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“I personally am convinced that our world
superiority in the production of food and
fiber can be used to encourage great masses
of humanity into peaceful pursuits, moving
them toward self reliance and self sufficiency
in the production of food and fiber. This
should strengthen the bonds of friendship
among free nations. Moreover, as I have said
on many occasions, I am convinced that in
the end bread will be more important than
bullets in bringing peace to the world.”

Mr. CooLEY said the new emphasis upon
world food and flber policy he envisions
through the bill introduced today not only
would aid the reciplents of our food and
fiber but also would be beneficial to the
economy and well-being of the people of the
United States.

“I am not proposing,” he said, “that we
remove forthwith the restraints upon farm
production now operating through voluntary
farm programs. If we did this, we might
again find ourselves buried in surpluses.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Neither do I suppose that the United States
can feed everyone who is hungry around the
world. But our farmers have mastered the
arts of abundance and they can produce
food and fiber, beyond our own needs, that
can build the physical strength and morale
of the populations in many countries where
these people work in the direction of self-
sufficlency in agriculture.

“The United States would expect to receive
as great a return from its augmented ex-
ports of agricultural commodities as is rea-
sonable and possible under the circum-
stances of each particular country.

“Food would be donated, where necessary.
If the country could pay for all or part of
our exports in its local currency. it would
be expected to do so. When its economy
reached a level where it could pay in long-
term dollar credits this would take the place
of all or part of the local currency pay-
ments. From that it is to be hoped the
country would develop into a commercial
importer, as many of the countries which
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have received help under Public Law 480
have done.

“1 expect this new emphasis I propose In
the bill I have introduced to bring ultimate-
1y a substantial expansion of the production
of America's farms, lessening the need for
programs to repress production. Our farm-
ers would be the key to the whole program
I envision. I would hope that this new
program would keep millions of acres in
production and employ on our farms many
thousands of people who would be dislocated
and crowded into our cities if we proceed
with further restrictions upon agricultural
output.

“I can see that this new emphasis will
develop for the United States broad com-
mercial markets around the world for our
food and fiber in the years ahead. More-
over, it has been demonstrated that those
countries which have developed their agri-
culture to the highest degree are the best
customers abroad of U.S. agriculture and
industry.”

SENATE

THURSDAY, JANUARY 20, 1966

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

Bishop W. Earl Ledden, Wesley Theo-
logical Seminary, Washington, D.C., of-
fered the following prayer:

O Lord, our God, surrounded by the
symbols of the power and the glory of
our beloved country, we remember before
Thee the disorder and distress of so many
in Thy human family.

1We lift hands of prayer for our tor-
tured world. The creation which Thou
didst call good is marred by man’s in-
humanity to man. The blood of brother
slain by brother cries unto Thee from the
ground. And Thy rebuke troubles the
conscience of sensitive souls throughout
the earth.

In this day of balanced terror and un-
balanced judgment, be Thou our stay;
steady our minds, strengthen our wills.
Restrain those who loose wild tongues
that have not Thee in awe. Make
strong the hands of those who seek peace
and pursue it.

Make us, we pray, conscientious projec-
tors, driven by an awakened conscience
to support those many noble projects al-
ready underway for the peace of the
world. Sustain, O Lord, those many
leaders among us who pray and labor for
the good of their fellow men; and bring
in that kingdom without frontiers of
which Thy prophets have dreamed
across the long generations. In His
name. Amen.
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On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Wednes-
day, January 19, 1966, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESI-
DENT-—APPROVAL OF JOINT RES-
OLUTION

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were com-
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municated to the Senate by Mr. Jones,
one of his secretaries, and he announced
that on January 19, 1966, the President
had approved and signed the joint res-
olution (S.J. Res. 125) extending the
date for transmission of the Economic
Report.

PROPOSED AMENDMENT OF THE
CONSTITUTION RELATING TO
TERM OF OFFICE OF MEMBERS OF
THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES—MESSAGE FROM THE
PRESIDENT (H. DOC. NO. 364)

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate the following message
from the President of the United States,
which, with an accompanying paper,
was referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary:

To the Congress of the United States:
In 1816 Thomas Jefferson wrote:
Some men ascribe to the men of a pre-

ceding age a wisdom more than human,

and suppose what they did to be beyond
amendment * * * T am certainly not an
advocate for frequent and untried changes

in laws and constitutions * * * But I

know also, that laws and institutions must

go hand in hand with the progress of the
human mind.

I believe that in the interest of prog-
ress and sound modern government—
and to nourish and strengthen our crea-
tive Federal system—we must amend
our Constitution, to provide a 4-year
term of office for Members of the House
of Representatives.

I believe that for the same reasons we
must also eliminate those defects in the
electoral college system which make
possible the frustration of the people’s
will in the election of their President
and Vice President.

FOUR-YEAR TERM FOR HOUSE MEMBERS
1

Debate over the length of the House
term is not new. It began in the Con-
stitutional Convention, where those who
thought annual elections were essential
to freedom clashed with others, such as
Madison, who held that 3 years were
required “in a government so extensive,
for members to form any knowledge of

the various interests of the States to
which they did not belong,” and that
without such knowledge “their trust
could not be usefully discharged.”
Madison’s thoughts are ruefully familiar
to Members of the House today: he was
certain that a 1-year term would be “al-
most consumed in preparing for and
traveling to and from the seat of national
business,” and that even with a 2-year
term none of the Representatives “who
wished to be reelected would remain at
the seat of government.”

Between the advocates of a 1-year
term—those who, bearing in mind recent
English experience, feared the despotism
of a government unchecked by the popu-
lar will—and those who saw a tenure of 3
years as necessary for wise administra-
tion, a compromise of 2 years was
reached.

Thus there was little magic in the
number 2, even in the year of its adop-
tion. I am convinced there is even less
magic today, and that the question of
tenure should be reexamined in the light
of our needs in the 20th century.

I

The authors of the Federalist Papers
said about the House of Representatives:

As it is essential to liberty that the Gov-
ernment in general should have a common
interest with the people; so it is particularly
essential that the branch of it under con-
sideration should have an immediate de-
pendence on, and an intimate sympathy with
the people. Frequent elections are ungques-
tionably the only policy by which this de-
pendency and sympathy can be effectually
secured. But what particular degree of fre-
quency may be absolutely necessary for the
purpose, does not appear to be susceptible of
any precise calculation; and must depend on
a varlety of circumstances with which 1t
may be connected.

The circumstances with which the 2-
year term is presently connected are—

The accelerating volume of legislation
on which Members are required to pass.
In the first Congress, 142 bills were intro-
duced, resulting in 108 public laws. In
the 88th Congress, 15,299 bills were intro-
duced, of which 666 were enacted into
public law.

The increasingly complex problems
that generate this flood of legislation, re-
quiring Members to be familiar with an
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immense range of fact and opinion. It
is no longer sufficient to develop solutions
for an agricultural nation with few for-
eign responsibilities; now a man or wom-
an chosen to represent his people in the
House of Representatives must under-
stand the consequences of our spiralling
population growth, of urbanization, of
the new scientific revolution, of our wel-
fare and education requirements, and of
our responsibilities as the world’'s most
powerful democracy.

Longer sessions of Congress, made
necessary by the burden of legislation
and outstanding public issues. In less
turbulent times, Members of Congress
might conduct the public business with
dispatch during election years, and spend
the summer and autumn campaigning in
their districts. Congress adjourned in
April of 1904, June of 1906, May of 1908,
and June of 1910. But increasing work-
loads have substantially extended the
sessions. Thus it was in August of 1958
that Congress concluded its work,
in September of 1960, October of 1962,
and again in October of 1964. The com-
petitive pressures imposed by the 2-year
term, when the incumbent must remain
in Washington into the fall to attend
the public business, reduce his capacity
to do either task—campaigning or leg-
islating—with the complete attention his
conscience and the public interest de-
mand.

The increasing cost of campaigning
that biennially impose heavy burdens
on those who represent vigorously con-
tested districts, and that magnify the in-
fluence of large contributors, pressure
groups, and special interest lobbyists.

It may be said that every elected of-
ficial confronts similar ecircumstances
in the 1960’s. Yet it can be said of none
that his power for the public good or
ill is both so great as the Congress-
man's, and so sharply pressed in time.

For this public servant—part judge
and author of laws, part leader of his
people, part mediator between the ex-
ecutive branch and those he represents—
is scarcely permitted to take his seat in
the historic Hall of the House, when he
must begin once more to make his case
to his constituency.

The Congressman's effectiveness as a
legislator is reduced by this.

His district’s right to be fully repre-
sented in Congress is diminished by this.

The Nation's need to be led by its best
qualified men, giving their full attention
to issues on which our security and prog-
ress depend, is ignored by this.

In the States, in private business, and
indeed, in the Federal Government itself,
the wisdom of longer terms for senior
officials has come steadily to be recog-
nized. State after State has adopted a
4-year gubernatorial term.

This administration has made every
effort to extend ambassadorial tours of
duty, to promote career civil servants to
posts of higher responsibilities, and to re-
tain Cabinet and sub-Cabinet officers on
the job for longer periods than before.
For we have learned that brief and un-
certain periods in office contribute—not
to the best interests of democracy—but
to harassed inefficiency and the loss of
invaluable experience.
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Thus I recommend that the Congress
adopt this amendment to the Constitu-
tion in the belief that it will—

Provide for each Member a sufficient
period in which he can bring his best
judgment to bear on the great questions
of national survival, economic growth,
and social welfare.

Free him from the inexorable pres-
sures of biennial campaigning for re-
election.

Reduce the cost—financial and politi-
cal—of holding congressional office.

Attract the best men in private and
public life into competition for this high
public office.

I am mindful of the principal reason
advanced for maintaining the 2-year
term—that it is necessary if the voice of
the people is to be heard, and changes in
public opinion are to be registered on
the conduct of public policy. My own
experience in almost three decades in
public office—and, I believe, the experi-
ence of Members of Congress today—is
otherwise.

For we do not live in a day when news
of congressional action requires weeks to
reach our constituents, nor when public
opinion is obscured by time and dis-
tance. Communications media rush the
news to every home and shop within
minutes of its occurrence. Public opin-
ion polls, and mountains of mail, leave
little doubt about what our people think
of the issues most vital to them. I do
not fear deafness on the part of those
who will take their seats in Congress for
a 4-year term.

It is also vital to recognize the effect
of a longer term on the authority of the
House in making known the will of the
people. Established in office for 4 years,
the weight of the House in the councils of
government is certain to increase, For
the sake of democracy, that is a develop-
ment devoutly to be welcomed.

w

I recommend that the amendment be-
come effective no earlier than 1972.

It is imperative that each Member of
the House have the opportunity of cam-
paigning during a presidential election
year. To divide the House into two
classes, as some have proposed—one
elected during the off year, one with
the President—would create an un-
necessary and wholly unfair division in
that body. It would also create severe
problems in every State: as reapportion-
ment is ordered and redistricting takes
place.

Off year elections are notorious for
attracting far fewer voters—perhaps as
much as 15 percent fewer—than presi-
dential elections.

If our purpose is to serve the demo-
cratic ideal by making the people’s
House more effective in its performance
of the people’s business, then we must
require that its Members be chosen by
the largest electorate our democracy can
produce. That, assuredly, is the elec-
torate called into being during a presi-
dential year.

I do not believe the Congress will wish
to make the House the least representa-
tive of our three elective elements by
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perpetually condemning half its mem-
bership to a shrunken electorate. Such
a body could not long sustain its claim to
be an equal partner in the work of rep-
resentative government.

v

If this amendment is to serve the pub-
lic interest—if Members are to be free
of campaigning for a period sufficiently
long to enable them to master the work
of the House—it is right that they
should remain af that work during the
entire term to which they are elected.

It would defeat the purpose of the
amendment if a Member were free to
campaign for the Senate without re-
signing his seat in the House. Because
we seek to strengthen the House, and
through it, representative government—
not to provide a sanctuary and platform
for further electoral contests—I rec-
ommend that no Member of either
House be eligible for election as a Mem-
ber of the other House until his own term
has expired, unless, at least 30 days
prior to that election, he submits his
resignation from the office he holds.

Vi

Our democracy cannot remain static,
a prisoner to the past, if it is to en-
rich the lives of coming generations.
Laws and institutions—to paraphrase
Jefferson—must go hand in hand with
the progress of the human mind, and
must respond to the changing conditions
of life itself.

One law that should be changed limits
the term of office for one of the great
arms of our Government to a period too
brief for the public good.

Let us no longer bind ourselves to it.
Let us reform it. We shall better serve
our people when we do.

Because I profoundly agree with
former President Eisenhower, when he
said, “Congressmen ought to be elected
for 4 years, at the same time with the
President,” I urge the Congress promptly
to consider a constitutional amendment
extending the term of office for the House
of Representatives to 4 years.

REFORM OF THE ELECTORAL COLLEGE SYSTEM

In my special message to the Congress

last January, I urged an amendment to
the Constitution to reform the electoral
college system. I renew this recom-
mendation and strongly reaffirm the
need to reform the electoral college sys-
tem.
There are several major defects in the
existing system. They should be elimi-
nated in order to assure that the people’s
will shall not be frustrated in the choice
of their President and Vice President.

First, there presently exists the pos-
sibility that the constitutional independ-
ence of unpledged electors will be ex-
ploited, and that their votes will be ma-
nipulated in a close presidential race to
block the election of a major candidate in
order to throw the election into the House
of Representatives. This grave risk
should be removed.

Second, if the election is thrown into
the House of Representatives, the exist-
ing system suffers from other funda-
mental defects. In such an election, the
House of Representatives would be em-
powered to elect a President from the
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State casts only one vote, with the result
that the least populous States have the
same vote in the election of the President
" “as the most populous States.

As early as 1823, Madison reached the
conclusion that—

The present rule of voting for President by
the House of Representatives is so great a
departure from the republican principle of
numerical equality, and even from the Fed-
eral rule, which qualifies the numerical by a
State equality, and is so pregnant also, with
a mischievous tendency in practice, that an
amendment to the Constitution on this point
is justly called for by all its considerate and
best friends.

I firmly believe that we should put an
end to this undemocratic procedure.

Third, if the electoral vote is indecisive
under the existing system, the President
is elected by the House of Representa-
tives, but the Vice President is elected by
the Senate. This creates the possibility
of the election of a President and a Vice
President from different parties. That
possibility should not exist. To prevent
its realization, the President and the
Vice President should both be elected by
the same body.

Fourth, the 23d amendment makes no
provision for participation by the Dis-
trict of Columbia in an election of the
President by the House of Representa-
tives, or of the Vice President by the
Senate.

I firmly believe that we should extend
to the District of Columbia all the rights
of participation in the election of a Pres-
ident and Vice President which the 50
States may exercise.

Fifth, existing law fails to provide for
the death of the President-elect or Vice-
President-elect between election day and
the counting of the electoral votes in
December. There is also no provision
in the Constitution to cover the con-
tingency presented by the death of a
candidate for President or Vice Presi-
dent shortly before the popular election
in November. These gaps should now
be filled.

Elimination of these defects in our
Constitution is long overdue. Our
concepts of self-government and sound
government require it.

Congress can now, in the words of
Daniel Webster, “perform something
worthy to be remembered,” by uproot-
ing the more objectionable features in
the system of electing a President and
Vice President, and thereby helping to
preserve representative government and
the two-party system.

LynpoN B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, January 20, 1966.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—EN-
ROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled joint resolution (H.J. Res. 767)
authorizing the President to proclaim
National Ski Week, and it was signed by
the Vice President.
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three highest candidates. However, each *

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS
DURING TRANSACTION OF ROU-
TINE MORNING BUSINESS
On request of Mr. MansrFIELD, and by

unanimous consent, statements during

the transaction of routine morning busi-
ness were ordered limited to 3 minutes.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to consider executive business.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Montana?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE
The following favorable report of a
nomination was submitted:
By Mr. PROXMIRE, from the Committee
on Banking and Currency:
James S. Duesenberry, of Massachusetts,

to be a member of the Council of Economic
Advisers.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. If
there be no further repoits of commit-

tees, the clerk will state the nominations
on the executive calendar.

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCA-
TION, AND WELFARE

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of William Gorham, of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, to be an Assistant Sec-
}'etary of Health, Education, and Wel-
are.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Paul Kaplowitz, of the District
of Columbia, to be a member of the U.S.
Tariff Commission for the term expiring
June 16, 1967.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of these nominations.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, the President will be no-
tified forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On request of Mr. MANSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the Senate resumed
the consideration of legislative business.

SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING DURING
SENATE SESSION

On request of Mr. Gorg, and by unani-
mous consent, the Subcommittee on
Antitrust and Monopoly Legislation of
the Committee on the Judiciary was au-
thorized to meet during the session of the
Senate today.
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REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. LONG of Loulsiana, from the Com-
mittee on Finance, with amendments:

H.R. 7723. An act to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the United States to suspend
the duty on certain tropical hardwoods;
(Rept. No. 949).

By Mr. RUSSELL of Georgia, from the
Committee on Armed Services, with amend-
ments: f

H.R.7813. An act to authorize the loan of
naval vessels to friendly foreign countries;
(Rept. No, 950) .

STUDY OF ADMINISTRATIVE PRAC-
TICE AND PROCEDURE—REFPORT
OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (8. Res. 190) to study admin-
istrative practice and procedure, and for
other purposes, which was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
as follows:

S. REs. 190

Resolved, That the Committee on the
Judielary, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized under sections
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorgani-
zation Act of 1946, as amended, and in ac-
cordance with its jurisdictions specified by
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate, to make a full and complete study
and investigation of administrative practices
and procedures within the departments and
agencies of the United States in the exercise
of their rulemaking, licensing, investigatory,
law enforcement, and adjudicatory func-
tions, including a study of the effectiveness
of the Administrative Procedure Act, with a
view to determining whether additional leg-
islation is required to provide for the falir,
impartial, and effective performance of such
functions.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized
(1) to make such expenditures as it deems
advisable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants
and consultants: Provided, That the minor-
ity is authorized to select one person for
appointment, and the person so selected
shall be appointed and his compensation
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall
not be less by more than $2,200 than the
highest gross rate paid to any other em-
ployee and; (3) with the prior consent of
the heads of the departments or agenciles
concerned, and the Committee on Rules
and Administration, to utilize the reimburs-
able services, information, facilities, and
personnel of any of - the departments or
agencies of the Government.

Sec. 3. The committee shall report is find-
ings, together with its recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $175,-
000, shall be pald from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by
the chairman of the committee.

INVESTIGATION OF ANTITRUST
AND MONOPOLY LAWS OF THE
UNITED STATES—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE
Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee

on the Judiciary, reported an original
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resolution (S. Res. 191) to investigate
antitrust and monopoly laws of the
United States, which was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
as follows:

8. Res. 191

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judi-
clary, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance
with its jurisdictions specified by rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to
make a complete, comprehensive, and con-
tinuing study and investigation of unlawful
restraints and monopolies, and of the anti-
trust and monopoly laws of the United
States, their administration, interpretation,
operation, enforcement, and effect, and to de-
termine and from time to time redetermine
the nature and extent of any legislation
which may be necessary or desirable for—

(1) clarification of existing law to elimi-
nate conflicts and uncertainties where nec-
essary; !

(2) improvement of the administration
and enforcement of existing laws; and

(3) supplementation of existing law to pro-
vide any additional substantive, procedural,
or organizational legislation which may be
needed for the attalnment of the funda-
mental objects of the laws and efficient ad-
ministration and enforcement thereof.

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized
(1) to make such expenditures as It deems
advisable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants
and consultants: Provided, That the minor-
ity is authorized to select one person for
appointment, and the person so selected shall
be appointed and his compensation shall
be so fixed that his gross rate shall not be
less by more than $2,200 than the highest
gross rate pald to any other employee; and
(3) with the prior consent of the heads of
the departments or agencies concerned, and
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
to utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, faeilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government.

Sec. 3. The commiftee shall report its
findings, together with its recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$561,700.00 shall be paid from the contingent
fund for the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee.

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS PER-
TAINING TO FEDERAL CHARTERS,
HOLIDAYS, AND CELEBRATIONS—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 192) to consider mat-
ters pertaining to Federal charters, holi-
days, and celebrations, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as follows:

S. REs. 192

Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized under sec-
tions 134(a) and 136 of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1946, as amended,
and In accordance with its jurisdic-
tion specified by rule XXV of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate to consider all mat-
ters pertaining to Federal charters, holidays,
and celebrations.

SEec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
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January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized to
(1) make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants
and consultants; and (3) with the prior con-
sent of the heads of the departments or agen-
cies concerned and the Committee on Rules
and Administration, to utilize the reimburs-
able services, information, facilities, and per-
sonnel of any of the departments or agencies
of the Government.

Sec. 3. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed 87,500,
shall be paid from the contingent fund of
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman of the committee.

AUTHORIZATION OF STUDY OF
MATTERS PERTAINING TO CON-
STITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS—RE-
PORT OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 193) authorizing a
study of matters pertaining to constitu-
tional amendments, which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration, as follows:

8. REs, 183

Resolved, That the Committee on the Judi-
clary, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized under section 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended, and in accordance with
its jurisdictions specified by rule XXV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, to examine,
investigate, and make a complete study of
any and all matters pertaining to constitu-
tional amendments.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to Jan-
uary 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized (1) to
make such expenditures as it deems advis-
able; (2) to employ upon & temporary basis
technical, clerical, and other assistants and
consultants: Provided, That the minority is
authorized to select one person for appoint-
ment, and the person so selected shall be
appointed and his compensation shall be so
fixed that his gross rate shall not be less
by more than $2,200 than the highest gross
rate paid to any other employee; and (3)
with the prior consent of the heads of the
departments or agencles concerned, and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government.

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its ac-
tivities and findings, together with its recom-
mendations for legislation as it deems advis-
able, to the Senate at the earliest practicable
date, but not later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$117,685.15, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee.

INVESTIGATION OF MATTERS PER-
TAINING TO CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHTS—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 194) to investigate
matters pertaining to constitutional
rights, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, as

follows:
8. REs. 104
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee

705

thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance
with its jurisdictions specified by rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to ex-
amine, investigate, and make a complete
study of any and all matters pertaining to
constitutional rights.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized (1)
to make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants
and consultants: Provided, That the mi-
nority is authorized to select one person for
appointment, and the person so selected shall
be appointed and his compensation shall be
so fixed that his gross rate shall not be less
by more than $2,200 than the highest gross
rate paid to any other employee; and (3)
with the prior consent of the heads of the
departments or agencles concerned, and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government.

SEec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with its recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen-
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not
later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $195,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by
the chalrman of the committee.

INVESTIGATION OF CRIMINAL LAWS
AND PROCEDURES—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 195) to investigate
criminal laws and procedures, which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration, as follows:

S. Res. 195

Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju-
dieciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized under section 134(a)
and 186 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance
with its jurisdiction specified by rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to ex-
amine, investigate, and make a complete
study of criminal laws and procedures.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution,
the committee from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized
(1) to make such expenditures as it deems
advisable; (2) employ on a temporary basis
technical, clerical, and other assistants and
consultants: Provided, That the minority is
authorized to select one person for appoint-
ment, and the person so selected shall be
appointed and his compensation shall be
so fixed that his gross rate shall not be less
by more than $2,200 than the highest gross
rate paid to any other employee; and (3)
with the prior consent of the heads of the
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tlon, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government.

Sec. 8. The committee shall report its
findings, together with its recommendations
for such legislation as it deems advisable, to
the Senate at the earllest practicable date,
but not later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution, which shall not exceed
$120,000, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate by vouchers approved by
the chairman of the committee.
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STUDY OF MATTERS PERTAINING
TO IMMIGRATION AND NATURAL-
IZATION—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 196) to study matters
pertaining to immigration and natural-
jzation, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, as
follows:

S. REs, 106

Resolved, That the Committee on the
Judiciary, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized under sections
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reor-
ganization Act of 1946, as amended, and in
accordance with its jurisdictions specified
by rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate to examine, investigate, and make
a complete study of any and all matters
pertaining to immigration and naturaliza-
tion.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolu-
tion, the committee, from February 1, 1966,
to January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized
(1) to make such expenditures as it deems
advisable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants
and consultants: Provided, That the minor-
ity is authorized to select one person for
appointment, and the person so selected
shall be appointed and his compensation
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall
not be less by more than $2,200 than the
highest gross rate pald to any other em-
ployee; and (3) with the prior consent of
the heads of the departments or agencies
concerned, and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to utilize the reimbursable
services, information, facilities, and person-
nel of any of the departments or agencles
of the Government.

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its
findings, together with its recommendations
for legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$170,000, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee.

INVESTIGATION OF ADMINISTRA-
TION, OPERATION, AND ENFORCE-
MENT OF THE INTERNAL SECU-
RITY ACT—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE
Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee

on the Judiciary, reported an original

resolution (S. Res. 197) to investigate
the administration, operation, and en-
forcement of the Internal Security Act,
which was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration, as follows:
S. Res. 197
Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, or any duly authorized subcommit-

tee thereof, is authorized under sections 134

(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganiza-

slon Act of 1946, as amended, and in accord-

ance with its jurisdiction specified by rule

XXV of the Standing Rules of the Senate,

insofar as they relate to the authority of the

committee, to make a complete and continu-
ing study and investigation of (1) the ad-
ministration, operation, and enforcement of
the Internal Security Act of 1950, as
amended; (2) the administration, operation,
and enforcement of other laws relating to
espionage, sabotage, and the protection of
the internal security of the United States;
and (3) the extent, nature, and effect of sub-
versive activities in the United States, its
territories and possessions, including, but
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not limited to, esplonage, sabotage, and in-
filtration by persons who are or may be un-
der the domination of the foreign govern-
ment or organizations controlling the world
Communist movement or any other move-
ment seeking to overthrow the Government
of the United States by force and violence.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution,
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1067, inclusive, is authorized (1)
to make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis technical, clerical, and other assistants
and consultants: Provided, That the minor-
ity is authorized to select one person for ap-
pointment, and the person so selected shall
be appointed and his compensation shall be
so fixed that his gross rate shall not be less
by more than $2,200 than the highest gross
rate pald to any other employee; and (3)
with the prior consent of the heads of the

.departments or agencies concerned, and the

Committee on Rules and Administration, to
utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencles of the Government.

Sec. 3. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $431,-
000, shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman of the committee.

STUDY AND EXAMINATION OF THE
FEDERAL JUDICIAL SYSTEM—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 198) to study and ex-
amine the Federal judicial system, which
was referred to the Committee on Rules
and Administration, as follows:

S. REs. 198

Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized under section 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended, and in accordance with
its jurisdiction specified by rule XXV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, to conduct
a study and examination of the administra-
tion, practice and procedures of the Federal
judicial system with a view to determining
the legislation, if any, which may be neces-
sary or desirable in order to improve the
operations of the Federal courts in the just
and expeditious adjudication of the cases,
controversies, and other matters which may
be brought before them.

Sec. 2. For the purpose of this resolution,
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized (1)
to make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis professional, technical, clerical, and
other assistants and consultants: Provided,
That the minority is authorized to select one
person for appointment, and the person so
selected shall be appointed and his compen-
sation shall be so fixed that his gross rate
shall not be less by more than $2,200 than
the highest gross rate pald to any other
employee; and (3) with the prior consent of
the heads of departments and agencies con-
cerned, and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to utilize the reimbursable
services, information, facilities, and person-
nel of any of the departments or agencles
of the Government.

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-|
ings, together with its recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen-
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not
later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $184,-
020.00, shall be pald from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chalrman of the committee.

January 20, 1966

INVESTIGATION OF JUVENILE DE-
LINQUENCY—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 199) to investigate
juvenile delinquency, which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration, as follows:

S. RES. 198

Resolved, That the Committee of the Judi-
ciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance
with its jurisdictions specified by rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to
examine, investigate, and make a complete
study of any and all matters pertaining to
Jjuvenile delinquency in the United States,
including (a) the extent and character of
Juvenile delinquency in the United States
and its causes and contributing factors; (b)
the adequacy of existing provisions of law,
including chapters 402 and 403 of title 18
of the United States Code, In dealing with
youthful offenders of Federal laws; (c) sen-
tences Imposed on, or other correctional ac-
tion taken with respect to, youthful offend-
ers by Federal courts; and (d) the extent
to which juveniles are violating Federal laws
relating to the sale or use of narcotics.

Sec. 2. For the purpose of this resolution,
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized (1)
to make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ, upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assist-
ants and consultants: Provided, That the
minority is authorized to select one person
for appointment, and the person so selected
shall be appointed and his compensation
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall not
be less than $2,200 than the highest gross
rate pald to any other employee; and (3)
with the prior consent of the heads of the
departments or agencies concerned, and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government.

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its
findings, together with its recommendations
for legislation, as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$260,000 shall be pald from the con-
tingent fund of the Senate upon vouchers
approved by the chairman of the commit-
tee.

INVESTIGATION OF NATIONAL PENI-
TENTIARIES—REPORT OF A COM-
MITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 200) to investigate na-
tional penitentiaries, which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration, as follows:

8. Res. 200

Resolved, That the Committee on the
Judiciary, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized under sections
134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorga-
nization Act of 1946, as amended, and in ac-
cordance with its jurisdiction specified by
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the
Senate, to examine, investigate, and inspect
national penitentiaries,

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized (1)
to make such expenditures as it deems ad-
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visable; (2) to employ upon & temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assist-
ants and consultants; and (3) with the prior
consent of the heads of the departments or
agencies concerned, and the Committee on
Rules and Administration, to utilize the re-
imbursable services, information, facilities,
and personnel of any of the departments or
agencies of the Government.

Sgec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with its recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the
Senate at the earliest practicable date, but
not later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4, Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$5,000, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee.

EXAMINATION AND REVIEW OF AD-
MINISTRATION OF THE PATENT
OFFICE—REPORT OF A COMMIT-
TEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 201) to examine and
review the administration of the Patent
Office, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, as
follows:

S. REs. 201

Resolved, That the Committee on the
Judiclary, or any duly authorized subcommit-
tee thereof, is authorized under sections 134
(a) and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1046, as amended, and in accordance
with its jurisdiction specified by rule XXV of
the Standing Rules of the Senate, to conduct
a full and complete examination and review
of the administration of the Patent Office
and a complete examination and review of
the statutes relating to patents, trademarks,
and copyrights.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized to
(1) make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ, upon a temporary
basis, technical, clerical, and other assistants
and consultants: Provided, That the minor-
ity is authorized to select one person for
appointment, and the person so selected shall
be appointed and his compensation shall be
s0 fixed that his gross rate shall not be less
by more than $2,200 than the highest gross
rate pald to any other employee; and (3)
with the prior consent of the heads of the
departments or agencies concerned, and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government.

SEc. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with its recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen-
ate at the earliest practicable date, but not
later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4, Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$110,000, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee.

INVESTIGATION OF PROBLEMS
CREATED BY THE FLOW OF REFU-
GEES AND ESCAPEES FROM COM-
MUNISTIC TYRANNY—REPORT OF
A COMMITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 202) to investigate
problems created by the flow of refugees
and escapees from communistic tyranny,
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which was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration, as follows:

S. REs. 202

Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization
Act of 1946, as amended, and in accordance
with its jurisdiction specified by rule XXV
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, to ex-
amine, investigate, and make a complete
study of any and all matters pertaining to
the problems created by the flow of refu-
gees and escapees from Communist tyranny.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution,
the committee from February 1, 1966, to Jan-
uary 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized (1) to
make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ on a temporary basis
technical, clerical, and other assistants and
consultants: Provided, That the minority is
authorized to select one person for appoint-
ment, and the person so selected shall be ap-
pointed and his compensation shall be so
fixed that his gross rate shall not be less
by more than $2,200 than the highest gross
rate paid to any other employee; and (3)
with the prior consent of the heads of the
department or agency concerned and the
Committee on Rules and Administration, to
utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government.

Bec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with its recommendations for
such legislation as it deems advisable, to
the Senate at the earliest practicable date,
but not later than January 31, 1967.

Sec. 4. The expenses of the committee un-
der this resolution, which shall not exceed
$105,400, shall be pald from the contingent
fund of the Senate by vouchers approved by
the chairman of the committee.

STUDY OF REVISION AND CODIFI-
CATION OF THE STATUTES OF THE
UNITED STATES—REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 203) to study revision
and codification of the statutes of the
United States, which was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
as follows:

S. Res. 203

Resolved, That the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, or any duly authorized subcommittee
thereof, is authorized under sections 134(a)
and 136 of the Legislative Reorganization Act
of 1946, as amended, and in accordance with
its jurisdictions specified by rule XXV of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, to examine,
investigate, and make a complete study of
any and all matters pertaining to revision
and codification of the statutes of the United
States.

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee from February 1, 1966, to Jan-
uary 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized (1) to
make such expenditures as it deems advis-
able; (2) to employ upon a temporary basis
technical, clerical, and other assistants and
consultants: Provided, That if more than one
counsel is employed, the minority is author-
ized to select one person for appointment,
and the person so selected shall be appointed
and his compensation shall be so fixed that
his gross rate shall not be less by more than
$2,200 than the highest rate paid to any other
employee; and (3) with the prior consent of
the heads of the departments or agencies
concerned, and the Committee on Rules and
Administration, to utilize the reimbursable
services, information, facilities, and personnel
of any of the departments or agencies of the
Government.
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Sec. 3. The committee shall report its ind-
ings, together with its recommendations, to
the Senate at the earliest practicable date,
but not later than January 31, 1967.

SEc. 4. Expenses of the committee, under
this resolution, which shall not exceed $42,-
500, shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman of the committee.

REPORT ON DISPOSITION OF
EXECUTIVE PAPERS

Mr. MONRONEY, from the Joint Se-
lect Committee on the Disposition of
Papers in the Executive Departments, fo
which was referred for examination and
recommendation a list of records trans-
mitted to the Senate by the Archivist of
the United States, dated January 11,
1966, that appeared to have no perma-
nent value or historical interest, sub-
mitted a report thereon, pursuant to law.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. HILL:

8. 2795. A bill for the relief of Dr. Antonio
B. Donesa; and

S.2796. A bill for the relief of Dr. Rafael
Anrrich; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. JAVITS:

8. 2797. A bill to amend the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, and the Raillway
Labor Act with respect to emergency labor
disputes; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

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

By Mr. JACKSON:

5.2798. A bill for the relief of CWO Glen
Zelgler, U.S, Navy (retired); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. CARLSON (for himself and Mr.
PEARSON) :

S.2799. A bill for the relief of Dr. and Mrs.
Carlos Roberta Estrada Gonzales; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. EASTLAND:

S.2800. A bill fer the relief of George
Joseph Saad; and

S. 2801. A bill for the relief of Helena Gil-
bert Maddagiri and Heather Gilbert Mad-
dagiri; to the Committes on the Judiciary.

By Mr. McGOVERN:

S. 2802, A bill to extend and amend the Li-
brary Services and Construction Act; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

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

By Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey:

8. 2803. A bill to- amend title VI of the
Public Health Service Act to establish a pro-
gram under which assistance may be fur-
nished for the construction of standby elec-
trical systems in existing or proposed hos-
pitals; to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

5. 2804. A bill to amend the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 to authorize cer-
tain grants to assure adequate commuter
service in urban areas, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

5. 2805. A bill to amend section 13a of the
Interstate Commerce Act, relating to the dis-
continuance or change of certain operations
or services of common carriers by rail, in or-
der to require the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission to give full consideration to all finan-
clal assistance available before permitting
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any such discontinuance or change; to the
Committee on Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr. WirLiams of New
Jersey when he introduced the above bills,
which appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. GORE:

5. 2806. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 to terminate the credit for
investment in depreciable property; to the
Committee on Finance.

S. 2807. A bill for the relief of Paul L. Fin-
ney; and

S. 2808. A bill for the relief of Phu Loc Ho

Thi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

By Mr. BAYH (for himself and Mr,
METCALF) :

8.J. Res, 126. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States providing that the term of office of
Members of the House of Representatives
shall be 4 years; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

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

RESOLUTIONS

ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR COMMIT-
TEE ON LABOR AND PUBLIC WEL-
FARE FOR FURTHER STUDY OF
MIGRATORY LABOR

Mr. WILLIAMS of New Jersey sub-
mitted the following resolution (S. Res.
188) ; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare:

8. Res. 188

Resolved, That the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare, or any duly authorized
subcommittee thereof, is authorized under
sections 134(a) and 136 of the Legislative Re-
organization Act of 1946, as amended, and in
accordance with its jurisdictions specified by
rule XXV of the Standing Rules of the Sen-
ate, to examine, investigate, and make a com-
plete study of any and all matters pertaining
to migratory labor including, but not limited
to, such matters as (a) the wages of migra-
tory workers, their working conditions, trans-
portation facilities, housing, health, and
educational opportunities for migrants and
their children, (b) the nature of and the
relationships between the programs of the
Federal Government and the programs of
State and local governments and the activi-
ties of private organizations dealing with the
problems of migratory workers, (c) the ef-
fectiveness of pertinent programs established
by the Economic Opportunity Act, and (d)
the degree of additional Federal action nec-
essary in this area.

SEc. 2. For the purposes of this resolution
the committee, from February 1, 1966, to
January 31, 1967, inclusive, is authorized (1)
to make such expenditures as it deems ad-
visable; (2) to employ upon a temporary
basis technical, clerical, and other assist-
ants and consultants: Provided, That the
minority is authorized to select one person
for appointment and the person so selected
shall be appointed and his compensation
shall be so fixed that his gross rate shall not
be less by more than $2,200 than the highest
gross rate paid to any other employee; and
(3) with the prior consent of the heads of
the departments or agencies concerned, and
the Committee on Rules and Administration,
to utilize the reimbursable services, informa-
tion, facilities, and personnel of any of the
departments or agencies of the Government.

Sec. 3. The committee shall report its find-
ings, together with its recommendations for
legislation as it deems advisable, to the Sen-
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ate at the earliest practicable date, but not
later than January 31, 1967.

SeC. 4. Expenses of the committee under
this resolution, which shall not exceed
$75,000, shall be paid from the contingent
fund of the Senate upon vouchers approved
by the chairman of the committee.

TO CONTINUE AND TO PROVIDE
ADDITIONAL FUNDS FOR THE SPE-
CIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey (for
Mr. SmATHERS) submitted the following
resolution (S. Res. 189) ; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration:

S. REs. 189

Resolved, That the Special Committee on
Aging established by S. Res. 33, Eighty-
seventh Congress, agreed to on February 13,
1961, as amended and supplemented, is here-
by extend through January 31, 1967.

Sec. 2. It shall be the duty of such com-
mittee to make a full and complete study
and investigation of any and all matters
pertaining to problems and opportunities of
older people, including but not limited to,
problems and opportunities of maintaining
health, of assuring adequate income, of find-
ing employment, of engaging in productive
and rewarding activity, of securing proper
housing, and, when necessary, of obtaining
care or assistance. No proposed legislation
shall be referred to such committee, and
such committee shall not have power to re-
port by bill or otherwise have legislative
jurisdiction.

Sec. 3. The sald committee, or any duly
authorized subcommittee thereof, is author-
ized to sit and act at such places and times
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned
periods of the Senate, to require by subpena
or otherwise the attendance of such witnesses
and the production of such hooks, papers,
and documents, to administer such oaths,
to take such testimony, to procure such
printing and binding, and to make such ex-
penditures as it deems advisable,

SEC. 4. A majority of the members of the
committee or any subcommittee thereof shall
constitute a quorum for the transaction of
business, except that a lesser number, to be
fixed by the committee, shall constitute a
quorum for the purpose of taking sworn
testimony.

SEc. 5. For purposes of this resolution, the
committee is authorized (1) to employ on a
temporary basis from February 1, 1966,
through January 31, 1967, such technical,
clerical, or other assistants, experts, and con-
sultants as it deems advisable: Provided,
That the minority is authorized to select one
person for appointment, and the person so
selected shall be appointed and his compen-
sation shall be so fixed that his gross rate
shall not be less by more than 2,200 than
the highest gross rate paid to any other
employee; and (2) with the prior consent of
the executive department or agency con-
cerned and the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration, to employ on a relmbursable
basis such executive branch personnel as it
deems advisable.

Sec. 6. The expenses of the committee,
which shall not exceed $221,000 from Feb-
ruary 1, 1866, through January 31, 1967, shall
be paid from the contingent fund of the
Senate upon vouchers approved by the chair-
man of the committee.

Sec. 7. The committee shall report the
results of its study and investigation, to-
gether with such recommendations as it may
deem advisable, to the Senate at the earliest
practicable date, but not later than January
31, 1967. The committee shall cease to ex-
11591:8'?'5 the close of business on January 31,
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STUDY OF ADMINISTRATIVE
PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 190) to study ad-
ministrative practice and procedure, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Ad-
ministration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EaASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

INVESTIGATION OF ANTITRUST
AND MONOPOLY LAWS OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 191) to investigate
antitrust and monopoly laws of the
United States, which was referred to the
Committee on Rules and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

CONSIDERATION OF MATTERS
PERTAINING TO FEDERAL CHAR-
TERS, HOLIDAYS, AND CELEBRA-
TIONS

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 192) to consider mat-
ters pertaining to Federal charters, holi~
days, and celebrations, which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.’’)

AUTHORIZATION OF STUDY OF
MATTERS PERTAINING TO CON-
STITUTIONAL AMENDMENTS

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 193) authorizing a
study of matters pertaining to constitu-
tional amendments, which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committee.”)

INVESTIGATION OF MATTERS PER-
TAINING TO CONSTITUTIONAL
RIGHTS
Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee

on the Judiciary, reported an original

resolution (S. Res. 194) to investigate
matters pertaining to constitutional
rights, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EasTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.””)
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INVESTIGATION OF CRIMINAL
LAWS AND PROCEDURES

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 195) to investigate
criminal laws and procedures, which was
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

STUDY OF MATTERS PERTAINING
TO IMMIGRATION AND NATURAL-
IZATION

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 196) to study matters
pertaining to immigration and naturali-
zation, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

INVESTIGATION OF ADMINISTRA-
TION, OPERATION, AND ENFORCE-
MENT OF THE INTERNAL SECU-
RITY ACT

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 197) to investigate
the administration, operation, and en-
forcement of the Internal Security Act,
which was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

STUDY AND EXAMINATION OF THE
FEDERAL JUDICIAL SYSTEM

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 198) to study and
examine the Federal judicial system,
which was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

INVESTIGATION OF JUVENILE
DELINQUENCY

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 199) to investigate
juvenile delinquency, which was referred
to the Committee on Rules and Admin-
istration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

INVESTIGATION OF NATIONAL
PENITENTIARIES
Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 200) to investigate
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national penitentiaries, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

EXAMINATION AND REVIEW OF AD-
MINISTRATION OF THE PATENT
OFFICE

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 201) to examine and
review the administration of the Patent
Office, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

INVESTIGATION OF PROBLEMS
CREATED BY THE FLOW OF REFU-
GEES AND ESCAPEES FROM COM-
MUNISTIC TYRANNY

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 202) to investigate
problems created by the flow of refugees
and escapees from communistic tyranny,
which was referred to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

STUDY OF REVISION AND CODIFICA-
TION OF THE STATUTES OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. EASTLAND, from the Committee
on the Judiciary, reported an original
resolution (S. Res. 203) to study revision
and codification of the statutes of the
United States, which was referred to
the Committee on Rules and Adminis-
tration.

(See the above resolution printed in
full when reported by Mr. EASTLAND,
which appears under the heading “Re-
ports of Committees.”)

PROPOSED LEGISLATION TO PRO-
TECT THE PUBLIC INTEREST IN
LABOR DISPUTES WHICH IM-
PERIL THE PUBLIC HEALTH OR
SAFETY

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
amend the Labor-Management Relations
Act and the Railway Labor Act to give
the President new, and in my opinion,
critically necessary powers to protect and
assert the public interest not only in la-
bor disputes of a national character but
also in any labor dispute affecting com-
merce which imperils the public health
or safety in any substantial part of the
population or territory of the Nation,
including labor controversies involving
State or municipal employees engaged in
transportation, transmission, or com-=-
munication.
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This proposed legislation, which is de-
signed to protect the public interest in a
wide variety of controversies ranging
from city transit strikes, like the recent
one in New York City, to steel labor crises,
to rail work-rules disputes—all areas
where existing laws have proven to be
grossly inadequate—would:

First. Authorize the President to ap-
point a board of inquiry to make public
recommendations for a settlement based
on factfinding.

Second. Authorize the President to or-
der a 30-day freeze, during which the
parties would be under a duty to bargain
upon the recommendations, although
neither party would be required to accept
the recommendations.

Third. Authorize the President to seek
appointment by a Federal court of a spe-
cial receiver to operate the struck facili-
ties to the extent which, in the opinion of
the court, is necessary to protect the
public health and safety.

Fourth. Extend coverage of the emer-
gency labor disputes provisions of the
Taft-Hartley Act to controversies which,
though they may not affect an entire
industry nor imperil the health or safety
of the Nation as a whole, do affect
interstate commerce and do imperil
the health or safety of a substantial part
of the population or territory of the Na-
tion, and cover employees of a State or
political subdivision if they are engaged
in transportation, transmission, or com-
munication.

Fifth. The emergency labor disputes
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act are
not otherwise affected.

The crippling New York transit strike
earlier this month was only one in a se-
ries of recent labor disputes and threat-
ened labor disputes pointing up the in-
adequacy of existing laws to protect the
public interest. The steel labor crisis
last fall was resolved only after it
brought the Nation to the brink of eco-
nomic disaster—and then only after the
President personally intervened and was
forced to put the full prestige of his of-
fice behind a settlement which originated
in the White House. And the 1963 rail
crisis, which was suspended only by a
special statute closely akin to compul-
sory arbitration—a procedure which
failed to satisfy the parties then and may
well erupt once more this spring when
the 1963 statute expires—demonstrated
with compelling force that what is
needed is an established procedure which
not only protects the public interest but
also leaves the actual terms of the final
settlement of the dispute to the parties
themselves, to be reached by free collec-
tive bargaining.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have 3
additional minutes.

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

Mr. JAVITS. In my view, it is only a
voluntary agreement which can both end
a strike and also resolve the underlying
controversy. It is for this reason that

I believe the process of recommendations

by a factfinding board appointed by the
President, with a standstill period during
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which these recommendations must be
considered, is the best plan. The ele-
ment of compulsion is not involved ex-
cept to the extent that public opinion—
once advised of what constitutes a fair
settlement—is able to bring its weight
to bear on both management and labor
to see that a settlement is made. When
this is coupled with the ultimate right
of seizure—insuring that the economy
cannot be paralyzed—we have a plan
which gives us the maximum protection
of the public interest with the minimum
interference with the fundamental free~
doms of the parties. Under this pro-
posal, the parties are left free to bargain
as long as they deem it necessary to
reach a freely bargained settlement. If
receivership becomes necessary, both
parties operate under a disability, for the
union forfeits the right to strike, but the
employer forfeits possession and opera-
tion of his facilities. The Federal Gov-
ernment has suggested what a fair set-
tlement would be, but the parties are free
under this procedure—unlike compulsory
arbitration—to reject the Government’s
suggestion and bargain for something
else. In short, this proposal produces the
maximum protection of the public with
the minimum of Government decision-
making

The proposal made here is in no way
inconsistent with the efforts of New
York's Mayor Lindsay, nor the efforts of
other city and State officials, to develop
better procedures to protect the public
interest in labor disputes involving pub-
lic employees. The procedures I propose
would become operative only in the event
that local procedures fail and the public
health or safety is imperiled. But it is
clear beyond question that when New
York’s mayor turned to Washington for
help in the recent transit strike, the ad-
ministration had no procedure it could
invoke under the law.

In my view, we simply cannot afford
to continue to contemplate major labor
disputes which can jeopardize or threat-
en fo jeopardize the public health and
safety, without adequate statutory tools
to protect the public interest.

I have urged the administration over
and over again to support new legislation
in this field. Last fall, at the height of
the steel labor crisis, I sent a telegram
to the President urging the administra-
tion to call for the enactment of new
legislation to protect the public interest
in such labor disputes.

But after the President succeeded in
settling the steel crisis “at the 1-foot
line” by the sheer weight of his personal
prestige, I received a reply from the Sec-
retary of Labor which denied any need
for any new emergency strike legislation,
stating:

The resulting settlement has obviated the
mnecessity for immediate consideration by
Congress of legislative actlon as recom-
mended in your telegram to the President.

I was dismayed by that response, for
to say that the need for legislation ends
when each labor erisis ends is to make
adequate legislation unattainable.

I was therefore delighted to learn of
the administration’s change of position,
as reflected in the President’s state of
the Union message, and I look forward
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to having the opportunity to evaluate
the administration’s specific proposals,
as well as those I have just recommended,
in the light of committee hearings on
these measures which should, and hope-
fully will, be held without delay, so that
we may expeditiously exact legislation
which will insure, once and for all, that
the public will not again stand helpless
in the face of a paralyzing labor con-
troversy.

Mr. President, I make this statement
in introducing the bill for the appropri-
ate committee which deals with labor in
Congress, and I ask unanimous consent
that the text of this bill be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (8. 2797) to amend the Labor-
Management Relations Aect, 1947, and
the Railway Labor Act with respect to
emergency labor disputes, introduced by
Mr. Javirs, was received, read twice by
its title, referred to the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, and ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

8. 2797

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “National Emer-
gency Labor Disputes Act of 1966".

