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and other transmission media; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.
By Mr. DERWINSKI:

HR.11166. A bill to amend title 39,
United States Code, with respect to recipro-
cal mailing privileges of the United States
and certain countries from which forelgn as-
sistance is withheld; to the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service.

H.R.11167. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against Income tax to employers for the
expenses of providing training programs for
employees and prospective employees; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. POFF:

H.R. 11168. A bill to provide for the right
of persons to be represented in matters before
Federal agencies; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. WILLIS:

H.R.11169. A bill to provide for the right
of persons to be represented in matters be-
fore Federal agencies; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. CORMAN:

H.R. 11170. A bill to prohibit the transpor-
tation or shipment in interstate commerce
of master keys to persons prohibited by State
law from receiving or possessing them; to the
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

H.R. 11171. A bill to require mailing lst
brokers to register with the Postmaster Gen-
eral, and suppliers and buyers of mailing
lists to furnish information to the Post-
master General with respect to their iden-
tity and transactions involving the sale or
exchange of malling lists, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.

By Mr. MATHIAS:

H.R.11172. A bill to provide for repair
by the District of Columbia, at the expense
of the owner, of buildings violating the Dis-
trict of Columbia housing regulations, and
to make tenants evicted from unsafe and
insanitary buildings in the District of Co-
lumbia eligible for relocation payments; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. POFF:

H.R.11173. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to redefine “earned
income” and limitations on the amount of
deduction for contributions to pension and
profit-sharing plans made on the behalf of
self-employed individuals; to the Committee
on Ways and Means. r

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R. 11174. A bill for the rellef of Leonora

Peralta; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CAREY:

HR.11176. A bill for the relief of Blagio
Napolitano and Antonlo Napolitano; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. COLLIER:

HR.11176. A bill for the relief of Maria

Hebda; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FARBSTEIN:

H.R.11177. A bill for the rellef of Michele,
Maria, and Francesca Catalanotto; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FINO:

H.R, 11178. A bill for the rellef of Giu-
seppe Bisulea; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.11179. A bill for the relief of Domenico
Calderone; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R.11180. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Nettie Mae Cowan; to the Committee on the
Judielary.
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By Mr. GILLIGAN:

HR.11181. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Sultana Behar Levy; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. POWELL:

H.R.11182. A bill for the relief of Antonino
Fiordimondo; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL:

H.R.11183. A bill for the relief of Bertalan

Eoncsol; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. ZABLOCKI:

HR.11184. A bill for the relief of Milutin
and Vodosava Zagorae; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

SENATE

MonpAay, SEPTEMBER 20, 1965

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

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

Our Father, God, amid all the voices of
this vast and varied world, save us, we
pray, from the supreme tragedy of
missing Thy call. As in age after age
men have heard Thy voice, make us
vividly conscious that we, too, can hear
it when silence falls and when we listen
with reverent and obedient hearts. Help
us to know that not only in the haunting
beauty of the earth but also in the poign-
ant want and woe of the world’s needs,
Thy voice to us is calling.

Turning aside for this dedicated mo-
ment from the violence and turbulence
of human strife, we would hush the
words of the wise and the prattle of the
foolish and rising above the deafening
prejudice of these embittered days, may
we be the hearers and doers of Thy word
and of Thy truth and so merit Thy ap-
proving commendation ‘“Blessed are the
peacemakers for they shall be called
the children of God.” We ask it in the
dear Redeemer’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. LonG of Louisiana,
and by unanimous consent, the reading
of the Journal of the proceedings of Fri-
day, September 17, 1965, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
municated to the Senate by Mr. Jones,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on September 17, 1965, the President
had approved and signed the following
acts:

S.440. An act for the relief of Jose L.
Rodriguez;

S. 785. An act to provide for the assessing
of Indian trust and restricted lands within
the Lummi Indian diking project on the
Lummi Indian Reservation in the State of
Washington, through a drainage and diking
district formed under the laws of the State;
and

S. 853. An act for the relief of Charles N.
Legarde and his wife, Beatrice E. Legarde.
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

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

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the report of the
committee of conference on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S.
1588) to authorize the Secretary of
Commerce to undertake research, devel-
opment, and demonstrations in high-
speed ground transportation, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had agreed to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (HR. 4152) to
amend the Federal Farm Loan Act and
the Farm Credit Act of 1933 to provide
means for expediting the retirement of
Government capital in the Federal in-
termediate credit banks, including an in-
crease in the debt permitted such banks
in relation to their capital and provi-
sion for the production credit associa-
tions to acquire additional eapital stock
therein, to provide for allocating certain
earnings of such banks and associations
to their users, and for other purposes.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill
(H.R. 8715) to authorize a contribution
by the United States to the International
Committee of the Red Cross.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

5.402. An act for the relief of Oh Wha Ja
(Penny Korleen Doughty);

8.618. An act for the relief of Nora Isa-
bella Samuelll;

S.1198. An act for the rellef of the estate
of Harley Brewer, deceased; and

8. 13980. An act for the relief of Rocky River
Co. and Macy Land Corp.

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION
On request of Mr. Long of Louisiana,
and by unanimous consent, the Commit-
tee on Finance was authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate today.

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

and by unanimous consent, statements

during the transaction of routine morn-
ing business were limited to 3 minutes.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

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

REPORT ON REAPPORTIONMENT OF AN APPRO-
PRIATION

A letter from the Director, Bureau of the
Budget, Executive Office of the President, re-
porting, pursuant to law, that the appro-
priation to the Selective Service System for
“Salaries and expenses,” for the fiscal year
1966, had been apportioned on a basis which
indicates the necessity for a supplemental
estimate of appropriation; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

ADJUSTMENT OF LEGISLATIVE JURISDICTION
Over Lawps WrITHIN CAMP ATTEREURY,
InD.

A letter from the Secretary of the Army,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to authorize the Secretary of the Army to ad-
just the legislative jurisdiction exercised by
the United States over lands within Camp
Atterbury, Ind. (with an accompanying
paper); to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

REPORT ON PROPOSED PROJECT FOR NAVAL AIR
StaTioN, NEw York, N.Y.

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary of Defense (Properties and Installa-
tlons), reporting, pursuant to law, on a pro-
posed dispensary for the Naval Alr Station,
New York, N.Y.; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

REPORT ON INCREASED ESTIMATE OF PROJECT
FOR AIR NATIONAL GUARD

A letter from the Deputy Assistant Secre-
tary of Defense (Properties and Installa-
tlons), reporting, pursuant to law, that the
estimate for the construction project at
Baer Field, Indiana, had been increased from
$160,000 to $195,000; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

REPORT ON FEDERAL CONTRIBUTIONS PrO-
GRAM, EQUIPMENT AND FACILITIES

A letter from the Director of Civil Defense,
Department of the Army, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on the Federal con-
tributions program, equipment and facilities,
for the quarter ended June 30, 1965 (with
an accompanying report); to the Commit-
tee on Armed Services.

REPORT OF ACTING COMPTROLLER GENERAL

A letter from the Acting Comptroller Gen-
eral of the United States, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report on potentlal savings
through use of Government-owned laundry
facilities at hospitals rather than use of
contract services, Veterans’ Administration,
dated September 1965 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

REPORT ON RECEIPTS AND EXPENDITURES UNDER
THE OUTER CONTINENTAL SHELF LANDS ACT

A letter from the Assistant Secretary for
Administration, Department of the Interior,
reporting, pursuant to law, on the receipts
and expenditures under the Outer Continen-
tal Shelf Lands Act, for the fiscal year 1965,
to the Committee on Interlor and Insular
Affairs.

REPORT ON GRANTING OF FIRST PREFERENCE
CLASSIFICATION TO CERTAIN ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a report relating to the granting of first
preference classification to certaln aliens
(with accompanying papers); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS

A letter from the Archivist of the United

States, transmitting, pursuant to law, a list
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of papers and documents on the files of sev-
eral departments and agencles of the Gov-
ernment which are not needed in the conduct
of business and have no permanent value or
historical interest, and requesting action
looking to their disposition (with accom-
panying papers); to a Joint Select Committee
on the Disposition of Papers in the Executive
Departments.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore ap-
pointed Mr. MONRONEY and Mr. CARLSON
members of the committee on the part of
the Senate.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, and so forth, were laid be-
fore the Senate, or presented, and re-
ferred as indicated:

By the ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore:

A resolution adopted by the Washington
State Conference of Typographical Unions,
favoring the enactment of Senate bill 1781,
to prohibit the transportation of professional
strikebreakers in interstate commerce; to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

A telegram in the nature of a memorial,
signed by Mrs. Willlam Haserbroock, presi-
dent of the board of directors of the General
Federation of Women’s Clubs, remonstrating
against the repeal of section 14(b) of the
Taft-Hartley Act; ordered to lie on the table.

dent of the board of directors of the General
Federation of Women's Clubs, remonstrating
against the enactment of legislation provid-
ing home rule for the District of Columbia;
ordered to lie on the table.

RESOLUTIONS OF MASSACHUSETTS
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, on behalf of the senior Senator
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]
and myself, I send to the desk a certified
copy of “Resolutions Memorializing the
Congress of the United States To Estab-
lish a Corporation with Sufficient Funds
To Provide, Through Insurance, Reason-
able Protection Against Loss or Damage
to Property Suffered During a Riotous or
Tumultuous Assembly of People” adopted
by the House of Representatives of the
Massachusetts General Court on Septem-
ber 10, 1965.

I ask that this resolution be appro-
priately referred.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Banking and Currency, as follows:
RESOLUTIONS MEMORIALIZING THE CONGRESS

oF THE UNITED STATES To ESTABLISEH A COR-

PORATION WiITH SUFrFICIENT FunDps To

ProviDE, THROUGH INSURANCE, REASONABLE

PROTECTION AGAINST LoOss OR DAMAGE TO

PROPERTY SUFFERED DURING A RIOTOUS OR

TUMULTUOUS ASSEMELY OF PEOPLE

Whereas it has been brought to the atten-
tion of the Massachusetts House of Repre-
sentatives that a grave question is being
raised as to whether or not persons suffering
damage to property during a riotous and
tumultuous assambly of persons can recover

for such damage under such present existing
insurance policies: Therefore be it
Resolved, That the Massachusetts House of
Representatives respectfully urges the Con-
gress of the United States to take Immediate
action to create a corporation, with sufficient
funds, with authority to provide through
insurance reasonable protection against loss
or damage to property suffered during a
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riotous or tumultuous assembly of people;
and be 1t further
Resolved, That coples of these resolutions
be transmitted forthwith by the secretary of
the Commonwealth to the President of the
United States, to the presiding officer of
each branch of Congress, and to each Mem-
ber thereof from this Commonwealth.
House of representatives, adopted, Sep-
tember 10, 1965.
WiILLIAM C. MAIERS,
Clerk.
A true copy. Attest:
Kevin H. WHITE,
Secretary of the Commonwealth.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a resolution
of the House of Representatives of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, iden-
tical with the foregoing, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. HILL, from the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, with amendments:

S.597. A bill to amend the Public Health
Bervice Act to provide for a program of grants
to assist In meeting the need for adequate
medical library services and facilitles (Rept.
No. T66).

By Mr. MOSS, from the Committee on Inte-
rior and Insular Affairs, without amendment:

H.R. 5842. An act to amend the Lead-Zinc
Small Producers Stabilization Act of October
8, 1961 (Rept. No. 757).

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

As in executive session,

The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:

By Mr. JACKSON, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

William T. Pecora, of New Jersey, to be Di-
rector of the Geological Survey.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unan-
imous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. MORSE (for himself, Mr. Ken-
NEDY of Massachusetts, and Mr.
PELL) :

5.2546. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to impose a limitation
upon the time for the institution of deporta-
tion proceedings, and a limitation upon the
time for the loss of U.S. nationality; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

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

By Mr. CLAREK (for himself and Mr.
Scort) :

S.25647. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to enlarge and improve the
research facility near Bruceton, Pa., and for
other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs,

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

By Mr. BYRD of Virginia:

B8.J. Res. 111. Joint resolution memorializ-
ing Dr. Mahlon Loomis; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.
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RESOLUTION

DEATH OF HON. ELMER THOMAS,

FORMERLY A SENATOR FROM

OKLAHOMA

Mr. HARRIS (for himself and Mr.
MonrONEY) submitted a resolution (S.
Res. 148) on the death of Hon. Elmer
Thomas, formerly a Senator from Okla-
homa, which was considered and agreed
to.

'(See the above resolution printed in
full when submitted by Mr. HARRIS,
which appears under a separate head-
ing.)

ENLARGEMENT OF U.S. BUREAU OF
MINES FACILITY AT BRUCETON,
PA.

Mr. CLARK. Mr, President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference, a bill to
authorize the Secretary of the Interior
to enlarge and improve the Bureau of
Mines facility at Bruceton, Pa. The
junior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scotrl, who is absent on official business,
joins me in introducing this legislation.
The bill was also introduced in the
House of Representatives today by Rep-
resentatives ROBERT J. CORBETT, JAMES G.
FurtoN, ELMER J. HoLLAND, and WILLIAM
S. MOORHEAD.

The Bureau of Mines now has two
facilities in the Pittsburgh area. One
building in the city of Pittsburgh itself
houses research and administrative of-
fices. Another research facility is located
about 13 miles south of Pittsburgh, at
Bruceton, Pa.

The facility in the city of Pittsburgh
was built over 50 years ago. Itisold and,
in terms of the Bureau needs today,
obsolete. Bureau of Mines officials have
indicated they would prefer to consoli-
date the Bureau's operations in one
facility at Bruceton.

The present separation of facilities is
inefficient. Many of the shops and stor-
age areas, which serve both facilities, are
at Bruceton. The technical library is in
Pittsburgh.

More research laboratories are needed;
and the Pittsburgh facility is par-
ticularly cramped and limited. A sup-
plied air respirator test was conducted in
a stairwell.

Since there is little or no room for ex-
pansion at the Pittsburgh facility the
obvious answer is to enlarge the one at
Bruceton.

This arrangement has another
advantage. The Pittsburgh facility ad-
joins the campus of the Carnegie In-
stitute of Technology. Carnegie Tech is
badly in need of room for expansion. It
is ready and willing to buy the Bureau
of Mines property.

Under the terms of the bill I intro-
duce today, Carnegie Tech could pur-
chase the facility at its fair market value.
Thus, this legislation will not only aid
the valuable work of the Bureau of
Mines, but also give a fine educational
institution room to expand.

I ask the Senate to give rapid and
favorable consideration to this measure.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be received and ap-
propriately- referred.
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The bill (S. 2547) to authorize the
Secretary of the Interior to enlarge and
improve the research facility near
Bruceton, Pa., and for other pur-
poses, introduced by Mr. Crarx (for
himself and Mr. Scorr), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs,

GREAT SALT LAEKE NATIONAL
MONUMENT—AMENDMENT

AMENDMENT NO. 458

Mr,. MOSS. Mr. President, I am today
introducing an amendment to my bill
(S. 25). The original bill would estab-
lish a Great Salt Lake National Monu-
ment on the western side only of Ante-
lope Island, including certain adjacent
waters. This amendment would extend
the boundaries of the proposed monu-
ment to include all of the island and cer-
tain offshore waters.

The western side of the island is in
primitive condition. It embraces the
best educational display of geologic his-
tory of the Great Basin from the present
back to the Ice Age. The story of Great
Salt Lake is dramatically told in its rock
formations and terraces which stretch
up the side of the mountain ridge run-
ning through the middle of the island.

Sweeping grasslands occupy much of
the eastern side of the mountains ex-
tending to the crusted salt flats border-
ing the lake. A cattle ranch is located
on the eastern side, boasting of the old-
est inhabited house in Utah. There are
also several fresh water springs, and a
number of roving buffalo. At the north-
eastern end of the island there is an
especially attractive area with a sandy
beach which is ideally suited for the lo-
cation of a visitors’ center and facilities
for bathing and boating.

By including the eastern as well as the
western side of the island in the monu-
ment, we can make it a more attractive
and versatile place. Iam glad that Iam
now in a position to recommend that this
be done. The entire island is privately
owned. The private owners have been
unwilling to sell only part of the island.
I understand, however, that they are now
willing to dispose of the entire island, in-
cluding all its scientific and recreational
values. This will make possible more
comprehensive resource management,
and provide diversification of its recrea-
tional attractions.

S. 25, as introduced on January 6 of
this year, would have encompassed an
area totaling about 16,300 acres of land,
and 4,500 acres of water. The amend-
ment I am introducing today would in-
crease the area to 29,000 acres of land,
and 14,365 acres of water.

Enormous changes are in the making
for Great Salt Lake, and establishment
of a Great Salt Lake National Monu-
ment at this time would greatly influence
future planning for the lake. There is
renewed interest in Great Salt Lake,
stemming from a bill I introduced in the
86th Congress to establish a Great Salt
Lake National Park which would have
included not only Antelope Island, but

24415

some sections of the shoreland surround-
ing Great Salt Lake itself. It would
have been much larger than the pres-
ently contemplated monument.

Hearings were held on my Great Salt
Lake National Park bill in Salt Lake
City, and it was evident that most of the
people there, and in Utah as a whole,
strongly favored taking some type of
action to preserve the most desirable
portions of Great Salt Lake and its is-
lands and open them up and make them
accessible for recreation and historical
and geological study both to Utah resi-
dents and to the thousands of visitors
who come to the State each year. Asthe
lake has receded in recent years, the
lakeside resorts, such as Saltair, which
formerly attracted visitors from all over
the world, have been left high and dry
and had gone practically out of business.
Recreation areas along the lake front
have been comparatively small and
limited. Also, the problem of pollution
in the lake has discouraged new develop-
ment,

As a result of the hearings on my Great
Salt Lake National Park bill, the State
legislature established a Great Salt Lake
Authority to study the lake and make
recommendations for the development of
Utah’s most unique resource. Out of
these studies have come an ambitious
plan for diking the lake using Kennecott
tailing material to build dikes and roads.
A salt water lake would be diked off to
the west of Antelope Island and a fresh
water lake to the east.

This amendment contains specific lan-
guage allowing the State to proceed with
diking activities. It provides that the
Park Service would grant to the State a
concession to develop some of the recrea-
tional facilities. This would mean in-
creased income to the State, and would
assure development of the type of fa-
cilities Utahans desire.

Mr. President, I am convinced that
S. 25, as broadened by the amendment
I am introducing today, will establish
one of the most interesting and unique
of the Nation’s national monuments, and
I hope the legislation can be enacted in
the 89th Congress.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The amendment will be received,
printed, and appropriately referred.

The amendment (No. 459) was re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR OF BILL

Mr, PELL. Mr. President, at its next
printing, I ask unanimous consent that
the name of the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse] be added as a cosponsor of
the bill (S. 2364) to provide a statute of
limitations with respect to the deporta-
tion of aliens lawfully admitted to the
United States for permanent residence,
and to remove certain distinctions made
in the Immigration and Nationality Act
between native-born and naturalized
citizens.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, it is so ordered.
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NOTICE OF HEARING ON THE NOMI-
NATION OF TOM LILLEY, OF WEST
VIRGINIA, TO BE A MEMBER OF
THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
THE EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF
WASHINGTON

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
should like to announce that the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency will
hold a hearing on the nomination of
Tom Lilley, of West Virginia, to be a
member of the Board of Directors of the
Export-Import Bank of Washington.
The hearing is scheduled to be held on
Thursday, September 23, 1965, in room
5302, New Senate Office Building, at
10 a.m.

Any persons who wish to appear and
testify in connection with this nomina-
tion are requested to notify Matthew
Hale, chief of staff, Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, room 5300, New
Senate Office Building, telephone
225-3921.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON H.R. 7169,
A BILL TO AMEND THE SECURI-
TIES ACT OF 1933 WITH RESPECT
TO CERTAIN REGISTRATION FEES
Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.

President, I should like to announce that

the Subcommittee on Securities of the

Banking and Currency Committee will

hold a hearing on Wednesday, Septem-

ber 22, 1965, on the bill S. 1707, to amend
the Securities Act of 1933 with respect to
certain registration fees. The hearings

will be held at 10 am., in room 5302,

New Senate Office Building,

Any persons who wish to appear and
testify in connection with this bill are
requested to notify Matthew Hale, chief
of staff, Senate Committee on Banking
and Currency, room 5300, New Senate
Office Building, Washington, D.C., tele-
phone 225-3921.

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, September 20, 1965, he
presented to the President of the United
States the following enrolled bills:

S.1483. An act to provide for the estab-
lishment of the National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities to promote prog-
ress and scholarship in the humanities and
the arts in the United States, and for other
purposes; and

5.2042. An act to amend section 170 of the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended.

THE CALENDAR

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that there
be a call of the calendar beginning with
Order No. 698.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
gcr:h Without objection, it is so or-

ered.

FRANK E. LIPP

The bill (S. 1407) for the relief of
Frank E. Lipp was considered, ordered
to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed, as follows:

8. 1407

Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That, not-
withstanding any statute of limitations per-
taining to suits against the United States, or
any lapse of time, or bars of laches or any
prior judgment of the United States Court
of Claims, jurisdiction is hereby conferred
upon the Court of Claims to hear, determine,
and render judgment upon any claim of
Frank E. Lipp arising out of his service with
the United States Armed Forces from the
years 1940 to 1946.

Sec. 2. Sult upon any claim may be in-
stituted at any time within one year after the
date of the enactment of this Act. Nothing
in this Act shall be construed as an inference
of liability on the part of the United States.
Except as otherwise provided herein, pro-
ceedings for the determination of such claim,
and review and payment of any judgment or
judgments thereon shall be had in the same
manner as In the case of claims over which
such court has jurisdietion under section
1491 of title 28 of the United States Code.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 713), 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 provide that notwlthstanding any statute
of limitations pertaining to suits against
the United States, or any lapse of time, or
bars of laches, or any prior judgment of the
U.8. Court of Claims, jurisdiction is hereby
conferred upon the U.S. Court of Claims to
hear, determine, and render judgment upon
any claim of Frank E. Lipp arising out of his
service with the U.S. Armed Forces from the
years 1940 to 1946.

BILLS PASSED OVER

The bill (H.R. 6726) for the relief of
William S. Perrigo was announced as
next in order.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Over.

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

The bill (H.R. 2580) to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act and for
other purposes was announced as next

in order.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Over. That
is the pending business.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be passed over on the
call of the calendar.

DISTRICT COURT TERMS IN THE
DISTRICT OF SOUTH DAKOTA

The bill (S. 2070) to provide for hold-
ing terms of U.S. Distriet Court for the
district of South Dakota at Rapid City
was considered, ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading, read the third time,
and passed, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the last
sentence of section 122 of title 28, United
States Code, is amended to read as follows:

“Court for the Western Division shall be
held at Deadwood and Rapid City.”

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from

the report (No. 749), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.
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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 provide for the holding of terms of court
in Rapid City, 8. Dak. At present Deadwood
is the only authorized place of holding court
in the western division of the district of
South Dakota.

STATEMENT

This legislation was introduced by Sena-
tor McGoveErnN and has the approval of the
State bar of South Dakota, Federal Judge
Fred J. Nichol, Rapid City Chamber of Com-
merce, and many others, to provide that
Rapid City be authorized as an additional
place for the holding of Federal court.

At present Deadwood, S. Dak., is the only
place authorized for holding terms of the
U.S. district court in the western division.

At the time Federal courts were first es-
tablished in South Dakota, Deadwood was
the largest city in what is now the western
division of the district of South Dakota.
However, at present, Rapid City, with a
population of approximately 45,000 is by far
the largest city, whereas Deadwood is now
down to approximately 3,000 in population.

Also, the only airport seving this general
area is now located near Rapid City, while
Deadwood is more than 50 miles from the
nearest airport served by s~cheduled airlines.

The General Services Administration has
approved Rapld City for the construction of
a new Federal buillding; and if Rapld City
should be designated as a court town, it is
probable that the new building, when con-
structed, would include provisions for the
Federal court.

The Subcommittee on Improvements in
Judicial Machinery has considered this mat-
ter and reported the bill, S. 2070, favorably
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

Attached hereto and made a part hereof
are letters from Judge Fred J. Nichol, US,
distriect judge for the district of South
Dakota, the Pennington County Bar Asso-
ciation, Rapid City Chamber of Commerce,
and the State bar of South Dakota.

After a review of these letter- and the facts
stated heretofore, the committee 1s of the
opinion that there is merit in the provisions
of 8. 2070. It is, therefore, recommended
that the bill be considered favorably.

BILL PASSED OVER

The bill (S, 1357) to revise existing
bail practices in courts of the United
States, and for other purposes, was an-
nounced as next in order.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Owver.

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

INVESTIGATION OF PRACTICABIL-
ITY OF THE ADOPTION BY THE
UNITED STATES OF THE METRIC
SYSTEM OF WEIGHTS AND MEAS-
URES

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill (8. 774) to provide that the Depart-
ment of Commerce shall conduct a pro-
gram of investigation, research, and
survey to determine the practicability of
the adoption by the United States of the
metric system of weights and measures.
which had been reported from the Com-
mittee on Commerce, with an amend-
ment, to strike out all after the enacting
clause and insert:

That the Secretary of Commerce is hereby
authorized to conduct a program of investi-
gation, research, and survey to determine
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the impact of increasing worldwide use of
the metric system on the United States;
to appralse the desirability and practicabil-
ity of increasing the use of metric weights
and measures In the United States; and to
evaluate the costs and benefits of alternative
courses of action which may be feasible for
the United States.

Sec. 2. In carrylng out the program de-
scribed in the first section of this Act, the
Secretary, among other things, shall—

(7) investigate and appraise the ad-
vantages and disadvantages to the United
States in international trade and commerce,
and In military and other areas of inter-
national relations, of the increased use
of an internationally standardized system of
weights and measures;

(2) appraise economic and military ad-
vantages and disadvantages of the increased
use of the metric system In the United States
or of the increased use of such system in
specific flelds and the impact of such in-
creased use upon those affected;

(3) conduct extensive comparative studies
of the systems of weights and measures used
in educational, engineering, manufacturing,
commercial, public, and sclentific areas, and
the relative advantages and disadvantages,
and degree of standardization of each in its
respective fleld;

(4) investigate and appraise the possible
practical difficulties which might be en-
countered in accomplishing the increased use
of the metric system of weights and measures
generally or In specific flelds or areas in the
United States;

(5) permit appropriate participation by
representatives of United Btates industry,
science, engineering, and labor, and their as-
soclations, in the planning and conduct of
the program authorized by the first section
of this Act, and in the evaluation of the in-
formation secured under such program; and

(6) consult and cooperate with other gov-
ernment agencies, Federal, State, and local,
and, to the extent practicable, with foreign
governments and International organiza-
tions.

Sec. 3. The Secretary shall submit to the
Congress such interim reports as he deems
desirable, and within three years after the
date of the enactment of this Act, a full and
complete report of the findings made under
the program authorized by this Act, together
with such recommendations as he considers
to be appropriate and in the best interests of
the United States.

Sec. 4. There are authorized to be appro-
priated such sums, not to exceed $500,000 for
the first year as may be necessary to carry
out this Act.

Bec. 5. This Act shall expire thirty days
after the submission of the final report pur-
suant to section 3.

The amendment was agreed to.

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

The title was amended, so as to read:
“A bill to authorize the Secretary of
Commerce to make a study to determine
the advantages and disadvantages of in-
creased use of the metric system in the
United States.”

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 751), explaining the pur-
poses of the bill.

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

PURPOSE OF THE BIILL

The purpose of the bill is to authorize the
Secretary of Commerce to make a 3-year
study to determine the advantages and dis-
advantages of increased use of the metric
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system of welghts and measures in the Unit-
ed States. A complete report to the Congress
of the findings, together with appropriate
recommendations, 1s required under the bill.
Appropriations, not to exceed $500,000 for
the first year, are authorized for the study.
BACKGROUND OF THE BILL

For a variety of historical and commercial
reasons, the nations of the world today em-
ploy one of two basic systems of weights and
measures. One system, in customary use in
the United States and most of the British
Commonwealth nations, employs the inch,
the gallon, the pound, and degree Fahren-
heit as basic units of length, volume, mass,
and temperature. The metric system, now
in general use by all the rest of the world,
is based on the meter, liter, gram, and de-
gree Celsius (centigrade) as the fundamen-
tal units of length, volume, mass, and tem-
perature.

Both systems are clearly adequate to the
needs of a complex, technical society, but
the metric system is undeniably easier to
handle. Its units are slmply related to each
other so that engineering and scientific cal-
culations can be more readily made than in
the customary units of our British system.
For instance, kilometers can be converted
into meters by multiplying by a factor of
1,000, while the comparable British conver-
slon from miles to feet requires use of a
factor of 5,280.

Both the metric and the British customary
system are legal In the United States. An
act of July 25, 1866, makes it “lawful
throughout the United States of America to
employ the weights and measures of the
metric system.” As a matter of fact, our
customary units of measurement are defined
in terms of meters and liters of the metric
system.

It is the growing use of the metric system
throughout the world which gives rise to
the need for this legislation. There has been
an increasing trend over the past few years
in many countries, not only to make the
metric system the legal system, but to pro-
hibit the use of any other. France, Vene-
zuela, and India were clted as examples dur-
ing the committee’s hearings. The most sig-
nificant recent development was the an-
nouncement in Parliament by the President
of the British Board of Trade (a position
equivalent to our Secretary of Commerce)
that “the Government consider it desirable
that British industries on a broadening front
should adopt metric units, sector by sector,
until that system can become in time the pri-
mary system of welghts and measures for
the country as a whole * * *, The Govern-
ment hopes that within 10 years the greater
part of the country’s industry will have ef-
fected the change.”

The British action may be mirrored in sim-
ilar steps by other British Commonwealth
countries still using the British system. If
carried to a conclusion, these developments
may leave the United States (and perhaps
Canada) as the only area of the world still
employing the British system.

These international trends may have an
important effect upon American industry
and on our foreign commerce. The De-
partment of Commerce witness before the
committee submitted statistics on interna-
tional commerce which tends to show some
relationship between international trade pat-
terns and the measurement systems involved.
U.8. exports to 16 metric system countries
declined by 2 percent between 1957 and 1963.
While it is not possible to conclude that the
metric system itself has contributed to this
trend, it is clear that differences in the sys-
tem of welghts and measures may have an
important impact on foreign commerce.

Under these circumstances, it is clearly
proper to question not just whether we can
expect to increase our exports, but whether
we can maintain our present favorable bal-
ance of trade. This determination must be
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one of the first goals of the study authorized
by the legislation.

Increasing use of the metric system could
have many other advantages for the United
States. It is easier to teach, and its uni-
versal use in this country would simplify
many aspects of our educational program.
The assertion has been made that it could
cut by 25 percent the time schoolchildren
now must spend learning to use fractions
and to memorize the number of feet in a
mile or the number of ounces In a pound.
The metric system's easier arithmetic could
also produce considerable savings In engl-
neering and manufacturing, particularly
where the complicated conversion factors
between units of the British system take extra
time and increase the possibilities of error.

On the other side of the coin, conversion
to the metric system could involve awesome
costs and dificulties—the replacement of
machines and measuring devices, the rewrit-
ing of specifications, the maintenance ot
dual inventories, etc. Regardless of whether
such a massive conversion took a decade or
a generation the cost would involve tens of
billions of dollars. In addition, widespread
confusion could confront the American peo-
ple during the period of transition from
Inches to centimeters, from quarts to liters,
from miles to kilometers. Will 5 hectograms
of ground beef make a meal for a family of
four? Will 15 liters of gasoline take you
100 kilometers?

In the light of all these considerations,
the committee is convinced that it is timely
and desirable to undertake a comprehensive
study of the advantages and disadvantages
of Increased use of the metric system in the
United States, so that any future decision in
this area can be based on a full knowledge of
the facts.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

The committee has reported a revised bill
in the nature of a substitute for the original
measure. The changes made by the com-
mittee are based on the testimony presented
at the committee's public hearing on the
bill and have three principal goals.

1. Section 1 of the bill has been revised, as
recommended by the Department of Com-
merce, to assure an objective approach to
the study, free from any blas for or against
increased use of the metric system. The
intent is to provide the Secretary of Com-
merce with a clear charter to study 'the
problems created by the differing systems
of measurement and to recommend the best
means for dealing with the problem without
creating any preconceived idea of what the
recommendations might be.

2. Section 2 of the bill has been revised
to focus more clearly on the forelgn trade
aspects where the more important problems
may arise.

3. Section 2 has also been revised to make
it clear that the Congress intends the Sec-
retary of Commerce to seek and use advice,
participation, and assistance from repre-
sentatives of American commerce, industry,
engineering, science, labor, consumers, and
government in carrying out the study.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the passage
of S. 774, today, is the metric equivalent
of a milestone in the field of weights and
measures. We are putbting our best
“foot’ forward in an attempt to leap
from the confusion of the past to the
clarity of the future.

S. 774 is, I believe, a reasonable ap-
proach to answering the vexing ques-
tions—Should the United States convert
to the metric system and, if so, what will
be the cost of such conversion?

These are important questions which
cannot be begged, in light of present-day
developments. Ninety percent of the
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people in our world use the metric sys-
tem today. Great Britain recently de-
cided to convert to metric system over
the next 10 years. Shortly after Britain’s
official announcement, Canada indicated
she intended to conduct a study of the
feasibility of converting. This country
does well over $4 billion in trade with
these two nations per year. Should Can-
ada follow Britain’s lead, there will cer-
tainly be an effect on our trade relations
with them—one question that S. 774
seeks an answer to, “to determine the
impact of increasing worldwide use of the
metric system on the United States.”

It is important that all parties who
would be affected by a changeover join
in and contribute to a comprehensive
study. Section 5 of my bill permits, “ap-
propriate participation by representa-
tives of U.S. industry, science, engineer-
ing, and labor, and their associations.”

We have an opportunity to improve
upon the efforts of King Edward IT who,
in an effort to more precisely define the
inch from the breadth of a man's thumb
to the eminently practical x equivalent,
three barley corns, round and dry, taken
from the middle of the ear and laid end
to end.

‘We metered forward in 1893 when our
Secretary of Treasury declared that the
international meter and kilogram would
be the fundamental standards of the
Office of Weights and Measures; and then
inched backward in 1958 when, in at-
tempting to standardize the three dif-
ferent inches used by Great Britain,
Canada, and the United States, we ac-
cepted an international standard and al-
lowed our Coast and Geodetic Survey to
cigght.inue the use of the different survey

I hope that soon we will be able to pro-
ceed, conduct a comprehensive study in
depth, separate the barley corns from
the centimeters, and make necessary de-
cisions on fact rather than fearful fancy.

Mr. President, I request that, at the
conclusion of my remarks, a resolution
adopted by the American Soybean Asso-
ciation at its 45th annual convention
held in Memphis, Tenn., on August 16-18,
1965, be printed in the Recorp.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REcoORD, as follows:

Whereas 80 percent of the world's popula-
tlon is now using the metric system of
weights and measurements; and

Whereas the United States is the only ma-
Jor agricultural exporting nation not using
the metric system; and

Whereas the United States Department of
Agriculture has now instituted a policy of
packaging all Public Law 480 products in
metric measurements to accommodate our
customers better, and,

Whereas the volume of United States agri-
cultural exports, including soybeans, will
continue to increase in quantity and impor-
tance; and

Whereas soybeans are now the number one
dollar earner for the United States in agri-
cultural export market: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That we favor the immediate
adoption of the metric system for agricul-
tural commodities consistent with orderly
business practices.

SEE THE UNITED STATES

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 98) au-
thorizing and requesting the President
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to extend through 1966 his proclamation
of a period to “See the United States,”
and for other purposes was considered,
ordered to be engrossed for a third read-
ing, read the third time, and passed, as
follows:

S.J. REs. 98

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President is
authorized and requested (1) to extend
through 1966 the period designated pursuant
to the joint resolution approved August 11,
1964 (Public Law 88-416), as a perlod to see
the United States and its territories; (2) to
encourage private industry and interested
private organizations to continue their efforts
to attract greater numbers of the American
people to the scenic, historical, and recrea-
tional areas and facilitles of the United
States of America, its territories and posses-
sions, and the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico; and (8) to issue a proclamation spe-
clally inviting citizens of other countries to
visit the festivals, fairs, pageants, and other
ceremonials to be celebrated in 1966 in the
United States of America, its territories and
possessions, and the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico.

Sec. 2. The President is authorized to pub-
licize any proclamations lssued pursuant to
the first section and otherwise to encourage
and promote vacation travel within the
United States of America, its territories and
possessions, and the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, both by American citizens and
by citizens of other countrles, through such
departments or agencies of the Federal Gov-
ernment as he deems appropriate, in coop-
eratlon with State and local agencies and
private organizations.

SeC. 3. For the purpose of the extension
provided for by this joint resolution, the
Presldent is authorized during the perlod of
such extension to exercise the authority
conferred by section 3 of the joint resolu-
tion approved August 11, 1864 (Public Law
88-416), and for such purpose may extend
for such period the appointment of any
person serving as National Chairman pur-
suant to such section.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 752), explaining the pur-
poses of the joint resolution.

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

PURPOSE

The purpose of the joint resclution is to
authorize and request the President of the
United States to extend through 1966 the
period designated pursuant to the joint res-
olution approved August 11, 1964 (Public Law
B88-416) as a period to see the United States
and its territories and to encourage private
industry and interested private organizations
to continue their efforts to attract greater
numbers of the American people to the sce-
nie, historical, and recreational areas of the
United States of America, its territories and
possessions, and the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico.

STATEMENT

In the 88th Congress, Public Law 88-416
authorized and requested the President of
the United Btates to issue a proclamation
designating the years 1964 and 18965 as a
period to see the United States and its terri-
tories and to invite private Industry and in-
terested organizations to begin in 1964 a na-
tionwide effort to encourage the American
people to explore, use, and enjoy the scenlc,
historical, and recreational areas and facil-
ities throughout the United States of Amer-
ica, its territorles and , and the
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. This joint
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resolution would extend through 1966 the
“See the United States” program.

President Johnson has designated the Vice
President to direct a speclal Cabinet task
force to coordinate governmental travel stim-
ulation programs. The record numbers of
Americans seeing the country for the first
time this summer bear witness to the vigor
of this program. In order that the “See the
United States” program will not lapse or lose
momentum, this resolution would authorize
ita extension through 1966,

General legislation has been introduced In
the Senate which would (1) broaden the
functions of the U.S. Travel Service by as-
slgning to it a new domestic travel p:
and by increasing its appropriations to $16
million, and (2) establish a private Natlional
Tourism Resources Review Commission to
develop a long-range national travel program.

Extension of the “See the United States”
program through 1966 is in aid of a coopera-
tive effort by private enterprise to stimulate
travel in the United States in this and the
coming year,

The committee is of the opinion that this
resoluton has a meritorious purpose, and,
accordingly, recommends favorable consider-
ation of Senate Joint Resolution 88, without
amendment.

SETTLEMENT OF DISPUTES IN-
VOLVING AMATEUR ATHLETICS

The resolution (S. Res. 147) providing
for the settlement of disputes involving
amateur athletics was considered and
agreed to as follows:

8. Res. 147

Resolved, That the President of the Sen-
ate is hereby authorized to appoint an in-
dependent Board of Arbitration composed
of five members, one of whom he shall
designate as Chalrman, for the purpose of
considering disputes relating to the conduct,
development, and protection of amateur
athletics, which are submitted to it by the
parties to such disputes, and rendering deci-
slons determining such disputes which shall
be consistent with the purposes of this res-
olution and shall be final and binding on
such parties.

Sec.2. In the consideration of disputes
submitted to the Board appointed under
this resolution the members of such Board
should consider and determine all relevant
facts and issues necessary to the attainment
of the goals set out in the preamble to this
resolution.

Sec. 3. Until such time as the Board ap-
pointed pursuant to this resolution renders
its decision in the current dispute between
the Amateur Athletlc Union of the United
States and the National Collegiate Athletic
Assoclation, the interested and affected par-
tles should be governed by the following
principles:

(a) An immediate and general amnesty
shall be granted to all individuals, institu-
tions, and organizations affected by this dis-
pute in any amateur sport,

(b) Any disciplinary action proposed or
pending against individuals, Institutions,
and organizations for reasons related to such
dispute shall be vacated.

(c) Any discrimination against the full
use of all avallable facilities for scheduled
meets and tournaments shall be discon-
tinued.

(d) Any restraints against participation
by any athlete in scheduled meets and tour-
naments shall be discontinued.

Sec. 4. The Board appointed pursuant to
this resolution shall report to the Senate not
later than February 15, 1966, and from time
to time thereafter as it may deem neces-
sary, with respect to its activities under this
resolution.
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Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I join
in support of the resolution offered by
the chairman of the Commerce Commit-
tee, the distinguished senior Senator
from Washington.

The chairman has performed a great
service in holding the lengthy and
thorough hearings on the long-standing
and often bitter dispute between the
National Collegiate Athletic Association
and the Amateur Athletic Union.

The hearings were exceptionally suc-
cessful in developing a dialog between
the NCAA and the AAU, and—perhaps
most important—the individual athlete
who has found himself increasingly
caught in the middle of the dispute which
affects virtually every amateur athletic
organization in the United States.

During our hearings, Mr. President,
we asked high officials of the NCAA and
the AAU to get together, to pull together,
in an effort to solve their differences by
themselves. For one reason or another
the problem and the differences remain
unsolved.

The committee also ascertained dur-
ing the hearings that the two organiza-
tions would be agreeable to submit their
differences to binding and continuing
arbitration. The resolution offered by
the Senator from Washington would es-
tt?bush the procedures for such arbitra-

on.

There is much more involved in the
dispute between the NCAA and the AAU
than simple differences between two
amateur athletic organizations. At issue
here are the futures of countless young
men and women—amateur athletes who
by this time must be thoroughly frus-
trated and confused by the bickering
between the two organizations. I feel,
Mr. President, that many of our amateur
athletes have been used as pawns in a
power struggle that will not be solved
unless we take positive action to establish
arbitration procedures.

A second issue—the posture of the
United States in international athletic
competition—is involved in this dispute.

Our hearings have revealed that many
athletes have wanted to participate in
summer national or international meets
in which they would compete as individ-
uals rather than as members of a track
team sponsored by a college or univer-
sity.

They discovered that the meets were
sanctioned by one organization but not
the other.

These young men and women then had
to elect either to compete, and in so do-
ing risk severe sanctions, or to bypass
the competition.

When a qualified amateur who wishes
to participate in an event that does not
involve his school is told by one organiza-
tion that he cannot compete, it is small
wonder that he would become frustrated
and perhaps bitter.

An axiom of athletic competition is
that it does not matter if you win or lose.
What matters is how you play the game.
This is true, but we should add to that
axiom that you must always field the best
possible team.

In the recent meet at Kiev, Russia, and
in several European countries, the United
States did not field the best possible team.
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The reason was that many athletes
dared not risk their careers by competing
in a meet that was not sanctioned by an
organization that has the power to in-
voke certain penalties.

I want to make it clear that I am not
suggesting that one organization was en-
tirely correct while the other was entirely
wrong.

But what must be stressed is that it
has been shown beyond doubt that there
is a wide and serious rift between the
NCAA and the AAU, that because of the
dispute the United States—a nation
committed to excellence—did not field its
best track team against the Soviet Union
at Kiev, that the individual athlete and
other athletic organizations are caught
in the middle of the dispute, and that
the bickering is not going to be solved
voluntarily by the two organizations.

If we do not act now, the situation will
only worsen. Other international track
and field meets will be scheduled at other
times and in other places. Athletes who
are anxious to compete during the sum-
mer months will again face sanctions.
We will not put forward our best effort
and our best team. There will be more
charges and countercharges, and more
ill feeling.

For these reasons.I wholeheartedly
support the recommendation of the com-
mittee that the matter be referred to im-
partial and binding arbitration, and I
urge my colleagues to support this reso-
lution as a positive step toward ending
a dispute that can serve only to further
divide the American amateur athletic
program.

The preamble was agreed to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp an excerpt from
the report (No. 753), explaining the pur-
poses of the resolution.

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

PURPOSE OF THE RESOLUTION

The purpose of the resolution is to pro-
vide a means by which disputes in the ad-
ministration of amateur track and fleld may
be settled, with a minimum of Government
participation.

Throughout the two continuous weeks of
hearings and the weeks that have followed,
it has been the expectation of the com-
mittee that the partles to these disputes
would agree to a solution, or at least to a
means of effecting a solution, without any
action by the committee or the Senate.
However, it has become irrefutably evident
that the primary disputants, the National
Collegiate Athletic Association and the Ama-
teur Athletic Union, have adopted positions
which make a private reconciliation im-
possible. While they have been unable to
settle their differences privately, the com-
mittee belleves the board created by the
resolution will produce a solution.

Because of the deleterious effect of the
controversy on the athletes and on the ef-
forts of the United States in international
track and fleld competition, the committee
belleves it 1s imperative that the Senate
recognize that the public interest is heavily
involved in these disputes.

The committee, therefore, unanimously
recommends that the Senate approve the
accompanying resolution authorizing the
Vice President of the United States to ap-
point an independent board of arbitration
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to consider the issues and render a final
and binding decision.

BACKGROUND

The present controversy is traceable, on
a sporadic basis, for nearly 50 years. It
created considerable difficulty in 1828, and
threatened to impair our Olympic effort at
that time,

The present nature of the dispute is the
desire of both the NCAA and the AAU to
obtain a larger role in the administration
of amateur track and fleld. The NCAA is
a confederation of approximately 6560 col-
leges and universities in the United States,
and their basic jurisdiction in track and
fleld encompasses college and university
meets in which member schools and ath-
letes representing member schools compete.

The AAU includes amateur athletic clubs
and individuals throughout the United
States. The AAU and its members conduct
numerous track and fleld meets. The AAU
has additional jurisdiction, resulting from
its designation as the T.S. representative to
the International Amateur Athletic Federa-
tion. The IAAF is the governing body for
international athletic competition, and, in
that capacity, designates one representative
group in each nation for each sport to cert-
ify that athletes are eligible to compete in
IAAF competitions,

The NCAA, primarily since 1960, has

that the AAU is not competent to
administer track and field meets, and has
insisted that it share in the control and ad-
ministration of open track meets, on the
basls that the NCAA is responsible for the
welfare of its student athletes. The AAU
denies the charges, and refuses to approve
track and fleld meets if the sponsor permits
the NCAA to glve its approval, asserting that
international rules prohibit meet approval
by anyone other than AAU. The result of
AAU disapproval is banishment from inter-
national competition for the athlete who
competes in such an “unsanctioned” meet.
On the other hand, if a college athlete com-
petes In an AAU-approved, non-NCAA-
approved meet, he faces severe penalties
from the NCAA through his school. Also
the NCAA has the power to infllct sanctions
on a member school for failing to repri-
mand the participating athlete.

The NCAA has established the United
States Track and Field Federation, specific-
ally for the purpose of administering and
conducting open track meets. For all prac-
tlcal purposes, the NCAA and the USTFF
may be regarded as the same organization.

Because of the impending disastrous con-
sequences to the U.S. participation in the
1964 Olympic games, President Eennedy re-
quested Gen. Douglas MacArthur to attempt
to resolve the problem. General MacArthur,
alded by Col. Earl Blaik, initially regarded
his role as that of a mediator. However,
after early meetings in 1962 he determined
that each organization was intractable, and
they would not voluntarily reach a compro-
mise. Therefore, he assumed the role of
arbitrator, and after many more meetings,
rendered a decision. Each organization im-
mediately originated its own interpretation
of that decision, resulting in the same di-
vergence of position that had originally
existed. However, the decision of the
MacArthur arbitration permitted a tem-
porary truce in the athletic warfare, thus
enabling the United States to fleld the
strongest possible team In the 1964 Olympic
games. Immediately upon completion of
the Olympic games the MacArthur agree-
ment terminated and open warfare has again
broken out between the NCAA and the AATU
and has continued up to present.

Most recently, in the spring of this year a
dispute erupted over the sanctioning of
“open” meets where both collegiate and
noncollegiate athletes participate. The
NCAA demanded that it be allowed to co-
sponsor these meets along with the AAU,
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Such cosponsoring was rejected by the AAU.
In retaliation the NCAA barred its colleglate
athletes from participating in AAU-sanc-
tioned competition, and the AAU refused to
allow those athletes who had competed in
non-AAU-sanctioned meets of the United
States Track and Field Federation to com-
pete further in AAU meets or in internation-
al competition.

The controversy over the sanctioning of
“open” meets reached its present impasse
with the AAU-sponsored meet in San Diego,
Calif., where the U.S. team was to be selected
to compete against the Soviet athletes in
Kiev, Russia. Since the AAU refused to al-
low an NCAA approval of the meet, the
NCAA banned any of its student athletes
from the meet. As a consequence the student
was forced to choose between his school and
the U.S. team. Several athletes from NCAA
schools, including Gerry Lindgren, Washing-
ton State University, and Tom Farrell, of St.
John's University, defied the NCAA ban
and competed at San Diego. By breaking
the NCAA rules, these athletes faced the
possible loss of their athletic scholarship and
their collegiate eligibility. However, other
athletes, fearing the consequences to them-
selves or their schools did not compete at
San Diego and were, therefore, ineligible for
the U.8. track team.

At Eiev, Russia, the United States lost its
first dual track meet with the Russian team
since the serles began in 1958. Many of the
witnesses before the committee blamed the
dispute between the AAU and the NCAA
for the American defeat at Elev.

COMMITTEE ACTION

Following 2 weeks of public hearings, at
which all aspects of the dispute between the
AAU and the NCAA were intensively explored,
the committee is convinced that the public
interest urgently requires a prompt effec-
tive solution to the dispute. It was clear to
the committee that outside assistance would
be necessary to produce a solution. It there-
fore recommends the use of an independent
arbitration panel, to be named by the Vice
President of the United States, to produce a
final, conclusive settlement of the dispute.

The committee’s views and conclusions
were set forth In a letter, dated September
4, 1965, addressed to Everett D. Barnes, presi-
dent of the National Collegiate Athletic As-
sociation, and to Clifford H. Buck, president
of the Amateur Athletic Union of the United
States. The text of the committee's letter is
as follows:

SEPTEMBER 4, 1965.

This letter confirms the agreement reached
by the presidents of the National Colleglate
Athletic Assoclation and the Amateur Athlet-
ic Union and the U.S. Senate Committee on
Commerce on September 1, 1965.

First, each president agreed to return to
the board of directors of his organization and
personally urge that his board of directors
unconditionally accept binding arbitration
on all issues in all amateur sports, now and
in the future. The chalrman informed each
president that if such arbitration was agreed
to, then an independent board of arbitration
would be appointed by the Vice President of
the United States, pursuant to a Senate res-
olution. The Board of Arbitration would be
of a permanent and continuing nature, com-
posed of distinguished, disinterested citizens
not directly involved In the current dispute,
and would be empowered to determine all
relevant facts and issues and render deci-
sions. The decisions of the Board of Arbitra-
tion would be final and binding on all the
parties, their members, associates, and afl-
iates. Each president agreed to report to
the chairman by September 7, 1965, the full
acceptance (or rejection) of his board of di-
rectors as to such binding arbitration.

Second, the chairman informed ' both
parties that in the event either group de-
clined by a vote of its board of directors to
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accept binding arbitration, then the Commit-
tee on Commerce would initiate appropriate
action to effect binding arbitration by
statute.

Third, each president agreed to personally
request that his respective board of directors
accept without reservation the following
moratorium to govern the conduct of ama-
teur sport until the Board of Arbitration
renders its decislon:

(a) An immediate and general amnesty
shall be granted to all Individuals, institu-
tions, and organizations affected by this dis-
pute in any amateur sport.

(b) Any disciplinary action proposed or
pending against individuals, institutions, and
organizations for reasons related to such dis-
pute shall be suspended.

(¢) Any discrimination against the full
use of all avallable facilities and athletes for
scheduled meets and tournaments shall be
discontinued.

Each President agreed to report the deci-
sion of its board of directors concerning the
moratorium to the chairman by September 7,
1965,

Fourth, the chairman Informed both par-
ties that in the event either group declined to
accept the moratorium then appropriate ac-
tion would be taken by the committee.

Fifth, until the Board of Arbitration ren-
ders its decision, each president agreed that
he would personally exert every effort to
maintain a harmonious and cooperative rela-
tionship among all amateur athletic organi-
zations. Each president agreed that there
was no reason why men of good will could
not prevent the current dispute from disrupt-
ing athletic contests until a final judgment
could be made by the Board of Arbitration.

On behalf of the committee, I belleve that
aflirmative responses from both organizations
may lead to the kind of amateur athletic pro-
grams this country should have.

Sincerely yours,
WAaRREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman.

PROVISIONS OF THE RESOLUTION

The resolution is deliberately broad and
free of restrictions. It is designed to give
the arbitration panel authority which is as
broad as the problems. Other parties and
groups, in addition to the NCAA and AAU,
are deeply affected by the disputes involving
the administration of track and field, and
the Arbitration Board needs to have author-
ity and scope sufficient to deal with their in-
terests in the matter. Likewise, it is not
specifically limited to the current dispute in-
volving the administration of track and fleld.
Unfortunately, it appears that comparable
disputes may arise in connection with other
sports and the committee desires the Board
to have the power to deal with these sports,
should it become necessary.

It is not intended that the members of the
Board will recelve compensation or allow-
ances for expenses from the Government, or
that the Government will incur any addi-
tional expenses by reason of the adoption of
this resolution.

The resolution also includes provisions re-
lating to a moratorium which it expects will
permit the fall and winter track and field
meets to operate free of the hindrances which
the dispute has caused in the past.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, that concludes the call of the cal-
endar.

EWAN CLAGUE—GREAT CONTRIBU-
TOR TO SOUND ECONOMIC POLICY

Mr., PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
notice that on the Executive Calendar
is the nomination of Arthur M. Ross,
of California, to be Commissioner of
Labor Statistics. He is to replace Ewan
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Clague, who has served as Commissioner
of Labor Statistics for many years.

Mr. President, what is the single factor
most responsible for the advancement of
economic policy, for the new confidence
our Nation has in the capacity of gov-
ernment to help this free economy of
ours grow and provide jobs and oppor-
tunity for 200 million Americans?

In my judgment it is the quantity and
quality of statistics we now have about
this huge and complicated economy of
ours.

There are few if any men more re-
sponsible for the excellence of those sta-
tistics—for their steady improvement in
quality and for the constantly more ac-
curate and detailed picture they give of
our economy—than Ewan Clague.

Mr. Clague is retiring as Commissioner
of the Bureau of Labor Statistics after
19 immensely productive years. They
have been the 19 most produective years
for economic statistics in America and
for improved knowledge of our economy
in American history.

There has never been a period like it.
Just think: Ewan Clague’s service spans
that great charter of economic policy-
making—the Employment Act of 1946.
That act set this Nation and its Federal
Government squarely in the direction of
responsible understanding of just how
this economy of ours operates by declar-
ing it shall be the policy of the Con-
gress and the Federal Government to
achieve the fullest possible employment,
growth, and price stability.

In a fine article in the Washington
Post on Sunday, September 19, 1965,
Frank Porter, paid tribute to “Ewan
Clague, the Impartial.” This morning's
Post also carries an editorial that pays
tribute to Mr. Clague. That editorial
reads in part:

The country is indebted to him (Clague)
not only for long years of leadership, but
for striving to maintain the integrity of the
BLS as an objective agency at times when
there were pressures to twist results in con-
formity with political preconceptions. His
probity and refusal to become involved in
Labor Department policymaking have estab-
lished a standard of excellence toward which
all future Commissioners should aspire.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle by Frank Porter and the editorial
in the Post entitled “Changing Guard
at BLS” be printed in the Recorp.

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

STATISTICS Boss RETIRING: EwAN CLAGUE, THE
IMPARTIAL

(By Frank C. Porter)

“Our figures belong to the country. * * *
The public will manage its own business if it
knows the facts.”

In this simple, offhand observation, Ewan
Clague, perhaps unwittingly, spelled out
both the credo and epitaph of his career
while reminiscing about his 19 years as Com-
missioner of Labor Statistics the other day.

Clague has dedicated himself over this
span to keeping these statistics, like Caesar's
wife, above suspicion and free of political
controversy. Ironically, he has involved
himself in controversy by doing so.

It could not be otherwise. Despite its lack
of surface glamour, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics is one of the more strategic Gov-
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ernment agencies; the data it collects and
processes have vast, if indirect, implications
for administration economic policy.

" If its varlous time series on retail and
wholesale prices begin a precipitous rise, as
in the 1950's, they can spur the Federal Re-
serve Board into a drastic tightening of
money and credit, thereby bringing on a
widespread economic slowdown.

If its closely watched monthly unemploy-
ment rate hangs at a high level, as in the
1858-64 period, this can help spawn a prolif-
eration of soclal legislation such as manpow-
er retralning, ald to depressed areas, and
antipoverty programs.

If its tables on worker productivity (phys-
ical output per man-hour) show a sharp
acceleration, they can help inflate the bar-
galning demands of labor unions and cause
important shifts in the administration’s
anti-inflationary wage guidepost.

Consequently, any major and sustalned
error in these indexes could result in the
Federal Government administering the
wrong medicine to the wrong ailment at the
wrong time.

The Bureau's implicit power is belied by
the kindly, ingenlous, professorial bearing
of Ewan Clague—a sort of statistical Mr.
Chips who is retiring later this fall.

Although his successor, Arthur M. Ross, of
the University of California at Berkeley, bears
excellent credentials, the memory of Clague
wlll evoke more than a little nostalgia in
years to come.

“I don't know of anyone who dislikes Ewan
Clague,” says Nathaniel Goldfinger, research
director of the AFL-CIO. '‘He defended and
protected the integrity of BLS and rebuilt
its prestige after it had been under fire.”
(Before his appointment in 1946, the Bureau
was bitterly attacked by organized labor for
allegedly understating the consumer price
index, to which wartime wage increases had
been geared.)

At the same time, Goldfinger won't take

itical appraisal he wrote 15 years
ago .t he Bureau's own publication, the
Monthly Labor Review,

“The growth of collection and time series,
however, seems to have become one-sided to
the detriment of analytical work and mean-
ingful studies of current problems * * *)*
Goldfinger wrote. “A greater degree of analyt-
ical work by the Bureau and more direct
contact with the living experience of Indus-
tries and workers, when combined with the
present high level of statistical technigues,
would be most fruitful in expanding the
areas of our social and economic knowledge.”

But this clearly isn’'t Clague's style. Al-
though from time to time he has called at-
tention to such problems as teenage unem-
ployment and dislocations brought by au-
tomation, he made plain the other day that
he considers the Bureau's mission as pri-
marily statistical. Let others analyze the
data BLS assembles.

Clague—a restless, voluble man of 68 who
alternately sits, stands, paces and rearranges
furniture, gesticulating the while—was asked
about the highpoints of his stewardship. He
mentioned the labor and business advisory
committees he set up and the vindication
BLS has received after several attacks such
as a Reader’s Digest article several years ago
that suggested unemployment figures are
inflated to promote administration social
programs,

But Clague had hinted at perhaps a signal
accomplishment in earlier conversation. He
had observed that the United States was
handicapped In coping with the Great De-
pression because it lacked an adequate sta-
tistical profile of the Nation's economy.

Today, he ventured, more complete and
sophisticated statistics on wages, incomes,
employment and productivity give business,
Government and labor a firmer basis for
decisionmaking, Clague said he felt this
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had helped smooth out the business cycle
and halt wide swings between boom and bust.

CHANGING GUARD AT BUREAU OF LABOR
STATISTICS

Few Government agencles play so perva-
sive a role in the Nation's economic life as
the Bureau of Labor Statistics. When the
BLS Consumer Price Index rises, millions
of workers who are covered by escalation
clauses In labor contracts get automatic
wage increases. A significant rise in the
BLS Wholesale Price Index is a signal to
policymakers that they should move to
counter inflationary pressures. And an in-
crease in the rate of unemployment, which
BLS estimates with the cooperation of the
Census Bureau, may indicate the need for
a fiscal or monetary stimulus. It is diffi-
cult to conceive of a national labor contract
negotiated or an economic policy formulated
without the statistical information provided
by the BLS.

Ewan Clague served as Commissioner of
the BLS from 1946 to 1965 with a single year
off in which he was a special assistant to
the Secretary of Labor. The country is in-
debted to him, not only for long years of
leadership, but for striving to maintain the
integrity of the BLS as an objective agency
at times when there were pressures to twist
results in conformity with political precon-
ceptions. His probity and refusal to become
involved in Labor Department policymaking
have established a standard of excellence
toward which all future commissioners
should aspire.

Mr. Clague passes on to his successor,
Arthur M. Ross, an agency that is perform-
ing its tasks with efficiency and competence.
This is not to say, however, that the work
of the BLS could not be substantially im-
proved. Its statistics haye been the subject
of two major investigations in recent years.
In 1961 the Stigler Committee, reporting to
the Bureau of the Budget, pointed to the
weakresses of the BLS price indices and
made suggestions for theilr improvement.
And in 1962 the Gordon Committee, ap-
pointed by the President, made a searching
analysis of the employment statistics.

Although the BLS is acting upon the rec-
ommendations of the Stigler and Gordon
Committees, there is much work to be done.
The usefulness of the Wholesale Price Index
is still limited by the dependence on posted
or book prices rather than the prices at
which sales are actually transacted. There
should be BLS indices of export and import
prices. And the Consumers Price Index
would be strengthened if greater account
could be taken of changes in quality, ad-
mittedly an area in which great difficulties
are encountered.

Economic decisions, whether made in in-
dustry or Government, can hardly be much
better than the statistical information on
which they are based. The growth of the
American economy and the proliferation of
its links with the rest of the world are gen-
erating a demand for statistical information
of the highest quality. Whether the BLS
can meet the challenge may well hinge on
the new Commissioner’'s ability to Infuse
the organization with the spirit of innova-
tion that spells the difference between mere
competence and brilliance.

LET US SUPERVISE THE CIA

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
the recent disclosures regarding activi-
ties of the Central Intelligence Agency
in Singapore are disgraceful. After
denying that an agent of the CIA offered
a bribe of $3,300,000 some 5 years
ago fto Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew,
of Singapore, officials of the State De-
partment a few hours later were forced
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to make the admission that this had
occurred. This following the time Mr.
Yew indignantly produced the letter in
which Secretary of State Dean Rusk had
apologized for the incident. This latest
example of CIA bungling raises many
questions. Will we ever know just what
the CIA has been doing these past years,
and how much of our taxpayers’ money
this agency has been spending?

Mr. President, there was published in
the Washington Post of September 7 an
excellent article written by Stanley Kar-
now, staff writer, entitled “U.S. Image
in Southeast Asia Suffers From Clumsy
Intrigues of Agents,” which details CIA
activities in southeast Asia which have
embarrassed top officials of our Nation
over the years. I commend this to my
colleagues and ask unanimous consent
to have it printed in the REcorbp.

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

[From the Washington Post, Sept. 7, 1965]

ESPIONAGE ATTEMPTS IN THE 1950's RECALLED—
U.S. IMAGE IN SOUTHEAST ASIA SUFFERS
FroM CLUMSY INTRIGUES OF AGENTS

(By Stanley Karnow)

In a petulant mood one day last week,
Singapore’s Prime Minister Lee Kuan Yew
gave an intriguing glimpse into history. Late
in 1960, he disclosed, a Central Intelligence
Agency operative had offered him a $3-mil-
lion bribe to conceal a bungled American
esplonage attempt. The shadowy affair al-
legedly involved girls, too—or as Lee put it,
“like James Bond, only not so good.”

On Wednesday, Wisconsin Democrat Clem-
ent Zablocki’'s House subcommittee on
forelgn affairs is scheduled to begin a closed
inquiry into “what happened in Singapore.”

But what happened in Singapore, though
rather embarrassing, was relatively innocu-
ous compared to an assortment of even clum-
sier covert efforts of Americans in southeast
Asia over the years. For example:

In Burma more than a decade ago, U.S.
secret agents striving to influence Burmese
political leanings were somewhere sidetracked
into the more rewarding pursuit of opium
trading.

In Cambodia, U.S. secret agents were In-
directly involved in an abortive coup d'etat
contrived to overthrow Prince Sihanouk's
government.

In Indonesia, U.S. secret agents backed a
desultory rebellion aimed at undermining
President Sukarno.

In Laos, U.S. secret agents' operations
ranged from stuffing ballot boxes to bulwark-
ing a full-scale military offensive by insur-
gents against the country's capital.

None of the operations really succeeded in
any significant, long-range sense. Some
served to justify local leaders’ doubts or
hostility toward the United States. And
nearly everywhere in southeast Asia, though
supposedly clandestine, American covert
activities were widely known.

The first of these earnest efforts, back in
the 1950's, was focused on the tangled jungles
of northwest Burma. Defeated by the Com-
munists in China, bands of Chinese National-
ist troops had retreated into this area,
where they became brisk opium traders. It
was considered, however, that they might
perform a nobler purpose.

As it does now, Burma in those days ad-
hered to a meutralist line. But neutralism,
insisted the then Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles, was not only immoral but
shortsighted. Thus a scheme was devised
to help the Burmese see the light.

The remnant Chinese Nationalists would
be inspired to provoke Red China into at-
tacking Burma, thereby foreing the Burmese
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to seek salvation in the Western camp. In-
genious as it was, though, the plan worked
poorly.

For one thing, the Americans assigned to
supply the Nationalists with weapons and
gold enlisted the aid of Gen. Phao Sriyanod,
the police chief of neighboring Thailand.
But Phao, a leading narcotics dealer, cared
little about international politics. He
simply wanted to latch on to the National-
ists’ opium.

And under his aegis, an operation orig-
inally dedicated to saving Burmese souls
soon degenerated into a lucrative narcotics
traffic. Aircraft mobllized to supply the
Nationalists were mostly employed to trans-
port opium, and several American agents,
unable to resist temptation, eagerly joined
in the smuggling. Finally, In 1953, Gen.
Willlam (Wild Bill) Donovan went out to
Bangkok, ostensibly as U.S. Ambassabor,
effectively to clean up the mess.

The whole maneuver, dubiously conceived
and artlessly executed, had inevitable reper-
cussions. Blaming the United States for
supporting the Chinese Nationalists on their
territory, the Burmese renounced American
ald and came close to quitting the United
Nations. For other motives as well, Burma
has since found an accommodation with
Communist China more advantageous.

The abortive Burmese experience evidently
did not deter further covert efforts, however.
In 1958, a somewhat different sort of tactic
was initiated against another uncooperative
leader, Cambodia’s Prince Norodom Siha-
nouk.

Financed by U.S. funds and equipment, a
team of South Vietnamese operatives joined
Cambodian rebels in attempting to over-
throw Sihanouk and replace him with Dap
Chuon, then the Cambodian Minister of Se-
curity. The plot fell apart when loyal Cam-
bodian troops invaded the rebel headquar-
ters, killed Dap Chuon and discovered among
the insurgents a U.S, Information Agency
employee.

Only a month before, Slhanouk had pub-
licly praised U.S, ald and denied any inten-
tion of flirting with communism. After the
plot against him, he promptly recognized
Red China and rejected a new offer of Amer-
ican assistance.

About the same time, U.S, operatives be-
gan to cast an eye toward Indonesia, where
local army commanders scattered across the
farflung archipelago were rumbling against
President Sukarno's government. Some ob-
jected to growing Communist strength;
others had regional grievances.

As rebellion spread through Sumatra, east
Java and other outlying areas, Secretary
Dulles intruded with the opinion that the
United States wished for Indonesia a regime
that “reflects the real interests and desires
of the people.” Against the opposition of
Amerlcan diplomats in Djakarta, covert U.S.
support for the rebels started to flow south
from bases in Formosa and the Philippines.
One American pilot, Allan Lawrence Fope,
was shot down while on a bombing mission
over Indonesia.

Undercover U.S. help to the Indonesian
rebels was never extensive, it seems. It was
enough, however, to reinforce Sukarno’s dis-
trust of the United States. Some specialists
believe it was a turning point, after which
Indonesian-American relations have steadlly
slid downhill.

By contrast, CIA operatives fanned out
through primitive Laos with the authority
of game wardens in a national park. They
selected and subsidized local political lead-
ers, and actuated uprisings. They so rigged
the April 1960 elections that all the con-
tested seats were won by rightwingers. In
one constituency their chosen candidate re-
ceived 18,000 votes while his pro-Communist
opponent polled only 4.

Later in 1960, while a State Department
spokesman warned that clvil war would only
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help the Communists, a team of covert Amer-
ican advisers engineered Gen. Phoumi Nosa-
van’s drive against Vientiane, the seat of the
neutralist government headed by Prince Sou-
vanna Phouma. One effect of the turmoil
was to open the way for Soviet intervention
into Laos.

After the Bay of Pigs disaster, President
Eennedy fortified a watchdog committee to
supervise CIA activities, and the day of ro-
mantic undercover operations waned. But
there is still talk in Washington of putting
the CIA under some kind of firm surveillance.

And as Lee EKuan Yew reflected in his
Singapore charge, the notion still persists
that U.S, policy In southeast Asia is planned
and activated by characters out of Ian Flem-
ing novels—only not so good. In the popular
image, these characters topple governments,
subvert leaders, and seduce dragon ladies,

But whether the Image is always true or
sometimes exaggerated, U.S. policy is often a
victim of its image.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
in addition to its mistakes in southeast
Asia, everyone is aware of the damage to
our prestige caused by CIA bungling of
the U-2 incident of 5 years ago and of
the stupid and disastrous role CIA opera-
tives played in the ill-fated Bay of Pigs
invasion.

Wrapped in its cloak of secrecy, the
CIA has, in effect, been making foreign
policy. In so doing, it has assumed
responsibilities which were heretofore
solely those of the President and Con-
gress. The CIA has gradually taken on
the character of an invisible government,
answerable only to itself.

When Congress created the Central
Intelligence Agency in 1947, the Agency
was given no power to formulate foreign
policy. Its purpose was to centralize the
collection and evaluation of intelligence
information and material. Today, al-
most 20 years later, this Agency, with
thousands upon thousands of employees,
spends more money than the State De-
partment and, at times, has more real
influence on important matters of for-
eign policy. The Director of the CIA is
generally recognized as one of the most
powerful men in Washington.

The Founding Fathers—the architects
of our Constitution—gave Congress
alone the power to give advice and con-
sent to the President in making treaties
with foreign nations. Congress is also
the source of all foreign policy legisla=
tion, including all appropriations for
foreign assistance and needed expendi-
tures.

Of course, the Founding Fathers could
not have envisioned this space age of
change and challenge with its cold war
and highly developed methods of espio-
nage, counterespionage, and subversion.
No one questions the need for secrecy in
these activities in which every great
power must engage in this grim period of
international anarchy.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may pro-
ceed for 3 additional minutes.

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

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President,
however, such an Agency has no busi-
ness infringing on the responsibilities of
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the State Department, the Defense De-
partment and Congress. This must stop,
The CIA must be made accountable not
only to the President but also to Con-
gress through a responsible committee
of Congress.

My belief is that the CIA is also over-
staffed and is spending too much of tax-
payers’ money. Frankly, I could not
prove that. No Member of Congress
could. This is another reason why there
should be a joint committee of Congress
to act as watchdog and to direct and
supervise the operations and expendi-
tures of this sprawling Central Intelli-
gence Agency.

I suggest that a joint congressional
committee be appointed composed of the
chairmen and ranking minority mem-
bers of the Senate and House Commit-
tees on Armed Services, Appropriations,
and the House Committee on Foreign
Affairs and Senate Committee on For-
eign Relations. Also, that the majority
and minority leaders of the Senate and
House of Representatives be included as
members if they feel they can spare the
time necessary for this added work. It
is long past due for Congress to assert
itself in this regard.

There should be constant supervision
by the representatives of the people of
the entire CIA operation. This Agency
does not account to anyone for the ex-
penditure of millions of dollars. Un-
doubtedly some CIA agents have been
corrupted along with attempting to cor-
rupt officials of other governments.

Furthermore, stupidity on the part of
CIA agents can bring scorn from officials
of other nations. This, as well as venal-
ity, should be exposed. Let ess
determine what is the dividing lirie be-
tween proper intellicence work and
tough but honorable political warfare on
the one hand, and dishonorable and cor-
rupt activities on the other. Let Con-
gress reassert that this Nation has ideals
and prineciples, that CIA agents and all
officials of our Government must face
tough situations in an honorable
manner.

Some Members of Congress fear that
the security of the CIA might be compro-
mised by the establishment of a watch-
dog committee. I believe such fears to
be entirely unwarranted. The Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy which
handles highly sensitive and secret in-
formation has an excellent security rec-
ord. Its members have proved fo be
fully as reliable as the hundreds of civil
service, military employees, and Presi-
dential appointees who have knowledge
in this highly sensitive field.

A small Joint Committee on Intelli-
gence Activities such as I have proposed
would provide the safeguards necessary
to prevent further abuses of power by
the CIA. It would assure that Congress
is included in the making of decisions
vital to our national security in accord-
ance with the provisions and intent of
the Constitution of the United States.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Ohio yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ProxMIRE in the chair). Does the Sena-
tor from Ohio yield to the Senator from
Oregon?
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Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. I am happy to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senator from Ohio for the
speech he has just made on the CIA. As
the Senator knows, for several years I
have been strongly urging the creation
of a congressional watchdog committee
on the CIA. Some of my speeches to the
American people have pointed out what
I consider to be the cancerous nature of
the CIA in our body politic.

What the CIA really represents is a
police state institution. There is no
place in a democracy for any agency of
Government not subject to the direct
control of Congress and not subject to
the knowledge of Congress when its
committees ask for information.

Let me say to the American people
that unless they take note of the grow-
ing threat of control of this Republic by
such agencies as the Pentagon and the
CIA, they are going to lose their free-
dom in our time.

Let me say further, as chairman of
the Subcommittee on Latin American
Relations, that I am aware of some of
the conduct of CIA in Latin America. I
repeat, the CIA has much for which to
answer in the deterioration of America’s
image in South and Central America.

The CIA must assume responsibility,
in considerable share, for what I con-
sider to be the mismanagement of our
policy in the Dominican Republic.

Mr. YOUNG of Ohio. Mr. President, I
am grateful to the distinguished senior
Senator from Oregon for his comments,
and that he and I are in complete agree-
ment on this subject.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that, at
the conclusion of morning business, the
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. SaAL-
ronsTALL] be recognized.

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

TEMPORARY EXTENSION OF EX-
ISTING SUSPENSION OF DUTIES
ON CERTAIN CLASSIFICATION™
OF YARN OF SILK—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit a report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 5768) to ex-
tend for an additional temporary period
the existing suspension of duties on cer-
tain classifications of yarn of silk. I
ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
report will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of September 16, 1965, p. 24050,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, so far as I know, there is no objec-
tion to the conference report.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Louisiana yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Younc of Ohio in the chair). Does the
Senator from Louisiana yield to the Sen-
ator from Oregon?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I did not hear the Sen-
ator. Will he give a brief explanation of
the conference report?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. This was a
bill which passed the House and Senate
which had to do with the continuation
of the suspension of duty on silk yarn.
A Senate amendment was added and we
could not obtain House agreement, but
the House did call upon the President for
a study. When that study is completed,
we hope that we may be able to obtain
action along the line recommended.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator
from Louisiana.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is the conference report on
H.R. 5768, a bill to extend for an addi-
tional temporary period the existing sus-
pension of duties on certain yarns of
silk, Under the bill, duty-free treat-
ment of these yarns would be continued
through November 7, 1968.

The Senate added a single amendment
to this bill. This amendment would
have increased the duty on textured
yarns of manmade fiber, sometimes
called “crinkle yarn.” This product is
dutiable at a number of rates under
existing law ranging from 221 percent
up to 25 cents plus 30 percent ad valorem.
The Senate felt that the manipulations
required in the production of this tex-
tured yarn justified added protection.
Accordingly, the Senate amendment
would have fixed the duty on all-tex-
turned yarn at 25 cents per pound plus 30
percent ad valorem.

The House conferees were not willing
to accept this duty increase at this time.
They did agree with the Senate conferees
however on the desirability of assuring
adequate protection to the manmade
fiber industry. They agreed also on the
desirability of proper tariff classification
for this yarn.

Under the conference agreement, the
Senate amendment is deleted. In its
place, the conferees agreed to direct the
President to promptly undertake a study
of the desirability and feasibility of sepa-
rate classifications for these yarns and
to report the results of his study together
with his recommendations as to appro-
priate rate or rates of duty for this prod-
uct to the House and the Senate not later
than February 1, 1966. No doubt when
the President’s proposal is received, Con-
gress can act swiftly to assure adequate
protection for this manmade yarn.

I urge that the conference report be
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the confer-
ence report.

The report was agreed to.
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CORRECTION OF CERTAIN ERRORS
IN THE TARIFF SCHEDULES OF
THE UNITED STATES—CONFER-
ENCE REPORT

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit a report of the committee
of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 7969) to cor-
rect certain errors in the Tariff Sched-
ules of the United States. I ask unani-
mous consent for the present considera-
tion of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of September 16, 1965, pp.
24051-24052, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Isthere
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, this is the conference report on H.R.
7969, a bill to correct certain errors and
omissions in the new tariff schedules.
Actually, it corrects more than 140 of
them. The Senate passed this measure
on August 13 after making 116 changes
in the House bill. I am pleased to re-
port to the Senate that in only 9 in-
stances relating to substantive amend-
ments were the Senate conferees forced
to yield. In three instances, we com-
promised our differences with the House.

Mr. President, I am certain that the
House has had an opportunity to act.
The conference report was agreed to
several days ago. Senators interested in
the amendments feel that the conferees
did a good job. We did the best we
could for them particularly with the
most controversial amendments. I agree
that we had to compromise. We did the
best we could for all concerned.

Probably the most important amend-
ment was that relating to the tariff treat-
ment of synthetic rubber and pl--tic
waterproof footwear. Under the present
law, these articles are dutiable at 1214
percent on the basis of their foreign or
export value. Identical footwear made
of natural rubber, however, bears a far
higher duty. In this instance, the base
is not foreign or export value, but the
American selling price of the article. Un-
der the Senate amendment, the Amer-
ican selling price method of valuation
would have been abandoned in the case
of natural rubber protective footwear
and all forms of protective footwear
whether of natural or synthetic rubber
or of plastics would have been treated
alike; those of polyvinyl chloride would
have been dutiable at 1214 percent,
regular rubbers which do not extend up
above the ankles generally would have
been dutiable at 25 percent, while over-
the-ankle galoshes, boots, waders, and
so forth would have been subject to a
rate of 60 percent. The House con-
ferees were adamant in their refusal to
agree to the 60-percent duty. After argu-
ing with them for 2 days, we were able
to convince the House conferees that
they should agree to the substance of
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the Senate amendment. However, we
had to yield to them on the rate.

Under the conference agreement, poly-
vinyl chloride overshoes and boots gen-
erally are to be dutiable at 1215 percent
as under the Senate bill. Technical
amendments enlarge the scope of this
low-rate category to include polyvinyl
chloride products which are lined with
polyvinyl chloride. We have also en-
larged the 25-percent category to include
below-the-ankle type overshoes of plastic
as well as of rubber. In both these in-
stances of enlarging low-rate categories,
the products in question would have been
dutiable under the 60-percent category
under the Senate amendment. AsIhave
already stated, the Senate conferees had
to yield on this rate. Under the agree-
ment worked out with the House, the
rate on over-the-ankle galoshes, boots,
waders, and so forth, is to be 37142 per-
cent. I believe that on balance the con-
ference agreement represents a victory
for the Senate position.

Another important provision in the
bill which was compromised with the
House dealt with particleboard. Under
the House bill, duty on this product would
have been increased from 12 percent to
20 percent. The Senate bill continued the
12-percent duty. The House conferees
were strong in their insistence for their
provision and the Senate conferees
eventually were constrained to recede.
However, I can say that we were able to
preserve the 12-percent rate for particle-
board manufactured of three types of
tropical hardwood. These woods are
pterocarpus, triplaris, and virola. Par-
ticleboard of these tropical woods typi-
cally is sold is Puerto Rico and Florida
and generally does not compete with
U.S. produced particleboard. Because of
the strong position taken by the House
conferees, I believe that the Senate con-
ferees did well to preserve this part of its
amendment.

It is understood that the Secretary of
the Treasury, in the administration of
the new item 245.45, has authority under
general headnote 11 to the tariff sched-
ules of the United States to require in
porters to furnish certifications by gov-
ernments of the countries of manufac-
ture that 90 percent or more by weight
of the wood components of the particle-
board consist of the specified tropical
hardwoods. Any such certification,
would, of course, be subject to verifica-
tion by the Secretary of the Treasury.

Now let me point out hurriedly for the
Senate those instances in which the Sen-
ate conferees had to yield. In most of
these cases, the House would not accept
the Senate amendment because it pro-
vided for a reduction in duty on prod-
ucts which were domestically produced.
The House conferees insisted that do-
mestic industry should have an oppor-
tunity to contest the duty reduction be-
fore it was made. Pulp-drying machines,
picker sticks, models, and bean sorters
are in this category. So also is polyethyl-
ene terephthalate film base.

The House conferees refused to accept
that Senate amendment which would
have provided duty-free entry of a multi-
gap magnetic spectrograph for Yale Uni-
versity. They told us the Ways and
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Means Committee was considering a
1simjla.r measure and was likely to act on
t.

The Senate conferees also had to yield
on the zipper-tape amendment. The
House conferees insisted that because
their provision corrected an error while
the Senate amendment did not, they
were not willing to accept the Senate
amendment. Nor would they accept our
amendments relating to automatic bowl-
ing pinsetters and permanent magnets
although in this latter instance they did
go along with our proposal to provide
temporary relief for past importations.

The final amendment, which I should
state that the House was not willing to
accept, relates to continuous cast alumi-
num. The Senate bill included an
amendment which would have increased
the duty from 114 cents a pound to 2%
cents a pound on aluminum imported for
purposes other than to be melted, rolled,
drawn, forged, extruded, or for sacrifi-
cial purposes. The Senate amendment
set about to restore the vitality of a rul-
ing the aluminum had received under the
old tariff structure. Notwithstanding
this effort at restoration, the House con-
ferees were not in a mood to accept the
Senate amendment which they felt cre-
ated unnecessary burdens on importers
of continuous ecast aluminum—which
principally comes from Canada—without
giving the domestic industry protection
from a competing wrought product. In
order to make certain that this bill
which means a lot to our negotiators in
Geneva is enacted this year, the Senate
conferees had to yield to the House on
this important amendment.

I believe the conference agreement
generally is very favorable to the Senate
position and I urge that it be agreed to.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, I should like to
know specifically what was agreed to on
the two amendments, one on rubber foot-
wear and the other on broom corn?
What was done with both of those?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator
from New York will recall that he made
something of a compromise himself. He
was a party to the amendment on broom
corn.

Mr. JAVITS. And that was accepted?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes.

Mr. JAVITS. Fine. 1 thank the
Senator.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senate
also made a compromise on the floor of
the Senate and the House accepted that
compromise.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator
very much.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As I stated,
with regard to the rubber and plastic
footwear amendment, under present law,
these articles are dutiable at 1215 per-
cent on the basis of their foreign export
value.

Identical footwear made of natural
rubber, however, bears a far higher duty.
In this instance, the base is not foreign
or export value, but the American selling
price of the article. Under the Senate
amendment, the American selling price
method of valuation would have been
abandoned in the case of natural rub-
ber protective footwear and all forms
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of protective footwear, whether of nat-
ural or synthetic rubber or of plastics,
would have been treated alike; those of
polyvinyl chloride would have been
dutiable at 1215 percent, regular rubbers
which do not extend up above the ankles
generally would have been dutiable at 25
percent, while over-the-ankle galoshes,
boots, waders, and so forth, would have
been subject to a rate of 60 percent. The
House conferees were adamant in their
refusal to agree to the 60-percent duty.
After arguing with them for 2 days, we
were able to convince the House con-
ferees that they should agree to the sub-
stance of the Senate amendment. As I
have already stated, we had to yield to
the House conferees on the rate.

I think that was about the best the
conference could have worked out. I am
sure neither side was completely sat-
isfied, neither those who wanted all the
protection they could get, which had
been changed because of the liberal trade
policies pursued during the last 30 years,
and those who felt that additional tariff
adjustments could be permitted.

I hope the Senator is somewhat sat-
isfied, because it is more in the direction
of what the Senator wanted than what
was originally before the Senate.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield, the report represents
a compromise. I believe it is a com-
promise which will be of some help to
the consumer, and I think our point is
that we must observe what the results
to the consumers will be in order to de-
termine whether the compromise has ac-
complished its purpose. I gather that
the conferees were trying to arrive at
an agreement which would not put an
umbrella over American industry, yet at
the same time would not represent a
serious jeopardy to American industry in
a way which would perhaps overcompen-
sate for lower costs of production abroad.
I believe it is desirable that there should
have been a compromise., That is what
we thought would happen when it was
sent to conference. I, and I am sure
other Senators, will be observing the ef-
fect upon domestic consumers with great
interest.

This is an opportunity to make a sug-
gestion—not a warning or a threat or
anything like that, but a suggestion—
to American industry that, that to avail
itself of this opportunity, it should con-
tinue to do what it can to deal with
costs, so the consumer may feel, in view
of this additional protection, that the
industry will go beyond this protection
and do whatever it must to bring itself
into a better competitive position, and
not be lulled into a false sense of secu-
rity with respect to its pricing policies
and distribution by virtue of the fact
that Congress has gone out of its way
to give it a break right now. This protec-
tion is by no means permanent. The
objective is equal competition and
opportunity.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me point
out that what is before the Senate now
in the form of a conference report is
much more in line with the Senator's
point of view than when the bill was be-
fore the Senate. So the conference re-
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port represents a move very much in the
direction of what the Senator advocated.

Mr. JAVITS. Iam very grateful to the
Senator. I know how he feels about the
consumer’s interests and how the con-
sumer should be treated. I have tried to
outline, for the benefit of industry, what
I think is the general consensus of feeling
in Congress.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me point
out that not one of these products is pro-
duced in Louisiana, to my knowledge, but
as one who had the responsibility and the
opportunity to look into the matter, I was
fully convinced that in most areas where
we give protection—the people have been
victimized by decisions made in the ex-
ecutive departments. This is an area
where some additional protection should
be granted. I am satisfied that the bill
gives the protection that was needed.
Probably it does not give all the protec-
tion that is desired. This is a minimum
protection. It is much less than those
who asked for the protection they
thought they needed. If this is not the
right approach, we shall be back here
next year to consider the matter.

Mr. JAVITS. That was my point. I
was serving notice that it will be our duty
to observe what has been done and its
effect on the consumer. Industry should
give serious consideration to this notice.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. I highly commend the
Senator from Louisiana for what I know
was his leadership in conference in
pressing upon the House conferees the
Senate’s position. We have been con-
cerned that as a result of some actions
taken in the Senate, as a result of the
work of the Senate conferees, we have
not always been too happy with what we
thought should have been sufficient
adamancy on the part of the Senate con-
ferees in the presentation of the Sen-
ate’s point of view. I want the REcorp
to show that I speak of personal knowl-
edge of the work of the Senator from
Louisiana in conference in seeking to
carry out the Senate’s purpose to the
nth degree as to what such a confer-
ence should do. I say to the Senator
from New York that the handling of the
portion dealing with rubber, particularly
rubber footwear, was masterfully done.
The conference report ends leaning more
toward the proposal of the Senator from
New York than the other way.

As the Senator has pointed out, come
next January, we shall have had some
experience, and we shall know whether
further legislative proposals will need to
be made.

