil-
lan traffic violators but must bring the vio-
lators before a U.S. Commissioner. In many
instances, the U.S. Commissioner is at a great
distance, which entails the expenditure of
both time and money from the military
authorities, Where there is concurrent juris-
diction, military police can take appropriate
action with respect to military personnel and
the State can take similar actlon with respect
to both civilian and military personnel.

Even where traffic control is not involved,
exclusive jurisdiction in the United States
can cause difficulties with respect to the
attendance at public schools of children liv-
ing within the area; divorce proceedings are
sometimes impossible to initiate; and crimi-
nal prosecution, while possible, is rendered
particularly difficult. In short, wholly un-
necessary jurisdictional difficulties are en-
countered where exclusive jurlsdiction rests
in the United States.

MRS. A. E. HOUSLEY

The bill (S. 683) for the relief of Mrs.
A. E. Housley was considered, ordered to
be engrosed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Secretary of the Treasury 1s authorized and
directed to pay, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to Mrs.
A. E. Housley, of Annapolis, Maryland, the
sum of $467.60 in full settlement of all her
claims against the United States arising out
of the failure of the Post Office Department
to pay Mr. A. E. Housley at the overtime rate
for services in excess of eight hours in a day
during the period October 15, 1962, through
March 27, 1963. No part of the amount ap-
propriated in this Act shall be paid or de-
livered to or received by any agent or at-
torney an account of services rendered in
connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person violating
the provisions of this Act shall be deemed
gulilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction
thereof shall be fined in any sum not exceed-
ing $1,000.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 590), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill is to authorize and
direct the Secretary of the sury to pay
to Mrs. A. E. Housley, of Annapolis, Md., the
sum of $467.69 in full settlement of all her
claims against the United States arising out
of the failure of the Post Office Department
to pay Mr. A. E. Housley at the overtime rate
for services in excess of 8 hours in a day
during the period October 15, 1962, through
March 27, 1963.

CHILDREN OF MRS. ELIZABETH
DOMBROWSKI

The bill (H.R. 1291) for the relief of
the children of Mrs. Elizabeth A.
Dombrowski was considered, ordered to
be engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer=~
ica in Congress assembled, That the Secretary
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of the Treasury is authorized and directed to
pay, out of any money in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, to each child of Mrs.
Elizabeth A. Dombrowski, of Parma, Ohio,
widow of Victor E. Dombrowskl, of Parma,
Ohio, the amount which the Administrator
of Veterans' Affairs certifies to him would
have been payable to each such child under
section 542 of title 38 of the United States
Code for the period from July 1, 1960, to the
date which each such child actually began
recelving a pension under such section:
Provided, That no part of the amount appro-
priated in this Act in excess of 10 per cen-
$um thereof shall be pald or dellvered to or
received by any agent or attorney on account
of services rendered in connection with this
claim, and the same shall be unlawful, any
contract to the contrary notwlthstanding.
Any person viclating the provisions of this
Act shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor
and upon conviction thereof shall be fined in
any sum not exceeding $1,000.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 591), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to pay the six children of the veteran, Victor
E, Dombrowskl, the amount of death pension
which the Administrator of Veterans’ Affairs
certifies would have been payable to each
such child from July 1, 1960, through March
27, 1962, had timely application therefor been
filed.

LEWIS H. NELSON III

(The bill (H.R. 4024) for the relief of
Lewis H. Nelson IIT was considered,
ordered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 592) explaining the pur-
pose of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
‘o authorize the Comptroller General to set-
tle the claim of Lewis H. Nelson III, of Rome,
N.Y., for compensation for services he ren-
dered the Department of the Air Force at
Griffiss Air Force Base after termination of
his appointment on the basis of erroneous
information that his appointment had been
extended. The bill would authorize a pay-
ment of $255.33 in final settlement of the
claim.

TERENCE J. O'DONNELL, THOMAS
P. WILCOX, AND CLIFFORD M.
SPRINGBERG
The bill (H.R. 4025) for the relief of

Terence J. O'Donnell, Thomas P. Wil-

cox, and Clifford M. Springberg was con-

sidered, ordered to a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 595), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.
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There being no objection, the excerpt
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

PURPOSES

The purpose of the proposed legislation is
to pay three employees of the Federal Avia-
tion Agency amounts found to be due them
for personal property destroyed in a fire in
Government quarters furnished in connec-
tion with their employment. The amounts
authorized by the bill are as follows:

Terence J. O'Donnell_ ..o ococau-- $435. 83
Thomsas P. Wileox_____ . ________ 3,138.20
Clifford M. Springberg............ 1, 144. 52

JOHN HENRY TAYLOR

The bill (H.R. 5819) for the relief of
John Henry Taylor was considered, or-
dered to a third reading, read the third
time, and passed.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 593), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the proposed legislation
is to relieve John Henry Taylor, of Columbus,
Ga., of liability to pay the United States the
sum of $923.51, representing salary overpay-
ments received by him from the Post Office
Department in the periods of January 1, 1953,
through November 30, 1967, and January 11,
1958, through September 15, 1962, due to
administrative error in the certification of
service for longevity credit and without fault
on his part. The bill would authorize the
refund of any amounts repaid or withheld
because of the liability.

LT. SAMUEL R. RONDBERG, US.
ARMY RESERVE

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 766) for the relief of Lt. Samuel
R. Rondberg, U.S. Army Reserve, which
had been reported from the Committee
on the Judiciary with an amendment
on page 1, line 5, after the word “of”,
where it appears the second time, to
strike out “$231.30” and insert “$240.30";
so as to make the bill read:

8. T66

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Lieu-
tenant Samuel R. Rondberg, United States
Army Reserve, is hereby relieved of all lia-
bility for repayment to the United States
of the sum of $240.30, representing the
amount of overpayments of subsistence al-
lowance received by the sald Lieutenant
Samuel R. Rondberg for the period from
September 27, 1957, through June 10, 1958,
while he was in the Reserve Officers’ Train-
ing Corps serving at Washington Univer-
sity in the State of Missouri, such over-
payments having been made as a result of
administrative error.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, to the sald Lieutenant Samuel
R. Rondberg, the sum of any amounts re-
celved or withheld fiom him on account

of the overpayments referred to in the first
section of this Act.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 596), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of this bill, as amended, is to
relieve Lt. Samuel R. Rondberg, U.S. Army
Reserve, of all liability for repayment to the
United States the sum of $240.30, represent-
ing the amount of overpayments of subsist-
ence allowance received by the claimant for
the period from September 27, 1957, through
June 10, 1958, while serving in the Reserve
Officers’ Training Corps at Washington Uni-
versity in the State of Missouri, such over-
payments having been made as a result of
administrative error.

MRS. CLARA W. DOLLAR

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (S. 1873) for the relief of Mrs. Clara
‘W. Dollar which had been reported from
the Committee on the Judiciary with
amendments on page 1, line 11, after
“GS-3", to insert “longevity”; in the
same line, after “GS-4", to insert “lon-
gevity”; and on page 2, line 12, after the
word “Act,” to strike out “in excess of
10 per centum thereof”; so as to make
the bill read:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That Mrs.
Clara W. Dollar, of Atlanta, Georgla, s here-
by relieved of all liability for repayment to
the United States of the sum of $629.35, rep-
resenting overpayments of compensation she
received as an employee of the Federal Na-
tional Mortgage Association for the period
from March 25, 1956, through October 28,
1861, such overpayments having been made
as a result of administrative error in estab-
lishing her salary rate when she was pro-
moted from grade GS-3, longevity step 3,
to grade GS—4, longevity step 2, in violation
of the limitations prescribed in section 802
(b) of the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended. In the audit and settlement of
the accounts of any certifying or disbursing
officer of the United States, full credit shall
be given for the amount for which lability
is relieved by this Act.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Treasury is
authorized and directed to pay out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise ap-
propriated, to the said Mrs. Clara W. Dol-
lar, the sum of any amounts recelved or with-
held from her on account of the overpay-
ments referred to in the first section of this
Act: Provided, That no part of the amount
appropriated in this Act shall be paid or de-
livered to or received by any agent or at-
torney on account of services rendered in
connection with this claim, and the same
shall be unlawful, any contract to the con-
trary notwithstanding. Any person vio-
lating the provisions of this Act shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor and upon
conviction thereof shall be fined in any sum
not exceeding $1,000.

The amendments were agreed to.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
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the report (No. 597), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the bill, as amended, is to
relieve the claimant of lability to refund
the sum of $629.35, representing overpay-
ments of compensation she received as an
employee of the Federal National Mortgage
Assoclation and to provide for the payment
to the claimant of the sum of any amounts
received or withheld from her on account
of such overpayments.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask that further proceedings
under the call of the calendar be discon-
tinued at this time, so that we may deter-
mine whether there is objection to the
remaining two bills.

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

CONVEYANCE OF CERTAIN REAL
PROPERTY TO BOARD OF PUB-
LIC INSTRUCTION, OEKALOOSA
COUNTY, FLA.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, HR.
4905, Calendar No. 526, is a bill to pro-
vide for the conveyance of certain real
property to the Board of Public Instruc-
tion, Okaloosa County, Fla.

I have been endeavoring since the mid-
dle of last week to contact the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Morse] to discover whether or not he is
opposed to the passage of that bill. I
understand the Senate staff has been
doing the same thing.

This measure is very important to our
State. The area of the State where this
land would be conveyed would be used
as the site for a junior college, for which
the State has put up $2 million for con-
struction funds.

It is important that the bill be passed
at the earliest possible time. I wonder
if any progress has been made toward
clearing this matter with the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We hope to
have information about the bill shortly.
In any event, it will be scheduled.

Mr. HOLLAND. In the event there is
objection by the distinguished Senator
from Oregon, will the measure be sched-
uled for action without delay? It seems
clear to me that this matter should come
up at the earliest possible moment. The
junior college is to be located on a part
of the Eglin Field reserve which is not
being used and is not intended for use.
Already approximately 700 members of
the families of the Armed Forces and
civilian employees have registered in the
junior college, and the little communities
near the area have already made sub-
stantial contributions with respect to
supplying and conditioning some 8 or
10 local buildings for the operation of
the junior college this year.

I believe the Senate will pass the bill
regardless of what the distingulshed
Senator from Oregon may think about it
because its merits are so great.
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I understand that the bill has been
cleared by the leadership on the minority
side so as to permit us to consider and
pass it at the earliest possible time, be-
cause the $2 million already made avail-
able by the State agency which has juris-
diction must be committed by Septem-
ber 1.

More junior colleges are now in a
formative condition in our State than we
can supply with building funds at the
same time. Because of the urgent need
of a junior college in Okaloosa and Wal-
ton Counties to serve the local people,
and also 15,000 to 18,000 personnel at
Eglin Air Force Base, including uni-
formed and civilian employees, the bill is
so important that it should have early
clearance for passage.

Mr. DIRKSEN. We have approved
the bill.

Mr. HOLLAND. I understand that is
the case, and I understand the majority
leader desires to assist us in having it
passed. I am not criticizing anyone but
I wish to have the Senate proceed at an
early date either to pass this bill as an
unobjected-to matter or to submit it to
the conscience of the Senate for consid-
eration.

At this time we would be bound by
whatever expression the Senate might
make. The measure has already been
passed by the House.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I assure the Senator that the lead-
ership on this side of the aisle is sym-
pathetic to the problems of the Senator.
We wish to assist in every way we can.

The majority leader is not present at
this time. However, the majority leader
does plan to schedule the bill soon. He
hopes that the measure can be passed
within the week.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
thank the distinguished Senator.

This bill has already passed the House
unanimously as an unobjected-to meas-
ure. I believe that it should receive the
same treatment at this end of the
Capitol.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope that
we can do that also.

DELAWARE WATER GAP NATIONAL
RECREATION AREA

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the passage of H.R. 89, which
establishes the Delaware Water Gap Na-
tional Recreation Area, will be of great
benefit to many millions of people seek-
ing outdoor recreation. The creation of
this area will bring boating, swimming,
and picnicking within easy reach of the
crowded metropolitan areas of New Jer-
sey, New York, and Pennsylvania. By
our action today we are planning for the
future. We are setting aside one of the
most beautiful sections of the northeast
to be retained in all its natural beauty.

The complex of the Delaware Water
Gap and the new Delaware Water Gap
National Recreation Area will preserve
the heritage of our country. Natural
features that have defied the onslaught
of time will now be spared the further
invasion of man’s urbanization. This is
a fine example of the way in which an
area can cope with the problems of rap-
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idly increasing population. This proj-
ect will not only accommodate the peo-
ple presently living within this area, but
the scope of the recreational area is such
that it will be able to adapt to the in-
creases as they occur.

Moreover, this will be a complete rec-
reational area. Plans call for good scenic
roads throughout the area as well as
competent access roads. Hiking trails
will wind through the forest areas and
move along streams, ponds, and water-
falls. The reservoir will provide facili-
ties for boating and swimming. And
all this within easy reach of over 30 mil-
lion people.

Those who concentrated their efforts
to make this project possible are to be
commended for their farsightedness. We
have provided for the future and I am
sure that the people of the future will
thank us for our efforts. I will be look-
ing forward to the completion of this
project so that our citizens will be able
to enjoy the outstanding facilities that
will be provided.

WILL ROGERS-WILEY POST
MEMORIAL AIRPORT

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, 30
years ago yesterday the world lost a
great humorist and a great aviator.

They were killed when their single-
engine plane crashed shortly after taking
off from a river 15 miles south of Barrow,
Alaska.

Word of the tragedy was slow to reach
the outside world. An Eskimo ran to
Point Barrow to advise authorities of
the crash. An Army Signal Corps staff
sergeant sped to the scene in a launch,
and then reported in a cryptic radio
message the deaths of Will Rogers and
Wiley Post.

The plane went down in a shallow river
running through desolate country. Bar-
row, the northernmost point on the
North American Continent, consisted of
an Army signal station, a Government
school for Eskimo and Indian children,
and a Presbyterian mission.

Barrow has grown since then. A sign
of the times will be the dedication of the
Will Rogers-Wiley Post Memorial Air-
port at Barrow tomorrow.

But if the times have changed in the
last 30 years, the contributions Rogers
and Post made to the world have not
been diminished by the years.

Mr. Post overcame physical and fi-
nancial handicaps to help lead the world
into the age of air travel. His around-
the-world flights were magnificent ac-
complishments and his trip from New
York to Berlin in 1933 was described as
the greatest and most accurate flight up
to the time of his death.

Will Rogers, of course, made his con-
tribution in another field, no less neces-
sary to the well-being of mankind.

Will Rogers was revered throughout
the world because he spoke for every
man in ways that made points without
creating rancor. He was the friend of
the famous and of the unknown.

The epitaph he wrote for himself is
often quoted. It says:

I joked about every prominent man of my
time but I never met a man I didn't like.
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Perhaps more indicative of the
Rogers philosophy is the statement:
A comedian can only last till he either
takes himself serious or his audience takes
him serious.

The world could stand some Will
Rogers’ advice today.

If the feats of Wiley Post opened the
door to a new age, Will Rogers’ words
were meant for all ages.

It is fitting that the tragic accident
which took their lives will be commemo-
rated by an airport named for the two
men.

SAFE CAR EDUCATIONAL
INSTITUTE

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, the junior
Senator from Connecticut [Mr. Risi-
coFr] has won national acclaim for his
diligent efforts to stimulate public dis-
cussion and action to reduce the fright-
ful death toll on our Nation’s highways.

A new nonprofit organization is mak-
ing what I consider a useful and interest-
ing contribution to this campaign. The
Safe Car Educational Institute, using the
slogan, “You can’t be safe in an unsafe
car,” is working to convince the public,
particularly young people, of the need for
continuous preventive maintenance in
safe driving.

A guiding spirit behind the formation
of the institute is Purolator Products,
Inc.,, of my hometown of Rahway, N.J.
Purolator originated the Safe Car Edu-
cational Institute and is its chief sup-
porter. I ask unanimous consent to in-
sert in the Recorp at this point an article
from Petroleum Marketer for June 1965,
which explains the work of the Safe Car
Educational Institute.

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

NEw ORGANIZATION ForMED To TEACH YOUTH
THAT CAR SAFETY STARTS WITH CAR CARE
YOU CAN'T BE SAFE IN AN UNSAFE CAR
(By James B. Lightburn, president, Safe
Car Educational Institute

The Safe Car Educational Institute is a
nonprofit, completely independent and non-
commercial organization supported by the
Nation’s automotive equipment manufac-
turers and oil companies.

It has been created to ald both educators
and industry in the task of educating the
Nation's drivers that proper safe care is vital
in order to reduce the heavy toll of death
and destruction on the Nation's highways.

To accomplish this the Safe Car Educa-
tional Institute is launching a nationwide
program to provide educational material to
schools, clubs, organizations, and Iindustry
on the maintenance and operst!on of motor
vehicles.

The initial program of the Institute is to
provide the millions of high school students
now taking driver education courses with a
supplementary educational program on car
care designed to establish dramatically and
forcefully this single, important, and irre-
futable fact:

HELP YOUR COMMUNITY

The SCEI has produced, in cooperation
with Training Films, Inc., a series of 7
color slide films almed at, and designed for
the 2 million high school students currently
taking driver education courses.

These films cover in detall the following
subjects:

“Seeing for Safety”; “Tire Care for Safety;"
“Good Brakes for Safety;” “Filtration for
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Safety’; “Tuneup for Safety”; “Electric
Power for Safety”; and “Cooling for Safety.”

These fllms have been created specifically
to enhance the present 30 hours of classrocom
driver instruction recommended by the Na-
tional Educational Association and are not
intended to replace or supplant any existing
car care program.

In a survey of some 17,000 schools, officials
of 98 percent of the schools said *Yes” they
would welcome the films and the program as
prepared by the SCEIL.

The seven films can be purchased for $50
from Safe Car Educational Institute, Butler,
N.J., 07405. They will be ready for distribu-
tion in July. No product is identified by
brand but you can identify your company as
the donor on the package containing the
films. It is estimated the films will not be
obsolete for at least 5 years.

RACIAL RIOTING IN LOS ANGELES

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
entire Nation is shocked and horrified
by the racial rioting in the city of Los
Angeles. In the wake of this holocaust,
in which more than 30 lives have been
lost and which still rages in some parts
of the Los Angeles area, various and sun-
dry so-called explanations and excuses
have been offered by experts in the fields
of law enforcement, sociology, psychol-
ogy, psychiatry, urban affairs, and eco-
nomics.

Regardless of how learned the expert
or how scholarly the presentation, I, for
one, cannot comprehend how poverty,
slum conditions, unemployment, cultural
or economic need, or alleged discrimina-
tion—as deplorable as they are—can be
justification for lawlessness and rioting.
I, for one, Mr. President, have yet to be
given an acceptable excuse for taking
the law into one’s own hands. In our
country under the American system of
government, there is no such excuse.

However, I believe the Washington
Evening Star in an editorial last Satur-
day came close to the heart of the mat-
ter. The Star in my opinion put its
finger on a dangerous trend in America
at the present time which we have seen
manifested in Los Angeles, Springfield,
Mass., Chicago, Ill., New York City,
Selma, Ala., Americus, Ga., and indeed
throughout all parts of the United States.

The Star, calling attention to a grow-
ing contempt for law and the rights of
law-abiding people, asked this very per-
tinent question:

What is the effect on respect for law when
prominent members of the clergy announce
they will not obey a law if they disagree with
it? What is the effect when the Supreme
Court, as well as lower Federal courts, over-
turn convictions for law violations on the
flimsiest of bases, or, as in one instance, for
one stated reason?

Does this sort of thing encourage the hood-
lum type to think that respect for law is for
the birds? We think so.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this editorial be printed in the
RECORD.

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

Los AwNGELES RioTs

The most bafling aspect of the savage riot-
ing and looting which has swept Los Angeles
is the utter senselessness of the thing.
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It started Wednesday evening when a white
policeman tried to arrest a Negro motorist
on suspicion of drunken driving. And it
really took off from there.

At least 16 people are dead, including a
deputy sheriff and a fireman caught by a
falling wall. Property losses will run high
into the millions, The Negro rioters would
set fire to bulldings, and then stone and
shoot at firemen responding to the calls.
Also stoned were ambulances trying to aid
the injured. Police cars were special targets,
many being wrecked or burned, PFinally,
when the police conceded they could not
control the mobs, National Guardsmen were
called In last night and for the moment at
least an uneasy peace prevailed.

To try to put this thing into some kind
of perspective, Los Angeles has a Negro pop-
ulation of about 250,000, or roughly 12 per-
cent of the total. The largest number of
rioters at any one time is not believed to
have exceeded 7,000. Thus, the hoodlums
have constituted a relatively small minority.
And there is probably much truth in the
comment of a housewife who sald: “It's the
rowdy teenagers all gassed up on airplane
glue and gin who provoke the trouble.” The
news photos indicate this is true. So does
a report to the New York Times which stated
that the Watts area of Los Angeles, where
the trouble started, is not at all typleal of
the Negro city ghetto. There are some
pockets of extreme blight. But, according
to the dispatch, most of the Negroes “live
in neighborhoods that would represent a
dream of suburban bliss to Harlem Negroes.”

So one must look behind the conventional
excuses offered when something of this sort
happens. What are the real reasons which
touched off what a Los Angeles Negro official
called an ‘“inexcusable outbreak?”

One certainly is a hatred of all police, white
or black, but especlally white. Another is
total contempt for law and the rights of
law-abiding people. This latter is not pe-
culiar to Los Angeles. It crops out in many
places, although generally in less severe
form.

In short, the rule of law, to which so much
lipservice is paid, seems to be breaking down
in Los Angeles and throughout the land.
This is something which might properly con-
cern the President's new Commission on
Crime. What are the real reasons? Slums?
Discrimination? Underprivileged? These
doubtless are part of the story. We suggest,
however, that the Commission examine other
possibilities. What is the effect on respect
for law when prominent members of the
clergy announce they will not obey a law
if they disagree with it? What is the effect
when the Supreme Court, as well ds lower
Federal courts, overturn convictions for law
violations on the flimsiest of bases, or, as in
one Instance, for no stated reason? Does
this sort of thing encourage the hoodlum
type to think that respect for law is for the
birds? We think so.

At any rate, it has become clear in Los
Angeles that the rioters will give way to
nothing except superior force. And in that
event the superior force must be applied—
followed, one may hope, by severe punish-
ment of those who may be found guilty of
criminal activity.

SALES OF WHEAT TO RUSSIA

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, last
week we learned that an eight-man
Soviet Trade Mission had concluded ne-
gotiations with Canada for the sale of 5
million tons of wheat and wheat flour.
We knew, in addition, that last week Ar-
gentina had sold 1.2 million tons of
wheat to Russia. And the week before
that Canada sold an additional 700,000
tons of wheat to Russia for a total of over
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260 million bushels of wheat for deliv-
ery over an ll-month period through
July of 1966. In the latest round alone,
it is estimated that Canada sold $450 mil-
lion worth of wheat in these sales.

This is more wheat than was grown in
North Dakota last year—and nearly as
much as was grown in the spring wheat
States of North Dakota, South Dakota,
Montana, and Minnesota.

Why did Russia avoid the United
States in satisfying their domestic wheat
needs?

In the last several months the Soviet
Union has purchased substantial quan-
tities of wheat from Canada, Australia,
France, and other countries. The
USDA Foreign Agricultural Service esti-
mates that since July 1, 1965, Russia has
bought a total of 6.3 million metric tons
of wheat, and, when previous sales by
Argentina and Australia to be shipped
after July 1 are included, the Soviet pur-
chases reach the amazing total of 9 mil-
lion metric tons.

Not one single grain of wheat, however,
has moved from the U.S. cash grain
trade to the Russians or their Bast Euro-
pean neighbors during this same period.
Why not.

Since July 1, 1964, the East European
countries have purchased a total of 5l
million tons of wheat from the world.
But the U.S. share was a paltry 90,000
tons, or less than 2 percent of the total.

In the marketing year which closed
July 1, 1965, Russia and Eastern Europe
had bought from Canada, Argentina,
Australia, France, and other countries a
total of 7.56 million metric tons, or over
290 million bushels of wheat, or 1.3 per-
cent of the total.

Why has not our share of the world
market been greater?

Why have we not shared in a market
potentially worth millions of dollars in
support of our agricultural price struc-
ture and in foreign exchange?

In the fall of 1963, our Government de-
clared wheat sales to the Soviet bloc to
be in the national interest. We ex-
pected to sell to them grain in the neigh-
borhood of 150 million bushels, but only
through very aggressive salesmanship
were we able to export even half of that
amount to Russia and other East Euro-
pean nations, an amount far short of our
expectations. In fact, the Soviet Union
that year bought 10.05 million tons of
wheat from the world, and we were able
to market only 17 percent of that total.

Why again was our share so insignifi-
cant?

The answer is simply stated, but not
easily understood.

An administrative ruling, first made in
1963, requires that 50 percent of any
wheat or grains sold to the Soviet bloc
countries—even though for cash on nor-
mal commercial terms—must be shipped
in American-flag vessels.

This means that, since shipping
charges of U.S.-flag vessels are consid-
erably above world shipping rates, Amer-
ican wheat is priced out of foreign agri-
cultural markets in the Soviet bloc
nations.

Senator McGovern has pointed out
time and again that shipping rates today
are about $18 per long ton on American
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ships and $9.25 on foreign-flag ships.
This is 48 cents per bushel on American
ships, and 25 cents per bushel under for-
eign flags, or a difference of about 23
cents. Since we have required that one-
half of our grain be shipped in U.S. bot-
toms, our agricultural traders are forced
to assume a handicap of about 115
cents per bushel in a highly competitive
world market in which fractions of a
cent per bushel are determinative.

It is estimated that a bare 1-cent-a-
bushel increase added to the Eastern
European purchases last year would have
cost them an additional $1.5 million,
while an 11-cent differential would have
meant $16.5 million more.

This, then, is the basic reason why the
Soviets and their satellites no longer even
visit the United States to discuss com-
mercial grain transactions. They do not
visit the United States even though our
country has a 900 million bushel wheat
stock on hand, millions of idle produc-
tive acres, and economically depressed
wheat producers. An extra 11 cents per
bushel made the difference.

The avowed purpose of this admin-
istrative interpretation is to advance the
health and vitality of U.S. merchant
shipping. It does not achieve that goal.
Indeed, it has just the opposite effect.
The regulation involved here has proved
to be illogical and irrational. It is not
merely an arrow that fell short of the
target, but a boomerang returning to
plague the thrower.

According to Under Secretary of Agri-
culture Charles 8. Murphy, when this
regulation was first established it was
not intended to interfere with our 1963
sales of wheat to Russia. But, he said,
it has not worked out at all the way it
was intended. In a statement to the
International Finance Subcommittee of
the Banking and Currency Committee on
March 16, he said the evidence was very
clear that, except for this requirement,
the sales to Russia in 1963-64 would have
been approximately twice as large as
they were. Mr. Murphy went on to say,
and I quote:

Thus, the actual effect of this requirement
now is—not to provide additional business
for the U.S. merchant marine—but to pre-
vent U.S. longshoremen, U.S. exporters, and
U.S. farmers from having employment and
earnings that would otherwise accrue. The
adverse effect of this one requirement on the
U.8. balance of payments might well be in
the range of $100 million a year.

The total effect is all very simple. No
sales of wheat—no seafarers employed—
no longshoremen employed in handling
grain—no merchant marine vessels mov-
ing—no wheat being transported to
ports—and millions of bushels of wheat
going into Government storage. In ef-
fect, those who unrealistically advocate
retention of the 50 percent requirement
are realistically advocating retaining 50
percent of nothing. They continue their
demands for 50 percent of nothing, even
though tremendous cash markets are go-
ing by default to our wheat and grain-
producing neighbors.

Mr. President, the Senate Banking and
Currency Committee, of which I am a
member, questioned Secretary of Com-
merce John Connor closely on the pos-
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sibility of lifting the requirement of 50
percent domestic bottoms on cash sales
in agricultural commodities, pointing out
that this was not required for other cash
exports in the nonstrategic field. We
were assured that a committee was
studying the requirement, and that we
might expeect action by the committee.

But just a little over 2 weeks ago, Sec-
retary Connor again appeared before our
committee, and I asked him when we
might expect a report on these matters.
He told the Subcommittee on Interna-
tional Finance that he had no esti-
mate on when the Maritime Advisory
Committee might be able to suggest a
final resolution of this problem, even
though not one American benefits by the
regulation, and even though we are not
able to sell our wheat for cash.

The Secretary told our subcommittee
to expect dire consequences if the Gov-
ernment lifted the “bottoms” require-
ment, pointing out to us that this action
could cause all the maritime unions as
well as the longshoremen to join in the
present strike, and thereby seriously
cripple our foreign commerce and do-
mestic economy. He told us, in effect,
that although he agreed with the argu-
ments for lifting the restriction, cer-
tain labor unions had tied his hands.

He said:

Well, Senator MoNpALE. I cannot disagree
with your statements or your conclusions, I
think the present situation is a highly un-
satisfactory one. This whole question of
cargo preference on private transactions ls
one of the many problems now under con-
sideration through the Maritime Advisory
Committee and internally within the Govern-
ment through the medium of an intergovern~
mental task force chaired by Alan Boyd, the
Under Secretary of Commerce for Trans-
portation.

It is true as you say that under the present
policy there seem to be no advantages to
anyone; the farmers and the grain dealers
are not getting any business, and neither
are the mariners, the seafaring people, and
members of the maritime unions benefiting,
because no wheat 18 moving from the United
States.

And there seems to be no security reason
why we shouldn’'t sell wheat to Russia. And,
in fact, In some of the recent committee
reports, such as the Presidential Miller Com-
mittee and the CED report, there were recoms-
mendations and relatively strong recommen-
dations that our trade with some of the
Eastern Buropean Communist countries in
commodities of this kind could very well be
increased to the benefit of all concerned.

Not all of my friends in the labor
movement will understand my position
on this. I am a strong supporter of the
principles of unionism. I am sympa-
thetic with the goals of the workingman,
and the role that strong and vigorous
unions have in helping him attain those
goals.

But I cannot be sympathetic with a
position that is not in the public interest,
is not in the interest of the workingman,
whether seafarer, longshoreman, or
transportation worker. In addition, this
position does harm to the American
farmer, who can ill afford it.

For this is what we are losing. First,
even though we have declared expanded
trade with the Soviet bloc to be “in the
national interest,” we have defeated that
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national policy and lost valuable oppor-
tunities to meet and deal with the So-
viets on a peaceful, commercial basis.
There can be no question of humiliating,
punishing, or denying the Reds here, be-
cause they can and will buy grain else-
where if we do not sell it to them.

Second, it is painfully clear that we
have lost substantial opportunities to
make cash grain sales for dollars, and in
so doing, strengthen our economy and
improve our balance of payments.
Lastly, we have ignored the economic
plight of thousands and thousands of
American wheat and grain producers.
We could have reduced Government-held
surpluses, reduced Government storage
costs, and could have increased income
to our American wheat farmers.

My farmers and farm cooperatives in
Minnesota cannot understand this. Nor
can I. The 1965 estimated production
of all kinds of wheat in Minnesota will be
approximately 19.8 million bushels. My
farmers cannot understand why they are
denied the opportunity to sell this wheat
in foreign markets on a competitive
basis.

Minnesota will produce in 1965 an esti-
mated 21 million bushels of barley, 2.2
million bushels of rye, and 150,234,000
bushels of oats. While not all of this
will go into foreign markets, I think we
should at least have the opportunity to
compete in those markets.

This is not the time to recount the
plight of the farmer. It is enough to say
that his return on his investment of
capital and labor is sadly below what it
should be. Many of us have labored
long hours on the Senate Agriculture
Committee and elsewhere to be of help.
We have tried to increase the farmers’
income and reduce Government costs.
We have sought to bring supply into bal-
ance with demand so that the normal
forces of the market could be used to help
our farm economy. We are fighting for
every dime we can get for our farmers.

Cash grain sales in the international
market are the classic response to these
needs and the most effective method to
secure these objectives.

To be denied several millions of dollars
in grain sales, under the circumstances
of this case, is not only injury but in-
sult as well.

The President is undertaking an un-
precedented effort to seek a better bal-
ance in our world trade. It must be
done. Those of us who serve on the In-
ternational Finance Subcommittee of the
Banking and Currency Committee have
been holding hearings for months seeking
new ways to help. Our Government has
asked business to reduce overseas in-
vestments in certain areas, foregoing or
reducing profits. We have necessarily
placed restrictions on the outflow of
American capital, once again denying de-
sired profits. We have made many other
efforts to save a few dollars here and a
few there.

Everyone agrees that export cash sales
are the most desired source of improve-
ment in our balance of payments. Why
then do we deny ourselves the benefit of
multimillion-dollar cash sales of U.S.
grain? I cannot see the justification.
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And, in exchange for the loss of a
multi-million-dollar grain business, what
benefits can we see?

Absolutely none. I have yet to learn
of a single group or individual in the
United States which benefits from pres-
ent policy. In fact, the only people to
benefit are our neighbors in Canada, Ar-
gentina, Australia, France, Mexico, and
other grain-exporting nations.

As it is, we are only encourging the
expansion of productive capacity in
other countries. Canada and Australia
between them, furnished 62 percent of
all the wheat moving to the Communist
world from 1961 through 1964, The
Soviet bloc market unquestionably helped
to stimulate increased wheat production
in those two countries. Canada’s land
acreage in wheat last year was 30 percent
above the 1955-59 level, and Australia’s
was 60 percent above that average.

Compared with the 62 percent fur-
nished by Canada and Australia, the
United States furnished a mere 19 per-
cent of the 4-year 1961-64 total exports
of 1.4 billion bushels.

I think we can do better.

Two weeks ago, Mr. President, I made
my first major speech on the floor of the
Senate. In that speech I asked that the
American farmer be given the oppor-
tunity to do far more than he has been
able to do in fighting the world hunger
explosion. But what good will it do to
ask that he produce substantial quanti-
ties of foodstuffs for Public Law 480 pur-
poses, and deny him the opportunity to
sell his products for cash?

One month ago, I spoke to a Norway
Day gathering in Minneapolis, and told
them of the fantastic agricultural story
in the United States. We, in the United
States, produce far more than we can
consume, we have surplus stocks and
millions of idle acres, we are participat-
ing in the largest program of foreign
food assistance in the history of man-
kind, and American agriculture provides
the largest single source of dollar earn-
ings in world trade.

It is difficult—no, impossible—to ex-
plain to our people why we prevent cash
sales of farm commodities and thereby
consume more of our production, reduce
our surplus stocks and idle acres, and
increase our foreign exchange balances.

The time to act is now.

Trade experts have estimated that the
Soviet Union will purchase an additional
2 to 3 million tons more wheat in this
marketing year. It may yet be possible
for us to share in these sales and in
sales to Eastern Europe.

In short, Mr. President, our present
policy is a bundle of incredible contradic-
tions. We have declared sales to Russia
and Eastern Europe in line with national
policy, but have made those sales impos-
sible.

We face a severe balance-of-payments
problem, and we have adopted an un-
precedented program of voluntary re-
straints on businessmen and bankers,
but we are denying ourselves a market
which could provide up to $100 million
8 year.

We have a continuing farm crisis, we
are paying millions to store grain, but
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we close off a cash market which would
reduce surpluses and the cost of pro-
grams for the farmer.

There must be better ways to support
our merchant marine than by this con-
tradictory, self-defeating policy.

In closing, Mr. President, it is argua-
ble that this requirement is not only
unwise but may even be illegal. The
Cargo Preference Act, established by
Public Law 664 in 1954, provides that
Government-aided sales and Govern-
ment-owned commodities should move
by American shipping in international
trade. It is questionable whether or not
the 50-percent requirement, designed for
one purpose, may be written into export
licenses for cash sales required under an
entirely different law, the Export Con-
trol Act of 1949.

However, even though it be quite legal,
it cannot stand on policy grounds. I ask
that it be rescinded.

I ask unanimous consent that mate-
rial dealing with this subject be printed
in the Recorp at this point.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
FOREIGN AGRICULTURAL SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., August 12, 1965.
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE,
U.S. Senate.

Dear SENATOR MoNDALE: This is to confirm
information given your Mr. Destler regarding
sales of wheat to the Soviet Union and ex-
ports by source to the U.S.S.R. and Eastern
Europe in 1963-64 and 1964-65.

Our very preliminary estimate is that
Eastern Europe may import about 5.5 million
tons of wheat in 1965-66 compared to 5.25
million in 1964-65. If previous trade pat-
terns are followed, some of the wheat sold to
the Soviet Union may go to Eastern Europe.

Sincerely yours,
C. R. ESKILDSEN,
Associate Administrator.

Sales of wheat and flour to U.S.5.R. which
are expected to be exported to U.S.S.R, and
satellite countries, July 1965 to June 1966
[Million metric tons, wheat equivalent]

Sales since July 1, 1965:

da

Canndi. - oololo o tni R 6.3
T, Ty L TR — LRI R T T 1.3
1o b F I B L e e .3

20 P D e Y T R 7.8

Estimated quantities from previous sales
by Argentina and Australla to be
Bhipped after July 1o

Wheat exports to U.S.S.R. and Eastern
Europe, 1963-64 and 1964651

[Million metric tons, wheat equivalent]

U.8.8.R. Eastern Europe

Source
1963-64 | 196465 | 1063-64 | 1064-65
0.19 | 0.07 0.06
.81 ol R EEE
.90 .74 1.95
. .35 .48 107
.40 21 .05
B LT R T K .08 .02
United States......_. 1.72 01 Ld4 .00
UBsR. eok - .92 1.60
Ofthera: 2o et el .54 .05 .20 .41
Total_________ 10. 05 2,31 4.18 5.25

1 Source: International Wheat Council.
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[From the Minneapolis Tribune, Aug. 12,
19656]
Russ Buy Mogre CANADIAN WHEAT
(By Dick Youngblood)

Announcement Wednesday of two major
wheat sales to Russia by Canada and Argen-
tina sparked renewed protest from the U.s.
grain trade against what it considers short-
sighted Government policies on trade with
the Communist bloc.

Nevertheless, most trade sources admitted
that these policies likely will not be changed
in time—if at all—to allow the United States
to cash in on the apparently subpar wheat
crop in Russia.

The Russians jumped into the world wheat
market with a bang yesterday, taking 187
million bushels of wheat or flour-equivalent
from Canada, and more than 40 million
bushels from Argentina.

These transactions, seen as an indication
of impending failure in Russia's spring
wheat crop, came a week after the Russians
had purchased 27 million bushels of wheat
from Canada, bringing the total for the two
cash sales to $450 million.

Earlier, the Russians had also picked up
40 million bushels from Argentina.

To Richard Goodman, who represents Great
Plains Wheat, Inc., in Washington, D.C., they
represented sales lost to the U.S. wheat in-
dustry “because of ridiculous Government
trade policies.”

These policies, demanded by the maritime
unions and granted by the Kennedy ad-
ministration at the time of the 1963-64
American wheat sales to Russia, require that
50 percent of all commodities sold to the
Communists must be moved on American
ships.

And because shipping costs on American
vessels are more than twice the costs on
foreign ships, Goodman said, Russia has gone
elsewhere for its grain.

The American farmer has been cut out
of the growing Russian market, he said, and
the maritime industry has been left with
“50 percent of nothing."”

Goodman estimated that, except for the
50-percent requirement, the United States
might have captured half to two-thirds of
the sales picked up by Canada and Argentina.

Others, however, expressed doubt that the
U.S. share would have been anywhere near
that large, no matter what its trade policies
were.

“The Canadians, after all, would still be
stiff competition under any circumstances,"”
said Burton Joseph, Minneapolis grain trader
who played a key role in the negotiations
that led to the Russian wheat sale 2 years

aggut he admitted that, without the 50-
percent requirement, the TUnited States
might well have garnered a significant share
of the recent sales.

Pressure for a change in policy has been
building for months, both in and out of gov-
ernment, and picked up a full head of steam
with the announcement of the Canadian and
Argentine sales yesterday.

But among both the Minneapolis grain
trade and officials in the Department of Agri-
culture, there is little optimism that this
will be seen very soon, for two reasons:

The maritime unions have been unswerv-
ing in opposition to a change in the 50-per-
cent requirement, and there is doubt that
the administration is willing to knock heads
with labor while a big share of its legislative
program is still to be acted upon.

And with “American blood being spilled in
Vietnam,"” as one Minneapolis grain trader
put it, it might be politically dangerous to
push for liberalized trade with the Commu-
nists.

But to Goodman and others in the grain
trade, this presents the ideal opportunity for
the United States to drive the wedge still
further between Russia and Red China.
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“If we were willing to give the Russians a
fair shake in their search for food,” he said,
“we might see a softening in their attitude
on Vietnam."”

It was an argument that some thought the
President might listen to—although even
they admitted it was a longshot.

Nevertheless, news of the Canadian and
Argentine sales to Russia pushed wheat fu-
tures on the Chicago board of trade to their
highest levels of the season.

As brokers saw the situation, the Russian
sales have “booked” all available supplies in
both countries, leaving the United States the
only major exporter for other large-quantity
buyers.

Most sources in the Twin Cities grain trade
disagreed, however, saying that the brokers
have reckoned without the bumper wheat
crop now in the offing in Canada.

“The Canadians still have wheat to sell,”
said Joseph, “and they have the port capac-
ity to handle it. They will certainly con-
tinue to service their established customers.”

This, most observers agreed, would pre-
vent the United States from picking up any
large block of sales as a result of the Russian
transactions yesterday.

But another factor, which also made itself
felt on the wheat futures market yesterday,
is the recently reported prospect of weather-
reduced crop yields and quality in Western
Europe, particularly France and West Ger-
many.

The Inability of these countries fully to
supply other Common Market nations, as well
as other traditional customers, would have
far greater impact on U.S. wheat exports than
the Canadian sales, trade sources said.

And even here, many agreed, the Canadians
would still have the capacity to be an im-
portant competitor.

[From the New York Times, Aug. 12, 1965]
LosT OPPORTUNITIES IN WHEAT

The United States is the odd man out in
the huge wheat purchases being made by the
Soviet Union. Canada and Argentina have
received windfalls largely because U.S. wheat
is too costly as a result of the Government’s
discriminatory requirement that 50 percent
of wheat exports to Soviet-bloec countries
must be shipped in American vessels.

The U.8. exclusion is unfortunate on many
counts. Sales from the Nation’s surplus
would have meant greater prosperity in
farming districts. They would also have in-
creased the trade surplus in the Nation’s
balance of payments. Beyond these eco-
nomiec gains, the sales would have given
tangible expression to the Johnson admin-
istration's desire to improve relations with
the Soviet Union.

Even so, the big Russian purchases are
important to the West. For Canada they
mean higher incomes in agriculture, the one
area of her economy that has not been en-
joying boom conditions, and a cut in the
big deficit in the Canadian balance of pay-
ments. As far as Argentina is concerned,
the inflow of scarce dollars will have an even
more significant impact on her inflation-
racked, capital-short economy.

The United States itself will reap bene-
fits indirectly. If the Russians pay for a
good portion of their purchases by selling
gold in London, the Treasury will not have
to supply as much gold from its own dwin-
dling stock to meet the demands of private
and official sellers of dollars. Thus the Rus-
slans will be helping to calm the nervous-
ness that has threatened to curb interna-
tional trade and investment.

The West also is bolstered by the contin-
ued demand for grains from the country
that had once been the granary of Europe.
The Soviet Union has made great advances
in industrialization and technology, but it
has utterly failed to match the revolution
that has taken place in American agricul-
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ture. And because Russia has to depend on
outside sources of food supply, its leaders
must recognize the desirability of strength-
ening their relations with those who can meet
their needs.

It is ironie that the United States, which
is the champion of liberalized trade and
which has wheat to sell, cannot participate
in this trade with Russia because of the
high cost of American shipping. Yet the
very unions that have done most to make
the American merchant marine uneconomic
are the chief insisters on quota preference
guarantees. Secretary of Commerce John
T. Connor has accurately testified that, if
the shipping restrictions were eliminated,
the almost certain result would be a pro-
test strike by dock and maritime unions.

A large part of the merchant fleet is al-
ready strikebound for reasons that are a
compound of economics and interunion war-
fare. Political strikes are just one more of
the factors that contribute to the demise of
American shipping; they also undermine our
prosperity and our foreign policy.

[From the New York Times, Aug. 12, 1965]

SovVIET PURCHASES CANADIAN WHEAT FOR $450
MILLION—SALE OF 187 MIiLLioN BUSHELS
Raises ToraL 1N 2 WEEKS TO 214 MILLioN
BusHELS—GAIN SEEN FoR Orrawa—HUGE
TRANSACTION ExXPECTED To EASE PAYMENTS
WOES—ARGENTINA GETsS ORDER

(By John M. Lee)

ToroNTO, August 11.—The Soviet Union
has made its second glant purchase of Ca-
nadian wheat and flour in less than 2 years.

The Canadian Wheat Board, a Govern-
ment sales agency, announced today the sale
of 187 million bushels for cash. Combined
with a 27-million-bushel Soviet purchase
last week, the total of 214 million bushels
wla.sln valued at $450 million by Canadian offi-
cials.

In September 1963, the Soviet Union made
a record single purchase of 239 million
bushels of Canadian wheat and flour valued
at about $500 million. There have been a
number of subsequent small purchases.

Argentina announced the sale of 1.1 mil-
lion tons of wheat to the Soviet Union. In
Moscow, it was indicated the Soviet spring
wheat harvest would be well below last year's
crop. The wheat purchases may prompt a
resumption of Russian gold sales in the
West, according to officials in Washington.

Today's big sale is expected to stimulate
an already-booming Canadian economy and
brighten this country’s clouded payments
picture.

Political observers saw an advantage for
Prime Minister Lester B. Pearson's Liberal
Government among traditionally conserva-
tive prairie farmers.

SOVIET COMMENT

There was also speculation whether the
Soviet Union would have to sell gold to fi-
nance the wheat purchase, as it was reported
to have done following the 19638 deal.

The announcement was made at a packed
press conference at the Wheat Board's of-
fices in Winnipeg. Trade Minister Mitchell
Sharp, Agriculture Minister Harry Hays and
W. C. McNamara, Chief Commissioner of the
Canadian Wheat Board, attended.

“The West will be going full blast,” Mr.
Hays predicted.

Mr. Sharp called for cooperation from pro-
ducers, elevator companies, railways, grain
handlers, longshoremen, port authorities,
and shipping companies to move the massive
order.

N. G. Osipov, a Soviet Deputy Minister of
Foreign Trade, also attended the conference.
He said that trade was a two-way street and
that Russian sales to Canada must be in-
creased.

“We help you to settle your trade imbal-
ance with our big purchases,” Mr. Osipov
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sald, “but In doing so we create a certain
imbalance of our own."” Mr. Osipov is head-
ing a trade mission now visiting Canada.

The Dominion Bureau of Statistics esti-
mates that Canada bought $2.8 milllon worth
of goods, mostly furs, from Russia last year,
and sold $315.9 million, mostly wheat.

Today's mammoth sale coincided with a
prediction of a bumper wheat crop for Can-
ada of 12 million bushels, compared with
the record of 703 million bushels harvested
by prairie farmers in 1963-64.

The National Grain Co., Ltd., of Winni-
peg, predicted an average yleld of 29.1 bushels
an acre, compared with a long-term average
of about 17 bushels.

The estimates were 529.4 million bushels
for Saskatchewan, 190 million for Alberta
and 92.6 million for Manitoba.

Other grain companies have been informal-
ly estimating a crop of about 700 million
bushels for the crop year that began Au-
gust 1.

The contract on today's sale calls for de-
livery to start this month and to be com-
pleted by the end of next July. Shipment
will be entirely through St. Lawrence River
and Atlantic ports.

No part of the new contract will be shipped
through Vancouver, which has been tied up
for weeks by a grain-handlers strike. How-
ever, Mr. Sharp said the tieup was not re-
sponsible for the routing of the new ship-
ment,.

He said Vancouver already had large ship-
ping commitments, including a major part
of last week's 27-milllon-bushel sale and
could be considered "sold out" for the new-
crop year.

TERMS OF SALE

The new sale is for 4.6 milllon tons of
wheat and an additional 400,000 tons in
the form of flour, for a total equivalent of
187 million bushels.

Last week's 27-million-bushel sale was for
700,000 tons of wheat and 20,000 tons of
flour,

Combined with smaller quantities bought
earlier this year for dellvery after August 1,
total Soviet purchases for delivery in the
current crop year amount to about 222 mil-
lion bushels.

The Soviet Unlon has become Canada’s
major wheat customer, far surpassing pur-
chases by Britain, Communist China and
Japan. Most Soviet-bloc countries are also
customers for Canadlan wheat. Sales of
wheat are second only to newsprint in Ca-
nadian export earnings.

Mr. Sharp sald the wheat board, in view
of the large order, “has taken every care to
in~ure that it will be able to supply our
traditional markets with their normal re-
quirements.”

EXPORT TARGET SET

Minister Sharp said the sale meant an
assured market for every bushel of wheat
that could be moved through Canadian ports
during the next 12 months.

He set an export target of 600 million
bushels for the current crop year, which
would, if realized, exceed the 1963-64 record
of 5956 million bushels shipped.

Exports of wheat only for the 1964-65 crop
year, ended July 31, were 366.7 million bush-
els, Wheat flour has not yet been calcu-
lated, the wheat board said. The total is
estimated at about 390 million bushels,
just shy of a 400-million-bushel goal. Five
years ago, 300 million bushels in exports was
considered good.

The carryover of wheat on hand at July 31
was estimated at 500 million bushels. Do-
mestic consumption is about 150 million
bushels annually.

The sale to Russia gives a lift to Canadian
trade figures. In the absence of large ship-
ments to Russia, which increased export
figures last year, Canada's trade balance
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through April showed a $30 million deficlt
against a $85.5 million surplus a year ago.

Lagging trade had led to predictions of a
$1 billlon deficit in trade in goods and serv-
ices this year.

Canadian grain, milling and transporta-
tion securities reacted favorably to news of
the sale. Cn the Toronto Stock Exchange,
Maple Leaf Mills was up 1, to 16, the Cana-
dian Pacific Rallway was up 3%, to 6414, and
Massey-Ferguson, the farm-implement pro-
ducer, was up 133, to 3015,

[From the New York Times, Aug. 11, 1965]
Sovier HARVEST SEEN DROPPING

Moscow, August 11.—The Soviet Union’s
spring-wheat harvest will be well below 40
million metric tons, a drop from the 1964
yield of 47.9 million, according to indications.

Winter wheat, now mostly harvested, looks
promising but there are signs that the spring-
wheat yleld may sink as low as 30 million
tons.

The average spring-wheat crop for 1958—
62 was 42.7 million tons.

The harvest is not expected to be as dis-
astrous as the one in 1963. In September
of that year, the Soviet Union made a single
record purchase of 239 million bushels of
Canadian wheat and flour.

HOUSTON POST BACKS
SENATE ACTION

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
recently this legislative body rejected a
proposal which would have permitted
States to apportion representation in one
chamber of a State legislature on factors
other than on population.

The Houston Post on August 8, 1965,
printed an editorial supporting the Sen-
ate’s rejection of the reapportionment
amendment, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that it be printed in the REcorbp.

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

DISTRICTING AMENDMENT BLOCKED

The country should be grateful to those
Members of the U.S. Senate who joined in
blocking, first in the Judiciary Committee
and then on the floor, the proposed Dirksen
amendment to the Federal Constitution.

The amendment, if submitted by Congress
and ratified by the required number of State
legislatures, would have legalized what the
Supreme Court, in an historic ruling last
year, said is unconstitutional. It would
have permitted States by referendum vote
to apportion representation in one chamber
of a State legislature on factors other than
population.

In its decision, the Court said that all State
lawmakers must represent people rather than
acres of land or something else and that
representation must be substantially equal.
This means that legislative districting must
be on the basis of population alone. -

In a country that is now predominantly
urban, this means an end to the control that
rural areas long have exercised over State
governments and with it an end to the con-
trol maintained by vested interests that
benefit from this violation of democratic
principles.

The sponsor of the amendment, Senator
EveERETT DIRESEN of Illinois, says that he will
try again at this sesslon of Congress to get
his proposed amendment submitted, and he
probably will. Those long entrenched in
power do not give up easily, and the Senator
is particularly vulnerable to their pressure.

By its ruling, the Supreme Court said, in
effect, that the country must return to the
principle of democratic, representative gov-
ernment at the State level. To be repre-
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sentative, government must be responsive to
the needs and wishes of a majority of the
people, and this is unlikely, if not impossible,
if State legislative districting is based on fac-
tors other than population.

It became necessary for the Federal courts
to act only because the States themselves
would not adjust to the changes that have
taken place in the country during recent
decades, one of them being the shift from a
predominantly rural to a predominantly
urban society.

It is worth noting that some of those who
screamed the loudest about the Supreme
Court’s ruling and who were the most ardent
supporters of the Dirksen amendment are
those who shout the loudest about States
rights and denounce most vigorously expan-
sion of the Federal Government.

The fact is that much of this expansion of
the Federal Government has come about be-
cause State governments are unwilling or
unable to meet the needs of their people
satisfactorily. State political leaders have
resisted all efforts to modernize State gov-
ernments and to make them responsive to
the will of the people. Through inaction,
they have made it necessary for the Federal
Government to act in an increasing number
of areas.

The net result of the Supreme Court’s de-
cision should be better and more effective
State government, which in turn should
tend to discourage the accretion of Federal
power.

The Dirksen amendment represented an
attempt to preserve State power arrange-
ments that are not in the best interest of
the people or the Nation. One can only
hope that it also represents the last, dying
gasp of those who really do not believe in
the basic principles upon which the Ameri-
can system of Government is supposed to
be built and who, while giving them lip
service, attempt to block and frustrate their
application in practice.

POVERTY PROGRAM PONDERED

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, some
time ago, Vermont’s former U.S. Senator
Ralph E. Flanders, a friend to many of
us, brought to my attention the work
of one William D. Pardridge, with the
suggestion that his views be given wide
attention through the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

Like many Americans, Mr. Pardridge
is concerned by this Nation’s economy.
But he is not like those who regard the
economy much as they do the weather—
as something everybody talks about but
something nobody can do anything to
change.

To the contrary, Mr. Pardridge is a
man who believes in action. And so, he
has left his graduate studies at the Uni-
versity of Chicago to launch on an ambi-
tious project to write 50 articles exam-
ining what he calls economic inequities—
inequities which seriously impair our na-
tional well-being. Eventually, after each
of the articles has appeared in a lead-
ing newspaper in one of the 50 States,
Mr, Pardridge plans to publish them in
book form for the attention of profes-
sors, national advisers, and other econ-
omists who have the greatest influence
on the Nation’s economic direction.
Hopefully, the inequities will be removed
or, at least, efforts to eliminate them will
be initiated.

As a part of his series, Mr. Pardridge
focused on the war on poverty in an
article carried on July 25, 1965, in the
Pittsburgh Press. One need not agree
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with every word to share the author's
hope that he will stimulate the public’s
thinking. From careful thought, better
solutions to our economic problems may
emerge and, for this reason, I believe the
provocative points raised are well worth
the attention of all of us.

In his letter to me, our former col-
league from Vermont wrote:

I have known Mr. Pardridge both profes-
sionally and personally for some 16 years,
and I can vouch without reservation for his
intellectual Integrity and great dedication to
the pursuit of economics * * *. I want men
like you to know him and be known by
him. Helping Bill Pardridge will be helping
my own prineciples of intellectual manners
and morals.

Mr. President, with this in mind, I ask
unanimous consent that the article en-
titled “The Pill for Poverty Is Jobs,”
together with the editor’s explanatory
note, be printed, by request, at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the editor’s
note and article were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

[From the Pittsburgh (Pa.) Press, July 25,
1965]
ACCENTUATE THE POsSITIVE: THE PILL FOR
PovertY Is JoBs
(By William D. Pardridge)

(Eprror’s Norte—Willilam D. Pardridge,
whose hobby is economics, is a former na-
tional magazine editor and a Chicago Uni-
versity graduate student. He left Chicago
a month ago to prepare a series of articles
on what he calls the “Economic Inequities”
in America today. Following is one he
wrote for the Pittsburgh Press. It is an
amusing and interesting critique in which
he contradicts the basic philosophy under-
lying the Government’s “poverty program”
and pokes fun at the economic theory on
which it depends.)

The poverty program is poverty stricken,

It also is upside down.

Almost all professional economists today
were bralnwashed in their formative years
by the teaching of the glamorous Lord
Keynes,

This con artist sald that employment is
caused by investment. From this simple pro-
nouncement in 1936, which was born under
an intellectual flatrock, a cult spread out of
England and across Western economic
thought.

The cart is clearly before the horse. Em-
ployment is not caused by investment; in-
vestment is induced by employment.

A man with money will invest in a new
shoe factory only if he thinks he can sell
shoes. And he knows he can sell shoes only
to people who already have jobs.

IT’S SIMPLE

This is not complicated, but textbook-
trained economists make it so.

To John Maynard Keynes, the idol of the
dilettantes, everything is based on money.
‘The real world, however, says that everything
is based on goods. Money Is simply a way of
exchanging goods. It has no economic value
in itself,

Long before money came along, people were
trading goods. Money simply makes trading
easier.

Even in the New York Stock Exchange, the
moniest place in the world, the lingo is that
brokers are trading stocks.

LOOKING AT POVERTY

Well, so it is with the poverty program.

Instead of money, everything is unemploy-
ment. Everything is poverty. The question
is: Are you broke? Or how broke are you?
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More energy is spent defining poverty for
a family of four, or for a worker with two
dependents, or for single women between
the ages of 24 and 27, or for widows with
one dependent—seriously—than is spent
on constructive economic analysis.

Our census takers and our electronic
computers (an evil team) can tell us right
off just who needs help.

Everybody is analyzing poverty, which our
intelligentsia suspect is caused by some un-
known, highly complicated, and difficult
theoretical condition known around town as
being out of work.

Everybody is analyzing unemployment.

Nobody is analyzing employment.

THE ONLY WAY

No crystal ball is needed; just read your
newspaper and you will see that all the re-
ports coming out of Washington and the uni-
versities relate to who needs a job: or how
much uneconomic Government money is
needed to “do away” with poverty.

This is all for the birds.

There is only one way to decrease unem-
ployment—without the Nation going broke,
that is, The one and only way is to increase
employment.

Now everybody knows this. But they
don't.

The very concept of unemployment should
be discarded as insidiously wasteful, and es-
pecially negative in attitude. Economists
must analyze the elements of employment
so0 that weak elements may be strengthened,
and strong elements left alone.

IT DIFFERS

America is not like a quart of homogenized
milk., The weak elements of employment in
Pittsburgh may be completely unlike the
weak elements in Denver.

Michigan may be strong in those elements
in which Iowa is weak, and weak where
Iowa is strong or plain average.

We should determine what are the ele-
ments of employment—not who is poor and
how poor is he, anyway.

We don’t need computers to tell us who
is poor. And we don't need machines to tell
us that poverty is going to be erased away
by Government dole. Because it isn't.

In one fine American city substantial pov-
erty program money is being used to in-
crease rellef checks. That money which
actually is a claim on real economic wealth—
goods and plant facilities—that money is
being taken away from the taxpayers'
pockets.

THE POCKETS

Now these taxpayers' pockets are the source
of the life of the retail stores that keep the
factories going, that create and maintain
employment.

Forget unemployment. It’s a dirty word.

Concentrate on employment.

Demand for goods, then, is an element of
employment. In fact, it's the most impor-
tant element there is.

What very little statistical analysis of
this element has been done, in the back
rooms, proves it every time.

Education is another element of employ-
ment. Statistical analysis also supports this
element—but only when education is gen-
eral education, not when it is vocatlonal
training or the much touted work-experi-
ence programing.

What good is work experience when there
is no work?

SLOW CURE

It is the general level of education that is
an important element of employment. And
this general level varles from place to place
in the United States. We can find those weak
spots, and move in with public school con-
struction, schoolbook grants, and, espe-
clally, substantial teacher-training grants.

This takes time. But our worrisome level
of persistent low employment didn't come
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overnight. And the cure won't do the trick
overnight.
MORE SCHOOLING

There is a side effect that could be an
amazing boon in both the short and the long
run,

Factory work hours have decreased steadlly
from the 70 or 80 hours a week of a century
ago to the present 40-hour workweek. But
nobody thinks of ralsing, quite in tune with
fewer work hours due to advanced technol-
ogy, the mandatory school age limit.

At once, this would reduce the number of
people looking for jobs and strengthen con-
siderably one of the basic elements of em-
ployment.

It doesn't cost any more money to be busy
in a schoolroom than to be idle on the
streets. Savings on police and court expenses
would buy the books. This is a social orien-
tation program that has been completely
ignored.

There are natural school dropouts, of
course, just as there are natural work idlers.
We'll always have both. But to say that the
teenage population of America 18 not men-
tally equipped to finish at least high school
(and many intellectual snobs say it) is ex-
actly the same as saylng that America is a
mentally retarded nation.

It may be, at that, from the looks of things.

OTHER FACTORS

Besides purchasing power and education,
there are many more elements affecting em-
ployment, of course; like the price level,
racial mixture, technological development,
money stock, and so on. All are orphans of
the big grab for huge research grants that
scream for quick results,

This is veneer research. It isn’t even re-
search. It's an intellectual, white-tie, char-
ity ball. The results are posted in the
learned journals instead of in the hiring
halls.

In America there is no advanced statis-
tical analysis of the elements of employ-
ment. There is a “sophisticated” analysis
of whether or not George is more or less
poor than Fred.

What difference does it make who is poorer
than whom? What these guys need are jobs,
not labels.

WOLVERINE STANDS ITS GROUND

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, we
have all heard of the wolverine, known as
one of the fiercest creatures inhabiting
the northern latitudes. We have heard
of his great strength despite his small
size, his courage and we have heard, too,
that many men consider him a predator
who should be wiped off the face of the
earth. Some men do not feel that way;
they feel that the wolverine, limited in
numbers, fighting a losing battle against
human encroachment on his territory, is
a marvelous creature that should not be
shot at sight, should be left alone in most
instances so that he can reproduce his
kind and so that there always will be
wolverines instead of merely books about
a vanished animal.

However all of that may be, we do not
hear too much about the wolverine.
Even more seldom do we read about it.
Now we can, for Howard Rock, editor and
publisher of the Tundra Times published
at Fairbanks, Alaska, has in the Times
for July 26 written a thrilling account of
how a wolverine stood his ground against
four wolves. Speaking for myself, this is
one of the best wildlife stories I have ever
read and I ask unanimous consent to
make it a part of my remarks now so that
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others may have the pleasure of reading
Howard Rock’s story:

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

[From the Fairbanks (Alaska) Tundra

Times, July 26, 1965]
ARcTIC SURVIVAL: WOLVERINE KILLs CARIBOU,
DeFENDS IT AGAINST PACK OF FOUR WOLVES

(By Howard Rock)

Uyatorna walked up a low ridge. He had
been hunting caribou about 5 miles from his
family’'s camp at the fishing grounds at Kuk-
puk River. The camp was some 35 river
miles up from the village of Tikigaq (Point
Hope).

As he was about to reach the crest, he
noticed a movement that surprised him from
the corner of his eye to the left. He looked
quickly to see what it was. What he saw
made the hair on the nape of his neck stand
on end and a shiver trickled down his spine
causing goosepimples to appear on his body.

He ducked quickly to make sure he was
not seen. He looked around to find a place
where he could conceal himself. He saw a
rock formation to his right. He backtracked,
keeping himself as low as possible by duck-
ing his body.

He took an arrow and carefully placed it
on his bow for instant use if he had to. He
made a curving turn and approached the
rock formation from below making sure to
be very quiet. He tiptoed to it. He was
pleased that the rock was craggy and it
would make a perfect place to hide.

He also felt fortunate the wind was blow-
ing from the east, the direction he was
going when he came upon the scene. It
was a stiff wind and it had muffled the sounds
of his footsteps.

He edged himself to the rock and looked
through an aperture. It was a perfect van-
tage point from which to watch the drama
that was about to unfold slightly below him
and not 30 yards away. There was even a
place for him to sit comfortably without
exposing himself.

RISES EARLY

Uyatorna had risen early that morning to
go hunting. His wife Amasuk had com-
plained the night before that she was tired
of eating ptarmigan and squirrel meat that
had been their diet for many days.

“Uyatorna, we have been eating ptarmi-
gan and squirrel meat for a long time now
and it would be good to have some caribou
meat for a change. We also need the skins
for parkas for the coming winter,” Amasuk
had said.

When the hunter started, he went in the
easterly direction across valleys and hills,
The wind had already been blowing from the
east. He hoped that he might be able to
head off some caribou heading east against
the wind that the animal always seem to do
from which ever direction the wind might
blow.

He saw a few of them a long distance to
the northeast. They were heading east from
the direction of Cape Lisburne to the north.
He looked to the west but there was no
caribou to be seen in that direction.

Ptarmigan was plentiful along the way
and Uyatorna flushed many of them. He
didn't bother to try to take any. He didn't
want to load himself down while traveling
away from his camp. He would get a few on
the way back.

FORBIDDING CLOUDS

Uyatorna walked on. The velocity of the
east wind increased and the clouds swelled
into huge dark masses ahead of him.

“If the wind shifts to the south, it will
rain,” he thought.

He thought of turning back but a low
ridge ahead intrigued him.
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“I might see some caribou resting beyond
it,” he said aloud. “Amasuk was right. It
would be good to have some caribou meat for
a change.”

The hunter was not optimistic about
getting a caribou that day. He made up his
mind that he would turn back after looking
over the country beyond the low rise if he
didn't see any animals.

He walked up the incline. The footing
was good and hard. It was a rocky surface
with a covering of moss. Since it was the
middle of August, there were some moss
flowers in bloom. The velocity of the wind
increased as he neared the crest and he
leaned against it.

WOLVES AND THEIR PREY

Uyatorna become alert as the country
became visible beyond the ridge. He noticed
a movement to his left which stopped him
cold. The animal moved but a little but it
was enough for him to notice. It was a wolf.

He made a momentary glance in the direc-
tion the wolf was looking. He saw three
more. In the center of them was a wolverine
circling around what appeared to be a dead
caribou.

Uyatorna ducked and stealthily back-
tracked. The animals didn’t appear to notice
him. He made a half circle away from them
and silently tiptoed to the rock formation
to the right of him. He drew an arrow and
adjusted it to his bow for instant use.

As he set himself on a ledge of the rock,
the hunter looked through a crevice. From
this perfect vantage point he mnervously
settled to watch this impending battle—a
deadly drama that was about to unfold.

As he watched, a series of chills ran down
his spine. The scene seemed deadlier than
he realized. It was strangely silent—an ugly
scene. The wolves slinked in what seemed
to be carefully gaged movements. They were
edging closer and closer to the wolverine,

Each of the wolves bared its fangs from
time to time without sound. They seemed
to be perfectly coordinated to the deadly
task they were about to undertake. They
kept baring their fangs, heads lowered—
their ears pinned down against the back of
their skulls. For all the hunter could tell,
the wolves were evenly spaced and of equal
distance to the perimeter of ground circled
by the wolverine.

THE PREY

The wolverine kept circling the caribou
carcass in ambling motions characteristic of
its pudgy, short-legged body. His head moved
from side to side in swift vigilance of the
deadly enemies around him. He kept his
wicked fangs bared much of the time. He
looked pitifully small against the large gray
wolves.

As he watched, Uyatorna concluded that
the fate of the wolverine was a foregone con-
clusion. It was just a matter of time. How
could a small animal like him ever hope to
pit its small body, although powerful to be
sure, against the great bulk of the savage
wolves?

The hunter was amazed at the show of
courage of the small animal. He was not
about to cower away leaving the caribou he
had claimed for himself. He had apparently
killed it himself because of the apparent
savagery of the attack. The throat of the
caribou had all but been torn away.

THE TIGHTENING CIRCLE

Spellbound and with tingling expectancy,
Uyatorna watched the ever-tightening circle
of wolves around the hapless and coura-
geous wolverine, It seemed to him that it was
a maneuver designed to unnerve the doughty
little animal.

The maneuver was deadly, calculated—
that showed a latent and lethal ferocity.
Uyatorna felt a pang of pity for the wolver-
ine. Should he intervene? He decided
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against it. The animals were working them-
selves into a pitch of fury and if he revealed
himself, there was a good chance that they
would turn on him.

The wolverine no longer circled around the
dead caribou. He settled on the side where
the dead animal's legs lay sprawled. Each of
the wolves were now about 15 feet from the
object of their prey. They began to emit low,
threatening growls, not all at once but by
staggered turns. This forced the wolverine
to turn its body in different directions in
quick succession.

Still the wolves edged forward shrinking
the deadly ring. Suddenly one of them, ap-
parently the leader, snarled wickedly, baring
its fangs. The others followed, again in
staggered turns. The wolverine sprung
around swiftly with hissing growls—fangs
bared.

The series of snarls increased. The wolves
were apparently trylng to confuse their prey
that was beginning to spin around to his
left and right by turns. He was expecting
attack from any quarter any moment.

THE DEADLY SCENE

Uyatorna watched in dreadful fascination.
The scene below him was a deadly one where
each animal would ask no quarter nor would
it expect any. At least one of them would
be dead. The hunter no longer doubted in
his mind that one of the dead would be the
wolverine.

“Amaqut makoa tuqutigneagii munna
qaveoraq.” (“These wolves will surely kill
the little wolverine”) Uyatorna thought.

The snarls of the wolves continued. They
began to make feinting moves toward the
wolverine. Uyatorna was amazed at the lit-
tle animal. He seemed to be aware of each
feint. He showed great agility and he
seemed ready to meet each one. What if the
wolves attacked all at once in a mass of col-
lective fury? What chance has he got?

THE ATTACK

Even as he wondered, one of the wolves
attacked a split second before the others.
The wolverine met it in a surprising and un-
orthodox manner. The little animal ducked
and appeared to go under the wolf. At that
instant there was a sickening, grinding snap
of bone. In a lightning-fast counter, the
wolverine had gone for the left hind leg of
the attacker and closed his powerful jaws
on the thigh and bone,

The victim yowled with pain and twisted
violently in the air and fell down hard on
the front quarters of one of the attacking
wolves, confusing it. The wounded woll's
leg hung loosely—grotesquely—blood squirt-
ing from it in a serles of jets.

The little brown and cream haired animal
took advantage instantly and snapped its
jaws on the small of the back of the mo-
mentarily confused animal and twisted its
grip wickedly. The viclous attack appar-
ently did a great damage, because the wolf
tried to flee all but dragging its hind quar-
ters.

The two remaining wolves made a savage
attack on the wolverine, momentarily knock-
ing him off balance. The little animal re-
gained his footing while one wolf gripped
him on the neck. The other one went for
his flanks.