Sec. 2. Section 206 of the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act, 1947, as amended, is
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 206. (a) Whenever in the opinion of
the President of the United States, after
consultation with the Director, a threatened
or actual strike or lockout or other labor
dispute in an industry affecting commerce
may, if tted to occur or to continue,
imperil the health or safety of the Nation or
a substantial part of the population or ter-
ritory thereof, he may appoint a board of
inquiry to inguire into the issues involved
in the dispute and to make a written re-
port to him within such time as he shall
prescribe. Such report shall include a
statement of the facts with respect to the
dispute, including each party's statement
of its own position, and shall, if the Presi-
dent so directs at any time, make recom-
mendations in such report or in a supple-
mental report for the settlement of some
or all of the issues in dispute. The Presi-
dent shall file a copy of such report with the
Service and shall make lts contents available
to the public.

“{b) Upon receiving a report or a supple-
mental report from a board of inquiry which
contains recommendations for the settle-
ment of some or all of the issues in dispute,
the President may direct that for a speci-
fled perlod not to exceed thirty days no
change in the conditions out of which the
dispute arose shall be made by the parties
to the dispute, except by agreement. Dur-
ing such period the parties to the dispute
shall be under a duty to bargain collectively
with respect to the recommendations for
settlement of the board of inquiry, but nei-
ther party shall be under a duty to accept
in whole or in part any such recommenda-
tions.”

8ec. 3. (a) Section 208(a) (1) of such Act
is amended to read as follows: “(i) i1s in an
industry affecting commerce; and”.

(b) Bection 208(a)(il) of such Act is
amended by striking out the words ‘“na-
tional health or safety” and inserting in lleu
thereof the words "“health or safety of the
Nation or a substantial part of the popula-
tion or territory thereof”.
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(c) Section 209(a) of such Act 1s amended
by striking out the words “national health
or safety” and inserting in lieu thereof the
words “health or safety of the Nation or a
substantial part of the population or ter-
ritory thereof”.

(d) Section 209(b)
amended—

(1) by striking out the words “a sixty-
day” and inserting in lieu thereof “an
eighty-day”; and

(2) by striking out the last sentence in
such section.

(e) Section 210 of such Act is amended—

(1) by striking out the words “certifica-
tion of the results of such hallot” and in-
serting in lieu thereof the words “expiration
of such eighty-day period”; and

(2) by striking out the words “and the
ballot taken by the National Labor Relations
Board”.

Sec. 4. Such Act is further amended by in-
serting after section 210 thereof the follow-
ing new sections:

“Sec, 210A. At any time after recelving a
report with respect to a labor dispute from a
board of iInquiry under section 206(a), the
President is authorized to direct the Attor-
ney General to petition any district court of
the United States having jurisdiction of the
employer, for the appointment of a special
receiver to take immediate possession in the
name of the United States of any plant, mine,
or other facility which is the subject of such
labor dispute and to use and operate such
plant, mine, or other facility in the interests
of the United States, and if the court finds
that the exercise of the power and authority
provided by this section is necessary to pro-
tect the health or safety of the Nation or any
substantial part of the population or territory
thereof, it shall have jurisdiction to appoint
such a special receiver and to make such
other orders as may be appropriate: Provided,
however, That (1) at any time before direct-
ing the special recelver to take possession of
such plant, mine, or other facllity the court
may direct the parties to the dispute to make
every effort to agree to continue or resume
such part of the operations of such plant,
mine, or other facility as in the opinion of
the court is necessary to protect the health or
safety of the Nation or any substantial part
of the population or territory thereof, and
upon such continuance or resumption of
operations may postpone the taking of pos-
session by the special receiver so long as such
operations continue; (2) such plant, mine,
or other facility shall be operated by the spe-
cial receiver only to the extent which in the
opinion of the court is necessary to protect
the health or safety of the Nation or of any
substantial part of the population or terri-
tory thereof; (3) the possession and opera-
tion of such plant, mine, or other facility
shall not render inapplicable any State or
Federal law concerning health, safety, se-
curity, or employment standards, and the spe-
cial receiver while operating such facility
shall comply with such laws as if it were pri-
vately operated; (4) the wages, hours, condi-
tions, and other terms of employment effec-
tive at the time of taking possession by the
speclal receiver shall be maintalned without
change, except that the court may, if a board
of inquiry appointed under section 206(a)
shall have recommended changes in rates of
pay, wages, hours, or other conditions of em-
ployment, direct the special receiver to make
such recommendations effective in whole or
in part in any plant, mine, or other facility
which is being operated by the special re-
celver during such period of operation; (5)
during the period of such possession by the
special receiver and thereafter, the parties
shall be encouraged to continue efforts to
settle the dispute and the special receiver
shall have no authority to negotiate a col-
lective bargaining agreement with respect to
rates of pay, wages, hours, or other condi-
tlons of employment; and the rates of pay,

of such Act is
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wages, hours, or other conditlons of em-
ployment which have been made effective
pursuant to the recommendation of a
board of inquiry shall remain in effect for
a period of ninety days after the possession or
operation of such plant, mine, or other facil-
ity has been returned by the speclal receiver
to the owner, unless in the meantime the
parties concerned have entered into a collec-
tive bargaining agreement with respect to
rates of pay, wages, hours, or other conditions
of employment; (6) such plant, mine, or
other facility shall be returned to the em-
ployer as soon as practicable, but in no event
later than thirty days, after the restoration
of such labor relations in such plant, mine, or
other facility that the possession or operation
thereof by the special receiver is no longer
necessary to insure the operation thereof re-
quired for the protection of the health and
safety of the Nation or of any substantial part
of the population or territory thereof; (7)
such plant, mine, or other facllity shall be
operated by the special recelver for the ac-
count of the employer: Provided further,
That the employer shall have the right to
elect, by written notice filed with the court
within ten days of such taking of possession,
to waive all claims to the proceeds of such
operation and to receive in lieu thereof just,
fair, and reasonable compensation for the pe-
riod of such possession and operation by the
special receiver, to be pald by the United
States as follows: (A) The President shall
ascertain the amount of just, failr, and rea-
sonable compensation to be paid as rental
for the appropriation and temporary use of
such plant, mine, or other facility while in
the possession of or operated by the special
recelver in the interest of the United States,
such determination to be made as of the time
of the taking hereunder, and taking into ac-
count the existence of the labor dispute
which interrupted or threatened to interrupt
the operation of such plant, mine, or other
facility and the effect of such interruption or
threatened interruption upon the value to
the employer of the use of such plant, mine,
or other facility; (B) if the amount so ascer-
tained is not acceptable to the employer as
just, fair, and reasonable compensation for
the appropriation and temporary use for the
property taken hereunder and as full and
complete compensation therefor, the em-
ployer shall be paid 756 per centum of such
amount and shall be entitled to sue the
United States in the Court of Claims or in
any district court of the United States in the
manner provided for by sections 1357 and
1491 of title 28 of the United States Code to
recover such further sums as when added to
the amount so paid shall constitute just, fair,
and reasonable compensation for the appro-
priation and temporary use of the property
so taken. In the event such notice of elec-
tion is filed with the court, the special re-
ceiver shall pay over to the United States the
proceeds of the operations of such plant,
mine, or other facility while in his posses-
slon.

“8ec. 210B. The provislons of sections 206
to 2104, ineclusive, shall not be inapplicable
to any threatened or actual strike or lock-
out or other labor dispute in an industry en-
gaged in transportation, transmission, or
communication, because the employer in-
volved in such strike, lockout, or dispute is
a State or political subdivision thereof, if
such industry is an industry affecting com-
merce."”

Sec. 5. The Railway Labor Act, as amended,
is amended by adding after section 10 a new
section as follows:

“Sec. 10A. At any time after receiving
a report with respect to a labor dispute from
a board appointed under section 10, the
President is authorized to direct the At-
torney General to petition any district court
of the United States having jurisdiction of
the carrier for the appointment of a special
recelver to take immediate possession in the
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name of the United States of the equipment
and facilities of any carrier which is the sub-
ject of such dispute and to use and operate
such equipment and facilities in the interest
of the United States, and if the court finds
that the exercise of the power and authority
provided by this section is necessary to pro-
tect the health or safety of the Nation or of
any substantial part of the population or
territory thereof it shall have Jurisdiction
to appoint such a special receiver and to
make such other orders as may be appro-
priate: Provided, however, That (1) at any
time before directing the special receiver to
take possession of such equipment and facil-
ities, the court may direct the parties to the
dispute to make every effort to agree to re-
sume such part of the operations of such
equipment and facllities as in the opinion
of the court is necessary to protect the
health or safety of the Nation or of any sub-
stantial part of the population or territory
thereof, and upon such resumption of oper-
ations may postpone the taking of possession
by the special receiver so long as such oper-
atlons continue; (2) such equipment and
facilities shall be operated by the special re-
celver only to the extent which in the opin-
ion of the court is necessary to protect the
health and safety of the Nation or of any
substantial part of the population or terri-
tory thereof; (3) the possession and opera-
tion of such equipment and facilities shall
not render inapplicable any State or Federal
law concerning health, safety, security, or
employment standards, and the special re-
ceiver while operating such equipment and
facilities shall comply with such laws as if
they were privately operated; (4) the wages,
hours, conditions, and other terms of em-
ployment effective at the time of taking
possession by the special receiver shall be
maintained without change, provided that
the court may, if a board appointed under
section 10 shall have recommended changes
in rates of pay, wages, hours, or other con-
ditions of employment, direct the special re-
ceiver to make such recommendations effec-
tive in whole or in part with respect to the
operation of equipment and facilities which
are being operated by the special recelver
during such period of operation, except that
if no such board shall have been appointed,
the President may in his discretion appoint
a special board which shall be subject to the
provisions of the first two paragraphs of sec-
tion 10 and shall make such recommenda-
tions concerning changes in rates of pay,
wages, hours, and other conditions of em-
ployment for the period of operation by the
special recelver as it may deem appropriate
and which the court may direct the special
receiver to make effective in whole or in
part with respect to the operation of any
equipment or facilities which are being oper-
ated by the special recelver during such
period of operation; (5) during the period
of such possession by the special receiver
and thereafter, the parties shall be encour-
aged to continue efforts to settle the dispute,
and the special receiver shall have no au-
thority to negotiate a collective bargaining
agreement with respect to rates of pay,
rules, or working conditions; and the rates
of pay, rules, or working conditions which
have been made effective pursuant to the
recommendation of sald board appointed un-
der section 10 or said special board shall re-
main in effect for a period of ninety days
after the possession or operation of such
equipment and facilities has been returned
by the special receiver to the owner, unless
in the meantime the parties concerned have
entered into a collective bargaining agree-
ment with respect to rates of pay, rules, or
working conditions, it being understood that
in such negotiations between the parties
concerned, involving proposals theretofore
contained in any prior notices served pur-
suant to section 6 of this Act which resulted
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in the dispute, the parties shall be deemed
to have complied with and have exhausted
the procedures of the Act; (6) such equip-
ment and facilities shall be returned to the
carrier as soon as practicable, but in no
event later than thirty days after the resto-
ration of such labor relations between such
carrier and its employees that the posses-
sion or operation thereof by the special re-
celver is no longer necessary to insure the
operation thereof required for the protection
and preservation of the health and safety of
the Nation or of any substantial part of the
population or territory thereof; (7) such
equipment and facilities shall be operated by
the special receiver for the account of the
carrier: Provided jfurther, That the carrier
shall have the right to elect, by written
notice filed with the court within ten days of
such taking of possession, to waive all claims
to the proceeds of such operation and to re-
ceive in lleu thereof just, fair, and reason-
able compensation for the perlod of such
possession and operation by the special re-
ceiver, to be pald by the United States as
follows: (A) The President shall ascertain
the amount of just, fair, and reasonable
compensation to be paid as rental for the
appropriation and temporary use of such
equipment and facilities while in the pos-
session of or operated by the special receiver
in the interest of the United States, such de-
termination to be made as of the time of the
taking hereunder, and taking into account
the existence of the labor dispute which in-
terrupted or threatened to interrupt the op-
eration of such equipment and facilities and
the effect of such interruption or threatened
interruption upon the value to the carrier
of the use of such facllities; (B) if the
amount so ascertained is not acceptable to
the carrler as just, fair, and reasonable com-
pensation for the appropriation and tem-
porary use of the property taken hereunder
and as full and complete compensation
therefor, the carrier shall be paid 75 per
centum of such amount and shall be en-
titled to sue the United States in the Court
of Claims or in any district court of the
United States in the manner provided for by
sections 1357 and 1491 of title 28 of the
United States Code to recover such further
sums as when added to the amount so paid
shall constitute just, fair, and reasonable
compensation for the appropriation and
temporary use of the property so taken. In
the event such notice of election is filed
with the court, the special recelver shall pay
over to the United States the proceeds of the
operations of such equipment and facilities
while in his possession.”

THE LIBRARY SERVICES AND
CONSTRUCTION ACT

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
Library Services and Construction Act
is scheduled to expire on June 30 of this
yvear. This important legislation has
made possible a considerable growth and
improvement in the library programs and
services in my State. Because of it,
many South Dakotans now have access
for the first time to library resources.
This program has awakened in commu-
nities an interest and a recognition of the
great educational value of good public
library services.

I was most pleased when 2 years aga
this legislation was amended to include
construction funds.

In view of the urgent national need for
construction of library facilities, we must
act now to insure the continuance and
expansion of this fine program. We
must act now to insure that our public
libraries can continue to provide their
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essential educational services to in-
creasing numbers of American citizens.
We must act now to insure that those
communities in our various States which
are currently planning for better library
programs and facilities will be able to
receive the financial support so necessary
to them.

Therefore, Mr. President, I introduce
today proposed legislation which will not
only continue this program but will au-
thorize its expansion to meet the obvi-
ous needs. This legislation would au-
thorize grants to the States for library
services under title I: $60 million for the
fiscal year 1967; $80 million for fiscal
year 1968; $100 million for fiscal year
1969; $120 million for fiscal year 1970;
and $150 million for each fiscal year
thereafter.

This bill would authorize under title
II grants to the States for the purpose
of constructing library facilities in the
amount of $75 million for fiscal year
1967; $100 million for fiscal year 1968;
$125 million for each of the fiscal years
1969 and 1970; and $100 million for fiscal
year 1971, in a b5-year construction
program,

In light of the fact that 15 million peo-
ple in the United States still have no
public library service and 100 million
more are provided library services far
below their actual needs, these amounts
are modest enough.

The measure which I introduce would
add a new title to authorize grants to
State library agencies in a 5-year pro-
gram to develop cooperative library serv-
ices and joint use of facilities which
would involve public libraries, school li-
braries, higher education libraries, and
research libraries in the States. Au-
thorizations for this new title would
amount to $5 million for fiscal year 1967;
$7.5 million for fiscal year 1968; $10 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1969; $12.5 million for
fiscal year 1970; and $15 million for fiscal
year 1971.

The concept of cooperative library
services is based on the recognition that
every person in the United States should
have available to him, no matter where he
is, library collections and services of high
quality. In recognition of the differing
needs of every individual, title III of this
bill offers States the financial help in
initiating the procedures to adapt library
systems to better serve people. Coopera-
tive techniques will enable the States to
take advantage of the broadest possible
use of library resources.

The distinguished Representative from
Kentucky [Mr. PERINS] recently intro-
duced similar legislation in the other
body. It is my earnest hope that both
Houses will take action at an early date
to extend the Library Services and Con-
struction Act.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill I have intro-
duced be printed in the REecorp at this
point.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bill
will be printed in the REcorb.

The bill (8. 2802) to extend and amend
the Library Services and Construction
Act, introduced by Mr. McGoOVERN, was
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received, read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare, and ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

5. 2802

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Library Services
and Construction Act Amendments of 1966".

SEc. 2. Section 2(a) of the Library Services
and Construction Act is amended by insert-
ing before the period at the end thereof the
following: *, and to promote interlibrary
cooperation”.

Sec. 3. Section 101(a) of the Library Serv-
ices and Construction Act is amended by
striking out “June 30, 1957, and for each of
the next six fiscal years the sum of $7,500,000,
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1964, the
sum of $25,000,000, and for each of the next
two flscal years such sums as the Congress
may determine,” and inserting in lieu thereof
the following: “June 30, 1967, $60,000,000;
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968,
$80,000,000; for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1969, $100,000,000; for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1970, $120,000,000; and for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1871, and each fis-
cal year thereafter, $150,000,000,".

SEc. 4. Section 102 of the Library Services
and Construction Act is amended by striking
out the last sentence thereof.

Sec. b. Section 103(a) of the Library Serv-
ices and Construction Act is amended by
striking out “and” at the end of paragraph
(4), by redesignating paragraph (5) as para-
graph (6), and by inserting after paragraph
(4) the following new paragraph:

“(6) provide assurances satisfactory to
the Commissioner that expenditures made
for library services in the State in any fiscal
year from funds derived from the State will
not be less than such expenditures in the
preceding fiscal year, and that no funds will
be provided for library services to any local
library or library system under the plan for
any fiscal year if the State library admin-
istrative agency determines that the amount
expended, or to be expended, for such library
or library system during a fiscal year from
funds derived from local sources is less than
such expenditures in the preceding fiscal
year; and”.

SEc. 6. (a) Section 104(a) of the Library
Services and Construction Act is amended by
striking out “1963" both times it appears and
inserting in lieu thereof *1966”, and by
striking out “section 203" and inserting in
lieu thereof “section 103".

(b) Section 104(b) of such Act is amended
to read as follows:

“{b) The Commissioner shall from time
to time estimate the amount to which each
State will be entitled under subsection (a)
and the amount so estimated shall be paid
in installments in advance or by way of
reimbursement, after necessary adjustment
on account of any previously made overpay-
ment or underpayment.”

(c) Section 104(d) of such Act is amended
by striking out *“(1)", by striking out “to be
effective until July 1, 1857”, and by striking
out paragraph (2) of such subsection.

Sec. 7. Section 201 of the Library Services
and Construction Act is amended by strik-
ing out *June 30, 1964, the sum of $20,000,000
and for each of the next two fiscal years
such sums as the Congress may determine,”
and inserting in lieu thereof “June 30, 1967,
$75,000,0000; for the fiscal year ending
June 20, 1968, $100,000,000; for each of the
fiscal years ending June 380, 1969, and June 30,
1970, $125,000,000; and for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1971, $100,000,000,".

Sec. 8. Section 202 of the Library Services
and Construction Act is amended by striking
out “(but only in the case of a State allot-
ms‘l;nt for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1964)".
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Sec. 9. (a) Bection 204(a) of the Library
Services and Construction Act is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: “From such allotment, there
shall also be paid to each State for each such
period the Federal share of the total of the
sums expended by the State and its political
subdivision during such period for adminis-
tration of the plan of such States approved
under section 203."

(b) Section 204(b) of such Act is amended
by inserting after “in such installments” the
following: *“in advance or by way of reim-
bursement”.

Sec. 10. The Library Services and Con-
struction Act is amended by inserting after
title IT the following new title:

“TTTLE III—INTERLIBRARY COOPERATION
“Authorization of appropriations

““Sec., 801. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1967, the sum of $5,000,000; for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1968, 87,500,000; for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1969, $10,000,000;
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1970,
$12,500,000; and for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1971, $15,000,000; which shall be
used for making payments to States which
have submitted and had approved by the
Commissioner State plans for establishing
and maintaining loeal, interlocal, regional,
State, or interstate, cooperative networks
of libraries.

“Allotments

“Sec. 302. From the sums appropriated
pursuant to section 301 for each fiscal year
the Commissioner shall allot $10,000 each to
Guam, American Samoa, and the Virgin Is-
lands, and $40,000 to each of the other States,
and shall allot to each State such part of the
remainder of such sums as the population
of the State bears to the population of the
United States according to the most recent
decennial census.

“Payments to States

“Sec, 303. (a) From the allotments avall-
able therefor under section 302, the Secretary
of the Treasury shall from time to time pay
to each State which has a plan approved
under section 304 an amount, computed as
provided in subsection (b) of this section,
equal to the Federal share of the total sums
expended by the State and its political sub-
divisions under such plan.

“{b) For the purposes of this section the
Federal share for any State shall be 50 per
centum of the sums expended under the
plan: Provided, That the Federal share for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, shall be
100 per centum.

“State plans for interlibrary cooperation

“Sec. 304. (a) To be approved for pur-
poses of this title a State plan for interlibrary
cooperation must—

“(1) meet the requirements of paragraphs
(1), (2), (4),and (5) of section 103(a);

“(2) provide policies and objectives for the
systematic and effective coordination of the
resources of school, public, academic, and
special libraries and special information cen-
ters for improved services of a supplementary
nature to the special clienteles served by
each type of library or center;

“(8) provide appropriate allocation by
participating agencies of the total costs of
the system;

“(4) provide assurance that every local or
other public agency in the State is accorded
an opportunity to participate in the system;

“(5) provide criteria which the State
agency shall use in evaluating applications
for funds under this title and In assigning
priority to project proposals; and

“(6) establish a statewide council which
should be broadly representative of profes-
sional library interests and of library users
which shall act In an advisory capacity to
the State agency.
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“(b) The Commissioner shall approve any
State plan which meets the conditions
specified in subsection (a) of this section.”

Sec. 11. (a) Title III of the Library Serv-
ices and Construction Act is hereby redesig-
nated as title IV.

(b) Sections 301 through 304 of the Library
Services and Construction Act are hereby
redesignated as sections 401 through 404.

(c) Section 402(d)(2) of such Act (as so0
designated by subsection (b)) is amended by
striking out “or title II” and inserting in
lleu thereof “title II or title III",

(d) Section 403 of such Act (as so desig-
nated by subsection (b)) is amended by
striking out *“or 202" and inserting in lieu
thereof *“, 202, or 302", by striking out “and
section 203" and inserting in lieu thereof
“203, and 303" and by striking out "or 202"
and inserting in lieu thereof *, 202, or 302",
by striking out “or 203", and inserting in
lleu thereof *, 203, or 303,”, by striking out
“or 201" and inserting in lieu thereof *“,
201, or 301", and by striking out “and 202"
and inserting in lieu thereof “, 202, and 302",

(e) Section 404 of such Act (as so desig-
nated by subsection (b)) is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

“(f) The term, ‘interlibrary cooperation’,
means the establishment and operation of
systems or networks of libraries, including
State libraries, school libraries, college and
university libraries, public libraries, and spe-
clal libraries, working together to provide
more effective and more economical services
to all library users. Such systems may be
designed to serve a community, a metro-
politan area, a region within a State, or may
serve a statewide or multistate area.”

STANDBY ELECTRIC POWER FOR
HOSPITALS

Mr. WILLTAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, the great power failure which
darkened the Northeastern States last
fall made dramatically clear the falli-
bility of the interconnecting power grid
systems we had thought were infallible.
Unexpected and defying the predictions
of experts, the failure of the grid system
found many vital services unprepared to
cope with the sudden loss of all electric
power.

As a member of the Health Subcom-
mittee of the Labor and Public Welfare
Committee, I was particularly concerned
with the ability of the hospitals, whose
lifesaving services and equipment de-
pend on electricity, to deal with a power
loss. While the man in the street can
light a candle or buy a flashlight and en-
dure the inconvenience, a power loss in
hospitals can jeopardize an operation,
shut down equipment vital to a life, or
endanger supplies of drugs and blood
which must be kept under refrigeration.
The hospitals of the Northeast re-
sponded magnificently to the blackout
but often by makeshifts and hurried
improvisation. There were no reported
deaths as a result of the blackout; this
is a tribute to the skill and ingenuity of
doctors and hospital staffs. But I do
not believe that we can run this risk
again or ask surgeons to operate by bat-
tery-powered emergency lights or hos-
pital administrators to keep vital serv-
ices in operation by the use of hastily
rigged portable generators borrowed
from the local police or fire depart-
ments. Every modern hospital should
have a standby system which would au-
tomatically provide adequate and instan-
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taneous power in case of a power failure.
This was one of the recommendations
made by the Federal Power Commission
in its report to the President on the
Northeast power failure, and I agree with
it. In commenting on proposals for as-
sistance to hospitals for “emergency
power systems, hospitals,” the Journal
of the American Hospital Association,
had this to say:

Despite initial reports that hospitals in the
blackout area generally were equipped to
maintain services, later and more compre-
hensive investigations showed inadequate
hospital standby power.

We have seen that great power fail-
ures can occur despite the foresight of
engineers and the safeguards of human
invention. Now is the time to make sure
that our hospitals are adequately pre-
pared to handle an emergency power
failure.

Therefore, I am introdueing, for ap-
propriate reference, an amendment to
the Hill-Burton program to establish a
3-year program of grants and loans
to hospitals for the construction and im-
provement of standby electrical systems.
This amendment to title VI of the Pub-
lic Health Service Act would authorize
the Surgeon General to make loans or
grants totaling up to 75 percent of the
construction cost of these systems to
public or private nonprofit hospitals.
The Surgeon General would be empow-
ered to establish standards for emer-
gency electrical systems for various class-
es of hospitals and would have to have
assurance that there was adequate local
financial support available for the com-
pletion of the construction of the sys-
tem, and for its operation and mainte-
nance once built. The cost of the loan
would be one-fourth of 1 percent above
the average borrowing cost of the Gov-
ernment. Applicants could receive a
grant, a loan, or a combination of both
up to 75 percent of the cost. A total of
$30 million would be authorized to carry
out this 3-year program: $5 million the
first year, $10 million the second, and
$15 million the third.

Mr. President, there is a clear need
for this short-term program of aid to
hospitals. According to estimates of the
American Hospital Association, 25 per-
cent of the Nation’s hospitals do not
have auxiliary generators or other satis-
factory standby power supplies and an-
other 25 percent have emergency power
supplies which are inadequate. Thus,
50 percent of our hospitals are ill pre-
pared to respond to massive power fail-
ures. This estimate has been confirmed
by figures I have received from the Pub-
lic Health Service. According to the
Public Health Service, 1,977 or 37 per-
cent of our hospitals require major im-
provements in their standby power sys-
tems and 1,242 or 24 percent need com-
plete new systems.

It has been estimated by the Public
Health Service that it would cost approx-
imately $63 million to provide these hos-
pitals with adequate standby power sys-
tems. This figure includes an estimate
of $21.7 million to make substandard
systems satisfactory sources of power and
$41 million for the construction of new
power systems. The bill I am introdue-
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ing contains a 3-year authorization of
$30 million by which the Federal Gov-
ernment could meet half the estimated
total cost of giving the Nation’s hospitals
self-sufficient power supplies.

The Hill-Burton program has done a
tremendous job in creating a hospital
system second to none in the world. As
we seek ways to improve our existing
hospital system, I believe prompt atten-
tion should be given to a problem which
can be quickly corrected at relatively
small cost. The Northeast power black-
out revealed one weakness in our hos-
pital system; it can and should be cor-
rected before a natural or manmade dis-
aster again plunges a large section of the
country into darkness. We can profit
from the lessons learned last year by
making sure that every hospital has the
financial resources available to acquire
a good system of standby power fully able
to meet emergency needs.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.

The bill (S. 2803) to amend title VI of
the Public Health Service Act to estab-
lish a program under which assistance
may be furnished for the construction
of standby electrical systems in existing
or proposed hospitals, introduced by Mr.
Wirriams of New Jersey, was received,
read twice by ifts title, and referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

COMMUTER SERVICE BILLS

Mr, WILLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr.
President, for many years now, we
have recognized that the Federal Govern-
ment has a basic involvement in ful-
filling this country’s transportation
needs. In our early days, we were con-
cerned with building long-haul railroads
and creating an adequate merchant ma-
rine. As our country has gone through
different phases of its history, different
modes of transportation became increas-
ingly important and made their claims
on the Government's help.

Understandably enough, as the United
States grew industrially and great
metropolitan areas became the commer-
cial and social hub for large masses of
people, the problem of urban transpor-
tation slowly came to the forefront of
our nafional concern. By the end of
World War II, it was becoming obvious
to anyone who cared to look, that we
were paying a disproportionate amount
of money and attention to the private
automobile and a multibillion-dollar
highway network, and were almost ignor-
ing the guestion of how to move large
numbers of commuters and casual travel-
lers into and out of large urban areas in
an orderly, pleasant and economical
manner.

Congress first faced up to its respon-
sibilities in this area when, in the 1961
Housing Act, it authorized programs for
mass transportation demonstration proj-
ects, loans, and planning. This was
only a small start, however, and in 1964
we finally succeeded in getting the Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 enacted into
law. Under this act, $375 million was
authorized and $320 million has been
appropriated, to revitalize and expand
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all types of transit and commuter
transportation systems.

However, I think it vital to keep clear
in our minds just what major premises
underlay the provisions of the act. Basi-
cally, the act operated on the theory that
“fare box revenues could finance opera-
tion.” Consequently, the grant provi-
sions were designed to meet the heavy
costs of new construction, new equip-
ment, modernization, and the installa-
tion of new systems.

For many communities, this was just
what the doctor ordered. The Memphis
Transit Authority was able to purchase
75 new air-conditioned buses and com-
plete a 3-year-old modernization pro-
gram. The city of Minneapolis received
a grant to develop a planned transitway
and pedestrian mall along eight major
downtown streets.

But it is essential to remember that
the act was aimed at revamping and re-
modeling transportation systems which
were already paying their own way out
of the fare box or were receiving suffi-
cient local subsidies to stay in business.
Unfortunately, we have been somewhat
beguiled by the “folklore of the fare box”
and have tended to ignore the discon-
certing fact that many public trans-
portation systems—buses, subways, and
commuter railroads—are simply not
meeting their operational costs and con-
sequently are in no position to take ad-
vantage of the capital grants under the
Mass Transit Act.

I think that there is no longer any
question that provision of adequate
transit services has become a legitimate
conecern of government. Transportation
has become as much of an essential pub-
lic service as police protection or san-
itation. Just as we now fully recognize
that the local governments of large
metropolitan areas have a responsibility
for the health and safety of our cities,
so we must face hard facts about our
responsibilities throughout the whole
broad field of commuter transportation.

The recent mass transit tieup in New
York City presents a vivid and fright-
ening example of the paralysis caused
by a breakdown in transportation facil-
ities: a eity is brought to a standstill,
incalculable losses are sustained by
manufacturers and retailers, millions are
kept from their jobs with resulting loss
of pay, essential services are stymied,
and virtual chaos develops on every al-
ternate artery of transit.

This spectacle should serve as fair
warning to all of us. Government is as
directly concerned with the mainte-
nance and functioning of an adequate
transportation system as it is with main-
tenance and functioning of the power
system which supplies electricity to a
city.

In addition to a power failure and a
disastrous mass transit labor dispute, the
New York metropolitan region may well
be on the verge of still another crisis
which is merely indicative of that faced
in other areas of the country. The com-
muter problem facing the tristate area
of New Jersey, New York, and Connecti-
cut—a problem which has been studied,
discussed, analyzed, and argued about
for over a decade—merely exemplifies
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that aspect of the commuter transit
problem which we were not yet ready
to deal with in the Mass Transit Act,
and which is now staring us in the face.
Many of the commuter lines—whether
publicly owned subways in Boston or
New York, privately owned railroads like
the New Haven and Reading, or bus sys-
tems, simply cannot finance their oper-
ations out of the fare box and need im-
mediate and direct cash grants merely
to keep their heads above water.

There is no question at this point of
the central role which commuter rail-
road service plays in every major metro-
politan region. In a sense, this is a two-
way relationship, for not only is the
urban industrial complex dependent on
those who commute into the city to per-
form their tasks, but the suburban, exur-
ban, and rural communities which feed
their residents into those commuter lines
are even more dependent on the financial
feedback from the cities.

For example, in my own State, where
about 200,000 commuters daily pour into
New York, it has been estimated that
over $3 billion is generated by this em-
ployment for the benefit of New Jer-
seyites.

The time has now come for drastic
action—for enactment of a carefully de-
signed, long-range, commuter-service
bill which looks forward to or envisions
an eventual solution of the problem
rather than the sporadic handouts
which transit facilities receive each
time they cry poverty and threaten
stoppage of service.

For too long we have labored under
the comfortable myth that provision of
passenger service was strictly the con-
cern of private enterprise and a simple
matter of market economics. Because
of that comforting myth—which en-
abled us to avoid an early and honest
appraisal of the problem—we ignored
the danger signals which have been sent
up over the years.

For example, even though private
companies did a superb job—often with
generous Government contributions—of
building and running a network of rail-
roads linking every corner of our coun-
try, the events of the 20th century have
drastically altered their ability to
handle present needs. The reasons for
this have by now become obvious to
everyone.

First of all, the very nature of com-
muter service presents difficulties be-
cause it serves large masses of riders for
only short periods of the workday and
the workweek. The inroads made by
the automobile and our strangulating
highway network have severely curtailed
railroad passenger and bus traffic. The
high cost of labor and the large capital
outlays required for new rolling stock,
have also contributed to the woes of
buses and railroads and breakdown of
commuter service.

The railroads have made clear their
present inability to operate their com-
muter operations on anything ap-
proaching a fiscally sound basis. The
Erie-Lackawannna, the major commut-
er railroad for New Jerseyites, has esti-
mated its losses at $63 million in the
past decade and $8.2 million—before
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State subsidies—last year alone; the
Jersey Central claims it has incurred
deficits of $60 million in the past 10
years, and $6.5 million—before State
subsidies—during 1964. The Regional
Plan Association calculates the operating
loss on all commuter operations in the
metropolitan region at about $25 to $30
million annually.

Obviously, these losses cannot con-
tinue. Whether all possible efforts have
been made over the years by railroad
management to avoid them or to fore-
stall them, is no longer the issue. At
this time we must simply face the un-
pleasant facts of commuter life. The
Erie-Lackawanna is reported to be pre-
paring its application to the Interstate
Commerce Commission to abandon serv-
ice; the New Haven has been in bank-
ruptey for years; the Long Island
Railroad has been virtually operated by
the State of New York for over a decade.

Let me make one thing clear: I have
talked in detailed terms of the problems
in New Jersey and the entire New York
region, but that is because, naturally, I
know this area most intimately, and it is
of most direct concern to me. However,
the problems of this region of 17 million
people are merely illustrative of the prob-
lems faced by failing commuter systems
all over the country. Whether you look
at the Boston area with its subway and
Boston & Maine difficulties, or the cur-
rent dispute right here in Washington,
D.C., over a reasonable fare to be charged
on the bus system, or at the remarkable
progress made by the Chicago & North-
western in serving the Chicago suburbs,
the basic issue is the same. It is my
strong belief that we must now make
public our commitment that commuter
lines—of all types—will be maintained in
order to insure the continuing prosperity
and well-being of the millions of people
all over the country whose daily routine
is so dependent on them.

Having made this policy decision, the
question becomes one of how best to act.
How are we going to keep these com-
muter facilities operating? Are we
forced to accept the unpleasant notion
of State or Federal ownership? I think
not. Are we going to continue throwing
them the bones of haphazard emergency
subsidies and thinly disguised demon-
stration grants which demonstrate only
the inadequacy of the funds granted?
To me this is neither the rational nor
the economic answer.

I would like to explain to you a pro-
gram which I think presents an honest
and well-thought-out plan for dealing
with this situation. I say honest, because
I think we must face squarely the finan-
cial magnitude of this problem and the
funds which are needed to solve it, and
we must no longer flinch at the applica-
tion of some novel approaches which are
necessary.

The program is relatively simple and
embodies two major ideas: First, we must
keep the commuter lines going. The
danger on several railroad lines for ex-
ample, is of immediate curtailment and
abandonment or of mergers which will
result in eventual abandonment. Con-
sequently, the Federal Government must
contribute a certain portion of Federal
funds to keep our transit facilities run-
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ning. Whether we term these temporary
subsidies, interim relief, or grants to de-
fray operating deficits, we must recog-
nize that the first order of business is in
the New York region, to transport 77,000
New Jerseyites daily to New York City
and to make sure that the other 123,000
commuters from Connecticut and New
York also make it to their jobs in the
metropolitan region.

The concept of government subsidies
for operating losses is hardly a new one.
My own State has been paying out be-
tween $6 and $7 million a year for the
last 6 years to the Erie-Lackawanna, the
Jersey Central and the Pennsy. Con-
necticut has authorized a subsidy of up
to $415 million annually to keep the New
Haven in operation. And New York set
up a separate corporation, back in 1954,
to run the Long Island Railroad rather
than let it go out of service. New York
City and Chicago have long realized the
necessity of subsidizing their publie
transportation systems, and the Phila-
delphia area has established a transpor-
tation authority which is in the process
of doing the same thing. Inshort, what-
ever long-term arrangements we make
for the prosperity of commuter buses,
subways, and railroads, our short-term
problem is one of their continued exist-
ence, and for this the lines must have
help to meet their day-to-day operating
deficits.

The bill I am introducing squarely
faces this portion of the problem and
provides, on a two-thirds, one-third
matching basis, for Federal funds to help
defray the out-of-pocket operating
losses of any transportation facility
which provides commuter services in a
metropolitan, urban area.

Second, to merely hand out, year after
year, payments to meet deficits, would be
throwing good money after bad. There
must be a massive effort made to modern-
ize equipment, to purchase great num-
bers of new cars and buses, to make serv-
ice more efficient, to cut labor costs where
possible, and to institute all possible
economies in the running of the lines,
Essentially, what is needed is a long-
range capital improvement program
which, once put into final effect, can
either lessen deficits to the minimal level
where they can be totally borne by the
State or local governments, or can elimi-
nate them entirely.

Under the provisions of the legislation
I am introducing today, the Secretary of
the Department of Housing and Urban
Development would make these grants
on a two-third, one-third matching basis,
not to the operating applicant itself, but
to a public transportation authority
which has broad responsibilities for
maintenance of commuter transporta-
tion. For example, the New York Metro-
politan Commuter Transportation Au-
thority, or Connecticut's Public Trans-
portation Authority would be eligible for
such aid. The excellent suggestion of
Dwight Palmer, New Jersey's experi-
enced and knowledgeable State highway
commissioner, that his agency be ex-
panded into a more comprehensive De-
partment of Transportation would prob~
ably bring such a department under the
provisions of this legislation. On a
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broader level, the existing Tri-State
Transportation Commission could be giv-
en the powers and authority to take ad-
vantage of such assistance.

The central requirement of this bill
is that no grant shall be made unless the
public transportation body and the par-
ticular applicant to be assisted have sub-
mitted a “comprehensive commuter serv-
ice improvement plan, which sets forth
a program, for capital improvements to
be undertaken by such railroad for the
purpose of providing more efficient, eco-
nomical, and convenient commuter serv-
ice in an urban area, and for placing the
commuter operations of such railroad on
a sound financial basis.”

In operation, a State or independent
public body with transportation respon-
sibilities, will submit to the new Depart-
ment of Urban Affairs a complete, long-
term program setting out a limited pe-
riod of time in which its operating def-
jcits must be met and a comprehensive
schedule for capital improvements. I
am hopeful that in addition to providing
the benefits which I have outlined, this
legislation will also stimulate creation of
the broad regional transportation au-
thorities which have proven so success-
ful in dealing with the complex and in-
terrelated problems of planning trans-
portation for a particular metropolitan
region. The Massachusetts Bay Trans-
portation Authority and the newly
emerging Southeastern Pennsylvania
Transportation Authority are outstand-
ing examples of the successful use of
these far-ranging public authorities.

In order to insure, so far as possible,
that this will not turn into another nev-
er-ending program of Government sub-
sidies, we have written a 10-year limif
into the program and have given the
Secretary discretion, when necessary, to
extend individual grant programs for an
additional 5 years.

As a piece of companion legislation, I
am also introducing a bill which would
forestall the kind of action which the
management of certain railroad lines,
like the Erie-Lackawanna, is so anxious
to take. Instead of allowing abandon-
ment of service on the grounds it cur-
rently does, which are mostly finanecial,
the Interstate Commerce Commission
must first require that a carrier have
made good faith efforts to take full ad-
vantage of the provisions of the commut-
er service bill. In this way, commuter
lines will not be allowed to totally aban-
don their responsibilities to the public
without having made the attempt—re-
quiring time and imagination and will—
to arrive at sound constructive growth
plans which will enable them to get on
their feet again. In short, we will give
all possible help to keep the railroads
in business, but we will not tolerate their
just walking out of the picture because
that is the simple way out.

Finally, there is the question of
a specific dollar figure to be assessed
as the cost of this program. Here, con-
fusion abounds, and estimates from even
the most reliable parties have varied
greatly. Just as an example, the Re-
gional Plan Association in a recent study
estimated that the cost of rehabilitating
just the commuter railroad system in
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only one area of the country—the New
York metropolitan area—would require
roughly a billion dollars over a 10-year
period, meaning $100 million a year. In
New Jersey alone, it has been estimated
by Commissioner Palmer that at least
$150 million would be needed, although
informed estimates have ranged as high
as twice that figure, and those figures do
not include the needs of buses and sub-
ways necessary to a balanced transporta-
tion system. That the total amount of
money needed to be spent will be very
large is inescapable. But I think one
fact will serve as a vivid comparison: in
the past decade, over $4 billion has been
spent on the highway network encircling
the New York region, and this pace for
highway spending is expected to con-
tinue. I think it is time we started rec-
ognizing that comparable expenditures
are going to have to be made for com-
muter and mass transit facilities.

Consequently, I think we would do bet-
ter, at this juncture, to hold off on any
specific price tag for this program. In-
stead, I would rather wait until we hold
the thorough hearings which I know
this legislation will entail, and then, dur-
ing the course of those investigations, ar-
rive at a realistic and practicable cost
estimate.

Mr. President, I respectfully request
unanimous consent for these bills to lie
on the table for 1 week for additional
cosponsors and for the Recorp to include
the text of the legislation as well as a
brief summary of it.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the bills
and summary will be printed in the
Recorp, and the bills will lie on the desk,
as requested by the Senator from New
Jersey.

The bills, introduced by Mr. WiLLiams
of New Jersey, were received, read twice
by their titles, appropriately referred,
and ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

To the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency:

“S. 2804
“A bill to amend the Urban Mass Transpor-
tation Act of 1064 to authorize certain
grants to assure adequate commuter serv-
ice In urban areas, and for other purposes

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

“(1) that over T0 per centum of the Na-
tion's population lives in urban areas, and
it is anticipated that by 1986 80 per centum
of the population will be concentrated in
such areas;

“(2) that transportation is the life-blood
of an urbanized society and the health and
welfare of that society depends upon the
provision of efficlent, economical, and con-
venient transportation;

“(8) that for many years the mass trans-
pocrt.nt.lon lndustry served capn.bly and per—
itably the transportation needs of the urban
areas of the country;

*“{4) that in recent years the maintenance
of even minimal commuter service in urban
areas has become so finanecially burdensome
as to threaten the continuation of this vital
service;

“(6) that some mass transportation com-
panies are now engaged in developing pre-
liminary plans for, or are actually carrying
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out, comprehensive projects to revitalize
their commuter operations; and

“(6) that immediate substantial Federal
assistance is needed on an interim basis to
enable many mass transportation companies
to continue to provide vital commuter serv-
ice during the period required to overhaul
and revitalize commuter operations and to
place such operations on a sound financial
basis.

“Sgc. 2. The first sentence of section 4(b)
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1964 is amended to read as follows: ‘In
addition to amounts heretofore appropriated
to finance grants under this Act, there is
authorized to be appropriated for that pur-
pose not to exceed $—— for flscal year
1967; &——— for fiscal year 1068; §——
for fiscal year 1969; and $——— for fiscal
year 1970.

“Sec. 3. The Urban Mass Transportation
Act of 1964 is amended by redesignating sec-
tions 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 12 as sections
7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, and 13, respectively, and
by adding after section 5 a new section as
follows:

“‘Interim Assistance To Assure Adequate
Commuter Service in Urban Areas

“*Sec. 6. (a) The Secretary is authorized
to make grants to any State or local public
body or agency thereof to enable such State
or public body or agency thereof to assist
any mass transportation company which
maintains commuter service in an wurban
area within the jurisdiction of such State or
public body or agency thereof to defray
operating deficits incurred as the result of
providing such service to such areas. The
amount of any grant made under this sec-
tion to any State or local public body or
agency thereof to assist any such company
shall not exceed two-thirds of the annual
net operating deficit of such company as cer-
tified by such State or public body or agency
thereof and approved by the Secretary. No
grant shall be provided under this section
to any State or local public body or agency
thereof to assist any mass transportation
company unless such State or public body
or agency thereof and such company have
jointly submitted to the Secretary a com-
prehensive commuter service improvement
plan which is approved by him and which
sets forth a program, meeting criteria estab-
lished by the Secretary, for capital improve-
ments to be undertaken by such company
for the purpose of providing more efficient,
economical, and convenient commuter serv-
ice in an urban area, and for placing the
commuter operations of such company on
a sound financial basis. No mass transpor-
tatlon company shall be eligible to receive
assistance provided under this section for
a period In excess of ten years, except that
the Secretary may authorize such assistance
for an additional period, not exceeding five
years, if he determines that an extension is
necessary in order to enable such company
to carry out its commuter service improve-
ment plan.

“‘(b) Assistance provided under this sec-
tion shall to the greatest extent practicable
be coordinated with other assistance provided
under this Act.’

“Sec. 4. The first sentence of section 7(b)
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act of
1064 (as redesignated by section 3 of this
Act) is amended to read as follows: 'In addi-
tion to amounts heretofore made avallable to
finance projects under this seetion, the Ad-
ministrator may make available for that pur-
pose from the mass transportation grant au-
thorization provided in section #(b) not
to exceed $———, which limit shall be in-
creased to &4———— on July 1, 1967, to §——
on July 1, 1968, and to ¢&——— on July 1,
1969."

*“8ec. 5. SBection 10(c) of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 (as redesignated
by section 3 of this Act) is amended—
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“(1) by striking out the semicolon at the
end of clause (3) and inserting in lieu there-
of ‘, and the term ‘Secretary” means the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment;?’;

“(2) by striking out ‘and’ at the end of
clause (4);

“(3) by striking out ‘serving the general
public’ in clause (6) and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘serving commuters and others’, and
by striking out the period at the end of such
clause and inserting in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing: ‘; and the term “mass transportation
company’’ means any private company or
public authority or agency providing mass
transportation services; and’; and

“(4) by adding at the end thereof a new
clause as follows:

“‘(8) the term “annual net operating def-
icit” means that part of the annual operat-
ing costs of a mass transportation company
which could reasonably have been avoided
by the elimination of commuter service in an
urban area, less the annual revenues de-
rived by such company from the provision
of such services,

“Sgc. 6. Section 13 of the Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964 (as redesignated
by section 8 of this Act) is amended by
striking out ‘section 7(b)' and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘section 8(b)".”

To the Committee on Commerce:
“8. 2806

“A bill to amend section 13a of the Inter-
state Commerce Act, relating to the dis-
continuance or change of certain opera-
tions or services of common carriers by
rail, in order to require the Interstate
Commerce Commission to give full con-
slderation to all financial assistance avall-
able before permitting any such discon-
tinuance or change
“Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That section

13a(1) of the Interstate Commerce Act (49

U.B.C. 18a(1)) is amended by inserting after

‘If, after hearing in such investigation,’ the

following: ‘including full consideration of

any financial assistance available pursuant to

the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 1964

or any other law for the purpose of continu-

ing such operation or service and the efforts
of such carrier or carriers to obtain such
assistance,’.

“Sec. 2. Section 13a(2) of the Interstate
Commerce Act (49 U.S.C. 13a(2) ) is amended
by inserting after ‘The Commission may
grant such authority only after full hear-
ing’ a comma and the following: ‘including
full consideration of any financial assistance
available pursuant to the Urban Mass Trans-
portation Act of 1964 or any other law for
the purpose of continuing such operation
or service and the efforts of such carrier or
carriers to obtain such assistance,’.”

The summary presented by Mr. WiL-
L1aMs of New Jersey is as follows:

SUMMARY OF COMMUTER SERVICE BILLs

1. The proposed legislation will amend the
Mass Transportation Act in the following
manner:

(a) The Secretary of Housing and Urban
Development will be authorized to make
grants to any State or local public body or
agency thereof in an urban area to help meet
up to two-thirds of the operating deficits in-
curred by railroads, subways, buses or any
other mass transit facility which is supplying
commuter services.

{(b) Grants for operating subsidies will be
glven only to implement a comprehensive,
long-range financial program, jointly sub-
mitted by the local public body and the ap-
plicant to be assisted. This program shall
fully outline current operations (lncluding
a schedule of Federal contributions to the
operating deficit) and a long-term capital
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improvement program which will be under-
taken by the applicant in order to provide
more efficient, economical, and convenient
commuter service and to place the appli-
cant’s commuter operations on a sound
financial basis.

(c) The Secretary will be authorized to
make grants to any State or local public
body or agency thereof to assist in the acqui-
sition, construction, and improvement of fa-
cilities and equipment of rallroads, subways,
buses, or any other mass transit facility
which is supplying commuter services. This
provision clarifies the capital grant portions
of the present Mass Transit Act by clearly
extending its provisions to commuter rail-
roads as well as more traditional mass tran-
sit facilities such as subways and buses.

(d) The assistance provided under both
the operating subsidy and the capital grant
provisions of the Mass Transit Act shall be
extended for only 10 years. The Secretary
shall have discretion to extend the program
for an additional 5 years if necessary.