I particularly wish to refer to section
80 of the bill, dealing with brooms and
broom corn, for I know what the Sena-
tor did with regard to that matter. This
was a very sensitive item. I can say this
now. I did not say it at the time, al-
though all of us knew what we were talk-
ing about. It was a very sensitive item
connected with our relations with Mex-
ico, for broom corn comes from one little
area in Mexico which represents almost
the entire economie return for the popu-
lation Hving in that area. It was very
important that we provide the remedy
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and relief that is provided for in section
80

Again I may say that in my work on
the Foreign Relations Committee, con-
nected with Latin American affairs, I
consulted with Under Secretary of State
Thomas Mann, and Assistant Secretary
of State for Latin American Affairs, Mr.
Vaughn. They highly recommended the
position we took in asking for this relief
for brooms made of broom corn.

I take advantage of this occasion to say
to our friends in the Mexican Govern-
ment that I hope they will take note of
the good faith attempt on the part of
the U.S. Government to follow where the
facts lead when they consider the type
of problem presented to our Govern-
ment and which the Government pre-
sented in turn both to the Foreign
Relations Committee and to the subcom-
mittee, and then to the Senate conferees,
in regard to this particular matter.

Here is an example of our keeping faith
again and seeing to it that we try to
maintain good relations with our neigh-
bors to the south. We try to accommo-
date them when the facts warrant ac-
commodation.

This accommodation is not going to do
any injury to the American economy in
the long run. In the sense that it im-
proves economic relations between Mex-
ico and the United States, it will accrue
to our trade benefits, for if we are not
willing to make this kind of accommo-
dation, what price do we pay?

We created ill will and complete lack
of understanding on the part of the
Mexican officials in the beginning of this
discussion. They were at a loss to under-
stand why there should be any doubt
about it.

My reply was that we have to get the
facts first, and consider the facts; and
I am sure our State Department and the
Congress will pass on the merits of the
facts.

That is what we have done. But the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr, Long] who
is one of the best friends Mexico has in
the Senate, soon recognized the sound-
ness of the position that those of us who
were advocating this position were tak-
ing.
He gave us the support we needed. I
wish to thank him.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, I thank the
Senator for the gracious compliment that
he has paid me.

In my judgment this was an example
of the Senate acting in the best tradi-
tion in considering the various conflict-
ing points of view and reaching a legis-
lative compromise which the House
would be happy to accept.

I believe the work done on the floor
of the Senate made it easier to obtain
the action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

INTEREST EQUALIZATION TAX EX-
TENSION ACT OF 1965—CON-
FERENCE REPORT
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-

dent, I submit a report of the committee
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of conference on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses on the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R, 4750) to pro-
vide an extension of the interest equal-
ization tax, and for other purposes. I
ask unanimous consent for the present
consideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of September 16, 1965, pp.
24059-24060, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr, President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and I have no in-
tention of objecting, will the able Sena-
tor indicate to the Senate how the mi-
nority conferees in the Senate voted on
this conference report?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. They all
signed the conference report.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, Senators will recall that on August
24 we approved this bill with amend-
ments and requested a conference with
the House. The bill extends the life of
the interest equalization tax for an ad-
ditional 19 months, from December 31,
1965, to July 31, 1967. The bill also ap-
plies the tax to nonbank loans with a
maturity of 1 to 3 years. This provi-
sion complements the application of the
tax to bank loans with a maturity of 1
year or more, The latter action was
taken by fthe President on February 10
under the authority granted him by the
Interest Equalization Tax Act of 1964.
Provision was made for such authority
at the suggestion of the senior Senator
from Tennessee who wisely foresaw that
foreign borrowers would use bank loans
as a substitute for other forms of tax-
able financing.

In the main, the other provisions of
the bill extend exemptions provided un-
der existing law to cover situations anal-
ogous to those now exempt or provide ex-
emptions required by the application of
the tax to debt obligations which mature
in less than 3 years.

The bill, as agreed to by the conferees,
does not depart in any significant way
from the bill passed by the Senate on
August 24. In fact, it is very nearly the
same bill. There were 32 numbered
Senate amendments to the House bill.

Nineteen of these were clerical or con-
forming amendments. Of the 13 remain-
ing, the conferees of the House receded
on 12. The Senate conferees receded on
only one amendment and agreed to only
two minor modifications in other amend-
ments. Clearly, the Senate conferees
were successful in representing the posi=-
tion of the Senate in the conference on
this bill.

The one amendment which the con-
ferees of the Senate could not persuade
their colleagues from the House to ac-
cept was a floor amendment submitted
by the Senator from Ohio. It would have
exempted from the interest equalization
tax acquisitions of foreign stocks or
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bonds by a U.S. newspaper publisher who
purchased the securities with moneys
derived from selling advertising space to
persons in nada or Mexico. The
House conferees were adament in their
refusal to accept this amendment and
the Senate conferees were forced to
recede. I believe that their opposition
stemmed from the belief that to exempt
outstanding security issues in cases of
this type would be a precedent for
exempting all outstanding Canadian
issues.

The conferees persuaded the House
conferees to recede on most of the other
amendments without modifications.
Furthermore, the two modifications in-
sisted upon by the House conferees were
of minor importance and did not change
the substance of the Senate amend-
ments.

The first of these modifications relates
to the provision which permits the Pres-
ident to consider how well other coun-
tries are living up to their commitments
under treaties of friendship, commerce,
and navigation when he considers
whether to grant an exclusion, or
whether to revoke an existing exclusion,
under the international monetary sta-
bility provision. The House conferees
insisted upon striking out a specific ref-
erence in the language of the bill to
treaty provisions related to investments.
It is understood, however, that these in-
vestments are included within the scope
of the provision approved by the confer-
ees. The statement of the managers on
the part of the House makes this clear.

The final amendment insisted upon by
the House conferees concerns the provi-
sion on the use of foreign currencies in
the possession of the United States. This
provision, which was sponsored by the
distinguished chairman of the Finance
Committee, Senator Byrp, will assure the
more efficient utilization of currencies
which the United States obtains under
certain aid and assistance programs.
The Senator from Virginia brought to
the attention of the Senate the fact that,
at a time when the state of the balance
of payments is a vital concern, the
United States is spending dollars in
countries in which we have supplies of
foreign currency available as a result of
our programs of military and economic
assistance. The Senator’s amendment
should not interfere with the conduct of
our foreign relations, but it will require
that more attention be paid to legitimate
U.S. interests when assistance agree-
ments are negotiated.

The amendment requires that all in-
ternational agreements entered into,
modified, or extended under which for-
eign currencies will accrue for the use
of the Unifed States must contain pro-
visions insuring that the currencies may
be used to pay U.S. debts in that country,
and, to the extent not needed for such
purpose, be converted into dollars or
other foreign currencies to the extent
deemed by the Secretary of the Treasury
to be in the interests of the United
States. Agreements entered into under
title I of the Agricultural Trade Develop-
ment and Assistance Act of 1954—Public
Law 480—are exempt from this provision.
I should also emphasize that the Secre-
tary of the Treasury is given the author-
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ity to decide how much of the currencies
covered by this provision are to be con-
vertible.

The provision also requires the Secre-
tary of the Treasury to determine period-
ically the amount of funds the United
States will need to meet its obligations
in each foreign country and to report to
the Committee on Finance of the Senate
and to the Committee on Ways and
Means of the House the expenditures
and balances of U.S.-owned foreign
currencies.

The amendment suggested by the
House, and agreed to by the Senate con-
ferees, modifies this provision to specify
that it will terminate when the interest
equalization tax terminates. Both pro-
visions are related to the balance of
payments, and, therefore, when the tax
is no longer required, it will be appro-
priate to reconsider this provision.

Mr. President, I believe the conferees
of the Senate and House have worked
out a most satisfactory agreement. I
urge the Senate to adopt it.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yleld.

Mr. JAVITS. The law gave the Presi-
dent the power to make certain exemp-
tions. The President used it in certain
respects; for instance, in respect to Can-
ada and Japan.

May I ask whether the power continues
under the agreement which has now been
arrived at between the Senate and the
House of Representatives.

I believe it is possible that the Presi-
dent may decide he needs to exercise
that power with respect to the United
Kingdom, if that situation should become
serious.

I want to be sure the law continues as
it does in respect of the authority of the
President in that regard.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It certainly
does. There is no change at all in that
respect.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, now that
the Senate is about to approve the con-
ference report on the Interest Equaliza-
tion Tax Act Extension of 1965, I want
to say a few words about an amendment
I offered to that legislation on behalf
of the tax-exempt organizations of the
United States.

The Senate passed that amendment
and the conference accepted it.

The amendment remedies a technical
defect of the original Interest Equali-
zation Tax Act, passed last year.

Congress intended last year's act to
be inapplicable, in general, to foreign
security acquisitions by tax-exempt life
insurers, such as fraternal organizations,
which are made with the premiums paid
in foreign currency by foreign members
of such organizations.

The transactions the original act was
intended to exempt have no adverse ef-
fect on the U.S. balance of payments.

Unfortunately, the language of the
original act not only failed to exempt all
the situations intended to be exempt, but
also raised a bar to potential enhance-
ment of our balance-of-payments
situation.

My amendment will remedy this tech-
nical defect of the original act and, at
the same time, will avoid imposing an
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unintended and crushing tax burden on
the organizations in question, many of
which are modest fraternal or religious
organizations whose civic and charitable
works we all recognize.

My amendment merely makes clear
the intention of Congress that charitable,
fraternal, and other tax-exempt orga-
nizations which have traditionally main-
tained insurance programs for their for-
eign members may continue their tradi-
tional method of operation to the extent
that it does not result in an outflow of
gold from the United States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, is the
Senate still in the morning hour?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate is still transacting morning hour
biusiness. There is a 3-minute limita-
tion.

FOREIGN AID AND THE CONTINU-
ING UNFAVORABLE BALANCE OF
PAYMENTS

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President,
second only to general war and a nuclear
exchange, this problem of a continuing
unfavorable balance of payments, with
consequent steady drain on U.S. gold re-
sources, would appear the most serious
problem facing this Government today.

World trade, as it continues to expand,
requires adequate additional ligquidity;
but I do not believe this additional liquid-
ity, which in the past has come almost
exclusively from additional U.S. dollars,
should come from that source in the fu-
ture.

Corrective steps taken to date by this
Government have not altered this con-
tinuing unfavorable balance. As a result,
today the United States possesses less
than $6 billion of free gold to honor the
call of over $28 billion of current liabil-
ities owed abroad, primarily to the for-
eign central banks, and redeemable in
gold.

Primarily because of the above con-
dition, I plan this year to vote against
the foreign aid appropriation bill.

AUTOMOTIVE TRADE AGREEMENT
BETWEEN UNITED STATES AND
CANADA

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on Finance has held hearings on
the bill, H.R. 9042, which would imple-
ment the agreement between the United
States and Canada on automotive trade.
Many witnesses have testified and their
testimony has been most helpful in as-
sisting members of the committee to a
better understanding of the terms of the
agreement and the related side-deals
entered into between the Government of
Canada and the Big Four automobile
companies.

One facet of this transaction is its
probable economic effect on smaller busi-
ness enterprises in the United States,
and one of the witnesses, Mr. Allan Le-
vine, appearing on behalf of the Auto-
motive Service Industry Association, of
which he has just been elected president,
gave particularly penetrating testimony
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on this point. I have found Mr. Le-
vine's statement most helpful, and I feel
it would also be helpful to all Senators.
I therefore ask unanimous consent that
it be printed at this point in my remarks.

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

STATEMENT OF ALLAN L. LEVINE, PRESIDENT,
AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION,
BEFORE SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE, SEP-
TEMBER 16, 1985
My name is Allan L. Levine of Lowell, Mass.

I am executive vice president of Towers Mo-

tor Parts Corp., a wholesaler of automotive

replacement parts. I am appearing here to-
day in my capacity as the elected president
of the Automotive Service Industry Associa-
tion. Our members are primarily interested
in the replacement parts segment of the au-
tomotive industry, with respect to this pro-
posed adoption of free trade in new vehicles
and parts for installation as original equip-
ment in new vehicles, between the United

States and Canada.

First, I should like to state that the Auto-
motive Service Industry Assoclation is a na-
tional trade association speaking on behalf
of the entire independent automotive service
industry—from manufacturer through dis-
tributor, jobber, and garage repairman. It
has a membership of over 5,000 manufac-
turers, rebuilders, warehouse distributors and
wholesalers of automotive replacement parts,
tools, equipment, chemicals, paint, refinish-
ing materials, supplies and accessories. Affil-
iated with it are Automotive Booster Clubs
International, whose members are manufac-
turers’ sales representatives, and Independent
Garage Owners of America, whose members
are engaged in the servicing and repair of
automobiles. ASIA thus represents a com-
bined direct and affiliated membership of ap-
proximately 20,000 automotive firms, located
in all 50 States, and employing over 400,000
people in the automotive service industry.

This is my second appearance before a
committee of the Congress on behalf of our
association. Before the Ways and Means
Committee of the House of Representatives, I
testified on three main objections to enact-
ment of the pending legislation:

1. Competitive position of vehicle manu-
facturers vis-a-vis independent parts manu-
facturers would be strengthened;

2. The increased imports from Canada
;voum hurt our balance-of-payments prob-

em;

3. There was no guarantee that parts im-
ported duty free for original equipment would
not end up in the replacement market.

To that time, we were apprehensive about
what the letters of intent between the Cana-
dian Government and the Canadian sub-
sidlaries of the American vehicle manufac-
turers contained. It was probably as a result
of our demand that those letters be made
public that this was done, because before the
hearings of the Ways and Means Committee,
the officers of the Commerce Department took
refuge in the statement that what took place
between the Canadian Government and the
Canadian vehicle manufacturers was not
properly their business.

Now the letters have been made publie.
Their language is practically identical; their
content is identical; their alms are identical.
The vehicle manufacturers have agreed to in-
crease production in Canada by about $241
million per year beyond normal growth.
Some of this expanded production will be
consumed in Canada, but most of it will be
exported to the United States.

The independent parts manufacturer often
has two functions—(1) OEM under contract
to vehicle manufacturers, and (2) replace-
ment via warehouse distributor and jobber.
He needs OEM business to pay for tooling
costs—to write off his capital investment and
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this makes replacement business possible.
But the independents can lose their OEM
business under the proposed legislation. The
vehicle manufacturer will now produce in
Canada to fulfill his obligations under the
letter of intent, or he will buy OEM from
Canadian manufacturers. The replacement
parts manufacturers in the United States will
be trapped, and this will result in higher cost
of U.S. replacement parts.

Above all, it will lead to a further concen-
tration of economic power in the hands of a
few giant corporations. Therefore, the ob-
jection raised by our association in the hear-
ings before the Ways and Means Committee
is still valid.

In debates before the House of Representa-
tives, Congressmen did not hesitate to call
this arrangement a cartel, and some who
favored this bill went so far as to call it a
beneficial cartel, but a cartel all the same.

These debates in the House of Representa-
tives are particularly enlightening in that so
many of the Representatives who went along
with the bill did so only after expressing ex-
treme reservations and doubts about its
wisdom.

That it’s a bilateral agreement between two
countries rather than a broad multilateral
trade pact; that it is restricted to a particu-
lar industry, indeed, to a certain segment of
that industry; that it will require the re-
questing of a waiver from those countries
that subscribe to the General Agreement on
Trade and Tariff; that it involves a 860 mil-
lion a year subsidy by the Canadian Gov-
ernment to a favored group of factories in
return for their increasing production in
Canada, are just some of the doubts and
reservations expressed.

The only rational justification offered for
support of this bill is that foreign policy
considerations should outweigh economic
justifications, and that the proposed bill will
bring about a situation better than the one
that prevalled before, when the Canadian
Government was giving a bounty in the
form of tariff rebates to manufacturers who
increased their exports.

It may be that this is so, and If this com-
mittee comes to that conclusion, I would not
be at all surprised, but intellectual honesty
demands that the implementation of this
agreement between the President of the
United States and the Prime Minister of
Canada be labeled for what it actually is. It
is not free trade. It is a speclal arrangement
for tariff-free importation of new automo-
biles and parts for new automobiles into
Canada by vehicle manufacturers—all of
them Canadian subsidiaries of glant Ameri-
can companies—in return for a commitment
to expand production in Canada by some
one-third by the model year 1968. It has
been presented as an integration of automo-
tive production on the North American Con-
tinent, but it was designed to get around the
necessity of imposing countervailing dutles
in response to a Canadian program of sub-
sidizing exports, and its result will be the
further concentration of economic power in
the hands of a few giant companies.

Representing as I do an association of in-
dependent replacement parts manufactur-
ers, warehouse distributors, rebuilders, and
wholesalers, who are primarily concerned
with the automotive aftermarket, who are
speclalists in having parts available at com-
petitive prices for every make and model of
passenger car and truck; who developed this
business in the past 40 to 50 years over the
objections of the vehicle manufacturers, to
fill a vold that the vehicle manufacturers
were unable to fill—whose success and effi-
ciency In supplying parts was so outstand-
ing that the vehicle manufacturers belat-
edly formed special divisions for the distri-
bution of replacement parts to all makes
of vehicles, not merely for vehicles they
themselves manufacture; I must express the
feeling of a majorf - of our members that

24427

this proposed bill poses a definite threat to
the continued existence of the independent
replacement parts industry.

It will strengthen the vehicle manufactur-
ers in their efforts to increase their penetra-
tion of the market for replacement parts.
It will encourage the wehicle manufacturer
to make more original equipment and re-
placement parts in their own factories. It
will eventually lead, in short, to a further
domination of the automotive aftermarket
by a few glant corporations.

Secretary of Commerce Connor, in the
record of his testimony before the House
Ways and Means Committee, 1s quoted to the
effect that this bill will not hurt the inde-
pendent manufacturer. I think the Secre-
tary was poorly advised in making such a
statement. The fact is that the independ-
ent manufacturer is extremely careful about
taking any step that would jeopardize his
standing as a supplier of OEM to the vehicle
manufacturer. The Big Three have endorsed
this plan. The independent does not dare
oppose it openly.

But if you want a real insight into the
relationship that exists between the vehicle
manufacturer and the independent manu-
facturer from whom the vehicle manufac-
turer buys component parts, may I refer you
to the Wall Street Journal of July 19, 1965,
in an article by Norman C. Miller, and I
quote:

“The powerful United Auto Workers Union
is poised for an attack that could have a far-
reaching impact on the major auto com-
panies, the thousands of companies selling
parts to the auto makers and the employees
of the parts-making companies.

“The UAW'’s ambitious objective in its new
campaign will be to win Government back-
ing for some form of control over the power
the big auto companies have in negotiating
prices for auto parts with their smaller
suppliers.

“Union leaders charge that the Big Three—
General Motors Corp., Ford Motor Co., and
Chrysler Corp.—increasingly are taking ad-
vantage of their huge buying power to
foment cutthroat competition among their
suppliers so they can buy parts at unrea-
sonably low prices. Moreover, the UAW
charges, the auto companies are making more
and more of their own parts and are using
the threat of further integration as a club
to force suppliers to meet dictated prices,

“The auto parts makers are likely to have
mixed emotions about the UAW’s campaign.
On the one hand, the parts companies prob-
ably would welcome a letup in the pressure
by the auto companies for low-cost parts.
On the other, they are fearful that even if
such a letup were achieved, it would merely
give the union an opening to gobble up the
profit gains by demanding more expensive
contracts. 'In these power struggles between
giants the little guy in the middle always
takes the worst beating,’ says an official of
one parts company.”

May I respectfully ask this committee to
take into account the adverse effect on the
competitive position of the independent
parts manufacturer that this bill would
bring about before coming to a final deci-
sion. Let the record show that those who
represent the independent parts manu-
facturers and their distributors presented to
the Members of Congress and the Senate
their objections to the bill so that the Con-
gress could act with the knowledge of the
possible disadvantages as well as the well-
advertised advantages of this proposed
legislation.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, one of the
purposes of a committee hearing is to
inform the public as to what is happen-
ing in Congress, and to give interested
segments of public opinion the opportu-
nity to be heard. This is being accom-
plished in these hearings the Finance
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Committee is currently conducting. I
think it would be of value to Senators to
read a sample of some of the reaction of
the public to developments thus far.

I have charged, as have others, that
this agreement will result in the clos-
ing of or serious damage to many small
business operations in the United States,
or the curtailment of their activities, be-
cause of the necessity, due to the side
agreements made between the Govern-
ment of Canada and the big four auto-
mobile manufacturers, of producing more
parts in Canada. This move is avpar-
ently already underway, and a clear
illustration of this move is given in the
letter sent out by the Eaton Spring Divi-
slon of Eaton Manufacturing Co. to its
employees in the United States. One of
those employees, Mr. Louis P. Zajos, has
written to me and sent along one of his
company’s letters. Also, Mr. Warren
Mika, president of Local 368, United
Automobile Workers, has telegraphed his
concern. These are typical of other com-
munications I have received.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter of Mr. Zajos, the
Eaton letter, and Mr. Mika’'s telegram
be printed at this point in my remarks.

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

LACKAWANNA, N.Y.,
September 15, 1965.

Dear Sme: Could you possibly look into this
matter, and put a stop to factories moving
our plants into Canada, and taking their
business there.

This means many of us men will be with-
out a job in the near future.

The reason for this is President Johnson's
agreement to eliminate tariffs on automobile
parts crossing the border.

Thank you very much.

I remain,
Louis P. ZaJos.
EaToN SPRING DIvVISION,
EATON MANUFACTURING CoO.,
Detroit, Mich., September 3, 1965.
To all Spring Division Employees:

The development of plans for the estab-
lishment of a leaf spring plant in Canada has
matured to a point where I am in a position
to advise you more fully where the move is
concerned than at the time of the initial no-
tice on the subject, July 19, 1965.

According to these plans, the Canadian
plant will be equipped almost entirely with
new machinery. Very little existing equip-
ment will be moved from elther Detroit or
Lackawannsa to the Canadian location, which
will be at Chatham, Ontario. Without ruling
out the possibility of reactivation of a por-
tlon of the facilities at either Detroit or
Lackawanna to meet market demands not
now foreseen, the leaf springs to be produced
by the Spring Division will be made entirely
at the Chatham plant beginning approxi-
mately 1 year from now.,

Under current conditions the suspension
coil spring business remaining is not sub-
stantial enough to justify the large plant
facilitles which they will occupy. In order
to warrant the continuation of coil spring
manufacture at our present location, it will
be necessary for us to obtain a most substan-
tial increase in our volume of business where
these items are concerned. This can be done
in two ways—by the introduction of new
products and by increased market penetra-
tion for existing products.

Where new products are concerned we have
a most encouraging one in the Torsionetic
Universal Joint, but a great deal of time and
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effort must be expended before this item will
replace any substantial portion of the loss
where leaf springs are concerned. At best
then the Torsionetic Joint represents for the
present no more than a good start in the
right direction. ;

Increased market penetration for existing
products, the second growth path open to us,
is a rugged road to follow, but take it we
must for only by it will we reach cur com-
mon goal of jobs and job security. However,
we will succeed in reaching this goal only to
the extent that we can sell our springs prof-
itably for less money than our customers are
paying us currently. This is an obvious and
simple statement of economic fact, but the
consequences will hit hard on every facet of
our operations.

In the past we have been competing largely
with firms like ourselves having leaf springs
as their principal product. In the future we
will be competing with coil spring manufac-
turers having smaller and less expensive or-
ganizations than that to which we have
been accustomed. To compete successfully
under the new conditions which confront
us will require us to examine every single
phase of our operations and to make what-
ever adjustments are required to assure
that we operate with a maximum of efii-
ciency and that we avold all needless expense
during the critical days which lie ahead.

In closing, I would emphasize that man-
agement has no intention of abandoning the
manufacture of coil springs and that it has
high hopes that these phases of our current
operations can be carried on successfully pro-
vided only that every member of the organi-
zation accepts his share of the job which con-
fronts us.

Sincerely yours,
H. H. CLARK,
General Manager.
DerroOIT, MICH.,
September 16, 1965.
The Honorable ALBERT GORE,
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.:

Our heartiest congratulations to you on
your forthright and perceptive opposition to
the Canadian-United States auto tarlff agree-
ment now under Senate conslderation.

Our members have already been informed
that the entire leaf spring operation in the
spring division of Eaton Manufacturing Co.
will cease at the end of the 1966 model year
because this product will be manufactured
exclusively in a new Eaton Canadian facility
thereafter,

This means that 350 of our members will
have their jobs completely eliminated be-
cause of the private assurances to Canada of
a substantial business increase.

No doubt many more United States firms,
such as Eaton Manufacturing Co., will be
transferring their operations to Canada to
avail themselves of the competitive advan-
tages these assurances provide. Conse-
quently many more U.S. workers will be los-
ing their jobs once the agreement becomes
fully effective.

We respectfully request that you continue
your noble endeavor to achieve Senate re-
jection of this trade-restricting agreement
with the wholehearted support of every
member of this local union.

Sincerely,
Locan 368, U.AW. AFL-CIO,
WARREN Mrixa, President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Younc of Ohio in the chair). The time
of the Senator from Tennessee has ex-
pired.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for an ad-
ditional 5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, although
administration witnesses appearing be-
fore the committee denied that they
knew of any small businessman who has
thus far been hurt, or of any who had
been intimidated, and thus fearful of op-
posing this deal for the benefit of the big
four, this is also already apparent. I
have received a letter from a small busi-
nessman in Garden City, Mich., who tells
me that he was put out of business after
writing a letter to the editor of his news-
paper about this agreement. I do not
wish to use his name, but I have it in my
files if any Senators are interested.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter I now refer to be
printed at this point in my remarks.

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

The Honorable Senator ALBERT GORE,
The U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: I am one of the independent
parts makers who carried the Canadian car
tarifi fight to the public letter box of our
local newspapers.

On July 5, 1965, the Detroit Free Press
printed the enclosed letter over my slgnature.

On July 7, 1965, three small parts ship-
ments were returned to me for correction
and July 21, 1965, all of my orders were can-
celled for “late delivery.”

The cancelled orders were assigned to
others for more money and the customer tried
to charge the penalty to my accounts receiv-
able which still are unpaid. Peak employ-
ment was 12 and today none.

Coincidence, perhaps. But you have my
best wishes in your fight to protect American
lndustry from unfair competltlon‘

Sincerely,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, reaction
on the Canadian side of the border has
been equally interesting. Up there, it
would appear that consumers have been
paying high prices for automobiles—
nigher than necessary, in my judgment—
because of Canadian fariffs. Now, they
are going to have to pay higher prices
because there will be no tariff. Some of
them seem to be having difficulty in un-
derstanding any explanation other than
that the big four automobile companies
will pocket unjustified millions of their
dollars.

Indeed, that is what the big four have
already done. In pursuance of this
agreement, Canada has already uni-
laterally, if temporarily, eliminated her
tariff. The Canadian tariff on new auto-
mobiles from the United States is 17 per-
cent. On an Impala Chevrolet or a good
Ford or Plymouth, this amounts to $500
or more on the automobile. This tariff
reduction has been in effect since Jan-
uary, I believe, but there have been no
reductions in automobile prices to the
automobile consumers in Canada. So
the big four are already pocketing vast
benefits from this agreement.

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr.
will the Senator yield?

Mr. GORE. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
since this is the morning hour I shall
most respectfully, if there are to be
speeches, have to object, because I have
matters of pressing importance to at-
tend to and desire to obtain the floor
myself.

President.
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, how much
time have I remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Tennessee has 2 minutes
remaining.

Mr. GORE. I shall conclude in 2
minutes. I yield to the Senator from
Missouri.

Mr. SYMINGTON. I commend the
able senior Senator from Tennessee for
the work he has done in this field. The
manipulation of the parts tariff has re-
sulted in a number of manufacturers in
this counfry having a 19 percent negative
tariff position, as against fthose who
manufacture parts in Canada. In an ef-
fort to correct this situation, an arrange-
ment has now been made which, in my
opinion, justifies the apprehension of the
Senator from Tennessee because of the
considerably lower hourly wage rate paid
by leading manufacturers of the United
States in their Canadian plants. In my
opinion, this development can only re-
sult in heavy additional unemployment
in the United States. Again, I congratu-
late the Senator for the fine work he has
done in this field.

Mr. GORE. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Missouri. The very pur-
pose of this agreement, the stated pur-
pose of the agreement, is to increase
manufacturing facilities in the automo-
tive industry in Canada. I shall have
more to say about this later.

I have much sympathy with the point
of view of Canadian consumers, and feel
that it has great validity. This matter,
of course, also has serious foreign policy
implications, for these companies are
clearly identified by the average Ca-
nadian as U.S. companies.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that two letters I have received from
Canadian citizens be printed at this point
in my remarks. One of these is a letter
written to a Canadian editor. Because
he is associated with one of the big four,
his name is not included, but I have it in
my files.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

WINNIPEG, MANITOBA, CANADA,
September 15, 1965.
Senator ALBERT GORE, '

U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Sm: I have read of your recent stand
on the Canada-United States auto trade pact
and greatly admire you for your stand on
same,

There is no sound reason that we Cana-
dians—in my case I am 60 miles from the
border—and there is from $800 to $1,200 dif-
ference in price of a new car.

If they want free trade, throw open the
border and let the price of autos reach their
own level.

I never have been able to see why we Cana-
dians, with lower pay, are forced to pay
larger prices to Canadian companies that are
owned by U.S. parent companies.

Go after them sir: good luck.

Yours truly,
T. W. WaDE.
WINNIPEG, MANITORA,
May 14, 1965.
The EDITOR,
Winnipeg Free Press,

Winnipeg, Manitoba.
Dear Sir: In your issue of May 11, you re-
port the Honorable Mr. Drury as stating that
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in spite of the $50 million yearly reduction
or walver of duty on parts for the car manu-
facturers, reducing their costs accordingly,
this reduction could not be passed on to the
public by way of lower prices on cars. The
reason he gave was that it was because of
the “greater costs of distribution in Canada,
stretching as it does from coast to coast, and
with many thinly populated areas.” Well,
the United States stretches from coast to
coast, and has many thinly populated areas,
and has to meet very similar costs of dis-
tribution—which it manages to do, and still
keeps the price of its cars hundreds of dol-
lars lower than ours. So this hardly seems to
be a valid reason that Mr. Drury has given
to us.

To be precise on this matter of costs of dis-
tribution in Canada, whether lower or higher
or the same as in the United States, such
costs are included by the manufacturer in
the price at which it sells to its dealers.
These costs are integrated and included in
factory pricing along with the other elements
of cost such as labor, material, supplies,
wages, salaries, depreciation, advertising and
so forth. Therefore, if the factories reduce
the price of cars by the 850 million in ques-
tion and retained their present methods of
costing, their costs of distribution would be
covered as always In the price charged to
their dealers. So these costs are hardly a
factor that prevents factories from passing
along to their dealers, and thus to the con-
sumer the benefit of the $50 million bonus
they have been given by the Government.

But no. The reduction to the consumer
cannot be allowed it is sald. (Who says?
the Government? the factorles?)

Instead, this $50 million (not paid by the
factories) plus factory markup on this
imaginary $50 million, and then plus the
dealers’ markup on this already marked up
$50 million, are all still to be charged to the
consumer. For example:

[In millions]
There is this imaginary nonpaid cost
8

To which factory adds its markup, say
a0lpErsent . L il L s G S 10

Resulting in extra cost to the dealer of__ 60
And then the dealer (who has actually
paid the $60 million, it isn't imaginary
to him) adds his markup, say 20 per-

A — e o R . 72

The public has to pay $72 million to make
good a gift of 50 million to the factories.
Good economics? Commonsense? Equi-
table?

And the above applies to 1 year only.
The word is that it may take 3 years or more
to reach the goal. (What is the goal? Price
parity with the United States? Near price
parity? or what? It has never been spelled
out.)

Well then, over a 3-year period, we would
have 3 times $72 million equals $216 million.

Repeat it—$216 million extra consumer
cost.

That is not all. Once the cars with these
extra costs get into dealers inventories, the
dealers will have to pay the extra insurance
premiums and the extra interest on the
money borrowed for this $60 million of ficti-
tious cost, and the consumer in turn will
have to pay the extra insurance premiums
and the extra interest on money borrowed
for the 72 million of fictitious cost in his re-
tail price. Think of it. Insuring and bor-
rowing money to cover these extra millions
that aren't really there.

It may be a good deal for someone, but not
for the consumer, helpless against this goug-
ing.

‘Who, eventually, gets these hundreds of
millions of dollars? Presumably any bene-
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fits will be concentrated more or less in the
principal ecar manufacturing area of Can-
ada—Iin the form of increased Investment in
land, plant, machinery and equipment, and
in the form of local increased employment
and the increased wages and salaries flowing
therefrom. These are all designed to in-
crease production and, hopefully, to lower
prices.

How are the other Provinces and their eiti-
zens going to feel about this? They are be-
ing called upon to foot the bill for the great
part of this $216 million, and about their
only tangible return being a promised, some-
time, unknown amount of, maybe, car price
reduction.

It is ironic. Original imposition of duties
and tariffs was to foster Canadian automo-
bile production—being paid for by the con-
sumer in higher prices for his cars and trucks.
And now, when tariffs or customs are being
eliminated or suspended, the consumer has
to pay extra for this too. Tariff up, or tariff
down, the consumer pays. These tariffs and
duties have helped one area of Canada
greatly, and the rest of Canada but slightly.
And, in reverse, when tariffs come down, it
will be to benefit one area greatly, and the
rest of Canada but slightly.

Does anyone Eknow what guarantees of
price parity we are getting for this $216 mil-
lion or more? Apparently none, since all
that we have been told is that over the next
few years the factories have promised to try
to increase volume and to reduce prices.

A former and famous U.S. Secretary of
Defense, Mr. Charles Wilson (who had been
president of General Motors Corp.), was
once quoted as saying that “what was good
for General Motors is good for the United
States.” Likewise it appears that what is
good for car makers is good for Canada.

The factories are run by huge, wealthy,
and powerful corporations. General Motors,
for example, is probably the largest and rich-
est business organization in the world. To
say that it needs a share of $50 million an-
nually for the next few years to enable it to
increase production is hard to belleve. Nei-
ther General Motors or the other corpora-
tions are short of the necessary cash, or cash
resources or managerial ability needed to pro-
duce increased production. In fact, General
Motors, for one, manufactures money and
profits about as fast as it manufactures cars.

The automobile industry does not need to
be financed or subsidized. It may need to
be told.

We don’t want an agreement—terms set by
the factories apparently, as to what they may
try to do.

Perhaps a directive—governmental—is
called for—car and truck prices are to be
reduced over the next few years, or else.

Yours truly,

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the Com-
mittee on Finance is continuing its study
of the ramifications of this most unusual
agreement. I hope every Senator will be-
come informed on this subject by the
time the Senate proceeds to debate the
bill which would implement it.

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, last Fri-
day, September 17, beginning at page
24241, of the Recorp, I undertook to de-
fend the chairman of the Committee on
Foreign Relations for a speech he made
earlier in the week in connection with
American foreign policy in the Domini-
can Republic. The debate has now been
joined by two of our well-known, able,
and usually accurate and well-informed
columnists, Messrs. Rowland Evans and
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Robert Novak, in an article entitled “Ful-
bright Furor” published in the Washing-
ton Post this morning. I ask unanimous
consent that the text of the column be
printed at the end of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should
like to make five specific points with re-
spect to the Evans-Novak column.

First, there is ample documentation of
Senator FuLerIGHT's reference to the ad-
verse Latin American reaction to U.S.
intervention in the Dominican Republic.
For example, President Raul Leoni, of
Venezuela, said:

Such actions * * * tend to revive the era
of unilateral intervention, which one sup-

had been left far behind by the evolu-
tion of international life. They place in seri-
ous jeopardy the principles and essential
norms that constitute the legal basis of the
OAS,

That statement is a quotation from an
article in the quarterly “Foreign Affairs,”
for July 1965.

Similar comments were made by D1.
Rafael Caldera, leader of the COPEIL
Party in Venezuela; President Fernando
Belaunde Terry, of Peru, in his interview
on the NBC-TV “white paper”; President
Eduardo Frei Montalva, of Chile; and
President Gustavo Diaz Ordaz, of Mex-
ico. The division of opinion within Ar-
gentina was so deep that the Argentine
Government faced a domestic political
crisis.

There were, of course, Latin Americans
who supported the administration’s posi-
tion. But with few exceptions—our ac-
tion attracted the dictators of Nicaragua,
Haiti, and Paraguay, and alienated the
democrats of Mexico, Venezuela, and
Chile.

My second point is that anti-Ameri-

canism in the Dominican Republic,
which unquestionably exists to a substan-
tial extent, did not come from the Ful-
bright speech. It came from the Ameri-
can actions in the Dominican Republic
in April and May. By indicating that
there is a body of senatorial opinion
which is opposed to the actions, the
Fulbright speech is more likely to en-
courage antimilitary and democratic
Dominicans who would like to view the
United States as a liberal nation and a
friend. This applies also elsewhere in
the hemisphere, as is borne out by the
reactions we are daily getting from that
area.
My third point concerns the Evans and
Novak reference to White House security
clearance of a censored report on the full
extent of the Communist influence at
the time of the April revolt as justifying
the action we took to support the mili-
tary junta in Santo Domingo.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
Javirs in the chair).
Senator has expired.

Mr. CLARE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I be permitted
to continue for 2 additional minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania is recognized for 2 additional min-
utes.

(M.
The time of the
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, I should
like to see that report. The Committee
on Foreign Relations was given a whole
sheaf of classified information on alleged
Communist domination of the Domini-
can revolt.

All T can say is that it was completely
unconvineing as to any control of the
revolution by Communists except that
it indicated that after, but not before,
the massive American intervention, a
number of Communists did raise their
heads and take an active part in the
revolution.

My fourth point is that Evans and
Novak refer to the so-called quickie
probe by the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions. We had 13 sessions, listened to 7
witnesses, all representing the adminis-
tration, took 660 pages of testimony, and
consumed 1615 hours of the committee
time. I do not consider that to be a
“quickie” investigation. It was search-
ing and far-reaching.

Finally, Mr. President, Evans and
Novak complain at some length about the
timing of the speech. Granted, there is
never a good time for the chairman of
the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions to criticize an administration of his
own party. However, the speech was
withheld until the government of Presi-
dent Garcia Godoy was installed and got
off the ground.

In my opinion, the timing of the
speech was not only excellent, but it will
also, in the long run, do our posture in
the Latin American countries a great
amount of good.

ExHIBIT 1
THE FUuLBRIGHT FUROR

(By Rowland Evans and Robert Novak)

One month ago, when the Johnson admin-
istration was playing midwife in the birth of
a new government in Santo Domingo, Sen-
ator FuLBrIGHT, Democrat, of Arkansas, tem-
porarily laid aside his scathing Indictment
of U.S. intervention in the bloody Dominican
revolution.

FULBRIGHT's reason for delay: With the
new government of U.S.-backed Hector Gar-
cia Godoy barely coming into its own, the
highly critical analysis of U.S. actions during
the late April uprising might set back the
whole affair. FurBrIGHT, chalrman of the
once-prestigious Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, decided to postpone his con-
demnation of U.S. policy.

But when it came last week, the FuLerIGHT
speech was just as i1l timed as it would have
been a month earlier.

This was President Johnson's appraisal,
When he received a copy of the speech 24
hours before its delivery in the Senate, he
scanned it briefly.

His immediate complaint: FuLBrIGHT'S one-
sided view of U.S. intervention in the Do-
minican Republic last April would receive
far more attention than it deserved (because
he is Foreign Relations Committee chair-
man) and embarrass the future course of
U.S. diplomacy in the Dominican Republic.

But in fact, remarked the President to a
Senator, the Fulbright critique did not rep-
resent even a simple majority of the 19-
member committee.

This raises a serious issue: In critical mat-
ters of forelgn policy, how candid should a
Senator of FULBRIGHT'S prestige be in attack-
ing and undermining the Government’s pol-
icy in such a dangerous confrontation?

Until recently, a major controversy such
as the one over U.S. intervention in the
Dominican Republic would have come before
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FULBRIGHT’S commlittee for a long, reasoned
investigation (far more thorough than the
quickie probe by the Fulbright committee
this summer). This, in times past, would
have resulted in a committee report backed

a strong majority. But today, Fuon-
BRIGHT'S 19-man committee is split into al-
most 19 parts, representing every shade of
opinion.

As the committee has gradually increased
in size to accommodate ambitious Senators
(from 13 members in 1947 to 19 members to-
day), its ability to act in unison has declined
drastically.

Furthermore, FULBRIGHT is a uniquely orig-
inal thinker, the antithesls of the organiza-
tion man or Senate type. Under his chair-
manship, the committee has succumbed to
factional bickering so severe that FuLBrRIGHT
threatened at one point to refuse to handle
the foreign aid bill.

As a result, 1t is now every man for himself
on the committtee. But Chalrman Fur-
BRIGHT, as the embodiment of the Senate's
unigque constitutional powers in foreign af-
fairs, still has a special responsibility to con-
sider the results of what he says and its im-
pact outside the United States.

In the Dominican Republic, the impact of
FuLBriGHT'S speech (described by Senator
Taomas E. Dopop, Democrat, of Connecticut,
as “a sweeping condemnation” of U.S. pol-
icy) 1s predictable. With all Dominican
politicians pointing to the next presidential
election there, the Fulbright indictment is
certain to lift the chances of the most anti-
Yankee candidate in the field.

By dramatizing so harshly his own disil-
lusion with the U.S. decision to intervene,
the Senator gives the most extreme anti-U.S.
political factions in the Dominican Republic
a readymade presidential campaign text.
The condemnation of Washington that will
soon be ringing from the hustings in Santo
Domingo will be flavored with the Senator's
own ringing condemnation.

Nobody questions FursriceT's unlimited
right to condemn U.S. policy. What critics
in the administration—and the Senate as
well—question is his timing.

Finally, these critics challenged the Sena-
tor's disregard of the sudden chaos last April
in Santo Domingo and the impressive evi-
dence of deep Communist penetration of the
rebel command.

When Doop made his reply on Thursday,
the White House was concerned enough to
glve security clearance to a censored report
on the full extent of Communist influence in
the April revolt. The report alone is a com-
pelling argument for the intervention.

But in the Dominican Republic, Fuor-
BRIGHT'S attack will be remembered long
after the intelligence report is forgotten.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business?

REFERENCE OF PROPOSED LEGIS-
LATION TO SENATE COMMIT-
TEES

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
wish to raise an important procedural
question.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I ask the Senator from Washington
whether he intends to speak for more
than 3 minutes?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not believe
that I shall take more than 3 minutes.

Mr. President, 2 weeks ago, or the week
before last, the Senator from Connecti-
cut [Mr. Dopp] submitted an amendment
to the farm bill. The amendment was
proposed as a substitute for the Mondale
amendment, concerning the establish-
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ment of a Select Joint Committee To
Study East-West Trade.

When the Senator from Connecticut
submitted the amendment, he suggested
that the amendment be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

I shall not take 3 minutes to go into
the details concerning the jurisdiction
of East-West trade. I am the chairman
of a committee dealing with interstate
and foreign commerce. It is so desig-
nated. I should like to underline foreign
commerce.

We call it the Committee on Commerce
in order to eliminate some verbiage.
However, we not only have authority in
this area, but we also have a direct man-
date from the Senate to examine mat-
ters dealing with foreign commerce.

We have assumed and undertaken this
responsibility on many occasions. We
have studied foreign commerce with
reference to its fiscal aspect and other
aspects for many months.

As the Senator from Ohio, who is a
distinguished member of the committee,
can testify, we have been doing this for
many years. However, for some reason,
the Committee on Foreign Relations
appears to believe this subject is within
its jurisdiction. If a measure relates to
commerce and is involved with the polit-
ical situation to such an extent that
the measure cannot survive, the commit-
tee believes the measure should be re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. I believe they have sufficient
problems with their foreign affairs.
From what I read in the papers per-
haps they have too many problems, cer-
tainly enough so they should not try to
usurp the jurisdiction of the Committee
on Commerce.

I told the Senator from Connecticut
that it would do no good to request that
the measure be referred to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. I informed
him that our committee has deeply con-
sidered the problem for quite some time
and that we hope to accomplish what
the Senator suggested. The committee
was unanimous in the view. I suggested
that a bill providing for a select commit-
tee—even though I do not believe one is
needed because our committee is work-
ing on the matter—should be referred to
the Committee on Commerce.

I understood at that time that the
Senator agreed with me, although I have
not spoken to him recently. I told the
Senator that the committee would pre-
pare a letter, and the committee has
prepared a letter. In the meantime,
the Senator from Connecticut [Mg.
Dopp] on September 14 resubmitted
this measure, not as a substitute for the
Mondale amendment, but as a separate
resolution.

The Senator then requested that the
measure be referred first to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations and then to the
Committee on Commerce for considera-
tion. I do not know what that means.
However, I did think we had an under-
standing. There may be some misun-
derstanding between us. However, I
did go to the desk prior to the 14th and
stated that I wanted a hold placed on
the referral on behalf of the Committee
on Commerce.
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Of course, the desk cannot bz respon-
sible when a Senator makes a unani-
mous-consent request and the request
is not objected to.

As a result, we have a measure re-
questing the creation of a Joint Com-
mittee on East-West Trade referred to
the Committee on Foreign Relations
while our committee is in the midst of
studying the problem. Subsequently
the Senator from New York [Mr. Javirs]
and the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Dopp] submitted a resolution and asked
that a certain committee report on East-
West trade, prepared by our commit-
tee—and the President has appointed a
temporary group; I shall place the
names in the Recorn—be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations be-
cause they were studying the wheat
problem. The East-West trade problem
is much broader than that.

I do not want to suggest that the
Senator from Connecticut did not do
what he thought we had suggested.
Perhaps he did, and I shall talk with
him. However, in the meantime, I serve
notice that tomorrow I shall ask unani-
mous consent that the bill be rereferred
to the Committee on Commerce, regard-
less of whether the Senator from Con-
necticut is here. Nobody notified the
Committee on Commerce when this hap-
pened—we were discussing the matter
in the committee at that time.

If a unanimous consent request is not
agreed to, I shall serve notice that we
shall make a motion to put this measure
back where it belongs—in the Commit-
tee on Commerce—and the Committee
on Foreign Relations can take care of
its own matters. They have plenty of
matters to consider. However, I believe
our committee is competent in this field,
having spent day after day, week after
week, and year after year in studying
the matter of business and travel in
foreign countries.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President, is it
permissible now to move to rerefer the
measure to the Committee on Com-
merce?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator may introduce a resolution to
discharge the Committee on Foreign
Relations from further consideration of
the matter which has been referred to it.
The Senator may introduce such a
resolution. If objection is heard, the
matter will go over.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
as a Senator on this side of the aisle, I
have been asked to object to any unani-
mous-consent request that would inter-
fere with the pending business. This
being the morning hour, I most respect-
fully object. I have no objection to what
the Senator wants to do, but I do object
to it being done at this time.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
serve notice that tomorrow, unless this
matter is straightened out, I shall, as
chairman of the committee—and
directed by the committee—so move.
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CONCERN OVER ATTEMPTS TO
CREATE AND EXPLOIT A SEEM-
ING DISAGREEMENT BETWEEN
PRESIDENT JOHNSON AND
FORMER PRESIDENT EISEN-
HOWER

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
am seriously concerned that attempts
to create and exploit a seeming disagree-
ment between our President and former
President Eisenhower may damage or
obscure this Nation'’s commitment in
Vietnam.

Deep and bitter partisanship has no
place in the debate concerning so seri-
ous a matter as the situation facing us
and the free world in South Vietnam. I
deplore, therefore, recent partisan at-
tempts to build up a controversy between
these two distinguished Americans for
political purposes.

The details surrounding the origin of
our commitment in Vietnam may not be
precisely remembered; they may be open
to some debate. But let us speak frankly
and let us speak clearly: there must and
can be no debate about the fact that
that commitment now exists.

I believe that we must honor it. I be-
lieve that this Nation must stand cou-
rageously for freedom in South Vietnam
or fall abjectly somewhere else in the
future.

This is a time for unity, for mutual re-
spect, and for serious discussion of our
objectives in this effort—not for petty
squabbling.

Fortunately, General Eisenhower has
reaffirmed his strong support for Presi-
dent Johnson'’s policy in Vietnam. There
the matter stands—and there it should
be left to stand without irrelevant and
mischievous debate.

I was deeply impressed by an article
in the New York Journal-American of
Sunday, August 22, by William Randolph
Hearst, Jr., entitled, “Ike Settles It.”

Mr., President, this article was written
last month, but the controversy and dis-
cussion seems to continue. I believe it
is well that it be printed in the REcorbp.

I ask unanimous consent that this
excellent analysis be printed at this point
in the REcORD.

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

EprTor’s REPORT: IKE SETTLES IT
(By Willlam Randolph Hearst, Jr.)

It has seemed to me from the beginning
that the attempts to build up a disagreement
between President Johnson and former Presi-
dent Eisenhower over Vietnam were sur-
passingly silly and potentially destructive.

Now, thank goodness, Ike has blasted those
efforts to smithereens in two terse words—
“All rot.”

He spoke not only as the commanding
voice of moderate republicanism, but as a
patriotic American who, in times of na-
tional emergency or crisis, rises about par-
tisan considerations and party lines.

Here is the heart of the matter, as General
Elsenhower expressed it:

“When our country is in a position of
crisis, there is only one thing a good Amer-
:;::.:t San do, and that is support the Presl-

For those who have been seeking to foment
dissension over something that happened 11
years ago it might be well to remember, as
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they apparently had forgotten, that politics
stop at the water’s edge.

The disagreement bulldup, in which sec-
tors of our press and broadcasting industry
as well as some Republicans showed more
zeal than reason, began last Tuesday after
General Eisenhower held a news conference
in Washington.

At that time he voiced a mild demurrer
over the emphasis that has been placed by
the Johnson administration on a letter that
Ike wrote in October 1954, to Ngo Dinh
Diem, then Premier of South Vietnam. The
administration has used the letter to demon-
strate that U.S. commitment to South Viet-
nam began then.

Whether it did or did not depends largely
on where you sit. It is quite true, as General
Eisenhower pointed out, that “‘what we were
talking about was economic and foreign
ald”—not military ald or the commitment
of our forces,

Yet General Eisenhower, disturbed by the
reckless way in which his words have been
slanted, has been among the first to make
clear that what was policy in 1954 does not
apply to policy in 1965.

In a statement Thursday at his Gettysburg
farm he said the public should understand
“how different the circumstances are today
from a decade ago.”

In 1954, he went on, there was hope that
South Vietnam would be left in peace by
the Communists in North Vietnam, and
eould survive as a free nation by economic
aid alone. Those hopes, he said, have not
been realized

“I have saild again and again that I sup-
port the President,” Ike said. “I've done
everything I can to show that I'm behind
him.”

His stand was endorsed by former Vice
President Nixon and other Republican leaders
attending the Gettysburg conference. It
is endorsed, I am absolutely sure, by the
vast majority of the American people, ex-
cluding the appeasers and let's-get-out-of-
Vietnam clique.

It is distressing that a few Republicans,
notably Representative GerarLp R. Forp of
Michigan, House GOP leader, have sought to
make political capital out of a manufactured
dissension that does not exist.

In view of General Eisenhower's Gettys-
burg remarks, where does this leave Mr,
Forp?

I would say way out in right field.

Being good soldiers, U.S. astronauts, of
course, never comment on matters outside
their orbits, but it occurs to me that it would
be interesting to know what thoughts pass
through their minds when their spins take
them over the areas which are our farflung
defense lines.

Leaving Vietnam aside as of obvious con-
cern, do they wonder, for instance, how well
Western Europe's defenses are prepared to
cope with any threat from the East? With
the space and time differences from the rest
of us on earth, they could be like that
character (remember the old play and film,
“Berkeley Square?”) whose existence on an-
other time level enabled him to see the shape
of things to come.

And the shape of things developing in
Europe is unlikely to bring satisfaction to
any of us in the Western World. On the
NATO or Western side of that divided conti-
nent there looms a difficult splintering of
defenses, while the power massed on the
Eastern side, according to reports from neu-
tral Austria, are more formidable now than
they were a while back.

1 don't want to belabor the question of
the deficiency in the sense of responsibility
of France's President de Gaulle, but it is
his drift toward separatism which has
brought about some main problems hound-
ing NATO now.

Three weeks ago, this columm commented
on De Gaulle’s latest move in ordering
Prench officers attached to NATO's stafl to
boycott planning for integrated exercises.
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It seemed to me, and I said so, that NATO
couldn't just accept that and would have
to proceed with future plans bypassing
France.

I know personally that De Gaulle's virtual
secesslon, bit by bit, from the common West-
ern defense alliance, is galling to many
French military men. Apparently they are
more realistic than the lofty Charles, and
realize that NATO can, if it must, get along
without France far better than France can
get along without NATO.

But De Gaulle, being the kind of one-man
board of directors he is, appears no more
likely to let others guide him in the future
than in the past. And neither the United
States nor the other European Allies can af-
ford to sacrifice the larger defense interests
enough to coddle his egotistical desire to
call the shots. If Big Charles won't play
unless he can be quarterback, fullback, end,
tackle, and center, and all other positions,
then apparently the team will have to do
without him. That is, unless fear of isola-
tion makes him change his attitude, and
that is unlikely from present indications.

An Interesting note in the magazine U.S.
News & World Report confirms what I wrote
about NATO proceeding with planning on
the basis of France's absence. This has been
going on since the beginning of June. It was
based on earlier signals of noncooperation by
De Gaulle, and the officer pullout 3 weeks ago
was considered the last straw.

The report says new NATO defense maps
are being distributed, allowing for logistics,
etc., without the French. Supplies are being
shifted to handle the major problem grow-
ing out of that: Without France, there is no
land bridge between the remaining northern
European members of NATO and the south-
ern members.

As discussed here in August 1 Editor's Re-
port, this necessarily means bringing West
Germany into a larger role along with Brit-
ain. But there is no other country which can
fill a vacuum such as that created by a
French pullout. Not only French military
men, but most French people are going to be
very unhappy about that and they may begin
to ask: “Where's Charley?"

The contrasting—and possibly ominous—
report about strengthened forces in Commu-
nist Eastern Europe comes from the Viennese
newspaper Die Presse. It says weapons and
other equipment used by satellite forces of
Poland, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, and
Rumania have been standardized and made
uniform with Soviet models.

Once some 24 to 36 lll-trained and ill-
armed divisions, these are now reported to
number 50 drilled and combat-prepared di-
visions. They have Russian rockets, but the
suspicious Russians have kept nuclear war-
heads to themselves.

The contrast with the West, having to re-
group because of the failure of French coop-
eration, is nothing to cheer about. I sup-
pose that, in any alliance of truly free and
independent nations such as NATO, it is al-
ways possible for somebody to rock the boat.
It's just that much more of a headache for
others, but it looks as though our side will
have to manage it.

PROPOSAL TO INCLUDE JEFFER-
SON DAVIS IN HALL OF FAME
Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, the

hall of fame committee will soon be con-

sidering nominations of additional

Americans to the hall of fame. Many

of us strongly feel that Jefferson Davis

should be among those to be admitted
to the hall of fame. The War Between
the States is now more than 100 years
behind us and surely the Nation can now
look to all of the accomplishments of

Jefferson Davis rather than focus alone

on the leadership he gave to the Con-

federate States of America. In this con-
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nection, Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that a September 6 Newsweek
article be printed in the REecorb.

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

JEFFERSON Davis
(By Raymond Moley)

Among the many observances and notices
of these past 4 months marking the termi-
nation of the War Between the States, there
has, so far as I have noted, been little or no
mention of the capture, imprisonment and
torture of Jefferson Davis, President of the
Confederate States of America. Some of us
whose ancestors were on the side of the North
and who know the facts may want to have
that episode forgotten. For it nakedly re-
vealed the lengths to which passions may go
beyond the common decencies and practices
of war and the peace which follows. After
the First World War the German Kaiser
was permitted, despite the screaming of Lloyd
George, to find haven at Doorn, where he
lived out his life unmolested. Davis was en-
titled to more consideration, for he headed
a struggle not of aggression but for what he
concelved to be the constitutional right of
secession.

Davis fled from Richmond after Lee's
surrender and tried to reach Texas. For there
was still plenty of resistance left in parts of
the South. He was captured in Georgia and
imprisoned for 2 years in Fort Monroe.
There, under the orders of the ruthless and
cruel Stanton, Secretary of War, he was sub-
jected to unnecessarily bitter punishment.
He was locked in an iron cell, with guards
clanking up and down outside by day and
night. For a while his legs were encased in
chains. In the hysteria which followed Lin-
coln’s assassination even President Andrew
Johnson, who himself was later attacked for
leniency, branded Davis a ‘“traitor” and
charged that he was involved in the plot to
kill Lincoln.

FOR HALL OF FAME

And so the imprisonment of Davis was
Justified by the Government not only as a
measure of war but as detention pending
trial. After 2 years, because of the vigorous
activity of Horace Greeley in his behalf,
Davis was permitted to have bail fixed at
$100,000. Greeley and others, including rep-
resentatives of Cornelilus Vanderbilt, sub-
mitted bond and Davis was released. When
the time of trial came, Chief Justice Chase
on constitutional grounds, quashed the
charge, and he was freed.

Davis lived until 1889, a life marked mostly
by frustrating misfortune—personal and
family troubles and business failure. Peace
came only in the last years, at the home
friends provided for him at Beauvoir, near
Biloxi. Here he wrote his “Short History of
the Confederate States.”

Luckless in life, he has had the fortune
to have a richly talented blographer, Hudson
Strode of the University of Alabama. The
three-volume “Jefferson Davis"” occupied
Btrode in 13 years of research. (Published
by Harcourt, Brace & World. The first vol-
ume appeared in 19556 and the final volume
in 1964.) It is a fascinating American
story.

There is now an effort to have Davis ad-
mitted to the Hall of Fame. Among the
many Americans, North and South, who have
urged this recognition have been Generals
Eisenhower, Bradley and Wedemeyer, and
Adm. Lewls L. Strauss.

SERVICES TO NATION

By any measure of achievement, even if
we limit consideration to the period before
1860, Davis deserves this recognition. He
won great respect in the House and Senate by
the fervor of his eloquence and his deep
understanding of constitutional principles.
During his 4 years as Secretary of War in the
1850's, he created great administrative re-
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forms. He sought to the end to prevent a
rupture of the Union but, like Lee, he joined
his native section in creating a new nation’s
struggle for independence. “Treason” is a
word loosely applied. It depends upon which
side defines it. In our War for Independ-
ence, Washington and Jefferson were traitors
in the idiom of the British Government.
But they won and are richly rewarded in
world history. Davis failed, and the victors
imposed a Carthaginian peace.

A century is a long time—long enough to
quiet passions in reunion. Lee has long been
accepted as an American hero. Davis de-
serves just as much. Although it is 76 years
since his death, it is time to offer amends
to this man who served his country so well
in peace and who fought and suffered so
much for what he so sincerely believed to be
constitutionally right.

PASSING OF GALLANT DAUGHTER
OF CALIFORNIA PIONEER STOCK

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the
recent death, shortly before her ap-
proaching 94th birthday, of Mrs. Jay
Pennington Hitchcock, marks the end of
a generation of Californians whose direct
antecedents were residents of our State
during the first years of statehood.

The daughter of pioneering parents
who went to the Pacific frontier via the
Isthmus of Panama, Mrs. Hitchcock was
a unigue link with the past for genera-
tions of Californians. After obtaining
teaching credentials at San Jose Normal
and Stanford University, she instructed
a long line of pupils in schools—many of
the one-room variety—for more than 5
decades. She taught in San Simeon,
San Miguel, and Santa Rosa before her
retirement.

The generation of which Mrs. Hitch-
cock was a last survivor was indeed
closely identified with the romantic early
days of California’s membership in the
Union. One of her sisters was married
to the editor-publisher of the San Luis
Obispo Tribune when that newspaper
issued weekly editions in both the Span-
ish and English languages. Another sis-
ter's husband was the first marshal of
the village of San Luis Obispo.

The death of Mrs. Hitchcock came a
decade after that of her husband of
nearly 60 years. However, the connec-
tions of the Pennington family with the
colorful chapters of California history
extending back more than a century re-
main unbroken as she is survived by 2
sons.

CITIZENSHIP DAY—SEPTEMBER 17

Mr, ALLOTT. Mr. President, the
drafting and the ratifying of the Ameri-
can Constitution constitutes one of the
most inspiring chapters in the pages of
American history. Certainly the posses-
sion of a U.S. citizenship represents the
dreams and struggles of men for many
centuries. This hallowed document,
which guarantees priceless freedoms and
inalienable rights, sets forth a concept of
liberty and justice that has been a con-
stant source of inspiration to freedom-
loving men everywhere. It is, therefore,
most fitting that we recognize and stress
the significance of Citizenship Day and
Constitution Week,

On this occasion we honor our youth of
native birth, just arrived at voting age,
as they begin their quest to give vitality
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and life to the Nation through the exer-
cise of responsible, dedicated citizenship.
We also equally honor persons of other
countries recently naturalized as they
accept the rights, privileges, and respon-
sibilities of citizenship and immerse their
lives with their fellow Americans in
meaningful participation in the civie,
moral, and political life of their com-
munities, States, and Nation.
Citizenship Day and Constitution Week
are not solely important because of their
great symbolic significance, but, also be-
cause they give an initial impetus to both
the new voters and new citizens to share
in the privileges and responsibilities of
citizenship on both the national and local
levels. Most importantly, these observ-
ances not only honor and motivate par-
ticularly these two groups of new citizens
but also afford an opportunity for all
citizens, native-born and naturalized, to
rededicate themselves to the ideals upon
which this Nation was founded and built.

BIG BROTHER: DOCTORS AND
PATIENCE

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President,
recent hearings before the Subcommittee
on Administrative Practices and Pro-
cedure have exposed many questionable
activities by overzealous agents in some
of our Federal agencies.

The average man in the street gen-
erally is relucant to take an agency to
task when he becomes the object of
agency harassment or bungling. This is
particularly true when the agency is the
Internal Revenue Service, He will gen-
erally choose to keep his counsel and
hope that the whole affair will soon blow
over. The exceptions to this general
rule, however, are frequent enough to
command our admiration. Legitimate
protests from our fellow citizens can also
bring about corrections in an inefficient
system if they fall upon the proper ears.

Recently, I have received some cor-
respondence from a doctor in Knox-
vile, Tenn., who was the victim of an un-
believable series of blunders by local IRS
officials. He refused to be browbeaten
by these officials.

To show the kind of harassment that
some of our agencies can be guilty of and
to make sure that this doctor’s protests
fall upon the proper ears, I ask unani-
mous consent to insert some of the corre-
spondence at this point in the REcorb.

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

U.S. TREASURY DEPARTMENT,

INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,

Districr DIRECTOR,
Nashuville, Tenn., October 14, 1963.
Form No. 941.
Period ending December 31, 1962.
Assessment date October 14, 1963.
Roeert F. Lasm, M.D.,
Knozville, Tenn.
STATEMENT OF ACCOUNT, BALANCE DUE

This tax results from an adjustment to
your Federal tax return described above:
Balance before adjustment:

Tax. .. e $36. 00
PRI Y e e e i e i e e i
T e e e e 1.52
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You will be saved inconvenience and fur-
ther expense by making payment in full of
the net balance due within 10 days from date
of this notice. Otherwise we will have no al-
ternative except to take enforced collection
action. Please make remittance payable to
Internal Revenue Service and keep duplicate
copy of notice for your records.

Your return has not been audited. If
selected for audit, you will be contacted.

OcTOBER 21, 1963.
DisTRICT DIRECTOR OF INTERNAL REVENUE,
Nashville, Tenn.

Bme: The correspondence from your office
received today further confuses and provokes
an already irritating situation. To recapitu-
late briefly:

In May of 1963 the bill for my guarterly
income tax payment from your office con=-
tained an error in simple arithmetic amount-
ing to approximately $500 overcharge. How-
ever, knowing how long it takes to correct
such errors and further knowing that you

taxpayers for being even a day late,
I pald the overcharge. I then sent you &
letter requesting reimbursement of this sum
plus 6-percent interest; my feeling being that
if taxpayers are penalized for underpayments,
late payments or arithmetical errors, the
same application should hold true for the
Internal Revenue Service.

My first letter was not even answered. I
wrote again on August 16 and finally re-
celved a form postcard informing me that
“reply will be made at the earliest possible
date.” As of this date we have not had the
courtesy of any type of reply or acknowledg-
ment.

On the September guarterly tax bill from
you, credit was given for the overpayment
I made. On this form I again requested the
G-percent interest on the money I was over-
charged. This request has not even been
acknowledged.

Today I received from your office a bill for
an additional $36-plus $1.52 interest for a
completely unexplained “adjustment to your
Federal tax return.” In addition it states
that “you will be saved inconvenience and
further expense by making payment in full
of the net balance within 10 days from the
date of this notice. Otherwise we will have
no alternative except to take enforced collec-
tion action.”

Gentlemen, it appears that you will have
to take your “enforced collection action™
as I have no intention whatsoever of paying
this until I know why I am being billed. I
am quite certain from previous experience
with your organization it will take consider-
ably more than the 7 days left from “date
of this notice” to obtain an explanation of
this bill.

In addition to this, your attempted in-
timidation “If selected for audit you will be
contacted” will not deter my effort to collect
interest on the 3500 error your office made.

U.S. TREASURY,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
DisTrICT DIRECTOR,
Nashuville, Tenn., December 11, 1963.
Dr. RoBerT F. LasH,
Knozville, Tenn.

Dear Dr. Lasu: This is in reply to your
letter of November 26, 1963, about the balance
due on your form 941 for the quarter ended
December 31, 1962, and the overpayment on
your 1963 estimated tax account.

You do not owe any tax on your return
for the fourth quarter of 1962. The Treasury
check for $36.49 that you returned for can-
cellation will reinstate the credit to your
account to offset tax due resulting from the
correction of your return.

In your letter of October 21, 1963, you
state that you received a bill for your quar-
terly Income tax payment on form 1040-ES
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which contained an error amounting to ap-
proximately $500 overcharge. The state-
ment was issued from your 1963 estimate be-
fore the overpayment of $497.54 on your 1962
income tax return had been credited to the
account. We have encountered some prob-
lems during our first year of processing
estimated tax returns under our automatic
data processing system. This resulted in a
small percentage of the installment notices
being printed without including all credits.

The amount of estimated tax listed on your
form 1040-ES is $5,152.64, and our records
show that you have credit on your estimated
account for payment of $1,785.70 and two
payments of $700.62 each, and credit of
$497.564 from overpayment on your 1862 in-
come tax return. The amount of $1,288.16 is
due as the January 15 installment.

As to interest due on the overpayment of
your second estimated tax installment for the
1963 account, advance payments of this type
are not considered true overpayments until
a final return has been flled on form 1040
and a complete tax determination made.
Any overpayment would be refunded with al-
lowable interest unless it is indicated on the
return to have such overpayment credited
to estimated tax.

Very truly yours,
J. P. BOYLE,
Acting District Director.
DECEMBER 26, 1963.
M. J. P. BOYLE,
Acting District Director,
Internal Revenue Service,
Nashville, Tenn,

Dear Mr. BoyLE: With receipt of your let-
ter of December 11, 1963, stating “You do
not owe any tax on your return for the fourth
quarter of 1062"” and your explanation of
“some problems during our first year of proc-
essing estimated tax returns,” I thought my
problems with the Internal Revenue Service
were solved. This you will recall was after
some B or 9 months of voluminous corre-
spondence not only with your Service, but
with two Members of Congress, my account-
ants, ete.

However, I find yet another act to be
played in this farce, as I have now received
a notice from the office collection force
threatening me with “levies on my property,
receivables, bank accounts, salary, wages,
commissions or other income’ unless I make
immediate payment. There is no way of
knowing how much this ridiculous affair has
cost both the taxpayers and myself, but my
position remains the same as previously: I
have no intention of paying this,

Very truly,
Rosert F. Lasa, M.D.

U.S. TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE,
DisTrRICT DIRECTOR,
Nashville, Tenn., January 7, 1964.
Dr. RoeerT F. LasH,
Knozxville, Tenn.

Dear Dr. Lasz: This is in reply to your
letter of December 26. We regret that you
recelved the notice and demand for payment
of tax.

The statement was sent from our EKnox-
ville office before they were notified that you
did not owe the amount assessed. We have
called that office informing them of your tax
status and requesting them to close your file.

Very truly yours,
JaMEs A. O'HaRa,
Distriet Director.

BEAUTY FOR MENTAL HEALTH

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, the Charleston, W. Va., Sun-
day Gazette-Mail State Magazine, dated
September 5, carried a report on the ef-
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forts of the West Virginia State Depart-
ment of Mental Health to utilize the
therapeutic values of beauty in its var-
ious forms in the treatment of mentally
ill patients.

The effectiveness of the approach has
been noted, and I wish to pass on
through the medium of the CONGRESSION=-
AL REecorp information on this operation.

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
ticle be printed in the REcORD.

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

HeaLing WITH BEAUTY: REPORTS FROM STATE
INSTITUTIONS INDICATE THAT BEAUTY IS A
VeErY EFFECTIVE MEDICINAL TOOL IN SOME
CASES

(By Edward Peeks)

A thing of beauty is not only a joy forever,
but it is tonically good for the mind and
body when it grows out of the earth.

It may be a flower, a lawn, or a tree, em-
bodying the kind of beauty which Poet John
Eeats called “'a joy forever.”

But more than that, doctors and rehabill-
tation specialists say, beauty has therapeu-
tic values and curative powers. It is good
medicine for the mentally i1l and the emo-
tionally disturbed. !

The State Vocational Rehabilitation Divi-
sion is striving to use more of this medi-
cine at centers operated on hospital grounds
in cooperation with the State Department
of Mental Health.

Efforts are being made to expand and in-
tensify programs Iin horticulture to help
more patients to recover and find employ-
ment when they return to their communi-
ties.

“We think this program has great possibili-
ties,” sald F. Ray Power, State rehabllitation
director. “We have in mind to train clients
how to work in shrubbery, gardens, green-
houses, nurseries, and beautification pro-
grams on highways and parks.”

Power sald a growing national interest
in beautification, including the Johnson Ad-
ministration proposal to beautify highways,
recommends the expansion of programs at
centers in Huntington, Lakin, Spencer, Wes-
ton and St. Marys.

“It is wholesome activity to work in the
ground to raise vegetables and flowers, to
care for shrubbery and lawns,” Power sald.
“It is good for the body and mind when one
cultivates the growth of things and sees re-
sults. It is not only therapeutic for the
mentally ill, but for others.”

Power believes America is on the way to-
ward developing the kind of public parks and
botanical gardens with glowing garbs of
flowers, as seen in countries like England
and Holland.

“This trend and others,” he said, “offer new
challenges in the field of rehabilitation,
especially in work with the mentally ill who
stand to gain from these changes along with
the rest of soclety.”

In addition to horticulture, the centers
teach agriculture, animal husbandry, in-
dustrial arts, cosmetology, and remedial edu-
cation in reading and other subjects.

The typical operation of a center may be
seen from a monthly report on activity this
year at Huntington State Hospital.

The center reported that 33 new referrals
were made to counselors. Of that number,
30 cases were accepted and 21 were trans-
ferred to fleld rehabilitation counselors for
follow-up services, such as outpatient psy-
chiatric care and job placement.

Four cases were transferred to rehabili-
tation houses before the final step back to
their communities. Four others were re-
habilitated through the field service program.

Other activity for the same month showed
that 52 patients received therapeutic train-
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ing in industrial arts, including woodwork-
ing, small appliance repairs, plastics, draft-
ing, and sheet metal work.

In domestic arts, 38 were instructed in the
use of surplus commodities in planning
meals, general housekeeping, baking and
cooking, personal grooming, and laundry
operations.

A total of 99 patients received occupa-
tional therapy in such activities as rug
weaving, embroidery work, leather crafts,
ceramics, copper enameling, art and painting.

The cosmetology unit, which offers both
evaluation and training services, furnished
a total of 62 permanent waves, 333 shampoos,
94 color baths, 105 dandruff treatments, 203
haircuts, 60 manicures, 75 facials, 98 facial
hair removals, and 15 eyebrow archings.

Remedial and business education enrolled
18 patients and 28 received training in shoe
repailr. The latter fixed 173 pairs of shoes
for fellow patients during the month.

“The center works closely with the client
up until the time he leaves the hospital to
return to his home community,” Power sald.
“After he is discharged, his case is trans-
ferred to a rehabilitation field counselor.”

Some responsible citizens say that follow-
up services are weak when it comes to dis-
charged patients who have had the benefit
of training and evaluation at the wvarious
centers.

Others say that the patient load at centers
should be larger, and training services
should be more relevant to employment
opportunities,

For example. they say, shoe repairing is
not a field bright with employment opportu-
nity, because of changes that have taken
place in the shoe industry. Nor does the
trade offer employment prospects in a relat-
ed field of any kind.

Rehabilitation specialists say, however,
that evaluation and tralning programs un-
der these circumstances are not designed to
turn out finished craftsmen and skilled
graduates of any description.

The primary aim is therapeutic treatment
for the patlent. they say. After a patient is
discharged, he may be referred for further
tralning under the rehabilitation program
where the individual case and circumstances
warrant it.

To any such criticism, Power says the
standing goal of his agency is to improve
services in all categorles, although the
agency has won national honors several
years in a row for achievements in
rehabilitation.

“We want to do a better quality job in giv-
ing services to patients in hospitals,” Power
said

But he sald his agency, like others of the
kind in the country, faces considerable diffi-
culty in finding trained social workers, psy-
chologists, nurses, special teachers, and
occupational therapists.

Serving a total hospital population of
5,227, the five centers last year had nearly
1,000 active cases, not counting those who
were tested or given counseling services.

Of the total number of active cases, 271
were rehabilitated. They returned to their
communities to lead useful and productive
lives.

VICE PRESIDENT ADDRESSES SYRA-
CUSE UNIVERSITY CLASS OF 1965

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres-
ident, I was privileged to receive from
Vice President HuBerT H. HUMPHREY &
copy of his address to the Syracuse Uni-
versity class of 1965. His remarks on
congressional service, eloquently stated
and based on his personal experience, are
an effective exposition of his views on
congressional service as a remarkable
form of higher education.
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I ask unanimous consent that this ad-
dress be printed in the REcorb.

There being no objection, it was or-
dered to be printed in the Recorbp as fol-
lows:

ADDRESS TO THE CLASS OF 1965, SYRACUSE UNI-
veErRsITY, BY HuserT H. HUMPHREY, VICE
PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

WiLLtam Pearsonw Torney. We are singu-
larly honored today to have so distinguished
a guest. Because students are important at
Syracuse University we consult each year
with the officers of the senior class and ask
them their choice of a commencement speak-
er. And this morning, ladies and gentle-
men, by the unanimous action of the senior
class, the Vice President of the United States.

Vice Presldent HumprHrReY, Thank you,
thank you, Chancellor Tolley. My thanks to
you, Chancellor Tolley, deans of the many
schools, colleges of this great university,
members of the board of trustees, my col-
leagues in Government who share this plat-
form with me today, Secretary Connor, a
graduate of this splendid university, and
Secretary Harlan Cleveland, a former pro-
Tessor and head of the Maxwell School of
this great university, Congressman HANLEY,
the graduates of this class of 1965, the par-
ents who are here in pride and honor, and
my fellow Americans, and guests, this is, as
I've been reminded once again, as you have,
the 111th commencement ceremony, not
for me but for this great university. I was
saylng to Chancellor Tolley how difficult it is
these days to be the commencement speaker
and try to find a topic that is worthy of the
attention and the thoughtful consideration
of the graduates. I suppose I should be con-
cerned about the faculty, but in this in-
stance I address myself primarily to the
graduates.

The honor that you have done to me today
is one that is deeply appreciated, particularly
in light of the announcement that has just
been made as to how I was selected. I'm
especially delighted that the chancellor and
the board of trustees extended their invita-
tion to me as a result of the vote of the
senior class. You see, I've always been
friendly to votes. And I'm particularly
pleased when the votes and the voters are
friendly to me. And what a refreshing ex-
perience, and what a way to renew the spirit
of a public official, to be selected once again
by votes. I might say to my friends of the
graduating class, I have been on both ends
of the voting spectrum, and the best end is
the winning one. Now I of course have no
way of knowing against whom I was running
in this contest. But I trust that it was some
worthy Republican, of which this State has
all too many. I hope that I didn't inspire
any fear or trepidation in the heart of the
Congressman. 3

I do want to take just for this moment
the opportunity to express, a little bit pre-
maturely, but this is one way of assuring
that the ceremony comes off, my thanks for
the honor that will be bestowed upon several
of us here today, the honorary degrees. Now
having made the announcement, there is no
way that anything can go wrong.

My presence here today is particularly sat-
isfying to me because this year marks the
fortieth anniversary of the founding of the
Maxwell School. Syracuse University has
made many contributions to scholarship and
to professional excellence in a wide variety
of fields. I know that this great university
encompasses most all of the disciplines of
intellectual life, I'm well aware of the
achievements and the high standards of your
college of engineering, and T well recall that
only last year the President of the United
States was with you on the occasion of the
dedication of your new communications
bullding. I know the outstanding endeavors
of this university in the fleld of social work
and social welfare. These are but a few of
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your achievements in the fields of scholar-
ship and professional excellence.

But as one who has by purpose and design
devoted his life to the public service, I want
to express my personal thanks and gratitude
to the U.S. Government for the work of the
Maxwell School. Yes, I've mentioned already
the Assistant Secretary of State for Interna-
tional Affairs, a distinguished former dean of
the Maxwell School, Harlan Cleveland, who
serves his country well and faithfully and
with brilliance, and the graduate of this
great university, the Secretary of Commerce,
who has brought new life to that Department
and a new sense of purpose and direction.
In addition to the outstanding contributions
of the Maxwell School to social science schol-
arship and the upgrading of public service,
its undergraduate course in public affairs
and citizenship is world famous. And I
would recommend it to every great univer-
sity in our land. Your chancellor has told
me that more than 20,000 Syracuse under-
graduates have taken this course over the
past generation. Think of it, 20,000 citizens
who have been educated in their continuing
personal responsibilities for the preservation
and the extension of human freedom—and
if ever there was a time that this Nation
needed men and women who understand
their personal responsibilities to the cause of
freedom and social justice, it is now.

Our Nation, as never before, bears the
mantle of leadership, and that mantle is not
a luxury, but rather a responsibility, a bur-
den and a duty. All the more reason then
that citizens, not just the leaders, but citi-
zens all be educated in their continuing per-
sonal responsibilities for the stewardship of
human freedom. It is difficult to think of a
more fundamental contribution which a uni-
versity can make to free society. So my con-
gratulations to this school. I know that it
will continue to flourish and accomplish
much in the years ahead.

Now, I am also a refugee from the class-
room, a former university teacher. Because
of the precarious nature of elective life, I
like to mention this in the presence of
trustees and deans of faculty. And I would
care not to be judged entirely on the singular
performance of today, but rather on a longer
exposition by the applicant at a later time.

I am well aware, as a former teacher, of
the pitfalls of commencement speeches. It’s
s0 easy to follow the timeworn formula, the
world is in a mess (when wasn't it, by the
way?), the older generation has failed (it
generally has), and it's up to you of the
graduating class to put things right, at
least for a day or two. And then some day
you'll be the older generation and you too
can have the dublous honors that other
commencement speakers would heap upon
you. But platitudes rarely change attitudes.
And baneful criticism and vapid exhortations
are cheap substitutes for hard thought and
analysis. I prefer, therefore, to take my
stand on the proposition that the American
people working through democratic institu-
tions, changing institutions, have met, are
meeting, and will continue to meet the most
complex problems of our age. If we still
have a long way to go, and we have in achiev-
ing human equality, in securing international
and domestic tranquillity, in extending the
benefits of our technical genius to all citizens
in the American Republic and to all of man-
kind, let us at least glory in and be inspired
by the magnitude of the unfinished agenda.
Let us glory in the fact that we still possess
the wit and the wisdom to continue making
our American democratic system responsive
to the terribly difficult and complex problems
of this turblent and rapidly changing age.

Winston Churchill once was reported to
have said that democracy is the worst form
of government, except all other. And I sup-
pose there is more truth than humor in that
analysis of the social structure. But it is
our democracy that we mold and design to
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our purpose. And the glory of the democ-
racy and of the democratic falth is the
courage of it, the experimentation of it, and
the willingness to try to begin anew, if we
should falil, to rise once again, if we should
falter, to try once again, remembering with
the prophet that the longest journey is the
first step, and the first steps toward freedom
:;; have taken, and further steps we will
e.

I want to discuss with this graduating class
the importance of one of the great constitu-
tional instruments at the disposal of the
American people in the business of making
this democracy work. I want to discuss with
you an institution that is frequently referred
to with cynicism, all too often, may I say, by
the media, and all too often held in disrepute
by people who know all too little about it. I
refer to the Institution of the Congress of
the United States. What I have to say I
think needs saying, because too many of our
citizens take an indifferent, cynical, and even
hostile view toward the legislative branch.
No one branch has a monopoly on wisdom
or virtue, but surely each can make a con-
tribution to the common good. This is not,
when I speak of the Congress, to underesti-
mate the need for strong and able presiden-
tial leadership, or for wise and humane ju-
dicial decisions. It is, however, once again
to reaffirm the vital role of representative
government, the vital role of the Congress in
our constitutional system. Few persons can
deal directly with either the President or
the Supreme Court. But any person, per-
sonally or by mail or phone, can communi-
cate with his elected representatives in Wash-
ington. The Members of the Congress, the
people’s representatives, provide a direct link
between the National Government, this huge
structure that shows no signs of becoming
smaller or less complicated, this huge struc-
ture and the almost 185 million persons who
comprise this Republic, and a growing popu-
lation it is. Surely, this contact, this con-
nectlon, is vital in keeping our National Gov=-
ernment responsive to the needs and opin-
ions of the American people.

I have found congressional service to be a
remarkable form of higher education. It's
a super graduate school in every discipline.
My teachers have been Presidents and de-
partment heads, constituents, press, radio,
and television, and above all a group of wise
and distinguished colleagues in both Houses.
I cannot in the few minutes that I have con-
vey to you all that I have learned from these
teachers, but it is a rich and a rewarding
experience.

Perhaps I can suggest some lessons in
democratic theory and practice which I've
gained from my collegial experience in the
Congress. The first lesson has to do with
the creative and constructive dimension to
the process of compromise—compromise
without the loss of principle or honor. There
are 100 members of the U.S. Senate and 435
Members of the House. They come from
States and districts as diverse as Nevada and
New York, Alaska, and Alabama. No two
States or regions of the United States have
identical needs, backgrounds, interests or
even prejudices. And one of the jobs of the
Congress is to reconcile such differences
through the process of compromise and ac-
commodation. What sometimes seem to the
nalve and untutored eye to be legislative
obstructionisms, often are no more than the
honest expressions of dedicated representa-
tives trying to make clear the attitudes and
the interests of thelr States and reglons,
sometimes trying to gain time for public un-
derstanding of vital issues. As Sir Richard
Grenfell once observed: “Mankind is slowly
learning that because two men differ neither
need be wicked.”

From the earliest days of this Republic—
at the Constitutional Convention—the lead-
ers of this Nation have maintained an un-
swerving commitment to moderation. Now,
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if our Founding Fathers had not understood
the need to overcome extremes in drafting
our Constitution, this noble experiment of
ours in the art of self-government would
surely have foundered years ago on the rocks
of dissension and discord.

As in the deliberations of the Constitu-
tional Convention, the heart of congressional
activity are skills of negotiation, of honest,
bargaining among equals. My willingness to
compromise, and I have done so more times
that I can count, is the respect that I pay
to the dignity of those with whom I disagree.
Yes, I have come to the conclusion that pos-
sibly all of my original suggestions may not
have been right. There may be others, you
know, who have solid and constructive views.

and doctrine have little place in a
society in which there is respect for the at-
titude and the opinion of others.

Through reasonable discussion, through
taking into account the view of many, Con-
gress amends and refines the legislative pro-
posals so that once a law is passed it reflects
the collective judgment of a diverse people.
This is consensus, the word that is used so
much in these days. Consensus is nothing
but agreement, obtained by a constructive
dialog between persons of different points
of view, based upon mutual respect and
understanding. Surely this is a remarkable
service for a people that aspire to orderly
progress. Surely the habits of accommoda-
tion and compromise are of universal con-
sequence. These are the very skills and at-
titudes =o desperately needed on the larger
stage of world conflict, and possibly our
difficults on that world stage can be better
understood when we recognize that where
there are despotic forms of government or
dictatorships, the art of negotiation and
compromise has been sacrificed to power, to
arrogance, and to the strong will of the man
who knows he is right. We possibly have
some teaching to do before the processes of
peace may reach a maturity and an achieve-
ment.

World order and the rule of law will be
secure on this earth only when men have
learned to cope with the continuing conflicts
of peoples and nations through the peaceful
processes of bargaining and negotiation.
And might I admonish my fellow Americans
that we too need to be cognizant of the
differences in other lands, that we seek no
pax Americana, we seek no trademark “Made
in the U.S.A.,” we seek above all to negotiate,
to accommodate, to adjust so that peoples
realize their hopes in their way.

A second lesson that I have learned from
my congressional teachers is the importance
of the congressional role of responsible sur-
velllance. There are roughly 70 separate de-
partments and agencies in the Federal Gov-
ernment. Now if you should notice two Cab-
inet officers wince a bit, as I speak of congres-
sional surveillance, may I say that I have not
been long from the Chambers of the Con-
gress. I am not fully purified as yet in the
executive climate. There are roughly 70
departments, some are small, some are large.
All are engaged, however, in doing what they
believe is carrying out the will of the people
as expressed by the Congress.

In the interest of efficiency, economy, and
responsiveness, these departments and agen-
cles need, even if they don't want it, a con-
tinuing critical review, constructively criti-
cal it is to be hoped, by the committees and
the Houses of Congress. The genius of our
Founding Fathers is nowhere more in evi-
dence than in that section or those sections
of the Constitution which provide for checks
and balances. Uncomfortable as those checks
and balances may be sometimes to those who
seek to administer, through its review of the
executive budget, in the appropriations
process, yes through committee and sub-
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committee investigations, through advice and
consent on appointments and treaties, and
through informal discussion, Congress seeks
to improve and to support the executive
branch of our government. My fellow
Americans, I know that this cross-examina-
tion can be interpreted in other lands as
division in our ranks, but it appears to me
that it is more important that the American
people know what is being done in their
country, that they have the opportunity to
reflect upon the policies and the declsions
that are to be made, than it is that he should
always have the image abroad of having a sort
of monolith mind. I am not that worried.
Let those who feel that we may discuss too
often and that we may argue too much, let
them remember that freedom is hammered
out on the anvil of discussion, dissent, and
debate, which ultimately yields to a deci-
sion that can be supported by the public.

This exercise in congressional freedom pro-
tects and extends personal freedom. And
that is our goal. If legislative voices are
occasionally strident, and they are, citizens
should take stock of what their world would
be like if no legislative volces were heard at
all.

We know what happens in countries with-
out independent and constructively analyti-
cal legislatures. Mankind invented a word
for such systems centuries ago, and the word
is as old as its practice—tyranny.

There's one other lesson that I've learned
from my congressional teachers: the creative
joy of politics. I can say in personal testi-
monial that I would not give my life to it un-
less I found in it a sense of fulfillment and
joy. Each Congress is devoted in substantial
measure to the development of new public
policies designed, as our Constitution says, to
promote the general welfare and provide for
the common defense, the national security of
this Nation.