The powerful little carnivore, apparently
worrying about his flanks, made a quick,
twisting motion. An instant later his heav-
ily muscled right foreleg whipped and caught
the wolf at his flanks on the shoulder with
his sharp nails and paw. An exposed flesh
suddenly appeared as the skin flapped down
from the wound.

The injured wolf backed away limping but
the one at his neck held on tenaclously—
wickedly. The wolverine was in trouble.
He made a series of quick motions and sud-
denly there was a terrible crunch of bones.
The little animal had caught his remaining
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attacker by the knee of its right foot and
crushed it with his powerful jaws.

The wolf let out a howling scream as it re-
leased its hold on the neck of the wolverine.
This is what the latter wanted. He turned
aggressor in an instant and snapped his pow-
erful jaws on the neck of his enemy partly
from under and side.

THE ENRAGED WOLVERINE

Working for a leverage, the enraged wol-
verine braced himself and made a pulling
and twisting motion. The body of the huge
wolf whipped partly in the air. Its neck
snapped and it fell dead—its head in a grue-
some and unnatural position.

THE CARNAGE

The little animal had emerged victorious
against what seemed impossible odds. He
looked around and then made a circle sur-
veying the carnage and the evidence of it he
had created. The terrible death-dealing
look remained in his eyes. He bared his
fangs from time to time as he emitted half
hissing growls. There was froth at the cor-
ners of his mouth.

Except for his murderous eyes and wicked
fangs, the wolverine looked anything but a
lethal killer to Uyatorna. He ambled along
clumsily as if he didn’t possess any agility
and strength. It was all there along with one
of the most powerful jaws possessed by any
animal

The wolverine was apparently trying to lo-
cate the trail left by the wolf that had left
the scene of the fray dragging its hind
quarters. He seems to have picked up the
scent and proceeded to trall it.

“AYIIYAA" shouted Upyatorna. “Little
wolverine, you have done quite enough. I
will kill that wolf for you."

As he shouted, the hunter revealed himself
above the rock formation. The animal saw
him instantly and bristled, baring his fangs.
Man was another sort of an enemy and the
wolverine instinctively withdrew and ambled
away.

U}S:atorna walked around the rock and be-
gan to pursue the wounded wolf. When he
came upon it, he shot an arrow through its
heart. He didn't bother to go after the one
with a severed artery on its hind leg. It
had gone over a low rise and disappeared.

“If he hasn't bled to death by now, he
will In a short time,” Uyatorna voiced his
thought.

The one with the shoulder wound had run
away with a bad limp and it was nowhere
to be seen.

HEALTHY CARIBOU

Uyatorna went back to the dead caribou
and the wolf. He was surprised that it was
a yearling bull and a healthy one except for
a recent injury to the right eye. It had been
badly torn into uselessness. It had prob-
ably suffered an unexpected accident and fell
behind a herd when the wolves apparently
took pursuit.

The wolverine might have been in a lucky
position and beaten the wolves to the attack.
Uyatorna concluded that it had attacked the
caribou from the blind side and this unex-
pected incident had created the deadly drama
which the hunter witnessed in spellbound
faseination,

The man skinned the caribou and cut out
choice pieces of meat and wrapped them in
the skin,

The wolverine had taken a position at a
distance just beyond effective arrow range
from the man. Uyatorna could have shot
the animal if he wished because it had been
within perfect range.

He didn't however, because he had come
to admire the little animal's invincible cour-
age under what seemed to be the most deadly
and impossible odds. The wolverine was
licking its wounds and watching Uyatorna as
he worked around the carcass.
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The hunter cut out a piece of caribou meat
and walked part way toward the animal.

“Uvah, gaveoraq, tutumik neqeoraqin.”
(*Here, little wolverine, eat a plece of cari-
bou meat,”) he shouted. He threw the mor-
sel toward the flerce little carnivore. As the
hunter returned to the carcass, the animal
edged toward the piece of meat and ate it.

THE WINDFALL

As he finished skinning the dead wolf,
Uyatorna turned to the wolverine and
shouted, “Little wolverine, now you can have
all the caribou meat you want.”

He skinned the one he had shot through
the heart and then followed the bloody
trail of the third one. He found it about
a quarter of a mile where it had bled to
death.

As he skinned it, Uyatorna observed,
“These were young grown wolves and they
were reckless. The one that got away will
never forget the terrible lesson he learned
today.”

As he started home with the load of cari-
bou meat and skin and three wolf pelts, Uya-
torna chuckled:

“Amasuk will never believe me when I tell
her how I got all these animals.”

MINNESOTA POLL SUPPORTS PRES-
IDENT JOHNSON'S POLICIES IN
VIETNAM

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Johnson’s policies in Vietnam have
brought forth loud criticism from a vocal
minority, a minority which claims that
these policies do not have the support of
the American people. But I am proud
to report that, according to a recent poll
by the Minneapolis Tribune, a strong
majority of Minnesotans do stand be-
hind the President and the action he has
taken in meeting this very difficult prob-
lem.

President Johnson has declared that
we must support the people of Vietnam
and their efforts to determine their own
destiny in the face of Communist ag-
gression. Fifty-eight percent of Min-
nesotans clearly support this policy, com-
pared to only 21 percent who oppose it.
An even greater majority, 77 percent,
feel that the President’s explanation of
the reasons for our commitment is a
convincing one. And 58 percent of the
people of my State recognize the neces-
sity of sending more American troops to
Vietnam at this time.

Results of the poll also indicate strong
support for the President’s efforts to find
an alternative to war, his efforts to reach
a peaceful seftlement through negotia-
tions which our Communist adversaries
still refuse to participate in.

Mr. President, I am proud that the
people of my State are so clearly in sup-
port of President Johnson’s policies in
Vietnam. I ask unanimous consent that
the Minnesota poll of August 8, 1965, be
printed in its entirety in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the poll was
ordered to be printed in the REecorp, as
follows:

[From the Minneapolis (Minn.) Tribune,
Aug. 8, 1965]
FIFTY-EIGHT PERCENT APPROVE SENDING OF
TroOOPS TO SOUTH VIETNAM

Most Minnesotans (58 percent) support

U.S. policy of sending more troops to battle
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in South Vietnam, a statewide survey by the
Minneapolis Tribune's Minnesota poll indi-
cates.

Thirty-one percent of the men and women
questioned in home interviews disapprove of
enlarging the Nation’s role in Vietnam, as is
being done by the Johnson administration.

The rest of the people are undecided or
have special opinions to offer.

Approval is based mainly on the feeling
that “we have committed ourselves and have
got to end the war as soon as possible” or
that U.S. involvement in the war needs to be
increased to stop communism,

Such endorsements often are expressed
reluctantly in the survey. "I don't like the
idea, but we have to do it,”” a Bloomington
housewife said.

A farmer from Otter Tail County put it
this way: “I guess we got to finish what we
started, but we're not wanted over there, It's
Just like it was in Korea, all these boys killed
and no real answer for it.”

Frustration over the difficult war in south-
east Asia and dismay over losing American
lives there are the main factors which cause
Minnesotans to disapprove of sending more
troops.

What is expressed in the survey is a close
approximation of how the general public in
the State reacts. That’s because the 600 peo-
ple who were interviewed only 2 weeks ago
are an accurate model of the adult popula-
tion.

They reveal uncertainty about U.S. par-
ticipation over a decade in the affairs of Viet-
nam, although a majority of people (568 per-
cent) think our reasons for helping South
Vietnam are sound.

The public is more in agreement when it
comes to accepting President Johnson’s ex-
planation for the United States being in
South Vietnam; 77 percent say a paraphrase
of Mr. Johnson's remarks contain *good”
reasoning.

People were asked early in thelir Interviews:

“Let's consider southeast Asia for a
moment. The United States has been help~
ing South Vietnam since 1954. Do you think
the reasons for our support are sound or
not sound?"

Per-

The replies: cent
Reasons Are SoOUNA. - -cccocoicacmaas 58
Reasons are not sound...cece--as 21

Interviewers then changed the subject and
asked several questions on other topics, a
conversational maneuver that was specified
on their question forms.

That interlude afforded people a chance
not to feel locked into their previous opin-
ions when they were asked:

“President Johnson has said that the
United States is in South Vietnam to help the
people there secure their independence and
to show the world we keep our promises to
fight for freedom. Do you think those are
good reasons or poor reasons for being in

South Vietnam?"
Per-

cent

The answers:
Good reasonS_ . oo eeecmcemm——————

Almost half of the people (47 percent) who
said on the earlier question that our partic-
ipation in Vietnamese affairs was based on
unsound principles thought the President’s
explanation was good.
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Here is a comparison of the two sets of
responses with the gqualified answers and no
opinion count not shown:

[In percent]
U.8. L.B.J.'s
participation Teasons
Sound| Not |Good| Poor
sound
Alladults. ... 58 21 77 14
MBS 62 4 75 16
Women_ .. __... 54 19 7= 12
Adults with gra
training. ... J 44 26 71 16
High school___ e 59 19 81 11
GOl e s 73 17 75 16
Democratic-Farmer-La-
borites_.__—_ . _ . . 63 19 83 11
Republicans__.. = 58 27 74 16
Independents._____________ 52 21 70 16

The next question was: “We now have 70,-
000 men in Vietnam. The U.S. ground
forces will be increased to 150,000 troops,
many of whom will be taking an active part
in the fighting. Do you approve or disap-
prove of our playing a larger role in the
Vietnam struggle?

[In percent]

Dis- Other

Approve | approve | and no

opinion
Alladults. ..o . ...0 58 31 11
I B R 67 25 8
Women......... 50 36 14
Grade school. .. 54 31 15
High school 57 34 9
College._. 66 25 9
DFL'ers. 67 26 7
Republicans_ % 55 34 11
Independents. . _______. 49 37 14

Each person who had an opinion was asked
why they approved or disapproved. These are
their answers, the percentages being ex-
pressed in terms of all people interviewed:

Approval: Percent
We committed ourselves and have
got to follow through, must end

war as soon as possible___________ 40
Must stop communism._ oo oo 16
Must keep promise to South Viet-

nam..__._. 4
Other answers — 3

Disapproval:

They don't want our help and we

don't belong; United States can't

Wik BNYWAY - cemmmrer = 8
Nothing is accomplished, we have

done enough there, should pull

outorend tnow______________ b
‘We are losing too many lives....... 5
Must be another solution, the U.N.

SHOUId BAYp b e i C At 5
Other answers. 11

As an example, the above table indicates
that 40 percent of all the people interviewed
approve of sending more troops to Vietnam
because we have commitment to follow
through. Many persons supplied more than
one reason for their approval or disapproval.

CENTENNIAL OBSERVANCE OF
KALAUPAPA SETTLEMENT

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, 100 years
ago a tiny settlement was established on
the island of Molokai in the Hawaiian
Kingdom for the victims of leprosy, now
known as Hansen'’s disease.

Last week a 3-day centennial observ-
ance was held at the isolated settlement.
Guests from the outside world were in-
vited by the nearly 200 active and inac-
tive patients for a luau—Hawaliian
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feast—and a display of crafts made
there.

It is difficult to imagine now the pa-
thetic condition of those who were sent
to the settlement at Kalaupapa in the
early years. Into this valley of death
and despair came Father Damien, who
ministered to the afflicted until he him-
self succumbed to the disease.

The dramatic story of the Kalaupapa
settlement and the heroic sacrifice of
Father Damien has been retold on this
centennial occasion in an article in the
Honolulu Star-Bulletin of August 11,
1965. Ably written by Tom Kaser, the
article describes the settlement as it was
and as it is today.

I ask unanimous consent to have
the article printed in the REecorbp.

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

EALAUPAPA MARKS A CENTURY OF ISOLATION
(By Tom Kaser)

EavLavpPara, MoLogar—You can't help but
feel a little humble at this place, especially
when you consider its geography and its his-
tory.

Kalaupapa, located on a peninsula at the
foot of cliffs on Molokai's rugged north coast,
is one of only three centers for the treatment
of Hansen's disease (leprosy) in the United
States today.

Hale Mohalu, in Pearl City, and a U.S. Pub-
lic Health Service hospital in Carville, La.,
are the only other institutions in the coun-
try that exclusively treat communicable or
“active” cases of Hansen's disease.

It is possible that leprosy, as it was known
before 1874, was diagnosed in the Hawallan
Islands as early as 1823, when a Protestant
misslonary wrote in his journal that “cases
of kokuas or helpers. Also included was a
were on the increase.

The first officially recorded case of leprosy
in Hawalil was in 1853, and by the late 1850’s
the disease had spread to almost epidemic
proportions.

Eing Eamehameha V finally declared, in
January 1865, that those afflicted with lep-
rosy must be isolated, and the site chosen
by the board of health was a peninsula on
the north coast of Molokal.

For $1,800, the board bought most of the
land on the penminsula, including from 15
to 20 houses and rights to use nearby Wai-
kolu and Wainiha Valleys.

Nine men and three women were on the
first boat that arrived at the peninsula, on
January 6, 1866. Part of the group consisted
of ophthalmic scrofula and elephantiasis”
health department superintendent, but nei-
ther he nor several of his successors spoke
Hawalian.

The first settlement on Molokal was at
Kalawao, 2% miles across the base of the
peninsula from Ealaupapa.

From January to October of 1866, 104 men
and 38 women—some of them kokuas—were
sent there. Contrary to popular belief to-
day, there is no evidence that the lepers
were dumped overboard near the shore, al-
though rough seas at times may have made
it necessary for them to be pulled ashore on
ropes.

THERE WAS NO LAW DURING FIRST YEARS

The first superintendents at Kalawao en-
countered difficulties enforcing law and order.
Instead of the stronger patients tilling the
land and looking after the weaker, it was
vice versa. Might made right, there was no
law, the able refused to work, and drunk-
enness, rape, and pllferage were rampant.

Two years before this time, Joseph de
Veuster, a Catholic brother in the Congrega-
tion of The Sacred Hearts (SS. CC.), arrived
in the islands from Belgium to begin mis-
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sionary work in place of his brother, who
was too 111 to come.

Brother Damien, as Joseph de Veuster was
first known in religious life, was ordained a
priest in Honolulu, and in June 1864—2
months after his arrival in the Islands—he
went to the big island to begin 10 years of
missionary work in EKohala and Hamakua,
among other districts.

Meanwhile, in 1871, a Protestant church
named Siloama (meaning “Church of the
Heallng Spring”) was built at Kalawao and
served by Hawalian pastors, one of them a
patient at the settlement.

The following year, Brother Victorin
Bertrant of Honolulu went to Kalawao and
stayed long enough to build a small wooden
chapel less than a half-mile from Siloama,
naming it St. Philomena’s.

Later, after Father Damien arrived, he
built the main part of the church.

King Lunalilo ascended the throne in 1873
and brought about changes that slightly im-
proved conditions at the leper settlement on
Molokal. A member of the Royal Hawallan
Guard, himself a victim of leprosy, was
brought to the settlement and made super-
intendent; better food was sent to Kalawao:;
and a bonus system (granting pay and privi-
leges) was established for those patients
who worked.

But the health situation remained grave;
of the 797 lepers who had been brought to
Molokal as of the beginning of 1873, 311 had
died.

Noting the concern of the Right Reverend
Louis Maigret, SS. CC., Catholic bishop of
the Islands, that there was no priest at
Kalawao, Father Damien volunteered to come
to the settlement.

Damien and Bishop Maigret arrived at the
village at 11 a.m., May 10, 1873, aboard the
S8 Kilauea, which also contained about 50
lepers and some cattle,

FATHER DAMIEN'S VISIT PROLONGED

The intention was that Pather Damien
would stay at the settlement for 2 or 3 weeks,
then return to the big island. A petition,
signed by 200 patients and asking that a
permanent priest be sent to Kalawao, was
presented to Bishop Maigret and in the en-
suing days Father Damien decided to stay.

Over the next 18 years, Damien admin-
istered physical and spiritual aid to the lepers
in a remarkable number of ways. He helped
them build homes, install an adequate water
system, and he even spent much of his time
bullding coffins for the lepers. The deaths
averaged about one a day.

Doctors were occasionally sent to Kalawao
and Kalaupapa, a smaller village on the west-
ern edge of the peninsula, but their visits
were always brief. In 1884, a doctor re-
turned to Honolulu and reported that “no
one but Father Damien renders any help.”

Because of the lack of doctors at the settle-
ment, Damien spent much of his time being
nurse, doctor, and even surgeon to the lepers.
Using only soap, water, bandages, and seda-
tives, he occasionally found it necessary to
amputate limbs.

The atmosphere for these and other minis-
trations was almost unbearable. In his of-
ficlal report to the president of the board
of health in March 1866, he wrote:

“The smell of their filth, mixed with ex-
halation of their sores, was slmply disgusting
and unbearable to a newcomer, Many a
time, in fulfilling my priestly duties at their
domiciles, I have been compelled not only
to close my nostrils but to run outside and
breathe the fresh air.

“To protect my legs from a peculiar itch-
ing, which I usually experience every morn-
ing after visiting them (the lepers), I had
to beg a friend of mine to send me a pair
of heavy boots. As an antidote to counter-
act the bad smell, I made myself accustomed
to the use of tobacco, whereupon the smell
of the pipe preserved me somewhat from
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carrying in my clothes the obnoxious odor
of the lepers.”

From time to time Father Damien made
trips to Honolulu to consult with his re-
ligious superiors and make repeated requests
to the board of health for supplies and equip-
ment. But many times these requests took
the form of demands, and Damien—whose
temper often flared was known as a stubborn
and argumentative character.

BITTERNESS MARKED HIS LAST YEARS

His last trip to Honolulu was made on July
10, 1886, when he visited a Dr. Goto to re-
ceive temporary treatment for what were
plainly symptoms of leprosy. The last years
of his life were unfortunately emblttered by
some of his religlous superiors, who—accord-
ing to historical documents—appear to have
been jealous of his popularity.

One historian, Father Reginald Yzendoorn,
88. CC., notes that the correspondence be-
tween Damien and his religious superiors in
Honolulu in the years 1886 and 1887 “is satu-
rated with acrimony, and one wonders what
misconduct may have provoked such evident
hostility.”

Partly because of his leprosy and partly,
perhaps, because of bitterness, Father Da-
mien was forbidden by his religious superiors
to come to Honolulu.

But he continued his work on Molokai
until March 28, 1889, when he took to bed.
On April 15, at the age of 49, he dled, leaving
behind a layman, Ira Joseph Dutton, and
sisters of the Third Order of St. Francls to
continue his work,

It is possible that Father Damien had lep-
rosy before he came to Molokal, for he worked
with lepers while he was on the big island.
The history of his affliction is detailed in a
diagnostic report prepared by Dutton in
March 1889, and signed by Father Damien
before he died. Parts of the report read:

“Served as priest on the Island of Hawail
from 1864 till 1873. Occasionally heard con-
fessions of lepers, ministered to them in their
cabins sometimes, but he had not constant
or very particular contact with them until
he came here, to the leper settlement * * *,

“Is quite sure that when near to lepers, as
at confession or in their cabins—before com-
ing to the leper settlement—he felt on such
occasion a peculiar sensation in the face; a
sort of itching or burning, and he felt the
same here, at the settlement, during the
first 2 or 3 years; that he also felt 1t on the
legs.

“Is confident that the germs were in his
system, certainly within the first 8 years of
his residence here; can trace it positively to
1876. Small dry spots appeared at that time,
particularly on arms, some on back * * *,

“Finally, in 1877 and 1878, (they) assumed
yellowish color and became larger. * * *

“In the autumn of 1881 he began to be
badly troubled with severe pains in his feet,
speclally in the left one, and In 1882 sciatic
nerve trouble came on, clearly defined all
along the left leg.

“Then the right ear became swollen with
tubercular enlargements, making the whole
thing an immense affair. * * * The eye-
brows began to fall out, the other ear became
enlarged, and tubercular swellings took pos-
session of the face, hands, etc. The knuckles
and knees are in hard enlarged knobs, be-
coming suppurating sores. Many sores on
hands and wrists, some about the neck; eyes
weak and at times very much in-
famed. . * 22

Since the latter part of last century, Han-
sen’s di has 1 ded greatly—thanks
especially to sulfone drugs, which were intro-
duced at Ealaupapa in 1946,

Ealaupapa, which before the turn of the
century started to become the center of ac-
tivities on the peninsula, is today a sleepy
little hamlet that looks as if it has been for-
gotten by time.
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NOW ONLY ABOUT 60 COMMUNICABLE CASES

As of July, there were only about 60 com-
municable cases of Hansen’s Disease at the
settlement. Another 185 *“temporary re-
lease” patients had recovered from the dis-
ease and were living at the settlement by
cholce—some as employees of the State
health department.

The rest of the 251 people living on the
peninsula consisted of medical (including
one doctor) and administrative employees of
the department of health, an alrport em-
ployee of the department of transportation,
two Coast Guardsmen to maintain the Mo~
Iokal Lighthouse near the tip of the penin-
sula, a priest, and two wives of health depart-
ment workers,

Included in the health department staff
are six Catholic nuns, who have proved to be
more permanent hospital workers than lay
personnel.

Andrew Flying Service, based at Honolulu
International Airport, is the only airline that
maintalns a flight schedule to Ealaupapa
($22 round trip), although other operations
fly to the settlement on a charter basis. Last
year, approximately 1,100 tourists visited the
settlement.

Anyone planning to visit Kalaupapa must
first obtain a health department permit, but
this is a routine procedure that can be han-
dled by any tour agency or Andrew Flying
Service.

The purpose of the permits is to make sure
all visitors understand the rules of the settle-
ment: do not shake hands or otherwise come
into personal contact with anyone, do not en-
ter patients’ homes or the wards of the hos-
pital, and use only the three restroom fa-
cilities marked for visitors.

Children under 12 are prohibited by law
from the settlement, and anyone under 20 is
usually refused permission to visit. Because
there are no restaurants, stores or overnight
accommodations on the peninsula, visitors
are advised to bring along a picnic lunch.

FORMER PATIENTS CONDUCT TOURS

Former patients meet each plane and offer
personally conducted tours—at $5.50 per per-
son—of the best scenic and historic spots on
the peninsula. The tour, which takes ap-
proximately 214 hours, Is done between the
morning and afternoon flights.

The only place you are likely to see more
than two people together is at the village
wharf, which is a popular fishing site. Once
in May, once in July, and once in September
a barge—loaded with heavy staples—lands
here.

The superintendent of EKalaupapa is Ed-
ward Burlem; he has been at the settlement
12 years. His wife, Georgina, handles all
nonpatient madil.

All outgoing patient mail is handled by
the Kalaupapa postmaster, who is responsible
for a unigque duty: fumigating the mail. He
must snip off the corners of all out-going
mail so the gases can penetrate each piece
of mail touched by or sealed with sallva from
a patient.

The highlight of any visit to EKalaupapa
is Kalawao. All that remains of the original
settlement site are the two churches, Siloama
and St. Philomena, both of which have been
renovated and are open to visitors. Adja-
cent to St. Philomena is a graveyard contain-
ing many of Father Damien’s assistants and
successors, including Joseph Dutton.

The remalns of Father Damien himself
were once buried next to the church, but
they were exhumed in 1936 and taken to Bel-
gium, where they were entombed in a shrine
at Louvain. In 1956 they were exhumed
agailn by Catholic authorities as part of a
process to declare him a Catholic saint. But
a monument still stands over his original
gravesite on Molokal.

The road to Kalawao extends a few hun-
dred feet beyond St. Philomena Church and
ends at Kalawao Park, a delightful picnic
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spot situated on a shady bluff above a cove.
When the sea ls rough, thunderous waves
splash against the rocks and cliffs, creating
mountainous water sprays. Offshore are
two small islands, Mokapu and Okala.

Few places in Hawall possess the bucolic
reverence of Kalawao; few places recall such
pathos.

IMMIGRATION LEGISLATION—TES-
TIMONY OF JOSEPH A. L. ERRIGO

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, a dis-
tinguished Wilmington, Del.,, lawyer,
Joseph A. L. Errigo, testified last March
before the Subcommittee on Immi-
gration and Naturalization of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. Errigo appeared in his capacity
as grand venerable of the Grand Lodge
of Delaware and national chairman of
the Sons of Italy Committee on Immi-
gration. I can also verify from long
personal knowledge that he is an out-
standing contributor to the civie life of
his community and State.

His summation of the reasons why
our present immigration laws need to
be changed was brief and forceful. It is
timely, in my opinion, to outline them
again,

For that reason I ask unanimous con-
sent that the opening statement Mr.
Errigo made at the hearing be printed
in the Recorb.

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

Mr. Err1cO. Mr. Chairman and members of
the Senate Judiciary Committee, I am Joseph
A. L. Errigo, grand venerable of the Grand
Lodge of Delaware and national chairman of
the Sons of Italy Committee on Immigra-
tion. I have been a member of the Delaware
bar since 1929. I am currently the senior
member of Errigo, Biondi, Porter & Ruben-
stein, a law firm in Wilmington, Del., with
offices at 1300 King Street. I deem it an
honor and a privilege to appear before this
distinguished committee, and I express my
gratitude and appreciation for having been
given this opportunity to do so.

We have many important problems facing
our Nation today. Without detracting from
the importance of other problems, I wish to
state that one of our most important prob-
lems involves immigration, not only because
it affects our national internal security, but
also because It affects our relations with
other nations of the world.

A distinguished Congressman from the
great State of New York, Hon. EMANUEL CEL-
LER, an expert on immigration law, gave a
historical and elucidating statement on the
immigration polls of our Nation in the House
of Representatives on Tuesday, June 16,
1964. I incorporate his remarks in this
statement by reference thereto, and with
particular emphasis I quote the following
paragraph:

“The present law perpetuates the principle
of national origin, an antiquated immigra-
tion system, proven beyond peradventure of
a doubt to be unworkable. It was devised
way back in 1921, more than 40 years &go,
in an atmosphere of fear bordering on hys-
teria, a direct result of the unsettled domes-
tic and foreign conditions following World
War L."

The New York Times has always fought
for sound and reasonable immigration laws.
A lead editorial in March 1959, typical of
many similar expressions, deserves our atten-
tion. It could have been written yesterday.
It reads in parts as follows:

“The real purpose of a good immigration
law should be to permit the entry of those
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who are desirable, and especlally of those
who need this place of refuge. It should not
be designed to keep out as many as possible
on one pretext or another. The harshness of
some of the legislation in the past has been
the product of some sort of national
panic, some curious xenophobia in reverse, al-
most an inferiority complex that ill-becomes
a great country that has been made great by
its immigrants. All of us indeed belong to
that classification the moment we begin to
look back a bit. The thing that is most hurt-
ful about harsh legislation, however, is that
it puts us in a bad light in many parts of
the world precisely at a time when we aspire
to leadership and need prestige. We cannot
accomplish our ends if others think that we
are timid, selfish, overbearing, or superior.
Our immigration laws reflect in many minds
some of these attitudes.”

The archbishop of Boston, His Eminence
Richard Cardinal Cushing, has stated that
diseriminatory and undemocratic features of
the McCarran-Walter law “are to my mind
a grave potential threat to our domestic de-
velopment and our international leadership.”

President-elect Eisenhower sald in a speech
on October 17, 1952:

“A contest for world leadership, in fact for
survival, exists between the Communist idea
and the American ideal. That contest is
being waged in the minds and hearts of
human beings. We say and we sincerely be-
lieve that we are on the side of freedom, that
we are on the side of humanity. We say and
we know that the Communists are on the side
of slavery, the side of inhumanity, yet the
Czech, the Pole, or the Hungarian who takes
his life in his hands and crosses the frontier
tonight or to the Italian who goes to some
American consulate, this ideal that beck-
oned him can be a mirage because of the
McCarran Act.”

President Truman’s Commission on Im-
migration and Naturalization established on
September 4, 1952, made a tremendous and
terrific report to the President of the United
States on January 1, 1953. I incorporate
that report entitled “Whom We Shall Wel-
come,” in this statement by reference there-
to. In particular I wish to emphasize the
following quote from that report:

“The Commission belleves that we cannot
be true to the democratic faith of our own
Declaration of Independence in the equality
of all men and at the same time pass immi-
gration laws which discriminate among peo-
ple because of national origin, race, color or
creed. We cannot continue to bask in the
glory of an ancient and honorable tradition
of providing haven to the oppressed and
belie that tradition by ignoble and ungen-
erous immigration laws. We cannot develop
an effective foreign policy if our immigration
laws negate our role of world leadership.
We cannot defend civil rights in principle
and deny them in our immigration laws and
practice. We cannot boast of our magnifi-
cent system of law, and enact immigration
laws which violate decent principles of
legal protection. Nor can we ourselves
really believe or persuade others to think
that we belleve that the United States is a
dynamic expanding and prosperous country
if our immigration law is based upon a fear
of catastrophe rather than a promise and
hope for great days ahead.”

The stirring and inspiring message of
President Johnson on immigration is still
fresh in our minds. It follows as a natural
sequence similar messages by President EKen-
nedy. In his recent message President
Johnson sald:

“A change is needed in our laws dealing
with immigration. Four Presidents have
called attentlon to serious defects in this
legislation. Action is long overdue.”

I am here today to plead for the passage
of the President’s bill on immigration,
8. 500, introduced by Senator HarT and other
Senators who have joined him as co-
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sponsors. For over 40 years the Order Sons
of Italy in America has pursued the long-
range mission on immigration. We cannot
and do not wish to return to an era of un-
restricted immigration. Someone has well
sald, and I quote:

“There 1s a difference, however, between
immigration restrictions and immigration
discrimination. There is an ethical basis for
the former, but none for the latter.”

The Sons of Italy has always been inter-
ested in the improvement and modification
of our existing immigration and naturaliza-
tion laws. From time to time we have sug-
gested and encouraged certain changes to
meet world conditions, We have always been
ready to support any program conducive to
the improvement of cultural and economic
relations between the United States and other
peace-loving countries, so long as they ad-
vance the best interests of the United States.
We have sponsored a number of private im-
migration bills. We fought for the Refugee
Relief Act of 1853 that brought to these
shores over 220,000 refugees outside of the
guota systems. We were absolutely thrilled
in August 1958 when Congressman FEIGHAN'S
bill on immigration made it possible for more
than 40,000 Hungarian refugees to establish
permanent residence in this country. The
inscription on the Statue of Liberty began to
acquire a real significance.

In 1958 we welcomed the relief granted by
Congress to the Portugese victims of the
earthquake in the Azores, and the admission
of the Dutch expelled from Indonesia; the
Portuguese and Dutch quotas were woefully
inadequate, and Congress wanted to help
these unfortunate people. Other congres-
sional acts made it possible for thousands of
nonquota immigrants to enter our country.
In 1962, 283,000 immigrants entered the
United States. Of these, 90,000 were quota
immigrants and 193,000 were nonquota. In
1963 the same sltuation developed. Approxi-
mately 306,000 immigrants entered our Na-
tion; 103,000 were quota immigrants and
203,000 were nonquota. I cite these figures
only to show you that it shouldn't be too
difficult for you to abolish a system which
is gradually becoming wunpopular and
inoperative.

As a matter of fact, it should be rather
easy to accomplish this much-desired end
when it can be done over a period of 5 years.

At several successive blennial conventions
including the last convention held in Cleve-
land, Ohio in August 1963, the Order Sons
of Italy in America promoted a seven-point
program which continues to be our goal. It
is as follows:

1. Amendment of the national origins
quota system and in its place submit a more
fair and humanitarian immigration policy
based upon judgment of the individual merit
ol!neach applicant for admission and citizen-
ship.

2. To adopt the 1960 census in lieu of the
1920 census to establish quotas.

3. To abolish mortgages on guotas and
reallocate unused quotas to countries hav-
ing oversubscribed guotas.

4. To grant more favorable preferences to
relatives of U.S. citizens.

5. To equalize citizenship between native
born and naturalized citizens.

6. To humanize the harsh provisions of
the present immigration law relative to ad-
ministration, exclusion and deportation of
aliens.

7. To revise and extend the Refugee Act
of 1953 and the Allen Orphans Act of 1957.

Our next national convention will take
place in Baltimore, Md. in August of this
year. It is to be hoped, gentlemen, that at
that convention I shall be able to announce
that Congress has approved the President'’s
bill relating to immigration. If that is done,
we will have taken a great step forward in
the right direction, We do not ask for any-
thing that is revolutionary. We do not sug-
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gest changes in the law that are unfair and
unreasonable. This great Nation of ours had
always believed in equal justice under law.
As Americans we belleve in equal opportunity
based upon qualifications.

We ask for justice for all people. We ask
that all potential immigrants be granted
equal opportunity to prove their gualifica-
tions to enter this country. We have estab-
lished military and naval bases in many
countries to protect our American way of life.
We are maintaining numerous Peace Corps
units throughout the world to help others
who are unable to help themselves. We have
established and maintained for many years
an excellent student exchange program that
has helped to create a better understanding
among the nations of the earth. We make
vast contributions to the U.N., to NATO, to
SEATO, and to other international organiza-
tlons. We do these things and many others
because we want to maintain world peace at
any cost, making any sacrifice. But all these
international activities will be nullified if we
persist in continuing an immigration policy
that should never have been born.,

On the one hand, throughout our inter-
national activities we endeavor to prove to
the world that we are a good neighbor, but
on the other hand throughout our immigra-
tion policies we say to millions of people in
many nations, *“You are not fit to enter this
country. We don’'t want you. Stay where
you are.”

Gentlemen, our ancestors came to these
shores in different boats. The sons of the
American refugees and the sons of Italy set-
tled here for the same reasons. We are now
in the same boat. We call that boat the
ship of state, We cannot continue to rock
that boat on wreaths of bigotry and prejudice
lest all of us perish. If we are truly inter-
ested in peace at home and peace abroad, we
will adopt without delay the President's bill
on immigration, 8. 500. In the words of
President Johnson: “I urge the Congress to
return the United States to an immigration
policy which both serves the national in-
terests and continues our traditional ideals.
No move could more effectively reaffirm our
fundamental belief that a man is to be
judged exclusively on his worth as a human
belng-"

Once again, gentlemen, I express my grati-
tude to you for permitting me to make this
presentation on behalf of the Sons of Italy.
It gives me the feeling that each one of us
in endeavoring to serve our country.

TAX STRUCTURES HERE AND
ABROAD

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, as
the need for more money to handle Fed-
eral programs increases, an article by
Miss Sylvia Porter, “Tax Structures
Here and Abroad,” would seem of some
interest.

I ask unanimous consent that this
article be printed in the RECORD.

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

TAX STRUCTURES HERE AND ABROAD
(By Sylvia Porter)

Even if Congress votes another Federal
income tax reduction in 1966, more than
three-quarters of the revenues collected by
Federal, State, and local governments still
will be coming from incomes and property.

This is the highest percentage by any
major nation on the incomes and wealth of
its citizens. No other leading country de-
pends as heavily as the United States on this
form of taxation. No other industrialized
country depends as little as we do on sales
taxes, exclse taxes, or taxes on consumption.
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While Congress already has revised and
reduced Federal income tax rates and more
surely will be done, our tax structure appears
odd next to the systems of European natlons,
Japan, and Canada,

DIFFERENCES LISTED

The following table, based on U.S. Treas-
ury and United Nations statistics, covers the
year 1961, because comparative percentages
aren't available for more recent years. Tax
laws passed since 1961, though, would alter
the percentages in only a minor way. For
instance, in this country the 1964-656 Federal
income tax cuts have been partially offset
by State income tax increases and the new
Federal excise tax reductions are being at
least partially offset by State and local ex-
cise tax increases. In short, the basic com-
parisons stand as indicated below:

[In percent]

Income Sales, ex-

Country and cise, and

property | consump-

taxes tion taxes
United States.____......_____. 78 22
[ L [ et O S T o S 66 34
Japan... ... 66 34
England....... 65 35
West German (i a5
Canada_ il 39
Italy. .. 52 48
France . 50 50

One implication of this table is that there
is plenty of leeway here for a shift in em-
phasis from taxation on incomes and wealth
to taxation on sales and consumption. To-
day, those urging this shift are in the minor-
ity: sales taxes are “regressive” because they
hit the lowest-income family purchasing the
taxed item to the same extent that they hit
the highest-income family. Nevertheless, as
the search intensifies at all levels of govern-
ment for ways to finance essential public
programs—ranging from health to education,
from highway construction to reclamation of
our resources—heavier reliance on sales, ex-
cise and consumption taxes seems inevitable.

SALES LEVY RESENTED

Another implication is that much as we re-
sent sales taxes and detest their indiserim-
inate character, our tax levels in this sphere
are far below Europe’s. This month Sweden’s
general sales tax jumped to about 10 percent,
more than double the rate of 4.2 percent
when the general sales tax was originally im-
posed in 1960. A similar trend toward higher
sales taxes is clearly apparent in other Scan-
dinavian countries. France's 50-50 percent-
age speaks for itself. Some of France's sales
taxes on luxury or scarce items range as high
as 25 percent.

The aim of Federal income tax cuts in re-
cent years has been to stimulate our economy.
“Reform” has been shelved temporarily and,
assuming the objective of a 1966 tax cut 1s
also sustaining economic growth, reform
again might be postponed. >

But when we finally do get to a real over-
haul of our system, just simplification of our
crazyquilt Federal-State-local structure will
demand serious consideration of a more equal
relationship between income and sales taxes.

THE NEED FOR THE 1965 ANTI-
DUMPING ACT AMENDMENT: AN
EXAMPLE

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, the recent
statement given in this Chamber by my
distinguished colleague from Indiana
[Mr. HarTKE], the principal sponsor of
S. 2045, the 1965 Antidumping Act
Amendments struck a responsive chord
for me. They appear on page 19642 of
the Recorp of August 6. Senator HARTKE
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commented on the continuing concern of
many segments of industry and labor
about the unfair trade practice of in-
jurious dumping in this country, and set
forth the resolution of the National As-
sociation of Plumbing-Heating-Cooling
Contractors.

A similar expression of concern was
voiced earlier this year by the Chamber
of Commerce of Allentown, Pa. In a
resolution which was sent by the cham-
ber to all members of the Pennsylvania
congressional delegation, it stressed the
specific concern of this organization and
its members about the dumping problem,
citing as an example the situation with
which the cement industry is faced, par-
ticularly in the Lehigh Valley area, the
birthplace of the portland cement in-
dustry in the United States. The obser-
vations set forth in the chamber’s state-
ment give an insight into how a local
area can be affected by dumping and
may be typical of experiences which
other of my colleagues have had within
their constituencies.

In an earnest request to each Member
to introduce and lend his efforts on be-
half of S. 2045, the resolution added two
points of special importance which I
should like to quote:

1. Many Industries and labor organiza-
tions, in addition to the cement industry,
have indicated their sponsorship of effec-
tive antldumping legislation,

2. The Chamber of Commerce of Allen-
town is not opposed to fair and desirable
forelgn trade, but we do belleve that Ameri-
can industry should not be subjected to un-
fair foreign competition, * * *

Mr. President, I urge that these ob-
servations be taken to heart, and that we
all remain aware of what is at stake in
our own backyards when we talk of in-
jurious dumping. I ask unanimous con-
sent that portions of the resolution to
which I have made reference be printed
in the RECORD.

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

CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF ALLENTOWN,
Allentown, Pa., April 7, 1965.
To: All members of the Pennsylvania con-
gressional delegation.
Subject: Proposed antidumping legislation.

Certainly this proposed amendment will
serve the interests of all American industries
and labor threatened by unfair competition
from dumped imports. Particular reference
to cement, which is locally manufactured,
will help point up some of the problems
created by dumping.

Pennsylvania, and in particular the Lehigh
Valley area, is the birthplace of the portland
cement industry in the United States. Six-
teen companies, employing thousands of
people, operate 20 portland cement pro-
ducing plants within the Commonwealth of
Pennsylvania. However, even during this
decade of unparalleled prosperity, the port-
land cement industry has been operating at
substantially less than its capacity; for 1964,
the rate was only 75 percent.

Demand for cement is closely tied to the
general level of construction activity. Price
is often crucial in determining which sup-
plier will fill the existing demand. For ex-
ample, the U.8. Tariff Commission has ex-
plained that even a slight difference in price
may well determine the identity of the sell-
er, as the sale of cement in a given market
is generally contingent upon its price not
being higher than the price of like competi-
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tive cement. Similarly, some years ago, the
Federal Trade Commission found that a dif-
ference in price of 1 cent per barrel (a bar-
rel contains 376 pounds of cement) may di-
vert business from one seller to another.

Because of this tight market situation,
imports on only relatively small quantities
of dumped cement may break the price in
the local market and have a serious adverse
economic impact on the producing plants
selling in the area in which such imports are
marketed. Low-priced imports accounting
for only 6 to 7 percent of the particular mar-
ket in which sold were found by the Tariff
Commission ot only to have taken sales
away from the mills supplying such areas,
but also to have caused such price breaks
resulting in serious loss of revenues. In ad-
dition, cement prices unfairly depressed in
one market readily spread to adjacent areas
in a type of ripple effect. Within the past 7
years, four portland cement manufacturing
plants in the Lehigh Valley section of east-
ern Pennsylvania have been permanently
shut down, resulting in the elimination of
some 900 jobs. Our area seeks to develop
and grow, and when jobs of our fellow citi-
zens are affected by unfalr, unjust, and un-
equal foreign competition, the Chamber of
Commerce of Allentown feels it should raise
its voice in opposition.

We are mindful of the fact that Penn-
sylvania Senators Scorr and CrLArk, as well
as a total of 16 Pennsylvania Representa-
tives, introduced and supported antidump-
ing legislation with similar objectives dur-
ing the 88th Congress * * * we earnestly
solicit each Member to introduce and lend
his efforts on behalf of the proposed amend-
ment.

Many industries and labor organizations,
in addition to the cement industry, have in-
dicated their sponsorship of effective anti-
dumping legislation * * *, The Chamber
of Commerce of Allentown is not opposed to
fair and desirable foreign competition. Your
continued guidance in the development of
our State is appreciated, and we urge you to
lend active support to the 1965 Antidumping
Act Amendment.

By order of the legislation committee and
board of directors.

ALFRED ERAMER,
President.

JEANNINE LYERLY DAY AT KENAI

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, in
the first few weeks of 1965 an important
decision was made. That decision made
possible the establishment of what we
now know as Head Start projects in
hundreds of communities in the United
States.

We all realize that the full benefits of
this year’s program will not be realized
until the children who participated in it
have been in school a number of years.
It is already apparent, however, that the
program will have far-reaching and
beneficial results.

Alaska has Head Start programs in
nearly every community. The city of
Kenia, on Alaska’s fabled Kenai Penin-
sula, is no exception. The city was like-
wise no exception in recognizing the solid
worth of the program, but city leaders
expressed their view of the program in
an unusual way. Mayor James G. Dye
declared July 28 “Jeannine Lyerly Day”
in honor of the person responsible for
making a Head Start project possible in
the community.

Jeannine Lyerly is due much praise
for her work. Children are our most
important resource and those who
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contribute to their future deserve the
thanks of all of us. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp the
text of the proclamation of the city of
Kenai which Mayor Dye issued on July 26.

CitY oF KEENAT—PROCLAMATION

‘Whereas Jeannine Lyerly has demonstrated
a dedication beyond the ordinary call of duty
to her position as an itinerant public health
nurse by her involvement in civil activities
in Eenal and all surrounding communities;
and

Whereas the Project Head Start at Kenal
would not be in existence except for the
diligent preparations and supervision so
generously donated by Jeannine Lyerly.

Therefore, by the authority vested in me
as mayor of Kenal, I proclaim:

1. That Wednesday, July 28, 1965, shall be
Jeannine Lyerly Day in Kenail, Alaska.

2. That this proclamation is a formal
“thank you” of the community of Kenail for
the civic action and dedicated efforts of
Jeannine Lyerly as the motivating spirit be-
hind the educational “Project Head Start.”

3. That Jeannine Lyerly exemplifies the
best In governmental service and established
a standard of service deserving respect and
imitation by all employees of the State of
Alaska,

4. That involvement of Jeannine Lyerly in
the civie life of the Kenal Peninsula has ex-
tended to service as a director of the Kenal
Chamber of Commerce, as an active particl-
pant in Eenal Peninsula Concert Assoclation
and other civic organizations essential to the
true vitality and life of a community.

5. That this expression of gratitude be
distributed to Gov. William A. Egan of the
State of Alaska and all interested persons
and agencies.

Kenal, Alaska, 26th day of July 1965.

JamEes G. DYE,
Mayor.

FrancEs TORKILSEN,
City Clerk.

Attest:

CONSUMER CREDIT EDUCATION
AND CONSUMER DEBT COUNSEL-
ING

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I was
most happy to note the amendment in
section 205(a) , of the Economic Opportu-
nity Amendments of 1965, which provides
authority for the Director to pay all or
part of the costs of consumer education
Pprograms under community action proj-
ects, specially focused on the needs of
low-income families, It specifically
provides for “consumer credit educa-
tion,” and “consumer debt counseling,”
and gives concrete recognition to a prob-
lem in which I have long been interested.

This amendment will allow the Pov-
erty Director to furnish education and
counseling especially designed and
geared to the needs of low-income
families, in recognition of the fact that
many of these families have subaverage
educational achievements, and reading
and comprehension levels around third
and fourth grade level. For there is a
special class of consumer among the
low-income families and the poorly
educated, whose particular needs require
a specialized approach. A study was
made recently of the buying practices
of over 450 families living in low-rent
public housing by Dr. David Caplovitz of
Columbia University, in which Dr. Cap-
lovitz found that the urban poor are
confronted with a merchandising system
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quite unlike that which serves most
Americans.

In addition, the panel on consumer
education for persons with limited in-
comes, organized to advise the Presi-
dent’s Committee on Consumer Inter-
ests, reported just this year that the
poor pay more for comparable merchan-
dise that people in middle-income areas,
and that the poor are targets for not
only devious merchandising practices,
but also lack the basic knowledge and
information to help them get the most
for their money. For example, the poor
could be taught to buy wherever possible
for cash—and not on credit—that they
would extend their shopping horizons,
and compare the prices of merchandise
and credit terms, that they would be
educated on what to look for in making
purchases—such as how to distinguish
between new and used items, current and
obsolete merchandise, and that which is
solidly constructed as against that which
is poorly built.

They could be advised on where to seek
additional information on purchasing
and merchandising from community
agencies; such as the local legal aid so-
ciety, the State attornmeys general, the
chambers of commerce, the better busi-
ness bureaus, and the various agencies of
the Federal Government.

Consumer education can play a very
important part in overall poverty pro-
grams, and it should be included as an
integral part of overall projects directed
at the poor. Under past law, the Office
of Economic Opportunity has been au-
thorized to make consumer education
eligible for funds under community ac-
tion programs, and the director has
urged communities throughout the Na-
tion to take advantage of this oppor-
tunity. The people helped by the pov-
erty program buy food, clothing, shelter,
automobiles, appliances, and most of the
other goods and services that our econ-
omy offers. If we can give them the
awareness and sophistication that other
consumers possess, it will supplement
their incomes by making their hard-
earned and difficult dollars stretch just
a little bit further. It will prevent what-
ever increased earnings they may receive
from being eroded by poor buying habits.

As former attorney general of the
State of Minnesota, I know that there
are a number of devious and sophisti-
cated merchandising and sales practices
that all too often deceive not only the
low-income buyer, but also the intelli-
gent and sophisticated middle and
upper income purchaser. For example,
the files of my consumer protection unit
in the State of Minnesota, were filled
with cases involving bait-switch adver-
tising, referral selling practices, pyra-
mid practices, misrepresentation of price
and contract terms, and the use of fic-
titious selling prices. Many of these peo-
ple are able to withstand the loss of tens
or even hundreds of dollars. But the
low-income families, earning less than
$3,000, need every cent for rent, cloth-
ing, and food. They can ill afford the
opportunity to learn in the school of
hard knocks and a sad experience.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the report from Mrs. Peterson,
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Special Assistant to the President for
Consumer Affairs, as well as an article
from the August 13 New York Times be
reprinted at this point.

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

PANEL oN CoNsUMER EpucaTioNn ror Low-
IncoME PERSONS REPORT TO MRS. PETERSON

The poor pay more for comparable mer-
chandise than people in middle income areas,
a Panel on Consumer Educations for Per-
sons with Limited Incomes reported today.

The panel, appointed last year to advise
the President’s Committee on Consumer In-
terests on consumer education for the poor,
included representatives from business, la-
bor, community organizations, and govern-
ment at all levels. In its report, it em-
phasized that it received no documentation
to support the charge that businessmen and
merchants deliberately charge more in low-
income neighborhoods than they do in mid-
dle-income areas for the same or even in-
ferior merchandise.

“No doubt there are some instances where
such a situation occurs,” the report states,
but there is no documentation to indicate
that this is a widespread practice on the part
of business concerns.” Nevertheless, the
panel reports that stores which operate in
poor nelghborhoods only often charge their
customers more and seldom have “one price”
for high-cost items. The panel took special
notice of a study of the buying practices of
464 families living in low-rent public hous-
ing made by David Caplovitz of Columbia
University, in which he finds that the urban
poor are victims of a merchandising system
quite unlike the system that serves most
Americans.

In his book, “The Poor Pay More,” Caplo-
vitz points out that in every city, some fringe
operators profit by the special problems of
the poor—their inability to obtaln credit
from conventional sources, their lack of
knowledge and sophistication, and their
eagerness to buy. Comparing the poorest
families with those somewhat better off,
Caplovitz points out that the poorest pay
most for such commodities as TV sets, phono-
graphs, and washing machines. This does
not mean that they are buying better prod-
ucts, he says, it means they are paying more
for what they buy.

In releasing the report, Mrs. Peterson
praised the panel for shedding light on a
relatively neglected subject. She empha-
slzed the important part consumer educa-
tlon can play in overall poverty programs,
and supported the panel’s view that con-
sumer education for the poor should be in-
cluded as an integral part of overall proj-
ects directed toward the poor. She noted
that the Office of Economic Opportunity has
included consumer education as eligible for
funds under the community action pro-
gram, and urged that communities through-
out the Nation take advantage of this op-
portunity.

“The massive efforts to sell the products
and services of our economy,” Mrs. Peterson
sald, “affect the poor as well as the afluent.
In addition, the poor are often the objects
of offbeat marketing techniques in their
neighborhoods. Door-to-door peddlers, mar-
ginal retail operators, and loan dispensers ex-
tend credit—at high interest rates—to those
who can't afford to get credit ‘uptown.” The
poor are often the targets of ‘bait and
switch' merchandising and other devious
schemes. Lack of knowledge and informa-
tion often leads them to accept poor qual-
ity merchandise at high prices.”

Mrs. Peterson sald that President John-
son, in his message on consumer interests on
February 5, 1964, directed the President's
Committee on Consumer Interests ‘“to de-
velop as promptly as possible effective ways
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and means of reaching more homes and fam-
ilies—particularly low-income families—with
information to help them get the most for
their money."”

“The work of the panel,” Mrs. Peterson
sald, “should be considered a beginning, not
by any means the last word on this chal-
lenging and difficult subject. It is our hope
that the panel’s report will stimulate further
efforts in this field. Consumer education for
the poor will be one of the high priority
programs carried on by the President's Com-
mittee during the coming year.”

Consumer education can help the poor get
the most for what little money they have to
spend, the report says. “Its object should
be to subtract from poverty. On another
level, it can help people understand the avail-
able choices, to balance preference against
price and utillity, and match quality against
realistic expenditure. * * * The goal of con-
sumer education is to achieve higher stand-
ards of living through more discriminating
consumption.”

The panel warns that consumer education
should not be considered a panacea for pov-
erty. “Consumer education cannot cure pov-
erty,” the report states, “it can only ease the
pain.”

Among the report’s recommendations are
the following:

Federal, State and local governments un-
dertake factfinding studies to identify the
problems encountered by the poor in the
marketplace.

Communities and appropriate civic, pro-
fessional, and service organizations include
consumer education as an integral part of
programs designed to deal with the prob-
lems of poverty.

Consumer education be included as a com-
ponent part of Federal programs directed at
the poor, especially elementary and sec-
ondary education, adult literacy, Job Corps,
public housing, and public assistance.

Grants be made available by the Office of
Economic Opportunity for the training of
teachers in consumer education.

Demonstration grant by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity to a university or other
nonprofitmaking organization, for the de-
velopment of a clearinghouse for low-income
consumer education materials and tech-
niques.

The stimulation of research by public and
private groups to develop more and hbetter
education materials and techniques for low-
income families.

The strengthening of existing government
information and protection programs specif-
ically to deal with the problems of fraud and
deception encountered by poor consumers.

Mrs. Peterson stressed that the poor com-
prise a significant and sizable market. She
sald that there are approximately 34 million
individuals living in poverty in the United
States. These people buy food, clothing,
shelter, automoblles, appliances, and most of
the other goods and services of our economy.
“If consumer education is related to adult
education, health and welfare programs, and
other services,” she said, “it will supplement
the higher incomes these programs may bring
about. It can also help prevent higher earn-
ings from being eroded by poor buying habits,
and help low incomes go a little further.”

[From the New York Times, Aug. 12, 1965]

U.S. AGENCY PranNs To INTENSIFY CONSUMER
EDUCATION FOR POOR

WasHINGTON, August 12—The Office of
Economic Opportunity said today it was
ready to finance a second front in the war
on poverty.

Improving the earning power of the poor
is not enough, according to Theodore Berry,
the agency’s Assistant Director for Commu-
nity Action.

A second front, he sald, would show the
poor how to avold hidden exploitation when
they spend their meager earnings.
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“Borrowing to buy coal and paying twice
for it in interest is an example that can be
multiplied a million times,” Mr, Berry said,
recalling his experiences as a lawyer for
straitened consumers in Cincinnati.

His office has financed 17 consumer educa-
tion projects at a cost of $893,000, compared
with total antipoverty outlays of #$113
million.

“We haven't begun to scratch the surface
in this field,” he sald.

President Kennedy and President Johnson
have voiced concern about consumer prob-
lems, but th!s is the first time that signifi-
cant sums have been made avallable for con-
sumer education,

Mr. Berry opened a 2-day consumer action
conference sponsored by the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity and the President’s Com-
mittee on Consumer Interests.

Dr. Sanford XEravitz, chief of research
and development for the Antipoverty Com-
munity Action Division, and Mrs. Esther
Peterson, speclal assistant to the President
for consumer affairs, are conducting the
conference, which is attended by officlals of
community action programs, Government
regulatory agencies, and consumer groups.

Dr. David Caplovitz of Columbia Univer-
sity, who wrote the book, “The Poor Pay
More,” sald the marketplace for the poor is
a commercial jungle in which exploitation
and fraud are the norm rather than the
exception.”

Dr. Caplovitz described many of the gim-
micks used by door-to-door salesmen and
junk furniture stores to begulle the unsus-
pecting into signing contracts to pay twice as
much money as they thought.

A store on East Harlem's furniture row, he
sald, offered three rooms of furniture for
only $149 or only $199.

Investigation showed that these consisted
of two flimsy bureaus and one bed frame, a
fragile-looking sofa, and an unmatching
chair. The spring and mattress were extra.

The unwary consumer, he sald, ends up
buying a $400 set for $600.

“Given their vulnerability to easy credit
and the excessive burden of debt folsted
upon by high-pressure salesmen,” Dr. Caplo-
vitz added, “it is not surprising that many
of the poor find themselves overextended and
unable to keep up the payments on their pur-
chases. We found that one In every five
families had experienced legal pressures be-
cause of missed payments.”

ARMY CAPTAIN'S LETTER SUM-
MARIZES NEED FOR COLD WAR
GI BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
recently I received a letter from an Army
captain stationed in Hawalii, which told
the story of the educational disadvan-
tages of our men in uniform with words
of great human feeling and understand-
ing. Illustrating his arguments with the
statistics of the men in his company, this
captain presents a strong case for the
cold war GI bill, as well as concern for
the future of the men who serve under
him. The men in service need this bill.
The 5 million cold war veterans represent
only about 40 percent of the draft eligible
men during the cold war or draft period,
but the percentage of unemployed among
the cold war veterans is double the per-
centage on the same age nonveteran
group.

To illustrate the convinecing evidence
presented by the Army captain, I ask
unanimous consent that the letter be
printed in the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

Hon. RALPH YARBOROUGH,
U.S. Senate,

Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sir: I am writing to thank you for
your sponsorship of the cold war GI bill.
There is a definite need for a measure such
as this. Your predecessors saw the need for
this legislation in World War II and during
the Korean conflict. The need for such a
measure is even greater now.

I am a 1962 graduate of the U.S. Military
Academy, having received my appointment
from the then Senator Johnson. I am pres-
ently a company commander in the 25th
Infantry Division in Hawalil.

There is certainly no disagreement that
there is an increasing need for more educa-
tlon in today's technical soclety. Even a
high school education is barely sufficient for
the average worker. So many of the draftees
and volunteers in my company have not
completed their high school education for
one reason or another. In my company, out
of 150 men, 20 did not reach the ninth grade,
An additional 20 did not complete high
school. Another 10 men did not complete
high school, but have recelved a diploma
equivalent to a high school education from
the U.S. Armed Forces Institute. This means
that 50 out of 150 men have not completed
a4 normal resident high school program. I
feel that these statistics are valid on a wider
evel,

As you know, the Army is failing to retain
between 75 and 80 percent of its first term
volunteers and draftees. The administration
and the Department of Defense seem to
object to this bill because the bill would
make it more difficult to retain personnel.
To me, this line of reasoning belongs in the
same category of illogic as that of paying a
man only $78 per month because he is obli-
gated to the service and cannot get out, or
paying an officer $240 per month for the
same reason,

In a statement to the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee on June 16, 1965, Gen. Har-
old K. Johnson, in commenting on the failure
of the Army to attract more than 82 of
5,500 Reserve officers invited to return to
active duty sald, in part, “It could also
indicate that the Army needs to do a better
job of describing the advantages of a mili-
tary career, or it could mean that oppor-
tunities are inadequate in the Army. We
simply do not know the answer.” Certainly
no one knows the complete answer. How-
ever, the Armed Forces needs to develop a
more competitive attitude in attracting
quality personnel. What better attraction;
what better selling point would the Armed
Forces have for attracting good people than
the prospect of aiding their further educa-
tion? This asset would far outweigh any
adverse affect from loss of personnel.

As to this latter point, the threat of the
loss of personnel due to the enactment of
this bill—men make up their minds to stay
in or get out of the service for far more
fundamental reasons than this. The Armed
Forces must begin to think positively about
how to attract quality personnel and how
to motivate them toward a career in the
service. Positive steps must be taken. The
service must be made attractive. The young
man facing his service obligation should not
look upon it as an unpleasant drudgery.
It should appear as an opportunity to him.
Falling to pass legislation similar to this
prohibits the formation of that image which
the service so desperately needs.

I do not believe that a limitation of serv-
ice in combat areas should be placed on re-
ceipt of benefits under this bill. Every man
in the service has the prospect of immediate
deployment in a combat zone. Thousands
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of men are serving away from their fami-
lies. All servicemen work extra hours, and
in the field much of the time. To limit the
bill to those serving in a combat zone would
be an acknowledgment of only one of the
many hardships which the serviceman ex-
periences.

Almost all major industries presently have
tuition assistance or other similar programs
in effect. 'Thus this bill would not create a
program unlike that of many civilian' com-
panies. The steady deterloration of service
fringe benefits and the increase of similar
benefits in private industry is well docu-
mented before both the House and Senate
committees. The enactment of this bill
would do much to arrest this deterioration
and begin to put the Armed Forces on equal
footing with private industry.

From an economic standpoint, this bill will
pay for itself many times over. The income
of the Federal Government in taxes alone
from the increased productivity of the people
who have participated in the program should
reimburse the Government for its cost. The
benefit to the Nation as a whole is unques-
tionable. I also have strong feelings as to
the inadequacy of the U.S. Armed Forces In-
stitute program, and how there would be no
duplicity of expenditure between this bill
and the USAFI program. However, I will not
go into that in detail at this time.

I would appreciate any information you
might be able to give me on this bill—its
present status and its prospects of passing
this session. Also, who might I write in Con-
gress to most influence the passage of this
bill?

Thank you very much for your indulgence.

Sincerely,

RURAL POVERTY EMPHASIS
URGED

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the
Economic Opportunity Act, which we
are considering today, has been aimed
for the most part at the poor in urban
areas. This is because it is relatively
easy to wage a war on poverty in our
cities, which have large concentrations
of poor people and groups that can work
together in a coordinated way.

But we also should recognize that
many of the poor in our urban areas are
there because they literally were starved
out of their rural communities. For that
reason it is just as important to fight
poverty in rural areas and slow this
movement of poor people to the cities.

It is disturbing to learn that of the
30 percent of our people living on farms
or in small towns, about 46 percent have
incomes of less than $3,000 a year. This
means the proportion of poverty in rural
areas is twice as high as in the cities.

Unless more assistance is provided, a
large portion of these rural poor families
will be forced to move. If they do, they
will join the already large numbers in
the most impoverished slums of our
large cities.

There are a number of Federal pro-
grams, including the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act, that can help rural people
who are most in need. Yet we find that
these programs are used much less by
rural people, partly because they are
spread out over several hundred counties
and thousands of small towns and partly
because branch offices of Federal agen-
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cies administering these programs do not
reach into each rural area.

In view of the long history of inade-
quate service to rural areas, I have been
disappointed to learn that the poverty
program passed last year has made little
impact in rural areas. The figures show
that only slightly more than 5 percent of
the money for community action pro-
grams had gone into rural areas by the
end of the 1965 fiscal year.

Because of cooperation between the Di-
rector of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity and the Secretary of Agriculture,
I understand this percentage is being
improved. But I think the emphasis on
solving rural poverty problems must be
dramatically increased if we are to make
any real headway in slowing this move-
ment of poor rural families into our
urban areas.

I would urgently hope that Mr. Shriver
will work more closely with Mr. Freeman
during fiscal 1966, making it possible to
draw more heavily on Department of
Agriculture personnel well acquainted
with rural problems and rural people.
I would urge Mr. Shriver to use all the
provisions of the law authorizing him to
work with other agencies so he can dele-
gate both responsibility and poverty
funds to the Department of Agriculture.
It is essential that we do more to make
sure that the rural poor are treated
equally under the poverty program.

DREAMS COME TRUE

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, it is a
wonderful experience for a man to live
to see accomplished some of the good
works he fought for in earlier years.

Such a man is I. B. Finkelstein, who
now lives in the community of Arden
near Wilmington, Del.

He was fighting for slum clearance
and urban renewal in Wilmington long
before such efforts had achieved the gen-
eral popularity they enjoy today.

Bill Frank, whose column in the Wil-
mington Morning News is an institution
in Delaware, commented the other day
on Mr. Finkelstein’s reaction to what has
now been done in one former slum of
Wilmington.

In further recognition of Mr, Finkel-
stein’s civic contributions, and in the in-
terest of illustrating how good ideas
eventually succeed, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the column entitled “Dreams
Come True” be inserted at this point in
the REcORD.

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

[From the Wilmington Morning News, Aug.

: 9, 1965]

DrEaMs CoME TRUE
(By Bill Frank)

I. B. Finkelstein, 81 years old, went down
to Compton Park Square on the East Slde of
Wilmington last Thursday and toured the
newly built homes on Lombard Street, near
sixth.

There were no tears in his eyes, but there
were emotions within him.

In his own quiet way I. B. said, “It's
very wonderful. It shows what can be
done.”

August 16, 1965

Only a few of us there at the time realized
the full import of what I. B. said.

Cy Liberman, News-Journal reporter, was
there. He knew what it meant to I. B. to
tour these marvelous town houses, the real
beachhead of urban renewal in Wilmington.

But there were many people who should
have been there alongside 1. B., people like
Barbara Jones, Raymond Baker, Frank Nor-
ton, Mary E. Power, Thomas Herlihy, Jr., and
Carolyn Weaver.

They were part of the small, valiant group
who yapped and howled, exhorted and
pleaded, cajoled and screamed that some-
thing be done about getting rid of slum
houses and replacing them with decent
houses.

But even before the people I've mentioned,
1. B. 'was the great warrior in the cause of
decent housing in town—just as he was also
the great pioneering crusader for many ideas
that are now commonplace.

Go back 30 years—or even further, if you
please—and look at this businessman of Wil-
mington, known as I. B.,, who preached what
seemed to be idealistic and utopian ideas:

More recreation for the workingman who
was eventually to have shorter working
hours.

Renovate Wilmington but do more than
just paint up and clean up and fix up. Do
a sound, permanent job.

Encourage business and industry to take
more interest in art.

Develop our folk and musical cultures in
and for the Wilmington area.

Link Delaware and New Jersey with a
bridge and get rid of the slowpoke ferry
out of New Castle.

Funnel traffic along limited access high-
ways, but make it easy for people to get into
the business areas.

I. B. was not born with a silver spoon, nor
did he live on the right side of the tracks.
He personally knew the problems of tight
budgets and forced dropouts from school.

He also felt the barbs of being a member
of a minority group and was well aware of
the snickering that often went on behind
his back in the old days. He desplsed any
form of forced or even voluntary ghetto.

Better housing was one of his great dreams
for Wilmington. For more than 10 years he
was president and sparkplug of the Wil-
mington Housing Assoclation in the days
when Iits members were regarded as
crackpots.

Well, the years have crept upon 1. B. He
lives a quiet life in a lovely home in Arden,
surrounded by the superb paintings of his
late wife and the furniture they collected
years ago. The din of public battle is merely
an echo to him now. Others have taken up
the lances which he once kept bright and
sharp.

But the wonderful thing is that he has
lived to see so many of those utoplan ideas
blossom and come into fruit,

Compton Park Square and its homes now
ready for occupancy and customers repre-
sent a great idea come true.

As he wandered through the houses,
guided by Leon N, Weiner, a young man with
imagination, I. B. recalled the days of battle
to convince legislators, politiclans, and peo-
ple that all this could and should be
accomplished.

I noticed that I. B. looked skyward the
other day to see the shining silver domes of
St. Mary’s Church rising majestically above
Compton Park Square. Almost 20 years ago,
he remembered, these domes rose above
some of the worst slums in Wilmington—
particularly on the alley oddly named Lord
Street.

If one is regarded as old at 81, then it can
not be said I. B. is a lonely old man, He has
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lived to be revered by those who caught the
fervor of the causes he once espoused.

What greater satisfaction can a man have
in his advanced years?

FAMILY PLANNING AND THE
POVERTY PROGRAM

Mr. 'TYDINGS. Mr. President, the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 lists
various fields in which the community
action programs may operate. A signifi-
cant addition to that list is made by the
bill pending before us. It specifically
names the field of family planning as
a possible target for a community action
program.

It is true that specific reference to
family planning will have no substan-
tive effect on the scope of the poverty
program. As presently written, the law
allows family planning assistance to be
given as part of a community action
plan. Already 2 percent of the com-
munity action programs established un-
der the law include family planning
components.

Nonetheless, express statutory refer-
ence of family planning is a significant
step. It marks the first time that legis-
lation has authorized Federal funds for
the express purpose of providing birth
control information to the Nation's low-
income families. At present the District
of Columbia is the only area in the coun-
try which has received Federal funds
explicitly for birth control assistance.

It is my hope that this reference to
family planning will give communi-
ties the much-needed impetus to create
centers for the dissemination of birth
control information and devices.

Recognition of this need is long over-
due. I cannot commend the senior Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Crarx]
enough for sponsoring the family plan-
ning amendment in committee.

We can no longer ignore the all too
obvious relation between poverty and un-
wanted children. A report of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences documents
the case for family planning assistance.
It states:

The freedom to limit family size to the
number of children wanted when they are
wanted is, in our view, a basic human right.

Surveys show, however, that ignorance
has prevented many of our Nation’s poor
from exercising this right. Planned
Parenthood estimates that 9 out of
every 10 impoverished women lack ad-
vice on “family planning.” Moreover,
many of them have wildly inaccurate
notions of the conception process.

The result of this ignorance is that
those who are already poor intensify
their poverty by producing large families.
Among married women between 40 and
44 years of age in 1960, the average
number of children born was 2.6 per
family, but in families with annual in-
comes of less than $2,000 the average
was 3.4.

According to the available evidence,
low-income families do not want more
children than do higher income families.
They simply have more because they lack
the information or resources needed to
limit family size. The fact that family
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planning assistance is desired by many
for whom it is not now available is indi-
cated by a survey made in a Chicago
slum neighborhood. There, Planned
Parenthood’s intensive campaign to dis-
tribute birth control information led to
a 25-percent decline in the birth rate
from 1960 to 1964. Such results can be
expected in other impoverished commu-
nities if and when family planning as-
sistance becomes available.

Fortunately, our attitudes on birth
control have changed markedly in recent
years. Polls show that over 80 percent
of all Americans think that birth con-
trol advice should be made available to
anyone who wants it. Two years ago
only 53 percent of the Catholics surveyed
felt this way. Gallup reports that today
78 percent support this view.

The National Academy of Sciences has
stated:

No family should be fated through poverty
or ignorance to have children they do not
want and cannot care for.

I am in total agreement with this
conclusion. Couples from the lower
economic brackets should not be denied
the ability to limit births if they desire
to do so. The Poverty Program is the
appropriate vehicle for making family
planning assistance accessible to those
who want it and who need it most.

POLICE AND HOSPITAL PROCE-
DURES IN PROCESSING RAPE VIC-
TIMS IN THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Subcommittee of Public
Health, Education, Welfare, and Safety,
of the Senate Committee on the District
of Columbia, I announced in the Senate
on July 28 that my subcommittee
planned to conduct a thorough study of
procedures of the Metropolitan Police
Department and the District of Colum-
bia General Hospital in connection with
the processing of rape victims in the
District of Columbia. We have com-
pleted that survey.

At the direction of the members of the
subcommittee, the District of Columbia
Committee staff has worked closely with
the police department and the health de-
partment officials having direct respon-
sibility in these areas, to help develop
procedures that would correct the prob-
lems which have existed.

Several members of the Senate District
Committee recently met with the chief of
police to discuss the problems which have
confronted the police department in this
regard.

The Acting Director of the District of
Columbia Health Department, Dr. Fred-
erick Heath, has recommended to my
subcommittee additional procedures for
the handling of rape cases. I have stud-
ied these recommendations and believe
that if they are promptly carried out,
they will help solve the problems we have
had in the past.

Chief of Police Layton advises me
that the new procedures outlined by the
District of Columbia Public Health De-
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partment, for handling of rape cases at

District of Columbia General Hospital,

have been reviewed by him and that he

feels that from his standpoint, they are
appropriate corrective measures.