2. The proposed Ileglislation will also
amend both the interstate and intrastate
provisions of the Interstate Commerce Act
by requiring that the Interstate Commerce
Commission fully consider, in any applica-
tion for discontinuance or abandonment of
commuter operations, whether the applicant
made good faith efforts to place its commuter
operations on a financially stable basis by
utilizing the assistance provisions of the
Mass Transit Act of 1964, as amended.

TERMINATION OF CREDIT FOR IN-
VESTMENT IN DEPRECIABLE
PROPERTY

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I am today
introducing a bill to repeal the 7-percent
investment credit which was incorpo-
rated into the Internal Revenue Code in
1962, Under conditions now existing.
additional revenues must be raised. The
President has made certain recommen-
dations in this regard, but in my opinion,
he has neither started at the right place
nor gone far enough as I shall soon dem-
onstrate.

Because of the big tax cut of 1964, and
because of the high cost of the war in
Vietnam, we are now confronted with
the prospect of large and continuing
deficits. The President has recognized
this fact, although he seems to minimize
both the extent and the seriousness of
the situation. His budget figures for
fiscal year 1967 are highly tentative and,
in my view, quite low on the expendi-
ture side.

A large supplemental bill for additional
expenditures in Vietnam is now before
us, and it is likely that the deficit for
fiscal year 1966 may reach a level much
higher than the presently estimated $6
to $7 billion. The deficit for fiscal year
1967 is almost certain to be higher than
the $1.8 billion figure used by President
Johnson in his state of the Union ad-
dress. The Bureau of the Budget en-
gaged in quite a bit of fancy figuring to
arrive at this amount.

The fiscal dilemma in which we find
ourselves, under conditions existing to-
day, becomes an acute national eco-
nomic problem. We are now in danger,
if not on the verge, of an inflationary
wave. All agree that runaway inflation
must be avoided. Thus far, no really
effective steps to control inflation have
been taken or proposed. Thus far, the
threat of inflation has served only to
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afford an excuse to run up interest rates
and to tighten the supply of money.

The end result of this kind of effort
to get out of the fiscal box in which we
have placed ourselves will be an accelera-
tion of the trend toward the 1929 pat-
tern of maldistribution of income, na-
tional production, and wealth. This
trend has been in evidence for some
years, having been given a big boost by
the Revenue Act of both 1962 and 1964,
and by various administrative steps
taken with respect to depreciation.

I shall not at this time discuss the
Vietnamese war. Whether we like it or
not, we are in Vietnam in force, and we
are likely to be there for a long time.
Our troops have been committed and
must be supported. The prosecution of
this war will require large sums of
money. We may contemplate, then, ad-
ditional supplementary appropriation
requests.

At the same time, we are faced with
vast unmet needs here at home. Be-
cause our unemployment statistics look
better, and because there is generally
an ebullient feeling among those ele-
ments of our society where public opin-
ion is largely formulated, there is a
tendency to forget the problems of edu-
cation, health, poverty, retraining, com-
munity facilities, regional development,
mass transit, highway improvement—
just to mention a few which remain very
much with us.

The solution of these pressing prob-
lems requires the expenditure of much
money, although I very much fear that
it will be these worthwhile programs
which will suffer as they are ground be-
tween the millstones of the Vietnamese
war and too-low governmental revenues.
Indeed, vast cutbacks and slowdowns
are already underway. Yet if the Fed-
eral Government, as the agent for so-
ciety as a whole, carries out society’s ob-
ligations to the poor and less fortunate
among us, as well as to future genera-
tions, domestic expenditures must of
necessity be increased, not decreased or
held level.

Much of our current short-fall in rev-
enues can be traced to the unwise and
inequitable tax cut of 1964, That exer-
cise in fiscal folly lost us some $12 bil-
lion per year in revenue we now badly
need. The revenues were not only lost,
but they were lost in such a way that
the higher income groups benefited at
the expense of those lower on the eco-
nomic scale.

Our present predicament could have
been foreseen, at least in part, in 1964.
Let me suggest, however immodestly,
that _the Senate was not without fore-
Warning.

In the minority views which I filed to
accompany the Finance Committee re-
port on the tax cut bill, H.R. 8363, 88th
Congress, I pointed out three specific
shortcomings of that legislation:

First. I classified it as “the embodi-
ment of fiscal folly.” It is now proven
to be just that. I do not hold with the
view, now generally discredited as being
old fashioned, that the budget must be
balanced every year. But I did point out
in 1964 that we had already had ““3 years
of unprecedented prosperity, expansion,
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and growth,” and that nearly all the im~
portant economic indicators then pointed
upward. I went on to say that we
“should not seek deliberately further to
increase debt and deficit and to impair,
for all foreseeable time, our capacity to
meet pressing public problems by a dras-
tic reduction of governmental revenue.”

Now, this is exactly what we have
done. Regardless of budget juggling, re-
gardless of the numbers game, we are
not now able to meet our obligations
and commitments without large and,
under existing circumstances dangerous,
deficits.

The second specific fault I found with
the tax cut was that it provided “no solu-
tion to our economic or social problems.”
I pointed out then that the private sector
of our economy was prosperous and that
most of our unfulfilled needs lay in the
public sector: “better housing for low-
income groups, better mass transit sys-
tems, better educational facilities at all
levels, better highways, more and better
hospitals and nursing homes, more clean
drinking and industrial water.”

These needs are still unmet and are
becoming daily more critical. Now, with
reduced revenues and even greater need
for sharply increased expenditures, we
find ourselves short of funds.

The third specific fault I found with
the bill was the way in which taxes were
reduced. As I pointed out in my minor-
ity views, “the tax reduction provided by
this bill for the already very rich,
through both a drastic reduction in high
bracket personal income rates and a cut
in corporate rates, is unconscionable.”
It may be recalled that I preferred a re-
duction of revenues, if the Congress was
bent on such an unwise move, by raising
the personal exemption rather than by
reducing rates for the high brackets.

Pursuing this equity theme, I pointed
out that an undesirable result of the tax
cut bill would be “to transfer yet another
large slice of national production and
wealth from those who produce wealth
to those who parasitically participate in
its enjoyment."”

I went on, also, to point out the dangers
of inflation and the fact that the threat
of inflation would give our money man-
agers the excuse to raise interest rates
and restrict the flow of money and credit.
AsIputitatthat time:

My fear is that, in attempting to guard
against monetary inflation, the Federal Re-
serve Board will ralse interest rates and
restrict the supply of money so that, having
rid our house of the supposed evil spirit of
high taxes, we will find it filled with the
even more malevolent spirits of high interest
rates, tight money, restrictive debt manage-
ment, and reduced spending.

The reduced spending to which I had
reference was the type of cutback we
are now facing on badly needed domestic
programs of social action.

As a result of all these interacting
factors, I pointed out that:

The reconcentration of wealth directly at-
tributable to the tax cuts as well as indirectly
realized from increased interest payments—
acting as transfer payments—which will be
stepped up by virtue of the bulilt-in deficits
created or increased by this bill, poses grave
dangers.
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Mr. President, the senior Senator from
Tennessee was not alone in making a
correct analysis of the bill and in accu-
rately foreseeing its adverse effects.
Many thoughtful citizens, scholars and
economists took a similar view. Still
other who knew better, nevertheless,
gave rationale to an unsound act.

Mr. President, our situation is now
clear. The causes are clear. What,
then, is an appropriate solution?

The obvious first step is to increase
taxes. The President is to be com-
mended for recognizing this fact, but he
must be encouraged to go a little further
in some respects—and not so far in
others.

The President has proposed to in-
crease revenues by some $3.2 billion in
fiscal year 1967 by accelerating the
schedule adopted in 1964 for getting the
larger corporations on a current payment
basis, much as individuals are. This is
a one-shot proposition, and merely robs
revenues from fiscal years 1968 through
1970. I do not object to this procedure,
but its limitations must be understood.

The President has proposed the rein-
statement of excise taxes on automobiles
and telephone service which were re-
moved effective this year. I oppose this.
Instead of relevying excise taxes, we
must, complete the job of ridding our-
selves of these regressive Federal sales
taxes. There are many more equitable
ways of raising revenue than to lay a
tax on rich and poor alike on means of
transportation and communication.

The President has proposed gradu-
ated withholding tax rates. In principle,
I favor this, but it must be fair and
equitable., Overwithholding must be
kept to a minimum, and I foresee many
administrative complications when a
salaried executive making $25,000 per
yvear, and having sizable deductions be-
cause of, let us say, large interest pay-
ments, alimony, or bad debt cancella-
tions, must file under the same rules fol-
lowed by the man making the same sal-
ary but having only standard deduc-
tions. This proposal must be examined
carefully.

The place to start with increased taxes
is not on sales taxes levied on the poor
and the rich alike, but to repeal the 7-
percent investment credit. This credit is
not now needed. It is harmful to the
economy. This is an equitable and a
proper step to take in the context of our
current economy. This would be fairer,
and far more beneficial than Federal sales
taxes on automobiles and telephone calls.

The House Committee on Ways and
Means began hearings yesterday on the
President’s tax reconimendations. 1
hope action will not be unduly delayed,
but, at the same time, the Committee on
Finance and the Senate must examine
with the greatest care whatever bill the
House may pass.

I shall submit for the consideration
of the Committee on Finance the pro-
posal to repeal all the investment credit,
which was always of questionable va-
lidity and which it is certainly unwise
to allow to remain in the law now.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
bill will be received and appropriately
referred.
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The bill (S. 2806) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to terminate
the credit for investment on depreciable
property, introduced by Mr. Gorg, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance,

PROPOSED 4-YEAR TERM FOR
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the subject
I wish to discuss is of particular rele-
vance because the Senate has received
a lengthy and detailed message from the
President of the United States suggest-
ing that the Constitution be amended
to provide 4-year terms for Members
of the House of Representatives.

Mr. President, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Constitutional Amend-
ments of the Judiciary Committee, on
behalf of the administration, I send to
the desk a Senate joint resolution de-
signed to accomplish this purpose, and
I ask that it be appropriately referred.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
resolution will be received and appro-
priately referred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 126)
proposing an amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States providing
that the term of office of Members of the
House of Representatives shall be 4
years, introduced by Mr. Baynx (for him-
self and Mr. METCALF) , was received, read
twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the matter
to which the joint resolution refers has
been the subject of discussion for a num-
ber of years. It has just been brought
to my attention that the distinguished
majority leader on January 29, 1959, in-
troduced a resolution similar to the one
which the junior Senator from Indiana
has just had the privilege of introducing.
A similar resolution was introduced in
1961, by the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Casel, and in 1963, by the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MercaLr]l. On
April 29, 1965, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crarx] and the Senator from
Montana [Mr. METcALF], joined in intro-
ducing Senate Joint Resolution 72, which
has been referred to the Subcommittee
on Constitutional Amendments.

Let me take a few moments to amplify
upon several points in the President's
message.

The President, I believe, appropriately
points out that there is little magic in
the number 2 as far as the length of
terms for Members of the House is con-
cerned. The Articles of Confederation
provided for Members of the Congress
to be elected annually, I believe we are
prone to overlook the fact that our first
Congress did not provide for 2-year terms
in its legislative body.

James Madison, the fourth President
of the United States, and one of the
founders of the Constitution, supported
3-year terms for Members of the House
on the ground that “instability is one of
the great vices of our Republic to be
remedied.”

John Dickinson, of Delaware, who
Senators will remember was the only
member of the Constitutional Conven-
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tion to challenge the vague language
dealing with Presidential inability, a
maftter to which Congress gave consid-
erable attention during the last 2 years
and which we hope will be remedied by
the ratification of the proposed 25th
amendment, said:

The idea of annual elections was borrowed

from ancient usage of England, a country
much less extensive than ours.

Mr. Dickinson, who also foresaw the
inconvenience of biennial elections,
favored a 3-year term.

It is important to remember that
when our Constitution was framed, and
for 126 years thereafter, the Members
of the Senate were far removed from
the popular will. Until the 17th amend-
ment was ratified in May 1913, Senators
were legislative appointees for terms of 6
years. Thus, there was additional reason
to keep the terms of Members of the
House to a minimum, since the people
had practically no personal voice in
selecting their Senators.

The President also points out that
a number of developments have tran-
spired in the history of the Nation which,
it seems to me, provide additional com-
pelling reasons for extending the terms
of Members of the House.

First and foremost is the very com-
plexity of the legislation which Congress
is asked to consider. As a relatively
new Member of this body, it seems to me
that the complexity of the issues con-
fronting the Senate has increased in
the short period since 1962. Not until
I had served in this body for 10 months
did I feel sufficiently accustomed to
Senate procedures and knowledgeable
enough about national issues to make
my first major address.

This practice has been traditional in
the Senate because it is those who have
mastered the rules and procedures of
this body and have studied thoroughly
the matters under consideration who can
make the greatest contributions to its
work. Most of us weigh very carefully
the moments that are presented to us
when we have an opportunity to address
the Senate.

It is extremely important to devote
all the time necessary to investigate
thoroughly public issues. This requires
consultation not only with other Sena-
tors but also with legal authorities, in-
terest groups and other experts. Still
further, consultation is required with
members of the executive branch who
will be called upon to administer the
laws.

I well recall another personal experi-
ence, if T may use one—the tragic day
on which our great President, John F.
Kennedy, was taken from us. At that
time I was the chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Constitutional Amendments
of the Committee on the Judiciary, hav-
ing recently been appointed to that post
by the chairman of the committee. The
subcommittee immediately began hear-
ings on an amendment to provide for
presidential succession. The subcom-
mittee approved a proposal which was
then adopted by the full Committee on
the Judieciary. Later, the Senate itself
passed this proposal. Because of the
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leadership of our majority leader in the
last days of the session, we were finally
able to find time to bring the matter be-
fore the Senate.

I know very well that if I had been a
member of a legislative body with a 2-
year term it is highly probable that I
would not have been here, and the mat-
ter would have had to be deferred. I
would in all probability have been out
beating the precincts, seeking to be re-
elected. I do not make light of the ne-
cessity to campaign for reelection and to
discuss issues of national importance
with one’s constituents. One of the im-
portant aspects of membership in Con-
gress is to maintain communication with
the people.

On the other hand, it is extremely
important to make it possible for each
Member of the House of Representatives
to be a more effective legislator. This
can be made more probable if they are
not called upon to run for office every
2 years.

I shall close by saying that the major
goal of the joint resolution is to make
Members of the House more effective.
As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Constitutional Amendments, I believe
that we must not necessarily be wedded
to any specific language. The language
of the joint resolution which has been
submitted differs from the language of
the proposals of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Crarx] and the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MeTcaLFl, both of
whom I have consulted on this proposal.
In the hearings which will follow on
this joint resolution, we hope to draw
on their counsel as well as the counsel
of the distinguished majority leader,
who has also expressed an interest in
the subject.

I hope that the Senate will be tolerant
and deliberate in its consideration, so
that we may adopt a proposal which will
be acceptable to both bodies and which
will guarantee legislators an opportunity
to be more effective. It is with that
thought in mind that I suggest that the
Senate deliberate this joint resolution.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Indiana yield?

Mr. BAYH. I am glad to yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I commend the
distinguished Senator from Indiana not
only for the way in which he has grasped
this presidential proposal, but also for
the speed with which he is giving it con-
sideration. I realize, as he does, that it
is not merely a question of providing a
4-year term for Members of the House
of Representatives; it is a question of
how to establish a 4-year term so that
there will be a retention of independ-
ence on the part of those in Congress who
are closest to the people, namely, the
Members of the House. That question,
among others, will have to be considered.
But I remind Senators that the distin-
guished junior Senator from Indiana did
a remarkable job of guiding through the
Senate the constitutional amendment
which is now before the States. We look
forward with anticipation to his doing
the same kind of excellent, workman-
like job on this proposal and also on the
proposal to reform the electoral college,
which will likewise be before us.
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We are delighted that he has taken
the initiative on the proposal to lengthen
the terms of Members of the House and
look forward to action by the Senate be-
fore too many months have passed.

Mr. BAYH. I thank the distinguished
majority leader.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the joint resolution be printed
at the conclusion of my remarks and
that it lie over for 1 week, until January
27, to permit other Senators who may
desire to do so to join as cosponsors.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
name of the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from Montana [Mr. METCALF] be in-
cluded as a cosponsor.

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

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 126)
is as follows:

S.J. Res. 126

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United Siates of America
in Congress assembled (two-thirds of each
House concurring therein), That the follow-
ing article is proposed as an amendment to
the Constitution of the United States, which
shall be valid to all intents and purposes as
a part of the Constitution when ratified by
the legislatures of three-fourths of the sev-
eral States within seven years from the date
of its submission by the Congress:

“ARTICLE —

“SectioN 1. The terms of Representatives
shall be four years and shall commence at
noon on the 3d day of January of the year in
which the regular term of the President s 1o
begin.

“Sec. 2. No Member of a House of Congress
shall be eligible for election as a Member
of the other House for a term which 1ls to
begin before the expiration of the term of the
office held by him wunless at least 30 days
prior to such election, he shall have sub-
mitted a resignation from such office which
shall become effectlve no later than the be-
ginning of such term.

“Sgc. 3. This article shall take effect on
January 3, 1973, if it is ratified prior to Janu-
ary 1, 1972; otherwise, it shall take effect on
January 3, 1977.”

NOTICE OF HEARINGS BEFORE THE
POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE
COMMITTEE

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that public hearings
will be held before the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service on Thursday,
January 27, 1966, at 10 o’clock in room
6202 of the New Senate Office Building to
hear testimony on S. 1995 and H.R. 8030,
similar bills, which would provide for the
discontinuance of the Postal Savings
System. Persons wishing to testify on
this legislation may arrange to do so by
contacting the committee, telephone
225-5451.

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OP-
POSE CUT-RATE GI BILL

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
quite often in efforts to get a cold war
GI bill enacted for the benefit of our 5
million cold war veterans we have en-
countered opposition which completely
misunderstands the underlying philos-
ophy of the cold war GI bill.

As I have repeated time after time,
this is not a bonus bill or a reward for
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hazardous duty. Those elements of mil-
itary life are covered by hazardous duty
pay and other pay which a military man
receives. The cold war GI bill is a bill
for readjustment of veterans to civilian
life. It is essentially a civilians’ bill, but
a bill for civilians who have served their
country in its Armed Forces. Read-
justment to civilian life is needed by
every veteran, no matter where or how
long he serves in the military service.

A recently proposed bill—the so-called
administration G1 bill—suffers from this
same misconception about readjustment
benefits. This was adequately pointed
out in a memorandum from the national
legislative director of the Veterans of
Foreign Wars, Mr. Francis W. Stover,
dated January 18, 1966, which I recently
received.

Because of the fine and thorough un-
derstanding of the Veterans of Foreign
‘Wars of the philosophy of a GI bill, I ask
unanimous consent that this forceful and
accurate memorandum be printed in the
Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the memo-
randum was ordered to be printed in the
REcoRrbp, as follows:

VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS
OF THE UNITED STATES,
January 18, 1966.
National officers and members of the
national legislative committee.
From: Francis W. Stover, director, National
Legislative Service,
Subject: Administration cold war GI bill
(H.R. 11985)—a cutrate proposal.

For the first time the administration is
supporting a cold war GI bill. Being called
the administration GI bill is HR. 11985—
cost $100 million. This hodgepodge bill is a
hydraheaded proposal. It would scatter the
training of cold war veterans by dividing
those entitled into two groups. It is a cut-
rate bill. It is a radical departure from the
philosophy of previous GI bills.

Only those who have served In the Armed
Forces since October 1, 1963, would be en-
titled. There are no home or farm loan
provisions in the bill. There are no on-the-
job or on-the-farm training provisions in the
bill. Only institutional-type training would
be authorized at or above the high school
level.

Two agencies will administer the provi-
slons—VA and HEW.

If the veteran received a badge or medal
and has served 2 or more years, or has a serv-
ice-connected disability, he will be entitled
to $130 a month to a maximum of 36 months,
An estimated 6,000 veterans would be en-
titled under this section. This is the VA
part of the bill.

If the veteran does not qualify for a medal,
he will be entitled to a 1-year scholarship of
$800 if he has served at least 2 years. If he
served 2 to 3 years, he will be entitled to 18
months; 3 to 4 years, 27 months, If he has
served over 4 or more years, he will be en-
titled to a maximum of 36 months. An esti-
mated 120,000 would be entitled under this
section, This is the HEW part of the bill,

The Bureau of the Budget must have had
its hand in this proposal. It is another bold
attempt to dismember the VA.

‘Where readjustment of the veteran to civil
life was the underlying philosophy on pre-
vious GI bills, this one seems to have de-
parted from that philosophy by offering a
bonus or reward for having served since
October 1, 1963.

Minimum service of 2 years is another de-
fect of the bill, since there will be many with
lesser service who will be excluded—includ-
ing even those who received a medal.

To:
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By national mandate, approved at Chi-
cago, VFW is supporting S. 9 and similar
proposals which will provide readjustment
assistance to all those who have worn the
uniform since the end of the Korean con-
flict and are carrying out American commit-
ments all over the world.

H.R. 11885 should be rejected by the Vet-
erans' Affairs Commmittee.

Francis W, STOVER,
Director.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
this memorandum shows that under that
bill, only 126,000 veterans out of a total
of 5 million would be entitled to go to
school. It is a bill that would keep the
veterans from going to school, instead
of sending them to school.

TOLL BRIDGE ACROSS THE RIO
GRANDE NEAR PHARR, TEX,

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid
before the Senate a message from the
House of Representatives announcing its
disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate to the bill (H.R. 10779) to au-
thorize the Pharr Municipal Bridge Corp.
to construct, maintain, and operate a
toll bridge across the Rio Grande near
Pharr, Tex., and requesting a conference
with the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I move that the
Senate insist upon its amendment and
agree to the request of the House for a
conference, and that the Chair appoint
the conferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
President pro tempore appointed Messrs.
FULBRIGHT, SPARKMAN, MORSE, HICKEN-
LOOPER, and AIKEN conferees on the part
of the Senate.

BUDGET CUT IN SCHOOL MILK
FUND REDUCES CONSUMPTION
BY SCHOOLCHILDREN

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, once
again I rise to discuss the Bureau of the
Budget's recent action cutting $3 million
from the funds appropriated for the
special milk program for schoolchildren.
As I have indicated before, this is a
phony economy move because milk not
used in the school milk program will
have to be purchased under our price
support laws.

Today, however, I would like to bring
to my colleagues’ attention a study which
indicates that a rise in the cost of milk
to the schoolchild will result in a dispro-
portionate drop in consumption. Of
course such a price increase may very
well result from the $3 million cut, for
either the school district or the child will
have to take up the slack caused by a
withdrawal of Federal support.

I refer specifically to a study conducted
by the Department of Agriculture in Sep-
tember 1955, titled “The Effect of School
Milk Consumption of a Reduction in
Price Charged to Children in Selected
Connecticut Schools.” This study made
an analysis of the relative effects of price
reductions of 2 cents per half pint of
milk on consumption. It shows that
when prices were reduced from 8 cents
per half pint to 6 cents per half pint,
or 25 percent, consumption rose by 42
percent.
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Mr. President, we can safely assume
that an increase in price will also have
a disproportionate effect on consump-
tion—reducing it substantially. Cer-
tainly the poorest children—those who
can least afford to purchase milk—will
stop drinking it first.

Consequently it seems particularly in-
appropriate to cut this all-important
item at a time when programs such as
Project Head Start are emphasizing the
need for the round development of our
educationally deprived children. In the
words of Dr. Julius Richmond, Project
Head Start program director, “studies
indicate that poor nutrition during early
childhood has an effect not only on phys-
ical growth but on the mental function-
ing of the child.” The recent cut in the
school milk program undoubtedly will
contribute substantially to poor nutri-
tional standards.

NOMINATION OF JAMES S. DUESEN-
BERRY TO BE A MEMBER OF THE
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am
honored to have the opportunity to no-
tify the Senate that this morning the
Banking and Currency Committee unan-
imously approved the nomination of
James S. Duesenberry to be a member
of the Council of Economic Advisers.
Mr. Duesenberry is one of the most dis-
tinguished economists in the Nation. He
is a graduate of Michigan University,
with a Ph. D. He has been an instructor
at Harvard University and a professor
at Harvard University. He has written
a number of books on economics; and
I can say, having talked with many econ-
omists about him, that he is widely rec-
ognized as a brilliant, eminent, ex-
tremely shrewd and able economist, who
will be of great help to the President
of the United States and to the Congress
in his new position.

I ask unanimous consent to have print-
ed in the Recorp at this point a short
biography of Mr. Duesenberry.

There being no objection, the bio-
graphical sketeh was ordered to  be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:
BIOGRAPHICAL DaTA—JAMES S. DUESENBERRY

James S. Duesenberry was born on July
18, 1918, in Princeton, W. Va. He received
his education at the University of Michigan,
where he earned a bachelor’s degree in 1939,
a master's in 1941, and Ph, D. in 1948.

During World War II he served as a cap-
tain in the U.S. Air Force.

Prior to joining the faculty of Harvard
University in 1946, he served as a teaching
fellow at the University of Michigan and as
an instructor at MIT. He became a full
professor at Harvard in 1957, and in 1958-59
held a Ford Foundation research professor-
ship. He has also served as Fulbright re-
search professor at Cambridge University,
England.

Professor Duesenberry is the author of a
number of well-known books and articles in
the fleld of economics, including “Income,
Saving, and the Theory of Consumer Be-
havior,” 1949; “Business Cycles and Eco-
nomic Growth,” 1958, “Money and Credit,”
1964.

He has been a consultant for the Commit-
tee for Economic Development since 1956,
for the Commission on Money and Credit
in 1959-61, for the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System since 1964, and
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for the Department of the Treasury and the
Council of Economic Advisers since 1961.

He is married to the former Margaret
Torbert and is the father of four children.
They currently reside at 25 Falrmont Street,
Belmont, Mass,

TRIBUTE TO JOSEPH C. DUKE AS
SERGEANT AT ARMS

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorD, an editorial in the form of a
testimonial to Joe Duke, published in a
newspaper which he probably never saw,
the Montpelier-Barre Times-Argus.

I ask unanimous consent that the edi-
torial may be printed in the body of the
Recorp, because it shows that Joe was
appreciated far beyond the borders of
Washington, D.C.

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

[From the Montpelier-Barre Times-Argus,
Jan. 18, 1966]

JoE DUKE RETIRES

The august U.S. Senate took time out the
other day (Friday) to pay tribute to a de-
parting friend, Joe Duke of Arizona, who re-
signed his job as Senate sergeant-at-arms be-
cause of his own poor health and that of his
wife. It's a different picture than that of
Bobby Balker.

Senator ATREN: “We all regret the depart-
ure of Joe Duke * * *

Senator KUCHEL: “Joe Duke has min-
istered to the wants and needs of Senators
in a superb manner * * **

Senator SALTONSTALL: “He was always fair,
impartial, and helpful to every Member of
the Senate no matter on which side of the
alslehesat * * *.*

Senator MowNpT: “Joe Duke is the kind of
Senate employee of whom every Member can
be proud * * *.”

Senator McINTYRE: “Joe has been a friend
to all of us and we junior Members of the
Senate will never forget his great kindness
and useful advice during our early days in
these halls.”

Senator CHURCH: “I, for one Senator, am
much indebted to Joe Duke for the many
kindnesses that he extended to me.”

Senator MowTOoYA: “I have known Joe
Duke for 30 years, from the days when he
was a Capitol policeman and I was a law
student at Georgetown, and I am proud to
say that we have been friends all those years.
A lot of water has flowed under the bridge
since that time, but Joe Duke has remained
essentially the man I knew back in the
1930’s—warmhearted, generous, intelligent,
knowledgeable, efficient, and loyal.”

Senator Youwne of Ohio: “It was a matter
of great regret to me when I read that Joseph
C. Duke was retiring. For 15 years he has
performed outstanding service in that im-
portant position. I consider that he is a
fine public servant.”

The excerpts are from the CONGRESSIONAL
RecorD. So little news comes out of Wash-
ington in praise of public servants below
Cabinet level that this bit seemed refresh-
ing and wholesome, American in a truly fine
sense. Somehow, Joe Duke sounds like a
pretty good neighbor. We join with the Sen-
ators in wishing for him a happy retirement
and good health for both him and Mrs. Duke,

THE OPERATIONS OF LYND, APTHE-
KER, AND HAYDEN
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the

members of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee of which I am a member should
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not and I am convinced will not grant the
requests contained in the telegrams sent
from Hanoi on January 5 and from New
York on January 12 by Prof. Staughton
Lynd of Yale University, speaking on be-
half of himself and the U.S. Communist
Party historian, Herbert Aptheker, and
Thomas Hayden, the founder of the Stu-
dents for a Democratic Society, asking
for the right to appear before the For-
eign Relations Committee and to give
testimony and make arguments in behalf
of the Communists of North Vietnam and
the Ho Chi Minh Communists of South
Vietnam.

Lynd, Aptheker, and Hayden are the
three men who, several weeks ago, flew
to Brussels by commercial airline and
then obtained Communist transportation
to Hanoi stopping off in Prague, Moscow,
and Peiping. In going to Hanoi, they
violated the laws of the United States.
They are now back in this country and
are asking the right to appear before
the Committee on Foreign Relations to
speak in behalf of the Communist cause
of North Vietnam.

The journey was, according to reports,
promoted by Herbert Aptheker and had
its inception at a Communist-dominated
Peace Conference in Helsinki in the sum-~
mer of 1965.

In a recent issue of Newsweek, these
men are described as follows:

They are a motley threesome. Aptheker,
50, is a wheelhorse theoretician who enthu-
slastically supported Stalin and has for years
been the leading party historian. For him
the trip is already a triumph, if only by as-
soclation. Never have such prominent New
Leftists so openly associated themselves in
a headline-grabbing affair with an old-guard
Communist. Hayden's presence has a milder
element of surprise; the Mlchigan Unlversit:y
graduate has been concentrating on an SDS
poverty pro]ect in New Jarsey and several
months ago told friends that the group he
helped found was devoting too much time
to Vietnam and too little to organizing the
poor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. YAR-
BOROUGH in the chair). The time of the
Senator from Ohio has expired.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 6 more minutes.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, may we
know how much time the Senator has
been allowed?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Six min-
utes was granted on request of the Sen-
ator from Ohio, there being no objection
to the request.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Continuing the de-
scription by Newsweek, we now come to
Mr. Lynd, the writer of the telegrams:

At 36, Lynd is a true athlete of the left;
he hasn’t missed a major “cause” in years.
After the Kennedy assassination, he wrote a

highly involved and much quoted New Re-
public article casting doubt on Oswald's
guilt,

He was one of the chief organizers of the
anti-Vietnam war march on Washington,
D.C., last April and later wrote that “nothing
could have stopped that crowd from taking
possession of its Government."”

That is, in the midst of the march and
also at the end of it, he was convinced
they could have taken hold of the Gov-
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ernment, and obviously was proud of the
position which they achieved.

A further study of the background of
these men will strikingly emphasize the
grave mistake that would be made by the
members of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee in the event these men were hon-
ored with the right to appear before the
committee.

In September of 1965, at Columbia Uni-
versity in New York City, was held the
first annual conference of Socialist
Scholars of the United States. Lynd and
Aptheker were in attendance and con-
spicuously vigorous participants. In at-
tendance also was Eugene D. Genovese.
Dr. Genovese is the man who, at Rutgers
University’'s “teach-in on Vietnam” on
April 23, 1965, made this shocking state-
ment:

Those of you who know me, know I am a
Marxist and a Socialist. Therefore, unlike
most of my distinguished colleagues here this
morning, I do not fear or regret the impend-
ing Vietcong victory in Vietnam. I welcome
it.

These are the words of Genovese at
that conference of Socialist scholars at-
tended by Aptheker and Lynd.

At this first annual conference of
Socialist scholars, one of the topics dis-
cussed was “the future of American so-
cialism.”” The panel discussion leader
was Prof. Staughton Lynd of Yale Uni-
versity—one of the persons who unlaw-
fully went to Hanoi and is asking to
testify before the Foreign Relations
Committee. He has been affiliated with
the Socialist Workers Party and Ameri-
can Youth for Democracy, both of which
were cited as subversive by a U.S. Attor-
ney General.

Professor Lynd has publicly called
for—and mark these words—*civil
disobedience so persistent and so mas-
sive” that the President, the Secretary of
State, the Secretary of Defense, and
other high U.S. Government officials
would be compelled to resign.

At the Columbia University conference
among other things, he put the question:
“What is to be done?”

He answered his own question. He
further stated that a Socialist scholar
should be ready at any moment to put
aside his books and devote himself “to
the jugular.”

Whose jugular, Mr. President? The
jugular vein of the United States. That
is what he meant. This is the man who
is asking for the right to come before
the Committee on Foreign Relations and
obtain publicity and advocate the cause
of the Communists and depreciate the
cause of the United States.

To exert revolutionary means Profes-
sor Lynd urged: “daring and inventive
use of civil disobedience.” He further
stated:

I wonder whether every teacher who calls
himself a Soeclalist doesn't have a duty to
become a professional revolutionary.

After Lynd got through——

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for 5 ad-
ditional minutes.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Dr. Aptheker fol-
lowed Professor Lynd and began his re-
marks with the statement:

Not in 30 years has there been such in-
terest in radicalism as there is today, such a
sense of confidence of mass involvement in
the radicalization of the United States.

Mr. President, what do these men have
in mind? The answer is that their love
is for Communist China and North Viet-
nam, and distrust and hatred for the
United States.

Dr. Genovese of Rutgers, who I have
previously mentioned, also spoke at this
Columbia University meeting. He said
that it would be a mistake for Socialist
scholars to quit the campus too soon and
indulge in active revolutionary activi-
ties because their services were needed in
the universities.

There was present also a Mr. Sylves-
ter Leaks, of the Harlem Writers Guild.
Mr. Leaks made this statement:

First of all, I am not nonviolent,

He meant by that, I suppose, that he
believes in violence. And violence
against whom? Against youand me and
against the general citizenry of the
United States and against the Govern-
ment of the United States.

He went on to say, “My leader was as-
sassinated.”

He was speaking of Malcolm X of the
Muhammads.

Then he said:

I believe that slavery and racism are the
sine qua non of American society.

He also urged that the lumpen-prole-
tariat “Should go to war now”; and that
the slogan should be, “Burn, Baby,
Burn.”

At this meeting at Columbia Univer-
sity, Aptheker seemed to have the final
word. He took the rostrum and said:

The problem is how do we move toward
radicalization of America,

He answered his own question by say-
ing that there should be a unification
and consolidation of all the efforts of the
leftwingers.

Now I come to the telegram sent to the
Foreign Relations Committee, asking for
the right of Aptheker, Lynd, and Hayden
to appear before the Foreign Relations
Committee members and expound to
them the theories hereinbefore set forth
in my statement.

I can suffer disagreements with the
views that have been expressed by some
of my colleagues and by individuals who
have written letters to me with the course
followed by the President of the United
States in Vietnam. However, neither I
nor any of the general citizenry, and
particularly not the Members of the U.S.
Senate, should give tolerance or suf-
ferance to the persons who make state-
ments hoping that the Communists of
North Vietnam would be victorious and
the United States vanquished in the trou-
bles in our problem in South Vietnam.

These individuals—Aptheker, Lynd,
and Hayden—are not promoting the
cause of the United States. They are not
friends of our country. Nor should they
be listened to. Especially should they
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not be allowed to desecrate the chambers
of this Capitol by their advocacy of con-
quest over our country in favor of com-
munism.

They should not be recognized in their
false colors, but their true colors should
be revealed, showing their greater sym-
pathy for the cause of our enemies than
for the cause of our Nation.

Whether or not these gentlemen com-
mitted a crime when they went to Com-
munist Hanoi without first obtaining
proper authority from the State Depart-
ment, I do not know. At least, I am not
certain. However, from the statements
that have been made, there appears to
be a prima facie case of violation of the
criminal laws of the United States.
Therefore, it seems to me that the Attor-
ney General of the United States should
give vigorous attention to ascertaining
whether our eriminal laws have been vio-
lated; and if he finds that to be the fact,
appropriate action should be taken
against those men in the furtherance of
justice.

Mr. President, the quotations which I
have used in my talk have been taken
primarily from an article from Barron’'s
written by Alice Widener. I want to give
her full eredit.

I feel certain that the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee will not allow Lynd,
Aptheker, and Hayden to come before
our committee. However, speaking for
myself, I would drop my head in shame
and I would have hesitancy in looking
into the eyes of an Ohioan if I counte-
nanced the presence of those men in the
chamber of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, advocating the cause of com-
munism and deprecating the cause of
our own Nation.

I yield the floor. I am grateful to
Senators for allowing me to take this
time,

VAUGHN TO THE PEACE CORPS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on Janu-
ary 17, President Johnson announced
the appointment of former Assistant
Secretary for Inter-American Affairs,
Jack Hood Vaughn, as the new Director
of the Peace Corps.

I take this opportunity to commend
Mr. Vaughn for the outstanding job he
has done as Assistant Secretary during a
very difficult period in United States-
Latin American relations. He brings to
his new post a wealth of experience and
understanding drawn from an outstand-
ing academic background, a long associ-
ation with our foreign aid program, as
organizer of the Latin American pro-
grams for the Peace Corps, as Ambassa-
dor to Panama, and as Assistant Secre-
tary for Inter-American Affairs since
April 1964.

I know Secretary Vaughn personally
and find him to be a dedicated public
servant of great ability, charm, and
dedication. As Assistant Secretary he
worked with great dedication to
strengthen American relations with our
Latin American neighbors during a very
critical period following the eruption of
the Dominican crisis, and worked hard
to strengthen our common bonds through
the Alliance for Progress.
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I am pleased that the Peace Corps,
such a vital and important element in
our foreign relations, will be in the hands
of such an effective director.

DEATH OF CHIEF JUSTICE FRANCIS
B. CONDON, OF THE SUPREME
COURT OF RHODE ISLAND

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, on No-
vember 23, 1965, Francis B. Condon,
Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of
the State of Rhode Island passed away.

Frank Condon was a man of the com-
mon people with uncommon gifts and
tremendous contributions to the better-
ment of his times.

A jurist of superlative attainments—a
public servant whose lifetime encom-
passed multiple careers, a citizen held in
the highest respect, a layman devoted to
his faith and honored by that faith, a
friend of infinite value—was Frank
Condon.

We note his passing in these Halls be-
cause he was Congressman Condon of
the Tlst, 72d, 73d, and 74th Congresses.
S0—30 years ago—he had already
achieved a name and place in history.

Thirty years ago Frank Condon had to
make a choice and face a challenge. He
was called upon to forsake one career
and follow another. He loved the hus-
tings, he relished the halls of legislation,
he could have looked forward to future
honors without limit on the national
scene. He found himself drafted by his
native State to return to serve upon that
State’s supreme court.

Let me note Frank Condon’s career to
that point—and I take it from our Con-
gressional Directory of the American
Congresses.

Francis Bernard Condon, a Representative
from Rhode Island, born in Central Falls,
Providence County, R.I., November 11, 1891;
attended the public schools; was graduated
from Central Falls High School in 1910 and
from Georgetown University Law School,
Washington, D.C,, in 1916,

He was admitted to the bar in 1916 and
commenced practice in Pawtucket, R.I. Dur-
ing the First World War he served as a ser-
geant in the 152d Regiment, Depot Brigade,
23d Company from May 1818 to June 1919;
he was a member of the State house of repre-
sentatives 1921-1926, serving as Democratic
floor leader 1923-1926; he was a member of
the Democratic State Committee 1924-1926
and 1928-1930, serving as a member of the
executive committee 1928-1930; he was a
candidate for Lieutenant Governor of Rhode
Island in 1928; Rhode Island department
commander of the American Legion In 1927
and 1928; elected as a Democrat to the 7lst
Congress to fill a vacancy and at the same
time elected to the 72d Congress; reelected to
the 73d and 74th Congresses and served from
November 4, 1930 until his resignation on
January 10, 1935, having been appointed an
associate justice of the Rhode Island Supreme
Court in which capacity he is now serving.

Now let us pick up the chapter of these
30 years from Justice Condon’s biog-
raphy in the Manual of the General As-
sembly of the State of Rhode Island:

Francls B. Condon was associate justice of
the supreme court from January 1935 to
April 28, 1957—acting chief justice of the
supreme court from April 28, 1957, to Jan-
uary 7, 1958. Has been chief justice since
January 7, 1958, chairman of the Rhode Is-
land Judicial Conference. Member of the
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American, Rhode Island and Pawtucket Bar
Assoclations and the American Judicature
Soclety.

He received the Georgetown University
John Carroll Award 1961; Mount Saint Mary's
College (LL.D.) honorary; Providence Col-
lege (LL.D.) University of Rhode Island
(LL.D.). Trustee of the boys club and me-
morial hospital, Pawtucket; EKnight Com-
mander of the Order of St. Gregory the Great
with Star by appointment of Pope John
XXIII, 1961.

I would add the accolade of his faith,
the Catholic Church speaking through
the Providence Visitor, the voice of the
Diocese of Providence:

Chief Justice Francis B. Condon was one
of the State's outstanding laymen. Hon-
ored many times, he was a motivating factor
in diocesan affairs at the lay level. Long
active in annual diocesan Catholic charity
fund appeals, he will be remembered for his
addresses to the clergy and outstanding busi-
nessmen at the kickoff meetings of the cam-
paign drives. He was a former trustee of
Holy Trinity Church, Central Falls, a trustee
of St. Teresa's Church, Pawtucket.

His affiliations included American Legion,
Elks, Knights of Columbus, Ancient Order of
Hibernians, National Conference of Chief
Justices, the Serra Club of Providence, the
Friendly Sons of St. Patrick, and the Sons of
Irish Kings.

A son of Dennis Gerald Condon and Rose
(Collette) Condon he was married to the
former Lillian F. Jordan. Surviving in addi-
tion to Mrs. Condon are their children, Fran-
cis B. Condon, Jr., and Miss Rae B. Con-
don, a brother James Condon, two sisters,
Miss Mary G. Condon and Mrs. John Quinn,
a nephew Edward Condon M. M. and a niece
Sister Mary Francis of the American Noviti-
ate of Franciscan Sisters of Mary.

We have the tribute of the Rhode Is-
land Bar Association speaking through
its president, William R. Goldberg:

It 1s with profound sorrow that we note
the passing of our fellow member, Chief
Justice Francis B. Condon.

From the start his consideration for the
lawyers, his keen attention to their argu-
ments, and his incisive questions and logic
gained the respect of all. His opinions were
written with great care and will serve as a
living memorial to him in our jurisprudence
for all time.

Upon his elevation in 1958 to Chief Justice
of the Court his recognition of the problems
of the lawyer whose client pressed him for
prompt conslderation of his cause, together
with his concern for the litigants, brought
about an acceleration of the Court's actlvity
to such an extent that with the help of the
entire Court as constituted from time to
time, the decisions have been handed down
at a pace that has been unprecedented in the
history of the Court.

He was keenly aware of the problems of the
young lawyer and after careful consideration,
our Supreme Court amended its rule requir-
ing a 6 months' clerkship by reducing it to
3 months.

His devotion and love for his family was
equaled only by his love of country. Judge
Condon’s views of the sanctity of the home
and the rights of the individual are refiected
in his opinions time and again.

Not only has his family lost a beloved and
devoted father and husband and our State
lost a great and wise chief of its judicial
branch of the Government but we, members
of the bar, have lost .a brother devoted to
all mankind.

Such has been the life and labors of
Frank Condon in the three decades since
he served on this Capitol Hill.
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There are among us those of his col-
leagues of that day who carry on to this
day. And one can only ponder on the
part that the magnificent mind and
powerful personality of Frank Condon
might still be playing in the drama of
our daily labors.

Consider who were his colleagues in the
House, and the inspiration they might
have given, and taken.

There were Lister HiiLn, JoHN Mc-
CLELLAN, EVERETT DIRKSEN, FRANK CARL-
soN, JoHN MCcCORMACK, JOE MARTIN,
JENNINGS RanpOLPH, WILLIS ROBERTSON,
Steve Young, Sterling Cole, EMANUEL
CELLER, James Wadsworth, Jr., Fiorello
La Guardia, Sam Rayburn, and Tom
Hennings were there. There was Rich-
ard M. Kleberg who had for his secretary
a young Texan named Lyndon B.
Johnson.

Much of this was in my mind as I was
invited to participate in a special me-
morial service on November 29, 1965, in
the Supreme Court of Rhode Island and
I would conclude with the eulogy I was
privileged to express for my dear friend
and associate, Justice Condon on that
occasion.

EvLocy DELIVERED BY SENATOR JoHN O.
PASTORE AT MEMORIAL SERVICES IN TRIBUTE
10 CHIEF JUSTICE Francis B. CONDON, IN
RHODE IsLAND SUPREME COURT CHAMBERS,
MownpAY, NOVEMBER 29, 1965

In this setting we are a little lonely for the
personality who lived and labored here for
30 mortal years.

And, with all our faith in immortality,
there is a sense of loss, of the victory of the
grave, to realize that Francis Condon—to
whom this scene meant so much, to whom
this scene owed so much—moves among us
no more.

Great of mind, great of heart, greatest of
soul was this kindly man it was a privilege
to know and an honor to call friend.

Chief justice of the State of his total
loyalty, Frank Condon could well have worn
an equal title of the country that he served
so well as citizen, as soldier, and statesman.

For Frank Condon went to Congress
schooled with the experience of the Rhode
Island General Assembly in historic days.
Gifted of speech, skilled parliamentarian,
with rare attractions of friendship, he was
baptized in an era of evolution on our na-
tional scene that will ever bear the name
of Franklin Delano Roosevelt. There iz no
honor or office in the gift of all our people
that could not have been his.

In an equal era of evolution on the Rhode
Island scene—that will forever bear the label
of our beloved Theodore Francis Green and
Robert E. Quinn—Frank Condon made the
sacrifice of turning his back on the broad
page of national history to write the bright
page of history which is the record of the
Rhode Island Supreme Court in his time.

Only in terms of political opportunity
would I say “sacrifice.” To Frank Condon
it was no sacrifice to come back to this high
service to the State of his birth.

He has touched these 30 years with a
courageous, correct and courteous applica-
tion of justice and humanity, unsurpassed
in equity and integrity.

No one knows this better than a young
prosecuting attorney, no one appreciates it
more than a Governor leaning upon him
amid the anxleties of office. No one is
prouder of it than a Senator who rejoices
in his own State’s excellence among consti-
tutional equals.

This may be grand language to describe
a man whose own language was simple and
sincere, whether in his eloquence to an en-
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raptured audierice or in his quiet encour-
agement to a friend. A call, a message, a
handclasp, a bit of spoken praise from
Frank Condon was high satisfaction and
inspiration.

The honors that came to him from his
church were splendid. The honors that
came from his people were sacred. The
shadow that falls on his loved ones is our
common SOITOW.

A great American and a good man leaves
us all the heritage of a life lived to its finest.

VIETNAM, PAST AND PROSPECT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in
a series of four newspaper articles, Miss
Beverly Deepe has recently reviewed the
war as it has evolved in Vietnam during
the past year. Miss Deepe is eminently
qualified by experience to report on this
critical area.

Miss Deepe writes from Vietnam, from
the delta, from Saigon, from the coastal
bases, from the highlands. And the pic-
ture which emerges from the four ar-
ticles is a vivid and accurate summary
of the situation which confronts us in
Vietnam.

These articles, Mr. President, make
highly informative and highly useful
reading. For the benefit of the Senate,
I ask unanimous consent that the four
articles which appeared in the New York
Herald Tribune, in the issues of Janu-
ary 16-19 inclusive be included at this
point in the REcorb.

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

[From the New York Herald Tribune, Jan.
16, 1966
New SErIEs: VIETNAM, PAsT AND PROSPECT
(By Beverly Deepe)

PrLEIKU, SouTH VIETNAM.—Amid mortar
craters and charred aircraft here on the
morning of February 7, 1965, three figures in
the war against the Communist in South
Vietnam met in a gleaming C-123 transport.
Before they emerged, the nature of the war
had changed.

One was McGeorge Bundy, special assist-
ant to President Johnson for natlonal se-
curity affairs, who took time before the
meeting to survey Pleiku’s blasted alrplanes
and helicopters and the billets where shortly
before 8 Americans had died and 125 had
been wounded in a Vietcong guerrilla raid.

With Mr. Bundy was Gen. Willlam C.
Westmoreland, the American commander,
who provided the C-123, called the White
Whale and the only wall-to-wall carpeted
airplane in South Vietnam.

The Vietnamese commander in chief, Lt.
Gen. Nguyen EKhanh, had arrived earlier,
Meanwhile, in Saigon U.S. Ambassador Max-
well D, Taylor conferred by telephone with
the highest ranking American officlals in
Washington.

General Ehanh, Mr, Bundy, and General
Westmoreland escaped inquisitive reporters
inside the White Whale. Soon, the key de-
cision was told to General Khanh and within
hours 49 U.S. planes from three Tth Fleet air-
craft carriers sped north of the 17th parallel
to bomb the military barracks at the North
Vietnamese city of Dong Hol.

At first, the bombing of North Vietnam was
a policy of tit for tat—If you destroy our in-
stallations, we'll destroy yours. But it soon
gave way to general retaliation, and then to
regular and continual bombing, In the be-
ginning, the policy was officially proclaimed
an inducement to the north to negotiate.
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High ranking American officials said hope-
fully: “We'll be at the conference table by
September.”

But Hanol did not negotiate. The new
official objective was to hit the military in-
stallations and the communication routes
which allowed Hanoi to pour men and ma-
teriel into South Vietnam, By the year’s end,
however, official estimates said North Viet-
namese infiltration had more than doubled—
to 2,500 men a month.