Congress is not a battlefield for blind
armies that clash by night; it is a public
forum operating in the light of day for men
of reason. It is a place where national ob-
Jectives are sought, where Presidential pro-
grams are reviewed, where great socleties
are endlessly debated and implemented. Oh
yes, I know at times the congressional proc-
ess exasperates and confounds us; Iit's
clumsy, sometimes it's slow and unrespon-
sive to what some of us believe is urgent
need. Its strength and its weakness is the
fact that it is representative of our country,
of our human institutions. It reveals in its
conduct and makeup all of the crosscur-
rent of social, economic, and political forces.
It is like a huge mirror suspended over the
Nation, reflecting and revealing us for what
we are, dirty face and all at times, our
prejudices as well as our ideals, our fears
and our hopes, our poverty and our wealth.
There it is in the Congress representative of
the people. Oh, to be sure, we should seek
to constantly improve its rules and its in-
stitutions of operating machinery, but ul-
timately, my fellow Americans, the Congress
will behave as the Nation behaves, the Con-
gress will represent the spirit of the Ameri-
can people.

It was Emerson who once wrote that Con-
gress is a “standing insurrection.” You don’t
need a revolution here; you have one bullt
it. It Is a standing insurrection against
the ancient enemies of mankind: war, and
poverty, and ignorance, and injustice, and
sickness, environmental ugliness, and eco-
nomic and personal insecurity.

Now, graduates of this class, few careers
offer such remarkable opportunities for
translating dreams into reality. Congress-
man HANLEY, I am not seeking opposition to
you, I am merely encouraging this group of
fine graduates to take a new interest in the
affairs of state, in government, in public
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life. A new bill, a creative amendment, a
wise appropriation, may mean the difference
to this generation and generations ahead,
between health and sickness, jobs and idle-
ness, peace and war for milllons of human
belngs.

And stemming from ancient parliamentary
origins, the main job of Congress is to redress
the grievances, to right the wrongs, to make
freedom and justice living realities for all.
What higher calling, I ask you, exists than
this? This is the essence of politics: to
translate the concerns and the creative re-
sponses of a vast citizenry into effective and
humane laws. And, I submit, no country
does it better than ours. Our competence
in the field of self-government s the envy of
mankind,

I cannot conclude without a personal note.
For almost 20 years, Congress has been my
home. As Vice President, my relationships
with my former colleagues are inevitably a
bit more formal and more intermittent than
in past years. Yet I can say unashamedly
that I cherish them dearly. I have seen
their weakness and they have seen mine.

I have been on occasion restive of delays
and procedural anachronisms—and so have
they. But I have seen in the Halls of Con-
gress more idealism, more humaneness, more
compassion, more profiles of courage than
in any other institution that I have ever
known. And like many of you today, I find
in my heart to praise and to thank my
teachers.

Perhaps some of these words of tribute to
the institution of freedom known as the
U.S. Congress may stay with you. I hope so;
I know it well; I respect it greatly. As long
as the Congress of the United States con-
tinues to function as a responsible and viable
element in our constitutional system, the
promise of American democracy will forever
endure—the torch of freedom will forever
light the path of our future.

Each of you, however, must also assume
a personsal responsibility for preserving free-
dom in these perilous times. This is not the
business of someone else, it is your business.
Freedom is the personal commitment and
responsibility of each and every one. And
the nature of this responsibility, I think, is
best illustrated by John Adams’ notion of the
spirit of public happiness.

It was this spirit, sald John Adams, that
possessed the American colonists and won
the revolution even before it was fought—a
spirit which is reflected in delight in par-
ticipation in public discussion and public
action. It is a sense of joy in citizenship,
in self-government, in self-control, in self-
discipline, and in wholehearted dedication.

An important part of the mission of this
great university has been to instill in each
of you the spirit of public happiness. And
it will be this dedication to the public serv-
ice—found in the hearts of Americans alive
today and the generations yet unborn—that
will insure the ultimate victory of freemen
in their struggle against the forces of
tyranny and oppression.

Your work is ahead of you. The time
awalts no man. Seize this opportunity to
serve the cause of mankind.

SOVIET ANTI-SEMITISM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point the text of the
eloquent address delivered by Rabbi Sey-
mour J. Cohen, the spiritual leader of
the Anshe Emet Synagogue in Chicago,
Ill, president of the Synagogue Council
of America, as well as chairman of the
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steering committee of the American
Jewish Conference on Soviet Jewry, at
the eternal light vigil in LaFayette Park,
Washington, D.C.,, on September 19,
1965.

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

We come today before God and man to give
witness concerning the fate of our brothers
in the Soviet Union. We come today to
bestir ourselves and to arouse the conscience
of all men.

We come today to consecrate ourselves
anew to the solemn task of securing and as-
suring the religious and cultural continuity
of our brothers in Russia.

It is fitting that we should do this. It is
proper that we should do this here and now.
We are 1 short week before the new year.

Now is the time when a man must search
his heart. Now is the time when a man must
reflect on his responsibilities. Now is the
time when we must concern ourselves with
the welfare of others. Now is the time for
prayers to God and for action by men.

We plead with the God of the covenant,
remember them and help us.

What is the tragedy of Soviet Jewry? The
tragedy can be stated simply. They are sub-
Jected to a process of spiritual and cultural
attrition. They are losing their identity as a
distinct group. TUnless this process is
stopped, a great and historic Jewish com-
munity will disappear.

Before God and man we ask: Can we allow
the disappearance of any Jewish community
as a result of external pressure?

Before God and man we ask: Can we be
silent as they are prevented from teaching
thelr children the faith of our fathers?

Before God and man we ask: Dare we stand
by as they are intimidated from free as-
sociation with Jews at home and abroad?

Before God and man we ask: Can we be the
silent witnesses as they are being condemned
to a lingering spiritual death?

Place yourself in the position of a Soviet
Jew and ask: Is that type of life tolerable?

The Soviet Jew stands utterly alone. He
has been isolated from his religious heritage.
He has been cut off from his cultural tra-
dition.

He is cut off from his past. His present is
severely restricted. His future is bleak.

‘What is life without the strength of roots?
What is life without the pride of history?
What is life without the warmth of memory?
What is life without the ennoblement of
culture? What is life without the fellow-
ship of community? What is life without
man’s link to eternity?

The Soviet Jew as Jew is in limbo. His
is not life. It is rather spiritual death.

It is hard to believe that a great govern-
ment aims consciously at the forceable as-
similation of a minority of its population.
Can we be silent as a link is torn from the
millennial chain of Jewish 1life? Owur fate
is intertwined with theirs.

They are bone of our bone, flesh of our
flesh,

We are bound to them by the cords of
memory. We are all part of a covenant
people who share a common history, faith,
culture, language, and tradition. They are
precious to us. Dare we stand with folded
hands? The bar of history would not for-
give our inaction. We are a small people
with a great heritage, a heritage which
teaches that when any man is fallen—you,
you must help him stand,

We are a small people whose ranks have
been cruelly diminished during this past
generation. Can we afford to stand idly by
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when a quarter of our remaining family is
denied the liberating air of spiritual and cul-
tural equality? Will we stand by as this
denial of their rights leads to their spiritual
asphyxiation?

Consclence demands the elementary right
of every people to group life.

Consclence demands the elementary right
of each man to worship God as he sees fit.

‘We plead for those for whom the syna-
gogue and its schools stand at the very heart
of their Jewishness. We implore for those
who cherish Hebrew and Yiddish, love their
language, and see it at the very core of their
cultural being. There are those Soviet Jews
who saw their dearest perish in the holo-
caust. Shall they be denied the fundamen-
tal right to be reunited with their remaining
families? The Soviet Union has affixed its
signature to the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights. Religlous liberty, cultural
fulfillment, family reunification—are basic
human rights.

In this hour, we welcome the condemna-
tions of anti-Semitism that have appeared
in the Soviet press. The remarks of Premier
Eosygin and the recent Pravda editorial are
first steps. We hope that they are the be-
ginning of a process of the rectification of
lingering wrongs. The Soviet Union is not
insensitive to world public opinion. We
must continue our labors until there is a
fundamental change in the situation of the
Soviet Jew, a fundamental change which
will enable him to live his life as a Jew in
dignity, honor, and pride.

Before God and man, we declare that we
make our demands in the cause of peace.
Together with all men of good will, we hope
for the improvement of relations between all
nations. Fervently in our daily prayers, we
ask for world peace. We pray that there be
a rapprochement between our beloved Na-
tion and the U.S.S.R. Let us never forget,
however, that the elimination of a moral
grievance which causes tension will surely
remove an obstacle to understanding. We
know the pains of war. We yearn for the
serenity of peace. It must be a peace of jus-
tice. It must be a peace of equality for the
Jews, for all men of the Soviet Union.

Our demands are just. We ask for our
brothers that which is promised to all So-
viet citizens.

In this solemn hour, our hands are uplift-
ed in solemn oath.

We will not rest until justice is done for
our people in the Soviet Union.

We pray to the All Merciful, who answers
the broken hearted that He will answer us,
that He will save, and that He will have
mercy upon our loved ones. Together with
our prayers go forth our continued commit-
ment to our labor. We shall struggle to en-
able our brothers to maintain their religious
loyalty and cultural identity. We shall not
rest until we secure their right to associate
with fellow Jews within and without the
Soviet Union. We hope for the day when
severed families will be reunited again,
Their cause is dear and precious to us. The
urgency of their need, the lateness of the
hour, bids us to cry aloud, to proclaim before
all men that we have come to seek justice
for our people.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, President I also
ask unanimous consent, in connection
with this address, to have printed in the
Recorp an article published in the Wash-
ington Post of September 20, 1965, en-
titled “10,000 Protest Soviet Anti-Semi-
tism at Rally,” and a list of the 24 Jew-
ish organizations sponsoring the week-
long vigil.
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There being no objection, the material
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

NearLY 10,000 PROTEST SOVIET ANTI-SEMITISM
AT RALLY
(By William J. Raspberry)

Ten thousand people from 106 communi-
ties thronged to Lafayette Park yesterday in
dramatic protest of anti-Semitism in the So-
viet Union. The rally marked the beginning
of a week-long “national vigil for Soviet
Jewry.”

Sprawled over three-quarters of the park,
in humid, 90-degree weather, the crowd
heard bitter charges that the Soviet Gov-
ernment is bent on destroying Russian Jewry
and solemn pledges that this would not be
allowed to happen.

James Roosevelt, U.S. representative to
the United Nations Economic and Social
Council and one of nearly a dozen speakers,
said Soviet Jews “are uniquely discriminated
agalnst.”

This means, he said, that they have no op-
portunity to maintain and perpetuate their
existence and are deprived of their human
pride and self-respect.

“It is now a quarter of a century since
any Jewish school has existed where a Jew-
ish child might learn something of Jewish
language, literature and history: a quarter of
a century in which a whole generation of So-
viet Jewish youth is confronted with a past
that is a blank and a future that iz empty.

“To force that great community to become
a dead end in history is a moral crime, a his-
toric tragedy, a gross violation of human
rights.”” He sald the problem “properly be-
longs on the agenda of the United Nations.”

Roosevelt and other speakers, notably Bay-
ard Rustin, Negro civil rights leader, empha-
sized the difference in the problems faced by
Jews in Russia and by Negroes here—prin-
cipally, that the U.S. Government is “vigor-
ously seeking to eradicate” unjustice to Ne-
groes, while the Soviet Union turns its back
to the plight of its Jews.

Other speakers—Catholic, Protestant, Or-
thodox and Jewish clergymen, labor leaders,
writers and educators—pointed up some of
the harsh facts that face Russian Jews:

There were 450 Russian synagogues in 1956;
60 in 1965,

Jewish congregations in Russia increas-
ingly are composed of old people, the young
being prodded by the State into athelsm.

While the Soviet antireligious campaign is
general, it is directed with special force
against the Jewish community. Although all
Russian towns still retain at least one Ortho-
dox church, many towns with sizable Jewish
populations have had their only remaining
synagogue foreibly closed In recent years.

Following the 2-hour rally, the crowd
marched up 16th Street, west on K Street,
and returned to the park by way of 17th
Street.

A four-man delegation composed of
Theodore Bikel, Rustin, Rabbi Seymour
Cohen, of Chicago, and the Reverend John
Cronin, of the National Catholic Welfare
Couneil, tried to present a petition bearing
a million signatures at the Soviet Embassy.

‘When no one answered the door at the
Embassy, Bikel slipped one sheet of signa-
tures under the door and announced that
the remainder of the petitions would be re-
turned to Lafayette Park, where a light will
remain in place until Friday noon. The
torch is Inscribed: “The House of Israel Shall
Endure.”

Delegations from the 24 Jewish organiza-
tions s g the week long vigll will go
to the State Department at 10 a.m. today
for a briefing on Jewish life in Russia, and
to the White House at noon for a conference
with McGeorge Bundy and Lee White,
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LI1ST OF ORGANIZATIONS SPONSORING WEEELONG
Viem

American Israel Public Affairs Committee.

American Jewish Committee.

American Jewish Congress.

American Trade Union Council for Histad-
rut.

American Zionist Couneil.

B'nal B'rith.

Central Conference of American Rabbis.

Conference of Presidents of Major Ameri-
can Jewlsh Organizations.

Hadassah, Women's Zionist Organlzation
of America.

Jewish Agency for Israel, American Section.

Jewish Labor Committee.

Jewish War Veterans of the U.S.A.

Labor Zionist Movement—Poale Zion, Far-
band, Ploneer Women.

National Community Relations Advisory
Couneil,

National Council of Jewish Women.

National Council of Young Israel.

Rabbinical Assembly of America.

Rabbinical Council of America,

Synagogue Council of America.

Union of American Hebrew Congregations.

United Synagogue of America.

Zionist Organization of America.

THE CONGRESSIONAL CONFERENCE
ON BICYCLING IN AMERICA

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, about
a year and a half ago on May 1, 1964, I
had the great pleasure of attending a
conference with many of my distin-
guished colleagues in both Houses of the
Congress. It was the Congressional Con-
ference on Bicyecling in America.

At this conference I was privileged to
hear such noteworthy speakers as Dr.
Paul Dudley White, the eminent heart
specialist, Mr. Joseph Penfold, chairman
of the Citizens Committee for the Out-
door Recreation Resources Review Com-
mission, and the Honorable Secretary of
the Interior, Stewart L. Udall.

Mr. President, I am sure I speak for
my colleagues who were in attendance
when I say we were enlightened by what
we heard.

We heard Dr. White tell us of the many
advantages to our health and longevity
from the kind of exercise provided by
bicycle riding. We heard Mr. Penfold
tell us of the 58 million Americans of all
ages, in every section of this great land
of ours, riding bicycles for fun, physical
fitness, and economical transportation.
He told us, too, of the great need to pro-
vide this growing army of cyclists with
safe, pleasant places to ride—away from
the hazardous crush of traffic on our busy
highways.

And we heard the distinguished Secre-
tary of the Interior tell us that, in plan-
ning legislation for increased outdoor
recreation opportunities, we must provide
bike paths and trails, or condemn our
cyclists forever to what he called the
tyranny of the automobile.

It was an enlightening experience, Mr.
President, one that called dramatic at-
tention to a growing need. Subsequent
legislation, passed by the Congress and
signed into law, have made provisions
for satisfying this need. The Land and
Water Conservation Act, the wilderness
bill, the open space land program, and the
Economic Opportunity Act, all contain
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provisions whereby Federal assistance
can be made available to States and
municipalities who want to provide bike
paths and trails for use by their citizens.

Not long ago, the President of these
great United States still further endorsed
the construction of these much-needed
facilities. In his message to the Con-
gress on natural beauty on February 8,
1965, President Johnson called the coun-
try’'s cyclists “the forgotten outdoorsmen
of today,” and urged the construction of
a system of hiking and biking trails to
span the country.

From the highest levels of government
to the local park superintendent’s office,
on radio and TV and in countless news-
paper stories and editorials, there has
been widespread support for the cause of
expanded cycling facilities. This is just
and right, not only for all the reasons I
have already mentioned, but because the
two-wheeler is the heritage of every
American youngster, a heritage that
must be guarded, lest it be trampled
under the feet of progress.

But everyone faced the same problem,
no one knew the answers to such ques-
tions as “How do you build a bike path,
how long or wide should it be, how should
it be surfaced, how can it be financed,
what other opportunities are available
besides bike paths in parks,” and count-
less others.

At this point, an enlightened industry,
the American bicycle industry, stepped
in, and in a fine example of the union
of the private and the public sectors,
cooperated in finding and publishing the
answers. The industry’s first step was
to finance a study by the American Insti-
tute of Park Executives to learn from
park officials all over the country what
they had done and were planning in the
way of facilities. Thousands of ques-
tionnaires were sent out, and hundreds
of personal interviews conducted from
Maine to California. The resulting in-
formation has been compiled and pub-
lished in a book entitled “Bike Trails
and Facilities: A Guide to Their Design,
Construction and Operation.”

This book, along with other valuable
information on bike paths and trails of
all kinds, on special routes through exist-
ing streets, called bikeways, and much
other valuable information and support
material has been put together by the
bicycle industry in a brochure called
“The Bikeway to Outdoor Recreation.”
The industry has made this invaluable
kit of information available in large
quantities to Federal, State, and local
government agencies, to park and recrea-
tion officials and to civic-minded indi-
viduals who are interested in advancing
this worthwhile program.

Mr. President, the U.S. Department of
the Interior alone, has ordered over 600
copies of this brochure for use by key
executives of the Bureau of Outdoor Rec-
reation, the Conservation Department,
the National Park Service, the Depart-
ment of Indian Affairs, the Wildlife Serv-
ice, and other agencies within the De-
partment of the Interior.
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Here are some of the comments these
learned men have made about this fine
publication:

Laurence Stevens, Assoclate Director, Bu-
reau of Outdoor Recreation: “I am most en-
thusiastic about this. It is terrific. We plan
to send coples to each of our regional offices."”

William Duddleson, Chief, Division of
State Planning, U.S. Department of the In-
terior: “This material is exceptionally well
done and fills a great vold in outdoor
recreation."”

An official of the National Park Serv-
ice calls it one of the most thorough pub-
lications on the subject we have ever
seen.

I am proud to have been a part of the
beginnings of this effort, and am proud
to salute the American bicycle industry
for its efforts on behalf of all Americans,
in helping provide the tools with which
those responsible can provide the bike
paths, trails, rental facilities and bike-
ways over which a healthful, vigorous
and mobile citizenry can ride to its
heart’s content, pursuing the pleasures of
outdoor recreation in peace and safety.

LEADERSHIP FOR FREEDOM IN
A CHANGING SOCIETY

Mr. HARTEE. Mr. President, I would
like to call the attention of my colleagues
to an excellent address given by my fel-
low Hoosier, Congressman JoHN BRADE-
MAs. Speaking at the 29th annual con-
ference of the National Association of
Student Councils, in Lexington, Ky., Rep-
resentative BrapEmas noted that “young
Americans are no lenger isolated from
the most urgent problems facing our Na-
tions.” Mr. BrapEMAS lauded the con-
cern and commitment of many of our
American youth, finding their activities
to be an indication of democratic vitality.
To his audience of more than a thousand
high school students, Mr. BRADEMAS out-
lined new directions for the dynamism
and idealism of young people.

Mr. President, I would commend this
speech to the reading of American par-
ents and American youth, as well as
American lawmakers. I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the REcORD.

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

LEADERSHIP FOR FREEDOM IN A CHANGING

SOCIETY
(Address by Congressman JOHN BRADEMAS,
of Indiana, 29th annual conference of the

Natlonal Association of Student Councils,

Henry Clay High School, Lexington, Ky.,

June 21, 1965)

I come to you tonight as a practicing
politician, one who sits on the committee of
the House of Re tatives that writes
most of the legislation affecting young people
in the United States.

During my 7 years on this committee,
I have had many opportunities to travel and
talk with students and their teachers, here
in our own country as well as in Buenos
Aires and Berlin, London, Moscow, Warsaw,
and Djakarta,

I am therefore aware of the deep and press-
ing concern of young people about their role
and purpose in this world of turbulence

and change.
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Where do you, high school students today,
college students shortly, people who will be
running this country not many years from
now—where do you fit?

What is your responsibility now, and later
for the future of our country and the
world?

For all the commencement speakers these
days are calling you the restless generation,
and I think rightly.

Ten years ago few students were much
concerned about the soclal and economic
injustices that still afflict American soclety,
and even fewer engaged in any kind of
protest against them.

But the disappearance 1 year ago today of
three young civil rights workers in Missis-
sippl must remind us all that young Ameri-
cans are now no longer isolated from the
most urgent problems facing our Nation.

Young Americans no longer want to sit on
the sidelines as history marches by. What-
ever criticlsms may be made of the sit-ins,
freedom rides, teach-ins and student dem-
onstrations, they reflect at their best a deep
belief on the part of young Americans in
the principles of democracy and a conviction
that the practices of our soclety should
match those principles.

If students are sometimes ill informed on
the facts or pursue action for its own sake
and without purpose, I think we should not
be too surprised or distressed. The new
student movements of the mid-1960’s are
the best possible indication that the Ameri-
can democracy is alive and kicking.

I want to talk with you tonight about the
new student awakening in America and the
opportunities you have for providing the
leadership our changing soclety must have
if we are to keep that soclety free and open.

A little over 25 years ago in a commence-
ment address at Harvard, Justice Learned
Hand warned college students to stand aloof
from political and social issues, and most
of them did.

But today's students no longer feel iso-
lated from the world, no longer feel restrained
from championing a cause.

It has been the civil rights movement
above all, of course, which has exploded the
concept that students must not speak out or
take a stand on the controversial issues of
the day. For perhaps the first time since the
depression of the 1930's, social and political
issues have come to the surface with suf-
ficient moral impact to stir young people
into action. As I say, it is chiefly the cause
of freedom and equality for the American
Negro which has propelled students like
yourselves from all parts of the country into
direct action.

You will recall that there were many stu-
dents who took part in the 1963 march
on Washington, protesting against the faill-
ure of Congress to act on proposed civil rights
legislation.

But the students went further than just
demonstrating and singing, “We Shall Over-
come.” They went into the field themselves
and in community action programs
to help tear down some of the barriers that
have prevented the Negro from becoming a
full-fledged citizen in the American soclety.
While some young people engaged in picket
lines, boycotted restaurants and stores, staged
sit-ins, went on freedom rides and even went
to jall, others felt a moral compulsion to
participate directly in community projects
to help the Negro.

Last summer many gave up thelr college
vacations to join the Mississippl summer
project—to rebulld Negro churches and
schools bombed by segregationists, to set up
classes and teach Negro children, to register
Negro citizens who had never before voted.
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Returning to the serenity of the campus
and the classroom this fall, some young peo-
ple were restless under the contrast. After
all some had stood up to a police dog or sher-
iff's electric cattle prod and three of their
number had become martyrs and lay be-
neath a Mississippl dam.

“Involvement, not detachment, became
their ideal—not contemplation and inquiry,
but direct action and sloganeering,” said
Buell Gallagher, president of the City Col-
lege of New York.

Both Presidents Eennedy and Johnson had
urged students to become committed and
engaged, and they did. But the direction of
this commitment on campuses during the
past academic year took, for the most part,
the form of protests and rebellion. A num-
ber of students saw the environment in
which they studied as similar to the power
structure of Birmingham and Selma and
were willing to employ comparable tactics
in pressing their protests: demonstrations,
uwltimatums, sit-ins,

From civil rights for the Negro, students
fought for what they claimed was an in-
fringement on their civil liberties on campus.
Consider if you will, the eruptions on the
Berkeley campus of the University of Call-
fornia. At Yale, too, and St. John's and the
University of Eansas, students all protested
agains decisions of the university adminis-
tration,

In the spring of the year, student criticisms
of university administrators on the campus
gave way to protests directed toward Ameri-
can foreign policy. Instead of mobhbing the
beaches of Florida during their Easter vaca-
tion this year, over 15,000 students from
across the country came to Washington on
April 17 to demonstrate against U.S. policy
in Vietnam. The Washington rally was part
of the agitation that had developed on many
campuses in the Nation concerning our in-
volvement in southeast Asia. In an effort
to answer this demand, some faculty mem-
bers at the University of Michigan devised a
new technique, the teach-in, an idea born
out of the classroom and for the most part
employing the methods of the college semi-
nar. Teach-ins, held on over 50 campuses
this spring, consisted of all-night meetings
at which a succession of speakers, usually
professors, set forth their positions on U.S.
policy in southeast Asia, While some teach-
ins were genuine dialogs, on other cam-
puses they became unruly affairs, marred by
demonstrations and pickets and took more
the form of a protest than of a scholarly
debate.

The national teach-in in Washington, un-
like the massive Vietnam protest rally, pro-
jected the technique of the campus teach-
in onto a national scale through a series of
debates and panel discussions conducted pri-
marily by foreign affairs experts from leading
universities and the government. I am sure
many of you watched it.

Although the Nation teach-in was an out-
growth of an academic protest against U.S.
foreign policy, I believe it served a valuable
purpose not only in contributing some in-
formation but in Involving the public more
deeply with the issues of foreign policy.
The real significance of the teach-in move-
ment, as a New York Times magazine writer
(Mitchel Levitas) expressed it recently, is
that teach-ins act as “catalysts not only for
the conversion of ideas but for the disper-
slon of ideas.”

As Arthur S. Flemming, president of the
University of Oregon, who sanctioned the
faculty-student protest at his university,
put it, “If we don’t have this kind of dis-
cussion and debate, if we don't encourage
the trend of getting people involved, then
our form of government is in trouble.”
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I think it possible that the technique of
the teach-in with some refinements, may
come to be successfully employed as a pub-
lic forum for the debate and discussion of
other issues of national policy.

Let me take the liberty of expressing my
own point of view on all this increased ac-
tivity by students.

Fundamentally, I share the perspective of
a contemporary Supreme Court Justice,
Arthur J. Goldberg, who said last month:

“I fear intellectual disengagements more
than I do involvement although I hasten to
add that involvement to be effective must
be informed and orderly, and not merely
emotional. I do not share forebodings which
overlook the intimate relationships between
education and democracy. I am one who
welcomes the concern among students about
the great problems that confront our Na-
tion" (Villanova University, May 7, 1965).

And I join in with the assessment of
Benator RoserT KENNEDY when he spoke at
Queens College, the college from which
Andy Goodman went to Mississippi:

“The sit-lns and teach-ins, the summer
projects, the civil rights vigils and ecivil
liberties protests, organizing the poor, and
marching on Washington—all these may be
helping to return us to a politics of public
participation—where individual -citizens,
without holding political office, may still
contribute to the public dialog—where
they do something more than write letters
to the newspapers or answer yes or no on
a public opinion poll.

“If the forms of action we have seen on our
campuses can help to bridge the difference
between Government and its citizens, you
of this generation will have made a major
contribution to all of us" (June 15, 1965).

But I must also, in all candor, offer some
admonitions to the new student activists.

Your activism does not free you from the
responsibility to be a student, to learn your
craft or profession and to learn it well.

Your activism does not free you from the
responsibility to inform yourselves on the
facts.

Your activism does not free you from the
responsibility to listen to the other fellow's
point of view and to respect his right to dif-
fer with yours.

Your activism does not free you from the
responsibility for leadership in soclety after
your college years.

I would now therefore discuss with you
briefly at least four areas where you can con-
tribute, positively, and constructively, to
helping translate the bright promise of
American democracy into reality.

Here are some ways in which you can exert
:‘elz.tdershlp for freedom in our changing so-

y.

I am sure most of you are familiar with
the Peace Corps. In fact, some of the grad-
uates of your high school are probably serv-
ing in the Corps right now while others may
already have returned to tell you about their
experiences. The Peace Corps offers young
people the opportunity to serve both their
own country and mankind by working with
people and governments in underdeveloped
areas. The Peace Corps volunteers build
schools, educate the young, care for the sick
and poor, develop sewage systems, bulld
roads and help carry out the multitude of
tasks that any underdeveloped nation needs
to have done If it is to move into the 20th
century.

Today 10,000 Americans, aged 18 to 69,
serve as volunteers, living and working in
46 countries of the world. They work with
an allowance sufficient only to permit them
to live as the people around them do. They
live in local housing, eat local food and are
subject to the rigors of local climate and
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geography. They have mno diplomatic
privileges nor can they shop in special
stores, They work for the citizens of the
country to which they are assigned, and can
be fired or transferred by local adminis-
trators.

I had the opportunity to visit some Peace
Corps volunteers in the field 2 years ago in
both Thailand and what is now Malaysia.
At the edge of the jungle some 10 miles from
Euala Lumpur, in Malaya, I talked with a
young nurse from Brooklyn and a young for-
mer businessman from Louisville, Ey., who
were working with an English doctor to run
a hospital which ministered to the needs of
the aborigines of the area.

In Bangkok I talked with a Northwestern
University coed who had been an Olympic
swimmer and had learned to speak the ex-
traordinarily difficult Thai language fluently
and was teaching English and physical edu-
cation at a girls’ school.

The American Peace Corps has met with
such success abroad that host countries are
asking for more volunteers. In fact, in the
recent crisis in the Dominican Republic,
when some of the Dominicans demanded that
the Americans go home, they were quick to
point out that they did not include the Peace
Corps volunteers. “You're different, you're
Peace Corps volunteers,” they sald.

Other advanced countries, seeing the im-
pact that our Peace Corps volunteers have
made around the world, have decided to es-
tablish their own national volunteer corps.
More than 30 of these industrialized nations
have sent or are in the process of dispatching
their own volunteers to work in emerging
nations.

What is the secret of the success and appeal
of the Peace Corps? It Is not merely a ques-
tion of the dedicated leadership which Mr.
Shriver and others have brought to it, nor
is it solely novelty and adventure, although
these qualities are Important. The real
strength of the Peace Corps idea, I belleve,
les in its ability to touch the deepest mo-
tives of young people. As Richard N. Good-
win, former director of the International
Peace Corps Secretariat, put it:

“It tells them, and gives them a chance to
prove, that idealism, high aspirations, and
ideological convictlons are not inconsistent
with the most practical, rigorous, and effi-
clent of programs—that there is no basic
inconsistency between ideals and realistic
possibilities—no separation between the
deepest desires of heart and mind and the
rational application of human effort to hu-
man problems.”

Already 4,000 men and women, having
spent 2 years abroad, have returned from
their tours of duty as Peace Corps volun-
teers. I am confident that many of these
returnees will share their knowledge with
us in the United States and continue their
Peace Corps careers in a varlety of forms of
service in our own country.

President Johnson urged a group of re-
turning volunteers last year to do so, be-
cause, he said “We need in Government what
you have demonstrated in the Peace Corps.”
In particular the President urged them “to
play a major role” in the war on poverty at
home. “We need your experience * * *
your sense of duty * * * your imagination,”
he declared, “if we are to win this war.”

This then brings me to the second oppor-
tunity for service to your country, the war
on poverty. I belleve the war on poverty
also serves as one of the most significant
training grounds for young leaders of the
next decade. There is no better teacher
than experience and by becoming involved
in community action programs to combat
poverty at home, you will learn patterns of
leadership for tomorrow.

How are we fighting our war against pov-
erty in America and what opportunities are
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there for you to be soldiers in this army?
Primarily, we are attempting to strike at the
roots of poverty, by seeking to teach the
children of the poor. For without adequate
education, the sons and daughters of the
poor will never break through the vicious
cycle of poverty.

One of the programs of which I want to
speak is the Job Corps. Its purpose is to
enable young people, between 16 and 21
years of age, from both city and rural slums,
to have an opportunity for useful labor in
Job Corps Centers and to obtain basic edu-
cation in reading, writing, and arithmetic.

Similar programs are provided for the
young man or woman who remains in his
local community in the Neighborhood Youth
Corps, which authorizes work-training and
work-study programs.

A central feature of the war on poverty,
however, is the local community action pro-
gram, which include a variety of projects
such as educational and preschool programs,
remedial reading, special classes for school
dropouts, job training programs for youth
and adults, expanded health clinics, guid-
ance and counseling for poor families, re-
habilitation of the mentaliy and physically
handicapped, and programs for the assistance
of the aged.

In most of these projects students like
you are needed as volunteers this summer
and during your free time next year.

One of the unique aspects of the poverty
program is the VISTA volunteers, the do-
mestic counterpart of the Peace Corps pro-
gram. Already there are 500 VISTA volun-
teers in training or in the field and by the
end of this month this figure is expected to
double. These volunteers will bridge the
widening gulf between the haves and the
have-nots in America by themselves helping
the poor in their own neighborhoods and
homes. These volunteers, the majority of
whom are young people like yourselves, are
working for a year side by side with the
poor in crowded tenements, slum sidewalks,
decaying mill and mine towns, in unpainted
shacks on wornout farms, in migrant worker
camps, and on Indian reservations.

Right here in Eentucky nine VISTA volun-
teers are already at work and by the end of
the month 35 more volunteers will be tak-
ing part in bringing the people from the
hollows of Appalachian Eentucky into the
20th century. Their first step is to teach
these hollow dwellers the importance of
community interaction for lifting themselves
out of the slough of poverty.

One of the original VISTA volunteers right
here in Eentucky is a student like yourselves,
20-year-old Paul Merrill from Utah. Paul
i{s the only VISTA volunteer in Lower
Grassey, a community of some 150 familles
living in deep poverty in eastern EKentucky,
Since February, Paul has been living in this
hollow in a two-room cabin, which is heated
by a coal burning, potbellied stove, but
which has no running water. One of his
first projects was to engage the families of
the 42 elementary and junior high school
children who are taught in a one-room, 25-
foot square schoolhouse, in renovating the
schoolbuilding.

In addition to rebuilding the schoolhouse,
Paul Merrill has encouraged the families of
Lower Grassey to come together to discuss
thelr problems and to try to find some means
of working them out. This is a community
of people whose primary source of income is
welfare payments. Very few have jobs and
the fact that hardly any collect unemploy-
ment insurance reaffirms the sad finding that
most of the community has never worked.

This summer Paul is tutoring some of the
seventh and elghth grade children in mathe-
matics and English so that they will be pre-
pared to enter the local high school. He
will also be engaged in the Council of South-
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ern Mountains project in EKentucky, which
is enlisting college volunteers for the summer
to assist regular VISTA volunteers llke Paul.

Opportunities for you to take part in your
local antipoverty programs exist right now.
Students are needed as recreation leaders and
as teachers in the new Operation Head Start
program. Over half a million children of the
poor in some 2,300 communities in the United
States will be involved in Operation Head
Start this year, an effort to prepare preschool
children from deprived families for school in
the fall.

I have spoken of the Peace Corps and the
war on poverty.

There are two other areas of opportunity
for young people on which I want to touch
briefly.

The first is the field of education. We
need more teachers in the United States and
we need better teachers.

We in Congress have been busy passing
legislation to increase our national invest-
ment in education. But we still have a short-
age of first-class teachers, especially in our
elementary and secondary schools. We need
some of you.

The second area of opportunity of which I
want to say a word is politics.

A free society depends on politics, which
means persons and parties of differing points
of view competing for control of the govern-
ment.

I am a Democrat and proud of my party
but I believe that we need a strong Republi-
can Party in the United States as well. Of
course, I still hope the Democrats win the
elections.

We need men and women tralned and
skilled in the art of politics. I hope therefore
you will look upon politics as a possible vo-
cation. For we live in an age when govern-
ment touches the lives of all of us and when
the decisions made by public officials, both
appointed and elected, have great bearing
on the lives of every citizens here at home
and on millions of people in other lands.

Let me summarize what I have trled to say.

The new generation of young Americans
is restless, in search of identity and purpose.

They want to make the practices of Ameri-
can democracy conform with our prineiples.

This restlessness has expressed itself in the
new student movements.

I find these movements encouraging for
they evidence the vitality and viability of the
American democracy. They show that we
are still a free and open society.

I have suggested four areas where this
restlessness can be most creatively chan-
neled: The Peace Corps abroad, the war on
poverty at home, the drive for improved
education and the vocation of political
leadership.

You can, I am sure, suggest other causes,
other careers.

I think you must rejoice to be alive, to be
young, to feel deeply about our counftry,
about our democracy, and about the cause of
human freedom.

I am sure you will agree with the words of
Albert Camus shortly before he died: “Let us
rejoice. Let us rejoice at being faced with
cruel truth, * * * Let us seek the respite
where it is, in the very thick of the battle.”

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,

I ask unanimous consent that the un-
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finished business be laid before the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the Chair lays before the
Senate the unfinished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2580) to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, and for
other purposes.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I wish to speak briefly on the unfinished
business pending before the Senate with
relation to amending the Immigration
and Nationality Act of 1952. I am very
happy that my colleague, the junior
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY ], is in charge of this bill, and I rise
to support him and the committee bring-
ing the legislation before the Senate at
this time.

Mr. President, throughout our history
the men and women who have chosen to
immigrate to the United States have
contributed vitality, ideas, resourceful-
ness, enthusiasm, and hard work to the
economic, social, political, and cultural
growth of our Nation. As President
Kennedy so aptly stated, we are a “na-
tion of immigrants.” There is scarcely
an area of our national life that has not
been favorably affected by the work of
people from other lands. The homoge-
neity of American life has been en-
hanced by the efforts of many groups of
heterogeneous people.

However, our present immigration
law seems to ignore the many valuable
contributions which immigrants have
made to our national growth.

The Immigration and Nationality Act
of 1952 was a comprehensive statute
which codified a series of previous laws
relating to immigration and naturaliza-
tion. Many of its basic provisions were
desirable and have worked effectively for
the past 13 years. However, I voted
against passage of this measure, and
voted to sustain President Truman'’s veto
of it because I felt that it contained cer-
tain basic inequities. These inequities
have become increasingly apparent with
the passage of time. Furthermore, our
needs and responsibilties in the field of
immigration have changed significantly
over the years.

Throughout my service as a Member
of the U.S. Senate I have sponsored leg-
jslation to amend the Immigration and
Nationality Act to make it fairer and
more workable, and to eliminate discrim-
ination against any cultural or racial
group. On many occasions I have writ-
ten to the Judiciary Committee in sup-
port of legislation to modify the existing
law. I am therefore gratified that the
committee has reporfed out this bill,
H.R. 2580. The committee members are
to be congratulated for the way in which
they have dealt with this difficult and
complex subject. They have done their
job well, placing first things first. They
have removed the diseriminatory aspects
of our immigration policy. They have
emphasized the humanitarian task of re-
uniting families. They have included
provisions to facilitate the entry of
skilled workers while taking precaution-
ary measure to insure that American
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jobs and working condition will be pro-
tected.

By once and for all eliminating the
arbifrary and discriminatory national
origins formula for selecting immigrants
to come to the United States, we have
finally come firmly to grips with the most
serious deficiency of the MecCarran-
Walter Act. Too often in the past we
have enacted limited or temporary meas-
ures, often on an ad hoc basis, to meet
an emergency situation or to deal with
a problem not covered in the basic stat-
ute. This bill represents an effective
and realistic approach to the important
task of reshaping and modernizing our
basic immigration policy. I hope that
it will be passed without further delay.

The bill makes the following changes
in our current immigration law:

First. It raises the number of quota
visas available each year from the
present 158,561 to 170,000. It provides
that no quota area can get more than
20,000 numbers in any fiscal year.

Second. It abolishes the “national
origins” formula for distributing quota
numbers among the countries of the
world, and substitutes new selection sys-
tem on a first-come, first-qualified basis,
within the percentage limitations of the
adjusted preference categories.

Third. It establishes a new set of
preferences giving highest priority to
close family members of U.S. citizens
and resident aliens, and to immigrants
with speecial talents or skills which are
potentially beneficial to our national
well-being.

Fourth. It extends nonguota status to
parents of U.S. citizens, such citizens
being 21 years of age or older.

Fifth. It gives a preference to persons
needed to fill jobs for which domestic
workers are not available.

Sixth, It abolishes the Asia-Pacific
triangle provision which discriminates
against persons of oriental ancestry.

Seventh. It establishes a new set of
labor controls to safeguard American
workers from job competition and from
declining work standards and wages as a
result of immigrants entering the labor
market.

Eighth. It makes permanent provision
for the entry of 10,200 refugees each
year.

These eight provisions, Mr. President,
really modernize and make workable im-
migration into the United States. I
think it is essential that these eight pro-
visions be enacted into law.

PRESENT QUOTA FORMULA IS DISCRIMINATORY

The effect of the present quota alloca-
tion formula has been to diseriminate
against certain nationality groups, par-
ticularly those from eastern and south-
ern European and Asian countries. To-
day there are many quota numbers
available in some countries where there
is little pressure for immigration, while
in other areas, where there are many
persons who wish to immigrate to the
United States, few quota numbers are
available and the quotas are heavily
oversubscribed. Some 70 percent of the
total 158,561 quota numbers authorized
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under present law are assigned to only
three quota areas. Only half of these
are used each year. On a worldwide
basis, approximately 50,000 quota num-
bers are left over each year, but no pro-
vision has ever been made to allow for
the pooling of these unused numbers,
and for their subsequent allocation in
areas with oversubseribed quotas.

The remaining 30 percent of the total
numbers presently authorized are avail-
able to applicants in the rest of the
world’s countries, but statistics show
that the demand is heaviest in these
areas. Approximately 60 percent of
those on quota waiting lists in oversub-
scribed areas are from four countries:
Italy, 249,583; Greece, 98,385; Poland,
80,481, and Portugal, 71,477. Another
40,443 are waiting on the Chinese per-
sons quota.

In addition to being discriminatory in
principle, the national origins system has
not, in fact, proven effective in regulat-
ing immigration. Total immigration to
the United States has averaged some
300,000 annually for the past several
years. However, of this number, an
average of only 100,000 per year, or 1
out of every 3 persons, has entered as a
quota immigrant. The remainder enter
either as nonquota immigrants or as
beneficiaries of private legislation. For
example, in 1963, 103,036 persons entered
under the established quota system,
whereas 203,244 entered outside of the
quota. The corresponding figures for
1964 are 102,844 quota immigrants, and
189,404 outside of the quota.

The primary objective of the bill is to
abolish the national origins system. The
bill proposes only a modest increase in
the total number of quota immigrants
who will be admitted to the United
States annually, from the present
158,561 to 170,000, only 12,000 addi-
tional. The important point here is
that all numbers which are author-
ized each year will be used as long
as there is a demand for them. If this
law is enacted, instead of asking a pro-
spective immigrant where he was born,
we will be concerned with his relation-
ship to a U.S. citizen or resident alien, or
whether he possesses special skills or
training of potential benefit to our na-
tional economy or welfare.

FAMILY REUNITING

Enactment of this legislation would
help unite families.

According to 1960 census figures, ap-
proximately one-fifth of the total popu-
lation of the United States was foreign
born, or native born with at least one
parent born abroad. In Massachusetts,
out of a total 1960 population of 5,149,-
317, approximately 576,452 were foreign
born, with another 1,481,857 native born
of foreign or mixed parentage. This
means that more than 2 out of every 5
residents of my State fall into this cate-
gory. Many of these people have spouses,
children, parents, brothers or sisters still
abroad whom they wish to bring to this
country to join them. Each of us in this
body I know takes great satisfaction in
knowing that from time to time he has
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been of assistance in reuniting families.
However, all too often we must report to
our constituents the discouraging news
that delays, often of many years' dura-
tion, must be anticipated before families
can be brought together. According to
the State Department, as of December 28,
1964 there were some 178,515 persons reg-
istered as preference immigrants—rela-
tives of U.S. citizens and resident aliens,
and skilled persons—on oversubscribed
quota lists.

The adjusted preference system of this
bill places primary emphasis on family
reuniting. Parents of U.S. citizens, such
citizens being at least 21 years of age,
are to be nonquota. Most of those affect-
ed by this change are elderly people who
wish to spend their remaining years with
their children.

Spouses and children of resident aliens
will also be given a higher preference
than they previously had. Lesser pref-
erences are given to other relatives. This
bill would help facilitate the entry of
skilled aliens, which is very important
to the economy.

ENTRY OF SKILLED ALIENS FACILITATED

The bill’s preference system also gives
priority to persons capable of perform-
ing jobs, either in our national interest
or for which there is a labor shortage in
the domestic labor market. Many of our
hospitals, educational institutions, indus-
trial firms, and even our own Govern-
ment agencies need qualified people to
assume important positions from which
they could contribute significantly to the
national prosperity and growth, and
more importantly, to advances of inter-
national significance in their fields. The
present quota system, however, prevents
many qualified and needed people from
gaining prompt entry.

These people should not be required
to experience long waiting periods on the
quota lists when there are employment
opportunities available to them in the
United States. It should be emphasized
that this particular group of workers is
not in competition with American work-
ers. They would be filling jobs which
presently go unfilled because there are
not sufficient workers in the United
States to fill them. Requiring these in-
dividuals to wait serves no real purpose.
By admitting them, and filling these
vacant positions, the domestic economy
will be enhanced, and in addition, em-
ployment opportunities will be created
for domestic workers.

Many people argue that because we
have a substantial unemployment rate in
the United States today, we should re-
strict rather than expand immigration.
However, the bill contains strict labor
control provisions which have the sup-
port of our labor unions. Any alien seek-
ing to enter this country as a worker,
skilled or otherwise, must obtain an af-
firmative certification from the Secre-
tary of Labor that he will not replace a
worker in the United States and further,
that his employment will not adversely
affect the wages and working conditions
of individuals in the United States who
are similarly employed. This certifica-
tion is required for all immigrants from
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the Western Hemisphere countries, all
nonpreference immigrants, and for all
those applying as skilled or unskilled
workers under the preference categories.

We have before us a bill which retains
both qualitative and quantitative con-
trols over immigration. After the 3-year
phase-out period, which provides an
orderly transition to the new system,
quota numbers will be issued on a first-
come, first-qualified basis, without re-
gard to an applicant’s place of birth.
However, in order to insure that the
quota numbers will be distributed equi-
tably, and to insure that no one country
can preempt a majority of the numbers
available each year, the bill provides
that not more than 20,000 numbers can
go to the natives of any single quota area
in any fiscal year.

All prospective immigrants will con-
tinue to be screened carefully to make
sure that they meet the strict qualifica-
tions for admissibility which were estab-
lished by earlier law.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Madam President,
will the Senator from Massachusetts
yield for information?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
NEUBERGER in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts yield to the
Senator from Ohio?

Yil\lddr. SALTONSTALL. I am happy to
eld.

Mr. LAUSCHE. What was the reason-
ing supporting the conclusion that the
20,000 figure was just and equitable?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I believe it was
a figure considered fair under all the
circumstances.

Mr. LAUSCHE. The figure was ar-
rived at, then, in order to prevent any
one nation from receiving excessive
benefits under the bill, and the limitation
was adopted on that basis?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. As I understand
it, the Senator is correct.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I thank the Senator.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator for his inquiry. As I say, I be-
lieve that the bill establishes reasonable
limits, not so much higher than present
limits. It establishes preferences, or rea-
sons, for admitting people into the coun-
try who are skilled workers, and will also
be helpful in uniting families. Broadly
speaking, the pending bill would make
our immigration laws more workable.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Is the Senator from
Massachusetts on the committee?

Mr, SALTONSTALL. I am not on the
committee, but I have been interested in
this legislation for at least 6 to 10 years.

Madam President, a prospective immi-
grant must still provide evidence to show
that he will not become a public charge.
Persons of questionable moral character
or political leanings will continue to be
excluded.

REFUGEE PROVISIONS

The bill also takes a significant step
forward in the area of refugee legisla-
tion. I have previously sponsored legis-
lation in this area and am particularly
pleased to note that of the total 170,000
quota numbers available each year, 10,-
200 are permanently reserved for the use
of refugee-escapees. In this important
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area also we have, in the past, acted on
an ad hoc basis, passing legislation to
meet emergency situations. Now, a de-
fined policy, offering refuge to persons
who have fled from their homelands be-
cause of persecution on account of race,
religion, or political beliefs, or who are
unable to return to their homes on ac-
count of a natural disaster, will be a per-
manent part of our immigration statute.

Madam President, I now come to the
very important provision—the Western
Hemisphere provision.

WESTERN HEMISPHERE PROVISION

Madam President, in passing this leg-
islation, we are attempting to eliminate
the discriminatory features of our im-
migration laws. We are adopting a gen-
eral principle governing immigration
which imposes a ceiling of 170,000 total
visas to be distributed among people all
over the world who wish to immigrate
to the United States, without any ref-
erence to the applicant’s place of birth.
However, the bill as passed by the House
places the natives of the 24 Western
Hemisphere countries in a favored posi-
sition vis-a-vis the natives of the coun-
tries of the rest of the world. To permit
these people to enjoy nonquota or “spe-
cial” status as contemplated in the
House version of the bill is, in fact,
contradictory to our announced goal of
removing special preferences for the na-
tives of any quota area, and is inconsist-
ent with the new quota allocation formu-
la which imposes a maximum ceiling on
immigration for all the countries of the
world.

I believe that sooner or later we will
have to deal with the problems posed by
increasing immigration from Western
Hemisphere countries. Recent demo-
graphic studies show that these nations
constitute the area of the greatest fu-
ture population growth. While we in
the United States have an annual growth
rate of approximately 1.6 percent, the
growth rate in these nations is about 3
percent per annum. The population of
the area is now approximately 200 mil-
lion, but projections indicate that within
35 years, the population will reach 600
million.

In 1955, total immigration from the
Western Hemisphere nations, including
close family members of U.S. citizens,
totaled some 94,274. By 1961, this figure
had risen to 112,836. In 1964, the total
was 139,284, and in the first 6 months
of this year, some 75,402 have already
been admitted from these areas. The
average for the past 5 years has been
125,000 annually, including close relatives
of U.S. citizens.

I believe that the compromise worked
out by the Senate Judiciary Committee
is a realistic and equitable one, and one
which is entirely consistent with our
overall objective in enacting immigra-
tion reform legislation. A total annual
quota of 120,000 for Western Hemisphere
nations is established, and will become
effective on January 1, 1968. However.
close relatives of U.S. citizens will con-
tinue to enjoy nonquota status. Esti-
mates indicate that about 25,000 per-
sons may be affected by this latter con-
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sideration. Therefore, if we impose a
total limitation of 120,000, and add to
this the 25,000 close relatives of U.S.
citizens, total immigration from this
area can be as high as 145,000 per year.
In view of the recent pattern of immi-
gration, this figure is a just one.

Of course we do not intend to affront
our hemispheric neighbors with whom
we have traditionally worked closely and
with whom we share so many mutual
interests. As a senior member of the
Appropriations Committee, I have taken
great interest in promoting understand-
ing and cooperation with the other na-
tions of the Western Hemisphere. I
think we all want that. To say that the
action of the Judiciary Commitiee in
limiting immigration from the Western
Hemisphere, just as it is limiting it from
the rest of the world, will destroy our
relationships with those countries is to
create a problem which should not arise.
Our ties to our hemispheric neighbors
are strong. So are our historic ties with
the countries of Western Europe, which
have given us not only our laws and
many of our traditions, but which also
sent here the first immigrants who
settled the New World. These historic
ties—strong as they are—are not pre-
venting us from altering a quota formula
which for many years has given these
countries a significant advantage with
respect to immigration. Today a quali-
fied native of Great Britain, Chile, or
Venezuela can enter this country
promptly if he desires to do so. A qual-
ified native of Greece or Italy or Poland
or Portugal cannot. Our historic ties to
Great Britain do not prevent us from
correcting this situation—from altering
the special privileged status of that
country. Nor should they. Nor should
our ties and friendship with Chile and
Venezuela, and other Western Hemi-
sphere countries prevent us from cor-
recting a policy which discriminates in
favor of them at the expense of other
nations.

Our neighbors know that the action
that we are taking here is designed to
equalize opportunity to people of all na-
tions to come here should they meet the
general qualifications imposed. Surely
they are reasonable and realistic enough
to recognize that what is fair for the
rest of the world is fair for them.

I prefer to look at the committee’s rec-
ommendation with respect to the West-
ern Hemisphere nations as a step for-
ward to greater equality in our immi-
gration policy, not as a step backward.
We are in the process of a major revision
of the concepts which have governed our
immigration policy. What we want, and
what our relationships with the rest of
the world require, is a complete over-
haul—not an incomplete job. Clearly
this is the time to act. To fail to do so
would be to continue our discriminatory
policies—not to abolish them.

We must remember that this bill pro-
vides for a Select Commission on West-
ern Hemisphere Immigration which is to
review and study all aspects of immigra-
tion from this area, and to make appro-
priate recommendations to the Congress.
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If after careful deliberation the Commis-
sion feels that some adjustments should
be made in the Western Hemisphere pro-
visions of this bill, there will be an op-
portunity for it to present its views to
Congress and there will be time for Con-
gress to act before the quota limitation
becomes crystallized into law on July 1,
1968.

Surely the limitation of 120,000 set on
Western Hemisphere immigration as op-
posed to only 170,000 for the rest of the
world is realistic and not restrictive.
The time to take such a step is now, and
I hope that this amendment will be re-
tained by the Senate, and retained in
conference with the House.

IMMIGRANTS HAVE BENEFITED OUR COUNTRY

We all know how much the immigrants
have benefited our country. Our Na-
tion has, throughout the years, benefited
from the contributions of our immi-
grants. And, with the aid and challenge
of fresh ideas and talents, and the en-
thusiasm and industry of the immigrants
we can anticipate in the future, we will
continue to do well. I have had the op-
portunity to meet many of the individ-
uals whom I have helped come to this
country and I have been pleased by their
appreciation of what this country stands
for. I know that their enthusiasm for
the United States, and their determina-
tion to make good and to contribute to
the continued progress of our Nation has
been an important asset to us. I know
how successful some of them have been,
and how grateful they are that these op-
portunities have been made available to
them.

In an era when other countries seem
to be moving in the direction of a more
rather than a less restrictive immigra-
tion policy, our action in liberalizing our
law has special meaning. We are mak-
ing clear to the rest of the world that we
intend to eliminate all vestiges of dis-
crimination against any nationality
group from our immigration law, and in
so doing that we intend to live up to our
image as the land of opportunity. Fail-
ure to act will, in the long run, result in
a weakening of our position as the leader
of the free nations of the world, and in
a decline of our domestic, economie, and
social well-being.

Passage of this bill will give renewed
meaning to the famous words of Emma
Lazarus on the base of the Statue of
Liberty. The “Golden Door’ will at last
be open.

I note the presence of my junior col-
league [Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts]
in the Senate. I congratulate him upon
fathering this measure, which I believe
is of so muech value to all of us in this
country. I hope the proposed legislation
will be passed and that, under his guid-
ance, the committee of conference will
adopt its provisions, particularly with
regard to limitation in the Western
Hemisphere.

Mr. EKENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Madam President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
would like to express my own personal
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appreciation, and I am sure that of the
members of the committee, to my dis-
tinguished colleague for making this
address in support of this legislation. As
my colleague has pointed out in his ad-
dress, it is fair legislation. It is equitable
legislation. It is meaningful legislation.
It is responsive to the particular needs
which have been with us for some period
of time. The fact that my distinguished
colleague is making this eloguent sup-
port for the legislation ought to be of
great importance to every Member of the
Senate,

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate
wl;g.!; my distinguished colleague has
said.

Mr. ERVIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the senior Sena-
tor from Massachusetts may yield to me
for some observations, without his losing
his right to the fioor.

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Madam Presi-
dent, I am glad to yield to my distin-
guished colleague, the Senator from
North Carolina, whose resourcefulness I
always appreciate.

Mr. ERVIN. Madam President, I ex-
press my hearty commendation of what
the Senator from Massachusetts has said
upon the limitation of immigration from
the Western Hemisphere. I would like
to emphasize in this connection what the
Senator from Massachusetts said—that
this limitation does not go into effect
until July 1, 1968; and that the commis-
sion which is to be created by the bill is
specifically charged with the duty to
study this limitation and make such rec-
%?mendations to the Congress as it sees

I commend the Senator for pointing
out in such an eloquent way that this
limitation on the Western Hemisphere
does not constitute any diserimination
whatever, but, on the contrary, it brings
the Western Hemisphere in line with our
policy with respect to the rest of the
world.

I point out also that the limitation of
120,000 as applied to the Western Hemi-
sphere, as contradistinguished from the
170,000 in the Eastern Hemisphere, still
makes provision in favor of the Western
Hemisphere, in that it allocates, if my
9rit.hmetdc is correct, 45 percent of our
immigration from an area of the world
which at the present moment contains
only 15 percent of the world’s popula-
tion. So we are still giving the Western
Il;IitIalmisphere an advantage under this

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate
very much what the Senator from North
Carolina has said. I might also add—as
I know the Senator is aware—that when
he says 120,000, there are 25,000 close
relatives of U.S. citizens in addition to
that number who can come in. So I be-
lieve what we are doing is building up a
mutual relationship with the Western
Hemisphere, rather than in any way
making those countries feel that they
should not like or appreciate what we
are doing.
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Mr. ERVIN. I thank the Senator for
yielding to me under those conditions.
What the Senator has said in his speech
is of great significance.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

Mr. FONG. Madam President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Hawaii.

Mr. FONG. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE]
without losing the floor.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. Madam President, I
believe this is an appropriate time for me
to express my opinion on the bill that is
pending before the Senate.

I have in mind that this Yankee from
Massachusetts, of the pure blood stock,
with roots dating back to the very ear-
liest days of our history, comes upon the
floor of the Senate and speaks in behalf
of the immigration bill.

We are receiving letters condemning
the bill; and those who write, in my opin-
jon, are not fully informed of its con-
tents, nor are they aware adequately of
the significance of keeping our doors
moderately open.

Today this Yankee is joined by this
Ohioan, whose parents came from Slo-
venia, in the Alps of Yugoslavia, the
vYankee and the Slovenian uniformly
expressing the view that this is a good
bill.

Moreover, I am happy to join the Ken-
nedys, the Saltonstalls, and the Fongs
of Hawaii in supporting it.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Madam Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. LAUSCHE. Iyield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I would like to
comment that we all work together. The
inseription on the Statue of Liberty pro-
claims that no matter where one comes
from, we offer the opportunities of this
country. Whether we came from Ire-
land, Yugoslavia, or Halifax, we had the
same motive. And Hawaii, originally
from China.

Mr. PFONG. It is remarkable that the
descendant of one of Hawaii’'s planta-
tion laborers, coming from the Far East,
should stand on the floor of the Senate
and join with the distinguished senior
Senator from Massachusetts, the distin-
guished junior Senator from Massachu-
setts, and the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Ohio, in asking the Senate to
support this bill strongly.

Although we come from ancestors in
different parts of the world, we know
that the bill is a fine bill, and I commend
the Senator from Massachusetts for his
excellent address on this subject.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the
Senator.

HIGH-SPEED GROUND TRANSPOR-
TATION—CONFERENCE REPORT
Mr. LAUSCHE. Madam President, I

submit a report of the committee of con-

ference on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendment of the
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House to the bill (S. 1588) to authorize
the Secretary of Commerce to under-
take research, development, and demon-
strations in high-speed ground trans-
portation, and for other purposes. I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re-
port will be read for the information of
the Senate.

The legislative clerk read the report.

(For conference report, see House pro-
ceedings of September 17, 1965, bpp.
2429224294, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Madam President, I
move the adoption of the conference re-
port. The House amendment struck out
all of the Senate bill (S, 1588), after the
enacting clause and inserted a substitute.
Although the House amendment was a
complete substitute it did not differ sub-
stantially except in a few respects, which
I will discuss in a moment. The confer-
ence reported measure now before the
Senate is an amendment in the nature of
a substitute for both the Senate bill and
the House amendment.

After the adoption by the House of
its amendment to the Senate bill, the
comments of the Secretary of Com-
merce, who must administer this pro-
gram, were requested on the differences
between the House and Senate versions.
The Secretary of Commerce advised that
the enactment of the Senate approved
version would be entirely satisfactory
from the Department’s point of view;
and also, that there would be no objec-
tion to the differing provisions con-
tained in the House version, except for
the provisions relafing to patent policy
and to the termination date of the sta-
tistical collection program. I ask unani-
mous consent that the Secretary’s letter
of September 13, 1965, be incorporated
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

The major difference upon which
agreement was reached is as follows: The
House amendment added to the bill a
provision which would in effect seem to
require compulsory licensing of any pri-
vate contractor participating in the ac-
tivities authorized by this legislation, with
respect to any patents resulting from
work performed under the contract as
well as “all information, uses, processes,
and other developments resulting” from
the contractor’s activity under the con-
tract. The Senate bill contained no
comparable provision.

At the hearings, the Secretary of Com-
merce gave his assurance that the De-
partment would apply in its contractual
arrangements for research and develop-
ment the guidelines contained in the
“President’s patent policy statement”
that is presently in effect with respect to
the patentable discoveries and inventions
emerging from Government-financed
contracts. In his letter of September 13,
1965, the Secretary stated his strong view
that it would be undesirable to deal with

September 20, 1965

the issue of Government patent policy in
a piecemeal fashion. He wrote:

It is far preferable for the Congress not to
direct an executive department to follow a
selected type of patent policy contrary to the
President’s patent policy statement until the
Congress has focused on the total issue and
made its determination.

The managers on the part of the Sen-
ate insisted on the deletion of this provi-
sion in view of the position which the
Senate has recently taken upon this sub-
ject in other bills, the current study now
underway looking toward a general gov-
ernmental patent policy, and the assur-
ance of the Secretary of Commerce that
he would protect the public interest by
applying the guidelines in the President’s
patent policy statement. The conferees
agreed to eliminate this patent provision.

Another difference upon which agree-
ment was reached is as follows: The
House amendment provided that the act
shall terminate on June 30, 1969. The
corresponding section of the Senate bill
provided that the act shall terminate on
June 30, 1969, “except for section 3.”
This section of the bill authorizes the
Secretary of Commerce “to collect and
collate transportation data, statistics,
and other information which he deter-
mines will contribute to the improvement
of the national transportation system.”
The Secretary of Commerce recom-
mended that this general authority be
excepted from the termination clause
contained in the bill in order to avoid any
technical question in the future as to the
general authority and responsibility of
the Department of Commerce to collect
transportation statistics. The provisions
of the Senate bill have been retained in
the conference substitute.

A third difference upon which agree-
ment was reached is as follows: Both
the Senate bill and the House amend-
ment contained provisions requiring the
Secretary of Commerce in contracting
for demonstration projects to provide
fair and equitable arrangements—as de-
termined by the Secretary of Labor—to
protect the interests of affected em-
ployees. The Senate bill required pro-
tection of the interests of railroad em-
ployees involved in operations which are
the subject of such demonstrations. The
House bill required protection of the in-
terests of the employees of any com-
mon carrier who are affected by any
demonstration carried out by such car-
rier pursuant to a contract with the
Secretary of Commerce.

In an earlier provision, the conference
substitute like the House amendment
contains language that nothing in this
act shall be deemed to limit research
and development or demonstrations to
any particular mode of high-speed
ground transportation. The employee
protection provision in the conference
substitute is also the same as in the
House amendment. Under the confer-
ence substitute, the employees of a con-
tracting railroad who are affected by a
demonstration conducted by such rail-
road pursuant to a contract with the
Secretary of Commerce, or the employees
of a contracting bus company who are
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affected by a demonstration carried out
by the bus company pursuant to a con-
tract with the Secretary of Commerce,
would be protected by fair and equitable
arrangements. Thus, under the lan-
guage adopted, affected employees of a
contracting company would be protected
by fair and equitable arrangements in
the contract between the common carrier
for which they are employed and the
Secretary of Commerce against a worsen-
ing of their positions with respect to
their employment as the result of such
contracted demonstrations. While sec-
tion 5(2) (f) of the Interstate Commerce
Act is made applicable in the case of em-
ployees of any carrier with which the
Secretary of Commerce has a contract
for a demonstration under this legisla-
tion, this can have no effect upon any
construction placed upon section 5(2) (f)
or section 5 or indeed on any other pro-
visions of that act.

A fourth difference upon which agree-
ment was reached is as follows: The
House amendment provided for an Ad-
visory Committee to advise the Secre-
tary of Commerce with respect to policy
maitters arising in the administration of
this legislation. The Senate bill con-
tained no comparable provisions. The
eonference substitute is the same as the
House amendment, except that provi-
sions relating to compensation and reim-
bursement for certain expenses of the
members of the Advisory Committee are
deleted. It is expected that members of
the Advisory Committee will serve with-
out compensation, but will be reimbursed
for travel expenses and per diem under
other statutory authority.

Finally, the conference substitute is
the same as the House amendment as to
a number of minor differences in the two
versions. The Secretary of Commerce
indicated he would have no objection to
either the House or Senate version.

Madam President, the report of the
Senate Committee on Commerce points
out that modern intercity surface trans-
portation service is vital to both our na-
tional economic growth and to our na-
tional defense. This bill will enable the
power of science and technology, demon-
strated so well in the evolution of air
and high travel, to be utilized in the de-
velopment of high-speed ground trans-
portation. I urge the adoption of the
conference report.

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

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, D.C., September 3, 1965.
Hon., WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Committee on Commerce,
U'.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
recent letter requesting the Department of
Commerce to comment on the differences be-
tween the House (H.R. 5863) and Senate (8.
1588) versions of the proposed legislation for
research and development in high speed
ground transportation.

We have no questions concerning the Sen-
ate approved version of this legislation (S.
1588) and if the Congress enacted this pro-
posal in this form it would be entirely satis-
factory from our point of view.
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With regard to the House approved ver-
sion, we are particularly concerned with two
changes made by the House. Section 8(a)
(2) of H.R. 5863 provides that:

“Any such agreement or contract shall con-
tain provisions effective to insure that all
information, uses, processes, patents, and
other developments resulting from any activ-
ity undertaken pursuant to such agreement
or contract will be made readily available on
fair and equitable terms to the transportation
industry and industries engaging in furnish-
ing supplies to such industry.”

This provision in effect would seem to re-
quire compulsory licensing of any private
contractor participating in the activities au-
thorized by this legislation, with respect to
any patents resulting from work performed
under the contract as well as “all informa-
tion, uses, processes, and other developments
resulting” from the contractor's activity un-
der the contract. The issue of Government
patent policy is currently being given con-
sideration by the Senate Committee on the
Judiclary and we further understand this
issue will also be thoroughly considered by
the appropriate House committee in due
course. As you know, the executive depart-
ments and agencies presently have for their
guidance on Government patent policy mat-
ters a statement of guidelines set forth in
the President’s patent policy statement. It
is our strong view that it is undesirable to
deal with the issue of Government patent
policy in a piecemeal fashion by special
amendments to program legislation being
considered by the Congress. We feel it is
far preferable for the Congress not to direct
an executive department to follow a se-
lected type of patent policy contrary to the
President's patent policy statement until the
Congress has focused on the total issue and
made its determination in the form of ap-
propriate legislation on patent policy that
would be applicable to all Government agen-
cies and to all Government research pro-
grams.

This does not mean, with specific reference
to the high-speed ground transportation re-
search effort, that this Department would be
unconcerned about patents resulting from
Government-financed research. As a matter
of fact, under the President's patent policy
guidelines, depending on all the facts in-
volved in a research contract under this pro-
gram, this Department might decide that the
Government should take title or that the
private contractor should retain title but
agree to some form of licensing. The objec-
tion to section 8(a) (2) of the House hill is
that it would require across the board that
a compulsory licensing provision be con-
tained in all the research contracts entered
into under this program whether or not such
a provision is in fact in the total publiec in-
terest. Furthermore, you will note that the
language of the House amendment which re-
quires this compulsory licensing feature is
not limited to patents but would also apply
to “all information, uses, processes, and other
developments even though these would not
be patentable.”

Therefore, pending the passage of a Fed-
eral statute setting forth generally applicable
patent policy, it is our position that there
should not be piecemeal legislation in iso-
lated instances, but rather that the executive
departments and agencies should be per-
mitted to administer research and develop-
ment contracts in accordance with the Pres-
ident’s patent policy statement. It is our
hope that, upon further consideration of this
item, the Senate and the House will be able
to agree on a bill which does not contain
provision regulating Government patent poi-
icy.

Section 12 of the House bill provides that
the act shall terminate on June 30, 1969, The
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corresponding section in the Senate bill (sec.
10) provides that the act shall terminate on
June 30, 1969, “except for section 3. Sec-
tion 3 of the Senate bill is similar to section
4 of the House bill and authorizes the Sec-
retary of Commerce “to collect and collate
tranportation data, statistics, and other in-
formation which he determines will contrib-
ute to the improvement of the National
Transportation System.” While existing law
provides the Secretary of Commerce with
certain authority to collect transportation
statistics, it was felt that it would be desira-
ble to clarify this general authority and hence
a provision for this purpose was contained in
the text of the administration bill initially
submitted to the Congress for its considera-
tion. It is our feeling that to avoid any tech-
nical question in the future, beyond 1969, as
to the general authority and responsibility
of the Department of Commerce to collect
transportation statisics, it would be desirable
to except this provision from the termina-
tion clause contained in the legislation.
Therefore, it is our recommendation that the
Senate approved version of the termination
clause be retained in the bill approved by
Congress.

Other than the two items mentioned above,
relating to the patent policy provision and
the termination provision, the Department
of Commerce has no objection to the several
other provisions contained in the House ap-
proved bill which differ from 5. 1588.

We hope these comments will be helpful
in the further consideration of this proposed
legislation. We, of course, look forward to
an early resolution of the differences be-
tween the House and Senate versions of this
proposed legislation, and we hope that the
Congress will approve this important legisla-
tion in the very near future.

Please let us know if we can be of further
asslstance in any way.

Sincerely yours,
Jorn T. CONNOR,
Secretary of Commerce.

Mr., PASTORE. Madam President,
we have under consideration the con-
ference report on the high-speed ground
transportation bill.

This is the first step toward modern
swift ground transportation and I do
not want the moment to pass without
commending the author of this legis-
lation, my colleague, Senator CLAIBORNE
PELL.

Some critics called it a dream in 1962
when Senator PeLL with foresight sug-
gested that steps must be taken to pro-
vide high-speed intercity rail service in
the densely populated corridor stretch-
ing from Washington to Boston. At
that time Senator PELL introduced a bill
to authorize the negotiation of an eight-
State public authority to provide such
service. He reintroduced the bill in the
88th Congress.

President Kennedy adopted Senator
PeLL’s suggestion and established an
interagency task force to survey the pro-
posal. This task force concluded that
an evaluation of the transportation
needs of the northeast corridor should be
made.

S. 1588 provides for such a study.

We have done so little thus far in an
area that needs so much attention. We
must bring our scientific and technical
talents to bear on the problems of high-
speed ground transportation.

The American scientific genius which
revolutionized air transportation and
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now has made it possible to travel in
space—must ponder and resolve the
more down-to-earth problems of high-
speed ground transportation.

But the bill provides for more than a
study. It would authorize the Secretary
of Commerce to undertake research and
development and to initiate demonstra-
tions in high-speed intercity ground
transportation. I think it is a fitting—
if coincidental—tribute to Senator PELL
that the demonstration program will be-
gin in all probability in the State of
Rhode Island. The initial demonstra-
tion, as was brought out at the hearings
before the Committee on Commerce, will
involve a gas turbine self-propelled car
with high freguency service between
Providence and Boston.

Senator PEeLL's proposal—his deter-
mination to improve our railroad serv-
ice—will become a reality soon in Rhode
Island with this demonstration program.
The benefits of the program will accrue
to the entire Nation.

I urge immediate and favorable action
on the conference report.

Mr. PELL. Madam President, I am
delighted that the Senate today is taking
final action on S. 1588, the administra-
tion's bill to provide a program of dem-
onstrations, research, and development
in high-speed ground transportation. It
seems to me that the conferees have
wisely and judiciously resolved the few
differences between the House and Sen-
ate versions and that the final version is
sound in every respect. I urge speedy
adoption of the report so that we may
clear the legislation for the President’s
signature.

I am proud to claim a parental rela-
tionship to this particular brick in the
edifice of the Great Society and thus am
particularly pleased at today’s action.
The campaign for many of the concepts
of this bill really began two Congresses
ago when, in June 1962, I introduced a
resolution, reintroduced in the last Con-
gress and in this one as Senate Joint
Resolution 16, which calls for an eight-
State public authority to maintain and
operate high-speed rail passenger service
in the northeast Megalopolis between
Washington and Boston. President Ken-
nedy asked the Department of Commerce
to review the problems which my original
resolution set out to correct, and the De-
partment’s preliminary studies led to the
expanded programs contemplated in S.
1588. I congratulate President Johnson
for taking up the matter with such imag-
ination and vigor.

Now that final enactment appears im-
minent, I only wish to express the hope
that the appropriations committees will
see the wisdom of funding the authorized
programs fully, and that the Department
of Commerce then will proceed as swiftly
as possible to implement them. Espe-
cially in New England, where we are
faced with some hard decisions about
public support for the continuance of rail
passenger service, the demonstration
projects provided in S. 1588 will be most
helpful in guiding future policy.

Finally, I would like to express my deep
appreciation to the Senator from Wash-
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ington [Mr. MaeNUson] who as chairman
of the Commerce Committee introduced
S. 1588, and to the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. LavscHE]l who as chairman of the
Transportation Subcommittee guided
the measure with a sure hand. I extend
my fullest thanks to my senior colleague
from Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel who
joined me in cosponsoring the legislation
and then worked hard for its passage,
and finally, thanks are due to Members
of the House, particularly Congressman
Harris and Congressman STAGGERS wWho
did much to insure approval of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the conference
report.

The report was agreed to.

Subsequently the Presiding Offi-
cer laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to
the bill (8. 1588) to authorize the Sec-
retary of Commerce to undertake re-
search, development, and demonstra-
tions in high-speed ground transporta-
tion, and for other purposes, which was,
to amend the title, so as to read: “An Act
to authorize the Secretary of Commerce
to undertake research and development
in high-speed ground transportation,
and for other purposes.”

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I move that the Senate con-
cur in the amendment of the House to
the title of the bill.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2580) to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, and for
other purposes.

Mr. FONG. Madam President, our
Declaration of Independence proclaims
that all men are created equal. But in
many areas of American life we have not
practiced this principal tenet of our de-
mocracy.

Less than a year ago, Congress enacted
the historic Civil Rights Act of 1964, de-
signed to eliminate some of the more
blatant forms of racial diserimination
against our own citizens. Again, in this
1st session of the 89th Congress, legisla-
tion has been enacted to extend, once
and for all, the franchise of all eligible
American citizens.

As we reappraise the relationship of
citizen to citizen under these measures,
it is well for us to reexamine this same
relationship—man’s equality to man—
with respect to peoples of the world.
Elimination of racial barriers against
citizens of other lands is a logical exten-
sion of eliminating discrimination
against American citizens.

Madam President, repeatedly and for
many years, I have spoken in the Sen-
ate to urge consideration of legislation
to reform our immigration laws in this
way. Again and again I have urged that
the Congress enact an immigration meas-
ure to eliminate the last vestiges of racial
disecrimination from our immigration
laws.
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Now, at last, we have before us an im-
migration proposal, H.R. 2580, which re-
flects in every detail the principles of
equality and human dignity to which our
Nation subscribes, and which, at the same
time, serves the national interest.

NECESSITY FOR IMMIGRATION REFORM

This is an issue of fundamental na-
tional policy, because the racial restric-
tions inherent in our present immigra-
tion laws disparage our democratic herit-
age. They directly contradict the spirit
and principles of the Declaration of In-
dependence, the Constitution of the
United States, and our traditional stand-
ards of fairness and justice.

Racial immigration restrictions began
in 1875 and reached their peak in 1924.
Public sentiment in 1924 was summarized
by Senator David A. Reed, who said:

I think most of us are reconciled to the
idea of discrimination. I think the Amer-
ican people want us to discriminate; and I
do not think discrimination in itself is un-
fair. We have got to discriminate. The only
question that I think worries the committee
is (which method) is the more plausible
method of attaining that discrimination.
Practically all of us are agreed that (racial
discrimination) is an end that should be
attained.

That is what Senator David A. Reed
said.

However, since 1924, we have made
tremendous progress toward removing
racial restrictions in our immigration
policies and practices. An outstanding
milestone was the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act of 1952. It was a far-reach-
ing step forward in the relaxation of
the racial curbs in our immigration
statutes. It wiped out total exclusion
against Japan and other Asian nations
and for the first time allowed many na-
tions a long-denied quota of immigrants.

Progressive as that 1952 law was, to-
day it is very obsolete. More than 10
years have now passed since its enact-
ment. Since then, our Nation and the
world have witnessed revolutionary
changes in almost every phase of life.
Many areas emerged from colonial status
to full nationhood. Many nations have
changed their form of government.
There is greater clamor for freedom,
liberty, and justice, and, worldwide,
peoples are on the march seeking equal-
ity. Economic, interdependence has
shaken traditional economic, social, and
political patterns.

At home, we have wiped out racial bar-
riers in our Armed Forces, in interstate
transportation, in our institutions of
higher learning, and in many areas of
our economy. We are making significant
progress in desegregating our public
schools, housing, business, and public
accommodations, and protecting the vot-
ing rights of all citizens. It is impera-
tive that we, as a Nation, recognize this
great upheaval in our Nation and
throughout the world for equal status.

Repeatedly America has been accused
that it has been unfair in its immigra-
tion laws. We have erected racial bar-
riers that deny equal dignity and respect
to more than one-half of the world’s
population. These racial barriers are
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bad for America. They hurt America’s
image as the leader of the free world.

For example, do Senators know that
under present American immigration
quotas for Asia and the Pacific areas
more than 50 percent of the people who
populate our newest State could be al-
most totally excluded from the United
States?

That Ireland, with a population of
2,815,000 has a larger quota than all
Asia, with a population of nearly one
and a half billion?

That the quota for tiny Switzerland
is greater than the quotas for the entire
African continent?

That Rumania—a Communist na-
tion—has a quota of 289, which is small
enough, but this is nearly a third more
than our quota for non-Communist India
and the non-Communist Philippines
combined?

Do Senators know that the immigra-
tion quotas of nearly every nation in the
Asia-Pacific area are so small that they
are heavily oversubscribed, according to
latest State Department figures?

Japan’'s waiting list stretches all the
way to 1989 or beyond; the quota for
Chinese persons is for all practical pur-
poses exhausted in perpetuity, because
immigrants already admitted into the
United States have been charged against
it; the quota for Okinawa, which does
not fall under Japan’s but under a special
Asia-Pacific quota of 100 shared by 18
other Pacific dependencies, is backlogged
for 48 years, until the year 2011; the
Philippines quota is 89 years behind, and
only the quotas of Afghanistan, Cam-
bodia, Malaya, Laos, and Nepal are open,
since these are countries which generally
have not sought immigration beyond
their borders.

THE ORIENTAL

The racial strictures of the present im-
migration laws have their genesis in the
19th century, when more than 19 million
immigrants arrived in this country. The
first restrictive law passed by Congress
was the act of March 3, 1875, which em-
powered consular officials to investigate
Chinese and Japanese immigrant labor
contracts for evidences of any lewd or
immoral purposes. It establishes penal-
ties for U.S. citizens who transported sub-
jects of China or Japan without free con-
sent for a term of service and rendered
such contracts void. Immigration offi-
cers were required to inspect all vessels
and certify their compliance.

Because of the tremendous influx of
Chinese immigrants—200,000 from 1850
to 1880—following the discovery of gold
in California, Congress enacted the first
of the Chinese Exclusion Acts of 1882.
The act suspended immigration of
Chinese laborers to the United States for
10 years, although Chinese already in the
country on November 17, 1880, were al-
lowed to leave and reenter.

Two years later, the Chinese Exclu-
sion Act of 1882 was tightened even fur-
ther. Not only was the period of sus-
pension of Chinese immigration ex-
tended another 10 years in the act of
1884, the stricture was made applicable

EXCLUSION ACTS

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to all Chinese, wherever their birth or
whatever their national allegiance.

While the Chinese Exclusion Act of
March 12, 1888, allowed entry of Chinese
officials, teachers, students, merchants,
and travelers for pleasure or curiosity,
the legislation of October 1, 1888, took
away from Chinese laborers the right of
reentry into the United States, unless
they had reentered before the date of the
act.

These exclusion laws were extended
again in 1892 and in 1902; in 1904 they
were extended without limitation.

Partly because immigrants continued
to pour into the United States—some
fourteen and a half million between 1900
and 1920—and partly because of a sharp
rise in Japanese immigration during
that period, there arose in Congress in-
sistent demands for Japanese restriction.
The Japanese Government protested
vigorously. President Theodore Roose-
velt, who was not in sympathy with Jap-
anese restriction, pressed for passage of
an act allowing Japanese to become nat-
uralized citizens. Nevertheless, Con-
gress in 1907 passed an immigration act
authorizing the President to negotiate
international agreements regulating
immigration. As required by law, Presi-
dent Roosevelt signed a gentlemen’s
agreement with Japan in 1907, limiting
the volume of Japanese immigration to
the United States.

Then, based on the 1907 law, the Pres-
ident later that year issued a proclama-
tion excluding from the United States
Japanese or Korean laborers, skilled or
unskilled, who have received passports
to go to Mexico, Canada, or Hawaii and
come therefrom.

Seventeen years later, the House Com-
mittee on Immigration, reporting on the
quota law of 1924, pointed out that the
real intent of the gentlemen'’s agreement
was to restrict Japanese immigration
and thus check any further growth of
U.S. Japanese population, which was
considered unassimilable and ineligible
for citizenship.

Under the gentlemen’s agreement, be-
tween 1907 and 1924 more than 53,000
Japanese immigrants were brought to
Hawail to work on the pineapple and
sugar plantations. Total immigration
of Japanese to Hawaii up to that time
was 180,000.

With passage of the Immigration Act
of 1924, all Japanese immigrants as well
as other persons of Oriental descent were
barred. In desperate need of cheap
labor, Hawaiian planters turned to
the Philippines, until 1946 an American
possession, as an alternative source of
labor supply. Between 1910 and 1932,
more than 100,000 Filipinos arrived in
Hawaii. This represented the last large
wave of Oriental migration to the United
States.

Opposition to free immigration gained
momentum during World War I, and on
February 5, 1917, Congress passed the
progenitor of our present immigration
law, codifying all previous exclusionary
acts and going the rest of the way in
laying the bases for our present Asia-
Pacific triangle; it declared inadmissi-
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ble all natives of China, India, Burma,
Siam, the Malay States; the eastern part
of Russia; part of Arabia and Persia;
Afghanistan; most of the Polynesian is-
lands; and the East Indies. Instead of
calling it a ftriangle, the act labeled the
area a barred zone.

Seven years later, Congress passed the
1924 Immigration Act, which not only
continued exclusion of the barred zone
peoples but also brought to an end the
gentlemen’s agreement, thereby exelud-
ing Japanese immigration to the United
States.

This exclusionary law of 1924 elicited
vehement protests, especially from the
Japanese Government, and many have
said that this was one of the circum-
stances that brought on World War II.

Mike M. Masaoka, national legislative
director of the Japanese-American Citi-
zens League, testified in the 1951 joint
hearings on the Immigration Act as
follows:

To the oriental, Congress divided the world
into two parts in 1924 when it approved an
immigration law prohibiting the entry of
Aslatics into this country for permanent
residence. In effect, Congress informed the
peoples of Europe, Africa, and the Western
Hemisphere that they were considered su-
perior, desirable, welcome to immigrate to
the United States, while condemning the
peoples of Asia and the Pacific islands as
inferior, unfit, undesirable, not good enough.

Included in this act was the concept
of the national origins system in Amer-
ican immigration policy, which was first
proposed for legislative enactment by
Representative John Jacob Rogers as an
amendment to the immigration bill then
being considered by the House. Mr.
Rogers, defining the system, made the
following statement on the floor of the
House:

‘We should * * * proportion our admission
of immigrants, not to the numbers of racial
or natlonal representatives composing the
alien colonies or foreign groups now in the
country but to the quantities of the various
racial and national elements which have
passed the refining test of the melting pot
and have become amalgamated In the struc-
ture of the American Nation. (656 CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, 6226.)

Madam President, you will remember
that Senator Reed made the very same
observation, which I quoted earlier.

The national origins system, according
to Oscar Handlin, “ranked all the nations
of the earth according to the order of
precedence and assigned the largest
number of admissions to those that were
presumed to be closest in racial heritage
to the original settlers of the United
States.” Its avowed purpose was con-
cerned not with the immigrant’s individ-
ual worth, but with his place of birth.

Our policies since the passage of the
1924 law to the present time have not
been basically altered. While Chinese
exclusion was repealed in 1943, and Fili-
pinos and natives of India were declared
admissible and eligible for naturalization
in 1946, natives of the Asia-Pacific tri-
angle area continue to be singled out un-
der present immigration policies as de-
serving of very meager consideration for
entry.
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RACIAL STRICTURES OF THE 1952 IMMIGRATION
ACT

Secretary of State Dean Acheson, tes-
tifying before the President’'s Commis-
sion on Immigration and Naturalization
shortly after the passage of the 1952 act,
advised the Commission that:

The lifting of the bar of exclusion caused
deep gratification in Asia when the (1952)
act was passed, but the racial discrimination
apparent in the triangle provision can be ex-
pected to keep alive some feelings of resent-
ment. * * * The combination of very small
quotas for Asia and the Asia-Pacific triangle
provisions still furnish ground for Asian
suspicion of U.S. motives.

While the Immigration and National-
ity Act of 1952 did eliminate the last of
the absolute bars against the admission
of persons from the Asiatic barred zone
and permitted their naturalization, spe-
cial provisions were written into the law
to carefully hold the total number of im-
migrants coming from the barred zone to
an infinitely small fraction of total al-
lowable annual immigration: 2,890 of
158,561, or 1.82 percent.

In our present immigration laws, we
may count at least eight racially discrim-
inatory provisions.

First. In 1924 the national origins sys-
tem was conceived and annual quotas
were allotted only to white nations.
Polynesians, Orientals, and Negroes were
totally excluded. In the 1952 act the na-
tional origins system was continued for
white nations, while Oriental and Poly-
nesian countries and the newly emerging
nations of Africa were given minimal
quotas of about 100 each.

Because nonwhite nations were ex-
cluded from the system, annual quota
calculations were based only on the white
population in the United States in 1920.
As an example of how this annual quota
was allocated to white nations, based on
the 1920 census, there were about 39 mil-
lion persons who derived their ancestry
from the United Kingdom ; one-sixth of 1
percent of 39 million is equal to about
66,000 persons, which is, then, the annual
British quota.

One reason advanced during the de-
bates over the 1952 act for excluding the
African Negroes from the national ori-
gins computation was that the geograph-
ical origins of American Negroes could
not be determined. This assumption
was sharply challenged, however, by
State Department geographers, who were
able substantially to pinpoint their ori-
gins by tracing the original African rail-
road routes and the port of embarkation
from which the Africans were trans-
shipped to the United States.

‘While the natives of Africa were not
enclosed in a triangle, there do exist
special provisions, discussed below, that
are designed to prevent Negro immigra-
tion to the United States—even from
areas in the Western Hemisphere.

THE ASIA-PACIFIC TRIANGLE
Second. Under the 1952 act only 1.82
percent of the total annual immigration
quotas was attached to the Asia-Pacific
triangle, where more than one-half of
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the world’s population live. In addition,
involved regulations based on race have
been issued by the administering agen-
cies to carry out the requirements of the
complicated triangle provisions.

The Asia-Pacific triangle, created by
the 1952 law, comprises that area bound-
ed by the meridians 60° east and 165°
west longitude and by the parallel 25°
south latitude. When traced on a map,
the area actually appears as a triangle
embracing all the Far East, southeast
Asin, and all Pacific islands north of Aus-
tralia and New Zealand—almost all of
Polynesia and small portions of Micro-
nesia and Melanesia.

The 21 quota areas of the Asia-Pacific
triangle, largely independent nations,
are as follows: Asia-Pacific—which I will
explain later—Afghanistan, Bhutan,
Cambodia, Ceylon, China, Chinese per-
sons—which I will explain later—India,
Indonesia, Japan, Korea, Laos, Malaysia,
Singapore, Nauru, Nepal, New Guinea,
Pacific Islands—trust territories—Paki-
stan, Philippine Islands, Thailand, Viet-
nam, and Western Samoa.