As chairman of my subcommittee, I
believe that the procedures outlined by
the Public Health Department and the
Police Department are adequate, pro-
vided the recommended procedures are,
in fact, diligently carried out. I urge
that the Director of Public Health and
the Chief of Police watch the situation
carefully to insure that the proposed pro-
cedures are put into effect at the earliest
possible time and that employees of their
Departments understand the procedures
and carry them out in each instance.

I want to express my sincerest appre-
ciation for the deep interest in this prob-
lem shown by my colleague, the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PeLL], and my
colleague, the Senator from New York
[Mr. KENNEDY]; also the distinguished
Senator from Vermont [Mr, ProuTY], as
well as the members of the full Commit-
tee on the District of Columbia, particu-
larly the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Dominick], and the chairman, the Sena-
tor from Nevada [Mr. BisLel. The men
whom I have named worked closely with
me in our conferences with the District
of Columbia officials on this important
matter. Every member of the Senate
Committee on the Distriect of Columbia
gave to me unequivocal support in our
mutual endeavor to devise some new
procedures which would meet the prob-
lems which have concerned all of us in
connection with rape cases in the past
several weeks.

I also wish to express my appreciation
for the fine cooperation my subcommittee
received from Chief of Police Layton and
the Director of the Department of Public
Health, Dr. Frederick Heath. I now ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
at this point in the Recorp a letter ad-
dressed to be my Mr. John B. Layton,
Chief of Police, dated August 6, 1965,
concerning the problem.

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

GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF
CoLUuMBIA, METROPOLITAN POLICE
DEPARTMENT,

August 6, 1965.

Hon. WAYNE MORSE,

Chairman, Public Health, Education, Wel-
fare, and Safety, Subcommittee for the
District of Columbia, Old Senate Office
Building, Washington, D.C.

My DeAr SENATOR MORSE: Permit me first
of all to express my appreciation as Chief
of Police for the interest in and concern
with our police problems expressed by you
and your colleagues in the informal meeting .
of this morning which was initiated as a
result of the two most recent rape cases in
the Georgetown area being two of a number
of recent offenses which point up the shock-
ing situation in the District of Columbia
regarding heinous crimes In which bodily
attacks are made on the victims.

As T reported to the Senate Committee on
the District of Columbia just recently, a
look at the preliminary tabulation of serious
offenses for the month of July indicates a
sizable increase for this period in 18965 over
that for 1964. I would point out, however,
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that the category reflecting the sharpest in-
crease is that of robbery, and while the
offense of forcible rape is particularly atro-
cious, still in number of offenses we fortu-
nately have not had a sharp increase in this
category of crime and our success in clearing
such cases by arrest has been above average,
As indlcated to you and your colleagues, our
efforts In the current cases of this category
goes on unabated, and in the Montrose Park
case our personnel are working closely with
the investigating officers of the U.S. Park
Police in a determined effort to locate and
identify the assailants.

The concern of you and your colleagues
with the administrative procedures in the
handling of sex offenses by the Metropolitan
Police Department and the medical exami-
nation and treatment of victims is also ap-
preciated. The new procedures outlined by
the Department of Public Health for han-
dling of such cases at District of Columbia
General Hospital have been reviewed and
appear to us to be approprlate corrective
measures for the particular problems in
which your committee expressed interest.

I concur in the need for expeditious han-
dling of such cases and assure you that the
Metropolitan Police Department will do all
that we can to expedite presenting the
victims In such cases to the District of
Columbia General Hospital for examination
and treatment.

While our rate of robbery cases for the
month of July appears to be 50 percent above
that of July 1964, I would want to point out
that since the 235-man tactical force recently
authorized by the Congress was activated on
July 20, the average daily rate for the last
12 days of the month has been down 30 per-
cent over the daily average for the first 19
days of the month in the area of patrol and
an even greater effect has been noted during
the hours when the tactical force has been
patrolling. Another request made by the
Department which has been authorized by
the Congress will shortly be fruitful in the
placing in service of additional scout cars in
the precincts as well as additional vehicles
for plainclothes Investigating officers. I ex-
pect that as soon as these vehicles can be
placed in service, the effect of this added
patrol will be felt. One of our needs which
has not yet been satisfled is that of a plan-
ning and development bureau looking to
installation of data processing equipment
and which I expect to urge on the Congress
in a later budget request.

We are also working closely with staff
agencies of the Distriet government toward
proposals which we hope will provide re-
cruiting incentives to enable us to meet and
maintain the strength of the force as au-
thorized by the Congress.

The interest and concern of you and your
colleagues, therefore, is much appreclated
in our joint efforts to provide effective law
enforcement in the District of Columbia for
the full protection of its cltizens,

Very truly yours,
Joun B. LaYTON,
Chief of Police.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there be printed
at this point in my remarks a statement
which I received from Dr. Frederick C.
Heath, Acting Director of the Depart-
ment of Public Health, section 2 of the
memorandum sets forth the present
procedures at District of Columbia Gen-
eral Hospital effective on July 28, 1965,
section 3 sets forth Dr. Health's recom-
mendations for additional procedures to
be followed. I endorse them; the mem-
bers of my committee endorse them. We
commend Dr. Heath for his fine coopera-
tion. We think that his recommenda-
tions are entitled to a trial.
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There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

SBECTION 2. PRESENT PROCEDURES EFFECTIVE
JULY 28, 1965
Present procedures for handling sexr cases
in the emergency and admitting service

1. The nurse is to be alerted to see that
prompt processing and examination of sex
cases are accomplished to the extent pos-
sible, depending upon other patients present
with critical conditions at the time the sex
case is registered.

2. Examine the patient as soon as possible
after arrival. A representative of the Wom-
an’s Bureau will accompany the patient at
all times.

3. During the general physical examina-
tion note the following: The emotional state
of the patient, order of the breath, contu-
slons, scratches, or lacerations on any part of
the body. Note the appearance of the cloth-
ing, whether any article has blood stains or
other secretlons of suspiclious nature which
can be turned over to the Police Department
for chemical analysis if necessary.

4. During the gynecologic examination
note the following: Evidence of violence
about the vulva, introitus, or inner aspect of
the thigh. When the hymen is not intact
pass a speculum to search for abnormalities.
Make smears of the cervical and unrethral
areas for laboratory examination. Describe
:immny, all findings of speculum examina-

on.

5. The examining doctor renders a concise
statement, giving his opinion whether or not
evidence exists of forceful entry, and other
data which will be of medico-legal value.
This information should appear on the medi-
co-legal form and the emergency treatment
record.

6. All specimens taken during this exami-
nation must be clearly labeled indicating the
source, date and patient’s name.

7. At the conclusion of the vaginal exami-
nation, the vaginal vault will be thoroughly
swabbed with a germicidal solution. After
the speculum is removed the perineum will
be lavaged with a germicidal solution.

8. Treatment will be rendered as indicated
in the normal manner, depending upon the
injury. As an example; open wounds and
lacerations are cleansed, treated and repaired
as necessary. Fractures and dislocations
would be reduced and treated as indicated.

9. Serum Test for Syphilis (STS) will be
taken, to establish a base line for future
reference.

10. Any therapy that the examiner deems
necessary in rendering emotional support and
assurance shall be given,

11. Every attempt will be made to examine
the patlent and give germicidal cleansing
within 2 hours from the time of the alleged
forceful sexual exposure. This is desirable
as a prophylaxis against gonorrhea and
syphilis.

Note—Paragraphs 7, 9, and 11 are recent
amendments.

Wirriam J. BROWNLEE, M.D.,
Chief Medical Officer, Admitting and
Emergency.

Approved July 28, 1965.

Freperick C. HeatH, MD, MPH,,
FCH,
Acting Director of Public Health.

SECTION 3. RECOMMENDED ADDITIONAL
PROCEDURES

(a) Public health nursing followup and
confidential register of sexually assulted pa-
tients. This is a rough draft of a proposal to
initiate a followup service and study. The
purposes of the followup will be:

1. To provide reassurance and support to
the patient following treatment at the Dis-
trict of Columbia General Hospital.

2. To assist the patient who wants such
assistance.
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3. To refer the patient to a private physi-
clan or clinic as indicated, for further diag-
nosis or treatment.

4. To cooperate with the physician or clinic
in getting the patient back for a revisit, if
necessary.

6. To observe the patient for possible onset
of gonorrhea, syphilis, or pregnancy.

6. To ascertain what happens to these pa-
tients from the mental, emotionsal, and phys-
ical points of view during the followup period
and to ascertain the effectiveness of med-
ical and nursing preventive services.

Procedure: The procedures will have to be
worked out, particularly with the associate
director for medical care and hospitals and
with the Medical Director of the District of
Columbia General Hospital and his repre-
sentatives. It should be possible to put the
procedure in operation in 1 month.

Referral of patient:

These may include all patients who have
been sexually assaulted in the opinion of
the medical officer in charge of the emer-
gency service at the District of Columbia
General Hospital. In other words, patients
who have been raped and others where there
has been only an attempt. If it is considered
best, the latter group may be eliminated.

The referral will be made by telephone,
preferably on the same day that the patient
is seen in the emergency room. The refer-
rals should be made by one person, prefer-
ably the nurse in charge of the emergency
room (or this may be done by the medical
officer in charge of the emergency room, or
by the admitting officer). The followup will
be done by one nurse, who will be in charge
of the confidential register.

(b) Alleged sexually assaulted patients
should be taken to the nearest participating
hospital or family physician.

In order that the victims may be medico-
legally examined and receive germicidal
cleansing as quickly as possible (hopefully
in less than 2 hours after the alleged ex-
posure), it is recommended that the police
take the patient to the nearest hospital
agreeing to participate in the program, or to
the private physician requested by the
patient.

There is no law or regulation requiring the
police to bring all sexually assaulted cases to
District of Columbia General Hospital. In
fact, victims with serious injurles in addi-
tion to the alleged sex assault, are taken to
the nearest hospltal.

The present practice of taking most of the
victims to District of Columbia General Hos-
pital was inaugurated in 19468 by the health
officer in a letter to the chief of the Metro-
politan Police Department.

(c) Authority for victims of a crime, where
the police determine a felony has been com-
mitted, to be eligible to participate in the
department's medical care program.

This recommendation is intended to be
tentative at this time, since a detailed study
must be made to determine its feasibility be-
fore a firm recommendation can be made.

Under present practices victims of crime
are considered in the same manner as
patients suffering from other types of acci-
dents. Eligibllity and payability are deter-
mined in accordance with the Commissioners’
regulations governing eligibility for medical
care. To my knowledge, no one has been
denied emergency treatment at Distriet of
Columbia General Hospital, or at the volun-
tary contract hospitals. However, if the
patient’s income or modest financial re-
sources are above the standards set by the
Commissioners, payment for medical care
must be made by the patient, the insurance
carrier, if any, or an agency of the Health
and Welfare Council. I do not feel a victim
of a felonious act should be required to re-
duce his modest savings in order to pay for
his medical care, since the medical bills for
extensive injuries such as fractured skulls,
deep knife or bullet wounds, are usually
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quite expensive, and would probably wipe
out modest financial resources. In addition,
serlous injury would disable the victim to
the extent that he would not be able to work
for a long time.

(Submitted by Dr. Frederick C. Heath, Act-
ing Director, Department of Public Health.)

Mr., MORSE. In behalf of the Chief
of Police, Layton and Dr. Heath, they
have made very clear to me that they
intend to watch very carefully the opera-
tion of the new procedures, and if they
decide some additional improvements are
needed, they assure me that they will be
bringing forth new procedures as ex-
perience shows that they may be needed.

AMENDMENT OF BANK HOLDING
COMPANY ACT OF 1956

Mr., MORSE. Mr. President, last
Thursday I sent to the Press Gallery a
bill and speech that I planned to make in
respect to needed amendments to the
Bank Holding Company Act. I was
called away from the Senate on a very
important emergency and was not able
to get back to the Senate in time officially
to file the bill and to make the speech,
although the speech was in the Press
Gallery and it was entirely proper for the
press to release any comments that mem-
bers of the press cared to make on the
bill and the speech, which they did, be-
cause the press release showed that it was
to be released on that day.

Mr. President, the time has come to
improve and perfect one of the major
pieces of reform legislation enacted dur-~
ing the Eisenhower era. I refer to the
Bank Holding Company Act of 1956.

That law, as enacted, contains various
special-privilege exemptions and excep-
tions. We regulated many bank holding
companies but we left some of them out.
In particular, two major bank holding
companies—two giant financial-indus-
trial combines—were left wholly free of
the act’s provisions. These billion-dol-
lar combines are the Alfred I. du Pont
Estate of Jacksonville, Fla., and Finan-
cial General Corp. of Washington, D.C.

The record will show, Mr. President,
that during the debate on the bank hold-
ing company bill back in April of 1956,
I warned the Senate that such special
exemptions and exceptions in the bill
would come back to haunt us. And so
they have. They are haunting us now.

I might add that President Eisenhower
expressed a similar view in this case.
When signing the Bank Holding Com-
pany Act into law, he remarked that “the
exemptions and other special provisions
will require the further -attention of
Congress.”

More than a year ago, Mr. President,
I drew the attention of the Senate to
certain grave abuses on the part of the
Du Pont Estate down in Florida. I sug-
gested that the Du Pont Estate’s special-
privilege exemption from the Bank Hold-
ing Company Act be ended, so as to curb
its potential for abuse of power. Several
other Senators expressed interest in the
matter, but nothing was done last year.

Sinee then, under the leadership of a
great legislator, the Honorable WRIGHT
PaTMAN, extensive hearings on this sub-
ject have been held in the other body.
The House Banking and Currency Com-
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mittee, by overwhelming bipartisan
votes, has now reported out two bills.
These bills would close a number of loop-
holes in the Bank Holding Company Act,
including those used by the Du Pont Es-
tate and Financial General Corp. Fol-
lowing my remarks today I shall intro-
duce a bill that embodies the provisions
of these two House committee bills. It
is time we acted, Mr. President. It is
long past time that we close these special
privilege loopholes and exemptions in the
Bank Holding Company Act.

I shall now briefly summarize the na-
ture and purposes of that act. I shall
then describe the Du Pont Estate and
Financial General Corp. and how they
came to be exempted from the act. And
that is an interesting tale, Mr. President.
There was trickery involved in it. Mem-
bers of our Banking and Currency Com-
mittee—including the senior Senator
from Oregon—were misled. Finally, I
shall conclude by telling what my loop-
hole closing bill would do.

Mr. President, the Bank Holding Com-
pany Act is an antimonopoly measure.
It is a fine and salutary law. Its goal is
to prevent abuses of power by one par-
ticular form of banking combination, the
bank holding company. And here let me
pay tribute to the distinguished Senator
from Virginia [Mr. RoBerTson]. This
law is his handiwork, above all others.
It took years of effort on his part to get
the bank holding law on the books. I
may have differed with the Senator from
Virginia about allowing certain exemp-
tions and exceptions into the law, but
these were essentially differences on
strategy. I never for one moment
doubted his good faith. The Senator
from Virginia wanted as tight a law as
he could get. With so many powerful
forces arrayed against him, he felt that
certain exemptions and exceptions would
have to be allowed. He so stated to us
at the time. And he did get the bill
through. For 9 years now, scores of
bank holding companies—including the
biggest of them all—have been regulated
and limited by this law. In the climate
of the 1950’s, that was a remarkable
achievement. When the definitive biog-
raphy of the Senator from Virginia
comes to be written, I predict the pas-
sage of this act will rank high among his
notable achievements for the Nation.

The aim of the Bank Holding Company
Act is stated concisely in its title. It is
an act to define bank holding companies,
control their future expansion, and re-
quire divestment of their nonbanking
interests. The act requires bank hold-
ing companies to register with the Fed-
eral Reserve Board. They must obtain
the Board’s approval, based on ecertain
public interest standards, before acquir-
ing more banks. They must divest any
control over nonbanking enterprises.
They may not acquire banks across State
lines unless the State law specifically
allows this.

In general, the act places on bank
holding companies some of the same re-
strictions placed on banks. As the Sen-
ator from Virginia stated when we were
considering his bill back in 1956:

Nothing is more fundamental in the Bank-
ing Act of 1933 than the principle that banks
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should be restricted to banking activities
and not engage in other types of business.
Since 1933 both State and natlonal banks
have been so limited, but this limitation has
been evaded by the bank holding company
device.

The Senator explained how his bill,
which became the Bank Holding Com-
pany Act, would meet the problem. His
bill, he noted:

Not only would divorce bank holding com-~
panies from their industrial empires, but also
would put any future expansion under the
control of the Federal Reserve Board.

As enacted, however, the definitions
section of the Bank Holding Company
Act was drawn so that it exempts var-
ious kinds of enterprises which are in
fact bank holding companies. The two
largest enterprises now benefiting from
these special-privilege exemptions are
the Du Pont Estate and Financial Gen-
eral Corp.

The Du Pont Estate is a perpetual tes-
tamentary trust created under the will
of the late Alfred I, du Pont. Mr. du
Pont belonged to the well-known Dela-
ware family, but his estate is not affili-
ated with the Du Pont Co.

The Du Pont Estate controls 31 banks
in the State of Florida. This “Florida
National” group has become the largest
banking group in Florida, with over $785
million in assets at the end of 1964.

The Du Pont Estate also controls,
through 75 percent ownership, a large
paper manufacturing company, over a
million acres of timberland, some valu-
able city real estate. a small railroad, and
a small telephone company. The estate
further controls a class I railroad, the
Florida East Coast, where the longest
strike in railroad history is still under
way after 215 years.

Beyond all this, the Du Pont Estate
owns 764,280 shares of Du Pont Co. stock
and 719,758 shares of General Motors
stock. These two stockholdings alone
are currently worth over $240 million.
Altogether, the Du Pont Estate rules an
empire of banks, industries, railroads,
land, and stockholdings with a value of
well over a hillion dollars.

Turning now to Financial General
Corp., its banking group at the end of
1964 included 26 banks with 104 main
offices and branches in 6 States and the
District of Columbia, with assets of more
than $1.1 billion. A 27th bank was ac-
quired early in 1965.

In addition to banks, Financial Gen-
eral also controls two life insurance com-
panies with assets of $130 million at the
end of 1964, plus three fire and casualty
insurance companies with assets of $63
million. Financial General also controls
an industrial holding company, a lease
financing company and a mortgage com-
pany.

Here, too, as with the Du Pont Estate,
we find a billion-dollar empire of banks,
insurance companies and industries—an
empire of the very kind that the Bank
Holding Company Act aimed to split up
and regulate. But Financial General
and the Du Pont Estate have gone scot
free of the act. We told the other bank
holding companies: Without regulation,
there is too much potential for abuse of
power in your kind of operation. So we
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will regulate you. If you want to keep
your banks, we told them, you must get
rid of your nonbank companies. If you
want to buy more banks, you must first
get permission from the Federal Reserve.
And this was not done in a spirit of pun-
ishment. This is not a punitive law; it is
a preventive law.

But we defined certain bank holding
companies out of the act. They got, in
effect, a special privilege. That is what
happened with Financial General and
the Du Pont Estate. How did it happen?

I said a while ago that Senators were
misled on the matter. Members of the
Banking and Currency Committee—and
I was one of them at the time—were mis-
led. To put it bluntly, we were deceived
as to the facts. I do not think any
member of any Senate committee appre-
ciates having that happen to him.

Financial General Corp. has escaped
from the Bank Holding Company Act
through a so-called “investment com-
pany exemption.” At the time our com-
mittee was considering the bank holding
company bill in 1955 and early 1956, Fi-
nancial General Corp. was known as
Morris Plan Corp. of America. It was
controlled at that time by a registered
investment company called Equity
Corp.

Mr. Ellery Huntington, chairman of
the board of Equity Corp. and president
of Morris Plan Corp., proposed the in-
vestment company exemption in 1955 to
the Senate subcommittee. The sub-
stance of Mr. Huntington’s proposal was
later put into the bank holding company
bill. Mr. Huntington explained that the
chief aim of his proposal was to allow
Equity Corp., the investment company,
to keep its diversified investment hold-
ings and to avoid double regulation under
both the Investment Company Act and
the proposed new Bank Holding Com-
pany Act. He stated that their bank
holding company, the Morris Plan
Corp.—now known as Financial General
Corp.—would itself still be “registered
and supervised" under the proposed new
act. He further displayed a table pur-
porting to show the “Results of Amend-
ments Proposed by the Morris Plan
Corp.” The Morris Plan Corp. was
labeled on Mr. Huntington’'s table as a
“Registered Bank Holding Company.”
All this can be seen in the committee’s
printed hearings on the bill.

The wording of the investment com-
pany exemption did appear to bear out
Mr. Huntington’s assurance that the ac-
tual bank holding company would still
be obliged to register as such. I myself
so stated during the Senate debate. I
had that impression at that time. I have
no doubt this assurance was one of the
major elements in our committee’s fa-
vorable consideration of the amendment
proposed by the Morris Plan Corp.

In fact, however, Financial General
Corp.—which is the new name taken by
the Morris Plan Corp. a few days before
the Bank Holding Company Act became
law—has never yet registered under the
act. Financial General has evaded the
act through the trick wording in the in-
vestment company exemption. That ex-
emption applies to any investment com-
pany that registered with the SEC be-
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fore May 15, 1955, or any affiliate of such
& company, unless they control “directly”
two or more banks. Note that word
“directly.” It does not appear in the
rest of the act. The rest of the act deals
with direct or indirect control. Only this
special exemption speaks of ‘“directly”
controlling banks. Of course, the Finan-~
cial General people took advantage of
this.

To evade the act, Financial General
has spawned a whole army of “shell”
holding companies. These wholly owned
shell companies in turn own Financial
General’s banks and other enterprises.
Thus, Financial General controls “di-
rectly” no banks at all. For 9 years it
has been free to acquire new banks, to
hold and acquire outside industries, to
cross State lines, without any of the re-
strictions imposed on other bank holding
companies by the act. And Financial
General has vigorously done just this.
Financial General never registered un-
der the act at all, despite Mr. Hunting-
ton’s representations to the contrary.

Mr. President, turning now to the Du
Pont estate, I regret to report that Sen-
ators were misled on that matter also
during committee consideration of the
bank holding company bill—though not
in the same way as with Financial Gen-
eral. During those hearings the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Doucras] raised the
question of why the Du Point estate, with
its great holdings, should be exempted
from the bill. Other Senators assured
him, as a reason for this exemption, that
according to their information the Du
Pont estate’s money went wholly or pre-
dominantly for charitable purposes.

For myself, I do not consider that a
valid reason for any exemption. The
point of the Bank Holding Company Act
is not who gets the money but who holds
the power—and how that power shall be
wielded. Nonetheless, some members of
the committee clearly felt that the Du
Pont estate’s supposed charitable nature
made a strong argument for exempting
it from this law. Unfortunately, their
information was incorrect. Someone
had misled them. Since Mr. du Pont’s
death in 1935, nearly all the income from
his estate has gone to his widow, Mrs.
Jessie Ball du Pont. Of course, there is
nothing whatever wrong with that. It
is a fine thing to leave one’s widow well
provided for. And I am told Mrs. du
Pont is a very gracious and generous
lady. Apart from many other gifts, she
has assigned 12 percent of the income
due her from the estate to a charitable
foundation. Eventually all of the
estate’s income will go to that same
foundation.

The fact remains, however, that the
Du Pont estate is not now and never has
been a charitable enterprise. Since 1935,
Mrs. du Pont has drawn a total of $108,-
731,491.56 in income from the estate.
Her income from the estate last year
year amounted to $9,208,128.90. These
figures come from reports of the Du Pont
estate's trustees.

Someone gave a wrong impression to
members of our committee back in 1955
and 1956 about where the Du Pont es-
tate’'s money has been going. I cannot
say who spread that misleading infor-
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mation. The Du Pont estate’s dominant
trustee has been Mr. Edward Ball. Some
weeks ago, when Mr. Ball appeared be-
fore the House committee, he was asked
what role he played in connection with
the Du Pont estate’s exemption from the
Bank Holding Company Act back then.
Mr. Ball replied, “I do not think I ever
conferred with a Member of the House
in regard to the pending bank holding
company legislation, and I am not sure
that I conferred with Members of the
Senate here in Washington.” That is
what he said: “I am not sure I conferred
with Members of the Senate here in
Washington.”

Whoever it may be that spread the
misleading information, there is no doubt
in my mind that Members of the Senate
were trifled with, as regards both the Du
Pont estate situation and the Financial
General situation.

Mr. President, I do not want to leave
the impression that my bill—which is
the same as the two House committee
bills—would deal only with the Du Pont
estate and Financial General situations.
It would also deal with other bank hold-
ing company problem areas, as well as
many potential situations that could
arise if the act’s present exemptions are
left standing. My bill would close a
whole spectrum of unjustified exemp-
tions in the act.

And here let me say that the Federal
Reserve Board has testified very strong-
1y in favor of the two bills on the House
side. The Federal Reserve Board is 100
percent behind this. The Independent
Bankers Association is 100 percent be-
hind it. The Chairman of the Securities
and Exchange Commission also testified
before the House committee and com-
pletely exploded the supposed excuse for
the investment company exemption in
the aet, which my bill would remove.
Extensive hearings were held before the
committee of the other body, and mem-
bers of the committee there are fully per-
suaded of the need to close these loop-
holes in the act. They reported out the
first of their bills by 21 to 4. They re-
ported out the second bill by 27 to 0.
Those are the two bills that I have com-
bined into one Senate bill.

My bill would do several things. First,
it would remove the so-called invest-
ment company exemption from the Bank
Holding Company Act. Financial Gen-
eral Corp. is the only bank holding
company now using this exemption.
But there are 275 investment companies
that registered with the SEC before May
15, 1955, and the way the law now stands,
any bank holding company could escape
completely from the act simply by buy-
ing 5 percent of the stock of one of these
275 investment companies—thereby be-
coming an investment company affili-
ate—and by then setting up the kind
of shell corporations that Financial
General has done. In short, this in-
vestment company exemption is an open
invitation to evade the act.

Second, my bill would cause long-term
trusts that control two or more banks
to register under the act as bank hold-
ing companies. The usual kind of trust,
either testamentary or inter vivos, which
terminates within 25 years or not later
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than the death of a named beneficiary,
and which is for the benefit of named
individuals or for the benefit of identifi-
able individuals related by blood or mar-
riage to the settlor, would continue
wholly exempt from the act. My bill
also contains a provision to prevent
evasion of the act by the device of mul-
tiple trusts. Let me emphasize that both
of these trust provisions are very care-
fully drawn. I recognize that the field
of trusts is a complex one, but I believe
these provisions of my bill will enable the
purposes of the act to be fulfilled while
not hampering any trusts or trust de-
partments that should not be brought
under the act.

Third, my bill would bring under the
act any tax-exempt foundations or simi-
lar organizations that control two or
more banks. This reform has long been
urged by the Federal Reserve Board,
which points out that “The dangers
aimed at by the Holding Company Act
are not absent simply because a holding
company is operated for religious, chari-
table, or educational purposes.” Like-
wise my bill would bring under the act
any partnerships that control two or
more banks.

These are the chief provisions of my
bill. They are broad but not, I think,
unreasonably broad. They aim not to
punish but to regulate. They aim to
provide neither special favors nor special
hardships. They aim to treat all orga-
nizations as much as possible alike, in-
sofar as those organizations are alike in
their control of long-term banking
industrial power.

Mr. President, I have spoken of the
Bank Holding Company Act as an anti-
monopoly measure. That is what it is—
and a good one. Looking back over the
past hundred years, observing the rise of
giant corporations in almost every field,
I thank God we have enacted measures
of regulation like this one into law. Our
antitrust laws—our agencies and com-
missions to enforce competition or to
supervise the monopolistic industries—
are absolutely vital to a free and healthy
economy. They are a vital part of our
way of life. Not socialism—not unbri-
dled capitalism—not cartelism—but a
free competitive economy operating
under strict but fair rules of the game:
that is the American way. That is one
of the prime secrets of the world's most
productive economic system.

And yet, not one of our “rules of the
game” laws has been fully adequate to
begin with. It would be a miracle if
they were. We all know the immense
effort, the immense patience needed to
achieve any kind of new regulatory law.
That is why I paid tribute earlier to the
Senator from Virginia. I can appreciate
what he went through to get these pio-
neer bank holding company regulations
enacted.

But we know also thaf the time ar-
rives—it arrives with everyone of our
“rules of the game"” laws—when another
forward step becomes both needed and
feasible. On occasion, such forward
steps involve a fight. My colleagues
know I do not shun a fight when the
bugle sounds. Here, however, I antici-
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pate no major battle. The time has
surely now arrived, after nearly 10 years,
to improve and perfect the bank holding
company law. These amendments I of-
fer today would do the job about as well, I
think, as it can presently be done. This
represents no issue of liberals against
conservatives. Rather, it is a simple
question of justice and fairness. I have
no doubt that a consensus will develop
on this issue, both in the Banking and
Currency Committee and among Sena-
tors generally.

I now introduce for appropriate refer-
ence a bill to amend the Bank Holding
Company Act of 1956, and ask that it lie
on the table for 3 days to give other
Senators who may wish to do so a chance
to join as cosponsors.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will lie on the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Oregon.

The bill (S. 2418) to amend the Bank
Holding Company Act of 1956, intro-
duced by Mr. Mogrse (for himself, Mr,
DovucLas, Mrs. NEUBERGER, Mr. LoNG of
Missouri, Mr. WirLriams of New Jersey,
Mr. MonpALE, and Mr. McINTYRE), was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

IS THIS JUSTICE?

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, with
reluctance, but out of a sense of
duty, I call the Senate’s attention to a
situation in one of the courts of the Dis-
trict of Columbia which has become, in
the opinion of many persons familiar
with our legal system, increasingly in-
tolerable, odgorous and downright dis-
graceful.

I am referring to the outrageous con-
duct of Judge John H. Burnett of the
Domestic Relations Court for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

This man time and time again has
been called down by his superiors on the
bench, among others, by no less than the
chief judge of the U.S. Court of Appeals
for the Distriet of Columbia for conduct
in the courtroom which is, to my mind,
almost inconceivable.

Admittedly, the type of cases that
come before a domestic relations judee
for settlement—involving, as they do,
tragic instances of bitterness and acri-
mony between married couples who seek
to prove each other unfit parents of their
small children—do not make for pleas-
ant listening.

But this judge’s repeated mistreat-
ment of the principals who appear be-
fore him, of the witnesses called in these
cases, his sarcasm, his intemperate
manner and, above all, his salacious pur-
suit, his goatish preoccupation with
dragging from the women who come into
his court every erotic detail of their sex-
ual lives; this conduct far, far exceeds
the bounds of decency and ethical be-
havior, to say nothing of proper judicial
inquiry.

The most recent criticism of this judge
arose less than a month ago and it
came—significantly, I think—from the
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Honorable David L. Bazelon, the Chief
Judge of the U.S. Court of Appeals for
the District of Columbia.

Judge Bazelon was commenting on a
case which had come to his court from
the District appellate court, and he noted
the remarks of one of the lower appellate
court judges that Judge Burneit
seemed—and I quote—‘“preoccupied”
with the subject of sexual relations.

Judge Bazelon also mentioned ex-
amples of what I can only describe as
the “gutter language' used during the
hearing by Judge Burnett in question-
ing the wife in this case.

It is language I hesitate to repeat to
the Senate, but it is language such as
I never imagined could be employed by
a judge in any court in these United
States.

Example after example in the same
vein can be cited—have been cited to
me—concerning the misconduct of this
man who—unfortunately—sits in judg-
ment of others.

Long before this latest instance of
Judge Burnett's misconduct, I had
heard, from many sources, complaints of
his rudeness, of his apparent delight in
harrying and harassing persons who
came before him—lawyers, litigants, and
witnesses alike—for no good reason.

It may be asked why a Senator from
Alaska should have any interest in what
goes on in a domestic relations court in
the District of Columbia. Mr. President,
my interest was aroused when I testified
in a case on trial before Judge Burnett.
At that time his rudeness to me—alto-
gether uncalled for—not only angered
me but aroused my curiosity as to why
4 judge should act in such a manner.
During the same trial Judge Burnett
demonstrated a like rudeness to the wife
of my colleague in the Senate from Alas-
ka. It was then that I started to inquire
into this man’'s judicial conduct. It was
then that I discovered the appalling
facts which I place before the Senate
today. This is not all, Mr. President. I
could go on and on in a demonstration
of this man’s absolute unfitness to be
where he is, but I do not propose at this
time to burden the ConGrREssIONAL REc-
oRD with quotations from trial transcripts
where Judge Burnett has said things so
absolutely unbecoming to one occupying
such a high office that one is left to
wonder. If it were not for the fact that
sympathy must be confined almost alto-
gether to those who have appeared be-
fore him and have been made the vie-
tims of his seemingly salacious interest.
in sex, one would have a large measure
of pity for this man. My own opinion is.
that he needs help.

The judicial process is the very foun-
dation upon which our society rests, and.
a respect for the law, and for those who
administer it, and interpret it, is the:
crucible in which it has always been
tested.

The Domestic Relations Court for the
District of Columbia is a small crucible:
in the overall picture, to be sure.

But it is not small in the lives of those-
who come under it jurisdiction, and not:
small at all to those who enter the court--
room of Judge Burnett.
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To those parents, bereft as they are
of understanding of each other’s prob-
lems and as concerned as they may or

may not be with the ultimate welfare -

of their innocent children, this man’s
courtroom, it has become clear to me, is
a witches’ cauldron in which there is
brewed that which is the most salacious,
lecherous, libidinous, and prurient.

The record of his court is replete with
instances of his microscopic obsession
with sex.

Time after time he has badgered the
woman in a case for the most intimate,
step-by-step account of her sex life, fore-
ing her, in some cases, to describe it to
him much as a radio announcer broad-
casts a prize fight.

I do not propose to offend the Senate
with examples of some of this man’s
more lascivious cross-examinations of
the women who have had the misfortune
to appear in his courtroom, although let
me assure Senators that they extend far
beyond any bounds of decency.

But this is only one side of the na-
ture of his courtroom conduct.

Judge Bazelon himself commented last
month:

Even more disturbing than the trial judge's
conduct (of this case) is the absence of any
inquiry concerning the best interests of the
child.

It is almost impossible for me to be-
lieve that a man charged with the high
responsibility to decide which parent will
have the most regard for the best in-
terests of his or her child could com-~
pletely ignore the subject, but here we
have the evidence that this is so from
no less a jurist than the Chief Judge
of the U.S. Court of Appeals.

I say it is almost impossible for me to
believe. I should have said it would have
been impossible for me to believe it had
I not been made acquainted by research
with this man's prurient obsession with
sex, his seemingly pathological preoccu-
pation with the details of other people’s
sexual experiences.

As I say, I do not intend to open this
cesspool in the Senate of the United
States.

Instead, let me cite one or two ex-
amples of what his peers have said about
this man’s judicial conduct or, rather,
the lack of it.

Chief Judge Andrew M. Hood, of the
District of Columbia Court of Appeals,
commenting on an appeal by a young
mother justlast February:

It is my opinion that appellant was de-
nied a falr, impartial, and judicial hearing.

Notwithstanding the free admission of her
adulterous conduct, the trlal judge seemed
preoccupied with her sexual relations. The
record discloses more than 20 occasions when
the trial court asked questions concerning,
or made reference to, “intercourse,” “‘sleep-
ing with,” “having it,” “laying up with.”

During the trial the judge lectured ap-
pellant respecting adultery * * *. He ar-
gued with appellant's counsel regarding the
immorality of adultery, citing the Com-
mandment “Thou shalt nmot commit adul-
tery.” At the conclusion of the case the
court denounced appellant as “just one step
above a prostitute,” “a common, ordinary,
everyday tramp"” whose way of llving was a
“stinking situation,” and stated: “I am so
incensed by the way this common tramp acts
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that I could go down and do something to
her myself."

Let me break into Judge Hood’s com-
ments here to remark on the striking
similarity between the scene he has de-
seribed and Somerset Maugham's play
“Rain”. Who can ever forget the fate
of the self-righteous Reverend Davidson
at the hands of Sadie Thompson?

There is, unfortunately, a frame of
mind in which the possessor zealously
guards the public morals by a compulsive
wallowing in a moral cesspool, but I do
not believe that the judicial bench is any
seat for one so possessed.

But let me continue with Judge Hood's
remarks:

The questioning of appellant by the judge
in a manner designed only to ridicule or hu-
miliate her, the judge's moralizing, his de-
nunciation of appellant, and his expression
of personal animosity toward her, convince
me that the judge’'s personal emotions and
concepts were permitted to completely over-
ride his judicial views. I do not say ap-
pellant is entitled to custody of her child,
but I do say she is entitled to a Judiclal
hearing.

Judge Hood's remarks, I think, speak
more eloquently than anything I might
say.

But Judge Hood is not alone in his
criticism of this man’s conduct, or mis-
conduct.

The U.S. Court of Appeals for the Dis-
trict of Columbia, in reversing a decision
by Judge Burnett in another child
custody case, referred to a comment by
one of the lawyers—the lawyer, in fact,
whose client was awarded custody of the
children.

This is what the court of appeals said:

On brief in this court counsel for the ap-
pellee with commendable candor felt bound
to concede that he “had a personal aversion
and professional aversion to the manner in
which (the trial judge) had conducted pro-
ceedings in his court.”

The lawyer who gave this opinion be~
fore the court of appeals is one of the
most respected attorneys in Washington
and, let me repeat, in this instance he
had won his case before Judge Burnett.

The opposing attorneys before the
U.S. Court of Appeals told the judges
there that this same lawyer had stated
to the lower appellate court that Judge
Burnett’s conduct “is a matter of shock-
ing concern to every attorney who ap-
pears before that trial judge.”

Their argument to the court of ap-
peals also contains this statement, also
attributed to the lawyer for the husband
in the case:

He was quoted as having said in the
lower appellate court:

Judge Burnett cannot be accused of prej-
udice toward the wife because the trial }udge
treats everybody in the manner (she) com-
plained of in the court below—

Judge Burnett, in other words—
that the temper and personality traits of
this particular trlal judge were as well
known before his appointment by the Presi-
dent and his confirmation by the Senate, as
now, and therefore that must be what was
wanted.

Let me say to the distinguished lawyer

who made those remarks that “that”
most certainly was not what was wanted,
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not by the Senate and certainly not by
anybody concerned with the honor and
fairness of our judicial system.

Let me say to the Senate that this
man’'s term expires next year and that
this Senator from Alaska is irrevocably
committed to oppose any attempt by this
man to seek another term on the bench
of this or any other court.

His behavior, his inexcusable manner,
his utter disregard for the interests of
the children whose parents come before
him—due apparently to his strange and
pitiable obsession—make him unfit to
wear the judicial robe.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is concluded.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1965

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
unfinished business be laid before the
Senate.

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

The LEecISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
8283) to expand the war on poverty and
enhance the effectiveness of programs
under the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senate will resume consid-
eration of the bill.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr, YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. Presi-
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Louisiana withhold his re-
quest?

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I withhold my request.

UNTHINEABLE THAT THIS NATION
WOULD DESTROY COMMUNIST
CHINA'S NUCLEAR INSTALLA-
TIONS

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
rise to comment on the statement made
by the chairman of the Armed Services
Committee of the House of Representa-
tives in a speech he delivered recently in
Connecticut. He asked a rhetorical
question:

Should we use our atomic power to wipe
out Red China’s atomic capablility?

Then he added:

We must get ready to do this very thing
if we want to stop Red China. I will insist on
victory in Vietnam. Anything short of that
would be treasonable.

In this same speech the gentleman also
stated:

And even if we win the war in South
Vietnam, I cannot help but think that we
are merely postponing the final victory of
Red China unless the Nation is prepared to
riek the possible consequences of destroying
her nuclear capability. And unless we make
that decision, it is possible that all of our
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fighting in South Vietnam will have been in
vain,

In other words this Member of the
other body really outdid some hard-
nosed militarists in our Armed Forces
who in the past have been advocating
preemptive war against the Soviet Union
and in recent months have raised their
voices advocating a sneak attack or pre-
emptive war on Red China to destroy the
crude nuclear installations of the Red
Chinese. The very suggestion of this is
so un-American as to be abhorrent.
Yet, here is a Member of the other body
occupying the position as chairman of
one of the most powerful committees in
that body advocating this procedure.

Mr. President, the facts are that I am
a fervent believer in the seniority system.
It is one of the advantages of our Con-
gress that under that system, men who
have served long years in the Senate and
in the House of Representatives attain
promotions within the committees of
which they are members, and finally
some of them with long years of con-
gressional service become chairmen of
committees. By and large, chairmen of
all the committees of the Senate and
House of Representatives of the United
" States are eminently respected, are most
knowledgeable, and deserve the promo-
tion to chairmen by reason of the expe-
rience that they have acquired over the
years.

Nevertheless, it is somewhat shattering
to my faith in this seniority system to
read of the chairman of the Committee
on Armed Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives advocating a suicidal policy
on cur part, and I feel obligated to speak
out against this without delay lest in this
country and overseas such a rhetorical
question would be taken seriously.

That the person making this state-
ment is chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services of the other body causes
me fto fear that in Europe and Asia,
among the heads of states, it might be
regarded as authoritative and that his
views are respected and might be fol-
lowed. Were we as a nation to under-
take any such course, we could gain
nothing except, at most, a very tempo-
rary advantage and at a great price—
loss of respect and degradation.

Now let us consider the facts. No
matter what single location or several
locations we might bomb and utterly de-
stroy into ashes within the mainland of
China, that nation—Communist China—
with its great population, its far-flung
geographic area, and its scientists and
scholars would retain the capability of
very soon again producing even more
nuclear weapons and far better and more
powerful than the first crude warheads
produced there. We should realize that
in this nuclear age of change and chal-
lenge even a small group of scientists
are just as valuable or more valuable
to any nation, to China and to this Na-
tion, than any existing nuclear installa-
tions.

Assuming that we could destroy
China's capability for producing nuclear
weapons for a short time and that we
did destroy all the existing nuclear in-
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stallations, how could we possibly bar or
prevent the access of the Chinese to the
raw materials necessary for the produc-
tion of fissionable nuclear charges? As-
sume we did hurl our air power over the
Chinese mainland, as this gentleman
suggests. Would we have our Air Force
attempt to lay waste all of the factories
that they beheld below them where they
might suspect that some use was being
made of raw materials to manufacture
nuclear bombs? How could we do that
anyway when it is readily possible for
men of intelligence to disperse such in-
stallations and even locate them in cities
in the midst of massive centers of popu-
lation or underground in other sections
of the country in such manner that our
bombs could not destroy them?

Then, above everything else, it would
not be possible for us with our missile
power, air power, and land forces to kill
all of those individuals who comprehend
how atomic weapons are made. In other
words, even now in a preemptive war
in a day of infamy followed by other
days of infamy, were we to destroy the
lives of million of Chinese men, women,
and children, we could not possibly kill
off all the scientists.

I am mentioning this to state how fool-
hardy the gentleman’s proposal is. Let
us realize that China is a huge nation
that has great diversity and a great
quantity of natural resources; that there
are 700 million men, women and children
living within the borders of China; that
China is a nation with a great history
and its people have a tradition of being
industrious. The Chinese are people of
high intellectual attainments and busi-
ness and scientific achievements. They
have a great cultural background. It is
obvious to all that China is now a great
power and within 10 or 20 years it will
be one of the three greatest powers on
the earth.

We are proud of the American citizens
we have in our midst, in Hawalii and else-
where, men, women and children of Chi-
nese descent, We have in this body as a
U.S. Senator from the sovereign State
of Hawaii Hiram Fowg, one of the ablest
and most respected Members of this
body, whose father and mother and all
his ancestors were Chinese and lived in
China.

I advert to that fact to indicate an-
other facet and to indicate how fool-
hardy that suggestion or rhetorical ques-
tion was.

Furthermore, there is nothing Repre-
sentative RIvErs or anyone else can do to
stop China’s advance. Even the grossly
inhumane use of atomic and bacteriolog-
ical weapons could not do that. Let us
hear no more about this rhetorical ques-
tion. A proposal to do anything of this
sort would be foreign to the American
way of life, foreign to the great history
and noble traditions of our country from
colonial days to the present time. Fur-
thermore, it would be so inhuman and
so callous that we as a Nation would be
downgraded before all of the world, even
to a greater extent than was Adolph Hit-
ler’'s Germany.

The distinguished Congressman who
made this bombastic speech gave little or
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no thought to the fact that were we to
bomb the nuclear installations within
the Red Chinese mainland, immediately
Communist China with its population of
700 million and with its tremendously
powerful land army would go to war
against the United States, overrunning
southeast Asia, and in doing this killing
many thousands of American Gl's.

Any self-respecting nation attacked
in such a manner as was proposed in this
Connecticut speech made by the gentle-
man from the other body would have no
other course open to it. Furthermore, as
certain as sunrise follows the sunset, the
Soviet Union, obligated by its commit-
ment and alliance to Communist China,
and despite the fact that its leaders and
the Russian people seek friendship and
not war with this Nation, would in-
evitably mobilize its forces and unleash
its missiles, and the third world war—
and this a war on annihilation—would
begin.

Mr. President, this arm-chair militarist
says:

I will insist on victory in Vietnam.
Anything short of that would be treasonable.

It would be difficult to find anywhere a
more bombastic statement than that.
Unfortunately, this particular arm-chair
militarist has the title of chairman of a
powerful committee.

The President, who is Commander in
Chief of our Armed Forces, has repeat-
edly announced his desire and hope that
representatives of the Vietcong and
North Vietnam and other nations meet
with us at a conference table, that we
are glad to talk settlement and seek a
ceasefire,

He has said time and time again—and
that is our position at the present time,
despite the bombast from the gentleman
from the other body—that we should
seek negotiations unconditionally, with-
out any conditions whatsoever.

Our situation is bad in South Viet-
nam. It is far worse than it was a year
ago or when President Eisenhower first
committed our Armed Forces in South
Vietnam. Itis too late now for us to say
a mistake was made, because we were
committed in 1954 and we have been in-
volved there since that time, and appar-
ently things have gone from had to
worse.

Despite these statements that should
never have been made—he said:

I will insist on victory in Vietnam. Any-
thing short of that would be treasonable.

We Americans seek and hope for a
negotiated settlement involving major
concessions by both sides which will of-
fer the Communists and Vietcong a rea-
sonable and attractive alternative to
military victory.

We seek a ceasefire and seek the time
when the neighbors to the North and
certain people in South Vietnam will
cease their aggression. Then we look
forward to withdrawing our forces from
southeast Asia.

Such a ceasefire or peace similar to
that attained in South Korea is a con-
summation devoutly to be wished. Let
us try to attain it.

I yield the floor.
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UNIVERSITIES GROUP NOT IN
COALITION

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, on July
7, I inserted in the REcorp—page 15817—
an article from the Des Moines Register
which purported to describe a coalition
of organizations working together for
legislative and partisan political pur-

poses.

In a letter to the editor of the Register,
the National Association of State Uni-
versities and Land-Grant Colleges, one of
the organizations included in the article,
said the report as far as it was concerned
was without foundation.

I ask unanimous consent that the let-
ter, entitled ‘“Universities Group Not in
Coalition,” from the Register of July 19,
1965, be printed in the REcorb.

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

[From the Des Moines (Iowa) Reglster,

July 19, 1865]

UNIVERSITIES GROUP NoT IN COALITION
To THE EDITOR:

A July 6 news story by Nick Kotz [pur-
ported] to describe a *“coalition” of interest
groups “working quietly behind the scenes
in Congress to reelect Democratic Congress-
men and to lobby for Johnson administra-
tion legislation.,” The name of the National
Assoclation of State Universities and Land-
Grant Colleges was included in the list of
organizations which, Mr. Kotz says, have
been ‘“‘meeting regularly in Washington
under the chairmanship of Donald Ellinger
of the Democratic National Committee.”

The article is completely without founda-
tion as far as the National Assoclation of
State Unlversities and Land-Grant Colleges
is concerned. The assoclation has not, does
not, and will not participate in partisan
political activity of any kind * * *,

With respect to education legislation, it
has long been customary for organizations
interested in this area to meet together with
or without representatives of the adminis-
tration currently in office * * *. At no time
have I or members of my staff participated
in meetings of this kind at which there was
discussion of or plans for support of or op-
position to candidates for public office, or of
proposed legislation In partisan terms.

RUSSELL I. THACKREY,
Ezecutive Secretary, National Associa-
tion of State Universities and Land
Grant Colleges, Washington. D.C.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to proceed on another subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, reserving the right to object, has
the Senator in charge of the bill agreed
to this?

Mr, MILLER. Yes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Then I shall
not object.

VIETNAM—THE REAL MEANING
OF “UNCONDITIONAL NEGOTIA-
TIONS”

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, ever
since President Johnson’s speech at
Johns Hopkins University in Baltimore
on April 7, all kinds of interpretations
have been made of the meaning of “un-
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conditional negotiations”—the phrase
which appeared in his address.

All peace-loving people are prayerful
that there will be a prompt end to the
war in Vietnam and that peace will come
to that area. But few peace-loving
people will tolerate an end to the war at
the price of freedom or the profit for
aggression. The national interest of the
United States and South Vietnam—in-
deed the national interest of all nations,
large and small, whose people live in
freedom—repudiates a policy of peace at
any price. There is a price to be paid
for peace and it is only with a clear un-
derstanding of what that price is that
those who speak of “negotiations” can
speak meaningfully.

The President has emphasized on sev-
eral occasions that the United States will
take such action as is necessary to
achieve our objectives in Vietnam.
These objectives, he has pointed out, are
to persuade the North Vietnamese to
leave their neighbor, South Vietnam,
alone—to cease and desist from direct-
ing, controlling, and supplying war ma-
teriel and manpower to the Vietcong
military forces in South Vietnam; fur-
ther, to assist the South Vietnamese in
ending the attacks of the Vietcong so
that the people can live in peace and
freedom. This is the price of peace in
South Vietnam. :

These objectives could be achieved
through peaceful negotiations—if the
leaders in Hanoi were willing to pay this
price. They understand very -clearly
that this is the price and they have to
date been unwilling to pay it. They
have chosen, instead, to pay a higher
price by forcing South Vietnam and her
allies to achieve these objectives in a
war.

The President has said that “We do
not intend to be defeated.” This is an-
other way of saying that we do not in-
tend to fail in our military efforts to
achieve our objectives.

The President has also stated a “win”
policy for our war effort when he declared
on June 1:

In the future I will call upon our people
to make further sacrifices because this Is a
good program, and the starts we are making
are good starts. This is the ()r:l'.l.].!jr way that
I know in which we can really win, not only
the military battle agalnst aggression, but
the wider war for the freedom and progress
of all men,

Winning the military battle would
naturally mean attaining our objectives.

I might point out that earlier this year
Secretary of State Rusk stated that we
are going to help the South Vietnamese
win the war.

There are some who say that no one
ever wins a war. While it is true that
war brings great hardship and suffering,
it is not true that the objectives stated
by the President of the United States
cannot be won. They are moral objec-
tives and completely in character for the
people of the United States, whose his-
tory bears testimony to those moral prin-
ciples.

It is not responsive to say, as some do,
that there is no military solution to the
problems of South Vietnam. Everyone
knows this. What must be recognized,
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however, is that because of the intran-
sigence of the leaders in Hanoi, military
victory is essential to lay the foundation
for the political, economic, and psycho-
logical solutions to these problems.
Again in his address at Johns Hopkins
University, the President firmly declared:
We will not withdraw, either openly or
under the cloak of a meaningless agreement.

And what are the essentials of a mean-
ingful agreement?

Quite obviously these are the minimal
objectives which the President has many
times clearly stated and to which I have
previously referred. Indeed, in the very
same speech he said:

Buch peace demands an independent South
Vietnam, securely guaranteed and able to
shape its own relationships to all others,
free from outside interference, tied to no
alllance, a military base for no other coun-
try. These are the essentials of any final
settlement.

The interpretation of “unconditional
negotiations” can be accurately made
only in light of these statements by the
President. The President could hardly
clearly and succinctly state our minimal
objectives and disdain a “meaningless
agreement” in one part of his address
and then impliedly repudiate his posi-
tion by agreeing to negotiations which
could lead to a “meaningless agreement.”

For all their faults, the leaders in
Hanoi were quick to understand this.
What is so remarkable is that many lead-
ers of other nations, political analysts,
and news commentators apparently
failed to understand it. Possibly in their
zeal to end the hostilities in Vietnam,
they have taken the phrase “uncondi-
tional negotiations” at its face value,
standing by itself, without realizing that
to do so would lift the words out of con-
text of the full text of the Johns Hopkins
address and attach a meaning which
would undercut the integrity of the Pres-
ident’s clearly stated objectives.

What the leaders in Hanoi understand
and what others should understand is
that any negotiations which lead to
something less than the achievement of
the minimal objectives stated by the
President would be meaningless, and
that only with respect to matters beyond
these objectives can the negotiations be
unconditional. There are many possi-
bilities here. For example, the degree to
which the leaders in Hanoi and the
leaders of the Vietcong will be brought to
trial and punished for war crimes, in-
cluding the slaughter of South Vietnam-
ese civilians and the murder of prison-
ers of war would be subject to negotia-
tions, as would be the subject of repara-
tions for damages to South Vietnam.
The degree to which economic assistance
would be extended to North Vietnam
would be subject to negotiations. But
our minimal objectives for South Viet-
nam cannot be subject to negotiation any
more than, as the late President Ken-
nedy said on July 25, 1961:

The freedom of that city [Berlin] is not
negotiable.

There is another way of considering
the meaning of the phrase ‘“uncondi-
tional negotiations” and that is in light
of the minimal demands by Hanoi, name-
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ly: First, American withdrawal from
South Vietnam; second, temporary neu-
tralization; third, communization of
South Vietnam by the so-called Vietnam
National Liberation Front; and fourth,
reunification of North and South Viet-
nam. Obviously to the extent that these
points undercut our minimal objectives,
they cannot be the subject of negotiation.
Bitter history has taught us that neu-
tralization to the Communists does not
carry the same meaning as it does to us.
A neutralist government containing mil-
itant Communists sooner or later ends
up being subverted by the Communists
who consider such a status as merely an
opportunity for the communization of
the government and the people. Ac-
cordingly, it is difficult to see how any
of these points could be the subject of
negotiations. Of course, withdrawal of
American forces would follow upon
achievement of our minimal objectives
for South Vietnam, and to this extent
such withdrawal would be readily agreed
to and would not even have to be nego-
tiated.

Theoretically, perhaps, reunification of
North and South Vietnam might be the
subject of negotiations. I say “theoret-
ically” because of the difficulties in as-
suring elections that are truly free which
would be the only possible basis for such
reunification. Here, again, is where the
Communists interpret the phrase “free
elections” differently than we do. Their
interpretation would permit the use of
terrorist and coercive activities as a
means of persuading the people to vote
“freely” for a Communist government.
The world has witnessed for a long time
the distorted meaning of “free elections”
as practiced in the Soviet Union.

It is for this reason that overemphasis
has been placed on the words of Presi-
dent Johnson in his news conference of
July 28, when he said:

We do not seek the destruction of any gov-
ernment, nor do we covet a foot of any terri-
tory, but we insist and we will always insist
that the people of South Vietnam shall have
the right of choice, the right to shape their
own destiny In free elections in the South,
or throughout all Vietnam under interna-
tional supervision, and they shall not have
any government imposed upon them by force
and terror so long as we can prevent 1it.

The President would, of course, like to
see truly free elections, and I am sure,
he would like to see some kind of inter-
national machinery which would guar-
antee such free elections. But he is just
as familiar with the distorted concept of
free elections held by the Communists as
anyone else, and he is equally aware of
the impossibility of establishing the in-
ternational machinery needed to guaran-
tee truly free elections throughout North
and South Vietnam in the foreseeable fu-
ture. That is why I believe there has
been an overemphasis in some quarters
on his words “or throughout all Vietnam
under international supervision”, as con-
trasted with his words in the Johns Hop-
kins speech:

Such peace demands an independent South
Vietnam.

Obviously such an independent South
Vietnam would have to precede free elec-
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tions throughout all Vietnam in the short
range period of attainability.

Perhaps it would have been well for
the President to have made this point
clear instead of leaving it for logical in-
ference from his earlier statements.

William R. Frye, writing in the Des
Moines Register of August 3, said the
United States has significantly modified
its Vietnam peace terms in what he
called “a major effort to negotiate its
way out of the war.” He went on to
say:

The change in the American position con-
slsts essentially of three parts:

1. Washington now is prepared to envisage
reunification of Vietnam by internationally
rupervised elections, as called for in the
Geneva accords of 1954, even though, as many
diplomats believe, this could lead to a Com-
munist takeover.

Reunification has long been North Viet-
nam'’s objective. The United States has held
out for partition, with guaranteed security
and independence for South Vietnam,

2. The United States now is willing to re-
gard Hanoi's oft-cited four points, which
include an American withdrawal from Viet-
nam, as part of the agenda for negotiation—
though not the exclusive agenda nor as a
precondition for a parley.

This is regarded as a major concession.
Previously, although President Johnson had
offered to take part in “unconditional dis-
cussion,” the four points had been consid-
ered an unnegotiable demand for surrender.

Third. The United States is willing to find
some face-saving formula for including the
Vietcong—National Liberation Front—at a
peace table. Previously Washington had
been unwilling to negotiate with the Viet-
cong, except as part of the North Vietnamese
delegation.

And Mr. Frye concludes that the
American peace drive has two facets:

Private overtures, through U Thant and
other intermediaries, offering to scale down
the American asking price for peace; and
public gestures, primarily to the U.N., in-
viting action by Thant and the U.N. Security
Couneil.

These are provocative words by a percep-
tive writer. They lend credence to the re-
port in the Des Moines Register of August
8 that the Johnson administration last fall
rejected a proposal for peace talks which
had been accepted without conditions by
North Vietnam.

Let me quote from that report:

The proposal * * * did not set any con-
ditions, but the Johnson administration re-
Jected 1it, it is sald, for two reasons:

1. Mr. Johnson was engaged in the elec-
tion battle with former Senator Barry Gold-
water, who was advocating stronger U.S.
military action in the Vietnam war. If word
of peace talks had leaked out, Goldwater
might have capitalized on it as a sign of
weakness and damaged the Democratic
campalign.

2. The South Vietnamese Government was
in turmoil. Opposition to the military re-
gime of Premier Nyguyen Ehanh was grow-
ing and Washington believed that negotia-
tion with the Communists might cause the
government to fall.

It is for this reason that I hope the
President will not leave to conjecture
any interpretation of the policy objec-
tives which he has heretofore so firmly
set forth. His every word is being seru-
tinized most carefully by writers, ecolum-
nists, commentators, those who have
been critical of his policies, those who
have, as I have, been supporting his pol-
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icy in Vietnam, and, most particularly,
the Communist leaders in Hanoi, Pei-
ping, and Moscow. The slichtest devia-
tion from our minimal objectives will be
seized upon as a sign of weakness by the
Communist World.

In evaluating any agreement to enter
into negotiations, I believe it would be
prudent to take note of a memorandum
from Red China's Mao Tse-tung to the
Soviet Union in March of 1953. It ap-
pears on pages 5707-5708 of the Cown-
GRESSIONAL REcorp of April 29, 1954,
volume 100, part 5, 83d Congress, 2d ses-
sion. This memorandum should be read
and studied by everyone and particularly
by our policymakers in the State Depart-
ment and by those who would, in effect,
have us bargain away the peace and
freiidom of South Vietnam and southeast
Asia.

The memorandum is a blueprint of
conquest of Asia by the Communists.

It outlines a program which has sue-
ceeded all too well, even though parts
of the timetable have been thrown off
to some degree. Though Mao’s timing
has been off —because the United States
unexpectedly intervened and because of
the Red China-Soviet Union dispute
over how best to further Communist im-
perialism—the memorandum serves as a
Mein Kampf of Communist conguest and
domination.

It should be emphasized that Mao
anticipated that most of the gains are
to be made through armistices and nego-
tiations.

First of all, Mao declared:

It appears that time has come that we
have to look upon Asla as our immediate
goal. In Asla—

He said—
tactics of internal revolution, infiltration or
intimidation into inaction or submission will
yleld an abundant harvest.

Pointing to the weakness within the
Communist World, Mao wrote:

Consequently, we have to, until we are
certain of victory, take a course which will
not lead to war.

One course—

He continued—

is to isolate the United States by all possible
means.

Then Britain must be placated by being
convinced that there Is a possibility of set-
tling the major issues between the East and
the West and that the Communists and the
capitalist countries can live in peace. Op-
portunities for trade will have a great in-
fluence on the British mind.

Listen to what Mao had to say about
France:

In the case of France, her war weariness
and fear of Germany must be thoroughly
exploited. She must be made to feel a sense
of greater security in cooperating with us
than with the Western countries.

And on Japan:

Japan must be convinced that rearmament
endangers instead of guaranteeing her na-
tional security and that, in case of war, the
American forces distributed all over the
world cannot spare sufficlent strength for the
defense of Japan. Rearmament is, therefore,
an expression of hostility toward her poten-
tial friends. Her desire to trade will offer
great possibilities for steering Japan away
from the United States.
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Before I turn to specific areas of con-
quest set out in the blueprint, let me
quote the section on military prepared-
ness:

As a final goal, there should be in east and
southeast Asia (after these areas are liber-
ated) 25 million well-trained men who can
be immediately mobilized. These men are to
be held in readiness for emergency. They
will achieve two purposes. On the one hand
they will force the capltalist countries to
keep on increasing defense expenses until
economic collapse overtakes them. On the
other hand, a mere show of force, when time
is ripe, will bring about the capitulation of
the ruling cliques of the countries to be
liberated.

Note the emphasis of liberation. The
idea of a “war of liberation” is the chief
propaganda weapon in the hands of the
aggressors in Vietnam today.

Mao also had some comments on the
Korean war, which was raging at the
time his memorandum was written.

He said:

The important reason that we cannot win
decisive victory in Korea 1s our lack of naval
strength. Without naval support, we have to
confine our operations to frontal attacks
along a line limited by sea. Such actions
always entail great losses and are seldom ca-
pable of destroying the enemy. In March
1951, I suggested to Comrade Stalin to make
use of the Soviet submarines in Asia under
some arrangement that the Soviet Union
would not be apparently involved in the war.
Comrade Stalin preferred to be cautlous lest
it might give the capitalist imperialism the
pretext of expanding the war to the conti-
nent. I agreed with his point of view.

Until we are better equipped for victory, it
is to our advantage to accept agreeable terms
for an armistice.

Here is what Mao had to say about
Formosa:

Formosa must be incorporated into the
People’s Republic of China because of the
government's commitment to the people. If
selzure by force is to be avoided for the time
being, the entry of the Chinese People’'s Gov=
ernment into the United Nations may help
solve this problem. If there should be se-
rious obstacles to the immediate transfer of
Formosa to the control of the People's Gov~
ernment, a United Nations trusteeship over
Formosa as an intermediary step could be
taken into consideration.

This should serve as a warning to those
who advocate that Red China be admit-
ted to the United Nations regardless of
the fact that she does not qualify for
admission under the Charter of the
United Nations.

Now let us examine Mao's pronounce-
ments on Indochina. It should be re-
membered that at the time the memoran-
dum was prepared France was still fight-
ing to maintain her colonial interests
there. And those who talk of “free elec-
tions” in Vietnam would do well to keep
his words in mind:

‘We shall give the maximum assistance to
our comrades and friends in Indochina. The
experlences we have had in Korea should en-
rich their knowledge in fighting for libera-
tion. The case of Indochina cannot be com=-
pared with that of China. In Indochina, as
in Korea, there is serious intervention of
the capitallst bloc, while in China there was
nothing so direct and vigorous. The experi-
ences in Korea tell us that so long as there is
forelgn intervention and so long as we have
no naval support, military operations alone
cannot achieve the objective of liberation.
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The military coperations in Indochina
should be carried out to such an extent as to
make the war extremely unpopular among
the French people and to make the French
and Americans extremely hateful among the
Indochinese people. The object is to force
the French to back out of Indochina prefer-
ably through the face-saving means of an
armistice. Once foreign intervention is out
of the plcture, vigorous propaganda, infiltra-
tion, forming united fronts with the progres-
sive elements in and outside the reactionary
regimes will accelerate the process of libera-
tion. A final stroke of force will accomplish
the task. Two years may be needed for this
work.

Two years later France was out of
Indochina.

But Mao’s blueprint for complete dom-
ination of what was formerly Indochina
was stalled when the United States de-
cided that freedom for the people and
the peace of southeast Asia required our
assistance.

To those who maintain that South
Vietnam is of little importance to us
strategically, that we have no business
there, that the Communists would settle
for “that one little piece of ground,”
Mao’s own words supply the answer:

After the liberation of Indochina, Burma
will fall In line as good foundation has al-
ready been laid there. The then reactionary
ruling cligue in Thailand will capitulate and
the country will be in the hands of the peo-
ple. The liberation of Indonesia, which will
fall to the Communist camp as a ripe fruit,

will complete the circle around the Malay
Peninsula.

The British will realize, under these cir-
cumstances, the hopelessness of putting up

a fight and will withdraw as quickly as they
can.

If war can be averted, the success of our
plan of peaceful penetration for the other
parts of Asla is almost assured.

Even then Mao considered Indonesia
ripe picking. And who can say he was in
error when one considers the actions of
Indonesia’s Sukarno, who continues to
castigate the United States and act like
a puppet of Red China? That is why our
continuation of aid to Indonesia makes
so little sense. And it makes even less
sense that the United States has paid
Indonesia $350,000 to assist that nation
to operate a small atomic research reac-
tor, as reported in the Washington Post
of August 7. The funds were provided
only last month.

The second secession of Singapore
from the Malaysia Federation could sig-
nal the start of another period of chaos
in southeast Asia, as one commentator
put it, with serious consequences for the
struggle to resist communism there.

Finally, the memorandum states that
India should not bear the brunt of hos-
tile actions, that only peaceful means
should be adopted. Why?

Because—

Said Mao—

any employment of force will alienate our-
selves from the Arabic countries and Africa,
because Indla is considered to be our friend.

Mr. President, these are the main
points of the memorandum of 12 years
ago from the one who was then and who
now is the leader of Red China. He was
not writing for literary effect. He meant
what he said.

August 16, 1965

With so much talk about negotiations
today, I view with misgivings that our
Ambassador W. Averell Harriman and
Gen. Maxwell Taylor, as reported in the
Washington Post on August 9, suggested
that Hanoi is not a likely target of Amer-
ican air attacks against North Vietnam.

According to the report, General Tay-
lor argued against bombing the North
Vietnamese capital because “we need the
leadership in Hanoi to be intact to make
those essential decisions we hope they
will make at some time.”

This seems to contradict Secretary of
State Rusk's statement that there will
be no privileged sanctuary for supporters
of the Vietcong insurgency.

And it recalls that there were no privi-
leged sanctuaries for Adolf Hitler and
his leaders during World War II. Never-
theless, the Nazi leaders were sufficiently
“intact” to make the essential decisions
to end the war.

It is not helpful to our cause to give
comfort to those who promote aggres-
sion. If our leaders intend to pursue a
policy of firmness, they should avoid any
statements which might be construed
as a sign of deviation from that policy.

I am concerned over suggestions, which
seemingly appear as trial balloons, that
we may settle for less than what the
President has stated to be our minimal
objectives. Iam concerned also thatthe
President’s eritics—some from within his
own party—appear to look only at Viet-
nam without considering the whole pic-
ture so carefully considered by Mao Tse-
tung. They ignore the Communist ob-
jectives in Thailand, in Laos, in Cam-
bodia, in Burma, in Japan, in the Phil-
lippines, in India, and even in Australia.

That is why it is time for all to under-
stand the true meaning of the phrase
“unconditional negotiations.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the memorandum to which I
referred in my speech, and which ap-
pears in the CoNGrESsioNAL RECORD, vol-
ume 100, part 5, pages 5707, 5708, be
printed at this point in the REcorp.

There being no objection, the mem-
orandum was ordered fo be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

AN OUTLINE oF Mao TsE-TUNG'S MEMORANDUM
ON NEw PROGRAM FOR WORLD REVOLUTION
(Carrled to Moscow by ;’;hou En-lal in March

195
1, ASIA TO BE THE IMMEDIATE GOAL

Due to the profound leadership of Com-
rade Stalin, amazing achievements have
been made in the great task of world revolu-
tion. The success that has been attained
both in Europe and in Asia after World War
II is entirely attributable to Comrade
Stalin’s able and correct guidance and direc-
tion. May his wisdom still guide us.

It appears that tlme has come that we
have to look upon Asia as our immediate
goal. Under the present circumstances, any
vigorous action in Europe such as internal
revolution, effective infiltration, or intimida-
tion into inaction, or submission is now im-
possible (Communist terminology is differ-
ent, this represents what it really means)
more forcible measures may bring about a
war. In Asia, on the contrary, such tactics
will yield an abundant harvest.

2. WORLD WAR TO BEE TEMPORARILIY AVOIDED

There is no assurance of victory because of
the higher rate of industrial production and
larger stockpile of atomic weapons on the
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part of the capitalist countries, incompletion
of antiatomic defenses of the industrial
areas and oil installations in the Soviet
Union, and immaturlty of China’s agri-
cultural and industrial developments., Con-
sequently, we have to, until we are certain
of victory, take a course which will not lead
to war.
3. DIPLOMATIC OFFENSIVE

The United States must be isolated by all
possible means.

Britaln must be placated. by being con-
vinced that there is possibility of settling
the major issues between the East and the
West and that the Communists and the cap-
italist countries can live in peace. Oppor-
tunities for trade will have a great influence
on the British mind.

In the case of France, her war weariness
and fear of Germany must be thoroughly
exploited. She must be made to feel a sense
of greater security in cooperating with us
than with the Western countries.

Japan must be convinced that rearmament
endangers instead of guaranteeing her na-
tlonal security and that, in case of war, the
American forces distributed all over the
world cannot spare sufficient strength for
the defense of Japan. Rearmament is,
therefore, an expression of hostility toward
her potential friends. Her desire to trade
will offer great possibilitles for steering
Japan away from the United States.

4. MILITARY PREPAREDNESS

As a final goal, there should be In east
and southeast Asia (after these areas are
liberated) 25 million well-trained men who
can be immediately mobilized. These men
are to be held in readiness for emergency.
They will achieve two purposes. On the one
hand they will force the capitalist coun-
tries to keep on increasing defense expenses
until economic collapse overtakes them. On
the other hand, a mere show of force, when
time is ripe, will bring about the capltula-
tlon of the ruling cliques of the countries
to be liberated.