Superficially, bombing North Vietnam
failed. It did not force Hanoi to negotiate;
it did not stop the infiltration. But actually,
the policy half succeeded. By the end of the
year, the bombing had partially paralyzed the
economic capacity and manpower reserves of
North Vietnam.

If the bombing did not stop Hanoi’s aggres-
sion, in official eyes, it would at least make it
more expensive and painful for North Viet-
nam to continue. Escalation was accom-
panied by a little noticed policy of expan-
sion; Laos was known to be subject to Ameri-
can bombing raids throughout the past year.
By the beginning of 1966, the air war threat-
ened to spread to Cambodia, and then would
engulf the whole Indochinese Peninsula,

GROUND WAR

The air war over North Vietnam, however,
did not abate sharp deterioration in the allied
ground efforts in South Vietnam, which had
been worsening since the fall of the Ngo
Dinh Diem regime in November 1963. The
repercussions of the coup against Diem badly
damaged the Government's administrative
and intelligence apparatuses. Amid Govern-
ment instability in Salgon swirled whirlwind
changes of officlals at every level. The stra-
tegic hamlet program, formulated and nur-
tured by the Diem regime, collapsed as the
Vietcong regained one Government hamlet
after another, leaving behind their own
guerrilla bands and political machinery.

With some accuracy the situation in the
countryside could be measured by statistics.
Before the fall of Diem, the Salgon gov-
ernment claimed control of 8,000 of the 12,000
hamlets in the countryside. By the end of
1965, the most optimistic estimate put the
number of “pacified,”” or pro-government,
hamlets at 2,000.

After the fall of Diem, military command-~
ers quickly began to change their “measle”
maps. Pink contested areas became red;
and white “measle pox"—which once had
been government controlled—became con-
tested “pink.” By the middle of 1965, gov-
ernment provincial capitals and district
headquarters were ringed by small oases of
friendly villages, but otherwise were isolated
by increasing Red pressure in the country-
side. Then, in July 1964, the first North
Vietnamese regular troops began appearing.
These units, later to be designated as Peo-
ple's Army of North Vietnam (PAVN), solidi-
fled the growing Red strength.

By the end of 1965, military spokesmen
said nine PAVN regiments had infiltrated
from North Vietnam (American, Eorean, and
Australian ground units by late 19656 num-
bered 44 battalions—or roughly 15 regi-
ments.)

On March 8, 1965, the first 3,600 U.S. ma-
rines came ashore and were welcomed by a
bevy of girls.

The American and allied buildup con-
tinued throughout the year. It came part
of the 3d Marine Division, and later the
whole division, a brigade of the 101st Alr-
borne Division, elements of the 1st Marine
Division, the Republic of Korea's Tiger Regi-
ment and Marine Divislon, an Australian
regiment, and finally the entire US. 1st
Cavalry Ailrmobile Division, with its more
than 400 helicopters and 15,000 troops, many
of them airborne. By the end of the year,
American combat military personnel num-
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bered 130,000. The outlook for 1966; the
equivalent of at least 1 divislon a month
for 12 months, or nearly 200,000 more troops.

MARINES

The 1st Marines officlally were to provide
“local, close-in security” for the Da Nang
airbase, but soon they began what U.S.
spokesmen called ‘“offensive patrolling for
defensive purposes.” By mid-July, American
troops went into unequivocal full combat
with Communist forces for the first time
since the Korean war—as the 173d Airborne
Brigade went out on a search-and-destroy
operation in the Red stronghold known as
D-Zone,

With the new employment of ground and
air forces, the U.S. role went through grad-
ual metamorphosis. At the end of 1965
America was in a war it barely realized it
had entered. The cold war had gone hot in
the jungles of the Indochinese Peninsula,

Beyond the ideological conflict, the war
dramatized and tested two systems of power.
One, the massive physical power of America;
the other, the power of the Communists to
manipulate the masses, to incite uprisings
labeled by the Chinese Communists as the
“war of liberation.” Washington and Pei-
ping appeared to agree it was the “war of
the future.”

The essence of the war was described by
& 20-year-old American private who saw the
buildup in Da Nang:

“I can tell you when Uncle Sam moves in,
there's no goofing around,” he sald. “There
was nothing here. Then the Marines moved
In and the bulldings started going up. We
got word an F-100 squadron was moving in
here and we had 4 days to fill 200,000 bags
of dirt to sandbag mortar defenses. Even
the colonels were shoveling dirt.

“Now you can look down this runway and
for 2 miles there are American jets wing tip
to wing tip,” he said. “That’s real power.”

The private, who had sat 14 hours a day
for 13 months in a foxhole at the edge of
the Da Nang runway, turned to the other
slde of the war.

INTELLIGENCE

‘““The Vietcong know more about what's
happening on this airbase than the base
commander and the 20,000 American marines
around it,” he said. “There are 6,000 workers
who come on here daily. We know some
of them are Vietcong., If the Vietnamese
security officer keeps them off, he and his
family will be killed.

“The Vietcong can come on this base right
under our noses—we don't know who's who.
We saw an old woman carrying a bucket of
drain oil into the gate. When we checked
her, there was only an inch of oil and the
rest of the bucket was a false bottom filled
with plastic explosive. We captured one of
the workers drawing diagrams of all the
defense structures on the base. We captured
one of the drivers of an American bus taking
down the tail numbers of all the American
alrcraft on the base,” the private went on.

“Once my unit was given 5 hours of leave
to go to the commissary. When we returned,
more than half of the 100 American foxholes
around the base had small paper bags in
them. Each bag had a polsonous krait snake
in it. Some worker had just walked around
and dropped a snake in each foxhole.”

This conflict of the two systems of power—
the old woman with a bucket of explosive
and the double-the-speed-of sound Phantom
Jjets—was the essence of America’s inscru-
table war, which one Western diplomat de-
scribed as “the unholy trinity of terrorism,
subversion, and guerrilla warfare."”

America's inscrutable war in Vietnam had
brush-fired into another area of the volatile,
underdeveloped, uncommitted third world.
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[From the New York Herald Tribune, Jan. 17,
1966]
VierNaM: Past AND PROSPECT—SOUTH VIETS
InENTIFY GI'S WITH COLONIALISM
(By Beverly Deepe)

SargoN.—The buildup of American combat
troops in Vietnam during 1965 produced a
visible buildup in anti-Americanism among
the Vietnamese population.

A significant date between the February 7
bombing of North Vietnam and the March 8
arrival of the first American combat units
was the February 20 mutiny against Com-
mander-in-Chief Gen. Nguyen Khanh by his
generals. The net effect of General Khanh's
overthrow was to fragment the anti-Com-
munist power in Saigon, while the Vietcong
had seized partlal control of the country at
the village level.

As commander in chief, a more important
post in wartime than that of Prime Minlister,
Generan Khanh had dominated the anti-
Communist scene—and had been acclaimed
by Secretary of Defense Robert S. McNamara
as America’s strongman for Vietnam. But
by late 1964, General Ehanh grew bitter to-
ward U.S. Ambassador Maxwell D. Taylor,
who demanded political stability, while Gen-
eral Ehanh was aspiring to the presidency.

FALSE COUP

Twelve days after the bombing of North
Vietnam, a false coup was led by Col. Pham
Ngoc Thao, who was openly acknowledged to
be associated with the U.S. Central Intelli-
gence Agency. The next day the generals
forced General Khanh out of the country.
The 600,000-man Vietnamese armed forces
were turned over to a weak commander in
chief. Finally, the post was abolished, leav~
ing the armed forces virtually leaderless.

Prime Minister Phan Huy Quat ran into
trouble. After 3 months in office he called
for support from the Vietnamese generals,
who promptly tossed him out of office. A
Vietnamese military junta again took on the
job of governing the country while attempt-
ing to defeat an enemy.

Amid instability on the anti-Communist
side, the Reds could exploit the first Ameri-
can combat units—who arrived without solid
political, economiec, or social battle plans.
The instincts of the Vietnamese, traditionally
xenophobic, were to identify the American
troops with the former French colonial mas-
ters. Better political and economic prepara-
tion of the American troops would have eased
the situation considerably.

It was widely known in Salgon that the
Vietnamese—including Prime Minister Phan
Huy Quat—Ilearned of the date of the ar-
rival of the first marines in March from for-
elgn press announcements made in Saigon
and Washington. The Vietnamese feared
they might win the war but lose their coun-
try. Outbursts from officers, students, and
intellectuals charged that “the Americans
were running the whole show.”

THE DOLLAR

No sooner did the American troops land
in the northern provinces than the medium
of exchange became the U.S. dollar rather
than the piaster. With no restrictions on the
amount of available dollars, an American
private had purchasing power once held only
by Vietnamese generals. Cokes, beers, and
wash basins were purchased in villages with
nickels, dimes, and quarters. In at least
one instance, a Vietnamese village chief,
backed up by his popular force platoons, at-
tempted to invade the village of another
chief and to seize the villagers’ American
dollars at an unfair rate of exchange. BSix
months after the arrival of the first Ameri-
can units, American officials abolished the use
of dollars in Vietnam. Replacing them was
military scrip, which now has become an-
other “floating currency.”

The American troops quickly became the
predominant possessors of one of the scarcest
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items in Vietnam. Women. Few Viet-
namese appreciated the loss of their women—
or the fact that illiterate females could earn
10 times a man's pay. Gradually, in any city
or village bordering American units, drug-
stores, villas, and furniture stores quickly
gave way to bars and brothels.

WAGES

The buildup of American forces also
brought demands for more housing, runways,
offices, and other facilities. Wages for skilled
labor, and cost of bullding materials and
transportation brought inflation. “The Viet-
namese economy is in horrific shape. This
could ruin the whole campaign against the
Vietcong,” one Western diplomat said re-
cently.

The Vietcong sabotage of roads had also
produced inflatlon on items such as rice,
charcoal, and fish sauce. The American eco-
nomic mission reacted by importing con-
sumer goods to sop up the excess purchasing
power—and financed the emergency import
of 250,000 tons of rice. While the Saigon
price of rice dropped, in the provinces rich
merchants continued to charge what the traf-
fic would bear.

The Vietnamese hurt most by the inflation
were not the Communists, but the govern-
ment’s own officials and troops, paid mostly
on fixed salaries.

In the city of Da Nang, an average of three
or four fistfights a week break out between
GI's and teenage Vietnamese gangs, popu-
larly known as “cowboys.” One American
serviceman was beaten up and lay in a back
alley for 2 days. Though Vietnamese shop-
keepers saw the body, they did not report
it to police. The American military police
finally located it.

By the beginning of 1966, it became ap-
parent that the Buddhist bonzes, as well as
the Vietcong, could easily exploit WViet-
namese nationalism and anti-Americanism,

One Incident used by the Buddhists oc-
curred when the American marines fired two
tank rifle rounds into a pagoda from which
they claimed a sniper was firing at them.
The word Immediately spread among Viet-
namese peasants that the marines had
maliciously fired into the pagoda. The ma-
rines also were accused of having deliber-
ately broken a Buddhist statue and strewn
human excrement around the pagoda.

The Buddhists, widely considered to in-
clude neutralists and pro-Communists, pre-
viously had successfully toppled two admin-
istrations in Vietnam: President Ngo Dinh
Diem in November 1963, and General Khanh
in August 1964.

“If the Buddhist priests do turn anti-
American, the war will change into a new
dimension which we can't even yet imagine,”
one source said, looking forward to 1966.

At the beginning of the year, rural Viet-
nam was half conquered by the Vietcong,
and the urban portion was in a state of semi-
insurrection. As more American troops ar-
rived, resulting anti-Americanism vastly
complicated the prospects for economic and
political stability.

[From the New York Herald Tribune, Jan. 18,
1966

VIETNAM: PAST AND PROSPECT—SUBVERSION
IN THE MEEONG DELTA

Sa Dec, SoutrH VIETNAM.—Officially, the
Mekong Delta south of Saigon—where no
American combat units have yet been based—
is one of the spots where the Vietnamese
Government is progressing well. The simple
tranquillity of fishing boats passing through
canals, the hectic automobile trafic on the
roads, the unbroken routine of peasant life
would seem to confirm the official version.

But those who live in the villages say the
Vietcong have seized virtual control of this
rich rice bowl.

The process Is not one of violent battles,
but the invisible strangulation and isolation
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of government authority. It is a process of
subversion which might be called termite
warfare. Government authority has been
squeezed into small rings of villages around
provineial and district capitals, and into iso-
lated outposts along the main roads and
canals,

At Sa Dec is the headquarters of the Viet-
namese 9th Infantry Division. Six miles
away is the village complex of Nha Man.
Two of its three villages are already con-
trolled by the Communists. The third vil-
lage, Tan Nhuan Dong, is protected by one
company of about 100 paramilitary troops.
An additional platoon is assigned to each of
two smaller outposts—Ba Thien, 1 mile away,
and Nga Ba, 2 miles off.

ENCIRCLED

The company at Tan Nhuan Dong lives in
an old French fort. Its job is to protect the
village and a bridge which stretches across
a river flanked by several operating rice
mills and brick factories.

The two outposts are encircled by Vietcong
guerrillas. Last month they were totally
isolated. from the local population. To bring
in supplies and support for these two posts,
the government has to use 10 armored boats.
On every voyage the boats and their comple-
ment of troops draw Communist sniper fire.

The platoons in each of the two small
posts theoretically send out small, regular
patrols to gather intelligence. They are
called the “ears and eyes of the regular
forces.” But recently, a local villager de-
scribed them as “blind men in a jail.” For
it is rare that a member of either platoon
dares leave his compound, even to fetch water
from the river 20 yards away.

Last week, one defender crossed the out-
post’s barbed wire fence for water. He was
wounded by a sniper and fell on the river
bank. No one dared rescue him. He died
and his body was left on the same spot for
three days. The commander asked head-
quarters for reinforcements, to pick up the
body 20 yards away from his post. The
request was refused.

The platoon was ordered to bury the
corpse inside the post, but again the men re-
fused to pick up the body. On repeated
orders, they eventually brought in the
corpse, but the outpost had no shovels, so
they used knives to dig the grave. They
had no lumber or nails, so they ripped wood
from the walls of their outpost to make the
coffin.

After the grotesque burial, morale was so
low the company commander decided to
transfer the platoon. The 100-man com-
pany ordered to relieve them refused to
obey their transfer order and most of them
defected to the Communists rather than
man the Nga Ba outpost. Most returned
after the province district chiefs were forced
to visit the company of deserters, but the
order to man the outpost was rescinded.

ISOLATION

The influence of the Communists goes,
however, far beyond the terror built with
sniper’'s bullets.

Last month, the Vietcong ordered peasants
and businessmen working or living within
a half mile of the Nga Ba outpost to move
away. The word went out: No one was al-
lowed to move inside the half mile limit.
Rather than sail on the river 20 yards from
the outposts, villagers’ sampans were as-
signed to small canals.

One rice miller moved his mill brick-by-
brick, machine-by-machine, to a new spot
nearer government authority. One villager’s
reaction: “The Vietcong were very nice to
give him the permission to move his rice
mill. Otherwise, he would have starved to
death. No one would have brought rice to
him to be polished within the half mile
radius of the post.”

In monthly propaganda meetings with the
villagers, Vietcong political agents claim *‘the
Americans are waging an all-out war against
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the Vietnamese people. The people have to
make a clear-cut choice between their friends
and their enemies. Those who want to fight
with the Americans can go to the govern-
ment-controlled area. Those who want to
fight against the Americans can stay with us.
There is no third choice.”

In Sa Dec, refugee villagers prefer to live
in their sampans moored along the river-
front. They have refused to live in refugee
housing provided by the government.

Many of the wealthier landowners already
have been forced to flee to government-
controlled zones, producing the effect of an
economic purge of the area by the Commu-
nists. Their abandoned lands, especially
fruit groves along the canals, have been
boobytrapped and mined by Red guerrillas.
The Vietcong have warned landowners that
their lands will be confiscated if they allow
their sons to become government soldiers.

The Vietcong forbid landowners to hire
local labor, and terrorize potential workers—
drying up the labor force from both ends.
Once-wealthy landed proprietors must plant
and harvest their own rice—backbreaking
work.

VISITS HALTED

Within the last month, the Vietcong have
withdrawn permission to local residents to
visit friends or relatives in government-
controlled areas. Even the father of one of
the senior generals at the Vietnamese Army
headquarters in Saigon—who previously had
been allowed by the Vietcong to visit his
son—now is forbidden to leave the Vietcong
area.

But the Vietcong efforts are not all just
erosive. They have established eficient—
though unofficial and terroristic—taxation.
Often using children as collectors, they force
millers, small factory owners and business-
men to pay regular levies,

Peasants must turn over to the Reds 40
percent of the rice they grow above their own
family's consumption. Any fish or grain
grown in the Red-controlled area which is
sent into government territory is taxed by
the Vietcong—as if they maintained a na-
tional border.

So under the noses of government officials
and a major army forece, the Communists
have established their own government in
the Mekong Delta. It has almost eroded
away the authority of the anti-Communist
Saigon regime, and, perhaps more signifi-
cantly, has taken major steps toward replac-
ing it with an authority of their own.

[From the New York Herald Tribune,
Jan. 19, 1966]

Viernam: PAST AND PRESENT—MARINES’
GREAT EFFORT: SECURING DA Nawc
(By Beverly Deepe)

Da Nawc, SoutH ViETwamM.—Last fall, the
battle cry of the U.S. Marines here was:
“We’'ll be in Hoi An by New Year's Day
1966.” Today, they estimate it will be New
Year's 1968.

Hoi An is a provincial capital, only 15
miles south of the strategic airbase of Da
Nang. The change in the marines' mood
illustrates the changing role of American
troops in Vietnam-—and some of their prob-
lems.

"“We could easily have fought our way to
Hoi An,” one marine said recently. “But
then, we would have had to fight our way
back. The essential problem of this war is
not moving your front lines forward. It is
keeping your rear covered."”

The key to the problem lies in getting and
keeping the support of the rural population.
Without it, most authorities believe the war
could go on for years.

So it was decided to halt the marines’ ad-
vance until the Vietnamese could win over
the local population. The decision brought
dissent from within Marine Corps ranks and
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sneers from Army colonels, who claimed
“the marines are afraid to go out and find
the Vietcong.” But gradually, the marine
effort outside of Da Nang, under the direc-
tion of Marine Cmdr. Maj. Gen. Lewis Walt,
began to dovetail with the work of the Viet-
namese Government.

THIRD DIMENSION

“In a conventional war, progress is meas-
ured by an advancing front line,” one official
explained. “But in this war our outlying
positions are constant. Progress must be
measured in the third dimension. We must
go down into the population to dig out the
Vietcong infrastructure and then rebuild
the local anti-Communist government.”

The result of this coordinated effort was
the Five Mountain Villages Campaign, less
than 10 miles southwest of Da Nang and 15
miles from Hol An. It is the prineipal cur-
rent pacification program and a pilot case
for the future.

“If this plan doesn't succeed here, it's not
going to succeed anywhere else in the coun-
try,” an officlal said. *“We'll really be in seri-
ous trouble then.”

The project already has run into some
serious trouble.

The five villages of the campaign are sub-
divided into 19 hamlets, covering a 20-
square-kilometer area. In the complex dwell
42,000 people, of whom about T percent are
believed to be related to Vietcong. Snuggled
among lush rice paddies, the villages are
surrounded by the five peaks of mountains
containing gray and salmon-colored marble.
“These marble mountains would make a
great tourist attraction, but you'd be killed
going out there,” one marine said.

The pacification campaign has three com-
ponents: U.S. marines are assigned to secure
the outer limits of the area, patrolling to
prevent the invasion by Communist units;
Vietnamese paramilitary troops maintain se-
curity in the villages; Vietnamese civilian
teams distribute goods, wage psychological
warfare, take censuses, and attempt to undo
the Vietcong's existing political devices and
to bring the villagers to the Government's
side.

“The role of the U.S. Marines is llke an
egg,” an official said. “Our front lines, on
the rim of the area, are the shell—but like
a shell, the lines can be broken. The vital
installation—the Da Nang alrbase—is the
yolk, and we also defend that. The white is
the countryside, which we are trying to paci-
fy and solidify.”

On October 18, the Vietnamese forces be-
gan their effort, using one headquarters com-
pany and four understrength line companies
of the 59th Regional Forces Battalion. A
civilian cadre of 327 persons was moved in
from provincial headquarters. The Vietnam-
ese commander put them through a 2-week
retraining course. They were joined by five
Vietnamese People’s Action Teams (PATs),
of 10 persons each, who were responsible for
census taking and other activities.

To each village, the Vietnamese command-
er sent one Regional Forces company and
one People's Action Team. In each of the
19 hamlets, he put a civilian cadre team.

“During the third week of the campaign, a
50-man Vietcong platoon broke through the
marine blocking position. They were in our
area shooting things up. They hit us hard,”
an official related.

“Five Regional Force troopers and several
cadremen were killed. Each of our armed
companies was understrength, so we had 15-
man platoons where we should have had 35
men. Fighting against 50 Vietcong, of
course, we lose agalnst those odds.

“Until then we were just beginning to get
the confidence of the people—but after that,
the people clammed up and wouldn't tell us
anything. And it also hurt the morale of our
cadre. One whole 11-man team took off—but
the district chief talked them into coming
back,” the official went on.
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“Then, four nights later, the same Viet-
cong platoon hit us again., They slipped in
between two marine patrols, attacked the
regional force headquarters unit of 17 men,
killed several civillan cadre and kidnaped 2
women working with a drama unit. We
haven't seen the women since. One of the
American marines saw action from 50 yards
away—but he couldn't open up with his
machinegun—he would have killed more
friendlies than enemies.

“Of course, the marines can’t stop all
small-unit infiltration. It would take
marines shoulder-to-shoulder to do that.
And once you had that, the Vietcong would
mortar them from across the river, which
they've already started doing,” he said.

Since the late November action, the Viet-
namese and the marines have slightly rein-
forced the area. Now the marines are not
only holding the outer perimeter by exten-
sive patrolling, they also are responsible for
the securing of the civillan cadre in 11 of
the 19 hamlets. Vietnamese troops defend
the remalining eight.

TRY AGAIN

By mid-December, “we started pacifying
again and things were moving slow, but
good,” the official said. *The people began
giving us good intelligence and were turning
in some Vietcong. For the first time, on a
Sunday afternoon, families from Da Nang
would come to the villages to visit their rela-
tives. More than 100 families moved back
into the area—but none of the people were
of draft age.”

On one night in late December, however,
the Vietcong launched four harassing at-
tacks. They hit the central command post
with mortars and struck another People’s
Action Team, killing several.

Gradually, the cadre force fell from 331
to 304. Besides attrition, there were sub-
stantial problems with the cadre because of
inadequate training and the fact that they
were not natives of the villages in which
they were working.

The PAT's—equipped, paid, and trained
for political activity and intelligence work
by an arm of the U.S. Central Intelligence
Agency—had their own troubles. They were
better armed than the Vietnamese troops,
and the local commander wanted to use them
for military security. They refused. One
team defected and another had to be trans-
ferred because of local conflicts. -

“The biggest headache is that we can’t
move our Vietnamese troops and cadre out
of this 20-square-kilometer collection of
hamlets until we have villagers here who
can defend the area,” the official said.
“There's not one young man here between
the ages of 10 and 38 whom we can recruit.
‘We've lost the middle generation, and no one
has begun to find an answer to that prob-
lem,”

Before the marines reach Hoi An—with
their backs protected—80 square kilometers
of land must be pacified. At that, the ma-
rine estimate of New Year's Day, 1968, is not
far away.

BASIN, WYO., POSTMASTER RE-
CEIVES CITATION OF MERIT

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, it was
my most welcome privilege this morn-
ing to be present in the office of the
Postmaster General when an old friend,
the postmaster at Basin, Wyo., received
a citation of merit for beautification of
the post office building and grounds.

Postmaster R. J. O'Neill, in coopera-
tion with J. E. Johnstone of the Denver
regional post office, carried out a pro-
gram which inecluded planting of flowers
and shrubbery, and had the cooperation
of a number of the good people of Basin.
Local organization assisted in this most
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worthwhile project by furnishing flowers
and shrubbery.

Mr. O’Neill and 13 other postmasters
met in the reception room of the Post-
master General's office at 11 this morn-
ing to receive the citations. I take this
opportunity to felicitate Mr. O’Neill and
the other postmasters, as well as other
employees of the postal department and
citizens of this Nation who are making
the national beautification program a
significant success.

THE NONPROLIFERATION OF
NUCLEAR WEAPONS

Mr. HART. Mr. President, we need
swift action toward a nuclear nonprolif-
eration treaty for the simple reason that
we are running out of time. There is no
other issue before the Senate this year—
including even the war in Vietnam—
which is of greater basic importance to
the world and the nations.

The desperate importance of this ques-
tion has been seen, and stated, for many
years by noted scholars and political
leaders. It was recognized by President
John F. Kennedy, who told a press con-
ference on March 21, 1963, that 15 or 20
countries might have nuclear weapons by
1975 and that he was haunted by this
problem. A year and a half later, Secre-
tary of Defense Robert McNamara told
an interviewer that in 10 to 20 years tens
of nations would be capable of having
nuclear weapons, and that the danger to
the world increases geometrically with
the increase in the number of nations
possessing those warheads.

Secrefary McNamara explained that
American nuclear warheads then cost
anywhere from roughly half a million
dollars on up, perhaps to a million dol-
lars. But in the years ahead he warned:

Because of advances in nuclear technology,
the cost of nuclear weapons will fall dramati-
cally—

McNamara added—

and as the technology becomes simplier, we
can expect more and more nations to acquire
capability for both developing and producing
such weapons.

A year later President Johnson
solemnly warned the world that the
proliferation of nuclear weapons was
the “gravest of all unresolved human
issues” and he stated:

The peace of the world requires firm limits
upon the spread of nuclear weapons.

And as all Members of the Senate are
well aware, the junior Senator from
New York presented two brilliant analy-
ses of these problems in June and Octo-
ber of last year.

Now Mr. President, I am not tech-
nically trained or knowledgeable in mat-
ters of producing nuclear weapons, and
I do not know how fast this anticipated
reduction in the cost and time required
to produce nuclear weapons has taken
place, or what the current figures are
But I did notice in an Associated Press
dispatch dated October 7, 1965, from
London a statement that the annual re-
port of the British Atomic Energy Au-
thority indirectly revealed that Britain
has been working on research “which
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could lead to production of cut-price
atomic and hydrogen bombs.”

And I am aware that for many years
scientists in a number of countries have
been working on top-secret efforts to
make the centrifuge method of uranium
separation not only workable, but work-
able at a cost much reduced from the
gaseous diffusion process used by the
present nuclear powers.

Consequently, I have absolutely no
reason to doubt, and have every reason
to agree with, the startling statement
made last June by the junior Senator
from New York:

Within a very few years, an investment of
a few million dollars—well within the
capacity even of private organizations—will
produce nuclear weapons. Once such a
capability is in being, weapons will prob-
ably be produced for costs in the hundreds
of thousands of dollars each. Similarly,

delivery systems are far cheaper than they
once were.

One of the wonderful things about
scientific technology is that it rapidly dis-
covers cheaper production methods for
even the most expensive items., Unhap-
pily, this remarkable ability extends to
nuclear weapons as well as tractors and
gumdrops.

It is not too difficult to foresee the day
when atomic bomb production will be
within the ability of any nation that now
possesses even the know-how to effi-
ciently manufacture popguns.

In fact, if a nuclear entrepreneur could
find a permissive host country, it is even
conceivable that he could open an inter-
national fireworks stand that would sell
to all comers.

We already have five nervous fellows
holding shotguns on each other and a
new influx of gunmen will do nothing to
soothe that jittery feeling and calm the
stomach.

This is not a problem for some future
administration to deal with, It is not
a problem for some future Senate to take
seriously while today we satisfy ourselves
with making brief speeches. This is a
problem for this year, this month, this
week, this very day.

The actual work being conducted on
nuclear weapons development is nat-
urally a closely guarded secret in this,
as in other countries, but we do have
some disturbing clues.

In the case of Israel, we know that
there has been grave concern in that be-
leaguered country about the work for
several years on rockets by Egypt, as-
sisted by some West German engineers.
And we know that Israel has been push-
ing for a good many years research and
development on her own atomic reactors,
with a considerable amount of assistance
from France.

And as long ago as July 5, 1962, there
was an article in the Washington Post
reporting from Jerusalem that Israeli in-
tellectuals were protesting the building
of atomic weapons by their country.
Perhaps Israel had not then in fact
launched an actual atomic weapons pro-
gram. But the fact remains that this
is a country with a well-advanced reac-
tor program, a country that is rich in
technical personnel, a country deter-
mined to fight for its survival in a hostile
environment—a country, in short, which
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might be pressed to develop its own nu-
clear weapons before much longer, if the
present world nuclear anarchy continues.

In the case of India, we have had re-
peated public assurances first from
Prime Minister Nehru and then from
Prime Minister Shastri that India was
not embarking on a nuclear weapons
program. But such expressions of intent
should not lull away our concern.

This is highly unlikely to remain In-
dia’s policy indefinitely. During the
September fighting with Pakistan, a
large group of Parliament members pe-
titioned the Government to begin atomic
bomb production. Should conflict with
her neighbors reerupt, such pressures
might become irresistible.

And if India takes this fateful step,
how great will be the pressures for Paki-
stan to draw scarce resources from its
own urgent economic development ef-
forts in order to follow suit.

And, of course, so, too, will Nasser’'s
Egypt inevitably follow the same path if
Israel does develop atomic weapons.

Within a few years more, with the
price and difficulty of building these hor-
ror weapons reduced, we may expect, such
countries as Sweden, Italy, and Canada
to follow. And, by this time, West Ger-
many may have decided to break her
1954 treaty commitments in order to
start on the road to becoming one of the
most powerful of the burgeoning nuclear
powers, while Japan will doubtless have
redrafted her constitutional inhibitions
and also taken the plunge.

Other countries listed by AEC Chair-
man Glenn Seaborg last summer as be-
ing capable of building their own bombs
before too much longer included Switzer-
land, Brazil, Spain, and Yugoslavia.

Fortunately, if the need for construc-
tive action to deal with this dread pos-
sibility is great, so too is the opportunity
now a great one.

For many months, the United States
and the Soviet Union have been at an
impasse that, basically, involved West
Germany's participation in a European
nuclear defense.

I think Russia's nervousness about
Germany is understandable to any stu-
dent of modern history. Our problem is
to give Germany the feeling of being a
full-fledged member of the European de-
fense team while, at the same time, pro-
viding Russia with positive assurances
that West Germany will never be able
to launch a nuclear attack on her own.

Hopefully, the United States will now
be able to present new proposals to the
Disarmament Conference which will ac-
complish both ends.

The preparation and negotiation of
such a treaty should be a top priority
item for the leadership of this country,
and of all other countries as well. In
addition, I would hope we would explore
the idea of developing treaties establish-
ing nuclear-free zones in Latin America,
Africa, and the Middle East.

But we must not delude ourselves into
thinking that such treaties will be easy
to obtain, once agreement is reached be-
tween the Soviet Union and the United
States. Nor should we imagine that such
treaties will completely solve the prob-
lem of proliferation.
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We have in fact been given ample
warnings that to many of the nonnuclear
countries such treaties appear to be de-
siened by the present nuclear club to
maintain its monopoly: denying en-
trance to any other countries, while re-
fusing to make comparable sacrifices
themselves.

Mr. William C. Foster, head of the U.S.
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency,
underlined this point in his noteworthy
article in Foreign Affairs last July. Mr,
Foster wrote:

Unless the nonnuclear powers are per-
suaded that their interests are best served by
not acquiring nuclear weapons they will ulti-
mately acquire them. A necessary, though
perhaps not sufficient, condition for so per-
suading them is to offer clear evidence that
the Soviet Union and the United States are
prepared to exercise leadership in the world
on a basis of strength other than that inher-
ent in their nuclear capabilities. It is for
this reason that agreements to freeze produc-
tion and to start reductions In fissionable
materials and in nuclear delivery systems
are so important.

Mr. President, over the past 20 years
the United States and the Soviet Union
made the possession of nuclear weapons
the basic currency of major power status.
Today, we have belatedly discovered that
these awful weapons, especially when
they are possessed by more than one na-
tion, are not very useful as instruments
of national policy.

If we now wish to halt the proliferation
of these weapons, we need a nonprolifer-
ation treaty coupled with a concerted
effort by the present nuclear powers to
make significant steps toward nuclear
disarmament.

And it should be supported by a decla-
ration by all the present nuclear powers
that they would never be the first to use
these weapons—that such stocks as they
would retain at least for the time being
would be kept for only one single totally
defensive purpose: to use in retaliation
if any other nuclear power broke its
pledge and initiated the use of these
weapons.

But if this seems too great a hurdle to
be taken, all at once, then a halfway
measure would be better than none. The
recent report of the Committee on Arms
Control and Disarmament to the White
House Conference on International Co-
operation, popularly known as the Wies-
ner committee, proposed that ‘“nuclear
powers commit themselves to refrain
from the use, or threat of use, of nuclear
weapons against nonnuclear ones.”

I would endorse this proposal by the
Wiesner committee. Indeed, I support
many others of the important recommen-
dations made in this extremely thought-
ful report and I urge my fellow Senators,
and all concerned Americans, to read this
report with great care.

In closing, Mr. President, let me say
that there are indeed many partial steps
which we can and should and must take
to help halt the proliferation of nuclear
weapons.

The resolution offered on Tuesday by
the Senator from Rhode Island, which I
was delighted to cosponsor, is one of
those steps and I urge its prompt and
favorable consideration.
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It seems to me that a truly meaningful
treaty should be feasible because it would
so clearly be in the best interests of
everyone who signed—and that is the
best assurance of success that any con-
tract can have.

DAVID SQUIRE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR
OF THE JOB CORPS

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I was
pleased and proud to learn of the recent
appointment of my friend, Mr. David
Squire, as Deputy Director of the Job
Corps. I take this opportunity to extend
my heartiest congratulations to Mr.
Squire on his new position and to ap-
plaud Mr. Sargent Shriver, Director of
the Office of Economic Opportunity, for
his outstanding selection.

A resident of Stamford, Conn., Mr.
Squire has sacrificed a prominent posi-
tion in industry in order to assume this
new office. He expressed his reason for
doing so in saying that he “wished to
make a meaningful contribution to our
society by taking on a responsible and
challenging position.”

The task he is about to undertake will
provide him with that opportunity. The
significance of the Job Corps, in attempt-
ing to aid young people between the ages
of 16 and 21 who are unemployed due to
their. lack of education and suitable
skills, cannot be questioned. Through
the 84 corps centers, young men and
women are able to develop new skills and
habits, and to benefit from actual work
experience.

A program such as this is vital in our
efforts to uphold the principle of equality
of opportunity. Its success is dependent
upon capable and dedicated leaders.

Mr., David Squire is such a man, bring-
ing to his new assignment a wealth of ex-
perience. A graduate of Dartmouth Col-
lege, where he majored in sociology, Mr.
Squire has been associated with Ansonia
Mills, first as assistant treasurer and
later in the capacity of president and
chief executive officer. In 1963 he ac-
cepted, on behalf of Ansonia Mills, the
President’s E award for export excel-
lence. As a member of the United Na-
tions Association, the Connecticut
Association for Mental Health, and the
Urban Redevelopment Commission, Mr.
Squire has an outstanding record of serv-
ice to his community.

I wish Dave Squire all the best in his
new endeavors. I know he will be suc-
cessful.

PERILS OF A DOLLAR WALL

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call to
the attention of my colleagues an article
which appeared in the New York Times
on January 19.

The story reports the views of Prof.
Peter B. Kenen of Columbia University,
an authority on international monetary
affairs, on the effects on world commerce
of the restrictive balance-of-payments
measures taken by the administration.
His principal point is that, while these
measures are steadily eliminating our
balance-of-payments deficit, they are
also causing a retreat from the objective
of a freer and healthier world economy.
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This has been the basis of my own
opposition to many of the measures pro-
posed by the administration and my sup-
port for the early reform of the inter-
national monetary system. It has been
my view that we are sacrificing a very
important long-term goal of American
foreign economic policy; namely, the
gradual elimination of barriers to trade
and capital, for a conflicting short-term
objective; namely, the complete elimina-
tion of our balance-of-payments deficit.

Professor Kenen believes that the ad-
ministration is only partially to be
blamed for the controls that it imposed.
He places most of the blame on the exist-
ing international monetary system which,
as Professor Kenen says, “is long on dis-
cipline and short on credit creation to aid
deficit countries” so that it encourages
“the use of trade controls, overt or covert,
impairing economic efficiency in the
world as a whole.” This is well borne out
by data issued a few days ago by the IMF
which indicates that international re-
serves, which had grown steadily for
years prior to 1965, have grown very little
in 1965 and may have even stopped
growing.

In this same connection, I noted with
interest Secretary of Commerce Connor’s
announcement on Monday that the vol-
untary balance-of-payments program
should be.ended by February of next
yvear. Whether or not this announce-
ment means that the administration is
coming around to the viewpoint that the
continued imposition of these voluntary
controls is harmful to the American
economy or whether it has come to the
realization that these voluntary controls,
in the absence of full-scale exchange
controls, will decrease in effectiveness, I
am not in a position to say.

The fact that we have controls only
strengthens the position of those coun-
tries who still maintain exchange con-
frols, such as many of the continental
European nations.

Now that the United States has dem-
onstrated its ability and willingness to
reduce its balance-of-payments deficit,
our first and urgent priority should be
the reform of the international monetary
system and the devising of new mecha-
nisms for the adequate creation of inter-
national reserves. Further restrictions
by the United States and other developed
nations can only lead to more restrictions
and the eventual jeopardy of the exist-
ing economic order.

I ask unanimous consent to have ar-
ticles from the New York Times pertain-
ing to my statement be printed in the
RECORD.

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

[From the New York Times, Jan., 11, 1066]
Lac 1¥ WorLD MONETARY GROWTE IN 1965
INDICATED BY IMF DaTa
(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)
WasHINGTON, January 10.—The grand total
of official monetary reserves in the non-
Communist world rose in the third quaxter
of last year but remained below the level
at the end of 1064, the International Mone-~

tary Pund reported today.

Total reserves, also known as international
liquidity, were estimated at $68.88 billion at
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the end of September, compared with $68.37
billlon at the end of June and $68.90
billion at the end of 1964.

These reserves are held by nations to
finance actual and potential deficits in their
international payments. They are composed
of gold, dollars and pounds, as well as auto-
matic drawing rights on the IMF.

Of the total of reserves at the end of
September, $41.2 billion was in gold and $232.3
billion in dollars and pounds.

International liguidity had grown steadily
for years prior to 1965. It now appears cer-
tain that the growth rate last year was very
small or even zero.

LAG IN TRADE GROWTH

Today’s report, contained in the monthly

publication International Financial Statis-
tics, was accompanied by a parallel report
in the same publication showing a marked
slowdown in the growth of world trade last
year,
There is no necessary early or direct con-
nection between a slower growth in liquidity
and a parallel movement in trade though
in the long run a lack of ligquidity would
almost certainly hamper trade since liquidity
represents the wherewithal for conducting
world commerce.

Officials have given three main reasons for
the failure of international ligquidity to rise
in 1965.

First, some nations, led by France, cashed
in dollars for gold in unusually large
amounts. Such transactions reduce U.S.
reserves without increasing the reserves of
the nation making the conversion.

Second, the U.S. balance-of-payments def-
icit was smaller than in other recent years.
This means fewer dollars were added to other
nations’ reserves,

Finally, there was an unusually large vol-
ume of gold hoarding and speculation, mean-
ing that newly mined gold did not flow into
official reserves. In the first three quarters
of 1965, this caused entire output of about
#1 billion of new gold to flow into private
hands.

Today's report on world trade put total
exports in the third quarter at an annual
rate of $160.2 billion, down from a record
$166 billlon in the second quarter.

For the first three quarters, global exports
were running at an annual rate of $159.6
billion. This was up from the 1964 total of
$151.4 billion, but the rise was much less
than the $16.6 billion growth from 1863 to
1964.

The report showed a growth of only $1.5
billion, in annual rate, in the exports of the
less developed countries, to a rate of $34.7
billion in the first three quarters of 1964.
The industrial countries were exporting at
a rate of $114.3 billion in the first three
quarters, up from $107.4 billion for all of
1964.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 18, 1966]
PaYyMENTS CuUrBS May ENp IN 1967—Com-
MERCE SECRETARY SAYS PRESENT THINKING
PoiNTs To A CUTOFF NEXT YEAR—2-YEAR
DurATION CITED—FURTHER DETAILS ARE
GIVEN OF VOLUNTARY PROGRAM FOR CoM-

PANIES THIS YEAR

(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, January 17.—Secretary of
Commerce John T. Connor said today the
present thinking of the Government was
that the voluntary balance-of-payments pro-
gram should be ended by February of next
year,

Mr. Connor told a news conference that
he could make no definite commitment.
But he said that current thinking within
the administration put a 2-year duration
on the program, which was begun in Feb-
ruary of last year.

The news conference was held in connec-
tion with the release of further details on
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the voluntary program for this year as it
affects business corporations. The program
for banks has already been made public in
detail.

The purpose of each is to curb the out-
flow of dollars abroad and to increase the
inflow in order to improve the balance of
payments, which has been in deficlt since
1958.

MAJOR IMPROVEMENT

Mr. Connor said, “We expect to reach the
targets for 19656 established at the outset of
the program nearly a year ago.” He said
the deficit in the balance of payments for
19656 was $1.3 billion or less, marking a ma-
jor improvement from the $2.8 billlon deficit
of 1964.

Today's releases included the new work-
sheets to be used by corporations this year
in working out their own balance-of-pay-
ments plans and a letter sent by Mr. Connor
to 400 companies that were not in the pro-
gram- last year, making a total of 900.

The main new feature in this year's pro-
gram is a formula setting out both nation-
wide and individual company ceilings for
the outflow of dollars for direct investment
abroad.

BASIC FORMULA

The basic formula has already been made
public. It permits investments in 1965 and
1966 combined of 90 percent of the total for
1962, 1963, and 1964.

The worksheets and the letter disclosed
that companies would get credit against their
ceilings for any borrowing they were able to
do abroad. Thus, if a concern’s celling under
the formula for this year was a direct invest-
ment outlay of $10 million and it was able to
borrow $b6 million abroad, it could invest $15
million.

The direct investment ceiling covers the
combined total of retained earnings abroad
and dollars sent out of the United States.

Mr. Connor gave figures today indicating
that the outflow of dollars for direct invest-
ment last year was probably less than the
$3.4 billion estimated earlier. He said it now
seemed likely that the outflow would be
“closer to $3 blllion than to $3.4 billion.”

Under the new formula, this would mean a
correspondingly smaller reduction in this
outflow in 1966 and thus a smaller Improve-
ment in the balance of payments than had
been counted on. Under the formula, as-
suming a $3.4-billion outflow in 1965, the
outflow in 1966 would be about $2 billion,
for an improvement of $1 billion.

Mr. Connor conceded that it now seemed
probable that the formula alone would pro-
duce an improvement this year of less than
$1 billion. But he said the target was still
$1 billion because the Government hoped
that many companies would invest less than
the formula permitted.

The other elements of the voluntary pro-
gram include expansion of exports, increases
in the return flow of earnings on foreign in-
vestment, and repatriation of short-term as-
sets held abroad.

Mr. Connor had optimistic reports on all
of these elements for last year. He sald
corporations had repatriated about $500 mil-
lion of liquid assets last year and probably
brought back about $4.3 billlon of earnings,
compared with $3.7 billion in 1964.

He eald exports for the year rose about 4
percent and exports of manufactured goods
alone by 5.5 percent.
~ Overall, the 500 corporations in the pro-
gram estimated an improvement in their
balances of payments totaling $1.3 billion
for 19656 over 1964, and Mr. Connor said to-
day this target appears to have been “sub-
stantially achieved.”

In discussing the ending of the program
a year from now, Mr. Connor said the Gov-
ernment recognized that restraint on direct
investment, in particular, was against the
longer run interest of the Nation and of the
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balance of payments, because it would ul-
timately reduce both exports and income
from investments.

[From the New York Times, Jan. 19, 1966]

PERILS OF A DoLLAR WALL—TU.S, DRIVE TO PAY-
MENTS DEFICIT HELD OBSTACLE TO FREER
WoRLD TRADE

(By M. J. Rossant)

The Johnson administration is making
slow but steady progress toward its goal
of eliminating the chronic payments deficit
that is the difference between what the Na-
tlon takes in from abroad and what goes
out. But its efforts are also causing a re-
treat from the objective of a freer and health-
ier world economy.

This is the sobering thesis of Columbia
University's Peter B. Kenen, one of the Na-
tion’s most scholarly authorities on inter-
national monetary affairs.

Professor Kenen raises the specter that
the United States may be able to eliminate
temporarily its deficit with the rest of the
world through a network of controls over
trade and capital movements that will be
permanently harmful.

Secretary of Commerce John T. Connor's
latest report on the balance of payments
gives fresh support to Mr. Kenen's thesis.

CONNOR OPTIMISTIC

Like other administration officials, Mr.
Connor was true to form in expressing opti-
mism about the payments situation, hold-
ing out hope that the so-called voluntary
program to cut corporate outfiows of dollars
for investment abroad would be relaxed or
eliminated by 1967.

But ever since the program was first intro-
duced, academic and business experts have
predicted that its impact could not be ex-
pected to last longer than a year or two.
So its demise is inevitable.

If the payments imbalance still is a serious
problem in 1967, voluntary restraints prob-
ably will be replaced by mandatory con-
trols.

Meanwhile, the voluntary program is being
expanded, as well as extended. When the
administration began asking for business co-
operation, it limited its request to the 400
largest companies. Now, it is enlisting 900,
which covers almost every American con-
cern doing business abroad.

This continual expansion in controls is
what worries Professor Kenen. He notes
that in the last 5 years, Washington has
put into effect a variety of restrictions, vol-
untary and involuntary, that reduce the out-
flow of dollars mainly by curtailing invest-
ment and trade.

The administration may have to add new
barriers to its already formidable dollar wall
if President Johnson is to make good his
pledge to wipe out this balance of pay-
ments deficit altogether in the next year.

To be sure, the administration will ex-
plain that any new restrictions are strictly
temporary, but all of the allegedly temporary
controls that have been Installed are begin-
ning to take on a very permanent look.

Professor Kenen thinks that the admin-
istration is only partly responsible for its
increasing reliance on controls. He puts
most of the blame on the present interna-
tional monetary system because, he explains,
it “is long on discipline and short on credit
creation to ald the deflcit countries™ so that
it encourages “the use of trade controls,
overt or covert, impairing economic efficiency
in the world as a whole.”

But the Columbia economist is against
proposals for reforming the monetary system
in order to provide payments-deficit nations
with automatic credits because such plans
would make things too easy.

AIMS OF REFORM

As he sees it, reform must prevent deficit
nations from making use of controls. This
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calls for generous help from the surplus
countries. But Mr. Kenen adds that credits
must not be provided indiscriminately.

Instead, he calls on the major nations
to determine what national economie policies
are universally acceptable or unacceptable.
Then credit can be extended or withheld on
the basls of these new rules.

This is a tall order and one on which an
early agreement is unlikely. But Professor
Kenen insists that something must be done—
and soon—to check the pushing up of mone-
tary barriers around the world.

The fact is that the trend toward restric-
tions is becoming a race. Britain has its
own sterling wall; the continental Euro-
pean nations, which have been in a pay-
ments-surplus position most of the time,
still maintain many old controls and are
erecting new ones. The United States was
behind the pack but it is now making up for
lost time.

But even if the administration in the race
will end up as deficit, it will not be a winner.
Professor Kenen predicts that by employing
controls that curb trade and investment, the
United States and every other nation in the
race will end up as losers.

PUBLIC DOMAIN OF EDUCATIONAL
RESEARCH RESULTS FROM FED-
ERALLY FINANCED PROJECTS

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
on July 28, 1965, the Federal Register
carried the following notice from the Of-
fice of Education:

Material produced as a result of any re-
search activity undertaken with any finan-
clal assistance through contract with or
project grant from the Office of Education
will be placed in the public domain. Mate-
rials so released will be avallable to conven-
tional outlets of the private sector for thelr
use.

In taking this action, the Office of Edu-
cation was altering its previous policy of
allowing researchers working under
grants or contracts to copyright the re-
sults of their research. The change is
based upon the idea that, first, if the
public pays for research, it should have
free access to the results of that re-
search; and second, that the general wel-
fare is best served through competition
rather than monopoly. I wish to com-
mend those in the Office of Education
responsible for making this wise decision.
In my opinion, it is a forward step both
in education and in the protection of
the public interest in public investments.

I ask unanimous consent that an arti-
cle by Walter E. Mylecraine entitled
“Public Domain” appearing in the No-
vember 1965 issue of American Educa-
tion be printed in the REcORD.

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

[From American Education magazine, No-
vember 1965]
Pusric DOMAIN
(By Walter E. Mylecraine)

“Notice is hereby given of the following
statement of policy of the Office of Educa-
tion: ‘Material produced as a result of any
research activity undertaken with any finan-
cial assistance through contract with or
project grant from the Office of Education
will be placed in the public domain. Ma-
terials so released will be avallable to con-
ventional outlets of the private sector for
their use.'—Federal Reglster, July 28, 1965."”
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Education is America’s largest industry.
Last year, we spent about $39 billion on our
schools * * * more than we spent ifor
rockets, automobiles, or lipsticks.