Also included in the triangle are the
following subquota areas, largely colonies
and dependencies: Christmas Island;
Cocos—Keeling—Island; and the terri-
tory of Papua, Australian dependencies;
New Caledonia and the New Hebrides,
French dependencies; the British Solo-
mons, Brunei, Fiji, Gilbert and Ellice
Islands, Hong Kong, Maldive Islands,
and Tonga, all British dependencies;
the Ryukyus, presently under American
administration; the Cook Islands, a New
Zealand dependency; Macao, Portuguese
India, and Timor, dependencies of
Portugal.

Both the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service of the Department of Justice
and the State Department administer
the 1952 law.

By issuing special regulations on
the triangle, for example, the State De-
partment sought to delineate the races
indigenous to the area within the triangle
as well as those not indigenous. Those
considered indigenous were the Dyaks of
North Borneo, Sarawak, and Brunei; the
Melanesians of the Fijis, New Caledonisa,
New Hebrides, Solomon Islands, and
Nauru; the Micronesians of the Carolines,
Marshalls, Marianas, Guam, and Gilbert
Islands; the Negritos of Netherlands,
New Guinea, Papua and New Zealand;
the Parsees of India, the Pathans of
Afghanistan and Pakistan; and the Sindi
of Pakistan.

According to the same regulations, the
Turkic race is not considered to be indig-
enous, while the Polynesian race in it-
self—including the Maoris—is not re-
garded as being either indigenous or not
indigenous to the Asia-Pacific triangle.
This depends entirely on the place of
birth, the regulations explain:

A Polynesian born in Papua, which lles
wholly within the Asia-Pacific triangle, is
chargeable to the Asia-Paclfic quota, but an
alien of Polynesian ancestry born in French
Oceania (which is outside the triangle) is
chargeable to the subquota for French set-
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tlements in Oceania within the immigration
quota established for France.

This regulation illustrates how in-
volved and complex our present immi-
gration policies really are.

Since all quota areas, except for Indo-
nesia (with a quota of 200), Malaysia
(400), Japan (185), and that for Chinese
persons (105), are limited to the mini-
mum quota of 100 guaranteed by the act,
the total allowable annual immigration
from the Asia-Pacific triangle is only
2,890, only 1.82 percent of the total yearly
immigration to the United States of
158,561,

But that fisure of 2,890 was only
recently established.

Until September 26, 1961, when Con-
gress passed Public Law 87-301, the Asia-
Pacific triangle had been limited to a
ceiling quota of 2,000, Had there been
any more than 20 quota areas in the
triangle, any newly established quota
would have reduced the quota of other
nations and dependencies proportion-
ately. Section 9 of Public Law 87-301
repealed this inequitable ceiling.

Still, the fact that more than one-half
of the world’s population live in the
triangle area does not square with an
annual allotment of only 2,890 immi-
grants. The effect of these provisions is
to permit the great majority of quota
immigrants—over 81 percent—to come
from northern and western Europe, and
to allow more than 98 percent from
Europe alone.

The unfairness of this system is no-
where more evident than in the previ-
ously stated facts that, for example, Ire-
land, with a population of 2,815,000, has
a larger quota than all Asia; that we take
more people from Switzerland than we do
from the entire African Continent; that
Rumania, a captive nation of the Iron
Curtain, has a quota of 289, which is
small enough, but is nearly a third more
than our quota for India and the Phil-
ippines combined.

Because of the very small guotas as-
signed the triangle nations, according to
the quota report of the State Department
dated August 1, 1965, the quotas of nearly
every area within the triangle are heavily
oversubscribed. For example, short of
an extraordinary act of Congress, or the
passage of immigration reforms, the non-
preference quota for Chinese persons is
s0 heavily mortgaged into the future—
by immigrants already admitted into the
United States—that State Department
officials say that for all practical pur-
poses, it has already been exhausted in
perpetuity. Japan’s quota is filled up at
least until the year 1989; the quota for
Okinawa, which does not fall under
Japan's but under a special Asia-Pacific
quota of 100 shared by 20 other de-
pendencies, is backlogged for 48 years,
until the year 2011; the Philippines quota
is 89 years behind. Only the quotas of
Afghanistan, Cambodia, Malaya, Laos,
and Nepal are open—since these are
countries which generally have not
sought immigration beyond their borders.
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RACE OR ANCESTRY IS DETERMINATIVE

Third. While place of birth deter-
mines the quota under which a white
person would fall, race or ancestry is
determinative for Polynesian and orien-
tal persons.

Normally, each nation’s quota may be
used only by persons born there. Present
or past residence or citizenship is irrele-
vant. A person born in Italy, for exam-
ple, will be eligible for only the Italian
quota, even if he has become an English
citizen and has worked and lived in Eng-
land for many years.

But the 1952 Immigration Act’s pro-
visos spell out special, rather complicated
stipulations applicable to oriental per-
sons wherever born. Orientals born out-
side of Asia are rendered ineligible for
the quota of their birthplace. Instead,
anyone deriving as much as half his
ancestry from persons who were born in
or whose race is indigenous to the Asiatic
area is eligible only for one of the tiny
Asiatic guotas.

If the country of his oriental ancestors
can be determined, he is eligible for only
its quota. For example, a person born in
London to an English father and an In-
dian mother would have to wait his turn
under India’s annual quota of 100, even
if he had lived all his life in London;
under present oversubscribed quota con-
ditions, he would have to wait for at least
159 years.

Yet, if a person’s ancestry is mixed or
cannot be traced, he is eligible for only
the special quota of 100 allofted to “Asia
Pacific,” more commonly called the tri-
angle quota. This was a quota created
for such people, and to cover the 18
colonies and dependencies—called sub-
quota areas by the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act of 1952—in the triangle
area. For example, a person born, say,
in Brazil of a Eorean mother and a
Japanese father wishing to enter the
United States would be assigned to the
so-called triangle quota; an immigrant
born in Germany of a Malayan father
and a German mother is charged to the
triangle quota.

THE TRIANGLE QUOTA

Fourth. Section 202(b) (1) of the act
thus established a special triangle quota
of 100 to which thousands of oriental
and Polynesian peoples living all over
the world and in over 18 dependencies in
the triangle area must be assigned. The
triangle quota is, geographically speak-
ing, a general quota, not tied down to
any specific area.

Who, then, must be assigned to this
quota of 100 persons?

Not immigrants born within a sep-
arate quota area situated wholly within
the triangle, for such person must be
charged to the quota of the separate
quota area in which he was born. For
example, a Japanese born in Japan must
eome under the Japanese quota.

Not immigrants born outside the
triangle whose ancestry is attributable
by one-half to an ethnic group indig-
enous to not more than one separate
quota area in the triangle, since these
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persons would fall under the quota of
that quota area. For example, an In-
donesian born in Germany of an Indo-
nesian mother and a German father
would be attributed to the Indonesian
quota.

Persons chargeable to the triangle
quofa fall into three categories:

First. Immigrants whose ancestry is
50 percent or more Asian, except Chinese,
and who were born in a colony or other
dependent area located in the triangle,
are allocated to the triangle quota.
They are specifically excepted from the
provisions of section 202(e) (1), which
allows persons born in colonial areas to
draw from the quota of the governing
nation to the extent of 100 persons.
This provision is available only to white
persons born in those dependencies. For
instance, the New Hebrides, an archi-
pelago in the south-central Pacific and
a French protectoraie, may not have a
separate quota for native islanders or
Asians born in the New Hebrides. Its
subquota of 100, taken from the under-
subscribed French quota, is available
only to white persons born there. Only
by a determination of the Secretary of
State that it is an independent country
may the New Hebrides have its own
quota. As the law presently stands, the
native of New Hebrides and Asians born
in those islands share the triangle quota
of 100 with 17 other subquota areas and
an indeterminate number of persons
born outside the triangle.

The Ryukyus, however, provide a
rather complex problem in this regard.
Those islands are now assigned to the
triangle quota by administrative deter-
mination of the State Department and
are under U.S. administration and ju-
risdiction assigned by the United Nations
Trusteeship Council. While Japan now
has residual sovereignty, should the
United States relinquish its administra-
tive rights and full sovereignty revert to
Japan, would the Ryukyus still fall under
the triangle quota, or would it be as-
signed to that of Japan? Presumably, if
they are deemed a colony or dependency,
the Ryukyus would remain under the
triangle quota. But if they are con-
sidered wholly a part of the sovereign
nation of Japan, of course, they would be
a part of that quota area. I will have
more to say on the Ryukyus later in my
talk.

Second. Immigrants born outside the
triangle whose ancestry is one-half at-
tributable to a people indigenous to one
or more colonies or other dependent area
located in the triangle must be charged
to the triangle quota. For example, a
person born in Spain who is one-half
Spanish and one-half Tongan must be
charged to the triangle quota.

Third. Immigrants born outside the
triangle whose ancestry may be traced
to peoples indigenous to two or more
separate quota areas in the triangle,
except Chinese persons, must be attrib-
uted to the triangle quota. That is, a
person born in France who is one-half
Filipino and one-half Japanese would
be charged to the triangle quota.
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THE CHINESE PERSONS QUOTA

Fifth. There are two quotas for
China—100 for the few white persons
born in China and only 105 for the mil-
lions of Chinese persons, wherever born.
One quota, designated the China quota,
is reserved for persons born in Man-
churia, Inner and Outer Mongolia, Sink-
iang, Tibet, Taiwan, and the area of the
Chinese mainland bounded by the 1938
boundaries. A second quota of 105 was
established for Chinese persons.

The reason for this lies in the history
of the exclusion of Chinese from Ameri-
can shores. Prior to the repeal of
Chinese exclusion in 1943, since Chinese
persons were ineligible for entry into the
United States, the quota for China was
used for white persons born on the China
mainland. The 1952 immigration law
specifically provided in section 201(a)
that: “the quota existing for Chinese
persons prior to the date of enactment
of this act shall be continued.” Thus,
the practice of allofting the China quota
to whites was continued and necessitated
the creation of a second quota—for
Chinese persons.

To assign a quota of 100 to the few
thousand, at most, white persons born in
China. and only 5 more quota numbers
to the entire Chinese world population
speaks loudly as to the extremes to
which our law has gone in discriminat-
ing against a people.

To the quota of Chinese persons were
allocated all persons with as much as
one-half Chinese blood, wherever born.
This would be true, according to the
State Department, even if the Chinese
person were born in a subquota area
located in the triangle. It matters not
one whit whether his family had lived
in the United Kingdom, Brazil, or in the
New Hebrides for generations; if he is
one-half Chinese, he is mandatorily al-
located to the Chinese persons quota.

Sixth. Although present immigration
law grants nonquota status to persons
born in the Western Hemisphere, this is
greatly diminished by two racial pro-
visions:

First. The special restrictions on ori-
entals apply with egual measure to ori-
entals born in hemispheric nations. For
example, a native of Canada born of a
Japanese mother and a Canadian father
is not a nonguota immigrant, although
he is a native of an independent country
located in the Western Hemisphere. He
must be charged to the quota for Japan.

Second. Nonquota status is denied
persons born in colonies of the Western
Hemisphere. The immigration law pro-
vides that each colony or other depend-
ent area is limited to a quota of 100 a
year to be taken from its parent coun-
try’s quota. As several witnesses to the
1951 joint hearings pointed out, plainly,
this provision is aimed squarely against
the Negroes of Jamaica, Trinidad, other
West Indian and Latin American areas,
who make up most of the immigrants
from those areas. These immigrants
formerly could take advantage of the
consistently unfilled quotas of their
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mother countries. This was true par-
ticularly of the British quota, which had
been utilized more by West Indians than
by other British subjects. The Immigra-
tion Act of 1952 has effectively restricted
such immigration.

Seventh. Our present law clearly dis-
criminates, not only against orientals
and Negroes, but also against persons of
eastern European, Middle Eastern, and
Mediterranean origins. The combined
quotas for Greece, Turkey, and Spain,
for example, come to 783, which is rough-
ly one-third of the quota we allot to
Norway.

Moreover, oversubscription plagues the
quotas of nations from these areas as it
does nation and dependencies in the tri-
angle. Italy’s quota is subscribed for
some 47 years; Yugoslavia's for 35 years;
Iran’s for 86 years; Israel's for 157 years;
Lebanon’s for 31 years. Were it not for
the fact that, by special legislation in
1957, Congress forgave the mortgages
charged against nations from which im-
migrants entered the United States un-
der the Displaced Persons Act of 1948,
Latvian and Greek quotas, for example,
would have been mortgaged until the
years 2274 and 2014, respectively.

Eighth, Under the 1952 act, an Asian
family of mixed blood may be separated
in migration if the wife is accountable to
an oversubscribed quota, although her
husband is chargeable to an open quota.
On the other hand, a non-Asian wife ac-
countable to an oversubscribed quota
may be given the quota of her immigrant
husband, if he is fortunate enough to
have access to an open quota.

THE PENDING BILL, H.R. 2580

The bill, H.R. 2580, now before the Sen-
ate eliminates all racial discrimination
from American immigration laws by do-
ing away with the national origins quota
system over a 3-year period ending July
1, 1968. The Asia-Pacific triangle is en-
tirely abolished.

In its place, a ceiling of 170,000 regular
immigrants a year is made applicable on
a first-come, first qualified basis for all
nations outside the Western Hemisphere,
with a limitation of 20,000 from any one
country in a single year.

In addition to the numerical ceilings,
the bill sets up a series of preference cate-
gories that give priority to minor chil-
dren, the spouses and parents of persons
who have become citizens or permanent
residents.

Below the family priorities, other pri-
orities are set for members of the arts
and professions; for skilled and unskilled
workers for whom jobs are assured that
do not displace American workers; and
for refugees driven from their homes by
political, racial, or religious persecution.

The bill also provides for the establish-
ment of a Select Commission on Western
Hemisphere Immigration, and the impo-
sition of a ceiling of 120,000 quota immi-
grants from the Western Hemisphere,
beginning July 1, 1968; this ceiling be-
comes effective on that date, unless the
Commission recommends another course
of action.
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During Judiciary Committee delibera-
tions on the Western Hemisphere ceil-
ing, I had suggested additional language
providing that these immigrant visas
be allocated in accordance with the same
preference categories as those which ap-
ply to the Eastern Hemisphere, as pro-
vided in section 3 of the bill. I felt that
this amendment was necessary, because
under sections 3 and 10 of the bill, the
Secretary of Labor is required to make an
affirmative finding that each intending
immigrant has a job assured, that he
would not displace any American worker
and would not adversely affect the wages
and working conditions of American
workers similarly employed.

This would mean that immigrants who
are relatives of American citizens and
resident aliens, who normally would fall
under one of three preference cate-
gories provided for in section 3 of the bill,
would be subject to the Secretary’s re-
quired affirmative finding and would not
be accorded preferential status. Thus,
Western Hemisphere relatives of citizens
and permanent residents would be dis-
criminated against in the following cate-
gories: First, unmarried children of U.S.
citizens—first preference under section 3
of the bill—second, spouses and unmar-
ried children of alien permanent resi-
dents—second preference—and, third,
brothers and sisters of U.S. citizens—
fifth preference.

At my suggestion, the committee de-
cided to include in the report the con-
sensus of the committee that this matter
would be considered by the Select Com-
mission on Western Hemisphere Immi-
gration in the course of its study.

I ask the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts, who has so ably con-
ducted hearings on this legislation and
is now floor managing it—am I not cor-
rect in this matter?

Mr. EKENNEDY of Massachusetts.
The Senator from Hawalii is correct. He
brought this matter to the attention of
the committee. In response to the Sen-
ator, let me say that the language in-
cluded in the report on page 27, reads as
follows:

There was also discussed a proposal to
amend section 21 of the bill relating to the
establishment of a numerical limitation on
Western Hemlisphere immigration on July 1,
1968. Additional language was suggested to
be added to section 21(e) to provide that
immigrant visas be allocated to any immi-
grant who becomes subject to the numerical
limitation under the same system of prefer-
ences applicable to other immigrants as
specified in section 203 of the Immigration
and Nationality Act. It was the consensus
of the committee that this is a matter that
will be considered by the Select Commission
on Western Hemisphere Immigration in the
course of its study.

Mr. FONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator for his answer.

Mr. President, two other matters of
statutory interpretation were adopted by
the Judiciary Committee and included in
its report.

The first refers to the Ryukyu Islands
situation, which I described earlier. I
did not press for statutory language to
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correct a long-standing inequity regard-
ing the Ryukyus—resulting from the
fact that those islands are presently in-
cluded in the triangle quota.

I have a letter which was sent to me
from the Department of State containing
the following commitment:

Intending immigrants from the Ryukyu
Islands will undoubtedly benefit from the
abolition of the Asia-Pacific triangle provi-
sions of existnig law. When this occurs, it is
contemplated that the Secretary of State will
invoke the authority granted him by * * *
Bection 202(b) of H.R. 2580, and attribute the
Ryukyu Islands to the quota area of the
Pacific Islands. Native Ryukyuans will then
share the guota numbers allotted from the
Pacific Islands quota (during the transition
period) and in addition, will have access to
the numbers assigned to the quota pool
under H.R. 2580.

Thus, native Ryukyuans will share the
quota numbers allotted from the Pacific
Islands quota and, in addition, will have
access to the numbers assigned to the
quota pool under the bill. The Ryukyu
Islands and the Pacific Islands together
will constitute one quota area which will
be restricted, like any other quota area,
to not more than 20,000 quota numbers
annually.

The Judiciary Committee included
this commitment of the Department of
State in its report as an understanding
of the committee. I ask the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts, is
this not correct?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
The Senator is again correct. In re-
sponse to the Senator’s raising of this
point the committee stated, on page 27
of the report:

The attention of the committee was also
directed to an immigration problem of the
natives of the Ryukyu Islands resulting from
the fact that those islands are presently
included within the areas assigned to the
Asia-Pacific t.riangle quota. It is the com-
mittee's understanding that in the event
H.R. 2580 becomes law, it 1s contemplated
that the Secretary of State will attribute
the Ryukyu Islands to the quota area of
the Pacific Islands and that during the 3-
vear interim period natives of the Ryukyu
Islands will have access to the Pacific Is-
lands quota.

Mr. FONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator for his reply.

Mr. President, the second matter of
statutory interpretation refers to the
status of refugees from the Dominican
Republic. At my suggestion, the com-
mittee in its report expressed its opin-
ion that the refugees who fled the coun-
try as a result of the recent rebellion
may be considered within the provisions
of sections 203(a)(7) and 245 of the
Immigration and Nationality Act as
amended by H.R. 2580. ;

Again, I ask the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, is this not correct?

Mr. EKENNEDY of Massachusetts.
The Senator is correct. In response to
the Senator’'s suggestion, the committee
added this language to its report, on
page 27, as follows:

The committee discussed the status of
refugees from the Dominican Republic and
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is of the opinion the refugees who fled the
country as a result of the recent rebellion
may be considered within the provisions
of section 203(a) (7) of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, as added by H.R. 2580, as
well as under section 245 of the Immigration
fnd Nationality Act, as amended.

Those are the provisions in section
203(a) (7) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act, the adjustments and
changes which were made in the pro-
posed legislation.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I should
like to add at this time my highest com-
mendation of the excellent work of the
distinguished Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KeNnNEDY]. He was the acting
chairman of the Subcommittee on Im-
migration and Naturalization, and he
guided the proceedings throughout the
many lengthy hearings. He was always
most fair and very patient.

He gave to everyone concerned every
opportunity to speak on the bill. It is
through his very great leadership and
guidance that we have this very excellent
bill before us today. I congratulate the
distinguished junior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts for his diligence, his dedica-
tion, and his most conscientious efforts
in bringing about a consensus of opinion
in the U.S. Senate that immigration re-
form legislation is long overdue.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
thank the Senator from Hawaii. I
wanted to express my views, at the end
of his very splendid address, on his
contributions.

Mr. FONG. I thank the Senator.

The bill also contains three amend-
ments which I had proposed during the
executive sessions of the Judiciary Sub-
committee on Immigration and Natural-
ization, and which the subcommittee
adopted.

One amendment provides that all
aliens who have lived in the United
States for 7 years and who entered the
country before June 28, 1958, may have
their statuses adjusted—so that they may
eventually become U.S. citizens.

A second amendment allows the issu-
ance of visas to students—previously de-
nied admission—upon posting bond and
showing proof of acceptance at a recog-
nized educational institution.

A third amendment allows refugees
from nations of the Western Hemisphere
who are now living in the United States,
and who have fled persecution or fear
of persecution because of race, religion,
or political belief from Communist or
Communist-dominated countries, to ad-
just their statuses without having to
return to those countries.

Mr. President, I have three tables of
estimated quota area and immigration
pool issuances under H.R. 2580 during
fiscal years 1966, 1967, and 1968, which
were issued by the Bureau of Security
and Consular Affairs of the Department
of State; these tables were accompanied
by an explanatory memorandum.

I ask unanimous consent that these
tables, together with the memorandum,
be printed in the Recorp at this point.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAr-
RIS in the chair). Is there objection?

There being no objection, the memo-
randum and tables were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

ESTIMATED QUOTA AREA AND IMMIGRATION PooL
Issuances UnpEr H.R. 2580, aAs AMENDED
AvcusT 6, 1965, DURING Fiscar Year 1966,
1967, axD 1968

The attached tables outline the estimated
issuances of national quota and immigration
pool numbers during the first, second, and
third years (transition period) under H.R.
2580, as reported out by the House Judiciary
Committee August 6, 1965. The estimated
issuances are within the percentage limita-
tions for the seven preferences, within the
overall numerical limitation, and within the
20,000 per foreign state limitation where ap-
plicable.

One hundred and two thousand eight hun-
dred and ninety-three quota numbers were
actually issued in fiscal year 1965 under the
present authorized total quota of 158,5661.
Thus, 55,668 unused numbers will constitute
the Immigration pool which under section
201(d) of H.R. 2580 will be available only
for issuance in fiscal year 1966 to applicants
in the oversubscribed preference categories
and to refugees.

As the pattern and volume of immigration
under the national quota system has been
relatively constant for the past several years,
the first year estimates are based on fiscal
year 1965 actual lssuance figures on the as-
sumption that this pattern and veolume will
remain essentially the same in fiscal year
1966.

The second- and third-year estimates are
necessarily based more upon global experi-
ence of operation under the present law for
the last 13 years and the estimates for the
first-year operations under H.R. 2580, since
no firm figure can be derived for the un-
used quota numbers which will constitute
the immigration pool in fiscal year 1967 and
1968 until after June 30, 1966 and 1967.

To arrive at estimates, we have assumed
a continuing demand within each of the
preference classes. Pool usage in all pref-
erences other than fifth preference (brothers
and sisters) will, however, be lower than
the first-year issuances because most of the
current oversubscriptions in those cate-
gories will have been satisfled during the
first year. In the fifth preference there will
be a substantial carryover of unsatisfied
demand which will cause full usage of the
pool in the second year. The carryover of
unused numbers to the third year, how-
ever, will be smaller so that the pool
will not be fully utilized in that year.

The preference categories under present
law have been translated Into the new six
classes (plus refugees) of H.R. 2580. This
necessitated a division of the percentage of
usage of three of the preference categories
in the present law. The present second pref-
erence (parents and unmarried sons and
daughters of U.S. citizens) has been di-
vided into two groups: (1) Parents, who will
fall outside of the quota system as “im-
mediate relatives,” and (2) unmarried sons
and daughters, who will be granted first pref-
erence status. Since parents have hereto-
fore consistently accounted for approximate-
ly 90 percent of the total issuances to this
preference group and under H.R. 2580 will
not be subject to any numerical ceiling, the
projection of new first preference usage is
the remaining 10 percent of such past is-
suances.

The present fourth preference (married
sons and daughters and brothers and sisters)
is another category which was divided to fit
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the new preference categories. TUnder the
present law brothers and sisters have utilized
approximately 90 percent of the numbers
avallable to these applicants. TUsage in the
new fourth preference (married sons and
daughters) is, therefore, predicated on 10
percent of the usage of the present fourth
preference.

The new fifth preference (brothers and
sisters) 1s based on the remaining 90 per-
cent of issuance under the present fourth
preference. This category is so heavily over-
subscribed that there will be substantial de-
mand from the pool for numbers for this
class of applicants.

Persons of exceptional skill who have pre-
viously entered the United States under the
present first preference will be attributable
under the new system to one of the two new
categories: members of the professions
(third preference) or skilled and unskilled
short-supply labor (sixth preference). The
bases for the estimates in these categories
was provided by the Immigration and
Naturalization Service which reviewed past
admissions of such persons to determine the
number who were members of the professions
(new third preference) and the number who
would more appropriately fall within the
definition of the new sixth preference (short-
supply labor).

The determination of estimates of visa
issuances within preference breakdowns in
countries that are now undersubscribed
(such as Great Britain and Germany) neces-
sarily differed, since applicants issued visas
under those quotas have nct had to prove
preference status in order to receive quota
numbers and, therefore, most entered as
nonpreference immigrants. The basis for
these estimates, therefore, is an evaluation of
the percentages of issuances in the quotas of
three countries (France, Netherlands, and
Switzerland) which are presently slightly
oversubscribed in the nonpreference cate-
gory and, therefore, required that persons
eligible for preference status use preference
numbers. The average of the percentage of
issuance in each preference class for these
three countries was applied to the issuance
levels of countries now with current quotas,
(Belgium, Cgzechoslovakia, Germany, Great
Britain, Ireland, Norway, and Sweden).

Spouses and children of U.S. citizens are
entitled to nonquota status under the pres-
ent law. However, many have entered from
undersubscribed quota countries (partic-
ularly Great Britain and Germany) as non-
preference quota immigrants. TUnder H.R.
25680 they, as well as parents, will be re-
quired to obtain visas as immediate rela-
I;ives not chargeable to any numerical cell-
ng.

It is anticipated that the use of natlonal
quota numbers will drop by approximately
10,000 per year due to the “immediate rela-
tive” classification. Therefore, the world-
wide national quota area estimated usage
has been reduced by 10,000 in the second-
and third-year tabulations. It has been
reduced by 6,667 in the first year as visa
issuance under present quotas will continue
until the effective date of H.R. 2580.

The attached tables do not set forth in
a separate category estimated numbers of
the total authorized issuances which will be
used for adjustment of status of persons
already In the United States. They are in-
cluded in the individual country national
quota estimates against which such adjust-
ments are required to be charged.

During fiscal year 1966, 1967, and 1968,
10,200 numbers (6 percent of 170,000 ceiling)
are allotted to refugees for conditional entry
(seventh preference) from the pool of
55,668 in 1966; 62,335 in 1967, and 65,668 in
1968.
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Estimaled issuances under H.R. 2580, as amended Aug. 6, 1966—Continued
2D YEAR (FISCAL YEAR 1967)

1st preference— 2d preference— 3d preference— | 4th preference— 5th preference— 6ith preference—
Total issuances nmarried sons , unmarried | Members of pro- Married sons, Brothers, sisters of Skilled or un- 7th Rr:!ezenm—
daughters of U.8. sons, daughters of fessions, ete. daughters of U.8. U.8. citizens skilled labor, ete. fugees
Quota area citizens permanent residents citizens Non-
preference
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Mr. FONG. Mr. President, H.R. 2580
is a product of many years of study,
analysis, and consideration. Many Sen-
ators, Congressmen, scholars, and orga-
nizations have contributed to this effort.

Perhaps no organization has made a
more significant contribution than the
American Immigration and Citizenship
Conference, representing more than 90
ethnic organizations across the country
concerned with immigration reform—an
organization so ably led by a very distin-
guished American, Mrs. Ruth Zellerbach
Murphy. The AICC and Mrs. Murphy
deserve high commendation for their
many years of tireless work in this field.

Because of the dedicated work of or-
ganizations such as the AICC and citi-
zens such as Mrs. Murphy, we now have
before us H.R. 2580, which is without a
doubt a very meritorious measure.

Mr. President, opposition to revising
our immigration statutes are based on
two arguments: First, the fear that the
admission of more immigrants to the
country would exhaust our economic re-
sources and add to our already serious
employment problems; and, second, the
fear that too many persons of Oriental
background would be admitted into the
country, upsetting traditional patterns of
American life. Reasonable analysis of
both arguments, however, shows them to
be quite unfounded.

Let us analyze each of these in turn.

IMPACT ON THE ECONOMY

First, let us look at the impact of im-
migration on our economy. We have not
introduced immigration reform legisla-
tion without thoughtful and thorough
consideration of our economic situation
and the hard facts about our complex
technologically oriented economy. If is
our belief that the immigration program
proposed by our bill would enhance our
economic growth, help stimulate our
economy, and generate new employment
opportunities. The best data unques-
tionably supports this assertion.

Based on statistics and facts supplied
by the Office of Manpower, Automation,
and Training, and the Technical Com-
mittee on Critical Occupations, both of
the U.S. Department of Labor; the
Bureau of the Census, and the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service of the
Justice Department, six points stand out
with respect to the impact of immigra-
tion on our economy.

ANNUAL CEILING

First, under HR. 2580 total annual
immigration to the United States is
limited to 170,000, plus perhaps 180,000
nonquota admissions a year, totaling
350,000, a figure which is only about
50,000 more than the number we actually
have been admitting over the past 10 to
15 years. See tables 6, 6A-6E, 7, and
TA, Immigration and Naturalization
Service Annual Report, 1964, pages 23 to
32. See also Population Bulletin, No-
vember 1962, page 137. This somewhat
startling situation can be accounted for
by the fact that Congress, recognizing
the inadequacy of our present immigra-
tion laws, has repeatedly passed special
short-term immigration and refugee
legislation—the cumulative effect of
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which has so modified our immigration
practice that the act of 1952 no longer
represents our immigration quota policy.

Of the 14 million quota immigrants
authorized during the fifties, only a mil-
lion actually entered the United States.
But 15 million nonquota immigrants
were admitted during the same period.
In short, out of a total immigration of
21 million, 3 out of 5 persons were ad-
mitted outside the quota provisions of
the Immigration and Nationality Act of
1952.

Congress, through special laws enacted
every year since 1952, and through thou-
sands of private immigration bills, has
drastically revised the pattern of immi-
gration envisioned by the act of 1952,
Nations with very small quotas have been
among the most substantial contributors
to recent immigration. Italian immigra-
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tion, for example, has been three times
greater than its quota allotment. Japa-
nese immigration has been over 20 times
greater. Immigration from Greece and
China has been 16 times the very small
number permitted by their quotas.

IMMIGRATION A DECLINING POPULATION FACTOR

The second noteworthy fact is that im-
migration has been a sharply declining
factor in the increase of U.S. population.
In the last 30 years immigration has ac-
counted for an average of 5.1 percent of
our population increase.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp table I, showing the components
of U.S. population growth from 1870 to
1960.

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

TaBLE I.—Components of U.S. population growth, 1870-1960

{In thousands]
Population Natural increase Net immigration
Period
Beginning | End of | Increment | Number Percent Number Percent
of period period
30,818 50,156 10, 337 8,063 78.0 2,274 2.0
50, 156 62,048 12, 704 8,302 64.9 4,400 35.1
62, 048 75, 995 13, 047 10, 516 80.6 2, 531 19.4
75, 995 91,972 15, 978 10, 689 66.9 5,280 33.1
91,972 105, 711 13, 738 10, 537 76.7 3,201 23.3
105, 711 122,775 17, 064 13,974 819 3,089 18.1
122, 775 131, 669 894 8, T87 98.8 1,067 1.2
131, 660 150, 697 19,028 18,153 05, 4 875 4.6
151, 326 179, 323 27,997 25,337 90.5 2,660 9.5

1 Excludes Alaska and Hawail.
2 Includes Alaska and Hawail,

Source: Population Bulletin, November 1062,

Mr. FONG. Table I shows how immi-
gration has been a declining proportion
in the growth of our population.

In earlier decades, immigration ranged
between 18 and 35 percent of our popula-
tion growth. But in the 30 years since
1930, the comparable rates were 1.2 per-
cent between 1930 and 1940, 4.6 percent
between 1940 and 1950, and 9.5 percent
between 1950 and 1960—an average of 5
percent over the 30-year span.

SMALL FRACTION OF WORK FORCE

Third, the number of immigrant work-

ers entering the United States in any
single year during the postwar period
represented a very small fraction of the
total work force.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
Recorp, table II showing immigrants
with occupations as a percent of em-
ployed labor force for the years 1957 and
1961.

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

TasLe II.—Immigranis with occupations as a percent of employed labor force, selected year

1961 1957
Occupational group Labor |Immigrants Labor Immigrants
force ! Immi- as percent force 1 Immi- as percent
(thou- grants 1 | of occupa- (thou- grants ¥ | of occupa-
san tion sands) tion
Total with occupation. ... ... 66, 796 123, 688 0.19 65, 016 152, 986 0.24
Professional, technical, and kindred

workers. 7,705 21,455 .28 6, 468 24,480 .38
Farmers and farm managers. . _....... 2,711 3, 002 A1 3,320 3, 506 A1
Managers, officials, and proprietors, ex-

12 03 0 o't il s o e R R S 7,119 5, 363 08 6, 703 6,127 .09
Clerical, sales, and kindred workers.._. 14, 300 25, 198 .18 13, 280 25, 897 .20
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred

b T = B, 623 17, 679 21 8, 664 26, 976 .31
Operatives and kindred workers. 11, 762 13, 288 1 12, 530 . = 1
Private household workers..._._...._.. 2,817 8,811 .38 2,008 11, 457 .55

oo workers, except private house-

T e ek e R e e 6,323 8,399 .13 5, 534 8,761 .16
Farm laborers and foremen____________ 2,459 4, 799 .20 2,730 4, 585 AT
Laborers, except farm and mine........ 3,417 15, 694 .45 3, 680 21,826 .59

2 Data are for fiscal

1 Labor force figures are monthly averages for 1961 and quarterly averages for 1957,
years.

Source: Labor force data—1061, U.8. Bureau of Labor Btatist
of the Census, “Annual Report on the Labor Forece,” Immigration data: Annual reports o

Naturalization Service, U.8. Department of Justice.

“Employment and Earnings'’; 1957, U.8. Bureau
i Ftiha Immigration and
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Mr. FONG. Mr. President, this data is
taken from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
population bulletin of November 1962.

Table II shows that in 1961, for ex-
ample, our total labor force was about
66.7 million, including 123,688 immi-
grants—so that immigrants were less
than one-fifth of 1 percent of our labor
force. In that year this proportion did
not exceed one-half of 1 percent in any
occupational category ranging from the
professional and technical workers to
clerical, operatives, and unskilled labor-
ers.

This data comes from the U.S. Bureau
of Labor Statistics, the U.S. Bureau of
the Census, and the Immigration and
Naturalization Service.

Between 1947 and 1962, our labor force
expanded by about 13 million persons,
while the total number of immigrants
was only 3.8 million. But not all of these
immigrants could or did enter our labor
force. About 20 percent were house-
wives, 20 percent were children under 14
years old, and T percent were students.

Thus, in any single year, only about
50 percent of the immigrants who came
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to this country could have entered our
labor force—for instance, in 1962 about
142,000 of the 284,000 immigrants, or less
than a quarter of 1 percent of our em-
ployed labor force, could have entered
our labor force.

It is anticipated that the numbers of
immigrants entering the U.S. labor force
under the pending bill would be a very
small increase over present levels.

Average annual number of quota im-
migrants actually entering the United
States between 1958 and 1962 was 97,500.
The annual quota under H.R. 2580 would
be 170,000, so that the yearly increase
of actual quota immigrants would be
72,500.

Of this 72,500, 60 percent are expected
to be housewives, children and others
with no occupation (students, aged).
Thus, 40 percent—only 29,000 additional
persons—will enter the work force an-
nually.

At present about 48,600 quota immi-
grants enter the labor force. Adding
29,000 to this 48,600, a total of only
77,600 quota immigrants would enter
yearly under H.R. 2580.
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Against a projected labor force in 1970
of 86 million, the number of quota immi-
grants entering the labor force annually
under H.R. 2580 is only nine one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent.

MOST IMMIGRANTS ARE PROFESSIONAL AND

SEILLED

Although their numbers are small,
these immigrants have made important
contributions to our economy and society.
Before they arrived, they had been fully
trained and possessed talents and skills
urgently needed in our economy. One of
our most serious occupational shortages
has been a lack of engineers. During the
last 10 years, some 31,000 immigrant
engineers entered the United States,
which was only 5.6 percent of all domes-
tic graduates in engineering and science.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that table III, showing the relation-
ship between totals of immigrant scien-
tists and engineers and domestic gradu-
ates in engineering and science, by fiscal
year 1951 to 1961, be printed at this
point in the Recorb, as follows:

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

Tasre III.— Relationship between totals of immigrant scientists and engineers and domestic graduales in engineering and science, by fiscal

years, 1951-61

Group 1951 1952 1953 1054 19556 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961
1: t scientists and engineers___________________. 1, 561 3, 204 2,718 3, 200 2,862 3,700 5,823 6,190 &, 081 4,326 3,022
2. Domestic graduates in engineering and science !______. 93, 703 72,646 60, 834 57,883 57, 068 62, 534 71, 504 79,677 86,474 89,443 293, 000
Percentage of group 1 to group 2. . oo 1.7 4.4 4.5 5.5 5.0 6.1 8.1 6.5 5.9 4.8 4.2

1 Includes earned bache]or s degrees in the natural scien
wianues are excluded
1 Estimated.

Mr. FONG, Table III shows that, for
example, in 1960, 4,326 immigrant sci-
entists and engineers entered the United
States compared with 89,443 domestic
graduates in those fields, or a percentage
of 4.8.

In 1961, 3,922 immigrant scientists and
engineers entered the United States,
compared with 93,000 domestic gradu-
ates in those fields, or a percentage of 4.2.

This data is taken from the publication
Scientific Manpower From Abroad, by
the National Science Foundation, 1962.

We are all aware that there is a great
need for engineers and scientists, and
that we are able to employ many, many
more. This sharply accelerated demand
for engineers, paralleling steeply in-

ces and engineering. Social

creased demands for scientific and tech-
nical personnel, is attributed to increases
in research activities, defense spending,
and a speedup in industrial technologi-
cal advances. These trends are expected
to continue—see Manpower Research
Bulletin, August 10, 1962; Scientific Man-
power From Abroad, National Science
Foundation, 1962; “Current Labor Mar-
ket Conditions in Engineering, Scientific,
and Technical Occupations,” Depart-
ment of Labor, August 1962.
UNEMPLOYMENT MOSTLY UNSKILLED WORKERS
The range of our unemployment in the
last 10 years has been between 4 and 5
million jobless persons, who comprised
5.5 to 6 percent of the labor force, ac-
cording to Labor Department figures—

mgguroo: ‘‘Scientific Manpower From Abroad,” by National Sclence Foundation,

seetglanpower Report, March 1963, pages
33 to 38.

However, high unemployment rates in
this country are not to be found among
professional and technical workers,
where it was 1.7 percent in 1964, High-
est unemployment was concentrated in
the relatively unskilled groups—the non-
farm laborers, operatives, and service
workers—which had rates well in excess
of the 1962 total.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that table IV, showing unemploy-
ment rates of the unemployed, by major
occupation groups, be printed at this
point in the REcCoORD.

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

TasLe IV.—Unemployment rates and percent distribution of the unemployed, by magjor occupation group— Annual averages,! 1947-64

[Persons 14 years of age and over]
Experlenced workers
Man- Persons
Total Profes- gars, Crafts- Service with no
Year unems- slonal, | Farmers | officials, | Clerical men, Opera- | Private | workers, | Farm |Laborers,| previous
ployed |technical,| and and and Sales | foremen, |tivesand | house- | except | laborers | except | work ex-
and farm propril- | kindred | workers and kindred hold rivate and |farm and | perience ?
kindred |managers| etors, | workers kindred | workers | workers ouse- | foremen | mine
workers except workers hold
farm
Unemployment rate
3.8 1.9 .2 1.2 2.9 2.8 3.8 51 3.4 4.7 2.7 7.5
3.4 1.7 - L0 2.3 3.4 2.9 4.1 8.2 4.8 2.3 7.5 |-
5.5 1.9 «2 1.5 3.8 3.6 59 8.0 5.2 8.1 3.9 12.9
5.0 2.2 .3 1.8 3.4 4.0 5.6 6.8 5.6 6.8 5.0 1.7
3.0 1.5 .3 1.0 2.1 2.8 2.6 4.3 3.8 4.3 2.1 5.6
2.7 1.0 .2 i 1.8 2.5 2.4 3.9 3.2 3.7 2.3 5.7

See footnotes at end of table,
CXI. 1542
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TasLE IV.— Unemployment rates and percent distribution of the unemployed, by major occupation group— Annual averages,' 1947-64—Con.

[Persons 14 years of age and over]

Experienced workers
Man- Persons
Total Profes- Agers, Crafts- Service with no
Year unem- | sional, | Farmers | officials, | Clerical men, Opera- | Private | workers, | Farm | Laborers,| previous
ployed |technical,| and and and Bales | foremen, | tivesand except | laborers | except | work ex-
and farm propri- | kindred | workers and kindred hold ivate and farm and ce 1
kindred |managers| etors, workers kindred | workers | workers ouse- | foremen mins
workers except workers i hold
farm
Unemployment rate—Continued
2.5 9 .2 " LT 2.1 2.6 3.2 2.6 3.6 2.5 6.1
5.0 1.6 .4 1.2 3.1 3.7 4.9 7.6 5.0 5.2 4.2 10.7
4.0 1.0 .4 2 2.6 2.4 4.0 5.7 4.1 5.8 3.7 102 |-
3.8 1.0 4 .8 2.4 2.7 3.2 5.4 4.2 4.8 3.7 8.2
4.3 1.2 .3 1.0 2.8 2.6 3.8 6.3 3.7 5.1 3.7 0.4
6.8 2.0 .6 1.7 4.4 4.0 6.8 10.9 5.2 7.4 6.2 14.9 |
5.5 LT .3 1.8 3.7 3.7 5.3 7.6 4.8 6.4 5.1 12.4 |
5.6 1.7 .3 1.4 3.8 3.7 5.3 8.0 4.9 6.0 5.2 12.5
6.7 2.0 .4 1.8 4.6 4.7 6.3 9.6 5.9 7.4 5.7 14.5
5.6 1.7 .3 1.5 3.9 4.1 5.1 7.5 4.9 6.4 4.3 12.4 |-
5.7 18 .5 1.5 4.0 4.2 48 7.4 5.2 6.2 5.5 12.1 |-
5.2 1.7 .8 1.4 3.7 3.4 4.2 6.5 4.9 6.1 5.8 10.6 |
Percent distribution
100.0 3.2 .4 3.1 9.5 4.0 13.5 2.9 2.6 9.1 3.8 125 9.4
100.0 3.4 .4 3.3 8.6 6.3 12.0 26.0 29 10.7 3.8 14.0 8.8
100.0 23 .3 29 8.8 4.0 14.4 80.5 29 8.8 3.8 14.6 6.6
100.0 3.1 .5 3.2 8.2 4.9 13.8 26.9 3.4 10.3 4.8 14.2 6.8
100.0 3.8 .6 3.2 8.7 5.7 11.5 20.1 3.8 10.9 8.2 122 7.8
100.0 3.1 .5 2.4 8.5 5.4 12.5 28.8 3.4 10.4 3.6 13.1 8.3
100.0 3.0 .6 3.8 8.5 5.2 14.5 26. 5 3.0 120 3.8 14.8 4.4
100.0 2.8 b 25 8.2 4.8 13.5 321 29 8.7 3.4 13.7 7.0
100.0 2.2 .6 22 8.0 3.6 12.8 2.2 3.1 1.7 4.0 15.3 8.4
100. 0 2.4 .5 2.0 8.6 4.5 11.3 2.5 3.6 10.9 4.4 12.8 10.4
100.0 2.7 .3 23 0.2 3.8 12.0 20.4 28 10.2 3.7 13.3 10.3
100.0 29 4 2.6 9.0 3.7 13.2 30.0 26 9.5 3.5 13.5 9.3
100.0 3.2 2 2.4 9.3 4.4 12.5 25.56 29 10.5 3.6 13.9 1.6
100.0 3.4 o2 25 9.8 4.2 12.1 26.5 2.9 0.9 3.6 13.3 1.6
100.0 3.3 /2 2.8 9.9 4.6 12.1 26.0 3.0 10.5 31 122 122
100.0 3.5 .2 28 10.4 4.6 11.5 24.4 3.0 11.1 26 12.56 13.4
100.0 3.7 8 2.6 10.4 4.5 10.9 2.1 3.0 10.8 3.1 11.8 14.8
100.0 3.9 .3 27 10.6 4.0 10.1 23.3 8.1 11.6 3.4 11.0 16.0

1 See footnote 1, table A-10.

2 Unemployed persons who never held a full-time civilian job.

1 See footnote 1, table A-1.

Mr. FONG. Mr, President, table IV
shows that higher unemployment rates
continued to be found among blue-collar
workers and among the less skilled in
1964. While the total unemployment
rate was 5.2 percent of the work force,
unemployed unskilled nonfarm laborers
to those employed in that group was 10.6
percent; blue-collar operatives 6.5 per-
cent; and service workers, 6.1 percent.
The unemployed rate for professional
and technical occupations was only 1.7
percent. _

The source of this data is the 1965
President’s Manpower Report.

Since only an extremely small number
of immigrants who are unskilled workers

{ Data through 1956 have not been adjusted to reflect changes in the definitions of em-
ployment and unemployment adopted in January 1957. See footnote 2, table A-1.

Bource: “President’s 1965 Manpower Report.”

are admitted annually, immigration has
only a minimal effect, if at all, on un-
employment.

PRODUCTIVITY FACTORS

Although our knowledge of the causes
underlying the rising trend of unemploy-
ment is as yet imperfect, it has been in-
creasingly clear that labor has been
displaced largely by advances in tech-
nology and the striking gains in man-
hour productivity.

It has been estimated that about 1.8
million jobs are affected each year by
technological change, and that approxi-
mately 18 million jobs will be affected in
the decade 1960-70—see population bul-
letin, November 1962, page 144.

Output per man-hour in private in-
dustry since 1947 has increased at an
annual average rate of 3.2 percent, and
these gains, rather than increases in
man-hours of work, account for more
than 80 percent of the growth of total
output since 1947—see table V below. See
also the Manpower Reports, March 1965,
page 256, and March 1963, pages 67 to 72.

I ask unanimous consent that table V
showing “Indexes of Output Per Man-
Hour and Related Data: Annual Aver-
ages, 1947-64" may be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

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

TasLe V.—Indexes of output ! per man-hour and related data: Annual averages, 1947-64

[1957-59=100]
Qutput, employment, and 10642 | 1063 | 1962 | 1961 | 1960 | 1959 | 19058 | 1957 | 1956 | 1955 | 1954 | 1853 | 1052 | 1951 | 1950 | 1040 | 1948 | 1047
man-hours
Man-hour estimates based primarily on establishment data 3
OUTPUT PER MAN-HOUR

Total private. . - ool s 120.5 | 117.0 | 113.8 | 108.9 | 105.2 | 103.2 | 90.6 | 07.2 | 93.9 | 93.8 | 89.8 | B8.2 82.9| 80.9| 75.5| 73.4
Agriculture —---| 184.4 | 130.3 | 119.1 | 116.3 | 100.3 | 102.8 | 103.0 .2 88.8 86, 4 3.4 7.8 60.9 | 64.0| 64.7 | 56.8B| 50.6 50.2
Nonagricultural industries . .. _______ 118.3 | 115.0 | 112.6 | 107.8 | 104.6 | 103.0 | 99.4 7.6 9.9 | 853 91. 4 90.0 B7.6 | 86.5| 851 B0.8 | 77.9 76.3
A i ing 119.7 | 115.4 | 112.6 | 106.7 | 103.8 | 108.3 90.1 97.8 95.1 06.8 90.9 | 80.5 88.2 87.1 85.1 8L8| 78.2 75.1
N ifacturing 117.7 | 115.1 | 112.5 | 108.5 | 105.1 | 102.8 | 09.7 97.5 | 94.6 | 04.3 9.4 | 90.0 87.1 86.0 | 849 | BO.5 | TI.5 |-caeoa:

HOURS PER UNIT OF OUTPUT

Total private__ 83.0| B55| 87.9| 9.8 | ©5.0 | 96.9 | 100.4 | 102.8 | 106.5 | 106.6 | 111.4 | 113.4 | 118.0 | 120.6 | 123.7 | 132.5 | 136.2 | 14L1
Agricultore _______________ | 744 76.7 | 84.0| 86.0| 915 9.3 97.1 | 106.2 | 113.2 | 115.7 | 119.0 | 128.6 | 143.1 | 156.3 | 154.5 | 175.9 | 167.0 199.3
Nonagricultural induostries_ . ___.____ 84.5| 87.0 | 83.8 92.7 | 95.6 97.1 | 100.6 | 102.4 | 105.4 | 105.0 | 109.4 | 111.1 | 114.1 | 115.5 | 117.5 | 123.8 | 128.4 131.0
Manufacturing 83.5| 86.7 | 88.8 | 93.7 | 06.4 | 96.8 | 10.0 | 102.3 | 105.2 | 103.3 | 110.0 | 111.8 | 113.4 | 114.8 | 117.5 | 122.3 | 127.9 | 133.2
Nonmanufacturing________________ 84.9 1 86.9| 88.9 | 922| 95.2| 97.3 | 100.3 | 102.6 | 105.7 | 106.0 | 109.4 | 111.1 | 114.8 | 116.2 | 117.8 | 124.3 130.2

See footnotes at end of table,

129.1
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TaBLE V.—Indexes of outpul ! per man-hour and related data: Annual averages, 1947-64—Continued

[1957-59=100]
Output, employment, and 10647 | 1063 | 1962 | 1961 | 1060 | 1959 | 1058 | 1057 | 1956 | 1955 | 1954 | 1953 | 1952 | 1951 | 1950 | 1949 | 1948 | 1947
man-hours
Man-hour estimates based primarily on establishment data *—~Continued
OUTPUT
Totalpriwate. .o oo il 125.6 | 119.8 | 115.7 | 108.7 | 106.8 | 104.1 | 97.0 | ©8.9 | 97.0 87.2 | 88.6 | B4.4 | 820} 77.3| 70.8| 7L2 68.4
Aprlonltame . oo i i s e 108.2 | 108.7 | 104.8 | 104.8 | 104.8 | 100.0 | 100.5 | 99.0 | 100.5 | 102.9 | 97.6 | 93.7 | 00.4 | 87.0 | 928 | 88.0 | 928 81.2
i 5 ) 5 96.8 | 98.9 | 06.8 | 94.5 | 86.6 | 88.3 | B4.1 ) BL7 | V6.4 | 69.8| 70.0 67.7
5 " . 4.2 | 101.2 | 100.0 | 100.3 | 89.2 | 96.1 | 90.2 | B7.6 | 70.6 | V0.4 | 73.9 71.4
Nom facturing 126.8 | 121.1 | 116.9 | 110.9 | 107.9 | 104.1 | 98.0 | 97.9 | 953 | 91.8 | 85.3 | 84.6 | 91.2 | 78.0 | 74.9| 69.6 | 68.1 5.9
EMPLOYMENT
Total privall. oo ii e ca 105.5 | 103.5 | 1027 | 101.0 | 101.9 | 100.8 | ©7.9 | 101.3 | 101.6 | 98.9 | 95.2 96.2 | 95.2| 91.9 | 90.2| 021 90.9
Agricoliure . . . L Aillaccio 80.9 | B4.0 | 87.9| 9L2| 956 | 97.6 | 07.9 | 104. 110.5 | 118.2 | 100.6 | 110.8 | 120.5 | 1253 | 133.5 | 142.1 | 140.4 | 1450
1026 | 101,1 | 97.9 | 101.0 | 100.5 | ©7.4 | 98.7 | 96.1| 93.6 | 92.0| 87.6| 847 | 87.0 85.2
101.2 | 100.3 | 96,2 | 103.5 | 103.9 | 101.8 | 98.4 | 105.8 | 100.4 | 98.9 | 92.0 | 87.2 | 84.0 03.8
103.2 [ 101.4 | 98.7 | 99.9 | 09.0 | 95.5| 9.6 | 9.9 | 00.6 | 89.0 | 855 | 83.6 | 83.9 8.4
101.5 | 100.9 | 97.4 | 101..7 | 103.3 | 101.3 | 97.1 | 100.5 | 99.6/| 98.9 | 9056 | 93.8 | 97.0 9.5
959 | 97.3 | 07.6 (1051 | 113.8 | 110.1 | 117.0 | 120.5 | 120.4 | 136.0 | 143.4 | 154.8 | 1565.8 | 161.8
102.2 | 101.3 | 97.4 [ 10L.3 | 1020 | 99.2 | 947 | 981 | 06.0| 944 | B89.8 | 86,4 | 89.9 88,7
101.0 | 101.3 | 95.1 | 103.5 | 105.2 | 103.6 | 98.1 | 107.4 | 102.3 | 100.6 | 93.5 | 86.1 | 94.5 95,1
1027 | 10,3 | 98.3 | 100.4 | 100,7 | 97.3 | 93.3 | 940 | 03.2 | 0.7 | 88.2| B6.5| 8.9 85.8
Man-hour estimates based primarily on labor force data ?
OUTPUT PER MAN-HOUR
Total peivatesdvc ol e, 118.8 | 115.5 | 112.4 | 107.5 | 104.8 | 103.4 | 00.1 | 97.5 04 80.7 Bl.1| 77.6| 72.0| T70.8
_-| 134.9 | 130.6 | 119.4 | 116.8 | 109.3 | 102.7 | 103.1 | 94.2 | 87.8 | 859 | 83.0| 77.3 | 69.4 | 63.6 | 64.5| 56.4 | 50.6 50.2
116.1 | 113.2 | 111.1 | 106.1 | 104.1 | 103.2 | 98.8 | 98.0 | 957 | 95.8| 0L.5| 89.5 | 86.7 | 84.7 | BlL4| 76,9 | 74.5 7.8
HOURS PER UNIT OF OUTFUT
Total privetel_ oo e o 84.2 | 86.6 .9 0 .4 | 96.7 ) 100.9 | 102.5 | 105.9 | 106.3 | 111.5 | 114.3 | 119.4 | 123.3 | 120.0 | 138.8 | 141.7 | 145.9
Aprionbbome oo o sl ol 741 76.5| 83.8| 856 | 01.5| 97.4| 97.0| 106.2 | 113.9 | 116.4 | 120.5 | 120.3 | 144.0 | 157.2 | 155.1 | 177.4 | 167.7 | 190.3
'onagricultural industries...._...__ 86.1 | 88.4 | 90.0 | 94.2 .1 | 96.9 | 101.2 | 102.0 | 104.5 | 104.3 | 109.2 | 111.8 | 115.3 | 118.1 | 122,09 | 130.1 | 134.1 | 135.5
OUTPUT
i T B s g R S S 125.6 | 119.8 | 115.7 | 108.7 | 106.8 | 104.1 97.0 | 985.0 82, 70.8
Ngrlcu]tum _________________________ 108.2 | 108.7 | 104.8 | 104.8 | 104.8 | 100.0 | 100.5 | ©0.0 | 100.5 | 102.9 | 07.6 | 93.7 | 00.4 | 87.0| 92.8| 88.0| 92.8| 812
agricultural industries_ . ._._____ 126.6 | 120.4 | 116.4 | 108.9 | 106.9 | 104.3 | 96.8 | 98.9 | 96.8 | 945 | 86,6 | B88.3 | 84.1| 8L7| 76.4| 69.8| 70.0 67.7
EMPLOYMENT
Total private. oo .....| 107.0 | 104.8 | 103.5 | 102.0 | 102.2 | 100.9 4| 100.7 | 100.6 94.9 | 97.0 | 96.2 96.1 | 93.0 | 94.5 92. 4
Agricaltore. . L ... Ll [ _.| 80.9| B40| B7.9 | 91,2 | 056 | 07.6 | 97.9 | 1045 | 110.5 | 113.2 | 100.8 | 110.8 | 120.5 | 125.3 | 133.5 | 142.1 | 140.4 | 145.0
Nonagricultural industries....._____ 100.9 | 107.1 | 105.3 | 103.3 | 103.0 | 101.2 | 98.5 | 100.3 | 99.4 | 06.3 | 93.3 | 05.4 | 93.4 | 02.8 | 90.7 | 87.4 | 80.2 86, 4
MAN-HOUES :
Tetal privatcic =oocnone oo 105.7 | 103.7 | 102.9 | 101.1 | 101.9 | 100.7 | 97.9 | 101.4 | 102.7 | 101.0 | 97.2 | 101.3'| 1008 | 10L.1 | 90.7 | 98.3 | 100.9
B LT ey S e A ] 80,2 | 83.2| B7.8| 89.7 | 959 | 67 97.5 | 105.1 | 114.5 | 119.8 | 117.6 | 121.2 | 130.2 | 136.8 | 143.9 | 156.1 | 155.6 | 161.8
Nonsgricultural industries. ._..._._. 109.0 | 106.4 | 104.8 | 102.6 | 102.7 | 101.1 | 98.0 | 100.9 | 101.2 | 98.6 | 94.6 | 98,7 | 97.0 | 96.5 | 93.9 | 90.8 | 93.9 8.7

1 Outignt refers to gross national product in 1954 dollars,

2 Pre

1 The mtlmatns based on establishment data are derived prin

ment and hours obtained from monthly payroll re mforts submitted by astabl.lshmen
employment and hours from the

The estimates based on labor force data use prim

Mr. FONG. Mr.  President, table V
shows the close, positive relationship be-
tween productivity increases and ex-
panding output; as output per man-hour
showed impressive gains, output—as
measured by gross private product in
1947 dollars—rose at about the same im-
pressive rate. At the same time while
output rose by about 59 percent, employ-
ment rose only by 11 percent. Total
man-hours worked rose by even less—
only about 3 percent.

So that well over 80 percent of the in-
crease in aggregate output from 1947 on-

monthly labor force survey of households. Data for years prior to 1964 have been re-
vised for several series, particularly for manufacturing and nonmanufacturing,

cipally from employ- s . “Prosid

1t’s 1965 Manp

Report."”

ward can be explained by increases in
output per man-hour.

These data come from the President’s
1965 and 1963 Manpower Reports.

The technological innovations of the
past 15 years have also created employ-
ment opportunities, but the jobs which
they have produced demand skills and a
degree of sophistication that cannot be
supplied by the traditional blue-collar
worker with a limited education. Yet,
7.5 million out of the 26 million young
people entering the labor force between
1960 and 1970—or some 29 percent—will

lack high school diplomas—see Man-
power Research Bulletin, Department of
Labor, March 1963, pages 9 and 10.
There is no doubt that one of the major
causes of unemployment is the rapid
technological changes in our economy.
Unemployment, then, does not always
mean that there is a job shortage. It
may also indicate a shortage of persons
who have the kinds of skills, knowledge
and abilities required by the economy.
Labor economists in the United States
are discovering that it is possible for
large numbers of unemployed to exist,
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even while innumerable job openings go
unfilled. To guote from the Labor De-
partment’s 1963 Manpower Report:
Despite the large supply of unused man-
power, serious shortages exist in essential
occupations * * *. Jobs remain unfilled be-
cause they require different skills from those
possessed by the unemployed. Moreover—

The report continues—

extending market mechanisms and educa-
tional programs have not overcome the im-
balance of requirements and resources.

Shortages of qualified workers are par-
ticularly acute in the scientific, engineer-
ing, teaching, technical, health, and other
professional fields—see the President’s
Manpower Report, March 1963, pages 30
to 32; and, as the Manpower Report
points out, these ordinarily are not occu-
pations toward which unemployed work-
ers can be directed. To meet these
shortages, extensive education and train-
ing are required; retraining and reedu-
cation of our existing manpower re-
sources cannot be accomplished except
over a prolonged period of fime.

IMMIGRATION A SOURCE OF SKILLED LABOR

Where, then, are these highly trained
and skilled workers to come from? One
important source has been immigration.
These immigrants, according to Labor
Department cofficials, have not increased
the number of persons on our unemploy-
ment rolls, because they possessed the
skills and training our economy required.
Even if it were possible immediately to
retrain and reeducate 150,000 to 200,000
unemployed persons—a relatively small
proportion—to give them skills needed
by the economy, there can be no doubt
that the economy would be significantly
stimulated.

Precisely the same thing may be said
about the entry of skilled and highly
trained immigrants into the economy.
Of all immigrant workers arriving since
1947, about one of every three reported
a professional, technical, or skilled oc-
cupation. Approximately half of the
three and a half million immigrants who
entered the United States between 1947
and 1961 were reported as having occu-
pational attachments—see table VI—the
remainder were primarily housewives,
and young and retired persons.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that tables VI and VII be received
and made a part of the Recorn. Table
VI shows the number and percentage
distribution of immigrants by broad oc-
cupational groups for 1947-64 and for
selected years. Table VII shows the
number of immigrants in selected critical
occupations admitted each year, 1952-
64.

There beilng no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
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TasLE VI.—Number and percent distribution of immaigrants, by broad occupational groups,
Jor fiscal years 1947-64 and for selected years

Total 1947 1064 1954 1947
through 1964
Occupational groups
Number | Per- | Number | Per- | Number | Per- | Number | Per-
cent cent cent cent

Total admitted...... 4,424, 460 |100,0 | 202,248 [100.0 | 208,177 [100.0 | 147,292 | 100.0
With -===|2,077,594 | 47.0 131,008 | 44.9 06,110 | 46.2 65, 583 4.5
No pation 346,866 | 53.0 | 151,076 | 51.7 |1 112,067 | 53.8 | 181,708 | 555
No occupation reported.....--ccoccamaaaaa TR P 10,074 | 3.4 | g R L&y ) e
With occupation 2. 2,077,594 [100.0 | 131,098 [100.0 96, 110 |100.0 65, 583 | 100.0

Profi al, technical, and kindred
WOLKRES - ottt s e n e | Oy 414 | 16. 5 28,756 | 21.9 13,817 | 14. 4 10, 891 16.6
Farmers and farm managers_ ... 92,180 | 4.4 1,732 | 1.3 846 | 4.0 3,462 5.3

Managers, officials, and proprietors, except
e e et e s | 101708 | ED 6, 822 5.2 206.| 5.6 5, B86 9.0
Clerical, sales, and kindred workers_ ... 367,845 | 17.7 30,015 | 22.9 16,018 | 16.7 13, 961 21.3
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers.| 321,453 | 15.5 17,568 | 13.4 15,396 | 16.0 8,726 | 13.3
Operatives and kindred workers. .. .._._. 279,646 | 13.5 14,243 | 10.9 16,755 | 17.4 10, 580 16.1
Private household workers. ... 157,306 | 7.6 8,451 | 6.4 8,006 | 8.4 4,922 7.5
Service workers, except private household.| 125,053 | 6.0 10,396 | 7.9 5,203 | 5.4 3,882 5.9
Farm laborers and foremen. ... 044 | 3.8 3,988 | 3.0 022 | 1.7 442 .7
Laborers, except farm and mine_.____.... 210,945 | 10.2 9,127 | 7.0 10,061 | 10.5 2,831 4.3

1 “No occupation” includes *“No occupation reported’ group.

1 Includes immigrants 14 years of age and over.
Note.—Detail may not add to totals due to rounding.

Source: Annual Reports of the Immigration and Naturalization SBervice, U.8. Department of Justice.

TasLe VIIL—Number of immigrants in selecled critical occupations admitied each year,
Jfiscal years 195/—64 !

;I‘ntal. 1964 | 1063 | 1962 | 1961 | 1960 | 1959 | 1958 | 1957 | 1956 | 1055 | 1054
Biological scientists_. . 601 | 112 81 49 48 53 57 56 51 35 36 23
Chemists. . ........ .| 6,835 | 825 | B14 | 474 | 551 | 504 | 645 | 626 | 668 | 494 | 351 383
Dentists. __.._____.. .| 1,420 | 160 | 177 | 115| 119 | 110 00| 120 | 132| 15 | 113 116
BTy T S e S S 36,461 |3, 660 (3,966 |2,900 |2,868 3,338 (3,036 |4,008 (4,524 |2, 794 2,067 | 2,391
Geologists and geophysicists. .. 6859 85 73 88 66 42 59 58 62 51 41 34
Mathematicians_ .. ... 345 50 56 39 24 31 29 32 35 17 18 14
OB s o oo imem 858 |4,230 4,355 (3,700 (3,440 3,828 |3,620 (3,720 3,517 (3,064 |1,864 | 1,502
Physicians and surgeons 424 |2,249 12,003 (1,707 (1,683 |1,574 |1,630 |1,934 11,990 (1,388 (1,046 | 1,040
Physielsts. . . .aciacees | L610| 242 | 216 | 187 | 151 | 162 | 155 | 145 | 128 75 7 74
Professors and instructors. ... 4,767 | 830 | 761 | 580 | 500 | 367 | 340 | 352 | 372 | 200 | 173 184
Teachers not specified. _ .. ......-| 27,218 |4, 086 |3, 727 |3, 182 |2, 686 |2, 532 |2, 670 |2,471 |2,304 | 6565 |1,540 | 1,356
Techniclans.. cceeeeeeeean-- 7, 2,448 12,197 |1,838 1,635 (1,632 |1,821 (1,346 (1,553 (1,005 | B840 804
Machinksts_ . ... . ... 10, 252 897 | 681 | 819 | 993 |1,476 | 836 (1,303 |1, 106 | 594 488
Toolmakers, diemakers and
Bebtanl, . i 7,334 | 423 | 473 | 360 | 460 | 706 | 654 | 858 [1,150 | 804 | 587 760

1 The occupational categories listed in this table are those which immigrants reported on their arrival in the

United States. It was not possible, in

a few instances, be

cause of lack of sufficient occupational detail to make a

precise mateh with the oceupations which appear on the *‘List of Currently Critical Occupations” as determined by
the Technical Committee on Critical Occupations of the U.8. Department of Labor. For this reason, totals are not

shown.

Source: 1059 through 1064: Annual reports of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, U.8. Department of

Justice; 1954 through 1958: Da:
Justice.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, some
14,000 immigrant physicians and sur-
geons, and about 28,000 nurses helped
alleviate the shortage of trained persons
in the critical medical field in the 1952-
61 periods; about 4,900 chemists, 1,100
physieists, and over 12,000 technicians—
vitally needed workers who support sci-
entists and engineers—were admitted in
that same period.

This data was gathered from the
annual reports of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service for the years
1952-61.

Between 1953 and 1961, over 166,000
immigrants entering this country pos-
sessed skills in such critical job areas
as physics, nursing, medicine, teaching,
engineering, and other kindred fields.
These were occupations declared to be in
short supply by the Technical Commit-
tee on Critical Occupations of the Labor

ta furnished by the Immigration and Naturalization Service, U.8. Department of

Department, occupations which are used
by the Selective Service in determining
deferments in the mnational interest.
Some 12,680 immigrant physicians and
surgeons, and about 25,376 nurses helped
alleviate the shortage of trained persons
in the critical medical field in the 1952-
61 period; about 4,448 chemists, 4,036
natural scientists, and 19,894 techni-
cians—vitally needed workers who sup-
port scientists and engineers—were ad-
mitted in that same period.

Typical nonagricultural occupations
now certified to be in short supply by
the Labor Department are librarians, di-
etitians, laboratory technicians, physical
therapists, systems engineers, cabinet-
makers, machinists, draftsmen, and
tailors.

I ask unanimous consent to submit
and have printed in the REecorp table
VIII, showing the selected professional,
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technical, and kindred workers admitted
to the United States, 1959-61, and total,
January 1, 1953, to June 30, 1961.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

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

TasLe VIII.—Selected professional, technical, and kindred workers admitied lo the Uniled
States, 1959-61, and tolal Jan. 1, 19538, to June 30, 1961

1961 1060 1959 Jan. 1, 1953, to
June 30, 1961
Total [Percentof] Total |Pereentof]l Total (Percentof| Total |Percentof
PTK's! PTK's! PTK's! PTK's!

e L B 21, 453 100.0 | 21,940 100.0 | 23, 287 100.0 | 166, 413 100.0

Engineers-.-.____. = A 2,868 13.4 | 3,338 15.2 | 3,936 16.9 27,142 16.3

Natural scientists - Shes A 376 1.7 401 1.8 428 1.8 5,036 2.4

Ehyaiists -~ - CF e -4 151 iy 162 o7 155 o) R Ay s R s

Mathematicians_.________..____. 24 S 31 53 29 e

Other natural seientists___._____ 201 .9 208 Lo 244 ' A v R S IR A

Chemisgts ... <c--- 551 2.6 2.3 645 2.8 4,448 27

Physicians and surge(ms 1, 683 7.8| 1,574 7.2 | 1,630 7.0 12, 680 7.6

Dentiata. .. oov ioisies 119 .6 110 .5 099 < ) I S

S ET1y s S R o S I 3,449 16.1 3, 828 17.4 | 3,620 15.5 25, 376 15.2

College professors and instructors. . 500 2.3 367 1.7 L5 1,921 1.2

Teachers (not specified) .. _______.. 2 688 12.5 | 2,532 1.6 | 2,670 1.5 17, 998 10.8

Techniclans .. .«__..... ... 2,138 10.0 | 2,350 10.7 | 2,740 11.8 | 219,804 12,0
Other professional, technical, and

kindred workers__....__._.__..__._| 7,085 33.0 | 6,936 31.6| 7,179 30.8 52,918 31.8

! Professional, technical, and kindred workers.
2 Includes draftsmen.

3 Includes designers, draftsmen, radio operators, surveyors, medical and dental technicians, testing technicians,

and technieians not specified.

Source: Annual reports of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, U.8. Department of Justice.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. FONG. Iyield to the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Isit
the impression of the Senator from Ha-
walil that specific shortages in our labor
market could be readily filled today by
those who have the skills described by
the Senator from Hawaii, and that they
would not displace American workers or
affect the wages and working conditions
of Americans in those particular fields?
Is it not true that immigrants who would
serve in those capacities would fill posi-
tions in our economy which need
strengthening?

Mr. FONG. Yes; the Senator is en-
tirely correct.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Would not such immigration provide
additional employment and benefits for
others who might be dependent upon
such positions being filled?

Mr. FONG. If positions which require
technical skills are not filled, the many
jobs which support such technically
skilled positions would also not be filled,
and many new jobs would not be created.
By bringing in technically equipped per-
sons, jobs would be created for our own
people. This is the point I am trying to
make.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. A
real benefit would accrue to our own
economy, as the Senator has suggested,
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by providing job opportunities for Ameri-
cans, because the vacancies which de-
mand particular skills would be filled.

Mr. FONG. Yes. A report has been
made which states that every person who
obtains a Ph. D. degree supports at least
200 persons; that because of such a per-
son’s brainpower, skill, and know-how,
at least 200 persons would be able to ob-
tain work under him because of his
Ph. D. degree.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
thank the Senator from Hawali.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, it is impor-
tant to note here that the proportion of
immigrants with a high degree of skill
has increased significantly in the past
decade—see tables VI and VII. For in-
stance, there were 20 percent more engi-
neers entering in 1961 than in 1952, and
84 percent more technicians. It should
be noted further that special legislation
was passed during the 87th Congress to
permit nonquota admission of several
thousand highly trained and skilled im-
migrants.

ECONOMY NEEDS SKILLED AND PROFESSIONAL
WORKERS

Virtually every study projecting the
occupational structure of our economy
in the decade of the sixties shows a shift
of employment toward occupations re-
quiring high levels of skill, training and
education. While unskilled jobs are not
expected to expand at all in terms of
absolute numbers, professional and tech-
nical positions will be the fastest grow-
ing occupations. This simply reflects the
continuation of scientific and technologi-
cal advances and of trends which were
becoming increasingly evident as early
as 1947.

I submit and ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp table IX
which shows employed persons by major
ggcupat.ton group, annual averages, 1947-

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

TasLe IX.—Employed persons by major occupation group; Annual averages, 1947-682, persons 14 years of age and over

Number (in thousands)
Major occupation group and sex
1962 | 1961 ‘ 1960 ‘ 1950 ‘ 1958 I 1957 ‘ 1956 | 1955 | 1954 | 1953 | 1952 i 1951 | 1950 | 1949 | 1848 | 1947
BOTH SEXES
Total employed. ... ....._..| 67,846 | 66,796 | 66,681 | 65,581 | 63,966 | 65,016 | 64,028 | 62,007 | 61,160 | 61,778 | 60,989 | 60,854 | 59,648 | 58,480 | 59,307 | 57,843
White-collar workers.___.____._____| 20,901 | 20,124 | 28,726 | 27,708 | 27,056 | 26,451 | 25,507 | 24,585 | 23,801 | 23,614 | 23,070 | 22,413 | 22,373 | 21,636 | 21,400 | 20,185
Pr:{]'easrlgéml, technical, and MY | e o
n =32 =S y o 7,475 7,143 6, D61 6, 468 6, 096 792 5, 588 5, 062 4.7
N el 5, 48 | 5, 788 | 4,400 | 4,028 | 3,077 | 3,705
tors, excep! tfarm___‘...--_ 7,408 7,119 7, 067 6, 935 6, TB5 6, 703 6, 562 6, 450 6, 201 6, 306 6, 182 6, 220 6,420 6, 433 6, 344 5, 705
Clerical and kindred workers--- 10,107 | 9,861 | 0,783 | 0,326 | 0,137 | 90,152 | 8,838 | 8,367 | 8,168 | 7,001 | 8,122 | 7,865 7, 7,438 | 7,438 | 7,200
Sales WOrkerS.eo-oo-o-—-nnon| 4,346 | 4,430 | 4,401 | 4,304 | 4,173 | 4,128 | 4,111 | 3,076 | 3,084 | 3,770 | 8,674 | 3.750 | 3, 8,737 | 3,641 | 3395
Blue-collar workers........._...... 24,278 | 23,862 | 24,211 | 24,162 | 23,510 | 24,874 | 25,170 | 24,771 | 24,167 | 24,001 | 24,802 | 25,000 | 23,336 | 22,770 | 23,088 | 23,564
i el o 8,678 | 8623 | 8500 8 8, 460
WOTKOrS. v oo i} . 661 664 8, 693 8,828 8,311 558 8, 742 434 7,670 7 11 7
Operatives and Kirdred T 8 8, ; 8, 625 | 8,110 | 7,754
............................ 12,041 | 11,762 | 11,986 | 11,858 | 11,441 | 12,520 | 12,816 | 12,762 | 12,253 | 12,747 | 12,352 | 12,623 | 12,146 | 11,780 | 12,306 | 12,274
Laborers, except farm and mine | 3,550 | 3,477 | 3,665 | 3,743 | 8,600 | 3,680 | 3,670 | 3,681 | 3,603 | 3,656 | 3,707 | 3,062 | 3,520 | 3,365 | 3,573 | 3,526
Bervico workers..... ... ...._....... 8,802 | 8,640 | 8340 | 8,040 | 7,800 | 7,632 | 7,600 | 7,106 | 6,755 | 6,040 | 6,488 | 6,533 | 6,535 | 6,266 | 6,040 | 5,087
Private household workers_____ 2,341 2,317 2,216 2,107 2,204 2,008 | 2,124 1, 846 1, 760 1, 850 1, 805 1, 869 1,883 1,757 1,754 1,731
Service workers, except private
household. _ _..ooeeeeeemeoons 6,461 | 6,323 | 6,133 | 5,843 | 5605 | 5534 | 5485 | 5160 | 4,005 | 5000 | 4,683 | 4,664 | 4,652 | 4,509 | 4,286 | 4,256
FarmWOrkerS.. . .cvoom oo cmomemmmenes 4,866 | 5,170 | 5395 | 5,882 | 5501 | 6,050 | 6,544 | 6,537 | 6,848 | 6,224 | 6,632 | 6,000 | 7,408 | 7,819 | 7,881 | 8,120
Farmers and farm managers....| 2,505 | 2,771 | 2,780 | 3,019 | 3,083 | 3,320 | 3,655 | 3,739 | 3,853 | 3,842 963 | 4,025 | 4,303 | 4,703 668 995
Farm laborers and foremen....| 2,271 | 2, 2,615 | 2,563 | 2,508 | 2,730 | 2,880 | 2,708 | 2,495 | 2 382 g‘,m 2,875 | 3,015 | 3,118 &m s‘im
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TasLe 1X.—Employed persons by major occupation group; Annual averages, 1947-62, persons 1/ years of age and over—Continued

Percent distribution
Major occupation group and sex
1962 1961 1960 1950 1958 1957 1956 19556 1954 1953 1952 1851 1850 1049 1948 1047
BOTH SEXES—Continued
Total employed . . .ceoae. 100,0 | 100.0| 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0| 100.0| 100.0| 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 | 100.0 100. 0
White-collar workers... . .ccceeeuaan| 441 43.6 43.1 42.4 42.3 40.6 39.4 30.0 39.0 38.2 31.7 36.8 37.5| 3.0 36.1 3.6
Professional, technical, and
kindred workers_ ... 1.9 11.5 112 10.9 10.9 9.9 9.4 9.2 9.1 8.8 8.3 7.9 7.5 6.9 6.7 6.6
Managers, officials, and pro-
rietors, except farm . ... 10.9 10.7 10.6 10.6 10. 6 10.3 10.1 10.2 10.1 10. 4 10.1 10. 2 10.8 11.0 10.7 10.0
Clerical and kindred workers. ... 14.9 14.8 14.7 14.2 14.3 14.1 13.6 13.3 13. 4 12.9 13.3 12.6 12.8 12.7 12.5 12.4
Sales workers. ... __________._._ 6.4 6.6 6.6 6.7 6.5 6.3 6.3 6.3 6.4 6.1 6.0 6.2 6.4 6.4 6.1 59
Blue-collar workers. . ..ceeceeecaca-- 35.8 35.7 36.3 36.9 36.7 38.3 38.8 39.2 39.5 40.4 40,7 411 39.1 38.9 40. 4 40.7
Craftsmen, foremen, and kin-
dred workers. - .- .- _-c_oooooo 12.8 12.9 12.8 13.1 13.1 13.3 13.4 13.2 13. 6 13.9 14.3 13.9 12.9 13.0 13.7 13.4
Operatives and kindred workers.| 17.7 17.6 18.0 18.1 17.9 19.3 19.7 20.2 20.0 20.6 20.3 20.7 20.3 20.1 20.9 2.2
Laborers, except farm and mine. 52 5.2 5.5 57 5.6 5.7 5.7 5.8 5.9 5.9 6.1 6.5 59 5.8 59 6.1
Bervice workers. - - oo 13.0 12.9 12.5 12.2 12.2 1.7 11.7 1.3 11.1 1.3 10.7 10.8 11.0 10.7 10.2 10. 4
Private household workers...... 3.5 3.5 3.3 3.4 3.4 3.2 3.3 3.1 2.9 3.0 3.0 3.1 3.2 3.0 3.0 3.0
Bervice workers, except private
h hold . __ 9.5 9.5 0.2 8.9 8.8 8.5 8.4 8.2 8.2 8.3 7 7 7.8 7.7 7.2 7.4
Farmworkers. .- - ococeccocoamcacn- 7.2 7.8 8.1 8.5 8.7 9.3 10.1 10.5 10.4 10.1 10.9 1.3 12.6 13.3 13.3 14.0
Farmers and farm managers.. .. 3.8 4.1 4.2 4.6 4.8 5.1 5.6 6.0 6.3 6.2 6.5 6.6 7.4 8.0 7.9 8.6
Farm laborers and foremen...._ 3.3 3.7 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.2 4.5 4.5 4.1 3.9 4.4 4.7 51 5.3 5.4 5.4
EMPLOYMENT, BY MAJOR OCCUPATIONAL GROUP, 1960-75
Actual, 1960 Projected, 1970 Projected, 1975 Percent change
Major occupational group
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 1960-70 1070-75 1960-75
Millions Millions Millions ’
Total. 4 66.7 100.0 80.5 100.0 87.6 100.0 21 9 31
ippe gl bt sl s G| daad BAGE AL RO SEsea arn 1€ 0 -
M ers, and pro excep i A . X ¥ 10.
Clerical and kindred Workers.. .. ccceceeccoaas 9.8 14.7 12.8 15.9 14.2 16.2 31 11 45
Bales Workers . e el 4.4 6.6 5.4 6.7 5.9 6.7 b | L] 34
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers.. 8.6 12.8 10.3 12.8 11.2 12.8 20 9 30
Operatives and kindred workers 12.0 18.0 13.6 16.9 14.2 16.3 13 4 18
Bervice workers. ... - 8.3 12.5 11.1 13.8 12.5 14.3 4 13 51
Laborers, except farm and mine. ..o oooo oo 3.7 5.5 3.7 4.6 3.7 [ e S Eoae e Rl
Farmers, farm managers, laborers, and foremen . ... 5.4 8.1 4.2 5.3 3.9 4.5 -22 -7 —28

Nore.—Individual items may not add to totals because of rounding,

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, table VIII,
which I have already introduced, shows
selected professional, technical, and
kindred workers admitted to the United
States from 1959 to 1961 and the total
number of such workers admitted be-
tween January 1, 1953, and June 30,
1961.

The total admitted in that 8-year pe-
riod was 166,413, of which 21,455 were
admitted in 1961, 21,940 in 1960, and
23,287 in 1959.

Table VIII relates directly to table
IX, which shows employment by type
of occupation between 1947 and 1962,
and the percent change in employment
projected to 1970.

Table IX shows that the demand for
professional, technical, and other skilled
workers is expected to continue to rise
in the future. But unskilled occupa-
tion groups are not expected to grow
at all; in fact, they may decline.

These materials are drawn from the
Monthly Labor Review, March 1963, and
the President’s 1963 Manpower Report.

The large unfilled need for personnel
in the professional, technical, and other
skilled oecupations is expected to con-
tinue into the foreseeable future. This
fact was underscored particularly in the
President’s 1965 Manpower Report. Im-
migration will therefore continue to be
our best source of supply of highly
trained people.

Best estimates of the number of an-
ticipated immigrant workers annually
entering the country under H.R. 2580 is
that the professional, technical, craft
and kindred workers will continue at
relatively high levels, and that unskilled
workers entering will continue at rela-
tively low levels.

ECONOMIC VALUE OF EDUCATION

The fourth point is tied to the third—
the fact that many American economists
and social scientists are beginning to rec-
ognize the tremendous economic value of
educated people. They see that much of
the wealth attributable to resources and
capital equipment really has its roots in
education.

Source: Monthly Labor Review, March 1963; President’s 1963 Manpower Report.

For example, a person born in 1956
who subsequently completes high school
would earn a lifetime income of $253,631,
computed on the basis of the average in-
come of male high school graduates in
1956. A substantial increase each addi-
tional year of schooling completed, so
that, for instance, on the basis of 1958
data, a college graduate coula expect to
earn about $435,000 during his lifetime,
compared with $258,000 for the high
school graduate.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp table X, which shows estimated
lifetime income for males, by years of
school ecompleted, selected years.

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

TaBrLE X.— Fstimated lifetime income for males, by years of school completed, selected years

Income from age 18 to death I

Income from age 25 to 4

Years of school completed i

039 149 | 1956 | 1958 1039 1049 1056 1058

Elementary:

Potal o = wiE m $113, 330 154, 593 | $154, 114 $37,172 $01,932 | $127, 047 $127, 286

Less than 8 years ___ (O] 08, 222 132, 736 120, 764 U] 79, 654 108, 310 06, 449

8 years___ 0} 132,683 | 180,857 | 181,695 | (1) 106,890 | 148,033 | 149,687
High school;

1toByears... ... ... | @ 152,068 | 205,277 | 211,198 | 53,011 | 121,043 | 169,501 175,770
= “4 years bl 0] 185, 270 253, 631 257, 557 7, 383 148,640 | 208,322 215, 487

ollege:
1Ttod years ... ... .... 0] 200,282 | 201, 581 315, 504 73, 655 173,166 | 243, 611 269, 105
4 years or more___________ ® 206,277 | 405,608 | 435,242 | 104,608 | 241,427 | 340,131 | 366,990

1 Not available.
Source: Occupational Outlook Quarterly, 1961.
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Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. FONG. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
The Senator has been referring to the
quality of recent immigration to the
United States. The Senator has had
printed in the REcorp a number of tabu-
lations which indicate the skills pos-
sessed by those immigrants.

It is my understanding that, from 1947
to 1964, of all the immigrants who have
entered the United States, 16 percent or
350,000 were professional or technical
people, while only 1 out of 10 of the
American force was professional or tech-
niecal.

Mr. FONG. That is my understand-
ing.

Mr. EKENNEDY of Massachusetts.
One out of every six immigrants since
1947 have been skilled workers compared
with one out of eight of the U.S. labor
force.

Mr. FONG. The Senator is correct.

Mr. EKENNEDY of Massachusetts.
The provisions of the pending bill, which
the Senator from Hawail supports, as
they relate to those who have skills and
attempt to come to the United States are
even more stringent.

Mr. FONG. As I will show subse-
quently in my statement, several provi-
sions of the pending bill are very strin-
gent in protecting the American econ-
omy.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
believe that the Senator has been very
ably directing his remarks in this part
of his extremely exhaustive analysis of
the present legislation to demonstrating
that many of those who will come to
our country will be coming under pref-
erence Nos. 3 and 6 of the pending legis-
lation, and that those who come within
these categories will really be highly
skilled and that many of them will fill
critical shortages which presently exist
in our country.

Mr. FONG. The Senator is correct.
I will also point out subsequently in my
statement that we have not contributed
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anything to the education of those peo-
ple. When one considers that it costs
a great deal of money to educate a stu-
dent so that he will become a skilled
technician or a professional person, it
will be realized that we are gaining vast
resources which are worth billions of
dollars to our country.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, during the hearings it was
suggested that, by setting high stand-
ards for those who attempt to gain entry
into the United States, we would be at-
tracting skilled people from other parts
of the world.

Does the Senator agree with me that
all we are trying to assure by means of
the immigration policy suggested by this
legislation is that if an individual wants
to come to the United States, he ought
to be considered fairly and equitably on
the basis of individual merit and worth,
and also because of his familial rela-
tionship, and that we are safeguarding
the work force in the United States by
establishing high standards that we feel
are fair to all people? Does the Senator
agree that, if an individual possesses a
particular skill, he should be permitted
to come to this country regardless of his
place of birth or any other such irrele-
vant consideration?

Mr. FONG. The Senator is correct.
Our first consideration in an immigra-
tion reform bill should be the individual
worth of each immigrant. Having made
this judgment, another primary consid-
eration is the protection of the American
economy and the wages and working
conditions of American labor. Immigra-
tion reform legislation should safeguard
the employment opportunities, wage
levels, and high standards of working
conditions of American labor.

We have written very specific language
into this bill to achieve these ends, as I
will specify later in my statement.

When we set up qualifications for peo-
ple to come to our country, we say to
them, “If you wish to come, you may
come. These are the qualifications that
we have established for your entry into
the United States.”
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Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, the Senator from Hawaii has
made a very useful contribution on this
particular point.

One of the great misunderstandings
in the consideration of the entire immi-
gration legislation is the belief that not
only have recent immigrants been un-
skilled and thereby contributed to the un-
employment problem, but also that this
pending legislation will contribute to un-
employment.

I believe that the Senator has dis-
cussed exhaustively and completely what
we shall be doing namely, stimulating
further job opportunities for the Ameri-
can workers.

I believe that this is an extremely im-
portant point.

I commend the Senator for the way in
which he has addressed himself to the
problem.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator for his re-
marks.

Mr, President, to cite one set of figures
from table X, in 1958 a person with ele-
mentary school education can expect to
earn $154,114 from age 18 to death, and
$127,286 from 25 to 64; with a college
education, $435,242 from 18 to death,
and $366,990 from 25 to 64. Data is
taken from the Occupational Outlook
Quarterly, 1961.