5. THE KOREAN WAR

The important reason that we cannot win
decisive victory in Korea is our lack of naval
strength. Without naval support, we have
to confine our operations to frontal attacks
along a line limited by sea. Such actions
always entail great losses and are seldom
capable of destroying the enemy. In March
1951 I suggested to Comrade Stalin to make
use of the Soviet submarines in Asla under
some arrangement that the Soviet Union
would not be apparently involved in the
war. Comrade Stalin preferred to be cau-
tious lest it might give the capitalist im-
perialism the pretext of expanding the war
to the Continent. I agreed with his point
of view.

Until we are better equipped for victory,
it is to our advantage to accept agreeable
terms for an armistice.

6. FORMOSA

Formosa must be incorporated into the
People's Republic of China because of the
Government’s commitment to the people. If
selzure by force is to be avoided for the
time being, the entry of the Chinese People's
Government into the United Nations may
help solve this problem. If there should
be serious obstacles to the immedlate trans-
fer of Formosa to the control of the People’s
Government, a United Nations trusteeship
over Formosa as an intermediary step could
be taken Into consideration.

7. INDOCHINA

We shall give the maximum assistance to
our comrades and friends in Indochina. The
experiences we have had in Korea should
enrich their knowledge in fighting for 1lib-
eration. The case of Indochina cannot be
compared with that of China. In Indo-
china, as in Korea, there is serious inter-
vention of the capitalist bloc, while in China
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there was nothing so direct and wvigorous,
The experiences in Korea tell us that so
long as there is foreign intervention and
so0 long as we have no naval support, military
operations alone cannot achieve the objec-
tive of liberation.

The military operations in Indochina
should be carried out to such an extent as to
make the war extremely unpopular among
the French people and to make the French
and Americans extremely hateful among the
Indochinese people. The object is to force
the French to back out of Indochina pref-
erably through the face-saving means of
an armistice. Once foreign intervention is
out of the picture, vigorous propaganda, in-
filtration, forming united fronts with the
progressive elements in and outside the re-
actionary regimes will accelerate the process
of liberation. A final stroke of force will
accomplish the task. Two years may be
needed for this work.

B. BURMA, THAILAND, INDONESIA, AND MALAY
PENINSULA

After the liberation of Indochina, Burma
will fall in line as good foundation has al-
ready been lald there. The then reactionary
ruling cligue in Thailand will capitulate and
the country will be in the hands of the
people. The liberation of Indochina, which
will fall to Communist camp as a ripe fruit,
will complete the circle around the Malay
Peninsula.

The British will reallze, under these cir-
cumstances, the hopelessness of putting up
a fight and will withdraw as quickly as they
can. We expect that the whole process will
be completed in or before 1960.

9. JAPAN AND INDIA

By 1960 China'’s military, economic and
industrial power will be so developed that
with a mere show of force by the Soviet
Union and China, the ruling clique of Japan
will capitulate and a peaceful revolution will
take place. We must be on guard against
the possibility that the United States will
choose to have war at this moment. She
may even want the war earlier. The defen-
slve and offensive preparations of the Soviet
Union and China must, therefore, be com-
pleted before 1960. Whether we can prevent
the United States from starting the war
depends upon how much success we have
in isolating her and how effective is our
peace offensive. If the war can be averted,
the success of our plan of peaceful pene-
tration for the other parts of Asla is almost
assured.

In the case of India, only peaceful means
should be adopted. Any employment of
force will alienate ourselves from the Arabic
countries and Africa, because India is con-
sidered to be our friend.

10, ARABIC COUNTRIES AND AFRICA

After India has been won over, the prob-
lems of the Philippines and the Arabic coun-
tries can be easily solved by economic co-
operation, alliances, united fronts, and coali-
tions. This task may be completed in 1965.
Then a wave of revolution will sweep over
the whole continent of Africa and the im-
perialists and the colonizationists will be
quickly driven into the sea. In fact this
powerful movement may have been under-
way much earller.

With Asla and Africa disconnected with
the capitalist countries in Europe, there will
be a total economic collapse in Western
Europe., There capitulation will be a matter
of course.

11, THE UNITED STATES

Crushing economic collapse and industrial
breakdown will follow the European crisis.
Canada and South America will find them-
selves in the same hopeless and defenseless
condition. Twenty years from now, world
revolution will be an accomplished fact, If
the United States should ever start a war,
she would do so before the liberation of
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Japan, the Philippines, and Indla. The
courses of action in that event are outlined
in the memorandum on military ald.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that at this point in
the REcorp there be printed an article
entitled “The Big If,” by the distin-
guished columnist, Mr. Joseph Alsop,
dated August 6; an article entitled “Ma-
jor U.S. Modification of Viet Peace
Terms,” by Mr. William R. Frye, in the
August 3 issue of the Des Moines Regis-
ter; an article entitled “Johnson Throws
Support to Thant,” by Max Freedman,
published in the Washington Evening
Star on August 5; an article entitled “Re-
port U.S. Rejected Peace Bid Last Fall,”
by Darius S. Jhabvala, published in the
August 8 issue of the Des Moines Reg-
ister; an article entitled “Hanoi Seen as
Unlikely Air Target,” by Frank C. Por-
ter, published in the Washington Post on
August 9; and finally, an article en-
titled “United States Gave $350,000 for
Indonesia Reactor,” by Richard Hallo-
ran, published in the August 7 issue of
the Washington Post.

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

THE BIG IF
(By Joseph Alsop)

The history of the American role in the
war in Vietnam has thus far been stamped
;..lal t:‘;'.er, in large letters, “Too Little and Too

A good illustration is President Kennedy's
1961 decislon to make an important increase
in the American contribution.

The people who were trying for Brownie
points by carrying on a personal vendetta
against the late President Ngo Dinh Diem
elaborately pooh-poohed the results of this
decision by President Kennedy. General
Harkins and Secretary of Defense Robert S.
McNamara were bitterly denounced for over-
t;g;;mlstlc estimates of the war situation in

By now, however, prisoner interrogations
and other undoubted intelligence have re-
vealed that the Vietcong came fairly close
to defeat at that time, The modern weap-
ons that the United States supplied to the
South Vietnamese Army, and the major step-
up in South Vietnamese fighting power,
knocked the Communists temporarily but
rather completely off balance.

Instead of being criticized for overopti-
mism, in fact, Secretary McNamara should
have been attacked on another point—the
failure to act on one of the 1961 recommen-
dations, to backup the South Vietnamese
army with American tactical airpower.

Very few people are aware of it, but the
fact is that the most important part of
President Johnson's Pleiku decision last
winter was not the order to bomb North Viet-
namese targets. As the decision was imple-
mented, the bombing sorties against the
north were more for show than effect for
many months on end. But President John-
son's simultaneous removal of all wraps
from the use of American tactical airpower
in South Vietnam had a profound effect.

Without this other, much less publicized
step, the war might well have been lost by
now. And if this same step had been taken
when the American contribution was in-
creased in 1961, the war might well have been
won in the period when the Vietcong were
80 badly knocked off balance.

These facts are relevant at the moment,
because the increase in U.S. troop strength
in Vietnam, which President Johnson an-
nounced last week, is currently being de-
nounced as *“too little and too late.” For
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once in a way, however, this appears not to
be true.

In brief, the U.S. field commander, General
Westmoreland, was given quite literally
everything he asked for. The armed serv-
ices were not, however, given all that they
asked for as soon as General Westmoreland's
requests were in. Thus the callup of Re-
serves was deferred, for instance.

In these circumstances, the really disquiet-
ing aspect of the President’s news conference
was the interminable and effusive discussion
of negotiations with the North Vietnamese.
This has left the impression, in the country
and throughout the world, that the United
States is prepared to stop fighting the next
morning after being asked to begin talking.

The big “if,” of course, is whether enough
progress can be made in Vietnam to force
the Communists to ask for negotlations. If
that happens, one may be quite certain the
circumstances will broadly resemble those in
Korea in June-July 1851, when the Chinese
Communists asked for negotiations.

The reason for the Chinese request was
simple. The United States and South Korean
armies had made a superb recovery in the
months since the disaster on the Yalu. In
June-July 1951, a powerful offensive threat-
ened the whole Chinese and North EKorean
front. That was why the Chinese were ready
to begin talking.

Unhappily, the offensive was stopped dead
in its tracks when talks were requested. The
Chinese got a respite. Two more bitter years
of fighting followed before the signature of
the unsatisfactory peace. The war in Viet-
nam is a direct sequel and result.

It is a serlous matter, therefore, if the
impression is conveyed that the United States
is again ready to commit the same silly folly
that was committed in Korea in the summer
of 1951.

In reality, this impression that President
Johnson conveyed is almost certainly mis-
leading. He talks of unconditional negotia-
tions because the intention is to keep the
pressure on the enemy until an acceptable
settlement i1s agreed upon. But the Presi-
dent will still be wise to remove the false
impression, for there are plenty of people
who have forgotten the Korean folly and will
howl like banshees for a repetition of it,
unless the President clears the air in ad-
vance.

MaJsor U.S. MODIFICATION OF VIET PEACE
TERMS
(By William R. Frye)

NEw York, N.Y.—The United States has
significantly modified its Vietnam peace
terms in a major effort to negotiate its way
out of the war, it has been learned here.

Chief U.S. Delegate Arthur J. Goldberg
informed U.N. Secretary General U Thant of
the new stand on Wednesday. Thant, who
thereupon publicly vowed to redouble his
peace efforts, is expected to relay the propos-
als to Hanol and Peiping promptly.

The change in the American position con-
eists essentially of three parts:

1. Washington now is prepared to envisage
reunification of Vietnam by internationally
supervised elections, as called for in the Ge-
neva accords of 1954, even though, as many
diplomats believe, this could lead to a Com-
munist takeover.

Reunification has long been North Viet-
nam's objective. The United States has held
out for pertition, with guaranteed security
and independence for South Vietnam.

2. The United States now Is willing to re-
gard Hanol’s oft-cited “four points,” which
include an American withdrawal from Viet-
nam, as part of the agenda for negotiation—
though not the exclusive agenda nor as a
precondition for a parley.

This is regarded as a major concession.
Previously, although President Johnson had
offered to take part in ‘“unconditional dis-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

cussions,” the four points had been consid-
ered an unnegotiable demand for surrender.
The points involve (a) American with-
drawal; (b) temporary neutralization; (c)
communization of South Vietnam; (d) then
reunification.

3. The United States is willing to find
some face-saving formula for including the
Vietcong (National Liberation Front) at a
peace table. Previously, Washington had
been unwilling to negotiate with the Viet-
cong except as part of the North Vietnamese
delegation.

This large-scale United States “peace of-
fensive” has placed Hanol and Peiping under
significant new pressure to negotiate an end
to the Vietnam war, U.N. diplomats believe.

PRIVATE AND PUBLIC MOVES

The American peace drive has two facets:
Private overtures, through U Thant and
other intermediaries, offering to scale down
the American asking price for peace; and
public gestures, primarily to the U.N,, in-
viting action by Thant and the U.N. Security
Couneil. :

U.N. diplomats and observers are more im-
pressed by the private moves than by the
public gestures, though they believe both
contribute to useful pressure on the Com-
munists.

In offering to negotiate the reunification
of Vietnam under internationally supervised
elections the United States has offered, in
effect, to reverse its 10-year effort at parti-
tion, provided only that the elections are
genuinely free, and certified as such by an
international authority.

SOMETHING TO WORK WITH

It was never clear in the 1950’s that the
Communists would let the elections be free,
even though many observers believed they
could win them. They wanted victory to be
not merely probable, but certain. This point
could easily prove once again to be a major
stumbling block. But if so, the United States
will be in a strong moral and propaganda
position, U.N. people belleve.

The Secretary General is represented as
feeling he now has something negotiable to
work on. But whether the Vietcong having
believed themselves on the verge of milltary
victory, will agree to negotiate on any basis
for any purpose is considered problematical.
Strenuous efforts will be made to persuade
them to do so.

It is presumed here, without firm knowl-
edge, that Presidential roving Ambassador
W. Averell Harriman went to Moscow hop-
ing to induce Moscow to join in this pressure
on Hanol.

DOESN'T WANT U.N. DEBATE

If after a reasonable perlod—the word
“reasonable” has not been made preclse—
the Communists still refuse to negotiate, even
on a basis which includes their own pro-
posals, the United States is expected to
plunge into the war on a major scale.

The public phase of the American *peace
offensive” is regarded here ag useful but less
meaningful.

The UN. does not belleve the United
States really expects, or even wants, a public
debate on Vietnam in the U.N. Security
Council at this stage, despite an invitation
to Council members Friday by Delegate Gold-
berg to “somehow find the means to respond
effectively” to the southeast Asia “challenge.”

A public debate would virtually oblige the
Soviet Union to take a violent public pos-
ture critical of the United States, it is pointed
out, at a time when efforts are being made
to cushion the damaging impact of Vietnam
on Soviet-American relations and avoid a
future confrontation.

Moscow, too, is sald to be opposed to a
Vietnam debate in the U.N. Neither the
United States nor any other country has
formally moved for one.
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Repeated statements by Washington that
the United States is willing are taken as
gestures to American domestic critics, who
want the U.N. to help make peace, perhaps
without fully realizing what U.N. interven-
tion would mean at this stage.

JornsoN THROWS SUPPORT TO THANT
(By Max Freedman)

The eflect on the United Nations of Presi-
dent Johnson's new initiatives on Vietnam
can be summarized in two sentences, Up to
now Secretary General U Thant has been fol-
lowing his own instinects, working often at
haphazard, and always barren of results. Now
he is supported by the full authority of the
United States, the whole world knows it,
and he can act with new confidence and
assurance. In a situation filled with uncer-
tainty and danger his new bargaining power
is at least one small hope for peace,

In the past there has been rather savage
criticism of the Secretary General in the
American press. He has been accused of
being so impartial that he has seen no dif-
ference between Communist subversion and
the resistance offered by the United States.

This press criticism has received no sup-
port from the Johnson administration. As
a matter of dellberate and far-sighted policy,
Ambassador Adlal Stevenson and Secretary
of State Dean Rusk and the President all
wanted to preserve the Secretary General’s
undamaged authority. They knew the time
might come when the Secretary General
could be very useful in bringing the prob-
lems of Vietnam to the conference table.
Perhaps that time has not yet arrived but at
least he has begun to move in that direction.

It has often been said that the Secretary
General has no mandate to do anything in
this dispute since neither North Vietnam nor
China belongs to the United Nations. That
is not correct, Under the charter he has &
general mandate to bring to the attention
of the United Nations any problem disturb-
ing the peace. He is now able to use the pow-
ers of his office not only as they were defined
in the charter but as they were interpreted
and expanded by the late Secretary General
Dag Hammarskjold.

Beyond all question any hope of a nego-
tlated settlement rests on the Secretary Gen-
eral, Any effort made by an individual gov-
ernment to promote a settlement will be co-
ordinated with the work of the Secretariat
even if nothing is said of this cooperation
in public. Thus, the United Nations always
will be in the background and its authority
can be used at the right moment.

When he was asked if the United States
would support an immediate cease-fire, Am-
bassador Arthur Goldberg replied that a
cease-fire is without meaning unless it leads
to a negotiated settlement of the dispute.
There is another answer that is equally im-

t. The United States must be very
skeptical of any arrangement that seems to
give the Vietcong the title to the land that
they are holding at the time of the cease-fire.
Any such formula would weaken and dis-
member South Vietnam and make its sur-
vival as an independent political entity com-
pletely impossible.

This explains why the rulers of South
Vietnam are being so cautious about the role
of the United Nations. They want to know
what the United Nations can do to guarantee
that South Vietnam will in fact have a free
choice in a supervised election to chart its
own political course. The United States is
pledged to respect the freedom of South
Vietnam while being willing to accept the
unity of all Vietnam. This is a pleasant and
ingenious formula, so long as it does not
have to be tested, but it enshrines a contra-
diction and may fall apart under the pull
of events,

By every token, the BSecretary General
knows better than officlals in Washington
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how fragile and contradictory this principle
really is. He has asked for urgent studies
to be made on the problems of supervised
elections so that South Vietnam's freedom
of choice will be a reality rather than an
illusion. He also has made 1t clear that the
conference room must be a place for gen-
uine negotiations instead of being a place
where the mlilitary gains of the Communist
forces are ratified and accepted.

These two principles, deeply held at the
United Natlons, should reassure South Viet-
nam that no one is contemplating a diplo-
matic sellout in the abused name of peace.

In these early stages it is impossible to
know what the Soviet Union will do. If she
is ready to minimize the risks of war, she
will not use her veto or o ize resistance
to the United Nations effort. It all depends
on how far the Soviet Union wishes to go in
widening her quarrel with Communist China
and in reducing her influence in North Viet-
nam. The Secretary General is now trying
to find the answer to these questions by
delicate personal diplomacy.

Even China may hesitate before she re-
bukes and defles the United Natlons. Yet
the Secretary General, even if his present ef-
forts should fail, would have provided an-
other and conclusive proof of the desire of
the United States to find an honorable end
to the war in Vietnam.

REPORT UNITED STATES REJECTED PEACE BIp
Last FaLL
(By Darius 8. Jhabvala)

UwniTED NaTIONS, N.¥Y.—The Johnson ad-
ministration last fall rejected a proposal for
Vietnam peace talks that had been accepted
without conditions by Communist North
Vietnam, 1t was learned Saturday.

This information, from reliable sources, 18
in direct confllet with President Johnson’'s
statement at his July 28 press conference
that “we are ready now, as we have always
been, to move from the battlefield to the
conference table.”

The opportunity for a private and unpub-
licized discussion with representatives of the
Hanol regime occurred early last fall, at the
height of the U.S. presidential election cam-
paign.

NO CONDITIONS

The proposal, made by a non-Communist
Aslan diplomat, was accepted by Hanoi, which
did not set forth any conditions.

But the Johnson administration rejected
it, 1s is sald, for two reasons:

Mr. Johnson was engaged in the election
battle with former Senator Barry Goldwater,
who was advocating stronger U.S. military
action in the Vietnam war. If word of peace
talks had leaked out, Goldwater might have
capitalized on it as a sign of weakness and
damaged the Democratic campaign.

The South Vietnamese Government was in
turmoil. Opposition to the military regime
of Premier Nguyen Eanh was growing, and
Washington believed that negotiations with
the Communists might cause the government
to fall (it did fall later).

Saturday, an Informed State Department
source, asked about the story, replied, “The
President was never involved in that one.”
He sald it was one of many contacts over a
long period of time. "“There were contacts
going on almost every other week.”

ABOUT FROCEDURE

But, he said, this particular contact con-
cerned only the procedure for a meeting and
there was no hint that anything would come
from it.

He said “the election did not have anything
to do with it.”

The effort to initiate direct talks was made
shortly after the August 1964 Gulf of Tonkin
crisis, in which the United States conducted
its first two air strikes against North Viet-
nam in retaliation for PT boat attacks on
American warships in the gulf.
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That was 6 months before the present T.S.
alr offensive against North Vietnam began
last February 7.

Not long before it accepted the proposal
for direct talks, Hanol had rejected an in-
vitation by the United Nations Security
Council to participate in a debate on the
Gulf of Tonkin crisis with the comment that
only the signers of the 1954 Geneva accords
were competent to study “the war acts com-
mitted by the United States.” The United
States was not a signatory.

AT RANGOON

The proposal, suggesting Rangoon, Burma,
as a meeting place, was discussed at the U.N.
and then relayed to Hanol by an emissary of
the Soviet foreign ministry, There were
hints of such a propo:al at that time, but
its fate was never made public.

Later proposals for peace talks were turned
down by Hanol, and the sources sald Satur-
day they belleved the U.S, rejection of the
Rangoon talks caused Hanol to stiffen its
resistance to negotiations and to intensify
its support of the Vietcong guerrilla war
agalnst South Vietnam.

U.S. officials have said several times that
on no occasion has Hanol shown a willing-
ness to talk.

The sources pointed out Saturday that
last fall's U.8. rejection and Hanol accept-
ance of a negotiation proposal is now a foot-
note in history. They maintalned, however,
that had a meeting taken place, a road to
peace in Vietnam might have been mapped
out.

HANOI SEEN AS UNLIKELY AIR TARGET—HAR-

RIMAN, TAYLOR HINT STRONGLY THAT CITY

Wox'r BE HiT

(By Frank C. Porter)

W. Averell Harriman and Gen, Maxwell D.
Taylor both suggested yesterday that Hanol
is not a likely target in American air attacks
against North Vietnam.

“Although there has been no assurance
that we won't bomb Hanol,” Harriman sald,
“we are a long ways from it at the present
time.”

Taylor argued against bombing the North
Vietnamese capital on grounds that ‘“we need
the leadership in Hanoi to be intact to make
those essential decisions we hope they will
make at some time.” He would not say cate-
gorically, however, that the city 1s ruled out
as a future target.

RUSK'S WARNING

Although the Johnson administration has
repeatedly said it has no present plans to
strike Hanol, Secretary of Btate Dean Rusk
has warned there will be no privileged sanctu-
ary for supporters of the Vietcong insurgency.

But Harriman and Taylor appeared to
throw out strong hints that Hanol may be
indefinitely exempted.

And Harriman, U.S. Ambassador-at-Large
who recently returned from talks with Rus-
glan Premier Alexei N. Kosygin and four other
chiefs of state, went out of his way to calm
American fears of further. escalation of the
Vietnamese conflict.

Asked about a serious military confronta-
tion with Communist China, Harriman said,
“I see no reason we should stir up the public
to believing that is the danger. I do not
belleve it is a danger.”

But should such a confrontation with
China occur, Harriman told a panel on “Face
the Nation" (CBS, WTOP), “we would have
to count upon Moscow standing with Com-
munist allies.”

At the same time, Harriman said he came
back from Moscow “with a very strong feel-
ing that Mr. Kosygin and his colleagues are
as anxious as we are to prevent escalation.”

MOSCOW'S STAND STATED

He stressed that the Soviet Union cannot
play an overt role as peacemaker because
of its competition with Peiping for leadership
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of world communsim. “They may be able to
do things privately they are not able to do
publicly,” he added.

And although Moscow supports North
Vietnam and liberation movements generally
a8 the trend of the future, Harriman said
Eosygin told him the Russians “believe in
the 17th parallel (the dividing line between
North and South Vietnam), indicating that
there should be recognition of the rights of
the South Vietnamese people.”

In the same vein, Harriman said President
Tito of Yugoslavia made it plain to him that
South Vietnam should be allowed to have its
independence and that Tito regards China
as an aggressor nation and a dangerous one,

“And I wouldn't be surprised if that was
not only his view but also the Soviet view,”
Harriman added.

Taylor, former U.S. Ambassador to Saigon,
was interviewed on Meet the Press (NBC-TV-

WRC).

He sald he would expect additional Amer-
ican forces to follow the buildup to 125,000
men announced by the administration.
Asked if he thought a commitment of 300,000
to 400,000 might be needed later, Taylor said
he did not think such a large force will be
required.

He also was asked how long it might take
to end the U.S. involvement in Vietnam,

“I wouldn't expect anything less than 1 to
2 years,” Taylor sald.

General Taylor was reminded that in 1962
he and Defense Secretary Robert S. Me-
Namara had said the United States might be
able to wind up its involvement by Christ-
mas of that year.

“At that time we had not had the political
turbulence,” Taylor sald, referring to the
subsequent overthrow of the Diem govern-
ment and the long series of Saigon coups that
followed.

The lack of governmental stability and of
sufficient trained military manpower are
the two most pressing problems in South
Vietnam today, said Taylor.

But “the new and broadened U.S. commit-
ment” to fill that manpower gap has given an
“enormous lift" to South Vietnamese and
Americans alike, he explained,

American air attacks north of the 17th
parallel, Taylor said at another point, have
had “a very clear depressant effect’” on in-
filtration from the north.

UniTED STATES GAVE $350,000 FOR INDONESIA
REACTOR

(By Richard Halloran)

The United States has paid Indonesia
$350,000 to assist the southeast Asian nation
to operate a small atomic research reactor.

A State Department spokesman said yes-
terday that the sum was paid to fulfill an
atoms-for-peace agreement made in 1960.

The reactor, situated at the Technical In-
stitute of Bandung, was purchased from
General Dynamics and went Into operation
last spring with uranium fuel leased from
the United States.

Under terms of the agreement, the United
States granted the $350,000 after Indonesia
got the facility running. The funds were
given to Indonesia last month.

The United States must now decide wheth-
er to renew the b-year agreement, which ex-
pires September 20. In light of Indonesian
President Sukarno’s pointed anti-American
stance recently, the declsion has strong polit-
ical overtones.

No negotiations for renewing the agree-
ment have been started with the Indonesian
Government., The decision to go ahead or
not will be made by Secretary of State Dean
Rusk and may go to President Johnson for
approval.

If the United States decides not to renew
the agreement, a problem in getting Indo-
nesia to return the fuel may arise. Indonesia
so far has observed the inspection and safety
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aspects of the agreement. But Sukarno'’s re-
action to an adverse decision is unpredictable.

A second consideration is Sukarno’s recent
claims that Indonesia will soon have an
atomic bomb. Informed sources say that the
atoms-for-peace reactor cannot technically
be used to build a military weapon.,

The Bandung reactor is the only one known
to be operating in Indonesia. A Russian-
built suberitical reactor stopped running in
1963 when the Russians did not replenish the
fuel.

Another Soviet reactor is under construc-
tion but not operating.

American assistance to Indonesia’s atomic
program has been criticlzed at home and
abroad.

In EKuala Lumpur Thursday, Reuters re-
ported Malaysian Prime Minister Tunku
Abdul Rahman said:

“Although America says the reactor is only
meant for peaceful purposes, what guarantee
is there that Sukarno will not use it for de-
struction purposes?”

Sukarno has vowed that Indonesia will
“erush” Malaysia, which he considers a neo-
colonial federation.

Earlier this week, Representative WILLIAM
8. BroomrIELD, Republican, of Michigan, was
critical of American assistance to Indonesian
atomic research.

THROWING AWAY MARKETS—AND
FARMERS

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, Al
Capp, who is famed for his Lil Abner
comic strip, recently conjured up little
beings he designated as “Kigmies.”

“Kigmies” in the cartoon world,
ushered in an era of improved human re-
lations because they enjoyed nothing
more than a well-planted foot in the pos-
terior. Angry and frustrated human be-
ings could get relief from their frustra-
tions and anger by kicking a Kigmie,

I mention this because of efforts to
make real life Kigmies out of the wheat
producers of the United States.

American wheat producers have just
lost a share in the sale of 6.9 million tons
of wheat to Russia and Eastern Europe
within the past 2 weeks because of an
unbelievably foolish policy, demanded by
maritime unions and maintained by our
Government, of requiring 50 percent of
any wheat sold for dollars to Soviet bloe
countries to be carried in American ships
at nearly twice what it would cost to
move the wheat in foreign vessels.

The news last week told of Canadian
sales to a Russian trade delegation of 27.7
million bushels of wheat for shipment
from western Canada, and another 187
million bushels for shipment from east-
ern Canada, including wheat equivalent
of 400,000 tons of flour. A sale of 7 mil-
lion bushels to Czechoslovakia was ar-
ranged during the week, and an inde-
pendent purchase of 1.1 million tons was
made from Argentina.

The delivered cost of this wheat will
be about $500 million. The Canadian
wheat producers will recelve in excess of
$300 million.

Russia is going to need even more
wheat.

Dr. Richard Goodman of the Great
Plains Wheat Council advises me that the
best available information indicates the
Russian crop this year will be 40 to 41
million tons.

Between 1959 and 1963, the Russian
crop has averaged 60 million tons.
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Russia’s requirements are 55 million
tons for domestic consumption and 3 mil-
lion tons for export to satellites.

Assuming a 41-million-ton crop and 7
million tons of purchases to date, Rus-
‘sia is still 7 million tons short of a nor-
mal supply for domestic use and 10 mil-
lion tons of wheat short if her exports
are calculated. Russia still needs wheat
which we might sell if our unwise ship-
ping rules were rescinded.

According to press reports, Izvestia has
started indicating to the Russian people
that corn is a fine cereal.

There are indications that Mr. Kosygin
is conditioning his people for the news
that they must tighten their belts on
wheat consumption in the year ahead.
She has booked just about all the wheat
Canada can spare until she is certain of
yields from the bumper crop that ap-
pears sure to be harvested in the western
provinces. Argentina and Australia are
out of the market at least until they
know the size of their 1966 crop. And
Russia has made one thing clear in the
past: she will not pay more for Amer-
ican products than other purchasers from
the United States have to pay, which is
one effect of our 50 percent U.S. ship-
ping requirement.

We are denying American wheat farm-
ers access to a profitable commercial
market by our self-defeating shipping
requirement. We are asking Soviet pur-
chasers to pay 11 to 12 cents per bushel
more for wheat than other countries are
asked to pay—because of the requirement
that 50 percent must be shipped in U.S.
ships. As a consequence, we are not
selling a single bushel of wheat to the
Russians or Eastern Europeans and there
is every indication that they will con-
tinue to buy from our competitors or
substitute corn as a cereal, before they
will patronize us at extra cost, even as
a residual demand supplier.

The shipping regulation, designed to
placate two or three maritime unions, is
helping no one at all. It is giving them
50 percent of nothing. It is depriving
the United States of an opportunity to
improve its balance of payments position
by hundreds of millions of dollars.

While Canadian farmers are expe-
riencing an economic boom and going
into all out production, our wheat farm-
ers are suffering from inadequate markets
and from drastically curtailed produc-
tion. While we develop a farm program
paying people not to produce, the Ca-
nadians are forging ahead, increasing
wheat acreage.

Mr. President, there is absolutely no
reasonable justification for this self-de-
feating shipping restriction. It helps no
one. It hurts virtually everybody. If
anyone draws any satisfaction from the
false hope that this silly shipping re-
striction is hurting the Russians and the
East Europeans he should simply take
a look at the Russian purchase mis-
sions which are securing grain from our
competitors all over the world. All we
are doing is sticking our heads in the
sand at a cost of several hundred mil-
lion dollars a year to ourselves while we
invite our competitors to develop a mo-
nopoly in the Russian and East Euro-
pean wheat markets.
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It is hard for me to understand how
the same labor leaders who ask us to vote
for the repeal of section 14(b) of the
Taft-Hartley law on the ground that it
hurts the economy can now stand in the
way of removing a much more damaging
restriction on our economy. There are
many more compelling reasons for re-
moving the irrational restriction on
American wheat sales than there are for
repealing section 14(b). I for one have
very little enthusiasm for a crusade
against 14(b) at a time when top labor
leaders are insisting on pointless restric-
tions on the shipment of American
wheat.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have appear in the REcorp at
this point two editorials from the Min-
neapolis Tribune. The first appeared
Sunday, August 8, and calls for termina-
tion of the 50-percent shipping require-
ment. The second appeared Saturday,
August 14, as a reply to an article by
David Lawrence, appearing in the same
paper, in regard to wheat sales.

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

[From the Minneapolis (Minn.)
Aug. 8, 1965]
LET's SELL MoRre U.S. WHEAT ABROAD

Senator GeorGe McGoveErN, Democrat, of
South Dakota, has asked that Amerlca drop
the requirement that 50 percent of cash sales
to the Soviet bloc be shipped in U.S. vessels.
The regulation boosts the price of U.S, wheat
by 11 to 15 cents a bushel and exports have
dropped to almost nothing.

Yet a Russian delegation is in Canada right
now negotiating for wheat. The United
States clamps acreage controls on wheat-
growing and has a carryover of 800 million
bushels. Canada and Australia have virtu-
ally no carryover, thanks largely to sales to
Communist countries, and they are encour-
aging farmers to grow more wheat. Can-
ada’s wheat acreage last year was up 30 per-
cent from the 1955-59 average, Australia’s
60 percent.

The U.S. maritime Industry, and particu-
larly its labor force, exacted the 50-percent
promise from President Kennedy when
American wheat went to Russia in 1963-64.
But the uproar then, and the consequent
higher price for U.S. wheat because U.S. ships
charge higher rates, has turned away Rus-
slan buyers and there are no shipments,
Thus Senator McGoverN sensibly called for
giving up the 50-percent-or-nothing regula-
tion.

A big share of Canadian and Australian
wheat exports go to Red China. In part the
wheat replaces more expensive rice which the
Chinese sell abroad for hard currency. The
United States is not presently interested in
trading with Communist China, but certainly
American agriculture would benefit from
more farm product sales to the Soviet bloc in
Europe.

It's time to talk turkey to maritime man-
agement and labor,

Tiibune,

[From the Minneapolis (Minn,) Tribune,
Aug. 14, 1965]

Enp EmBARGO oN U.S. WHEAT TO RUSSIA

David Lawrence implies in his column on
this page that the sale of American wheat to
the Soviet Union would undermine our war
effort in Vietnam. That's a highly ques-
tionable argument.

First of all, we aren’t selling any wheat to
Russia. Our Commerce Department won't
issue export licenses unless the U.S. sellers
promise to send half the wheat in U.S, ships.
That boosts the costs so high that U.S.
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wheat can't compete with Capadian, Aus-
tralian or Argentine wheat, which is sent in
cheaper foreign vessels,

We send the Sovlet Union soybean oil, tal-
low and just about every other farm com-
modity without export licenses. But mari-
time unions and some shipping lines raised
a fuss 2 years ago about wheat going to Rus-
sla In forelgn bottoms. President Kennedy,
to appease the unions, sald half of future
shipments would go in U.S. craft.

The Commerce Department enforces the
arrangement by requiring export licenses for
wheat. The Department of Agriculture has
asked the Commerce Department to rescind
the wheat license requirement. The White
House has sald that farm exports to the
Soviet bloc are in the mational interest. It
therefore seems time for President Johnson
to tell Commerce to end Its arrangement
with the maritime unions.

Labor isn't gettlng anything out of the
present deal, since there are no wheat ship-
ments. But the taxpayer may get soaked.
As U.S. wheat surpluses pile up it may be
necessary to pay farmers to retire more
wheat acres. The storage costs on Govern-
ment-held wheat are enormous. But Can-
ada and Australia have no wheat surpluses,
They are selling vast amounts to the Soviet
Union.

Russia is sending little or no wheat to Red
China. The U.S.S.R. has a short crop this

" year, far less than it needs at home. And
relations between Moscow and Peking con-
tinue strained. Rather than U.S. wheat
sales to Russia circumventing our efforts in
Vietnam, they might help us indirectly there.

Mr, McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to place in the
REecorp an editorial from the New York
Times of August 13, deploring our loss of
a share of the Eastern wheat trade and
condemning political strikes by the mari-
time unions.

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

Lost OPPORTUNITIES IN WHEAT

The United States is the odd man out in
the huge wheat purchases being made by the
Soviet Union. Canada and Argentina have
received windfalls largely because U.S. wheat
is too costly as a result of the Government's
discriminatory requirement that 50 percent
of wheat exports to Soviet-bloc countries
must be shipped In American vessels.

The United States exclusion is unfortunate
on many counts., Sales from the Nation's
surplus would have meant greater prosperity
in farming districts. They would also have
increased the trade surplus in the Nation’s
balance of payments. Beyond these economic
gains, the sales would have given tangible
expression to the Johnson administration’s
desire to improve relations with the Soviet
Union.,

Even so, the big Russian purchases are
important to the West. For Canada they
mean higher incomes in agriculture, the one
area of her economy that has not been enjoy-
ing boom conditions, and a cut in the big
deficit in the Capadian balance of payments.
As far as Argentina is concerned, the inflow
of scarce dollars will have an even more
significant impact on her inflation-racked,
capital-short economy.

The United States itself will reap benefits
indirectly. If the Russians pay for a good
portion of their purchases by selling gold in
London, the Treasury will not have to supply
as much gold from Its own dwindling stock
to meet the demands of private and official
sellers of dollars. Thus the Russians will be
helping to calm the nervousness that has
threatened to curb international trade and
investment.

The West also is bolstered by the continued
demand for grains from the country that
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had once been the granary of Europe. The
Soviet Union has made great advances in in-
dustrialization and technology. but it has
utterly failed to match the revolution that
has taken place in American agriculture.
And because Russia has to depend on outside
sources of food supply, its leaders must recog-
nize the desirability of stremgthening their
relations with those who can meet their
needs.

It is ironic that the United States, which is
the champion of liberalized trade and which
has wheat to sell, cannot participate in this
trade with Russia because of the high cost
of American shipping. Yet the very unions
that have done most to make the American
merchant marine uneconomic are the chief
insisters on quota preference guarantees.
Becretary of Commerce John T. Connor has
accurately testified that, if the shipping re-
strictions were eliminated, the almost certain
result would be a protest strike by dock and
maritime unions.

A large part of the merchant fleet 1s al-
ready strike-bound for reasons that are a
compound of economics and interunion war-
fare. Political strikes are just one more of
the factors that contribute to the demise of
American shipping; they also undermine our
prosperity and our foreign policy.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
also ask unanimous consent that an edi-
torial from the Washington Star, urging
that we sell wheat to Russia on the same
terms as anyone else, be printed in the
RECoRD.

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

WHEAT ¥OorR RuUSSIA

Considering the hullabaloo raised in rigid
anti-Communist circles by Canada’'s wheat
sale to Russia 2 years ago, it 18 encouraging
that the announcement of a new whopping
214-million bushel deal has aroused hardly a
murmur of criticism.

In fact it is a good deal from everyone's
point of view. The Canadians of course are
delighted to find such a ready market for
what promises to be a record wheat harvest
this year. For the Russians the purchase is
a necessity forced on them by the still glaring
deficiencies of their agricultural program.
For the rest of the world it is a hopeful sign
of growing maturity and reasonableness in
dealings between the Soviet Unlon and the
West.

From an economic standpoint there is
nothing in this transaction which favors
Russia in a competitive way. Leaders of the
Soviet trade mission in Toronto have made
it clear that they hope to increase their ex-
ports to Canada to cover some of the $450
million cost of the wheat purchases. In the
meantime, however, there is a lively possi-
billty that they will be forced to dispose of
a fairly hefty chunk of Russia's dwindling
gold reserves to foot the Canadian bill.

From a political point of view the West has
no more interest in keeping Russians on
short rations than the Soviet Government
has. Liberalization of trade between the
two blocs is, indeed, an essential feature of
the interpenetration of goods, people, and
ideas, along with decreasing antagonism
which 1s the announced policy of virtually
every Western government.

There are still some, to be sure, who feel
that any “traffic with the enemy,” in wheat
or anything else, is little short of treason.
But fortunately this adamatine brand of
anticommunism is a good deal less fashion-
able today than it used to be. And dogmatic
rigidities on both sides of the Iron Curfaln
are beginning to give way.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, fi-
nally, I ask unanimous consent to place
in the REcORD & release by Great Plains
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Wheat, Inc., reporting a telezram sent
by the association to the President and
the other indicating that the United
States might have had half of the Rus-
silan wheat business which amounts te
1,260 trainloads of wheat—359,785 truck-
loads, and about 25 million bushels more
wheat than is produced in South Dakota,
North Dakota, and Colorado combined.

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

PrESs RELEASE BY GREAT PLAINS WHEAT, INC.

Eansas Crry, Kans.—The announcement
today that Russia has just completed the
purchase of 6.9 million metric tons of wheat
from Canada and Argentina has prompted
an urgent request by Howard W. Hardy, pres-
ident of Great Plains Wheat, Inc. to President
Lyndon Johnson,

In the telegram to Presldent Johnson,
Hardy urged that every effort be made to
lift the restriction of the 50 percent U.S.-flag
requirement on shipping of U.S. wheat to the
Boviet bloe. “Much of the business that has
gone to Canada could have been ours had it
not been for this shipping requirement,”
Hardy sald. "“Additional wheat export busi-
ness with Russia as well as a large amount
for Eastern Europe is yet to be contracted
and the United States can still realize most
of this business if the shipping requirement
is lifted.”

Of the 6.9 million tons sold to Russia,
700,000 metric tons were purchased from
Canada via Vancouver last week, 1,200,000
metric tons from Argentina late Tuesday
and 5 million metric tons from Canada via
the St. Lawrence Seaway Wednesday.

According to Hardy, more than one-half of
this sale would have been purchased from
the United States had there been no 50 per-
cent shipping requirement. In explaining
‘the U.S. shipping barrier the grain marketing
assoclation's president sald the Government's
requirement that a full 50 percent of wheat
cargoes to Russian bloc countries move on
US.-flag merchant ships 1s a major deter-
rent in American marketing :

“The requirement is understandable in
terms of foreign ald cargoes,” Hardy sald,
“but makes little sense when applied to
purely commercial dollar sales.”

Hardy pointed out that the 50-percent
requirement is only an administrative ruling
and could be removed by the stroke of a pen.

“The effect of this recent wheat sale to
Russia by Canada and Argentina is a tre-
mendous loss to the economy of the Ameri-
can wheat farmer. The 6.9 million metric
tons of wheat is equivalent to 251,850,000
bushels of wheat or a total acreage of 8,-
930,000. This represents 17.9 percent of all
acres planted in the United States, including
all classes of wheat,” Hardy said.

“The American wheat farmer is by no
means the only segment of our economy af-
fected by this recent Russian wheat sale,” he
sald. “Rallroads, trucking firms, and steam-
ship lines, and the thousands of men and
women employed by them have suffered a
great loss.

“The Russian sales represent 125,025 rail-
road boxcar loadings or 1,260 trainloads,

“The sale represents 359,785 truckloadings,

“The sale represents 460 steamship load-
ings figuring 15,000 metric tons per load.

“Another aspect of this sale to Russia
shows that the purchase represents 251, mil-
lion bushels of wheat more than the total
production of all classes of wheat from the
States of North Dakota, South Dakota, and
Colorado.

“This figure is nearly the entire antici-
pated wheat production of Kansas for 1965
and Is 111,751,000 bushels more than the
total production this year in the State of
Oklahoma.
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“On the average price of 870 per ton, this
Russlan wheat sale represents a staggering
$483-million volume loss to the United
States,” Hardy saild.

DOMESTIC WHEAT BATTLE

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
would like to turn to what is happening
to wheat producers on the domestic
market scene.

The House of Representatives will
vote tomorrow or the next day on an
omnibus farm bill. The bill contains a
provision that U.S. producers who limit
their production shall receive certifi-
cates assuring them 100 percent of par-
ity return for wheat used for food in this
country.

Two bakery unions and two dozen
baking companies, including giant con-
cerns which have pleaded nolle conten-
dere to price fixing, have organized a
wheat users committee to oppose the
higher certificate value.

The higher certificate value would in-
crease the cost of wheat in a 1-pound
bakery product by 7 mills—seven-tenths
of a penny. It would thus increase the
cost of bread from 21.6 cents per pound
loaf to 22.3 cents if passed on to the
consumer.

In 1948, Mr. President, a loaf of bread
cost 1314 cents.

The farmer got 2.7 cents for the wheat
in it.

Today the farmer gets only 2.5 cents
for the wheat in a loaf of bread—less
than in 1948.

But the price of the bread has gone
from 131 to 21.6 cents to pay higher
wages, increased transportation costs,
and increased bakery returns.

When the bakery workers go for
higher wages and increase the cost of
bread to consumers, nothing is said of
a bread tax by the labor unions. When
transportation rates go up, nothing is
said of a bread tax. When the giant
bakery concerns stretch out their returns
a bit, they do not accuse themselves of
levying a bread tax.

But let it be proposed to give the
farmers of America a fair return for the
product of their labor and capital, and
it becomes a bread tax.

When wheat prices look as if they
might go down, the bakeries and their
allies regard wheat price as an inconse-
quential part of the cost of bread, which
have little or no effect on price.

In May 1963, after the wheat pro-
ducers had voted “No” in a referendum
on compulsory acreage controls, and it
looked as if the price of wheat would
drop 75 cents a bushel, the immediate
response from the baking industry was
that there would be no effect on bread
prices.

The New York Times of May 22, 1963,
quoted a baker as saying that the price
of bread would not be affected by the
wheat price decline because wheat is too
small a part of the cost of bread, adding:

As long as the customer wants a fresh,
wholesome loaf of bread produced by a
decently pald bakery employee in an ex-
tremely competitive market, we will have to
spend the money on preservative chemlcals,
vitamins and other additives, packaging,
salaries, and other things, of which flour is
the least important factor.
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The National Grange has suggested
that perhaps Congress should take a look
at the bakery companies which have
jointly announced that an increase of
seven-tenths of a penny in wheat cost
would cause bread prices to rise 2 cents
a loaf. Itisa different story when wheat
prices are going up—entirely different.
Then wheat becomes a big factor in
price.

On Friday, August 13, the Grange
called on Attorney General Katzenbach
to “take prompt and vigorous action to
protect consumers from the illegitimate
trust.”

The Grange names members of the
Wheat Users Committee, now threaten-
ing the Nation with a rise in bread prices
of nearly 300 percent of the proposed in-
crease in wheat value, in their effort to
defeat the proposal to pay wheat farmers
a decent return.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to place the Grange statement in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrp, as follows:

For RELEASE BY THE NATIONAL GRANGE

WasHinegToN, D.C., August 13.—The Na-
tional Grange today protested the antitrust
activities of the bread bakery industry.

In a telegram to U.B. Attorney General
Nicholas deB. Eatzenbach, the Grange called
for “prompt and vigorous action to protect
consumers from the illegitimate trust.”

The trust involves American Bakerles, of
Chicago, Ill., and Ward Baking Co., of New
York, N.Y., both recently enjoined by Federal
court in Jacksonville, Fla. A third member
is General Baking Co., which has an inter-
locking directorate with Ward. Others op-
erating under Federal restralning orders are
Derst Baking Co., of Savannah, Ga.; Flowers
Baking Co., of Thomasville, Ga.; Southern
Bakerles Co., of Atlanta, Ga.; and the Na-
tions largest—Continental Baking Co.

In the telegram, the Grange pralsed the
U.S. Department of Justice for its July 29
consent judgment which forbids the com-
%snlea to engage in anticompetitive activi-

es.

“The judgment,” National Grange Legisla-
tive Representative Harry L. Graham sald,
“applies to civilian consumers only in Florida
and Georgia.” He pointed out it does not
restrain the companies from price fixing in
the other States in which they operate.

According to their last annual reports,
American, General, and Ward bakeries oper-
ate 131 bakeries, with 206 distribution cen-
ters including subsldiaries and affiliates.

“The three,” Graham sald, “represent the
largest sales and second largest earnings in
the bread bakery business.”

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, it
has been extremely gratifying to me that
many leading newspapers have supported
the proposed increase in domestic wheat
certificate values.

The Des Moines Register and Tribune,
in an editorial June 29, called the bread
tax argument being made by the bak-
eries and the bakery unions, a “phony”
argument.

The St. Louis Post-Dispatch calls the
pread tax charge an exaggerated argu-
ment and suggests that one way or an-
other, additional returns must be pro-
vided “if the Great Society is ever to
incorporate its diminishing rural pop-
ulation.”

August 16, 1965

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to include the two editorials in the
RECORD. :

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

[From the Des Moines (Iowa) Register,
June 29, 1965]

BrEAD TAX CHARGE

‘The attack against the wheat acreage diver-
slon and price support program as a bread
tax on consumers is one of the more cynical
pleces of political demagogy to be practiced
lately. This program requires domestic
processors of wheat to buy certificates worth
75 cents a bushel and exporters to buy cer-
tificates worth 30 cents a bushel. The cer--
tificates are given to farmers as a part of
their payment for complying with acreage
restrictions.

Since the certificate program began, the
price support loan on wheat has been reduced
from $2 a bushel to $1.25. The average
“blend” certificate value, which depends on
the ratio of domestic to export sales, last year
was 43 cents and this year is to be 44 cents.
The total support price to wheat growers this
year will average $1.69 per bushel, as com-
pared with $2 in 1962.

The domestic miller will pay about the
same for wheat this year as In 1962, since
the market price plus the certificate will
cost about $2 per bushel.

The “bread tax" charge is based on the
fact that part of the price support cost now
is paid by the public as consumers instead of
taxpayers. The flour millers pass on the cost
of the certificates in the price of flour.

The bread tax charge 1s cynical because
everyone knows the price of bread is only
slightly related to the price of wheat. The
cost of wheat makes up less than 20 percent
of the retail price of bread and other bakery
products. About 80 percent of the price is
made up of processing and marketing costs.

The total cost of wheat to flour millers is no
higher than it was 3 years ago and is lower
than it was in the early 1950's when price
supports were higher. Yet the prices of bread
and other wheat products are considerably
higher because of increased labor and other
manufacturing costs.

The price of white bread has risen every
year since 1950 but not because the price of
wheat went up. If the wheat program is ex-
tended by Congress and the administration
recommendations are approved, the wheat
certificates will be increased in value. Since
the cost of wheat in a loaf of bread is
around 2 cents, raising the certificate value
to 8125 (a 20-percent increase in the total
cost of wheat to the miller) could not justify
as much as a 1-cent increase in the price of
bread.

If this part of the subsidy is paid in the
form of a charge on consumers instead of
taxpayers, it cannot affect low-income con-
sumers perceptibly.

Whether it Is a good idea to raise the re-
turns to wheat growers by any method Is a
separate question. But the method of a
higher certificate value should not be dis-
carded on such phony ground as the bread
tax argument.

[From the St. Louis (Mo.) Post-Dispatch,
Aug. 10, 1965]
A RuraL REscUE AcT

If the Johnson administration could apply
the same consensus strategy to farm policy
that it has so successfully applied to several
major new bills, the result would be a bold
new farm program. But there is no con-
sensus on farm policy.

Consequently Congress faces a fight over
the administration bill reported by the House
Agriculture Committee. The fight pits what
Secretary of Agriculture Freeman calls the
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Bread Trust against what his opponents term
a bread tax.

These charges focus public attention on
only one aspect of the farm bill: the wheat
provision. It would require wheat processors
to buy certificates at $1.25 a bushel, instead
of 75 cents. The 50-cent increase, plus reg-
ular price supports at $1.25, would give the
farmer $2.50 a bushel—or nearly parity.

No doubt the processors would pass the
increased certificates charge on to consum-
ers. So the processors, joined by the Ameri-
can Farm Bureau Federation, speak of a
bread tax. It is an exaggerated charge. The
Agriculture Committee majority doubts that
the new costs to processors would add as
much as a penny to their costs on a loaf of
bread. The farmer receives only about 3
cents for the wheat in one loaf, and though
the retail price has gone up 8 cents in recent
years, the farmer has not had any share of
the rise.

Secretary Freeman bases his counterattack
partly on the fact that five major processors
among 3,500 baking firms enjoyed 57 percent
of the baking industry’s profits (after taxes).
His exaggerated talk of a bread trust does
not prove, however, that a few companies set
the price of bread. It does suggest the lrony
of such industrial giants suddenly rushing to
the defense of the poor farmer and the poor
consumer,

In all this flamboyant propaganda there is
the question of the extent to which the bur-
den of farm subsidies should be transferred
from the taxpayer to the consumer. In
theory, tax-supported subsidies are fairer.
In practice, if the House committee and Mr.
Freeman are right, the consumer should pay
very little more for bread—while the Govern-
ment saves more than $150 million a year and
ralses wheat farmers’ income by as much.

This will be a neat trick if it works, and it
is worth a trial. It is worth a trial because
the alternatives of no farm bill or of con-
tinued high Federal costs are unacceptable,
and because a slight shift in the cost of food
to the people who buy it makes some sense.

Primarily it is worth a trial because rural
America lives increasingly close to poverty
and needs help. Only 400,000 of 3 million
farmers earn anything near parity income
despite the flight from farm to city. We
would prefer to see a farm +with
payments graduated to individual need, but
surely the Nation’s food costs must be grad-
uated to the needs of its food producers.

Today 8 percent of the population produces
food for all the population. Despite this
record of general efficlency, farm prices have
dropped 15 percent in 17 years while living
costs have increased 35 percent. America
spends less on food, proportionately, than
any other country, but farmers as a whole do
not enjoy a proportionate share of the pros-
perity they have helped to create.

Well-fed Americans can afford to pay a
little more for food. One way or another they
will have to do so, if the Great Soclety is ever
to incorporate ite diminishing rural popula-
tion.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, if
America wants to continue to enjoy
abundant food at the lowest real cost
any nation ever enjoyed—less than 18
percent of income—some consideration
is going to have to be shown for the pro-
ducers of that food.

The producers are not Kigmies.

If they continue to be treated as such,
the day will not be far off that a few
huge corporations will control agricul-
tural production, as they now control the
bulk of baking, and food prices will, in
my opinion, begin to rise substantially.

The Nation will then know what bread
taxes and food taxes, assessed by a
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monopolistic food production industry,
really are.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8283) to expand the war
on poverty and enhance the effectiveness
of programs under the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964, which had been
reported from the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, with an amend-
ment to strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Economic
Opportunity Amendments of 1865".
AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I—YOUTH PROGRAMS
Job Corps—Cuban refugees
Sec. 2. Section 104(a) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following: “For
purposes of this subsection, any native and
citizen of Cuba who arrived in the United
States from Cuba as a nonilmmigrant or as
a parolee subsequent to January 1, 1059,
under the provisions of section 214(a) or
212(d) (5), respectively, of the Immigration
and Nationality Act shall be considered a
permanent resident of the United States.”

Job Corps—Enrollee affidavits

Sec. 3. Section 104(d) of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended to read as
follows: “(d) Each enrollee (other than an
enrollee who is a native and citizen of Cuba
described in section 104(a) of this Act) must
take and subscribe to an oath or affirmation
in the following form: ‘I do solemnly swear
(or afiirm) that I bear true faith and
allegiance to the United States of America
and will support and defend the Constitu-
tlon and laws of the United States agalnst
all its enemies foreign and domestic’. The
provisions of section 1001 of title 18, United
States Code, shall be applicable to the oath
or affirmation required under this subsec-
tion.”

Job Corps—Application of Federal Em-

ployees’ Compensation Act

SEc. 4. Section 106(c) (2) (A) of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended
retroactive to January 1, 1965, to read as
follows:

“(A) The term ‘performance of duty' in
the Federal Employees’ Compensation Act
shall not include any act of an enrollee while
absent from his or her assigned post of duty,
except while participating in an activity (in-
cluding an activity while on pass or during
travel to or from such post of duty) author-
ized by or under the direction and supervi-
slon of the Corps.”

Job Corps—Enrollee work activities

Sec. 5. Section 110 of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964 is amended by inserting
the word “male” before the word “enrollees”
in the first sentence.

Sec. 6. Section 114(a) of the Economic Op-
portunity Act is amended by adding a new
unnumbered paragraph following the end of
subsection (a), as follows:

“For the purposes of this subsection, any
native and citizen of Cuba who arrived in
the United States from Cuba as a nonimmi-
grant or as a parolee subsequent to January
1, 1959, under the provisions of section 214
(a) or 212(d) (6), respectively, of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act shall be consid-
ered a permanent resident of the United
States.”

Work training programs—Limitations on
Federal assistance

Sec. 7. The first sentence of section 115 of

the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 is
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amended by striking out “two" and inserting
in leu thereof “three”, and by striking out
“, or June 30, 1966, whichever is later,”.

Work-study programs—Limitations on
Federal assistance

BEec. 8. Section 124(f) of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by striking
out “two” and inserting in lieu thereof
“three”, and by striking out “or June 30,
1966, whichever is later,”.

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE II-—URBAN AND RURAL
COMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAMS
Community action programs—Public
information

Sec. 9. Section 202(a) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by strik-
ing out “and” at the end of paragraph (3),
by striking out the period at the end of para-
graph (4) and inserting in lieu thereof *;
and”, and by adding at the end thereof the
following new paragraph:

“(6) which includes provision for feasi-
ble access of the public to information in-
cluding, but not limited to, reasonable op-
portunity for public hearings at the request
of appropriate local community groups, and
reasonable public access to books and records
of the agency or agencies engaged in the
development, conduct, and administration of
the program, in accordance with procedures
approved by the Director.”

Sec, 10. Section 205(a) of the Economic
Opportunity Act is amended as follows:

Between the words “Including” and “em-
ployment” in the last sentence of subsection
(a), insert the words: “but not limited to”.

Between the words “management,” and
“welfare” in the last sentence of subsection
(a), insert the words: “family planning, con-
sulz&er credit education, consumer debt coun-
seling,".

Special programs for the chronically unem-
ployed poor

8Eec. 11. Section 205 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by redesig-
nating subsection (d) as subsection (f) and
adding after subsection (c) a new subsection
(d) as follows:

“(d) The Director is authorized to make
grants under this section for special pro-
grams (1) which involve activities directed
to the needs of those chronieally unemployed
poor who have poor employment prospects
and are unable, because of age or otherwise,
to secure appropriate employment or train-
ing assistance under other programs, (2)
whiceh, in addition to other services provided,
will enable such persons to participate in
projects for the betterment or beautification
of the community or area served by the pro-
gram, including without limitation activities
which will contribute to the management,
conservation, or development of natural
resources, recreational areas, Federal, State,
and local government parks, highways, and
other lands, and (3) which are conducted In
accordance with standards adequate to as-
sure that the program is in the public inter-
est and otherwise consistent with policies
applicable under this Act for the protection
of employed workers and the maintenance of
basic rates of pay and other suitable condi-
tions of employment.”

General community action programs—Self-
help housing rehabilitation

SEec. 12. Section 2056 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by adding
the following new subsection:

“(e) In extending assistance under this
sectlon the Director shall also give special
consideration to programs which will,
through self-help, rehabilitate substandard
housing and provide instruction in basie
skills associated with such rehabilitation:
Provided, That such programs will not result
in the displacement of employed workers.”
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General community action programs—Limi-
tions on Federal assistance

Bec. 18 (a) The first sentence of section
208(a) of the Economic Opportunity Act of
1964 is amended by striking out “two” and
inserting in lieu thereof “three”, and by strik-
ing out “, or June 30, 1966, whichever is
later,".

(b) Section 208 of such Act is amended
by redesignating subsection (b) as subsec-
tion (¢) and inserting a new subsection (b)
as follows:

“(b) The Director is authorized to pre-
gcribe regulations establishing objective cri-
terla pursuant to which assistance may be
reduced below 90 per centum for such com-
munity action programs or components as
have received assistance under section 205
for a period prescribed in such regulations.”

(c) Section 208(c) of such Act (as so re-
designated by subsection (b) of this section)
is amended by adding at the end thereof a
new sentence as follows: “The requirement
imposed by the preceding sentence shall be
subject to such regulations as the Director
may adopt and promulgate establishing ob-
jective criteria for determinations covering
situations where a literal application of such
requirement would result in unnecessary
hardship or otherwise be inconsistent with
the purposes sought to be achleved.”

Participation of State activities

Sec. 14. Section 209(a) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by in-
serting before the perlod the following: “in-
cluding, but not limited to, continuing con-
sultation with appropriate State agencies
on the development, conduct, and adminis-
tration of such programs,

Disapproval of plans
Sec. 15. Section 209(c) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is repealed. Sub-
section “(d)" is redesignated “(c)".
Notices

Sec, 16. Sectlon 209 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended by adding
at the end thereof the following:

“{d) When the Director recelves an ap-
plication from a private nonproflt agency for
a community action program to be carried on
in a community in which there is a com-
munity action agency carrying on a number
of component programs, he shall, within five
days, give notice to such community action
agency of the receipt of such application.
When the Director determines that a sepa-
rate contract or grant is desirable and prac-
tical and that special cause has been shown,
he is authorized to make a grant directly to,
or to contract directly with, such agency.

Sec. 17. Section 211 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is retitled to include
the words “POLITICAL ACTIVITIES AND" pre-
ceding the word “PREFERENCE”.

Section 211 of such Act is further amended
by inserting a new subsection (a), as fol-
lows, and redesignating existing section 211
as subsection “(b)";

“(a) Any person who is employed by any
agency administering or conduecting a com-
munity action program recelving assistance
under this part and whose salary is paid in
principal part from funds appropriated pur-
suant to this part, shall be deemed to be an
officer or employee of a State or local agency
for the purposes and within the meaning of
the Act entitled ‘An Act to prevent pernicious
political activities', approved August 2, 1939
(53 Stat. 1147), as amended.”

Adult basic education programs—
Payments; Federal share

Sec. 18. Section 216(b) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by strik-
ing out “and the fiscal year ending June
80, 1966,” and inserting In lieu thereof “and
each of the two succeeding fiscal years,”.
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Adult basic education programs—
Teacher training

Sec. 19. Part B of title II of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended—

(1) by striking out “From the sums ap-
propriated to carry out this title” In section
213(a) and inserting in lieu thereof “From
so much of the sums appropriated or allo-
cated to carry out this part as is not reserved
pursuant to section 218"; and

(2) by redesignating sectlon 218 as sec-
tion 219 and inserting immediately after sec-
tion 217 the following new section 218:

“Teacher training projecis

“Bec. 218. Not to exceed 5 per centum of
the sums appropriated or allocated to carry
out this part for any fiscal year may be re-
served and used by the Director to provide
(directly or by contract), or to make grants
to colleges and universities, State or local
educational agencies, or other appropriate
public or private nonprofit agenciles or
organizations to provide training to persons
engaged or preparing to engage as instruc-
tors for individuals described in section 212,
with such stipends and allowances, if any
(including travellng and subsistence ex-
penses), for persons undergoing such train-
ing and their dependents as the Director
may by or pursuant to regulation deter-
mine."

Voluntary assistance program for meedy
children

Sec. 20. Title II of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964 is amended by striking
out part C thereof, and by redesignating part
D as part C and section 221 as section 220.

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE III—SPECIAL PROGRAM
TO COMBAT POVERTY IN RURAL AREAS

Sec. 21. In title IIT of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 in the heading *“ParT
A—AuTHORITY To MAKE GRANTS AND LOANS",
delete the words “GranTs AND” and the dash
after the word “make” in the first subse-
quent sentence and the subsequent number
“(1)".

Cooperative associations—Prohibition of

loans to assist manufacturing

Sec. 22. Section 3056(f) of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by in-
serting immediately before the period at the
end thereof the following proviso: *: Pro-
vided, That packing, canning, cooking, freez-
ing, or other processing used in preparing or
marketing edible farm products, including
dairy products, shall not be regarded as
manufacturing merely by reason of the fact
that it results in the creation of a new or
different substance.”

Assistance for migrant and seasonally em-
ployed agricultural employees
Bec. 23. Section 311 of the Economic Op=~
portunity Act of 1964 is amended to read as
follows:

“Migranis and seasonally employed agricul-
tural employees

“Sec. 311, The Director is authorized to
develop and implement a program of loans,
loan guarantees, and grants to assist State
and local agencies, private nonprofit institu-
tions, and cooperatives in establishing, ad-
ministering, and operating programs which
will meet, or substantially and primarily con-
tribute to meeting, the special needs of mi-
gratory workers and seasonal farm laborers
and theilr families in the fields of housing,
sanitation, education, and day care of
children."”

Sec. 24. Section 331(c) of the Economic
Opportunity Act is amended by striking the
words “January 31, 19656" and inserting in
lieu thereof the words “June 30, 1966".

AMENDMENT TO TITLE V—WORK EXPERIENCE
PROGRAM

Sec. 25. Section 502 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended (1) by
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inserting after the first sentence thereof the
following new sentence: “Workers in farm
families with less than $1,200 net family in-
come shall be considered unemployed for the
purposes of this title.”, and (2) by striking
out of the last sentence the following: “for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1965,".

AMENDMENTS TO TITLE VI—ADMINISTRATION
AND COORDINATION

Vista volunteers—Assignment,; application of
other provisions and Federal laws

Sec. 26, (a) Subsection (a) of section 603
of the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 is
amended by striking out everything in para-
graph (2) following the clause designation
“(C)" and inserting in lieu thereof “in con-
nection with programs or activities author-
ized, supported, or of a character eligible for
assistance under this Act.”

(b) Subsection (d) of such sectlon Is
amended to read as follows:

“(d) (1) Each volunteer shall take and
subscribe to an oath or affirmation in the
form prescribed by section 104(d) of this
Act, and the provisions of section 1001 of
title 18, United States Code, shall be ap-
plicable with respect to such oath or afirma-
tion; but, except as provided in paragraphs
(2) and (3) of this subsection, volunteers
shall not be deemed to be Federal employees
and shall not be subject to the provisions
of laws relating to Federal employment, in-
cluding those relating to hours of work,
rates of compensation, and Federal employee
benefits.

“(2) All volunteers during training and
such volunteers as are assigned pursuant to
paragraph (2) of subsection (a) shall be
deemed Federal employees to the same ex-
tent as enrollees of the Job Corps under
section 1068 (b), (c), and (d) of this Act,
except that for purposes of the computation
described in paragraph (2)(B) of section
106(c) the monthly pay of a volunteer shall
be deemed to be that received under the en-
trance salary for GS-7 under the Classifica-
tion Act of 1949.

“(3) Por the purposes of the Act entitled
‘An Act to prevent pernicious political ac-
tivities’, approved August 2, 1839 (53 Stat.
1147), a volunteer under this section sghall
be deemed to be a person employed in the
executive branch of the Federal Govern-
ment."”

National Advisory Counceil

Sec. 27. Section 605 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 is amended to read as
follows:

“Sec. 605. (a) The President shall, during
1965, appoint a National Advisory Council on
Economic Opportunity (hereinafter referred
to as the “Advisory Council”) for the pur-
pose of reviewing the administration and
operation of programs under this Act, eval-
uating their effectiveness in furthering the
purposes of this Act, and making recommens=
dations for the improvement of such pro-
grams, administration, and operation, In-
cluding proposals for changes in this Act.

“(b) The Advisory Council shall be ap-
pointed by the President without regard to
the civil service laws and shall consist of
twenty-one persons who shall be representa-
tive of the public in general and appropriate
flelds of endeavor related to the purposes of
this Act. From among the members of the
Advisory Council the President shall desig-
nate a Chalrman, who shall not be a regular
full-time employee of the Unlted BStates.
The Advisory Council shall meet at the call
of the Chairman but not less often than
twice a year. The Director shall be an ex
officio member of the Advisory Council.

“{e) The Advisory Council is authorized
to engage such technical assistance as may
be required to carry out its functions, and
the Director shall, in addition, make avail-
able to the Advisory Council such secretarial,
clerical, and other assistance and such perti-
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nent data prepared by the Office of Economic
Opportunity as it may require to carry out
such funetions.

“(d) The Advisory Council shall make an
annual report of its findings and recom-
mendations to the President not later than
March 31 of each calendar year beginning
with the calendar year 1966. The Presldent
shall transmit each such report to the Con-
gress together with his comments and rec-
ommendations."”

Programs for the elderly poor

Sec. 28. Part A of title VI of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
section:

“Programs for the elderly poor

“Sec. 610. It is the intention of the Con-
gress that whenever feasible the special
problems of the elderly poor shall be con-
sidered In the development, conduct, and
administration of programs under this Act.”

Affidavits

Segc. 29. Title VI of the Economic Oppor-

tunity Act of 1864 is amended by striking

out section 616 thereof and substituting a
new section 616, as follows:

“Transfer of funds

“Sgc. 616, Notwithstanding any limitation
on appropriations under any title of this Act,
not to exceed 10 per centum of the amount
appropriated or allocated from any appro-
priation for the purpose of ‘enabling the Di-
rector to carry out programs or activities
under such title may be transferred and
used by the Director for the purpose of car-
rying out programs or activitles under any
other such title; but no such transfer shall
result in increasing the amounts otherwise
available under any title by more than 10
per centum.”

Authorization of appropriations

Sec. 30. (a) (1) The first sentence of sec-
tion 131 of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964 is amended by striking out "two”
and inserting in lleu thereof “three”.

(2) The second sentence of such section
is amended to read as follows: “For the pur-
pose of carrying out this title, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$412,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1966, and the sum of $535,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966; and for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and the suc-
ceeding fiscal year, such sums may be appro-
priated as the Congress may hereafter
authorize by law.”

(b) (1) The first sentence of section 220 of
such Act (as so redesignated by section 14
of this Act) is amended by striking out “two”
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘“three’.

(2) The second sentence of such section
is amended to read as follows: “For the pur-
pose of carrying out this title, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$340,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1865, and the sum of $880,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966; and for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and the suc-
ceeding fiscal year, such sums may be ap-
propriated as the Congress may hereafter
authorize by law; $150,000,000 of the funds
appropriated for the fiscal year 1966 for the
purpose of carrying out the provisions of
this title may be used for the purposes of
section 205(d).”

(c) (1) The first sentence of section 321
is amended by striking out “two” and insert-
ing in lieu thereof “three”.

(2) The second sentence of such section
is amended to read as follows: “For the pur-
pose of carrying out this title, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$£36,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1965, and the sum of $55,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966; and for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 19687, and the
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succeeding fiscal year, such sums may be ap-

propriated as the Congress may hereafter

authorize by law.”

(d)(1) The first sentence of section 503
of such Act is amended by striking out “two”
and inserting in lieu thereof ‘'three”,

(2) The second sentence of such section
is amended to read as follows: “For the pur-
pose of carrying out this title, there is hereby
authorized to be appropriated the sum of
$150,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1965, and the sum of $150,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966; and for the
fiscal year ending June 80, 1967, and the
succeeding fiscal year, such sums may be
appropriated as the Congress may hereafter
authorized by law.”

(e) (1) The first sentence of sectlon 6156
of such Act is amended by striking out “two”
and inserting in lieu thereof “three”.

(2) The second sentence of such section
is amended to read as follows: “For the pur-
pose of carrying out this title (other than
for purposes of making credits to the re-
volving fund established by section 606(a)),
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated
the sum of $10,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1965, and the sum of $30,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966; and
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and
the succeeding fiscal year, such sums may be
appropriated as the Congress may hereafter
authorize by law."”

AMENDMENT TO NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION
ACT—MORATORIUM ON STUDENT LOANS TO
VISTA VOLUNTEERS
Sec. 31. (a) Paragraph (2) (A) of section

205(b) of the National Defense Education Act

of 1958 (20 U.S.C. 4256(b) (2) (A)) is amended

by striking out “or” before “(iil)" and by
inserting before the proviso and after “Peace

Corps Act” the following: *, or (iv) not in

excess of three years during which the bor-

rower is in service as a volunteer under sec-
tion 603 of the Economic Opportunity Act of

1964", r
(b) The amendments made by this sec-

tion shall not apply to any loan outstand-

ing on the effective date of this Act without
the consent of the then obligee institution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to
amendment.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll

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

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

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President,
only a year ago President Johnson
signed the Economic Opportunity Act
into law, and the war on poverty was of-
ficially declared.

When we began this endeavor to lift
one-fifth of our Nation from the depths
of poverty, we knew that success would
not come quickly or be easily attained.

Yet we have made a beginning on an
enterprise that is probably as difficult as
any peacetime program this Govern-
ment has ever undertaken.

Taking both the good and the bad, it
is, I believe, a beginning that holds solid
promise for the future.

The bill we now consider, HR. 8283,
does not greatly increase the scope of the
legislation under which we are waging
this war.
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Nor does it make any major changes in
the character or direction of existing
programs. .