But in contrast to many modern indus-
tries, which spend up to 10 percent of their
gross revenues on research and development,
Americans allocate less than one-tenth of
1 percent of their educational expendi-
tures to research. We have courted obso-
lescence in the past by ignoring the future,
and we are already reaping the skimpy har-
vest of our penny-wise, pound-foolish policy
on educational research.

This pattern is changing. Since 1957, the
Office of Education has financed 1,800 in-
dividual research projects designed to in-
vestigate the ways we teach and to improve
them. From 1957 to 1965, the U.S. Govern-
ment, through the Office of Education, in-
vested $85 million on research, and the figure
will rise sharply in years to come.

This increased expenditure has led the
Office of Education to reexamine its publi-
cations policy, and to conclude that Office
of Education regulations governing the pub-
lication of research financed by public funds
were inadequate.

The result of this reappraisal is the state-
ment of policy printed above. Its two
sentences, while not examples of English
prose at its most exhilarating, are the distil-
late of more than 2 years of discussion be-
tween Office of Education officials and out-
side legal counsel, representatives of
universities and publishing houses, and the
heads of other Federal agencies. Under-
standing the statement's importance re-
quires some appreciation of the magnitude
of educational publishing in the United
States today and its relation to educational
research.

Research emerges from the scholar’s study
or laboratory in a varlety of forms. Some
of the new knowledge he develops and re-
fines is published in professional journals
addressed to school administrators and
teachers.

Much of it, however, takes such commer-
cial forms as textbooks, curriculum guides,
tape recordings, films, and even computer
programs * * * in short, as tangible items
susceptible of mass production and distribu-
tion at a profit.

Thus, the university scholar who develops
an improved approach to teaching eighth-
grade mathematics, tests his ideas, and em-
bodies them in a manuscript may well have
an item of interest to a publisher.

The interest of publishers in such educa-
tional materials has grown keener in re-
cent years, owing in part to the stream of
educational legislation that has flowed from
Congress during the past two sessions. The
current American concern about the state of
our schools has brought about new legisla-
tive programs that have sharply increased
the demand for new texts and the entire
array of modern teaching tools., At the same
time, the Federal funds allocated for these
programs have sharply increased the pur-
chasing power of the schools.

In consequence, the educational market
has become extremely attractive. Accord-
ing to authoritative estimates, American
public and private schools spent about $1
billion last year for teaching materials.
Educational publishing is big business.

In years past, researchers working under
Office of Education grants or contracts were
permitted to copyright their research and
the educational material stemming from it.
In almost every case, however, the project
agreement required the researcher to give
the Government an irrevocable, royalty-free
license to use his work as it chose and to
authorize others so to do. As a legal entity,
then, the copyright was a frail instrument.

But in practice, the Office of Education
rarely exercised its licensing prerogative sim-
ply because its stewardship of educational
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research was a relatively minor responsibil-
ity. Thus a copyright, which was legally
almost worthless, became in the minds of
some researchers and publishers a valuable
and binding assertion of private ownership.

No longer. The new public domain policy
prohibits the copyrighting of research ma-
terials developed under projects financed by
the Office of Education.

Before explaining the Office of Education's
decision to change its publication policy, it
is worth making two points: first, the new
policy will not apply to research projects
approved before its effective date (July 14,
19656) unless the researcher or his institution
agree that it should. Previously funded
projects that continue over a period of years
and are subject to annual approval will be
considered individually by the Office. We
believe that in such cases we will be able to
reach an agreement acceptable to everyone
concerned.

The second point to be made is that the
new public domain policy does not absolutely
rule out copyrighting in connection with re-
search materials financed by the Office of
Education. A publisher can copyright sig-
nificant revisions of public domain material
or additions to it. In such cases, of course,
the original research material remains in the
public domain, so that the publisher would
be wise to indicate which parts of a work
have been copyrighted. Similarly, the re-
searcher who subsequently improves mate-
rials originally delivered to the Office under
the terms of his contract or grant can copy-
right those improvements.

Our basic reason for changing the policy
was our conviction that research produced
with public funds should become public
property. The benefits incident to express-
ing this principle in a public domain policy
begin with the total elimination of Federal
control over research materials. The ad-
ministrative effect of the policy is to take
such materials out of the hands of the Gov-
ernment and turn them over to the public
as soon as grants or contract terms have
been met. Thus, it is not the Office of Edu-
cation but the educational marketplace—
publishers, superintendents, school purchas-
ing agents, librarians, and the students
themselves—that will evaluate these mate-
rials and decide how they can best be used.

Even more important, we believe the new
policy will improve the quality of research
supported by the Office of Education. We
believe it will foster in educational research
generally a creativity, a cooperation, and a
competition that copyrighting can tend to
discourage. The public domain policy not
only permits a scholar to build on the foun-
dation lald by another, but in fact encour-
ages him to do so. He can retain some sec-
tions of a published work in their original
form and adapt others.

He can, for example, apply techniques de-
veloped by another scholar for the teach-
ing of English or physics to the teaching of
foreign languages or biology. This kind of
intellectual hitchhiking has always been
basic to the advancement of knowledge, and
there is no reason why it should not charac-
terize research in education.

None of these statements should be inter-
preted as criticisms of copyrighting as such.
The researcher who invests his own time at
his own risk to develop an item of educa-
tional material has created a piece of pri-
vate property just as surely as the man who
builds his own home with his own funds.
But the researcher working under OE grant
or contract is using public funds, and he
should no more have a legal monopoly over
the fruits of that research than a roadbuild-
er should own the highway he has bullt
under public contract.

Summing up, we believe the public domain
policy not only expresses sound principle but
carries with it distinet advantages.
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Nevertheless, the policy has Its critics.
Their basic contention is that the policy will
not work, and their reasoning goes more or
less like this: No publisher will invest money
in a text or other teaching device unless he
can protect his investment with a copyright.
Why should a publisher set up type, print a
volume, and then promote its distribution
when any teacher, student, private citlzen,
or competing publisher can copy the con-
tents with impunity?

This argument seems reasonable enough,
but publishers refute it with their own prac-
tice. The fact that the Warren report on
the assassination of President Kennedy, and
Surgeon General Luther Terry's report on
smoking and cancer were in the public do-
main did not deter commercial publishers
from reprinting them. ¥For years, the Gov-
ernment Printing Office has issued 40,000
coples of the “Statistical Abstract of the
United States” at $3.756 a copy. Recognizing
that the abstract is in the public domain, a
paperback book publisher recently an-
nounced plans to issue an edition at $1.95,
and plans a first printing of 125,000 copies.
Evidence shows that timely marketing and
attractive presentation are worthy sub-
stitutes for exclusive ownership in profitable
publishing.

Another objection is that public domain
subjects the researcher’s work to unauthor-
ized borrowing that may harm his reputa-
tion. As one scholar observed, “Once ma-
terial is in the public domain, anyone may
modify or tamper with it as he chooses, and
an author may see some strange versions of
his work."

But surely no scholar would claim ulti-
mate wisdom. The Office of Education not
only recognizes that others may adapt to new
uses work supported by public funds but
in fact hopes they will. The resulting
changes may be for the worse as well as for
the better. Agreed. * * * But such risk is
inherent in all innovation, and American
education badly, badly needs innovation.

We do not belleve that encouraging re-
vision by others represents a serious threat
to a scholar's reputation. If he is quoted ac~
curately and in context, he has no legiti-
mate complaint, for no reputable scholar
would knowingly use the work of another
without acknowledging the debt. If the au-
thor is quoted inaccurately or out of con-
text, he falls prey to the same misuse to
which the work of any eminent writer is
subject; the names of Charles Darwin and
Sigmund Freud, among dozens of others that
might be cited, seem to have survived dec-
ades of misinterpretation.

In any case, we belleve the public domain
policy is practical in purpose as well as sound
in principle. It has been supported by the
press, public officials, and by people in the
publishing and academic communities. The
American Newspaper Publishers Association
and the American Textbook Publishers Insti-
tute have praised the policy; so have Mem-
bers of Congress. An editorial in the Wash-
ington Post stated well one of our prime ob-
jectives in announcing the polliey:

“However interesting research findings may
be to theorists, they will have practical effect
only as they reach schools and children. They
will be put to use more quickly, and more
widely, because they will now lie in the
public domain.”

We need publishers and scholars. We be-
leve that the research we support is a mar-
ketable commodity. And we believe that the
production and dissemination of research
materials under a public domain policy leaves
plenty of room for all Involved to seek their
own varled interests.

The first example of research materials be-
ing released under the policy discussed here
is project English, a complete series of ma-~
terials for a senior high school English cur-
riculum, developed by the Curriculum
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Studies Center of Carnegie Institute of Tech-
nology.

The fundamental effect of the new pub-
lic domain policy is to eliminate a legal
monopoly. At the same time, it is calcu-
lated to speed the advance of educational re-
search and encourage the operation of free
enterprise mechanisms in educational pub-
lishing. In announcing a public domain pol-
icy, the Office of Education is seeking ways
in which to put those mechanisms to work
for education and the public interest.

THE SMITHSON BICENTENNIAL

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, in Septem-
ber of last year the Smithsonian Institu-
tion celebrated the 200th anniversary of
the birth of its founder with an interna-
tional gathering of scholars, scientists,
and representatives of museums from
many nations. The celebration began
with an academic procession onto the
Mall from the historic Smithsonian
Building and a significant address by
President Johnson on international edu-
cation. Leonard Carmichael, seventh
Secretary of the Smithsonian, addressed
the gathering on the subject of James
Smithson, whose death in 1829 was fol-
lowed by the generous bequest which
launched the Institution. The Chief
Justice of the United States presided as
Chancellor of the Institution.

The bicentennial celebration coincided
with the first visit to the United States
of the International Council of Museums,
a distinguished assembly of world mu-
seum leaders which promotes continued
progress in all aspects of the museum
field on a worldwide basis. Thus it
seems especially appropriate that in 1965
the Senate passed S. 1310, the National
Museum Act now awaiting action in the
House, to accentuate Smithsonian pro-
grams of cooperation with other muse-
ums in this country and elsewhere. The
program of the bicentennial celebration
was a distinguished one, emphasizing the
unity of man’s knowledge in a series of
stimulating addresses by great scholars:
Jerome S. Bruner, “The Perfectibility of
Man's Intellect”; Herbert Butterfield,
“History as the Organization of Man’s
Memory”; Sir Kenneth Clark, “Chang-
ing Values in the Arts”; Ian McTaggart
Cowan, “Environment and Man—the
Concept of Conservation”; G. Evelyn
Hutchinson, “The Problem of Being a
Meter and a Half Long”; Arthur Koest-
ler, “Biology and Mental Evolution—An
Exercise in Analogy”; Claude Levi-
Strauss, “Anthropology: 1Its Achieve-
ments and Future”; Lewis Mumford,
“Technics and the Nature of Man”; J.
Robert Oppenheimer, “Physics and
Man's Understanding”; Stephen E. Toul-
min, “Intellectual Values and the Fu-
ture”; and Fred L. Whipple, “Knowledge
and Understanding of the Physical Uni-
verse as Determinants of Man's Prog-
ress.” I was delighted to learn that the
Smithsonian will arrange for the publi-
cation of these brilliant papers under the
title “Knowledge and Man,” an apt allu-
sion of the Institution’s mandate “for the
increase and diffusion of knowledge
among men.”

Our esteemed colleague, Senator SAL-
TONSTALL, presided at the culminating
evening of events as a Regent of the
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Smithsonian Institution. The Smithson
Medal for outstanding contributions in
the fields of science, technology, history,
and art was presented to the Royal Soci-
ety of London by Mr. Robert V. Fleming,
Chairman of the Executive Committee of
the Board of Regents. In a final address
before the nearly 2,000 guests from 90
countries, Prof. S. Dillon Ripley, Secre-
tary of the Smithsonian, restated the
basic purposes of museums and of the
Institution in the advancement of knowl-
edge. As chairman of the Subcommittee
on the Smithsonian Institution I have
found this a most challenging statement
on its prospects and purposes. Conse-
quently I ask that the portion of Mr.
Ripley’s remarks which will appear as his
introductory essay to the Smithsonian
Bicentennial Papers, “Enowledge and
Man,"” appear in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of these remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. PELL, Mr, President, I wish to
add how fortunate I consider both the
United States and the Smithsonian In-
stitution to have Dillon Ripley as its Sec-
retary. Mr. Ripley’s creative ability,
imagination, and flair have all gone to
the enlarging of the Smithsonian Insti-
tution and through it, of our Nation.

Moreover, the pageantry and success of
the 200th anniversary of the birth of
James Smithson sprang in great part
from the broad thinking of Mr. Ripley.

Exuarerr 1
MaN AND KNOWLEDGE

{Introductory essay by 5. Dillon Ripley, Sec-
retary of the Smithsonian Institution)

Man's knowledge has doubled in a lifetime.
The complexity of the universe, of human
history, of man's self-awareness severely
tests our comprehension. Since the Ameri-
can people accepted the bequest of James
Smithson the Institution bearing his name
has been devoted to the advancement of
knowledge and its appreciation by the citi-
zen. On the 200th anniversary of his birth
a number of the world's leading scholars
gathered to appralse man’s knowledge. In
the papers collected in this wvolume, they
trace certain classic themes which are the
foundations of knowledge.

They see man's knowledge as a vast fabric
telling us as much about those who have
created it as about the objects of their
thought. If the extent of this knowledge
is the hallmark of our civilization, the use
to be made of it may be its crisis. Through
understanding how knowledge has pro-
gressed and what 1t tells us of ourselves we
may better know how it should be used to
advance man’s welfare,

The laws of the physical universe are some-
what parallel to those of the world of life
and even to those of the realm of the mind.
The evaluation not simply of organisms but
of galaxies, of cultures, and of individual per-
sonalities reveals some similarities. James
Smithson enjoined the Institution to make
these unities manifest: “the particle and the
planet are subject to the same laws, and
what is learned of the one will be known
of the other.” The essays in this volume be-
speak a unity of knowledge which provides
an avenue to understanding for us all, scien=
tist and layman alike.

We must also understand how knowledge
has its origin in experience and the course
of thought, The scientist does not simply
amass new bits of information llke beads of
glass on a string. The progress of knowledge
depends upon a profound Interplay among
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the structure of theory, the accumulation of
evidence, and intuition. It is tempting al-
ways to dress out the same old notions with
slight alterations responding to fashion more
than fact. But we must avoid becoming
fixed in our ideas. The best remedy for
sterility of that kind s to seek nature in the
fact, to employ all the senses in a direct en-
counter with the problem. This is one of the
principal values of museums.

OBJECTS—A KEY TO UNDERSTANDING

Many interesting problems are assoclated
with the study of objects and the managing
of collections. It is paradoxical that most
people would rather read about objects than
study them directly. In our system of edu-
cation today we assume that one can be
educated only by learning to read at least,
if not to write. The use of the eyes, perhaps
only on the television screen, becomes all
important. The assumption that truth can
be learned, second hand, by reading what
someone else has written, is all-pervasive. It
dominates our thinking. It forms the foun-
dation stone of our system of education.
There is obviously a confusion here which
becomes glossed over and unrecognized in
our educational training. Rules may be
printed out and learned by rote, but truth
cannot be printed out, and probably not ab-
sorbed just by reading, and certainly not
learned by rote.

In this pattern, this set of assumptions,
the objects are left off, and those institutions
which harbor collections of objects, as librar-
ies do books, get left out also. It is a com-
mon postulate that a man can be educated
to take his place in much of our professional
soclety without ever being in contact with
objects in the sense of learning through
them or by working with them. Is there
something degrading about objects? Does
the touching of them and working with them
imply something less than what an educated
man, above a scholar would do? Does it
imply a kind of illiteracy? If there is such
an assumption, if someone who touches
objects, who works with his hands is con-
sidered to be a common laborer, then there is
something wrong. In our American way of
life we tend to assume that everyone must
now go to college in order to be happy, to
have equal opportunity, to fit our ideal of the
finished, the complete citizen. But if by
going to college one grows away from ob-
jects, becomes a reader and not a toucher,
then there is something wrong, for there are
many roads to insight and to the discovery
of truths. What is clear is that in the pursuit
of knowledge no road should be left
unexplored.

Indeed there is a talent in being illiterate.
For some people insight and learning derive
from the sense of touch. Objects are docu-
ments to be read as much as the printed
page. Many people and all children need
to touch objects, assess their texture, not
simply read about them, in order to learn.
St. Peter's toe, a dinosaur bone in a mu-
seum, a live cow, a piece of sculpture, a stone
ax; we have a need for objects. Through
them the truth is seeking us out.

EDUCATION—CLUES TO INTEREST

I sometimes think that people shrink from
the attempt to learn from objects because one
must give a little of oneself to the objects in
the process. To study objects 1s more de-
manding than to read about them. To use
them one must give a little, and how few of
us like to do that. It is safer, less obligating
merely to read and learn by rote. One can
always put the book away and forget about
it after the exam. How many social anthro-
pologists or soclal psychologists of today have
ever felt the tools, the axes and the masks
about which Malinowskli and Boas wrote?
Most of our social theory today is based on
the written observations of anthropologists
of a generation or two ago who worked with
primitives, groups of lsolated, illiterate yet
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enormously skilled people beautifully adapted
to their way of life, people who had the
talent to be illiterate, to work by touch,
speech, and hearing to create complex and
sophisticated cultures. I suspect that many
of the best anthropologists of today have an
almost unconscious yearning to touch ob-
Jects, to hear chants, to savor cultures by
not reading about them. They should come
and look at the objects and the texts in the
collections at least. These exist while many
of the cultures that gave them life have van-
ished from the scene. These can be felt and
touched and, if you give a little, they can be
made to teach something. There are cer-
tainly new truths to be derived from them.
They are the testament, the original revela-
tion. Colleges and universities should un-
derstand this and should include museum

objects as a vital part of higher eduecation.,

Objects are not an end in themselves to be
fondled and cherished, but purely verbal
people may come to mistake the representa-
tion of reality for reality itself.

The educator of today should recognize
museum objects as much more than the stat-
ic byproducts of past ages. The object may
be approached again and again from differ-
ing points of view and be made to yield clues
to biological or even cultural environments
and their formative influences. These evi-
dences may be transposed dynamically into
systems which may be models for discerning
future trends in environmental change, hu-
man ecology, and cultural patterns. The ob-
Ject is a catalyst enabling the museum to
perform intellectual synthesis, helping to
meet a need, particularly urgent in our time,
to translate history into prediction.

Curiously enough scholars do not always
wish either to give of themselves, or to search
out and grasp the nettle of truth. Many
scholars both in science and In the arts and
humanities wish to join only the previously
initiated few, an already chosen circle. Let a
segment of art or a segment ol sclence be-
come fashionable, a discovery be made, and
a welter of scholars will run, a veritable gag-
gle of geese, in search of crumbs of an orig-
inal truth which can be mulled over, frag-
mented, and attenuated until they become
mere chaff, echoes of a past act of discovery.
There are graduate students today who are
going into various abstract phases of molec-
ular biology because it is safe, because they
can get a job, and possibly a retirement plan,
by refining segments of past discoveries, while
the vast, unformed, incomprehensible truths
of environmental biology elude us for lack of
e:lmugh people willing to get their hands
dirty,

In the field of art, history, and eriticism
the same can be true. Scholarship for schol-
arship’s sake, too attenuated and refined, pro-
voked Francis Taylor once to say, “The locust
has flown away while we have been debating
the morphology and lconography of his dis-
carded shell.”

It has been said over and over that now
that our Federal Government has taken the
decision to assault the massive problems of
education in this country, it is up to the
private foundations, who have in some in-
stances ploneered, charted the way for pres-
ent-day acceptance of this principle of Fed-
eral support, to pioneer anew. How can
foundations help in the next stage, the stage
that goes beyond providing an opportunity
for education for everyone? The horse can be
led to water but not made to drink. The
equal opportunity is not enough.

People will not become educated unless
they are interested, unless they have goals
and a purpose, and, above all, interests. If
the future for everyone is to include leisure,
then objects come agaln onto the stage, inter-
ests, crafts, hobbies. Through the study of
objects we can revive dormant skills and un-
conscious drives and urges that lie sub-
merged in people as in what I have called
the talent to be illiterate.
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Furthermore we can study how best to in-
terest people in things through programs and
research in museums. Objects properly dis-
played and explained bring the visitor back
time after time. Beyond this the visitor may
enroll in classes to work behind the scenes
with the materials themselves, We can
study that elusive subliminal threshold of in-
terest, of how to be interested in anything
at all., For this the Smithsonian hopes to
Jjoin hands with imaginative and ploneering
foundations,

THE SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION

If 'the BSmithsonlan Institution has a
motto, aside from the enigmatic and Sibyl-
line “increase and diffusion of knowledge
among men,"” it should be the pursuit of the
unfashionable by the unconventional. This
motto would not be unique. It should be
shared by some of our greatest organizations
devoted to basic research, the Rockefeller
University and the Carnegie Institution to
take two illustrious names also associated
with original philanthropy. But in its his-
tory the Smithsonian has always tried to do
only what for various reasons, other organi-
zations or agencies were not doing, and to
husband its resources of manpower toward
the accomplishment of abstract and original
study.

Let us hope that the venerableness of this
institution does not require us to accept
Brancusi's suggestive statement that “when
we are no longer younger, we are already
dead.” To function we must not become set
or rigid, but always receptive to new pos-
sibilities. To be creative in the arts or the
sclences we must retain the direct apprehen-
sion of the environment, the external world.
As Dubos has said, to retain this perception is
the “surest approach to a true enlargement
of human life.” Let this indeed be our
mission.

TRUTH IN LENDING

Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. President, I have
just received from the House of Repre-
sentatives of the State of Colorado their
memorial asking the Congress of the
United States to enact truth-in-lending.

This is a heartening development and I
congratulate Representative Gerald
Kopel, of Denver, and his associates and
colleagues for their interest in this ques-
tion of great importance to American
consumers.

This is strong evidence of the grow-
ing support for congressional action on
my truth-in-lending bill, S. 2275. Pres-
ident Johnson has called for the enact-
ment of truth-in-lending legislation this
year, and I think there is strong public
support for his request. I ask unani-
mous consent that the covering letter
from Representative Kopel and House
Memorial No. 1003 of the Colorado
House of Representatives be printed in
the RECORD.

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

HoOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Denver, Colo., January 13, 1966.
Hon. PauL DoUGLAS,
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATOR DoucLAs: The House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Colorado has
this day passed unanimously a memorial to
Congress requesting the enactment by Con-
gress of truth-in-lending legislation. Its
sponsorship constitutes 40 of the 65 elected
members of our body.

It is our hope that, at long last, this will
be the year when Congress will favorably
pass this necessary bill restoring to consu-

‘mers the right to make responsible decisions
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in borrowing money, based upon full dis-
closure of interest rates.
Very truly yours,
GeraLD KoPEL.

HousE MEMoORIAL 1003
Resolution memorializing the Congress of
the United States to enact truth-in-lend-
ing legislation
Whereas short-term consumer debt in the
United States is more than $83 billion; and
Whereas the total consumer and business
debt in the United States of $819 billion is
214 times greater than the Federal debt; and
Whereas the total interest paid by con-
sumers just on short-term consumer debt is
as large as the total interest pald out by tax-
payers on the entire Federal debt of the
United States; and
Whereas the price of credit is little under-
stood by the consumer; and
Whereas the consumer can make no real
comparison in the cost of credit unless he is
able to translate credit charges into a uni-
form statement of true annual interest rates;
and
Whereas since 1960, Senator PauL H. Dovc-
LAS has sought enactment of a truth-in-lend-
ing bill which would require that charges
incident to the extension of credit be stated
at a true annual interest rate on the out-
standing balance of the obligations; and
Whereas the Department of Defense of the
United States, in a directive on personal
commercial affairs, has required all lending
institutions dealing with servicemen to pro-
vide full disclosure through truth in lending;
and
Whereas the truth-in-lending bill, 8. 2275,
will aid the ethical and efficient lender or
credit extender who wishes to be honest and
accurate in disclosing the cost of credit but
who can do so only at the peril of losing
customers to competitors who would con-
tinue to disclose deceptively low credit
prices; and
Whereas such legislation is essential to the
maintenance of a competitive free enter-
prise system and would in no way interfere
with the buyer-seller relationship: Now,
therefore, be it
Resolved by the House of Representatives
of the 45th General Assembly of the State
of Colorado: That this house of representa-
tives hereby petitions the Members of the
Congress of the United States to propose and
enact legislation in the Congress for truth
in lending; and be it further
Resolved, That coples of this memorial be
sent to the President of the United States,
the President of the Senate of the United
States, the Speaker of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States, Senator
PauL H. DoucLas, and Members of the Con-
gress from the State of Colorado.
ALLEN DINES,
Speaker of the House
of Representatives.
EveELYN T. DAVIDSON,
Chief Clerk of the House
of Representatives.

COMMUNIST STRATEGY IN LATIN
AMERICA

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, the crisis
in the Dominican Republic has high-
lighted once egain the lack of under-
standing of Communist plans for ex-
pansion in the Western Hemisphere—
a lack of which has already resulted in
the transformation of Cuba into a base
for hemispheric subversion.

Although the Communists are most ex-
plicit in stating their aims, and in
launching programs to achieve them,
many observers fail to believe that the
Communists mean what they say, and
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many more are unaware of what these
stated policies are.

In the winter issue of the Yale Review
Dr. Josef Kalvoda has written a well-
documented analytical article entitled
“Communist Strategy in Latin America.”
Believing that Dr. Kalvoda has captured
the essence of Communist tactics and ap-
proaches for the domination of the coun-
tries of Latin America, I wish to bring
this article to the attention of my
colleagues.

The Communist plans for the Western
Hemisphere, Dr. Kalvoda points out, are
part of the historical approach enunci-
ated by Lenin in 1920 at the Second
Congress of the Communist Interna-
tional. This involves attacking the West
through its weakest link. Acting on the
assumption that revolution in advanced
industrial countries is hardly possible,
the Communists have decided to concen-
trate upon the dependent and underde-
veloped areas of the world, the weakest
links in the free world.

Though Russian and Chinese Commu-
nists may disagree about the proper
tactical way to bring about a Communist
victory, the author believes that they do
agree upon fundamentals. He notes that
they both “point to the need to capture
political power as the first task of any
Communist Party operating outside the
peace zone of the world socialist system.”

In different countries they follow dif-
ferent policies. In Cuba the revolution
was nationalistic, middle class, and anti-
Batista in its appearance. But in Argen-
tina “it is the proletariat, and not the
petty bourgeoisie, that heads all impor-
tant decisive actions.” Dr. EKalvoda
states that “Communist exploitation of
the Dominican revolt has been obvious
to all open-minded people” and he dis-
cusses the case of Luis Acosta, the Cuban
Communist, who “led the mobs that
seized Santo Domingo’'s radio and tele-
vision stations.”

The Communists, in short, identify
themselves with the needs and hopes and
dreams of the people. They do not tell
the people that what they will get under
communism is not land, or peace, or
bread, but simply tyranny, exploitation
and the total deprivation of human
dignity.

The author concludes:

The continuation of our present inaction
cannot lead to anything but disaster * * *.
The combined political and military threat
from Cuba to us and to our Latin American
neighbors must be dealt with soon.

I ask unanimous consent that this
article be inserted in the RECORD.

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

COMMUNIST STRATEGY IN LATIN AMERICA

(By Josef Kalvoda)

The success of communism in Cuba has
been a powerful stimulus to all Communists
in this hemisphere, and even a casual reader
of newspapers is aware of the increase in
their activities throughout Latin America.
Their ability to decelve the Cathodlic Church
in Cuba, the Government of the United
States, and the majority of this country’s
mass media during the process of their cap-
ture of power in Cuba testifies to the effic-
ienecy of their propaganda and the gullibility
of their audience, and success has only
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strengthened their belief in the invincibility
of their movement and the inevitability of
its victory.

The announced alm of Latin American
Communists is first the encirclement of the
United States and then the takeover of the
whole hemisphere. To accomplish this alm
they have adopted the strategy and tactics
of revolution originally devised by Lenin and
refined by his successors. Lenin's plan of
attacking imperialism through its “weakest
link,” as presented to the Second Congress
of the Communist International in 1920, has
been the theoretical foundation of Commu-
nist-led revolutions in Latin America, as it
has been in Asia and Africa. According to
this plan, since the possibility of revolution
in advanced industrial countries is very
slight, the Communists will have to concen-
trate on gaining ground and spreading their
power in the dependent and underdeveloped
areas on this globe, the “weakest links"” in
the imperial system. And since Latin Amer-
ica, according to the Communists, is the
weakest link in the United States’ system, it
is obviously the first target in this hemi-
sphere.

The technique Lenin outlined for subvert-
ing the weakest links is known as “boring
from within,” that is, capturing control of
already existing organizations. Wherever in
colonial, former colonial, or semicolonial
areas, there are native political movements
aimed at political and/or economic emanci-
pation from foreign domination and at in-
ternal social revolution, especlally if those
movements have the support of several
classes and social groups, the Communists
are to exploit them. They are to identify
themselves with the genuine aspirations of
the native peoples, advance the already
stated aims of the nationalist movements,
add to them thelr minimum program, as-
sume their leadership, and finally capture
them completely from the inside. Although
communism is internationalist by definition,
its supporters in the “weakest link” coun-
tries will often have to conceal their true
identity, masquerade as nationalist, work
with the masses, capture leadership in in-
digenous movements, and make their fol-
lowers belleve that they, and the program
advanced by them, represent the true as-
pirations of the people.

Lenin's 1920 plan for capturing the weakest
links by boring from within was supple-
mented the following year by a plan for tem-
porary collaboration between the Commu-
nists and the local nationalist revolutionaries
and leaders of some political parties. This
broadened the basis for Communist action
by introducing the tactics of the united
front—cooperation between the Communist
Party and some other leftwing parties. Now,
in addition to infiltrating the native nation-
alistic movements, the local Communist
Parties were advised to adopt the tactics of
the united front from above (collaboration
with the leaders of non-Communist organiza-
tlons on a temporary basis) and/or the
united front from below (appealing to rank-
and-file members of such organizations over
the heads of their leaders). Lenin realized
that the Communists could not win power
alone, that they would have to seek the col-
laboration of sympathizers, fellow travelers,
and the so-called innocents if they were to
succeed. He knew that Marxist doctrine had
so little appeal for the masses that the Com-
munists would have to stimulate national-
ism and foment social discontent through
broader political coalitions under such
names as people’s front, united front, or
front of national liberation in order to cap-
ture political power. In Latin America the
united front strategy was tried in the 1920's,
1930’s, and 1940’s with little success, but in
the 1950's and 1960’s it was revived, with the
results we now observe,

While the appeal of nationalism was being
used to capture the middle class, social dis-
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content was to be cultivated among the peas-
ants, by far the largest segment of the popu-
latlion in dependent and semidependent
areas. Lenin had learned in Russia that
without the support of the peasantry, or at
least its neutralization, the forces of revolu-
tion had no chance to succeed.

The theoretical aspects of the Latin Ameri-
can revolution and its fundamental strategy
have been worked out by the theoreticians
and leaders of the international Communist
movement. They may argue among them-
selves, they may disagree on tactics to be
used in specific instances (on what shovel
they should use to bury us), but they agree
on fundamentals. They all point to the
need to capture political power as the first
task of any Communist Party operating out-
side the peace zone of the world socialist
system, and to a remarkable extent they
agree on how it is to be done. Those who
argue that the Russian and Chinese positions
are opposed should compare the following
two quotations, the first from the “Program
of the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union” of 1961 and the second from the Chi-
nese “Proposal Concerning the General Line
of the International Communist Movement”
of 1963:

“(1) The success of the struggle which the
working class wages for the victory of the
revolution will depend on how well the work-
ing class and its party master the use of all
forms of struggle—peaceful and nonpeaceful,
parliamentary and extraparliamentary—and
how well they are prepared for any swift and
sudden replacement of one form of struggle
by another form of struggle. * * * But
whatever the form In which the transition
from capitalism to socialism is effected, that
transition can come about only through
revolution,

“(2) In order to lead the proletariat and
working people in revolution, Marxist-Len-
inist Partles must master all forms of
struggle and be able to substitute one form
for another quickly as the conditions of
struggle change. The vanguard of the pro-
letariat will remain unconquerable in all
circumstances only if it masters all forms of
struggle—peaceful and armed, open and
secret, legal and illegal, parliamentary
struggle and mass struggle, etc. It Is wrong
to refuse to use parliamentary and other
legal forms of struggle when they can and
should be used.”

There is nothing new in these passages;
the Marxist-Leninists have always put great
emphasis on the need to master all forms of
struggle and to change tactics to suit differ-
ent situations, In Latin America these have
ranged from the ostenslbly parliamentary
tactics of the Chilean Communist Party to
the terrorism of the Venezuelan Party.
These differences in methods and approaches
have stimulated rather than hampered Com-
munist subversion in the Western Hemi-
sphere, as a recent Organization of American
States report notes.

In Latin America the “fronts of national
liberation” have been advised to exploit such
local issues as poverty, the peasants’ hunger
for land, labor-management frictions, racial
strife, and rifts among their opponents. So-
viet Pravda of April 12, 1965 (“Latin America
in the Struggle for Democracy and Social
Progress” by S. Mikhail and A. Shegovsky),
advised Latin American comrades in coun-
tries ruled by military juntas or caudillos to
embrace “the defense of democratic liber-
ties.,” There “the struggle for the restoration
of civil liberties and working people’s social
rights is assuming enormous importance. It
is precisely these forms of action that make
it possible to draw into the liberation move-
ment those strata of the population that are
still infected with anti-Communist bias and
that nurture illusions about U.S. imperial-
ism.” Consequently, in the Latin American
dictatorships, Communist leaders pose as
champions of those very individual rights
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and civil liberties that they would themselves
suppress as bourgeols concepts and practices
if they came to power.

The article recommends somewhat differ-
ent forms of struggle in “such countries as
Mexico, Chile, and Argentina, where the ac-
tivities of Communists and other progressive
parties and organizations are legal” There
the Marxist-Leninists should attempt to or-
ganize broad popular movements by propa-
gandizing for the “extension of democracy”
and by advocating soclal change, economic
independence, and an “independent foreign
policy line.” An “independent foreign
policy'’ will lead to establishing diplomatic
relations with Communist-dominated coun-
tries, and that will in turn open new avenues
for the native Communist Parties. Then
diplomatic representatives of Communist
countries can supply native parties with
funds and advice under the protection of
diplomatic immunity. PFurthermore, as the
article states, establishing diplomatic rela-
tions has a powerful propaganda effect, and it
points out that when relations were estab-
lished between Chile and the Soviet Union
there were “great repercussions throughout
Latin America’ which led “many politicians
* * * tp reexamine thelr opinions regarding
the expansion of contacts with the Socialist
countries.”

Flexibility of approach is again emphasized
by Ernesto Judisi in his article “The Revolu-
tionary Process in Latin America: Some Les-
sons of the Liberation Movement in Argen-
tina” in the World Marxist Review, Feb-
ruary 1965. “Although some features coln-
cide, the revolutionary process in the differ-
ent countries is developing in diverse forms,”
Judisi observes. ‘‘The Marxist-Leninist par-
ties in the different countries, familiar with
the conditions and possibilities, are best
qualified to define the ways and means of the
revolutionary struggle in their countries.”
Though the Communist victory in Cuba
“opened new revolutionary vistas to the
countries of Latin America,” it would be
unwise to try to repeat exactly the same
methods in some other country. In Cuba
the revolution was nationalistic (middle
class) and anti-Batista in its appearance,
but in Argentina *it is the proletariat, and
not the petty bourgeoisie, that heads all
important and decisive actions.” And yet he
warns against “the error of idealizing the
working class,” though the national bour-
geolsie “should act as an ally of the prole-
tariat in the struggle, and not vice versa.”

“Creative Marxism manifests itself in an
increasing variety of ways and forms, with-
out seeing any one of them as an absolute,”
Judisi argues; what is unchanging in the
revolutionary goal—the defeat of “United
States imperialism on the continent.” The
revolutionaries must rely “on the forces
which are most progressive and which carry
the most weight at the given moment and
in the given circumstances'; they must work
with the forces “actually avallable at the
moment.”” In Argentina the party has ex-
pressed its program in the slogan: “For mass
action to win power.” A mass “unity move-
ment'” of the working class, spearheaded by
the Communists, is to be organized against
the “alliance of the reactionary military and
civil forces.” Slogans of “working class
unity” are expected to take in some of the
members and leaders (on the “middle-level™)
of the Socialist, Peronist, and Christian Dem-
ocratic parties. Since the army is “rent by
group rivalries” and is in *'a process of politi-
cal and ideological differentiation,” the Com-
munist leaders must try to divide their
enemies and unite their friends among the
military. The “different forms" of unity to
be pursued, depending on the concrete situa-
tion, include “broad democratic unity,” “a
national liberation front,” and “unity of the
left.” The leaders of the party decide, at any
given time, what particular form of “unity”
is to be pursued in order to achieve maxi-
mum possible gains.
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In spite of their emphasis on flexibility,
Communist writers on Latin America often
tell their readers that the Marxist-Leninist
professionals in this hemisphere must follow
“the Cuban way to revolution.” That way
can be briefly summarized. In the 1950's
an elite of professional revolutionaries was
trained at various institutions in Mexico, in
the Soviet Unlon, and, most important, at
the Graduate School of Latin American Stud-
ies in Prague. There they were indoctrinated
in Communist ideology and mastered the
Marxist-Leninist techniques of guerrilla and
psychological warfare. They learned how to
manipulate the peasants and bourgeoisie
through slogans and catchwords and libel
of their enemies, how to disguise their Com-
munist affiliations, and how to handle fire-
arms, drugs, and poison, Although they
maintained close connections with the inter-
national Communist movement (the revolu-
tion was largely financed from the Soviet
Embassy in Mexico City), the revolutionaries
for some time denied that they were Com-
munists, and thereby deceived much of the
public in Cuba and elsewhere. In the United
States, for example, most newspapers re-
ported favorably on Castro’s guerrilla activi-
ties and on his new government when he
first came to power early in 1959, and a well-
known politician hailed Castro as a liberator
in “the best Simon Bolivar tradition.”

The revolutionaries denied that they had
any plan to establish a Communist regime,
to imitate the Soviet Union, or to collectivize
agriculture; on the contrary they approved of
private initiative and small businessmen.
All that they wanted to accomplish was an
end to their country’'s dependence on foreign
capital and to its domination by ‘‘big busi-
ness and large landowners.” In all this they
were simply following the steps of the ap-
proved strategy for a Communist revolution:
first, the domination of a nationalist front
by the Communist Party, operating either
openly or in disguise; then, a period of “na-
tional liberation" marked by purely tempo-
rary cooperation with non-Communist
groups; and finally, avowed communism.
The tactics change, but the objective re-
mains the same.

Hugo Barrios Klee, a prominent Guate-
malan Communist, discussed the specific
meaning of the “Cuban way to socialism”
in the March 1964 issue of the World Marxist
Review under the title “The Revolutionary
SBituation and the Liberation Struggle of the
People of Guatemala.” He hails the Cuban
revolution as a turning point in the history
of Latin America, not only because its suc-
cess has demonstrated the existence of a rev-
olutionary potential there that had often
been doubted, but also because it has actually
advanced the revolutionary situation in the
Western Hemisphere. Cuba has become a
political and military stronghold from which
Communist subversion and guerrilla activi-
tles are directed and financed, and Latin
America is now one of the main fronts of
the struggle against the United States. All
Latin American revolutionaries must learn
from the Cuban experience, but “loyalty to
the spirit of the Cuban revolution does not
mean mechanically copying its experience.
Taking the Cuban way does not necessarily
mean following the exact pattern of events
in that island.” Latin America has changed
since 1959, and the non-Communists have
learned from the Communist victory in Cuba;
“the Imperialists * * * are hardly likely to
repeat their fatal mistakes of 1956-59. They
have intensified their resistance and they are
doing everything to consolidate their forces.”

To overcome the obstacle represented by
the stiffening of the non-Communist re-
sistance, Barrios Klee calls for more matu-
rity, more unity, and greater efficiency in
the revolutionary leadership. “Larger
masses of people must be drawn into the
movement,” he argues; 1t must “enlist the
support of those sections which did not play
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a big part in the revolutionary struggle in
Cuba (for example, progressives in the armed
forces).” To take ‘“the Cuban way,” he
says, now means to ‘“use flexible and diverse
forms and methods of struggle.”

That the Latin American Communists
have learned the lesson of flexibility in tac-
tics was demonstrated in the Dominican
revolution of April 1965. The revolt started
when Donald Reld Cabral, the Dominican
leader, sent his army chief of staff to fire
two officers for graft and corruption on
April 2¢. The chief of staff was instead
arrested by rebels whose proclaimed goal
was to overthrow the triumvirate headed
by Reid Cabral and to return Juan Bosch
as President of the republic., In planning
the revolution the Communiste cooperated
with other parties, Including the Dominican
Revolutionary party (on whose ticket former
President Juan Bosch had been elected).
Air Force Brig. Gen. Elias Wessin y Wessin,
instead of crushing what was then a small
mutiny of some Communist and non-Com-=-
munist military men, tried to act as a media-
tor between the rebels and Reid Cabral, whom
he advised to resign to avoid bloodshed.
While the rebels were pushing for a full-
scale clvll war, General Wessin offered to
set up a military junta with them, if they
would agree to holding a free election with-
in 90 days. They refused.

The Communists helped to trigger an “in-
digenous” revolution and tried to control it.
They took advantage of the temporary power
vacuum when the main forces of law and
order, the army and the police, were divided
and thereby nullified. They helped to create
chaos by distributing between five and ten
thousand guns to civilians, including toughs
who organized street mobs, gangs of thieves
and juvenile delinquents (the most promi-
nent gangs being the Turbas and the Tigers),
to local Communists, and to some from
abroad. Now they were able to take over
the rebellion completely. The street gangs
looted, raped, and killed at their pleasure.
A Cuban Communist, Luis Acosta, led the
mobs that seized Santo Domingo’s radio and
television stations at the beginning of the
revolt, and radio broadcasts encouraged the
liguidation of Cuban refugees in the Domini-
can Republic. There were mass executions
of prisoners, and some members of the Do-
minican Revolutionary Party, realizing where
their cooperation with the Communists had
left them, took asylum in the embassies of
other Latin American countries. At this
stage, when the Communist-led rebels
claimed complete victory, the President of
the United States responded to the urgent
request of Ambassador Bennet, and sent
U.S. troops into the Dominican Republic, in
order to save the lives of American citizens
and others, and to “prevent another Com-
munist state in this hemisphere.”

Communist exploitation of the Dominican
revolt has been obvious to all open-minded
people; however, a small but vocal minority
has been sharply critical of the President’s
action. In order to make even the most
skeptical aware of the need to keep the Inter-
American peacekeeping force which has re-
placed the U.S. troops in the Dominican
Republic, our Government is planning to
issue a white paper which would fully docu-
ment the danger posed by the uprising to the
entire Western Hemisphere. It is hoped that
the present (October 1965) interim govern-
ment in the Dominican Republic will be suc-
ceeded by a new one issuing from a free
election held under the auspices of the Or-
ganization of American States.

In his discussion of the liberation strug-
gle in Guatemala, Barrios Elee emphasizes
the need to draw the peasants and the In-
dians in the Guatemalan mountains into the
struggle. He acknowledges that the Indians
are backward, without political conscious-
ness, and, like the peasants, under the in-
fluence of the church, but he hints at a
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Communist plan to change all this by the
use of terror: when the guerrillas attack the
government forces they will make the peas-
ants and Indians support them; if the peas-
ants and Indians refuse, punitive expeditions
will be organized against them. In the en-
suing struggle they will be caught in the
middle; some will be neutralized, others will
joln the Communists. The plan recalls the
activities of Tito's partisans in Yugoslavia
during the last 2 years of the Second World
War and the terrorism of the Vietcong in
South Vietnam. And in fact waves of ter-
rorism have moved already across Venezuela,
Colombia, Bolivia, and Guatemala several
times during the past few years.

The lack of mass support among the work-
ing classes, peasants, and Indians (to con-
tinue Barrios Klee's analysis) is to be com-
pensated for by increased support elsewhere.
Some segments of the armed forces can be
enlisted in the Communist cause, as recent
events in the Dominican Republic demon-
strate, and the need for broad alliances with
other political parties is reemphasized. (In
Guatemala the United Resistance Front is
such a coalition, and the Insurrectionary
Armed Forces represent its military arm.)
Some urban middle-class people who “are
petty bourgeois in thinking and in status"
can nevertheless, “as the Cuban experience
has shown, play an important revolutionary
role in Latin America,”

That Barrios Klee is correct in assessing
the role of the urban middle class is shown
by the part they have played in the Com-
munist attempts to seize power in Brazil,
Honduras, and the Dominican Republic.
The Armed Forces of National Liberation
(FALN) in Venezuela consist largely of mid-
dle class students, and even of some extreme
rightwing army officers. In Argentina the
Communists are wooing the Peronists to join
them in a united front against the present
government, although, from what is being
printed in the World Marxist Review, it would
seem that their overtures to the Peronists
have not been very successful so far. The
strenuous attempt to woo the middle class
demonstrates once more that in Latin Amer-
ica, as elsewhere, the Communists do not
speak for the working class and peasants,
that they do not have any considerable sup-
port among them, and that their clailm that
they are the vanguard of those classes, in-
terested only in improving thelr economic
and social condition, is a myth.

Realizing the weakness of the Communist
movement in Latin America, Barrios Klee
calls for the exploitation of any rift among
its opponents, though he also points out
that there may be chances for peaceful
transfer of power and ownership of the basic
means of production, so that in some coun-
tries the revolution may be nonviolent, and
cites Chile as a case in point. In other
countries the early stages of the revolu-
tionary process can be accomplished peace-
fully, through the development and use of
legal forms of mass struggle. He is probably
thinking of British Guiana and the situation
as it existed in Brazil before the changes
of April 1964. But, in the end, “guerrilla
warfare * * * will be the main form of
struggle everywhere.” However varied the
preliminary forms of struggle, when the day
arrives, when conditions are ripe, violence
must be resorted to. “We believe that these
conditions exist in Guatemala,” Barrios Klee
declares. “Our party therefore supports the
guerrilla actions now taking place in the
country.”

The policy of peaceful coexistence wins
Barrios Klee's support because it promotes
rifts among the non-Communists; some will
take it at its face wvalue and denounce
those who do not as warmongers, imperialists,
and enemies of peace. So as a result the
non-Communist governments will have
trouble in devising and following consistent
policies vis-a-vis the Communists, making
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it all the easler for them to switch from one
form of struggle to another, to maintain
initiative, to get the support of temporary
allies, and generally to deceive their
opponents.

Since the publication of Barrios Klee's
article the Communists have suffered two
serious setbacks in Latin America, the first
in Brazil early in April 1964, and the second
in Chile early in September 1964, when the
front supported by the local Communists
lost the presidential election, after high
hopes of a peaceful takeover had been
built up.

Early in 1964 the Secretary General of the
Brazilian Communist Party, Luis Carlos Pres-
tes, boasted that the Communist-dominated
front in Brazil “has already won'; yet a few
months later the front was defeated, and
President Joao Goulart and his brother-in-
law Leonel Brizola fled to neighboring Uru-
guay. This setback only convinced the Bra-
zilian Communists that they must analyze
their mistakes and learn from them, as the
following account by Lucas Romao (“Demo-
cratic and National Struggle in Brazil and
Its Perspectives”) in the World Marxist Re-
view (February 1865) shows:

“The United Front gravely underestimated
the strength of its adversary; it was taken
for granted that the military forces support-
ing Goulart far outnumbered those of the
conspirators. The masses had not been pre-
pared for the emergency which necessitated
the use of all forms of struggle, including
armed actlon. Like the other forces in the
United Front, the Communist Party was
taken by surprise. We realized that we had
underestimated the enemy’'s strength in
clalming that we could foll any plot. This
was due, on the one hand, to the illusions we
entertalned concerning army support for the
government. On the other hand, we did not
perceive that a political realinement was tak-
ing place In the enemy’'s camp, that he was
winning over people assoclated with the
Front.

“The party as a whole, with the leadership
in particular, living in illusions, placed too
much reliance on the command of the army,
in its ability to resist the coup. In point of
fact, we falled to understand that victory
over the enemy depended largely on mass ac-
tion throughout the country.

“The program approved by the Fifth Con-
gress of our party in September 1960, and
defined more precisely in the documents eir-
culated in preparation for the Sixth Congress
(it was postponed In view of the new sit-
uation), noted the possibility of the peaceful
and non-peaceful path of development of
the Brazilian revolution, or armed action be-
ing one of the possible forms of the struggle.
However, we tend to see the peaceful way
as the sole way and consequently, failed to
p;'epare for the eventuality of armed strug-
gle.”

The Brazillan Communists, in short, were
overconfident; they overestimated their own
strength, underestimated the strength of the
democratic forces opposed to them, and re-
lied too exclusively on EKhrushchev's then-
prevalent theory that the revolution could
be peaceful. The failure of a gradual and
non-violent strategy in Brazil has forced
the Communists there and elsewhere to re-
evaluate that theory.