Since most higher paying jobs require
a high degree of training and education,
it is not surprising that persons having
more education are employed in better
jobs. As of March 1962, the median
years of schooling for professional and
technical workers was 10.2, as compared
to 12.5 for clerical employees, and 8.5 to
10.1 for unskilled persons—see table XI.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the Recorp table
X1, which shows median years of school
completed by employed persons 18 years
old and over, by major occupation group
and sex, 1952-62.

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

TasLe X1.—Median years of school completed by employed persons 18 years old and over, by major occupation group and sex, 1952-62

Both sexes Male Female
Major occupation groups
October | March | March | March | October | March | March | March | October | March | March | March
1952 1957 1959 1962 1952 1957 1959 1961 1952 1957 1059 1962
All occupation groups. . ... ciit it iecieebiiana 10.8 1.7 120 121 10.4 1.2 1.7 12.1 12.0 12.1 12.2 12.3
P lonal and Ja) worloebs._ oo 2T saathbaine oL 129 18.2 18.5| 13.9 12.8 12.9 13.2 13.5 14.0 [ 14.4 14.0 14.7
Pm&mhnsl technical, and kindred workers______ £ 164 1 16.2 16.2 164 1 16. 4 16.4 1 164 15.9 16.1
Managers, officials, and proprietors, emept farm. g 12.2 12.4 12.4 12.5 12.2 12.4 12. 4 12.6 12.2 125 12.2 12.4
Farmers and farm managers, laborers, and foremen._ i 8.3 8.5 8.6 8.7 8.4 8.4 8.6 8.7 8.0 m 8.7 8.9
Farmers and farm managers..__..._._......_.... 8.5 8.6 8.7 8.8 8.5 8.6 8.7 8.8 851 O (l} -(*;
Farm laborers and foremen. ... ... .____.___ B 7.5 8.2 8.3 85 7.2 7.4 7.7 8.3 7.9 87| ( (
Clerical and sales workers________ 1of, 12.4 12.4 12.5 12.5 12.4 12.5 12.5 12.6 12.4 12.4 12.4 12.5
Clerieal and kindred workers._.... ... _...____ 12.5 12.5 12.5 12,5 12.4 12.4 126 12.5 12.5 12. 5§ 12.5 12.5
U e R e N ol PSS i N, 128 | 12.4 12,4 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.6 12,7 12.0 120 122 12.1
Craftsmen, operatives, and laborers, except farm and mine._____ 9.2 0.7 10,0 10. 4 9.1 9.7 10.1 10. 4 9.4 *) 0.8 10.0
Craftsmen, foremen, and kindred workers._________ A 10.1 10.5 1.0 1L2 10.1 10.5 1.0 1.2 1.5 1.3 1.2 9.2
Operatives and kindred workers.... 9.1 9.5 9.9 10.1 9.0 9.6 10.0 10.2 0.3 9.3 9.7 9.9
Laborers, except farm and mine. 8.3 8.5 8.6 8.9 8.3 8.5 8.5 8.9 B5|] ™ ® 10.0
Service workers, inclnding private househol 8.8 9.0 2.7 w2} .M 1 " 10.3 8.8 8.0 0.5 10.2
Private household workers..._..._._._.._.. 8.1 83 8.4 871" ™ 3 ) i]; 8.1 8.3 8.4 8.7
Otherservice workers i 22l L. . L L e aiaiid) 9.2 0.6 10.3 10.8 8.8 9.0 10.1 1 0.7 10.2 | 10.5 1.1
! Not available. Source: U.B. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,

! Median not shown where base is less than 150,000 in 1957 or less than 100,000 in

other years,
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Mr. FONG. Mr. President, table XI
shows that workers with more education
are employed in better jobs. As of
March 1962, the median years of school-
ing for professional and technical work-
ers was 16.2, as compared to 12.5 for
clerical employees, and 8.5 to 10.1 for un-
skilled persons. Data were drawn from
the Department of Labor Bureau of La-
bor Statistics.

While the proportion of workers with
less than 5 years of schooling fell during
the past decade from 7.3 to 4.6 percent of
the labor force, this 4.6 percent repre-
sents 3.1 million workers who are con-
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sidered functional illiterates by the Gov-
ernment. See Manpower Report, March
1963, pages 12 and 13. By contrast, less
than 1 percent of the immigrants to the
United States are illiterate.

Although the rate of unemployment
is high among all young people, it is far
higher for youngsters who dropped out
of school before graduating. For exam-
ple, 27 percent of the dropouts in 1961
were unemployed, as compared with 18
percent of the high-school graduates.
The high dropout rate in previous years
is expected to continue into the 1970’s,
so that at least 7.5 million or 30 percent
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of all young people entering the labor
force in this decade will lack a high
school education.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that table XII showing employment
status of June high school graduates not
enrolled in college and of school dropouts
by year of graduation or dropout, sex,
and color, and by marital status of wom-
en, October of 195961, be received and
made a part of the Recorp at this point
in my remarks.

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

TasLe XII.—Employment stalus of June high school graduates not enrolled in college and of school dropeuts, by year of graduation or
dropoul, sex, and color, and by marital status of women, October 1959-61

[Thousands of persons 16 to 24 years of age]

June high school gradoates School dropouts
Civilian labor force Civilian labor force
Bex and color, and marital status Civilian Civilian
noninsti- Total Unemployed | Not in | noninsti- Total Unemployed | Notin
tutional labor | tutional labor
popula- Em- force | popula- Em- force
tion Percent | ployed Percent tion Percent | ployed Percent
Num- | of popu- Num- | of civil- Num- | of popu- Num- | of civil-
ber lation fan labor ber lation ber | ian labor
force force
1959
e R e el Lo L) S e A 5 P 700 634 80.2 549 85 13.5 156 @ @ Q@ @ ® @ @)
A e 304 2m 0.7 230 40 14.3 25 ) @ ?) (’; @ 1)
Female. . o oo 486 355 73.0 310 45 12.8 131 () ( 1) (r (1)
BNl e e 418 331 79.2 201 40 12.1 88 2) ( ) ) (1) () (
Married and other marital status 3. . 68 24 " 19 5 (O] 43 ) ()] () ) (2) O] @
19604
Total 921 706 76.7 500 107 15.2 215 344 214 62.2 175 39 18.2 130
.......... 348 308 B8. 5 262 48 14.9 40 165 126 76. 4 102 24 10.0 30
Female. ....... 573 308 69, 5 337 61 15.3 175 179 88 49.2 73 15 (] 01
Single. . 473 350 75.9 308 51 14.2 114 110 71 B84.5 B0 11 {'; 39
Married and other marital status 3. . 100 39 30| ., 2 10 0] 61 69 17 0] 13 4 ¢ 52
White. il 848 653 77.0 568 85 13.0 195 273 163 59.7 133 30 18.4 110
Nomrwhihe . e i e e dae 73 53 (U] 31 22 * 20 71 51 “ 42 1] ® 20
1961
016 730 79.7 599 131 17.9 186 354 239 67.5 175 64 26,8 115
345 207 86.1 242 55 18.5 48 179 150 83.8 108 42 28.0 2
i 571 433 75.8 357 76 17.6 138 175 89 50.9 67 22 E‘ 88
Single.. 482 392 81.3 826 66 16. 8 20 119 75 63.0 55 20 ¥ 44
Married and other marital status 3._ _ 89 41 ) 31 10 *) 48 56 14 ) 12 2 (* 42
l.e .................................... 814 651 80.0 545 106 16.3 163 283 189 8 134 56 20.1 94
Nomwhite: . o i Ty 102 70 77.4 54 25 V] 28 71 50 (] 41 9 ] a
! Data not available by color. 4 .Pement not shown where base is less than 100,000.

1 Not available.
with spouse absent.

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, table XII
shows that dropouts have significantly
higher rates of unemployment than
high school graduates.

While the unemployment rate for
high school graduates in 1961 was a high
17.9 percent, the comparable rate for
youth who had dropped out of school was
a very high 26.8 percent.

Data was taken from the President’s
1983 Manpower Report.

In addition to the monetary value of
an education, the underlying philosophy

¢ Data include Alaska and Hawaii beginning with 1960 and are therefore not strictly
# Other marital status includes widowed and divoreed persons, and married persons comparable with data for 1950,

Source: “Presid

of the Peace Corps well illustrates the
point: the United States sends skilled,
professional and technically proficient
persons to developing nations whose eco-
nomic and cultural levels may thereby
be lifted and improved. The great suc-
cess of this Peace Corps idea abroad may
be said to operate with equal success in
the reverse—that skilled technicians and
knowledgeable persons from other coun-
tries can and have helped improve the
American economic and cultural levels.

t's 1063 Manp

r Report.”

There is no doubt that every educated
immigrant admitted into the country
adds immeasurably to our economic and
social wealth. The training of profes-
sional and technical workers is a costly
undertaking and represents a substan-
tial national economic investment.

It has been estimated that it costs $35,-
000 to raise a child and send him through
college. If this estimate is correct, then
the immigrant scientists and engineers
who came here since 1952 represented
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an investment in human capital of ap-
proximately $1.25 billion. Together with
other highly trained and educated immi-
grants, the United States has received
about $3.5 billion in human capital since
1952 because of immigration.

Thus, because a large number of im-
migrants to this country are fully trained
when they arrive, the United States, as
the receiving country, benefits greatly
from the education and training acquired
in the nation of the immigrant’s origin.
Not only do they bring with them a wide
diversity of knowledge, education, and
training which is badly needed through-
out our economy, but they also bring
with them a willingness to work.
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IMMIGRATION HELPS AGE SHORTAGE

The fifth point regarding the impact
of immigration on the economy is that,
particularly during the coming decade,
immigrants can help make up for a
shortage of people in the central age
ranges, from 25 through 44. We are
indeed in critically short supply of work-
ers in this age bracket, because during
the depression years of the 1930’s the
number of children born in the United
States fell off sharply. The 1930 babies
are now in the 25-to-44 age bracket, a
group which normally supplies many of
the skilled workers, technicians, and
middle management personnel and a
group relied on heavily by employers.
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In 1960 only about 26 percent of the U.S.
population was in that age range—con-
sidered by economists the prime years of
a person’s working life.

Census Bureau figures show that an
increasingly high proportion of immi-
grants admitted to the United States in
recent years has been in the 25-to-44
age range.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that table XIII, entitled “Immi-
grants Admitted, by Sex and Age: Years
Ended June 30, 1953-62,” be received and
printed in the REcorp at this point.

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

TasLe XIII.—Immigrants admilied, by sex and age, years ended June 30, 1953-62

Bex and age 1053-62 1053 1954 1055 1956 1957 1058 1959 1960 1961 1062
Number admitted ______...________ 2, 500, 340 170, 434 208, 177 237, 790 321, 625 326, 867 253, 265 200, 686 265, 398 271, 344 283, 763
) T e e S A e Sy L 1, 185, 440 73,073 05, 504 112, 032 156, 410 1565, 201 109, 121 114, 367 116, 687 121, 380 131, 576

Under 5 years...... ... ..o--:--- 117, 480 7.226 8, 708 D, 58T 14, 087 15, 766 11,976 11,511 12,209 13, 203 13,126
5to9 , 053 6,273 7,769 8,783 12,419 13,452 9,488 , 960 8, 570 9, 604 9,735
10 to 14 years 75,817 4,345 5,513 6, 730 9,323 9, 898 7,604 7,975 7,781 8,205 8,813
15 years..___. 13, 805 782 870 1,303 1,847 1, 764 1, 804 1,363 1,493 1, 446 1,683
16 to 17 years 33,321 1,761 2,211 3,104 4,581 4, 247 3,190 3,237 3, 665 3,537 3,888
18 to 19 years. 45,839 2,103 2,890 4,226 6, 204 5,953 4,204 4,739 4,879 5,171 5,380
20 to 24 N 154, 531 7,777 10, 341 13, 986 20, 537 20, 114 13, 782 15,999 15,836 16, 618 19, 541
25 to 29 184, 987 11,022 15,447 17,625 23,783 23, 086 17,493 17,306 17,788 18, 349 21, 288
30 to 34 144, 130 9,661 13,543 14, 950 19, 883 19, 637 12,841 12,487 12,919 , 063 15, 146
35 to 39 , 270 6,788 8,456 9,106 12, 581 12,652 8,840 9,199 9, 969 9,802 10,877
40 to 44 72,124 5,141 6, 950 8,492 11,311 9,745 5,836 5,721 5,827 6, 247 6,854
45 to 49 56, 076 3, 587 4,975 6,128 8,523 7,166 4, 545 5,346 5, 369 5,326 5,111
50 to 54 37,831 2,404 2, 560 3,703 5,306 4, 561 3,076 , T84 3, 762 3, 866 3,810
55 to 59 24, 380 1,611 2, 046 065 3,035 2,017 2,050 2,752 2, 646 2, 652 2,715
60 to 64 14, 508 830 1,107 1,100 1,433 1,579 1,268 712 1,801 1,756 1,862
85 to 69 8, 807 508 636 587 813 892 787 1,168 1,187 1,218 1,151
70 to 74 4,600 277 300 289 407 445 390 579 592 732 580
75 to 79 years. __ 2,205 118 159 143 200 214 176 317 204 343
80 years and over. 1,235 099 86 100 99 130 105 129 146 168 164
Notreported. ... 243 10 18 16 29 36 23 14 6 8
Fomales. o s 97, 361 112, 583 125, 758 165, 215 171, 666 144, 144 146, 319 148, 711 149, 964 152, 188
Under 5 years............_.-.-.. 7,162 8,188 0,085 13, 661 14, 950 11,172 11, 005 11,799 13, 001 12,388
5to@ 6,107 7,420 8,842 11, 958 13, 102 , 239 8, 800 8,953 9,320 0,341
10 to 14 years 4,331 5,630 6, 684 9,173 9, 326 7,753 7,811 7,655 8,130 8,231
15 840 889 1,335 1,961 1,882 1,498 1,401 1,395 1,536 1,734
16 to 17 years = 44,997 2,878 3,189 4,187 5, 440 5,421 4,709 4,621 4,600 4,915 4,047
18 to 19 4,950 6, 263 8, 060 9, 704 9, 386 9,001 9, 465 9, 068 9,825 9,083
20 to 24 18, 996 22,126 24, 466 30,897 31,244 20, 253 30, 119 31,838 31, 366 31,946
25 to 29 16,317 18, 730 19,921 24,852 26, 050 22,181 21, 384 21, 755 21, 209 21, 445
30 to 34 10, 323 12, 230 13, 200 17, 571 18,827 14, 698 14, 585 14, 520 14,211 14, 275
35to 39 6, 783 7,224 7,756 10, 364 11,418 9,376 10,073 9,989 10, 071 10, 096
40 to 44 5,460 6,131 6,823 9,062 8,084 6, 656 6,431 6, 232 6,497 6, 708
45 to 49 4,162 4,821 5,303 7, 168 5, 883 5,708 8,071 5,041 5,756 5,794
50 to 54 3,487 3,722 3,977 5,043 5,114 4,397 4,049 4,633 4,746 5, 998
55 to 59 2, 386 2,487 2,710 3, 606 3,831 3,405 3,737 3,610 3,499 3,885
60 to 64 1,422 1,538 1,669 2,161 2,356 2,253 2,720 2,515 2,484 2,755
85 to 69 860 864 1,053 1,260 1,409 1,303 1,509 1, 565 1,649 1,773
70 to 74 500 502 610 703 761 818 872 767 907 907
75 to 79 273 293 315 384 404 406 414 386 512 499
80 years 137 164 164 27 2383 181 220 175 226 304
Not re 7 24 19 30 86 52 33 16 5 19

Source: U.S. Department of Justice, Immigration and Naturalization Service.

Estimated changes in the number of workers
in each age group from 1960 to 1970, with
and without immigration

{In millions]
With Without
immigration | immigration

Total, all ages...__._ 12.6 11.1
Onder 28 - os 0 el 6.2 59
o YT S et I L6 L1
A e S e e —-.3 -
d5and over.... ... 5.1 48

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, table XIII
shows that a large proportion of immi-
grants, both male and female, in that
period were in the 25-to-44 age bracket—
about 1 million of about 2.5 million.

Source of this data is the Immigration
and Naturalization Service.

Labor Department projections for the
1960’s, shown in the following table, indi-
cate how significantly immigration could
contribute to alleviate the worker short-
age in the central age range:

Estimated changes in the number of workers
in each age group from 1960 to 1970, with
and without immiyration

[In millions]
With Without
immigration | immigration

Total, all ages....... 12.6 11.1
6.2 5.9

1.8 11

-.3 -7

5.1 4.8
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Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that table XIV, entitled “Changes in
Total Labor Force, by Age and Sex, 1950-
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75,” be received and made a part of the
Recorp at this point.

September 20, 1965

There being no objection, the table was
?rﬁered to be printed in the Recorp, as
ollows:

3

TasLE XIV.—Changes in tolal labor force, by age and sex, 1950-75

[Numbers in thousands]

Actual Projected Change, 1950-60 Change, 1060-70 | Change, 1070-75
Age and sex +
1950 1960 1 1970 1075 Number Percent Number Percent | Number Percent
o s i v Gl e e L B D] ) mapet |+ hisnms |41 oxies 8,332 1290|1262 ;7.3‘ 7,328 %6
13,331 13,607 19, ﬁ' 21,787 306 27 6, 164 45.0 1,926 0.7
20, 263 31, 878 332385 | 37,028 2,615 89 1,357 4.3 3,788 1.4
oy . 15, 145 15,089 16,709 | 20,806 —16 =1 1,610 10.7 4,097 24,5
35 t0 44 YeArs. ... ... oo-ooeooo 14, 118 16770 16, 526 16 217 2,661 188 o953 SpiN ~300 1
45 years And OVer. .. ooeoooeaeaoe 22,156 | 27,506 82.607 | 34221 | 5.350 | 24.1 5,101 | 18.5 | 1.614 4.9
19,119 24127 29.128 30 510 5,008 2.2 5, 001 20.7 1,3%2 7
?ig;?e:r‘s};eﬂ?i;wer....___._-._-A.... 3. 0: 3.870 3 470 3.711 342 ‘ 1.3 100 3.0 1 232 6.7
Malu: FOOrs QG OPRL. .~ - mze oo oo como ek 46, 069 ‘ 40, 563 ‘ 56, 205 ‘ 60,916 ‘ 3,404 ‘ 7.6 ‘ 6,732 ‘ 13.6 | 4,621 ‘ 8.2
years 8, 668 8,731 12,504 | 13,782 83 .7 3,803 4.2 1,188 9.4
%ﬁfgﬂmjliiiiiilii...-- ELa e 20,996 22,304 23, 003 25, 671 1,398 6.7 ‘ 609 ‘ 2.7 ‘ 2, 668 1.1
years 11,044 10,940 1,000 | 14,016 —104 —.9 1,050 9.6 2,026 244
?sg't'gﬂ oy BT DI TV S 9,952 11,454 11,013 10,755 1,602 15.1 ‘ —44]1 ‘ —3.9 ‘ —258 —2.3
45 yearsand OVer ... oo 16, 405 18, 438 20, 698 21,463 2,083 12.4 2,260 12.3 765 3.7
13,952 16,013 18, 414 19, 083 2,061 14.8 2,401 15.0 660 3.6
e s e R 453 2,428 284 2,350 28 Sri 2141 258 96 02
sy v e A T 1,680 23,58( 2408 3215 4,838 %9| 580 0| 2707 0.2
4, 663 4,066 7,267 8,005 303 6.5 2,301 46.3 738 10.2
i L e o T Y 8, 267 44 | 10,232 | 11382 1,217 147 748 7.9 1,120 109
_______________________ 4,101 4,159 4,719 5, 800 58 1.4 560 13.5 1,171 24.8
ﬁ Eg ﬂ ;% ....................... 4,166 5,325 5,513 5,462 1,150 27.8 188 35 1 o
45 yearsand Over. . . oo-ooceeciiceanea- 5,751 9,068 11, 909 12, 758 3,317 57.7 2,841 31.3 849 7.1
...................... 167 8114 10, 714 11,427 2,047 57.0 2, 600 32.0 T3 6.7
bR el oy = 5 564 954 1,195 1,331 370 634 241 2.3 136 14
1 Alaska and Hawali are included beginnlng with 1960. Th:h‘}m? %s:rinfmtes for the Note.— Individual items may not add to totals because of rounding.
! iffer slightly from those derived from the monthly lal orce survey £ 4 ",
méﬁﬁy‘mﬁ adjgustgi to be consistent with the revised 1960 K:pulation estimates  Source: “‘President’s 1963 Manpower Report.
E:bllshod by the Bureau of the Census in Current Population Reports, Series P-25,
0. 241.
Mr. FONG. Mr. President, figures J. L. Marion, of the Canadian Immi- PROVISIONS PROTECT AMERICAN ECONOMY

drawn from table XIV show that the
shortage of workers in the critical 25-to-
44 age bracket is expected to continue to
1970.

There would be 700,000 fewer workers
in the 35-to-44 age group in 1970 than
in 1960 if there were no immigra-
tion. But with immigration contin-
uing at present levels, this key age
group would be only 300,000 fewer by
1970.

ADMISSIONS ADJUSTED ADMINISTRATIVELY

The sixth point about the economic
implications of immigration is that, by
and large, adjustments in the timing of
admissions of immigrants with different
skills to U.S. employment levels and
needs may perhaps best be handled ad-
ministratively. When we are in short
supply of medical technicians, for ex-
ample, at a particular time and have an
adequate supply of machinists, then we
should adjust our immigration priorities
to admit more medical technicians and
temporarily suspend admission of ma-
chinists. Australia and Canada, nations
which have embarked on ambitious pro-
grams of immigration, so administer
their immigration, and with remarkable
success.

gration Office, said:

I should emphasize that immigration is for
Canada an economically stimulating factor
and hence we feel that some immigration is
desirable even in periods of economic
recession although at such time extra care
must be taken to insure that the migrants
are well qualified and will not enter into
competition with wunemployed Canadian
workers,

Figures provided by Canadian Labour
Congress show that when immigration
was high in relation to the labor force,
unemployment was low; on the other
hand, when immigration was low in re-
lation to the labor force, unemployment
was high.

Exclusions based on economic as well
as social factors, administered flexibly
and pragmatically, are justified. But
to arbitrarily exclude skilled or gifted
persons needed in this Nation merely be-
cause he is a Polynesian, a Negro, or an
oriental, or because the country of his
birth has a small quota—our experience
under the 1952 Immigration Act has
been precisely this—is to effectuate un-
democratic as well as economically
wasteful policies.

As the New York Times editorialized
on July 25, 1963, “each immigrant’s
worth is best judged by personal qual-
ities and skills, not by group stereotypes.”

Incorporated in the bill now pending
before the Senate are three provisions
to protect American workers and the
economy :

First. Third preference immigrants,
provided for under section 3 of the bill,
must be “qualified immigrants who are
members of the professions, or who be-
cause of their exceptional ability in the
sciences or the arts will substantially
benefit prospectively the national econ-
omy, cultural interests, or welfare of the
United States.”

Second, Sixth preference immi-
grants—provided for in the same sec-
tion 3—must be “qualified immigrants
who are capable of performing specified
skilled or unskilled labor, not of a tem-
porary or seasonal nature, for which a
shortage of employable and willing per-
sons exists in the United States.”

Third. Sections 3 and 10 of the bill
require the Secretary of Labor to make
an affirmative finding that “first, there
are not sufficient workers in the United
States and at the place to which the
alien is destined to perform such skilled
or unskilled labor; and, second, the em-
ployment of such aliens will not ad-
versely affect the wages and working
conditions of the workers in the United
States similarly employed.”
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What H.R. 2580 proposes for America
is fundamentally sound. It rests on the
very principles in which we profess belief.
It is an integral part of mankind’s strug-
gle to achieve equality, justice, dignity,
and brotherhood.

Now, Mr. President, I come to the sec-
ond argument, immigration reform
legislation.

One of the oldest and most emotional
arguments against changing our immi-
gration laws is the fear that an increase
in the number of Asian immigrants
would upset the historical and cultural
pattern of American life. An objective
examination of the facts dispels this
fear as groundless.

According to the 1960 census, the
population of the United States included
464,332 persons of Japanese ancestry,
twenty-six one-hundredths of 1 percent
of the total population; 237,292 persons
of Chinese ancestry, thirteen one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent; 176,310 persons of
Filipino ancestry, nine one-hundredths
of 1 percent; and 218,089 in a category
designated “All others,” including per-
sons of Korean, Indian of the Far East,
Polynesian, Indonesian, and other non-
white ancestries except Negroes and
American Indians, about twelve one-
hundredths of 1 percent of the total pop-
ulation.

There were, then, in the United States
on 1960 only 1,093,023 persons of oriental
and Polynesian extraction, or sixty-one
one-hundredths of 1 percent of a total of
180 million people—an extraordinarily
small minority—not even 1 percent of
our population. And as envisaged under
our proposed immigration bill, the total
allotment for nations of Asia and the
Pacific would be 26,990, or only 10.8 per-
cent of the total immigration annually—
surely a small enough proportion, since
the Asia Pacific area contains over half
of the world’s population.

CULTURAL ENRICHMENT AND A SOURCE OF
STRENGTH

Contributions of our American citizens
of Japanese, Chinese, Filipino, Korean,
and Polynesian ancestry, and others
whose antecedents are native to the tri-
angle area in the building of our country
have been significant. They have
achieved distinction in nearly every field
of endeavor: artistic, scientific, political,
socioeconomie, religious, military, finan-
cial, industrial, and otherwise.

Once thought to be unassimilable, to-
day they are as much a part as any other
ethnic group in the mainstream of
American life.

Studies by such scholars as Prof.
Harry H. L. Kitano, of UCLA, “Final Re-
port: National Institute of Mental
Health, Project Grant, Japanese Crime
and Delinquency in the United States,”
January 1965; Prof. Yamato Ichihashi,
of Stanford University, “Japanese in
the United States,” Stanford University
Press, 1952; Rose Hum Lee, “The Chi-
nese in the United States of America,”
Hong Kong University Press, 1960; and
other works by such scholars as E. G.
Mears, Bradford Smith, and those works
published by J. P. Lippincott in the “Peo-
ples of America" series all show that
Americans of oriental ancestry have
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contributed economically and culturally
to our Nation and are great assets in the
American body politic.

In addition, they serve well as bridges
of understanding between our people
and the peoples of Asia and the Pacific,
for in sharing common ethnic origins,
they are able to reach much better the
peoples of the triangle area with their
messages of good will, democratic free-
dom and individual dignity.

A NATION OF IMMIGRANTS

Historically, the United States is an
immigrant country. The world came to
regard us as a haven where freedom was
to be found. Since the first settling of
this land, over 40 million people have
migrated to America. There is no part
of our society which has not been refined
by the contributions of aliens who have
come to make their home in the United
States. This is the essence of our Un-
ion. It is its strength. The unequaled
economic prosperity and vigorous cul-
ture of the Nation are due to the in-
genuity, resourcefulness, hard labor, and
ideals of people of several score of na-
tionalities—but all American.

Oscar Handlin writes:

Our remarkable mnational development
testifies to the wisdom of our  early
and continuing belief in immigration. Our
growth as a nation has been achleved, in
large measure, through the genius and in-
dustry of immigrants of every race and from
every quarter of the world. The story of
their pursult of happiness iz the saga of
America. Their brains and their brawn
helped to settle our land, to advance our
agriculture, to bulld our industries, to devel-
op our commerce, to prod;uce new inven-
tions, and, in general, to make us the lead-
ing nation that we now are.

In 1959, President Eisenhower said in
a message to Congress:

The strength of this Nation may be meas-
ured in many ways—military might, indus-
trial productivity, scientific contributions,
its system of justice, its freedom from autoc-
racy, the fertility of its land and prowess
of its people. Yet, no analytical study can
80 dramatically demonstrate its position in
the world as the simple truth that here,
more than any other place, hundreds of
thousands of people each year seek to enter
and establish their homes and raise their
children.

To the extent possible, without dislocat-
ing the lives of those already living here, this
flow of immigration to this country must be
encouraged. These persons who seek entry
to this country seek more than a share in
our material prosperity. The contributions
of successive waves of immigrants show that
they do not bring their families to a strange
land and learn a new language and a new
way of life simply to indulge themselves
with comforts. Their real concern is with
their children, and as a result those who
have struggled for the right of American
citizenship have, in countless ways, shown
a deep appreciation of its responsibilities.
The names of those who make important
contributions in * * * almost every other
field of endeavor indicates that there has
been no period in which the immigrants to
this country have not richly rewarded it for
its liberality in recelving them.

To understand the message of these
paragraphs, we need only to point to the
15 U.S. Nobel Prize winners in physics
and chemistry who were immigrants to
this country; we need only to think of
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a few immigrants—Noguchi, a poor Jap-
anese peasant who became one of the
world’s greatest scientists in the United
States; Japanese Artist Yasuo Kumiyo-
shi; Lin Yu Tang, Chinese philosopher
and author; Dr. Chen Ning Yang and
Dr. Tsung Dao Lee, who jointly won the
Nobel Prize for physics while engaged in
research in the Princeton Institute of
Advanced Studies; D. S. Saund, an In-
dian who was elected Congressman from
California; Jiddu Krishnamurti, Hindu
poet and philosopher; Wernher von
Braun and the entire team of scientists
whom Dr. von Braun brought with him
from Germany to work for the U.S. Gov-
ernment at the Redstone Arsenal; Eng-
land’s Samuel Gompers, of the labor
movement; the German physicist, Albert
Einstein; Ireland’s Father Flanagan,
founder of Boys' Town; the great Span-
ish philosopher, George Santayana;
Hungary's Journalist Joseph Pulitzer;
Austrian-born Associate Justice of the
Supreme Court Felix Frankfurter; Polish
Pianist Artur Rubinstein; the brilliant
Italian atomic physicist, Enrico Fermi;
the great maestro of the Philadelphia
Orchestra, Hungarian Eugene Ormandy,
to name a few who have made notable
contributions in American culture and
thought.

As a nation of immigrants, we have de-
veloped a racially heterogeneous society
in which citizens of many cultures and
ethnic origins live and work side by side
to make the American dream a reality.

IDEAL OF BROTHERHOOD, EQUALITY

We live in brotherhood; we believe in
it, for we know it has real prospect for
success nationally and internationally,
and it has the force of logic.

‘Believing in this ideal and constantly
working to achieve it, we cannot but
write from our books the discriminatory
quota provisions of the Immigration and
Nationality Act, which give offense to
many peoples of the world.

During my tour of the Far East and
southeast Asia, I was asked many ques-
tions about our immigration policies. I
was pressed again and again to explain
the small quotas we allot inhabitants of
those nations. These people feel greatly
the sting of discriminatory treatment.

America's role of leadership in the free
world is one of great sensitivity, and our
position is hardly enhanced by an immi-
gation policy which implies that some na-
tionalities and some ethnic groups are
less desirable members of the American
family.

Many countries of Asia and the Pacific
have traditionally sought more than a
token of immigration to the United
States. These are the countries that will
play a large and vital role in determining
the future course of world events. Their
friendship is eruecial to all those who are
fighting to preserve freedom.

The problem of immigration is no
longer merely a domestic issue; on the
contrary, it has great international
significance.

While Secretary of State in 1956, John
Foster Dulles said:

My primary concern as Secretary of State
is: that whatever overall quota 1s aclopl:.ad
by the Congre s be apportioned equitably.
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Our quota restrictions should not discrimi-
nate among persons merely on the basis of
their national origin, nor should the restric-
tions discriminate unfairly against any of
the friendly nations which have an interest
in common with us in the defense of the free
world. The present system of determining
quotas is offensive on both counts.

America’s struggle with totalitarianism
is a struggle to vindicate democracy’s be-
lief in the individual worth of human be-
ings, as opposed to the totalitarian con-
cept that individuals have no identity
except as components in the political and
economic structure of society.

Until the racial incongruities of our
present basic immigration laws which
discriminate against certain national
and ethnic groups are eliminated, our
laws needlessly impede our struggle for
global peace.

Our forebearers, coming to America
from all corners of the world, have
worked together to transform a vast
continent of wilderness and desert into
a powerful bastion of freedom and op-
portunity.

Mr. President, our Nation is the great
pilot demonstration of the most influen-
tial principles and ideals in history. Our
tenets of equality irrespective of race,
creed, or color have inspired freedom-
loving people everywhere to look to
America as a beacon in their struggle to
win freedom and independence. Our op-
portunity is to live up to these ideals.

Since 1924 we have come a long way in
our immigration laws. Let us go the
final mile in writing a fair and just law.
We will then be demonstrating to the
world that we practice what we preach,
and that all men are equal under law.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Hawaii
yield?

Mr, FONG. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
commend the Senator from Hawail for
what I believe to be one of the finest
presentations I have ever heard on the
question of our immigration policy.

Senators owe the Senator from Hawaii
a great debt of gratitude for his extraor-
dinary contribution in tracing the his-
torical background by which this country
arrived at one of the most prejudicial
and distasteful parts of U.S. law; namely,
the Asian-Pacific triangle.

I have had an opportunity to chair
the committee hearings that we held on
the immigration bill since February of
this last year. The senior Senator from
Hawaii has been in constant attendance
on those hearings. His questions were
pertinent, important, and revealing. He
brought to the members of the subcom-
mittee a better understanding and com-
prehension of this whole matter and how
our present immigration law, to a very
important extent, affects our relations
with the Far East.

I think every Member of the Senate
would recognize, and should recognize,
the extraordinary contribution the Sen-
ator from Hawaii has made to the whole
pending legislation. I speak for myself,
but I know I speak for many other Mem-
bers of the Senate, when I commend the
Senator from Hawaii for his interest, his
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participation, and his understanding of
this whole issue.

The speech itself which he delivered
was most complete and thoughtful. I
know it is a question in which he has
been interested for many years, in this
body and elsewhere. I know that he
joins with the other members of the
commiftee in looking forward to speedy
and successful passage of this bill.

So I want to extend my congratula-
tions to the Senator from Hawali for his
speech, for his exhaustive participation,
his interest, and his constant counseling
during the hearings in the subcommittee
and in the consideration of the bill by
the full committee. I think the product
of his work is seen in the contribution
which he has made to the REcorp today.
I commend the Senator from Hawaii for
his efforts.

Mr. FONG. I thank the distinguished
Senator from Massachusetts for his very
kind and laudatory remarks. Ihope they
are deserved. I have werked very hard
with the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts, during the course of
hearings, deliberations of the subcom-
mittee, and the full committee, and at
other times.

The distinguished junior Senator from
Massachusetts has been in the forefront
of efforts to write and enact a just and
fair immigration reform bill. He has
worked very diligently and tirelessly in
championing this cause. As acting sub-
committee chairman, he lias called meet-
ing after meeting. He has listened with
great fairness to all sides presenting their
views. Without the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts having been so indefatigably
dedicated to the passage cf this bill, we
would not have a reform Immigration bill
on the Senate floor today. I commend
him in the highest term for the very
fine and excellent leadership in draft-
ing and guiding this bill to the Senate
floor.

Mr. President, it is quite an event when
the descendant of an imimigrant from
Ireland [Mr. Kennepy] stands on the
floor of the Senate with the descendant
of an old family from Boston, as repre-
sented by the senior Senator from Mass-
achusetts [Mr. SavrronsTALL], and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE], who
a while ago said his ancestors came from
Yugoslavia, and the descendant of an im-
migrant who came from China, stand on
the floor of the Senate today and to-
gether agree that we have at last a bill
which is fair, just, and equitable, which
does justice to all the people of the world,
and which we think should be enarted.
It is a great credit to the U.S. Congress
that we have arrived at this day. A great
share of the credit belongs to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts.
I would again like to express my thanks
and appreciation to the Senator from
l\;lassachusetts for making this effort pos-
sible.

THE DEATH OF FORMER SENATOR
ELMER THOMAS, OF OKLAHOMA
Mr. JAVITS obtained the floor.

Mr. HARRIS. MTr. President, will the

Senator from New York yield to me with-

out losing his right to the floor?
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I will not
vield for the offering of an amendment
to the bill.

Mr. HARRIS. It is not for that pur-
pose,

Mr. JAVITS. With that understand-
ing, I ask unanimous consent that I may
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma
without losing my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
EKeEnNEDY of New York in the chair). Is
there objection? The Chair hears none;
and it is so ordered.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, it was
with deep sorrow and regret that my
distinguished colleague [Mr. MONRONEY ]
and I learned of the death yesterday of
former U.S. Senator Elmer Thomas, of
Oklahoma. My colleague is prevented
by ill health from being present at this
time, but he joins with me in this state-
ment.

Born on a farm near Greencastle, Ind.,
September 8, 1876, Senator Thomas at-
tended the common schools there and
graduated from Central Normal College
at Danville, Ind., in 1897, and from De
Pauw University in Greencastle, Ind., in
1900.

He studied law and was admitted to
the Indiana bar in 1897 and to the Okla-
homa bar in 1900, commencing the prac-
tice of law in Oklahoma City, Okla.

With the opening of the Kiowa, Co-
manche, and Apache Reservation to
settlement in 1901, he moved his home
and law practice to Lawton, Okla. At
statehood, he was elected as a member
of the first Oklahoma State Senate in
1907, where he served with distinction
until 1920. He served continuously dur-
ing that period as chairman of the Sen-
ate Appropriation Committee and was
president pro tempore of that body from
1910 to 1913.

In 1920, Senator Thomas resigned
from the Oklahoma State Senate to be-
come a candidate for Congress, being
unsuccessful in the first campaign, but
to which office he was elected in 1923.

He served in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives until 1927, when he was
elected as a Member of the U.S. Senate
from Oklahoma, and remained a Mem-
ber of that body until January 3, 1951.
He was distinguished in the U.S. Senate
as a leader in the field of finance, was
chairman of the Agriculture Committee,
and was an authority on Indian affairs.

A lifelong Democrat, Senator Thomas
was a delegate to all Democratic State
conventions in Oklahoma from state-
hood in 1907 until 1950. He was a dele-
gate from Oklahoma to all of the Demo-
cratc National Conventions from 1924 to
1950, and was chairman of the Oklahoma
Democratic State convention in 1910.

He engaged in the practice of law in
Washington, following his service in the
U.S. Senate, and returned to Lawton in
August, 1957, where he resided until his
death.

Senator Thomas was a faithful public
servant, and his good works will long
survive him. My visits with him from
time to time revealed to me the depth of
his wisdom and the keenness of his sense
of service. All of us will miss him.

Mr. President, on behalf of myself and
my colleague [Mr. MownroNEY], I send
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to the desk a resolution and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 148), as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sorrow and extreme regret the an-
nouncement of the death of Hon. Elmer
Thomas, who served in the U.S. Senate from
the State of Oklahoma from 1927 until 1951.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resolutions to the House of Represent-
atives and transmit a copy thereof to the
family of the deceased, together with a
transcript of remarks made in the Senate
i? gralse of his distinguished service to the

ation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration
of the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was considered, and unanimously
agreed to.

Mr. HARRIS. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New York for
yielding to me.

AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2580) to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act, and
for other purposes.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, first I
should like to express my support of the
pending bill, HR. 2580. I have some
problems in respect to it, which I share
with other Members of this body and
other Members of Congress, but the im-
portant point I wish to emphasize first
is that, in substance, I very much want
to see this bill become law.

Leaving aside for the moment the
problems, which I shall discuss in a
moment, the bill represents a major
achievement for Congress in the effort to
wipe out immigration policies which for
more than 40 years have discriminated
against certain people coming into this
country on the basis of their place of
birth rather than their ability and quali-
fication to enter the United States.

I take pride, together with the Sena-
tor from Hawaii [Mgr. Fonc]l, who just
spoke—and he has a very deep place
in our hearts—in the origins which are
represented by some of us who are sup-
porting these fundamental reforms. My
own parents are immigrants, one was
from what was known as the Austro-
Hungarian Empire, and the other from
what is now Israel and what was then
known as Palestine.

Amazing divergencies are brought to-
gether, in this wonderful country under
the authority of our Constitution, with
all the strengths of differing origins con-
tributing to and building America’s total
strength rather than in any way de-
tracting from it.

Mr. President, the areas in which I
find myself in considerable concern
about the bill are essentially two: First,
the absence of a statute of limitations,
which has been one of the problems
presented by the McCarran-Walter Act,
with relation especially to the deporta-
tion of those who have been here in many
cases for years, and frequently involving
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tragic instances in which people have
had to be deported after spending 20,
30 or more years in this country and
having established residence here.

The other problem which gives me
great cause for concern, and which was
also great cause for concern before the
Judiciary Committee—and I have the
honor to be a member of that commit-
tee—is the problem of the new—and I
emphasize the word “new”—ceilings on
Western Hemisphere immigration. This
is a ceiling which we have never had he-
fore, a ceiling of 120,000 imposed by the
bill upon Western Hemisphere immigra-
tion, with grave differences over what it
will mean in terms of our relations with
the rest of the nations of the Americas.

First, as to the fundamental bill. Our
Nation has has been made great by im-
migrants. Men and women from all over
the world have contributed to the growth
of our country, the prosperity of our
economy, the diversity of our cultural
heritage and the building of the United
States as a nation.

Both the dictates of our consciences,
as well as precepts of modern sociologists,
tell us that immigration, as it exists in
the national origins quota system, is
wrong, and without any basis in reason
or in fact, for we know better than to say
that one man is better than another be-
cause of color of his skin or the country
in which he was born.

I opposed the so-called McCarran-
Walter Act, which I said compounded the
inequities, injustices, and the discrimina-
tion of the national origins quota sys-
tem, which we will now eliminate at long
last. I voted to sustain the veto of that
bill. The veto was to the credit of Presi-
dent Truman.

I come to this issue not as a Johnny-
come-lately, but as the culmination of a
long struggle in which I joined with
many Senators in the Congress.

I fought for many years to bring about
this immigration reform, and on many
occasions protested bitterly and vigor-
ously to efforts to satisfy the Congress by
giving the country fixed quotas to allevi-
ate some situation, with the only end re-
sult that the basic discrimination of the
MecCarran-Walter immigration law con-
tinued while Congress allowed itself to
be satisfiled with additional national
quotas for one purpose or another.

It is, therefore, with deep gratifica-
tion, after this struggle which began
about 15 years ago, we are finally at a
point where from all appearances we
shall be embarking on a totally new path
from the 1924 immigration law. Many
words have been said on the floor of the
Senate about all men being equal and
about how all men should be given equal
opportunity without regard to their race
or color.

How then can we tolerate leaving such
blatant and unfounded discrimination
on our statute books as exists in the
national origins quota system in which
nearly 70 percent of the visas go to less
than 5 countries and the remaining 30
percent for the rest of the world.

I belleve most of us agree that it is
high time that this be done away with.
It has been 13 years since immigration
injustice was perpetrated in the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act of 1952, the
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McCarran-Walter Act. It is time to
replace it.

Time and experience have more than
dramatized the fact that, as its oppo-
nents contended 13 years ago, it is per-
haps as unique a law as we have on our
statute books. But these 11 years have
also produced an atmosphere of politi-
cal helplessness to exasperate even the
most determined immigration reformers,
so that today most are resigned to the
now annual practice of settling for piece-
meal revisions or temporary relief rather
than an effective overhaul of our entire
policy of immigration. The backdoor
methods Congress has used to cover up
deficiencies in the basic law is the great-
est proof of the law’s inadequacies. Since
the McCarran-Walter Act was enacted,
Congress has passed special, short-term
immigration and refugee legislation
which has had the cumulative effect of
admitting into the United States more
than twice as many persons as permit-
ted under the basic McCarran-Walter
Act.

But even this piecemeal legislation has
represented no relief to the thousands
of American families with relatives in
countries with heavily mortgaged and
oversubscribed immigration quotas.
This tragic situation is the result of that
section of the McCarran-Walter Act
which is admittedly based on national
and racial discrimination—the national
origins quota system, which remains to-
day a target for Communist propaganda
and making our effort to win over the
uncommitted nations more difficult. It
is based on the rejected racist assump-
tion that people of one ethnic origin are
superior, socially and culturally, to those
of another. It was designed and is ad-
ministered not to admit as many immi-
grants as we can readily absorb, but to
exclude as many as possible.

The time has come to end this pro-
duction on national image with meaning-
ful reform of our immigration policy.

First and foremost, before I get into

- details to which I might take exception,

I urge prompt passage of this legislation
so that we can fashion an immigration
policy of which this country can be proud
instead of ashamed, as it has every right
to be up to now.

This bill establishes a national quota
outside the Western Hemisphere of 170,-
000, including 6 preference groups that
may use up to 94 percent of the quota,
and with 6 percent—10,200 visas set
aside—for the conditional entry of ref-
ugees from anywhere in the world. Of
this 6 percent, 3 percent may be used to
adjust the status of refugees after 2 years
residence in the United States.

The bill provides that, for the first 3
years after enactment, the area quotas
now authorized—158,361—shall not be
changed but that quota numbers not
used in the prior year shall make up an
immigration pool from which visas may
be issued within the preferences estab-
lished in H.R. 2580, as amended, and in
chronological order of registration of
oversubscriptions. The use of the pool is
limited to the extent that the maximum
number of visas issued from the area
quota plus the pool for any country shall
not exceed 20,000.
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After the first 3 years there will be no
area quotas, and all visas will be issued
on a first-come, first-served basis within
the preferences established in H.R. 2580,
as amended.

‘We should be quick to realize that the
additional immigrants who are being ad-
mitted are, for the most part, either fam-
ily relations of people who are already
here or professional and skilled people
who will help our economy. Familial re-
lationships have been given high priority
in the preference system set up in HR.
2580, receiving the first 40 percent.

This will permit the reunification of
families which have been kept apart.
There have been some very tragic
cases in this regard. They have
been kept apart because of many of
the inhuman restrictions contained
in the present law. Indeed, I have
had called to my attention many
cases which have not been adjusted by
special legislation—of parents separated
from children because the children hap-
pen to be born in some other nation,
where the quota was heavily against
them, as contrasted with that of their
parents. It has taken years and years,
and sometimes has not happened at all,
to reunite those families.

The reuniting of families is further en-
hanced by the provisions of HR. 2580
which put parents of U.S. citizens out-
side the numerical limitation of 170,000
immigrants. This provision was also in
the immigration reform bill (S. 1093)
which I introduced last February. Ihave
introduced many such reform bills dur-
ing my service in the Congress.

In many countries which have had
small quotas, many qualified people have
either not been able to obtain visas or
have not even tried because of the length
of the waiting lists. It has sometimes
taken 10 or more years before they could
even remotely have hope of being
reached.

The abolition of the national origins
quota system and the new preference
system will allow competent and needed
people to enter the United States, to fill
positions and jobs for which there is a
shortage of qualified people in this coun-
try. For example, thousands of doctors
and scientists, nurses and technicians
will come to the United States in the
next 15 years. For those who are wor-
ried about increasing the unemployment
rolls, let me point out that no one—not
a preference immigrant, a nonpreference
immigrant, or a special immigrant from
the Western Hemisphere—may enter
without prior certification by the Secre-
tary of Labor that he will not be taking
the job of another American. This strict
control and supervision should enable us
to bring in those who can contribute to
our Nation without the danger of adding
people to the relief rolls.

Foreign nations have often criticized
the United States for the national origin
quota system, and it has been without
doubt a hindrance to the conduct of our
foreign relations. Communist nations
have used it in their propaganda as an
example of the bigotry of Americans—
to our detriment in many parts of the
world, especially the underdeveloped
countries which have small immigration
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quotas, but where we need to win
friends.

We are trying to wage a successful
fight for freedom and democracy in
Vietnam. We have no better way of
demonstrating our faith in the people of
Asia than by today's action in eliminat-
ing the Asia-Pacific triangle, the most
discriminatory section of an unfair sys-
tem. Such action should demonstrate
that we consider the peoples of Asia to
be on a fully equal basis with those of
the rest of the world. No longer will we
single out men and women of Asiatic
ancestry and tell them that they are dif-
ferent from others, no matter where they
were born. This provision brings to an
end a series of measures which laid aside
the earlier Chinese exclusion laws, but
which themselves were so iniquitous.
Now, at long last, these peoples have been
put on their rightful basis of equality.
In this regard, the bill, S. 1093, which I
introduced last February, contained pro-
visions for the immediate elimination of
the national origins quota system, in-
cluding the Asia-Pacific triangle.

I would like to address myself to the
provision of the bill containing the West-
ern Hemisphere limitation of 120,000,
which constitutes the most controversial
part of the bill before us. I believe in
the bill’s authority for creating a com-
mission to study the various aspects of
immigration and population growth in
the Western Hemisphere. To establish
such a commission is reasonable enough.
But I see no reason why, together with
that commission must be joined a nu-
merical limitation on immigration from
the Western Hemisphere.

I disagree with the principle of stating
a numerical limitation on immigration
from that part of the world, and so voted
in the subcommittee and in the full com-
mittee against the imposition of the
120,000 limitation. I say that because
our special relationship with our sister
Republics in the Americas was estab-
lished at least 100 years ago, before the
present immigration system was estab-
lished. At that time the number of peo-
ple we admitted from this hemisphere
was 190,000, when our total population
was half what it is today.

The average comparable immigration
from the Western Hemisphere over the
past 10 years has been about 110,000.
Last year, the number of nonquota status
immigrants from the Western Hemi-
sphere was somewhat in excess of 135,000.
I think the limitation of 120,000 will con-
tribute to an impairment of better West-
ern Hemisphere relations, in which we
have been so intensely interested. I re-
fer my colleagues to the testimony of the
Secretary of State at pages 98 to 100 of
the House Immigration Subcommittee
hearings and at page 49 of the Senate
subcommittee hearings.

I point out in this respect, because I
think it is extremely important, that
many people say we have not heard from
the people in Latin America; that there
does not seem to be an outery about this
situation in Latin America. But, Mr.
President, this is rarely the case. We
rarely hear such an outery when a bill
is pending in Congress. Sometimes it
happens, but most often it does not. It
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is only when a bill becomes law and the
people begin to feel the pressure of the
bill upon them that they begin to react
and protest.

I am deeply concerned about the
strong propaganda tool which the limi-
tation of 120,000 would give to dema-
gogues, especially Communist dema-
gogues, in Latin America, who may play
this theme to a fare-thee-well. They
may say that the United States is fol-
lowing the Dominican episode, which
hurt us materially in Latin America;
that the United States is imposing a lim-
itation upon immigration from the other
American republics, a limitation which
has never been imposed before; thereby
confirming the historic exclusionist pol-
icy of the United States.

Nothing could be further from the
truth. Even this limitation accommo-
dates ‘the number of nonguota immi-
grants the United States has had, on the
average, in the last decade, and the num-
ber we had last year, because added to
the 120,000 would be the unmarried
children and spouses who would be free
of the 120,000 limitation, making an esti-
mated 20,000 to 30,000 in addition. So
the level of availability of immigration
into the United States from the "Western
Hemisphere would be approximately the
same as the level reached last year.

However, we shall never break through
the barrage of calumny which will be
hurled against us. It will be used and
reused to a fare-thee-well. The restric-
tion will harvest another problem for
us—a problem relating to our relations
with Latin America, which area is ex-
tremely sensitive on this point in terms
of both personal dignity and national
dignity of the respective countries con-
cerned. It would also impose a useless
limitation upon the other American
states concerned. To impose a useless
limitation on the other American states
is most unwise and improvident in my
judgment. As Attorney General Katzen-
bach testified, approximately 70,000 of
the Western Hemisphere immigrants
come from Mexico and Canada.

I point out that the House did set this
limitation, but that we are proposing
to do it. The House, in fact, voted down
by 218 to 189 on August 25 an amend-
ment to impose a ceiling of 115,000 for
the Western Hemisphere. I know that
this limitation is discussed as a part of
a package by which the entire bill would
be accepted in the Senate, and that it
might otherwise be blocked by an ex-
tended debate or a filibuster, or that it
might not have gotten out of the com-
mittee if that point had not successfully
carried.

I make no criticism of those who
would go along with that policy. Per-
haps a nose count which I and others
are making may very well indicate that
there is nothing to be done about it in
the Senate at this time. However, this
does not in any way prevent me from
protesting it, not so much on an emo-
tional ground as upon the ground that
it is most unwise and improvident in
terms of the relationships of the United
States with the other countries of the
Americas.

The question of whether specific efforts
will be undertaken about the matter on



September 20, 1965

the floor, or even be attempted, still re-
mains to be decided. However, I raise
my voice, as I did in subcommittee and
in committee, against it as an action
which, in my judgment, is most unwise,
unnecessary, and very sad indeed in this
very sensitive area.

I am pleased that with respect to an-
other issue the Committee on the Ju-
dicilary has accepted an amendment
which I proposed, along with some of
my colleagues on the committee, the
Senator in charge of the bill, the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY],
and the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Hart], and the Senator from Hawail
[Mr. Fonc] to permit Western Hemi-
sphere refugees to adjust their status
to that of lawful, permanent residents
once they have arrived in the United
States, and without leaving the country,
as is required for other Western Hemi-
sphere immigrants under the provisions
of the pending bill. e

At this time, such a provision would
apply to those who escape from Cuba.
Because the United States does not have
diplomatic relations with Cuba, it is im-
possible for Cubans to obtain immigrant
visas through normal channels, as is the
case for people in other Western Hemi-
sphere countries.

Since the takeover in Cuba by Fidel
Castro on January 1, 1959, some 280,058
people of Cuban birth entered the
United States, of which number 55,535
were immigrants and 100,284 were pa-
roled refugees.

The year 1962 was the peak year for
the admission of parolees, with the num-
ber reaching almost 65,000. Since the
break in diplomatic relations with Cuba,
the peak year for entering immigrants
was 1964 with 12,554. Though it is im-
possible to state exactly how many, it is
fair to assume that a reasonable propor-
tion of these immigrants were parolees
who first entered the United States and
then journeyed to Canada or Mexico in
order to enter as immigrants. My
amendment would make that very heavy
expense and burden unnecessary for
those who had left Cuba.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the Recorp a
tabulation supplied by the Immigration
and Naturalization Service of Cubans
who have entered the United States year
by wear. This tabulation is headed,
“Cubans Who Have Entered the United
States, 1959 to 1965.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
son in the chair). Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There being no objection, the tabula-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

Cubans who have entered the United States,

1959-65
Total Immi- | Nonim- | Parolees
grants | migrants

62, 800 6, 700 55,100 |- lio o
60, 781 12, 554 46, 537 1, 690
58, 857 6, 796 18, 892 25,170
73, 632 5,778 3,003 64, 761
15, 535 6, 624 R84 8,027
11, 899 11, 050 769 80
4, 544 3,033 965 550

Source: Immigration and Naturalization Service.
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Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I think
that is a very desirable aspect of the bill.
I hope very much that it will be retained
without change.

Mr. President, during the discussions
of this bill in the subcommittee, I raised
the proposal, included in the bills which
I introduced in the last Congress and in
this, of the establishment in the Depart-
ment of State of a Board of Visa Appeals
to review visa determinations made by
our consuls and vice consuls overseas,

The present state of the law puts the
consul in the position of being the final
authority on the issuance or denial of
the visas. A system of advisory opinions
by reviewing authorities exists, but the
review is limited to questions of law, and
an alien who may have been wrongfully
denied a visa has no recourse of appeal
on the substantive decision of issuance
or denial of the visa.

At the present time the decision relat-
ing to the issuance of a visa to an alien
is made by a consular officer. If a consul
wishes to refuse a visa, he may ask for
an advisory opinion from the Bureau of
Security and Consular Affairs of the
State Department. These opinions are
considering binding on officer as to ques-
tions of law but not as to questions of
fact. Still the consular officer makes the
final decision, and the disadvantaged
alien has no recourse.

The President’s Commission on Im-
migration and Naturalization in 1953
urged that visa matters be subject to
review by such a Board.

The Board which I proposed would
consist of three members who would be
appointed by the Secretary of State.
They would have no other duties, even
though employees of the State Depart-
ment. The Board would have jurisdic-
tion to review any determinations deny-
ing, withdrawing, or revoking a visa or
an extension of a visa whose issuance is
subject to the direction of the Secretary
of State, as well as any determination as
to the application of any rule or regula-
tion of the Department relating to im-
migration. The Board may accept or
decline any cases referred to it. The
Secretary could direct the Board to refer
certain cases to him or the Board could
refer cases on its own initiative to the
Secretary for review.

The Attorney General has given his
assurances that he will investigate what
means there are within his Department
and the Department of State to provide
some relief, and that this matter will be
again considered next year with respect
to further legislation to correct certain
procedural aspects of the Immigration
and Nationality Act. The report on HR.
2580 at page 26 makes clear the intent
of the Attorney General to study the
creation of a Board of Visa Appeals.

Another proposal which the Attorney
General has indicated will receive con-
sideration is the establishment of a 10-
vear statute of limitations on deportation
proceedings. The proposal, it has been
agreed, will, because of this further con-
sideration by the Attorney General, not
be raised on the floor.

The act already provides that the At-
torney General may, at his discretion,
suspend deportation proceedings in the
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case of aliens who have been physically
present in the United States for 7 years
or, in the case of certain serious offenses,
10 years. An amendment which I of-
fered in the subcommittee and am asking
be printed today would not change this
provision, but rather establish a limit to
10 years after the occurrence of conduct
which makes a lawfully admitted alien
deportable during which the Immigration
and Naturalization Service may institute
deportation proceedings. This 10-year
period would appear to provide sufficient
time to conduct a full investigation and
institute proceedings.

Under this amendment the statute of
limitations would apply only to aliens
who had entered the United States law-
fully. Further, it would apply only to
those aliens who remained continuously
in the United States for the 10-year
period following the acts for which they
are deportable. Thus, for example, an
alien could not engage in deportable ac-
tivities and then leave the United States
to evade the Immigration and Naturali-
zation Service and have the 10-year stat-
lglte of limitations running at the same

me.

Mr, President, as I have said there are
two matters in the bill which give me spe-
cial concern. The numerical limitation
on immigration from the Western Hemi-
sphere, and the time to commence depor-
tation proceedings against those who
have been admitted for lawful residence
into the United States.

I believe these two matters, at least,
should be before us should we think it ad-
visable to deal with them. Therefore, I
submit for printing in the REcorp amend-
ments which would deal with these sub-
jects to establish a clear legislative record
on these issues. One, to establish a 10-
yvear statute of limitations on deporta-
tion proceedings for lawfully admitted
aliens, and the other, to eliminate the
Western Hemisphere limitation of
120,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendments will be
printed in the ReEcorbp.

The amendments are as follows:

On page 58, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following new section:

“Sec, 22. Title II of the Immigration and
Nationality Act is amended by adding at the
end of such title the following section:

“'LIMITATION ON TIME OF COMMENCING

DEPORTATION PROCEEDINGS

“‘Spc. 203. No alien lawfully admitted to
the United States for permanent residence
shall be deported by reason of any conduct
occurring more than ten years prior to the
institution ‘of deportation proceedings
agalnst him, if such allen has resided con-
tinuously, and has been physically present,
within the United States for at least ten
years. immediately after such conduct oc-
curred.””

On page 59, line 5, strike out “Sec. 23.” and
insert ""Sec. 24.”.

On page 59, after the matter between lines
14 and 15, insert the following:

“(d) The table of contents (Title II—Im-
migration, chapter 9) of the Immigration
and Nationality Act is amended by adding at
the end thereof the following:

“ ‘Sec. 293. Limitation on time of commenc-
ing deportation proceedings.' -

On page 59, line 15, strike out “Sec. 24.”
and insert ‘‘Sec. 25.”.

On page 56, beginning with line 24, strike
out all through line 7, on page 57.
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On page 67, line 8, strike out “(f)" and
insert “(e)".

On page 57, line 11, strike out “(g)"” and
insert “(f)".

On page 57, line 25, strike out “(h)" and
insert “(g)".

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would
like to conclude by saying that the bill
marks a historic departure, a historie
turn in immigration legislation and pol-
icy, and places our country in the fore-
front of the nations of the world which
wish to do justice in terms of an open
world extending not only to goods, but
to people. That, I feel, is the ultimate
objective of freedom and the ultimate
objective of the kind of world in which
we in the United States wish to live and
wish everybody else to live.

The bill has some imperfections, and
I think it could be very materially im-
proved if these imperfections were dealt
with. Those which I feel are the most
outstanding are the absence of any stat-
ute of limitations as to deportation of
lawfully admitted aliens, and the West-
ern Hemisphere numerical limitation.

As to the former, as the Attorney Gen-
eral has told us, and as our report states,
he will give that matter careful study
and will report to us about it, and the
committee will be free to do something
about it next year.

This is a bill to deal with the national
origins quota system. Many of us on
the committee feel that, at long last, we
ought to get rid of it; and if inherent
internal improvements in the procedure
under the law are deemed to be re-
quired—and they certainly are re-
quired—we ought to deal with those next
year and hold hearings on them. I hope
this will be possible.

Secondly, the new Western Hemi-
sphere numerical limitation is of great
concern, not only as to what it does,
as a matter of immediate concern, to
our relations with our neighbors in the
Americas both to the north and to the
south, but for what it may do if used as
a propaganda tool after it has become
law, as undoubtedly it will.

There is no doubt that whatever we
do with this measure in the Senate, it
will be in conference between the Senate
and the House of Representatives and
these views may be reflected there.

For those reasons, Mr. President, I
think both of the matters I have stated
require full consideration before bring-
ing the measure to a vote, and I hope the
conferees will study the Western Hemi-
sphere limitation most seriously.

Under the heading “Other matters,” in
the committee report, Senators will find
reference to other matters raised by
members of the committee in regard to
section 214(¢) which will be looked into
between now and next year.

The bill, in its general thrust, is long
overdue. It corrects one of the most
glaring injustices on the statute books.
It eliminates, at long last, a statute
which seeks to bar people from this
country because of ethnic origin. The
bill’s passage which appears imminent,
will be a blessing to the Nation and its
honor and conscience.

I join with the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. Fongl, a member of the committee
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who preceded me in his kind sentiments
for those who have so long fought this
issue of immigration reform, and have
been so influential in bringing it out
of committee. The Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KEeNnNepy], who is in
charge of the bill, has performed most
outstanding and yeoman service in long,
arduous, and exhaustive hearings, sit-
ting through them day after day. It
was my privilege to attend a good many
of the hearings myself, though not
nearly as many as he did, and the Senate
is very much in his debt for his efforts in
bringing the bill to the floor.

The same is true of the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Ervin], though I
do not agree with certain of the views
upon which he insisted. He, also, par-
ticipated most actively and with great
diligence and interest in the hearings
day after day, exhaustively questioning
the witnesses, and then, when a bill was
proposed which came reasonably close
to his views, did not engage in any stub-
born opposition to it, but cooperated
fully once he had made his basic point
on the Western Hemisphere limitation,
in bringing the bill to the floor.

I speak in the same regard of the Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. DirkseN]1, who
similarly cooperated in enabling us, at
long last, to get a bill out of committee.
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. Fowcl,
who has already spoken, rendered yeo-
man service also in this regard, as did
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorr].

No list of those who fought hard for
this effort, including every member of
the Judiciary Committee who voted to
report out the bill, could exclude the dis-
tinguished name of the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. Hartl, who for a very
long time has worked diligently toward
this end. I say to the present occupant
of the Chair [Mr. KenNepy of New
Yorkl, with whom I had the honor of
participating in a recent public discus-
sion on the achievements of the Con-
gress, that I was delighted with the great
eloquence and conviction with which he
spoke concerning the immigration bill.

So, Mr. President, I am hopeful of get-
ting the relatively vital but very impor-
tant aspects of this matter behind us in
one fashion or another. Where I take
exception to what is in the bill as it
stands, I am hopeful that we may pass
the bill soon and join the House of Rep-
resentatives in bringing the matter to
conference. Iregard the measure as the
most historic immigration reform in this
country in 40 years, this time on the con-
structive side, on the right side, rather
than as, in 1924, on the restrictive, and
discriminatory side.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
commend the Senator from New York
for the great work that he has done in
the field of immigration legislation. I
know very well of his deep interest in the
problems of immigration. He has been
an outspoken opponent of the national
origins quota system during the entire
time of his membership in this body. In
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expressing my own appreciation, I know
I speak on behalf of all the members of
the committee, for his attendance at the
hearings, in which he was diligent, and
for the great work that he performed in
the subcommittee and the full commit-
tee, and in seeing that the legislation
came out on the floor. He has been in-
terested, he has been concerned, he has
been in attendance at the hearings. He
has raised a number of extremely impor-
tant questions; and I believe, from the
dialog which took place in the hearings,
of both the subcommittee and the full
committee, that the bill is a better one
because of his actions. I commend him
for his interest, his participation, and
his help.

Mr. JAVITS. I am very grateful to
the Senator from Massachusetts. I hope
our efforts will bear the fruit I feel they
deserve.

I yield the floor.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I see the
distinguished Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PeLL] in the Chamber, and I under-
stand that he wishes to take the floor.
I should like to ask him at this time if
it would be inconvenient for him if I
called up my amendment and took 10
minutes to explain it.

Mr. PELL. There is absolutely no in-
convenience to me; I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. I thank the Senator
very much for his courtesy.

AMENDMENT NO. 457

Mr. President, I call up my amendment
No. 457 and ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEn-
NEDY of New York in the chair). The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The legislative clerk proceeded to state
the amendment.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the REcorp
at this point.

The amendment (No. 457) offered by
Mr. ALLoTT is as follows:

On page 59, after line 15, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

“Sec. 25. (a) The second proviso of section
212(e) of the Immigration and Nationality
Act (756 Stat. 535; 8 U.S.C. 1182(e)) 1is
amended to read as follows: ‘Provided fur-
ther, That (1) upon the favorable recom-
mendation of the Secretary of State, pursu-
ant to the request of an interested United
States Government agency, or of the Com-
missioner of Immigration and Naturalization
after he has determined that departure from
the United States would impose exceptional
hardship upon the allen’s spouse or child
(if such spouse or child is a citizen of the
United States or a lawful resident alien), or
(2) upon written notification by the govern-
ment of the country of which the alien is a
citizen or mnational, advising the Attorney
General that it has no objection to the alien’s
remaining in the United States without de-
parture therefrom, the Attorney General may
walve the requirement of such two-year
foreign residence abroad in the case of any
alien whose admission to the United States
is found by the Attorney General to be In
the public interest:’.

“(b) The amendment made by this section
shall apply to any person who, prior to or
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after the effective date of this section, (1)
acquired exchange visitor status under the
United States Information and Educational
Exchange Act of 1948, or (2) acquired or ac-
quires exchange visitor status within the
purview of section 101(a) (15) (J).”

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, my
amendment is directed to section
212(e) of the Immigration and Nation-
ality Act. That section of the act is con-
cerned with the exchange visitors who
come here under the Mutual Educational
and Cultural Exchange Act of 1961. I
ask unamimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp a definition of the term
‘‘exchange visitor.”

There being no objection, the defini-
tion was ordered to be printed in the
REecorb, as follows:

DEFINITION OF TERM “EXCHANGE VISITOR™

The term Iincludes *“students, trainees,
teachers, instructors, professors * * * lead-
ers, experts In fields of specialized knowl-
edge or skill, and other influential or dis-
tinguished persons * * * performing artists
and athletes.” (22 U.S.C. 2452.)

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, section
212(e) requires that such exchange visi-
tors leave the United States for a period
of at least 2 years before they may be
eligible to apply for an immigrant visa
or to apply for permanent residence in
the United States.

There are two exceptions in section
212(e) where the Attorney General may,
if he finds it to be in the public interest,
waive the requirement of the 2 years
of foreign residence. The first of these
is:

Upon the favorable recommendation of
the Secretary of State, pursuant to the re-
quest of an interested U.S. Government
agency,

Waivers granted under this exception
are very, very few. I have a memoran-
dum of the Department of Health, Ed-
ucation, and Welfare, revised in March
of 1961, which states that the Depart-
ment has adopted a stringent and a re-
strictive policy with respect to request-
ing waivers for foreign exchange visitors.
That policy, I believe, continues in effect
today.

The second exception permits a waiver
if the Commissioner of Immigration and
Naturalization determines that depar-
ture from the United States would im-
pose “exceptional hardship” upon the
alien’s spouse or child.

This exceptional hardship provision is
also very restrictively construed. Prob-
ably all Senators have, at one time or
another, become familiar with a case
where an alien has applied for a waiver
of the 2-yéar foreign residence require-
ment, on the basis of exceptional hard-
ship. It is clear that the Immigration
and Naturalization Service will not per-
mit such waiver on the bare fact of sepa-
ration of a man from his family, nor on
the fact that the family otherwise must
go to the foreign land with the alien,
where customs and language may be un-
known to that family. Even health prob-
lems, which would better be treated if
the individual were to remain in the
United States, may not be considered ex-
ceptional hardship meriting waiver of
the foreign residence requirement.
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My amendment, Mr. President, would
add another exception upon which a
waiver of the 2-year foreign residence
requirement might be based. The
amendment would make a moderate, but
important revision in section 212((e) by
permitting waiver if the country of which
the alien is a national or citizen advises
the Attorney General in writing that it
does not demand or insist upon the
alien's return to that country. The At-
torney General still would have discre-
tion in the approval of requests for such
waiver and would be required, before ap-
proving the waiver, to find that it was in
the public interest.

The basic purpose, of course, for the
2-year foreign residence requirement is
to protect the integrity of the exchange
program. This is the reason also for the
restrictive interpretation placed on the
waiver provisions. In reviewing the leg-
islative history of section 212(e), I found
that some countries were threatening to
withdraw from the exchange program
because their citizens, who had come as
exchange visitors, were attempting to re-
main here. In response, we enacted the
2-year requirement which, in effect,
promised those countries participating in
the exchange program, that their citi-
zens would return to them for a stipu-
lated period of time before allowing them
to return to the United States.

But what of the individual who has
come here as an exchange visitor, who
desires to remain here, who could con-
tribute much to our culture and whose
own government has no particular de-
sire to see him return? It seems wholly
unnecessary for those people to be forced
to depart and their forced departure
adds absolutely nothing to the spirit,
purpose, and intent of the law under
which they came here. The change I
propose here simply adds the latitude
necessary to equitably resolve such cases,
while still maintaining the integrity of
the exchange act.

Mr. President, I would have thought
that such an obvious problem might have
been handled administratively under
present law. Such, however, is not the
case. My attention was called to this un-
fortunate fact in 1963, when many cit-
izens of Gunnison, Colo., called on me to
see if I could prevent the deportation of
a young Chinese lady who had come here
as an exchange visitor. She had mar-
ried here and the couple had a child.
She had become an integral part of that
community and the citizens were most
incensed that she might be forced to re-
turn to Taiwan. I was told also that the
Chinese Government had no objection to
her remaining here. At my suggestion
she got a written statement from the
Chinese Embassy here confirming that
fact. All this was to no avail. The agen-
cies concerned in our Government told
me they had no discretion under section
212(e) and that even though the young
lady was both wife and mother of Ameri-
can citizens and even though her own
government had no objection to her re-
maining here—even though she was a
trained nurse, which is a critical cate-
gory in this country—she was told that
she would be required to leave the coun-
try for the 2-year period before she
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could become a resident here. For-
tunately, the deportation proceedings
have been delayed, but the threat is still
present.

There is one other aspect of the prob-
lem. As the Senator from Massachusetts
knows, the Judiciary Committees of both
the House and the Senate have estab-
lished a firm policy against granting
waivers of the foreign residence require-
ment for exchange students. I would
not argue with that policy, but I would
represent, just as strongly as I can, that
some avenue of relief should be open to
worthy aliens in circumstances such as
I have described.

I might mention, too, that after I in-
troduced a bill in 1963, similar to the
amendment I proposed today to change
section 212(e), I received letters from
many parts of the country expressing
hope that the law could be changed. I
found the case with which I was con-
cerned was by no means an isolated one. -
I find on page 21776 of the CoNGRESSION-
AL REcorp for August 25 a discussion by
several Members of the other body in
which exactly the same sort of cases are
involved.

There are countries which participate
in the exchange program which are over-
populated or which have no real need
nor opportunity to utilize the skills which
their citizens may obtain here, and those
countries have no objection to the ex-
change student remaining here. The
young lady in Gunnison had become a
nurse, and as Senators know, nurses are
in short supply in this country and we
are doing all we can to increase their
number. Yet, we will not permit ex-
change students with all these equities to
remain here.

One more point, Mr. President, H.R.
2580 embodies -two principal concepts to
replace the national origins quota sys-
tem. The primary emphasis is on unit-
ing or reuniting families. The second
emphasis is on admitting those immi-
grants who can contribute most to our
society. I am in sympathy with those
objectives and my amendment is fully
in accord with them. The case which
led me to submit the amendment is illus-
trative. If a waiver could be given in
this case, we would be preserving a fam-
ily intact and acquiring for ourselves
one with particular skills in short sup-
ply in our country, while substracting
not one iota from the purposes and in-
tegrity of the exchange act.

Mr. President, I have discussed this
matter with the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts, and I am still hope-
ful that he will be able to relent and ac-
cept my amendment. However, he has
explained to me that he has some prob-
lems in this respect.

Mr. EKENNEDY of Massachusetts.
First of all, let me commend the Sen-
ator for his expression of confidence in
the general outline of the proposed legis-
lation. His support is meaningful. 1
also commend the Senator for his con-
cern over a matter which has been
brought to the attention of the members
of the subcommittee a number of times.
It has also been brought to the attention
of the Department of Justice, and the
Secretary of State. It is a matter in
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which I am in deep sympathy with the
Senator from Colorado.

I believe that every Member of the
Senate has had, at one time or another,
the kind of cases which the Senator from
Colorado has outlined here this after-
noon, and in many instances they have
served as a source of injustice to people
who are in the United States, who could
make a contribution to this country.

One of the matters raised by the
amendment of the Senator from Colora-
do relates to scholarships and grants
which are given individuals who come
from foreign countries under our aid pro-
grams to the various nations. The schol-
arships are made available under the
general disposition of funds under foreign
aid to persons who have promise, who
‘have ability, and who can substantially
benefit their countries by coming to the
United States and taking advantage of
. our educational and other institutions.

I understand that the concept behind
such a program is to provide an oppor-
tunity to young people who have talent,
and who can make some contributions
to their country. The United States
pays for many of these students, with
the rather clear indication that these
individuals would return to benefit the
countries from which they come.

I understand the point being made by
the Senator from Colorado. If the coun-
try from which they come is willing to
make a statement that those persons are
not needed there, and we determine that
they can contribute to the national in-
terest by staying in this country, they
should be permitted to do so.

Although I am in general sympathy
with the Senator from Colorado, I
would feel, before taking a position on
this question, that probably we should
have at least some kind of attitude ex-
pressed by the Secretary of State, who
is intimately involved in this whole
undertaking with respect to the avail-
ability of aid funds and the implications
of such an amendment on our foreign
policy. However, I am in sympathy with
the general theme and the approach of
the distinguished Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield.

Mr. ALLOTT. I dislike to interrupt

the Senator, but he is entirely correct
that this is the purpose of the exchange
program. It causes us all a great deal of
concern. Actually, the purpose is to help
other countries upgrade their technical
capabilities, so their citizens who come
to this country can go home and be able
to help those countries.

I know that this is not an easy area.
It is a very complicated area.

I believe the Senator would agree that
the amendment I have offered places
limitations which are rather strict and
severe. First, a waiver would only be
granted upon the recommendation of
the Secretary of State at the request
of an interested U.S. Government agency,
or the Commissioner of Immigration after
a finding of exceptional hardship, or
upon written notification of the country,
advising the Attorney General that it has
no objection to the alien remaining in

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

the United States. Then the Attorney
General may waive the foreign residence
requirement, but even in that case it is
within his diseretion. So in the particu-
lar amendment which I have offered, I
believe the Senator would agree, would
he not, that we have tried to prohibit the
category of exchange visitors from com-
ing under the program and simply stay-
ing on. There are rather stringent con-
ditions which a person would have to
fulfill before the laws were waived.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
agree with the Senator from Colorado.
Even if the amendment were included
in the legislation, there are other regu-
lations which would apply, giving
flexibility to the Attorney General before
making a final determination in such
questions, I believe that is true.

As I have said, I am in general sym-
pathy with the objectives and spirit of
this amendment. I, too, have seen simi-
lar cases of individuals who have come
here. I mentioned in my original re-
marks that many students come here
under the Mutual Educational and Cul-
tural Exchange Act of 1961. I am sure
those students could come to this country
to attend a university or college on other
scholarships which would be available
to them, and not be involved in these aid
programs. This fact would seem to give
greater authority to the suggestions
made by the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. ALLOTT. In the House of Repre-
sentatives, as appears on page 21776 of
the ConcressioNaL Recorp for August
25, 1965, Mr. FEicHAN stated as follows.
He was asked if this question would be
dealt with in the coming session of Con-
gress. He said:

Very definitely; we intend to go into that
as expeditiously as possible. We have been
consuming our time of course to a great ex-
tent on the bill presently under considera-
tion, but the gentleman can be assured that
we will take that up before this session of
the Congress adjourns.

May I inquire of the Senator from
Massachusetts what his attitude or dis-
position would be in reference to these
matters coming up at the first of the
year, as they should, and toward giving
consideration—I am not asking him to
commit himself, but I am talking about
giving consideration and study—to this
type of legislation.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Of
course, I would have to consult with the
chairman of the subcommittee, of which
I am a member—I have been acting
chairman—but it has been my under-
standing, in conversations which I have
had with the Attorney General and with
the State Department, that they are re-
viewing not only the question which has
been raised by the Senator from Colo-
rado, but related problems, and that they
are going to make suggestions in the
form of omnibus legislation, to be stud-
ied by the committee next year.

I would hope that the area which has
been suggested by the Senator from
Colorado would be an area on which the
committee would have hearings and lis-
ten to the attitudes which would be ex-
pressed on this particular problem, so it
might have some understanding and
comprehension of them. If that were
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done, I think it would be very useful.
The fact that the Senator from Colorado
has raised the question puts an addi-
tional burden on the members of the
committee to make sure it is done.

Mr. ALLOTT. I appreciate the re-
marks of the Senator in charge of the
bill. With the assurances he has just
given me, I am quite satisfied with the
time element. I understand, from pre-
vious conversations with the Senator
this afternoon, that those concerned
with the bill are anxious not to inject
these somewhat collateral issues into the
issue of this particular bill. I can sym-
pathize with that point of view.

Mr. President, because of the assur-
ances that have been given with respect
to going into this matter, not only by the
statement of the chairman in the House
of Representatives, but also here from
the Senator in charge of the bill, I shall
withdraw my amendment.

I express my appreciation to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PELL], who yielded his place on the
floor in order that I might have an op-
portunity to offer my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ArrorTl
withdraws his amendment.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PEeLL] is recognized.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Rhode Island yield?

Mr. PELL. Iyield to the Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, one of
the most distressing shortcomings in our
immigration laws, as they relate to aliens
residing in the United States, is the ab-
sence of any time limitation on the insti-
tution of deportation proceedings.

It is an established principle of law
that justice requires a time limit within
which authorities must commence pro-
ceedings against an individual for any
alleged crime. The reason for the statute
of limitation principle as a basic element
of justice is simply the heavy burden that
is placed upon an accused person in lo-
cating witnesses and evidence after the
lapse of many years.

It is hard enough for the Government,
with its many resources, to locate wit-
nesses and evidence after 25 to 30 years
have passed. But the resources of the
Federal Government are virtually bot-
tomless, if it decides to go to the expense
of prosecuting such a case.

For the defendant, a reasonable de-
fense can be almost impossible.

So in the case of the criminal code,
we have a time limit within which a per-
son must be prosecuted, and«after which
he may not. The only exceptions to this
rule are usually capital cases.

Yet in the case of actions for which de-
portation proceedings may be brought,
there is no time limit. These actions may
not even be of so serious a nature that
a criminal prosecution is possible.

Yet the Immigration Service is able to
institute proceedings by reason of actions
that it alleges took place far in excess of
a time limit that would apply to a
criminal prosecution.

Two cases in my own State, wherein
proceedings for deportation were
brought some 25 to 30 years after the al-
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leged acts took place aroused my interest
in what I found to be a serious short-
coming in the administration of justice.
Other Senators have learned of similar
situations affecting their constituents.

One case was shocking and aroused
many people in my State, particularly
the lawyers in my State.

It is known as the Mackie case. It
involves a baby born in Finland, whose
parents were naturalized American citi-
zens and who had gone back to Finland
for a visit. At the age of 6 months, he
was brought to the United States. His
associates were in the United States dur-
ing his whole lifetime. During the de-
pression in the 1930’s, he attended vari-
ous meetings which subsequently were
described by the immigration authorities
to be at least Communist-dominated
meetings, although we have the sworn
affidavit that at no time was Mackie a
member of the Communist Party, and
that he attended meetings which he was
led to believe were meetings that would
help the unemployed get employment.

More than 20 years later, the immigra-
tion authorities, under the administra-
tive processes and immigration pro-
cedures, ordered him to be deported.

He is over in Finland today. He has
no friends there. His relatives are re-
mote. He was unable to speak the
Finnish language. In my State of Ore-
gon, in the city of Portland, this man
had led an exemplary life as a family
man and had raised a family. He was
a house painter. No crime had been
charged against him. However, because
during that particular era we had a con-
cern and hysteria about people belong-
ing to leftwing organizations, or because
they had attended leftwing meetings,
and the use by the immigration author-
ities of typical stool pigeons who testified
at the administrative hearings, but not
before a jury, this man was deported.

Let me say to the American people
that that is one reason why the senior
Senator from Oregon in 20 years of serv-
ice in this body has protested this kind
of injustice, under which people are in
fact sentenced, but outside the field of
criminal law protection.

I am glad that according to the note
that has just been handed to me, this
was done in the Kennedy administration
or by the present Presiding Officer of the
Senate [Mr. Kennepy of New York in
the chairl, who was Attorney General
during the Kennedy administration, but
that it was done prior to that time.

I am thinking about the principle that
is involved. I do not care under what
administration it arises. The basic
principle of fair trial in the United States
is too precious to have run roughshod
over by the U.S. immigration authorities.

I say to those Americans who have a
tendency to brush these matters aside,
that it means a lot of difference if they
or one of their's become involved.

As the senior Senator from Oregon,
it is my obligation to rise up, in justice,
wherever I find certain practices by the
immigration authorities or anybody else.

The time is long overdue when the
immigration organization of the U.S.
Government should be brought under
some checks and balance controls, and
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subjected to the basic principles of fair
procedure guaranteeing Americans the
protection from the kind of harassment
and penalty Mackie was subjected to.

Mackie is over in Finland removed
from his family, on the basis of a charge
that immigration authorities never
established before a jury. He was sup-
posed to be a Communist sympathizer.

Senators know what we should have
done, with the power of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation. Mackie was
brought over here at age 6 months,
legally admitted. He grew up and lived
in an American environment. It was an
Amr:;erican environment that produced

When I think of all the authorities we
have for the proper surveillance of this
person, I am not at all moved by the
administrative ruling of the immigra-
tion authorities that such a person could
become a danger to the body politic of
the United States. Shame on us, to
think we could be guilty of such an in-
justice to a human being.

I cite this as an example of what can
and does go on in the Immigration Serv-
ice without a statute of limitations.

The senior Senator from Oregon is
pleading for a statute of limitations, and
he is pleading with the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Kennepy] to take
his amendment to conference because it
is an eminently fair amendment and
ought to go to conference, and we ought
to write it on the statute books.

I see on the fioor the great former
Attorney General of the State of New
York [Mr. JaviTs].

Senator Javirs included in his immi-
gration bill of 1963, a bill I joined him in
cosponsoring, a 10-year limitation on
the bringing of these proceedings. Also
in 1963, I introduced my own measure,
S. 1500, imposing a 5-year limit on the
bringing of proceedings for deportation
or loss of nationality. I used 5 years in
my bill because that is the standard for
Federal crimes.

But in 1963, I also introduced, with
Senator HART as a cosponsor, S. 1501,
which sought to approach the matter
differently by prohibiting deportation
proceedings from being brought against
any person who was lawfully admitted
for permanent residence before his 14th
birthday, and establishing a 10-year limi-
tation for all other cases. The objective
of this bill was to consider that young
people who lawfully entered the country
before the age of 14 should not be subject
to deportation at all.

The several bills introduced in the last
10 years on this subject, and I have
mentioned only a few of them, indicate
considerable interest in the subject
among Members of Congress. Although
the subject matter does not affect as
many as does the obnoxious national
origins quota, it is nonetheless a bad pro-
vision of law and deserves to be remedied.

Page 26 of the report of the Senate
Judiciary Committee states, and I quote:

As previously indicated, the instant bill
does not embody a comprehensive revision
of the Immigration and Nationality Act.
However, the Subcommittee on Immigration
and Naturalization did glve consideration to
many proposals contained in other bills
pending before the subcommittee which
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would have amended the Immigration and
Nationality Act in other respects. Included
in the suggested changes were proposals to
establish a Board of Visa Appeals and to
establish a statute of limitations in deporta-
tlon cases. In the course of the subcom-
mittee's conslderation of those two proposals,
it was indicated by the Attorney General that
while he did not think it appropriate at this
time to institute such changes without
further study, he expressed his willingness
to undertake a complete study of the pro-
posals, to discuss the desirability of the
establishment of a Board of Visa Appeals
with the Secretary of State and to report
seasonably on the above matters.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr, JAVITS. I do not know of many
other provisions in this immigration
law that is quite as offensive to law,
leaving aside political sciences, as the
failure to have a statute of limitations.

The Senator pointed out one glaring
inequity.

There have been cases of people who,
on the threat of deportation, had heart
attacks, who had been in this country
for 30 to 35 years; following the de-
portable offense.

The Attorney General has again_—and,
we will hold him to it—agreed to bring
us back a report on this procedural
change so that we can act on it. One
reason offered for not supporting the
statute of limitations by the Depart-
ment of Justice is that it is a procedural
change, and we are dealing primarily
in this bill with a change in the national
origins system.

I do not blame the Senator from
Oregon a bit for offering this amend-
ment now and pressing it. I ean under-
stand his reason perfectly. Perhaps I
am not so free to do it as he is, because
he is not a member of the committee.
He has had a similar experience when
he has been in a position of authority
with respect to a certain bill. This was
a difficult bill to get out of committee,
and we had given some ground to get it
out.

I have studied the subject carefully.
It is really one of the most depressing,
deplorable, unjust aspects of law that I,
as a lawyer, interested in due process,
have seen on the statute books of the
United States.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the remarks of the Senator from
New York. No one has fought harder to
remedy this injustice than the senior
Senator from New York, as evidenced by
the legislation that he has introduced,
and to which I have already referred.

But one cannot study these cases with-
out rending his heart. It is heartbreak-
ing to think that our Government should
perpetrate shocking injustices upon hu-
man beings merely because they happen
to be of alien birth. Senators have
heard me say before, and I shall say so
again this afternoon, that, after all, the
test of a democratic form of government
is whether it is always willing to deal
with individual injustices that any of its
processes or procedures create.

Whenever this Government becomes
so complex, so big, or so cold in the ad-
ministration of its affairs that it will not
pay attention to human injustices, the
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American people had better watch out
for their freedoms. The senior Senator
from Oregon is talking this afternoon
about a basic liberty, without which men
are not free—that is, a fair trial.

There is nothing fair or just about the
procedures of the U.S. Immigration
Service in this respect. I regret that
the administrators of the U.S. Immigra-
tion Service, for years past, have not
come before Congress to ask that they be
shorn of this arbitrary, discretionary
power they have exercised to the in-
justice of human beings. What do they
fall back on? They say that the law
permits it; that the law authorizes them
to act in that way. That is always a
good escape hatch for one to practice
arbitrary, capricious power. The Sen-
ator from Oregon favors the sealing of
that escape hatch. The Senator from
Oregon is making a plea that we give to
human beings, be they immigrants or
natural born citizens, a fair trial to de-
termine whether there is justification for
deporting them.

A fair trial cannot be had without a
statute of limitations. We know that
basic in Anglo-Saxon justice is the
guarantee of a limitation upon the prose-
cution powers of the government. We
also know that a statute of limitations is
essential if we really and truly are to
implement the presumption of innocence
doctrine.