It does, however, sustain the effort we
have begun, and it reaffirms this Nation’'s
commitment to prosecute the war on
poverty with maximum effectiveness.

From a purely statistical point of view,
the record of the first 9 months of opera-
tion under the Economic Opportunity
Act is an impressive one.

It is a record that includes the estab-
lishment, from scratch, of 47 operating
Job Corps centers with 10,000 assigned
enrollees; the inauguration of 639
Neighborhood Youth Corps projects to
provide work and training for close to
300,000 young men and women; the initi-
ation of work-study programs for 54,000
low-income students in 648 colleges and
universities during the first spring
semester of operation; the making of 771
separate community action grants, and
nearly 2,400 grants of Project Head Start
for over half a million 4- and 5-year-olds
who are receiving special attention in
13,000 child development centers all
across the country; the provision of basic
rudimentary education for nearly 43,372
functionally illiterate, poor adults; the
making of low-interest loans to 11,000
low-income rural families to improve
their farms or to inaugurate or expand
nonagricultural enterprises: the exten-
sion of housing, sanitation, day care, and
education assistance to 75,000 migrant
agricultural workers under 53 separate
grants; the provision of constructive
work training and other assistance to un-
employed fathers and other needy per-
sons through 164 separate projects serv-
ing 88,700 participants with 276,000
dependents.

These accomplishments, it seems to
me, are even more impressive when one
considers that in the short time this war
on poverty has been underway, the
Office of Economic Opportunity also had
the task of recruiting and organizing a
staff, of formulating these programs, and
of developing the regulations and pro-
cedures for their administration.

Obviously, these accomplishments do
not show ultimate success. The record
does, however, show progress.

I am sure there have been mistakes. I
am sure there have been administrative
mishaps that occur even in well-estab-
lished agencies, much less one that has
been in existence only & few months.

But it is important that criticisms of
the Economic Opportunity Act—and its
administration—is placed in the proper
perspective.

We cannot let sniping at the program
overshadow the fact that, here at last,
is a determined, concentrated attack on
one of civilized man’s oldest enemies—
poverty.

To permit that would be to officially
ignore the millions who live under pov-
erty conditions and refuse to tackle the
barriers that keep them and their chil-
dren from enjoying our unprecedented
prosperity.

Rather, we must constructively assist
OEO in meeting the objectives set for it
by the President and the Congress.

The record to date suggests that, if
there are many problems still to be met
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and considered, there are also a good
many hard problems that are now behind

us.

The bill before us is framed in this
context.

The new authorizations that it would
- provide are generally somewhat below
the amounts contained in the House
passed bill, but essentially consistent with
what the President has recommended as
necessary to permit sound and prudent
operations over fiscal year 1966.

In this respect, the bill is neither reck-
less, nor restrictive.

It is consistent neither with the view
of those who contend that all of our pres-
ent efforts are so small as to be insig-
nificant, nor with the argument that
because the road ahead is difficult we
should stop short, turn back, and start
over.

It is not designed to make speed an
overriding goal. But it is designed to
build upon and take advantage of what
has already been accomplished.

Apart from providing new authoriza-
tions, the bill makes a number of changes
in the existing provisions of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act.

Most of these are essentially technical
or perfecting amendments, and I shall
touch upon most of them only briefly.

The bill includes the various amend-
ments recommended by the administra-
tion.

One would extend, for 1 additional
year, the authority for 90-percent Fed-
eral funding of the work-training, work-
study, and adult-basic education pro-
grams.

Another would expand authority to as-
sign VISTA volunteers so that these un-
usually dedicated Americans could be
employed and their talents used in sup-
port of any activity eligible for assistance
under the Economic Opportunity Act.

Another amendment would provide
Job Corps enrollees with Federal Em-
ployees’ Compensation Act protection
while they are on authorized pass or
traveling to or from a Job Corps site,
and provide more adequate benefits
under that same act to VISTA volun-
teers as well.

An amendment would clarify the Di-
rector’s authority to carry out effective
programs to aid migrants and season-
ally employed agricultural employees,
and permit limited use of funds for the
training of teachers or instructors in
techniques of working with adults under
the adult basic education program.

The bill also generally includes the
several program amendments adopted
by the House.

These would, for example, enable Cu-
ban refugees to enroll in the Job Corps
and Neighborhood Youth Corps and as-
sure that workers in very low-income
farm families will not be excluded from
work-experience projects under title V
of the act.

In addition, the bill includes several
amendments adopted by the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare which
merit special comment.

One of these authorizes special proj-
ects directed to the needs of chronically
unemployed persons who have poor em-
ployment prospects.
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These would be persons who, because
of age or other reasons, are unable to
secure employment or training under
other programs.

They would work on projects contrib-
uting to such things as the management,
conservation, or development of natural
resources, recreational areas, parks,
highways, and other lands.

These special projects would, of course,
have to be conducted in accordance with
standards which will assure that they
are in the public interest and consistent
with the labor policies applied in con-
nection with other programs under the
act.

The committee believed that a sub-
stantial attack on the employment prob-
lems of these otherwise unemployable
poor should be mounted as soon as pos-
sible. The bill accordingly contemplates
that $150 million will be used for this
purpose during the first year.

The committee also deemed it advis-
able to remove from the act the present
provisions giving State Governors the
authority to veto local community action
programs, adult basic education, and
Neighborhood Youth Corps projects.

This does not reflect any belief that
State governments, through appropriate
State agencies, do not have an important
role to play in the development and con-
duct of many antipoverty programs.

Obviously, many State agencies do
have a proper and legitimate interest in
these programs.

The committee did not believe, how-
ever, that such an interest is served by
a provision that has no real precedent
in any other legislation, which cuts
across established governmental pat-
terns at the State and local levels, and
which confers upon Governors control
over projects and activities for which
they have no legal responsibility.

Such a provision, in the view of the
committee, serves no program purpose
and, in fact, does more to impede than
foster the harmonious intergovernmen-
tal relations.

Finally, the committee has added an
amendment which reflects its concern
over the millions of elderly people who
are living in poverty, and for whom
poverty is especially difficult to overcome.

The plight of these elderly poor clearly
deserves particular attention, and an
amendment has been added to assure
that the problems of the elderly poor
shall be considered, whenever feasible, in
the development of any program under
this act that can contribute to meeting
their needs.

It is the committee’s belief that the
bill before us will give the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity the funds and other
tools it needs to carry on the war against
poverty.

I certainly urge its adoption.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that such additional staff members
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare as it may be found necessary to
have present in the Chamber may be au-
thorized to have the privilege of the floor
during this consideration of the bill,
H.R. 8283.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

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

Mr. McCNAMARA. I yield.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I have
listened with great interest to the state-
ment made by the distinguished Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNaMArA] in re-
gard to the program on economic oppor-
tunity.

There is a need for this type of work.
I have a very high regard for the Admin-
istrator of this national program,

I want to know if the distinguished
chairman of the committee went into the
possibility of obtaining closer local co-
operation. I have had some contact
with the matter. I have followed it with
some interest.

I find that groups of private citizens,
who have taken an interest in this field in
various communities, seem to be ignored
at the present time.

Has the chairman any suggestion on
that?

Mr, McNAMARA. No, I do not have
any suggestion as to how it might be im-
proved. It has been the experience of
the committee, through the hearings we
conducted, that while there has been
some competition among local groups for
leadership in the program, there was no
charge that local people did not have an
opportunity to participate. I do not
know where that situation prevails;
therefore, I have no suggestion.

Mr. CARLSON. I am not criticizing
the way the bill has been set up to carry
out the program. My point is that we
have citizens who for years have been
interested in welfare programs. They
know the conditions in their communi-
ties better than anyone else, and they
should be allowed to participate.

Mr. McNAMARA. If the Senator will
yield, the proposed act provides for par-
ticipation of local groups. There is
every indication that in the implemen-
tation of the act they have been con-
sulted with respect to the program.

Mr, CARLSON. I thank the Senator
for that information. I sincerely hope
they will be. These people have been
interested in the welfare of their com-
munities and are still interested. That
does not mean that there is nothing else
that needs to be done, but I hope that
those people will be tied into the pro-
gram.

Mr. McNAMARA. I could not agree
more with the distinguished Senator
from Kansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to
amendment.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
know there are amendments at the desk.
I know of none on the majority side. I
suggest the absence of a quorum. I hope
the staff will contact minority Members.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The committee amendment is open to
a.mend_ment.

CONSULAR CONVENTION WITH THE
SOVIET UNION

Mr. LAUSCHE., Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may discuss
a subject not immediately germane to the
matter pending before the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, on Au-
gust 10 there was filed with the Sen-
ate a dissenting opinion concerning the
wisdom of adopting the Consular Con-
vention With the Soviet Union. This
Consular Convention - contains a pro-
vision that is unprecedented in the his-
tory of our country. The convention that
is to be approved between the Soviet
Union and the United States contains a
provision granting complete immunity
from ecriminal prosecution to consular
agents of Soviet Russia in the United
States and those of the United States in
Soviet Russia.

The general practice has been that im-
munity from criminal prosecution is
granted to consular agents only in regard
to misdemeanors.

This convention goes beyond that and
it, in effect, declares that no criminal
prosecution shall be brought against a
consular agent of Red Russia in the Unit-
ed States, even though he has committed
a felony. It means that if proof is exist-
ent concerning espionage by a consular
agent, let us say in Chicago or San Fran-
cisco, that agent is granted immunity
from prosecution.

I repeat that it will be the first time
we have ever entered into such an agree-
ment. In the past the immunity has
been limited against prosecutions for
misdemeanors.

The minority views are signed by the
senior Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE],
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN-
LooPER], the Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Wrriams], and the Senator from South
Dakota [Mr. MunpT].

It was the intention of the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. Carrson] that he
would also be a signatory to the minority
views. Inadvertently the name of the
Senator from Kansas was omitted.

I ask unanimous consent that the mi-
nority views be printed in the REcorb,
and that the name of the Senator from
Kansas [Mr. CarLson] be added as one
of the participants in the minority views
expressed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Harris in the chair).
tion, it is so ordered.

There being no objection, the minority
views were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrD, as follows:

CONSULAR CONVENTION WITH THE SOVIET
UNION—MINORITY VIEWS

We do not concur with the recommenda-
tion of the Committee on Foreign Relations
that the Senate give its advice and consent
to ratification of the Consular Convention
With the Union of Sovlet Soclalist Republics.
We believe that the disadvantages of the
convention for the United States are suffi-

ciently grave to outweigh the advantages
which are claimed for 1t.

(Mr.
Without objec-
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Our concern relates principally to the pro-
visions in the convention under which con-
sular officers and employees of the sending
state are given immunity from the criminal
jurisdiction of the receiving state, This con-
vention is the first to which the United
States has been a party which provides for
unlimited exemption from criminal jurisdic-
tion for consular personnel. Previous con-
sular conventions have provided for immu-
nity from criminal jurisdiction for consular
personnel with respect only to misdemeanors
but not to felonies. We believe that if the
provisions regarding immunity had not been
included in the convention, the Soviet Union
would not have agreed to it and that, in
fact, these provisions were a principal Soviet
objective. The testimony of witnesses from
the Department of State has been contradic-
tory on the question of whether the Soviet
Unlon or the United States first proposed
including these immunity provisions in the
convention.

In any case, we believe that the extension
of immunity to include felonies would open
the way to espionage and other forms of sub-
version on the part of Soviet consular per-
sonnel. If this convention is ratified, and if
the Soviet Union then establishes a consulate
or consulates in the United States, the officers
and employees of these consulates would be
able to engage in espionage and subversion
knowing that they will not be llable to prose-
cution but only to expulsion.

It is true that the establishment of a
Soviet consulate or consulates would mean
only a small increase in the number of
Soviet officials with immunity from criminal
jurisdiction (as of July 1, 1965, there were
249 Soviet officials and 150 dependents who
enjoyed diplomatic iImmunity). We are con-
vinced, however, that there is a predisposi-
tion on the part of Soviet officlals to engage
in espionage and subversive activities, a pre-
disposition which is an important considera-
tion regardless of the numbers involved. In
this connection, it is important to recall the
testimony of J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the
Federal Bureau of Investigation, before a
subcommittee of the Committee on Appro-
priations of the House of Representatives on
March 4, 1965. In a statement inserted in
the record justifying the appropriations be-
ing requested for the Federal Bureau of
Investigations, Mr. Hoover said:

“In regard to the Communist-bloc espilonage
attack against this country, there has been
no letup whatsoever. Historically, the Soviet
intelligence services have appropriated the
great bulk of officlal representation and
diplomatic establishments in other countrles
as bases from which to carry on their
eplonage operations. Over the years, the
number of such officlal personnel assigned to
the United States has steadily increased.”

In testimony relating to this statement
during the March 4 hearing Mr. Hoover
stated that "“our Government is about to
allow them [the Soviet Union] to establish
consulates in many parts of the country
which, of course, will make our work more
difficult.”” Mr. Hoover then inserted in the
record of the hearing several other brief
statements. The first read, in part, as fol-
lows:

“The methods used to collect data sought
by the Communist-bloc intelligence services
are almost as varied as the types of data
which they endeavor to collect. Omne of their
mainstays is the collection of Information—
classified and otherwise—through espionage
operations involving personnel legally as-
signed to official Soviet and satellite estab-
lishments in the United States. The focal
points of these operations continue to be the
United Nations and the Communist em-
bassies, legations, consulates, and news or
commercial agencles in our country. Such
gathering of information is conducted by
the Communist representatives using the
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legal cover of their diplomatic or other official
status to cloak their spying activities.

““Historically, the Soviet intelligence serv-
ices have appropriated the great bulk of of-
ficlal positions abroad, primarily using their
official representatives and diplomatic estab-
lishments in other countries as bases from
which to carry on thelr espionage oper-
ations.”

A second statement related specifically to
the question of new Soviet consulates. It
read as follows:

“Long seeking greater official representa-
tion in the United States which would be
more widely spread over the country, a cher-
ished goal of the Soviet intelligence services
was realized when the United States signed
an agreement with the Soviet Union on June
1, 1964, providing for the reciprocal estab-
lishment of consulates in our respective
countries.

“One Soviet intelligence officer in com-
menting on the agreement spoke of the won=-
derful opportunity this presented his serv-
ice and that it would enable the Soviets to
enhance their intelligence operatlions.

“In involving the great bulk of their of-
ficial personnel in intelligence activity in
one way or another, the Soviets utilize to the
fullest extent possible any and all official
means such as the United Nations, trade
delegations, and the like, as transmission
belts to carry additlonal intelligence per-
sonnel into this country.”

More recently, on July 14, 1965, Mr. Hoover,
reviewing the major phases of the operations
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation dur-
ing the past fiscal year, stated:

“The great majority of the 800 Commu-
nist bloc officlal personnel stationed in the
United States, protected by the privilege of
diplomatic immunity, have engaged in intel-
ligence assignments and are a dangerous
threat to the security of the United States.”

We belleve that these statements of the
chief investigative officer of the United States
should be glven serious consideration, It is
also worth looking at the record of the activ-
ities of Soviet officials in the United States.
According to information supplied by the
Department of State, since 1946, 27 Boviet
Embassy and consular officers and personnel
in the United States have been arrested or
expelled for intelligence activity. These 27
included personnel assigned to the Soviet
Embassy in Washington, the Soviet consulate
general in New York (which was closed in
1948), the Sovlet mission to the United Na-
tions, and the United Natlons Secretariat.
In the same period, 13 diplomatic, consular,
and international organization officials from
Czechoslovakia, Hungary, and Rumania were
expelled from the United States for intelli-
gence activities.

There is another grave aspect to these
immunity provisions, and that is the chain
reaction that will be set off if this conven-
tlon is ratified. The provisions regarding
Immunity will then apply not only to Soviet
consular personnel but may also apply to
consular personnel of the 27 other countries
with which the United States has consular
conventions or agreements which contain a
most-favored-nation clause. These 27
countries include 2 other Communist coun-
tries: Rumania and Yugoslavia. As a prac-
tical matter, as there are no Rumanian con-
sulates in the United States at present, there
would not be any Immediate increase in the
number of Rumanian officlal personnel en-
joying complete immunity from criminal
prosecution. If any Rumanian consulates
were established In the United States in the
future, however, their consular personnel
would enjoy such Immunity. :

We are thus opposed to the convention be-
cause we consider the provisions granting
unrestricted immunity from criminal juris-
diction to Soviet consular personnel to be
unwise. We believe that these immunity
provisions will encourage Soviet subversion
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by placing Soviet consular personnel outside
the criminal jurisdiction of the United
States. We also believe that it is not in the
interests of the United States to extend this
immunity to several hundred, perhaps as
many as 400, persons which would be the case
glven the fact that most-favored-nation
clauses are found in consular conventions
and agreements the United States has with
27 other countries.

FrANK J. LAUSCHE,

BoURKE HICKENLOOPER,

JoHN J. WILLIAMS,

EArL E, MUNDT.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AMEND-
MENTS OF 1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8283) to expand the war
on poverty and enhance the effectiveness
of programs under the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to amend-
ment.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and ask
that the clerk report it, but what I should
like to do is to have the amendment
printed so that it will be available fomor-
row for voting. I shall discuss it today,
but I send the amendment to the desk for
information at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator does not wish the amendment
stated at this time?

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct. I
send it to the desk for information.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, With-
out objection, it is so ordered, and the
amendment to the commitfee amend-
ment will be printed in the RECORD.

The amendment to the amendment is
as follows:

On page 28, line 24, strike out “8535,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof *$412,500,000™.

On page 29, line 10, strike out “$880,000,-
000 and insert in lieu thereof "$490,000,000",

On page 29, line 23, strike out "'$55,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$35,000,000".

On page 30, line 22 strike out “$30,000,000"
and insert in lieu thereof “$10,000,000”.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, in-
asmuch as I have the floor, I believe that
I should say something about the amend-
ment.

This amendment is similar to the one
I offered in committee. It would con-
trol the spending on a program which
is beset with difficulties, a program in
which more was authorized last year
than was appropriated, a program which
has not been clarified so far as the ad-
ministration and the good it is doing for
the poor are concerned. Therefore, my
amendment is designed to bring back to
last year’s authorization the proposed
figures in this year’s bill. In other
words, I will be cutting back on the ex-
tension of the authorization from double
last year’s authorization to the same
amount as last year’'s authorization.

I believe that I can do this in figures,
for the information of Senators, by the
chart which was before us during the
executive committee hearings, showing
what last year’s authorization and ap-
propriations were.

Mr. President, I hold this chart in my
hand, and it shows that last year, for
example, there was authorized for fiscal
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1965, $947.5 million. When the bill was
studied by the Appropriations Commit-
tee, however, for last year, the total
appropriation was $793 million, or a
total of approximately $150 million less
than was authorized by Congress.

Ordinarily, this would be considered
normal in the first year of a program.
Then I would say that in the second year
of a program, as we start working out
problems and trying to solve the unfore-
seen difficulties involved in a new pro-
gram, we would probably add a little
more money to it.

My purpose would be to bring the
authorization for this fiscal year up to
the same authorization as last year, plus
an additional $150 million which is ecalled
for under the so-called Nelson amend-
ment.

Instead of the $947.5 million, the com-
mittee reported a proposal which is
$1,650 million—more than $700 million
over what was spent last year when the
appropriation was not as much as the
authorization.

To me, it seems absolute nonsense to
take a program which is so beset from
the beginning to the end with problems
on a nationwide basis, and say that we
are going to double the amount of money
involved in it.

Accordingly, my amendment, when it
is reported and brought up for a vote—
and I hope that it will be brought up for
a vote—will have the purpose of cutting
back the total authorization to $947.5
million plus $150 million for the Nelson
amendment, which brings it to just
slightly over $1 billion, or at least $600
million less than what was called for in
the program.

Mr. President, I should like to be able
to support H.R. 8283 because along with
every other Senator in this body, regard-
less of political party, we share a sense
of responsibility to the poor of America,
and would like to do something which
would enable us to provide a mechanism
by which the poor themselves could get
on their feet, regain their self-respect,
and enjoy an economic livelihood. I
cannot think of anything better than to
be able to participate in the enactment
of a bill which would begin a true war
on poverty.

However, so long as the Great Society’s
efforts against poverty continue to be so
blatantly political and so fraught with
blunders, I cannot support a bill which
would serve only to compound the errors
and exacerbate the weaknesses of the
existing laws. I am speaking particu-
larly about the poverty program in this
respect.

In order to implement debate and the
functions of the antipoverty program in
the Office of Economic Opportunity, I
wish to review briefly some of the
troubles of the poverty program in my
own State of Colorado.

Colorado has been fortunate in that
the poverty war programs in the State
have not been hit by such horrible
seandals as have occurred in Florida,
Indiana, and elsewhere.

In that connection, I believe I should
say at this point that the minority views
detail the scandals. I believe that it is
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worthwhile, for the purpose of making
the record, to recite them once again.

On page 61 of the report, in the minor-
ity views, we state:

One of the best demonstrations of what
can happen under the shoddy mismanage-
ment of OEO is the fiasco that occurred in
the St. Petersburg, Fla., Women's Job Corps
Center. The troubles hegan when OEO
picked as a site for the center a resort hotel
in a quiet residential district. Residents of
the area experienced some difficulty in ad-
justing to what an OEO spokesman de-
scribed as “the animal spirits of the young.”

Let me say at this point that what the
residents described it as was a far cry
from the innocuous statement of the
OEO spokesman,

Continuing reading:

The enrollees, however, did not object to
the hotel, remodeled for them at a cost of
#40,000, nor to the welcome they received
from the 122 staffers employed to care for a
student complement of 237. Even with this
degree of supervision, trouble with the en-
rollees soon began. Eight girls were expelled
for drinking, and one was described as an
alcoholic. Another girl disappeared after
writing that she was leaving the center be-
cause some girls were using narcotics and
staying out overnight with male companions.
As a result of the whole mess—

And this is the Florida situation, in St.
Petersburg—
the local school board, which was under con-
tract to help in administering the center,
voted to terminate its contract with OEO as
soon as possible.

Similarly, criticlsm has been volced of a
men’s Job Corps training center in Indlana.
A Columbus, Ind., newspaper reported that
some of the trainees had attempted to pur-
chase guns while on leave. BSeven of the
trainees were arrested for a sexual assault
on a 17-year-old boy, but at least some of the
seven were promptly bailed out and returned
to the center. Following these incidents a
military discipline was imposed on the boys,
and they now are made to stand at military
attention at 6:30 in the morning. Serious
trouble also arose at a Job Corps camp near
Astoria, Oreg. After a number of fist fights
occurred at the camp, the U.S. marshal for
the State of Oregon considered deputizing
State and local police officers to control
further outbreaks of violence.

This is only a part of the additional
minority views that we have expressed,
whiech show what has happened in some
of these camps. I am sure that the pro-
ponents of the bill, those who are sup-
porting the administration’s policy, will
say that these are isolated examples, and,
therefore, we cannot criticize the whole
management because of these examples.
However, these are graphic examples of
some of the problems that are occurring
in the war on poverty.

What has happened in Colorado?

The problem in Colorado has been one
of local dissatisfaction and opposition to
the establishment of programs as well as
an overall sense of frustration at the lack
of results accomplished by the war on
poverty.

In Denver, the capital and largest city
in my State, there has arisen a consensus
of opinion to the effect that little, if
anything, has been done in the way of
actual combat against poverty.

The Denver Post recently reported
that 10 of the community action pro-
grams proposed for Denver had been lost
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in the shuffle of OEO in Washington.
The newspapers said that much of the
blame was due to Denver personnel, but
added that “OEO’s dealings with Denver
have done very little to sustain the repu-
tation of OEO Director Sargent Shriver
as a man who can cut redtape, minimize
delay, and get swift action.”

As a result of the lack of progress of
the antipoverty effort in Denver, there
has developed within the poverty pro-
gram a struggle to fire the present direc-
tor, a former Democratic State legisla-
tor., I served with him while I was a
member of the State legislature. This
dispute has served to further check the
efforts of antipoverty shock troops.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have placed in the Recorp at this
point several articles from Denver news-
papers which document this situation.
In the process of doing this I should like
to read a few headings:

Denver “Losing” War on Poverty.

Mayor Wants New Chlef for Poverty War.
wVa.ldez Favored To Head City's Poverty

ar.

That is another indication of the fight
I was talking about with reference to
who is to operate the program. Appar-
ently Mr. Allen, the former State legis-
lator, is about to be fired, even though I
know his own heartsick attitude and his
efforts in trying to do something for this
program.

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

[From the Denver (Colo.) Post,
June 20, 1965]

DENVER LoSING WAR ON POVERTY

For several months, this newspaper has
been making a careful study of the problems
of Denver's war on poverty, an organization
which was formed nearly a year ago at the
initiative of Mayor Currigan.

We have been attempting to find out why

_ this organization, which was one of the first
to start in the Nation, has had so little suc-
cess In bringing the benefits of the Federal
antlpoverty program to the assistance of the
poor in the Denver area. .

As of this writing, none of the 10 commu-
nity action projects proposed by Denver's
war on poverty has yet won the approval of
the Federal antipoverty agency, the Office of
Economic Opportunity in Washington.

Most of these project proposals, involving
about $1.5 million, have been sent back to
Denver for revislon—some of them several
times—and the revised versions are still
stalled at various levels of the administrative
machinery in Washington.

In addition, the Federal administrative
grant, which has financed the operation of
Denver's war on poverty to this point, is
about to run out and the organization has
not sent in its application for more funds
in time to meet the deadline.

Only extraordinary action by the Office of
Economic Opportunity can save the Denver
organization from having to close down
altogether for lack of funds.

The blame for Denver’s poor progress in the
poverty war, as this newspaper is able to
appraise it, has to be shared by Washington
and Denver, with Denver itself bearing the
larger share.

The delays and confusion in the handling
of Denver's proposals by OEO in Washington
are, to some extent, understandable in a new
agency just getting organized and deter-
mined to exercise caution in the expenditure
of hundreds of millions of dollars.
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But, at the same time, OEO’s dealings with
Denver have done very little to sustain the
reputation of OEO Director Sargent Shriver
as a man who can cut redtape, minimize
delay, and get swift action.

The major trouble, however, has rested in
Denver. The staff of Denver's war on poverty
has been slow and inefficlent. Its relations
with the war on poverty board, and its chair-
man, have been unsatisfactory.

Project proposals have been poorly pre-
pared and budgetary and administrative de-
tails have not been properly attended to.
The work of the office has been poorly or-
ganized, and deadlines and priorities have
been neglected.

This newspaper takes no pleasure In crit-
icizing the hard-working and dedicated in-
dividuals who have labored unsatisfactorily
in the poverty program to this date,

But we do fear that the poor of Denver
will continue to be shortchanged unless the
program can be put on a more efficient basis.
Whatever the faults in Washington, the
faults in Denver are badly In need of
correction.

We believe the responsibility for getting
the Denver poverty war back on the track
rests with Mayor Currigan, whose alertness
and enterprise brought Denver into the
poverty field, in the first place, far ahead
of other cities.

It is not the mayor's fault if the organiza-
tion he brought into being has falled to do
the job. But it will be mayor’s fault if the
existing inefficiency is allowed to continue
nne;ld Denver's poor do not get the help they
need.

[From the Rocky Mountain News, July 24,
©1965]

MAYOR WANTS NEw CHIEF FOR POVERTY WAR
(By Del W. Harding)

Mayor Currigan believes Robert E. Allen
should be replaced as executive director of
Denver's War on Poverty Inc. (DWOP).

Currigan was out of town Friday but his
administrative assistant, Bill Miller, sald
“The mayor feels in 714 months the program
hasn’t moved as it should.”

Miller sald Currigan believes problems with
Washington, D.C., redtape also have slowed
the local program, but sald the mayor be-
lieves Allen’s leadership at the local level has
been indecisive.

Allen, 41, a former Democratic State sen-
ator, was named to the $12,000-a-year post
last December 15. The appointment was
made by the DWOP board of directors,
headed by Dr. James Galvin,

The hoard reportedly will meet soon to
consider whether Allen should be retained.
The mayor is on the 35-member board.

Miller sald the mayor has suggested loan-
ing Denver Welfare Manager Bernard Valdez
to DWOP to act as temporary director if Al-
len resigns.

Allen said neither the mayor nor any other
board member told him they are dissatisfied
with his work.

He confirmed, however, that there has been
friction between himself and Dr. Galvin.

He sald he doesn’t belleve Dr. Galvin has
given the time to the chairmanship post that
he should, and that the local program has
suffered as a result.

[From the Denver (Colo.) Post, July 23, 1965]
Varpez Favorep To Heap Crry’'s PovERTY War

Mayor Tom Currigan said Friday he will
propose that Bernard Valdez, director of the
Denver Welfare Board, be named to replace
Robert E. Allen as executive director of War
on Poverty, Inc.

Currigan sald he would be willing to lend
WOP the services of Valdez for no more than
60 days until the 35-member board of di-
rectors can find a new executive director.

Allen sald he will not give up his post
without a fight.
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Allen, 41, sald he has allies on the WOP
board to defend him against the attempted
ouster.

One of his allies, he said, is Herrick S.
Roth, president of the Colorado Labor Coun-

i1

cil.

Roth, said Allen, has prepared a letter for
distribution among the board members say-
ing that “our actions should not be based
on the recommendation of the mayor or his
citizen chairman (Dr. James Galvin)."”

Roth was not available for comment on
the letter which Allen claimed was given to
him by Roth for his information.

“I am not at this moment of the opinion,"”
Allen quoted Roth as stating in his letter,
“that Bob Allen has been given the proper
administrative opportunity to determine
whether or not he can fulfill the responsi-
bility of executive director.”

DR, GALVIN BLAMED

Roth was quoted by Allen as urging the
board members to “avoid political maneu-
vering” and instead “act on the basis of our
own Judgments.”

There was no doubt that Allen blamed Dr.
Galvin for instigating the move to remove
him as executive director.

He said Dr. Galvin had never contacted
him to notify him of any “dissatisfaction
with my work.”

The Denver Post also had been unable to
contact Dr. Galvin., Attempts to reach him
Thursday, when rumors of the movement to
remove Allen became known, and again Fri-
day, failed.

COULDN'T BE REACHED

“He’s out of the city,” a spokesman at the
Job Opportunity Center, 1360 Speer Boule~
vard, said Friday when the second attempt
was made to reach him,

Reports that Dr. Galvin would step down
as board chairman accompanied those that
Allen’s ouster would be sought.

Allen claimed Friday that ‘“dissatisfac-
tion" with Dr. Galvin as chairman dated back
to before he (Allen) became executive di-
rector last December.

He sald Dr. Galvin, a Denver psychiatrist,
had not given as much time to his job as he
should because of “conflicting activities.”

Dr. Galvin, in addition to conducting his
private medical practice, also is a Currigan-
appointed member of the Denver Board of
Health and Hospitals.

“I belleve i1t is up to the War on Poverty
board to name a chairman who can give ad-
equate time and leadership to the job,” Al-
len said. "That leadership has been lack-
mg-u

Mrs. E. Ray Campbell, a member of the
board, sald she belleved a stronger leadership
is needed in the WOP staffl—leadership to
pull together the various elements in the
community.

However, she said she was opposed to hasty
action by the board in obtaining this goal.

One report that Allen had failed to com-
municate successfully with minority groups
in formalizing WOP projects was denied by
Rudolph (Corky) Gonzales, a member of the
board and a spokesman for Denver's Spanish-
American population.

HEAR BOTH SIDES

But Gongzales, like Mrs. Campbell, refused
to take sides in the dispute.

“I want to hear both sides of the story be-
fore I make any comment,” he sald. “His
administration capacity appears to me to be
the only issue.”

The move to seek the removal of Allen, the
Post learned, began last Tuesday when Dr.
Galvin and other members of the eight-
member executive board called a meeting of
the full board for Thursday night.

The board was to be asked to remove Allen
and replace him with Valdez. However, the
meeting was canceled after a check of the
bylaws showed 7 days’' notice was required,
it was learned.
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Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
should now like to turn to some other
problems Coloradans have had with OEO
and the poverty program. I have re-
ceived a great deal of mail from my con-
stituents complaining of the bungling in
many phases of the war on poverty. A
resident of Boulder, Colo., wrote to tell
me that he had applied for work on a
Job Corps conservation camp in Septem-
ber of last year. On January 14 of this
year I asked the Office of Economic Op-
portunity to inform me what action was
taken on the application. On April 8,
1965, after I had again written demand-
ing an answer, I received a letter with a
one-sentence rejection of my constitu-
ent's application. I do not understand
why someone applying for a simple staff
position with the Job Corps should have
to wait 7 months for the mere courtesy
of a reply.

I have also received a number of let-
ters vehemently opposing the establish-
ment of Job Corps training centers in
several communities in Colorado. Many
residents of these cities and towns have
read of the violence and immorality that
have occurred in other Job Corps centers
and so have put pen to paper to state
their opposition to establishment of Job
Corps centers. Many have done so even
before there was any real movement un-
derway to put such centers in their
communities. They were afraid that the
centers would move in whether they
wanted them or not.

These letters thus point to the danger
that, with the undesirable notoriety of
the camps noted in the minority views,
we may well find such widespread oppo-
sition to the Job Corps that no commu-
nity will consent to the establishment of
a center nearby.

As a final example of the problems
that have arisen from the operation of
the war on poverty by OEO, I should like
to call Senators’ attention to a letter
written by a resident of Denver, Colo.
She is well qualified to speak on the sub-
jeet, for she was a member of VISTA,
the domestic peace corps, until she re-
signed from the program in protest over
the mismanagement. She gives a de-
tailed and lucid account of the waste of
enrollee’s time and taxpayers’ money in
the operation of VISTA. These letters,
written by a former frontline combatant
in the war on poverty, should be read by
all who have the responsibility of passing
legislation on the war on poverty.

I ask that these letters be entered into
the Recorp for all to read.

Mr. President, before doing so, I believe
it would be interesting to read a few ex-
cerpts from these letters. The first one
is dated July 2, 1965, and reads:

DeaR S1r: This may be a little different let-
ter than you are used to getting, or again
it may be often and gain nothing.

I'm wondering just how this war on pov-
erty and the VISTA programs are supposed
to be helping the war on poverty.

You see my experience is not just hearsay,
I've been a part of both programs.

Denver’s war on poverty is only a setup
for a few high paid people to keep doing
better for themselves both monetarily and
politically, these 50 who were to get train-
ing to take jobs that never materialized,
while just the money they were pald was
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enough to have kept a family for quite
awhile. The big people of the program
didn't give a darn whether it worked or not,
in fact, to cite an instance, the first night of
class I told Dr. Hyman for a couple of weeks
I'd probably have to miss a couple of nights.
His reply, “It really makes no difference to me.
I'm an employee of the university.”

The letter goes on in that style.
When she went to Chicago to go into
training she received the same sort of
treatment. The letter is signed by Miss
Dorothy Lindsay. I do not know her. I
wrote Miss Lindsay and asked her wheth-
er I could use her letter publicly in the
debate. She replied on July 20, 1965:

Mr. DomiNick: Thank you for your letter
of July 18, By all means use my letter. I
am so tired of people griping about things as
they happen but when they are given the op-
portunity to try and do something about it
they lose interest, so please use it any way
you think it can be of help.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

DEenvER, CoLro.,
July 2, 1965.

Dear Sm: This may be a little different
letter than you are used to getting or again
it may be often and again nothing.

I am wondering just how this war on pov-
erty and the VISTA programs are supposed
to be helping the war on poverty.

You see my experience is not just hearsay,
I have been a part of both programs.

Denver's war on poverty is only a setup
for a few high paid people to keep doing bet-
ter for themselves, both monetarily and po-
litically, these 60 who were to get training
to take jobs that never materialized, while
just the money they were pald was enough
to have kept a family for quite awhile. The
big people of the program did not give a
darn whether it worked or not, in fact to
cite an instance, the first night of class I
told Dr. Hyman for a couple of weeks I'd
probably have to miss a couple of nights, his
reply “It really makes no difference to me.
I am an employee of the university.”

Then there is VISTA, my—the money
wasted. I am wondering how some of the
group I was with in Chicago answered their
applications, When I arrived there was such
a lack of communication I missed a part of
the first meeting. The desk clerk told me
what room to go to, I went; the receptionist
told me the room wouldn’t be ready for an
hour and I could walt in the lounge, there
I sat about 456 minutes, then a group came
out of a room, I noticed a VISTA folder, I
asked if they were in VISTA. “Ha, ha” the
little gal said, “We are VISTA,” so I joined
the group. Sixty people, one man 77, my-
self 41, the other 58 college kids, boy—they
are having a ball in Chicago.

Assignments? You go around and talk to
people, you draw a map. My assignment was
a little different, I actually had a schedule
5 days a week., I did five different things, al-
ways being told to build friendships with
these disadvantaged people. How, may I ask,
do you build friendships or even good will
when you have been told to find out what
these people need, write out your report,
then you are told to “just put it in the
drawer.” Well, I know enocugh about the
disadvantaged to know if there is anything
they do not need it is more stupid, hollow
promises.

Thursday in our group discussions I was
finally able to get a straight answer from our
group leader. I asked if all this mixup was
lack of communication. “Yes,” she said, “I
think you've hit it on the head, the Friday
before you all came we were told we'd have
8 people, then Saturday we were told 45, then

August 16, 1965

finally we ended up with 60, so really we
weren't ready for so many.” Now maybe I
don't Eknow enough about Government
spending but it seems to me it would have
been much more efficlent to have notified
those volunteers to postpone their coming
for a week or two to give the people in Chi-
cago time to sufficlently prepare for them,
than to set us up for the planning period.

I couldn't stand the inefficlency any longer,
I asked to be relieved, I came home, others
have the same idea. If there are 15 people
who stick out their year I'll be very much
surprised.

Now when I get back to Denver, I read in
the paper the war on poverty heads are get-
ting big raises, guess I'll go down Tuesday
and try and get on the gravy train, if they
ask for my credentials I'll tell them I have
no conscience on accepting Government
money.

Sincerely,
DoROTHY LINDSAY.

P.8.—I am sending copies of this letter to
several people who I hope are Interested
enough to read it.

DenvVER, Covro.,
July 20, 1965.

Mr. Dominick: Thank you for your letter
of July 13. By all means use my letter.
I'm so tired of people griping about things
as they happen but when they are given the
opportunity to try and do something about it
they lose Interest, so please use it any way
you think it can be of help.

I thought you might be interested in a
paragraph from a letter I received from the
OEO Office written by Gary L. Price:

“I am sorry that you found the tralning
so disappointing and regret you did not stay
on for the full 6 weeks. Often at the begin-
ning of a program trainees are skeptical of
the benefits to be derived. From my experi-
ence, however, I have found once training is
completed the individual has a better per-
spective from which to evaluate the program.
It is usually at this point that the benefits
become clear.”

Suppose I would have stayed, that would
have been $252 more of the Government
money I could have spent, suppose 10 people
drop out at the end of the 6 weeks, see what
amount this would be. Of course $2,000 or
£3,000 is really just a drop in the bucket to
what is being spent on this program.

One girl was sent home from Chicago the
end of the first week, out drinking every
night and one night came in and vomited
all over the elevator pllot.

I sent a copy of the first letter to Mayor
Tom Currigan, parts of his letter in reply:
“Your letter of July 3 was quite disturbing.
I have taken the liberty of referring it to the
board of directors of Denver's war on pov-
erty. I have suggested to the chairman of
the board, Dr. James Galvin, that perhaps
the board would llke to invite you to a
meeting to see if there 1s not a solution
to some of the shortcomings that you men-
tioned. I have great hopes for the war on
poverty program. There is a great need in
America today for the type of assistance
avallable through war on poverty funds.
Like you, however, I don't wish to see funds
wasted. I am sorry you have become dis-
illusioned with the program and I hope that
our board of directors can help clear up
some of the misunderstandings you have.”

Mayor Currigan’s letter was dated July 12
and as yet I have heard nothing from Dr.
Galvin or the board of directors.

I am anxious for Denver's medical proposal
to be funded, this is the one I became in-
terested in during the training program here
in Denver. I personally think this project
will help more on this war on poverty. You
and I both know when a person is getting
the medical attention they need they are
more able to face up to their problems.
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I hope some day in some way these things
can be worked out and that people who want
to do better for themselves will be able to
do so.

Sincerely,
DOROTHY LINDSAY.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I be-
lieve this can be of great help in showing
the problems of administration inherent
in this program. It should be noted
that the problems to which I have re-
ferred in my discussion today are by no
means unique.

As I mentioned earlier, Colorado has
been lucky enough not to have such dif-
ficulties as occurred in St. Petersburg,
in Indiana, and in Oregon. The mi-
nority views submitted with the report
on the bill point out some of the prob-
lems. The speeches in this and in the
other Chamber in Congress further de-
tailed them.

The great tragedy of this situation is
that many of these problems could have
been avoided when Congress first created
the war on poverty or when the Office
of Economic Opportunity first established
the programs. These problems are not
ones that will always be with us—they
can be avoided.

A great deal could be accomplished
merely by putting the structure of the
OEO in some sort of order. Confusion
in the ranks is to be expected when the
$1 billion war on poverty is directed by
a part-time general. Again, as we said
in our minority views, we are speaking
of a program which is operated by a
part-time general with a colossal num-
ber of brass hats, and with very few
Indians to operate the program, with no
tactical or visible successes, and with very
little ammunition with which to shoot.

It seems incredible to me that we
should have an organization in which
the ratio of supervisors to workers is 1
to 18. In the Department of Agriculture
the ratio is 1 to 500; in the Defense De-
partment it is 1 to 1,000. But in the
program about which we are speaking
there is a ratio of 1 to 18. So, as I have
said, there are more brass hats than In-
dians with which to fight the war.

Adding to the confusion is the large
number of supergrade positions com-
bined with a comparatively small staff.
It is easy to see why the antipoverty
program has run into trouble when we
consider that a large part of the day-
to-day work is done not by regular em-
ployees, but by highly paid consultants
who are brought in to handle the bur-
dens that the supergrade poverty czars
seem too busy to handle.

I shall have a little more to say about
the consultants at a later date. It is my
recollection that there was one in the
State of New Jersey who was being paid
a consultant’s fee of approximately $100
a day while he was holding down two
public service jobs for which he was re-
ceiving a salary. I shall document that
case at a later date when I have the ma-
terial again. I do not have it in front of
me.

Speaking about New Jersey, while I am
at it—and I do not mean to be kicking
all the States around; what I am doing
is talking about the OEO administration
of programs within the States—the mi-
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nority views, again on page 59, point out
the following:

In New Jersey the State director of the
Office of Economic Opportunity recelves
$25,000 a year, a higher salary than is paid to
any member of the New Jersey Governor's
cabinet. One county in New Jersey received
a grant of 867,000, but unfortunately the poor
did not benefit greatly from the grant. All
but £15,000 of the grant was earmarked for
salaries and administrative expense.

So here we have a grant of $67,000,
$52,000 of which goes for administrative
expenses and salaries. It strikes me that
if anyone could ever say that there is a
program administratively designed to
trickle down funds to the poor, the pro-
gram about which we are speaking is cer-
tainly one of those.

Again the minority views state:

In Indiana OEO paid salaries 25 percent
higher than those pald by the State for com-
parable positions in public schools. One final
comparison should be drawn. One of two
brothers from an Indiana community gradu-
ated first in his high school class. He is now
serving under enemy fire in Vietnam for $78
per month. The other brother dropped out
of school, taking the occasion to beat up his
mother and his teacher. He is now being paid
$200 monthly by the Job Corps for running a
power mower.

I submit that that is a peculiar way
in which to wage a war on poverty. In
one case there is a young man who has
done a fine job. He has gone through
school and is now serving his country in
Vietnam as an enlsited man, receiving
$78 a month. At the same time the
Government pays to a dropout $200 a
month for the privilege of operating a
powermower. If there is anything more
inconceivable than saying that this type
of program will cure poverty, I do not
know what it is. What it really does is
to provide an incentive for young people
to drop out of school and do similar
things, so that the dropout can get
money under the program.

Many of these problems could have
been avoided if only OEO had applied a
little old fashioned commonsense. But
I suppose it is difficult to ask OEO to
use commonsense when Congress, at
least in its committee work, has not dis-
played very much of it in dealing with
H.R. 8283.

The action of the House of Represent-
atives in providing for overriding the
Governors’ veto provision was very un-
fortunate. What the House did was to
say that we are going to eliminate the
Governors’ veto. We will not eliminate
it entirely. A Governor could veto the
action of OEO, but the action would be
only illusory because the Director could
override the veto.

The Senate committee was not satis-
fied with that provision. The commit-
tee went further and eliminated entirely
the provision for a Governor’s veto. We
cut it out. That action makes no sense.
It was carried out in the face of a resolu-
tion adopted, with only one dissenting
vote, at the Governors’ Conference in
Minneapolis, providing that the provi-
sion for a veto by the Governors as it was
in the original law be left untouched.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. Iam happy to yield.
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Mr. LAUSCHE. Normally, the Gover-
nors’ Conference, which the Senator has
mentioned, is attended by practically all
the Governors of the 50 States. Is that
correct?

l\t{r. DOMINICEK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Do I correctly under-
stand the Senator from Colorado to say
that there came before the recent con-
vention of Governors, made up of Re-
publicans and Democrats, the issue as to
whether or not the Economic Opportu-
nity Act should contain a provision
which would give the Governors the right
to veto a program?

ngr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What was the judg-
ment of those Governors?

Mr. DOMINICK. If I may interpo-
late, what was done was to have a resolu-
tion submitted to the Governors urging
Congress to retain the veto right which
was in the bill before it was amended by
the House, and before our committee
worked on it. The judgment of the
Governors, in assembly at Minneapolis,
with only one dissenting vote, was that
the original right of veto by the Gover-
nors should be retained. A copy of the
telegram reporting the action was sub-
mitted to our committee, but.the major-
ity of the committee chose net to follow
that recommendation.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does the Senator
from Colorado remember what the rela-
tive proportion of the political affiliation
of the Governors of our Nation is at the
present time?

Mr. DOMINICK. Speaking as a Re-
publican, I am afraid that the propor-
tion is heavier on the Democratic side
than it is on thé Republican side. The
resolution was submitted by Governor
Sawyer, who was, I believe, Chairman
of the Governor’s Conference. He is the
Governor of the State of Nevada, and a
Democrat.

Mr. LAUSCHE. My belief is that the
overwhelming preponderance of Gover-
nors is on the side of the Democrats at
the present time.

l\gr. DOMINICK. I believe that is cor-
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. But whether they are
Republicans or Democrats, all but one
voted for the retention of the power to
veto a program in the Governors.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is the infor-
mation we have received by wire from
Governor Smylie of Idaho.

Mr, LAUSCHE. My recollection is
that it has always been felt by the Gov-
ernors that programs of Federal aid are
not to circumvent the duly selected gov-
ernmental authority of a State, but
should be channelized through the
States. Can the Senator from Colorado
tell me the reasoning that has been ad-
vanced for the retention of the veto
power in the Governors?

Mr. DOMINICK. I believe that with
accuracy, I can tell the Senator from
Ohio, who is a distinguished friend, that
the main impetus of the proposal was
the result of a fizht between a particu-
lar Senator and a particular Governor.

The Senator and the Governor were
from the same State. But the other
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argument that was raised, other than
that, was that a Governor should not
have any right to determine whether a
Federal program should operate within
his State.

This was the basis upon which the
committee acted, I presume.

For the knowledge of the Senator and
because it will add to the force of this
debate, I shall read the resolution which
was presented to the Governors’ Con-
ference and the telegram which was re-
ceived by the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javits] as the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare. The telegram came from
Governor Smylie, of Idaho.

The resolution reads as follows:

Ecowomic OPPORTUNITY ACT

Whereas under the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964, although a number of antipov-
erty programs and projects bypass the State
level, a substantial portion of such programs
and projects require clearance through a Gov-
ernor’s office and are subject to the Governor’s
veto; and

Whereas the gubernatorial clearance and
power to veto provide a measure of coordi-
nation and orderliness in the administration
of those programs to which they apply; and

Whereas with respect to those programs
and projects not requiring clearance through
a Governor’s office and not subject to his
veto, negotiations and contracts are between
the Office “of Economic Opportunity or a
delegate Federal agency and the local appli-
cant, which may be a nongovernmental
agency, thus producing condlitions of chaos;
and

Whereas legislation has been approved by
the U.S. House of Representatives to permit
the Director of the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity to override a Governor's veto disap-
proving a program or project to be under-
taken in his State by any public agency or
private organization with respect to the
Nelghborhood Youth Corps program, the
community action program and the adult
basic education program, to all of which
programs the veto presently applies, if, in the
opinion of the Director, the application for
the program s consistent with the law and
would further the purposes of the act: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved, That the National Governor's
Conference express its firm opposition to any
diminution of the power of a Governor to
veto proposed projects and programs under
the Economic Opportunity Act and respect-
fully request the Congress to preserve intact
the relevant provisions of the current law;
and be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution be
sent to all Members of Congress.

We then received a telegram dated
July 29, 1965, which reads as follows:
MinnNEAPOLIS, MINN.,
July 29, 1965.
Senator JacoB JavITs,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Governors Conference at Minneapolis
adopted resolution by Governor Sawyer, of
Nevada, expressing firm opposition to any
proposal reducing the power of the Governor
in acting on antipoverty programs.

There was only one dissenting vote.

Regards,
RoperT E. SMYLIE,
Governor of Idaho.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. Iam happy to yield.

Mr, LAUSCHE. At the Governors’
Conference, which I attended for 10
years, although not 10 consecutive years,
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the principle was constantly followed
that as to FPederal-aid programs the cir-
cumvention of a Governor or other
State officer ought not to be tolerated.

The argument was that channeling
the program through the State executive
office would prevent duplication; that it
would keep the central office informed
and would prevent confusion.

That was the principle, and constantly
the argument was made that the Gov-
ernor should insist that the programs
clear through the State office.

I observe that in the telegram it is
pointed out—and it is a fact—that this
program can be given to and directed by
nongovernmental agencies.

l\tdr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. It can be given to
municipalities and counties. Does it in-
clude also the States directly? I assume
it does.

Mr. DOMINICK. The States do not
operate directly in this field.

Mr. LAUSCHE. But the significant
aspect is that it can go to existing non-
governmental agencies and even new
ones formed to implement the program.

Mr. DOMINICE. That is exactly cor-
rect.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The telegram that
was sent and the resolution that was
adopted by the Governors point that out.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is true. Two
factors make that clear.

The distinguished Governor of New
York, Hon. Nelson A. Rockefeller, had to
threaten to veto some of the programs
in order to be able to have any voice
whatsoever in determining how the pro-
gram would be organized and how it
would affect neighborhoods and commu-
nities within his State.

The same thing happened with re-
spect to the distinguished Governor of
Texas, Hon. John Connally. He, too,
had to threaten a veto to maintain con-
trol of the program, so that it would
have coordination and not be turned into
a blatant political move. In many cases
this is exactly what happened.

It will be noticed by reading the mi-
nority views that many Demoecratic
mayors of cities have asked, “How are
we supposed to run our cities when all
these people are recommending to the
poor that they should march on city
hall?”

They wanted to prepare a resolution.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. DOMINICE., I yield.

Mr. SCOTT. We have had a some-
what similar experience in Pennsylvania.
Some of the officials or other persons
connected with the poverty program,
including Mr. Charles W. Bowser, execu-
tive director of Philadelphia’s Antipover-
ty Action Committee apparently felt it to
be a part of their responsibility to exert
pressure and organize a big march on
the Governor of our State, whose record
for progressive legislation in the public
interest is as high as that of any other
Governor in the Nation.

As an article in today’s Washington
Post points out, Mr. Bowser, whom I re-
spect personally, not long ago was ex-
tremely active in leading a band of peti-
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tioners to Harrisburg to object to the
Governor’s veto of two items in a wel-
fare bill.

In Pennsylvania the Governor may ex-
ercise an item veto; that is, he has the
right to veto separate items in an appro-
priation bill without invalidating the en-
tire bill.

Mr. Bowser went to Harrisburg with
many other people in buses, allegedly
paid for out of antipoverty program
funds, although that is denied by Mr.
Sargent Shriver.

They held a caucus in the Democratic
caucus room of the house of representa-
tives in the State capitol. They prepared
their protest there and, still politically
motivated, moved in on the Governor,
demanding, “Show your face,” so as to
create the impression that the Governor
refused to see them. Actually the Gov-
ernor had not even been asked to see
them. He did agree to see representa-
tives of the group, including Mr. Bowser,
and saw them.

Their complaint was that the Gov-
ernor had vetoed items providing $10
million and $7 million in the public as-
sistance and child welfare areas, in
which the Governor’s program is and
has been as generous as the constitu-
tional limits allowed.

Under the Pennsylvania constitution,
appropriations in excess of the consti-
tutional bar of deficit spending are of
doubtful legality, so the Governor felt
obliged to veto those items.

As the Governor pointed out:

If I had the money for these programs, you
could come back and talk about them.

I question whether or not the attempt
to say that the buses were not paid out
of poverty funds really holds water, be-
cause the way these activities are con-
ducted is to advance the money from the
poverty program. Funds are advanced
on expense accounts to officials of the
antipoverty program. Then, they can
pay for the buses out of the expense ac-
count.

This may have been one way in which
they did it. However, what they did was
to confuse their responsibility under the
poverty program with their political de-
sire to embarrass the Governor of Penn-
sylvania. The difficulties that we have
had with the program—and I have sup-
ported the program—is the problem of
getting the money to the poor.

Under the Poverty Act, in effect the
money goes to the poor by way of the
politicians. Anybody knows that, if it is
a program to help the poor by way of the
politicians, the politicians will serape as
much of the cream off it as they can.
Anybody holding a job, that I know of—
and I do not know them all—is holding
his job under the program at a consider-
able increase in the amount of money
over what he received in his previous
job. They are all politicians.

1 stated to a labor meeting today, “You
supply the assistance to the Democrats in
Philadelphia, particularly by your votes.
However, when the poverty program
comes along, do you get the first, second,
third, fourth, fifth, or sixth jobs?” No,
Mr. President, the jobs are given to poli-
tical hacks, except for the top man,
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Charles Bowser. Mr. Bowser is doing a
good job. However, he should not have
gone up to Harrisburg to embarrass the
Governor of the State and confuse his
poverty program responsibilities and his
political desires.

The poverty program does not require
that one be a Democrat or Republican.
It requires that one be poor.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the
people who are supposed to get the jobs
do not get them, I appreciate the con-
tribution that the Senator has made to
the discussion today.

The minority report again points out,
as I mentioned before, and want to verify,
that:

Time and again we have heard protests
that the Office of Economic Opportunity was
bypassing either local governments of the
poor in establishing local programs. Early
in June of this year a group of big city
mayors attempted to get the U.S. Conference
of Mayors to approve a resolution highly
critical of OEO. The proposed resolution
would have accused OEO of “trying to wreck
local government by setting the poor against
city hall.,” The resolution, drafted by two
Democratic mayors of big cities, was stopped
at the last minute at the urging of the ad-
ministration. The mayor of Syracuse pointed
out that in addition to his other problems
the poor in that city were being “urged to
storm city hall.”

These are some of the problems that
we are facing. I believe that what the
Senator just said with respect to the head
man in Philadelphia is applicable to what
has been going on in Denver.

We had in charge of the program
there, as I said earlier, a former State
legislator, a Democrat. I know him quite
well. He is a highly dedicated man for
this type of work. However, with all the
people he has working with him, he has
not been able to put together a single
program that has been worth a hoot.
They are yelling for his head. He is the
one who will be kicked out.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I agree
with the Senator. The purpose of the
antipoverty program is to help the poor.
One of the ways to help the poor is to
make jobs available to them. Another
way is to work with the city, the county,
and the State administrations in admin-
istering other programs of assistance.

The provision for turning over the
administration of the program to local,
nongovernmental agencies is having the
effect of freeing those agencies from any
responsibility to governmental units.
They are deciding, with some irrespon-
sibility, I believe, to use that freedom
from responsibility to storm city hall, to
storm State legislatures, and to storm
the Governor’s office in each State with
a politically conceived protest march
that may be suggested to them.

They are harming the poverty pro-
gram. They are showing the whole
country that they are more interested in
political advantage and political jobs for
political hacks than in carrying out the
responsibilities under the program.

When I support a program in a State,
I support it in the belief that it will be
honestly implemented and fairly admin-
istered, and that it will be done without
political overtones. That has not been
the activity pursued in the poverty pro-
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gram. I am raising a warning signal at
this time.

If the distinguished Senator from
Colorado would permit me, I should like
to make a unanimous-consent request at
this time.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is perfectly
agreeable.

POVERTY AND POLITICS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have
printed at this point in the Recorp the
article to which I alluded earlier entitled
“Inside Report: Poverty and Politics,”
written by Rowland Evans and Robert
Novak and published in this morning’s
Washington Post.

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

INsiDE REPORT: POVERTY AND POLITICS

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

Just how antipoverty funds can find their
way into partisan political actlon can be
seen in a seemingly trivial incident recently
outside the office of Gov. Willlam Scranton
in Harrisburg, Pa.

While the legislature debated a motion to
override the Governor’s veto of an appropri-
ation in an adjoining wing of the capitol, 200
demonstrators supperting the bill were sta-
tioned at the door of the Governor's office
chanting: “Show your face, show your face.”"

What makes this demonstration far from
trivial in importance is the fact that the
leader of the demonstrators (all of whom
had bussed their way to Harrisburg from
Philadelphia) was Charles Bowser—the ag-
gressive head of the Philadelphia antipoverty
committee.

Poverty officlals in Washington had no
knowledge whatever that Federal poverty
funds were used to pay for the buses. But
in Harrisburg, several of the demonstrators
openly admitted that the Philadelphia anti-
poverty committee financed the political
expedition.

Strangely enough, the target of this par-
ticular lobbying expedition was the “item
veto" by the Governor of an issue that had no
conr.ection whatever with the Federal anti-
poverty program. The two items vetoed by
the Governor, adhering to a constitutional
ban on deficit spending, were $10 million for
public assistance and $7 million for child
welfare.

For months the Governor and Democratic
State legislators had jockeyed back and forth
over these and other appropriations. The
Democrats stayed up nights seeking some way
to embarrass Scranton politically and make
him look like an ivy league scrooge.

When Scranton confronted the Democrats
with his veto, the antipoverty fighters In
Philadelphia organized their excursion to
Harrisburg to coincide with the legislative
debate to override the veto.

Significantly, the demonstrators® first stop
in the capitol was not the Governor's office
but the Democratic caucus room. They held
a rally there and heard Democratic represent-
ative Joshua Eilberg, the house majority
leader, deliver an emotional attack on Scran-
ton.

The demonstrators next moved into the
ornate, mahogany corridor outside the Gov-
ernor’s office and began chanting, “Show
your face.”

In due course, Bowser and a couple of oth-
er demonstrators were invited into Scran-
ton's office (actually they never had asked for
an appointment). Secranton again explained
the constitutional reasons why he had to
veto the two items. Whereupon the buses
were loaded and returned to Philadelphia.

Sargent Shriver, the antipoverty chief,
knew nothing about this until he received
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a felegraphed complaint on August 3 (the
day of the demonstration) from Pennsyl-
vania's secretary of state, John K. Tabor.

Acting on Scranton’s orders, Tabor de-
clared:

“We fully support the right and duty of
the people, rich or poor, to support or oppose
any State actlon, but we strongly object to
antipoverty personnel, pald with Federal
funds, mobilizing and leading such an effort.”

Tabor noted that Shriver's own regulation
No. 23 prohibits the use of poverty funds,
“for any partisan political activity or to fur-
ther the election or defeat of any candidate
to public office.”

Shriver's answer to Harrisburg, sent last
Tuesday (August 10), denied that antl-
poverty funds financed the bus f{rip.
Poverty dollars had been requested for the
buses, his telegram said. This was rejected,
he continued. Shriver stated strongly that
he never would condone such use of poverty
money.

But his reply skirted the question of Bow-
ser's leadership in the demonstration.
Bowser (who gets $17,000 a year) clearly was
violating Shriver’s regulation No. 23. (Bow-
ser sald privately later he felt it was his duty
to lobby against the veto.)

Shriver, of course, cannot be held respon-
sible for every infraction of regulation No.
23 in hundreds of projects in progress all
over the country.

That's just the point. Both in the con-
gressional act authorizing the program and
in the administrative policy of Shriver's
office, the dogma of “local control” is en-
shrined. Local leaders, sagacious or not, are
given a free hand in dispensing a major Fed-
eral program. The ludicrous political expe-
dition from Philadelphia to Harrisburg once
again shows the danger of this policy.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Pennsylvania
who has added a great deal to the
colloquy.

For the benefit of our colleagues, I
hope that they will study with some care
the serious problem that we have out-
lined. I have tried to be as dispassion-
ate as I can. I may say to the Senator
from Pennsylvania that, in discussing
some of these things, I have tried not to
make any accusations that have not
been documented by something in my
file. However, I shall say something
that has not been documented as yet.

I was told on the telephone that the
mayor of the city of Los Angeles has
indicated that a part of the problem in-
volved in their perfectly ghastly riot at
the present time has been generated in
part by activities of this nature under
the program.

I shall try to obtain some verification
of the mayor's accusation before I am
through.

Many Governors have said that they
must have the veto power in order to
force the OEO to consult with appropri-
ate State agencies before going ahead
with these programs. They felt that the
provision for the veto was the only
means to obtain cooperation between the
OEO and State agencies.

This phase of the argument concern-
ing the veto was also brought up before
the committee, but it was apparently
overruled.

There is no reason why the veto power
should be eliminated. The vast major-
ity of the Governors want it. It is said
that it is necessary in order to coordinate
the program. There is objection to the
action that has been taken by the House
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in overruling their right to a veto. Now,
we have eliminated it entirely despite
the wishes of the Governors of the 50
States of the United States.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. Iyield.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I should
think that the administrators and the
sponsors of this program would want to
provide for the intervention at some
point of some responsible persons—in
this case, the Governors—to keep such a
program on the track. If I were among
those responsible for this program, I
should be very much afraid that the
scandals and the marches and protest
demonstrations which have occurred so
far would cast such discredit on the
program that it might have difficulty in
being approved substantially in the
form which the administration desires.
This program is loaded with further
possibilities for scandal. I predict that
in the rest of this year and the coming
year throughout the United States, in
many large cities especially, there will be
revelations of the most scandalous in-
eptitude, or worse, in the administration
of this program.

Senators who are in charge of man-
aging the bill ought to be very much con-
cerned about having some right on the
part of State Governors, or at least some
agency, to step in and say, “Let us be
very careful with what we are about to
do.” If that is not done, the poor will
be set against the politicians. That is
the last thing politicians want, because
if the poor are set against them, the
politicians will stop getting rakeoffs. As
Montaigne said, “I speak truth, not so
much as I could, but as much as I dare;
and I dare more as I grow older.”

We all know, as statesmen and poli-
ticians, if I may use the word in a reason-
able sense, what is happening to the anti-
poverty program. Our warnings and
cautions will be remembered next year
as scandal after scandal will be written
about on the front pages of newspapers,
where, in this city or that city, all sorts
of collusion, racketeering, high salaries
paid, patronage feeding, and the promo-
tion of hacks and incompetents, are go-
ing to lead the persons responsible for
this program along a very stormy path.
I promised Sargent Shriver, whom I
know, that I would help with the pro-
gram if it were made certain that poli-
ticians would be prevented from being
put in the way of the poor. I plead with
him, if he wants my help, to stop the
headlong charges that people who criti-
cize aspects of the program are neces-
sarily obstructionists or that they do not
have to pay attention to them.

Numbers are not so important, but
there will be a time when they will be
greater than some wish, and at that time
the opportunity for correction in behalf
of the people may have passed. I make
these suggestions, not as one who is
against the program, but as one who
supports it.

The Senator from Colorado is right
in pleading for the right of Governors
to have the right of veto.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Sena-
tor.
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Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. DOMINICEK. I yield.

Mr. COOPER. I have listened to the
Senator’s speech with interest. It has
been highly informative.

I voted for the Economic Opportunity
Act because I believed as I believe now,
that such a program is necessary to
train and educate the young, and those
who are older, to enable them to break
from the cycle of poverty.

I shall vote to extend the program,
but I will vote to amend the bill so that
it will be more effective.

The Senator has detailed abuses.
There have been failures in administra-
tion and some gross abuses. I do not
believe we have experienced in Eentucky
the type of abuse which has occurred in
other States referred to by the Senator
from Pennsylvania, and the Senator
from Colorado. There has been com-
plaint in Kentucky about the establish-
ment of so many offices and the selection
of too many officials at high salaries.
Also, the establishment of inflated wage
levels by the Department of Labor is not
good for recipients or the communities.
It could remain in the programs, instead
of moving into productive employment,
and it could work hardships on commu-
nity organizations wishing to participate
and meet local needs.

The purpose of the program is good.
What is needed is a willingness on the
part of the administration to correct
abuses and waste.

I would like to say to my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle that they
should recognize mistakes and help to
correct them.

If the President, the Congress, and
Mr. Shriver do not make every effort to
make these corrections, it will be tragic,
in terms of waste of money. But most
tragic will be the loss of a great oppor-
tunity for thousands of people, young
and old, to break out of the awful cycle
of poverty into the full stream of life.

Mr. DOMINICK. The Nelson amend-
ment, which adds $150 million to title
II, is designed to take those who are
chroniecally unemployed and put them
to work in gardening and landscape work
not only in their local communities, as
nearly as possible, but also to give them
an opportunity to move outside. This
is a program which I do not happen to
be opposing in my amendment. The
proposal deals with a part of the pro-
gram which the Senator was discussing
but it did not provide for any particular
training. The Senator from Kentucky
may have read, as I have, the recent
article in Life magazine, in which indus-
try itself has been having people from
the welfare and unemployment rolls put
through a training course for work in
which they can engage as a result of
their previous experience and degree of
education, to try to give those people
a motivation to support themselves and
their families. They have not been com-
pletely successful, but, particularly in
the Berkeley area of California, they
have done a good job. It has been tried.
This makes sense to me. It is not a pro-
gram in which we are going to put $1,-
650 million of the taxpayers’ money into
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programs that have been discredited in
many places.

Mr. COOPER. I have read the Nelson
amendment. It needs to be discussed.
We need more information. But it is a
public works amendment, as I see it.

Mr. DOMINICK. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. The Senator has dis-
cussed ably some of the defects in the
program. I would like to have the Sen-
ator’s judgment about the programs
themselves—whether he considers them
good programs, in substance and objec-
tives, as I believe them to be.

For example, I refer to the commu-
nity programs providing preparation for
education for younger students, the work
study program for students in college,
and especially the work training pro-
gram for high school students in their
areas of residence.

Mr. DOMINICE. It is an excellent
program, but I have some doubt about
paying for it out of Federal funds. If
it is designed to help the children con-
tinue their education, it is difficult for
me to see why jobs should be made on
campuses by way of picking up sticks,
which is a part of the program, or clean-
ing latrines, which is another part of it,
and paying them a dollar and a quarter
an hour, as requested by the Department
of Labor, and then requiring the schools
to falsify their records submitted to the
Government.

What they say now is, “You must pay
$1.25 an hour for the work they are doing,
but when you publicize what you are
doing, include within it the number of
hours when they are actually training
and not being paid for work, and then you
will reduce the total pay, so that it will
come down to about 90 cents an hour,
which is what you are paying ordinarily,
and then you will not be driving out the
people hired at that level.”

Mr. COOPER. I am familiar with the
practice. I raised the question with the
Department of Labor, and was informed
about the arrangement, which does not
settle the problem and is not a faithful
representation of the facts.

Mr. DOMINICE. I think it is plainly
deceitful, and I said so.

Mr. COOPER. To go back to the pro-
grams, let me refer to the Head Start
program, the work training program, and
the work study program. The first is de~
signed to help a child with no training
at all—who is not prepared—to- start
school under equal circumstances. The
work training and work study programs
give young men and women an opportu-
nity to stay in school or college. I do not
see anything wrong with these programs.
I believe they are good.

Mr. DOMINICK. Let me tell the Sen-
ator what happened on the Head Start
program in my own county in Colorado.
Since no one had initiated any program,
the county commissioners and the public
school authorities got together and sent
in an application for Head Start program
work in the county.

Almost immediately, the Democratic
district attorney, the only Democratic
officeholder in my county, filed an appli-
cation with someone else who was willing
to come in on it with him, also a Demo-
crat, not an officeholder but with some
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influence in the community. Because of
filing this conflicting application, no
money of any kind is going into our
county for this Head Start program.
This is one of the problems I am talking
about in the way of administration.

Mr. COOPER. I know. As to the
substance of these programs, if properly
administered, does the Senator not be-
lieve them to be helpful?

Mr. DOMINICK. Certainly I do.

Mr. COOPER. I believe they can be of
great value.

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to have
the Senator’s judgment as to the Job
Corps.

Mr. DOMINICK. I cannot say that
the Job Corps is a good program. I feel
this way about the Job Corps and I am
speaking frankly to my friend the Sena-
tor from Kentucky: I do not see how we
can take a person who has problems be-
cause of his local environment and his
educational ability and move him into a
camp, train him for 6 months on how to
saw wood, how to live in the open air,
how to make trails through the forest,
and then, when he returns to his home,
expect him, by virtue of those 6 months
or a year in the camp, to be able to pull
himself up. I do not believe this is solv-
ing the problem.

Mr. COOPER. I am sure that the
Senator remembers the Works Progress
Administration program and the old
CCC camps.

Mr. DOMINICK. Indeed,Ido.

Mr. COOPER. I was a local official in
Kentucky at that time, and during the
depression, I had the opportunity to ob-
serve the CCC program. Many boys went
to the camps and came back interested
in finding gainful employment and being
good citizens. It seems to me that if the
Job Corps program were followed by the
other training programs taking boys and
girls from the Job Corps who had been
rehabilitated, and had developed incen-
tive, the first stage in the Job Corps
would then have valuable purpose and
effect. I do not know whether an effort
is made to follow through with boys and
girls when they complete the course at
the Job Corps centers. It is a little bit
too early, probably. I doubt that many
have completed their Job Corps enroll-
ment at this time.

Mr. DOMINICK. Not very many, but
the Senator has read examples in the
minority report, and heard some of the
things I mentioned in my talk today.
The difficulty and the difference between
this program and the CCC camps is that
the latter were started when there was
a massive unemployment situation and
had a great number of young men and
women who were perfectly fine persons,
and educated, but who were simply un-
able to find a job. They were getting
some training and some discipline and
some motivation behind them.