The new line of the Brazilian Communist
Party was defined in the political notes
adopted by the executive committee in Octo-
ber 1964. It holds that the present govern-
ment of Brazil “has deeply wounded the feel-
ings of the nation, whose anger is mounting.”
Communists therefore should exploit a wide
variety of economic and social problems,
ranging from the overproducfion of coffee,
the rising cost of living, and inflation, to
payment of debts to the United States, as
well as the differences of opinion and frie-
tions, especially on the election issue, among
the present political leaders of the country.
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“At the moment,” the communique says, the
aim 1is “to set up a national and democratic
government. In present conditions this
means a struggle to overthrow the dictator-
ship, to oust those who seized power through
a military coup. The main form of the
struggle will be determined by the course of
events, but irrespective of what this form
will be, the overthrow of the dictatorship can
be secured only through mass actions by the
working people. Our efforts are concentrated
on setting up a united front of struggle
against the dictatorship, a front which will
inciude all the forces opposed to reaction.
The steps already taken in this direction are
encouraging.” ;

The plan of action provides for “combin-
ing legal with illegal activity,” for “working
in the wvarious mass organizations,” for
“gtruggle in all its forms,” and for “correctly
combining the different forms, peaceful and
nonpeaceful” in order to oust the present
government and prepare for a Marxist-
Leninist revolution.

In Ecuador the Communists make a sim-
ilar appeal for “the overthrow of the military
dictatorship by joint action of the forces
destined to unite in a national-liberation
front,” and for establishing a *people’s gov-
ernment’” which would include “Communists,
Soclalists, and representatives of the mass
following of the Liberal Party, the Federation
of Popular Forces, etc.” (See Ricardo Ortiz
Gongales' “Ecuador: Realities and Pros-
pects,” World Marxist Review, March 1965.)
This “democratic revolutionary’ government.
in which the “leading role would be played
by the alllance of the workers and peasants,”
must adopt and carry out “the program
adopted by the Seventh Congress of the Com-
munist Party of Ecuador"” of which the basic
demands are as follows: “democratic agrarian
reform; industrialization; strengthening the
state sector in the economy; a tax reform
removing the bulk of the tax burden from
the shoulders of the working people; nation-
alization of enterprises owned by foreign
monopolies as well as of foreign trade; de-
mocracy; consistent extension of trade union
rights; raising the material and cultural level
of the working people; an independent for-
elgn policy; peaceful settlement of the Peru-
Ecuador frontler problem; and the establish-
ment of diplomatic relations with all coun-
tries, and primarily with the Soclalist
countries.”

Ricardo Ortiz Gonzales pays lip service to
a “nonviolent revolution,” but he hastens to
add that there are serious “limitations on
peaceful and legal forms of struggle.” There-
fore, he asserts, “the decisive role will be
played by armed struggle.”

A year ago there appeared to be a split
among the various Communist parties in
Latin America. Some leaned toward the
Chinese, others toward the Russians, and for
a time dissensions plagued the whole move-
ment. Now the crisis seems to be over for
the present. The new theme of all the par-
ties, the theme adopted by the representa-
tives of the revolutionary parties in all the
Latin American countries at a conference
held at the end of 1964, Is “militant unity of
Latin American Communists.”

The communiqué of the conference, issued
on January 19, 1965, calls for “promoting the
solidarity movement with Cuba” through
restoration of diplomatic and trade relations,
ending the economic blockade, and exposure
of “the preparations for renewed aggression
and the counterrevolutionary activities of
CIA agents,” The communiqué further calls
for “active struggle against the ruling oli-
garchies and military juntas in many Latin
American countries”; for the organization
and support, on a continental scale, of soli-
darity movements with the liberation fronts
in Venezuela, Colombia, Guatemala, Hon-
duras, Paraguay, and Haiti; for the inde-
pendence of Puerto Rico and British Guiana,
the autonomy of Martinique, Guadalupe,
and French Gulana, and the like.
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To promote the unity of the world Com-
munist movement, the communiqué advo-
cates calling bilateral and multilateral meet-
ings and conferences. It condemns factional
activities and insists on immediate discon-
tinuation of public polemics; and it calls for
adoption of a “common point of view” ex-
pressing the “common ideology, Marxism-
Leninism.,”

The inauguration of a new phase in the
Latin American revolution was hailed by
Fidel Castro, who predicted new victories
and boasted that the guerrillas operating in
Colombia, Venezuela, and Guatemala could
not be crushed by the armies of those coun-
tries. There is a considerable body of evi-
dence that many of the Communist activities
in this hemisphere are directed and financed
from Havana. In September 1964, Under-
secretary of State Thomas C. Mann observed
that “between April and August 1960, the
Castro regime promoted armed invasions of
Panama, the Dominican Republic, and Haitl.
They all were failures. Then, under the
guldance of his Soviet and Chinese Commu-
nist masters, Castro’s campaign to destroy
representative democracy in the hemisphere
became more sophisticated and more dan-
gerous, The new tactic was to overthrow free
governments by subversion from within,
using and expanding on the Communist ap-
paratus which already existed in every
country.”

On June 11, 1965, Castro's sister, Juanita,
described her brother before a subcommittee
of the House Un-American Activities Com-
mittee as a man obsessed with a desire to
destroy the United States, and detailed what
she called “Castro-Communist plans for in-
tervention and aggression in the hemi-
sphere.” Earlier, in February 1063, a U.S.
Senate Committee published a report en-
titled “Cuba as a Base for Subversion in
America” which discussed at length some of
the evidence concerning the role of Cuba in
Communist plans for conquest of this hemi-
sphere. The report called attention to the
numerous tralning centers that have been
established in Cuba to prepare workers for
the “wars of national liberation” in Latin
America. In the 1950's most of the profes-
slonal revolutionaries in Latin America were
trained in Prague and the Soviet Union, but
in the 1960's Cuba has become a center for
training activists of all kinds: leaders, ora-
tors, and propagandists; experts in sabotage,
esplonage, and terrorism in all its forms; spe-
cialists in the handling of arms and radio
shipment, in guerrilla warfare, etc. Recruit-
ment is carried on preferably among stu-
dents, teachers.

A TRIBUTE TO SARGENT SHRIVER

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as do
many who warmly support the war on
poverty, I welcome the news that its out-
standing director, Sargent Shriver, will
be devoting full time to the Office of
Economie Opportunity.

In the year and a half that Mr. Shriver
has been directing both the Peace Corps
and the war on poverty, it has been
abundantly clear that his record has
been replete with tremendous accom-
plishments.

In a nation once apathetic to the
plight of the invisible poor, today pov-
erty is an issue in every city and hamlet
of this Nation. The new hopes and new
programs for the betterment of our so-
ciety have infused the thinking of con-
cerned citizens and leaders everywhere
with a new and positive vigor. Most en-
couraging is that among the most con-
structive voices are the voices of the poor
themselves, already taking their places
in the society once closed to them.
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It is hard to imagine that any man
could have done more to provide leader-
2htp for this immense and inspiring ef-

ort.

Yet we know that Sargent Shriver will
do more. He knows no other measure
of effort than the fullest and expects as
much from all who serve the Nation.

It is fitting, I believe, that I take this
opportunity to thank Mr, Shriver for his
brilliant leadership of the Peace Corps
and to assure him that we who passed
the law that declared war on poverty re-
main committed to its aims and confi-
dent in the leadership he is providing.

OF MOVERS AND IMMOBILISTS: AD-
DRESS OF WILLIAM L. MARBURY,
PRESIDENT, MARYLAND BAR AS-
SOCIATION

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I
should like to bring to the attention of
the Senate an address by a distinguished
president of the Maryland bar, William
L. Marbury, that merits consideration
by lawyers everywhere,

William Marbury has long been a
leader of his profession in Baltimore and
throughout the State of Maryland. It
is not surprising, therefore, that he
should be the one to remind the orga-
nized bar that the law is a profession,
and that by virtue of this fact lawyers
owe special service to society and its
needs.

Too often in recent years lawyers have
failed to heed the “basic tenet of their
profession that a lawyer is bound never
to refuse to represent a litigant or a
person charged with crime because his
cause is an unpopular one.” Too often
and in too many communities the bar
has failed to grapple effectively with the
problem of caring for those who need
legal services but who cannot afford to
pay for them. Too often the legal pro-
fession at best has observed a society in
the midst of inexorable change from
the sidelines, or at worst has allied itself
with the forces of resistance, when in-
stead it should have been helping to di-
rect, the forces of ferment into construc-
tive channels.

Mr. Marbury’s incisive and persuasive
address points out that lawyers can no
longer afford to be “immobilists” in an
age of dynamic change, but must meas-
ure up to their obligation to society by
moving with and ahead of the social
forces that are characteristic of the day
in which we live.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp the excellent address of William
L. Marbury, delivered before the Mary-
land State Bar Association on Friday,
January 14, 1966.

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

[From the Daily Record (Baltimore), Jan.

15, 1966]

ADDRESS OF WiLLiaM L. MARBURY, PRESIDENT,
MARYLAND STATE BAR ASSOCIATION, DE-
LIVERED AT THE WINTER MEETING OF THE
ASSOCIATION ON FRIDAY, JANUARY 14, 1966,
AT THE SHERATON-BELVEDERE HOTEL

Forty years ago, the late Joseph C. France,
thought by many to be the wisest Maryland
lawyer of his generation, opened an address
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to this body by remarking that the speaker
on such an occasion as this was expected to
deliver a sermon. Now, as my children are
ready to testify, my qualifications for such
a task are very limited. Certainly they are
not as good as those of Dr. Oliver Wendell
Holmes, whose lawyer-son complained that
his father was forever inculcating virtue in
dull terms. Justice Holmes went on to won-
der whether if he had a son, he, in his turn,
would yield to the temptation to twaddle.

It seems that even among the Olympians
the inculcation of virtue has its pitfalls. But
Mr. France has pointed out the path of duty
in plain terms and whatever the risks, I pro-
pose to follow it. Since, then, I must preach
a sermon, I have looked around for a text.
I have found it in the opening paragraphs
of an essay called A Note on Progress” writ-
ten by a Jesuit priest, Plerre Teilhard de
Chardin. Here is the passage.

“The conflict dates from the day when one
man, flying in the face of appearance, per-
ceived that the forces of nature are no more
unalterably fixed in their orbits than the
stars themselves, but that their serene ar-
rangement around us depicts the flow of a
tremendous tide—the day on which a first
volce rang out, crying to mankind peacefully
slumbering on the raft of Earth, ‘We are
moving. We are golng forward." * * *

“It is a pleasant and dramatic spectacle,
that of mankind divided to its very depths
into two Iirrevocably opposed camps—one
looking toward the horizon and proclaiming
with all its new-found faith, ‘'We are mov-
ing’, and the other, without shifting its posi-
tion, obstinately maintaining, ‘Nothing
changes. We are not moving at all.’

“These latter, the ‘immobilists,” though
they lack passion (immobility has never in-
spired anyone with enthusiasm), have com-
monsense on their side, habit of thought, in-
ertia, pessimism and also, to some extent,
morality and religion. Nothing, they argue,
appears to have changed since man began
to hand down the memory of the past, not
the undulations of the earth, or the forms
of life, or the genius of man or even his good-
ness. Thus far practical experimentation has
failed to modify the fundamental character-
istics of even the most humble plant. Hu-
man suffering, vice and war, although they
may momentarily abate, recur from age to
age with an increasing virulence. Even the
striving after progress contributes to the sum
of evil; to effect change is to undermine the
painfully established traditional order where-
by the distress of living creatures was re-
duced to a minimum. What innovator has
not retapped the springs of blood and tears?
For the sake of human tranquility, in the
name of fact, and in defense of the sacred
established order, the immobilists forbid the
earth to move. Nothing changes, they say,
or can change. The raft must drift purpose-
lessly on a shoreless sea,

“But the other half of mankind, startled
by the lockout's cry, has left the huddle
where the rest of the crew sit with their
heads together telling time-honored tales.
Gazing out over the dark sea they study for
themselves the lapping of waters along the
hull of the craft that bears them, breathe
the scents borne to them on the breeze, gaze
at the shadows cast from pole to pole by a
changeless eternity. And for these all things,
while remaining separately the same—the
ripple of water, the scent of the air, the lights
in the sky—become linked together and ac-
quire a new sense; the fixed and random uni-
verse is seen to move.

“No one who has seen this vision can be
restrained from guarding and proclaiming it.
To testify to my faith in it, and to show rea-
sons, is my purpose here.”

Now that is a long text, and you may very
well be wondering what possible relevance
it can have to any concern of Maryland
lawyers. Surely after the able addresses of
my immediate predecessors in this office, we
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need no Galileo to tell us that the law moves.
A glance at any weekly summary of impor-
tant opinions will demonstrate that prece-
dents are falling at a pace which has left the
profession not exactly dumbfounded—{for
there has been no lack of vocal response—
but certainly astonished. When Mr, France
spoke, it was still possible for a lawyer
to think of the law, and particularly of con-
stitutional law, as a more or less fixed body
of knowledge, the precise contours of which
could be traced from a study of history and
of the decided cases. To this generation such
an idea is simply quaint.

But as members of the organized bar, our
concern is not merely with the law. Granted
that everyone recognizes that the law 1is
moving in response to a changing society, the
guestion remains whether the legal profes-
sion is moving with it; or are we, like Char-
din’s immobilists, still sleeping on our raft
as it drifts into evermore troubled waters?
That the waters are indeed getting pretty
rough, stirred as they are by powerful cur-
rents and blasts of almost hurricane force,
is known to everyone in this room. My pur-
pose today is to consider whether we as a
profession are meeting the responsibilities
which new social forces have thrust upon us.

But first perhaps I should specify just what
I mean by new social forces. That is not
easy, since they take many forms, but all of
them seem to me to spring from a single
source, which may be identified as a drive
toward equalization. All over the world
inequalities between man and man, and I
might add, between men and women, which
used to be thought inevitable are now con-
sldered to be intolerable. In his recently
published book, “The Garden and the Wilder-
ness,” Prof. Mark DeWolfe Howe, who
holds the Charles Warren Chalr in American
Legal History at the Harvard Law School, has
sald that “when the constitutional history
of the central decades of this century comes
to be written, I feel quite sure that the key
to an understanding of its turbulence will be
the concept of equality.” This seems to me
to be a wise observation which has validity
well beyond the confines of American consti-
tutional law. Is it not the concept of equal-
ity which is responsible for the ferment in
Asia and Africa, and which is producing new
nations every few months? Is it not the
concept of equality which has made elitism
a naughty word among professional edu-
cators?

Winston Churchill once remarked that the
days of his youth were splendid times—for
the rich and well born. Some of us can
gtill remember the golden years before World
War I when the family of a successful lawyer
could live a life which is today quite unat-
tainable even by the very rich. Those days
have gone, of course, and while we may suffer
from occasional nostalgia, I think that most
of us would agree with Sir Winston that the
world is better for their passing. Few are
those who would now undo the great reforms
of the Roosevelt era, and if we may judge by
the performance of the most recent Congress,
the tremendous tide of equalization is still
moving in. The goals of an awakened sense
of social responsibility have not yet been met.

One of the most dramatic aspects of this
worldwide drive for equality is the funda-
mental readjustment which is taking place
all over this country in the relations between
the white majority and the Negro minority.
This is a subject which since the earliest days
of our Nation has been the concern of
lawyers. The basic contradiction between
the institution of slavery and the prineciples
announced in the Declaration of Independ-
ence and the Bill of Rights troubled lawyers
from Thomas Jefferson to Abraham Lincoln.
Maryland lawyers were among the first to
seek a solution. Believing that separation of
the races was impossible so long as they lived
in the same country, the leaders of the Mary-
land bar took an important role in organiz-
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ing the American Colonization Society, whose
purpose was to free slaves, and transport
them back to Africa. This effort was, on the
whole, a failure, although it left a perma-
nent mark in the establishment of the
Republic of Liberia. Even more futile and far
more drastic in its consequences was the at-
tempt of a Maryland lawyer to lay this prob-
lem to rest in the Dred Scott case. The
tale has been told with clarity and under-
standing by our fellow member, Mr. Walker
Lewis, in his recently published biography of
Chief Justice Taney, which every Maryland
lawyer will want to read.

The Emancipation Proclamation, followed
shortly thereafter by the end of the Civil
War, ushered in a perlod of reconstruction
which a new generation of historians is even
now engaged In reappralsing. There were
those led by Charles Sumner of Massachusetts
and Thaddeus Stevens of Pennsylvania, who
believed that the only proper course was to
rebuild our society on the premise that—
to paraphrase Mr. Justice Harlan's famous
remark in Plessy v. Ferguson—our soclety
should be colorblind. Their views did not
prevail, and the struggle ended with a com-
promise which substituted for slavery a
system of subordination in which Negroes
were obliged to accept the inferior role.
There was no real physical separation of the
races—indeed this was belleved to be en-
tirely impracticable—and Negroes and whites
continued to live and work together in inti-
mate daily contact. True, there came to be
various forms of segregation for special pur-
poses, mostly as a result of laws passed in the
last years of the 19th century, but these dis-
criminations were tokens which symbolized
the inferior status of the Negro. Sitting in
separate seats in railroad cars, like the uni-
versal use of first names in addressing
Negroes, regardless of their age or occupation,
and a myriad other similar distinctions which
were so familiar to us that we tended to be
unconscious of them, were all intended to
and for years did serve to keep the Negro
“in his place.”

The researches of historlans have now
made it clear that under the influence of
Booker T. Washington the Negro leadership
accepted this compromise very reluctantly
and only as a temporary expedient necessary
to the transition from slavery to full equal-
ity. By the end of World War I the compro-
mise had begun to wear thin, and Adolf
Hitler, with his odious persecutions based on
racial theories, completely undermined it.
Promptly at the end of World War II, the
issues which were thought to have been set-
tled when the period of Reconstruction came
to an end, were reopened,

Ironically enough, during the same period,
largely as the result of the development of
transportation by motor vehicle, our great
urban centers began to be transformed into
inner citles inhabited almost exclusively by
Negroes, surrounded by white suburbs. For
the first time in our history, physical separa-
tion of the races became a reality, and the
word “ghetto” has become as famillar to us
as it was to the people of Eastern Europe
prior to World War II. Whereas before the
Negro played a definite, if inferior, role in our
society, he has now begun to feel excluded
from it altogether except when the policeman
or the tax collector or the draft official ar-
rives at his door.

The consequences of this allenation have
been analyzed in hundreds of publications
ranging from studies by learned sociologists
to novels, poems, and plays by writers of
varying talents. To the student of the his-
tory of Israel, there is little that is novel in
this outpouring of words. The feelings of
those who find themselves among the alien
corn, have not changed very much. What
those feelings are, the occurrences in the
Watts district of Los Angeles of last summer
make all too clear.
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That this great movement has had Its
effect on the law, no one can dispute. I will
not bore you with a recital of the extensive
changes in substantive and procedural law
which are directly traceable to this
source. What I am concerned with here is
its significance to lawyers as a profession.
Let me try to explain what I mean. You
would agree, I am sure, that a basic tenet of
our profession is that a lawyer is bound never
to refuse to represent a litigant or person
charged with crime because his cause is an
unpopular one. Many of you have taken or
at least heard the oath administered to law-
yers when they are admitted to practice be-
fore the U.S. District Court for the District
of Maryland. I often think that if the medi-
cal profession has its Hippocratic oath, we,
too, can exhibit an equally lofty statement
of our professional commitment. You re-
member what it says:

“You will never reject from any consider-
ation personal to yourself the cause of the
defenseless or oppressed.”

Do we as a profession live up to what we so
nobly profess? In June of 1963, at the sug-
gestion of President Kennedy, a committee of
lawyers was organized to protect the civil
rights of all citizens. This committee was
made up of leaders of the bar from all parts
of the Nation, many of whom had been presi-
dents of the American Bar Association or of
their State bar associations. Under the di-
rection of that committee a careful study
was made to determine whether those in-
volved in cases where civil rights are affected
are receiving adequate representation from
the legal profession. The answer, unfortu-
nately, was all too clear. The lawyer who is
willing to handle a civil rights case is a rare
bird indeed.

At the meeting of the American Bar As-
sociation held in Miami last August,
the chairman of the Lawyers’ Committee for
Civil Rights Under Law announced the open-
ing of a law office in Jackson, Miss., to pro-
vide legal representation in eivil rights cases.
That office has a small permanent staff made
up of lawyers from California, New York City,
and Washington, D.C. In addition, it has
the benefit of the volunteer services of young
lawyers with trial experience who are asso-
clated with leading law firms throughout the
country and who are willing to serve a 1
month hitch in Mississippi.

Now the significant thing about this is
that at the Miami meeting the President of
the Mississippl Bar Association gave his warm
endorsement to this work of the Lawyer's
Committee and requested all members of the
bar of his State to give these visiting lawyers
all possible assistance. The reason for this
receptive attitude on the part of the Missis-
sippl bar may be found in a report recently
made by the Civil Rights Commission after
extensive investigation made by its staff in
Mississippi and after considering voluminous
testimony glven at a public hearing held in
that State. Dean Griswold, who was a mem-
ber of that Commission, summarized that re-
port in the flat statement that “there are no
white lawyers in Mississippl who will ordi-
narily handle a civil rights case.” So you see
that these young lawyers from New York,
Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit and Washing-
ton—and I am happy to be able to add, from
Baltimore—are upholding the honor of the
profession, which has been sadly tarnished
by the failure of the local bar to live up to its
responsibilities.

Now, of course, the condition described by
Dean Griswold is not confined to the State
of Missiesippl. There is, for example, the
case of the young Harvard Law School stu-
dent, Fred Wallace, who decided to spend
his vacation in Farmville, Va., clerking for
the only Negro lawyer in that community.
Farmyille is in Prince Edward County, which,
as you all know, closed its public schools
rather than to comply with the mandate of
the Supreme Court in Brown v. The Board
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of Education. The result was that the Ne-
gro children of the county went without
schooling for many years, during which their
rights were continuously in litigation. As
the result, feelings in the community were
aroused to a high pitch. One morning the
student was sent by his employer to deliver
a message to the local judge at the county
courthouse. As he approached the judge's
chambers a deputy sheriff who did not know
him demanded to know what he was doing
there. After what appears to have been a
display of bad manners on both sides, a phys-
ical struggle took place, in the course of
which the sherifi’s finger was trodden upon
and began to bleed. The student was
promptly taken into custody and charged
with assault with intent to kill.

The dean of the Harvard Law School, be-
lieving, not without reason, that the student
needed to be represented by a white lawyer
of standing in the community, appealed to
the head of the Lawyers’' Committee for Civil
Rights, who, in turn, asked the dean of the
Law School of the University of Virginia for
suggestions. Dean Ribble recommended that
George Allen of Richmond be asked to take
the case. Mr. Allen, who was then nearly
80 years of age, is a native of Prince Edward
County and is well known at that bar, al-
though his principal reputation has been
made in Richmond, where he has gained rec-
ognition as the leading plaintifi's lawyer in
the State and has been elected to the presi-
dency of the Richmond Bar Association. He
agreed to represent the student, but said that
he would need the services of a member of
the Prince Edward bar as local counsel. He
then approached every lawyer at that bar and
was turned down by every single one of them,
although many of them had been associated
with him in civil cases. He promptly filed
a motion to transfer the case to the Federal
court and gave as one of his prinecipal
grounds the fact that no Prince Edward
County lawyer could be found who was will-
ing to appear for the defendant. Inciden-
tally, the American College of Trial Lawyers
gave its first award for fearless advocacy to
George Allen at a meeting held in Miami last
August, which was attended by the then
president of the American Bar Assoclation,
himself a Richmond lawyer.

Let me give you one more illustration.
You all remember the libel suit in which
the police commissioner of Montgomery,
Ala., obtained a verdiet of $500,000
against the New York Times, which was later
set aside in the Supreme Court of the United
States. Perhaps you may have wondered
why the Times chose to be represented in
the courts of Alabama by a New York lawyer.
The answer is that New York counsel at-
tempted unsuccessfully to obtain the serv-
ices of an Alabama lawyer who was qualified
to handle a case of that character. Not one
of the leading law firms in that State would
handle the case. This is not so surprising
when you remember that a well-known Ala-
bama lawyer was subsequently thrown out
of one of the most prominent law firms in
the State because he agreed to defend an
FBI informer in a suit for counsel fees
brought for services rendered in a case in
which the agent had been indicted and had
given evidence against his codefendants
charged with the murder of a civil rights
worker.

You may say that all these examples have
arisen south of the Potomae, but I wonder
whether, given a similar state of public feel-
ing, the Maryland lawyer would be willing
to pay the penalty which might be exacted
from him were he to perform his plain pro-
fessional duty. I do not remember that rep-
utable members of this bar were anxious to
represent persons charged with violations
of the Smith Act or other allegedly com-
munistic activities. The truth of the mat-
ter is that there are few John Adams’
among us. You will recall that he gained an
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undying reputation for courage by defend-
ing the British soldiers who were indicted
for murder as the result of the Boston Massa-
cre. Nowadays a Massachusetts lawyer can
gain a national reputation for courage sim-
ply by representing high-ranking Army offi-
cers before a congressional committee.

Here, it séems to me, is an area into which
the profession should move. We simply can-
not expect the individual lawyer to run the
risk of social 'and professional ostracism
which the representation of the unpopular
cause sometimes brings, and we should be
ashamed to try to cover the situation up by
mouthing sanctimonious hypocrisies. I sug-
gest, therefore, that it is the responsibility
of each local bar assoclation to take the nec-
essary steps to make competent counsel avail-
able in such cases. We can, of course, help
by contributing funds and services to volun-
teer organizations such as the Lawyers’ Com-~
mittee, but it seems to me that what is
needed is recognition that this is a responsis
bility of the organized bar. When cases arise
such as that which recently occurred in this
State when young Willlam Murray spent a
substantial time in jail under a clearly il-
legal sentence, it should not have been nec-
essary for the president of your association
to act on his own initiative in order to make
sure that this young man had adequate rep-
resentation. We are all deeply indebted
to Mr. Charles Evans, Mr. Joseph Kaplan,
and Mr. Leonard Kerpelman for upholding
the honor of the Maryland bar, but would
it not have been better if a committee of the
bar association had been in existence,
charged with responsibility for making legal
services avallable under such circumstances?

Let me turn to another aspect of the sub-
ject. Omne very unpleasant consequence of
the increasing alienation of the Negro com-
munity is the hostility of a great many
decent Negro citizens toward the police. This
is a very serious situation which has been
recently exacerbated by the destructive tac-
tics of some who hold positions of leader-
ship in the Negro community, aided and
abetted, I regret to say, by naive journalists
who have only a superficial knowledge of the
problem. I do not for a moment suggest
that there has not been fault on the side of
the police, although it is certain that the
charges of police brutality are exaggerated.
This. whole subject has received patient
and sympathetic study by a representa-
tive. biracial committee which recom-
mended a plan designed to assure
the community that charges against
the police are not simply swept under
the rug. The complaint evaluation board
is not and was never Intended to be
a review board, holding hearings and usurp-
ing the disciplinary responsibilities of the
police commissioner. Its single responsibil-
ity is to evaluate complaints, make sure that
they are thoroughly investigated, and to see
that es are brought when they should
be brought. That is as far as the board was
intended to go and, in my opinion, as far
as it can go without impairing the morale of
a police force already buffeted by unprece-
dented problems of law enforcement arising
out of the soclal forces which I have at-
tempted to identify.

Another result of the drive for equaliza-
tion is the proposal of the Office of Economic
Opportunity to contribute to the support of
approved plans developed by local organiza-
tions for the purpose of making legal serv-
ices available to the poor. This is not the
time or place to evaluate the Great Society
or to compare it with its competitors. How-
ever, the upheaval in the Baltimore City
Bar Assoclation which followed upon the
recent approval by the executive committee
of that association of a plan for expanding
the work of the Legal Aid Bureau with the
ald of Federal funds, has focused attention
once more on the age-old problem of legal



738

assistance to the poor. Every lawyer recog-
nizes an obligation to furnish legal services
to those who cannot pay for it, but the time
has long since gone by when the volunteer
service of the individual lawyer can pretend
to meet the needs of the poor for legal ad-
vice and assistance. We can, of course, con-
tribute to the Community Chest and thus
indirectly to the Legal Aid Bureau, but the
plain fact is that if every dollar contributed
by lawyers to the Community Chest were
channeled into the work of the Legal Aid
Bureau, it would still not have nearly
enough money to fill the need. If we are
honest with ourselves, we are bound to ad-
mit that lawyers have fallen far behind the
medical profession in caring for those who
cannot afford to pay for their services. Yet
I venture to say that most lawyers welcomed
the passage by Congress of the recent pro-
gram of federally financed medical care.
Certainly, very few lawyers would withhold
governmental assistance to hospitals caring
for the indigent sick.. In the words of Chief
Judge Markell, to do so would be to return
to the “bow and arrow days.”

Now I realize that there were at that
meeting some who found fault with detalls
of the plan which had been approved by the
executive committee and others who felt
that it should have been more thoroughly
considered and explained before its approval.
With them I have no quarrel, but unless I
misunderstand the tenor of some of the
speeches which were made on that occasion,
objections were voiced to the plan which
were far more deep seated. Not only was
there hostility to the use of tax money for
any such purpose, but there was a sugges-
tion that any organization engaged in sup-
plying legal ald to the poor by making avail-
able the services of a staff of paid lawyers
was in some way violating the canons of
professional ethics and destroying the pro-
fession, I could not help wondering
whether the speakers had ever heard of the
legal ald bureau or had any knowledge of
what it has been doing for the past 54 years.

But I do not propose here to argue the
merits of any particular plan. The presi-
dent of the Bar Association of Baltimore City
has appointed a committee to study that
matter, and I am pleased to note that one
of its ex officio members is also the chairman
of the committee on legal services of this
association. What I do suggest is that the
time has come for Maryland lawyers to face
facts. It is an undeniable fact that there
are thousands of men and women in this
State who need the services of lawyers in
civil matters and who do not get them.
Most of them know no lawyers and, indeed,
fear them. Their contacts with the law have
not been such as to make them think of the
lawyer as the protector of the poor and

T .

Recently I got a call from a man who
used to work as a servant in my mother’s
household. He had bought a household ap-
pliance on the installment plan under a
contract which guaranteed service for a
specified period. The appliance had proven
to be defective, but repeated letters and
telephone calls asking that the defects be
correécted had been ignored. Finally he had
declined to make payment of an installment
and sent a letter explaining his reasons.
In reply he had received a form letter ad-
vising him that unless the payment was
made by a specified time, the appliance
would be repossessed. I asked one of the
young men in my office to look into the
matter. He made one telephone call. The
next day I got a call from my client telling
me that the appliance had been fixed and
expressing his profound gratitude. I re-
plied that I had done very little—just had
one of my assoclates put in a telephone
call. “Mr. Marbury,” he replied, “It all de-
pends on who does the calling.”

That man knew a lawyer to whom he
could turn for help. There are thousands

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

like him who do not and who, in like cir-
cumstances, would simply have suffered the
loss of the payments which had been made
on the appliance. I do not doubt that there
are dozens of such occurrences every day
throughout this State. Each one is a bit
of soclal dynamite, ready to explode at the
first spark. Do we not, as a profession, owe
a duty to grapple effectively with this prob-
lem? Or shall we continue to sit with our
heads together, telling time-honored tales
about our glorious profession and its readi-
ness to serve the poor?

You will have noted that I have sald noth-
ing about the representation of the indigent
charged with crime. Frankly, I think that
subject has not lacked for discussion. One
trouble is that we do not yet fully under-
stand the rules of the game. There is still a
heated controversy as to when counsel must
be supplied to persons who are taken into
custody by the police. Law journals are
filled with polemics on this subject, and the
interchange of letters between the Attorney
General of the United States and the Chlef
Judge of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the
District of Columbia has become notorious.
No doubt in time the full scope of the Gideon
and Escobedo cases will be determined and
the profession will by necessity have to de-
vise methods for discharging the responsibil-
ities which will automatically fall upon the
bar. In the meantime, let us take care that
vested interests are not established which it
will be difficult to eliminate. All history
teaches us that the dispensation of patron-
age i1s a corrupting force which should as
far as possible be removed from the hands
of those who should be above politics. It is
a cause of genuine concern that our judges
now have the responsibility for dispensing
such large sums in the way of compensation
to compel appointed to represent indigent
defendants in criminal cases. Here again
it seems to me that the profession should be
moving to devise adequate methods for cop-
ing with a new situation. We have made a
beginning in that direction, but much re-
mains to be done.

There is one aspect of equality which all
admit should be the special concern of
lawyers. The phrase “equal justice under
law" expresses the highest aspiration of our
profession. It is trite to say that to be equal,
Jjustice must be speedy. Everyone knows that
the financially weak litigant is obviously the
greater sufferer from the law’s proverbial de-
lays. It is now 60 years since a young Ne-
braska lawyer named Roscoe Pound startled
the members of the American Bar Associa-
tion by delivering an address entitled “The
Principal Causes for the Public Dissatisfac-
tion with the Administration of Justice.”
One of the striking points which he made
was that in England and Wales 95 judges
seemed able to handle with expedition and
in a manner which set a standard for the
rest of the world, all the civil litigation, both
at the nisi prius and appellate level, gener-
ated by a nation of 32 million people. I can-
not help wondering what Dean Pound would
think if he could be told that in Maryland,
in 1966, 69 judges are getting far behind in
the attempt to handle the litigation of a
community of roughly 315 million people.
Not more than one-third of the time of our
judges is devoted to criminal cases, and to
offset this it must be remembered that the
English courts handled bankruptey, ad-
miralty, and probate matters, as well as
much other civil litigation which under our
system lands in the Federal courts. So the
comparison is pretty devastating.

You all know what the trouble is. Our
judicial system 1s based on geographical di-
visions which make no sense today; the best
available men are too often not appointed to
the bench; we continue to admit to our
bar men and women who have not had the
necessary preparation in order to enable
them to assume the responsibilities of a
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member of our profession, many of them
graduates of schools which are not even ac-
credited; we do not afford practicing lawyers
the opportunities for continuing legal edu-
cation which they need to keep abreast of
a constantly changing legal system; we have
failed to make full use of tested methods of
expediting the disposition of cases, such as
the pretrial conference; our criminal law
is a patchwork full of pitfalls for the un-
wary.

I could go on with this dreary rehearsal,
but you have heard it all before. Indeed, it
is only fair to say that lawyers as a profes-
slon and, in particular, Maryland lawyers, are
struggling with these problems. The com-
mittee on judicial administration of this as-
sociation has begun the task of modernizing
our judicial system. Our committee on judil-
cial selection 1s striving to improve the
method by which our judges are chosen.
Our committee on legal education is trylng
to raise the standards for admission to the
bar and to eliminate the law schools which
are not accredited. Our committee on con-
tinuing legal education is trying to make
available to lawyers throughout the State the
opportunity to keep abreast of developments
in the law. I might add that we have an ac-
tive section on criminal law which is taking
an important part in a general revision of our
criminal statutes which has been under-
taken by the Governor's committee headed
by former Chief Judge Brune. Furthermore,
your board of governors has recently ap-
proved the appointment of a committee rep-
resenting not only this association but
also each of the county bar associations
who will, it is hoped, render active assist-
ance to the Governor's commission on a con=
stitutional convention.

In these respects, at least, we are moving
forward, although, we must admit, not as
rapidly or as effectively as might be hoped.
The truth of the matter is that until the
Maryland Bar Assoclation speaks with the
volce of the entire profession, we shall not
do what we could and should be doing even
in this specialized field of our own expertise.
But that is another story, about which you
will be hearing a good deal during the com-
ing months from a committee on unifying
the bar, whose members have just been ap-
pointed by the board of governors.

You will think, perhaps, that I am asking
too much of the organized bar to expect it
to cope with all of these problems. I should
point out to you, however, that the young
lawyers who are ncw coming to the bar seem
far more eager than their elders to undertake
these tasks. Apparently our law schools are
inculcating in their students a greater sense
of soclal responsibility than was common a
generation or more ago. These young men
and women, taking them by and large, are
anxious to come to grips with the vexing
problems which I have attempted to present
to you today. We, their elders, can, of
course, surrender the task into their hands,
but I suggest that our leadership is still
needed, or else for what have we lived so
long?

GENERAL REEVES DISCUSSES THE
STATE OF ALASKA'S DEFENSES

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, last
Monday Lt. Gen. Raymond J. Reeves,
commander in chief of the Alaskan com-
mand, gave an important address at the
weekly meeting of the Anchorage Cham-
ber of Commerce. In it he outlined the
present status and posture of the Alaskan
command and its relation to global
events.

As one who has long been concerned
that Alaska defenses be kept adequate,
which for many years they were not,
General Reeves’ analysis of the present
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situation is of interest to all who realize
the importance of Alaska to our national
defense.

It is still true, despite changing fash-
ion of weaponry, and the growing im-
portance of missiles, that Alaska's stra-
tegic importance to the United States is
undiminished. Fronting as it does on
the Arctic, both an airways and sub-
marine seaways of growing importance
in our time; lying as Alaska does within
naked eye’s view of Soviet Siberia, it is
no less true today than it was when 31
years ago Billy Mitchell uttered his great
wisdom that:

Alaska is the most important place in the
world for alrcraft, and he who holds Alaska,
holds the world.

General Reeves' estimate is that
Alaska defenses have not been substan-
tially diminished despite the recent with-
drawal of the 317th Fighter Squadron—
against which Senator BarTLETT and I
felt obligated to protest—but are being
kept up to full adequacy.

I ask unanimous consent that General
Reeves’ speech be included at the close
of my remarks,

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

Appress BY Lr. GEN. RAYMOND J. REEVES,
COMMANDER IN CHIEF, ALASKA, AT MEETING
OF ANCHORAGE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE,
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA, JANUARY 17, 1066
Since my assignment, 21; years ago as com-

mander in chief, Alaska, I have had one of
the most challenging and, to me, one of
the most rewarding assignments in the
Armed Forces. It is a vital and interesting
position, for not only is it a joint command,
where all services are welded into a unified
force which forms the first line of defense for
North America from a potential attack over
the Arctic, but also, because it is located in a
new State, still challenging to all new-
comers. My purpose today is to discuss the
current world situation, some of the recent
changes in our Armed Forces, including those
in Alaska, and lastly, to give you some of
my thoughts as to the future posture of the
military in the 49th State.

Notwithstanding the many difficulties now
being experienced within the Communist
camp, as long as political and economic
instability continue to exist in s0 many
countries around the world, both the U.S.S.R.
and the Chinese Communists will ind many
low-cost opportunities to carry on their
assault on freedom and to spread the sub-
versive Communist doctrine, This, despite
a most significant development—the public
airing of the dispute between the rulers of
the Soviet Union and Communist China.
It is now quite clear that we are witnessing
more than a disagreement on methods and
strategy in opposing a free world. The bit-
terness with which the dispute has been
waged has already led to almost total ces-
sation of economic cooperation and has split
the worldwide Communist movement. This
dispute between the Soviet Union and Com-
munist China is not over the ultimate ob-
jective, but rather, how it is to be achieved
and who is to control the worldwide Com-
munist movement. Nevertheless, both the
Soviet Unifon and Communist China have
shown that they are as eager as ever to
create difficulties for the free world, when-
ever and wherever they can do so safely.
Expansionism is so deeply engralned in Com-
munist doectrine that it would be naive for
us to expect any Communist leadership to
repudiate it. Thus, we can expect, in spite
of their differences, continued pressure from
the Communist camp.
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Limitation of this expansionism during the
past few years is due in large measure, I
belleve, to the systematic buildup since
1961 in our own military strength, both for
general and for limited war. Some examples
of this buildup are:

1. Emplacement of over 850 land based
intercontinental ballistic missiles plus de-
ployment of over 450 Polaris missiles on
Polaris submarines.

2. A 300-percent increase in nuclear war-
heads, with a 200-percent increase in total
available megatonnage.

8. A 100-percent increase 1in alrlift
capability with a 600-percent increase pro-
gramed by 1970.

4. A bB0-percent increase in tactical fighter
squadrons.

5. An 800-percent increase in special forces.

6. A 45-percent increase in the number of
combat-ready Army divisions.

Not only has our strategic retaliatory force
maintained its predominance vis-a-vis the
Communist bloc, namely the capabllity of
destroying the target systems of both the
Soviet Union and Communist China, even
if we were to absorb an initial surprise at-
tack, but also, our capability to respond to
a wide variety of less serlous situations has
improved markedly.

With this picture in mind, let us look at
some of the changes and developments in
our Armed Forces. As you know, Secretary
of Defense Robert 8. McNamara recently an-
nounced details on 149 actions to con-
solidate, reduce, or discontinue Department
of Defense activities in the United States
and overseas. When completed, these actions
will produce annual savings of $410 million
and reduce personnel by 53,000 without de-
creasing military effectlveness or limiting our
current and future activities in southeast
Asia.

These actions produce a great deal of pub-
licity, especially in those areas where entire
installations are closed. Unfortunately, many
people get the impression that we are de-
creasing our national defense posture. Ac-
tually, these consolidations and base closures
are taking place while the capability of our
Armed Forces Is being altered and improved
50 as to be increasingly responsive to the sit-
uation in Vietnam while at the same time
maintalning our worldwlde strategic posture.
For example, the basic bomber force of the
Strategic Alr Command is being adjusted
while maintaining the required strategic nu-
clear capability. This is being accomplished
by phasing out of the inventory all B-47's, the
older models of the B-52 bombers and all
B-58 bombers—well after our strategic nu-
clear capability of intercontinental ballistic
missiles and Polarls missiles has been in-
creased to offset the phasedown of bombers.
In this connection, there are no plans to
eliminate bombers completely from the stra-
tegic forces. Secretary McNamara recently
announced plans to bulld a new force of
bombers to take the place of those being
phased out of our strategic bomber force.
The new bomber, to be known as the FB-111,
will have twice the speed and a comparable
range to the early model B-52. The FB-111
will be a modified version of the F-111, a
tactical fighter bomber now being developed
for both the Air Force and the Navy. Au-
thorization for the £1.75 billion program will
be sought from Congress as part of the De-
fense Department’s request early in 1066 in
order to attain an operational capability in
1968. At the same time, the strength of the
Army is being increased by 1 division, making
a total of 17, plus activating 3 brigades, a
large number of helicopter companies and
other supporting units. This will increase
the Army'’s strength by about 235,000.

Some 30,000 additional military personnel
are being provided for the Marine Corps to
augument existing units such as helicopter
squadrons, and communication, engineer,
and military police battalions.
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The increased tempo of attack carrier
operations and the intensified coastal patrol
off Vietnam require a small increase in the
number of active ships in the Navy, as well
as an increase in the manning of the ships
deployed to that area. Therefore, some 36,-
500 additional personnel are being added to
the Navy.

Additional bombing sortles, and more tac-
tical fighter and troop carrier squadrons will
be supported with an increase in Air Force
strength of about 40,000.

These technological adjustments and force
increases will provide a better balanced pos-
ture by expanding the varlety of military
options available to our policy makers. We
have to be able to deal rapidly and effectively
with threats to our security, not only at the
level of all-out war, but also at levels of im-
ited war and guerrilla action. We must be
prepared for contingencies involving con-
ventional or nuclear weapons or both.

I would like now to summarize for you the
changes which have or will take place in the
Alaskan Command. Some of these changes
are the result of technological changes and
are generally long-range In character.
Others are more directly related to the situa-
tion in South Vietnam, and therefore, are
more temporary in nature. In each case, I
shall try to give you a feel for the impact on
the Alaskan Command as well as any follow-
on changes which may result.

As announced in the Department of De-
fense consolidation and reduction program,
the 317th Fighter Squadron at Elmendorf
Air Force Base is programed to be deac-
tivated by July 1, 1967. The program also
will return the land of the inactive Naval
installations at Attu and Dutch Harbor to
the State of Alaska. I am sure you are as
proud of the record of the 317th as we are.
It is the only unit which has twice won the
coveted Hughes Trophy for outstanding per-
formance. The 317th has F-102 aircraft as-
signed and has had F-106 aircraft assigned
to it from the continental United States.

Prior to the deactivation of the 317th, we
plan to receive a more sophisticated weapon
system here in Alaska. This capability will
be provided by a rotational squadron of F-—
4C Phantom jet fighters. These advanced
multi-capable aircraft will be under my op-
erational command while in Alaska. By ro-
tating these alrcraft, the Air Force will bene-
fit greatly through the training of large num-
bers of aircrews in the Arctic and sub-Arctic
environment.

Further, we will still have the two NIKE
Hercules battalions of the U.S. Army, Alaska
to defend the Anchorage and Fairbanks
areas against air attacks.

In addition to the scheduled phaseout of
the 317th Fighter Squadron, there are other
program changes.

One of these changes involves the F—4C
Fighter Squadron which was assigned to the
Alaskan Command, on a rotational basis,
last September.

Because of the increasing scope of U.S. Air
Force worldwide commitments, the 389th
Tactical Fighter Squadron of the F4C
Phantom II jets was not replaced immedi-
ately after its rotation from Alaska in Decem-
ber. Asin the past, Alaskan air defenses will
be maintained in the immediate future by
the F-102 Delta Darts of the 317th Fighter
Interceptor S8quadron, augmented by super-
sonic F-106 Delta Daggers on rotation from
the Air Defense Command, and the Army’s
Nike-Hercules battalions.

Another change involves the Strategic Air
Command B-47 unit at Elmendorf. As has
been previously announced, all B—47's of SAC
will be phased out by July 1, 1966. The SAC
unit at Elmendorf is included in that phase-
out and it has already redeployed its alreraft.
These are actions primarily affecting the
Alr Force. Current programs for the Army
and Navy components in Alasks provide for
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a continuation of almost the same overall
strength levels we have today.

Alcom is also assisting the effort in Viet-
nam by supporting the Military Airlift Com-
mand (formerly MATS) program of supply-
ing Pacific bases by airlift. As I have pre-
viously announced, this program is now un-
derway and will accelerate sharply this year.
At present, there are over 30 C-141's, as well
as 150 other cargo aircraft utilizing Elmen-
dorf each month en route to and from south-
east Asia. By June 1967 there will be more
than 810 C-141 landings at Elmendorf each
month, The total capability to support mili-
tary operations in the Pacific area by Alcom,
via airlift through Elmendorf Alr Force Base,
must be assured if we are to retain this very
large and important mission. This requires,
among other things, a continuous and reli-
able petroleum resupply system. In our
opinion, this can best be accomplished
through construction of a pipeline from
Whittier to Anchorage.

I think it will be helpful to take a look
at some of the economic aspects of the De-
partment of Defense. For over a decade, the
Department of Defense has absorbed half of
every dollar paid in taxes, and Defense's in-
ventory of real estate and equipment is worth
over $150 billion. There are also millions
of Americans working for industry in jobs
directly related to the needs of national de-
fense and even minor changes in the spend-
ing policies of the Department can have pro-
found effects on the whole American
economy.

What we will spend for our national secu-
rity in the fiscal year ending next July ex-
ceeds, by several billion, the total sales of
the country’s 10 largest corporations. I
think it is quite clear that this country can
afford these tremendous sums, which are
the price of national security and that, in
fact, we could afford to spend more, if that
were judged necessary. Whatever the cost
of freedom, we can pay the price, but, this
does not justify ineffective defense spending
or waste. Some of the changes I have dis-
cussed are the result of this continuing em-
phasis on economy even during the current
bulldup.

To bring this picture a little closer to
home, I would like to review for you some
of the economic aspects of the Alaskan Com-
mand. We have a very large military in-
vestment in Alaska with a total of over $2
billion in just the real property and in-place
equipment and supply items necessary to
support our forces. One of the most signifi-
cant features is our average annual expendi-
ture in Alaska. Expenditures on ecivilian
payrolls, supply purchases, and mainte-
nance contracts average $137.6 million an-
nually. Adding the money spent on military
payrolls, troop subsistence and new con-
struction, results in the military here spend-
ing $290 million a year for its operations—
most of which is spent within Alaska and is
certalnly a significant factor in Alaskan
economy. We do not foresee any big change
in the overall military investment and an-
nual expenditure in Alaska because from a
military point of view, Alaska possesses sev-
eral outstanding assets:

First, while Alaska is U.S. soil and a State
of the Union, nevertheless, it is, strategically
speaking, an overseas area. However, since
it is a State, we are not subject to the many
international restrictions which complicate
our operations in other overseas areas, Fur~
ther, the military force here does not con-
tribute to the gold flow problem as in some
overseas areas.

Second, Alaska has a favorable strategle
geographical location. This 1is shown
graphically by the increased use by civil
airlines of the polar air routes and the in-
crease in activity at Elmendorf resulting
from the bulldup in southeast Asia. The
movement of more military personnel and
cargo through Alaska Is taking place be-
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cause the air route distance from the con-
tinental United States to southeast Asia, via
Elmendorf Air Force Base, is shorter than
the air routes from the continental United
States to southeast Asia over the mid-
Pacific.

Third, the accommodations and training
environment in Alaska for additional mili-
tary forces are in being, and are outstand-
ing. The developed military bases and fa-
cilities are ideal for handling and supporting
tactical troops. The terrain, the climate,
and the availability of the area make Alaska
an extremely valuable tralning area, espe-
clally when compared with the problems of
securing training areas in the more popu-
lated areas of the other States.

In short, I belleve Alaska will continue to
have substantial military forces stationed
here.

Looking into the future, however, we see
no great change in our contribution to the
Alaskan economy, but we do foresee that
our relative lmportance will decline because
this State is just starting to grow. ¥Your
future delights us, and we will continue to
play our part in your development, as well
as in the national defense. In this connec-
tion, I would like to depart for a moment
from purely military matters, and point out
to you what has happened in other areas
and how it relates to Alaska.