The trouble with the Immigration
Service in many cases is that it proceeds
on the presumption of guilt; and
because Congress has not included basic
legal protections for a fair trial, the
duty then is upon the one accused to
prove his innocence. That procedure
cannot be justified. That is why I am
urging the favorable consideration of
my amendment.

I have quoted the present Attorney
General, who, I think by clear implica-
tion, recognizes my plea as highly meri-
torious, when he says—and the commit-
tee quotes him—that he will take this
matter under study and submit a report
in the future.

Mr, President, I do not think we can
wait. I gather that it can be assumed
from what the Attorney General has said
that he will make a recommendation of
his own in the near future on the subject
of a limitation of immigration proceed-
ings. Iregret that he has not made such
a recommendation before this. I do not
know why he has not; he has known
about the problem. The injustices have
been perpetrated over and over again
for more than a decade; since, in fact,
the statute of limitations that existed be-
fore 1952 was repealed. That was a
5-year statute comparable with the one
I have proposed in my bill S. 1500, that we
return to.

I am offering my amendment today
because I do not believe the responsibility
can be left entirely to the Department of
Justice. The initial responsibility lies
with Congress. We originally imposed
the limitation; then in 1952 we repealed
it. It is up to Congress to reestablish it.

Senators have undoubtedly received
from the American Civil Liberties Union
a memorandum on this subject. It is
headed “Proposed Statute of Limitations

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

on Deportation.” It begins with a pro-
posed amendment to the pending bill.
However, the language I am offering now
is not the language suggested in the
memorandum of the American Civil
Liberties Union, but is the text of my bill
S. 1500, of the 88th Congress. Neverthe-
less, the impact of the language is the
same.

The remainder of the memorandum is
an excellent exposition of the background
of limitations on deportation proceed-
ings. I ask unanimous consent that it
be printed at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit I.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the bar
associations, and the President’s Com-
mission on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion which reported in 1953, have been
highly critical of the absence of this
limitation.

We just heard a statement by the for-
mer attornmey general of the State of
New York, but large numbers of leaders
of the bar across this country share
the view of the senior Senator from Ore-
gon. They have written to me in the
last several years in support of a statute
of limitations to be added to our body
of immigration law.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
distinguished Senator from Oregon
yield?

Mr. MORSE. I am delighted to yield.

Mr. ERVIN. The committee sat from
February until a few weeks ago con-
ducting hearings on the bill, and this
problem was never investigated. Does
not the Senator from Oregon agree with
the Senator from North Carolina that it
would be a more proper procedure for
the Senator from Oregon to submit his
amendment for reference to the com-
mittee, and to let hearings be conducted
on both sides of the question before Con-
gress takes action? The Senator’s
amendment was not offered during the
hearings.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from
North Carolina is quite correct. That
would be preferable. But I do not know
why the delightful senior Senator from
North Carolina, one of the most dis-
tinguished Members of this body and
a former justice of the North Carolina
Supreme Court, recognizing the hole in
the bill, did not offer the amendment
himself, or apprise the senior Senator
from Oregon of the fact that this prob-
lem was before the committee.

I say to the Senator quite frankly that,
considering the multitude of things that
my complex life causes me to deal with
in the Senate, this is one of the things
which has slipped by me. I am very
sorry that it has. However, now that I
see the problem, that would not relieve
me of my responsibility of offering the
amendment.

This is nothing new. The Committee
on the Judiciary is rather well aware
of the views of the senior Senator from
Oregon. I have offered amendments
and bills before which have been before
the Committee on the Judiciary, and
so have many other Senators, I offered
a private bill in the Mackie case. The
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bill was bhefore the Committee on the
Judiciary.

I say to my good friend, the Senator
from North Carolina, that I am exceed-
ingly disappointed that the members on
the Committee on the Judiciary have
not heretofore reported the Mackie bill
from the committee. However, I believe
it is important that the senior Senator
from Oregon raise the question this af-
ternoon.

I am not naive. I am not blind as to
what my parliamentary situation is.
However, I hope that we can get some
understanding or agreement now.

I was directing my remarks to the
Senator in charge of the bill, the junior
Senator from Massachusetts. I hope
that we can get some understanding
from the committee. I know that the
policy is to add no amendments to the
bill. I hope that we can have an under-
standing that the amendment will be
taken to conference, or that we can have
some hearings on the problem come
January.

Mr. ERVIN., Mr, President, I tell the
senior Senator from Oregon, as a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization, and as a mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary
itself, that I shall try to obtain speedy
hearings on an amendment of this
nature.

Several years ago I attended a hear-
ing of the Committee on the Judiciary
which caused me to believe that perhaps
there may be something to be said in
opposition to a statute of limitations.

We had a hearing on an amendment
providing a rule of estoppel and a rule
of res adjudicata in deportation matters.
ters. We found that the king of the
underworld—the boss of the underworld
in New Orleans—had successfully fought
deportation for something like 14 or 15
years. Every time the authorities were
about to deport him, he would obtain an-
other writ of habeas corpus from a dif-
ferent Federal judge.

The United States was powerless to de-
port from the country a man who, in
large measure, was corrupting the city
of New Orleans and its environs.

Mr. MORSE. They were not power-
less to place him in prison.

Mr. ERVIN. They could not have him
deported. He had a multitude of habeas
corpus writs issued, and, under the rule,
neither res adjudicata nor deportation
was applicable.

If my recollection serves me correctly,
I believe that the present occupant of
the chair, the junior Senator from New
York [Mr. KENNEDY] was serving as At-
torney General of the United States at
that time and has some familiarity with
the problem.

I say to the senior Senator from Ore-
gon that I believe a good case can be
made for the proposition that, if a man
comes to America illegally and engages in
underworld activities, he ought not to
have the benefit of a simple statute of
limitations.

I agree that if a man comes here il-
legally and becomes a useful member of
society and can show that fact, he ought
not to be deported. Under the bill as
amended at the instance of the able and
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distinguished senior Senator from
Hawail and myself, a man who comes
here illegally and becomes a useful and
good citizen can acquire a permanent
residence here and eventual citizenship.
However, I assure the senior Senator
from Oregon that I shall do all I can do
to obtain a speedy consideration of the
bill by the subcommittee and by the
committee.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. MORSE. I yield.
Mr. JAVITS. I wish to inform the

Senator of what occurred. I think it has
very great bearing on the assurance
which is most gratifyingly given by the
Senator from North Carolina. I offered
the statute of limitation as a part of the
bill (S. 1093) I introduced last February
and again in the subcommittee as an
amendment and proposed to submit this
very limitation to which the Senator has
referred as an amendment on the floor.
In our informal discussions in the com-
mittee, as is quite understandable in view
of the fact that any amendment of this
character, if agreed to, would very mate-
rially delay the passage of the legisla-
tion, I refrained from actually pressing
it to a vote in the interest of getting
prompt and favorable action on the bill.
That was the reason for the assurance
which we had from the Attorney Gen-
eral and which is specifically referred to
at page 26 of the report.

I should like to join my distinguished
colleague who, I think on the whole, in
view of his views concerning this type of
legislation, has really strained to try to
join with us in an effort to secure pas-
sage of this legislation.

I assure the senior Senator from Ore-
gon that, whatever he may do on this
matter—and I shall vote with him, as I
said—he has one indefatigable fighter
trying to get this done as a lawyer, with-
out any regard to what one thinks of
the immigration law.

I believe that the Senator from Oregon
was correct in saying what he did to
the Senator from North Carolina. We
may very well find a great ally by virtue
of this very thing, because it is the kind
of thing that is very offensive to a law-
ver. I believe that the Senator from
North Carolina, whatever may be our dif-
ference of view, in some areas is a law-
yer’s lawyer.

I join the Senator and assure him that
I shall move heaven and earth to obtain
action.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from North Carolina knows my
record of handling legislation and facing
up to the parliamentary realities in the
Senate and cooperating to work out the
best adjustment possible. .

I have had cooperation from the Sena-
tor from North Carolina in connection
with some educaticn amendments. The
Senator will recall that when we had a
so-called judicial review amendment, he
urged a vote on the judicial review
amendment. I was hoping that he would
not, but he had a perfect right to do
that, and the amendment did go to a
vote. The opposition prevailed, not be-
cause we were opposed to a judicial re-
view, but because we felt that, under the
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parliamentary situation which existed on
the floor of the Senate, it was a mistake
to jeopardize the interest of the educa-
tion bill itself by adding to it the judicial
review amendment of the Senator from
North Carolina and the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr, Coorer]l. But after his
amendment was defeated, to the great
credit of the Senator from North Caro-
lina and the Senator from Kentucky,
they cooperated completely with me as
chairman of that committee, and as the
Senator in charge of that bill, in the
handling of the judicial review amend-
ment.

I deeply regret—and it is not the fault
of the Senator from North Carolina—
that the Morse judicial review bill, co-
sponsored subsequently by the Senator
from North Carolina and the Senator
from Kentucky and others, has not yet
come to a hearing. :

Arguing by analogy, I believe that the
amendment which I offer now, and
which I shall subsequently offer as a bill
this afternoon if it is not accepted,
should come to an early hearing before
the Committee on the Judiciary next
January. However, I urge again, as
chairman of the Subcommittee on Edu-
cation, that the Morse-Ervin-Cooper-
Clark judicial review measure should
come to a hearing before the Committee
on the Judiciary this coming January.
These vital matters should not be post-
poned. We ought to get on to a hearing.

Of course, Tam fully aware of the par-
liamentary situation that confronts me.
The senior Senator from Oregon will not
be a party this afternoon to jeopardizing
the passage of this immigration bill. The
heart of the immigration bill, as far as
I am concerned, is, of course, the na-
tional origins feature of it. I believe
that it is important that we get the
measure passed.

As I say, if T am unable to have this
amendment agreed to and taken to con-
ference by voluntary agreement, then I
shall withdraw the amendment and in-
troduce it this afternoon as a bill and
send it to the desk as a separate bill, and
leave it at the desk until Friday of this
week at 5 p.m. for any who want to co-
sponsor the measure with me. We can
then let it go to the Committee on the
Judiciary in the hope that there will be
hearings on it early in the next session of
Congress.

I would not want the REcorp to stand
on the argument of the Senator from
North Carolina without any comment
by the senior Senator from Oregon on
what I think is not a sound argument,
which has been made by the Senator
from North Carolina by way of opposition
to the statute of limitations.

I have been impressed by the argu-
ment of the Justice Department and the
immigration authorities, in particular,
that there should not be any statute of
limitations available in the cases of the
underworld characters who may be of
alien birth, who have gotten into this
country.

What we ought to do is convict them
and put them in prison, like any other
criminals. Even these unsavory char-
acters are in no small measure the prod-
uct of our own conditioning. I do not
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wish to believe, and I refuse to believe,
that the only way we can handle erim-
inals who did not happen to be born in
this country is to deport them. I do
not believe we should deport such people
to any other country. I think we should
convict them and put them in prison,
where they belong. That is my answer.

But even those unsavory characters,
in my judgment, from the point of view
of fair dealing with human beings, are
entitled to a statute of limitations. They
are entitled to have the Government
proceed against them within the period
of time called for by my proposed statute
of limitations. If they are not proved
guilty within that period of time, then
we should deal with their guilt, if any
subsequently develops after the running
of the statute of limitations, convict
them, and put them in prison.

Be that as it may. I would point out
to the Senator from North Carolina that
my amendment affects only aliens who
were lawfully admitted, not those who
entered illegally.

Before I last yielded to the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr, ErvIN], I was
making the point that bar associations,
leading lawyers, lawyers on various law
enforcement councils, and even repre-
sentatives of judicial councils, have de-
plored the very weakness in the admin-
istration of the immigration laws about
which I have been speaking this after-
noon. -

I agree with the Senator from North
Carolina. In an appropriate hearing in
the early part of next year, I shall mar-
shal that opinion evidence. I shall also
marshal whatever documentation is
available in support of my bill. The
Senator from North Carolina may be
sure I shall be in the front row the morn-
ing he opens his hearings, asking to be
recognized as a witness.

I repeat, as I close these remarks, that
I believe the amendment I intended to
offer is a sound and desirable one. It
would not relate to anyone who entered
the country in violation of the immigra=~
tion laws. It would safeguard illegally
admitted persons from being deported,
and from having loss of citizenship pro-
ceedings brought for acts said to have
been committed but which may have oc-
curred 15, 20 or 30 years ago. I do not
believe longtime residents of the United
States should be subjected to what I con-
sider to be this grossly unfair treatment,
and therefore I plead with the Senate to
give favorable consideration to such
amendment, although I would not deny
my friend, the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. KeEnnNEpY] an opportunity
either to accept or reject the amend-
ment and take it to conference. I am
merely asking him to tell me what he
would do should I offer it. I should not
press for a vote, if the Senator felt in
good faith he could not take it to con-
ference. It may very well be that the
Senator may see some advantage in
taking it to conference, to get the con-
ference reaction to it, and, if rejected
there, it could be considered as a bill
later.

On the other hand, if the Senator tells
me he thinks it would be a mistake to
take it to conference, I shall not even
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offer it as an amendment to the bill, but

send it to the desk and ask to have it

appropriately referred. In such event I

shall ask that it remain at the desk until

5 p.m. this coming Friday, for cosigners.
ExHIBIT I

PROPOSED STATUTE OF LIMITATIONS ON DEPOR-
TATION (MEMORANDUM OF CIVIL LIBERTIES
UNION AMENDMENT)

(A) PRESENT SITUATION

1. For 656 years prior to the 1952 law there
had been a statute of limitations on deporta-
tion proceedings. From 1917 there was a
general 5-year period of limitations for bring-
ing deportation proceedings after improper
entry, except for:

(a) deportable offenses committed In the
United States;

(b) subversive aliens; and

(e) entry in violation of quota require-
ments or with improper visa.

2. Under the 1952 act, all statutes of limi-
tations are eliminated, and deportation pro-
ceedings can be brought at any time, no mat-
ter how remote from the improper entry (sec.
241).

(a) Although there is no period of limi-
tations whatsoever for bringing deportation
proceedings, in three instances the statute
specifies that the ground of deportation must
have occurred “within 5 years after entry”:
institutionalization at public expense for
mental disease (sec. 241(a)(3)), public
charge (sec. 241(a) (8)), conviction of viola-
tions of the provisions of title I of the Alien
Registration Act of 1940 (sec. 241(a) (15)).

(b) The 1952 act retroactively ellminated
previous statutes of limitations (sec. 241(d)).

(B) PURPOSE AND OPERATION OF STATUTES OF
LIMITATIONS

1. Statutes of limitations have a twofold
purpose, to protect innocent persons from
prosecution of claims at a time when evi-
dence in defense is not available, and to
spare’ the courts from litigation of stale
claims “after memories have faded, witnesses
died or disappeared, and evidence lost” Chase
Securities Corp. v. Donaldson, 325 U.S. 304,
314 (1944).

2. Under the Federal criminal law, a gen-
eral 6-year statute of limitations is applica-
ble to crimes not punishable by death, 18
U.S.C. 3282, Arson, robbery, burglary, for-
gery, white slave traffic, assault with a deadly
weapon, and larceny are punishable only if
proceedings are instituted within 5 years.

3. Likewise, civil actions are subject to
statutes of limitations of varying periods.

4. The Internal Security Act of 1950, § 4
(e),; provided a 10-year statute of limitations
for conspiracy to establish a totalitarian dic-
tatorship in the United States under foreign
domination or control.

5. Under the Federal eriminal law, fraud-
ulent procurement of citizenship or natural-
ization is subject to a 10-year statute of
limitations 18 U.8.C. 3201.

6. In some countries an alien’'s admission
for permanent residence exempts him from
deportation (Peru). In Brazil, aliens who are
married to citizens and who are responsible
for the support of citizens may not be de-
ported. The most common statute of lim-
itations in foreign countries is a 5-year pe-
riod. Canada grants this limitation to most
offenses excepting subversives. Australia has
a b-year period with limited exceptions.

{C) RATIONALE FOR PRESENT LAW

The major report of the Senate Judiciary
Committee leading to the enactment of the
1952 law justified the present provisions as
follows:

“It is the recommendation of the subcom-
mittee that the time limitation on their
deportation after entry should be eliminated.
If the cause for exclusion existed at the
time of entry, it is belleved that such aliens
are Just as undesirable at any subsequent
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time as they are within the 5 years after
entry * * * all aliens who become public
charges at any time dfter entry * * * should
be subject to deportation at any time" (8.
Rept. No. 1515, 8lst Cong., 2d sess., pp.
389-390).

(D) CONGRESSIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS

The House Committee on Immigration
(79th Cong., lst sess., H. Rept. No. 1312, p.
168) recommended a 10-year statute of lim-
itations on deportation under the 1924 Im-
migration Act.

(E) RECOMMENDATIONS OF PRESIDENTIAL
COMMISSION

The President’'s Commission on Immigra-
tion and Naturalization in its 19563 report
had the following to say as to periods of
limitations on deportation:

“That it is wrong to keep the threat of
punishment indefinitely over the head of
one who breaks the law is a principle deeply
rooted in the ancient traditions of our legal
system. The law requires that criminal
prosecutions, except for capital offenses, such
as murder and treason, be brought within a
fixed period of time or not at all. A
similar dispensation governs the enforcement
of civil liabilities.

“Indeed, the 19562 statute retroactively re-
scind the limited statute of limitations fixed
by previous law. An alien who entered the
United States 25 years ago and whose entry
involved a purely technical violation en-
joyed immunity from deportation for the
last 20 years. Under the 1952 act he is now
agaln subject to deportation. The act
threatens the security of many allens and
their families. Their immunities have been
removed, and they may be torn out of their
accustomed places in the communities in
which they live, no matter how exemplary
their conduct over a long period of years
* * * the new act actually restores the threat
of cruel and inhuman punishment for of-
fenses long since forgiven.

“This undue severity 1s underscored by the
fact that although prosecutions for aggra-
vated criminal violations of the immigra-
tion laws are subject to a 3-year statute of
limitations, deportation proceedings for such
violations—as well as for infractions which
offend no criminal law—are governed by no
statute of limitations and may be brought—
more than say 20 or 40 years after an alien
entered the United States. No one has
suggested any sound reason why the purpose
of limitations—recognition of the unfairness
involved in requiring a person to make a de-
fense long after the event when it is diffi-
cult or impossible to assemble witnesses and
evidence—does not apply to immigration
matters at least with equal force as to prose-
cutions for serious crimes.

“It is sald that the existence of a statute
of limitations would encourage aliens to en-
ter the United States in violation of the im-
migration laws. A person who enters or re-
mains in the United States in violation of
the immigration laws should be subject to
deportation from the United States, but the
consequences of such a violation should be
enforced against him within a reasonable
time. There is a fundamental public purpose
which is served by statutes of limitations
for crimes and in eivil actions. This is just
as important an objective of law enforce-
ment as the avoldance of violation of law”
(pp. 197-198).

The Commission recommended “that the
immigration statute should provide that a
deportation proceeding may not be com-
menced against any alien more than 10 years
after the violation oceurred” (pp. 197-198).

(F) ANALYSIS OF SITUATION

1. Persons who have entered the United
States illegally or who have improperly ob-
tained naturalization should be subject to
removal of the status so improperly at-
tained;
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2. But the absence of a statute of limita-
tions covering deportation is an undesirable
departure from basic principles of law. There
is no valid reason for denying to such persons
what is basic to our jurisprudence, protec-
tion from raking up old and dead issues after
a reasonable period of time, after which
memories of witnesses have faded, contem-
poraneous sources of information are no
longer available, and the general peace of
the community would be unduly upset. Un-
der present law an alien can be deported for
something that took place 50 years ago, even
if it were only of a purely minor technical
character. This means that people who have
lived substantially their entire lives in the
United States can be torn away from:their
families and sent to lands which are utterly
foreign to them;

3. There is no showing whatsoever of a
need for a change in the 65 year old practice
of a statute of limitations for deportation;

4. The fallure to provide for a reasonable
period of limitations, after which deporta-
tion proceedings are based, is unjust, unwar-
ranted, and contrary to the fundamental
pattern of American law; and

5. In view of the present pattern of stat-
utes of limitations in Federal law, a strong
argument could be advanced for a 5 year
statute of limitations for deportation. How-
ever, in view of the recommendations by a
congressional committee and a Presidential
Commission for a 10-year perlod, a 10-year
statute of limitations for instituting deporta-
tion should be enacted.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. MORSE. I am happy to yield to
the Senator from Massachusetts. ;

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
should be happy to cosponsor the bill the
Senator says he will send to the desk.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is already
8 CoSponsor.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
But I feel that the record on the matter
of deportation has been established in the
committee and it has been quite clear
since the very earliest date when the At-
torney General of the United States tes-
tified before the committee, that this
matter merited further, real, considera-
tion.

The Attorney General was subjected to
considerable examination and question-
ing by the Senator from New York [Mr.
Javirs]l, who has demonstrated great
concern, not only on this matter, but on
the establishment of a board of visa ap-
peals, as well as by other members of the
committee who have been concerned
about the question of deportations and
other matters affecting the basic rights
of citizens, both naturalized and alien.

The Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PeLL] has followed the hearings closely
and has been deeply concerned about the
question of deportation. He has spoken
to me, and I know to other members of
the committee. Many other Members of
the Senate have likewise expressed their
concern.

So I thank the Senator from Oregon
for once more, as the senior Senator
from New York has done earlier in the
day, doing great service on the whole
question by suggesting the need for ac-
tive consideration in this area.

During the discussions and the mark-
up in the subcommittee, we had assur-
ances from the Attorney General that
this would be a matter of concern to his
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office, and should be a matter of concern
to the members of the committee. More-
oyer, in the committee report, on page
26, under the title of “Other Matters,” it
is stated:

As previously indicated, the instant bill
does not embody a comprehensive revision
of the Immigration and Nationality Act.

Certainly, Mr. President, if it did, the
matters raised by the senior Senator
from Oregon unquestionably would have
to be considered and perhaps included.
The report goes on to state:

However, the Subcommittee on Immigra-
tlon and Naturalization did give considera-
tion to many proposals contained in other
bills pending before the subcommittee which
would have amended the Immigration and
Nationality Act in other respects. Included
in the suggested changes were proposals to
establish a Board of Visa Appeals and to
establish a statute of limitations in deporta-
tion cases. In the course of the subcommit-
tee's consideration of those two proposals, it
was indicated by the Attorney General that
while he did not think it appropriate at this
time to institute such changes without fur-
ther study, he expressed his willingness to
undertake a complete study of the proposals,
to discuss the desirabllity of the establish-
ment of a Board of Visa Appeals with the
Secretary of State and to report seasonably
on the above matters.

Mr. President, the Attorney General of
the United States has written his views
to me, and I should like to read into the
Recorp at this point the body of his letter
to me under date of September 16, 1965:

Hon. Epwarp M. KENNEDY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SewnaTorR KENwEDY: This is in re-
sponse to your request for a statement sum-
marizing my views on certain proposals for
changes in the Immigration and Nationality
Act. These proposals were, as you know,
considered by the Senate Judiclary Commit-
tee but were not acted upon by it, partly,
I believe, at my request.

None of the proposals in question relates
to or would affect substantially either the
numbers or the qualifications of persons to
be admitted as immigrants. They deal,
rather, with such subjects as procedure, re-
view, deportation, cltizenship, expatriation
and the like.

As I indicated to the committee, it is my
view and that of the administration that
consideration of these proposals should be
deferred until the next session of Congress.
We therefore oppose them at this time.

It should be emphasized, however, that we
do not necessarily oppose these proposals on
the merits. We have always recognized that
there are a number of areas within the gen-
eral area of Immigration and nationality law
which are in need of review and reform.
However, In view of the overriding impor-
tance of the reforms needed in our system
of choosing prospective immigrants, the ad-
ministration has believed that that problem
should be dealt with first. The other areas
in need of reform are in many respects dif-
ficult and complex, and we are still in the
process of making the review and study
needed to develop appropriate recommenda-
tions.

Since neither the executive branch nor the
committees of the Congress have yet had
an opportunity to formulate careful recom-
mendations with respect to these matters, I
am hopeful that the proposals to which you
refer will not be pressed on the floor of the
Senate, or, if pressed, will not be enacted
at this time. I can assure you, howerver,
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that we are very much interested in pursu-
ing reforms in areas outside that covered by
the present bill and will endeavor to have
our studies completed and recommendations
prepared in time for consideration at the
next session of the Congress.

To me this letter indicates, as it did to
other members of the committee who
had been concerned about such questions,
that an effort will be made by the ad-
ministration to look to these various nat-
uralization and deportation problems.
Certainly we should not relinquish our
responsibility on the matter, but the
record has been established in the hear-
ings held on the immigration bill, and
I think the record has been made this
afternoon, that this is a matter of con-
cern to members of the committee, not
only in general as presented by the Sen-
ator from Oregon, but also as deportation
applies to those who came to this coun-
try as young children. I think perhaps
that consideration is even more appeal-
ing.

But I say that it was the feeling of the
committee that at this time we should
take the Attorney General at his word,
and anticipate these recommendations
as matters to be considered during the
next session of Congress.

Mr. MORSE. I say to the Senator
from Massachiisetts [Mr. KENNEDY] that,
as he knows, I shall cooperate with him
completely, as I shall with the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin]. I
shall not offer the amendment. I shall
now send to the desk a bill on behalf of
myself and the Senator from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Kennepy]l, and anyone else
who wishes to join as cosponsor between
now and Friday night at 5 o’clock. I ask
unanimous consent that the bill may be
printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the ReEcorp and held
at the desk, as requested by the Senator
from Oregon.

The bill (8. 2546) to amend the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act to impose a
limitation upon the time for the insti-
tution of deportation proceedings, and
a limitation upon the time for the loss
of U.S. nationality introduced by Mr.
Morsk (for himself and other Senators),
was received, read twice by its title, re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary, and ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That (a)
title II of the Immigration and Nationality
Act is amended by adding at the end of such
title the following section:

“LIMITATION ON TIME OF COMMENCING
DEPORTATION PROCEEDINGS

“Sec. 293. Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of this Act, any alien lawfully ad-
mitted to the United States for permanent
residence shall not, on. or after the date
of the enactment of this section, be deported
by reason of any conduct occurring more
than ten years prior to the institution of de-
portation proceedings against him."”

{b) Section 340 of the Immigration and
Nationality Act (66 Stat. 260; 8 U.S.C. 1451)
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is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

“(k) No proceeding shall be instituted un-
der subsection (a) of this section more than
ten years after a naturalized citizen has been
admitted to citizenship.”

Sec. 2. The table of contents of the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act i1s amended by
adding the following new item at the end
of title IT thereof:

“Sec. 203. Limitation on time of commenc-
ing deportation proceedings.”

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, between
now and next January, I shall be open to
persuasion for any further modification
of the bill which, in its present form, I
believe to be desirable. If it can be im-
proved, I shall go along with the im-
provements, but I urge that there be
early hearings on the bill at the next
session of Congress.

I thank the Senator from New York,
the Senator from Massachusetts, and the
Senator from North Carolina for their
cooperation in this discussion, and for
giving me their assurances that they are
willing to have the issue raised and testi-
mony taken.

Mr. JAVITS. Let me say to the Sena-
tor from Rhode Island [(Mr. PeLrl, who
has shown a profound interest in this
matter, that it is included in the omnibus
bill, S. 1093, which the Senator from
Oregon [Mr., MoRrse]l was gracious
enough to cosponsor with me.

I believe, with the assurances written
into the bill by the distinguished mem-
bers of the committee, that the Senator
need have no doubt that his work with
us this afternoon has had an excellent
effect, and we are coming to grips with
the problem.

Mr. MORSE, I thank the Senator
from New York. The Senafor from
Rhode Island [Mr. PeLL] is about to offer
another proposal, in which I shall be
happy to join as a cosponsor, because he
has a proposal which in some respects is
broader than mine. Therefore, I believe
that between the two proposals, we focus
the light of attention on practically
every facet of the problem of what I con-
sider to be gross injustice in the admin-
istration of our immigration laws.

Mr. ERVIN. As the Senator from Ore-
gon undoubtedly knows, legislation per-
taining to immigration always arouses
a great deal of controversy on the part
of organizations and individuals. There-
fore, under the chairmanship of the
junior Senator from Massachusetts, the
subcommittee conducted many weeks of
hearings and heard many individuals
and organizations speak both for and
against abolition of the national origins
quota system.

We had to make decisions relative to
changes in the immigration laws and
matters of procedure; and the subcom-
mittee reached the conclusion that it
would be best, in order to get effective
action, to have a bill which would be
confined entirely to admission to the
United States of immigrants for perma-
nent residence and ultimate citizenship.

Therefore, the bill has been confined
to that one field.

The Senator from New York, who has
done much studying in this field, made a
valuable contribution to the work of the
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Judiciary Committee, both in the degree
in which he advocated certain sugges-
tions and his forbearance in advocat-
ing others. He agreed with the commit-
tee that it would be better not to go
beyond the field of admission of immi-
grants for permanent residence into the
United States, and to leave for later, mat-
ters dealing with procedure, deporta-
tion, and naturalization. By his for-
bearance, he contributed greafly to the
success of the committee in reporting the
present bill.

Let me assure the Senator from Ore-
gon that not only will T do all T can
to schedule speedy hearings on the de-
portation bill at the next session of Con-
gress, but that I have already notified
the organizations interested in the judi-
cial review bill that we are going to hold
hearings speedily in the early part of the
next session. I hope that the Senator
from Oregon will be there as a witness
at the hearings.

Mr. MORSE. I assure the Senator
from North Carolina that I will be there
as a witness. This is not the first time
I have found the Senator from North
Carolina to be persuasively convineing.

When I heard him a few moments ago,
and when I heard the Senator from
Massachusetts making the remarks he
did as to the committee problem which
faced the Senator from North Carolina,
in handling this immigration bill, vis-a-
vis the national origins problem, I would
have to agree that what we should do
from a parliamentary standpoint is to
delimit the bill primarily to considera-
tion of the problem of national origins.

I would have to agree with that. How-
ever, it does not mean that I do not
believe the statute of limitations should
not be remedied. It is an injustice, and
should be remedied early.

I thank both the Senator from Massa-
chusetts and the Senator from North
Carolina. At least, we have pinpointed
the problem, and we can go on with con-
sideration of my bill, and the bill which
I believe the Senator from Rhode Island
[Mr. PeLL] is about to introduce.

The last comment I wish to make is by
way of a deserved compliment to the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. PELL].
He, too, has been very much concerned
over the general problem of injustice
which we have been discussing in respect
to the administration of the immigra-
tion laws of this country.

The proposal of the Senator from
Rhode Island is one which I highly en-
dorse. I assure him that I appreciate
the support he has given me on my pro-
posal in the past, and I intend to recipro-
cate by sincerely supporting his proposal
when he offers it. 3

Mr. President, I should like to make
certain that my bill has been received
at the desk under the request I have
previously made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BrREwWSTER in the chair). The Senator's
bill will be held until Friday. The Sena-
tor is correct.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, first, I ask
to be made a cosponsor of the bill intro-
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duced by the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
MORSE].

Mr. MORSE. I welcome the Senator’s
sponsorship.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator from
Oregon and the Senator from New York
for their kind words.

First, upon the question of deporta-
tion and then one or two general com-
ments on the bill before us. Last Au-
gust I offered a bill cosponsored by the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. HART]
which provided for the basic provisions
in the bill as submitted by the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, but in addi-
tion to providing a 10-year statute of
limitations on deportation proceedings,
it also made two additional points.

First, it would put an end to the pres-
ent practice whereby naturalized citizens
who refuse to testify before congressional
committees could have their citizenship
revoked, which would again seem to in-
dicate that naturalized citizens are a
different kind of citizens from those
born in the United States. To my mind,
it seems unfair—citizens by choice
rather than citizens by the accident of
birth should be given the favored spot
and not the unfavored spot.

Second, my bill would seek to rectify
what has been already cleared up by the
Supreme Court in the Schneider case.
This was the case which decided that
individuals born in a foreign country
and naturalized in the United States,
and then, through no fault of their own,
spent more than 3 years’ residence in
the country of their birth, would lose
their citizenship. This is on the statute
books but declared by the Supreme
Court to be unconstitutional. It should
be repealed.

Thus, the third portion of my bill
would provide for cleaning up the stat-
ute by removing those points which have
already been rendered inoperative be-
cause of the Supreme Court’s decision.

My hope is that at the same time the
bill of the Senator from Oregon is con-
sidered by the Judiciary Committee, my
bill, S. 2364, might also be considered,
covering these other two points. I
would ask the Senator in charge of the
bill whether that will be agreeable to
him. I thank both him and the Senator
from North Carolina for their willing-
ness to consider the basic problem of
this question on deportation, and I am
wondering whether these other points in
my bill might be considered at that time.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts,
The points which the Senator from
Rhode Island has raised are worthy of
consideration. The bill of the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. MorseE] has been in-
troduced and will be appropriately re-
ferred. It would probably be up to the
members of the committee to make the
determination whether the bills will be
considered together or whether there is
overlapping of the legislation. But cer-
tainly, as a member of the committee,
I would hope that there would be expe-
ditious hearings.

In view of the fact that the Senator
from North Carolina has indicated his
interest in this whole general area, I
would hope the subcommittee itself would
consider the points which have been
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raised and we will have recommenda-
tions from the Attorney General in this
area, as he has indicated in his letter.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator from
Massachusetts. As I indicated earlier,
I would not want to press this as an
amendment. I had it redrafted as an
amendment to the present bill but, re-
alizing the importance of having support
for the bill, behind which we all seem to
be pretty well grouped, I would not want
to jeoparize its passage by offering this
measure as an amendment. But I hope
my bill will be considered by the Judi-
ciary Committee early in the next
session.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr, President, if the
Senator will yield, I will say to my good
friend from Rhode Island that I share
the opinion of the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts that the proposal of the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island merits serious
study. A very good ecase could be made
for the doctrine that a naturalized citi-
zen should stand on the same footing as
a native-born citizen.

Mr. PELL. I thank the Senator, and
appreciate his courtesy, as a senior mem-
ber of the committee, and that of the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. President, at this point I wish to
make some general comments on the bill.

My, President, the bill before us pre-
sents Congress with the epportunity to
adopt an equitable and enlightened im-
migration policy—a clear departure from
the discriminatory national origins
policy that is our present law. It pre-
sents us with the opportunity to prove to
the rest of the world that the faith of our
Founding Fathers has not been lost. And
it grants a greater measure of hope to
those in other lands who have long held
the dream of becoming active partici-
pants in the oldest active democracy the
world knows.

The passage of this reform bill getting
rid of quotas based on national origins
gives me particular delight since my
father, then a Member of Congress, op-
posed the basic restrictive nationalities
immigration law when it came up some
45 years ago.

Contrary to the opinions of some of the
misinformed, this legislation does not
open the floodgates. It increases our
total quota of immigrants from approxi-
mately 158,000 to 170,000 per year. It
still prefers those who have needed skills
and who can contribute in a positive
fashion to this Nation’s progress. It con-
tains that long-lacking element of hu-
maneness which allows the reuniting of
families. And it does away with the dis-
crimination of a national origins system
which states, in effect as well as in prac-
tice, that Southern and Eastern Eu-
ropeans do not make as good citizens as
Western and Northern Europeans—the
Orwellian ‘“All animals are equal, but
some are more equal than others.”

When we go back to the question of
why this original concept was put into
effect, we realize how correct we are in
urging the adoption of the present legis-
lation before us.

In 3 years, the question “Where were
you born?” as a condition of entrance,
will become academic, and this country
will look instead to the relationship to
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U.S. citizens and resident aliens, to the
professional and other high skills which
are offered, and fo the assistance of ref-
ugees from strife-torn lands.

This bill represents the progressive
thinking of a country which has assumed
the leadership of the free world. It is
really a statement of faith that we mean
to continue that leadership, and all the
responsibilities and obligations which it
entails.

I intend to vote for this bill because I
have seen firsthand, through my work as
a Vice Consul in our Foreign Service and
on the International Rescue Committee,
the difficulties and untold hardships
which confront refugees and those who
wish to emigrate to the United States.
Since my election as U.S. Senator from
Rhode Island, I have received hundreds
of pleas for assistance in getting a broth-
er, a daughter, a mother into this coun-
try

The enactment of H.R. 2580 will elimi-
nate, in great part, most of the hardships
written into existing law. I urge my col-
leagues to join in its passage.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSOR

Mr. President, I ask unanimous
consent that the name of the sen-
ior Senator from Oregon be added as a
cosponsor of my bill (S. 2364).

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, informed the Senate that,
pursuant to the provisions of Public Law
89-187, the Speaker had appointed Mr.
Zasrockr, of Wisconsin, Mr. Gray, of Illi-
nois, Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin, and Mr.
HurcHinson, of Michigan as members
of the Father Marquette Tercentenary
Commission on the part of the House.

The message also informed the Senate
that, pursuant to the provisions of House
Resolution 13, 89th Congress, the Speaker
had appointed Mr. Corman, of Califor-
nia, as a member of the Select Committee
To Conduct Studies and Investigations
of the Problems of Small Business, to
fill an existing vacancy thereon.

The message announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 9811) to
maintain farm income, to stabilize prices
and assure adequate supplies of agricul-
tural commodities, to reduce surpluses,
lower Government costs and promote
foreign trade, to afford greater economic
opportunity in rural areas, and for other
purposes; agreed to the conference
asked by the Senatfe on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. CooLEy, Mr. POAGE, Mr. ABBITT,
Mr. Hacen of California, Mr, STUBBLE-
FIELD, Mr. PurceELL, Mr, DAGUE, Mr. BEL-
CHER, and Mr. TEaGUE of California were
appointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

HOW THE JOHN BIRCH SOCIETY
ABETS THE COMMUNISTS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President last week
the John Birch Society opened a head-
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quarters in Washington, thus adding to
a local menagerie of extremists which
already includes the American Nazi Party
and—on a visiting basis for demonstra-
tion purposes—a substantial portion of
the beatnik population of the Nation.

While we have a commission to pro-
tect the architectural beauty of the dis-
trict so that the Capital City will always
be a place of enduring loveliness for the
American people, there is no way in
which we can protect the city from the
political ugliness of our rightwing and
leftwing extremists. We must tolerate
them, as much as it affronts our sense
of decency, because the Constitution
must be kept inviolate.

As my colleagues know, I have been
a consistent critic of the John Birch
Society.

By its extremist antics—its wild
charges of communism leveled against
everyone with whom it disagrees, from
President Eisenhower down; its cam-
paign to impeach Chief Justice Warren;
its thesis that the Communists have vir-
tually taken control of the U.S. Govern-
ment; its conspiratorial activities at com-
munity level—by these and many other
irresponsible activities, the Birch Society
has gravely complicated the task of re-
sponsible anti-Communists.

Indeed, the John Birch Society has
been a real windfall to the Communist
conspiracy because it provides them with
a convenient caricature of anticommu-
nism which they skillfully exploit to en-
courage the spread of anti-anti-com-
munism.

While I know it is in bad taste to
speak about one’'s own honors, I have
recently received an accolade from the
John Birch Society which I cannot re-
sist mentioning to my colleagues.

In their August bulletin I was assailed
as—and I quote their words directly “by
far the most persistent, continuous, ag-
gressive—and damaging—enemy the so-
ciety has had in the U.S. Senate.”

I am profoundly flattered by this desig-
nation, and I promise to do my best to
merit it.

Let me take the time to read to Sen-
ators a few of the pertinent paragraphs
from the recent bulletin of the John
Birch Society, for the purpose of illus-
trating the berserk quality of the so-
ciety’s anticommunism, and its sweep-
ing rejection of all those, no matter how
anti-Communist, who do not share the
society’s lunatic beliefs:

Nor has the American public had much
opportunity to see behind the smooth and
brilllant facade of Senator Doop. Our own
chief interest in him should come, perhaps,
from the fact that he actually boasts of
having himself physically participated in
the civil rights mob march on Washington,
led by Bayard Rustin in August 1963. Or
his other extreme support of the civil rights
fraud. But it is worth noting that he prac-
tically began his career in 1835 by establish-
ing the Connecticut division of the National
Youth Administration, with all of its left-
wing impact and affillation. Also, that later
he was chief trial counsel at the infamous
Nuremberg trials, correctly described by Sen-
ator Taft as a blot forever on the honor of
the United States. And perhaps more sig-
nificant than any of these things is the fact
that he is such a close friend and protege of
Dean Acheson. In fact Acheson’s name
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headed the list of members of the National
Nonpartisan Committee for Dobpp's reelec-
tion to the Senate in 1964.

Among other members of this committee
were Steve Allen, Adolph Berle, Victor Borge,
Irving Brown, Leo Cherne, Sidney Hook,
Brig. Gen. 8. L. A. Marshall, Harry and Bo-
naro Overstreet, Elmo Roper, and Dean
Eugene Rostow.

Now it so happens that several people on
that list—=Steve Allen, S. L. A. Marshall, and
Harry Overstreet for instance—have for years
been among the most viclous, outspoken, and
mendacious enemies of the John Birch So-
clety. It further so happens that Senator
Dopp, although many of his attacks on us
have been more subtle than those, let us
say, of his good friend Harry Overstreet, has
for years been by far the most persistent,
continuous, aggressive—and damaging—
enemy the soclety has had in the U.S. Senate.
But we have been able to take bitter and re-
peated attacks on ourselves—as from William
F. Buckley, Jr., for instance—without ever
striking back, and in fact while continuing
to give our full support to the anti-Socialist
efforts of the attackers.

So let’s make it plain that these comments
are in no way prompted by Senator Dobpp’s
insidious and not so insidious thrusts at the
John Birch Society. But since the Senator
now has nearly 6 years tenure ahead of him
before another senatorial election, and since
he is now becoming so much bolder in sup-
porting the brazen movement ever farther
to the left of this administration—of whose
most inner circle he is an inner part—we
reluctantly concluded that it was our duty
to warn our members not to be misled by
the vaunted and highly publicized anti-
communism of THoMASs JosgPH Dopp. For—
as our excellent research department ad-
vised us fully 5 years ago—it is as shallow
and opportunistic as the anticommunism of
Huserr HumpHREY or Henry Cabot Lodge,
and a misunderstanding on this point can
mislead with regard to many others.

Thus spoke the bulletin of the John
Birch Society.

Coming from a man of Robert Welch’s
genius for fantasy and obfuscation,
these paragraphs are not at all sur-
prising.

After all, this is the man who has
described President Eisenhower and his
brother Milton Eisenhower as members
of the Red network:

In my opinion—

He said—
the chances are very strong that Milton
Eisenhower is actually Dwight Eisenhower's
superior and boss within the whole leftwing
establishment.

This is also the man who said of John
Foster Dulles:

For many reasons, and after a lot of study,
I personally belleve Dulles to be a Commu-
nist agent who has one clearly defined role
to play; namely, always to say the right
things and always to do the wrong ones.

And this is the man who said of Gen.
Lucius Clay that it was his function “to
mess up the Berlin situation so favorably
for the Russians.”

According to Mr. Welch’'s peculiar
brand of lunacy, any form of soclal prog-
ress, whether it is civil rights or unem-
ployment insurance or medicare, is
equated with communism. Thus, in the
running scoreboard he keeps of the de-
gree of control exercised by the Commu-
nists in various countries, Mr. Welch
says that in the United States the Com-
munists have a 60-80 percent control.
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Great Britain, Italy, and Norway are
supposed to be 50-70 percent controlled
by the Communists, while India was 60—
80 percent and Iceland 80-100 percent.

Mr. Welch has an elixir, compounded
of a few fundamentalist ingredients, for
solving all of our problems. All we have
to do is abolish the income tax; impeach
Earl Warren; reestablish States rights;
get the United States out of fhe United
Nations and the United Nations out of
the United States; “put an end to the
Alliance for Progress and foreign aid,
and abolish Radio Free Europe, the
Voice of America, the U.S. Information
Service, the Peace Corps, and all similar
absurdities.”

What is distressing is that despite the
patent lunacy of his charges and his
program, Robert Welch has been able to
attract the support of many thousands
of people who are groping for answers
about communism and who might have
followed other leadership if it had estab-
lished contact with them first.

Although it is proper to hope that the
majority of those who today follow
Robert Welch will some day come to un-
derstand the folly and danger of the
course he has charted for their organiza-
tion, the membership cannot altogether
be exonerated.

Mr. William Buckley, the editor of Na-
tional Review, in a recent series of ar-
ticles assailing the John Birch Society
from the standpoint of responsible con-
servatism, had this to say on the subject
of the responsibility of the membership:

One continues to wonder how it is that the
membership of the John Birch Society toler-
ates such drivel. Until the members rise up
and demand leadership whose programs and
analyses are based on other than the premise
that practically every liberal politician, every
confused professor, every civil rights demon-
strator, everyone who wants free medicine
and civil rights legislation, and Government
control of the economy, is an agent of the
Communist conspiracy—until then, at least,
they ought not to go about the country com-
plaining that the soclety is misrepresented.
Their volces are undoubtedly misrepresented.
But their own voices are not the volces of the
John Birch Society.

The John Birch Society is not listed as
a subversive organization by the Attorney
General, and, in the legal sense of the
term, it was specifically found not to be a
subversive organization by the California
Subcommittee on Un-American Activities
which looked into the activities of the
Birch Society in 1963. The California
subcommittee, however, noted the strik-
ing similarity between the organization
and techniques of the Communist Party
and the John Birch Society.

Each has a monolithie structure—

Said the report—
in which authority gravitates from the top
down through the various echelons to the
rank and flle membership. Each employs
front organizations which it controls from
behind the scenes * * *, Each operates
bookstores and reading rooms through which
it spreads its ideology * * *. Each move-
ment operates through small units scattered
throughout the country. The Communists
call them clubs, the Birchers call them chap-
ters. Each publishes a monthly list of di-
rectives that establish the current line of
activity. The Communists call theirs politi-
cal affairs. The Birchers call theirs the John
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Birch Soclety bulletin. Each is geared to
unleash a barrage of invective and attack
against the .other, and to bring to bear every
pressure and device available.

' An exceedingly interesting note on how
the John Birch Society and other ex-
tremist groups have been operating in the
Midwest appeared in a recent column by
Mr. Charles Bartlett.

Said Mr. Bartlett:

Rural communities are occasionally riled
by strange invasions. Four families came
to Pinedale from California 3 years ago.
They had bank accounts of about the same
size; their children cheered the assassina-
tion of President Kennedy, they preached
hatred against all minority groups; and they
argued that Jesus Christ was an Anglo-
Saxon instead of a Jew. Some local conserv-
atives were attracted by their zeal but a
storm of resentment broke around them last
winter and they moved away.

I came back to the point I made in my
opening remarks—that the extremist
antics of the John Birch Society serve
the purpose of the Communist conspir-
acy. They do so not merely because
they provide the Communists with a con-
venient caricature, but also because the
organization sows hatred and division
and suspicion among our people.

Despite the anti-Communist inten-
tions of these who have joined the so-
ciety, the society, in terms of its objec-
tive impact, must be put down as an un-
witting abettor of the Communist
conspiraey.

AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2580) to amend the Im-
migration and Nationality Act, and for
other purposes.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, it gives me great pleasure to
voice today my support of the immigra-
tion bill, H.R. 2580,

The central principle of this bill—
the repeal of the national origins sys-
tem—was first incorporated in a bill
drafted in the Department of Justice
while I was Attorney General. The bill
distills the accumulated experience and
wisdom of 40 years—the years since the
institution of the discriminatory national
origins system. That system was im-
posed during the postwar crisis in Eu-
rope, when many in the United States
feared that a continuance of unlimited
immigration would lead to the coming
here of tens of millions of unlettered,
poverty-stricken refugees—and of hun-
dreds of thousands of revolutionaries.

Those fears proved unfounded. And
ever since 1924, we have regretted the
excesses of that day. Presidents of both
parties—including every President for
the last quarter century—have deplored
the presence in American law of dis-
criminations directly opposed to the as-
sumptions of our Constitution. Both
political parties, for many years, have
called for the repeal of this system.

All have seen how absurd the system
is. Thaddeus Kosciuszko and Casimir
Pulaski built liberty for all Americans—
and America says to their descendants,
“You are less desirable than Englishmen
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or Irishmen.” Arturo Toscanini built a
symphonic and operatic tradition on
these shores, and Enrico Fermi built
weapons to save our sons’ lives—and
America says to their countrymen, “You
are less welcome here than Swedes or
Germans.” But we know, all America
knows, that our immigrants have built
this Nation—the last as well as the first.

And the follies and the random cruel-
ties the national origins system imposes
have become too clear to be ignored.

Last year, I urged passage of this im-
migration bill before the Subcommittee
on Immigration of the House of Rep-
resentatives. I told them about a widely
known Turkish physician and scientist
who sought to come to this country to
pursue important research in treatment
of heart attacks. An American medical
school was anxious for his services; he
was ‘anxious to come. But because our
immigration law considers Turks as less
worthy than Englishmen, or Irishmen,
or Germans, this doctor could not come.
The United States had then been wait-
ing a year and a half for the valuable
services of this man. We waited until
this summer—a total of 2!%5 years.

I spoke then of others equally qualified,
equally likely to make major contribu-
tions to the welfare and culture of this
country—a Korean radiation specialist;
a Japanese microbiologist; a Greek
chemist. We are still waiting for them.

Last year I noted that a maid, or an
unskilled laborer from a northern Euro-
pean country can enter this country
within a matter of weeks, while scientists
or doctors or other highly skilled per-
sons from less-favored countries wait for
months and years.

Since I spoke then, about 5,000 more
housemaids and unskilled laborers from
northern Europe have come here. And
the doctors and chemists and biologists
are still waiting.

And others are waiting as well—Amer-
ican citizens, waiting for their parents
and brothers and children. An Ameri-
can citizen whose mother is Greek
must wait more than 5 years before she
can get a visa. An American citizen
whose brother, or sister, or married son
or daughter is Italian or Australian,
Spanish or Portuguese, Japanese or Ko-
rean, Indian or Filipino, cannot expect
a visa for them until Congress passes
a special bill. The last such bill, passed
in 1962, admitted all such relatives who
had first applied more than 8 years
earlier.

A system which allows an American
citizen to bring to this country a maid
or a gardener overnight, but forces him
to wait 8 years for his sister—makes no
sense at all.

It makes even less sense when we
realize that every year, tens of thousands
of authorized quota visas go unused—
because the principal beneficiaries of our
discriminatory system neither want nor
need the numbers allotted to them.

England and Ireland are assigned 83,-
000 numbers—over half our total—but
only 32,000 come from these countries
each year. The other 51,000 numbers
are lost.

All this the bill will change. It will
eliminate from the statute books a form
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of discrimination totally alien to the
spirit of the Constitution. Distinctions
based on race or national origin assume
what our law, our traditions, and our
commonsense deny: that the worth of
men can be judged on a group basis.

Our ancient struggle for due process
of law, for equal protection and individ-
ual rights, is the story of the struggle
for individual treatment—for the propo-
sition that no disability may be imposed
on men as members of a class.

Such distinctions will now be abolished.
The children of Pulaski will have the
same chance to come to these shores as
the children of Lafayette; the descend-
ants of Verrazano and Columbus will
have a fair chance to see the shores that
their ancestors first explored. They will
compete for admission to this country
on the basis of their family ties here, and
on their potential contribution to the
welfare and culture of the United States.
No longer will the place of a man's birth
determine whether he has a place in
America,

There is one provision of this bill,
however, that is in my judement a
serious mistake. The bill would put a
ceiling on immigration from the Western
Hemisphere, roughly equivalent to the
present rate.

Three years from now, the question of
immigration from the Western Hemi-
sphere would be reexamined.

This provision would impose a statu-
tory limit on immigration from Latin
America and Canada for the first time in
our history. Even in 1920 and 1924,
when the national origins system sharply
limited immigration from the rest of the
world, the Congress recognized the spe-
cial relationship between the United
States and our neighbors to the north
and south, and refused to place a flat
numerical limitation on immigration
from the Western Hemisphere. This
provision ignores that history, and that
special relationship. In a world which is
searching for increased cooperation and
closeness between nations, the relation-
ship of the United States with Canada
and Latin America could serve as a goal
and a model for others. We should not
go backward now.

Placing a statutory limit on immigra-
tion in the Western Hemisphere, is, more-
over, without any affirmative benefit.

The strict requirements of our law with
regard to literacy, health, and ability to
support oneself without displacing Amer-
ican workers, insure that no more immi-
grants will come here from the Western
Hemisphere than can be reasonably ab-
sorbed.

Congress did not at that time regard
this far greater volume of immigration
as anything but a benefit to the United
States.

Now, with a population twice as great,
and a gross national product more than
seven times as great, we are saying by
this provision that we are fearful of im-
migration from the Western Hemisphere.

Our relationship with Canada and
Latin America is unique in the world, In
our relationship with Latin Ameriea in
particular, we are engaged in a great
experiment to see whether the societies
which are rich and free can help those
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who are less free and poor, and to live in
a world society in peace and harmony.

It is not in our interest to turn away
from this experiment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I yield.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. It
is my understanding that in 1924 we had
an immigration from Western Hemi-
sphere countries of 190,000 immigrants.
As the Senator pointed out, assuming the
fact we had 190,000 coming at that par-
ticular time, there was no effort to place
a restriction on the Western Hemisphere
countries.

I believe that in light of the history of
our relationship with the Western Hemi-
sphere countries, it is important to indi-
cate to our Latin American and Cana-
dian friends that there are many of us
deeply concerned about this particular
provision in the legislation.

I wanted to ask the Senator whether
it was his feeling, given the history of
our relationships within the Western
Hemisphere, that the provisions of this
bill are of a restrictive nature?

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Let me
say to the Senator from Massachusetts
that I do. The 1924 population was only
100 million—about 190,000 immigrants
came from Latin American countries—
and the gross national product of the
United States was only $86 billion. To-
day the population of the United States
is 190 million, and the gross national
produet is more than $600 billion.

Certainly, if we could afford no limita-
tion at that time, it would seem un-
reasonable to propose a limitation at this
time. We have a special relationship
with the countries of Latin America.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. As
I understand, the bill as it passed the
House provided for a moving or sliding
formula; that is, if hemispheric immi-
gration exceeded by more than 10 per-
cent the mean of the previous 5 years, it
would be the responsibility of the Presi-
dent to report to Congress with recom-
mendations, if any. Does the Senator
from New York feel that this kind of pro-
vision along with the other provisions
in the proposed legislation, such as the
tightening of the labor restrictions and
the health and the public charge pro-
visions, would have served us well in see-
ing that there would not be a wave of
individuals who would come to the
United States from the Western Hemi-
sphere countries?

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. That is
correct. Therefore immigration from
the Western Hemisphere is, I believe, a
gratuitous issue at this time. And this
is particularly true when we consider
our relationship with Latin America and
Canada, which is so close.

It is an example to other countries
all over the world where people have
trouble getting along with their neigh-
bors.

All we have to do is look around at
Vietnam, South Vietnam, Cambodia,
Pakistan, and India, the problems in
the Middle East and Arab countries, and
even Jordan and Egypt. ;

Here we have this close relationship
that exists between our 21 nations to
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the south—20 close, intimate friends of
ours—and Canada to the north. I be-
lieve it should be continued.

I do not think this adds to it and I
am opposed to it.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. As
a final point, I believe there have been
many who suggested if we had not
adopted the ceiling of 120,000 we would
be opening the floodgates, so to speak,
to the tremendous population growth
and development in Central America
and South America.

But I hasten to add, as the Senator
from New York pointed out, in our col-
loquy, that this bill still provides strong
safeguards with regard to the Secretary
of Labor and the Secretary of Health,
Eduecation, and Welfare, so far as the
health provisions, the public charge pro-
visions, and so forth. Therefore, we are
making a generalization that without
this kind of firm ceiling we would be
opening up our floodgates. It is un-
realistic.

Does the Senator agree?

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I agree.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
to place in the Recorp at this point the
separate views filed by myself and Sen-
ators Hart and Javirs on this matter.

There being no objection, the separate
views were ordered to be printed in the
RECcorp, as follows:

SEPARATE VIEWS OF MRr. KENNEDY OF MASBA-
CHUSETTS, MR. HART, AND MR. JAVITS

The 1965 amendments to the Immigration
and Nationality Act, as reported by the Sen-
ate Judiclary Committee, contain a numeri-
cal ceiling of 120,000 quota numbers for the
Western Hemisphere, effective July 1, 1968.
This restriction was placed in the bill, over
our opposition, during the Senate Immigra-
tion Subcommittee’s consideration of H.R.
2580. The amendment to the bill also calls
for the establishment of a Select Commis-
sion on Western Hemisphere Immigration to
study and report to the Congress on the
demographic, economie, and soclal trends in
this hemisphere and their implications for
U.S. immigration policy.

At no other time in the history of our im-
migration policy have we disturbed or altered
the unique relationship that exists among
the nations of the New World. The direc-
tion of the many treaties and formal agree-
ments between the nations of this hemi-
sphere has been one of bringing greater unity
among frlends—not the imposition of re-
strictions. Even with enactment of our most
restrictive general immigration law in 1924,
special recognition was given to Western
Hemisphere countries, at a time when total
immigration from the hemisphere to the
United States was almost double our present
average experience. Yet today, in an un-
precedented period of U.S. power and affiu-
ence, we are faced with the possibility of
placing a quota for the first time on immi-
gration from this hemisphere.

The existence of a nonquota status for
nationals of the Western Hemisphere has
never been considered a form of discrimina-
tion against the other nations of the world,
for the distinction was not based on race,
religion, or ethnie origin. It was a firm in-
dication of our esteem for our good neighbors
and our pride in the speclal solidarity that
exists among the people of this hemisphere.
Now. despite the absence of any real immi-
gration problem, and the presence of more
stringent qualitative controls on entry to
this country, it is proposed that we take this
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historic step backward in our otherwise
progressive Western Hemisphere policles.
We consider this decision by the Senate
Immigration Subcommittee to be most re-
grettable. The majority of the hemisphere
immigrants come to us from our closest
neighbors—Canada and Mexico. We have
long welcomed especially the contributions
of these nations to our culture and soclety.
It is our hope, should this provision remain

in the bill, that the Select Commission on
Western Hemisphere Immigration, having
time to give proper consideration to this is-
sue, will see the benefits that would result
from a continuation of our present immigra-
tion policy within the Americas and recom-
mend the elimination of the quota limitation
in this bill prior to its effective date.

Epwarp M. EENNEDY.

PHILIP A. HART.

Jacos K. JavrTs.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, would the
Senator yield so that I may make some
observations, without losing his right to
the floor?

Mr. EENNEDY of New York. I would
be happy to yield.

Mr. ERVIN. The colloquy between
the Senator from New York and the
Senator from Massachusetts regarding
a Western Hemisphere ceiling reminds
me that on February 25, 1955, the then
Senator Lehman of New York, on behalf
of himself, Senator Green from Rhode
Island, Senator HumpHREY from Min-
nesota, Senator Kefauver from Tennes-
see, the late President Kennedy, while he
was serving as a Member of this body,
Senator Langer of North Dakota, Senator
Chavez of New Mexico, Senator Mac-
NusoN of Washington, Senator Mec-
Namara of Michigan, Senator Morse of
Oregon, Senator Murray of Montana,
Senator PasTore of Rhode Island, and
the late Senator Richard Neuberger of
Oregon, introduced a bill to replace the
so-called McCarran-Walter Act.

In stating the prinecipal purposes of
this bill, Senator Lehman said that the
bill was to establish an annual world
immigration ceiling of approximately
250,000 a year. Then, he stated that
one of the major purposes would be to
require all ordinary immigration from
the Western Hemisphere to be included
within the annual quota limits.

In other words, the bill which was
introduced by Senator Lehman and his
cosponsors on February 25, 1955, pro-
posed a worldwide immigration quota of
250,000 persons and covered the Western
Hemisphere along with the Eastern
Hemisphere.

On February 25, 1955, the same day,
Senator Lehman, in a speech in the Sen-
ate, said:

A major feature of the proposed act is its
consolidation, within the quota, of all gen-
eral immigration, including immigration
from the Western Hemisphere. This has been
done in order to put all forelgn countries
on the same basis consistent with the best
interest and needs of the United States.
Thus the proposed act does not give non-
quota status, as present law does, to allens
born in the Western Hemisphere, with the
right to immigrate to the United States with-
out limitation as to number.

Senator Lehman . then testified in
favor of the bill before the Committee
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on the Judiciary on November 22, 1955.
In the course of his testimony, he said:

I say to those who criticize placing Western
Hemisphere nations under the quota sys-
tem—let’s be fair to all. The same criteria
should apply to all peoples, regardless of the
place of their birth. I believe our Latin
American neighbors will respect us for such
a policy.

Two years prior to that time, on Au-
gust 3, 1953, Senator Lehman, who was
the first person to introduce a bill to
abolish the national origins quota sys-
tem of the McCarran-Walter Act, said
this on the same subject:

In the place of the national origins quota
system a new unified quota system has been
substituted. This new system, for the first
time, places all general immigration for per-
manent residence, including immigration
from the Western Hemisphere, within the
framework of the liberalized quota system,
and makes that system equitable and non-
discriminatory in all respects while at the
same time maintaining a regulated and close-
ly supervised flow of immigration to these
shores.

I cite these statements because I believe
they have a direct bearing on the subject
the Senator from New York is discussing.
I recognize that there is a difference of
opinion on this point. Some take the po-
sition that it would be wiser not to im-
pose a limitation on immigration from
the Western Hemisphere; others take
Senator Lehman’s position. This is my
position for two reasons: In the first
place, such a limitation would abolish
discrimination in favor of the Western
Hemisphere as against the Eastern Hemi-
sphere; and, in the second place, it would
be wiser at this time to impose a limita-
tion, because, at a future date, when we
receive pressure for immigration from
those countries, it will be more difficult
to impose restrictions.

I think all of us agree that we do not
want unrestricted immigration; that the
country is no longer in a position to ac-
cept unrestricted immigration. I feel we
should be consistent in applying our
restrictions.

As the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. EENNEDY] said a moment ago, the
bill contains a safeguard in that it post-
pones the effective date of the limitation
on immigration from the Western Hemi-
sphere until July 1, 1968, and establishes
a commission to study this problem, in
the meantime.

I thank the Senator from New York for
yielding and giving me the opportunity
to call attention to the statements made
by the late Senator Lehman in 1953 and
1955.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I ap-
preciate the courtesy of the Senator from
North Carolina. I appreciate also the
force of his argument and the position
that was taken a decade ago by Senator
Lehman and others, including, as I be-
lieve the Senator from North Carolina
mentioned, Senator Kennedy of Massa-
chusetts.

Mr, ERVIN. Yes. The late Senator
from New York, Mr. Lehman, advocated,
in prior sessions of Congress, many of
the features of the bill now before the
Senate. It is rather significant that this
bill should be the culmination of the
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many recommendations made by the late
Senator from New York, and also that
they should have been approved and ad-
vocated by the late former Senator John
F. Kennedy, brother of the distinguished
junior Senator from New York, who him-
self has had much to do with bringing
this legislation to fruition, and whose
brother, the distinguished Senator from
Massachusetts, who is managing the bill
so well.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I thank
the Senator from North Carolina. But
I repeat my belief that our relationship
with Canada and Latin America is unique
in the world. Our relationship with
Latin America, in particular, is of special
importance at this time. We are en-
gaged In a great experiment, to see
whether societies which are rich and free
can help those which are less free and
poor, in a feeling of partnership, to live
in a world society in peace and harmony.
I believe it is not in our interest to turn
away from this experiment at the present
time; I think we would be in error in
doing so.

The hardships and the inequities that
will be righted by this bill can be seen
from the files of any Senator.

Mrs. Berta Alfassa is an elderly widow,
whose one sister is an American citizen.
She would like to spend her last years
with her sister and brother-in-law here
in New York State; but the Greek fourth-
preference quota is filled for longer than
Mrs. Alfassa can expect to live. When
this bill is passed, she will be able to
come to this country within 2 years time.

Salvatore and Terresa Alanzone and
their three daughters want to join their
family here. Because the Italian
fourth-preference quota does not exist,
they have been waiting since September
of 1954. Mr. Alanzone is 61 and his wife
is 55; under the present system, no visa
would be available for them for an in-
definite time. But under the bill we are
now passing, the Alanzones will join
their loved ones here before the year is
out.

Wong Chik Chi has been waiting to
join her daughter, Yuet Woo Hom, a
citizen of the United States. Under
present law, it is difficult to tell how much
longer their mother and daughter will
have to wait to be reunited, but under the
new bill, which gives nonguota status to
parents of American citizens, they would
be reunited as fast as papers could be
processed.

Mrs. Ruth Alony was born in Israel.
She came here as a student, and last
year married a native Israeli now resident
in the United States awaiting his citizen-
ship. Because the Israeli quota is so
small, she cannot remain here. She and
her husband are faced with a ecruel
choice; either she must return to Israel
and leave him here to await his citizen-
ship, or her visa; or he must return to
Israel with her and forfeit his chance
for citizenship. But the bill we are now
enacting into law would give her a visa
almost immediately.

But to my mind most important, we
need immigration. The history of
America, as Oscar Handlin has said, is
the history of immigrants.



September 20, 1965

Our strength is in variety, not same-
ness. Our unity is that of the living,
not the graveyard. Our greatness we
owe not to the bayonet, or to the atomic
bomb, but to our capacity to attract and
absorb the richness of diversity—be-
cause to all men we attempt to secure
the same measure of freedom and op-
portunity.

Yet our immigration policy has
lagged behind the promises of our tra-
dition and the progress of the world.
Trade crosses borders ever more freely;
capital flows by the mere entering of
figures on ledgers; ideas spirit from one
country to another as fast as the print-
ing press and the airplane can carry
them; news, protests, approvals, anger
and gratitude travel with the speed of
light. But people—the people who make
the goods, create the capital, think and
live the ideas—move almost as slowly
as if the airplane or even the railroad
had never been invented.

Robert Young, in his campaign for
railroad reform, used to say:

A hog can go coast to coast without chang-
ing trains—but you can't.

And so it is now; Olivetti typewriters
and Fellini movies come here more
smoothly and easily than the gifted peo-
ple who make them.

This is the central problem of im-
migration today; that the law has not
kept pace with the development of this
Nation and of the world. It has not
recognized that one people is not intrin-
sically superior or inferior to another
people. It has not recognized that indi-
viduals have rights irrespective of their
citizenship. It has not recognized that
the relevant community is not merely
the nation but all men of good will. It
has not recognized that no human insti-
tution can cease to change and grow—
without dying.

It is time that the law catch up to the
world. And it is time that we help it
to do so.

This legislation would accomplish this
end. I am therefore pleased to have
played a part in its creation. I am
proud to work for it now. I think we
will all be proud of its passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I sug-
gest that a page ask the Senator from
Mississippi [Mr. SteEnnis] to step into the
Chamber.

Mr. EENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, with the permission of the
senior Senator from Oregon, I should
like to commend the junior Senator from
New York.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, first, I
commend the junior Senator from New
York for his speech. I join him in com-
mending the committee for their report
on this bill.

Some of us have worked many years
for this particular hour in trying to bring
about the passage of a bill that would
bring to an end what is considered to be
gross discrimination and injustice in re-
gard to the national origins aspect of our
immigration policy.
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I commend both the Senator from New
York and the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

The Senator from Mississippi is
present in the Chamber. I wish to state
that shortly he and I propose to give a
brief legislative history of the Defense
appropriations bill.

The Senator from Mississippi has an-
other engagement and must leave at an
early hour. However, I am sure that he
can stay long enough for the chairman
of the subcommittee to make such com-
ment as he cares to make.

Mr. KEENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Who has
the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Presiding Officer is under the impression
that the Senator from New York has
yielded the floor and the Chair then
recognized the senior Senator from
Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, if the
Senator did not yield the floor, I apologize
and yield the floor back to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, I only have a few more
moments.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
President, I commend the Senator from
New York for his presentation here this
afternoon and state that we were
fortunate in the early part of the hear-
ings to have the testimony of the Sena-
tor from New York on S. 500, which was
the original Senate bill this year and
which lead to the bill that the Senate
is considering today.

Senate bill 500 was introduced in this
body by the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Hartl. This bill was the result of the
constant work and deliberation of the
Senator from Michigan [Mr, Harrl, and
the Justice Department under the then
Attorney General Kennedy.

I know that it was the basis of many
of the ideas which are included in HR.
2580. Many of those ideas have been
worked over, developed and considered
over a considerable period of time. The
members of the committee appreciated
the testimony that was given by the
Senator from New York and appreciated
the work of the Justice Department in
placing before us the raw piece of
marble that has now become H.R. 2580.
Much of this groundwork was done
when the junior Senator from New York
was Attorney General.

I believe that this is a matter of
record and should be noted by the Senate.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, the Senator from North Caro-
lina was kind enough to mention my
involvement in this matter several years
ago and also the work done by the jun-
jor Senator from Massachusetts, my
younger brother, who is the Senator in
charge of the bill at the present time.

I should like to mention also that
President Kennedy was interested in this
matter before either of us, when he was
in the House of Representatives, when
he was a Senator, and finally when he
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became the President of the United
States in 1961.

President Kennedy wrote a book en-
titled, “A Nation of Immigrants.” The
work on that book was not completed
in November 1963. The work on that
book continued after November of 1963
under my general supervision, together
with Mr. Mike Feldman at the White
House. We contributed ideas to the book,
as did my brother, the junior Senator
from Massachusetts.

The book traces the immigration prog-
ress here in the United States and also
the role that President Kennedy played
in that progress and how he felt about
the matter.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this book, which is relatively
small, be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

A NATION OF IMMIGRANTS
(By John F. EKennedy)
INTRODUCTION BY ROBERT F, KENNEDY

I know of no cause which President Ken-
nedy championed more warmly than the im-
provement of our immigration policies. Our
attitude toward the immigrant has gradually
matured to a full appreciation of the contri-
bution he can make and has made to Ameri-
can life. Much of the story of that develop-
ment is set forth in this book. But recent
years have witnessed a legislative lag.

Every forward step in immigration legisla-
tion since World War II bore the John F.
EKennedy imprint: the Displaced Persons Act
and the Refugee Rellef Act, which he spon-
sored while in Congress; the 1957 bill to bring
families together, which he led to passage in
the Senate; and the comprehensive reform
of our law which he recommended to Con-
gress as President,

In 1958, while the fight for the 1957 amend-
ments was still fresh, he published his first
edition of this book. It was deliberately de-
signed to provide those who were unfamiliar
with this aspect of our history with an ap-
preciation of the enormous contributions to
American life made by immigrants. He felt
that this understanding was essential to any
Tuture effort to eliminate the diserimination
and cruelty of our immigration laws,

When President Kennedy sent his historic
message to Congress calling for a complete
revision of the law, he decided it was also
time to revise the book for use as a weapon
of enlightenment in the coming legislative
battle.

He was working on the book at the time
of the assassination. It was decided that it
should be published posthumously. This
legacy should not be denied those committed
to the battle for immigration reform.

President Kennedy's interest in the immi-
grant and in the law governing his admission
to the United States sprang from many
sources. He was himself only two generations
removed from an immigrant. On his senti-
mental visit to Ireland in June of 1963, he
stood at the spot from which Patrick Ken-
nedy embarked, and said:

"“When my great-grandfather left here to
become a cooper in East Boston, he carried
nothing with him except a strong religious
faith and a strong desire for liberty. If he
hadn't left, I would be working at the Alba-
tross Co. across the road.”

For 14 years, in the House and in the Sen-
ate, he represented Massachusetts, which has
the highest percentage of foreign nationality
groups of any State in our country. Presi-
dent Eennedy met with them, in thelr homes
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and factories, at their picnics and cultural
events, He admired their heritage and their
determination to succeed. A student of his-
tory, President Kennedy understood the
fruitful interplay between the immigrants
and the Nation they adopted, They must be
given full credit for changing America from
a colony to a leader of the free world, from
a predominantly agricultural economy to &
highly diversified, highly skilled industrial
complex,

Our attitude toward immigration reflects
our faith in the American ideal. We have
always believed it possible for men and
women who start at the bottom to rise as far
as their talent and energy allow. Neither
race nor creed nor place of birth should
affect their chances.

As I stated before the House Judiclary
Subcommittee on Immigration and Nation-
ality in July 1964, it is my conviction that
there are few areas in our law which more
urgently demand than our present unfair
system of choosing the Immigrants we will
allow to enter the United States. It is a
source of embarrassment to us around the
world. It is a source of anguish to many
of our own citizens with relatives abroad.
It is a source of loss to the economic and
creative strength of our Nation as a whole.

There is no reason to believe that any-
thing has happened to change the relation
between America and its immigrants. The
number of people who wish to come here
today is much smaller than it was In the
19th century. But their aspirations are the
same. Their need is as great. The contri-
bution they can make is, if anything, even
greater.

In this book, President EKennedy tells us
what immigrants have done for Amerieca,
and what America has done for its Immi-
grants, It is one of the dramatic success
stories of world history. I am very happy
that this book is being relssued now, so it
can stand as a testament to a cause Presi-
dent Kennedy cherished, and which we
should carry on.

CHAPTER 1—A NATION OF NATIONS

On May 11, 1831, Alexls de Tocqueville, a
young French aristocrat, disembarked in the
bustling harbor of New York City. He had
crossed the ocean to try to understand the
implications for European clvilization of the
new experiment in demoecracy on the far side
of the Aflantic. In the next 9 months,
Tocqueville and his friend Gustave de Beau-
mont traveled the length and breadth of the
eastern half of the continent—from Boston to
Green Bay and from New Orleans to Quebec—
in search of the essence of American life.

Tocqueville was fascinated by what he
saw. He marveled at the energy of the peo-
ple who were building the new Nation. He
admired many of the new political insti-
tutions and ideals. And he was impressed
most of all by the spirit of equality that
pervaded the life and customs of the people.
Though he had reservations about some of
the expressions of this spirit, he could dis-
cern its workings in every aspect of Ameri-
can society—in politics, business, personal
relations, culture, thought. This commit-
ment to equality was In striking contrast
to the class-ridden soclety of Europe. Yet
Tocqueville believed “the democratic revolu-
tion" to be irresistible.

“Balanced between the past and the fu-
ture,” as he wrote of himself, “with no nat-
ural instinctive attraction toward either, I
could without effort quietly contemplate each
glde of the question.” On his return to
France, Tocqueville delivered his dispas-
slonate and penetrating judgment of the
American experiment in his great work “De-
mocracy in America.” No one, before or
since, has written about the United States
with such insight. And, in discussing the
succesive waves of immigration from Eng-
land, France, Spain, and other European
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countries, Tocqueville identified a central
factor in the American democratic faith:

“All these European colonies contained the
elements, if not the development, of a com-
plete democracy. Two causes led to this re-
sult. It may be sald that on leaving the
mother country the emigrants had, in gen-
eral, no notion of superiority one over an-
other. The happy and powerful do not go
into exile, and there are no surer guarantees
of equality among men than poverty and
misfortune.”

To show the power of the equalitarian spirit
in America, Tocqueville added: “It happened,
however, on several occasions, thaf persons
of rank were driven to America by politieal
and religious quarrels. Laws were made to
establish a gradation of ranks; but it was
soon found that the soll of America was
opposed to a territorial aristocracy.”

What Alexis de Tocqueville saw in America
was a soclety of Immigrants, each of whom
had begun life anew, on an equal footing.
This was the secret of America: a nation of
people with the fresh memory of old tradi-
tions who dared to explore new frontlers,
people eager to bulld lives for themselves in
a spacious society that did not restrict their
freedom of choice and action.

Since 1607, when the first English settlers
reached the New World, over 42 million people
have migrated to the United States. This
represents the largest migration of people
in all recorded history. It is two and a half
times the total number of people now living
in Arizona, Arkansas, Colorado, Delaware,
Idaho, Eansas, Maine, Montana, Nevada,
New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota,
Oregon, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Utah,
Vermont, and Wyoming.

Another way of indicating the importance
of immigration to America is to poilnt out
that every American who ever lived, with the
exception of one group, was either an im-
migrant himself or a descendant of immi-
grants.

The exception? Will Rogers, part Chero-
kee Indian, said that his ancestors were at
the dock to meet the Mayflower. And some
anthropologists believe that the Indians
themselves were immigrants from another
continent who displaced the original Amer-
icans—the aborigines.

In just over 360 years, a nation of nearly
200 million people has grown up, populated
almost entirely by persons who either came
from other lands or whose forefathers came
from other lands. As President Franklin D,
Roosevelt reminded a convention of the
Daughters of the American Revolution, “Re-
member, remember always, that all of us,
and you and I especially, are descended from
immigrants and revolutionists.”

Any great soclal movement leaves its mark,
and the massive migration of peoples to the
New World was no exception to this rule.
The interaction of disparate cultures, the
vehemence of the ideals that led the immi-
grants here, the opportunity offered by a new
life, all gave America a flavor and a char-
acter that make it as unmistakable and as
remarkable to people today as it was to Alexis
de Tocqueville in the early part of the 19th
century. The contribution of immigrants
can be seen in every aspect of our national
life. We see it in religion, in politics, in
business, in the arts, in education, even in
athletics and in entertainment. There is no
part of our Nation that has not been touched
by our immigrant background. Everywhere
immigrants have enriched and strengthened
the fabric of American life. As Walt Whit-
man said:

These States are the amplest poem,
Here 1s not merely a nation but a
teeming Nation of nations.

To know America, then, It is necessary to
understand this peculiarly American soclal
revolution. It is necessary to know why over
42 million people gave up their settled lives

September 20, 1965

to start anew in a strange land. We must
know how they met the new land and how it
met them, and, most important, we must
know what these things mean for our present
and for our future.

CHAPTER 2—WHY THEY CAME

Little is more extraordinary than the decl-
silon to migrate, little more extraordinary
than the accumulation of emotions and
thoughts which finally leads a family to say
farewell to a community where it has lived
for centuries, to abandon old ties and famil-
iar landmarks, and to sall across dark seas
to a strange land. Today, when mass com-
munications tell one part of the world all
about another, it is relatively easy to under-
stand how poverty or tyrany might compel
people to exchange an old nation for a new
one. But centuries ago migration was a leap
into the unknown. It was an enormous in-
tellectual and emotional commitment. The
forces that moved our forebears to thelr great
decision—the decision to leave their homes
and begin an adventure filled with incal-
culable uncertainty, risk and hardship—must
have been of overpowering proportions.

Oscar Handlin, in his book “The Uprooted,"
describes the experience of the immigrants:

“The crossing immediately subjected the
emigrant to a sucession of shattering shocks
and decisively conditioned the life of every
man that survived it. This was the initial
contact with life as it was to be. For many
peasants it was the first time away from
home, away from the safety of the circum-
scribed little villages in which they had
passed all their years. Now they would learn
to have dealings with people essentially dif-
ferent from themselves. Now they would
collide with unaccustomed problems, learn
to understand alien ways and alien lan-
guages, manage to survive in a grossly foreign
environment.”

Initially, they had to save up money for
passage. Then they had to say goodby to
cherished relatives and frlends, whom they
could expect never to see again, They started
their journey by traveling from their villages
to the ports of embarkation, Some walked;
the luckier trundled their few possessions
into carts which they sold before boarding
ship. Some paused along the road to work
in the flelds in order to eat. Before they
even reached the ports of embarkation, they
were subject to illness, accidents, storm and
snow, even to attacks by outlaws.

After arriving at the ports, they often had
to walt days, weeks, sometimes months, while
they bargained with captains or agents for
passage. Meanwhile, they crowded into
cheap lodginghouses near the quays, sleeping
on straw in small, dark rooms, sometimes as
many as 40 in a room 12 by 15 feet.

Until the middle of the 19th century the
immigrants traveled in sailing vessels. The
average trip from Liverpool to New York took
40 days; but any estimate of time was
hazardous, for the ship was subject to winds,
tides, primitive navigation, unskilled sea-
manship and the whim of the captain. A
good size for the tiny craft of those days was
300 tons, and each omne was crowded with
anywhere from 400 to a thousand passengers.

For the immigrants, their shipboard world
was the steerage, that confined space below
deck, usually about 75 feet long and 25 feet
wide. In many vessels no one over 514
feet tall could stand upright. Here they
lived their days and nights, receiving their
daily ration of vinegar-flavored water and
trying to eke out sustenance from whatever
provisions they had brought along., When
their food ran out, they were often.at the
mercy of extortionate captains. "

They huddled in their hard, cramped
bunks, freezing when the hatches were open,
stifling when they were c¢losed. The only
light came from a dim, swaying lantern.
Night and day were indistinguishable. But
they were ever aware of the treacherous



September 20, 1965

winds and waves, the scampering of rats and
the splash of burials. Diseases—cholera, yel-
low fever, smallpox and dysentery—took
their toll. One in ten falled to survive the
crossing.

Eventually the journey came to an end.
The travelers saw the coast of America with
mixed feelings of relief, excitement, trepida-
tion and anxiety. For now, uprooted from
old patterns of life, they found themselves
in Handlin's phrase, “in a prolonged state
of crisis—crisis in the sense that they were,
and remained, unsettled.” They reached the
new land exhausted by lack of rest, bad food,
confinement and the strain of adjustment
to new conditions. But they could not pause
to recover their strength. They had no re-
serves of food or money; they had to keep
moving until they found work. This meant
new strains at a time when their capacity
to cope with new problems had already been
overburdened.

There were probably as many reasons for
coming to America as there were people who
came. It was a highly individual decision.
Yet it can be sald that three large forces—
religious persecution, political oppression
and economic hardship—provided the chief
motives for the mass migrations to our
shores, They were responding, in their own
way, to the pledge of the Declaration of
Independence: the promise of “life, liberty
and the pursuit of happiness.”

The search for freedom of worship has
brought people to America from the days of
the Pilgrims to modern times. In our own
day, for example, anti-Semitic and anti-
Christian persecution in Hitler's Germany
and the Communist empire have driven peo-
ple from their homes to seek refuge in
America. Not all found what they sought
immediately. The Puritans of the Massa-
chusetts Bay Colony, who drove Roger
Williams and Anne Hutchinson into the
wilderness, showed as little tolerance for dis-
senting bellefs as the Anglicans of England
had shown to them. Minority religious sects,
from the Quakers and Shakers through the
Catholics and Jews to the Mormons and Je-
hovah's Witnesses, have at various times
suffered both diserimination and hostility in
the United States.

But the very diversity of religious belief
has made for religious toleration. In de-
manding freedom for itself, each sect had
increasingly to permit freedom for others.
The insistence of each successive wave of
immigrants upon its right to practice its re-
ligion helped make freedom of worship a
central part of the American creed. Peo-
ple who gambled their lives on the right to
believe in their own God would not lightly
surrender that right in a new society.

The second great force behind immigration
has been political oppression. America has
always been a refuge from tyranny. Asa na-
tion conceived in liberty, it has held out to
the world the promise of respect for the
rights of man. Every time a revolution has
failed in Europe, every time a nation has sue-
cumbed to tyranny, men and women who
love freedom have assembled their families
and their belongings and set sall across the
seas. Nor has this process come to an end
in our own day. The Russian Revolution,
the terrors of Hitler's Germany and Musso-
lini’s Italy, the Communist suppression of
the Hungarian Revolution of 1956, and the
cruel measures of the Castro regime in
Cuba—all have brought new thousands seek-
ing sanctuary in the United States.

The economic factor has been more com-
plex than the religious and political factors.
From the very beginning, some have come to
America In search of riches, some in flight
from poverty, and some because they were
bought and sold and had no choice.

And the various reasons have intertwined.
Thus some early arrivals were lured to these
shores by dreams of amassing great wealth,
like the Spanish conquistadors in Mexico and
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Peru. These adventurers, expecting quick
profits in gold, soon found that real wealth
lay in such crops as tobacco and cotton. As
they built up the plantation economy in
States like Virginia and the Carolinas, they
needed cheap labor. So they began to im-
port indentured servants from England, men
and women who agreed to labor a term of
years in exchange for eventual freedom, and
slaves from Africa.

The process of industrialization in America
increased the demand for cheap labor, and
chaotic economic conditions in Europe in-
creased the supply. If some immigrants con-
tinued to believe that the streets of New
York were paved with gold, more were driven
by the hunger and hardship of their native
lands. The Irish potato famine of 1845
brought almost a million people to America
in § years. American manufacturers adver-
tised in European newspapers, offering to pay
the passage of any man willing to come to
America to work for them.,

The immigrants who came for economic
reasons contributed to the strength of the
new soclety in several ways. Those who
came from countries with advanced political
and economic institutions brought with
them faith in those institutions and experi-
ence in making them work. They also
brought technical and managerial skills
which contributed greatly to economic
growth in the new land. Above all, they
helped give America the extraordinary social
mobility which is the essence of an open
society.

In the community he had left, the immi-
grant usually had a fixed place. He would
carry on his father’s craft or trade; he would
farm his father's land, or that small portion
of it that was left to him after it was divided
with his brothers. Only with the most ex-
ceptional talent and enterprise could he
break out of the mold in which life had cast
him. There was no such mold for him in
the New World. Once having broken with
the past, except for sentimental ties and
cultural inheritance, he had to rely on his
own abilities. It was the future and not the
past to which he was compelled to address
himself. Except for the Negro slave, he
could go anywhere and do anything his tal-
ents permitted. A sprawling continent lay
before him, and he had only to weld it to-
gether by canals, by railroads and by roads.
If he failed to achieve the dream for himself,
he could still retain it for his children.

This has been the foundation of Ameri-
can inventiveness and ingenuity, of the mul-
tiplicity of new enterprises, and of the suc-
cess in achieving the highest standard of
living anywhere in the world.

These were the major forces that triggered
this massive migration. Every immigrant
served to reinforce and strengthen those ele-
menta in American society that had at-
tracted him in the first place. The motives
of some were commonplace. The motives of
others were noble. Taken together they
add up to the strengths and weaknesses of
America,

The wisest Americans have always under-
stood the significance of the immigrant.
Among the “long train of abuses and usurpa-
tions” that impelled the framers of the
Declaration of Independence to the fateful
step of separation was the charge that the
British monarch had restricted immigration:
“He has endeavored to prevent the popula-
tion of these States; for that reason obstruct-
ing the laws for the naturalization of for-
elgners; refusing to pass others to encour-
age their migrations hither, and raising the
conditions of new appropriations of lands.”
CHAPTER 3—WAVES OF IMMIGRATION-—THE PRE=~

REVOLUTIONARY FORCES

Immigration flowed toward America in a
series of continuous waves. Every new mi-
gration gathered force, built momentum,
reached & crest and then merged imper-
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ceptibly into the great tide of people already
on our shores.

The name ‘“‘America” was given to this
continent by a German mapmaker, Martin
‘Waldseemiiller, to honor an Italian explorer,
Amerigo Vespuccl. The three ships which dis-
covered America salled under a Spanish flag,
were commanded by an Italian sea captain,
and included in their crews an Englishman,
an Irishman, a Jew and a Negro.

Long before the colonies were settled, the
Spanish and French explorers left evidences
of their wvisits on great expanses of the
American wilderness: the Spanish in a wide
arc across the southern part of the country,
from Florida, where they founded St, Augus-
tine, our oldest city, in 1565, through Texas
and New Mexico, to California; the French,
up and down the Mississippil and Ohlo River
valleys. Spanish influence can be seen to-
day in our architecture, in the old missions,
in family names and place names such as
Los Angeles, San Francisco and Sacramento;
the French influence ls apparent in many
towns and cities still bearing the names of
the original settlements, such as Cadillac,
Champlain and La Salle.