At the present time, what we are deal-
ing with is not a case of massive unem-
ployment all over the country. I believe
the Labor Department stated that we
had the lowest unemployment rate, or
the highest employment rate—I have
forgotten which—in a long time; so we
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are dealing with a group which is of a
somewhat different caliber from those
who went to the CCC camps.

Mr. COOPER. That is correct. I be-
lieve that the situation today is that
some of those out of work are not pre-
pared for work, either because of lack of
education or character traits and that a
program like this, properly administered,
is necessary and can be very helpful; but
it seems to me, that from this discus-
sion—and the Senator from Colorado has
rendered a fine service in provoking this
debate—we have agreed that it demands
better administration and a correction
of abuses.

Mr. DOMINICEK. I sincerely appreci-
ate the contribution made by the highly
distinguished Senator from Kentucky.
It will be most helpful, I know, in general
action on the amendments that will be
proposed from time to time.

I do wish to point out quite. clearly
that in my amendment which I have sent
to the desk, I have not tried to “gut” the
program in any way whatsoever. What
I have proposed is to hold the amount
to last year's authorization for another
year, before we again increase it, and to
try to correct some of the problems while
we are doing it. Last year’s authoriza-
tion still being $150 million more than
what the actual appropriation was.
Thus, we have much room to try and
keep the program growing, even if the
amendment should be adopted.

Mr. COOPER. I was very much in-
terested in reading in the report, and
also noted in the bill, the amendment
which had been proposed, I believe by the
Senator from Vermont, which was ac-
cepted by the committee, to create the
advisory committee. The chairman
would not be connected with the poverty
administration, but would be an inde-
pendent chairman, and would continu-
ously oversee the program. I assume
that one of those functions would be to
discover abuses in administration, and
also to determine whether it was actually
working well or not. I see hope in that
amendment, if it is finally accepted, and
I hope very much that it will be.

Mr. DOMINICK. I would hope so,
too. I was happy to support it. I may
have another amendment, which would
be most useful. I suspect that it will be

presented by a member of the minority,

in which, again, the effort will be to try
to make the director of the program a
full-time instead of a half-time director;
namely, to have Mr. Shriver be either
the head of the Peace Corps or the pov-
erty program, but not both.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. PROUTY. Iam glad that the dis-
tinguished Senator from Kentucky made
reference to the Advisory Council. I
speak as a friend of the program. I wish
it to succeed. I wished it to succeed last
year. Iexpect to support it again. How-
ever, there are many examples of mal-
administration. The program is being
used primarily for political purposes in
many areas of the country. Some of us
who support the program in prineciple
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wish to bring an end to this kind of ad-
ministration. That is what we are try-
ing to do.

Sometimes the suggestion is made that
if we were to appropriate $2 billion in-
stead of $1 billion, we would be able to do
twice as good a job; and that if we were
to appropriate $3 billion, it would be three
times as good. Obviously, that is not
true. The program has not been under-
way long enough to eliminate many of the
“bugs” in administration. Thus, there is
justification for restricting the funds to a
level which can be spent efficiently.

Let me read from the last issue of the
U.S. News & World Report, a quotation
by a spokesman for the Illinois Farmers
Union, which administers the antipov-
erty summer work facilities in 32 Illinois
counties.

This spokesman said:

A spokesman for the Illineoils Farmers
Union, which administers the antipoverty
summer-work programs in 32 Illinois coun-
ties, said on August 10:

“We definitely tried to go too fast on the
thing. We put too many to work too fast.
We put far too many to work in some places.
There definitely was a misunderstanding on
the local level.”

Said J. M. Watson, Illinois coordinator of
the Neighborhood Youth Corps:

“There was some political favoritism."”

The youths were being paid $1.25 an hour
for 32 hours of work a week, the national
rate in the Youth Corps.

- - - = L4

A prominent Negro educator, Lester B.
Granger, of Dillard University, New Orleans,
called the antipoverty program a “slaphappy,
sloppy, wasteful procedure.” Mr. Granger
told the National Urban League convention:

“The fat should be taken out of it. We are
going to waste two-thirds of the funds going
into it, just like the New Deal. This doesn't
mean I don’t support it. If we get even one-
third out of it, it would help.”

Obviously these people are interested
in making this program a success. I be-
lieve every Member of Congress should
take that approach. Those of us who
offer amendments are not trying to de-
stroy the program. We are trying to
strengthen it and make it work in order
that it may achieve the objectives for
which it is designed.

Mr. DOMINICEK. I appreciate the
contribution of the Senator from Ver-
mont, who has put in a great deal of
study and effort on this program and
who, I know, will be offering some
amendments in an effort to accomplish
what he has referred to. Originally we
were discussing the veto power. I should
like to say a few words on that subject.

Despite the vote of a majority of the
committee to eliminate the veto power
on the ground that this was necessary,
the fact is that the veto power has been
used only four times in the lifetime of
the war on poverty, and on two of those
four occasions the veto was used to pre-
vent the achievement of programs under
contract with the National Farmers
Union.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I am happy to yield.

Mr. GORE. The able Senator is citing
the infrequency of the use of the veto
power granted the Governors as a justifi-
cation for its retention.
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Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor-
rect. I was trying to show that the veto
power has not been used by the Gov-
ernors for the purpose of hampering the
administration of the program, but has
been used by the Governors, or the threat
of the veto has been used in their efforts
at coordination of existing local and
State programs with the Federal pro-

gram.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Rather than using the
number of times that the veto has been
threatened to thus coerce action, or the
number of times it has been actually
used, would not a better measure of its
advisability be the soundness in prin-
ciple of granting to the Governor of a
State a power heretofore unprecedented,
of vetoing a project of the Government
of the United States within that State?
It seems to me that the latter test is
the proper one.

Mr. DOMINICK. One difficulty with
that argument—and I said that was the
basis used in committee, or at least I
thought it was one of the basis, because
there were others—is that this would be
true if there were a Federal program
with Federal direction all the way
through. We are not dealing with that
situation. We are dealing with local
community groups, in many instances
creating their own organization, and
then obtaining Federal funds directly to
support themselves. It seems to me that
it is necessary to have some power by
which a coordination of these programs
can be required. If we do not have that
there will be even more chaos than we
have at the present time.

I hope the Senate will stand up for
the principle of doing something to
strengthen local-State government in
this country.

‘We have been for far too long going
in exactly the opposite direction. We
are centralizing the Government in
Washington and eliminating the State
function. For instance, if someone
wishes to get help on a sewage problem,
he can go directly to the Cabinet officer
instead of going to the local counsel.
That is absolute nonsense.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. 1 yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I regret that our
committee circumscribed the veto power
of the Governors of the States. The
Senator from Colorado presents at least
in part my feeling on this subject. He
will recall that we voted together on
this issue.

Mr. DOMINICK. We are very happy
to have the Senator’s support.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I feel just as
strongly today as I did during the con-
sideration of the bill within the commit-
tee, that the exercise of the veto by a
Governor in the administration of this
program, which I endorse, is important
to the cooperative and coordinated effort
in this Federal-State effort to provide
worthwhile work projects and to provide
employment for needy persons. It is my
belief that in the Senate we should have
an opportunity to vote again on that
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matter, just as we did in the past and
recently in the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

Mr. DOMINICK. I appreciate the
help and support that we had on this
matter from the Senator.

Mr. President, this bill has reached
the floor of the Senate with a somewhat
less than distinguished record of care-
ful consideration by the Congress. The
House hearings were only a farce. Only
1 out of the 10 antipoverty programs
created by the Economic Opportunity
Act of 1964 was discussed at any length.
Moreover, in the hearings on this one
program many accusations of confusion
and political favoritism were brought up,
whereupon the hearings were abruptly
ended. The minority views submitted
in the House summed the situation up
in this way:

The hearings were abruptly halted—over
the protests of the minority members—on
the grounds that time was of the essence.
The chairman then proceeded with all delib-
erate speed to postpone executive sessions
twice, presumably while conferring privately
with the czar of all the impoverished. It
was the publicly announced position of the
chairman that drastic changes were required
in the act.

These changes were not forthcoming. In-
stead, the chairman received two letters from
Mr, Sargent Shriver outlining administrative
procedures to be followed by OEO which al-
legedly would give the poor adequate repre-
sentation on the political-soclal committees
which run community action programs and
restrict excessive salaries. Presto chango—
no changes need to be made now in the act;
we have encountered the newest wrinkle in
Great Soclety government: legislation by
letter.

The sorry truth is that a great congres-
sional committee has betrayed the legislative
process and in doing so has turned its back
upon Americans who have been led to hope
that a determined and imaginative war on
poverty would be waged.

The Senate record is little betier.
The bill was reported on the Senate floor
at noon on Friday last. On Friday af-
ternoon it was made the pending busi-
ness of the Senate. The commitiee
print of the bill was not available until
Saturday morning, or almost a day after
the bill became pending business. The
committee report, with its somewhat ex-
tensive minority, individual, and supple-
mental views, was not even made avail-
able to Senators until this morning.

This is a highly imiportant and contro-

versial bill, and I fail to see why Sena-
tors should not be given an opportuniiy
to review the bill and its report in order
to prepare remarks and amendments.

This is the reason why 1 am glad to
have had the discussion, because it has
given us an opportunity to bring out
many facts. I am not criticizing the
chairman of the committee. I am some-
what disturbed over the speed with
which the measure was reported and
made the pending business before we
had the bill or the report to read.

The U.S. Senate has been called the
greatest deliberative body in the world.
Its Members should at least be given the
opportunity to see H.R. 8283 and its re-
port in order that they be sufficiently
informed to conduct the careful and ex-
tex;.sive debate that this bill should re-
ceive.
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The war on poverty has also been
hidden behind a veil of bureaucratic
secrecy. When we have tried to get any-
thing done to improve the administra-
tion of the program, many of us have
been derided as being in favor of down-
grading the poor. It would be easy to
sit back on this side of the aisle and rest
easy while we put the proposed legisla-
tion through. It would he easy to sit
back and wait, as my distinguished
friend from Pennsylvania said, while the
increasing scandal and political in-
fluence charges are brought up in the
daily newspapers and the magazines. It
would be easy to do nething now and to
reap political benefits when the poverty
program blows up, as it inevitably will,
unless there are changes in the program.
But on our side, we believe in the ful-
fillment of our responsibility as legis-
lators, and we shall propose a number
of amendments to correct defects noted
in the minority views. I hope that the
majority will give the amendments the
consideration which they deserve and
will adopt some of them. :

The dangers involved in continuing
the poverty war in its present form are
50 great that the country can expeet no
less than full and careful review of the
program and deliberate efforts made to
try to improve on it.

One of the things that I cannot see is
why in the world the Congress of the
United States should double the amount
of money involved in a program which
is under attack from all corners, from
Republicans and Democrats alike. If
my amendment should be adopted, we
would provide $150 million more than
was authorized last year. I am sure I
shall be accused of trying to gut the
program. What I am saying is “Do not
spend $1,650 million; spend $1,100 mil-
lion. Cut half a billion off the program
un:.i.l we can have these problems ironed
out.”

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I now yield to the
Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator
from Colorado. I should like to ask him
several questions.

First, will the Senator tell us the
amount of the appropriation for the
Office of Economic Opportunity for the
current year?

Mr. DOMINICK. The appropriation
was $793 million for fiscal 1965.

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator tell
us the amount recommended by the ad-
ministration early this year in its budget?

Mr. DOMINICK. I believe it was
$1,500 million.

Mr. MILLER. I understand that that
is absolutely correct.

In what amount is the proposed au-
thorization now pending before the
Senate?

Mr. DOMINICK. It is $1,650 million.

Mr. MILLER. So not only does the bill
before the Senate propose to authorize
even more than the administration asked
for at the time the budget was submitted
to the Congress early this year, but more
than twice as much as the program au-
thorized for the current year. Is that
correct?
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Mr. DOMINICK. The amount is more
than twice as much as was appropriated
for fiscal 1965.

Mr. MILLER. But we are talking
about money that was actually appropri-
ated for the current program.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is correct.

Mr. MILLER. Compared with that,
the bill before the Senate would not only
authorize more than the administration
asked for last year but twice as much as
was appropriated this year.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is absolutely
correct.

Mr. MILLER. Much has taken place
since the administration submitted its
budget. For one thing, the war in Viet-
nam has become worse, and the admin-
istration has been forced to come to Con-
gress and ask for additional money.

Only the other day, following the Pres-
ident’s decision to call up 50,000 more
troops to go into South Vietnam, Con-
gress was asked for an additional $1.7
billion for the war in Vietnam.

It seems to me that, of all times, this
is the worst time to come before Con-
gress and persist in increasing the
amount presently appropriated for this
activity. If anything, the program
should be cut back; but failing in that,
the program should be left where it is,
and money that would go to this program
would be used to provide proper equip-
ment and support for our troops in Viet-
nam. Does not the Senator from Colo-
rado agree with that?

Mr. DOMINICE. Icertainly do. The
amendment I sent to the desk would do
just that. It would reduce the amount
to last year’s authorization—not the
appropriation, but last year’s authoriza-
tion.

This would save $600 million that could
be used to buy equipment which the Sec~-
retary of Defense has failed to supply up
to now, in terms not only of our situation
in Vietnam but of other sensitive spots
around the world.

Mr, MILLER. I am pleased to learn
of the amendment of the Senator from
Colorado, and I shall support it.

I wish to reemphasize that I believe it
is about time for Members of this body,
if not the administration, to recognize
that if we want to provide the morale
and equipment and war materiel for our
troops in South Vietnam to carry out
successfully their very miserable under-
taking, it would mean a great deal to
them to know that we are giving priority
to them, as distinguished from priority
to an increase in what is being spent for
this domestic program.

It is about time for us to recognize that
we cannot fight a war in Vietnam and at
the same time have all the other pro-
grams, let alone increase them, if we are
to be successful in either case.

I hope the amendment of the Senator
from Colorado will be offered; and I shall
support it.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. DOMINICEK. I appreciate the
helpful comments of the Senator from
Iowa. He has done much work in a
review of the difficult monetary situa-
tion that exists in this country.

I was interested in the comment of
the Senator from Iowa on the Vietnam-
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ese situation. The minority views, on
page 60—I referred to this in my earlier
remarks—tell of one boy who finished
first in his class at high school and is
new serving in Vietnam for $78 a month.
His brother, who was apparently a dif-
ferent breed of cat, beat up his mother
and his teacher, dropped out of school,
and is now in the Neighborhood Youth
Corps, getting $200 a month. This is
the most ridiculous thing of which I
could possibly conceive. It is not only
ridiculous; it makes me boil to think of
it.

Mr. MILLER. That type of example
has been repeated in newspaper columns
in the past several months. This is an-
other way in which the program will
have an adverse impact on the morale of
members of the armed services.

It is bad enough when they realize that
they will have to leave their loved ones
at home and subject themselves to im-
minent death, fighting a war far away
from our shores—and it is a war in every
sense of the word. Nevertheless, it is
difficult for them to understand how the
people back home, who were supposed to
be supporting them, can tolerate such a
program as will lead to an example such
as the Senator has referred to.

But quite apart from that, assuming
that the program was operated in a way
in which there would be no waste, no
extravagance, and no adverse impact
on the morale of our Armed Forces be-
cause of the disparity between the pay
received by them in Vietnam and the
salaries of some of those who partici-
pate in this program, the fact remains
that we cannot adequately support the
military forces in South Vietnam and at
trﬁ;e same time conduct programs like

S.

I believe it would be a strong shot
in the arm for our boys in South Viet-
nam if Congress were to decide that
we are going to keep the poverty pro-
gram where it is until the war in South
Vietnam is over, and that then and only
then would we properly consider increas-
ing it along the lines of the bill now be-
for the Senate proposed.

Mr. DOMINICK. I thank the Senator
from Iowa. Since I was talking a while
ago about objections in Colorado to the
poverty program, I thought the Senator
from Michigan might be interested in a
letter from the publisher of the Denver
Blade, the largest Negro newspaper in
Colorado. Mr. Joe Brown, the publisher,
wrote the letter to President Johnson,
Representative PoweLn, Councilman
Caldwell, Mayor Currigan, Attorney
Moore, four State legislators, both U.S.
Senators, Representative Rocers of Colo-
rado, and State Senator George Broun.
The letter is dated August 12 and reads:

THE DENVER BLADE,
Denver, Colo., August 12, 1985,

To President L. B. Jornson, Hon. Apam C.
PoweLL, Councilman ELvin CALDWELL,
Mayor Tom CuURRIGAN, Attorney Isaac
Moorge, Hon. PALMER BUrcH, Hon. Eu-
GENE FoLEY, Hon. Dan Grover, Hon.
JoHN A. Love, Hon. GorpoN ArrorT, Hon.
ByroN Rocers, Hon. PEreEr H, DOMINICE,
Senator GEORGE BROWN.

GENTLEMEN: Please rescue us from this
Denver war on poverty. We, the Greater
East Denver merchants, submitted a proposal
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for a small business development center over
2 months ago. We met on several occasions
with Mr, Charles Bishop, who helped us re-
write the proposal. We have sat down with
Mr. Clifford Rucker, of SBA, on two or more
occaslons. We are now told that both the
board chairman, Dr. Gelvin and the Den-
ver director of the program are either asked
to resign or are going to be fired but won't
quit, or that no one knows what to do.

We can’t find either of them regardless
of what time of day we call. The office un-
der Mr. Allen is a maze of confused office
help, all of which sounds like anything but
efficiency.

Someone, somewhere please let us exercise
some type of legal benefit from this program,
My people represent the most depressed busi-
ness area of the city. We are now told that
the Denver war on poverty is holding our
proposals, perplexed.

If you ask me, we shocked the clty by
taking the initiative. Can we have rellef?

Help. Help. Give us a way out.

Very sincerely,
J. BROWN,
Publisher.

On August 8, Mr. Brown wrote an edi-
torial. In sending the editorial to us,
he wrote in large handwriting, at the
top of the page, “Help.” The editorial
is entitled “Woes of Poverty,” and reads
as follows:

WoES OF POVERTY

In the last couple of months we have heard
cries of *Hang the mayor” coming from the
Denver Democratic camp. We have read
criticism of the poverty program, we have
even read a dynamic absurd account of the
program'’s progress in a local newspaper, and
it appears to us that surely there must be
something wrong when everybody is in a
state of crossfire and different opinions about
the program.

We have tended to criticize not only the
program, but we go further, we don't even
like the way the program is progressing.
Never before have so few faked out so many
and gotten away scot free. The citizens of
Greater East Denver in an attempt to take
the business initiative, submitted a SBDC
proposal, a plan for the erection and func-
tioning of a superbusiness, that in time
would make all East Denver businesses ruc-
cessful. Not only has the program never
reached Washington, the best comment on
the subject has the proposal downtown in
the Denver war on poverty director’s desk,
2 months after the law said that the program
had to be in Washington. We have cried
for this program, we have written over 20
letters to Washington to everybody who has
even a tinge of responsibility about their
public life, yet nothing has happened; the
mayor can't even fire the director. There is
a llmit to this phoney “pork barrel" and we
think that the mayor is going entirély too
far in allowing the “ole crowd" to gain con-
trol of the destiny of his political career
again,

We say, “oust Allen” as director, clean that
Denver war on poverty office out and do it
now. And if someone else is really the
mayor, just give us his name and we will
make the same recommendation to him.
Can't we get the plain and simple message
through the heads of these Democratic pov=
erty chiefs downtown, that there is a new
order in our community and we will decide
what is to happen to our progress.

Any attempt to steal our plans and install
a “stupid politician” in the small business
development center will be met with a pro-
test and we mean a protest led by this insti-
tution. We think the mayor should oust
the whole crowd and put the war on poverty
in the hands of people for whom it was in-
tended. Hell, the East Denver community
can’t even take the initiative. There are no
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other SBDC proposals in the western region,
what are we walting for, war on poverty,
someone else to develop one?

I state to the chairman of the com-
mittee, with all due respect, that this is
the type of reaction the war on poverty
is receiving in our State. This concerns
the most depressed area in our city-
county government.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, to
make the record complete, on page 38 of
the report on the hearings, there is a
recitation of the cost per person of teach-
ing men and women in the Job Corps.

I should like to ask the Senator from
Colorado whether it is his understanding
that, for a 9-month period, the cost to
teach each student in a conservation
center is $4,482.65.

I am reading from a paper which was
submitted to the committee by the offi-
cials of the Economic Opportunity Ad-
ministration.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is my under-
standing. I have been exaggerating the
figure. I have been saying that the fig-
ure is $4,500, which is $18 more than the
amount discussed, I believe.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the
cost to teach one male student at an
urban center is $4,377.95.

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor-
rect. In most colleges we can send a stu-
dent for 4 years for that amount of
money.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The cost to teach a
woman in an urban center is $4,483.37.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator for bringing these
points up. This is a part of what I was
trying to say to the Senator from Ken-
tucky when he asked me whether I was
in favor of these programs. I kept trying
to say to him that I like the principle of
the programs, but I do not like in any
way the manner in which they are being
operated. There is no excuse, evident to
me, for obtaining that kind of a result
from the expenditure of that much
money.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I have
had a tabulation prepared of the cost
of teaching a student in various Ohio col-
leges.

This tabulation covers Antioch, Ash-
land, Baldwin-Wallace, Bluffton, Bowling
Green, Capital, Case, Central State, St.
Mary's, Wooster, Defiance, Dennison,
Fenn, Heidelberg, Hiram, EKent State,
Kenyon, Mount TUnion, Muskingum,
Oberlin, Ohio Wesleyan, Otterbein, West-
ern University for Women, and Western
Reserve.

It is shocking to see that we can send
a student to one of these universities in
Ohio at a cost, I should say, on an av-
erage of 50 percent of what it would cost
to send a dropout to a job center.

Antioch College is rather widely known
throughout the country. The cost of
tuition there is $1,400. Board is $288.
Room is $228. Books and supplies
amount to $350. Extras amount to $56.
I have not added those figures, but they
would amount to approximately $2,300.

I shall take samples of the cost of
each, and I shall mention those institu-
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tions of Ohio higher learning that are
rather widely known throughout the
country.

I mentioned Ohio Wesleyan, which is
at Delaware, Ohio.

At Ohio Wesleyan, the tuition is $1,300.
Board and room amounts to $800. Books
and supplies amount to $75. That is a
total cost of $2,200 to be taught at one
of the outstanding colleges in the United
States.

The cost at Kenyon, an institution that
is probably 130 years old, and known for
the excellence of its teaching and its
facilities, is $1,400 for tuition, $510 for
board, $320 for room, and $100 for books
and supplies, and $100 for extras, making
a total of $2,430.

I wish also to mention Oberlin Col-
lege, which is considered one of the five
best in the United States; at least, it is
one of the five best in Ohio. The tuition
is $1,350; board, $500; room, $400.

I shall not go through all the others
except to mention Western Reserve Uni-
versity, which is nationally known. The
tuition there is $1,050. Board is $510.
Room is $340; books and supplies, $75.

Mr. President, back in April of this
year, I made a statement of the costs of
sending a girl to Radcliffe, compared to
the cost of sending a dropout to one of
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the job centers. My figures were chal-
lenged by Sargent Shriver. I also men-
tioned the costs at Harvard. The result
was a dispute, in which a statement was
made by Harvard spokesman William
Pinkerton. He challenged Shriver’s fig-
ures. Iread:

After a bit of detective work he reported
that the tuition for a year at Harvard is
$1,760, room and board $1,130. Personal ex-
penses could add another $460. This total
would be way below Shriver's claim that the
cost of sending a student to Harvard was
$6,410.

Pinkerton of Harvard made it clear, how-
ever, that Harvard wants no quarrel with
Bhriver, whose famous brothers-in-law,
named EKennedy, are distinguished alumni.

My point is that the cost of sending a
girl to Radcliffe or a boy to Harvard falls
far below what it costs the taxpayers of
the United States to manage and admin-
ister one job at one of these Job Corps
centers.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the tabulation of Ohio colleges, to-
gether with a recitation of figures dealing
with Mount Hollyoke, Radcliffe, Harvard,
Wellesley, and Vassar be included in the
REecorp at this point.

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

Tuition Board Room | Booksand| Extras Total
supplies

BRI e $1, 400 228
BV RS S i e e e 992 750 |_ =
Baldwin Wallace. . 1, 056 420 270
Bluffton_____.___ 70 370 240
Bowling Green 400 o
Capital..__.__ 00 450 270
Casa._____ ... 1,400 600 300
Central State. 70 426 300 |.
8t. Mary's_._._ 600 560 250

/ooster_ 1,320 500 340
Defiance 915 432 1180
Denison . 1,200 440 330
Fenn... 980 510 288
Heidelbe 1,100 445 325 |.
Hiram__ 1,000 445 360
Kent State 336 420 234
Kenyon.... .. 1,400 510 320
Mount Union_ 1,125 450 300

uskingum 1, 090 510 220
Oberlin.._.._.___ 1,350 500 400
Ohio Wesleyan____ 1, 300 800 1w
Otterbein._._.._.... 850 450 250
Western (Women)_ i 1,375 1100
Western Reserve__ 1, 050 510 340
Harvard......._... 1, 520 620 475
Mount Holyoke_ 2,750 | Included | Included

adeliffe___.._ 1, 760 1,170 | Included
Wellesley 2,800 | Included | Included
b R R R DR 1, 500 1,300 | Included

1 And up.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, let
me say to the distinguished Senator from
Ohio that perhaps the reason why Mr.
Shriver quoted Harvard as being that
high is that he went to Yale Law School
at the same time I did. I know him
very well. He is a highly distinguished
man,

I also point out toc the Senator from
Ohio that one of the highest costs in col-
lege is in medical school. . The cost at
a public medical school is $3,200. At a
private medical school it is $3,981—well
below what it would cost to send a young-
ster to the Job Corps. It still does not
make any sense to me to have to pay so
much money, so disproportionate to the
result.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I think it can be said
that it costs the taxpayers about $4,400 a

year to teach one of the dropouts in
the job centers for 9 months, as em-
braced in the bill. That sum would, of
course, be shocking to the ordinary citi-
zen—3$4,400 to teach a dropout is un-
believeable.

PUBLICATION OF NAMES OF OWN-
ERS OF RENTAL PROPERTIES
UNDER TITLE I OF THE HOUSING
ACT OF 1949

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr, President, be-
fore I yield the floor, I send a bill to the
desk for proper referral which has some
bearing on the subject we are dealing
with now. It is a thought which I have
had in mind for some time. It is a bill
which, if adopted, will require that the
names of those who own property for
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rent in slum areas must be published at
least once a year in a public newspaper
before they are entitled to any funds
under title I of the Housing Act. I be-
lieve it is a good bill. It will encourage
improvement in slum housing by mak-
ing public the names of the landlords re-
sponsible for these horrible conditions.
Up to the present time, the promotion of
more effective building codes and code
enforcement, as well as various tax re-
form studies, have been the primary
weapons employed against urban blight.
I support these measures, but I believe
that the fear of widespread public noto-
riety will provide tremendous further
impetus toward the goal of eradication
of both urban and rural slum housing
conditions.

Slum housing is sapping the strength
of this country as a result of its impact
on juvenile delinquency, discontent, ra-
cial strife, and social disintegration.
Because of the low tax base in these
areas, many communities are hard
pressed to provide adequate utilities,
streets, parks, schools, playgrounds, and
other services. It is a national disgrace,
and the landlords who are getting rich
at the expense of literally millions of
helpless tenants must be brought to the
light of public serutiny. According to
the 1960 census of housing, there were
about 434 million substandard housing
units occupied by renters, and over 3
million of these units were occupied by
families with incomes of less than $3,000
a year. These people simply do not have
the resources or facilities to overcome
this problem alone; and despite the mil-
lions of dollars spent by the Office of
Economic Opportunity and other agen-
cies in the ill-managed and ill-considered
war on poverty, not much of a dent has
been made in the elimination of slums,
My bill, by publicizing the names of the
persons responsible, would bring to bear
the full weight and pressure of the entire
community against the offending land-
lords. These owners and landlords
themselves, have a responsibility to im-
prove their properties so that they meet
the standard of the law as well as
the standard of normal decency that
the community at large expects and
demands.

Many landlords have neglected to
meet their responsibilities simply be-
cause they knew that they were safely
hidden from the public’s eye. No one
would know that the filthy, rat-infested
tenement or shack over on the other side
of the tracks belonged to one of the pil-
lars of the community, or perhaps to a
respected officeholder.

My bill provides that a locality must
require that the names of all owners of
rental properties used for residential
purposes be published at least annually
in a local newspaper before that locality
would be eligible for a loan or grant
under title I of the Housing Act of 1949.
This would include the names of owners
of both legal and equitable interests; the
officers and directors of corporations
which own such properties, as well as
any person owning 15 percent or more of
the stock of such corporations; both the
trustees and beneficiaries where the
owner is a trust; and the names of all
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partners, general and limited, where the
owner is a partnership. There is no

doubt that my bill would have a salu-

tary effect in many of the problem areas
of our communities. I sincerely urge
prompt consideration and passage to
help out on the problem with which we
are faced, and which we are dealing with
in this and another bill.

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

The bill (S. 2419) to make assistance
to localities under title I of the Housing
Act of 1949 contingent upon the publica-
tion of the names of the owners of rental
properties in such localities which are
used for residential purposes, intro-
duced by Mr. DoMINICK, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred
to the Committee on Banikng and
Currency.

PUBLIC WORKS AND ECONOMIC DE-
VELOPMENT ACT OF 1965

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the bill (S.
1648) to provided grants for public
works and development facilities, other
financial assistance and the planning
and coordination needed to alleviate con-
ditions of substantial and persistent un-
employment and underemployment in
economically distressed areas and re-
gions, which was, to strike out all affer
the enacting clause and insert:

That this Act may be cited as the “Public
Works and Economic Development Act of
1965".

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Sec. 2. The Congress declares that the
maintenance of the national economy at a
high level is vital to the best interests of
the United States, but that some of our re-
glons, counties, and communities are suffer-
ing substantial and persistent unemploy-
ment and underemployment; that such un-
employment and underemployment cause
hardship to many individuals and their fami-
lies, and waste invaluable human resources,
that to overcome this problem the Federal
Government, in cooperation with the States,
should help areas and regions of substantial
and persistent unemployment and underem-
ployment to take effective steps in planning
and financing their public works and eco-
nomic development; that Federal financial
assistance, including grants for public works
and development facilities to communities,
industries, enterprises, and individuals in
areas needing development should enable
such areas to help themselves achieve lasting
improvement and enhance the domestic pros-
perity by the establishment of stable and
diversified local economies and improved lo-
cal conditions, provided that such assistance
is preceded by and consistent with sound,
long-range economic planning; and that
under the provisions of this Act new employ-
ment opportunities should be created by de-
veloping and expanding new and existing
public works and other facilities and re-
sources rather than by merely transferring
jobs from one area of the United States to
another.

TITLE I—GRANTS FOR PUBLIC WORKS AND DEVEL~
OPMENT FACILITIES

Sec. 101, (a) Upon the application of any
State, or political subdivision thereof, Indian
tribe, or private or public nonprofit orga-
nization or association representing any re-
development area or part thereof, the Secre-
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tary of Commerce (hereinafter referred to as
the Secretary) is authorized—

(1) to make direct grants for the acquisi-
tion or development of land and improve-
ments for public works, public service, or de-
velopment facility usage, and the acquisi-
tion, construction, rehabillitation, alteration,
expansion, or improvement of such facilities,
including related machinery and equipment,
within a redevelopment area, if he finds
that—

(A) the project for which financial assist-
ance is sought will directly or indirectly (i)
tend to improve the opportunities, in the
area where such project is or will be located,
for the successful establishment or expansion
of industrial or commercial plants or facili-
ties, (ii) otherwise assist in the creation of
additional long-term employment opportuni-
tles for such area, or (ill) primarily benefit
the long-term unemployed and members of
low-income families or otherwise substan-
tially further the objectives of the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964;

(B) the project for which a grant is re-
quested will fulfill a pressing need of the
area, or part thereof, in which it is, or will be,
located; and

(C) the area for which a project is to be
undertaken has an approved overall eco-
nomic development program as provided in
section 202(b) (10) and such project is con-
sistent with such program;

(2) to make supplementary grants In
order to enable the States and other entities
within redevelopment areas to take maxi-
mum advantage of designated Federal grant-
in-aid programs (as hereinafter defined), di-
rect grants-in-ald authorized under this sec-
tion, and Federal grant-in-ald programs au-
thorized by the Watershed Protection and
Flood Prevention Act (68 Stat. 666, as
amended), and the eleven watersheds au-
thorized by the Flood Control Act of Decem-
ber 22, 1944, as amended and supplemented
(58 Stat. 887), for which they are eligible
but for which, because of their economic
situation, they cannot supply the required
matching share.

(b) Subject to subsection (c¢) hereof, the
amount of any direct grant under this sec-
tion for any project shall not exceed 50 per
centum of the cost of such project.

(c) The amount of any supplementary
grant under this section for any project shall
not exceed the applicable percentage estab-
lished by regulations promulgated by the
Secretary, but In no event shall the non-
Federal share of the aggregate cost of any
such project (including assumptions of
debt) be less than 20 per centum of such
cost. Bupplementary grants shall be made
by the Secretary, in accordance with such
regulations as he shall prescribe, by in-
creasing the amounts of direct grants au-
thorized under this section or by the pay-
ment of funds appropriated under this Act
to the heads of the departments, agencies,
and instrumentalities of the Federal Govern-
ment responsible for the administration of
the applicable Federal programs. Notwith-
standing any requirement as to the amount
or sources of non-Federal funds that may
otherwise be applicable to the Federal pro-
gram involved, funds provided under this
subsection shall be used for the sole purpose
of increasing the Federal contribution to
specific ‘projects In redevelopment areas
under such programs above the fixed maxi-
mum portion of the cost of such project
otherwise authorized by the applicable law.
The term “designated Federal grant-in-ald
P ," as used in this subsection, means
such existing or future Federal grant-in-aid
programs assisting in the construction or
equipping of facilities as the Secretary may,
in furtherance of the purposes of this Act,
designate as eligible for allocation of funds
under this section. In determining the
amount of any supplementary grant available
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to any project under this section, the Secre-
tary shall take into consideration the rela-
tive needs of the area, the nature of the proj-
ect to be assisted, and the amount of such
falr user charges or other revenues as the
project may reasonably be expected to gen-
erate in excess of those which would amortize
the loecal share of initial costs and provide
for its successful operation and maintenance
(including depreciation).

(d) The Secretary shall prescribe rules,
regulations, and procedures to carry out this
section which will assure that adequate con-
sideration is given to the relative needs of
eligible areas. In prescribing such rules,
regulations, and procedures the Secretary
shall consider among other relevant factors
(1) the severity of the rates of unemploy-
ment in the eligible areas and the duration
of such unemployment and (2) the income
levels of families and the extent of under-
employment in eligible areas.

(e) Except for projects specifically au-
thorized by Congress, no financial assistance
shall be extended under this section with
respect to any public service or development
facility which would compete with an exist-
ing privately owned public utility rendering
a service to the public at rates or charges
subject to regulation by a State or Federal
regulatory body, unless the State or Federal
regulatory body determines that in the area
to be served by the facility for which the
financial assistance 1s to be extended there
is a need for an increase in such service
(taking into consideration reasonably fore-
seeable future needs) which the existing
public utility is not able to meet through
its exlisting facilitles or through an expan-
sion which it agrees to undertake.

(f) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tlons which will assure that appropriate local
governmental authorities have been given a
reasonable opportunity to review and com-
ment upon proposed projects under this
section,

Sec. 102. (a) In addition to the assistance
otherwise authorized, the Secretary is au-
thorized to make grants in accordance with
the provisions of this title to those areas
which the Secretary of Labor determines, on
the basis of average annual avallable unem-
ployment statistics, were areas of substantial
unemployment during the preceding calen-
dar year.

(b) Areas designated under the authority
of this section shall be subject to an annual
review of eligibility in accordance with sec-
tion 402, and to all of the rules, regulations,
and procedures applicable to redevelopment
areas except as the Secretary may otherwise
prescribe by regulation.

Sec. 103. Not more than 15 per centum of
the appropriations made pursuant to this
title may be expended in any one State.

Sec. 104. No part of any appropriations
made pursuant to this title may be expended
for any project in any area which is within
the *“Appalachian region" (as that term is
defined in section 403 of the Appalachian
Regional Development Act of 1965) which 1s
approved for assistance under the Appalach-
ian Regional Development Act of 1965.

Sec. 105. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to carry out this title not to
exceed $500,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1966, and for each fiscal year there-
after through the fiscal year ending June 30,
1969.

Financial assistance for sewer facilities

Sec. 106. No financial assistance, through
grants, loans, guarantees, or otherwise, shall
be made under this Act to be used directly
or indirectly for sewer or other waste dis-
posal facllities wunless the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare certifies to
the Secretary that any waste material car-
ried by such facilities will be adequately
treated before it is discharged into any pub-
lic waterway so as to meet applicable Fed-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

eral, State, interstate, or local water quality
standards,

TITLE II—OTHER FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE
Public works and development facility loans

SEec. 201. (a) Upon the application of any
State, or political subdivision thereof, In-
dian tribe, or private or public nonprofit
organization or association representing any
redevelopment area or part thereof, the Sec-
retary is authorized to purchase evidence of
indebtedness and to make loans to assist in
financing the purchase or development of
land and Iimprovements for public works,
public service, or development facility usage,
including public works, public service, and
development facility usage, to be provided
by agencies of the Federal Government pur-
suant to legislation requiring that non-
Federal entities bear some part of the cost
thereof, and the acquisition, construction,
rehabilitation, alteration, expansion, or im-
provement of such facilities, including re-
lated machinery and equipment, within a
redevelopment area, if he finds that—

(1) the project for which financial assist-
ance is sought will directly or indirectly—

(A) tend to improve the opportunities, in
the area where such project is or will be
located, for the successful establishment or
expansion of industrial or commercial plants
or facilities,

(B) otherwise assist in the creation of ad-
ditional long-term employment opportuni-
ties for such area, or

(C) primarily benefit the long-term un-
employed and members of low-income fami-
lles or otherwise substantially further the
objectives of the Economic Opportunity Act
of 1964;

(2) the funds requested for such project
are not otherwise available from private
lenders or from other Federal agencies on
terms which in the opinion of the Secretary
will permit the accomplishment of the proj-

(3) the amount of the loan plus the
amount of other available funds for such
project are adequate to insure the comple-
tion thereof;

(4) there is a reasonable expectation of re-
payment; and

(5) such area has an approved overall
economic development program as provided
in section 202(b)(10) and the project for
which financial assistance is sought is con-
sistent with such program,

(b) Subject to section T01(5), no loan,
including renewals or extenslons thereof,
shall be made under this section for a period
exceeding forty years, and no evidence of in-
debtedness maturing more than forty years
from the date of purchase shall be pur-
chased under this sectlon. Such loans
shall bear interest at a rate not Iless
than a rate determined by the Secretary of
the Treasury taking into consideration the
current average market yleld on outstanding
marketable obligations of the United States
with remaining periods to maturity com-
parable to the average maturities of such
loans, adjusted to the nearest one-eighth
of 1 per centum, less not to exceed one-half
of 1 per centum per annum.

(c) There are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums as may be necessary
to carry out the provisions of this section
and section 202: Provided, That annual ap-
propriations for the purpose of purchasing
evidences of indebtedness, making and par-
ticipating in loans, and guaranteeing loans
shall not exceed $170,000,000, for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, and for each
fiscal year thereafter through the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970.

(d) Except for projects specifically au-
thorized by Congress, no financial assistance
shall be extended under this section with
respect to any public service or development
facility which would compete with an exist-
ing privately owned public utility rendering
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a service to the public at rates or charges
subject to regulation by a State or Federal
regulatory body, unless the State or Federal
regulatory body determines that in the area
to be served by the facility for which the
financial assistance is to be extended there
is a need for an increase in such service
(taking into consideration reasonably fore-
seeable future needs) which the existing
public utility is not able to meet through
its existing facilities or through an expan-
slon which it agrees to undertake,

(e) The Secretary shall prescribe regula-
tions which will assure that appropriate local
governmental authorities have been given
a reasonable opportunity to review and com-
ment upon proposed projects under this
section.

Loans and guarantees

Sec. 202, (a) The Secretary is authorized
(1) to purchase evidences of indebtedness
and to make loans (which for purposes of
this section shall include participations in
loans) to aid in financing any project within
a redevelopment area for the purchase or
development of land and facilities (includ-
ing machinery and equipment) for indus-
trial or commercial usage, including the con-
struction of new buildings, the rehabilitation
of abandoned or uncccupled buildings, and
the alteration, conversion, or enlargement
of existing bulldings; and (2) to guarantee
loans for working capital made to private
borrowers by private lending institutions in
connection with projections in redevelopment
areas assisted under subsection (a) (1) here-
of, upon application of such institution and
upon such terms and conditlions as the Sec-
retary may prescribe: Provided, however,
That no such guarantee shall at any time
exceed 90 per centum of the amount of the
outstanding unpaid balance of such loan.

(b) Financial assistance under this section
shall' be on such terms and conditions as
the Secretary determines, subject, however,
to the following restrictions and limitations:

(1) Such financial assistance shall not be
extended to assist establishments relocating
from one area to another or to assist sub-
contractors whose purpose is to divest, or
whose economic success is dependent upon
divesting, other contractors or subcontractors
of confracts theretofore customarily per-
formed by them: Provided, however, That
such limitation shall not be construed to
prohibit assistance for the expansion of an
existing business entity through the estab-
lishment of a new branch, affiliate, or sub-
sldiary of such entity if the Secretary finds
that the establishment of such branch, affili-
ate, or subsidiary will not result in an in-
crease in unemployment of the area of orig-
inal location or in any other area where such
entity conducts business operations, unless
the Secretary has reason to believe that such
branch, affiliate, or subsidiary is belng estah-
lished with the Intention of closing down
the operations of the existing business en-
tity in the area of its original location or
in any other area where it conducts such
operations.

(2) Such assistance shall be extended only
to applicants, both private and publie (in-
cluding Indian tribes), which have been ap-
proved for such assistance by any agency or
instrumentality of the State or political sub-
division thereof in which the project to be
financed is located, and which agency or
instrumentality is directly concerned with
problems of economic development in such
State or subdivision.

(3) The project for which financial as-
sistance is sought must be reasonably cal-
culated to provide more than a temporary
alleviation of unemployment or underem-
ployment within the redevelopment area
wherein it is or will be located.

(4) No loan or guarantee shall be extend-
ed hereunder unless the financlal assistance
applied for is not otherwise avallable from
private lenders or from other Federal agen-
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cies on terms which in the opinion of the
Becretary will permit the accomplishment of
the project.

(6) The Secretary shall not make any loan
without a participation unless he determines
that the loan cannot be made on a partici-
pation basis.

(6) No evidences of indebtedness shall be
purchased and no loans shall be made or
guaranteed unless it is determined that there
is reasonable assurance of repayment.

(7) Subject to section 701(5) of this Act,
no loan, including renewals or extension
thereof, may be made hereunder for a period
exceeding twenty-five years and no evidences
of indebtedness maturing more than twen-
ty-five years from date of purchase may be
purchased hereunder: Provided, That the
foregoing restrictions on maturities shall not
apply to securities or obligations received by
the Secretary as a claimant in bankruptcy or
equitable reorganization or as a creditor in
other proceedings attendant upon insolvency
of the obligor.

(8) Loans made and evidences of indebt-
edness purchased under this section shall
bear interest at a rate not less than a rate
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury
taking into consideration the current average
market yield on outstanding marketable ob-
ligations of the United States with remaining
periods to maturity comparable to the aver-
age maturities of such loans, adjusted to the
nearest one-eighth of 1 per centum, plus
additional charge, if any, toward covering
other costs of the program as the Secretary
may determine to be consistent with its pur-

pose.

(9) Loan assistance shall not exceed 65 per
centum of the aggregate cost to the appli-
cant (excluding all other Federal aid in con-
nection with the undertaking) of acquiring
or developing land and facilities (including
machinery and equipment), and of con-
structing, altering, converting, rehabllitating,
or enlarging the building or buildings of the
particular project, and shall, among others,
be on the condition that—

(A) other funds are available in an amount
which, together with the assistance provided
hereunder, shall be sufficient to pay such
aggregate cost;

(B) not less than 15 per centum of such
aggregate cost be supplied as equity capital
or as a loan repayable in no shorter period
of time and at no faster an amortization
rate than the Federal financial assistance ex-
tended under this section is being repald, and
if such a loan is secured, its security shall be
subordinate and inferior to the lien or liens
securing such Federal financial assistance:
Provided, however, That, except in projects
involving financial participation by Indian
tribes, not less than 5 per centum of such
aggregate cost shall be supplied by the State
or any agency, Instrumentality, or political
subdivision thereof, or by a community or
area organization which is nongovernmental
in character, unless the Secretary shall de-
termine in accordance with objective stand-
ards promulgated by regulation that all or
part of such funds are not reasonably avail-
able to the project because of the economic
distress of the area or for other good cause,
in which case he may waive the requirement
of this provision to the extent of such un-
availability, and allow the funds required by
this subsection to be supplied by the appli-
. cant or by such other non-Federal source as

may reasonably be avallable to the project;

(C) to the extent that the Secretary finds
such action necessary to encourage finaneial
participation in a particular project by other
lenders and investors, and except as other-
wise provided in subparagraph (B), any Fed-
eral financial assistance extended under this
section may be repayable only after other
loans made in connection with such project
have been repaid in full, and the security, if
any, for such Federal financial assistance
may be subordinate and inferior to the lien

CXI—1207

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

or liens securing other loans made in con-
nection with the same project.

(10) No such assistance shall be extended
unless there shall be submitted to and ap-
proved by the Secretary an overall program
for the economic development of the area
and a finding by the State, or any agency,
instrumentality, or local political subdivi-
sion thereof, that the project for which
financial assistance is sought is consistent
with such program: Provided, That nothing
in this Act shall authorize financial assist-
ance for any project prohibited by laws of
the State or local political subdivision in
which the project would be located, nor pre-
vent the Secretary from requiring such peri-
odie revisions of previously approved overall
economic development programs as he may
deem appropriate.

Economic development revolving fund

Sec. 203. Punds obtained by the Secretary
under section 201, loan funds obtained
under section 403, and collections and re-
payments recelved under this Act, shall be
deposited in an economic development re-
volving fund (hereinafter referred to as the
“fund’), which is hereby established in the
Treasury of the United States, and which
shall be available to the Secretary for the
purpose of extending financial assistance
under sections 201, 202, and 403, and for the
payment of all obligations and expenditures
arising in connection therewith. There shall
also be credited to the fund such funds as
have been paid into the area redevelopment
fund or may be received from obligations
outstanding under the Area Redevelopment
Act, The fund shall pay into miscellaneous
receipts of the Treasury, following the close
of each fiscal year, interest on the amount of
loans outstanding under this Act computed
in such manner and at such rate as may be
determined by the Secretary of the Treasury
taking into consideration the current aver-
age market yleld on outstanding marketable
obligations of the United States with re-
maining periods to maturity comparable to
the average maturities of such loans, ad-
justed to the nearest one-eighth of 1 per
centum, during the month of June preced-
ing the fiscal year in which the loans were
made.

TITLE III—TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE, RESEARCH
AND INFORMATION

SEc.301. (a) In carrying out his duties
under this Act the Secretary is authorized
to provide technical assistance which would
be useful in alleviating or preventing condi-
tions of excessive unemployment or under-
employment (1) to areas which he has des-
ignated as redevelopment areas under this
Act, and (2) to other areas which he finds
have substantia] need for such assistance.
Such assistance shall include project plan-
ning and feasibility studies, management and
operational assistance, and studies evaluating
the needs of, and developing potentialities
for, economic growth of such areas. Such
assistance may be provided by the Secretary
through members of his staff, through the
payment of funds authorized for this section
to other departments or agencles of the Fed-
eral Government, through the employment
of private individuals, partnerships, firms,
corporations, or suitable institutions, under
contracts entered into for such purposes, or
through grants-in-aid to appropriate public
or private nonprofit State, area, district, or
local organizations. The Secretary, in his
discretion, may require the repayment of
assistance provided under this subsection and
prescribe the terms and conditions of such
repayment,

(b) The Secretary is authorized to make
grants to defray not to exceed 75 per centum
of the administrative expenses of organiza-
tions which he determines to be qualified to
recelve grants-in-aid under subsection (a)
hereof. In determining the amount of the
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non-Federal share of such costs or expenses,
the Secretary shall give due consideration to
all contributions both in cash and in kind,
fairly evaluated, including but not limited to
space, equpment, and services. Where prac-
ticable, grants-in-aid authorized under this
subsection shall be used in conjunction with
other available planning grants, such as
urban planning grants authorized under the
Housing Act of 1954, as amended, and high-
way planning and research grants authorized
under the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1962,
to assure adequate and effective planning
and economical use of funds.

(c) To assist in the long-range accom-
plishment of the purposes of this Act, the
Secretary, in cooperation with other agen-
cies having similar functions, shall establish
and conduct a continuing program of study,
training, and research to (A) assist in deter-
mining the causes of unemployment, under-
employment, underdevelopment, and chronic
depression in the various areas and regions
of the Nation, (B) assist in the formulation
and implementation of national, State, and
local programs which will raise income levels
and otherwise produce solutions to the prob-
lems resulting from these conditions, and
(C) assist in providing the personnel needed
to conduct such programs, The program
of study, training, and research may be con-
ducted by the Secretary through members
of this staff, through payment of funds au-
thorlzed for this section to other departments
or agencies of the Federal Government, or
through the employment of private indi-
viduals, partnerships, firms, corporations, or
suitable institutions, under contracts en-
tered into for such purposes, or through
grants to such individuals, organizations, or
institutions, or through conferences and
similar meetings organized for such pur-
poses. The Secretary shall make avallable
to interested individuals and organizations
the results of such research. The Secretary
shall include in his annual report under
section 707 a detailed statement concerning
the study and research conducted under this
section together with his findings resulting
therefrom and his recommendations for leg-
islative and other action.

(d) The Secretary shall aid redevelopment
areas and other areas by furnishing to inter-
ested individuals, communities, industries,
and enterprises within such areas any assist-
ance, technical information, market research,
or other forms of assistance, information, or
advice which would be useful in alleviating
or preventing eonditions of excessive unem-
ployment or underemployment within such
areas. The Secretary may furnish the pro--
curement divisions of the various depart-
ments, agencies, and other instrumentalities
of the Federal Government wtih a list con-
taining the names and addresses of business
firms which are located in redevelopment
areas and which are desirous of obtaining
Government contracts for the furnishing of
supplies or services, and designating the
supplies and services such firms are engaged
in providing.

(e) The Secretary shall establish an
independent study board consisting of gov-
ernmental and nongovernmental experts to
investigate the effects of Government pro-
curement, scientific, technical, and other
related policies upon, regional economic
development. Any Federal officer or em-
ployee may, with the consent of the head
of the department or agency in which he is
employed, serve as a member of such board,
but shall receive no additional compensation
for such service. Other members of such
board may be compensated In accordance
with the provisions of section 701(10). The
board shall report its findings, together with
recommendations for the better coordination
of such policies, to the Secretary, who shall
transmit the report to the Congress not later
than 2 years after the enactment of this Act,
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Sec. 302. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated $25,000,000 annually for the
purposes of this title, for the fiscal year end~
ing June 30, 1966, and for each fiscal year
thereafter through the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970,

TITLE IV—AREA AND DISTRICT ELIGIBILITY
Part A—Redevelopment areas
Area Eligibility

SEC. 401, (a) The Secretary shall designate
as “redevelopment areas”—

(1) those areas in which he determines,
upon the basis of standards generally com-
parable with those set forth in paragraphs
(A) and (B), that there has existed sub-
stantial and persistent unemployment for an
extended period of time and those areas in
which he determines there has been a sub-
stantial loss of population due to lack of em-
ployment opportunity. There shall be in-
cluded among the areas so designated any
area—

(A) where the Secretary of Labor finds
that the current rate of unemployment, as
determined by appropriate annual statistics
for the most recent available calendar year,
is 6 per centum or more and has averaged
at least 6 per centum for the qualifying time
periods specified in paragraph (B); and

(B) where the Secretary of Labor finds
that the annual average rate of unemploy-
ment has been at least—

(i) 50 per centum above the national aver-
age for three of the preceding four calendar
years, or

(i) 75 per centum above the national
average for two of the preceding three cal-
endar years, or

(iii) 100 per centum above the national

average for one of the preceding two calendar
years.
The SBecretary of Labor shall find the facts
and provide the data to be used by the Secre-
tary in making the determinations required
by this subsection;

{2) those additional areas which have a
median family income not in excess of 40
per centum of the national median, as deter-
mined by the most recent available statistics
for such areas;

(3) those additional Federal or State
Indian reservations or trust or restricted
Indian-owned land areas which the Secre-
tary, after consultation with the Secretary
of the Interior or an appropriate State agen-
cy, determines manifest the greatest degree
of economic distress on the basls of unem-
ployment and income statisttcs and other
appropriate evidence of economic under-
development;

(4) upon request of such areas, those addi-
tional areas in which the Secretary deter-
mines that the loss, removal, curtailment, or
closing of a major source of employment has
caused within three years prior to, or threat-
ens to cause within three years after, the
date of the request an unusual and abrupt
rise In unemployment of such magnitude
that the unemployment rate for the area
at the time of the request exceeds the na-
tional average, or can reasonably be expected
to exceed the national average, by 50 per
centum or more unless assistance is provided.
Notwithstanding any provision of subsection
401(b) to the contrary, an area designated
under the authority of this paragraph may
be given a reasonable time after designation
in which to submit the owverall economie
development program required by subsection
202(b) (10) of this Act;

(5) notwithstanding any provision of this
section to the contrary, those additional
areas which were designated redevelopment
areas under the Area Redevelopment Act on
or after March 1, 1965: Provided, however,
That the continued eligibility of such areas
after the first annual review of eligibility
conducted in accordance with section 402 of
this Act shall be dependent on their qualifi-
cation for designation under the standards
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of economic need set forth in subsections
{(a) (1) through (a) (4) of this section.

(b) The size and boundaries of redevelop-
ment areas shall be as determined by the
Secretary: Provided, however, That—

(1) no area shall be designated until it
has an approved overall economic develop-
ment program in accordance with subsec-
tion 202(b) (10) of this Act;

(2) any area which does not submit an
acceptable overall economic development
program In accordance with subsection
202(b) (10) of this Act within a reasonable
time after notification of eligibility for desig-
nation, shall not thereafter be designated
prior to the next annual review of eligibility
in accordance with section 402 of this Act;

(3) no area shall be designated which
does not have a population of at least one
thousand five hundred persons, except for
areas designated under subsection 401(a) (3),
which shall have a population of not less
than one thousand persons; and

(4) except for areas designated wunder
subsections (a)(3) and (a)(4) hereof, no
area shall be designated which is smaller
than a “labor area” (as defined by the Sec-
retary of Labor), a county, or a municipality
with a population of over two hundred and
fifty thousand, whichever in the opinion of
the Secretary is appropriate.

(c) Upon the request of the Secretary, the
Secretary of Labor, the Secretary of Agri-
culture, the Secretary of the Interior, and
such other heads of agencies as may be ap-
propriate are authorized to conduct such
special studies, obtain such information, and
compile and furnish to the Secretary such
data as the Secretary may deem necessary
or proper to enable him to make the deter-
minations provided for in this section. The
Secretary shall reimburse when appropriate,
out of any funds appropriated to carry out
the purposes of this Act, the foregoing of-
ficers for any expenditures incurred by them
under this section.

(d) If a State has no area designated un-
der the preceding subsections of this section
as a redevelopment area, the Secretary shall
designate as a redevelopment area that area
in such State which in his opinion most
nearly qualifies under such preceding sub-
sections., An area so designated shall have
its eligibility terminated in accordance with
the provisions of section 402 if any other
area within the same State subsequently has
become qualified or been designated under
any other subsection of this section as of
the time of the annual review prescribed by
section 402: Provided, That the Secretary
shall not terminate any designation of an
area in a State as a redevelopment area if
to do so would result in such State having
no redevelopment area.

(e) As used in this Act, the term “rede-
velopment area” refers to any area within
the United States which has been designated
by the Secretary as a redevelopment area.

Annual Review of Area Eligibility

Sec. 402. The Secretary shall conduct an
annual review of all areas designated In ac-
cordance with section 401 of this Act, and
on the basis thereof shall terminate or mod-
ify the designations of such areas in accord-
ance with objective standards which he shall
prescribe by regulation. No area previously
designated shall retain its designated status
unless it malntains a currently approved
overall economic development program in
accordance with subsection 202(b) (10). No
termination of eligibility shall (1) be made
without thirty days' prior notification to the
area concerned, (2) affect the validity of any
application filed, or contract or undertaking
entered into, with respect to such area pur-
suant to this Act prior to such termination,
(3) prevent any such area from again being
designated a redevelopment area under sec-
tion 401 of this Act if the Secretary deter-
mines it to be eligible under such section, or
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(4) be made in the case of any designated
area where the Secretary determines that an
improvement in the unemployment rate of a
designated area is primarily the result of
increased employment in occupations not
likely to be permanent. The Secretary shall
keep the departments and agencies of the
Federal Government, and interested State
or local agencies, advised at all times of any
changes made hereunder with respect to the
classification of any area.

Part B—Economiq development districts

SEc. 403. (a) In order that economic de-
velopment projects of broader geographical
significance may be planned and carried out,
the Secretary is authorized—

(1) to designate appropriate ‘“‘economic
development districts” within the United
States with the concurrence of the States
in which such districts will be wholly or
partially located, if—

(A) the proposed district is of sufficient
size or population, and contains sufficient re-
sources, to foster economic development on
a scale involving more than a single redevel-
opment area;

(B) the proposed district contains two or
more redevelopment areas;

(C) the proposed district contains one or
more redevelopment areas or economic de-
velopment centers identified in an approved
district overall economic development pro-
gram as having sufficient size and potential
to foster the economic growth activities
necessary to alleviate the distress of the re-
development areas within the district; and

(D) the proposed district has a district
overall economic development program
which includes adequate land use and trans-
portation planning and contains a specific
program for district cooperation, self-help,
and public investment and is approved by
the State or States affected and by the Sec-
retary;

(2) to designate as “economic develop-
ment centers,” in accordance with such reg-
ulations as he shall prescribe, such areas as
he may deem appropriate, if—

(A) the proposed center has been identi-
fled and included in an approved district
overall economic development program and
recommended by the State or States affected
for such special designation;

(B) the proposed center is geographically
and economically so related to the district
that its economic growth may reasonably be'
expected to contribute significantly to the
alleviation of distress in the redevelopment
areas of the district; and

(C) the proposed center does not have a
population in excess of two hundred and
fifty thousand according to the last preced-
ing Federal census.

(3) to provide financial assistance in ac-
cordance with the criteria of sections 101,
201, and 202 of this Act, except as may be
herein otherwise provided, for projects in
economic development centers designated
under subsection (a)(2) above, if—

(A) the project will further the objectives
of the overall economic development pro-
gram of the district in which it is to be
located;

(B) the project will enhance the economic
growth potential of the district or result in
additional long-term employment opportu-
nitles commensurate with the amount of
Federal financial assistance reguested; and

(C) the amount of Federal financlal as-
sistance requested is reasonably related to
the size, population, and economic needs
of the district;

(4) subject to the 20 per centum non-
Federal share required for any project by
subsection 101(¢) of this Act, to increase the
amount of grant assistance authorized by
section 101 for projects within redevelop-
ment areas (designated under section 401),
by an amount not to exceed 10 per centum
of the aggregate cost of any such project, in
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accordance with such regulations as he shall
prescribe if—

(A) the redevelopment area is sltuated
within a designated economic development
district and is actively participating in the
economic development activities of the dis-
trict; and

(B) the project is consistent with an ap-
proved district overall economic develop-
ment program.

(b) In designating economic development
districts and approving district overall eco-
nomic development programs under subsec-
tion (a) of this section, the Secretary is
authorized, under regulations prescribed by
him-—

(1) to invite the several States to draw up
proposed district boundaries and to identify
potential economic development centers;

(2) to cooperate with the several States—

(A) in sponsoring and assisting district
economic planning and development groups,
and

(B) in assisting such distriet groups to
formulate district overall economic devel-
opment programs;

(3) to encourage participation by appro-
priate local governmental authorities 1in
such economic development districts.

{c) The Secretary shall by regulation pre-
scribe standards for the termination or
modification of economic development dis-
tricts and economic development centers
designated under the authority of this
section.

(d) As used in this Act, the term *“eco-
nomic development district” refers to any
area within the United States composed of
cooperating redevelopment areas and, where
appropriate, designated economic develop-
ment centers and neighboring counties or
communities, which has been designated by
the Secretary as an economic development
district.

(e) As used in this Act, the term "eco-
nomic development center” refers to any area
within the United States which has been
identified as an economic development cen-
ter in an approved district overall economic
development program and which has been
designated by the Secretary as eligible for
financlal assistance under sections 101, 201,
and 202 of this Act in accordance with the
provisions of this section.

(f) For the purpose of this Act the term
“local government” means any city, county,
town, parish, village, or other general-pur-
pose political subdivision of a State.

(g) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated not to exceed $50,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and for each
fiscal year thereafter through the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1970, for financial assistance
extended under the provisions of subsection
(a) (3) and (a) (4) hereof,

(h) In order to allow time for adequate
and careful district planning, subsection (g)
of this section shall not be effective until one
year from the date of enactment.

TITLE V—REGIONAL ACTION PLANNING COMMIS~
SIONS
Establishment of regions
Sec. 501. The Secretary is authorized to
designate appropriate ‘“economic develop-
ment regions” within the United States with
the concurrence of the States in which such
regions will be wholly or partially located if
he finds (A) that there is a relationship be-
tween the areas within such region geo-
graphically, culturally, historically, and
economically, (B) that with the exception
of Alaska and Hawali, the region is within
contiguous States, and (C) upon considera-
tion of the following matters, among others,
that the region has lagged behind the whole
Nation in economic development:
(1) the rate of unemployment is sub-
stantially above the national rate;
(2) the median level of family income is
significantly below the national median;
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(3) the level of housing, health, and
educational facilities is substantially below
the national level;

(4) the economy of the area has tradition-
ally been dominated by only one or two in-
dustries, which are in a state of long-term
decline;

(56) the rate of outmigration of labor or
capital or both is substantial;

(6) the area is adversely affected by chang-
ing industrial technology;

(7) the area Is adversely affected by
changes in national defense facilities or pro-
duction; and

(8) indices of regional production indi-
cate a growth rate substantially below the
national average.

Regional commissions

SEc. 502. (a) Upon designation of develop-
ment reglons, the Secretary shall invite and
encourage the States wholly or partially lo-
cated within such regilons to establish ap-
propriate multistate regional commissions.

(b) Each such commission shall be com-
posed of one Federal member, hereinafter re-
ferred to as the “Federal cochairman', ap-
pointed by the President by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, and one
member from each participating State In the
region. Each State member may be the Gov-
ernor, or his designee, or such other person
as may be provided by the law of the State
which he represents. The State members of
the commission shall elect a cochairman of
the commission from among their number.

(¢) Decisions by a reglonal commission
shall require the afiirmative vote of the Fed-
eral cochairman and of a majority, or at least
one if only two, of the State members. In
matiers coming before a regional commission,
the Federal cochairman shall, to the extent
practicable, consult with the Federal depart-
ments and agencies having an interest in
the subject matter.

(d) Each State member of a regional com-
mission shall have an alternate, appointed by
the Governor or as otherwise may be pro-
vided by the law of the State which he repre-
sents. The President, by and with the advice
and consent of the Senate, shall appoint an
alternate for the Federal cochairman of each
regional commission. An alternate shall
vote in the event of absence, death, disability,
removal, or resignation of the State or Fed-
eral cochairman for which he is an alternate,

(e) The Federal cochairman to a reglonal
commission shall be compensated by the
Federal Government from funds authorized
by this Act up to level IV of the Federal Ex-
ecutive Salary Schedule. His alternate shall
be compensated by the Federal Government
from funds authorized by this Act at not to
exceed the maximum scheduled rate for
grade GS-18 of the Classification Act of
1949, as amended, and when not actively
serving as an alternate for the Federal co-
chairman shall perform such functions and
duties as are delegated to him by the Fed-
eral cochairman. Each State member and
his alternate shall be compensated by the
State which they represent at the rate es-
tablished by the law of such State.

(f) If the Secretary finds that the State
of Alaska or the State of Hawali meet the
requirements for an economic development
region, he may establish a Commission for
either State in a manner agreeable to him
and to the Governor of the affected State.

Functions of Commission

Sec. 503. (a) In carrying out the purposes
of this Act, each Commission shall with re-
spect to its region—

(1) advise and assist the Secretary in the
identification of optimum boundaries for
multistate economic development regions;

(2) Initiate and coordinate the prepara-
tion of long-range overall economic develop-
ment programs for such regions;

(3) foster surveys and studles to provide
data required for the preparation of specific
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plans and programs for the development of
such reglons;

(4) advise and assist the Secretary and
the States concerned in the initiation and
coordination of economic development dis-
tricts, in order to promote maximum bene-
fits from the expenditure of Federal, State,
and local funds;

(5) promote increased private Investment
in such reglons;

(6) prepare legislative and other recom-
mendations with respect to both short-range
and long-range programs and projects for
Federal, State, and local agencies;

(7) develop, on a continuing basis, com-
prehensive and coordinated plans and pro-
grams and establish priorities thereunder,
glving due consideration to other Federal,
State, and local planning in the reglon;

(8) conduct and sponsor investigations,
research, and studies, including an inventory
and analysis of the resources of the region,
and, in cooperation with Federal, State, and
local agencies, sponsor demonstration proj-
ects designed to foster regional productivity
and growth;

(9) review and study, in cooperation withe
the agency involved, Federal, State, and local
public and private programs and, where ap-
propriate, recommend modifications or addi-
tlons which will increase their effectiveness
in the region;

(10) formulate and recommend, where ap-
propriate, interstate compacts and other
forms of interstate cooperation, and work
with State and local agencies in developing
appropriate model legislation; and

(11) provide a forum for consideration of
problems of the region and proposed solutions
and establish and utilize, as appropriate, citi-
zens and special advisory councils and public
conferences.

(b) The Secretary shall present such plans
and proposals of the commissions as may be
transmitted and recommended to him (but
are not authorized by any other section of
this Act) first for review by the Federal agen-
cies primarily interested in such plans and
proposals and then, together with the recom-
mendations of such agencies, to the President
for such action as he may deem desirable.

(c) The Secretary shall provide effective
and continuing liaison between the Federal
Government and each regional commission.

(d) Each Federal agency shall, consonant
with law and within the limits of available

, cooperate with such commissions as
may be established in order to assist them
in carrying out their functions under this
section.

(e) Each regional commission may, from
time to time, make additional recommenda-
tions to the Secretary and recommendations
to the State Governors and appropriate local
officials, with respect to—

(1) the expenditure of funds by Federal,
State, and local departments and agencies in
its region in the fields of natural resources,
agriculture, education, training, health and
welfare, transportation, and other flelds re-
lated to the purposes of this Act; and

(2) such additional Federal, State, and
local legislation or administrative actions as
the commission deems necessary to further
the purposes of this Act.

Program development criteria

Sec. 504. In developing recommendations
for programs and projects for future regional
economic development, and in establishing
within those recommendations a priority
ranking for such programs and projects, the
Secretary shall encourage each regional com-
mission to follow procedures that will insure
consideration of the following factors:

(1) the relationship of the project or class
of projects to overall regional development
including its location in an area determined
by the State to have a significant potential
for growth;
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(2) the population and area to be served
by the project or class of projects including
the relative per capita income and the un-
employment rates in the area;

(3) the relative financial resources avail-
able to the State or political subdivisions or
instrumentalities thereof which seek to
undertake the project;

(4) the importance of the project or class
of projects in relation to other projects or
classes of projects which may be in competi-
tion for the same funds;

() the prospects that the project, on a
continuing rather than a temporary basls,
will improve the opportunities for employ-
ment, the average level of income, or the
economic and social development of the area
served by the project.

Regional technical and planning assistance

Sec. 505. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to provide to the commissions technical as-
sistance which would be useful in adding the
commissions to carry out their functions
under this Act and to develop recommenda-
tions and programs. Such assistance shall
include studies and plans evaluating the
needs of, and developing potentialities for,
economic growth of such region, and re-
search on improving the conservation and
utilization of the human and natural re-
sources of the region. Such assistance may
be provided by the Secretary through mem-
bers of his staff, through the payment of
funds authorized for this section to other
departments or agencles of the Federal Gov-
ernment, or through the employment of
private individuals, partnerships, firms, cor-
porations, or suitable institutions, under
contracts entered into for such purposes, or
through grants-in-aid to the commissions.
The Secretary, in his discretion, may require
the repayment of assistance provided under
this subsection and prescribe the terms and
conditions of such repayment.

(b) For the period ending on June 30 of
the second full Federal fiscal year following
the date of establishment of a commission,
the administrative expenses of each com-~
mission as approved by the Secretary shall
be pald by the Federal Government. There-
after, not to exceed 50 per centum of such
expenses may be paid by the Federal Govern-
ment. In determining the amount of the
non-Federal share of such costs or expenses,
the Secretary shall give due consideration to
all contributions both In cash and in kind,
fairly evaluated, including but not limited
to space, equipment, and services.

(¢) There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated $15,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1966, and for each fiscal year
thereafter through the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1970, for the purposes of this sec-
tion.

Administrative powers of regional commis-
sions

Sec. 606. To carry out its dutles under
this Act, each regional commission is au-
thorized to—

(1) adopt, amend, and repeal bylaws, rules,
and regulations governing the conduct of its
business and the performance of its func-
tions;

(2) appoint and fix the compensation of
an executive director and such other per-
sonnel as may be necessary to enable the
commission to carry out its functions, except
that such compensation shall not exceed the
salary of the alternate to the Federal cochair-
man on the commission and no member, al-
ternate, officer, or employee of such commis-
sion, other than the Federal cochalrman on
the commission and his staff and his alter-
nate, and Federal employees detailed to the
commission under clause (3), shall be deemed
a Federal employee for any purpose;

(8) request the head of any Federal de-
partment or agency (who is hereby so author-
ized) to detall to temporary duty with the
commission such personnel within his ad-
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ministrative jurisdiction as the commission
may need for carrying out its functions, each
such detail to be without loss of seniority,
pay, or other employee status;

(4) arrange for the services of personnel
from any State or local government or any
subdivision or agency thereof, or any inter-
governmental agency;

(6) make arrangements, Iincluding con-
tracts, with any participating State govern-
ment for inclusion in a suitable retirement
and employee benefit system of such of its
personnel as may not be eligible for, or con-
tinue in another governmental retirement or
employee benefit system, or otherwise provide
for such coverage of its personnel, and the
Civll Service Commission of the United States
is authorized to contract with such commis-
sion for continued coverage of commission
employees, who at date of commission em-
ployment are Federal employees, in the re-
tirement program and other employee benefit
programs of the Federal Government;

(6) accept, use, and dispose of gifts or do-
nations of services or property, real, per-
sonal, or mixed, tangible or intangible;

(7) enter into and perform such contracts,
leases, cooperative agreements, or other
transactions as may be necessary in carrying
out its functions and on such terms as it
may deem appropriate, with any department,
agency, or instrumentality of the United
States or with any State, or any political
subdivision, agency, or instrumentality
thereof, or with any person, firm, association,
or corporation;

(8) maintain an office in the District of
Columbia and establish ‘fleld offices at such
other places as it may deem appropriate; and

(9) take such other actions and incur such
other expenses as may be necessary or appro-
priate.