First, in predicting the future of Alaska,
a globe of the earth is more useful than a
crystal ball. By looking at a world globe
we can see, at a glance, the population cen-
ters and we can locate those nations which
are economically or politically important.
Now, when surface ships were the main or
sole source of transportation between these
world centers, we know that points along
the way grew and prospered.

Hawall, for example, has prospered for
many reasons, but primarily because it be-
came an important crossroad in Pacific sur-
face shipping. Hawall had the good fortune
to be ideally located on some of the main
shipping routes. For the same reason, Ha-
wall has had the distinction of being the
aerial crossroad of the South Pacific. The
flow of passenger and cargo traffic by aircraft
is steadily increasing, and it is already evi-
dent that Alaska's role as an intercontinen-
tal aerial crossroad is growing. More people
are learning what Alaskans have known fot
a long time—that is—that Alaska lies on
the great circle route from the continental
United States to the Orient, as well as the
transpolar route between Europe and the
Orient. The flylng weather in Alaska is
good—{far better than is generally known.

I have reported to you that at Elmendorf
Alr Force Base we will have, in the years just
ahead, a substantial increase in military air
traffic through to the Orient. This is a good
sign for Alaska's growth. We have here a
good location for intercontinental alr travel
and, I believe, that there is a clear opportu-
nity to profit from Alaska’s strategic loca-
tion.

Speaking further of Alaska's growth po-
tential, I believe tourism will increase at a
rate which will astound the average Alaskan.
A military transport which is capable of
carrying almost 200,000 pounds is now being
developed. It is conceivable that a commer-
cial version eould carry 500 to 550 passengers
and be operating early in the 1970's.

A reduction in air fares could be expected.
Commerclal air travel is becoming less expen-
sive with the development of more efficient
aireraft. Tourism will get another boost
from a change in the size of the market or
the level of income throughout the world.
In the United States, for example, the aver-
age family income which stood at $5,900 in
1962 is estimated at over 810,000 by 1975.
There is a growing number of healthy, retired
persons who make up a sizable portion of the
tourist business. They are the most im-
portant tourist market. In the United
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States, for example, corporate retirement
funds now total well over $44 billion and are
rising sharply from year to year. This is
only about one-third of the total of all pen-
sion or retirement reserves. There will be
a corresponding growth in nontourist travel,
that is, those who have a primary purpose
other than pleasure of travel itself. Those
will be the people who travel about the
world on scientific, professional, educational,
or governmental business. In 1964, Alaska
had an influx of about 75,000 visitors and
it has been estimated that by 1975, the an-
nual visitor arrivals in Alaska should be
about 450,000 and should be increasing by
about 18 percent per year.

Going back to Hawall, in 1954, there were
about 75,000 visitors to Hawaii, or about the
same as in Alaska in 1964, This year, 1966,
arrivals in Hawall will exceed 600,000 and in
another 10 years, 1,500,000,

This tourism outlook alone should be most
encouraging to Alaskans. I would like to
point out that we send back to the other
States more than 10,000 Alaskan ambassadors
each year, These are the Alaskan servicemen
who have completed a tour here, and who
then go back to cities and homes throughout
our country where stories of their experiences
here create interest in Alaska. These men,
who with their dependents, make up a force
of perhaps 30,000 adult spokesmen, can do
a great deal to dispel any misconceptions
about Alaska. By your interests and actions,
you, the people of Alaska, have evolved into
an important segment of our Nation, and
you are in the mainstream of the national
effort, as well as the mainstream of world-
wide jet travel. I have no doubt that this
evolution will continue and that the future
will bring increasing Alaskan support to our
national objectives, as well as increasing
prosperity to your forward-looking State,

In summary, we don't know what specific
changes in weapons and strategy the future
will bring, no one knows; I can only assure
you that the Department of Defense and
the Alaskan Command are committed to pro-
viding the best defense possible to meet the
current world situation. Nelther you nor
I want to see unnecessary defense spending.
We want the best defensive effort that our
tax dollars will buy, and this can be accom-
plished only by continuing to change the
defense posture to keep pace with the chang-
ing threat and the advancement of applied
sclentific and technical knowledge.

Some of these changes will involve reduc-
tion or elimination of some military units;
others will require addition or strengthening
of some military units. There will be more
changes in the military programs in Alaska,
and we have made classified presentations
and recommendations to the Joint Chiefs of
Staff in Washington, D.C,, in line with our
future requirements. Whatever changes are
required, the Alaskan Command will con-
tinue to serve, not only as an important
part in the defense of Alaska and North
America, but also as friends and supporters
of this great State.

WHY NOT WITHOUT FRANCE?

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, Prof. Elliot
R. Goodman, of Brown University in
Providence, R.I, has established a re-
markable record when it comes to knowl-
edge and experience in NATO affairs.
He has served as a NATO research fellow
and has written a great deal on the
subject. .

In addition, his services in helping me
at NATO parliamentarian meetings that
occurred in May and October of this
past year were great.

He has written an excellent piece that
appeared in the Providence Journal of
January 16, 1966, offering various
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thoughts on NATO. 8Since his article
contains much wisdom and delineates
many of the problems remarkably
clear, I thought it might be of interest
to my colleagues, and for this reason, I
ask unanimous consent that it be printed
in the REcoRrD.

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

Way Nor WrrHOUT FRANCE?
(By Elliot R. Goodman)

NATO is in transition.

The forthcoming spring meeting of NATO
defense and foreign affairs ministers will
presumably consider French proposals for re-
form of NATO. Reform, as viewed by Presi-
dent de Gaulle the disintegrator, is a euphe-
mism for unscrambling the NATO omelet
and reducing the present integrated and
highly interdependent defense arrangements
to the status of a classical 19th century mili-
tary alliance.

If, as seems likely, the French will stand
alone, what attitude should the other pow-
ers assume? Should they do all they can to
appease General de Gaulle and therefore
water down the eflectiveness and credibility
of their common commitments? Or should
they note with regret French self-isolation,
and reaffirm their common commitments?

Beyond that, should they actively plan for
the French withdrawal from NATO when it
becomes legally permissible in 1969, as Gen-
eral de Gaulle himself has threatened to do
in his September 1965 press conference,
should his allies not agree to remodel NATO
according to his wishes? And could not this
new NATO, though weakened by French
absence, also mark the beginning of a reju-
venated and modernized structure which
could prove to be a greatly strengthened,
more effectively integrated entity, once it is
freed of the drag of Gaullist obstructionism?

HARD CHOICES SOON

These are the types of alternative policies
that are currently being pondered in the
chanceries of the NATO nations, since some-
time soon hard choices will have to be made.
Contingency planning is already well under-
way in the State Department in the eventu-
ality of a French withdrawal. This is as it
should be, since realistically the fate of
NATO, and with it the prospect for develop-
ing related cooperative arrangements among
the advanced industrialized nations of the
‘West, will depend on the character of Amer-
ican leadership. For the past year or more
the Johnson administration has assumed an
extremely passive attitude toward NATO
affairs, but this policy of drift cannot, or at
least should not, go on forever.

One element in making the proper deci-
sions is the degree of public awareness of the
crucial nature of the decisions involved, and
the extent to which the articulate spokes-
men who help formulate public opinion can
be brought to bear upon these issues. It is
in this connection that Dr. Timothy Stan-
ley’s searching examination of NATO can be
extremely useful. (“"NATO in Transition:
The Future of the Atlantic Alliance,” by
Timothy W. Stanley. Praeger $7.50.)

While Stanley is speaking for himself, he
nonetheless speaks with considerable au-
thority, since he has long been assoclated
with NATO policy planning in the Depart-
ment of Defense and is currently working
in the Paris NATO headquarters as an aid
to U.S. NATO Ambassador Harlan Cleveland.

TRANSITION

The central theme of his book is that NATO
should be viewed as living through a transi-
tional stage, moving from the performance of
its traditional task of preserving security in
the Atlantic area to providing leadership in
building a broader world order. In theory,
the countries of the West have the capabil-
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ities for attacking the seemingly insoluble
difficulties in fashioning a viable and stable
world order. But this highly desirable objec-
tive calls for a political cohesiveness, if not a
consensus, which presently does not exist.
One might even question the possibility of
NATO continuing its traditional security role
in the Atlantic area, in the face of the Gaul-
list critique.

Dr. Stanley points out effectively that the
consequences of a Gaullist policy would be a
strategic divorce between the United States
and Europe, and with it the end of NATO.

The “force de frappe” is not really designed
to be used independently to attack Soviet
cities, since this would be committing na-
tional suicide for France. Therefore, “the
problem is one of France claiming to have
an ‘independent’ trigger to the U.S. strategic
forces,” thereby making “the ‘force de frappe’
a potential ‘detonator’ for the overall strike
forces of the alllance. Indeed, it is this
blackmail potential against the United States
which the French tacitly rely upon to com-
pensate for the unilateral ineffectiveness of
their national forces in relation to a major
nuclear power like the Soviet Union.”

A situation of mutual mistrust arises:
General de Gaulle feels that vital decisions
cannot be left in the hands of the President
of the United States, while Washington feels
that it might be in the intolerable position of
being triggered into war by the ‘“force de
frappe.”

“There is little doubt,” Dr. Stanley con-
tinues, “that in a tense situation in which
France threatened to employ its strategic nu-
clear forces independently, the United States
would be compelled to disassoclate itself—
publicly and perhaps dramatically—even
from such a close ally as France.

“Thus a vicious cycle could start in which
the fact of national nuclear forces in Europe
would lead the United States to reconsider
the automatieity of its commitment to Euro-
pean defense. In practical terms, this
could mean & phaseout of American power
from the Continent and a withdrawal not
only of nuclear forces, but of the six divi-
sions which we now maintain there.

“That this would be disastrous for Europe
as a whole is clear. The result would be a
Europe inadequately defended by its own
forces, unprotected by the United States, and
subject to easy neutralization by the Soviet
Union. The key objective of Soviet
policy since the war—to drive a wedge be-
tween America and Burope—would thus have
been achieved in spite of, not because of, its
aggressive nature.”

UNIFIED STRATEGY

The missile era, Dr. Stanley reasons, quite
correctly, demands a unified strategic ap-
proach on an intercontinental scale. Even
better, wherever possible, the defense of the
West should be conceived as a global prob-
lem. The author provides a long and co-
herent account of the current U.S. defense
doctrine of a flexible response and cor-
responding need for a set of centralized nu-
clear controls. As Dr. Stanley sums up the
case: “In the last analysis, the least disad-
vantageous, and the only remotely rational
use of strategic nuclear weapons is in a con-
trolled and limited counterforce context.”

The military logic for this doctrine is un-
impeachable, but the problem is a political,
not a military, one. Defense Secretary
McNamara has been criticized frequently,
and justly so, for treating the political reali-
ties of our European allies as impersonal
digits to be fed into computers that decree
cost effectiveness and provide the basis for
an Integrated strategic doctrine. If the
United States and Europe were integrated
politically, this approach would make sense,
but lacking political integration this only in-
cites a feeling of resentment and dependence
in Europe, upon which General de Gaulle
plays and ends up by creating a “unified”
intercontinental strategic doctrine which is
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rejected in varying degrees in different Euro-
pean countries.

The author is aware of this problem when
he says that “solutions must be found which
can give France and Europe a reasonable
sense of participation in decisions affecting
the common destiny of the West.” Without
such an approach it will surely prove im-
possible to plan effectively in Atlantie, let
alone global, terms. As Prof. David Calleo,
of Yale has aptly observed in his recently
published “Europe’'s Future,” “The spread
of Gaullist resentment in Europe can be
contained, the Atlanticists believe, only by
making the Alliance more federal, by creat-
ing those institutions and practices that will
nourish mutual trust and common identity
between Europe and its American leader.
In short, if the Atlantic Alliance is to last,
America’s leadership must be less imperial
and more federal.”

MLF

Dr. Stanley’s prescription for dealing Eu-
rope in on the joint management of the
nuclear power of the Alliance is the famous,
and now dead, multilateral force (MLF).
The MLF died, in large measure, not because
the plan was no good, but because it was
not good enough. The effect of the MLF
would have been to add in the present U.S.
strategic nuclear superiority, while serving
as a laboratory in allied nuclear collabora-
tion. But it would not have solved the really
crucial problem of allied sharing in political
decisionmaking, so long as the United States
retained its veto over the use of this force.
In effect, the U.S. veto did not give “Europe
a reasonable sense of participation in decl-
sions affecting the common destiny of the
West,” however much it might have seemed
to do so when judged from the Pentagon.
In Professor Calleo’s terms, the MLF was
simply too imperial and not sufficiently
federal.

It is true that the MLF concept contained
a “European clause” which envisaged the
abandonment of the U.S. veto under several
circumstances, should Europe unite politi-
cally. This would have taken some years,
under the best of circumstances, since the
creation of a single European government
able to control nuclear weapons was not
likely to emerge overnight. And with Gaul-
list France injected into the plcture, the
subject became entirely academic. The
“European clause” could not, therefore, be
taken as a serious effort to solve the prob-
lem of nuclear sharing by abandoning the
U.S. veto within the foreseeable future.

There was another possibility of attack-
ing this problem at once, and it is curious
and most regretful that neither the Penta-
gon nor the State Department gave this
alternative serious consideration. The Dutch
Parliamentarian, A. E. M. Duynstee careful-
ly elaborated a plan in the Defense Com-
mittee of the Assembly of Western Euro-
pean Union which provided for the creation
of a nuclear executive authority run by
weighted majority voting, in which the Unit-
ed States would abandon its veto, but un-
der conditions that would still protect vital
American security interests. Here, at least
was a formula for sharing nuclear power
that could have aroused support among
several states interested in joining, unlike
the MLF which appealed only to the Ger-
mans who, because of their peculiar posi-
tion, have a special incentive for expand-
ing the scope of their nuclear connec-
tions.

MLF WAS A LESSON

The demilse of the MLF should be in-
structive for U.S. policymakers. If our Euro-
pean allles are to be prevented from going
their own ways, their sense of participation
in decisions affecting the common destiny of
the West must be real and not contrived.
For the moment the problem of nuclear shar-
ing has been pushed underground but it has
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not disappeared. When it reappears let us
hope that we may have learned from sad
experience and be ready to make genuine of-
fers of nuclear sharing, without which the
problem will continue to fester.

Elsewhere in his book Dr. Stanley strong-
iy inclines toward the federal, rather than
the imperial, approach. “The alliance,” he
points out, “is already an entangling one—
perhaps a greater source of informal con-
straints upon U.S. policy than is common-
1y realized. The possible disadvantages of
making NATO a more supranational body (in
which the constraints could become more
formalized) must be balanced against the
potential gains in European sharing of the
defense burden, and a greater sense of joint
responsibility for the twin tasks of securing
the Atlantic area and developing a stable
world order.”

While the author recognizes the present
impracticality of creating a truly supra-
national Atlantic government with a NATO
defense minister with wide powers, he does
advocate an American wlillingness to take
the lead in abandoning the sacred principle
that NATO is an international rather than
a supranational organization, and delegating
to alliance officlals greater authority in spe-
cific areas. These might be narrowly limited,
especially at first; but the details are less
relevant than the basic act of will involved.

As examples of such more highly integrated
ventures, Dr. Stanley suggests commonly fi-
nanced military forces, such as a highly mo-
bile fire brigade put at the disposal of
SACEUR. He also advocates an expansion
of common funding of construction, procure-
ment, and research and development pro-
grams in which the various NATO countries
would subscribe a certain percentage of the
defense expenditures to NATO, acting as a
Judicial personality, capable of awarding con-
tracts based on the overall needs of the alli-
ance.

SHIFT OF DECISION

All this would require a reorganized and
strengthened NATO international staff which
Stanley also recommends. If our intent to
save NATO is to be taken seriously by our
European partners, this will require a will-
ingness on our part to make a substantial
shift in declslonmaking from the Pentagon
to Porte Dauphine (or to wherever the NATO
headquarters may be moved, should France
withdraw). Without an American will to
invigorate the common institutions of the
alllance, the rationale for Gaullist separa-
tism will continue to flourish. It is within
the capability of this country to use its power
constructively, given enlightened leadership
and the determination to exercise it. Other-
wise Washington will have condemned itself
to the frustration of ralling at Gaullism in
vain,

BEAUTY AND MARVELS SKILLFULLY
PORTRAYED IN “THE APPALACH-
IANS” BY MAURICE BROOKS,
WEST VIRGINIA AUTHOR

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President,
rarely have I had as pleasurable an ex-
perience as was afforded me last week by
my good friend, Prof. Maurice Brooks,
of the Division of Forestry of West Vir-
ginia University, when he sent me his
newest book, “The Appalachians.”

This splendid work is the first in a
series to be published by Houghton Mifflin
Co., a series with two purposes: to
interest North Americans in the wildlife,
plants, and geology of their continent,
and to recapture the inquiring spirit of
the old naturalists. In selecting Maurice
Brooks to author the first work in this
series, the editors—Roger Tory Peterson
and John A. Livingston—and publisher
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wisely chose a splendid researcher, an
articulate reporter, and a true naturalist
whose creative imagination, combined
with a meticulous respect for fact, has
produced a guidebook for those mag-
nificent, stately mountains which rise
first in the north in the Gaspé Peninsula
of Canada and stretch southwestward
into northern Alabama.

While the panoramic sweep of the Ap-
palachian Mountain Range is captured
for all readers—those who are fortunate
in living in States blessed by these great
relics and those who hopefully someday
will visit there—I read portions of this
account dealing with our own State of
West Virginia with delight and longing.
The description of Gaudineer Knob—in
summer months the home of splendid
species of warblers, flying squirrels, but-
terflies, trees and flowers; in the winter
months inhabited by varying hares, and
perhaps a panther or two—is particu-
larly pleasing to me, as is the description
in chapter 15, “Orchids That Aren’t in
the Tropics,” of a typical West Virginia
mountain meadow replete with summer
wildflowers.

And when I read the moving story of
the community that sent one of its sons
to college in Pennsylvania, to prepare
him for the ministry, by digging and sell-
ing “sang”—known to outlanders as gin-
seng—it brought back to mind the many
happy days of my boyhood when I dug
“sang” with my grandfather, Jesse F.
Randolph, in Salem, W. Va.

The marvels and richness of the flora
and fauna in Cranberry Glades, Canaan
Valley, and Kate's Mountain; the unique
character of Ice Mountain; the secrets
of the Appalachian caverns, like Mec-
Clung’s Cave, are all made vital and en-
ticing as we explore with Maurice Brooks
the treasures each one offers. We are
told that it is not only Vermont which
products some of the finest maple sirup
in the Bast—a fact most West Virginians
already know. We read of the merchant
in Mount Storm, in our State, who at-
tempted to market West Virginia maple
sirup, only to find that the public was
not interested, and who subsequently sold
it to a firm in St. Johnsbury, Vt., where
it was promptly graded and marketed
as “Vermont No. 1.”

From azaleas to wolves, from the
huckleberries of Greenbrier to the sala-
manders of Cheat Mountain, the author
invites our respect and enthusiasm and
stimulates our curiosity about the won-
ders still hidden in the Appalachian
system.

The people of the land are treated
with respect and fondness in the chap-
ter dealing with the arts and crafts, the
hunting and farming carried on in the
Appalachian Range. While many of
Professor Brooks’ episodes are relative
to West Virginia, he captures the spirit
of all mountaineers early in the book
when he tells the story of the Appalach-
ian Trail—one of the proudest, most
striking achievements of concerned in-
dividual Americans—a product of hard,
but loving labor to which we all can
point with pride., This trail was hewed
through the wilderness, foot by foot, mile
by mile, by individual men and women
who had as their inspiration a deep and

Januwary 20, 1966

abiding love of the mountains in which
they toiled. Today, on many sections of
this trail which are not under the care
of forest and park employees, the trail is
maintained and cared for by private
members of the Appalachian Trail Clubs.
It is a tribute to our mountaineer herit-
age of individual responsibility, that
“the system works; people come, and the
jobs get done.”

Maurice Brooks, on the last page of
his study, speaks for all of us who, from
Vermont to Georgia, know and love our
hills, when he writes:

And thus it is with those nurtured in
Appalachia—they leave, but they look back,
remembering pleasant things. The land has
claimed them, and its ties will not be severed.

BOY SCOUTS OF AMERICA

Mr. McINTYRE. Mr. President, I was
very pleased this week to receive a copy of
a resolution sent to the Congress of the
United States by the National Council of
the Boy Scouts of America.

The resolution reads as follows:

RESOLUTION TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED
STATES

Whereas 1966 commemorates the 50th an-
niversary of the granting of the charter from
Congress to the Boy Scouts of America—
through the enactment of Public Law 84 duly
passed by the House of Representatives on
March 7 and the Senate on May 24, and en-
acted into law on June 15; and

Whereas a report to the Congress has been
made each year by the Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica as required by the law; and

Whereas the Boy Scouts of America, the
first youth group to receive such a charter,
has received encouragement and support of
inestimable value: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the National Council of the
Boy Scouts of America, assembled for its 65th
annual meeting in Bal Harbour/Miami
Beach, Fla,, expresses iis thanks and appre-
clation to the Congress of the United States
of America and respectfully requests the
Congress suitably to recognize the 50th an-
niversary of the granting of the charter in
such way or ways as it may deem appropriate.

We should all be proud of the fine work
performed by the Boy Scouts of America.
This wonderful organization has per-
formed a great service during the past
half-century and I think it is fitting that
we recognize this group’s great achieve-
ments in helping the youth of today to
take their proud place among the citizens
of tomorrow.

Mr. President, New Hampshire has
5,400 dedicated adults who serve as lead-
ers of the State’s 14,000 Boy Scouts. I
extend to them my congratulations for a
job well done and my best wishes for
many more years of service to the State’s
youth.

WHERE TITOISM WAS TRIED

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, despite the
growing abundance of evidence that the
Tito government in Yugoslavia is in fact
an integral part of the Communist world,
discovering its natural allies in Moscow
and Peiping rather than in Washington,
there exists a stubborn unwillingness to
recognize this reality.

As this session begins, I want to call
the attention of my colleagues to an ex-
cellent analysis of the Yugoslav situa-
tion by Mr. George Bailey which ap-
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peared in the Reporter magazine last
summer. This article is as pertinent to-
day as it was when it was written.

Though by the end of fiscal 1963 the
United States had supplied Yugoslavia
with $2.5 billion in aid, Mr. Bailey points
out that this has had no appreciable
effect upon Yugoslav foreign policy.

U.S. officials did not take the Belgrade
declaration of 1955 at face value, al-
though at this time Yugoslavia and the
Soviet Union expressed their agreement
on major policy questions.

Belgrade recognized East Germany in
1957 and Tito supported the Soviet
Union’s resumption of atomic testing in
1961.

Only in 1961, after the bitterly anti-
West speech by Tito at the Belgrade Con-
ference of nonalined nations, did Con-
gress finally move to terminate aid, but
the program continued until 1963.

Mr. Bailey describes the case of
Mihaylo Mihaylov, a lecturer on Russian
literature at the Croatian University of
Zagreb in Zadar. He visited the Soviet
Union, and published an article describ-
ing his trip. The Yugoslav Government
arrested Mihaylov on charges of slander-
ing a friendly state and violating the
press law by sending the manuscript of
his banned article to an Italian publisher.
He received a sentence of 9 months’ im-
prisonment, indicating to the world that
freedom of speech and of the press cer-
tainly have no place in Yugoslavia.

Mr. Bailey is of the firm opinion that
in any major showdown with commu-
nism, Yugoslavia would surely be on the
side of its Communist allies. It has
never sided with the West on the major
issues of conflict, and to imagine that it
would do so in the future is wishful
thinking.

The article concludes by pointing out
that:

The Titolst experiment has been scarcely a
success in the only country where it has been
tried out. A proliferation of Titos in other
parts of the world is unimaginable today, un-
less the West expects to subsidize pro-Chi-
nese nonalinement.

I ask unanimous consent that the ar-
ticle be printed in the Recorp at this
point in my remarks.

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

WHERE T1To1sM WAS TRIED
(By George Bailey)

BELGRADE.—Yugoslavia has six republics,
five peoples, four religions, three languages,
two alphabets, and a partisan in every pear
tree. It harbors a family of South Slav na-
tions united by the fear that their hatred of
each other may be exploited by outsiders.
The accumulated experience of Ottoman,
Habsburg-Hungarian, and finally German oc-
cupation begot the flercest partisan move-
ment of the Second World War. This in turn
produced the Yugoslav League of Commu-
nists, 80 percent of whose members are for-
mer partisans. Today, these aging veterans
provide the regime of Marshal Tito with a
less vigorous base. The thrust of the ex-
ternal and Internal pressures that have sus-
talned Titoism have changed, and the result
has been both to lay bare the centrifugal
factions and to provoke a tightening of cen-
tripetal totalitarlan controls in a country
often cited for its rebelllon against the more
rigid forms of communism.
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When Stalin, to consolidate the Soviet Em-
pire, tried to take over Yugoslovia, the par-
tisans defied him, thus causing the first split
in the Communist bloc and opening Yugo-
slavia to Western influence on a scale to
which no other Communist country has ever
been exposed. Two results of the break with
Stalin have determined the state of affairs in
Yugoslavia ever since. They are the United
States Yugloslavia Emergency Relief Assist-
ance Act of 1950, and the workers’ council
which was established by law in the same
year. The law, which decreed the decen-
tralization of the economy and the creation
of semiautonomous self-management com-
mittees of workers, was Yugoslavia's way of
remaining Communist while producing what
was claimed to be an alternative to Stalin-
ism. 1Its federal structure was determined
by ethnic regionalism.

The aid program was all-embracing. Tt
included military assistance and industrial
equipment as well as a training program.
It also granted most-favored-nation status
and qualified Yugoslavia for United States
surplus agricultural commodities. By the
end of fiscal 1963, $2.5 billion in aid had been
supplied to Yugoslavia by the United States
Government. For years the Yugoslavs as-
sured the donors that solvency was just
around the corner. But Yugoslavia's leaders
clearly had no intention of setting the coun-
try’'s flnances in order. On the contrary,
they projected U.S. aid into the national
budget and their long-term planning in order
to finance extensive industrialization proj-
ects, apparently assuming that year after year
the gaping trade deficit would be covered by
the allotment.

The attitudes of both countries in this
relationship were largely determined by po-
litical considerations. The Yugoslavs were
determined to demonstrate the effectiveness
of their hybrid system; the Americans were
willing to subsidize Titolsm first as a mili-
tary counterweight to the Soviets In the
Balkans, and later as an ldeological alter-
native to communism at large—a blend of
economic self-government and political to-
tailtarianism. The United States courted
Yugoslav support in international forums,
particularly in the United Nations. And, in
fact, the Yugoslav U.N. delegation did ap-
prove that organization's Involvement in the
Korean war., Moreover, the Yugoslavs closed
their frontler to the Greek Communist
rebels, helping the Western allies to put an
end to the Greek civil war. Yugoslavia's
slgning of the Balkan Pact against aggres-
sion with Greece and Turkey in 19564 was
further in keeping with the desires of the
West.

The United States cherished the hope that
its largesse would gradually transform
Yugoslav communism into something re-
sembling Western soclal democracy. There
had always been a strong liberal element in
the Yugoslav League of Communists and the
strengthening of this element as a result of
the break with Stalin and the disastrous
crop failure of 1950 increased the deceptive
nature of the Yugoslav situation. It not
only encouraged the liberals to make prom-
ises they could not keep but it rendered
them the unwitting pawns of the conserva-
tive Communists, for it induced U.S. officials
to lend credence to the idea of a more dem-
ocratic Yugoslavia as well as money to Tito's
totalitarian regime. The sincerity of liberal
assurances to the West only enhanced the
effectiveness of the ultimate deception.
This was one of the main reasons for the
clinging of American officials to their hopes
even after Khrushchev and Bulganin went
to Belgrade in 1955 to reestablish their re-
lations with Tito.

WHEN THE AID STOPFED

United States officials refused to take at
face value the Belgrade Declaration of 1955,
in which Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union
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proclaimed their agreement in the guestion
of disarmament and the banning of atomic
weapons, in the cessation of all forms of
polemics and other acts tending to sow mis-
trust among nations, and in “a solution * * *
of the German gquestion * * * in the interest
of general security * * *.” The Belgrade
government diligently followed the Soviet
line on foreign policy from this time on,
including the recognition of East Germany
in 1957 and Tito's support of the Soviet
Union’s resumption of testing in 1961.

In addition to his support of Soviet test-
ing, Tito also singled out East Germany for
pralse and West Germany for censure as a
fascist state 2 weeks after the construction
of the Berlin wall. But his greatest service
to the Soviet cause was to fit the Marxist
formula to the anticolonialist resentments
of the nonalined states, some of which pro-
ceeded to denounce the Common Market as
the economlic arm of Western imperalism.
It was only when Tito himself—just after
the West had advanced $2756 million In
credits to enable Yugoslavia to implement a
foreign currency exchange reform—unequlv-
ocally linked Yugoslav policy to the Soviet
line in an antl-Western speech at the Bel-
grade Conference of nonallned nations in
19681, that Congress finally moved to termi-
nate U.S. ald.

When the last of the program was dellvered
in 1963, Yugoslavia was apparently on its own
for the first time in 12 years (substantial
Soviet aid, begun in 1956 with glowing prom-
ises, by 1962 totaled just $73 million). But
it was only “apparently”: Yugoslav eligibil-
ity for the benefits of Public Law 480, under
which U.8. food surpluses were provided to
Yugoslavia on long-term credit arrangements
(payable in dinars and hence sparing the
country’'s meager foreign currency reserves),
was restored at the last moment by the in-
tervention 'of President Kennedy, who re-
portedly was Impressed by Yugoslavia's re-
sistance to Khrushchev's troika proposal in
the United Nations. However, the cruclally
important most-favored-nation status, en-
abling Yugoslavia to compete on equal terms
for American markets, was suspended.

Assessing the situation after the blow had
fallen, Yugoslav economists guickly realized
that U.S. aid had not only become an integral
part of the economy but also a key element
of national economic progress. As such, it
had proved a mixed blessing: by creating the
illusion of success it had lent impetus to
crude experiments, random investments, and
dogged persistence in crackpot schemes. Fot
instance, the cult of the decentralized work-
ers' councils and the desire to develop the
abjectly poor reglons in the south and east
of the country resulted in a 12-year splurge
of investment in industrial plants in areas
remote from sources of raw materials and
lacking in transport facilities. This was the
origin of the “political factories,” as the Yu-
goslavs call enterprises chronically immune
from sensible management, which make up
roughly 25 percent of all factories In the
country. To subsidize these factories in the
south and east, the Government imposed
drastic taxes on profitable enterprises, mainly
in the industrial centers of Slovenia and
Croatia.

This has been the source of bitter recrimi-
nations against Belgrade: “Penalties for suc-
cess; premiums for failure,” is the way the
Slovenes describe the situation. With only
8.6 percent of the population, Slovenia con-
tributed 37.2 percent of the national budget
in 1058. This taxation both stirred up re-
gional antagonism and acted as a deterrent
to industrial production. The result is that
Yugoslav industry today operates at only 54
percent of capacity.

HANDS IN THE TILL

It was clear that the loss of U.S. ald could
be made good only by a sharp increase in pro-
duction and exports. It was also clear that
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a maln prerequisite to any substantial in-
crease in production was an increase in con-
sumer buying power as well as in investment
capacity of individual enterprises. But
Yugoslav leaders found themselves in a spe-
cial dilemma. The decentralized banking
system was an indiscriminate purveyor of
subsidies to Government-sponsored enter-
prises throwing good money after bad into
the political factories. Thus the nationwide
program was dissipated by a flood of unco-
ordinated investment at the lowest produc-
tion levels.

The Government, which had not relin-
quished the responsibility for financing basic
industries and was willing to tolerate Imports
in excess of plan in order to increase exports,
could not resist the sudden pressure for im-
ports. It authorized the Foreign Trade Bank
to supply foreign exchange to enterprises
against their obligation to Increase their ex-

commensurately. As a result, credits
to the enterprises increased in 1864 by 45
percent; total commodity imports, however,
rose by only 25 percent. The difference was
used by the workers' councils not to finance
imports but to increase wages and bonuses of
the workers, and the result was that the dis-
posable income of the nonagricultural pop-
ulation rose by 30 percent. This in turn cre-
ated a consumer demand that far outstripped
domestic supply and spurred the country’s
ambling inflation into a gallop.

HOLES IN THE STAR

The fact that the Government not only
tolerated but even encouraged the pocketing
of credits designated for imports points up
the schizoid nature of the Yugoslav system.
It was, nevertheless, a revolt, and one in-
spired by the fading of the utopian Socialist
vision. “We want to enjoy the fruits of our
labor right now,” the director of one of Bel-
grade's largest factories told me. “Certainly
our children should have a better lot, but we
want ours now, too. The spread of apathy
in the party itself—particularly among
youth—was admitted by Vice President Alek-
sander Rankovic at the Eighth Party Con-
gress last December: in the last 8 years the
percentage of members under 25 years of age
has dropped from 236 to 13.6. To counter
this trend a system of rotation has been in-
troduced to rid the party machinery of parti-
san deadwood and make way for new men,

The Government's agricultural program
has been hardly more successful. Driving
past one collective farm recently, I noticed
eight bullet holes in the plastic red star fixed
over the portal. “Who put those holes
there?” I asked a passerby. “Farmers,” he
answered. ‘Do farmers have guns?” I asked.
“All farmers have guns—somewhere,” he
sald. “Why don't they put up a new star?”
“That was a new star 3 months ago.”

The rural bulwark of resistance to the re-
gime remains unshaken. Rankovic has em-
phasized “the anomaly of a party with only
8 percent of its members drawn from the
agricultural sector that makes up half the
population.”

The Yugoslav League of Communists fears
the peasants. The bitterest pill the league
ever swallowed was the decollectivization of
agriculture in 1953. This was part of the
alternating decentralization and recentraliza-
tion that followed the prolonged drought of
19560. The crop fallure of that year, how-
ever, was not only caused by the lack of rain:
the forced collectivization of all farming land
in Yugoslavia in the late 1940's had provoked
the peasants to the point of armed insurrec-
tion. But more telling than the peasants'
sporadic violence was their passive resistance
which throttled agricultural production and
prevented the accumulation of reserves.

The Communists tried to circumvent the
resistance of the peasants, mainly by con-
triving to price them out of existence or to
force them into the remaining large col-
lectives. i o)
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This surreptitious drive to recollectivize the
peasants was backed by an attempt to make
the state farms appear to be flourishing.
To this end the Government concentrated
its agricultural investment programs almost
exclusively on the collectives. But the sys-
tem suffered a severe blow early last year
when it was revealed that the largest state
farm in the country, the Belye, had declared
a loss of about 2 billion dinars, or $2.75 mil-
lion, at the end of 1063. Shortly thereafter
the Government finally abandoned the per-
suasion program and, in an effort to restruc-
ture the entire economy, raised prices paid
to producers by 21 percent. The effort came
10 years late and contributed strongly to
inflationary tendencies. The resultant in-
crease in crop yields, particularly in corn,
was nullified by the increase in rural con-
sumption: in the face of rocketing consumer
prices, the farmers cut costs, as always, by
eating their own produce.

Yugoslav agricultural imports rose by 34
percent in 1962 to a record $328 million, $121
million of it coming from the United States
under Public Law 480. Wheat imports in
1963 nearly doubled the 1962 level, with the
United States supplying 85 percent. From
1959 to date Yugoslav agricultural produc-
tion has stagnated, suffering an average
yvearly deficit of more than a million tons of
wheat, or a quarter of the annual amount
required to feed the population. The deficit
in wheat alone costs the Yugoslav Govern-
ment about $64 million a year. The harvest
of 1964 was poor and the prospects for this
year poorer still.

Beginning in early 1964 the dam of Gov-
ernment price controls slowly collapsed and
was swept away. Within the last year the
cost-of-living index in Yugoslavia has risen
more than 26 percent, Ominously, the sharp-
est increase took place in food prices: milk
went up 256 percent, bread 30 percent. A
pound of prime meat now sells in Belgrade
for approximately the same price as in a New
York supermarket—and this when the aver-
age wage of a Serbian industrial worker is
about $50 a month at the official rate of
exchange. By the end of 1964 the average
Yugoslav worker was spending 65 percent of
his take-home pay for food.

The combined splurge in agricultural and
industrial imports drove the balance-of-
trade deficit for 1964 to an alltime high of
429 million, more than twice as high as the
1962 deficit and more than half again as
high as that for 1963. About $200 million of
this amount was made good by hard-currency
profits from the tourist trade, remittances
from some 140,000 Yugoslavs working in the
West, and various forms of insurance, leav-
ing an actual deficit of $229 million, or almost
exactly the average annual deficit over the
previous 10 years. Foreign currency reserves
are at present just enough to finance 25 days
of imports. Moreover, the third devaluation
of the dinar in 15 years is now regarded as
inevitable. In other words, despite a much
larger gross national product, and despite
$3.6 billion in western aid, the Yugoslav
economy is still hopelessly unbalanced.

DIPLOMACY FOR PROFIT

Much of Yugoslav diplomatic activity in
the last year has been taken up in desperate
attempts to restructure, reschedule, and
otherwise refund the country’s long-term
debts, many of which fall due this year.
Some creditors, such as West Germany, have
continued or expanded credits to protect
their original investment. Bonn has offered
a partial moratorium on the outstanding
Yugoslav debt. Likewise, most-favored-
nation status was restored by the U.S. Gov-
ernment last year, and the Export-Import
Bank has recently agreed to finance two
construction projects.

An experienced observer in Belgrade haa
remarked that Yugoslavia is an underdevel-
oped country in need of technical assistance
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in every fleld except foreign policy. This
policy is largely dictated by the importance
of appearing to be a going political concern.
The attractiveness of the Yugoslav position
on the international scene as a combination
of fashionable outeast, faithful renegade, and
safe ideological trailblazer continues to stand
the country in excellent stead despite Tito's
costly political forays.

THE MIHAYLOV CASE

In general, the Yugoslav system has been
dictated by the necessity of appearing pro-
gressively liberal while remaining totalitarian
at the core. This requirement forced a re-
finement of the party control mechanism, a
diversion of command channels, and devel-
opment of parallel organizations such as the
Socialist Alliance, the trade unions (to keep
the workers' councils in line), and electoral
commissions (to police the recently reformed
electoral system). The result was a system
so elaborate that even the country’s leaders
became thoroughly confused. In the end,
the stresses proved too great; the party split
into two openly conflicting factions—'"cen-
tralists” and “llberals.” In this situation—
unprecedented in a nominally Communist
country—both sides have been obliged to
disguise their moves, and the liberal side the
more, in order to disguise its weakness. It is
in this light that the significance of the
Mihaylov case and much else becomes clear.

Early in 1963 a delegation of the Soviet
Writers' Union spent 15 days touring the
country as the guest of its Yugoslav counter-
part. The results of the trip were summed
up in the Soviet journal “Voprosi Lit-
eraturl” (Questions of Literature) by the
critic Valyeri Ozerov, in an article entitled
“To The Battle Stations.” Ozerov singled
out the Yugoslav monthly “Delo” for con-
certed attack. Much of this article is taken
up with a debate between the Soviet guests
and the “Delo" editorial staff on the function
of literature in society, in which the Delo
representatives rejected the Stalinist-Zhdan-
ovist dictum that writers must act as “engi-
neers of the soul.” Ozerov branded the Delo
group as decadent “modernists” under bour-
geois Western influence and accused it of
spreading pessimism throughout the Social-
ist ranks.

In the summer of 1964 Mihaylo Mihaylov,
a 30-year-old lecturer on Russian literature
in the philosophy department of the Croatian
University of Zagreb in Zadar, visited the
Soviet Union for a month as part of the cul-
tural exchange program. In its January
and February numbers this year, Delo pub-
lished two long installments of an article
by Mihaylov describing his trip. A few days
after the appearance of the second install-
ment, the Soviet Embassy in Belgrade lodged
a violent protest. But it was not until Feb-
ruary 11, when Marshal Tito himself warned
of rampant “Djilasism" and chastised a dele-
gation of public prosecutors for not im-
mediately suppressing the magazine, that
the Yugoslav Government confiscated the
remaining copies. On March 11, Mihaylov
was arrested on charges of slandering a
friendly state and violating the press law by
sending the manuscript of his banned article
to an Italian publisher.

Mihaylov was released after a month in
investigative custody and his trial was held
in the public court of Zadar. He received
the comparatively mild sentence of 8 months’
imprisonment out of a possible 4 years. He
has appealed to the supreme court of Croatia,
and there the matter rests.

The entire incident is referred to in Bel-
grade as “Delo’s revenge,” and apparently
with good reason. “Moscow Summer’ was a
broadside fired at point-blank range; the
anguished response of the Soviets Is an in-
dication that it found its mark. Mihaylov
mentions the squads of “sobering-up” am-
bulances, whose sole purpose is to clear the
streets of drunks, the danger of being at-
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tacked by hooligans at night, the “desperate
rudeness" of Muscovites in thelr dealings
with one another (“I beg your pardon, sir, I
didn't realize you were a foreigner”), the in-
evitable comparison of Lenin’s mummy to a
wax model, indifference toward or active con-
tempt for the school of Socialist realism
among Russian intellectuals and the con-
trasting enthusiasm for modernist art, the
high rate of abortions among university stu-
dents, the universal fear of stool pigeons, and
the wild enthusiasm of the students for the
works of Kafka.

Mihaylov devotes the bulk of his article
to the anti-Stalinist revolt of Soviet writers,
citing as the great tragedy of Soviet soclety
the life-and-death struggle of individual tal-~
ent in which an artist must risk his career
and even his physical existence in order to
realize an original idea. He emphasizes the
high incldence of former concentration-camp
inmates among the writers and dwells on
the existence and great popularity of an en-
tire genre of concentration-camp literature
and song, most of which is bootlegged in
handwritten coples and tape recordings.

Mihaylov discusses at length the works and
views of some 20 Soviet writers, most of
whom he visited. The overwhelming ma-
jority are revealed as more or less militant
liberals fighting the good fight against state
and party controls and specifically against
Socialist realism. He exposes Ogzerov and his
like as nothing more than embattled govern-
ment functionaries who are themselves in-
creasingly isolated from reality.

A highly accomplished polemicist, Mihay-
lov possessed all the necessary attributes for
the job that Delo assigned him. “Delo’s re-
venge' was the first counterattack in force to
be mounted against the Soviet Union by the
now institutionalized political opposition in
Yugoslavia. Moreover, it was an attempt by
the Yugoslav opposition to make common
cause with its Russian counterpart against
the centralist enemy in both countries. In
the third installment of his article, un-
published in Yugoslavia but now avallable in
the West, Mihaylov suggests that Yugoslavia
could play a role in leading the Soviet Union
into the Western cultural community. It is
a project that runs parallel to the prideful
avant-garde function of the Yugoslav re-
gime in bringing the Sovlet Unlon to adopt
a broad Socialist approach in its foreign pol-
icy as an instrument of Communist expan-
sion.

The object of the exercise is to counter the
recent series of moves by the Yugoslav re-
gime to aline itself more closely with Soviet
policy. Yugoslavia's accession as an asso-
ciate member of the Council for Mutual Eco-
nomic Ald—COMECON—Ilast year and the
various interparty cultural agreements have
made the opposition afraid that the regime
seeks to rejoin the Soviet bloc as the only
means of reimposing traditional Communist
rule and insulating the country against
Western influence.

The split in the Yugoslav League of Com-
munists is so great that the centralist ma-
chinery of repression could not be set in
motion against Mihaylov until Tito himself
intervened. The chronicle of recent cultural
suppressions is impressive, but it also indi-
cates the degree of opposition activity.

DECENTRALIZING POLITICS

Easily the most important organ of the
opposition is the monthly magazine Praxis,
published in Zagrebh. The “Praxis Group,”
which is strongly influenced by Western and
particularly American sociologists, force-
feeds with well directed articles a nation-
wide discussion involving the roots of Com-
munist theory. It has proclaimed the failure
of Marxism to mitigate the alienation of the
worker and to provide a system of values to
replace the Christian ethic. But the ultimate
objective of such liberal periodicals is to
undermine the ideological authority of the
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party-state, and this process is further ad-
vanced than is generally appreciated.

The doctrinaire Communists in Yugoslavia
now find themselves in somewhat the same
position as the liberals. They, too, have been
encouraged or driven by desperation to make
promises they cannot keep. The triple coin-
cidence of the battles over regional cultural
autonomy, the political issue of centraliza-
tion versus decentralization, and the great
economic divide between the “have" and
“have-not” Yugoslav republics rendered the
split roughly along the traditional ethnic-
geographic lines In the League of Com-
munists inevitable and all the more ominous.

The liberals are especially at home in the
Government and party offices in the republics
of Croatia and Slovenia. Zagreb, the capital
of Croatia, has become a kind of anti-
Belgrade. The authoritarian stronghold is
the Central Committee of the Serbian Com-
munist Party. The doctrinaire Communists
have been forced to take support wherever
and however they can find it—in the “have-
not” republics of Macedonia and Bosnia-
Herzegovina and by pandering to BSerbian
chauvinism.

In keeping with Serbia's traditional claims
of leadership, it is now a foregone conclusion
that Tito's successor must be a Serb, Alek-
sander Rankovie, Vice President since 1963
and former chief of the state security police.
Rankovie is obviously being groomed in pref-
erence to the party's chief ideolog, the
comparatively more liberal Slovene Edvard
EKardelj, President of the Parliament. This
development prompted the liberals to engi-
neer the adoption of a new statute at the
latest party congress providing for the con-
vocation of party conferences in the various
republics, as well as at the federal level. In
effect, there are already two parties in Yugo-
slavia. Their emergence as separate organi-
zations has been prevented only by the pres-
tige of Tito and the fact that circumstances
have forced the opposition to institutionalize
itself by decentralizing the original totali-
tarian party machine. Yugoslavia is now
near the brink of the prewar multiparty
morass based on ethnic regional allegiances.

The crescendo of the economic and politi-
cal crisis has totally discredited Yugoslavia
as the pilot model for underdeveloped coun-
tries seeking to acquire internal stability
while preserving neutrality in the interna-
tional power struggle. To top it all, the
Yugoslav's expertise in foreign affairs has
failed them. The sharpening of the Sino-
Soviet struggle in the last 3 years has com-
promised Yugoslavia's position as a prime
champion of would-be nonalinement among
pro-Communist nations. A comparison of
its stances in the Belgrade Conference of
1961 and the Cairo Conference of last fall is
revealing. At Belgrade, Yugoslavia posed as
the nonalined mediator between the Soviet
bloc and Western imperialism; at Cairo it
was forced to settle for the role of bridge
between the Soclalistic bloc (including, of
course, the Soviet Union) and the nonalined
and neutralist nations. Since then, Indo-
nesia has veered off into the Chinese Commu-
nist camp, Cuba has said some highly un-
complimentary things about Yugoslavia, Mo-
rocco has alined itself more closely with the
West, and Kenya has taken action against
Chinese gun-running through its territory.
In short, the neutralist nations are falling to
one side or the other of the knife edge of
China's crusade for wars of national liber-
ation.

. For Yugoslav leaders the danger of the

Soviet Union's settling its differences with

Communist China has been heightened by
the ouster of Ehrushchev and by the Viet-
nam crisis, Desperate to avoid a forcing of
the issue in Vietnam, Tito has told every
foreign statesman he has recently seen that
the United States has fatefully misinter-
preted the relationship between the Soviet
Union and China. “If China goes to war
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with you over Vietnam,” one Yugoslay editor
warned us, “the Soviet Union will side with
China and so will we.” The latter part of
this threat is empty. Yugoslavia would not
be accepted, for the prerequisite of Soviet-
Chinese reconciliation is Soviet renunciation
of revisionism and the policy of peaceful
coexistence, or pro-Soviet “nonalinement,”
patented by the Yugoslavs. The Titoist ex-
periment has been scarcely & success in the
only country where it has been tried out. A
proliferation of Titos in other parts of the
world is unimaginable today, unless the West
accepts to subsidize pro-Chinese “nonaline-
ment.”

TRIBUTE TO SARGENT SHRIVER

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, less
than 18 months ago, the President, the
Congress, and the American people de-
clared war on poverty. Almost overnight
many new programs existed where none
had existed before. Today, the burden
of 35 million of our citizens trapped in
poverty is being lightened.

It 'would be unfair to all those dedi-
cated men and women in Washington—
and to all those citizens across America
who have labored long and hard in this
war on poverty—to credit one man with
the progress to date.

But much of the success thus far in
the crusade to eliminate human misery
must be attributed to Sargent Shriver.

Four years ago, President EKennedy
asked Mr. Shriver to lead another kind
of crusade—the Peace Corps. Like the
war on poverty, the Peace Corps was
hard hit by its critics when it began. Mr.
Shriver is fond of pointing out that
President Kennedy gave him the job as
Peace Corps Director because, if he
failed, “it would be easier to fire a rela-
tive than a political friend.” But
Shriver did not fail.

Before the Office of Economic Oppor-
tunity was a reality, its critics had
doomed it to failure.

A political boondoggle * * * more hand-
outs * * * another make-work program.

These were the mild statements.

Another furor arose when President
Johnson asked Mr. Shriver to take on
leadership of the poverty program while
still guiding the Peace Corps.

The critics said “impossible.”

But they had been wrong about the
Peace Corps and the war on poverty and
they were wrong about the ability of
Sargent Shriver.