The first wave of settlement came with the
colonists at Jamestown in 1607 and at Plym-
outh in 1620. It was predominantly Eng-
lish in origin. The urge for greater eco-
nomic opportunity, together with the desire
for religious freedom, impelled these people
to leave their homes. Of all the groups
that have come to America, these settlers had
the most difficult physical environment to
master, but the easlest social adjustment to
make. They fought a rugged land, and that
was hard. But they built a soclety in their
own image, and never knew the hostility of
the old toward the new that succeeding
groups would meet.

The English, the numerical majority of the
first settlers, gave America the basic founda-
tion of its Institutions: our form of govern-
ment, our common law, our language, our
tradition of freedom of religious worship.
Some of these concepts have been modified
as the Nation has grown, but the basic ele~
ments remain. Those who came later buillt
upon these foundations. But America was
settled by immigrants from many countries,
with diverse national ethnic and social back-
grounds.

There were both indentured servants and
profit-seeking aristocrats from England.
There were farmers, both propertied and
bankrupt, from Ireland. There were dis-
charged soldiers, soldiers of fortune, scholars,
and intellectuals from Germany. The col-
onies welcomed all men, regardless of their
origin or birth, so long as they could con-
tribute to the bullding of the country. The
Dutch settled Nieuw Amsterdam and ex-
plored the Hudson River. The Swedes came
to Delaware. Polish, German, and Italian
craftsmen were eagerly solicited to join the
struggling Virginia colonists in Jamestown.
The Germans and Swiss opened up the back
country in Pennsylvania, New. York, Vir-
ginia, and the Carolinas. French Huguenots
took root in New England, New York, South
Carolina, and Georgia. The Scots and the
Irish were in the vanguard that advanced the
frontier beyond the Alleghenies. When
Britain conquered Nieuw Amsterdam in 1664,
it offered citizenship to immigrants of 18
different nationalities.

At one time it seemed the continent might
ultimately divide into three language sec-
tions: English, Spanish and French. But the
English victories over the French and the
purchase of territories held by the French
and Spanish resulted in the creation of an
indivisible country, with the same language,
customs and government. Yet each ethnie
strain left its own imprint on the new land.

Thus the very name of our country, “The
United States of America,” was borrowed
from “The United States of the Netherlands."”
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Many “typical American” activities are Dutch
in origin. The immigrants from Holland
brought to this country ice-skating, bowling,
many forms of boating and golf (which they
called kolf); they gave us waffles, cookies and
that staple of the American menu, the dough-
nut (originally kruller). To our folklore
they contributed the figure of Santa Claus
and his reindeer, and the many tales of the
Hudson Valley. Examples of their architec-
ture can still be seen on the banks of the
Hudson today.

French colonial immigration had two main
sources. The Protestant Huguenots came
here in considerable numbers after persecu-
tion resumed as the result of the revocation
of the Edict of Nantes in 1685. The Cath-
olic “Acadians” came here after their exile
from Nova Scotia in 17556 when that land
fell under British rule.

The Huguenots settled in the larger trad-
ing towns of New England, later spreading
down through Pennsylvania and Virginia,
and in South Carolina. A Huguenot family
presented Faneuil Hall, a shrine of Ameri-
can liberty, to the city of Boston. Many of
the beautiful houses which make Charleston
s0 picturesque today were bullt originally by
Huguenots.

The Acadians, relatively few In numbers,
scattered mostly along the eastern seaboard.
But a colony of them settled in Loulsiana,
along the bayous to the west and north of
New Orleans. They were relatively isolated,
and as they grew in number, they kept their
language, their customs, their faith and
folklore, even abiding by the Napoleonic
Code rather than English law. Today, some-
times known as “Cajuns,” they provide one
of the most distinctive ethnic elements on
the American scene,

During and after the French Revolution
of 1789, French musicians, dancing masters,
tutors, and wigmakers, once employed by the
now deposed aristocrats, added a touch of
grace to the homespun life of the new na-
tion. They introduced the Prench art of
cooking, as well as the cotillion, the waltz,
and the quadrille. French-Spanish émigrés
from the West Indies made New Orleans into
a great cultural and soclal center. The first
opera to be given in America was produced
in that city. The only major American city
bullt according to a systematic plan, Wash-
ington, D.C., was designed by the French
Army Engineer Ma]j. Pierre Charles L'Enfant.

The early Swedes, too, made their con-
tribution to American culture—in particular,
the knowledge of how to build houses from
squared-off timbers. This structure was
later to become the mark of the frontier,
where it was known as the log cabin.

Over 2,000 Jews came to this country in
pre-Revolutionary days. Most were from
Spain or Portugal. Some established them-
selves In the Dutch colony of Nieuw Amster-
dam, after winning recognition of their
right to trade, travel, and live in the colony
from Peter Stuyvesant. Others settled in
Newport, R.I, then a thriving center of the
maritime trade. Many prospered as mer-
chants in the West India trade, which in-
cluded sugar, rum, and molasses. The oldest
synagogue in the United States, built in
1763, is located in Newport, R.I.

Among the earliest settlers in Pennslyvania
were Welsh farmers who came here for eco-
nomic reasons and out of a desire to revive
Welsh nationalism. In years 1683-99, they
were augmented by Welsh Quakers who came
to escape religious persecution. Their pres-
ence is reflected by such place names as
Bryn Mawr and Radnor, and in the sturdy
farmhouses of the area, still standing after
almost 300 years.

The pre-Revolutionary Irish immigration
is usually referred to as Scotch-Irish, since it
consisted largely of Scots who had settled
in Ireland during the 17th century.
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These were the frontiersmen, ideally suited
by their previous environment and experi-
ence to spearhead the drive against the
colonial frontiers. They pushed out almost
at once to the edge of the wilderness in
Pennsylvania, Maryland, and Maine, and
down the great valley to the Carolina Pled-
mont. Through them, Presbyterianism be-
came a powerful force on the frontier. The
Scotch Presbyterians founded many institu-
tions of higher learning, beginning with
Princeton in 17486.

In 1683, 13 German families arrived in Phil-
adelphia. They were the forerunners of a
substantial migration from Germany. With
them there also came Swiss, Alsatians, Dutch
and Bohemians. By the eve of the Revolution
there were over 100,000 German immigrants
and descendants of German immigrants liv-
ing in the United States. They constituted
the first numerical challenge to the hitherto
predominantly English population.

Some were Pietists, Moravians and Men-
nonites, sects in some ways similar to the
Quakers. They found in Willlam Penn’'s
colony a sympathetic climate in which they
could practice their beliefs without inter-
ference.

Those of their descendants who live today
in and around Lancaster County, Pa., are
known as the “Pennsylvania Dutch.” They
have made of their land a model of conser-
vationist farming. Nearly 300 years after
they first broke ground, their land is as fer-
tile and productive as they found it. They
built the first Conestoga wagon, a vehicle
which was to prove immensely useful to the
settlement of the West.

Other German Immigrants were members
of other religious groups, such as the Amish
and the Dunkards, who like to be known as
“the plain people.” They have changed little
in their folkways and religious practices.
They still wear their traditional clothing and
follow traditional customs, providing, like the
Cajuns, a picturesque addition to the Ameri-
can scene.

Although there was no large-scale Italian
immigration before the Revolution, there
were many Italians prominent in American
life. As early as 1610, craftsmen were
brought from Italy by the colony of Virginia
to start a glass trade. Later, others came
and planted vineyards. Georgla invited them
to organize a silk industry.

In all the large cities there were Italian
doctors, merchants, innkeepers and teachers.
They wandered everywhere as traveling
musicians, held concerts and established
music schools. Our first sculptors and our
first interior decorators were Itallan,

Although predominantly Catholic, the Ital-
ians had their own counterpart of the Puri-
tans, the Waldensians. They were an inde-
pendent sect from the Piedmont, in the
north of Italy, who were invited by the
Dutch colonial government to form settle-
ments here. Some 167 of them accepted, and
in 1657 they were brought to the New World
to settle a tract of land set aside for them
by the Nieuw Amsterdam government.

Poles, too, were present in pre-Revolution-
ary America. Originally, they, too, came at
the invitation of the Dutch. Most of them
were farmers, but some settled in what is now
New York City, where one of them, Dr. Alex-
ander Kurcyusz (Curtius), a prominent phy-
sician, founded the first Latin school. Pre-
Revolutionary America also included Greeks,
Russians and other Slavs, immigrants from
southeastern and eastern Europe.

During the Revolutionary War itself, men
came from many other lands to help the new
Nation, Two Poles helped turn the tide to-
ward victory. Thaddeus Kosciusko, a young
engineer, offered his services early. He be-
came an alde to General Washington and a
major general in the engineers., His plans
are credited with winning the Battle of Sara-
toga, a turning point in the war. Count
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Casimir Pulaski rose to the rank of general,
fought heroically at Brandywine, Trenton,
and in other decisive engagements. He orga~
nized his own Polish Legion, ultimately giv-
ing his life to the new Nation when he died
as a result of a wound received at the Battle
of Savannah. A German, Baron Friedrich
Wilhelm von Steuben, did more than anyone
else to shape the raw recruits into a disci-
plined army. A Frenchman, Marquis de La-
fayette, has become something of an Ameri-
can folk hero for his part in the Revolution.
He took a leading part in the campaign that
led to the defeat of Cornwallls at Yorktown.
The service of another Frenchman, Count de
Rochambeau, who recruited over 4,000 French
volunteers was almost as great.

Between a third and a half of the fighting
men of the Revolutionary Army were of
Scottish or Scotch-Irish descent. Many of
those at Valley Forge were German.

A Pole of Portuguese-Jewish origin, Haym
Salomon, risked his life to gain vital in-
telligence for the American cause. A
Scotch-Irish immigrant, Robert Morrls,
helped finance the war,

Four signers of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence were immigrants of Irish birth:
Matthew Thornton, James Smith, George
Taylor, and Edward Rutledge. The great
doctrine “All men are created equal,” incor-
porated in the Declaration by Thomas Jeffer-
son, was paraphrased from the writing of
Philip Mazzei, an Itallan-born patriot and
pamphleteer, who was a close friend of Jeffer-
son. Mazzel compiled the first accurate his-
tory of the colonies, which he wrote in French
s0 that the European nations would be able
to appreciate the political, social, and eco-
nomic conditions that characterized the New
World.

A gravestone in the Shenandoah Valley of
Virginia reads: “Here lies the remains of John
Lewis, who slew the Irish lord, settled in
Augusta County, located the town of Staun-
ton, and furnished five sons to fight the
battles of the American Revolution.” State-
ments like this not only speak elogquently of
the contribution of one Irish family, but rep-
resent the sacrifices of many immigrants to
this country even before it had won its in-
dependence.

CHAPTER 4—WAVES OF IMMIGRATION—THE
POST-REVOLUTIONARY FORCES

American independence, the spreading
westward of the new nations, the beginnings
of economic diversification and industrializa-
tion, all these factors gave immigration in
the 19th century a new context and a new
role. The gates were now flung open, and
men and women in search of a new life came
to these shores In ever-increasing numbers—
150,000 in the 1820' 1.7 million in the 1840’s
2.8 million in the 1870’s, 5.2 million in the
1880's, 8.8 million in the first decade of the
20th century. And, as the numbers in-
creased, the sources changed. As the English
had predominated in the 17th and 18th cen-
turies, so the Irish and Germans predomi-
nated in the first half of the 19th and the
Italians and east Europeans in the last part
of the 19th and the early part of the 20th
centuries. Each new wave of immigration
helped meet the needs of American develop-
ment and made its distinctive contribution
to the American character.

The Irish

The Irish were in the vanguard of the
great waves of immigration to arrive during
the 19th century. By 1850, after the potato
famine, they had replaced England as the
chief source of new settlers, making up 44
percent of the foreign born in the United
States. In the century between 1820 and
1920, some 41 million people left Ireland to
come to the United States.

They were mostly country folk, small
farmers, cottagers, and farm laborers. Yet
they congregated mainly in cities along the
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eastern seaboard, for they did not have the
money to travel after reaching shore. Few
could read or write; some spoke only Gaelic,

The Irish were the first to endure the scorn
and discrimination later to be inflicted, to
some degree at least, on each successive
wave of immigrants by already settled
“Americans.” In speech and dress they
seemed forelgn; they were poor and unskilled;
and they were arriving in overwhelming
numbers. The Irish are perhaps the only
people in our history with the distinction of
having a political party, the Know-Nothings,
formed against them. Their religion was
later also the target of the American Protec-
tive Association and, in this century, the Eu
Klu Klan.

The Irish found many doors closed to
them, both socially and economically. Ad-
vertisements for jobs specified: “No Irish
need apply.” But there was manual labor
to be done, and the Irish were ready to do
it. They went to work as longshoremen, as
ditchdiggers, or as construction workers.
When their earnings were not enough to sup-
port their families, their wives and daugh-
ters obtained employment as servants.

Contractors usually met them at the dock.
The Erie Canal, linking New York with the
Great Lakes in 1825, and other canals in
Massachusetts, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,
and Maryland were largely bullt by Irish
labor. But the canals soon became ob-
solete, and the frenzied building of railroads
followed. In the three decades from 1830
to 1860, a network of 380,000 miles of
rails was laid across the middle part of the
country. Again Irish labor furnished the
muscle, When railroad construction was
pushed westward in the latter part of the
century, the Irish again figured prominently,
by now often as foremen and section bosses.
They also provided, at the same time, a sup-
ply of cheap labor for the mills of Rhode
Island and Massachusetts and the coal mines
of Pennsylvania.

But as the years passed and new genera-
tlons were born, things began to change.
Gradually, rung by rung, the Irish climbed
up the economic and social ladder. Some
settled on farms, especially along the canals
they had dug. But it was in the cities that
they found their prinecipal outlet, in areas
in which they could demonstrate their abili-
ties of self-expression, of administration and
organization., They gravitated first into law
and from that into politics and government.
Having experienced for themselves the handi-
caps of llliteracy, they were determined that
their children would have the advantages of
education. To that end, they not only
started parochial schools, but founded such
institutions of higher learning as Notre
Dame, Fordham, Holy Cross, Villanova, St.
Louls University, Catholic University, and
Georgetown. They became teachers, writers,
Journalists, labor organizers, orators, and
priests, As an expanding soclety offered
more opportunities, they swelled not only
the civil service rosters, but the ranks of
clerical and administrative workers In
industry.

The Irish eased the way for other immi-
grant groups and speeded their assimilation
in several ways. They firmly established the
Catholie Church, originally French on this
continent, as an English-speaking institu-
tion. The schools they founded offered edu-
cational opportunities to children of later
immigrants of other tongues. The Irish had
thelr own press, their own fraternal orders,
and their own charitable organizations.

Irish labor leaders fought for the rights
of other groups as well as their own. Work-
ers of Irish descent helped organize the
EKnights of Labor, the first big national
union, which was a forerunner of the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor.

The Germans

‘Between 1830 and 1930, the perlod of the

greatest migration from Europe to the United
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States, Germany sent 6 million people to
the United States—more than any other na-
tion, Their migrations, increasing in nums-
bers after 1850, overlapped the Irish, whose
immigration declined.

The Germans were unigque among ilmmi-
grant groups in their wide dispersal, both
geographically and occupationally. This
was due, at least in part, to the fact that
most of them came with some resources, and
were not forced to cluster along the east-
ern seaboard. Attracted to the United States
by cheap public and rallroad lands, and later
by free homesteads, the German farmer
helped to farm the new West and to cul-
tivate the Mississippi Valley. German
artisans, much sought after because of their
skills, became an important factor in indus-
trial expansion.

Almost every State in the Union profited
from their intellectual and material con-
tributions. Hard working and knowledge-
able about agricultural methods, the Ger-
mans became propagators of sclentific farm-
ing, crop rotation, soil conservation. They
share with the Scandinavians the credit for
turning millions of acres of wilderness into
productive farmland.

The urban settlers lent a distinctive Ger-
man flavor to many of our cities. Cincinnati,
then known as “Queen City” of the West,
Baltimore, St. Louis, Minneapolis and Mil-
waukee, all had substantial German popula-
tions. Milwaukee has perhaps retained its
distinctive German character longer than
any of the others,

In these urban centers Germans entered
the fields of education, science, engineering
and the arts. German immigrants founded
and developed industrial enterprises in the
flelds of lumbering, food-processing, brew-
ing, steelmaking, electrical engineering,
planomaking, rallroading and printing.

A small but significant part of the Ger-
man immigration consisted of political ref-
ugees. Reaction In Germany against the
reform ideas of the French Revolution had
caused heavy suppression of llberal thought.
There was strict censorship of the press, of
public meetings and of the schools and uni-
versities. Nevertheless, a liberal movement
had emerged, nurtured in the universities by
young intellectuals., This movement led to
unsucecessful revolutions in 1830 and 1848,
The United States welcomed a large number
of veterans of 1848—men of educatlon, sub-
stance, and social standing, like Carl Schurz,
the statesman and reformer, and General
Franz Sigel. In addition, some of the Ger-
man religious groups established utopian
communities in parts of Pennsylvania, Ohio,
Indiana, Texas and Oregon.

German Iimmigration reflected all the
chaotic conditions of Central Europe after
Napoleon: The population growth, the wide~
spread hunger, the religious dissension and
oppression. The Germans included Luth-
erans, Jews and Catholics, as well as free-
thinkers. Their talents, training and back-
ground greatly enriched the burgeoning na-
tion.

To the influence of the German immigrants
in particular—although all minority groups
contributed—we owe the mellowing of the
austere Puritan imprint on our daily lives.
The Purltans observed the Sabbath as a day
of silence and solemnity. The Germans
clung to their concept of the “continental
Sunday” as a day, not only of churchgoing,
but also of relaxation, of picnics, of visiting,
of quiet drinking in beer gardens while
listening to the music of a band.

The Christmas ritual of religlous services
combined with exchanging gifts around the
Christmas tree is of German origin. So, too
is the celebration of the New Year.

The fact that today almost every large
American city has its symphony orchestra
can be traced to the influence of the German
migration. Leopold Damrosch and his son,
Walter, helped bulld the famous New York
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Philharmonie. Originally composed mainly
of German immigrant musicians and called
the Germania Orchestra, it became the seed
bed of similar organizations all over the
country. This tradition was carried to the
Midwest by Frederick Stock and to Boston
by Carl Zerrahn. Others spread this form
of cultural expression to additional urban
centers throughout the land.

Community singing and glee clubs owe
much to the German immigrant, who re-
membered his singing socleties. The first
Mannerchor was founded in Philadelphia in
1835; the first Llederkranz was organized in
Baltimore in 1836. Their counterparts have
been a feature of the German-American com-
munity everywhere.

The ideas of German immigrants helped to
shape our educational system. They intro-
duced the kindergarten, or “children’s play
school.” They also promoted the concept of
the state-endowed university, patterned
after the German university. The Univer-
sity of Michigan, founded in 1837, was the
first such school to add to the philosophy
of general liberal arts education an emphasis
upon vocational training. The colonial con-
cept of a university as a place to prepare
gentlemen for a life of lelsured culture was
modified to include training in specialized
skills,

The program of physical education in the
schools had its roots in the Turnverein, or
German gymnastic society. It was adopted
and introduced to the American public by
the YMCA.

German immigrant influence has been per-
vasive, In our language, in our mores, in our
customs, and in our basic philosophy. Even
the hamburger, the frankfurter, and the deli-
catessen, that omnipresent neighborhood in-
stitution, came to us via the German im-
migrants.

Although they were mostly Democrats
prior to 1850, the Germans broke party lines
in the decade before the Civil War and played
a prominent part in the formation of the
Republican Party. They were most united
on two issues. They opposed the Blue Laws,
and they vigorously fought the extension of
slavery into new territories. Indeed, the first
protest against Negro slavery came from
Germantown settlers, led by Franz Pastorius,
in 1688.

During the Civil War they fought on both
sides. Following the Civil War, Germans in-
fused the faltering American labor move-
ment with new strength by organizing craft
unions for printers, watchmakers, carpen-
ters, ironworkers, locksmiths, butchers, and
bakers.

Adjusting with relative ease, they did not
feel the sting of ethnie discrimination until
the outbreak of the First World War, when
they became targets of wartime hysteria.
This hysteria even caused overardent “pa-
triots” to call sauerkraut “Liberty cabbage”
and hamburger “Salisbury steak.” Nonethe-
less, when the United States entered the war
in 1917, men of German ancestry entered the

Forces of the United States and
served with distinctlion.

As the Second World War drew near, Amer-
icans of German descent faced another test.
Only a few joined the pro-Nazi German-
American Bund, and many of those left as
soon as they discovered its real mnature.
More “older Americans” than those of Ger-
man descent could be counted in the ranks
of America-Firsters. Again, after the United
States was attacked, descendants of German
Immigrants fought with valor in our armed
services.

The Scandinavians

Scandinavian immigrants left their home-
lands for economic rather than political or
religious reasons. In America they found
a political and soclal climate wholly com-
patible with their prior experience. Demb-
cratiec institutions and a homogeneous soclety
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were already developing in Scandinavia, in
an atmosphere of comparative tranquillity.

The seemingly Ilimitless avallability of
farmland in America was an attractive
prospect to land-hungry people.

The tide of Scandinavian immigration
overlapped the tide of German immigration
Just as the Germans overlapped the Irish.
The Swedes came first. They started coming
about 1840, reaching their crest after 1860.
Between 1840 and 1930, about 1.3 million
Swedes came to the United States. In the
1880's migrations of other Scandinavians—
Danes, Finns, Icelanders and prinecipally the
Norwegians—also reached their peak.

Following the Erie Canal and the Great
Lakes, the Swedes pushed westward until
they found a familiar landscape in the
Prairie States of the upper Mississippl Val-
ley. There they settled.

The first colony of these Swedes settled
at a place they named Pine Lakes (now New
Upsala), in Wisconsin, in 1841, Later
colonists showed a preference for a broad
belt of land extending westward from Mich-
igan, through Illinois, Wisconsin, Minnesota,
Nebraska, Iowa, and Kansas.

Other Scandinavian migrations followed
more or less the same geographical pattern,
except for the Norweglans. Although not
s0 large numerically as other immigrant
groups, Norwegian immigration in proportion
to their population at home was second only
to the Irish. Some of the Norweglans drove
far west to the Dakotas, Oregon and Wash-
ington. Norwegian immigration to the
United States is estimated at 840,000; Danes
at 350,000. Most Scandinavians seftled in
rural areas, except for the Finns, some of
whom went to work in the copper mines of
Michigan or the iron mines of Minnesota.

Physically hardy, conditioned by the rigors
of life at home to withstand the hardships of
the frontier, the Scandinavians made ideal
ploneers. Ole Rolvaag, the Norweglan-
Amcrican novelist, movingly chronicled their
struggles in “Giants in the Earth.”

Often they started their homesteading in
sod huts, some of which were no more than
holes in a hillside shored up with logs, with
greased-paper windows. They look for-
ward to the day they could live in a log
cabin or in a house. Then began the
struggle with the unrelenting forces of na-
ture: hallstorms, droughts, blizzards, plagues
of grasshoppers and locusts. But they en-
dured.

America was an expanding continent in
urgent need of housing. It was the Swedes,
familiar with the ax and the saw—called
“the Swedish fiddle”—who went into the
forests across the northern United States,
felled the logs, slid them into the streams
and sent them on their way to the mills,
where they were cut into boards to provide
shelter for milllons of other immigrants.
Norweglians and Finns were also among the
loggers. On the west coast the Norwegians
tended to become fishermen.

The Swedes did many other things too.
In the long nights of the Swedish winter,
they had learned to fashion things with
their hands and had become skilled crafts-
men and artisans, The *“do-it-yourself”
hobbyist of today is an avocational descend-
ant of the Swedes. Manual training in our
own public school system is derived from a
basic course in the Swedish schools,

The Scandinavians were avid supporters
of the public school system. And they con-
tributed to the school system and to educa-
tion generally in a variety of ways. The
home economics courses of our public schools
were introduced by Scandinavians. They
also helped launch adult education programs.
The 4-H clubs, now an international as
well as a natlonal institution, were origi-
nated at a farm school in Minnesota by
Americans of Scandinavian descent. A num-
ber of colleges today stand as monuments
to the early efforts of Norweglans and Swedes
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to make higher learning available. Among
these are Augustana College in Illinois, Gus-
tavus Adolphus in Minnesota, Bethany Col-
lege in EKansas, and Luther College in Ne-
braska. All were founded by Swedish immi-
grants. Luther College in Iowa and St. Olaf
College in Minnesota were founded by the
Norwegians. They have added to our cultural
life with their choral groups and singing
societies.

With their background, it was inevitable
that the Swedes would develop many engi-
neers, scientists, and inventors. One of the
most famous was John Ericsson, who not
only designed the Monitor, one of the first
armor-clad ships, but also perfected the
screw propeller.

The Danes, who had an intimate knowl-
edge of animal husbandry, laid the founda-
tions of our dairy industry and early cream-
ery cooperatives, Together with the Ger-
mans and the Swiss, they developed cheese-
making into an American industry.

Since the Daneg were primarily agricul-
turists, it is curious that the one who made
the most distinctive individual contribution
was a city boy, Jacob Riis. As a crusading
Journalist and documentary photographer,
he exposed the conditions under which other
immigrants lived and worked in New York,
and was instrumental in bringing about
major social reforms.

Politically, Scandinavians cannot be clas-
sified into a single mold, At times they have
been conservative. At times they have pro-
vided support for such liberal movements
as the Farmer-Labor party, Senator Robert
M. La Follette’s Progressive Party and the
Non-Partisan League. Both major parties
have benefited from Scandinavian political
thought, and both parties have had Scandi-
navians in both State and Federal office.

Other immigrant groups

Toward the end of the 19th century, emi-
gration to America underwent a significant
change. Large numbers of Itallans, Rus-
sians, Poles, Czechs, Hungarians, Ruma-
nians, Bulgarlans, Austrians, and Greeks be-
gan to arrive. Their coming created new
problems and gave rise to new tensions.

For these people the language barrier was
even greater than it had been for earlier
groups, and the gap between the world they
had left behind and the one to which they
came was wider. For the most part, these
were people of the land and, for the most
part, too, they were forced to settle in the
cities when they reached America. Most
large cities had well-defined “Little Italys”
or “Little Polands” by 1910. In the 1960
census New York City had more people of
Italian birth or parentage than did Rome.

The history of cities shows that when con-
ditions become overcrowded, when people are
poor, and when living conditions are bad,
tensions run high. This is a situation that
feeds on itself; poverty and crime in one
group breed fear and hostility in others.
This, in turn, impedes the acceptance and
progress of the first group, thus prolonging
its depressed condition. This was the dis-
mal situation that faced many of the south-
ern and eastern European immigrants just
as it had faced some of the earlier waves of
immigrants. One New York newspaper had
these intemperate words for the newly ar-
rived Itallans: “The floodgates are open.
The bars are down. The sally-ports are un-
guarded. The dam ls washed away. The
sewer is choked * * * the scum of immi-
gration is viscerating upon our shores. The
horde of £0.60 steerage slime is being si-
phoned upon us from Continental mud
tanks.”

Italy has contributed more immigrants to
the United States than any country except
Germany. Over 5 million Itallans came to
this country between 1820 and 1963. Large-
scale immigration began in 1880, and almost
4 milllon Itallan immigrants arrived in the
present century.
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The first Italians were farmers and artisans
from northern Italy. Some planted vineyards
in Vineland, N.J., in the Finger Lakes region
of New York State and in California, where
they inaugurated our domestic wine industry.
Others settled on the periphery of cities,
where they started truck gardens.

But most Italians were peasants from the
south. They came because of neither reli-
glous persecution nor political repression, but
simply in search of a brighter future. Popu-
lation in Italy was straining the limits of the
country’s resources and more and more people
had to eke out a living from small plots of
land, held in many instances by oppressive
landlords.

In many ways the experience of the later
Italian immigrants parallels the story of the
Irish. Mostly farmers, their lack of finaneial
resources kept them from reaching the rural
areas of the United States. Instead, they
crowded into cities along the eastern sea-
board, often segregating themselves by prov-
ince, even by village, in a density as high as
4,000 to the city block,

Untrained in special skills and unfamiliar
with the language, they had to rely on un-
skilled labor jobs to earn a living. Italians
thus filled the gap left by earlier immigrant
groups who had now moved up the economic
ladder. As bricklayers, masons, stonecutters,
ditchdiggers, and hod carriers, they helped
build our cities, subways and skyscrapers.
They worked on the rallroads and the dams,
went into the coal mines, iron mines, and fac-
tories. Some found a place in urban life as
small storekeepers, peddlers, shoemakers, bar-
bers, and tailors. Wages were small and fam-
illes were large. In the old country everyone
worked. Here everyone worked, too. Wives
went into the needle trades. Boys picked up
what pennies they could as news vendors,
bootblacks, and errand runners. Through
these difficult years of poverty, toil, and be-
wilderment, the Itallans were bolstered by
their adherence to the church, the strength
of their family ties, Italian-language newspa~-
pers, and their fraternal orders. But they
overcame obstacles of prejudice and misun-
derstanding quickly, and they have found
places of importance in almost every phase
of American life, Citizens of Italian descent
are among our leading bankers, contractors,
food importers, educators, labor leaders, and
Government officlals, Italians have made
special contributions to the emergence of
American culture, enriching our musie, art,
and architecture.

An Italian, Filippo Traetta (Philip Tra-
jetta), founded the American Conservatory
in Boston in 1800, and another in Philadel-
phia shortly thereafter. Another Italian,
Lorenzo da Ponte, brought the first Italian
opera troupe to New York in 1832, where
it developed into a permanent institution.
Italians have founded and supported the
opera as an institution in New York, Chi-
cago, San Francisco and other large cltles,
providing from their ranks many impresarios
and singers. Italian-born music teachers and
bandmasters are numerous. Arturo Tosca-
nini, for many years leader of the New York
Philharmonic, and our most distinguished
conductor of recent years, was Itallan-born.

Italians have also been among our most
prominent sculptors, architects and artists.
A West Indian and a Frenchman designed
our Nation's Capital. An Italian beautified
it. Constantino Brumidi painted the his-
torical frieze in the rotunda of the Capltol
Building. Other Italian painters and sculp-
tors depicted our history in paintings, murals,
friezes and statues. Historical monuments
and statues up and down the country have
been wrought by Italian-American sculptors.
On a humbler scale, the taste and skill of
Italian-American landscape gardeners and
architects have placed our homes and com-
munities in beautiful settings.

About the time the Itallans began com-
ing, other great tides of immigration from
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the countries of Eastern and Southeastern
Europe also began arriving in the United
States. In the years between 1820 and 1963
these areas, Italy included, sent over 15 mil-
lion immigrants to our shores.

They came for all manner of reasons: po-
litical upheavals, religlous persecution, hopes
for economic betterment. They comprised a
wide ethnic variety, from Lithuanians and
Latvians on the Baltic to Greeks, Turks and
Armenians on the eastern Mediterranean.
They brought with them a bewildering vari-
ety of language, dress, custom, ideology and
religious belief. To many Americans already
here who had grown accustomed to a com-
mon way of life, they presented a dismay-
ing bedlam, difficult to understand and more
difficult to respond to. Indeed, because of
the many changes in national boundaries
and prior migrations of races within that
area of Europe, there is no way of accurately
reporting on them statistically.

The largest number from any of these
countries of Eastern Europe were Foles, who
for 125 years had been under the domination
of Russia, Germany, and Austria-Hungary.
Some followed the pattern of the Germans
and Scandinavians, settling on individual
farms or forming small rural communities
which still bear Polish place names. But
most gravitated to the cities. Four-fifths
were Roman Catholic. Longer than most
immigrant groups they kept their language,
their customs, and their dances. At first,
like other immigrants, they lived under sub-
standard conditions. Gradually they, too,
improved their status. They aspired to own
their own homes and their own plots of land.
In Hamtramck, Mich.,, an almost wholly
Polish community, three-quarters of the res-
idents own their own homes.

By 1963, almost 130,000 Czechs had mi-
grated to this country. They tended to
gravitate to the farming communities. It is
one of these homesteads that is portrayed by
Novelist Willa Cather in “My Antonia.”
They also formed enclaves in cities, prinei-
pally in Chicago, Cleveland, and New York.

A potent force in the development of Czech
life in this country has been the Sokol, a
traditional cultural, soclal, and gymnastic
soclety. These societies stressed high stand-
ards of physical fitness and an interest in
singing, music, and literature.

The immigrants from Old Russia are esti-
mated at almost 31, milllon. Most of this
wave of Immigration went into the mines
and factories. However, there were also
many Russian intellectuals, scientists, schol-
ars, musiclans, writers, and artists, who came
here usually during periods of political op-
pression,

Most students of the history of immigra-
tion to America make special mention of the
Jews. Although they appeared as part of
several of the waves of immigration, they
warrant separate discussion because of their
religion, culture, and historical background.

In colonial times most Jews in Amer-
ieca were of BSpanish-Portuguese origin.
Throughout the 19th century most came
from Germany. Beginning at the end of the
19th century they began to come in large
numbers from Russia, Poland, Austria-
Hungary, Rumania, and, in smaller numbers,
from almost every European nation. The
American-Jewish population today numbers
approximately 6 million.

The Jews who came during the early 18th
century were often peddlers, wandering
throughout the land with their packs and
their carts or settling down to open small
stores. They prospered in this era of oppor-
tunity and expansion, for from these humble
beginnings have grown many of our large
department stores and mercantile establish-
ments.

The exodus from Germany after 1848
brought Jewish Intellectuals, philosophers,
educators, political leaders, and soclal re-
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formers. These shared much the same ex-
periences as the other Immigrants. “Like
the Scandinavian Lutherans and the Irish
Catholics,” says Oscar Handlin, “they ap-
peared merely to maintain their distinctive
heritage while sharing the rights and obli-
gations of other Americans within a free
society.”

At the turn of the century the Jews flee-
ing persecution in Russia came in such num-
bers that they could not be so readily ab-
sorbed Into the mainstream of life as the
earlier comers. They clustered in Jewish
communities within the large cities, like
New York.

Like the Irish and the Italians before them,
they had to work at whatever they could
find, Most found an outlet for their skills
in the needle trades, as garment workers,
hatmakers and furriers. Often they worked
in sweatshops. In an effort to improve
working conditions (which involved child
labor and other forms of exploitation), they
joined with other immigrant workers to
form, in 1900, the International Ladies’
Garment Workers Union. In time, they de-
veloped the clothing Industry as we know it
today, centered in New York but reaching
into every small town and rural area. The ex-
perience and tradition of these ploneers pro-
duced many effective leaders in the labor
movement, such as Morris Hillquit, Sidney
Hillman, Jacob Potofsky, and David Du-
binsky.

Jewish immigrants have also made im-
mense contributions to thought: as scholars,
as educators, as scientists, as judges and
lawyers, as journalists, as literary figures.
Refugee sclentists such as Albert Einstein
and Edward Teller brought great sclentific
knowledge to this country.

tion from the Orient in the latter
part of the 19th century was confined chiefly
to California and the west coast. Our be-
havior toward these groups of newcomers
represented a shameful episode in our rela-
tionships to those seeking the hospitality of
our shores. They were often mobbed and
stoned by native Americans. The Chinese
suffered and were barred from our shores as
far back as the Chinese Exclusion Act of
1882. After the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor, many Japanese-Americans were vic-
timized by prejudice and unreasoning dis-
crimination. They were arbitrarily shipped
to relocation camps. It took the extraordi-
nary battlefield accomplishments of the
Nisel, Americans of Japanese descent, fight-
ing in the U.S. Army in Europe, to help re-
store our perspective. While our attitude
toward these citizens has been greatly im-
proved over the years, many inequities in the
law regarding oriental immigration must
still be redressed.

Today many of our newcomers are from
Mexico and Puerto Rico. We sometimes for-
get that Puerto Ricans are U.S. citizens by
birth, and, therefore, cannot be considered
immigrants. Nonetheless, they often receive
the same discriminatory treatment and op-
probrium that were faced by other waves of
newcomers. The same things are said today
of Puerto Ricans and Mexicans that were
once said of Irish, Itallans, Germans, and
Jews: “They'll never adjust; they can't learn
the language; they won't be absorbed.”

Perhaps our brightest hope for the future
lies in the lessons of the past. The people
who have come to this country have made
America, In the words of one perceptive
writer, “a heterogeneous race but a homo-
geneous nation.”

In sum, then, we can see that as each new
wave of Immigration has reached America
it has been faced with problems, not only
the problems that come with making new
homes and learning new jobs, but, more im-
portant, the problems of getting along with
people of different backgrounds and habits.

Each new group was met by the groups al-
ready In America, and adjustment was often

24491

difficult and painful. The early English set-
tlers had to find ways to get along with the
Indians; the Irish who followed were met
by these “Yankees"”; German immigrants
faced both Yankee and Irish; and so it has
gone down to the latest group of Hungarian
refugees. Somehow, the difficult adjust-
ments are made and people get down to the
tasks of earning a living, raising a family,
living with their new neighbors, and, in the
process, building a nation.

CHAPTER 5—THE IMMIGRANT CONTRIBUTION

Oscar Handlin has said, “Once I thought
to write a history of the immigrants in
America. Then I discovered that the im-
migrants were American history.” In the
same sense, we cannot really speak of a
particular “immigrant contribution” to
America because all Americans have been
immigrants or the descendants of immi-
grants; even the Indians, as mentioned
before, migrated to the American Continent.
We can only speak of people whose roots
in America are older or newer. Yet each
wave of immigration left its own imprint
on American society; each made its distinec-
tive “contribution” to the building of the
Nation and the evolution of American life.
Indeed, if, as some of the older immigrants
like to do, we were to restrict the definition
of immigrants to the 42 million people who
came to the United States after the Declara-
tion of Independence, we would have to
conclude that our history and our society
would have been vastly different if they all
had stayed at home,

As we have seen, people migrated to the
United States for a variety of reasons. But
nearly all shared two great hopes: the hope
for personal freedom and the hope for eco-
nomic opportunity. In consequence, the
impaet of immigration has been broadly to
confirm the impulses in American life de-
manding more political liberty and more
economic growth,

S0, of the 56 signers of the Declaration of
Independence, 18 were of non-English stock
and 8 were first-generation immigrants, Two
immigrants—the West Indian Alexander
Hamilton, who was Washington's Secretary
of the Treasury, and the Swiss, Albert Gal-
latin, who held the same office under Jeffer-
son—established the financial policies of the
young Republic. A German farmer wrote
home from Missouri in 1834:

“If you wish to see our whole family living
in * * * a country where freedom of speech
obtains, where no spies are eavesdropping,
where no simpletons criticize your every word
and seek to detect therein a venom that
might endanger the life of the state, the
church, and the home, in short, if you wish
to be really happy and independent, then
come here.”

Every ethnic minority, in seeking its own
freedom, helped strengthen the fabric of
liberty in American life.

Similarly, every aspect of the American
economy has profited from the contributions
of immigrants. We all know, of course, about
the spectacular immigrant successes: the
men who came from foreign lands, sought
their fortunes in the United States and made
striking confributions, industrial and scien-
tific, not only to their chosen country but to
the entire world. In 1953 the President's
Commission on Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion mentioned the following:

Industrialists: Andrew Carnegie (Scot), in
the steel industry; John Jacob Astor (Ger-
man), in the fur trade; Michael Cudahy
(Irlsh), of the meatpacking Industry; the
Du Ponts (French), of the munitions and
chemiecal industry, Charles L, Fleischmann
(Hungarian), of the yeast business; David
Sarnoff (Russian), of the radlo industry;
and Willlam S. Enudsen (Danish), of the
automobile industry.

Scientists and inventors: Among those
whose genius has benefited the United States
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are Albert Einstein (German), in physies;
Michael Pupin (Serbian), in electricity;
Enrico Fermi (Italian), In atomic research;
John Ericsson (Swedish), who invented the
ironclad ship and the screw propeller; Gui-
seppe Bellanca (Itallan) and Igor Bikorsky
(Russian), who made outstanding contribu-
tions to airplane development; John A.
Udden (Swedish), who was responsible for
opening the Texas oil fields; Lucas P. Kyrides
(Greek) , industrial chemistry; David Thomas
(Welsh), who invented the hot blast fur-
nace; Alexander Graham Bell (Scot), who
invented the telephone; Conrad Hubert (Rus-
sian), who invented the flashlight; and Ott-
mar Mergenthaler (German), who invented
the linotype machine,

But the anonymous immigrant played his
indispensable role, too. Between 1880 and
1920 America became the industrial and
agricultural glant of the world as well as the
world’s leading creditor nation, This could
not have been done without the hard labor,
the technical skills and the entrepreneurial
ability of the 23.56 million people who came
to America in this period.

Significant as the immigrant role was in
politics and in the economy, the immigrant
contribution to the professions and the arts
was perhaps even greater. Charles O.
Paullin’s analysis of the “Dictionary of Amer-
ican Blography” shows that, of the 18th- and
19th-century figures, 20 percent of the busi-
nessmen, 20 percent of the scholars and
scientists, 28 percent of the painters, 24 per-
cent of the engineers, 28 percent of the
architects, 20 percent of the clergymen, 46
percent of the musicians, and 61 percent of
the actors were of foreign birth—a remark-
able measure of the impact of immigration
on American culture. And not only have
many American writers and artists them-
selves been immigrants or the children of
immigrants, but immigration has provided
American literature with one of its major
themes.

Perhaps the most pervasive influence of
immigration is to be found in the innumer-
able details of life and the customs and habits
brought by millions of people who never
became famous. This impact was felt from
the bottom up, and these contributions to
American institutions may be the ones which
most intimately affect the lives of all Amer-
icans.

In the area of religion, all the major
American faiths were brought to this coun-
try from abroad. The multiplicity of sects
established the American tradition of re-
ligious pluralism and assured to all the free-
dom of worship and separation of church and
state pledged in the Bill of Rights.

So, too, in the very way we speak, immi-
gration has altered American life. In greatly
enriching the American vocabulary, it has
been a major force in establishing “the
American language,” which, as H. L. Menck-
en demonstrated thirty years ago, had
diverged materially from the mother tongue
as spoken in Britain. Even the American
dinner table has felt the impact. One writer
has suggested that “typleal American
menus" might include some of the follow-
ing dishes: “Irish stew, chop suey, goulash,
chill con carne, ravioli, knockwurst mit
sauerkraut, Yorkshire pudding, Welsh rare-
bit, borscht, gefilte fish, Spanish omelet,
caviar, mayonnalse, antipasto, baumkuchen,
English muffins, Gruyére cheese, Danish
pastry, Canadian bacon, hot tamales, wiener
schnitzel, petits fours, spumone, bouilla-
baisse, maté, scones, Turkish coffee, mine-
strone, filet mignon.”

Immigration plainly was not always a
happy experience. It was hard on the new-
comers, and hard as well on the commu-
nities to which they came. When poor ill-
educated and frightened people disembarked
in a strange land, they often fell prey to na~
tive racketeers, unscrupulous businessmen
and cynical pollticlans. Boss Tweed saild,
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characteristically, in defense of his own dep-
redations in New York in the 1870's, “This
population is too hopelessly split into races
and factions to govern it under universal
suffrage, except by bribery of patronage, or
corruption.”

But the very problems of adjustment and
assimilation presented a challenge to the
American idea—a challenge which subjected
that idea to stern testing and eventually
brought out the best gualities in American
soclety, Thus the public school became a
powerful means of preparing the newcomers
for American life. The ideal of the “melt-
ing pot” symbolized the process of blending
many strains into a single nationality, and
we have come to realize in modern times
that the “melting pot” need not mean the
end of particular ethnic identities or tra-
ditions. Only in the case of the Negro has
the melting pot falled to bring a minority
into the full stream of American life. To-~
day we are belatedly, but resolutely, engaged
in ending this condition of national exclu-
sion and shame and abolishing forever the
concept of second-class citizenship in the
United States.

Boclologists call the process of the melting
pot social mobility. One of America's char-
acteristics has always been the lack of a rigid
class structure. It has traditionally been
possible for people to move up the social and
economic scale. Even if one did not succeed
in moving up oneself, there was always the
hope that one's children would. Immigra-
tion is by definition a gesture of faith in
social mobility. It is the expression in ac-
tion of a positive belief in the possibility of a
better life. It has thus contributed greatly
to developing the spirit of personal better-
ment in American soclety and to strengthen-
ing the national confidence in change and
the future. Such confidence, when widely
shared, sets the national tone. The oppor-
tunities that America offered made the dream
real, at least for a good many; but the dream
itself was in large part the product of mil-
lions of plain people beginning a new life in
the conviction that life could indeed be bet-
ter, and each new wave of immigration re-
kindled the dream.

This is the spirit which so impressed Alexis
de Tocqueville, and which he called the spirit
of equality. Equality in America has never
meant literal equality of condition or ca-
pacity; there will always be inequalities in
character and ability in any soclety.
Equality has meant rather that, in the words
of the Declaration of Independence, “‘all men
are created equal * * * [and] are endowed
by their Creator with certain unalienable
rights”; it has meant that in a democratic
soclety there should be no inequalities in
opportunities or in freedoms. The American
philsophy of equality has released the energy
of the people, built the economy, subdued
the continent, shaped and reshaped the
structure of government, and animated the
American attitude toward the world outside.

The continuous immigration of the 19th
and early 20th centuries was thus central to
the whole American faith. It gave every old
American a standard by which to judge how
far he had come and every new American a
realization of how far he might go. It re-
minded every American, old and new, that
change is the essence of life, and that Ameri-
can soclety is a process, not a conclusion.
The abundant resources of this land pro-
vided the foundation for a great nation. But
only people could make the opportunity a
reality. Immigration provided the human
resources. More than that, it infused the
Nation with a commitment to far horizons
and new frontiers, and thereby kept the plo-
neer spirit of American life, the spirit of
equality and of hope, always allve and strong.
“We are the helirs of all time,” wrote Herman
Melville, “and with all nations we divide our
inheritance.”
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CHAPTER 6—IMMIGRATION POLICY

From the start, immigration policy has
been a prominent subject of discussion in
America. This Is as it must be in a democ-
racy, where every issue should be freely con-
sidered and debated.

Immigration, or rather the British policy
of clamping down on immigration, was one
of the factors behind the colonial desire for
independence. Restrictive immigration poli-
cies constituted one of the charges against
King George IIT expressed in the Declaration
of Independence. And in the Constitu-
tional Convention James Madison noted,
“That part of America which has encouraged
them [the Immigrants] has advanced most
rapidly in population, agriculture and the
arts.,” 8o, too, Washington in his Thanks-
giving Day Proclamation of 1795 asked all
Americans “humbly and fervently to beseech
the kind Author of these blessings * * * to
render this country more and more a safe
and propitious asylum for the unfortunate
of other countries.”

Yet there was the basic ambiguity which
older Americans have often shown toward
newcommers. In 1797 a Member of Congress
argued that, while a liberal immigration
policy was fine when the country was new
and unsettled, now that America had
reached its maturity and was fully popu-
lated, immigration should stop—an argu-
ment which has been repeated at regular
intervals throughout American history.

The fear of embroilment in the wars be-
tween Britain and France helped the cause
of the restrictionists. In 1798 a Federalist
Congress passed the Allen Act, authorizing
the expulsion of foreigners “dangerous to the
peace and safety of the United States” and
extending the residence requirement for
naturalization from 5 to 14 years. But the
Allen Act, and its accompanying Sedition
Act, went too far. Both acts were allowed
to expire in 1801; the naturalization period
went back to 5 years; and President Thomas
Jefferson expressed the predominant Ameri-
can sentiment when he asked: “Shall we re-
fuse to the unhappy fugitives from distress
that hospitality which the savages of the
wilderness extended to our fathers arriving
in this land? Shall oppressed humanity
find no asylum on this globe?"

But emotions of xenophobla—hatred of
foreigners—and of nativism—the policy of
keeping America pure (that is, of preferring
old immigrants to new)—continued to thrive.
The increase in the rate of immigration in
the 1820's and 1830's set off new waves of
hostility, directed especially agalnst the
Irish, who, as Catholics, were regarded
as members of an allen conspiracy. Even
Ralph Waldo Emerson could write to
Thomas Carlyle about “the wild Irish ele-
ment * * * led by Romanish priests, who
sympathize, of course, with despotism.”
Samuel F. B. Morse, the painter and inventor
of the telegraph, wrote an anti-Catholic
book entitled "A Forelgn Conspiracy
Against the Liberties of the United States.”
Some alarmed Americans believed that every
Catholic was a foreign agent dispatched by
the Pope to subvert American society. In
1834 a mob burned down the Ursuline Con-
vent school in Charlestown, Mass. Though
the leading citizens of Boston promptly de-
nounced this act, anti-Catholic feeling
persisted.

In the 1850's natlvism became an open
political movement. A secret patriotic
soclety, the Order of the Star-Spangled
Banner, founded about 1850, grew into the
American Party, whose members were pledged
to vote only for native Americans, to demand
a 21-year naturalization period and to
fight Roman Catholicism. When asked about
thelr program, they were Iinstructed to
answer, “I know nothing about it,” so peo-
ple called them the Enow-Nothings. Com-
ing Into existence at a time when the slav-
ery issue was dissolving the older party al-
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leglances, the Know-Nothings for a moment
attracted considerable support. They elected
6 State Governors and 75 Congressmen in
1854 and got almost 25 percent of the vote
for their candidate, former President Mil-
lard Fillmore, in 1856. But soon they, too,
were split by the slavery issue, and the party
vanished as quickly as it had appeared.

The legacy of the Know-Nothings lived
beyond its life as an organization. The seeds
of bigotry, fear, and hatred bore fruit again
in the years after the Civil War. The EKu
Elux Klan launched a campaign of terrorism
against Negroes, and in the 1880’s the Ameri-
can Protective Assoclation tried to revive
popular feeling against Catholics. Other
nativists began to turn their attention to
the Jews. In the meantime, agitators on the
west coast denounced the “yellow peril,” and
Congress in 1882 passed the first of a number
of laws banning Oriental immigration. Yet,
except for Oriental exclusion, Congress ig-
nored the nativist clamor, and most Ameri-
cans regarded natlvism with abhorrence.
‘When a Protestant clergyman supporting
James G. Blaine in 1884 denounced the
Democrats as the party of “rum, Romanism
and rebellion,” he provoked a reaction which
may well have lost the election for Blaine,
who himself had a mother of Irish Catholic
descent.

The First World War led to another out-
break of nativism. A new group, adopting
the program of the Enow-Nothings and the
name of the Eu Klux Klan, came into being,
denouncing everything its members dis-
liked—Negroes, Catholics, Jews, evolutionists,
religious liberals, internationalists, pacifists—
in the name of true Americanism and of
“Nordic superiority.” For a season, the new
EEEK prospered, claiming 5 million mem-
bers, mostly in the South but also in Indi-
ana, Ohlo, Kansas, and Maine. But like the
other mnativist movements, the fall of the
Klan was as dramatic as its rise. It died
when a genuine crisis, the depression, turned
people’s attention away from the phony is-
sue of racism to the real problems facing
the Nation. In later years, the Jew succeeded
the Catholic as the chief target of nativist
hysteria, and some Catholics, themselves so
recently persecuted, now regrettably joined
in the attack on the newer minorities.

America had no cause to be smug about
the fallure of these movements to take deep
root. Nativism failed, not because the seeds
were not there to be cultivated, but because
American society is too complex for an agi-
tatlon so narrowly and viciously conceived
to be politically successful. That the nativ-
ist movements found any response at all
must cause us to look searchingly at our-
selves. That the response was at times so
great offers cause for alarm,

Still it remains a remarkable fact that,
except for the Orlental Exclusion Act, there
was no governmental response till after the
First World War.

Not only were newcomers allowed to enter
freely, but in some periods they were actively
sought after,

Inevitably, though, this mass influx of
people presented problems which the Fed-
eral Government was forced to recognize.
In 1882, recognizing the need for a national
immigration policy, Congress enacted the
first general legislation on the subject. The
most important aspect of this law was that,
for the first time, the Government undertook
to exclude certain classes of undesirables,
such as lunatics, convicts, idiots, and persons
likely to become public charges. In 1891
certain health standards were added as well
as a provision excluding polygamists.

From time to time additional laws were
added. The only deviation from the basic
policy of free, nondiscriminatory immigra-
tion was the Oriental Exclusion Act.

Under a special treaty arrangement with
China, nationals of that country had been
guaranteed free and unrestricted immigra-
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tion to the United States. At the peak of
that immigration, in 1882, there were only
40,000 arrivals; even in 1890 there were but
107,000 Chinese in America. Most of them
lived in California and had proved good and
useful workers and citizens. Although they
had originally been welcomed to America for
their services in building railroads and re-
claiming the land, the conviction began to
grow that Chinese labor was undermining
the standards of American labor. This be-
came virtually an obsession with many
people. In the early 1870's anti-Chinese agi-
tation in California became organized and
focused under the leadership of Denis Kear-
ney, who was, ironically, an immigrant from
Ireland. A campaign of organized violence
against Chinese communities took form, and
the hysteria led to political pressure too vio-
lent to be resisted. President Hayes vetoed
an act of Congress restricting Chinese immi-
gration, but he did force renegotiation of the
Burlingame Treaty under which the Govern-
ment of China agreed to restrict emigration
voluntarily. Not satisfied with this remedy,
Congress then enacted and the President
signed into law a series of measures shutting
off almost completely immigration from
China.

Shameful as these episodes were, they
were, however, only an exception to the pre-
vailing policy. A more serlous warning of
things to come was sounded in 1897 when
Congress, for the first time, provided a lit-
eracy test for adult immigrants, President
Cleveland vetoed the measure. Presidents
Taft and Wilson vetoed similar bills on the
ground that literacy was a test only of
educational opportunity and not of a per-
son's ability or his potential worth as a
citizen. In 1917, with tension high because
of the war, Congress overrode President Wil-
son’s veto and the literacy test became law.

The 20-year fight over the llteracy test
can now be seen as a significant turning
point in immigration policy. Indeed, many
saw it as such at that time. Finley Peter
Dunne, creator of the immortal Mr. Dooley,
devoted one of Mr. Dooley's dissertations in
1902 to the subject of the test and immigra-
tion. With magnificent irony the Irish
bartender says, “As a pllgrim father that
missed the first boat, I must raise me claryon
voice again’' the invasion iv this fair land
be th' paupers an’ arnychists in Europe.
Ye bet I must—because I'm here first * * *,
In thim days America was th' refuge iv th’
oppressed in all th' wurruld. * * * But as
I tell ye, 'tis diff'rent now. 'Tis time we
put our back again’ th’ open dure an' keep
out th' savage horde.”

But there is no denying the fact that by
the turn of the century the opinion was
becoming widespread that the numbers of
new immigrants should be limited. Those
who were opposed to all immigration and all
“foreigners” were now joined by those who
believed sincerely, and with some basis in
fact, that America's capacity to absorb im-
migration was limited. This movement to-
ward restricting immigration represented a
social and economic reaction, not only to
the tremendous increase in immigration
after 1880, but also to the shift in its main
sources, to Southern, Eastern and South-
eastern Europe.

Anti-immigration sentiment was height-
ened by World War I, and the disillusion-
ment and strong wave of isolationism that
marked its aftermath. It was in this climate,
in 1921, that Congress passed and the Presi-
dent signed the first major law in our coun-
try's history severely limiting new immigra-
tion by establishing an emergency quota
system. An era in American history had
ended; we were committed to a radically new
policy toward the peopling of the Nation.

The act of 1921 was an early version of the
so-called national origins system. Its pro-
visions limited lmmigration of numbers of
each nationality to a certain percentage of
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the number of foreign-born individuals of
that nationality resident in the United States
according to the 1910 census. Nationality
meant country of birth. The total number
of immigrants permitted to enter under this
system each year was 357,000.

In 1924, the act was revised, creating a
temporary arrangement for the years 1824
to 1929, under which the national quotas
for 1924 were equal to 2 percent of the num-
ber of foreign-born persons of a given na-
tlonality living in the United States in 1890,
or about 164,000 people. The permanent sys-
tem, which went into force in 1929, includes
essentially all the elements of immigration
policy that are in our law today. The immi-
gration statutes now establish a system of
annual quotas to govern immigration from
each country. Under this system 156,987
quota Immigrants are permitted to enter the
United States each year. The quotas from
each country are based upon the national
origins of the population of the United States
in 1920.

The use of the year 1920 is arbitrary. It
rests upon the fact that this system was
introduced in 1924 and the last prior census
was in 1920. The use of a national origins
system is without basis in either logic or
reason. It neither satisfles a national need
nor accomplishes an international purpose.
In an age of interdependence among nations
such a system is an anachronism, for it dis-
criminates among applicants for admission
Into the United States on the basis of acci-
dent of birth.

Because of the composition of our popula-
tlon in 1920, the system is heavily weighted
in favor of immigration from Northern
Europe and severely limits immigration from
southern and eastern Europe and from other
parts of the world.

To cite some recent examples: Great
Britain has an annual quota of 65,361 im-
migration visas and used 28,2901 of them.
Germany has a gquota of 25,814, and used 26,-
533 (of this number, about one-third are
wives of servicemen who could enter on a
nonquota basis). Ireland’s quota is 17,756
and only 6,054 Irish availed themselves of it.
On the other hand, Poland is permitted 6,488,
and there Is a backlog of 61,293 Poles wish-
ing to enter the United States. Italy is per-
mitted 5,666 and has a backlog of 132,435.
Greece's quota Is 308; her backlog is 96,538.
Thus a Greek cltlzen desiring to emigrate to
this country has little chance of coming here.
And an American citizen with a Greek father
or mother must wait at least 18 months to
bring his parents here to join him. A eciti-
Zzen whose married son or daughter, or
brother or sister, is Italian cannot obtain a
quota number for them for 2 years or more.
Meanwhile, many thousands of quota num-
bers are wasted because they are not wanted
or needed by nationals of the countries to
which they are assigned.

In short, a qualified person born in Eng-
land or Ireland who wants to emigrate to
the United States can do so at any time. A
person born in Italy, Hungary, Poland, or
the Baltic States may have to walt many
years before his turn is reached. This system
is based upon the assumption that there is
some reason for keeping the origins of our
population in exactly the same proportions
as they existed in 1920. Such an idea is at
complete variance with the American tra-
ditions and principles that the gualifications
of an immigrant do not depend upon his
country of birth and violates the spirit ex-
pressed in the Declaration of Independence
that all men are created equal.

One writer has listed six motives behind
the act of 1924. They were: (1) postwar
isolationism; (2) the doctrine of the alleged
superiority of Anglo-Saxon and Teutonic
“races”; (3) the fear that “pauper labor”
would lower wage levels; (4) the belief that

le of certain nations were less law
abiding than others; (5) the fear of foreign
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ideologlies and subversion; (6) the fear that
entrance of too many people with different
customs and habits would undermine our
national and social unity and order. All of
these arguments can be found in congres-
slonal debates on the subject and may be
heard today in discussions over a new na-
tional policy toward immigration. Thus far,
they have prevailed. The policy of 1924 was
continued in all its essentials by the Immi-
gration and Nationality Act of 1052,

There have been some minor amendments
to that act. In 1957 legislation was passed
to reunite families being separated by re-
strictive provisions of the immigration legis-
lation. Under it approximately 80,000 per-
sons have been admitted. Among them are
the wives, husbands, parents, or children of
American citizens, or escapees and refugees
from Communist persecution. In 1958 the
immigration laws were amended to give the
Attorney General added discretionary powers
to adjust the status of people admitted as
aliens. A 1959 amendment further facili-
tated the reunion of families, and a 1960
amendment provided for U.S. participation
in the resettlement of certain refugee-escap-
ees. In 1961 a special status was granted
orphans coming to this country for adoption
by American parents.

CHAPTER T7T—WHERE WE STAND

The Immigration and Nationality Act of
1952 undertook to codify all our national
laws on immigration. This was a proper and
long overdue task., But it was not just a
housekeeping chore. In the course of the
deliberation over the act, many baslc de-
clsions about our immigration policy were
made. The total racial bar against the nat-
uralization of Japanese, Koreans, and other
East Asians was removed, and a minimum
annual quota of 100 was provided for
each of these countries. Provision was
also made to make it easler to reunite hus-
bands and wives, Most important of all was
the decision to do nothing about the national
origins system.

The famous words of Emma Lazarus on the
pedestal of the Statue of Liberty read:
“Giive me your tired, your poor, your huddled
masses yearning to breathe free.” TUntil
1921 this was an accurate picture of our so-
clety. Under present law it would be appro-
priate to add: “as long as they come from
Northern Europe, are not too tired or too
poor or slightly ill, never stole a loaf of bread,
never joined any questionable organization,
and can document their acivities for the past
2 years.”

Furthermore, the national origins quota
system has strong overtones of an indefen-
sible raclal preference. It is strongly
weighted toward so-called Anglo-Saxons, a
phrase which one writer calls "“a term of
art” encompassing almost anyone from
Northern and Western Europe. Sinclair
Lewis described hls hero, Martin Arrow-
smith, this way: “a typiecal purebred Anglo-
Saxon American—which means that he was a
union of German, French, Scotch-Irish, per-
haps a little Spanish, conceivably of the
strains lumped together as ‘Jewish,’ and a
great deal of English, which is itself a com-
bination of primitive Britain, Celtic, Phoeni-
cian, Roman, German, Dane, and Swede.”

Yet, however much our present policy may
be deplored, it still remains our national
policy. As President Truman sald when he
vetoed the Immigration and Nationality Act
(only to have that veto overridden): “The
idea behind this discriminatory policy was,
to put it boldly, that Americans with English
or Irish names were better people and better
citizens than Americans with Italian or Greek
or Polish names. * * * Such a concept is
utterly unworthy of our traditions and our
ideals.”

Partly as a result of the inflexibility of the
national origins quota system, the Govern-
ment has had to resort to temporary expedi-
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ents to meet emergency situations. The 1957
Eennedy amendment, which permitted alien
spouses, parents, and children with inconse-
quential disqualifications to enter the United
States, was responsive to this need. In 1048
Congress passed the Displaced Persons Act
allowlng more than 400,000 people made
homeless by the war to come to this country.
In 19563 Congress passed the Refugee Relief
Act to admit about 200,000 people, most of
whom had fled from behind the Iron Cur-
tain. Under this act and under a clause of
the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952,
not originally intended for use in such situa-
tions, some 30,000 freedom fighters from Hun-
gary were admitted in 1957. As a result it
became necessary to pass a speclal law in
1958 to regularize the status of many of these
immigrants.

Following the 1958 earthquakes in the
Azores which left so many Portuguese home-
less, none of these people could enter the
United States as quota immigrants. Persons
of Dutch origin in the Netherlands who
were displaced from Indonesia were also in-
eligible to enter the United States as quota
immigrants. Both needs were met by the
Pastore-EKennedy-Walter Act of 1958 admit-
ting a number of them on a nonquota basis
into the United States. In 1962 a special law
had to be passed to permit the immigration
of several thousand Chinese refugees who
had escaped from Communist China to Hong
Eong. The same legislative procedure was
used as in the 1957 Hungarian program.
Each world crisis is met by a new exception
to the Immigration and Nationality Act of
1852, Each exception reflects the natural
humanitarian impulses of the American peo-
ple, which is in keeping with our traditions
of shelter to the homeless and refuge for the
oppressed.

While none of these measures are, of them-
selves, especlally generous responses to the
tremendous problems to which they are ad-
dressed, they all have a great impact on our
foreign policy. They demonstrate that there
is still a place In America for people fleeing
from tyranny or natural calamity. Never-
theless, the effect of these actions is diluted
by the very fact that they are viewed as ex-
ceptions to our national policy rather than
as a part of that policy.

Another measure of the inadequecy of the
Immigration and Nationality Act has been
the huge volume of private immigration bills
introduced in Congress. These are bills to
deal with individual hardship cases for which
the general law falls to provide. In the 87th
Congress over 3,500 such bills were intro-
duced. Private immigration bills make up
about half of our legislation today.

It is not hard to see why. A poor European
college girl was convicted three times for
putting slugs in a pay telephone, and 15
years later, married to an American teach-
er abroad, she was denled entrance to our
country because of three separate convictions
for a crime involving moral turpitude, Or
another case. An Itallan immigrant living
in Massachusetts with his small children
could not bring his wife to the United States
because she had been convicted on two
counts involving moral turpitude. Her
crimes? In 1913 and 1939 she had stolen
bundles of sticks to build a fire. It took acts
of Congress to reunite both these families.

These are examples of the Inadequacies
of the present law. They are !mportant of
themselves because people's lives are affected
by them. But they are more important for
what they represent of the way Amerlea looks
at the world and the way America looks at
itself.

There is, of course, a legitimate argument
for some limitation upon immigration. We
no longer need settlers for virgin lands, and
our economy is expanding more slowly than
in the 19th and early 20th centuries. A
superficial analysis of the heated argu-
ments over immigration policy which have
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taken place since 1952 might give the im-
pression that there was an Iirreconcilable
conflict, as if one side wanted to go back to
the policy of our Founding Fathers, of unre-
stricted Immigration, and the other side
wanted to stop all further immigration. In
fact, there are only a few basic differences
between the most liberal bill offered in recent
years, sponsored by former Senator Herbert
H. Lehman, and the supporters of the status
quo. The present law admits 156,700 quota
immigrants annually. The Lehman bill (like
a bill introduced by Senator PHmr A. HART
and cosponsored by over one-third of the
Members of the Senate) would admit 250,000.

The clash of opinion arises not over the
number of immigrants to be admitted, but
over the test for admission—the national
origins quota system. Instead of using the
discriminatory test of where the immigrant
was born, the reform proposals would base
admission on the immigrant's possession of
skills our country needs and on the humani-
tarian ground of reuniting families. Such
legislation does not seek to make over the
face of America. Immigrants would still be
given tests for health, intelligence, morality,
and security.

The force of this argument is recognized
by the special measures enacted since 1952
which have ignored the established pattern
of favoring northern and western Europe
immigration over southern and eastern Eu-
ropean countries. These statutes have re-
sulted in the admission of a great many more
persons from southern European countries
than would have been possible under the
McCarran-Walter Act.

But more than a decade has elapsed since
the last substantial amendment to these
laws. There is a compelling need for Con-
gress to reexamine and make changes in
them.

Religious and clvic organizations, ethnie
assoclations, and newspaper editorlals, clt-
izens from every walk of life and groups of
every description have expressed their sup-
port for a more rational and less prejudiced
immigration law. Congressional leaders of
both parties have urged the adoption of new
legislation that would eliminate the most
objectionable features of the McCarran-Wal-
ter Act and the nationalities quota system.

It is not only the initlal assignment of
quota numbers which is arbitrary and un-
just; additional inequity results from the
failure of the law to permit full utilization
of the authorized quota numbers. The tiny
principality of Andorra in the Pyrenees
Mountains, with 6,500 Spanish-speaking in-
habitants, has an American immigration
quota of 100, while Spain, with 28 million
people, has a quota of only 250. While Amer-
ican citizens walt for years for their relatives
to receive a quota, approximately 60,000
numbers are wasted each year because the
countries to which thy are assigned have
far more numbers allocated to them than
they have emigrants seeking to move to the
United States. There is no way at present
in which these numbers can be reassigned
to nations where immense backlogs of appli-
cants for admisslon to the United States
have accumulated. This deficiency in the
law should be corrected.

A special discriminatory formula is now
applied to the immigration of persons who
are attributable by their ancestry to an area
called the Asla-Pacific triangle. This area
embraces all countries from Pakistan to Ja-
pan and the Pacific islands north of Australia
and New Zealand. Usually, the quota un-
der which a prospective immigrant must en-
ter is determined by his place of birth. How-
ever, if as much as one-half of an immi-
grant’s ancestors came from nations in the
Asia-Pacific triangle, he must rely upon the
small quota assigned to the country of his
ancestry, regardless of where he was born.
This provision of the law should be repealed.
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The Presidential message to Congress of
July 23, 1963, recommended that the na-
tional origins system be replaced by a for-
mula governing immigration to the United
States which takes into account: (1) the
skills of the immigrant and their relation-
ships to our needs; (2) the family relation-
ship between immigrants and persons al-
ready here, so that the reuniting of families
is encouraged; and (3) the priority of reg-
istration. Present law grants a preference to
immigrants with special skills, education, or
training. It also grants a preference to vari-
ous relatives of United States citizens
and lawfully resident aliens. But it does so
only with a national origins quota. It
should be modified so that those with the
greatest ability to add to the national wel-
fare, no matter where they are born, are
granted the highest priority. The next
priority should go to those who seek
to be reunited with their relatives. For
applicants with equal claims, the earliest
registrant should be the first admitted.

In order to remove other existing barriers
to the reuniting of families, two additional
improvements in the law are needed.

First, parents of American citizens, who
now have a preferred quota status, should be
accorded nonquota status.

Second, parents of aliens resident in the
United States, who now have no preference,
should be accorded a preference, after skilled
specialists and other relatives of citizens and
alien residents.

These changes will have little effect on the
number of immigrants admitted. They will
have a major effect insofar as they relieve
the hardship many of our citizens and resi-
dents now face in being separated from their
parents.

These changes will not solve all the prob-
lems of immigration. But they will insure
that progress will continue to be made to-
ward our ideals and toward the realization of
humanitarian objectives.

We must avoid what the Irish Poet John
Boyle O'Reilly once called:

“Organized charity, scrimped and lced,
In name of a cautious, statistical
Christ.”

Immigration policy should be generous; it
should be fair; it should be flexible. With
such a policy we can turn to the world, and
to our own past, with clean hands and a clear
conscience. Such a policy would be but a
reaffirmation of old principles. It would be
an expression of our agreement with George
Washington that “The bosom of America is
open to receive not only the opulent and
respectable stranger, but the oppressed and
persecuted of all nations and religions;
whom we shall welcome to a participation
of all our rights and privileges, if by decency
and propriety of conduct they appear to
merit the enjoyment.”

APPENDIX A

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA—A NATION
OF IMMIGRANTS

The map on the following pages (not
printed in the Recorp) indicates the general
distribution of immigrant groups in the
United States. All told, more than 42 million
immigrants have come to our shores since the
beginning of our history as a nation. Why
they came here and what they did after they
arrived make up the story of America. They
came for a varlety of reasons from every
quarter of the world, representing almost
every race, almost every religion, and almost
every creed. Through their ingenuity, their
industry, and their imagination, they were
able to create out of a wilderness a thriving
and prosperous nation—and through their
dedication to liberty and freedom, they
helped to build a government reflecting
man's most cherished ideals.

From Great Britain came Pllgrims, who
sought freedom; Quakers, who loved their
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brothers but who were not allowed to love
them in peace; sturdy Scots and Welsh. To
date, estimated immigration from Great
Britain: 4,642,096. Peak year: 1888.

The bold, imaginative Irish left their land
during the years of famine for the land of op-
portunity. Estimated immigration from
Ireland to date: 4,693,009. Peak decade:
1851-60.

From Germany came the liberals and those
who fled persecution. Estimated immigra-
tion from Germany to date: 6,798,313. Peak
decade: 1881-90.

Fleeing Czarist and Communist suppres-
sion, came an estimated 3,344,998 Russians,
some 40 percent of them Jews fleeing perse-
cution. Peak decade: 1901-10.

Frenchmen cried, "Let us rule ourselves;
our kings are not divine.” To date, esti-
mated immigration from France, 698,188,
Peak year: 1851.

The Japanese and Chinese brought their
gentle dreams to the West coast. To date,
estimated immigration from Japan: 338,087.
Peak year: 1907. Estimated immigration
from China: 411,685. Peak year: 1882.

The Greeks found soil where vineyards
might flourish. To date, estimated immigra-
tion from Greece: 499,465. Peak year: 1807,

In Poland they heard of the land where
freedom is. To date, estimated immigra-
tion from Poland: 451,010. Peak year: 1921,

From Austria-Hungary and Rumania whole
villages banded together to find a new life.
To date, estimated immigration from Austria
and Hungary: 4,280,863. Peak year: 1907.
To date, estimated immigration from Ru-
mania: 159,497. Peak year: 1921.

Italians settled In the cities of the East
and the valleys of the West. To date, esti-
mated immigration from Italy: 5,017,625.
Peak year: 1907.

To the Midwest the Scandinavians brought
their knowledge of agriculture. To date,
estimated immigration from Denmark:

354,331. Peak year: 1882. From Finland:
28,358. Peak year: 1902. From Norway:
843,867. Peak year: 1882. From Sweden:

1,256,296. Peak year: 1882.

These are some of yesterday’'s immigrants
who have supplied a continuous flow of cre-
ative abilitles and ideas that have enriched
our Nation.

The immigrants we welcome today and to-
morrow will carry on this tradition and help
us to retain, reinvigorate and strengthen the
American spirit.

APPENDIX B
CHRONOLOGY OF IMMIGRATION

In 1607: Founding of Virginia by English
colonists, to “fetch treasure” and enjoy reli-
glous and happy government.”

In 1619: First shipload of 20 Negro slaves
arrives at Jamestown.

In 1620: Voyage of the Mayflower, carrying
Pilgrims who welcome opportunity of “ad-
vancing the gospel of * * * Christ in those
remote parts of the world.”

In 1623: Settlement of New Netherland as
a trading post by Dutch West India Company.

In 1630—40: Puritans migrate to New Eng-
land to establish a form of government that
will allow them to worship as they desire.

In 1634: Lord Baltimore founds Maryland
as a refuge for English Catholics.

In 1642: Outbreak of English Civil War
and decrease in Puritan migration.

In 1649: Passage of Maryland Toleration
Act, extending toleration to all bodies pro-
fessing trinitarian Christianity.

In 1654: First Jewish immigrants to reach
North America arrive at New Amsterdam flee-
ing Portuguese persecution in Brazil.

In 1660: Emigration from England offi-
cially discouraged by government of Charles
II, acting on mercantilist doctrine that the
wealth of a country depends on number of
its inhabitants,

In 1670: Settlement of the Carolinas by a
group of English courtiers, anxious to pro-
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mote national self-sufficiency—and their own
fortunes.

In 1681: Founding of Pennsylvania by the
Quakers, as Willlam Penn's “holy experi-
ment” in universal philanthropy and broth-
erhood.

In 1683: First German settlers, Mennon-
ites to reach New World arrive in Penn-
sylvania, in a desire to withdraw from the
world and live peaceably according to the
tenets of their faith.

In 1685: Revocation of Edict of Nantes by
Louls XIV, culmination of growth of reli-
glous intolerance in France, leads to arrival
of small but ilmportant group of Huguenots,
Most settle in South Carolina.

In 1697: Royal African Company's monop-
oly of slave trade ends and the business of
slavery expands rapidly. New Englanders
find it extremely profitable.

In 1707: Act of Union between England
and Scotland begins a new era of Scottish
migration. Scots settle as merchants and
factors in colonial seaports; lowland artisans
and laborers leave Glasgow to become in-
dentured servants in tobacco colonies and
New York,

In 1709: Exodus from German Palatinate
in wake of devastation wreaked by wars of
Louis XIV. Palatines settle in Hudson Val-
ley and Pennsylvania,

In 1717: Act of English Parliament legal-
izes transportation to American colonies as
punishment; contractors begin regular ship-
ments from jails, most (of some 30,000) to
Virginia and Maryland.

In 1718: Large-scale Scotch-Irish immigra-
tion begins, sparked by discontent with old
country land system: absentee landlords,
high rents, short leases. Most settle first
in New England, then in Maryland and Penn-
sylvania.

In 1730: Colonization of Virginia valley
and Carolina back country by Germans (Pi-
etist and pacifist sectarians) and Scotch-
Irish from Pennsylvania.

In 1732: Georgia founded by James Ogle-
thorpe, as a buffer against Spanish and
French attack, as a producer of raw silk and
as a haven for imprisoned debtors. (Silk
scheme fails; only a handful of debtors
come.)

In 1740: Parliament enacts Naturalization
Act conferring British citizenship on allen
immigrants to colonies in hope of encour-
aging Jewish immigration. Jews enjoy a
greater degree of political and religlous free-
dom in the American colonies than anywhere
in the world,

In 1745: Jacobite rebellion in Scotland to
put Stuarts back on throne fails. Some reb-
els transported to American colonies as pun-
ishment.

In 1755: Expulsion of French Acadians
from Nova Scotia on suspicion of disloyalty.
Survivors settle in Louislana.

In 1771-73: Depression in Ulster linen
trade and acute agrarian crises bring new in-
flux of Scotch-Irish, around 10,000 annually.

In 1775: British Government suspends
emigration on outbreak of hostilities in
America.

In 1783: Treaty of Paris ends Revolution-
ary War. Revival of immigration; most nu-
merous group: Scotch-Irish.

In 1789: Outbreak of French Revolution.
Emigration to the United States of aristo-
crats and royalist sympathizers.

In 1791: Negro revolt in Santo Domingo;
10,000-20,000 French exiles take refuge in the
United States, principally in towns on the
Atlantie seaboard.

In 1793: Wars of the French Revolution
send Girondists and Jacobins threatened by
guillotine to the United States.

In 1798: Unsuccessful Irish rebellion; reb-
els emigrate to the United States, as do dis-
tressed artisans and yeoman farmers and
agricultural laborers depressed by bad har-
vests and low prices.

Alien and Sedition Acts give President ar-
bitrary powers to seize and expel resident
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allens suspected of engaging In subversive
activities. Though never invoked, acts in-
duce several shiploads of Frenchmen to re-
turn to France and Santo Domingo.

In 1803: Resumption of war between Eng-
land and France. Disrupting of transatlan-
tic trade; emigration from continental Eu-
rope practically impossible.

British Passenger Act llmits numbers to
be carried by emigrant ships, effectively
checks Irish emigration.

In 1807: Congress prohibits importing of
Negro slaves into the United States (prohib-
ited by Delaware in 1776; Virginia, 1778;
Maryland, 1783; South Carolina, 1787, North
Carolina, 1794; Georgia, 1798; reopened by
South Carolina in 1803).

In 1812; War of 1812 brings immigration
to a complete halt.

In 1814: Treaty of Ghent ends War of
1812. Beginning of first great wave of immi-
gration: 5 million immigrants between 1815
and 1860.

In 1818: Black Ball Line of sailing packets
begins regular Liverpool-New York service;
Liverpool becomes main port of departure
for Irish and British, as well as consider-
able numbers of Germans and Norweglans.

In 1825: Great Britailn repeals laws pro-
hibiting emigration as ineffective; official en-
dorsement of view that England is overpopu-
lated.

Arrival in United States of first group of
Norwegian immigrants in sloop Restaura-
tionen, consisting of freeholders leaving an
overpopulated country and shrunken farms.
They are followed by cotters, laborers and
servants.

In 1830: Polish revolution. Thirty-six sec-
tions of public land in Illinois allotted by
Congress to Polish revolutionary refugees.

In 1837: Financlal panic, Natlvists com-
plain that immigration lowers wage levels,
contributes to the decline of the apprentice-
ship system and generally depresses the
condition of labor.

In 1840: Cunard Line founded. Beginning
of era of steamship lines especially designed
for passenger transportation between Europe
and the United States.

In 1845: Native American Party founded,
with minimal support in 14 States; pre-
cursor of nativist, anti-immigrant EKnow-
Nothing Party which reached its peak in 1855,
when it elected six Governors, dominated
several State legislatures and sent a slzable
delegation to Congress.

In 1846: Crop failures in Germany and Hol-
land. Mortgage foreclosures and forced sales
send tens of thousands of dispossessed to
United States.

In 1846-47: Irish potato famine, Large
scale emigration to the United States of all
classes of Irish population, not only laborers
and cotters, but even substantial farmers.

In 1848: Revolution in Germany. Fallure
of revolution results in emigration of political
refugees to America.

In 1855: Opening of Castle Garden immi-
grant depot In New York. City to process
mass immigration.

In 1856: Collapse of Know-Nothing move-
ment in presidential election; candidate
Millard Fillmore carries only one State.

Irish Catholic Colonization Convention at
Buffalo, N.Y., to promote Irish rural coloni-
zation in the United States. Strongly op-
posed by eastern bishops, movement proves
unsuccessful.

In 1861-65: Large numbers of Immigrants
wme on both sides during American Civil

ar.

In 1882: First Federal immigration law
bars lunatics, idiots, convicts and those likely
to become public charges,

Chinese Exclusion Act denies entry to Chi-
nese laborers for a period of 10 years (re-
newed in 1892; Chinese immigration sus-
pended indefinitely in 1902; many return
home).
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Outbreak of anti-Semitism in Russia;
sharp rise in Jewish migration to United
States.

In 1885: Foran Act prohibits importing of
contract labor, but not of skilled labor for
new industries, artists, actors, lecturers, do-
mestic servants; individuals in United States
not to be prevented from assisting immigra-
tion of relatives and personal friends.

In 1886: Statue of Liberty dedicated, just
when the resistance to unrestricted immigra-
tion begins to mount.

In 1890: Superintendent of the Census an-
nounces disappearance of the frontier.

In 1891: Congress adds health gualifica-
tions to immigration restrictions.

Pogroms in Russia. Large Jewish immi-
gration to United States.

In 1892: Ellis Island replaces Castle Gar-
den as a reception center for immigrants,

In 1893: Economic depression brings a
vast accesslon of strength to anti-Catholic
American Protective Assoclation.

In 1894: Immigration Restriction League
organized, to be the spearhead of restric-
tionist movement for next 25 years. Empha-
sizes distinction between *old” (northern
and western European) and “new" (south-
ern and eastern European) immigrants.

In 1894-96: Massacres of Armenian Chris-
tians by Moslems set emigration to United
States in motion.

In 1897: Literacy test for immigrants ve-
toed by President Cleveland.

In 1908: Immigration law denles entry,
inter alia, to anarchists or persons believing
in the overthrow by force or violence of the
Government of the United States, or any
government, or in the assassination of pub-
lic officials (as a result of President McKin-
ley's assassination by the American-born
anarchist, Leon Czlogosz).

In 1905: Japanese and Korean Exclusion
League formed by organized labor in protest
against influx of coolie labor and in fear of
threat to the living standards of Ameriean
workingmen.

In 1907-08: Gentleman's agreement,
whereby Japanese Government undertakes
to deny passports to laborers going directly
from Japan to United States, falls to satisfy
west coast exclusionists.

In 1913: California Legislature passes alien
land law, effectively barring Japanese, as
“aliens ineligible for citizenship,” from own-
ing agricultural land in the State.

In 1914-18: World War I. End of period
of mass migration to the United States.

In 1916: Madison Grant's “The Passing of
the Great Race” calls for exclusion, on racist
grounds, of “inferior” Alpine, Mediterranean,
and Jewish breeds.

In 1917: Literacy test for immigrants
finally adopted after being defeated in Con-
gress in 1896, 1898, 1902, 1906, vetoed in 1897
by President Cleveland, in 1913 by President
Taft, and in 1915 and 1917 by President Wil-
son. It was passed by overriding the second
veto by President Wilson.

In 1919: Big Red scare: antiforeign fears
and hatreds transferred from German-Amer-
icans to alien revolutionaries and radicals,
Thousands of allen radicals seized in Palmer
raids, hundreds deported.

In 1921: Emergency immigration restric-
tion law introduces quota system, heavily
weighted in favor of natives of northern and
western Europe, all but slamming the door
on southern and eastern Europeans. Im-
mediate slump in immigration.

In 1923: Ku Klu Klan, at heart a virulent-
ly anti-immigrant movement, reaches its
peak strength.

In 1924: Natlonal Origins Act adopted,
settling celling on number of immigrants,
and establishing discriminatory national-
racial quotas.

In 1929: National Origins Act becomes
operative. Stock market crash. Demands
that immigration be further reduced during
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economic crisis lead Hoover administration
to order rigorous enforcement of prohibition
against admission of persons liable to be
public charges.

In 1933: Hitler becomes German Chancel-
lor; antl-Semitie campaign begins. Jewish
refugees from Nazl Germany come to United
States, though barriers imposed by the quota
system are not lifted.

In 1934: Philippine Independence Act re-
stricts Filipino immigration to an annual
quota of 50.

In 1939: World War II begins.

In 1941: United States enters war. All im-
migrant groups support united war effort.

In 1942: Evacuation of Japanese-Amer=-
icans from Pacific Coast to detention camps,
vietims of deep-seated suspicion and animos-
ity, and unjustified fear of espionage and
sabotage.

In 1945: Large-scale Puerto Rican migra-~
tion to escape poverty on island. Many settle
in New York.

In 1946: War Brides Act provides for ad-
mission of foreign-born wives of American
servicemen.

In 1948: Displaced Persons Act (amended
in 1950) provides for admission of 400,000
refugees during a 4-year period: three-quar-
ters regular displaced persons from countries
with low quotas, one-quarter Volksdeutsche
(ethnic Germans), special groups of Greek,
Polish, and Itallan refugees, orphans and
European refugees stranded in the Far East.

In 1052: Immigration and Naturalization
Act, codifying existing legislation, makes the
quota system even more rigld and repressive,
except for a token quota granted those in the
Asia-Pacific triangle.

In 1953-56: Refugee Rellef Act grants
visas to some 5,000 Hungarians after 1956
revolution; President Eisenhower invites 30,-
000 more to come in on parole.

In 1854: Ellis Island closed. Symbol of
ending of mass migration.

In 1957: Special legislation to admit Hun-
garian refugees.

In 1959: Castro revolution successful in
Cuba.

In 1960: Cuban refugees paroled Into
United States.

In 1962: Speclal permission for admission
of refugees from Hong Kong.

In 1963: Congress urged by President Ken-
nedy to pass new legislation eliminating na-
tional origins quota system.

(Appendix C: “Suggested Reading” has
been omitted.)

APPENDIX D

TexXT OF PRESIDENT JoHN F. KENNEDY’S PRO-
POSALS T'O LIBERALIZE IMMIGRATION STATUTES
(Jury 23, 1963)

I am transmitting herewith, for the con-
slderation of the Congress, legislation revis-
ing and modernizing our immigration laws.
More than a decade has elapsed since the
last substantial amendment to these laws.
I belleve there exists a compelling need for
the Congress to reexamine and make certain
changes in these laws.

The most urgent and fundamental reform
I am recommending relates to the national
origins system of selecting immigrants.
Since 1924 it has been used to determine the
number of quota immigrants permitted to
enter the United States each year. Accord-
ingly, although the legislation I am trans-
mitting deals with many problems which re-
quire remedial action, it concentrates atten-
tion primarily upon revision of our quota
immigration system. The enactment of this
legislation will not resolve all of our im-
portant problems in the field of immigration
law. It will, however, provide a sound basis
upon which we can build in developing an
immigration law that serves the national in-
terest and reflects in every detall the prin-
ciples of equality and human dignity to
which our Nation subscribes.
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Elimination of discrimination based on
national origins

Present legislation establishes a system of
annual quotas to govern immigration from
each country. Under this system, 156,700
quota immigrants are permitted to enter the
United States each year. The systemn is
based upon the national origins of the popu-
lation of the United States in 1920. The use
of the year 1920 is arbitrary. It rests upon
the fact that this system was introduced in
1924 and the last prior census was in 1920.
The use of a national origins system is with-
out basls In either logic or reason. It neither
satisfies a national need nor accomplishes an
international purpose. In an age of inter-
dependence among nations, such a system is
an anachronism, for it discriminates among
applicants for admission into the United
States on the basis of accident of birth.

Because of the composition of our popu-
lation in 1920, the system is heavily weighted
in favor of immigration from northern Eu-
rope and severely limits immigration from
southern and eastern Europe and from other
parts of the world. An American citizen
with a Greek father or mother must wait at
least 18 months to bring his parents here
to join him., A citizen whose married son or
daughter, or brother or sister, is Itallan can-
not obtain a gquota number for an even
longer time. Meanwhile, many thousands
of quota numbers are wasted because they
are not wanted or needed by nationals of the
countries to which they are assigned.