Information

Sec. 507. In order to obtain information
needed to carry out its duties, each regional
commission shall—

(1) hold such hearings, sit and act at such
times and places, take such testimony, re-
ceive such evidence, and print or otherwise
reproduce and distribute so much of its
proceedings and reports thereon as It may
deem advisable, a cochairman of such com-
mission, or any member of the commission
designated by the commission for the pur-
pose, belng hereby authorized to administer
oaths when it is determined by the commis-
sion that testimony shall be taken or evi-
dence received under oath;

(2) arrange for the head of any Federal,
State, or local department or agency (who
is hereby so authorized, to the extent not
otherwise prohibited by law) to furnish to
such commission such information as may
be available to or procurable by such de-
partment or agency; and

(3) keep accurate and complete records of
its doings and transactions which shall be
made available for public inspection.

Personal financial interests

Sec. 508. (a) Except as permitted by sub-
section (b) hereof, no State member or alter-
nate and no officer or employee of a regional
commission shall participate personally and
substantially as member, alternate, officer,
or employee, through decision, approval, dis-
approval, recommendation, the rendering of
advice, investigation, or otherwise, in any
proceeding, application, request for a ruling
or other determination, contract, claim, con-
troversy, or other particular matter in which,
to his knowledge, he, his spouse, minor child,
partner, organization (other than a State
or political subdivision thereof) in which
he is serving as officer, director, trustee,
partner, or employee, Or any person or
organization with whom he Is serving as
officer, director, trustee, partner, or employee,
or any person or organization with whom he
is negotiating or has any arrangement con-
cerning prospective employment, has a finan-
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clal interest. Any person who shall violate
the provisions of this subsection shall be
fined not more than $10,000, or imprisoned
not more than two years, or both.

(b) Bubsection (a) hereof shall not apply
if the State member, alternate, officer, or
employee first advises the regional commis-
slon involved of the nature and circum-
stances of the proceeding, application, re-
quest for a ruling or other determination,
contract, claim, controversy, or other par-
ticular matter and makes full disclosure of
the financial Interest and receives in ad-
vance a written determination made by such
commission that the interest is not so sub-
stantial as to be deemed likely to affect the
integrity of the services which the commis~
sion may expect from such State member,
alternate, officer, or employee.

(e) No State member of a regional com-
mission, or his alternate, shall recelve any
salary, or any contribution to or supplemen-
tation of salary for his services on such com-
mission from any source other than his
State. No person detalled to serve a regional
commission under authority of clause (4) of
section 506 shall receive any salary or any
contribution to or supplementation of sal-
ary for his services on such commission from
any source other than the State, local, or
intergovernmental department or agency
from which he was detalled or from such
commission. Any person who shall violate
the provislons of this subsection shall be
fined not more than #$5,000, or Imprisoned
not more than one year, or both.

(d) Notwithstanding any other subsection
of this section, the Federal cochairman and
his alternate on a regional commission and
any Federal officers or employees detailed to
duty with it pursuant to clause (3) of sec-
tion 10 shall not be subject to any such
subsection but shall remain subject to sec-
tions 202 through 209 of title 18, United
States Code.

(e) A regional commission may, in its dis-
cretion, declare void and rescing any con-
tract or other agreement pursuant to the Act
in relation to which it finds that there has
been a violation of subsection (a) or (c¢) of
this section, or any of the provisions of sec-
tions 202 through 209, title 18, United States
Code.

Annual reports

Sec. 509. Each reglonal commission estab-
lished pursuant to this Act shall make a
comprehensive and detailed annual report
each fiscal year to the Congress with respect
to such commission’s actlvities and recom-
mendations for programs. The first such
report shall be made for the first fiscal year
in which such commission Is in existence
for more than three months. Such reports
shall be printed and transmitted to the Con-
gress not later than January 31 of the cal-
endar year following the fiscal year with
respect to which the report is made.

TITLE VI—ADMINISTRATION

SEc, 601, (a) The Secretary shall admin-
ister this Act and, with the assistance of an
Assistant Secretary of Commerce, in addition
to those already provided for, shall super-
vise and direct the Administrator created
herein, and coordinate the Federal cochair-
men appointed heretofore or subsequent to
this Act. The Assistant Secretary created by
this section shall be appointed by the Presi-
dent by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate and shall be compensated at the
rate provided for level IV of the Federal
Executive Salary Schedule. Such Assistant
Secretary shall perform such functions as
the Secretary may prescribe. There shall be
appointed by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, an Admin-
istrator for Economic Development who shall
be compensated at the rate provided for level
V of the Federal Executive Salary Schedule
who shall perform such duties as are as-
signed by the Secretary.
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(b) Paragraph (12) of subsection (d) of
section 303 of the Federal Executive Salary
Act of 1964 is amended by striking out “(4)”
and inserting in lieu thereof “(5)".

(c) Subsection (e) of section 303 of the
Federal Executive Salary Act of 1964 Is
amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new paragraph:

“(100) Administrator for Economic Devel-
opment.”

Advisory Committee on Regional Economic
Development

Sec. 602. The Secretary shall appoint a
National Public Advisory Committee on Re-
glonal Economic Development which shall
consist of twenty-five members and shall be
composed of representatives of labor, man-
agement, agriculture, State and local gov-
ernments, and the public in general. From
the members appointed to such Committee
the Secretary shall designate a Chairman.
Such Committee, or any duly established
subcommittee thereof, shall from time to
time make recommendations to the Secre-
tary relative to the carrying out of his duties

under this Act. Such Committee shall hold .

not less than two meetings during each cal-
endar year.

Consultation with other persons and agencies

Sec. 603. (a) The Secretary is authorized
from time to time to call together and confer
with any persons, including representatives
of labor, management, agriculture, and gov-
ernment, who can assist in meeting the
problems of area and regional unemploy-
ment or underemployment.

(b) The Secretary may make provision
for such consultation with interested de-
partments and agencies as he may deem ap-
propriate in the performance of the fune-
tions vested In him by this Act.

TITLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS
Powers of Secretary

Sec. T01. In performing his dutles under
this Act, the Secretary 1s authorized to—

(1) adopt, alter, and use a seal, which
shall be judiclally noticed;

(2) hold such hearings, sit and act at such
times and places, and take such testimony,
as he may deem advisable;

(3) request directly from any executive
department, bureau, agency, board, commis-
sion, office, independent establishment, or in-
strumentality information, suggestions, es-
timates, and statistics needed to carry out
the purposes of this Act; and each depart-
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission,
office, establishment or instrumentality is
authorized to furnish such information, sug-
gestions, estimates, and statistics directly to
the Secretary;

(4) under regulations prescribed by him,
assign or sell at public or private sale, or
otherwlse dispose of for cash or credit, in
his discretion and upon such terms and con-
ditions and for such consideration as he shall
determine to be reasonable, any evidence of
debt, contract, claim, personal property, or
security assigned to or held by him in con-
nection with loans made or evidences of in-
debtedness purchased under this Act, and
collect or compromise all obligations assigned
to or held by him in connection with such
loans or evidences of indebtedness until such
time as such obligations may be referred to
the Attorney General for sult or collection;

(5) further extend the maturity of or re-
new any loan made or evidence of indebted-
ness purchased under this Act, beyond the
periods stated in such loan or evidence of in-
debtedness or in this Act, for additional
perlods not to exceed ten years, if such ex-
tension or renewal will ald in the orderly
liquidation of such loan or evidence of in-
debtedness;

(6) deal with, complete, renovate, improve,
modernize, insure, rent, or sell for cash or
credit, upon such terms and conditions and
for such consideration as he shall determine
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to be reasonable, any real or personal prop-
erty conveyed to, or otherwise acquired by,
him in connection with loans made or evi-
dence of Indebtedness purchased under this
Act;

(7) pursue to final collection, by way of
compromise or other administrative action,
prior to reference to the Attorney General,
all claims against third parties assigned to
him in connection with loans made or evi-
dences of indebtedness purchased under this
Act. This shall include authority to obtain
deficlency judgments or otherwise in the case
of mortgages assigned to the BSecretary.
Sectlon 8709 of the Revised Statutes, as
amended (41 U.S.C. 5), shall not apply to
any contract of hazard insurance or to any
purchase or contract for services or supplies
on account of property obtained by the Sec-
retary as a result of loans made or evidences
of indebtedness purchased under this Act if
the premium therefor or the amount thereof
does not exceed $1,000. The power to con-
vey and to execute, in the name of the Secre-
tary, deeds of conveyance, deeds of release,
assignments and satisfactions of mortgages,
and any other written instrument relating to
real or personal property or any interest
therein acquired by the Secretary pursuant
to the provisions of this Act may be exer-
cised by the Secretary or by any officer or
agent appointed by him for that purpose
without the execution of any express delega-
tlon of power or power of attorney;

(8) acquire, in any lawful manner, any
property (real, personal, or mixed, tangible or
intangible), whenever deemed necessary or
appropriate to the conduct of the activities
authorized in sections 201, 202, 301, 403, and
503 of this Act: 1)

(9) in addition to any powers, functions,
privileges, and immunities otherwise vested
in him, take any and all actions, including
the procurement of the services of attorneys
by contract, determined by him to be neces-
sary or desirable in making, purchasing, serv-
icing, compromising, modifying, liquidating,
or otherwise administratively dealing with or
realizing on loans made or evidences of in-
debtedness purchased under this Act;

(10) employ experts and consultants or or-
ganizations therefor as authorized by sec-
tion 15 of the Administrative Expenses Act of
1946 (5 U.S.C. 55a), compensate individuals
so employed at rates not in excess of $100 per
diem, including travel time, and allow them,
while away from their homes or regular
places of business, travel expenses (including
per diem in lieu of subsistence) as author-
ized by section 5 of such Act (5 U.8.C. T3b-2)
for persons in the Government service em-
ployed intermittently, while so employed:
Provided, however, That contracts for such
employment may be renewed annually;

(11) sue and be sued in any court of
record of a State having general jurisdiction
or in any United States district court, and
jurisdiction is conferred upon such district
court to determine which controversies with-
out regard to the amount in controversy;
but no attachment, injunction; garnishment,
or other similar process, mesne or final, shall
be issued against the Secretary or his prop-
erty. Nothing herein shall be construed to
except the activities under this Act from the
application of sections 507(b) and 2679 of
title 28, United States Code, and of section
367 of the Revised Statutes (5 U.S.C. 316);
and

(12) establish such rules, regulations, and
procedures as he may deem appropriate in
carrying out the provisions of this Act.

Prevention of unfair competition

Sec. 702. No financial assistance under
this Act shall be extended to any project
when the result would be to Increase the
production of goods, materials, or commodi-
ties, or the availability of services or facil-
ities, when there is not sufficient demand for
such goods, material, commodities, services,
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or facilities, to employ the efficient capacity
of existing competitive commercial or in-
dustrial enterprises.

Saving provisions

Sec. T03. (a) No suit, action, or other
proceeding lawfully commenced by or against
the Administrator or any other officer of the
Area Redevelopment Administration in his
official capaecity or in relation to the dis-
charge of his official duties under the Area
Redevelopment Act, shall abate by reason of
the taking effect of the provisions of this
Act, but the court may, on motion or sup-
plemental petition filed at any time within
twelve months after such taking effect, show-
ing a necessity for the survival of such suit,
action, or other proceeding to obtain a set-
tlement of the questions involved, allow the
same to be maintained by or against the
Secretary or the Administrator or such other
officer of the Department of Commerce as
may be appropriate.

(b) Except as may be otherwise expressly
provided in this Act, all powers and authori-
ties conferred by this Act shall be cumula-
tive and additional to and not in derogation
of any powers and authorities otherwise ex-
Isting. All rules, regulations, orders, author-
izations, delegations, or other actions duly
Issued, made, or taken by or pursuant to
applicable law, prior to the effective date of
this Aet, by any agency, officer, or office per-
taining to any functions, powers, and duties
under the Area Redevelopment Act shall
continue in full force and effect after the
effective date of this Act until modified or
rescinded by the Secretary or such other
officer of the Department of Commerce as, in
accordance with applicable law, may be ap-
propriate.

Transfer of functions, effective date, and
limitations on assistance

SEc. 704. (a) The functions, powers, duties,
and authorities and the assets, funds, con-
tracts, loans, liabilities, commitments, au-
thorizations, 'allocations, and records which
are vested In or authorized to be transferred
to the Secretary of the Treasury under sec-
tion 29(b) of the Area Redevelopment Act,
and all functions, powers, duties, and au-
thorities under section 29(c) of the Area
Redevelopment Act are hereby vested in the
Secretary.

(b) The President may designate a per-
son to act as Administrator under this Act
until the office is filled as provided in this
Act or until the expiration of the first period
of sixty days following the effective date of
this Act, whichever shall first occur. While
50 acting such person shall receive compen-
sation at the rate provided by this Act for
such office.

(c) The provisions of this Act shall take
effect upon enactment unless herein ex-
plicitly otherwise provided.

{d) Notwithstanding any requirements of
this Act relating to the eligibility of areas,
projects for which applications are pending
before the Area Redevelopment Administra-
tion on the effective date of this Act shall for
a period of one year thereafter be eligible for
conslderation by the Secretary for such as-
sistance under the provisions of this Act as
he may determine to be appropriate.

(e) No financial assistance authorized un-
der this Act shall be used to finance the cost
of facilities for the generation, transmission,
or distribution of electric energy, except on
projects specifically authorized by the Con-
gress, or to finance the cost of facilities for
the production or transmission of gas (nat-
ural, manufactured, or mixed).

Separability

Sec. 706. Notwithstanding any other evi-
dence of the intent of Congress, it is hereby
declared to be the intent of Congress that if
any provislon of this Act or the application
thereof to any persons or circumstances shall
be adjudged by any court of competent juris-
diction to be invalid, such judgment shall
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not affect, impair, or invalidate the remain-
der of this Act or its application to other
persons and circumstances, but shall be con-
fined in its operation to the provision of this
Act or the application thereof to the persons
and circumstances directly involved in the
controversy in which such judgment shall
have been rendered.

Application of Act

Sec. 706, As used in this Act, the terms
“State”, “States”, and “United States” in-
clude the several States, the District of Co-
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands, Guam, and American
Samoa.

Annual report

Sec. T07. The Secretary shall make a com-
prehensive and detailed annual report to the
Congress of his operations under this Act for
each fiscal year beginning with the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1966. Such report shall be
printed and shall be transmitted to the Con-
gress not later than January 3 of the year
following the fiscal year with respect to which
such report is made.

Use of other facilities

B8Ec. 708. (a) The Secretary is authorized to
delegate to the heads of other departments
and agencies of the Federal Government any
of the SBecretary's functions, powers, and du-
tles under this Act as he may deem appro-
priate, and to authorize the redelegation of
such functions, powers, and duties by the
heads of such departments and agencles.

(b) Departments and agencies of the Fed-
eral Government shall exercise their powers,
dutles, and functions in such manner as will
assist in carrying out the objectives of this
Act.

(e¢) Funds authorized to be appropriated
under this Act may be transferred between
departments and agencies of the Govern-
ment, if such funds are used for the pur-
poses for which they are specifically author-
ized and appropriated.

Appropriation

Sec. T09. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out those provisions of the
Act for which specific authority for appro-
priations is not otherwise provided in this
Act. Appropriations authorized under this
Act shall remain available until expended
unless otherwise provided by appropriations
Acts.

Penalties

Sec. T10. (a) Whoever makes any state-
ment knowing it to be false, or whoever will-
fully overvalues any security, for the pur-
pose of obtaining for himself or for any ap-
plicant any financial assistance under section
101, 201, 202, or 403 or any extension thereof
by renewal, deferment or action, or other-
wise, or the acceptance, release, or substitu-
tion of security therefor, or for the purpose
of influencing in any way the action of the
Secretary, or for the purpose of obtaining
money, property, or anything of value, under
this Act, shall be punished by a fine of not
more than $10,000 or by imprisonment for
not more than five years, or both.

(b) Whoever, being connected in any ca-
pacity with the Secretary, in the adminis-
tration of this Act (1) embezzles, abstracts,
purloins, or willfully misapplies any mon-
eys, funds, securities, or other things of val-
ue, whether belonging to him or pledged or
otherwise entrusted to him, or (2) with in-
tent to defraud the Secretary or any other
body politic or corporate, or any individual,
or to deceive any officer, auditor, or examiner,
makes any false entry in any book, report,
or statement of or to the Secretary, or with-
out being duly authorized draws any order
or issues, puts forth, or assigns any note,
debenture, bond, or other obligation, or
draft, bill of exchange, mortgage, judgment,
or decree thereof, or (3) with intent to de-
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fraud participates or shares in or receives
directly or indirectly any money, profit, prop-
erty, or benefit through any transaction,
loan, grant, commission, contract, or any
other act of the Secretary, or (4) gives any
unauthorized information concerning any
future action or plan of the Secretary which
might affect the value of securities, or having
such knowledge invests or speculates, di-
rectly or indirectly, in the securities or prop-
erty of any company or corporation recelving
loans, grants, or other assistance from the
Secretary, shall be punished by a fine of not
more than $10,000 or by imprisonment for
not more than five years, or both.

Employment of expediters and administra-
tive employees

Segc. 711. No financial assistance shall be
extended by the Secretary under sectlon 101,
201, 202, or 403 to any business enterprise
unless the owners, partners, or officers of
such business enterprise (1) certify to the
Secretary the names of any attorneys, agents,
and other persons engaged by or on behalf
of such business enterprise for the purpose
of expediting applications made to the Sec-
retary for assistance of any sort, under this
Act, and the fees paid or to be pald to any
such person; and (2) execute an agreement
binding such business enterprise, for a
period of two years after such assistance is
rendered by the Secretary to such business
enterprise, to refrain from employing, ten-
dering any office or employment to, or re-
taining for professional services, any person
who, on the date such assistance or any part
thereof was rendered, or within one year
prior thereto, shall have served as an officer,
attorney, agent, or employee, occupying a
position or engaging in activities which the
Secretary shall have determined involve dis-
cretion with respect to the granting of as-
sistance under this Act.

Prevailing rate of wage and forty-hour week

Sec. T712. All laborers and mechanics em-
ployed by contractors or subcontractors on
projects assisted by the Secretary under this
Act shall be pald wages at rates not less than
those prevailing on similar construction in
the locality as determined by the Secretary
of Labor in accordance with the Davis-Bacon
Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276a—276a-5).
The Secretary shall not extend any financial
assistance under section 101, 201, 202, or 403
for such a project without first obtaining
adequate assurance that these labor stand-
ards will be maintained upon the construc-
tion work. The Secretary of Labor shall have,
with respect to the labor standards specified
in this provision, the authority and funec-
tions set forth in Reorganization Plan Num-
bered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 Stat. 1267;
5 U.8.C. 1382-15), and section 2 of the Act of
June 13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276¢c).

Record of applications

Sec. 713. The Secretary shall maintain as
a permanent part of the records of the De-
partment of Commerce a list of applications
approved for financial assistance under sec-
tion 101, 201, 202, or 403, which shall be
kept available for public inspection during
the regular business hours of the Depart-
ment of Commerce. The following informa-
tion shall be pested in such list as socon as
each application is approved; (1) the name
of the applicant and, in the case of corporate
applications, the names of the officers and
directors thereof, (2) the amount and dura-
tion of the loan or grant for which applica-
tion is made, (3) the purposes for which the
proceeds of the loan or grant are to be used,
and (4) a general description of the security
offered in the cause of a loan.

Records and audit
Sec. 7T14. (a) Each reclpient of assistance
under this Act shall keep such records as
the Secretary shall prescribe, including rec-
ords which fully disclose the amount and the
disposition by such recipient of the proceeds
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of such asslstance, the total cost of the proj-
ect or undertaking in connection with which
such assistance is given or used, and the
amount and nature of that portion of the
cost of the project or undertaking supplied
by other sources, and such other records as
will facilitate an effective audit.

(b) The Secretary and the Comptroller
General of the United States, or any of their
duly authorized representatives, shall have
access for the purpose of audit and exami-
natlon to any books, documents, papers, and
records of the recipient that are pertinent to
assistance received under this Act,

Conforming amendment

Sec. 715. All henefits heretofore specifically
made available (and not subsequently re-
voked) under other Federal programs to per-
sons or to public or private organizations,
corporations, or entities in areas designated
by the Secretary as “redevelopment areas’
under sectlon 5 of the Area Redevelopment
Act, are hereby also extended, insofar as prac-
ticable, to such areas as may be designated
as ‘redevelopment areas” or ‘“economic de-
velopment centers” under the authority of
section 401 or 403 of this Act: Provided,
however, That this section shall not be con-
strued as limiting such administrative dis-
cretion as may have been conferred under
any other law.

Sec. T16. All financial and technical as-
sistance authorized under this Act shall be
in addition to any Federal assistance previ-
ously authorized, and no provision hereof
shall be construed as authorizing or permit-
ting any reduction or diminution in the pro-
portional amount of Federal assistance to
which any State or other entity eligible
under this Act would otherwise be entitled
under the provisions of any other Act.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate concur in the
:imendment of the House of Representa-

ves.

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

The motion was agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed, without amendment, the bill
(8. 1309) to authorize checks to be drawn
in favor of financial organizations for
the credit of a person’s account, under
certain conditions.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 7765) making appropriations for
the Departments of Labor, and Health,
Education, and Welfare, and related
agencies, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1966, and for other purposes; that
the House receded from its disagreement
to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 23, 41, 47, 49, and 50 to the bill, and
concurred therein, and that the House
receded from its disagreement to the
amendment of the Senate numbered 1
to the bill and concurred therein, with
an amendment, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate.

The message further announced that
the House disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 8639) mak-
ing appropriations for the Departments
of State, Justice, and Commerce, the
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Judiciary, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and
for other purposes; agreed to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on, and that Mr., RoonNeEYy of New York,
Mr, SIKES, Mr. SLAck, Mr. SmitH of Iowa,
Mr. FLYNT, Mr. JOELSON, Mr. MaHON, Mr.
Bow, Mr. Lipscoms, and Mr. CEDERBERG
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9947) to
amend the Legislative Branch Appro-
priation Act, 1959, to provide for reim-
bursement of transportation expenses for
Members of the House of Represent-
atives, and for other purposes.

U.S. POSITION IN REGARD TO EN-
FORCING ARTICLE 19 OF THE
UNITED NATIONS CHARTER

Mr. ATKEN. Mr. President, this after-
noon, Ambassador Goldberg presented to
the Committee of 33 at the United Na-
tions a statement setting forth the posi-
tion of the United States in regard to en-
forcing article 19 of the United Nations
Charter.

This article provides that when a
member becomes 2 years in arrears on
assessments if shall lose its vote in the
General Assembly.

The Ambassador's statement says, in
effect, that we will not attempt to force
a vote on France and Russia for their re-
fusal to pay assessments levied for the
purpose of maintaining a police force in
the Congo, an operation to which both
nations objected.

The fact is, it is doubtful whether the
United States could force a direct vote on
this issue, but, if we could, it is quite cer-
tain that our effort would be heavily de-
feated with many of our closest allies
voting against us.

It should furthermore be understood
that should article 19 be literally en-
forced, France and Russia would lose
only their vote in the U.N. General As-
sembly, a body of 114 members.

Neither country would lose its seat in
the General Assembly nor in the United
Nations.

Neither country would lose its place on
the Security Council nor its veto power
in the Council.

It must also be recognized that if the
United Nations should attempt to assess
us for the cost of maintaining armed
force in the Western Hemisphere, we
would probably refuse to pay.

Since the prospect of either collect-
ing these assessments from France and
Russia or of punishing them for a vicla-
tion of the charter is virtually nil, the
United States was put in the position of
either facing certain defeat in the Gen-
eral Assembly or accepting the fact that
from now on the United Nations will be
largely financed on a voluntary basis for,
if action cannot be taken against Russia
and France for nonpayment of assess-
ments, it certainly should not be taken
against the smaller, poorer nations.

The question is whether the United
Nations is worth keeping as an interna-
tional organization.

“[Mr.
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It is obvious that it cannot continue
under rules to be observed by pari of
the membership and ignored by the rest.

Therefore, in announcing that the
United States would no longer be bound
to observe the provisions of article 19,
Ambassador Goldberg took the only
practicable course left open; the alter-
native would be to withdraw completely
from this world organization,

It was not an easy decision to make.
It does not by itself guarantee the ef-
fectiveness of the United Nations in the
future.

It will be found thoroughly unsatisfac-
tory and will be condemned by many
people, some of whom are opposed to
international organizations in principle.

It does, however, offer an alternative
and perhaps the only alternative to a
growing world crisis which could con-
ceivably end in human disaster.

Mr. President, I appreciate very
much that the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. DoMminick] yielded to me in order
to make these remarks.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY
AMENDENTS OF 1965

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8283) to expand the
war on poverty and enhance the effec-
tiveness of programs under the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Colorado yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Michigan.

Mr. McNAMARA. Mr. President, nu-
merous complaints have been stated as
to the administration of the program by
OEO. Much of the eriticism is directed
toward specific incidents of alleged mal-
administration. It would not be possi-
ble, nor in my opinion appropriate, for
me to attempt to answer these state-
ments. However, I should like to point
out that this is a new agency in operation
less than a year, designed to meet a
gigantic problem—that of reducing pov-
erty in the United States. To expect
that there would not be problems in
administration would be unreasonable.
During the hearings, the Director, Sar-
gent Shriver, and other OEO officials,
gave us every assurance that this prob-
lem is recognized and every effort will be
made to correct it.

Although I do not intend to minimize
these statements, it does seem to me we
should look to the achievements of the
new agency, which was funded less than
a year ago.

I thank the Senator from Colorado for
yielding to me.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, on
behalf of the Senator from Wyoming
Simpson] and myself—and the
Senator from Wpyoming is necessarily
absent today—I send to the desk for ref-
erence and printing an amendment that
we intend to offer to the pending bill.

The amendment merely reaffirms and
strengthens the provision in title 1 of the
bill, which would prohibit activities of
the Job Corps when the effect would be
to displace employed people or take over
services which were being accomplished
by private enterprise firms.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be received and printed,
and will lie on the table.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. PROUTY. Mr, President, in 1919,
tiliedlat.e President Franklin D. Roosevelt
said:

Every one of us would like to see a state
of perfection on earth; but we know that
every great reform takes time and good judg-

ment, and that too great haste often defeats
its own ends.

Seventeen months ago the President
of the United States announced a pro-
gram to eradicate poverty in America.
One year ago Congress passed the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act of 1964 to put
that program into operation. Now, after
the expenditure of nearly $800 million,
Congress should pause to take stock of
its creation.

The basic underlying principle of the
war on poverty is sound—and it is in the
best tradition of the American people.
It is not the principle of charity, nor of
patronizing benevolence. It is not the
principle of the freeload and the dole.
It is the principle that it is right—and
wise—for Americans to help their fellow
Americans to help themselves.

President Johnson recognized this
when he said, in his initial message to
Congress:

The war on poverty is not a struggle
simply to support people, to make them de-
pendent on the generosity of others. Itisa
struggle to give people a chance. It is an
effort to allow them to develop and use their
capacities, as we have used ours, so that they
can share, as others share, in the promise of
this Nation.

Walter Heller, then Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisers, put it this
way:

The essence of the President’s attack on
poverty 1s the creation of new economic op-
portunities, a chance for the poor who are
able to do so to earn their way out of
poverty.

There is scarcely an American today
so callous, so ruthless, so flinthearted, as
to repudiate this principle embedded so
deeply within us as a people.

The great national debate on the pov-
erty program today is not a dekate on the
merits of its fundamental principle. As
so often occurs in American society, the
debate rages over the means by which
those in power seek to translate that
principle into action. The issue before
the Congress today is, simply, this: In
view of the magnitude of the poverty
problem in America, and in view of the
resources committed to overcome it, has
the war on poverty been a success?

Any attempt to answer this query must
necessarily result in a balancing of posi-
tive and negative accomplishments. The
administration and the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity have emphasized the
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positive achievements of the war on
poverty, and their arguments are noi
without merit. Because of the war on
poverty, for example, 561,000 young
Americans are being introduced to the
world of learning through Project Head
Start. Eighty thousand young men and
women have had the opportunity to earn
the money they need to stay in college.
Nearly 90,000 unemployed heads of fam-
ilies have received work training and ex-
perience that will help them to become
producers instead of public charges. Ten
thousand men and women in rural areas
have received loans that will give them
a new incentive to improve their incomes
and standards of living.

Nor has the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity rejected every criticism that has
been made of the program, Commend-
ably, the Office has candidly admitted
that in some areas serious difficulties
have developed. In view of the magni-
tude of the poverty problem in America,
in view of the depths of its roots and
persistence of its causes, some failures
were inevitable. The Congress has no
right to expect perfection from the ad-
ministrators of its programs.

Yet, when all this is said and done,
when every reasonable allowance has
been made for extenuating circum-
stances, when the benefit of many doubts
has been generously granted, the fact re-
mains that this so-called war on poverty
has exhibited classic examples of admin-
istrative bungling, haphazard haste and
costly waste, shoddy coordination, bu-
reacuratic secrecy, excessively high sal-
aries, heavy-landed dictation, ugly pol-
jtics and—worst of all—botched oppor-
tunity.

Let us examine the various charges
brought against the operation of the war
on poverty:

THE POVERTY ARMY ISLED EY A
PART-TIME GENERAL

There is scarcely a position in Govern-
ment more demanding of full-time at-
tention than that of Director of the Of-
fice of Economic Opportunity. Yet, the
present Director must devote part of his
time and energy to the task of running
the Peace Corps. In view of the present
administration’s predilection for ap-

pointing four where two could serve, it

is truly surprising that here it has ap-
pointed only one to do what is admittedly
the job of two. The sooner the Office
of Economic Opportunity and the Peace
Corps get separate, full-time Directors,
the better it will be for both.

A. COMPARISON OF PREDICTION AND THE RE-

SBULTS SHOW A EIGNIFICANT PERFORMANCE GAP

When the poverty legislation was be-
fore the Congress last year, we were told
how many people the various programs
were to benefit in the first fiscal year
of operation. In one program—the
Neighborhood Youth Corps—the stated
goal of 200,000 has been exceeded, with
277,000 young people employed. In view
of the simple nature of this program, its
success in reaching its numerical goal is
not surprising.

Other programs, however, have been
less successful. Last year it was esti-
mated that 140,000 youths would benefit
from the college work study pro-
visions. At the close of the fiscal year
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the actual number was around 80,000.
Even doubling the spring semester recipi-
ents to account for the fall semester of
1964, when the program was not yet in
operation, the total would be only 114,-
000, far below the goal.

Last year it was estimated that 130,000
persons would be enrolled in the work
experience programs under title V. At
the close of the fiscal year 88,700 had
been enrolled.

Last year it was estimated that 40,000
Job Corps men would be in the program
by the first year. The actual number at
the close of the fiscal year was only
about 10,000.

Last year it was estimated that 1,000
VISTA volunteers would be in the field at
the end of the fiscal year, provided only
that enough young men and women
stepped forward to enroll. Fifteen thou-
sand did step forward to enroll—and as
of June 30 a total of 202 were actually
in service.

And even some of these OEO figures
are open to question. Jack Steele of
the Scripps Howard Newspaper Alliance
gave a progress report on the war on
poverty as of the end of its first fiscal
year.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that excerpts from an article en-
titled, “Troubles, Delays, and Con-
fusions—Poverty War Ends ¥Year of
Crisis,” written by Jack Steele in the
Washington Daily News of July 1, 1965,
be printed at this point in the Recoro.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TypInGs in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

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

[Excerpts from Washington Dally News,

July 1, 1965]
TrROUBLES , DELAYS, AND CoONFUSIONS—Pov=-
ERTY WAR ENDS YEAR OF CRISIS
{By Jack Steele)

Bitter political warfare—still largely un-
settled—has stymled the community action
program in most of the Natlon's big cities.
This program 1s the keystone of the antipov-
erty war since it will provide the machinery
for helping the poor. In rural areas, lack
of community initiative has delayed the
CAP program even more.

VISTA, the so-called Domestic Peace Corps,
was originally supposed to enroll 5,000 volun-
teers to help the poor by June 30. As of
yesterday it actually had 203 such volunteers
working in the field and 842 more in training.

The Job Corps, which Mr. Shriver told
Congress last autumn would have 30,000 to
40,000 teenage dropouts in some 75 camps
by June 30, actually had 8,345 in 48 camps as
of Tuesday. And more than 15 percent of
those sent to Youth Corps camps had al-
ready quit the camps.

GLOSS OVER

Mr. Shriver and his battery of public re-
lations experts have managed to gloss over
most such lags and failures in the antipov-
erty program. Here’'s how they've done it.

In recent weeks, OEO officials have worked
day and night to allocate funds for antipov-
erty projects and thus use up all the $793
million Congress appropriated last year for
the program and clear the way for passage
of this year's #$1.5 billlon fund request.
Much of this money won't be spent—or the
projects even started—for months.

Mr. Shriver listed 265,000 enrollees in the
Neighborhood Youth Corps. But the 100,-
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000th enrollee was inducted at a White House
ceremony on June 11, less than 3 weeks ago.
And Nelghborhood Youth Corps officials, after
whirling their computers, came up yesterday
with a top enrollment estimate of 175,000—
including 70,000 in a special summer “leaf-
raking” project. The first-year goal for this
program was 200,000.

Mr. Shriver’s list included 88,000 in a so-
called work experience program run by the
Health, Education, and Welfare Department.
But HEW officials yesterday reported the pro-
gram had 15,240 actual enrollees in 59 proj-
ects now in operation,

The OEO Director also listed 600,000 direct
beneficlaries of community action programs.
Yet most of the CAP projects approved thus
far are so-called planning or demonstration
grants which provide help or employment to
relatively few of the poor. And only a few
of these are yet off the ground.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, a strik-
ing exception to the performance gap is
the administrative costs of the program.
The OEO Director said last year that his
administrative budget would be about
$3.5 million and that he would employ
300 to 700 people. As of June 30, 1965,
the amount obligated for administrative
expenses of the Office was over $6.1 mil-
lion, and the number of employees was
hovering around the thousand mark.

What has caused this gap between
prediction and performance? Two
answers suggest themselves: A lack of
clear understanding of the complexities
of creating these new programs, result-
ing in euphoric election-year predictions
unrelated to reality; or administrative
confusion and chaos in the implementa-
tion. The true answer is probably a
combination of the two.

THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD OF THE OFFICE OF
ECONOMIC OFFORTUNITY HAS BEEN A SORRY
STORY OF DELAY AND BUNGLING
The war on poverty has been a god-

send to those mild mannered little fel-

lows who take secret satisfaction watch-
ing the high and mighty goof up the
works. Not even OEO has yet paid any
one to add up the inches of newspaper
lineage that have been used to deseribe
the fumbling and bumbling of the pov-
erty administrators, but it is said that

around Washington one can get 3 to 1

that the stories laid end to end would

reach from the White House Rose

Garden to Catoctin, Md., and part way

back.

In my own State the local Democrat
in charge of the poverty program at the
State level has assailed OEO for “inex-
cusable delays.” He told how the Wash-
ington poverty warriors put on the heat
to get all program applications sub-
mitted before the fiscal year deadline—
then were unable to tell him the status
of the projects thereafter. “There is no
person or place we can go to get a read-
ing on the status of our own programs,”
he said.

Just the other day, testifying before
the Senate Government Operations Sub-
committee, Dr. Murray Grant, Health
Director of the District of Columbia,
stated that the District had applied for
public welfare funds about 9 months ago,
but the application was still pending.
He went on to say that the District gov-
ernment had made repeated inquiries
since that time as to when the money
might be forthcoming, apparently with
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no success. There is now a 2-month
backlog of cases. Space, and perhaps
the resources of the Government Print-
ing Office, do not permit a complete list-
ing of all such interesting examples, but
the man so rash as to suggest these in-
stances are uncommon has not yet
stepped forward.

unprocessed applications were nego~
t.iable, like bank drafts, I would advo-
cate putting a striet security guard
around the Washington poverty head-
quarters; for within those walls reposes
what is probably the most massive col-
lection of ignored, forgotten, and
bogged-down applications known to the
Western World since the haleyon days of
the great South Seas bubble.

An otherwise sympathetic observer,
Eve Edstrom of the Washington Post,
characterized this abysmal situation suc-
cinctly when she reported:

The confusion caused by the law itself
has been compounded by the turmoil that
exists at the Office of Economic Opportunity,
“We operate from crisis to crisis,” one Fed-
eral antipoverty worker said “We're always
in perpetual motion but I'm not sure where
we're going."

HEAVYHANDED DICTATION FROM WASHINGTON

STIFLES LOCAL FLEXIBILITY AND INITIATIVE

One of the great virtues of the anti-
poverty program, as conceived a year ago,
was that it was designed to allow maxi-
mum latitude for experimentation at
local levels. True, there has been a great
deal of experimentation—one Mississippi
Head Start center has experimented
with eliminating bookkeeping controls
on a $1.2 million project, and the Mem-
phis Neighborhood Youth Corps has ex-
perimented in requiring kickbacks from
corpsmen to pay unauthorized super-
visors. But in many cases the bureau-
crats on top have squashed local initia-
tive by laying down impossible require-
ments and meddling with even the
smallest details.

Typical of this malady is the situation
at that boon to antipoverty critics, the
St. Petersburg Women’s Job Corps Cen-
ter. At this establishment, so I am told,
no officer may talk to the press without
reporting by long-distance telephone to
Washington the substance of the con-
versation. These phone calls probably
add up to quite a sum, since Washington
may have a hard time getting the mes-
sage over the rumbling of hot rod ex-
hausts, the continuous rock-and-roll
parties, the omnipresent police sirens
that rise to a crescendo whenever an
inmate makes a break for it, and, more
recently, the angry mutterings of the
local citizens. Pinellas County’'s assist-
ant school superintendent, struggling to
make this center less of a disaster, says:

We were so deluged by so many people
from Washington giving us information and
advice on community relations, public
health, and home and family living that it
was just plain confusing.

In my own State of Vermont, the act-
ing State director of economic opportu-
nity has had occasion to state that local
volunteer agencies have “done everything
but stand on their heads. They've
formed programs, then changed them or
scrapped them to meet the Federal sug-
gestions.”
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And yet, at the time of his statement,
the applications were bogged down some-
where in OEO.

It is always necessary in a Federal
grant program for the administrators to
stay close enough to the various situa-
tlons to see that proper procedures are
carried out, and that Federal funds are
not expended without justification. But
this sort of intelligent supervision, in the
hands of a zealous bureaucrat, can easily
shade into the tyranny of centralized
direction that stifles local programs.
Happily, the European Communist world
is learning this, and is decentralizing all
but the most basic economic decisions.
One hesitates to say that OEO should
profit from this trend in the Communist
world, but the point should be clear.
HASTE AND WASTE—THE ROMULUS AND REMUS

OF OEO

According to legend, the great empire
of Rome had its beginning in the birth
of the brothers Romulus and Remus,
suckled by a she-wolf on the banks of
the Tiber. The analogous allegory for
the economic opportunity empire would
have to be “haste and waste,” suckled to
a sleek corpulence by the American tax-
payer.

Haste holds sway whenever a well-
intentioned project flounders due to in-
adequate preparation. The deft touch
of haste appears behind the screening
procedures that send a girl 5 months
pregnant to the Women’s Job Corps, ac-
companied by another who was emotion-
ally ill, 2 who refused to heed curfews
and no-drinking rules, and 20 who did
not much care about the whole project.

Waste rears its ugly head when seam-
stresses are hired to remake clothes for
Job Corps girls who are supposed to be
learning to sew, maids are hired to make
the beds of Job Corps girls who are sup-
posed to be learning practical home-
making, and construction gangs are hired
to spruce up abandoned forest camps for
boys who are supposed to be learning
basic job skills in carpentry and plumb-
ing.

Waste gloats gleefully in city after
city, including the Nation's Capital,
where formerly anonymous political co-
adjutors emerge at succulent salaries of
$18,000 and even $25,000. And it chortles
with pleasure as OEO functionaries crawl
over each other trying to find out what
they are supposed to be doing, while the
administrative budget continues its in-
cessant march skyward.

THE RULES OF THE ROAD—AVOID STATE AND
LOCAL OFFICIALS, EEEP LOCAL PEOPLE IN THE
DARK
One well-documented example is suf-

ficient to exemplify the way the “pover-

crats"” prefer to deal with local officials
and citizenry. The pattern was set when
the very first Job Corps camp location
was announced—at Yorktown, Va.—be-
fore any local people had been consulted.

This excerpt from a statement by Con-

gresswoman CATHERINE May, of Wash-

ington, shows how the concept has been
honed to near perfection in the months
since.

I ask unanimous consent to include in
the REcorp Representative May’s obser-
vation.
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There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

ExXceRPTS FROM STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE
CATHERINE MAY, REPUBLICAN, OF WASHING-
TON, BEFORE THE HoUsE REPUBLICAN TAsK
ForceE oN EcoNomIic OPPORTUNITY, JUNE 16,
1965

The first situation I would like to discuss
is the announced establishment of a Job
Corps conservation center to be located on
the Yakima Indian Reservation near the
small community of White Swan.

The official announcement concerning this
Job Corps camp was contained in a press
release from the Office of the Secretary of the
Interior which detailed the locations of 14
Job Corps camps in 10 States to be activated
early that fall. The Secretary’s announce-
ment states, “Each of these camps will also
be a great community asset.”” This press
release, which was received in my office on
August 19, 1964, the date it was to be released,
was the first notification received by me of
this project and was, in fact the first official
notification received by the people of White
Swan, a community of approximately 200
inhabitants and approximately 2 miles from
the announced site of the camp.

From information I was able to plece to-
gether later, it became evident that a great
deal of secrecy had surrounded the circum-
stances in arriving at the selection of this
site for a Job Corps camp. The Bureau of
Indian Affairs, once a decision had been made,
consulted only with the Yakima Tribal Coun-
cll and it is my understanding the Bureau
told the tribal council that Indians would
be put to work and that the work to be ac-
complished would be in the nature of work
which would benefit the Indian reservation.
The Secretary of the Interior's announcement
of August 19, 1964, in fact, stated: “The en-
rollees will be concerned primarily with
timber and range conservation practices such
as timber thinning and construction of fire
roads and trails."”

It is not difficult to understand the im-
mediate reaction of the people of White
Swan who naturally were concerned over
the effect on their community of the arrival
of as many Job Corps “guests” as there are
inhabitants. Urgent requests for complete
information on the impact of such a facility
were made to my office. I polnt out again
that no such information had been volun-
teered either prior to or following the brief
original announcement. Inquiries were in-
itiated by my office to the Bureau of Indian
Affairs because the Office of Economic Op-
portunity advised they had no information
with which to respond to the community
concern. To give an example of this kind
of bureaucratic attitude, we were told by a
spokesman of the Bureau of Indian Affairs
that “If a community wishes to protest it
should do so to the Yakima Indian Agency
superintendent.” On August 28, 1964, we
were also advised that this was only a “pro-
posed” establishment since Congress had not
as yet appropriated the money to establish
any of the Job Corps centers. This fact
brought out yet another interesting point
because I was later informed that even prior
to the August 19 announcement work crews
contracted by the Bureau of Indian Affairs
were busy clearing a site for the proposed
establishment. I still do not know the
source of the funds for this preliminary
work.

On August 28, 1964, I asked Sargent
Shriver, Director of the President’s Task
Force on the War on Poverty, to arrange for
a public hearing on the announced estab-
lishment of a Job Corps camp near White
Swan. I advised Mr. Shriver that since the
August 19, 1964, announcement of the loca-
tlon of the camp a number of residents of
nearby communities had indicated their con-
cern over the location of such a camp in
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their area and that many of these individ-
uals were asking questions which deserved
factual answers. I advised Mr. Shriver that
I had discussed the situation with the Gov-
ernor’'s representative appointed to handle
antipoverty programs in the State (who in-
cldentally had not been provided answers
to the questions being asked) and that we
both agreed that a full public hearing should
be held in the area as soon as possible so
that all the individual citizens would have
all the facts upon which to base opinions.
On September 2, 1964, I was advised by the
Governor's representative that the Bureau
of Indian Affairs regional office had notified
him that they would hold a public meeting
in the White Swan High School on Septem-
ber 9 to inform the community of plans for
the proposed Job Corps camp. I initiated
telephone calls to the Office of Ecomomic
Opportunity to ask whether this meeting was
in response to my request for hearing and
was advised that a representative of Sargent
Shriver's office would attend the meeting. I
did not recelve any written response to my
letter requesting a hearing.

The meeting was held in the White Swan
High School the evening of September 9, 1964.
I was subsequently advised that only written
questions were allowed from an audience of
about 350 persons and no oral discussion was
permitted. One gentleman stood up and
demanded that he be heard and was given
the opportunity to make a brief statement.
This, Mr. Chairman, was not the kind of
hearing I had requested, although I was
given to understand that generally speaking
the audience seemed to be satisfied with the
answers received to their written questions,
mostly handled by the representative from
Sargent Shriver’s office.

The then Governor of the State of Wash-
ington subsequently approved the camp. It
was about this time that a local attorney for
a group of White Swan residents protested to
the Office of Economic Opportunity the
establishment of the camp, contending that
work planned by occupants of the camp
would benefit Yakima Indians only and
therefore was discriminatory against non-
Indians. The attorney based his contention
on the Civil Rights Act passed by Congress
in 1064. The General Counsel for the Office
of Economic Opportunity advised the local
attorney, “We are acquainted with no law
or policy against discrimination on the basis
of race which is violated by the operation of
a conservation center on the Yakima Indian
Reservation Center.” The General Counsel
went on to state in his letter, “Government
policy against discrimination, whatever
source, does not generally prevent the ex-
penditure of money to benefit Indians
on an Indian reservation.” The loeal at-
torney sald he could not agree and that
he would seek a Federal injunction to
stop the establishment of a camp. The
new Governor agreed that before he would
approve the camp that assurance would have
to be given that the general public would
have access to and use of facilitles con-
structed by the Job Corps. There the matter
rested for many months. However, as re-
cently as early this month, Otis A. Singletary,
Director of the Job Corps, said in a letter to
the local newspaper In Yakima, Wash., the
largest nearby community, that he was hold-
ing up approval of the White Swan Camp be-
cause of “poor community attitudes.” Ap-
parently recognizing the former Governor's
approval of the site and not walting for the
new Governor's recommendation, Dr. Sin-
gletary indicated in his letter that the Office
of Economic Opportunity had every legal
right to proceed with the camp, but the de-
lay was “based solely on my concern for the
enrollees.”

In the meantime, the new Governor, con-
tinuing to be concerned over the two ques-
tions, that of community acceptance and
that of general public use of an access to the
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facilities, obtained from local communities
assurances that public opinion had gradually
changed to favor the camp and new letters
were received from the Bureau of Indian Af-
fairs and Yakima Tribal Council giving as-
surances the public would have access to and
use of the facilities after all. The Governor
just last week wrote to the Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity approving the location
of the camp and this last Friday evening,
June 11, my office was called by the Deputy
Director for the Job Corps to be advised that
that office would now proceed with the
camp.

I might say parenthetically that when I
asked the Office of Economic Opportunity
last Friday evening for detalls I was advised
they had none. They assumed the camp
would be established as originally proposed,
but that the Bureau of Indian Affairs would
have to provide the detalls. Once again, Mr.
Chairman, the local citizens found them-
selves “in the dark” as to details of the sit-
uation.

I will not dwell long on the second Job
Corps camp proposal in my district.

This is a camp to be administered by the
Bureau of Reclamation to be located on the
Columbia Basin reclamation project. In
February of this year it was announced by
the Bureau of Reclamation headquarters on
the project that the Office of Economic Op-
portunity had requested a recommendation
for a location of a Job Corps conservation
center on the Columbia Basin project. This
was undertaken and on April 27 of this year
the President announced a number of new
Job Corps conservation centers, including
one on the Columbia Basin project. Accom-
panying the White House announcement was
a detailed fact sheet which stated that the
Columbia Basin center would be located on
land owned by the city of Ephrata. The an-
nouncement went on to state, that two build-
ings consisting of a two-story dormitory
building and a former messhall will be made
avallable by the city of Ephrata. The city
of Ephrata was delighted by this announce-
ment because the people of Ephrata had ac-
tively sought the center and the Ephrata lo-
cation had received a favorable recommenda-
tion from the Bureau of Reclamation.

Within a matter of hours after the Presi-
dent's announcement, however, the an-
nouncement was withdrawn, insofar as exact
location is concerned, and I received from
the Ephrata Chamber of Commerce an ur-
gent letter wanting to know what had hap-
pened and reafirming its wishes for the
center, My office, Mr. Chairman, made re-
peated calls to the Office of Economic Op-
portunity from Dr. Singletary on down and
about all we could learn was that the Office
of Economic Opportunity thinks it will estab-
lish the Job Corps center at Larson Air Force
Base near Moses Lake, Wash., instead of
Ephrata. As nearly as I can tell, no loecal
request for establishment of the center at
Larson Air Force Base or at Moses Lakes
was ever made. The people of Ephrata are
understandably angry, especially because the
center was announced for their town and
then the announcement withdrawn. No one
in the Office of Economic Opportunity has
ever explained to me why the announce-
ment was made for Ephrata in the first
place and, as a matter of fact, they won't
even admit that it was announced for
Ephrata even though I have a copy of the
announcement in my possession. This, Mr.
Chairman, strikes me as a prime example
of the right bureaucratic hand not knowing
what the left bureaucratic hand is doing.

Again, Mr, Chairman, one would think the
people in the Office of Economic Opportunity
would have learned from the White Swan
situation, but experience made no difference
in the case of the Columbia Basin center,
What I am afraid of now, Mr. Chairman, is
that the Ephrata people will be hostile to
the project and will not be in a mood to
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cooperate with the trainees. Ephrata is only

26 miles from Moses Lake.
RAISING FALSE HOPES
Mr. PROUTY—
I'm worried about a possible loss of interest
and enthusiasm on the part of the people

who have worked so hard on a volunteer
basis to get this program started—

So spoke Vermont’s director of eco-
nomic opportunity when the program in
our State came almost to a standstill be-
cause of delays in Washington.

Thousands upon thousands of eligible
Job Corps youths across the land are dis-
enchanted. Billboards, diskjockeys, and
poverty missionaries have assiduously
spread the word that “the Job Corps
needs you"”; yet, with 228,000 inguiry
cards received, only about 16,000 corps-
men had been accepted and assigned at
the end of the first fiscal year. What of
those others, who seized the initiative—
perhaps for the first time in their lives—
to seek the help of the Job Corps in get-
ting themselves out of the morass of
poverty? What is the effect on them, in
real, personal terms, of one more appar-
ent rejection—this one after having been
led on by all the OEO ballyhoo? If the
poverty people are going to lure youths
into the gingerbread house, they should
be prepared to hand out cookies, not
waiting room numbers.

Similarly, false hopes have been raised
among the elderly. The Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity has not been able to
find any way to focus on the needs of
our older citizens. In desperation, faced
with congressional murmurings, the Di-
rector has belatedly established—on
June 14 of this year—a special task force
to try to come up with something. In
the meantime the elderly—a group for
which poverty is both prevalent and
serious—can hope only to catch on in
some other program not designed to help
them or meet their specific needs.

Nor was it fair to the elderly for the
Director, a special assistant to the Presi-
dent of the United States, to come before
the committee and express his support of
my proposal to substantially increase the
monthly social security benefits. Later,
when the 1965 social security amend-
ments were before the Senate, the ad-
ministration forces battered down my
proposal by an overwhelming margin.
OEO’S COAT OF ARMS; DUPLICATION RAMPANT

ON A FIELD CHAOTIC

A good summary of the ineffectiveness
of coordination of the Federal anti-
poverty effort is provided in an article
from the Wall Street Journal of June 9,
1965,

This article by Jerry Landauer in my
judgment is quite objective, and I ask
unanimous consent that it be included
in the Recorp at this point in my re-
marks.

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

OVERLAPPING UPLIFT—WAR ON POVERTY SPILLS
OvEr INTO MANY FEDERAL AGENCIES
(By Jerry Landauer)

WasHINGTON.—It's been 6 months since
congress voted the first funds for the new
Office of Economic Opportunity but Sargent
Shriver's researchers haven't ldentified yet
all the existing Federal activities that con-
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ceivably could fall under his sway as gen-
eralissimo of the antipoverty crusade.

Admittedly the tabulating task is tough.
The Library of Congress, restrieting its count
to those offering ald to State or local govern-
ments, cataloged 115 such programs or
“closely related groups” last year; if “sub-
categories” are included the total swells to
216.

For sheer scope, these figures suggest Mr.
Shriver's job Is matched by none save the
President’s and the Defense Secretary’s.
Furthermore, his congressional mandate to
“coordinate the antipoverty efforts of all
Federal agencies"” will become more demand-
ing before, if ever, it becomes more man-
ageable. The Library’s count didn’t include
all 17 sizable programs enacted in the 88th
Congress, nor, of course, the dozens more
enacted or pending in this Congress. ‘“We're
starting to run out of new stuff to propose,”
one policymaker concedes.

No wonder. Nowadays a school dropout
can get help from the Juvenile Delinquency
and Youth Offenses Control Act, the Man-
power Development and Training Act, the
Vocational Education Act, the Job Corps, the
Neighborhood Youth Corps, a variety of wel-
fare programs and, at the option of local
citizens' groups or school boards, from Mr.
Shriver's community action grants and from
the new billion-dollar school aid law.

Fifteen programs authorize ald for aequir-
ing teaching equipment, nine provide teach-
er tralning, and four, all enacted since 1962,
include funds to promote basic adult liter-
acy. Needy students can reach for loans or
scholarships offered by eight, not including
President Johnson's higher education bill.

Overlap obviously isn't a new problem in
big government. “Believe me, it's long been
a department head's biggest headache,” says
the top assistant to a member of the Een-
nedy Cabinet. Democrats assert, moreover,
that for all its talk of bringing businesslike
techniques to Washington, the Eisenhower
regime left scant dents In the many-layered
bureaucracy. (To this observation must be
added the fact that for all but 2 of his
8 White House years Ike faced a Democratic
Congress.)

President Johnson, of course, wants effi-
clency and he's taken some small steps to-
ward it, among them reorganization plans
to tidy up the Customs Bureau and merge
the Weather Bureau with the Coast and Geo-
detic Survey. Another proposal, an old one,
to upgrade the Housing and Home Finance
Agency to Cabinet status, is similarly billed
as an efficlency move.

DIVISION OF RESPONSIBILITY

Yet, in greater measure than he can hope
to untangle jurisdictional conflicts by such
steps, the President contributes to overlap
by dividing responsibility among his top men
for the panoply of old and new programs
designed to uplift poor people and renew
poor places.

Rather than shake up a limping agency
or beef up an existing endeavor, the White
House piles on a new p am. “If we don't
catch 'em with one we'll catch 'em with
another,” according to a congressional aid
who has helped write several administra-
tion bills. In this sense, Lyndon’'s admin-
istrative style Is reminiscent of Franklin
Roosevelt's.

Few who've heard Mr. Johnson, his voice
wavering, recall desperate men garbage
grubbing for grapefruit rinds in depression
days doubt his fidelity to the poverty-
conguering cause; nothing less than total
war on poverty, or at least the appearance of
it, satisfies the restless Chief Executive. So
he applies several plows to the same sod.

Look at regional renewal. Deeply dis-
turbed by rural distress, Agriculture Secre-
tary Freeman first expanded his domain to
embrace every poor person, whether farmer
or not, who happens to live in a rural place,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

and he set his sights on 8 milllon new jobs
in rural America. To reach that target his
Department increasingly promotes indus-
trial development, helps search for minerals,
issue loans for industry-serving utilities,
looks for tourists, and helps develop water
sources for factories.

But with hardly a glance at Agriculture-
sponsored renewal, the White House redesig-
nated Commerce as the chief renewal agency.
The Appalachia program authorizes Secre-
tary Connor to approve and help finance
local development districts in 11 States.
And the administration’s big public works
and development bill would have him desig-
nate, and funnel aid to, a continent-span-
ning network of redevelopment areas and
larger economic development districts con-
taining ‘“economic development centers.”
Higher up, he’ll work with regional action
planning commissions embracing at least
two States.

Mr. Connor's areas and districts will criss~
cross many of the 2,000 county-based rural
areas development committees already
prodded into existence by Secretary Free-
man. It's hoped that those of Mr. Shriver's
community action groups functioning in
rural spots will cooperate with Mr. Freeman's
network of county committees (in a few
places the two are identical) and where pos-
sible, with Mr, Connor's redevelopment
areas.

As part of reglonal renewal the Govern-
ment launched a pilot project In four dis-
tressed Indiana counties to speed the de-
velopment of industry, land, water, mineral
resources, recreation, and tourism. This
sounds like something the Commerce De-
partment’s development planners might be
trying; in fact, though, it's a Freeman
project.

The troubles policymakers encounter just
in thinking up names for the agencies they'd
like Congress to establish reflect how tough
it is to sort out clear lines of authority for
the uplift effort, particularly in the un-
claimed land between cow country and out-
ward-creeping city.

Awhile back, Mr. Freeman set up what
was called the Office of Rural Areas Devel-
opment, a new agency offering advice and
technical help to his Department's county
committees. Now, asking Congress for money
to establish small branches in 20 or more
States, he wishes the agency to be known as
the Rural Community Development Service.
Note how “rural community” suggests a con-
centration of population more dense than
“rural area” but less populous than “urban
area.”

WHAT'S IN A NAME?

Last year, hoping to sidestep smalltown
Congressmen's fears that giving HHFA Cab-
inet rank would enlarge blg-clity influence,
policymakers dropped the word “urban” from
HHFA's proposed name; they suggested call-
ing it the Department of Housing and Com-
munity Development. But this year, en-
joying bigger majorities in Congress, the
White House stopped fiddling around; now
it’s proposed to baptize HHFA as the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development,
thus leaving in-between “community devel-
opment"” to Mr. Freeman.

Understandable, then, is the wary eye
Housing Administrator Robert Weaver's peo-
ple cast at Mr. Freeman. Shortly after Agri-
culture asked for a $350 million fund to in-
sure rural housing loans, the Federal Housing
Administration sent word to its local offices
that “no community should be considered
too remote or too isolated for FHA to serve
in a prompt manner.”

Apart from big government's built-in over-
lap, believers in tidiness confront Lyndon
Johnson's unigue personality. He's just as
determined to project a glowing record of
economy as he is to lead the costly anti-
poverty crusade. The result is compromise.
Rather than be selectlve among the 34.6
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million Americans deemed “hard core poor”
by Mr. Shriver's statisticlans, the Govern-
ment spreads money and effort every which
way, boosting overhead, generating more
overlap and, so critics elaim, assuring medio-
cre results.

As always, politics plays a part. At least
for the first year, all 1,000 counties that had
been eligible for special subsidies from the
spectacularly unsuccessful Area Redevelop-
ment Administration can knock on Secretary
Connor's door for similar help after the big-
ger development bill becomes law. And, to
mobilize maximum congressional support for
the billion-dollar-a-year bill to help “edu-
cationally deprived" children, Johnson men
concocted a formula spreading whatever an
eager Congress appropriates to all but 6 per-
cent of the Nation's 3,000-odd counties.

Yet, months before Mr. Johnson ceremo-
niously signed the school aid bill outside his
Texas boyhood schoolhouse, Sargent Shriver’s
office embarked on its own education pro-
gram, intended for much the same purpose.
Among other grants, antipoverty money went
to Lansing, Mich., for remedial schooling; to
Washington County, Va., for preschool train-
ing, and to Detroit for “expanded educational
services.”

Several parts of the antipoverty package
are new. But Mr. Shriver also exercises par-
tial responsibility for a batch of overlapping
“delegated” programs which established bu-
reaucracies manage: For small business
loans; for rural loans, hitherto a Freeman
preserve; for adult literacy, an ingredient of
three existing programs; for “work study,”
launched in 1963 and assigned to HEW’s vo-
cational education administrators; and for
“work experience,” started in 1962 as part of
the HEW's assignment to reduce relief rolls.
Intruding into Interior Secretary Udall's res-
ervation, Mr. Shriver operates a speclal pro-
gram to help Indian tribes, many of which
are also eligible to knock on Secretary Con-
nor’'s development door.

A BHINY NEW PACKAGE

If the old programs were deemed insuffi-
clent the White House could have sought
more money directly for them; or, if their
results were disappointing L.B.J. could have
replaced the administrators or sought revi-
slons in the governing statutes. Instead he
bundled them into a shiny new package for
presentation to a cooperative Congress.

What with upward of 70 agencies operating
several hundred programs to uplift people,
communities, or regions, officlal Washing-
ton keeps hoping that Mr. Freeman’s com-
mittees, Mr. Shriver’s community action out-
fits, Mr. Connor’s redevelopment areas, and
the metropolitan planning agencies pro-
moted by Mr. Weaver will somehow wrap all
the available aid from all the sources into
an uplift package that makes sense.

By shifting more responsibility for coordi-
nation to recipients of their grants, loans,
and technical help, the Feds further hope to
spur local initiative. Already the Agriculture
Department professes to see a “real revival”
in long-lagging rural places, with ‘“people
sitting down together as never before.”

Another advantage of the “do it down
there” approach is that it enables Federal
administrators to hold down the roster of
Federal employees. The directors, planners,
and technicians hired by the 600 community
action groups Mr. Shriver hopes soon to see
functioning won't be added to the Govern-
ment’s employee rolls, although theyll be
paid almost exclusively with Federal taxes.
The staffs of Mr. Connor's redevelopment
areas similarly won't be counted.

But few local politicians or planners will-
ingly forgo rummaging in Washington’s big
kit for the tools allotted to them by law or
for those to which they can stake reasonable
claim. It was, for example, a rare locally
drawn “overall economic development pro-
gram” under ARA that didn't include a voca-
tional school or an industrial park.
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Still, it's widely belleved here that re-
liance on local coordination will help untie
Washington’s tangled jurisdictions and slice
through the overlap.

LETTING THE FARMERS FEND FOR THEMSELVES

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, not
only have the elderly been left off the
poverty bandwagon, the citizens of
America’s rural areas are also missing
their fair share of participation.

Title III, of course, is directed at rural
people, and loans pursuant to those pro-
visions have helped some 10,000 persons
make a new start toward economic self-
sufficiency. But America’s rural citizens
are entitled to full participation in all
programs for which they are eligible, and
here they are decidedly on the short end.

Agriculture Secretary Orville Freeman
has estimated that rural communities
are getting only about 5 percent of the
money doled out by OEO for community
action programs. As of last April, Mr.
Freeman estimated that while over 90
percent of the Nation's cities with popu-
lations of 50,000 and above have com-
munity action programs in progress, only
about one-third of the Nation’s rural
counties have programs underway.

The August 5, 1965, rural areas devel-
opment newsletter of the Department of
Agriculture reports that $9.5 million had
been allocated to 202 rural community
action programs, as of June 30. By con-
trast, 569 grants totaling $127.6 million
were approved for urban and suburban
areas.

Representative CarnL PERxINs, Ken-
tucky Democrat and an original backer
of the antipoverty legislation in the
House, laments:

I am certainly not satisfied as to the as-
sistance that the rural communities have re-
celved throughout the Nation.

Secretary Freeman sorrowfully takes
the view that—

I am afraid that the going, for a long time,
will be mighty slow.

One reason for this inattention to our
rural areas is the admitted difficulty in
constructing an effective community ac-
tion program when the “community” is
spread out over miles of farmland. But
a more serious problem appears to be the
lack of interest in rural areas among
the antipoverty warriors, almost all of
whom come from big-city backgrounds.
In addition, it is not without some sig-
nificance that the heaviest concentra-
tion of voting power for the administra-
tion’s party finds itself in and around
the large cities of every State.

The time for procrastination is over.
The rural citizen of America, already be-
set with so many problems from other
Federal programs and from the trends
of the farm market, should be given full
opportunity to take part in programs now
so eagerly constructed for the benefit of
his urban fellow citizens.

A CASE STUDY IN HOG-TROUGH POLITICS

“Giant fiestas of political patronage”—
those are the words used by Chairman
Apam CravyToN PoweLL of the House Edu-
cation and Labor Committee in describ-
ing the actual operation of the war on
poverty.
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“A prize piece of political pornog-
raphy” says veteran antipoverty fighter
Saul Alinsky.

The records are full of direct political
patronage.

Adds Rev. Lynward Stevenson, head
of a local community organization in
Chicago.

How do you think we (poor) feel when
we know that men who drive Cadillacs, eat
3-inch steaks, and sip champagne at lunch-
eon meetings, discuss our future while we
are pushed off the highways of self-help and
told to keep our hats in hand.

It would serve no purpose to prolong
this laundry list of horrors. From the
day that the administration delivered to
each Democratic Representatives’s office
a “poverty kit” for use in the 1964 elec-
tions, the antipoverty effort has been
political in conception, gestation, partu-
rition, and infancy. Americans who
sincerely want the war on poverty to
live up to its lofty purposes—and that
certainly includes the great majority of
Americans of both political parties—
must firmly insist that the Director and
his staff leave no stone unturned to in-
sure that the program not be, to para-
phrase Chairman PowgeLL, seduced by
politicians hoping to use the reservoir
of poverty funds to feed their political
hacks at the trough of mediocrity.

ACTIONS BY THE COMMITTEE
1. A SNEERING SLAP AT THE NATION'S
GOVERNORS

Perhaps the most serious action taken
by the committee was to strike from the
act the Governor's veto provisions of sec-
tion 209(c). This section provided that
no community action program, adult
basic education program, or Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps project could be
undertaken in a State if the Governor of
that State disapproved the program
within 30 days of its submission to him.

The Office of Economic Opportunity, to
its credit, did not urge this change. The
Senate, last year, endorsed the Gover-
nor’s veto provision by a vote of 80 to 7.
The Governors of the 50 States—who
were present at the last Governors' Con-
ference—have, with only one dissenting
vote, urged the retention of this provi-
sion in the strongest possible terms. Yet,
now, by the action of a one-vote majority
of the Select Subcommittee on Poverty,
the Senate will consider a bill to strip
from the Governors the one meaningful
tool they have for preserving a strong
Federal-State relationship, integrating
the Federal antipoverty programs into
their own State efforts, and protecting
the best interests of the citizens of their
States.

One liberal Democratic Governor has
written me:

One crucial issue at stake here is meaning-
ful Federal-State partnership. This partner-
ship can survive only if the States maintain a
dynamic posture with respect to their re-
sponsibilities. And such a posture requires
action by the Governor as the focus of politi-
cal power and administrative coordination.

Another northern Democratic Govern-
nor writes, in support of the veto:

Even though the act provides for a direct
relationship between the Federal Office of
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Economic Opportunity and the local entities
in most cases, it 1s highly advisable to allow
the States to play some role in the organiza-
tlon and initiation of the Economie Oppor-
tunity Act projects.

One midwestern Republican Governor
writes:

Although it has not been necessary to exer-
cise the veto, due to the fact that our Direc-
tor of the Office of Economic Opportunity
works closely in an afirmative way with the
local organizations in the development of
programs, I do feel that the Governor's veto
power is a necessary deterrent to ineffective
or wasteful uses of public funds.

A western Republican Governor writes:

[My opposition to repeal of the Governor's
veto] is based on the conviction that removal
of this authority from the Governor of the
States would remove also the opportunity for
strong leadership and direction of economic
opportunity programs statewide. Such ac-
tion would also weaken community interest
in developing programs that can be enabled
by this law, and for which the Economic Op-
portunity Act is designed.

These comments, representatives of the
positions of the overwhelming majority
of Governors of both parties and all
sections of the country, show why it is
important to continue to give the chief
executive of a State some effective lever-
age with respect to these parts of the
poverty program.

The drive for repeal of the veto pro-
vision derives not from an objective case
study of the use of the veto during the
act's first year of operation. Indeed, as
of July 26 the veto had been used only 4
times—once each in Florida, Alabama,
Texas, and Montana—while nearly 1,500
projects were started. The Office of Eco-
nomic Opportunity has not been willing
to say that the Governor’s veto has been
an impediment to the proper functioning
of the poverty program. The real moti-
vation for repeal of the veto power comes
principally from the forces that would
undermine and destroy effective State
government in this country, expand and
strengthen the bureaucracy at the Fed-
eral level, and consolidate their own po-

‘litical empires through the generous ap-

plication of antipoverty funds. It is my
hope that the one-vote majority of the
subcommittee which struck the Gover-
nor’s veto from the act will be overturned
by a substantial margin on the Senate
floor.

2. EVEN OEO FEARS DUPLICATION IN NELSON

AMENDMENT

The committee added to the bill an
amendment proposed by Senator NELsON
to provide work experience programs to
chronically unemployed poor adults with
poor employment prospects. As adopted
by the committee, this new program will
be included in title II-A community ac-
tion programs and will cost $150 million.

The Office of Economic Opportunity
did not favor the adoption of this
amendment. It argued, rightfully, that
the proposed Nelson amendment pro-
gram would duplicate the existing title
V work experience programs, which at-
tempts to do almost exactly the same
thing.

“A work experience program,’” accord-
ing to OEO, “provides up to 100 percent
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funds for projects to help unemployed
parents and other needy persons gain
work experience and job training inter-
woven with adult education toward basic
literacy instruction. It is directed pri-
marily toward jobless heads of families
in which there are dependent children.”

If the Nelson amendment is retained
by the Congress, we will be freated to
the spectacle of two nearly identical pro-
grams administered separately by the
same Administrator. What is needed is
not a proliferation of new programs, but
a weeding out of the present multitude
of programs and some sensible coordina-
tion between them.

According to OEO, it would not be
necessary to make any statutory changes
to accomplish all the objectives of the
Nelson amendment under the existing
title V of the act. If there is any doubt
on this point, title V could be amended
to provide that a person need not be
from a family receiving aid to dependent
children to qualify for the work experi-
ence training. I would have no objec-
tion to such a change. But I believe the
committee erred in accepting this “gim-
mick” amendment, when sound policy
would dictate a strengthening of existing
programs instead of the creation of sub-
stantially identical programs in new
places under new names.

3. A BLOW TO THE BUREAUCRATS' "RIGHT OF
SECRECY"

Due to the efforts of Senator Javits,
the committee broadened the language
in H.R. 8283 providing for public access
to information about the community ac-
tion programs. The present form of the
Javits-Reid amendment (after Republi-
can Congressman OGDEN REID, of New
York, who secured its adoption by the
House) requires a community action pro-
gram to provide for feasible public infor-
mation, including, but not limited to,
reasonable opportunity for public hear-
ings at the request of appropriate local
community groups, and reasonable public
access to books and records of the agency
or agencies in the development, conduct,
and administration of the program, in
accordance with procedures approved by
the Director.

It is hoped that this new language will
put an end to the almost neurotic secrecy
practiced by officials of community action
programs in some places. If a Federal
program is going to come into a commu-
nity and stand it on its head—as has hap-
pened in a number of cases—the citizens
of that community should have a right
to find out exactly what is being done,
by whom, for whom, and at whose ex-
pense. The Javits-Reid amendment is
a long step toward meeting this need. It
deserves the support of the Senate.

4. MURPHY-PROUTY POLITICAL ACTIVITY AMEND-

MENT WILL CAUSE LOUD LAMENTATIONS IN

EBIG CITY POLITICAL CLUBHOUSES

Those who have been trying—with
conspicuous success, in some cases—to
subvert the antipoverty program for their
own partisan political advantage will
take a body blow from Congress, if it en-
acts the Murphy-Prouty political ac-
tivities amendment, adopted by the
committee.

The Murphy-Prouty amendment
brings under the Hatch Act two groups
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of people not previously covered: Em-=-
ployees of private organizations con-
ducting community action programs,
whose salary is in principal part paid
from Federal funds; and VISTA volun-
teers, including those referred to State,
local, and private antipoverty agencies
and those assigned to work on Federal
lands and on federally supported proj-
ects.

This amendment will not affect teach-
ers, nor will it affect employees of orga-
nizations conducting antipoverty pro-
grams, whose salaries are paid from
other than Federal funds.

The whole purpose of this amendment
is to prevent unscrupulous political
bosses from enlisting antipoverty field-
workers and VISTA volunteers infto a
battalion of partisan precinct workers.

The Hatch Act already covers the em-
ployees of State and local governments
who administer programs financed by
Federal funds. These provisions were
added to the Hatch Act in 1940, when the
idea of Federal grant programs bypass-
ing State and local governments was still
in its infanecy. The passage of the Eco-
nomic Opportunity Act, of all the recent
Federal grant programs, introduced a
new factor into the picture. Now, for
the first time, persons paid from Federal
funds but not directly on any public pay-
roll are assuming the functions tradi-
tionally performed by the old-time ward
bosses to help—and win the political al-
legiance of—the poor.

Take the man who is a neighborhood
soclal worker for a private organization
conducting a community action pro-
gram. He is a resident of the neighbor-
hood, familiar with its people and their
customs. His job is to serve them—to
help them press for the correction of
housing violations, straighten out public
assistance problems, enroll their children
in special programs, solve their home
economics and consumer credit prob-
lems, and get jobs and keep them. He
is truly the link between the poor fami-
lies of his neighborhood and the whole
“outside” world of local and State agen-
cies, schools, employment services, and
host of other bodies, the workings of
which often seem mysterious and incom-
prehensible to those at the bottom of the
socioeconomic ladder.

Now, if a local politician were seeking
an efficient, respected, aggressive man or
woman to organize a ward, how could he
do better than the local poverty field-
worker? How could he do better than
persons with built-in status among the
residents, persons who do the multitude
of favors and services that have always
been the stock in trade of the ward lead-
er? Similarly the VISTA volunteer, im-
mersed in service to the poverty-stricken
neighborhood, is a prime candidate for
recruitment by a political machine.

Nor is it merely a question of local
politicians ftrying to recruit poverty
workers into their organizations. In case
after case it has been shown that local
politicians are intent on placing their
own trusted lieutenants in these crucial
community organization positions. Once
it was necessary to support ward heelers
from graft and local government pay-
rolls. Then, with the advent of this new
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direct Federal-local war on poverty, it
became possible, indirectly, to put ward
heelers on the Federal payroll as well.

The Murphy-Prouty -political activity
amendment will be greeted with outcries
and expletives from those whose dreams
of political empire must crumble before
its prohibitions. But, it will be wel-
comed by all Americans who believe that
the war on poverty is too important to
perish at the hands of the political hacks
who seek to subvert it for their own
pernicious purposes.

5. NOW, FOR THE FIRST TIME, THE PROMISE OF
AN EFFECTIVE POVERTY WATCHDOG

I applaud the action of the committee
in accepting my amendment to revise,
expand, and strengthen the National
Advisory Council on Economic Oppor-
tunity.

Basically, there are three principal
kinds of advisory groups or councils in
Federal agencies.

The first is the interagency coordinat-
ing council, composed of operating
agency heads or their delegates. These
groups attempt to work out maximum
coordination of effort when related pro-
grams are carried out by more than one
agency. Section 604 of the Economic
Opportunity Act entrusts this function
to the Economic Opportunity Couneil.

The second is the in-house advisory
committee, composed of persons with
high professional or technical qualifica-
tions, which exists to assist the admin-
istrator in making policy decisions,
issuing relations, and so forth. These
are, in effect, part-time staff groups at-
tached to the administrator of the pro-
gram. Section 602(c) of the Economic
Opportunity Act authorizes the Director
to establish such groups “to advise him
rtth respect to his functions under the

c .”

The third is the “overview” type of
advisory council, composed of knowl-
edgeable and respected citizens, which
exists to review the operation of the
program and make recommendations to
the Administrator, the President, and
Congress for its improvement. The
National Advisory Council on the Educa-
tion of Disadvantaged Youth established
by section 212 of title I of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965,
and the Advisory Council on Vocational
Education, established by section 12 of
the Vocational Education Act of 1963,
are examples of this type of council.

Section 605 of the Economic Op-
portunity Act authorized a national
advisory council which at first glance
resembles this third kind of advisory
council. It is charged, “upon request of
the Director,” with reviewing the opera-
tions and activities of the Office and
making such recommendations to the
Director as are appropriate.

Upon close inspection, however, it be-
came obvious that this Council as origi-
nally created could not possibly fulfill the
true function of an independent, con-
scientious overview of the war on pov-
erty program.

Unlike advisory councils established
by other acts for this purpose, this group
was by statute “in the Office” of Eco-
nomie Opportunity—and thus not an
independent body.
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Unlike the other councils, this Council
had as its Chairman, by statute, the Di-
rector of the Office of Economic Op-
portunity—the very person whose ac-
tivities the Council was supposed to re-
view.

This Council could meet only at the
request of its Chairman, the Director of
OEO.

There were no provisions for any in-
vestigatory, clerical, or secretarial as-
sistance. The Director-Chairman could
provide as much or as little as he saw fit.
Unfortunately, the bureaucrat probably
has not yet lived who is eager to allocate
staff and resources to a body charged
with making a thorough and independ-
ent review of his activties.

The Council, unlike every other coun-
cil I have been able to discover, was not
responsible for making a report of its
findings and recommendations to anyone
but the Director of OEO, who was under
no obligation whatsoever to make any
such report available to the Congress or
the American people.

In view of these rather singular facts,
it is natural to raise the question: What
does this so-called advisory council do?
If the minutes of the Council’s only two
meetings to date are indicative, the an-
swer is little more than fun and games.

The first meeting, on February 3, 1965,
seems to have been a question-and-an-
swer session, with various OEO function-
aries helping to get the Council mem-
bers squared away. Mr. Olivarez, of
Phoenix, for example, was advised that
noncitizens could participate in adult
basic education programs. One Mr. Gil-
goff, of OEO, announced that its re-
search, program planning, and evalu-
ation group was developing “an index of
poverty oriented toward people,” what-
ever that may be. When it became ap-
parent that the full agenda could not be
covered, Mr. Shriver said he would call
another meeting in 30 days. ‘This sug-
gestion,” we are advised, “met with an
enthusiastic response.” This meeting
culminated with a White House tea with
Mrs. Johnson.

What is the Director-Chairman’s view
of the function of this “Advisory Coun-
¢il?” According to the minutes of the

first meeting, Mr. Shriver indicated that

one of the most meaningful jobs the
Council could undertake would be to in-
terpret and explain the war on poverty
program to the American people. The
Council was asked to keep OEO informed
of any major criticism of the program
which crossed their [sic] paths. At the
second meeting, the minutes tell us:

Mrs. Robert S. McNamara asked what
the members of the Counecil can best do
to help. Mr. Shriver pointed out the
most important things are to help get
“the word” around the country, to take
an interest in specific parts of the pro-
gram, and to generate new ideas.

What does all this mean? It means
that this impotent Council is little more
than a public relations transmission belt
designed to propagate the opinions of the
Director of OEO and his associates,

Enactment of the new language
adopted by the committee will, I hope,
pave the way to the establishment of a
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new Council which is designed to con-
scientiously fulfill its overview functions.

The new Council will be an independ-
ent body of distinguished citizens repre-
sentative of the general public and of
appropriate fields of endeavor related to
the antipoverty program.

The President is directed to appoint 21
members to the Council during 1965, with
the Director of OEO as an additional
member ex officio. The membership of
the Council was increased from 15 to 21
(plus the Director) to comply with the
administration’s request for a larger and
presumably more representative body.

The new Council, no longer “in the
Office” of Economic Opportunity, is
charged with reviewing the administra-
tion and operation of programs under the
act, evaluating their effectiveness in
furthering the purposes of the act, and
making recommendations for the im-
provement of such programs, administra-
tion, and operation. The intent of these
provisions is that the new Couneil should
provide a conscientious, critical overview
of the entire antipoverty program to in-
sure that every dollar spent makes a
maximum contribution toward reducing
poverty in the Nation, and that the ad-
ministration of the war on poverty is con-
tinued on a sound, effective, efficient
basis. '

In the hope of guaranteeing a truly in-
dependent Council, it is required that the
Chairman not be a regular, full-time em-
ployee of the Federal Government. The
Council is required to meet at least twice
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a year, and to make an annual report to
the President for transmittal to Con-
gress. Statutory provisions for staff
assistance follow those of the Advisory
Council on” Social Security Financing,
established by the Social Security
Amendments of 1956, and replicated in
several other acts since.

But it should be emphasized that the
mere revision of this Council, salutary
as it is, will mean little unless the Presi-
dent appoints to it persons genuinely
interested in carrying on a conscientious,
independent review of the whole poverty
program. In looking over the biogra-
phies of the present 12 appointees, one
looks in vain for any person known to be
publicly critical of the war on poverty
program and its administration. I hope
that President Johnson, who will pre-
sumably reappoint the present Council
members to the new group, will also ap-
point nine new members of equal dis-
tinction who will make the Council truly
representative of all the American peo-
ple, not just those who are enthusiastic
supporters of the administration’s anti-
poverty program.

6. HOLDING THE LINE ON BUREAUCRATIC
APPETITES

The pecuniary progress of the war on
poverty can be seen by a table which I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
at this point in the Recorb.

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

Pecuniary progress of the war on poverly

[Dollars in millions)
Fiscal year 1966 authorization,
Appropriated for H.R. 8283
Authorized scal year 1965
for fiscal
year 19656 Senate
House
Amount Percent Amount Percent

o S R e T e LS S Lo £ o $412.5 $371.. 6 100.0 $535 100. 0 £825

183. 0 40.3 236 44.0

132.5 35.7 240 44.9

56.0 15.0 60 11.1

260.1 100.0 880 100.0
240.1 92.9 700 TR e s s S
19.0 7.1 30 o e e

........................ 150 17.3 m

40.7 100.0 55 100.0 70
25.7 63. 1 35 [0 SRS
15.0 36. 9 20 Bd LolEes s
112.0 100.0 150 100.0 300
0.7 100. 0 30 100.0 20
6.5 67.0 10 b | P
TA 3.2 33.0 20 [ ) ERR SECEEAR
atalsRtR 0475 | R | B YA i 1,805

Mr. PROUTY. The figures given for
the Senate version of H.R. 8283, fiscal
year 1966 authorization, are those figures
originally requested by the President,
plus the $150 million of the Nelson
amendment., The administration re-
quested that the committee substitute
these figures for the higher figures au-
thorized by the House. Given this choice,
I was delighted for once to comply.

Because the program did not actually
get underway in any meaningful sense

until October of 1964, the fiscal year 1965
appropriation figures are substantially
less than the amounts authorized. This
is an unusual situation brought about by
a program beginning a quarter of the
way into a new fiscal year and will not
be repeated henceforth. Thus in gaging
the progress of the program it is neces-
sary to compare the equivalent full-year
authorization figures.

The first obvious fact is that the House
blindly doubled all the fiscal year 1965
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authorizations, unmindful of the wishes
of OEO itself, which presumably is
worried about the prospect of spending
the extra money profitably. This fuzzy
headed doubling of funds suggests an ar-
bitrary action unrelated to the actual
merits of the various programs sup-
posedly reviewed.

By the same token it is not wise to
slash funds across the board. Some of
the programs under the war on poverty
heading have been noncontroversial and
reasonably well administered. If these
programs are producing efficiently, it
makes little sense to make them suffer
for the sins of other programs lumped
together in the same package.

There can be little doubt that the two
chief offenders in this antipoverty grab
bag have been the Job Corps and the
community action programs. Some of
the fantastic happenings in these two
programs have been noted earlier during
the course of my remarks, and in the
news media over the past year. Al-
though some of the other programs may
have questionable merit as effective rem-
edies for the causes of poverty, and one
of them—VISTA—is still scarcely off
the ground, on balance a reasonable man
could accept the figures proposed by the
administration in these areas.

But when we come to the Job Corps
and community action, a long look is in
order. The proposed fiscal year 1966
Job Corps authorization represents a 30-
percent increase over the fiscal year 1965
authorization and a 44-percent increase
in new obligational authority, if the full
appropriation is granted. It is not clear
in my mind that the Job Corps deserves
a 30-percent increase, in view of the
rather astonishing record it has made so
far; but I am willing to give in the bene-
fit of the doubt for 1 more year.

Community action is another thing.
The Nelson amendment, first of all, was
not asked for by the administration. In
fact, when the House proposed to add
an identical $150 million to the title V
authorization, to be spent for precisely
the same purposes as the Nelson amend-
ment program, the administration asked
our committee to restore the original
figure. Only later, when it was apparent
that the committee would accept the
Nelson amendment anyway, did OEO re-
lent by including the additional $150
million in its request. This amount of
money should be pruned from the bill.

As for community action programs
proper—title II-A—the new fiscal year
1966 authorization represents an in-
crease of 106 percent over the corre-
sponding fiscal year 1965 figures. By no
stretch of the fevered liberal imagina-
tion can this drastic increase in title
ITI-A funds be welcomed. There is only
one way for Congress to force a Federal
bureaucracy to tighten up its adminis-
trative practices and improve the opera-
tion of a poorly run program—starve it.
An overfed bureaucrat is a sloppy bu-
reaucrat. A bureaucrat worried about
the next feeding of his pet program is a
bureaucrat who will try to make his pro-
gram look good when the gravy train
rolls in.
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The Job Corps, with all its amazing
spectacles, is in line for a 30-percent in-
crease. There is no reason why commu-
nity action programs—valuable as they
may well be in principle—should get any
more of a boost, let alone a raise of 114
percent. A more reasonable bill would
drop the $150 million for the Nelson
amendment and authorize $442 million
for title II, approximately 4 percent of
which would go to adult basic education.
This would make the overall authoriza-
tion of the bill $1,212 million, more rea-
sonable than the $1,650 million proposed
by the committee and vastly more rea-
sonable than the $1,895 million proposed
by the big spenders in the House.

SENATOR PROUTY'S RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
HR. 8283

Now that H.R. 8283 has come before
the Senate, the following amendments
should be adopted:

First. An amendment to restore to the
Governors of the 50 States the author-
ity they now possess to veto Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps, community action,
and adult basic education programs
when the operation of specific programs
promises to be inimieal to the best in-
terests of the people of their States.

Second. An amendment to delete the
Nelson amendment and its authorization.

Third. An amendment to permit no
greater than a 30-percent increase in the
community action program authoriza-
tion—as a warning to all those involved
that Congress expects these programs to
be run right before it will double the
funds.

Fourth. An amendment to transfer the
actual authority and responsiiblity for
six programs—Neighborhood Youth
Corps, college work study, adult basic ed-
ucation, rural loans, small business loans,
and work experience—to the respective
agencies by which those programs are
presently administered.

SENATOR PROUTY’S FURTHER RECOMMENDATIONS
FOR ATTACKING THE CAUSES OF POVERTY

In addition, Mr. President, other prob-
lems are involved in the question of
poverty. One of the first things Con-
gress should do is to enact either the
Ribicoff-Dominick or the Prouty tax
credit plan to aid students to stay in and
graduate from college.

The Ribicoff-Dominick bill (8. 12)
permits a taxpayer to take a tax credit
toward the amount spent by him for col-
lege tuition, fees, books, supplies, and
equipment, according to the following
sliding scale: 75 percent of the first $200
of tuition, and so forth; 25 percent of the
next $300; 10 percent of the next $1,000;
to a maximum of $325 when the allow-
able expenses equal or exceed $1,500.

Under S. 12 a taxpayer with an ad-
justed gross income greater than $25,000
would have the maximum amount of
credit reduced by 1 percent of such in-
come in excess of $25,000, until at $57,000
income no credit could be claimed.

My bill (8. 2023) differs in three ways
from 8. 12. The sliding scale is modified
to afford relatively more assistance to
taxpayers supporting students in public
colleges and universities, as follows: 100
percent of the first $200 of tuition, and
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so forth; 10 percent of the next $300; 5
percent of the next $100; to a maximum
of $280 when the allowable expenses equal
or exceed $1,500.

Under S. 2023 taxpayers with an ad-
justed gross income greater than $10,000
would have the maximum amount of
credit reduced by 2 percent of such in-
come in excess of $10,000, until at $24,000
income no credit could be claimed. In
addition, S. 2023 differs from S. 12 in
that it provides for an absolute tax credit
of up to $100, available to an otherwise
qualified person whose tax liability is too
low to permit him to take full advantage
of the tax credit provision.

We should give serious consideration
to enacting my College Student Tax Re-
lief Act of 1965 (S. 1486), currently co-
sponsored by 26 other Republican Sena-
tors. This measure, which was defeated
on a 47-to-47 tie vote in the Senate last
year, would permit working college stu-
dents to claim tax deductions of up to
$1,200—$1,500 for graduate students—
toward the student’s expenditures for
tuition, fees, books, supplies, and
equipment.

Serious consideration should be given
to the enactment of Senate bill 1130,
which I have introduced and which I
refer to as the Human Investment Act of
1965. It would permit employers to get a
T percent tax credit for their investment
in training programs to provide neces-
sary job skills to potential employees and
to upgrade the job skills of present em-
ployees.

The existing State-Federal vocational
rehabilitation program, which has prov-
en its merit in taking men and women
off the relief rolls and getting them back
into productive work, should be ex-
panded.

I recommend that my proposal for the
forgiveness of national defense educa-
tion loans for persons who choose to
teach in property impacted areas be en-
acted during this session of Congress.
This provision is currently included in
the Senate committee version of S. 600,
the Higher Education Act of 1965.

I hope that sometime in the near
future my proposal to provide substan-
tial increases in monthly benefits to
social security recipients, with the mini-
mum increase from $40 a month to $70 a
month, will be enacted.

My proposal to blanket in under social
security every American over the age of
70, whether or not he has been covered
by social security during his working
days, should be enacted.

I suggest that my proposal to permit
older workers to earn up to $3,000 a year
without losing any monthly benefits un-
der social security should merit the con-
sideration of Congress.

I feel that we should vigorously imple-
ment those provisions of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 which seek to guarantee to
every American the opportunity to hold
any job for which he is qualified, regard-
less of his race, creed, or color.

Likewise, I believe legislation should
be enacted to guarantee that all Amer-
jcans shall have the right to join the
labor union of their choice and to take
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advantage of its benefits without regard
to race, creed, or color.

I believe that Congress should enact
my bill to aid the States in the early
detection of phenylketonuria—PKU—
which if untreated leads to serious men-
tal retardation of children, and an as-
sociated economic burden on the child’s
parents and the State.

Mr. President, top priority in the anti-
poverty program should be given to ways
of combating the serious problem of
poverty among the aged, the handi-
capped, and families headed by women.

I believe that we must recognize and
come to grips with the problem of
designing and implementing antipoverty
community action programs in rural
areas, where such programs are more
difficult to organize than in large cities.

In its first year of operation the war on
poverty has had both successes and fail-
ures. Its successes we applaud; its fail-
ures give us concern. With the passage
of the amendments presently included
in H.R. 8283, with the notable exception
of the repeal of the Governors’ veto, the
legislative framework for the war on
poverty will be essentially complete.
The future progress of this great effort
now lies in the hands of those who must
administer it.

Despite my strong objection to the
repeal of the veto provision, I presently
intend to continue my support of the
antipoverty program by voting for this
bill, barring unwise changes in the Sen-
ate floor. But in so doing, I serve notice
to those responsible for the bungling
and blundering of the past 9 months: my
support, and the support of many other
Members of Congress who sincerely hope
that the dollars we vote here will gnaw
effectively at the deep and tenacious
roots of poverty in America, will come fo
an end unless certain parts of this pro-
gram begin to shape up—and fast. To
risk political attacks at home for my sup-
port of a well-conceived, smoothly run
Federal antipoverty program is one
thing; to be forced to defend my support
of a poorly planned, chaotic, wasteful,
and defectively administered program is
quite another. I sincerely hope that by
this time next year, if not far sooner, the
latter possibility will have substantially
receded in likelihood.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
say a word tonight about the Economic
Opportunity Act, the amendment to
which will be up for votes tomorrow, and
the responsibility which we have in en-
acting this measure.

Let me emphasize first that I am a
friend of the program from its very
inception. I believe the war on poverty
was long overdue. I can only say about
the title of the program that I wish we
had thought of it first. It is quite proper.
We should have a war on poverty in this
country. But I do not believe we should
bedazzle—it is a clever slogan and can
be so used in political terms—the Ameri-
can people, or those who are poor, into
forgetting the great dangers inherent in
the program, the tremendous waste for
which it could be a coverall, the power-
ful political machines it could feed, the
way it could affect politics on the mu-
nicipal level. It would be a shocking
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tragedy if we, in our responsibility to
avoid all these dangers, were to let them
become so serious as to blacken the name
of the program in the eyes of the Ameri-
can people and cause it to be abandoned,
with all the frustration and despair
which that would engender.

It is therefore my view that the Sen-
ate would be very well advised to pay
sympathetic attention to the amend-
ments which the committee has written
into the bill. There are a number of
very good ones. I am very proud that
the minority, from a constructive stand-
point, was responsible for a number of
those amendments. The Senate should
also give sympathetic attention to
amendments which members of the
minority will be proposing on the floor.

I very much hope that the majority,
which has the votes and therefore the
power in this body to ride over any
amendments proposed by the minority
members, will look with understanding on
those amendments, recognizing that the
adoption of some of them may very well
be indispensable to protecting and safe-
guarding the program from what I have
just outlined as its greatest dangers.
Doing so may save the program from a
reaction which, if strong enough on the
part of the people—notwithstanding the
heavy voting strength on the majority
side—might cause the program to be
eliminated.

I shall have something to say tomorrow
about the terribly tragic Los Angeles
riots. They are evidence of what people
like myself have instinctively felt were
involved when we have had before us
civil rights bills, antipoverty programs,
and similar matters. That is, unbeliev-
able strains, which are almost impossible
to sustain in terms of orderly society, are
imposed on people who are in such
despair that they feel, “What difference
does it make what happens in the com-
munity? To us the situation is so des-
perate as to offer no hope or alternative,
anyway.” As I have said, I shall deal in
more detail with that subject tomorrow.

For the moment, I call attention to the
fact that in committee we have written
into the bill a strong effort to provide
that individual private nonprofit organ-
izations, which feel that they have been
overlooked or bypassed in community-
action programs by citywide “umbrella”
organizations, may turn to the Director
as a sort of final court of appeals before
whom they can make their case. I refer
to section 16, amending section 209 (e)
of the act. Itis an amendment I had the
honor to offer.

I call attention also to an amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. ProuTy], which he described
in his very interesting address, making
the National Advisory Council under the
act really meaningful.

I call attention also to a very impor-
tant amendment, sponsored by the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. MurrHY] and
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. PROUTY],
with respect to the possibility of politi-
cal manipulation, which extends the
political activity restrictions of the Hatch
Act, now applicable only to State and
local officials operating under the act,
also to private persons whose salaries are
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paid predominantly by the Federal funds
under the Antipoverty Act.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. Fan-
nmv] offered an amendment specifically
ineluding consumer education, which is
a crucial lack among the poor, in the list
of areas which community action pro-
grams are encouraged to cover.

I call attention to another amend-
ment which I had the honor to propose,
under which the public is given a greater
degree of information on the local level
than the House provided. It is found in
section 9 of the bill amending section
202(a) (5) of the act. It permits public
hearings at the request of appropriate
local community groups, as well as open-
ing books and records of a participating
agency to the light of day of the press,
radio, television, and other agencies of
public information, which can zero in on
what is being done in the programs. This
is the best cathartic I know of to deal
with excesses and inequities.

Another amendment which I had the
honor to offer calls for continuous con-
sultation with State antipoverty agen-
cies at every stage of the planning and
conduct of community action programs,
and is to be found in section 14 of the
bill amending section 209(a) of the act.
Too often, the office in Washington has
announced approval of programs which
the States have not seen before, this is
clearly unreasonable in those States
which are fully cooperating in the anti-
poverty effort.

We have not at all done what we ought
to do about the right of a Governor to
veto a proposed program. I feel that we
made a great mistake in wiping out al-
together the provision for a Governor's
veto. It was done by a close vote in the
committee; the vote was 8 to 7. We
should have left in the bill an effective
procedure, under a modified version of
the House provision. A Governor should
be given the opportunity to express his
disapproval, as he has every right to do.
If the Director wishes to override him,
there should be a public hearing, which
would put the Director of OEO in Wash-
ington to his proof. In short, the Gov-
ernor should not be permitted to kill a
program, but neither should his disap-
proval stand if the Director, in the court
of public opinion, can prove his case.

That subject will probably be the most
serious one we shall have to deal with
tomorrow and the next day in consider-
ing additional amendments with respect
to this legislation.

My colleagues, who also proceeded on
such amendments in the committee, will
be offering cuts in the authorizations of
funds. Whether or not I favor such
cuts, I helieve the Senate should give
them serious attention, because it is true
we must not be profligate if there is no
opportunity to retain control over the
program.

In addition, there are other amend-
ments with which we shall have to deal.

Finally, as I announced last week dur-
ing consideration of the conference re-
port on the Peace Corps, it is my inten-
tion to offer an amendment—and this
will be my final effort in this regard—to
confine the Director of the antipoverty
program, Sargent Shriver, to one job,
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namely, his direction of the antipoverty
program. I feel that this subject should
not be labored unduly, but I feel we must
decide it in respect of how we want this
poverty program to operate.

Senators should bear in mind, if we
get into a discussion—and there are
many openings for one—in which it is
found that the administration of the pro-
gram was at fault, that we should under-
stand that we had an opportunity to cor-
rect the situation, and that we either
did or did not do it in an advised way.
I have grave concern as to the propriety
and wisdom of continuing to let Sargent
Shriver—an excellent public servant—
carry both jobs. I deeply feel that it
will result in a serious diminution of
capability in bringing about success in
both jobs—and most likely it will be felt
most in the antipoverty program.

I therefore hope very much that the
Senate will express itself firmly and
finally on that subject. I shall be pre-
pared to argue the question of constitu-
tionality of such action taken by the
Senate, as I believe it is entirely consti-
tutional and entirely in accordance with
the powers and authority of the Sen-
ate—indeed, its duty—in this matter.

I look forward, therefore, to disposi-
tion of the amendments and the bill in
the spirit which I have described, the
spirit of being very much for the war
on poverty, and of understanding the pit-
falls which are involved and therefore
endeavoring, by every means open to us,
to avoid them.

ATTACK ON REPRESENTATIVE
MENDEL RIVERS, OF SOUTH
CAROLINA

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President,
earlier in the day, a Member of this body
launched an unbridled attack on the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee, the Honorable MEN-
pEL Rivers, Representative of the First
Congressional District of South Carolina.
The subject of the attack on Representa-
tive RivErs was a report of a speech
made by him in Hartford, Conn.,
on August 11, 1965. Representative
Rivers was quoted as saying: “I will
insist on victory in Vietnam. Anything
short of that would be treasonable.” He
is further reported to have stated “that
Americans must be prepared to make the
decision to attack Mao Tse-tung’s home-
land if Mao’s forces start moving.” The
Representative asked rhetorically:
“Should we use our atomic power to
wipe out Red China's atomic capabil-
ities?” He then stated, “We must get
ready to do this very thing if we want
to stop Red China.”

These remarks were characterized on
the Senate floor as “so un-American as
to be abhorrent.”

Mr. President, neither the distin-
guished chairman of the House Armed
Services Committee nor his remarks
need defense by me. Representative
Rivers has long years of experience in
the field of military affairs from his dedi-
cated service on the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee. I should like to point
out that his independent and objective
views have caused confrontation with
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far more experienced officials, including
even the Secretary of Defense. I should
also like to point out, however, that the
distinguished chairman has been deal-
ing with military affairs firsthand, and
from a responsible position, far longer
than the Secretary of Defense, not to
mention his johnny-come-lately eritics.

In the final analysis, the American
people must judge what is and what is
not un-American. The President has
stated categorically that we are en-
gaged in a war in Vietnam. Representa-
tive Rivers states that anything short
of victory in this war would be treason,
and his other remarks merely expressed
the hard realities of what may be neces-
sary to achieve that victory. I am sure
that Representative Rivers is satisfied,
as I am, to leave it to the judgment of
the American people as to which is un-
American—victory in the war, or ap-
peasement of the enemy.

SUFPORT FOR U.S. MERCHANT
MARINE

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, as
a friend of the American merchant ma-
rine, I am extremely interested in the
work of the Presidential Task Force on
Merchant Marine Policy, which is headed
by Alan S. Boyd, Assistant Secretary of
Commerce.

All the reports which have come to
my attention indicate that this task
force is conducting a most thorough in-
vestigation of the many and complex
aspects of merchant marine policy. All
of us who are concerned with this vital
area await its recommendations.

This past weekend, I submitted to the
task force an outline of my own views
on U.S. merchant marine policy. Rep-
resenting as I do the great State of
Maryland, which contains the second
leading port in the Nation, Baltimore, I
have gained some experience in the prob-
lems of the maritime industry. This
experience has led me to certain conclu-
sions about our merchant marine policy.
I submitted these conclusions to the
Presidential Task Force for their consid-
eration. I would like to review these
policy suggestions in the Senate today.

Before I make any suggestions about
the U.S. merchant marine policy, how-
ever, I would like to discuss briefly some
of the reasons why I believe that a vigor-
ous and progressive policy is necessary.

The declaration of policy of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936 set forth the
objectives of the Congress. Since these
objectives have since been obscured and,
in some instances, ignored, I would like
to quote from this declaration of policy:

It is necessary for the national defense
and development of its foreign and domestic
commerce that the United States shall have
a merchant marine (a) sufficient to carry its
domestic waterborne commerce and substan-
tial portion of the waterborne export and
import foreign commerce of the United
States and to provide shipping service on all
routes essential for maintaining the flow of
such domestic and forelgn waterborne com-
merce at all times; (b) capable of serving
as a naval and military auxiliary in time of
war or national emergency; (c) owned and
operated under the United States insofar as
may be practicable, and (d) composed of
the best-equipped, safest, and most suitable
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types of vessels, constructed in the United
States and manned with a trained and effi-
clent citizen personnel,

It is hereby declared to be the policy of
the United States to foster the development
and encourage the maintenance of such a
merchant marine.

I believe that these are worthy ob-
jectives. From the point of view of
national defense, there is no question
that a large and efficient merchant
marine, coupled with a healthy ship-
building and ship repair industry, can
make a major contribution to our na-
tional security. Vessels are needed for
troop transport: The entire First Cavalry
Division embarked for Vietnam last week
by ship. They are needed for supply
functions as well. Some 600 ships were
required to supply American troops in
Korea, and the present situation in
southeast Asia has demonstrated the
continuing need for such vessels. The
shipyards, both naval and private, must
also be ready, to activate and repair ves-
sels for service in the national defense.
The conclusion of the Harvard Business
School study for the Navy Department in
1945 still holds true today:

The controlling factor in the determina-
tion of the characteristics of shipping and
shipbuilding activities in the United States
in peacetime as well as in wartime is the
national security.

The value to U.S. commerce of a
healthy merchant marine is equally
clear. There will be gains in employ-
ment, in returns to the American econ-
omy, and in reliability if “a substantial
part” of our commerce is carried in U.S.
bottoms. This is particularly important
in light of persistent balance-of-pay-
ments difficulties. Yet today only 9 per-
cent of our foreign commerce moves in
American-flag vessels. Norwegian car-
riers transport twice as much of the
American foreign trade as U.S. flagships;
Liberia carries three times as much as we
do. And even from this poor position,
we are losing ground. ;

These concerns become all the more
urgent in view of the rapid buildup of
the fleets of other nations, most es-
pecially of the Soviet Union. The United
States ranks only fourth in the world
in number of ships afloat, even discount-
ing the disastrous effects of the current
maritime strike. The Soviet Union has
already surpassed us in number of ships
in the active fleet, and may shortly ex-
ceed us in total tonnage afloat.

‘While nations like Japan and Norway
are engaged in determined efforts to
build up their fleets, we are falling far-
ther and farther behind. We now rank
no higher than 11th among shipbuild-
ing nations of the world. The United
States—the leading trading nation in
the world—risks becoming low man on
the totem pole of international shipping.

The need, then, is clear. My sugges-
tions fall into four general classifications.

First. Probably most important is
the matter of subsidies. The Govern-
ment pays out nearly $400 million a year
in direct and indirect subsidies to the
shipping and shipbuilding industries.

Under normal circumstances, a nation
whose economy is based upon free enter-
prise regards a subsidy system as alien
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and undesirable. It seems to me, how-
ever, that there are certain goals—the
ones enumerated in the 1936 act—which
can be achieved only through the main-
tenance of a healthy American shipping
and shipbuilding industry. Due to sev-
eral factors, notably the high standard
of living of American workmen, these
goals simply cannot be met without Gov-
ernment subsidy. It is for this reason
that, although I sympathize with those
who dislike the general prineiple of Gov-
ernment subsidy, I feel that certain
forms of subsidy are essential in this
case.

Construction subsidies are an impor-
tant means of insuring the adequacy of
the merchant marine and of the ship-
yards. It seems to me to be advisable
to continue the present system of con-
struetion differential subsidies to the
liner fleet. The U.S. liner fleet is the
finest in the world, due in large part to
the Government aid program—=80 per-
cent of the 20-knot cargo liner vessels in
the world have been built and operated
in the United States. This part of the
program should continue, with up to 55
percent of the construction cost being
paid by the Federal Government.

The first Subcommittee of the Mari-
time Advisory Committee, after long and
careful study of U.S. needs, has concluded
that a bulk carrier construction aid pro-
gram is desirable. This has long been
my position.

Given the requirement that ships be
built in the United States, we must rec-
ognize that this country will never ac-
quire an efficient bulk carrier fleet with-
out Government subsidy. And it is most
certainly in the national interest that
such a fleet of dry bulk carriers be devel-
oped.

According to the analysis made by the
Presidential Task Force, the average cost
of each bulk carrier would be $11 mil-
lion, approximately half of it to be paid
by the Government. A fleet of 250 ves-
sels, to be built by 1985, has been sug-
gested.

Such a program would add $169 mil-
lion to the annual subsidy of nearly $400
million, at the outset, for a total expendi-
ture of approximately $570 million.

I do not believe that this is too large a
price to pay for the development of a
bulk carrier fleet, which can be of in-
estimable value to this country in the
future. Moreover, as the Maritime Ad-
visory Subcommittee has pointed out:

Much of the cost will be recouped by the
Government through additional revenues,

A substantial portion of every dollar
of subsidy will return to the Government
in the form of income or corporation tax.

I would not presume to give detailed
advice as to the number and design of
such vessels, of course. But I believe that
subsidy for such construction would be
highly appropriate. It would undoubedly
prove to be one of the best investments
that this Government could make.

It might prove necessary, once the
contruction of the new dry bulk carriers
is completed, to grant an operating sub-
sidy to this segment of the fleet as well.
I would propose, however, that no such
action be undertaken until a detailed
study of the requirements had been com-
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pleted. With the modernization of the
fleet and the continuation of the cargo
preference assistance, the dry bulk car-
riers might well prove to be self-support-
ing

I have already cosponsored in the Sen-
ate a hill S. 1858, which would allow the
creation of tax-free reserve funds for the
construction of new vessels. The enact-
ment of such a proposal would provide
construction assistance to the other non-
subsidized shippers. The continuation of
present trade-in procedures is also to be
recommended. Taken together, this
construction assistance for liners, dry
bulk carriers, and others would provide a
well-rounded program of modernization
of the U.S. cargo fleet.

Another important area in which
Government assistance is given is that of
operating subsidies. Due to the high
standard of living of American seamen,
there appears to be no alternative to con-
tinued operating subsidies, if we are to
continue to hire American crews and op-
erate vessels under the American flag.
These subsidies must therefore be con-
tinued.

It may be noted, however, that a sig-
nificant increase in construction sub-
sidies, such as I have urged, would pro-
duce a much more modern and efficient
American fleet. This in turn would re-
duce the amount of operating subsidy
needed.

Second. Another area in which the
Government can be of great assistance
in promoting a healthy merchant ma-
rine is the policy of cargo preference.
Public Law 664, enacted in 1954, pro-
vides that at least 50 percent of U.S.
Government-generated cargo shall be
carried in American flag vessels, if such
vessels are available at “fair and rea-
sonable rates.” Public Resolution 17,
enacted in 1934, declares that all agri-
cultural products financed by U.S. loans
shall be delivered in U.S. vessels, if they
are available. In addition, all military
cargoes must be shipped on American
flag ships.

Three years ago, the late President
Kennedy reaffirmed the importance of
this cargo preference, stating in particu-
lar that the 50 percent requirement “is a
minimum, and it shall be the objective
of each agency to ship a maximum of
such cargoes on U.S, flag vessels.”

Despite this explicit Presidential order,
there have been numerous occasions on
which the requirement has not been
met.

Rather than detail the instances, I
would merely cite the 1962 report of the
Commerce Committee on this subject:

All too often, the committee has felt, there
has been evidenced in at least several of the
administrative departments an apparent de-
sire on the part of those responsible for
shipping arrangements to evade the cargo
preference requirement whenever opportu-
nity offered.

Close congressional supervision has
resulted in some improvement of the sit-
uvation since then, but American cargo
shipping is still in a weak and rapidly
deteriorating condition. The temptation
for Government agencies to ship in for-
eign bottoms at lower rates still appears
to be strong.
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I, therefore, feel that a reaffirmation
and extension of the cargo preference
policy would be appropriate. The U.S.
merchant marine cannot remain healthy
without substantial amounts of cargo.
The U.S. Government, which is the im-
mediate beneficiary of a strong merchant
marine in time of emergency, should be
the first to give the American ship-
pers that cargo. I, therefore, propose
that 75 percent of this Government’s
cargo be shipped in American bottoms.
I have respectfully urged the task force
to make such a recommendation.

In addition, of course, I believe that
the Congress should continue to oversee
carefully the administration of the cargo
preference laws. As a member of the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries Subcom-
mittee, I will do my utmost to see that
all Government agencies comply with
these regulations whenever practicable.

The first subcommittee of the Mari-
time Advisory Committee made a recom-
mendation that not less than 30 percent
of all petroleum and petroleum products
imported into the United States be car-
ried by U.S.-flag tankers, where they are
available.

I agree with the subcommittee that
such a regulation would not be unduly
harsh on petroleum importers, and that
it might aid significantly in restoring our
tanker fleet to some semblance of
strength. At present, American flag-
ships carry only 2.3 percent of the petro-
leum imports of this country. Surely we
can, and should, do much better than
that.

In general, I feel that the Government
should expand and intensify its efforts
to promote shipping in American bot-
toms. Some of these efforts can be di-
rect: Through an expanded and strictly
enforced cargo preference program—the
cost of which may be reduced as increas-
ing modernization brings American ship-
ping rates into line with foreign rates.

Other efforts can be indirect: The
Maritime Administration’s continuing
promotion, “for trade or trips, American
ships” is an example. Such a dual pro-
gram, efficiently administered, would
greatly strengthen the American mer-
chant marine,

Third. The next general area of mar-
itime policy which I feel deserves atten-
tion is labor-management relations. As
I told a Senate subcommittee, the labor
situation has been chaotic in recent
years. I strongly feel that something
must be done about this deplorable situ-
ation—operating as far as possible with-
in the framework of free collective bar-
gaining.

I concur heartily with what Secretary
of Commerce Connor said at the Mer-
chant Marine Academy last week:

In our system of free, competitive enter-
prise, I would prefer to see a diminishing
Government role and an expanding private
rol in the maritime industry. But so long
as the Government is involved—so long, for
instance, as the Government is called upon
to pay 72 cents or more of every dollar in
wages aboard subsidized ships—the volce of
the Government must and will be heard.

When the Government and the tax-
payers of this country have as big a
stake in the maritime industry as they
do—to the extent of nearly $400 million
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annually—they have a right to expect
some stability in labor-management re-
lations, and some continuity in the serv-
ice for which they are paying a large
part of the bills.

I believe that the Government should
require a no-strike clause in the labor
contracts of all construection and opera-
tion which it subsidizes. Only in this
manner can some continuity of service
be insured.

I would like to make it clear that I am
not proposing compulsory arbitration of
collective bargaining issues. When a
contract comes up for negotiation, there
should be free and unimpaired collective
bargaining, aided perhaps by Federal
mediation if such mediation would assist
in preventing a work stoppage.

But once a contract has been agreed
upon, issues which arise during the life
of the contract should be settled by arbi-
tration—not by strike or by lockout.
And I respectfully submit that the Fed-
eral Government should make this a
prerequisite of any construction or op-
erating subsidy.

Fourth. Lastly, I offer several recom-
mendations which bear on the Govern-
ment’s policies toward the private ship-
yvards of the Nation. I think it should be
the general objective of the Government
to encourage the growth and continued
health of the private shipyards.

This can be accomplished in several
ways. I would oppose a total ban on the
purchase of any vessels abroad, but I
believe that no such purchases in for-
eign shipyards should be made without
careful consultation with the Congress.
Twice during the past year, such pur-
chases have been suggested. The gen-
eral rule—to be reached only under ex-
ceptional circumstances—should be that
no work which could be done in Ameri-
can yards, thereby fostering a substan-
tial American construction and repair
capacity, should be given to foreign
yards.

This rule should apply to Defense
Department contracts as well as those of
the other agencies. Moreover, the re-
quirement that subsidized ships be built
in U.S. yards is reasonable and very
much in line with the 1936 declaration
of policy.

The Defense Department can aid the
maintenance of a strong private shipyard
industry in another way: By guarantee-
ing a substantial portion of the naval
repair and conversion work to the pri-
vate yards. The 65/35 provision for-
merly included in the annual Depart-
ment of Defense appropriation would be
an effective means of guaranteeing a
minimum of 35 percent of such work to
private yards.

The proposals which I have made would
not be without cost to the Federal Gov-
ernment. If adopted, they might raise
the present total annual maritime ex-
penditure substantially. But a nation
which can afford $5.2 billion for space,
it seems to me, can also afford to spend
sufficilent funds to insure an adequate
merchant marine.

And it would be short-sighted indeed
to assume that funds spent to assist the
maintenance of our merchant marine are
funds lost. Not only will they produce
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an effective and efficient merchant ma-
rine for wartime and peacetime activity,
not only will they save the United States
substantial amounts of dollars on her
international balance of payments, not
only will they provide jobs for American
seamen and shipyard workers, but they
will be paid back to the Government, in
large part, in the form of taxes. Thus
the additional spending which would be
entailed would represent a relatively
small but very important investment—
one of the best investments, in my judg-
ment, which the Government could make.

In summary, my proposals would in-
volve additional subsidies, increased
cargo preference, provisions for labor
peace, and placing of work in American
shipyards. The cost would not be pro-
hibitive; the results, I believe, would be
of great advantage to this Nation.

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

Mr. BREWSTER. Iam very happy to
yield to the distinguished senior Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Maryland for
the speech he is making. I associate
myself with his speech.

I tell the Senator that, as in years
gone by, he can find me on exactly the
same side that the senior Senator from
Maryland is taking.

I believe that the senior Senator from
Maryland is unanswerably right, and
that the speech he is making is needed.
I hope that the Navy and the Defense
Department and the White House will
take note of his remarks.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
thank my distinguished colleague. I
appreciate the fact that he joins with
me and lends his great prestige to the
point of view that I am now raising and
that he has so long espoused.

VIETNAM—FORMER SENATOR
GOLDWATER’'S COLUMN

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, a col-
umn written by a former Member of this
body, Barry Goldwater—I believe that
most of us still remember him—was pub-
lished in the New York Herald Tribune
for August 15 and in other newspapers
which publish Mr. Goldwater’s column,
While it is highly critical of me, I ask
unanimous consent to have it printed in
the RECORD.

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

SCREWBALL IDEAS
(By Barry Goldwater)

Senator Wa¥YNE Morse, of Oregon, sug-
gests that there is a rising demand among
the American people to impeach President
Johnson. He made this astounding an-
nouncement recently in the Senate.

Senator Morse, who is noted for going to
any lengths to make a point in favor of his
own posltion, claimed that this is due to
the administration’s Vietnam policy, which
he opposes.

“In my trip across the country,” the Ore-
gon Democrat told his colleagues on August
3, “I have been alarmed by the rising de
nuciation of the President and his adminis
tration for their Vietnam policy.

“I have heard the word ‘impeach’ used
more often in the last week than I have
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heard it since President Truman sacked Gen-
eral MacArthur,

“I have been asked by more people than
I would have thought possible if there is not
grounds for impeachment of the President,
and how the process can be set in motion,
I have been advised about petitions that
have been circulated and hundreds of peo-
ple are signing asking for the President's
impeachment,” he stated.

“Much of this talk stems from objections
to a war being undertaken without congres-
slonal declaration. Most of these people see
the President as waging an executive war
in violation of the Constitution. They think
the impeachment clauses of the Constitu-
tion must apply to such a case.”

Senator Morse accused President Johnson
in the same speech of conducting an illegal
war in Vietnam. He added:

“In my judgment, we cannot justify the
homicides for which the President or Rusk
or McNamara or Bundy or Lodge and the
rest of them are responsible in conducting
an unconstitutional war in South Vietnam.”

These statements, coming from a Demo-
crat, raise some interesting questions.

One wonders just who Senator Mogse
talked to during his trip across the country.

Since all the public opinion polls show
the American people overwhelmingly sup-
port the President’s policy in Vietnam, it
must be concluded that the Senator spent
his time consulting the intellectual extrem-
ists who keep suggesting that the President
is “out of control” because he has decided to
stand firm against Communist aggression in
Asla, It is safe to assume that most Amer-
icans never heard the suggestion of im-
pe:gll:n:agduntu Senator Morse cut loose.

a he expect to accomplish b
remarkable statement? i

He carefully says that he was “alarmed’
by what he heard. But it is important to
note that his concern did not prevent him
from giving the widest possible ecirculation
to a ridiculous suggestion of removing the
President.

Senator Morse also coupled his comments
with a demand that the administration give
heed to congressional critics of its Vietnam
policy and that the Congress remain in ses-
sion so that the stream of criticlsm can con-
tinue for the remainder of the year.

Senator Morse should pause to consider
why people with such an outlandish idea as
impeachment of the President should seek
him out for questioning. Such charges as
gg{em ?ﬁcu 8 a&:;ini;trnuon officlals of

cide make the logical re
for screwball ideas. ge s

This certainly should be the source of his
concern. It proves beyond any doubt that
the far-left critlics of President Johnson's
foreign policy have become irrational in their
objections and that they are running far
beyond the bounds of intelligent debate.
They are certainly “out of control.”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I could
not find a better recommendation for my
position on any issue than to discover
that Goldwater is against it. The reason
why he made such little imprint on
American public opinion in 1964 is well
illustrated by the tactics to which he re-
sorted in publishing this article.

I should like to suggest to Mr. Gold-
water that he give instructions to his
ghost writers at least to tell the whole
story. However, we do not expect that
from Mr, Goldwater and his ghost
writers.

Mr, President, the column takes great
exception because I pointed out in the
Senate that there are those in this coun-
try who seek to resort to impeachment
proceedings against the President of the
United States because of his undeclared,
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unconstitutional, and illegal war in
southeast Asia. But, there is not a word
in the Goldwater distortions to show
that I made perfectly clear that I com-
pletely disagree with the position taken
by those talking about impeachment.

The first reference to communications
which I received, and discussions which
I have heard concerning impeachment,
was in reference to comments I made in
the Senate on August 3 setting forth
again, as I have so many times, my dis-
approval of the President’s executive
handling of the conduet of the war with-
out the slightest constitutional authority
to do so. I pointed out in that speech
of August 3 that the President has come
under criticism for conducting a war
without a declaration of war. Further,
I pointed out that it should be evident
that if Congress goes ahead with its
present plan to adjourn by Labor Day,
or shortly thereafter, the war in Viet-
nam will be even more completely an
executive war than it is now, because
Congress, at least at the present time, if
it wills, has the constitutional checks
which it can apply to the President, the
Department of State, and the Depart-
ment of Defense.

I also pointed out that Congress could
do more to protect the President from
impeachment talk if it remained in ses-
sion, because it would be in a position to
exercise its checking function; whereas
with Congress out of session for 3 or 4
months, the President would be exposed
to rising charges that he is condueting
a war without reference to the Consti-
tution.

During the past few weeks I have said
over and over again that I believe the
best friends of the President in Congress
are those who wish to keep Congress in
session. I have suggested that if Con-
gress feels that its schedule permits it
to take a recess of 1, 2, or 3 weeks at a
time, it might consider doing that, but to
adjourn sine die would be something
different.

I do not believe we can morally justify
adjourning Congress sine die with
American boys dying in southeast Asia
in a war that could spread rapidly.

We have a clear duty, connected with
our positions of public responsibility, to
stay in session, if it is for no other rea-
son than to remain here to participate
in our constitutional duties as a check
upon the executive branch of the Govern-
ment under our system of three coequal
and coordinate branches of government
while a war, even though in this instance
an unconstitutional war, is being fought
and supreme sacrifices are being made.

There is not the slightest reference in
the Goldwater trash that he published
in his column yesterday about the speech
I made on August 4. He quotes from my
August 3 speech. On August 4 I repeated
the language to which Goldwater refers
from my August 3 speech. Then I went
on to say, quoting from my August 4
speech:

Then I went on to make a statement as
why, in my judgment, Congress should not
adjourn sine die but should remain in ses-
slon untll January 1. I pointed out that
we should remain In session and carry out
our constitutional responsibility of serving
as a legislative check upon executive action.
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There are those, judging from the inter-
views with the press today, and from tele-
phone calls that the senior Senator from
Oregon has received, who interpret my re-
marks as Indicating that I advocate the im-
peachment of the President.

Of course, such an interpretation is
nonsense.

Then I proceeded to develop my rea-
sons for opposing any suggestion about
impeachment, and set out the contents
of the letters that I had sent out in
answer to such suggestions, in which I
made perfectly clear that I thoroughly
disapprove of any impeachment pro-
posal.

I ask unanimous consent that certain
excerpts from the August 4, 1965, speech
be printed at this point in my remarks.

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

Mr. Morse. Mr. President, yesterday I sald
in a speech on the floor of the Senate.

“Mr. President, in my trip across the coun-
try and back since I spoke on the floor of the
Senate last Wednesday, I have been alarmed
by the rising denunciation of the President
and his administration for their Vietnam
policy. I have heard the word “impeach’”
used more often in the last week than I have
heard it since President Truman sacked
General MacArthur. I have been asked by
more people than I would have thought pos-
sible if there is not grounds for impeach-
ment of the President, and how the process
can be set in motion. I have been advised
about petitions that have been circulated
and hundreds of people are signing asking
for the President’s impeachment.

“Much of this talk stems from objections
to a war being undertaken without congres-
sional declaration. Most of these people see
the President as waging an executive war,
in vielation of the Constitution. They think
the impeachment clauses of the Constitution
must apply to such a case.”

Then I went on to make a statement as
to why, in my judgment, Congress should
not adjourn sine die but should remain in
sesslon until January 1. I pointed out that
we should remaln in sesslon and carry out
our constitutional responsibility of serving
as a legislative check upon the executive
action.

There are those, judging from the inter-
views with the press teday, and from tele-
phone calls that the senior Senator from
Oregon has recelved, who interpret my re-
marks as indicating that I advocate the
impeachment of the President.

Of course, such an Interpretation 1is
nonsense.

Mr. President, I have been receiving a great
deal of malil in regard to this matter and
many people have talked to me at meetings
at which I have spoken in opposition to the
President’s war in Vietnam. I have been
answering all of the mail on the impeach-
ment matter with a letter that contains these
two paragraphs. I read two paragraphs from
a letter dated July 6, 1965. I have sent simi-
lar letters before and since that time:

“In your letter, you asked me for my views
concerning your suggestion that steps should
be taken to impeach President Johnson and
perhaps some other officials. It is my view
that such an impeachment attempt would
be a very serious mistake. All it would do
would be to divert attention away from the
basic issues Involved In American foreign
policy in Asia and center attention on Presi-
dent Johnson, as an individual, It would
cause many people who disagree with his
foreign policy to rally behind him, because
they would consider such a movement to be
an ad hominem approach. Attacking John-
son, personally, will not change his course
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of action, and it will not win supporters for
a change of foreign policy in Asia, but to
the contrary, it will drive supporters away.

In my opinion, there is no question about
Johnson’s sincerity or his patriotism or his
desire for peace. It is Johnson's bad judg-
ment and mistaken reasoning in respect to
the war in Asla that constitute the basis of
the crucial problems that confront us in try-
ing to get a change in Johnson’s policies in
Asia. To attack him, personally, by propos-
ing impeachment would be the most seri-
ous personal attack that could be made upon
him. It would rally the MNation behind
him and result in his policies being escalated
into a major war at a much faster rate.
Those of us who oppose Johnson's foreign
policles must meet his views on their merits.
We should never attack him, personally.”

I wish the REcorp to show that this letter
represents the position the senior Senator
from Oregon has taken in all correspondence
on the subject. Also, it represents my an-
swers to questions on impeachment at all
rallies I have attended, and in all my con-
versations with those who urge impeachment
of the President.

Those that I have talked to and who have
written to me suggesting impeachment of the
President are not extremists in the sense
that they are Irresponsible persons. Many
of them are on the faculties of American uni-
versities. Many of them are out of the pro-
fessiona] life of our Nation.

I have no intention of joining them in such
a program. Neverthless, I belleve it is a
significant fact that there is growing discus-
sion in this country of an attempt to stop
the President from his illegal war in south-
east Asia, even to the extent of circulating
impeachment petitions.

- - - - L]

Mr. Morse. I merely wish to say in reply
to the Senator from Ohio that it is not at
all surprising for people in the country who
think the President is following an uncon-
scionable and illegal course of action in
South Vietnam to turn to the Constitution
and look for what procedural protection
they have. They have a perfect right to turn
to the impeachment procedure. I believe
that they are making a great mistake in
judgment. I, of course, would defend them
in their right to exercise their constitutional
rights. But, in one sense, I should like to
say to the Senator from Ohlo that until the
President follows his constitutional obliga-
tion by coming before this body and asking
for a declaration of war, the President is en=-
gaged in an 1llegal war. It is a war now con-
ducted by the Chief Executive, in South
Vietnam without a scintilla of constitutional
right. This Congress is likewise gullty of
violating its duties under the Constitution
by seeking to delegate to the President a
power that it cannot constitutionally dele-
gate, It is the duty of the Congress under
article I, section 8, either to declare war or
to stop the President from slaughtering
American boys in southeast Asia. I have no
doubt that impeachment talk will increase
if the President continues to conduct an un-
constitutional war.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, let me
make very clear that the more Barry
Goldwater attacks me the better I like
it, because that will only show how right
I am. He was dead wrong throughout
the campaign in his shocking proposals
for military action which would have in-
volved us in a major war in Asia. It is
with great regret that I find my Presi-
dent has followed to too great a degree
the very unsound position that Gold-
water took during the campaign.

I still hope, upon further reflection
and as more and more evidence comes in
with respect to the great concern that
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exists throughout the country with re-
spect to our military course of action in
southeast Asia, that my Government will
return to the framework of international
law and that we will put the members of
the United Nations on the spot by for-
mally submitting the entire subject to
the Security Council, and in that way
find out who it is who really believes in
substituting the rule of law for military
might as a means of settling disputes
which have raised this serious threat to
the peace of the world.

THE DEADLOCK IN CONFERENCE
ON THE FOREIGN AID AUTHORI-
ZATION BILL

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as the
country now knows, the Senate confer-
ees and the House conferees have been
in deadlock over the foreign aid author-
ization bill. The Senate committee and
the Senatfe adopted the Fulbright-Morse
amendment to the foreign aid bill. The
first part of the proposal submitted by
the Senator from Arkansas would au-
thorize a 2-year extension of foreign aid.
The second part, the amendment which
I offered—and which I have offered for
several past years—seeks to bring the
present program of foreign aid to an
end. The date of my amendment this
year was the beginning of fiscal year
1967. In the intervening period a
thorough study of foreign aid would be
made by a special committee, to the end
of starting a new foreign aid program
on the basis of new rules and procedures
and policies, to the extent that the old
program needs to be changed, as found
by that study; and the objective should
be that the new program should seek to
limit the foreign aid program to 50
nations, although we made very clear,
as the ReEcorp will show at the time the
Senate debated the matter, that there is
nothing fixed about the figure 50, and
that if the study showed that it ought to
be a higher number or a lesser number,
another number ought to be selected.

Mr. President, it is highly significant
that the Foreign Relations Committee
this year formally adopted my amend-
ment. The present Presiding Officer of
the Senate [Mr. Lonc of Louisianal, a
member of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, knows that for the past 2 years
serious consideration has been given to
the Morse proposal. In my two dissent-
ing reports in the past 2 years on foreign
aid I pointed out that the majority in
their report was kind enough to point
out that their feeling was there had been
great errors in foreign aid, but that they
felt the administration should be given
a further opportunity to bring about the
necessary changes and reforms.

The Presiding Officer knows that in
the past 2 years I have said that the
majority of the committee had made my
case for me, and that when they admit
that reforms are necessary it clearly be-
comes the responsibility of the Foreign
Relations Committee to make recom-
mendations for reforms.

This year, in contrast to the majority
position of the last 2 years, the commit-
tee started adopting some reforms. The
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Fulbright proposal for a 2-year authori-
zation, coupled with the Morse proposal
for ending the program at the beginning
of fiscal year 1965, and starting a new
program, was really a matter of major
moment in connection with foreign aid.

Without disclosing any privileged mat-
ter, as the papers have stated, the For-
eign Relations Committee met last week,
on August 12, with the Secretary of
State, Mr. Rusk, and the director of for-
eign aid, Mr. Bell, and they discussed the
impasse that has developed between the
Senate conferees and the House con-
ferees, and it was pointed out that there
was a deadlock.

The Presiding Officer knows that dead-
locks are resolved. The Presiding Officer
knows that someone will recede.

I say to my colleagues in the Senate
that I pay high tribute to the chairman
of the Senate conferees, the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. ForLericHT]. I am
indeed proud of the insistence of the
Senate conferees in conferences with the
House, in their attempt to work out a
conscionable accommodation of the dif-
ferences which exist between the two
conference groups. !

We also know that the administration
has put on the heat. The administration
wants a conference report. I can under-
stand that. However, I believe that in
getting a conference report, unless the
suggestion I am about to make is ac-
cepted, the end result will be closer to
what the House wants than what the
Senate has passed. I hope not, but that
is my fear.

I have made clear that I cannot vote
in conference for the renewal of the old
program. The American people are en-
titled to something better. I believe that
the real friends of foreign aid should
insist on something better. In my judg-
ment, if we continue foreign aid on the
basis which has characterized it in the
past, the American people will rise up
against it at the polls and make perfectly
clear to the Members of Congress that
they are fed up with it.

They should have done it several years
ago. Since 1946 we have had a program
costing some $111 billion which is so
honeycombed with inefficlency and
shocking waste, and is the cause of so
much corruption in so many parts of the
world, that it ought to be stopped. I be-
lieve the military aid aspects of foreign
aid explain to a remarkable degree some
of the serious plights in which the United
States finds itself in those areas of the
world where strong anti-American feel-
ing is developing; and more of that is
entering. I mention it in passing
tonight only because I wish to say that
those of us who are insisting upon a
reform of foreign aid are the true
friends of foreign aid. Officers of
the present administration who wish to
continue foreign aid as it has been will,
in my judgment, run into such strenuous
opposition from the American people that
they are the ones who will do great
damage to the positive, affirmative
aspects that could characterize a sound
foreign aid program,

I shall not sign a conference report and
I shall not vote for a conference report,
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as I made very clear to the conference,
and as I have made very clear heretofore
in the Senate, that is merely a conference
report that would give the American tax-
payers more of the same—more waste,
more inefficiency, more corruption, and
more expedients to postpone the day of
reckoning in the underdeveloped areas
of the world. So I have proposed a con-
tinuing resolution on foreign aid on a
temporary basis until there can be some
crystallization of a foreign aid program
that will at least include some procedures
therein which will make it possible for
&Sdm go ahead with the reform of foreign

But, it is said, “What about Vietnam?”
Let us face it. Vietnam no longer has
anything to do with the foreign aid pro-
gram, Vietnam is in a class by itself.

The funds for Vietnam are included
in the foreign aid bill, but everyone knows
that, in the months ahead, we shall re-
ceive requests from the administration
for additional funds for Vietnam, and
those measures will be passed.

I do not believe, in connection with
the continuing resolution with respect
to foreign aid, that Vietnam presents
any sound argument against such a con-
tinuing resolution.

‘What we should do is to give consid-
eration to a continuing resolution on
foreign aid. The Senate ought to con-
sider a continuing resolution rather
than a new foreign aid bill which, in my
judegment, would entrench more deeply
the existing evils of our present foreign
aid bill. I make these comments today
because I wish to make them as a mat-
ter of public record in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, and to express the hope that
my President, the Secretary of State,
and the director of foreign aid, Mr. Bell,
will give careful thought to the sug-
gestion.

I am not alone in making the sugges-
tion, because other members of the com-
mittee, in effect, said in the presence of
the Secretary of State the other day that
they would like to have the Department
of State be prepared to advise us as to
what insurmountable problems would be
created by such a continuing resolution,
if any—and I do not believe there are

any.

It is better for the Senate and for the
House to adopt a continuing reselution
of aid as it now exists rather than to go
ahead and adopt a new foreign aid bill
before we have had the time to make the
necessary reforms or time to make the
necessary reforms for a new foreign aid
program. So I make that suggestion
tonight in the hope that the administra-
tion will consider it. If a conference
report Lased upon a receding by the Sen-
ate conferees, or a majority thereof,
comes to the floor of the Senate, it will
stir up a considerable discussion in the
Senate and in the country, because the
public generally, in my opinion, wishes
foreign aid cleaned up.

The bill before us for conference with
the Fulbright-Morse amendments elim-
inated would give the American people
no hope for cleaning up of foreign aid
under that bill. The Senate should con-
sider and adopt a continuing resolution
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because of a deadlock in conference and
because there is a growing recognition of
the situation on the part of the confer-
ees, the members of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and Members of the
Senate; and the sentiment is also preva-
lent in the House. There is one House
conferee who goes even further than I
go in regard to foreign aid. He would
lead one to believe that he would be per-
fectly willing to end it for all time.
Interestingly, I consider myself a
stronger advocate, or an advocate of
foreign aid as strong as any Member of
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the Senate, bar none, but an entirely
different type of foreign aid than has
been fleecing the American taxpayers
out of billions of dollars for so many
years,

So if we really wish to be friends of
foreign aid, the Senate and the House
ought to support a resolution that would
continue, for another year, foreign aid as
it was administered under the old bill.
Such action would not prevent it from
being adopted with the clear understand-
ing that Vietnam is exeluded, and Viet-
nam will be considered by itself in the
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light of the needs as that illegal war
progresses.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if there
is no further business to come before the
Senate at this time, I move that the
Senate adjourn until 12 o’clock noon
tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 8 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Tuesday,
August 17, 1965, at 12 o’clock meridian.

EXTENSIONS OF REMAR

The Barry Gray Program
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HON. JOHN M. MURPHY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, August 16, 1965

Mr. MURPHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, a national magazine, in discuss-
ing the Barry Gray program, offered this
cogent, but highly perceptive appraisal of
the broadcast:

The best in the business * * * his (Mr.
Gray's) guests say whatever they please.

Barry Gray, one of the most astute
and well-informed radio commentators
in New York, recently celebrated his 15th
anniversary with WMCA, and I submit
that he has recorded a number of major
accomplishments that merit attention,
and account for his enormous popularity.

He has interviewed an estimated 30,000
guests, men and women in the arts, poli-
ties, science, and the literary field, con-
ducted more air interview hours than
any of his competitors, nearly 20,000,
and, to his great credit, enjoys the larg-
est evening radio audience in New York
City.

A veteran of nearly 30 years in broad-
casting, Mr. Gray can point with justifi-
able pride to the fact that his program is
one of the most discussed shows on the
air, His achievements, one esteemed
radio critic has stated, have proven that
listeners “will stay up late to hear dis-
cussion, opinion, and controversy.”

Mr, Gray is more than a moderator of
a talk program. He is a man gifted with
keen reportorial instincts, an interviewer
with rare insight who is able to get to
the heart of a subject, and a broadcaster
who has demonstrated repeatedly that
he has the courage to express his con-
victions on the air.

His work is in the tradition of such
renowned figures as Edward R. Murrow,
Elmer Davis, and H. V. Kaltenborn, in
that he has spoken with courage and
vigor when presenting views he believes
are meaningful and of profound inter-
est to the public, and when analyzing
men and events that shape our lives.

Mindful of the fact that in a democ-
racy, disparate opinions on major is-
sues must be aired and every effort must

be made to provide answers to searching
questions, Mr. Gray has made his pro-
gram a forum for all viewpoints on vital
local, national, and international mat-
ters.

He has made his microphones avail-
able to men of all political persuasion,
and though ideas have been advanced
that are anathema to Mr. Gray person-
ally, he has permitted them to be articu-
lated fully in order to give his listeners
the broadest possible perspective.

In a media that has been criticized
at times for its timidity on controversial
matters, Mr. Gray himself has often been
the center of controversy—but he is to be
commended for consistently refusing to
compromise his beliefs.

A man of varied activity, lively intelli-
gence, and broad inferests, Barry Gray
has illuminated and brought distinction
to nighttime radio. The New York City
broadecasting scene is a better place for
his presence.

Farm Legislation

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. GALE SCHISLER

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, August 16, 1965

Mr. SCHISLER. Mr. Speaker, in a
very short time the full body of the
House of Representatives will be called
upon to consider the 1965 agricultural
proposals. As one who was born and
raised on an Illinois farm, I am especially
interested in seeing a workable farm
program enacted by this 89th Congress.

I firmly believe there are no easy so-
lutions to attaining this workable pro-
gram, but I feel if all interested parties
will sit together at the negotiating table,
all views and every possible program can
be brought to light and discussed. Our
district has taken this approach: the Illi-
nois Agricultural Association, citizens
groups representing our farmers, and
other interested organizations have met
with me to discuss in detail the 1965
agriculture proposal.

On August 6 and 7 we had the distinect
pleasure of having Secretary of Agricul-
ture Orville Freeman visit the 19th Dis-
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trict of Illinois. Secretary Freeman’s
remarks to large gatherings in Mon-
mouth and Rock Island, Ill., were indeed
timely and extremely helpful in under-
standing what the 1965 agricultural pro-
posals seek to achieve.

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I share with
my colleagues excerpts from Secretary
Freeman's remarks, delivered at the
Monmouth College Student Center, Au-
gust 6, 1965:

ExcerPTS FROM SECRETARY ORVILLE FREEMAN'S
REMARKS

The old adage that economic depressions
are farm-bred and farm-led still applies.
But today we prefer to think of it in positive
terms—that millions of jobs and the health
of many great industries depend on farm
products and farm dollars.

Representative Gramam TURCELL made a
survey of 625 farmers in 10 big wheat States
relative to their prospective investment in
farm machinery. He received replies from
466 of the 625 farmers surveyed. Under cur-
rent wheat prices these 466 farmers plan to
buy only about $836,000 worth of equipment.
On the other hand, if the price of wheat for
domestic use is increased to full parity, they
indicate they would buy almost 10 times as
much, or $7,840,000 worth. We estimate that
for every $10,000 of additlonal farm ma-
chinery bought by farmers, one added job is
created by industry. For just these 466
farmers, therefore, an adjustment in the do-
mestic wheat price would mean about 700
more jobs in the farm machinery industry.

Last year, for example, gross farm income
was $4 billion more than in 1960—and farm-
ers spent over $600 milllon more for auto-
mobiles and $400 million more for capital
goods and machinery. In the past 4 years
farmers have spent more than $3 billion more
on autos, tractors, and other farm machinery
and equipment than would have been pos-
sible with a 1960 style income. In addition,
they spent about $5 billion more on such
production and consumer items as feed, fer-
tilizer and lime, food, clothing, and house~
hold furnishings.

Our farm people are prime consumers.
They spend about $30 billion a year on the
goods and services related to agricultural pro-
duction. They use more petroleum than any
other industry. The take 9 percent of all
the rubber consumed in the United States
each year. They use 5 million tons of steel
& year—a third as much as the automotive
industry. They consume about 4 percent of
the Nations' electric power.

Then they spend another $12 billlon a
year on family living—for food, clothes, fur-
niture, medicine, and other products and
services from town and city sources.

About 6 million people are employed di-
rectly on farms. But this is only the begin-
ning. Agriculture is the cotter key holding
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