I recommend that there be substituted for
the national origins system a formula gov-
erning immigration to the United States
which takes into account (1) the skills of
the immigrant and their relationship to our
need; (2) the family relationship between
immigrants and persons already here, so that
the reuniting of families is encouraged; and
(8) the priority of registration. Present law
grants a preference to immigrants with spe-
clal skills, education, or training. It also
grants a preference to varlous relatives of
U.S. citizens and lawfully resident aliens.
But 1t does so only within a national origins
quota. It should be modified so that those
with the greatest ability to add to the na-
tional welfare, no matter where they were
born, are granted the highest priority. The
next priority should go to those who seek
to be reunited with their relatives. As be-
tween applicants with equal claims the
earllest registrant should be the first ad-
mitted.

Many problems of fairness and foreign
policy are involved in replacing a system so
long entrenched. The national origins sys-
tem has produced large backlogs of appli-
cations in some countries, and too rapid a
change might, in a system of limited immi-
gration, so drastically curtail immigration
in some countries the only effect might be to
shift the unfairness from one group of na-
tions to another. A reasonable time to ad-
just to any new system must be provided if
individual hardships upon persons who were
relying on the present system are to be
avolded. In addition, any new system must
have sufficient flexibility to allow adjust-
ments to be made when it appears that im-
migrants from nations closely allied to the
United States will be unduly restricted in
their freedom to furnish the new seed popu-
lation that has so long been a source of
strength to our Nation.

PROPOSAL IN DETAIL

Accordingly, I recommend:

First, that existing quotas be reduced grad-
ually, at the rate of 20 percent a year. The
quota numbers released each year would be
placed in a quota reserve pool, to be dis-
tributed on the new basis.

Second, that natives of no one country re-
ceive over 10 percent of the total quota num-
bers authorized in any one year. This will
insure that the pattern of immigration is
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not distorted by excessive demand from any
one country.

Third, that the President be authorized,
after receiving recommendations from a
seven-man Immigration Board, to reserve up
to 50 percent of the unallocated quota num-
bers for issuance to persons disadvantaged
by the change in the quota system, and up
to 20 percent to refugees whose sudden dis-
location requires special treatment. The
Immigration Board will be composed of two
members appointed by the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, two members ap-
pointed by the President pro tempore of the
Senate, and three members appointed by the
President. In addition to its responsibility
for rormulating recommendations regarding
the use of the quota reserve pool, the Board
will make a continuous study of our immi-
gration policy.

ALL QUOTA NUMBERS USED

But it is not alone the initial assignment
of quota numbers which is arbitrary and un-
just; additional inequity results from the
faillure of the law to permit full utilization
of the authorized quota numbers. While
American citizens wait for years for their
relatives to recelve a gquota, approximately
60,000 quota numbers are wasted each year
because the countries to which they are as-
signed have far more numbers allocated to
them than they have emigrants seeking to
move to the United States. There is no way
at present in which these numbers can be
reassigned to Nations where immense back-
logs of applicants for admission to the Unit-
ed States have accumulated. I recommend
that this deficiency in the law be corrected.

ASBIA-FPACIFIC TRIANGLE

A special discriminatory formula is now
used to regulate the immigration of persons
who are attributable by their ancestry to an
area called the Asia-Pacific triangle. This
area embraces all countries from Pakistan to
Japan and the Pacific islands north of Aus-
tralia and New Zealand. Usually, the quota
under which a prospective Immigrant must
enter is determined by his place of birth.
However, if as much as one-half of an immi-
grant's ancestors came from nations in the
Asia-Pacific triangle, he must rely upon the
small quota assigned to the country of his
ancestry, regardless of where he was born.
This provision of our law should be repealed.

OTHER FPROVISIONS

In order to remove other existing barrlers
to the reuniting of families, I recommend
two additional improvements in the law.

First, parents of American citizens, who
now have a preferred quota status should be
accorded nongquota status.

Second, parents of aliens resident in the
United States, who now have no preference,
should be accorded a preference, after skilled
specialists and other relatives of citizens and
alien residents.

These changes will have little effect on the
number of immigrants admitted. They will
have a major effect upon the individual
hardships many of our citizens and residents
now face In being separated from their
parents.

In addition, I recommend the following
changes in the law In order to correct cer-
taln deficlencles and improve its general ap-
plication.

1. Changes in the preference structure.
At present, the procedure under which spe-
cially skilled or trained workers are per-
mitted to enter thils country too often pre-
vents talented people from applying for visas
to enter the United States. It often de-
prives us of immigrants who would be helpful
to our economy and our culture, This pro-
cedure should be liberalized so that highly
trained or skilled persons may obtain a pref-
erence without requiring that they secure
employment here before emigrating. In
addition, I recommend that a special pref-
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erence be accorded workers with lesser skills
who can fill specific needs in short supply in
this country.

2. Nonquota status for natives of Jamalca,
Trinidad and Tobago should be granted.
Under existing law, no numerical limitation
is imposed upon the number of immigrants
coming from Canada, Mexico, Cuba, Haitl,
the Dominican Republie, the Canal Zone, or
any independent country in Central or South
America. But the language of the statute
restricts this privilege to persons born in
countries in the Caribbean area which
gained their independence prior to the date
of the last major amendment to the immi-
gration and nationality statutes, in 1952.
This acecidental discrimination against the
newly independent nations of the Western
Hemisphere should be corrected.

3. Persons afflicted with mental health
problems should be admitted provided cer-
tain standards are met. Today, any person
afflicted with a mental disease or mental de-
fect, psychotic personality, or epilepsy, and
any person who has suffered an attack of
mental illness, can enter this country only if
a private bill is enacted for his benefit. Fam-
ilies which are able and willing to care for
a mentally ill child or parent are often forced
to choose between living in the United States
and leaving their loved ones behind and not
living in the United States but being able to
see and care for their loved ones. Mental
iliness is not incurable. It should be treated
like other illnesses. I recommend that the
Attorney General, at his discretion and under
proper safeguards, be authorized to walve
those provisions of the law which prohibit
the admission to the United States of per-
sons with mental problems when they are
close relatives of United States citizens and
lawfully resident aliens.

4. The Secretary of State should be au-
thorized, in his discretion, to require re-
registration of certain quota lmmigrant visa
applicants and to regulate the time of pay-
ment of visa fees. This authority would
bring registration lists up to date, terminate
the priority of applicants who have refused
to accept a visa, and end the problem of
“insurance” registrations by persons who
have no present intention to emigrate. Reg-
istration figures for oversubscribed quota
areas are now inaccurate because there exists
no way of determining whether registrants
have died, have emigrated to other coun-
tries, or for some other reason no longer
want to emigrate to the United States.
These problems are particularly acute in
heavlly oversubscribed areas.

CONCLUSION

As I have already indicated the measures
I have outlined will not solve all the prob-
lems of immigration. Many of them will re-
quire additional legislation; some cannot be
solved by any one country. But the legisla-
tion I am submitting will insure that prog-
ress will continue to be made toward our
ideals and toward the realization of humani-
tarian objectives. The measures I have rec-
ommended will help eliminate discrimina-
tion between peoples and nations on a basis
that is unrelated to any contribution that
immigrants can make and is Inconsistent
with our traditions of welcome. Our invest-
ment in new citizens has always been a val-
uable source of our strength.

APPENDIX E

SELECTED COMMENTS ON PRESIDENT EENNEDY'S
MESSAGE

Senator PHILIP A. HarT, Democrat, of Mich-
igan, speaking of the message on revision of
the immigration laws sent to the Congress in
1963, sald: “It is fitting that this proposal
should come at a time when the Nation and
the Congress are deeply committed to a full
review of our practices and laws affecting our
fellow citizens of different races. * * * Let
us get on with this job.”
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From the other side of the Chamber,
Republican Senator KEenneth B. Eeating, of
New York, declared: “I am very pleased that
the executive branch has now made these
proposals and I am sympathetic to the ap-
proach in this bill. * * * I shall certainly
exert every possible effort to have such legis-
lation enacted at this session * * * and hope
that there will be prompt hearings on this
important subject.”

Btrong support for a thoroughgoing revi-
sion of our present immigration policy came
from Senator Hueerr H. HUMPHREY, the
Minnesota Democrat. He said: “Although
Congress faces many urgent matters of na-
tional importance at this session and the
next, I fervently hope we can, nevertheless,
push ahead with the long-postponed long-
overdue task of bringing our immigration
laws up to the civilized standard which the
world has reason to expect of the United
States. The present system is cruel, unwork-
able, discriminatory, and illogical.”

Republican Senator HmamM L. Fong, of Ha-
wall, said: "I shall strongly support efforts
to basically revise our immigration laws and
policies,” and added that he was “heartened”
by the administration’s recognition of the
need for a basic change in American immi-
gration policies.

Congressman EMANUEL CELLER, of New
York, chairman of the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, sald: “It is my considered opinion
that the President's bill offers a broad and
firm basis for a long overdue revision of our
policies and practices in this most important
;rea of domestic and foreign human rela-

o ."

Congressman JAMES ROOSEVELT, of Califor-
nla, stated: “The President of the United
States has urgently called upon the Congress
to implement long overdue and sorely needed
changes in our immigration laws.

“I would like to strongly urge my col-
leagues to join with me in supporting this
new and far-reaching immigration proposal
of the President’s.”

Congressman Winriam F. RyYaN, of New
York, said: “I believe that President Ken-
nedy's proposals represent a giant step for-
ward In the creation of a sensible and hu-
mane immigration policy.”

Newspaper editorials reflected a similar,
nonpartisan approach to the projected revi-
sions. The Chicago Tribune commented:

“The idea of shifting the basis of immi-
grants’ admission from the arbitrary one of
country of origin to the rational and humane
ones of occupational skills and reuniting
families deserves approval.

“The policy of action without regard to
race, religion, or country of origin has in-
creasing appeal and scope in the United
States, especially in the processes of govern-
ment. The immigration quotas have been
the prineipal exception in Federal practice to
equality before the law for people whatever
the circumstances of their birth. It is an
exception that it is well to reconsider.”

The Denver Post approvingly sald of the
proposed changes: "It would replace a sys-
tem based on racial and national discrimina-
tion with one having two worthwhile and
humane objectives: to assure the United
States of a continuing flow of usefully skilled
new citizens, and to reunite the families of
U.S. citizens.”

The Washington Post, July 24, 1963, called
President Kennedy's proposal “the best im-
migration law within living memory to bear
a White House endorsement.”

The New York Times, July 25, 1963, in its
lead editorial stated: ‘“Adoption of the Pres-
ident’s wise recommendations would be an
act of justice and wisdom, as well as evidence
that we fully understand the true nature
of the changed world—now grown so small—
in which all humanity lives.,”
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The St. Paul Pioneer Press editorialized on
July 26, 1963: “Posslbly the only negative
feature of the administration’s new immigra-
tion plan is the 5 years it proposes to take
in implementing it. The present system is
so archaic and inflexible as to deserve speed-
ler abandonment.”

“It is time to lay aside the thinking of the
twentles in favor of the realitles of the
sixties with regard to our unreasonable quota
system on Immigration,” wrote the Chatta-
nooga Times. It continued:

“The system of national quotas has long
been recognized as a paradox, in a nation
proud of its pattern of growth and develop-
ment based in large part on the openness of
its shores to people seeking an opportunity
in the ‘land of opportunity.’

“The quota system was set up in the im-
migration law of 1924, Many of its sup-
porters saw this as a means of checking an
Asian immigration invasion. But others
adapted it to meet their own desires to limit
the number who could come to this country
from southern Europe,

"We are a big nation with room—and a
continuing need—to grow stronger. We can
do this with the skill and ability of our native
born and of those from other lands who
wish to be a part of this great Nation and
to work with us in trying to fulfill its ideals.

“The time to worry about immigration is
when people stop wanting to come to this
country.”

Beventy-two leading religious, civie, labor,
and social service agencies, members of the
American Immigration and Citizenship Con-
ference, jointly commended the President
as follows:

“We wish to endorse strongly the historic
step you have taken in your message of July
23 in calling for the elimination of the na-
tional origins quota system.

“We have long urged the removyal of this

discriminatory aspect of our American immi-
gration policy.

“We are greatly encouraged and wish to
express our appreciation for the outstanding
leadership you are giving in this major field
of human rights."”

Mr, KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, I should like to read a short
paragraph contained in the introduc-
tion to this book. It reads as follows:

On his sentimental visit to Ireland in
June of 1963, he stood at the spot from
which Patrick Eennedy embarked, and sald:
“When my great-grandfather left here to
become a cooper in East Boston, he carried
nothing with him except a strong religious
faith and a strong desire for liberty. If he
hadn't left, I would be working at the
Albatross Co. across the road.”

I believe that that is an inspiration
for all the immigrants who will come to
the United States in the future. It will
enable them to stop working at the
Albatross Co. and perhaps become Presi-
dent of the United States.

I should also like to express my ap-
preciation for the role played in this
legislation by Attorney General Katzen-
bach, Assistant Attorney General Nor-
bert Schlei, Mr. Leon Ulman, and Mr,
Robert Saloschin, all of the Department
of Justice; by Commissioner Raymond
Farrell, Mr. James Hennessy, and Mrs.
Helen Eckerson of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service; by Secretary of
State Rusk and Mr. Abba Schwartz of
the Department of State; and by Mr.
Adam Walinsky, formerly of the Depart-
ment of Justice.

1 yield the floor.
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THE 35-65 ALLOCATION FORMULA
IN THE DEFENSE DEPARTMENT
APPROPRIATION BILL—H.R. 9221

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Mississippi from the
bottom of my heart for the great cour-
tesy that he has paid to me in coming
to the Senate floor tonight to participate
with me in making a brief legislative
record in the Senate on the Defense
Department appropriation bill which
originally was planned to be presented
today, but which will be presented
tomorrow.

This cooperation of the Senator from
Mississippi with the senior Senator from
Oregon, and, for that matter, all Sena-
tors, is very typical of the Senator from
Mississippi. I want the Senator to know
that I appreciate it.

Mr. President, it is my understanding
that tomorrow the conference report on
the Department of Defense appropria-
tion bill, HR. 9221, will be considered
in the Senate.

I thank the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. StenNis] for his fine cooperation
and excellent assistance in bringing
about passage in the Appropriations
Committee, and in the Senate, of amend-
ment No. 61 to H.R. 9221 which would
have restored the language of limitation
protecting the so-called 35-65 formula
applicable to ship conversion, alteration
and repair projects. I am also apprecia-
tive of the fine help rendered on this
matter by other members of the Senate
Appropriations Committee.

Not only am I grateful for the stanch
support of this program on the Senate
side but I am sure I reflect the views of
businessmen and citizens of the State of
Oregon when I say they were indeed
pleased by the inclusion in the Senate
version of H.R. 9221 of this most im-
portant public-interest provision.

I was very much concerned, therefore,
when I observed that the conferees re-
ceded from amendment No. 61, thereby
dropping the 35-65 provision from the
bill which amendment was important to
the shipbuilding and ship repair interest
of Oregon and Washington, and, there-
fore, to the economy of those two great
States.

By way of preface, I should indicate
that I agree completely with the Senator
from Mississippi when he pointed out in
the Senate on August 25 that the 35-65
amendment would foster surveillance by
the Congress over the allocation of funds
to be used for this particular type of
Navy work. After all, this item involves
more than $840 million in Federal spend-
ing for fiscal 1966. Expenditures of that
magnitude should be protected by con-
gressional oversight procedures; they
should not be relegated to discretionary
action on the part of the executive
branch. This is a matter which, as the
Senator from Mississippi pointed out,
should be of special interest to the Con-
gress.

As the Senator from Mississippi also
pointed out on August 25, the United
States has an excess of shipyard capac-
ity; it is in our national interest to main-
tain as much of this capacity as possible
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and it is a fact that during the past 3
years, the 35-65 provision has resulted in
no serious defense problems for the
Navy.

According to the Navy’'s preliminary
plan, the private shipyards will be al-
located only 26.3 percent of the more
than $840 million to be devoted to con-
version, alteration and repair work dur-
ing fiscal 1966. This causes me deep
concern, because I feel that such a per-
centage reduction in this work to our
private shipyards will jeopardize the eco-
nomic status of such yards as well as
their readiness to meet any national
emergency that might occur in the ship
conversion, alteration, or repair field.

It is my hope that tomorrow, during
the course of the Senate discussion of
the conference report, the Senator from
Mississippi will supply his observations,
as a matter of legislative history on this
conference report. As I pointed out in
the statement I submitted to the Senate
Subcommittee on Defense Appropria-
tions on July 26:

If the Navy is given complete discretion to
deal or not to deal with the private ship
repair yards in this field of Government
work, a vital segment of our free enterprise
economy will disappear from the scene or
will be seriously damaged. We, as a nation,
cannot afford to lose this segment of our
free economy, nor can we afford to have it
weakened.

In fact, I think the dropping of the
35-65 percent amendment is another step
in the direction of a military takeover of
our free economy. More and more we
are seeing our free economy changed into
a defense economy controlled by military
considerations. Such a trend will lead
more and more to our economy being
controlled by the Pentagon Building.

Last month, I received a very interest-
ing report, dated August 5, addressed to
me by the Acting Chief of the Bureau of
Ships. This report supplied figures con-
cerning the total volume of repair and
alteration work for fiscal 1963 through
1965, inclusive, which had been assigned
to the 13th Naval District, which includes
Oregon. Here are the figures:

Year:
O e e e e e $9, 832, 518
FE- o e e e R L 6, 870, 526
1965 e, - 6,989,356

However, the August 5 report continued:
It is currently estimated that during fiscal
year 1966, Oregon will be invited to bid on
repair and alteration work having an aggre-
gate dollar value of $1,600,000.

Compared with the figure of $6,989,-
355, does anyone in the Senate have any
surprise that the Senator from Oregon
is on his feet in this body tonight, rais-
ing serious questions about this terrific
cutback from, in round figures, $7 mil-
lion in 1965 to $1,600,000 in 1966?

I say most respectfully that the busi-
ness interests of my State, not only the
shipbuilding and repair interests, but
the business interests of my State in all
facets of our economy, are greatly con-
cerned about this report from the Navy.

As the Senator from Mississippi can
appreciate, this involves a serious drop
in the amount of work which we can
expect in the Pacific Northwest in the
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ship repair, conversion, and alteration
program for fiscal 1966. The Bureau of
Ships softened the blow by stating:

It is possible that these yards may be
invited to bid on additional Navy ship work
during fiscal 1966 because of changing op-
erational requirements or other factors.

I am not interested in carrots on a
stick. I dislike to think that the right
of private enterprise in my State will
be dependent, for example, upon such
language as “or other factors,” which
may involve acceleration and escalation
of military combat in Asia. As the Sen-
ator well knows, no businessman could
plan his program and retain his work
force on the basis of a vague promise
of this type.

If the Senator from Mississippi were
in my position, I am sure that he, too,
would be deeply concerned over & pro-
posed drop in estimated repair and al-
teration work for the 13th Naval Dis-
trict. I must necessarily warn the
business interests and labor interests of
my State that the Johnson administra-
tion is permitting the Navy to strike
this serious blow to the free enterprise
economy of Oregon. If necessary to
check the military attack on our free
enterprise economy, I must urge the
people of my State and the Nation to
resort to the ballot box. It is their only
effective answer to economic dictator-
ship by the American military.

In view of this potential and probable
adverse effect on the economy of my
State, I would like to have the Senator
from Mississippi make a record tomor-
row on whether or not the Subcommit-
tee on Defense Department Appropria-
tions plans to undertake surveillance
activities with respect to the allocation
of ship repair, conversion and alteration
work by the private and public ship-
yards during the current fiscal year.

I am sure the Senator from Mississippl
understands why I am raising this ques-
tion, for his comment.

It is my hope that the subcommittee
will undertake close continuing review of
the allocation of this type of work to the
private yards within the 13th Naval Dis-
trict for this fiscal year, and thereafter.
After all, our private yards are a bulwark
of defense in time of national emergency
and it is extremely important that these
yards, which can perform outstanding
work and at costs less than those of the
Government yards, be given an adequate
share of work comparable to the 35-per-
cent allocation that has prevailed for
the past 3 years. Unless this allocation
is maintained, at least in substance, we
are in great danger of losing managerial
and employee skills in our private ship-
yvards of the Pacific Northwest. These
skills are of great importance to our Na-
tion in the era of defense alert in which
we now live.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the report dated August 5 ad-
dressed to me by Rear Admiral Curtze,
Acting Chief of the Bureau of Ships, be
included in the Recorp at this point in
my remarks. It contains the proof of
the Navy’s plan to do irreparable dam-
age to the private shipyards of the
Pacific Northwest and to the private en-
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terprise economy of the States of Oregon
and Washington. The people of Oregon
and Washington should not forget this
Navy attack on their economy and they
should strike back with their political
power.

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

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvY,
BUREAU OF SHIPS,
Washington, D.C., August 5, 1965.
The Honorable WAYNE MORSE,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

MY DEAR SENATOR MoRsE: This Is in further
reply to your letter of July 17, 1965, concern-
ing the amount of Navy ship repalr, conver-
slon, and alteration work scheduled for the
State of Oregon for fiscal years 1966, 1965,
1964, and 1963. You will recall that in my
letter of July 23, 19656, I promised to advise
you as to the total dollar volume of repair and
alteration work on which Oregon yards were
invited to bid during the years under review.

Listed below are the flgures you requested
for the total dollar volume of repalr and
alteration work during fiscal years 1963 to
19656 on which Oregon yards were invited to
bid, as reported by the industrial manager,
13th Naval District:

Year:
i e R I i $9, 332, 518
] e s SRR 6, 370, 5256
LT e s e SR O e e 6, 989, 365

It is currently estimatedq that during fis-
cal year 1966 Oregon yards will be invited to
bid on repair and alteration work having an
aggregate dollar value of $1,600,000. In ad-
dition, you will be interested to know that
on June 23, 1966, modification and repair of
the U.8.8. General H. Arnold (T-ACM-9)
was awarded to Northwest Marine Iron
Works, Portland, Oreg., at a contract price of
$595,311. This work is expected to begin
later this month.

It is the Navy's policy, to the extent prac-
ticable, to have active fleet ships overhauled
at or near their homeports, in order to fa-
cllitate reunions of members of the ships’
forces with their families, after extended
tours of sea duty. Portland is not a homeport
for Pacific Fleet ships. However, the Navy
will keep in mind the need and capabilities
of Portland area yards for Navy shipwork.
It is possible that these yards may be invited
to bid on additional Navy shipwork during
fiscal 1966 because of changing operational
requirements or other factors.

I trust that the foregoing information will
be adequate for your needs. However, should
you desire additional data, please do not
hesitate to communicate with me again.

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES A, CURTZE,
Rear Admiral, USN, Acting Chief of
Bureau.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I serve
clear notice tonight that I shall be in the
Pacific Northwest in 1966, urging the vot-
ers to strike back against an adminis-
tration which is guilty of doing this
great damage to our private economy,
unless the administration takes neces-
sary steps to right the wrong that Ad-
miral Curtze seems bent on doing to the
economy of my section of the country.

I hope the Senator from Mississippl
will fully understand that, as the senior
Senator from Oregon, with my trust and
responsibilities to represent the people
in my area, I raise these questions to-
night. I do not ask him to agree with
any of my political views—I never do—
but I would appreciate any assistance



24500

that he can give to my State by way of
making legislative history tonight or
tomorrow as to whether his commit-
tee intends to maintain careful sur-
veillance over the Navy Department and
its Bureau of Ships, to see to it that they
do not resort to what I fear will be very
arbitrary discretion which will be ap-
plied by them, as indicated by Admiral
Curtze in his letter to me.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield to me for a brief re-
sponse at this time, I believe that the
Senator from Oregon has made a splen-
did statement, a very fair one—and
penetrating, as is always true in his re-
marks, going to the very substance of
the grave problem we have in the bill
and the Senate version of the bill.

I was the author of the amendment
providing for a 65-35 percent division of
Naval money in the bill for ship altera-
tion and repair—the division between
the Federal yards, so-called, and the pri-
vately owned yards.

Mr, MORSE. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi was not only the author but also
its great defender on the floor of the
Senate. I wish him to know that I have
told that story all over the State of
Oregon.

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator
from Oregon for that, but it is only right,
proper, and sound that we should have
this provision, because it has proved val-
uable in the years we have had it in the
bill, and it has not hurt the Navy. There
was a clause in the version we had, the
so-called escape clause, which would per-
mit latitude by the Secretary of Defense
in cases where he had to make exceptions
in the military interest of the Nation.
But this is a highly controversial ques-
tion, as the Senator well knows. There
are sentiments both ways. It wasimpos-
sible, with all the existing facts, at this
time, to hold the amendment in
conference.

I have not yielded one bit on my ideas
concerning the matter. That was my
plea on the floor and in conference, that
we absolutely must have some surveil-
lance over this very large amount of
money—I believe it is $850-odd million
in the bill alone.

In justifying the money for the pri-
vately owned shipyards for the current
fiscal year, there is pledged 26.3 percent
of the funds to go to those yards, as the
Senator knows.

I am going to write to the Bureau of
Yards and Docks, to the Chief of Naval
Operations, to the Director of the Bureau
of the Budget, and even to the President
of the United States, expressing my opin-
ion and my conclusions as to the need
for this surveillance.

I am sure that other Senators will
follow this problem with muech interest.
The Navy is on trial in reference to this
matter. They do not like the restric-
tions. They have not locbbied with me,
as the term is used, but they know that
that is their provision. But, if this large
amount of money did not get some sur-
veillance by Congress, Congress would
be neglecting its duty. I also believe
that the pressure will be so great, if we
do not have this surveillance, that abuses
could result.
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We must absolutely, militarywise,
maintain both kinds of shipyards. Each
has its place. If the alteration, repair,
and conversion capacity of the privately
owned shipyards is going to remain un-
used, they cannot keep it standing there.
They cannot maintain it on a standby
ready-to-work basis from year to year
as Federal shipyards can with the money
of the Treasury Department behind
them. They would have to liquidate the
capacity. That is what would happen.
Thus, I certainly pledge to the Senator
my full interest in this matter.

Tomorrow I shall read the Senator’s
remarks in the Recorp. I shall also
refer to them tomorrow when we take
up the conference report, and summarize
his points, if I may; and further address
myself to those points so that they will
all be in the RECORD.

Mr. MORSE. I am greatly indebted to
the Senator from Mississippi. I thank
him very much. He has given me a fine
statement. I could not ask for more.
The Senator can do no more under the
parliamentary situation.

The Senator from Mississippi states
that he is going to support surveillance
of expenditures of this huge budgetary
sum of money which goes to the Bureau
of Ships. That is all I can ask for.

When he tells me that he is going to
write letters on this subject, including
the President of the United States, he has
gone all the way in trying to cooperate
with me.

He made the comment that the Navy
does not like restrictions. The Military
Establishment never likes restrictions.

As the Senator from Mississippi knows,
I feel that if we are to protect the pri-
vate segment of the economy, if we are
going to maintain civilian control over
the military, the military must be sub-
ject to restrictions. It must not be
placed beyond the reach of reasonable
restrictions.

I have felt that surveillance is a rea-
sonable restriction. I agree that the
Navy shipyards must be kept strong. I
have always defended strong Navy ship-
yards, and will continue to do so; but,
I do not intend to surrender to the Navy
in what I believe would be a weakening
of the privately owned shipyards, if the
surveillance promised by the Senator
from Mississippi is not maintained.

Once again, I thank the Senator from
Mississippi very much for the legislative
history which he has made this after-
noon,

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator.
Let me add that there is general directive
law on this subject with reference to the
funds, but clearly there is still in order a
limitation in the appropriation bill of
the very type the Senate version of the
bill contains, and so we are within
bounds.

I thank the Senator very much.

Mr. MORSE. I thank the Senator.

AMENDMENT OF IMMIGRATION AND
NATIONALITY ACT
The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2580) to amend the
Immigration and Nationality Act, and
for other purposes.
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Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, early this
year I was privileged to be the principal
cosponsor of a bill introduced by Sen-
ator PaILIP HART, of Michigan, to reform
our immigration laws. This was the
Senate companion to the House bill now
before us. The President and his four
predecessors in that office have all called
for a revision and modernization of our
immigration laws. Clearly the time has
come to abolish the national origins sys-
tem. Indeed, this action is long overdue.

The national origins quotas are the
antithesis of that for which we say the
United States stands—a land of equal
opportunity for all, regardless of race,
color, creed, or country of national origin,
a haven for the oppressed peoples of the
world. We are given to quoting the
words on the Statue of Liberty on patri-
otic occasions, but for 40 years we
have tolerated grossly inequitable immi-
gration laws that belie those words.

The people of the world are not blind
to this sort of hyprocrisy. We sometimes
wonder why we do not enjoy everyone’s
unbridled friendship. We ask why our
embassies are picketed by those we be-
lieve we have helped. To be sure, our
immigration policies alone do not offer
an explanation of this, but, as Secretary
of State Dean Rusk has said:

The national origins principle, rather than
the facts of our actual immigration, is picked
up by people unfriendly to the United States
and made an issue in their countries. This
causes political disturbances in the good re-
lations which we would hope to establish.

But reforming our immigration laws
just to enhance our foreign policy is only
one reason for changing our policy.

Immigration reform was wurgently
needed here at home. Our present laws
actually deprive us of the contributions
of brilliant, accomplished, and skilled
residents of foreign countries who want
to bring their talents here—and who
would not displace American -citizens
because of the great need we have here
for their unique skills.

In this regard let me say that the bill
before us offers even more protection to
American workers, while at the same
time encouraging skilled and talented
people to move to the United States.
Primary responsibility is placed on the
person who intends to immigrate to ob-
tain the certification of the Secretary of
Labor that his skills are needed in this
country and are in scarce supply. Peo-
ple with needed skills are given a prefer-
ential status.

If these symbolic, foreign policy, and
domestic reasons for revision are not
enough, there is a fourth ground—simple
humanity. This is the most compelling
of all the reasons to reform our laws and,
above all, abolish the insidious national
origins quotas. The cruel operation of
our 40-year-old immigration law has
torn families apart, in some cases fore-
ing them to choose between America and
their children.

The national origins quota provisions
have meant that people wilth little or no
skill can come into this country readily,
if they have the right country of origin.

A naturalized American from one of
the southern or eastern European coun-
tries may have to wait 5 or more years
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to get his mother into this country. If
he is from Asia—and somehow managed
to overcome the policy of almost com-
plete exclusion of these people—he may
have to give up hope altogether of getting
his mother into this country. And yet,
either of these individuals could obtain
a resident visa for his English maid in
5 weeks or less.

A brilliant Korean or Indian scientist
is turned away, while the northern
European is accepted almost without
question. The bill before us would
abolish the Asia-Pacific triangle pro-
visions, which are nothing other than
racial discrimination against Asians.
While Plato and Dante would have a hard
time getting into the United States if
they were alive today, Confucius or Lao-
tze could not get in at all.

The national origins quotas and the
Asian-Pacific triangle provisions are
irrational, arrogantly intolerant, and im-
moral. The time has come to ask those
who come to our doors what they can do
for this country—to paraphrase President
Kennedy—not what country they come
from or what their racial ancestry is.

I share the concern of Senators
EKennepy of Massachusetts, Hart, and
Javits that the limitation proposed in
this bill on immigration from Western
Hemisphere countries is backsliding from
the high principles of the bill itself. And
I share their hope that when the Select
Commission on Western Hemisphere Im-
migration studies this issue it will find
that this limitation is unnecessary.

I urge the Senate to give this bill its
prompt approval. We have run out of
adjectives to describe the import of the
work we have done this session, but this
bill reforming our immigration laws is
truly something of which we can be
proud. When we pass this bill we can
hold our heads a little higher before
the world.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the
Senate is considering legislation to revise
the immigration laws of our country. It
has taken the labors of many people from
many lands to make our country the
great power and the great free nation it
is today. I am happy to have cospon-
sored that legislation and to give it my
fullest support.

This year marks the diamond jubilee
of the Order of the Sons of Italy in this
country. One of the proudest sons of
Italy is Mario T. Noto, the Associate Com-
missioner of the U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service. On August 25,
1965, in Baltimore, Md., Mr. Noto was the
guest speaker at the supreme convention
of the order. He delivered a moving
speech, one which I commend to each
of my colleagues. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have his speech included in the
REecorp at the end of my remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, the
Italian community of Baltimore has pro-
duced many great Americans. Among
them are such outstanding citizens as
Thomas J. D'Alesandro, Jr., the former
mayor of Baltimore, now a member of the
Federal Renegotiation Board, and his son,
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Thomas J. D'Alesandro, III, the president
of the city council of Baltimore.

Other ethnic groups in Maryland have
provided community leaders of distinc-
tion and prominence, including some of
our outstanding businessmen, -civie
leaders, and public officials. None would
be in this country today if their grand-
parents or their parents, or, indeed, in
some cases, if they themseves, had been
refused entry into America.

In its present form, our immigration
law is outdated, discriminatory, and in
drastic need of revision. Such revision
as is contemplated by the legislation
which will soon come before us for a vote
will allow my State and our country to
continue to flourish through contribu-
tions made by persons from every corner
of the globe. We must look beyond race,
nationality, or ancestry to a person’s
ability to make a positive contribution
to our society.

ExHIBIT 1

OPENING REMARKS BY Mario T. Noto, As-
SOCIATE COMMISSIONER, U.S. IMMIGRATION
AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE, AT THE DIA-
MOND JUBILEE SUPREME CONVENTION OF
OrpER SonNs orF ITALY, AvucusT 25, 1965,
BALTIMORE, Mb.

I extend greetings to all the delegates and
participants of this Diamond Jubilee Con-
vention of the Order Sons of Italy. The ac-
complishments of this proud organization
attest to your untiring and dedicated efforts
and labors. Each of you, every member and
all of us of Italian ancestry throughout the
United States may well be proud of your
achievements. You exemplify the true
spirit of the Italian immigrants who grouped
together in common ideals and beliefs to
promote unity in a foreign land where they
came to plant their roots.

At a gathering such as this, few are given
the privilege to speak, and to be included
among the few is an honor which I have ac-
cepted with genuine appreciation. I feel
like the new doctor who was called by the
coroner. He told the young doctor that he
had made a mistake in filling out the death
certificate. He told him he knew the form
was complicated but as a doctor he must
not sign his name in the space *‘cause for
death.” The new doctor looked at the
coroner and with candor replied, “I may be a
new doector, but I must be honest.” May I
then take this occasion as an opportunity
to offer you some of my reflections which
you may find pertinent to the theme of your
convention.

It is sald, that to know nothing of the
past is to little understand the present and
to have no conception of the future. Let us
then for a brief interlude revert to the past.

Sixty years ago, a group of serious minded
and dedicated men met in New York to form
an organization. They signed their names to
a simple and yet impassioned document.
This document chartered a fraternal organi-
zation—named the Order Sons of Italy. These
men dedicated thelr purpose in simple but
most meaningful language. Its unbreakable
pledge ordained the allegiance of these men
in the words “We, the members of the Order
Sons of Italy in America, being a part of the
United States of America, which we serve
at all times with undivided devotion, and
to whose progress we dedicate ourselves.”

With these words, their aspirations and
activities became assimilated into the broad
and challenging patterns of the American
way of life. These men were fully aware of
the responsibilities they undertook. They
knew they could do one of two things.
They could bring honor and glory to their
ancestry; or they could mutilate the dream
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of the future immigrant who wished to
follow. But only time would tell. And it
did—in the rolls of honor in government, in
industry, in culture and in every cornerstone
of American endeavor. Every avenue of hu-
man effort is lined with some contribution
to our country’s greatness.

Who were the dedicated men who grouped
together to found this order? They were
representative of the type of Italian immi-
grant to this country—of men and women
possessed with God-given strength and
determination. They were plain people—
from small towns and valleys and mountains,
They left thelr native land because they
wanted to share in the spirit of hope, liberty
and justice which this land offered. They
migrated to unchartered lives in a forelgn
land equipped only with the endowments
of birth and a falth in the future.

These early immigrants encountered big-
otry and prejudices, Some of the kindest
and most pungent words were “guinea’ or
“wop” or “dago.”” But without murmur they
accepted the abuses and manmade hard-
ships; and yet they seized every opportunity
to give of their work and culture. They
gave heart, muscle, knowledge and loyalty.

Their gradual fusion with the multina-
tional immigrants who came to this land
before and after them has helped to produce
an amalgamated soclety which has no parel-
lel in the world.

The value of what they have given to
America and its way of life has been recog-
nized by no less than five Presidents of the
United States. Each has advocated the
ellmination of that portion of our immi-
gration laws which has closed the doors to
those who would be immigrants amongst us
except for their place of birth. And yet,
despite the obstacles of the national origins
system of our immigration laws, and within
our one short generation, the Italian Immi-
grant and his offspring has repald America
generously. His payments may be found not
only in all that makes our country, but in
other lands of the world—where his sons
sleep in foreign soll, where they fell in de-
fense of American ideals. He needs no praise
or eulogy from me or any other man—for he
has written his own history here with the
calluses of his hands and the blood from
his heart.

Our immigration law has had the effect
of opening our doors to persons judged by
race and place of birth rather than on an
individual’s worth to society. It ironically
has discriminated with severity against
southern and central Europeans. The for-
mula of the national origins system is with-
out basis and logie. Our own President
Johnson has sald, “There is no consistency
in an American policy that both recognizes
equality and capriclously bars immigration
from countries of southern Europe.”

And again it was our own President who
in his first state of the Union message de-
clared his solution in offering the criteria
“Ask not, ‘In what country were you born?’
but ‘What can you do for our country?' " He
has consistently demanded a change to end
the national quota. He has asked that each
applicant be considered chiefly on the basis
of occupational skill and family ties. This
can only serve to enhance our Nation in the
world community.

The story of the accomplishments of the
Italian immigrant whether on this planet,
or in this hemisphere or in America can be
told in many, many ways. But the past Is
too well known. Its Immeasurable value is
well documented in the pages of history.

But now, what is the present and what is
the future? The present and the future must
reach greater helghts. For the story of the
American with Itallan ancestry must be told
in the forms of the bellefs, the ideals and
the values which he has. It must be told to
promote the truth, and to instill a deeper
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unity and stronger effort to further enrich
our beloved country. It must be told to re-
move the ugly stains of prejudice made by
those in our midst, who are still intolerant
and condemn a whole people because of a
few.

Unfortunately, there are a few of our an-
cestry who have not contributed to our great-
ness—instead they have detracted. But, In
each flock some sheep must go astray—and
as with some peoples of all nationalities, so
it has been with some of Itallan ancestry.
The truth must be accepted. But it must
also serve to enlighten and educate the
bigots—who must be taught to accept the
principle that each man must be judged and
be accepted or rejected on his own record—
and not on his ancestry.

Frequently, one reads or hears of the ac-
count of criminal activities of specific indi-
viduals. But too often the searchlight of
sensationalism seems to shine on Italian
names. We are told of the Italian or Sicillan
mobster. Some of these were born here,
some were brought here in childhood and
some matured abroad. But the end product
is not a creation of nationality or ancestry.
And with the passage of time and addition
of each succeeding nmame an unfair image
has been presented. Where the facts are
true—they cannot and should not be denied.
Truth cannot and must not be suppressed—
it must be surfaced.

But for the sins of the few wrongdoers, the
image is not a true mirror of the 22 million
people here who share the Itallan ancestry.
The image unjustly clouds in the minds of
the public the true value of these God-fear-
ing, loyal and dedicated Itallan-Americans.

In a recent national publication depicting
the fight of a large city agalnst crime, of
seven photographs shown of criminals, six
had Itallan names. An additional five
photographs on another page had Itallan
names. No one disputes that the guilty must
be punished. The law must be enforced with
all the vigor it commands. The crim-
inal cancer in our society must be curbed—
regardless of nationality. But It is sinful
to suppose that one creed, color or ethnic
group has a monopoly on crime. Yet, there
are some who would lead us to believe this.

God endowed each mortal with a will and
destiny and each is accountable for his own
to society. But a religion, a race or an
ancestry must not be held accountable or
adjudged guilty for the wrongs of the few.
Let no common heritage be tarnished for
those few.

And what is the answer to a false image?
Can we remove 1t? Not only can we, but we
must. The achievements of the past are pro-
logue. But the positive achievements of
today and the continuing contributions of
the future to our soclety must be brought
into sharp focus for all people to take note.
But this cannot be nor should it be the re-
sponsibility of one volce or one organization.
It must be the many. At each opportunity
let the voices speak individually and in uni-
son to point to the record of the good deeds.
Let the people be informed of the true worth
of those of Itallan ancestry, but, let no one
hesitate to denounce criminality regardless of
nationality or ancestry.

The Order Sons of Italy was not organized
as a pressure group nor must it be. It is what
it should be, an assembly of falthful peo-
ple who share a common ancestry. The com-
munity of its interests and objectives which
unites its members is not different from
that of the DAR, B'nal B'rith, the NAACP,
and similar organizations. It seeks no spe-
clal privileges. It is dedicated to the task
of reflecting the collective gualities of a peo-
ple of one heritage and to achieve equalities
for all peoples regardless of race, color or
creed. But above all, within our soclety it
displays the whole heart, whole mind and
the whole spirit of a people. Your organi-
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zation is dedicated to the freedoms founded
in 1776 and their preservation.

Let one fact be abundantly clear. Let
there be no doubt. Ancestry is no expedient
or justification for the worth of an indi-
vidual. But neither shall it be the basis for
rejection or ridicule. Ancestry cannot and
must not be a substitute for ability or honor.
Let no one clamor for recognition or reward
on the basis of national origin. Recognition
and reward must be commensurate with
ability, not ancestry. In America the true
test must lie in the virtue and value of man
alone and not in the cry for ethnic recogni-
tion. As sons and daughters of immigrants
we possess priceless heritage; and we hold to
certain truths individually and collectively.
We believe that where we find dissension, we
must bring together; where we find need, we
must provide; where we find wrong, we must
remedy, and that when we are right we must
prove 1t.

To the bigots, to the unscrupulous, and to
the prejudiced, we shall continue to respond
with understanding and compassion. We
shall continue to give generously of ourselves
in toil and battle just as we have in the
past and are doing in the present. To those
who would question our unity, we say we are
united for duty to our President and coun-
try; to those who question our sincerity, we
say let our deeds be judged and to those who
question our loyalty, let history be the proof.

I seek neither approbation or acclaim for
what I speak. A man must account only to
his God, his country, and himself for his be-
liefs. If what I have said is responsible
then I alone am accountable for my words.
UNITED STATES IMMIGRATION LEGISLATION

SHOULD BE BASED ON QUALITY AND QUALIFI-

CATIONS, RATHER THAN RACE OR CREED

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, from
the very beginning of my service in the
U.S. Senate I have sought to improve
the immigration laws of our country. I
supported with enthusiasm the recom-
mendations made by General Eisenhower
during his administration. They were
designed to eliminate much of the harsh-
ness of the law, to give hope of reunion
to divided families, and to offer a haven
to some of the oppressed peoples of the
world. They provided, of course, all the
safeguards with respect to quality and
character of those who looked forward
hopefully to becoming American citizens.

Similar recommendations were made
by the late President Kennedy, and I
coauthored his proposals. TUntil this
year, the House of Representatives failed
to act, generally, in this field.

Last week I said in the Senate that
I intended to vote for the pending legis-
lation, which is grounded in the tradi-
tional American principles of fair play.
The bill, as it emerges from the Senate
Judiciary Committee, is a good bill, a fair
bill, and & superior bill, from the stand-
point of our country, to the bill which
has recently passed the House.

Mr. President, I have the honor to
represent in part the State of California,
the most populous State in the Union.
We are a heterogeneous State. Among
our 19 million Americans living in Cali-
fornia, none are more highly respected
among my fellow citizens than Amer-
icans of Japanese extraction. The valor
with which many of them distinguished
themselves for bravery, wearing proudly
the American military uniform in the
Second World War, is well known to our
people and to the world. They have
written in feats of bravery, and in blood,
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a gallant chapter in the defense of Amer-
ican freedom. In peace, they have be-
come leaders in all walks of life, in agri-
culture, in business, and in the public
service in my State.

I have received a thoughtful letter
from Mr. Mike Masaoka, the Washing-
ton representative of the Japanese
American Citizens League, which out-
lines the views of that organization fa-
voring of the pending bill. I think Sen-
ators will find it helpful as this debate
continues.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the letter be printed in the REcorD
at this point as a part of my remarks.

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

JAPANESE AMERICAN CITIZENS LEAGUE,
Washington, D.C., September 17, 1965.

Hon, TrOMAS H. KUCHEL,

U.8. Senate,

Washington, D.C.

DeArR SENATOR KUCHEL: On behalf of the
millions of Californians who believe in a more
equitable and humane immigration code for
our country, including the more than 50
chapters of the Japanese American Citizens
League in your State, we are writing you at
this time as the Senior Semator from Call-
fornia to urge your active leadership and vote
for the principle and objectives of the im-
migration bill, H.R. 25680, as amended, which
is now being considered by the Senate after
being approved by the House of Representa-
tives on August 25 by the overwhelming
margin of 318 to 95 and reported by the
Senate Judiciary Committee on September 8
by an almost unanimous 14 to 2 majority.

Both the principle and the objectives of
the Immigration bill are consistent with the
statesman-like views which you have so
courageously articulated and implemented
over the past quarter of a century as a
dedicated public servant.

The principle of the immigration bill is
simple: To eliminate race as a qualification
for immigration to the United States.

The objectives of the immigration bill are
equally clear and compelling: To provide
greater immigration opportunities, within
numerical limitations, to members and close
relatives of American citizen and resident
alien families, to those whose professions,
skills, or work will benefit the economy, wel-
fare, or culture of the Nation, and to refugees
from political or religious persecution or
catastrophic nature calamity, all without
regard to race, ancestry, national origin,
religion, or color.

The immigration bill accomplishes these
worthy purposes by substituting a new im-
migration system based on specified prefer-
ence priorities for the existing national
origins quota system and the special Asia-
Pacific triangle “ancestry” discrimination.

It is not an attempt to comprehensively
revise and amend the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act of 1952, being limited in the
main to removing race as a prerequisite for
immigration.

Under the proposed legislation, the au-
thorized total immigration remains approxi-
mately the same as under current law, and
none of the security, health, “public
charge”, and other “safeguards” in the pres-
ent statute are altered materially, except
that those relating to certain prospective
workers are “strengthened” considerably.

Because we are certain that many others
have written you concerning the general
arguments for this immigration bill, and be-
cause we are most qualified to comment on
this legislation from the viewpolnt of those
of Japanese ancestry in particular and of
Aslan origins in general, we shall try to con-
fine our letter to these latter aspects.
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After all, except for Hawall, California has
always had the largest population of Asian
Americans of any State. And, California,
specifically, and the Western States, general-
ly, have in the past been most responsible
for influencing national legislation and Fed-
eral activity relating to those of so-called
oriental ancestry in this land.

RACISM PRINCIPLE REJECTED

In addition to believing that the immigra-
tion bill clearly is in the national and in-
ternational interests of the United States,
JACL endorses this legislation because it—
finally and completely—abolishes racism as
an accepted principle and practice in Amer-
ican immigration law.

The racial concept was Introduced into
our immigration system 83 years ago in
1882, only 7 years after the initial congres-
sional effort to regulate immigration, when
the first of the Chinese Exclusion Act was
enacted.

It was then extended by the so-called
gentlemen’s agreement of 1907, under which
Japan undertook to restrict immigration to
this country.

It was expanded by the barred zone, estab-
lished in the Immigration Act of 1917, to
include practically all of Asia and all of the
Pacific islands. Immigration by natives of
this barred zone was excluded,

Racism in our immigration code reached
its zenith in the Immigration Act of 1924,
when the racial discrimination previously
applied exclusively to only Asian-Pacific im-
migration was modified and made applica-
ble to all of the nations of the Old World,
including Europe, through the device of a
national origins quota system formula for
allocating immigration opportunities to the
United States. This same statute, incidental-
ly, also formally wrote Japanese exclusion
into law by decreeing that aliens ineligible
to citizenship were also ineligible for immi-
gration,

Except for the special exceptions made for
the Chinese (1943) and for East Indians and
for Filipinos (1846), the first major break-
through against racism in our immigration
program resulted from the enactment of the
Immigration and Nationality (Walter-McCar-
ran) Act of 1952. That historic legislation
eliminated race as a qualification for citizen-
ship through naturalization for the first
time in American history. It also repealed
the racist barred zone concept by extending
the token quotas of the national origins sys-
tem to all the countries of Asia and the Pa-
cifie, but restricting this extension by con-
tinuing the “ancestry” discrimination of the
limited Chinese, East, Indian, and Filipino
Acts for the Asia-Pacific triangle area.

The Asia-Pacific triangle bias, which had
its genesis in the 1882 Chinese Excluslon Act,
requires that Asians, and only Asians, any-
where in the world are chargeable to the
country of their ancestry, rather than to the
place of birth, as for all other prospective
immigrants.

Thus, Aslans are subject to double dis-
crimination. They are allocated minimal
quotas under the national origins quota sys-
tem. Then, under the “ancestry” attribu-
tlon of the triangle, others of that ancestry
elsewhere in the world are charged to the
small and oversubscribed quota of their an-
cestral homeland, no matter how many gen-
erations removed.

Because the proposal abolishes the Asla-
Pacific triangle restrictions immediately, and
the national origins quota system limitations
by June 30, 1868, JACL enthusiastically
favors the immigration bill,

Indeed, passage of this legislation with its
final repudiation of racism as a principle of
American immigration and naturalization
policy has been the major legislative objective
of JACL since it was organized nationally in
1930, for almost without exception the legal,
economic, and social discriminations directed
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agalnst those of Japanese, and Asian, ances-
try in this country have found sanction in
such Federal practices.

DOCUMENTARY EVIDENCE OF DISCRIMINATION

Statistical evidence of the racial discrimi-
nations in our immigration law explains
JACL's real concern for the immigration bill.

Of the authorized 158,361 quota numbers
for all the nations of earth under the na-
tional origins system formula, for example,
more than 50 percent of the world total are
reserved for only two countries—England and
Ireland. More than 70 percent are reserved
for only three countries—England, Ireland,
and Germany. More than 81 percent are re-
served for the countries of Western and
Northern Europe, and for all of Europe—98
percent,

Asia is authorized only 1.53 percent of the
world total, and Africa even less—0.47 per-
cent.

The Asla-Pacific triangle, to which only
about one and a half percent of the total
immigration quotas for the entire world are
allocated under the 1924 national origins
system, Includes a vast, roughly triangular
area that encompasses practically all of the
Asian Continent except Soviet Asla and al-
most all of the Pacific islands north of Aus-
tralia and New Zealand. More than one-
half of the earth’s population resides in this
triangle, which is comprised of 20 independ-~
ent countries, ranging from Afghanistan to
Western Samoa, and 16 subquotas, from Aus-
tralia’s Christmas Island to Portugal’'s Timor,
in 23 quota areas.

Of these 23 quota areas, only China (205
for China and Chinese persons), Japan (185),
Indonesia (200), and Malaysia (400) are au-
thorized annual immigration quotas in ex-
cess of the minimum 100 quota numbers.
In the cases of Indonesia and Malaysia, how=-
ever, their totals are the results of previously
minimum quota areas being joined, and are
not national origins computations.

The Asia-Pacific triangle compounds the
hardships imposed by the minimal alloca-
tions of the national origins system by at-
tributing for immigration purposes all Asian
persons, no matter where born, to the coun-
try of their ancestry.

No wonder Japan's walting list for quota
immigration is backlogged beyond 1990.
That for the Philippines is oversubscribed
for about 90 years. And the special quota
for “Chinese persons” is for all practical pur-
poses exhausted in perpetuity.

In the 145-year period, from 1820 to 1964,
the Immigration and Naturalization Service
reports the entry of 42,994,486 immigrants
from all the world. Of this number, only
1,181,643 were from all of Asia, which in-
cludes more countries than are in the Asia-
Pacific triangle. Those of Chinese and Japa-
nese ancestry accounted for 759,000 of the
Asian total, with 417,233 attributable to
China and 341,767 to Japan.

Of all immigrants to the United States,
those of Chinese ancestry account for 0.96
percent and those of Japanese ancestry 0.79
percent.

According to the 1960 census, there are in
the United States 464,332 persons of Japanese
ancestry, 237,202 of Chinese ancestry, and
176,310 of Filipino ancestry.

All persons attributable by ancestry to the
Asla-Pacific triangle, including the Japanese,
Chinese, and Filipinos, total only 1,100,000
persons in this country, or about one-half of
1 percent of all the people in the United
States.

FLOOD OF ORIENTAL IMMIGRATION IMPOSSIBLE

Some suggestions have been advanced that
enactment of this immigration bill, repealing
both the national origins quota system and
the Asia-Pacific triangle and placing immi-
gration from the Far East on the same basis
as from , for instance, might well in-
vite a “flood” of immigration from the Orient.
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Such fears, if they may be described as
such, are, we believe, groundless.

After all, the restrictions and the exclu-
sions of eight decades against those from Asia
cannot be corrected in a single legislative ef-
fort. And the very arithmetic of past immi-
gration now precludes any substantial gain
in actual immigration opportunities for the
Japanese, Chinese, and other Asians,

The immigration bill provides that, of the
seven preference priorities, the first, second,
fourth, and fifth preferences, accounting for
74 percent of the authorized annual numeri-
cal ceiling from Old World countries shall be
made available to members and close rela-
tives of American citizen and resident alien
families. Only 26 percent is available for
professionals, for skilled and unskilled labor
in short supply, and for “conditional entries”
or refugees.

Inasmuch as the total Aslan population of
the United States is only about one-half of
1 percent of the total American population,
this means that there are very few of Asia-
Pacific origin in this country who are en-
titled to provide the specified preference pri-
orities to family members and close relatives
residing abroad, even if all qualified family
members and close relatives desire to emi-
grate Immediately to the United States.

Thus, it would seem that, although the im-
migration bill eliminates race as a matter of
principle, in actual operation Immigration
will still be controlled by the now discredited
national origins system and the general pat-
tern of immigration which exists today will
continue for many years yet to come.

Moreover, repealing the diserimination of
the Asia-Pacific triangle may well be mean-
ingless, or at best less meaningful, if a nu-
merical limitation is placed on immigration
from Western Hemisphere countries,

Since those of Asian ancestry born in the
New World cannot under existing American
immigration law qualify as nonguota immi-
grants, but have had to seek such immigra-
tion opportunities within the small quotas
of their ancestral lands, they are not now reg-
istered with their birth country from emi-
gration to the United States. Accordingly, if
the numerical limitation to be imposed is
near or less than the actual New World im-
migration at this time, the chances that those
of Asian ancestry would be issued passports
and visas are at least rather slim.

JACL thus recommends that provisions be
made to alleviate family hardship cases if a
Western Hemisphere celling on annual immi-
gratlion is imposed.

As a matter of fact, JACL doubts very
much that many of Asian ancestry residing
in Canada and Latin America would seek
entry into the United States, regardless of
any New World limitation. As a group, they
are well accepted in their respective coun-
tries, integrated into the respective cultural
patterns of their native lands, and successful
in their respective businesses, professions,
and industries. There is little reason for
them to seek admission to the United States,
where they would have to start life anew
and, in many instances, learn a new lan-
guage, new customs, etc. Secretary of State
Dean Rusk has estimated that only about
5,000 would be involved if the Asia-Pacific
triangle were abolished and no New World
restrictions established.

Finally, even if the unlikely eventuality
that in the near future nonpreference im-
migration opportunities may become avail-
able, after the seven preference priorities
are satisfied, JACL notes that there are two
provisions in the immigration bill that help
assure, perhaps Inadvertently, relatively
minor immigration from the Asian countries.

One is that such “new seed"” nonpreference
immigrants are to be considered for immigra-
tion opportunities “strictly in the chrono-
logical order in which they qualify.” If a
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condition of qualification is to have regis-
tered with an American consul, as we under-
stand it, nonpreference Europeans will have
a 28-year headstart on Asians, as they are
eligible to register for immigration since the
Immigration Act of 1924, while Asians were
not eligible to do so until after the effective
date of the Walter-McCarran Act, or Decem-~
ber 24, 19562.

The other is that nonrelative immigrants,
including professionals and skilled and un-
skilled labor, as well as nonpreference aliens,
must secure, prior to the issuance of a visa,
certification from the Secretary of Labor
clearing such immigrants of prescribed con-
ditions for entry. Such certifications may be
rather difficult for Asians, especially from the
less developed areas, to secure.

To sum up, though the Immigration bill
ellminates the principle of racism in our im-
migration law, which JACL applauds, in ac-
tual operation we fear that the pattern of
immigration will remain approximately as
it is—and has been—Dbecause of past restric-
tions and exclusions of those of Aslan an-
cestry which caused the family reunification
features of this legislation to be less mean-
ingful than they ought to be.

OUTDATED ALLEGATIONS

As a native Californian, Senator KUCHEL,
you may well remember the Yellow Peril
menace fears that were deliberately folsted
and exploited in the pre-World War II West
to explain and excuse the racial exclusion of
the Japanese, and of the Chinese and other
orientals too, from both immigration and
naturalization.

While these slurs and slanders have now
been thoroughly discredited, nevertheless
there may be a useful purpose in reviewing
some of the more emphasized ones in the
light of the current legislation that propose
to repeal the final racist discriminations
against Asiatics in American Immigration
law. From time to time, one still hears these
outdated allegations repeated.

The most vicious of all canards was that
the Japanese especlally could not be trusted
as loyal Americans in times of national emer-
gency, particularly if their ancestral home-
land was involved.

The unprecedented combat record of the
Japanese-American GI, who served with out-
standing gallantry in both the European and
Pacific theaters of World War II, refutes this
charge.

While that war record is too well known to
require documentation here, it may be well
to remind Americans that the 442d Regi-
mental Combat Team, composed of Japanese
Americans from the continental mainland
and Hawall, many of whom volunteered from
so-called relocation camps to which they
and their families had been evacuated from
their west coast homes and assoclations,
has been described as the most decorated
American military unit in history for its size
and length of service. And that General
MacArthur’s Chief of Staff for Intelligence
has summed up the contributions of the
Japanese-American intelligence troops in the
Pacific as having saved millions of American
casualties and billions of American dollars.

President Franklin D. Roosevelt, in invit-
ing Japanese Americans to volunteer for
combat duty against the enemies of America
early in 1942, declared that “Americanism is
a matter of the mind and the heart, and not
of race or ancestry.”

By that yardstick, Japanese Americans are
as loyal and dedlcated to the cause of the
United States as any other group of Ameri-
cans,

That the Japanese, among other Aslans,
could not be assimilated into the mainstream
of America—because of their oriental back-
ground and heritage—was another major
allegation directed agalnst those of Japanese
ancestry in the pre-World War II era.

The facts offer clear rebuttal.
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No group of Americans is more law abid-
ing. Japanese Americans spend more time
for education, including the college level,
than the average American, More are in the

professions than the average. More own

their own homes, and operate their own
business enterprises. The average income,
individual and family, as well as urban and
rural, are higher than their non-Japanese
counterparts. They are more community
and civic minded, contributing more on the
average to such charities as the Community
Chest, Red Cross, etc. At the same time, they
remain off of relief rolls and generally refuse
other government aid of a relief nature.
They bought more war bonds, and buy more
Government savings bonds.

By almost any legitimate criterion of ex-
emplary citizenship and Americanism,
Japanese Americans are an assimilated, inte-
grated, and accepted part of the communities
in which they live and of the Nation to which
they owe allegiance.

Today, In California and in every other
State in the Union, Japanese Americans in
their lives and in their living prove anew
the miracle of America. Involved In almost
every line of human endeavor and activity,
in your State and in every State in the Union,
they have made significant contributions,
and will continue to make substantial con-
tributions, to the betterment of the com-
munity, State, and Nation.

Personifying the kind of Americans that
those of oriental background can be and
are, and serving as living refutation of all
the stereotypes and smears once directed
agalnst those of Asian origins, are your two
distinguished colleagues from Hawail, Sen-
ators FonG and INOUYE.

Even more noteworthy than perhaps the
accomplishments is that they were achieved
in spite of special laws and ordinances, and
economic and social practices, which were
dellberately exploited to make more difficult,
and to prevent the assimilation of the
Japanese-Americans.

Indeed, according to a special compilation
of a Cornell Law School professor, even as
late as 1946, there were some 500 Federal,
State, and local laws that directly or in-
directly restricted and circumscribed the
lives and opportunities of those of Japanese
ancestry in the United States, citizens as
well as allens. Included were the so-called
alien land laws which not only prevented
resident alien Japanese from purchasing and
owning real property but also restricted the
right of their citizen children in these re-
spects; prohibitions against the issuance of
licenses to carry on certain businesses, enter-
prises, and professions; bars to certaln em-
pigyment: housing and rental restrictions,
ete.

That orientals can create a community
and state that is thoroughly in keeping with
American ideals and traditions, and yet not
be of the same ethnlc and cultural heritage
as those who overwhelmingly dominated in
the 1920 census is witnessed in Hawaill, where
most of the people of our newest State are of
nonwhite ancestry.

There is no evidence, then, that the na-
tional origins system and the Asia-Pacific
triangle discriminations in American immi-
gration law should be retained and continued
because of the actlvitles—past, present, and
potential—of those of Japanese, Chinese, and
other Aslan ancestry.

SUMMARY REASONS FOR IMMIGRATION BILL

JACL belleves that there are many real
and positive justifications for the early en-
actment of the immigration bill.

Among these reasons are the following:

It would complete the objective of elim-
inating race as an accepted principle and
practice in our immigration law.

It would remove the stigma and insult of
inferiority from certain peoples and nations.
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It would demonstrate that our concern for
the peoples and nations and problems of Asia
are equal to our concerns for Europe.

It would bring our practices closer to our
preachments of equality and equity.

It would strengthen U.S. leadership in the
free world.

It would bring our immigration law into
conformity with our civil rights and other
such statutes dealing with the internal op-
portunities of our citizens.

It would help unite families separated by
the vicissitudes of the existing immigration
law,

It would encourage the professionals, the
sclentists, the educators, and the speclally
gifted and skilled to seek entry, thereby aid-
ing our economic growth and enriching our
culture.

It would help alleviate labor shortages,
without reducing living standards, working
conditions, and wages.

It would continue the great American tra-
dition of a haven for the oppressed and the
tempest-tossed.

It would bring about a greater and more
prosperous Nation,

We regret that this letter is so long and de-
talled. But we are hopeful that it may be
helpful in securing enactment of the immi-
gration bill, HR. 2580, as amended. We are
also hopeful that this will be the last time
that we need to urge the Congress to reject
racism in our immigration code for human-
ity, dignity, and the national interest,

With kindest personal regards.

Sincerely,
MIxE MASAOKA,
Washington Representative,
ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, there are a number of Senators
who have been working on rather ex-
tensive speeches on the pending meas-
ure. A number of those speeches will be
speeches in opposition fo the bill. Per-
haps some of them—I presume some of
them—will be speeches in behalf of the
bill. Merely in the hope that a Senator
may want to make a rather lengthy
speech, or even a short speech, on the
subject before we close our business for
tonight, I am going to suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. It is my hope that
we can get on with this legislation.
There are several important measures
which must be considered—and this is
one of them—before the Senate adjourns
sine die.

I would hope we could sit until a later
hour tomorrow. I take this means of
notifying the Senate that we hope to get
a unanimous-consent agreement limiting
debate on the measure tomorrow. If we
cannot get it then, perhaps we can make
the request the following day.

Mr. President, upon that basis, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to eall
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.

THE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I should like to refer again to the
discussion here in the Senate yesterday
concerning the actions we have taken in
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the Dominican Republic. Overnight, I
have reflected on my statements at that
time. As much as I dislike being in dis-
agreement with the distinguished chair-
man of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, I nevertheless continue to believe
that the actions of the President were
necessary in the national interest of the
United States.

We simply cannot stand idly by and
run the risk of another Communist take-
over in the Western Hemisphere, and
we must act promptly when there are
clear indications that this may well be
taking place. I realize that many will
charge me with being “trigger-happy,”
but I believe that any other course would
lead to much worse conseguences than
the Senator from Arkansas suggested
yesterday might result from our inter-
vention in the Dominican Republic.

In my view, it is essential that social
revolution, if indeed sufficient progress
cannot be achieved by social evolution,
in the Western Hemisphere must not be-
come a tool by which Communist domi-
nation is achieved. We all certainly
know that there are no “independent”
Communist regimes. Any Communist-
directed group which gains control of a
nation will do the bidding of either Mos-
cow, Peiping, or the Castro government
at Havana, and such foreign domination
is condemned by the unanimous action
of all the nations in the Western Hemi-
sphere.

It is a matter of judgment in each in-
dividual situation as to the action it is
necessary to take and the time to take
it. In this particular case, the Senator
from Arkansas has reached the conclu-
sion that we should have risked the take-
over. Even though I can agree that we
might have done more at an earlier stage
to use our influence to resist the ascend-
ance of the Communist elements in the
rebel forces, I would like again to state
that I do not believe President Johnson
could have done anything other than use
the direct power of the United States as
events actually developed.

We had an experience in Loulsiana
when there was an attempt to overthrow
and take over the government. Where
that occurs, and there is an attempt to
forcibly take over a government, if the
legal authorities move soon enough and
with overwhelming force, there need be
no fight; but if there is a move with
only a small amount of force, the govern-
ment might have a battle on its hands.
While we in our State may be criticized
by some as being in a “banana republic,”
we in Louisiana have done business with
Central and South America, and we
know what the term “banana republic”
means. We have traded with Central
and South America, and we know that
at times certain interests in our State
have taken sides in these revolutions as
they have occurred.

So I believe we have an understanding
of the problems of Central and South
America.

In that connection, Mr. President, I
do wish to complain about the complete-
ly irresponsible handling of the matter
by a newspaper for which I have great
respect, the Washington Post. That
newspaper for the most part tends to re-
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port the news by standards that are gen-
erally regarded as good ethics. In this
particular case the reporting has been
bad and the editorializing and writing
of the news has been so bad that it has
made me wonder whether the reporter,
in reporting the debate and writing about
the events—which was done by the same
reporter, Mr. Goshko—received his
training in the schools of the United
States or the Soviet Union. Some of
those stories have been with regard to
this Senator.

It is beyond me to understand the
point when someone says we went in with
too much force. The safe thing to do is
to send a great number of troops, and
more than would be needed for a fight, so
that Communist elements that might de-
cide to fire on American troops would
know they could not defeat the forces
of the United States and therefore would
not try it. That is the point I made.

All the press reported, as reflected by
the articles written by John Goshko of
the Washington Post, who chose the
Communist philosophy of reporting, was
that I talked about my father. He re-
ported that I said “Daddy.” I do not be-
lieve I said that.

That is all the reporting we got in
answer to the statements that we sent
in too many troops.

The point is that the best thing is to
send in enough troops so that the enemy
knows it could not succeed.

The typical Communist-type reporting
said only that I made reference to my
father. I did so only by way of illustra-
tion. When there was a confrontation
with what appeared to be a ragtag army
to overthrow law and order in that state,
they were faced with overwhelming
force.

I made reference to people who were
organizing and intended to resist the
lawful authority of state government.

When the National Guard appeared,
the only person who had been hurt was
a person who shot himself in attempt-
ing to get through a barbed-wire fence.
He had shot himself with his own gun.
No one else was injured.

When this Nation sent in substantial
forces in the Dominican Republic, the
Communists or Communist sympa-
thizers, as well as rebel elements, out of
caution, in very few instances fired on
our troops.

Unfortunately, there were some coura-
geous Americans lost in our effort to pre-
serve freedom and democracy in the
Dominican Republic.

Then there were those of the rebel
forces who were fired on by our ma-
rines and Army troops acting in their
own defense and the defense of those
that they went there to protect.

I made another point. If it is thought
that there is going to be a Communist
takeover, the sooner we move and the
faster we move, the sooner and easier
it will be over.

Our intelligence information was that
the Communists were progressively gain-
ing power and control over the rebellion
and they were satisfied how difficult it
was going to be to keep the Communists
from taking charge of the rebellion
movement and to keep the Communists
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from moving in during a situation of
chaos; that it was the kind of situation
in which Communists take over.

About the only reference I got by this
Soviet-type reporter of the Washington
Post; was that I referred to the Confed-
eracy. Oh, yes; I made an arm-waving
speech. I use my hands when I am
speaking extemporaneously.

The Post reporter said I referred to the
Confederacy. What I said was that a
great number of battles are lost, because
people move too slowly; or, to use the
expression that comes from World War
II, “too little and too late.” Great Brit-
ain suffered much in the early days of
the war because her forces came either
too late or were not numerous enough
to prevail in the battles that occurred.

With regard to the initiative, which
is something that is taught in any mili-
tary exercise, I merely pointed out that
there had been occasions when victory
was within the grasp of one side or the
other if it had exercised the initiative
soon enough. I gave an illustration. In
a small way, the junior Senator from
Louisiana is a student of the Civil War.
If, on the first day of the Battle of Shi-
loh, Albert Sidney Johnston had not
been bleeding to death in the saddle be-
cause he declined to relinguish com-
mand, and if Gen. P. G. T. Beauregard,
a resident of my State, had not found
himself in command and for lack of bet-
ter information called off the attack on
the first day, but had waited until the
atmosphere had been cleared of smoke,
and had renewed the attack on the fol-
lowing day, and if General Beauregard
had instead pursued the attack, he
would have driven General Grant's army
into the river. At least, that is what
most military experts think. That
would then have been a great southern
vietory of the magnitude of the Battle
of Bull Run; and the North having suf-
fered nothing but major defeats, with
one vietory by Grant at Fort Donelson,
the South would have been encouraged,
and the capture of Vicksburg and the
many other successes that Grant en-
joyed thereafter would probably never
have occurred. Grant would probably
have been relieved of his command and
have been dishonored as a result of hav-
ing been totally unprepared for the
attacks that fell upon him in more hos-
tilities than one. I cited that merely as
an example by which people exercise the
initiative and prevail, when otherwise
they would not.

The Soviet-type reporter for the
Washington Post said I spoke about the
Confederacy. I gave that as an example
to prove that, by moving timely, rather
than moving late, one could prevail in
what he was seeking to do.

I regret that the Washington Post
seems to feel so prejudiced about the
matter that it cannot report both sides
of the debate. The Post is a responsible
newspaper. In the main, I have ob-
served that it has conducted itself ac-
cording to the highest standards of
journalism. I regret very much to see
this exception.

There is no doubt in my mind that
the President had the information he
needed to know that this Nation was in
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danger. Seeing the nature of the repub-
lics that have been taken behind the
Iron Curtain, the President, in my judg-
ment, saved this country from allowing
one more nation to undergo communism
by moving so timely as he did. The fact
that he moved so soon and with such
complete justification, both to protect
American lives and to help restore order
and enable the people of the Dominican
Republic to elect whatever govern-
ment those people want in free elections,
was, in my judgment, a great contri-
bution to freedom and democracy in this
hemisphere.

The people of the Dominican Repub-
lic would never have had the right to
elect a government of their choosing
had the Communist brutality succeeded.
The record shows that in every coun-
try in which the Communists have pre-
vailed, up to this time, the government
has been one which has denied the
people their right to a free election and
a free choice of government. This was
accomplished by force of arms, through
the movement of troops, or else by
sabotage and subversion, in which people
were murdered. The result was that the
people were denied the right to choose
their own government.

No one can predict with any certainty
what the people of the Dominican Re-
public will do when they vote on their
choice of a government within 9
months; but at least they will have a
chance to choose. If the Communists
take over the Dominican Republic, they
will have to do it by winning an election,
not by murder, assassination, and armed
revolt; not by denying the people the
rights that a free people should enjoy
in Cuba and everywhere else in the
Western Hemisphere.

RECESS

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Senate stand in
recess until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 38 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
September 21, 1965, at 12 o’clock me-
ridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate September 20, 1965:
INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

Charles A. Webb, of Virginia, to be an In-
terstate Commerce Commissioner for a term
of T years expiring December 31, 1972. (Re-
appointment.)

TU.S. MARSHAL

Emmett E. Shelby, of Florida, to be U.S.
marshal for the northern district of Florida
for the term of 4 years. (Reappointment.)

Donald F. Miller, of Washington, to be U.S.
marshal for the western district of Washing-
ton for the term of 4 years. (Reappoint-
ment.)

IN THE COAST GUARD

The following-named officers of the Coast
Guard for promotion to the grade of
leutenant:

Frank C. Morgret III  Bruce W. Thompson

William H. Low, Jr. Gregory J, Sanok
Earle W. Eeith III Joseph Marotta

James C. Carpenter
Derrill R. Eramer
Ruloff W. Whiteman
Kenneth L. Lambert-
son
John W. Eelth
Frederick H. O. Mayr
Ralph E. Knorr
Jack A. Eckert
Francis W. J. Nicely
Hal M. Floyd
Leeland N. Gregg, Jr.
William C. Donnell
Vincent R. Abraham-
son
Donald H. Ramsden
George R. Grochowskl
Homer A. Purdy
Richard F. Young
John R. Malloy III
Roger D. Willlams
Roger T. Ostrom
Donald F. Eemner
David I. Tomlinson
George H. Martin
Joseph B. Donaldson
Jerald L. Rendall
Stanley E. Wood, Jr.
John L. Balley
Ronald C. Addison
Patrick H. Cannon, Jr.
Frank R. Peasley
James K. Woodle
Edward R. Pusey, Jr.
Pat Murray
James R. Shontell
Richard E. Van Ry
Franklin E. Taylor
Donald C. Addison
James F. Hunt
Gerald W. Barney
Frederick S. Bowman
Roy L. Foote
Allen E. Rolland
James L. Walker
William L. Avery
David W. Proudfoot
James A. McIntosh
James L. Mueller
Richard J. Kiessel
Joseph H. Discenza
David H. Withers
Leonard J. Pichini
Willlam 8. Haight
Frederick D. Smith
Charles W. Morgan
Robert A. Bastek
Alexander C. McKean,

Jr.
Larry D. Brooks
Francis W. Mooney
Ronald M. Potter
Richard C. Blaschke
Stephen H. Hines
George A. Casimir
Robert K. Blaschke
Thomas P. Keane
Thomas H. Lloyd, Jr.
Thomas W. Boerger
John G, Denninger,

Jr.
Arthur R. Gandt
John W. Brittain
Lawrence M. Schilling
David W. Robinette
David H. Whitten
Harvey L. Wahnquist,

Jr.
John P. Ryan
Harry A. Allen
Joseph L, Valentl
Lance A. Bagan
Richard B. O'Keefe
Hugh L. Thomas, Jr.
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Willlam J, Wallace, Jr.
Eugene Hornstein
John A. Wuestneck
Michael J, Schiro
Harold L. Bonnet
Arthur W. Mergner, Jr.
Elmer Sorensen, Jr.
Frederick A. Eelley
James H. Lightner
Raymond D. Bland
James F, Greene, Jr.
Arthur E. Henn
John T. Mason
Joseph H. Sanford
Joseph J, Smith
Lawrence J. Dallalre,
Jr.
Peter C. Hennings
Walter M, Coburn
Henry B. Traver
William H. Spence
‘Wade M. Moncrief, Jr.
David 8. Gemmell
Richard V. Consigli
Carl H. Burkhart
Joseph P, Dibella
Neal Mahan
George E, Archer, Jr.
Glenn E. Haines
Timothy G. McKinna
Peter T. Muth
Richard E, Shrum
David T. Boyle
Willlam A. Borchers
Edward K. Roe, Jr.
Michael O.
Joseph L. Crowe, Jr.
Anthony J, Soltys
William H. Roth
William C. Heming
James A. Umberger
Ewang Ping Hsu
Albert F, Baker
Willlam 8. Murray
George E. Mason
Norman H. Huff
Clifford E, Banner
Don M, Eeehn
Thomas D. Smith
Daniel M, White
Thomas F. McGrath
IIx
Thomas S. Whipple
Robert D, Markoff
Raymond J. Houttek-
kier
David K, Carey
Louls M, Casale
John M. McCann
Peter M. Bernstein
Robert E. McDonough,
Jr.
Joseph R. Finelll
Wayne P. Stevens
Jack W, Whiting, Jr.
Phillip J. Bull
Harry N. Hutchins ITI
Thomas W. Watkins
IIT
David W. Hastings
Herbert M. Hurst
Richmond D. Green-
ough, Jr.
Thomas J, Keeney
John G. Schmidtman
Robert F. Boysen, Jr.
James C. McElroy
James F. Sanders
Hugh W. Nabors
Francis J. Stadnicki
Bly R. Elder
Gary L. Rowe
Branson E, Epler
Stephen L. Richmond

In THE MARINE CoORPS

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for temporary appointment to the
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grade of lleutenant colonel subject to quali-
fication therefor as provided by law:
Charles W. Abbott Lawrence A. Hall
James W. Abraham  Wayne L. Hall
James R. Aichele Andrew E. Hare
Harry L. Alderman Elwin B. Hart
Richard D. Alexander Harold A, Hatch
Arthur W. Anthony, George A. P. Haynes

Jr. George E. Hayward
Peter F. C. Armstrong Keith H, Helms
Maurice C. Ashley, Jr. Hans W. Henzel
Freddie J. Baker Stanley A. Herman
James M. Bannan William M. Herrin, Jr.
William D. Bassett, Jr,. Charles O. Hiett
Arnold E. Bench Henry Hoppe III
Lee R. Bendell William K, Horn
Garland T. Beyerle George W. Houck
Darrel E. Bjorklund Dwight E. Howard
Louis A. Bonin Robert E, Howard, Jr.
Eugene R, Brady David J. Hunter
Robert B, Brennan Robert E. Hunter
Edward J. Bronars David J. Hytrek
Robert G. Brown Edgar K. Jacks
Travis D. Brown Mallett C. Jackson, Jr.
Clement C. Buckley,Charles V. Jarman

Jr. John M. Johnson, Jr,
Thomas J. Burckell Warren R. Johnson
Donald J. Burger Charles M. C. Jones,
Conrad P, Buschmann Jr.
Eenneth M. Buss Richard E. Jones
John E. Buynak Nick J. Eapetan
Raymond A, Cameron William C, Keith, Jr.
Richard E, Campbell Don L. Keller
David I. Carter Paul X. Eelley
Clement O, Chamber-Calhoun J. Killeen

lain, Jr. Grover C. Eoontz
Byron T. Chen George R. Lamb
Gregory J. Clzek Joseph M. Laney, Jr.
Harold C. Colvin James W. Laseter
Jack W. Conard Randlett T. Lawrence
Andrew B. Cook Frederick D. Leder
Charles G. Cooper Harris J. Levert, Jr.
William R. Corson Alan M. Lindell
Franklin G. Cowle, Jr. Carl R. Lundquist
Harry O. Cowing, Jr, Dean C. Macho
Willlam E, Cross, Jr. James H. MacLean
Phillp M, Crosswalt Byron L. Magness
George D. Robert B. March
Bruce F. Cunliffe Donald E. Marchette
Ralph L. Cunningham, James W, Marsh

Jr. James G. Martz III
John K. Davis
Thomas J, Deen, Jr.
Claude E. Deering, Jr.
Franecis L. Delaney
Lewis H. Devine
Birchard B. De Witt
Lawrence R. Dorsa Robert L. McElroy
Joshua W. Dorsey ITII James R. McEnaney
Edward J. Driscoll, Jr. Donald N, McEKeon
LeRoy M. Duffy Joseph V. McLernan
Jimmie W, Duncan Paul G. McMahon
Cecil C. Dunnagan Alexander P, McMillan
Carl J. Emma Russell W, McNutt
Clyde L. Ever Edward J. Megarr
Gilbert W. Ferguson David G. Mehargue
William B. Fleming Willard D. Merrill
Kenneth S. Foley James F. Meyers, Jr.
Eugene D. Foxworth, John B. Michaud

Jr. Richard D. Mickelson
Richard H. Francis Donald C. Miller
Walter A. Gagne, Jr. John H. Miller
Joseph J, N. Gambar- Robert R. Montgomery

della Anthony A. Monti
Jesse L. Glbney, Jr.  Ira L. Morgan, Jr.
Robert N, Good Roddey B. Moss
Carlton D. Goodlel, Jr. Ross L. Mulford
Fred Grabowskl Joseph Nastasi
Fredric A, Green Robert C. Needham
John R. Greenstone Harry J. Nolan
John E. Greenwood Victor Ohanesian
Willlam R. Grubaugh Robert W. Oliver
Robert E. Gruenler James R, Omara
Edward M. Guell Charles H. Opfar, Jr.
Thomas I, Gunning ‘Thomas A. Palmer
Frederick M, Haden  Willlam K. Parcell
John W, Haggerty, IIl Tom D. Parsons

Jerry F. Mathis
Frank D. McCarthy
Bain McClintock
Daniel ¥, McConnell
William G. McCool
Norman B. McCrary
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Edward J. Rutty
Victor A. Ruvo
Raymond M. Ryan
Joseph L. Sadowski
George T. Sargent, Jr.
Vincent J. Pross, Jr. Willlam F. Saunders,
Heman J. Redfield III Jr.

Plerre D. Reissner, Jr. Cornelius F. Savage,
Clarke A. Rhykerd
David M. Ridderhof
Edward J. Rigby

Roger W. Peard, Jr.
Edward F. Penico
Arthur R. Petersen

George R. Phillips
L. Preis

Jr.
John P. Schied
Baxter W. Seaton
Thomas E. Ringwood Ronald I. Severson
Dwight E. Roberts Charles A, Sewell
Eenneth L. Robinson,Ural W. Shadrick

Jr. Richard W. Sheppe
Willlam K, Rockey Warren C. Sherman
Charles A, Rosenfleld George H. S8hutt, Jr.
Earl F. Roth, Jr. Emmett B. Sigmon, Jr
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Warren J. Skvaril
Albert C. Smith, Jr.
Edward E, Smith
Erin D, Smith
George W. Smith
Richard J. Smith
Thomas G. Snipes
William F. Bparks
Eugene O. Speckart
Newell D. Staley, Jr.
Donald C. Stanton
Marvin H. Stevens
Harold E. Stine
Donald R. Stiver
John H. Strope
Otto I. Svenson, Jr.
Oral R. Swigart, Jr.
Leonard C. Taft

Aubrey W. Talbert,
Jr.
Richard B. Talbott
Robert W. Taylor
Jay J. Thomas, Jr.
Francis H. Thurston
Donald K. Tooker
Marshall J. Treado
Rodolfo L. Trevino
Luther G. Troen
George F. Tubley
Eenneth E. Turner
David M. Twomey
Wendell N. Vest
Hal W. Vincent
Michael J. Vrabel
Theodore R. Wall
Ralph D. Wallace
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Daniel M. Wilson
James S. Wilson
Frederick M. Woeller
Henry E. Wold
James W. Wood
Harry D. Woods
Richard B. Wyatt

Edward R. Watson
Robert A. Walker
Charles A. Webster
William Wentworth
Thomas B. White, Jr.
Willlam V. H. White
Robert D, Whitesell
Charles K. Whitfield Albert J. Zlogar
Charles S. Whiting John L. Zorack

The following-named officers of the Marine
Corps for permanent appointment to the
grade of lieutenant colonel subject to quali-
fication therefor as provided by law:
William C. Adams Wesley D. Lamoureux
Eugene D. Anderson  George M. Olszewskl
William C. Bittick, Jr. Harry D. Persons
Johnny L. Carter James W. Wilson
Walter W. Fleetwood

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

The International Union of Mine, Mill &
Smelter Workers

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DAVID S. KING

OF UTAH
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Monday, September 20, 1965

Mr. KING of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I
wish to pay a brief tribute to the hard
and persevering work, year after year,
of the International Union of Mine, Mill
& Smelter Workers on behalf of Federal
safety legislation for metallic and non-
metallic mines. The contribution of this
union to the passage by the House on
September 2 of H.R. 8989, the Federal
Metallic and Nonmetallic Mine Safety
Act, was very substantial. Its contribu-
tion to the outstanding report of Secre-
tary of the Interior Stewart Udall on
health and safety in metal and nonmetal
mines is deserving of recognition. Its
membership in the mines of my State and
throughout the West cooperated in an
outstanding way in the conduct of the
study on which this report is based.
Mine-mill local union safety committees
met repeatedly with Federal mine inspec-
tors to discuss safety hazards, and sub-
mitted to the Department of the Interior
literally hundreds of detailed reports on
mine accidents, many of which were not
otherwise reported. This union has pre-
sented most valuable testimony, spring-
ing from firsthand knowledge of safety
conditions in this country’s metallic and
nonmetallic mines, at hearings on mine
safety held by subcommitiees of the
House Committee on Education and
Labor in 1956, 1957, 1961, and 1965. It
has contributed to the drafting of mine
safety legislation which has been intro-
duced in both Houses in the 88th and
89th Congresses, and which I was happy
to introduce in the present session as
H.R. 2993 on January 18, 1965. The In-
terior Department bill, HR. 8989, as
amended, draws heavily on the thinking
that is expressed in H.R. 2993 and in the
hard-hitting and specific testimony of its
witnesses at subcommittee hearings last
May. Icommend the record of this great

and historic union of hard-rock miners,
whose origins in the West, including my
State, date back to the 19th century,
more than 70 years.

Marshall Field, Jr.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. WILLIAM T. MURPHY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, September 20, 1965

Mr. MURPHY of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, on Saturday, September 18, 1965, the
people of the metropolitan area of Chi-
cago and the Nation were saddened by
the untimely death of Marshall Field, Jr.

Mr. Field was the fourth member of
his line to bear the name of this family
distinguished in merchandising, publish-
ing, real estate, and philanthropy.

Marshall Field, Jr., succeeded his fa-
ther, Marshall Field III, as president and
publisher of the Chicago Sun-Times and
Chicago Daily News publications. He
was also chairman of the board of Field
Enterprises, Inc., and honorary chair-
man of the Field Enterprises Education-
al Corp. He was a director of Marshall
Field & Co.; World Book; Child Craft;
First National Bank of Chicago; and vice
president of the Field Foundation, Inc.
He also was a member of the board of
directors of the University of Chicago;
Chicago National History Museum;
Presbyterian-St. Luke’s Hospital; and
the Art Institute, Chicago.

Marshall Field, Jr., served from en-
sign to lieutenant commander in the U.S.
Naval Reserve 1941-45. He was awarded
the Silver Star and the Purple Heart.
He was a member of the American Le-
gion, and the Chicago and Illinois Bar
Associations.

Every man leaves a heritage, and the
heritage of Mr. Field, Junior, is a memo-
rial of fairness, justice, and courage.

Mrs. Murphy joins me in extending
our heartfelt sympathy to his family in
this hour of bereavement, and may he
recelve God’s richest blessings.

Congressman Horton’s Tribute to the
Steuben Society on the Anniversary of
the Birth of General Frederick Von
Steuben

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. FRANK HORTON

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monday, September 20, 1965

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, last year
I had the great honor of addressing the
21st national convention of the Steuben
Society of America. At that time, as I
have on many other occasions, I ex-
pressed my deep admiration for the work
of the Steuben Society, a patriotic, non-
partisan American organization which
has stimulated service to the nation by
Americans of German descent. The in-
terests and activities of the Steuben
Society are in the best tradition of Amer-
ican free association, and its members
have served with valor and distinction
in our military services, just as did one
of our great heroes of the American
Revolution, Gen. Frederick William
Augustus Von Steuben.

On Von Steuben Day, September 17,
it is appropriate that we review the con-
tribution made by this great man to the
American Revolutionary cause. General
Washington was so favorably impressed
by Von Steuben’s practical knowledge
and experience that he asked him to serve
as acting inspector general and to under-
take the training of the American Army,

This was a matter of some difficulty
since Von Steuben at this time did not
speak English, and was obliged to act
through interpreters. There was no time
for the preparation and publication of a
complete new drill manual of the kind
that Von Steuben had in mind. He
therefore prepared his drill instructions
in brief installments.

These were translated into English and
issued to the regiments as the drills
progressed. The general had the great,
good sense to rely additionally on the
power of example. He formed a model
company which made such rapid progress
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