In the Peace Corps, Shriver simply
asked for men and women to volunteer
for work all over the world, not for money
or glory, not even for comfort or con-
venience, but only to help others who
needed and wanted their help. In the
war on poverty, he used the same kind of
an appeal, challenging not only individ-
uals, but an entire Nation to look inward
at a neglected minority and do something
about their condition.

“Eloguent” is almost too fragile a word
to apply to this hard-driving man. But
the challenges Sargent Shriver has made
of us all—challenges to heed the cries of
human beings asking for help—whether
they came from the jungles of Peru or
the hills of Appalachia—were eloguent
challenges. And the Nation has re-
sponded.
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Today, Sargent Shriver has only one
task. With all of his skill and dedication
applied to the war on poverty I think we
can expect that worthy venture to soon
reach the same lofty plateau of success
and acceptance now enjoyed by the
Peace Corps.

UKRAINIANS WILLING TO FIGHT
FOR FREEDOM

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, Janu-
ary 22 marks the 48th anniversary of a
day which is sacred to the more than one
million Americans of Ukrainian descent.
It should also serve as a reminder to all
the rest of our people and to freedom-
loving people everywhere of the existence
today of a form of imperialism which
threatens all mankind. On January 22,
1918, with the Bolshevik armies invading
their homeland, a group of Ukrainian
patriots courageously proclaimed that
centuries of foreign oppression were
ended and that the Ukraine was an in-
dependent member of the family of
nations.

Few battles for independence are won
without blood and the creation of a free
democratic state in non-Russian eastern
Europe cost many Ukrainians their lives.
But the freedom gained by the Ukraine
was short-lived. The Red army smashed
the independence movement in charac-
teristically ruthless fashion and with tac-
tics that can be found in today’s crises
in southeast Asia.

The same basic Russian technique of
civil war, liberation front and guerrilla
warfare, combined with Red army force,
toppled the Ukrainian nation. Inde-
pendent Ukraine ceased to exist. The
Soviet Russian masters may have
thought that the bloodletting and defeat
of the Ukrainian Army meant the end
of the people’s desire for their nation’s
independence. Bui they were wrong.
And the Russians were equally wrong
in assuming that they had crushed the
people’s willingness to fight and to die
for their freedom.

The Communists could not have been
more wrong. Under the surface of for-
eign repression, the passionate desire for
liberty from alien and Communist op-
pression continued. The German in-
vasion of the Soviet Union in June 1941
was the spark which set off the explo-
sion of the people to regain their national
freedom. First against the German oc-
cupiers and then later against the re-
turning Communist armies the Ukrain-
ian people carried on a long, tenacious,
heroie, and desperate guerrilla war.

They had their own army, the Ukrain-
ian Insurgent Army. It had the formal
and complex organization of any modern
army. It numbered perhaps 200,000.
It fought the enemy until at least 1950,
agalnst terrible disadvantages, because
it had one great advantage over the in-
vaders—the love and loyalty of the peo-
ple. This army did not receive aid from
the outside world. Rather, it had to
rely on its own ingenuity in utilizing
weapons and supplies captured from the
Soviets and the Germans. Constantly
moving among the people, fully aware
of the invaders’ movements from local
patriots, fighting a clever guerrilla war
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which sometimes included spectacular
successes against larger and better
armed enemies, the Ukrainian Insurgent
Army added a glorious chapter to the
epic of its people's struggle for freedom.

Although the Army has been dis-
banded, we can be sure that many of its
members still carry in their hearts an
unrelenting opposition to the Commu-
nist regime. An alien dictatorship has
never been accepted willingly by the
Ukrainian people. They have the re-
cent memories of a gallant effort by their
fighting men to liberate their land. On
this anniversary it would be well for all
of us to remember that in this occupied
land the spark of freedom still burns,
fed by the pride in the thousands of
sons who died not so long ago to repel
the enemies from east and west.

THE TWO WARS IN VIETNAM

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, the
issue of January 24, 1966, of the U.S.
News & World Report contains an excel-
lent article entitled “The Untold Story
of Vietnam War” which could just as
easily be entitled the two wars in Viet-
nam—one that is known and one that
is untold.

As summarized, the untold story is the
one to be found in the countryside and
in Saigon: Expanding terrorism, insecu-
rity, a violent inflation, profiteering, food
shortages, dealings with people who
eventually will decide whether a viable
nation can be put together.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle referred to be printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks.

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

THE UNTOLD STORY OF VIETNAM WaAR

There are two wars here in South Viet-
nam—one widely known, the other virtually
ignored.

The widely known war involves bomber
strikes, U.5. soldlers, jungle battles, Vietcong
battalions.

The untold story is the one to be found
in the countryside and in Saigon: Expand-
ing terrorism, insecurity, a violent inflation,
profiteering, food shortages, dealings with the
people who eventually will decide whether a
viable nation can be put together.

In this other war—really the main one—
the United States is losing ground.

The situation inside South Vietnam is
found to be worse now than before the United
States started moving in large numbers of
troops last spring.

During the first week of January, Red guer-
rilla activity reached an all-time high—more
than 1,100 “incidents” of sabotage, village
ralds, kidnapings—twice the rate of a year
ago. As the Vietnamese New Year—January
21—approached, the number of Red attacks
slackened markedly, but few authorities were
convinced that it was permanent.

South Vietnam's normal distribution sys-
tem has been severely disrupted, with conse-
quent scarcities and high prices.

Food prices up: In the Saigon area, for
example, the cost of rice has doubled in 6
months. Prices of chicken, cooking oil and
other foods are up even more. It's the same
with rents and clothing.

Black marketing is bad and getting out of
control in some areas. So are pilferage and
profiteering. In big cities the atmosphere
seems Infected by honky-tonks, get-rich-
quick merchants and builders, and a general
air of decay.
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The $600 million in U.S. economic ald
that was poured into the country last year
apparently has disappeared.

It boils down to this: While the United
States is trylng to build up the country's
economy and to provide stability, the Com-
munists keep tearing it down.

U.S. and South Vietnamese forces actually
hold less territory now than they did a year
ago. So-called pacified areas are not safe,
and the highly touted American counter-
insurgency campaign has not gotten off the
ground.

Americans have promised to back the
South Vietnamese Government with large-
scale ald in the countryside, to convince
people they can find a better life by sup-
porting the government.

Much of the time, the United States can’t
make good on the promise. Sometimes it is
because the roads are cut and the Commu-
nists won't let help come through.

Even in more secure areas, the program
to win the peasantry is a long way from
being successful. The logistics bottleneck
in Saigon, caused by the U.S. troop buildup
and a $400 million military construction pro-
gram, is almost hopeless.

In many Provinces during the last 8
months, less than 10 percent of the promised
American ald has actually been delivered.

Where material has been delivered—steel
and cement—you frequently find that local
contractors would rather work on lucrative
U.S. military projects. Some 100,000 Viet-
namese are now working on military projects
at wages higher than they could get in village
programs.

The Government’s image in the country-
slde—where peasants for hundreds of years
have been against all central governments—
remains clouded at best,

Widespread corruption—at “almost a
comic level,” as one Vietnamese puts it—is
not only giving the Government a bad name,
it is pouring millions of dollars into Com-
munist coffers. One principal supplier for
Marine Corps construction projects has been
closely associated with the Communists since
the days of the French colonialists—and is
paying off handsomely to the Reds.

The Communists allow road traffic to pass
in many areas only so they can collect
“taxes” on the goods., Gasoline to power U.S.
helicopters and planes In attacks on Reds in
the Mekong River Delta is carried through
Communist-controlled areas by transport
companies owned by overseas Chinese. The
carriers pay the Communists for permission
to go through, then charge the Americans, at
least indirectly.

Take a look at the First Corps area—the
northern part of the Republic of Vietnam—
and you see what has been happening. There
are five Provinces. The area has been given
over to the U.S. Marines. They have put
more than a division into the area, moving
out from the strategically important air-
bases at the port of Da Nang and the newly
created Chulal base.

However, the internal security is worse
than before the Marine forces arrived, in
the Province of Quang Nam, just outside
Da Nang, and in Quang Tin and Quang Ngal,
south of the Marine area. In two Provinces
north of Da Nang, also, the situation is de-
terlorating.

Or take the Fourth Corps area, at the
other end of the country. It covers the
mouths of the Mekong River that flows out
of Cambodia into Vietnam and on to the sea.
In the last few months, the Communists
have been forced by U.S. airpower, which
is extremely effective in the flatland areas
where there is little or no cover, to withdraw
to their strongholds.

Yet the Reds have stepped up their ter-
rorist assassination of village leaders and
Government officlals, and have put on a
great new display of propaganda.
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Reaction to air power: Use of American
airpower to combat the growing size of
the Communist forces has been—to villag-
ers—the most Important military fact of life
for the past year. The Communists have
taken a tremendous beating from the air.
At the same time, these bombings have
forced thousands of people to flee their
homes and become refugees. At this point,
no one is sure how many refugees there are,
but certainly in the hundreds of thousands.

In many areas, a villager gets a bitter
choice: be forced into labor battalions by
the Communists, face assassination if he
doesn’t cooperate with the Reds, have his
sons recrulted for the guerrillas, and be
bombed by United States and Government
planes—or move into Government areas as
a destitute person, dependent on the whim
of largely inefficient and sometimes corrupt
officials for refugee relief.

Massive use of American airpower in the
countryside is equated, in the minds of
many villagers, with Red terrorism.

A village story: If you want to see how
things are going at the village level, travel
to Tu Thanh, only 6 miles from the Provin-
cial capital in Quang Ngai Province,

Last May, a battallon of Communist troops
swept into the village. They had with them
Pham Kinh, a 52-year-old Communist. In
19564, Pham Kinh had withdrawn with 183
other Reds to the north when the Commu-
nists turned this area over to the Saigon
Government.

Now Pham Einh was back in his old area
as political commissar for the Communist
battalion.

The first thing that Pham Kinh did in
the village was to arrest seven of the village
leaders. Six were shot, and the seventh was
buried alive. That was to make certain the
villagers knew who was running the show.

Most of the villagers fled into Govern-
ment-held areas, where they were fed and
protected. It took the Government three
attempts to liberate the area from the Reds.
In the process, 40 percent of the houses in
the village were destroyed by United States
and South Vietnamese planes attacking
Communist positions.

When the Communists withdrew, they took
40 village youths who had remained behind
when most villagers fled. The youths will be
indoctrinated as guerrilla troops.

Now the village 1s being rebuilt. Yet, if
one of the chief aims of the Government and
the United States is to prove that they can
do a better job than the Red, then they are
falling.

Like the rest of SBouth Vietnam, the area
around Tu Thanh is agricultural and needs
help with farming. But the U.S. ald mission
in Salgon has only 25 staff members dealing
with agriculture throughout the nation.

When pigs go hungry: A pig-and-corn pro-
gram that began in 1862 with lots of U.S.
fanfare does not even function in Quang
Ngail Province. There is a good reason: You
can’t import corn to feed pigs when there is
barely enough transport to feed the refugees.
In this Province, 1 out of every 10 people is
homeless.

Only recently did the Province get a public-
health nurse from U.S. headquarters to help
reorganize the local medical corps.

There are only 800 native physicians in the
entire country, and most are in the military.
In one neighboring Province, with 300,000
people, there are only 4 physicians, all in
the service and meeting civillans' health
needs on a part-time basis.

If it were not for millions of U.S.-admin-
istered inoculations against smallpox, chol-
era, plague, and typhold, the country would
be at the edge of a medical disaster.

Life in the cities, for those not on the
“gravy train" of profiteering, is grim., Infia-
tion is making it that way. Since the start
of 1965, money in circulation in South Viet-
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nam has gone from 27 million piasters to 47
billion.

Inflation is fed not only by the vast U.S.
construction program, but by private spend-
ing of 180,000 American soldiers. That
spending alone runs between $46 and $60 a
month per man.

The whole society seems turned upside
down. A Saigon bar girl can make 80,000
plasters a month—about $650—compared
with Government salaries of $120 for middle-
echelon civilian officials or $100 for a major
in the South Vietnamese Army.

A Vietnamese college professor tells about
meeting his former housemald while he was
on his motor scooter in downtown Salgon.
The former housemald, now the girl friend
of an American soldier, drove by in a shiny
automobile.

There is talk of bringing in thousands of
skilled workers from the outside—the Philip-
pines and South Korea, for example—to take
some of the pressure off the labor market and
supply the technical help to unclog the ports.

You get some idea of what has happened
to the labor market from the fact that a
stevedore in Da Nang used to get about
30 cents for a day’s work. Now, ricksha boys
demand 75 cents from U.S. marines for a
10-minute carriage ride.

All this economic chaos has spurred the
large-scale corruption that already existed.
Government workers find that their fixed
salaries buy only a fraction of what they
once did, Shortages of goods make it easy
for the seller to ask higher sums than those
fixed by law. It is now commonplace to
bribe one's way aboard local clvilian trans-
port—air or ground.

It is only in the past few weeks and
months that the American Embassy and the
US. military have decided to try to come
to grips with some of these nonmilitary
ﬂ?blem, in the cities and in the country-
side.

A new U.S, program: On January 12, in
Washington, US. aid officials announced a
long-range program for winning the war in
the countryside.

The reaction in South Vietnam samong
many was cynical: “On paper, one more U.S.
plan to save the country.”

Most veterans who know the situation are
convinced that it would take between 6 and
10 years to win the war in Vietnam—and
“win the peace.”

Yet the intensity of the U.S. peace offensive
indicates to most South Vietnamese that the
United States is not about to undertake
& commitment of 6 to 10 years.

In a country that has seen hundreds of
promises by French and Vietnamese offictals
broken over the past 25 years, there would be
great reservations about such a U.S. commit-
ment in any case.

The fact is: The U.S. peace offensive has
further shaken Vietnamese confidence. First
came U S. troops, and spirits went up. Now
comes talk that sounds to Vietnamese like
“peace at any price”—and spirits are down.
The U.S. attempt to negotiate is seen here as
a sign of irresolution, not determination to
stay and fight for a decade.

All this is having a profound effect on
the “forgotten war” in the thousands of
villages where the fate of the country is
likely to be decided.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
further morning business?
morning business is closed.

Is there
If not,

AMENDMENT OF DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA MINIMUM WAGE LAW

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the Chair lays before the Sen-
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ate the unfinished business, which is
H.R. 8126.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 8126) to amend the Dis-
trict of Columbia minimum wage law to
provide broader coverage, improved
standards of minimum wage and over-
time compensation protection, and im-
proved means of enforcement.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Mr. Joseph
Goldberg, of the Department of Labor,
be granted the privilege of the floor dur-
ing the consideration by the Senate of
H.R. 8126, the District of Columbia min-
imum wage bill.

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

Mr. MORSE. I suggest the absence of

a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as the
Senate proceeds to consider the bill and
the report of the committee in regard to
the District of Columbia minimum wage
bill, I wish to make this opening state-
ment in support of the bill and the report
of the committee.

The minimum wage and hours bill,
H.R. 8126, as amended, would improve
the minimum wage and overtime protec-
tion coverage for women and minors, and
extend coverage to domestic workers and
men who have never been covered under
District of Columbia minimum wage law.
The members of the Senate Committee
on the District of Columbia believe that
H.R. 8126, as amended, is very reasonable,
exceedingly modest, and a practical bill.
As a matter of fact, Mr. President, I am
somewhat embarrassed to be put in a
position of advocating a minimum wage
and hours bill with a provision for a
$1.25-an-hour statutory minimum wage
in 1966.

Mr. President, if an employee works 40
hours a week, 52 weeks per year, at $1.25
per hour, as specified in this bill, he
would earn a gross annual minimum
wage of $2,600. As I said earlier, it
somewhat embarrasses me to be advocat-
ing a statutory minimum wage floor of
$2,600 a year, if the employee should
work 40 hours a week for 52 weeks, when
the President of the United States several
years ago declared that any family with
an income under $3,000 a year is classi-
fied as a family in the poverty category.

The bill which we are considering to-
day is similar to S. 860 of the 88th Con-
gress which was reported to the Senate
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unanimously by the Senate Committee
on the District of Columbia, and was
unanimously approved by the Senate on
August 21, 1964.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Public Health. Education, Welfare, and
Safety, I received testimony that clearly
demonstrates that HR. 8126, as amend-
ed, is strongly supported by the U.S. De-
partment of Labor, the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the
District of Columbia Board of Commis-
sioners, the American Federation of
Labor-CIO, the Greater Washington
Council of Churches, the District of Co-
lumbia Citizens Council, District of Co-
lumbia Minimum Wage and Industrial
Safety Board, District of Columbia
Health and Welfare Council, District of
Columbia Department of Public Wel-
fare, District of Columbia Board of
Education, District of Columbia Appren-
ticeship Council, District of Columbia
Teague of Women Voters, Catholic In-
terracial Council of the National Capital
Area, National Association of Social
Workers, Democratic Central Commit-
tee, Forward-Looking Republicans,
Washington Medical Committee for Hu-
man Rights, Washington Urban League,
Teachers Union of Washington, D.C.,
and numerous neighborhood and church
groups in the Nation’s Capital.

There was contained on the ballot in
the last Democratic primary in the Dis-
trict of Columbhia the following ques-
tions:

Should the Democratic Party continue to
advocate the following: That the District
minimum wage law be changed to cover all

workers and to provide a $1.256 per hour
minimum wage? Yes, 72,417; no, 1,537,

The Washington Board of Trade, the
Restaurant Association of Metropolitan
Washington, and the Hotel Association
of Washington, D.C., opposed major pro-
visions of the bill. The committee very
carefully studied the statements pre-
sented by these three special-interest
groups, and concluded that H.R. 8128,
as amended, would best serve the public
interest and welfare of the entire com-
munity, including that segment of the
community supposedly represented by
these three groups.

H.R. 8126, as amended, increases the
minimum wage law’s application to
300,000, rather than 87,000 workers, as
are covered under the very limited exist-
ing law. The overtime pay provisions in
the bill would reduce the excessively long
hours worked in many business estab-
lishments in the District of Columbia.
As I said in the Senate last year, a
statutory minimum wage floor of $1.25
an hour is inadequate, but that it would
help many employees buy a little more
and better food, clothing, housing, med-
ical care, and other necessities of life
than they are now able to buy. It is the
opinion of the committee that wage
earners earning less than $1.25 often
quit working and go on public assistance
if they are eligible, or sometimes enter
a life of crime in order to keep their
families together. Very often the
mother must also work in order to keep
the rent paid and a little food on the
table and some shoes on her children’s
feet. This must be done in order to keep
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the family together, and then at times
the family must be farmed out to friends
and relatives or the Welfare Depart-
ment, because the wage earners cannot
adequately provide for their children.
The committee strongly believes that
this is neither right nor in the public
interest for employers to force employ-
ees to work at unconscionably low
wages.

Every time I go to Junior Village and
take note of the children that have been
sent there, I become more and more dedi-
cated to the cause of adopting a more
reasonable minimum wage in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

The committee received testimony last
year that the last census for the District
of Columbia revealed that in the midst of
unprecedented prosperity in the Nation’s
Capital, 17.3 percent, or nearly one-fifth
of all District of Columbia families, had
incomes of less than $3,000 a year,

Mr. President, this is unconscionable.
It is the view of the committee that the
minimum wage and hours bill is one of
the best places to begin a more intensive
war on the pockets of abject poverty in
the Distriet of Columbia. This Nation
and this city are wealthy enough, both
spiritually and financially, to eradicate
from this ecity the causes of poverty,
crime, and unhealthful living conditions,
provided there is the determination to do
what the facts indicate needs to be done
to make this city the symbol of what can
be done in a free society.

President Johnson last week, in his
state of the Union message, stated:

There are men who cry out: We must sacri-
fice., Let us rather ask them: Whom will
they sacrifice? Will them sacrifice the chil-
dren who seek learning—the sick who need
care—the families who dwell in squalor now
brightened by the hope of home? Will they
sacrifice opportunity for the distressed * * *
the hope of our poor?

In answer to the President’s question, I
would say that there are those in the
community—and I know they are a
minority indeed—that would sacrifice the
working poor—those locked in poverty—
for profit. I am pleased to state that
there is not a member of our committee
who agrees with that point of view.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Prouty]l will offer some amendments
to the bill. I wish to make it perfectly
clear that the Senator from Vermont
supports a fair minimum wage in the
District of Columbia.

As chairman of the subcommittee, I
wish publicly to express to the Senator
from Vermont and to the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK] my apprecia-
tion for the complete cooperation that
they have extended to us at all times
as we sought to take this bill through
the committee and to the floor.

The differences that developed as to
certain parts of the bill that the Senator
from Vermont will address himself to
later as he presents certain amendments
relative thereto, in no way express any
opposition to the bill on the part of the
Senator from Vermont. The same ap-
plies to the amendment that will be of-
fered on behalf of the Senator from
Colorado.
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These two men join with a unanimous
committee in agreement that a minimum
wage bill needs to be passed.

I hope that the Senator from Vermont
and I can resolve some of the differences
by agreement on the floor of the Senate
this afternoon. In certain instances we
will not find ourselves in agreement, and
we will let the will of the Senate work
upon our disagreement.

But I do wish to say that although I
am not bringing to the Senate this after-
noon a bill unanimously supported in all
of its details, I am presenting a proposal
for improvement in the minimum wage
situation in the District of Columbia with
respect to which there is unanimous
agreement as to its major objective.

There are those who will plead that if
certain businesses in this community are
required to pay a minimum wage of $1.25
an hour and time and a half for work in
excess of a 40-hour work week, those
businesses will go broke and will have to
move to Maryland or Virginia. Itisthose
employers who are asking the rest of the
community, through the Welfare Depart-
ment, the Police Department, the pov-
erty program, and our schools, to sub-
sidize them through general taxation.
I ask these spokesmen, “Where is your
conscience?”

There are those in this community who
think only in terms of money brought
into the city by tourists. I believe that
they are missing a great reservoir of po-
tential income by not seeing to it that
they pay their employees an adequafe
wage, so that that money, in turn, may
be released many times over in the cash
registers on every street in the city. It
is the businessmen in the city who will
benefit from an increased minimum
wage, as much as those citizens now de-
prived of a decent wage.

I digress to say how well I remember
the great opposition to the Federal Fair
Labor Standards Act, and that at the
time that it was first proposed, those who
advocated it had to bear the stigma, for a
time, of the labels which were attached
to us, such as being designated creeping
socialists and what not. It is interesting
that now we cannot go on the main
streets of America and obtain support of
any degree of substance from any group
of employers advocating a repeal of the
Fair Labor Standards Act. For Ameri-
can business has come to recognize that
the Fair Labor Standards Act has been
one of the great economic stabilizers of
our country; and it is recognized that
the Pair Labor Standards Act has been
one of the great causes for keeping their
cash registers ringing. It hasbeen one of
the soundest pieces of legislation enacted
in our country in our time.

That is true of unemployment com-
pensation insurance legislation as well.
Also when we fought for unemployment
compensation insurance legislation, there
were those who became very emotionally
concerned about it. Now business firms
recognize that unemployment insurance
legislation is another one of the economic
stabilizers. Ome could not find a cor-
poral’s guard, among businessmen in
most communities, to advocate a repeal
of unemployment compensation insur-
ance.
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What businessmen should be think-
ing about is the purchasing power, the
year around, of the inhabitants, the peo-
ple who live in the District of Columbia,
not just those who come and go as tour-
ists, but those who are permanent resi-
dents as well. It is important to sound
business in this eity that we maintain
a decent standard and level of purchas-
ing power for every permanent resident.

There are many business firms doing
business in the Nation’s Capital that are
presently covered by the Fair Labor
Standards Act. It is estimated that in
1965 there were approximately 151,500
employees in the District of Columbia
covered by Federal minimum wage legis-
lation. It is argued by restaurant and
hotel interests that the proposed District
of Columbia minimum wage law would
make it unprofitable for them to remain
in the District of Columbia. I say good-
naturedly and respectfully, but pointedly,
that this is so much hogwash, and they
know it. They are not fooling me by
such absurd arguments, nor did they
fool other members of the committee.
The restaurants are going to be used by
people who need to eat three times a day,
with the imposition of a fair minimum
wage, and restaurant operators know it.
I say to the restaurant operators,
“Where do you think they are going to
eat? Do you think tens of thousands of
people are going to go to Virginia and
Maryland each day to eat, because you
are required to pay a decent minimum
wage, in my judgment an exceedingly
low minimum wage, to your employees?”

No. All of us know that the present
minimum hourly wage in the District
of Columbia has been increased, through
cumbersome Wage Board procedures,
from time to time for certain women and
minors. During the same period of time
when these increases have been made,
there never have been more hotels and
restaurants operating in the Nation's
Capital. It has not run them out of
business. They are here because there
is a need for the services they provide.
I am told by the District of Columbia
Minimum Wage Board that so far as it
knows, the District has not lost any busi-
ness to either Maryland or Virginia be-
cause from time to time it has increased
the minimum wage for certain women
and minors. I believe that the facts put
that old scarecrow argument to rest.

I have held the position for many years
that no employer has the moral right,
and should not be permitted the legal
right, to exploit fellow human beings by
not paying them a wage which will per-
mit an employee the basic essentials of
life and decency. The pending bill in-
volves a moral issue. I have been derided
for that position, and it has been charged
that I would put businesses out of busi-
ness with my philosophy. The answer is,
I have no doubt about that, they should
go out of business, if they cannot pay a
decent minimum wage to make it possi-
ble for a fellow human being to live in
health and decency. They had better go
out of business and go to work as em-
ployees themselves, and see how they
like it.

Many years ago, before I came to the
Senate, I brought wrath down upon my
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head because of a decision I wrote on
the War Labor Board, seeking to protect
laundry workers. During a 10-day hear-
ing downtown in the Labor Department
during the war, I listened to counsel
representing the great laundry associa-
tion of this country try to justify, in
1942, 19 cents an hour for laundry work-
ers. What did he think would be the
crowning, devastating argument that
would prevent increasing the basic wage
for laundry workers? That if we
changed that rate, the housewives would
take their laundry back into their base-
ments, and put laundries out of business.

In that opinion, I pointed out that if
the housewives of America believed that
they had a moral right to have the laun-
dry workers of America subsidize them,
the sooner the housewives got down into
their basements and did their own laun-
dry, the better. I was criticized for that
as not being a politic statement.

I have never been known to substitute
politic statements for facts, and I con-
sidered that an undeniable fact. But
the strange part of it is that after we were
through awarding a wage for the laundry
workers which was at least an attempt to
be fair—although I thought it was still
too low—we did not receive any sub-
sequent complaints of any laundry on
any street in America with a sign on it,
“Gione out of business because of the
War Labor Board’s wage decision.”

We will not get any notice as a result
of the passage of the bill, which I hope
will be passed today and subsequently
will be approved by both houses and
signed by the President, that any restau-
rant or hotel will close its doors because
of the requirement to pay $1.25 an hour
as a minimum wage.

Mr. President, the reason none of them
will go out of business is that they are
in the Nation's Capital, where services
are needed, and are called upon to pro-
vide those services for certainly a rea-
sonable profit.

It is also known that many employees
are working long hours. The U.S. De-
partment of Labor conducted a survey in
1962 of wage and hour conditions in the
District of Columbia of 87,000 workers.
The survey showed over 8,500 persons
working more than 48 hours a week. The
survey also showed that the largest num-
ber of these employees were employed
in retail trade, restaurants, automobile
services, and real estate operators’ estab-
lishments.

The committee believes that the time
and cne-half for overtime would reduce
the very long hours worked in many
business establishments in the District
of Columbia, in unskilled occupations in
which many unemployed workers in the
community could find work. Also,
premium pay could be expected to make
available more work to those who are in-
voluntarily working part time, of whom
there are a considerable number in the
Nation's Capital.

In summary, Mr. President, the bill, as
amended, provides a statutory minimum
wage floor of $1.25 an hour and 14 times
the regular rate for hours worked in ex-
cess of a 40-hour workweek, effective 180
days after enactment. This is the same
protection provided by the Fair Labor
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Standards Act. In regard to minimum
wage and overtime standards, the bill
also provides that an employer shall pay
his employees wages at a rate of not less
than the highest of the following: First,
$1.25 an hour; second, such rate as may,
from time to time, be established by sec-
tion 6(a) (1) of the Fair Labor Standards
Act of 1938, as amended and as it may
be amended in the future; or, third, such
rate of pay as is or may be established by
any applicable wage order issued pur-
suant to this bill, or preserved by section
2 of this bill. It is the intention of your
committee that the wage rate referred to
in section 2 above is that provided in sub-
section (a) of section 6 of the Fair Labor
Standards Act without regard to the ef-
fect, if any, of any other subsection of
section 6 or any other provision of the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

The committee believes that this rela-
tionship between the Federal and the
District of Columbia statutes should be
maintained by law. It is therefore ex-
tremely important that the measure not
merely adopt the existing $1.25 per hour
established at the present time by the
Federal legislation, but that it insure that
the vresecribed District of Columbia mini-
mum wage rate will automatically follow
the Federal rate if, and whenever, it may
be increased again—as it already has
been on several occasions—by the Con-
gress.

In regard to coverage, the bill covers
any individual—man, woman, or minor—
employed by an employer, with two ex-
ceptions applicable to volunteers who
render gratuitous services to educational,
charitable, nonprofit, or religious organi-
zations and to lay officers of religious or-
ganizations. It also excludes employees
of the United States and the District of
Columbia.

Mr. President, the committee believes
that the bill is modest, practical, and rea-
sonable, and urges the Senate to adopt it
as it did a similar bill, S. 860, in the 88th
Congress.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Oregon yield for a
question or two?

Mr. MORSE. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Vermont for that
purpose.

Mr. PROUTY. In section 3(b) the
term “regular rate” is used as the basis
for computing time and one-half. No-
where in this bill is that term defined,
but the same term is used and defined
in section 7 of the Fair Labor Standards
Act as amended. Is it the Senator’s
understanding that undefined terms used
in this bill which are also used in the
Fair Labor Standards Act, such as the
term “regular rate,” shall have substan-
tially the same meaning and be given
substantially the same effect as they
rAecf?tve under the Fair Labor Standards
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Mr. MORSE. The answer is yes. That
is exactly the intention of the drafters
of the bill. For legislative history, as
the Senator in charge of the bill, let me
say that the Senator from Vermont has
set forth exactly the meaning of the
“regular rate” in the language of the
bill, and he has also set forth the in-
tention of the committee that any term
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in the bill not specifically defined shall
be interpreted and applied as it is de-
fined or used in connection with the
Federal Fair Labor Standards Act.

Mr. PROUTY. Then I gather it
would be the Senator’s understanding
that regular rate of compensation for
purposes of computing overtime com-
pensation rates under the District of
Columbia minimum wage hill, H.R. 8126,
would basically consist of cash wages paid
the employee and in some circumstances
might take into account an allowance for
board and lodging, but consistent with
the practice under the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, would not include fringe bene-
fits or gratuities?

Mr. MORSE. The answer is “yes.”
The legislative history will show that the
Senator from Vermont has set forth
clearly the intent of the Senator in
charge of the bill and the meaning of
the bill except that gratuities would be
included in the regular rate to the ex-
tent they are accounted for by the em-
ployee to the employer.

Mr. PROUTY. I thank the Senator
very much for his clarification.

Mr. President, first, I wish to express
my deep appreciation to the Senator
from Oregon for his charitable refer-
ences to the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Dominick] and myself; the Senator from
Oregon has always been extremely co-
operative on almost any question. He
has been fair in all respects and we are
very grateful to him for it.

Mr. President, I can understand how
some, who are not thoroughly conversant
with the amendments to the bill pres-
ently before the Senate might become
confused.

At the outset of my remarks on the
proposed legislation, I should like to clear
up any confusion with respect to my
position on the question of the bill as a
whole. I do this in response to certain
articles published in Washington news-
papers which misinterpreted my posi-
tion.

Mr. President, I do not come to the
floor today to do battle against the pas-
sage of the District of Columbia mini-
mum wage bill. I come here in the hope
that I can make this bill a better bill,
a fair, equitable, and more meaningful
bill,

As this bill came to us from the House,
it was different from the version before
us in a number of substantial and mate-
rial provisions. The House version never
wholly attains the broad coverage and
powers written into the present lan-
guage.

The House-passed bill provided for a
minimum wage floor of $1.25 per hour
by the 3d of September 1967. The Sen-
ate bill goes to a floor of $1.25 effective
6 months after enactment.

The House bill provided for a 3-year
phase-in period with separate overtime
provisions for hotel and restaurant em-
ployees. The Senate bill includes them
as of the effective date.

The House bill permits the Commis-
sioners to issue wage orders going below
the statutory floor in cases where that
floor works undue economic hardship on
the employer. The Senate version em-
powers the Commissioners to issue wage
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orders in excess of the statutory floor,
in order to provide employees with
wages sufficient to provide adequate
maintenance and fo protect their health.

The House bill exempts domestic em-
ployees in a private home, employees of
charitable and eleemosynary institutions,
and commissioned salesmen from mini-
mum wage and overtime provisions and
car wash employees from overtime alone.
The Senate bill contains no comparable
exemptions except for auto salesmen un-
der certain situations.

The House bill vested such additional
powers as were necessary in the existing
Wage Board. The Senate vests the
powers in the Commissioners for delega-
tion as they see fit.

Finally, Mr. President, the House bill's
statutory floor would remain until fur-
ther action by Congress on the District
of Columbia minimum wage. Under the
Senate bill the statutory floor for the
District of Columbia minimum wage will
always at least equal the national floor.

There are many meritorious provisions
and objectives in the House-passed bill.
There are many excellent features in the
Senate version. When this bill is
passed—and it clearly will pass—the dif-
ferences between the two versions of the
bill will have to be ironed out in confer-
ence. But, that is not to say that the
Senate has no obligation to look closely
at the hypotheses upon which the Senate
version is founded. That is not to say
that this bill is perfect in every respect.
That is not to say that the destiny of this
proposed legislation should be left en-
tirely to the conferees.

So, Mr. President, I come to the Senate
floor to engage in honest efforts to bring
forth a meaningful and significant mini-
mum wage bill. I come to the floor, as
I have come a number of times before, as
a supporter of minimum wage legisla-
tion.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the ques-
tions which have been raised by the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. PRoUTY] deserve
to be debated on the floor of the Senate
and deserve to have the consideration
which he proposes to have them given.
He is a most valued member of the Sub-
committee on Labor, and the legislation
deserves careful scrutiny from the point
of view of practicality.

One thing I would like to put in focus,
which I think is very important, is that
the minimum wage bill must be adjusted
to conditions in the District of Columbia.
The fact that the Senate is tying it to the
Federal standard because the District of
Columbia happens to be the Federal en-
clave, and at least that standard should
obtain whatever else may happen, does
not change the fact that the District of
Columbia is one of the very high income
areas of the country and is one of the
very high living cost areas of the country.

What this proposal really amounts to
is a State minimum wage law. I can un-
derstand why some State minimum wage
laws may provide for less than the Fed-
eral standard, but I can also understand
why they may provide for more.

So I rise to state that the principle
which I have stated is just as applicable
as is the principle stated by the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. Prouryl], whose
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opinion I value so highly. I refer to
scrutinizing the bill to be sure that in-
justices and unfairness are not per-
petuated and that opportunities for em-
ployment are not reduced, which could
happen if the minimum wage were fixed
so high that people might lose work as a
result. Let it be remembered that one
does not have to have his car washed
every week, or even every month. A car
that is dirty can be driven just as easily
as a car that is clean. So the bill should
be scrutinized to see that it will not have
that effect.

I rise to urge that principle as a tem-
plate to a discussion of the bill.

First, there is a case of tying the Dis-
trict of Columbia to the Federal mini-
mum wage formula, because this is the
Federal enclave, and it should not be
necessary to pass laws every time with
regard to it.

Second, the District of Columbia is not
only the Federal enclave, but it has a
high income level and is a pretty expen-
sive area in which to live. Therefore, the
Senate should accommodate the bill to
the localized situation in terms of what
it costs people to live and what is a decent
standard of living.

Third, we must be careful to pay at-
tention to each amendment, to the ques-
tions raised, and to the answers made by
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. Morsgl,
because we can also cut off employment
by being impractical. In many busi-
nesses, especially in the service trades—
and that includes motels, hotels, and
restaurants—if the costs are hiked too
much, the city may be deprived of serv-
ices that the people need, because a per-
son can operate a business only if he
makes a profit.

If these principles are taken into con-
sideration, and the amendments which
have been suggested are carefully con-
sidered by the Senator from Oregon, and,
indeed, by every Member, we can come
forth with a good bill.

Mr. President, I am a liberal. I would
like to support the statement of the Sen-
ator from Vermont. I hope what he has
proposed will be put to the test. It
should not be forgotten that the remarks
of the Senator are fundamental to the
support that should be had for the bill
when it is passed.

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

Mr. JAVITS. Iyield.

Mr. MORSE. I agree with everything
the Senator from New York has said
The committee has taken note of the
three criteria he has laid own. I respect-
fully say that we have brought to the
Senate a bill which, in my opinion, fol-
lows those criteria.

The Senator from New York is correct
when he says that what we are doing in
effect today is passing a minimum wage
bill as a State legislature. Our problem
is that we really should not be the ones
doing this, but we have to do it because
we have not had the wisdom in the past
to provide for a home rule government
in the District of Columbia so others
would be passing this legislation.

We have tried to take into account the
point the Senator from New York makes,
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that we have to adjust these wages in the
light of the particular circumstances
that relate to the various conditions in
the District of Columbia. There is no
better way to do it than the way it has
been done. We provide for an ad hoe
committee approach. We provide for a
wage board. An ad hoc committee is
provided for that would enter into an in-
quiry into a given type of business and
decide whether or not there was justified
a wage order that would require the pay-
ment of a minimum wage above the so-
called standard minimum wage of the
Fair Labor Standards Act.

I was insistent that that be continued,
because the experience we have had with
respect to women and minors in this area
has been successful. There has been
little, if any, criticism of the actions of
the ad hoc committees and the Wage
Board.

The question is also raised whether a
minimum wage should be authorized at a
figure of more than $1.25 an hour. I want
to make very clear to the Senator from
New York that $1.25 is the floor. As
the Senator from New York has pointed
out, Washington, D.C., is a high living
cost area. Itisalso a good business area.
Businesses are not suffering in the Dis-
trict of Columbia when we take the
economy as a whole into consideration.
There is a carryover into all businesses
when there is a general high level of
prosperity.

With regard to the particular busi-
nesses the Senator has mentioned,
restaurants, hotels, and motels, I have
given a great deal of attention to that
question, because we wanted to be abso-
lutely certain that we would be com-
pletely fair to restaurants and hotels. I
know of no evidence in the record pre-
sented to the committee that gives any
support to claims that we are unfair to
restaurants and motels if we adopt the
minimum floor of $1.25 an hour. I have
talked with hotel and restaurant opera-
tors in many other cities. Their atti-
tude has been that they wished they
could have the guaranteed income that
such operators get in the District of
Columbia, because of the tremendous
tourist trade that flows into the city 12
months a year.

I appreciate the Senator’s ealling at-
tention to the three criteria. All I can
say, as floor manager of the bill, is that
he has my assurance that the bill fully
and carefully follows out the criteria.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.
Of course, the amendments of the Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. ProuTry] will
test that out. I hope the bill will stand
up in the debate. But I wanted to call
attention to the standards which should
be applied, which I hope will be applied,
to show not only good faith, but that the
proposals of the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. ProuTy] should be tested.

Mr. MORSE. I assure the Senator
from New York that I will try to arrive
at some understanding with the Senator
from Vermont on the amendments. I
do not believe we shall have any diffi-
culty. He has some rather technical
amendments with regard to domestics
which I will be glad to discuss with him.
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Quite frankly I would not favor the
cumbersome procedure that the bill
would provide in respect to the keeping
of records for domestics. Minimum rec-
ords have to be kept which are similar
to those the housewife has to keep in
regard to social security. The housewife
has to keep those anyway. She would
not be imposed upon to keep a similar
record for a domestic.

The Senator might ask why in the
world it escaped me. It escaped me, and
I do not know why it escaped me.

The Senator from New York knows
that no Member of this body would ob-
ject more than I, now along with the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. ProurY], to
a $10,000 fine and 6 months in prison for
a housewife.

I did not sufficiently take note of that
item in the bill, and I shall agree to
strike it.

Mr. JAVITS. Domestic service is a
difficult subject throughout the United
States. Domestic service is necessary
in many families where it is impossible
for the housewife to carry on, and it is
becoming much more difficult. I believe
one of the principal reasons is the fact
that people who engage in domestic
service do not feel any dignity in the
calling.

It may be that there is needed the
application precisely of minimum wages,
an 8-hour day, and regularization of
employment, to bring a nobility to the
employee. The employee should be given
rights, and not merely money. He
should have personal dignity, which
would attract more people to domestic
work and give much greater satisfaction
therefor, although superficially it might
seem more costly and troublesome.

I believe this is an important point
which, by being tried out here, may very
well be somewhat of a laboratory experi-
ment for other States, and perhaps even
in a broader context than we are con-
sidering here today.

Mr. MORSE. I quite agree with the
Senator from New York.

I believe the Senator should know that
various representatives from women’s or-
ganizations appeared before the commit-
tee who made the same point, and also
that domestics should be brought under
the minimum wage program.

Mr. JAVITS. I thank the Senator.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MORSE. While I have the at-
tention of the Senator from New York,
I might add that 1% million women in
this country work as domestics, so we
deal with no small labor force.

Mr. JAVITS. I realize that, and I am
sure that the Senator agrees with me
as to the great problem in this field in
recent years.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I under-
stand that the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. Winriams] would like me to suggest
the absence of a quorum.,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. I
thank the Senator.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.
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Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 478

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment (No. 478) to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 38,
after line 5, add the following new sub-
section:

(d) The recordkeeping requirements of
section 11, the posting requirement of sec-
tion 12 and the penalties provided by section
14, shall not apply with respect to the em-
ployer of a domestic servant in a private
residence.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, the
pending bill, HR. 8126 provides mini-
mum wage and overfime compensation
protection for domestic employees in a
private residence.

This amendment cuts from the bill a
grievance encroachment of the govern-
mental eye, ear, nose, and throat into
the private home.

Without this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, a person who employs a domestic
worker in his house or apartment could
have to post a minimum wage notice on
his dining room door, or wherever space
was available.

Without this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, a homeowner or apartment dwell-
er with a maid could have to keep a
warehouse of extensive, detailed employ-
ment records, including the name, ad-
dress, and occupation of the employee
and, if an employee were under the age
of 19, his or her date of birth.

Without this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, the homeowner or apartment
dweller might need a certified public ac-
countant to record the rate of pay, the
amount paid each pay period to each
employee, the hours worked each day
and each workweek by the employee, the
amount of board and lodging provided
as part of the employment or the fair
value of the uniform provided by the
employer or required to be furnished by
the employee.

Without this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, the homeowner could be asked to
submit to annual audits and the Com-
missioners could demand from the home-
owner or apartment dweller a sworn
statement of such records and informa-
tion upon forms prescribed or approved
by the Commissioners.

Without this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, a woman who employs a maid could
be required fo, and now I quote the
language of the bill:

Furnish to each employee at the time of
payment of wages an itemized statement
showing the date of the wage payment, gross
wages pald, deductions from and additions
to wages, net wages paid, hours worked dur-
ing the pay period, and any other informa-
tion as the Commissioners may prescribe by
regulation.

Without this amendment, Mr. Presi-
dent, the employer of a domestic servant
will have to make, keep, or preserve these
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records for a period of not less than 3
years.

As if all this were not enough, Mr.
President, he would have to make and
preserve, and again I quote from the
bill:

Such other records or information as the
Commissioners shall prescribe by regulation
as necessary or appropriate for the enforce-
ment of the provisions of this Act or of the
regulations or orders issued thereunder.

But, Mr. President, the “piece de re-
sistance,” the quintessence of bureau-
cratic involvement in the day-to-day
lives of each resident of the District of
Columbia, is the language which appears
on page 38 of the bill and permits the
Commissioners to knock on the residence
door and demand to see or transcribe the
required records. I quote the language
of the bill:

Such records shall be open and made
avallable for inspection or transcription by
the Commissioners or their authorized rep-
resentatives at any reasonable time.

Accordingly, Mr. President, I forewarn
Distriet of Columbia housewives not to
be surprised some morning to find Com-
missioner Tobriner at the door with his
clipboard.

Mr. President, as if these impositions
on the patience, good nature, and under-
standing of the modern housewife were
not enough, I would direct your attention
to sections 13 and 14 of the bill.

If the housewife does not post the
law or the appropriate wage orders in a
conspicuous and accessible place in or
about the premises, or if that gentle soul
who graces our kitchen and brings us
our slippers and irons our shirts does not
find time during her working day to keep
all the records the Commissioners may
ask her to keep, and if that sweet thing
should say, albeit under her breath, “this
is the apotheosis of asininity,” she may
have made such a willful violation of the
act as to entitle her to a $10,000 fine or
6 months in prison.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, will the Senator from Ver-
mont yield?

Mr. PROUTY. 1 yield.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Do I
correctly understand that without this
amendment’s being adopted every house-
wife in the District of Cloumbia will
have to display the type of poster which
I have in my hand, either in her dining
room or in her kitchen, and that if she
does not do so she will be subject to a
$10,000 fine or 6 months in the peniten-
tiary?

Mr. PROUTY. That is my under-
standing.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
heard of greed for power on the part of
some bureaucrats; but is it not a little
ridiculous to require the display of such
a poster as this in every home? Will
there be different color schemes to
match the color of the paint of her
kitchen or the decor of her dining room?
The color of the poster I have in my
hand is green.

Do I correctly understand that this
poster must be displayed either in the
dining room, where her guests will be
served, or in the kitchen if a maid is em-
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ployed in the kitchen, so that it may be
in full view for reading at all times?

Mr. PROUTY. It will have to be dis-
played in a conspicuous place on the
premises. It certainly would create a
problem for even the most experienced
decorator.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I sug-
gest that that may create a problem for
those who try to enforce such a law.
When they call on the housewives, pre-
sent this poster, and attempt to make
them hang it in their kitchen.

We have plans for the beautification
of America. We have appropriated mil-
lions to beautify America. I believe that
many housewives might suggest that this
would not look good even on the outside
of the house. It looks like a billboard.

I wonder how it would look in the
White House. It would not go with some
of the color schemes. Would this notice
have to be posted on a prominent wall in
the White House when the President is
serving guests?

Mr. PROUTY. If the White House
employed covered employees, it would.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I suggest that there be a roll-
call to settle this question. This is an
attempt by some bureaucrat to go into
homes and tell every housewife that he
will put her in the penitentiary for 6
months or fine her $10,000 if she does not
post one of these notices on a wall, in
addition to complying with a system of
books and records which not even the
Government of the United States keeps
for its American taxpayers.

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

Mr. PROUTY. I1yield.

Mr., DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I be-
lieve it would be a capital idea if we
were to make available to every house-
wife a fine Rembrandt or a Picasso or
some work of art that conforms to the
color scheme of the home. Then she can
paste this notice on the back of the
picture.

Mr. PROUTY. That has not yet been
suggested by the Commissioners, but
they should certainly explore the sug-
gestion.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It would relate to the
cultural projects and the beautification
measures.

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

Mr. PROUTY. 1yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The Senator
from Illinois has made a very good sug-
gestion. It seems to me that there are
many unemployed, self-styled artists
who swing paintbrushes around on can-
vas. They might be put to work de-
signing something of this kind that
would be universally acceptable to all
decorative schemes in the kitchen or in
other parts of the home where something
like this would have to be hung.

I think it would be worthy of con-
sideration to pursue that idea.

Mr. PROUTY. I must confess that, as
a member of the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia, I should have urged
corrective action at the earliest con-
sideration of the bill. I am equally at
fault for letting a provision of this na-
ture pass by.
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Mr.. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator is rather modest. He is not re-
sponsible. He should take the credit for
calling this matter to our attention. If
it had not been for the efforts of the
Senator, this provision might have been
passed by Congress, and what a predica-
ment we might be in when we go home
and tell our wives what had been done.
We would get a lesson on lobbying direct
from headquarters if we went home and
told our wives that they had to put up
any such poster as this in their dining
rooms or kitchens and keep it on display
or be subject to a fine of $10,000 or im-
prisonment for 6 months in the peniten-
tiary if they did not keep it prominently
displayed.

I congratulate the Senator from Ver-
mont for calling this to our attention.
I only hope that the bureaucrat who
dreamed of this grab for power over the
homes of America will talk to his wife
before he makes any other similar sug-
gestion. For his sake let us hope he is
not married, and he had better hope so.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, as this
bill is written, the wife who employs a
maid is put to the same standard of
posting, recordkeeping, and criminal
penalties as the officers of the District
of Columbia’s largest corporations.

Let us take the housewife off the hook.
My amendment, while still requiring her
to pay her maid a minimum wage or
time and a half for overtime, strikes
from the bill all posting, all recordkeep-~
ing, and all eriminal penalties as they
would apply to the employer of domestic
employees in a private home.

I urge its adoption.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, IMr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. PROUTY. I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I congratulate
the Senator for calling this to our
attention.

Mr., President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in the
REecorp a verbatim copy of this order
which I believe it will be agreed is a
comprehensive compilation of the re-
quirements which probably would come
into play under the bill as it now stands,
without this amendment.

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

Post AND KEEP POSTED WHERE EMPLOYEES MAY
Reap—DiIsTRICT OF COLUMBIA MINIMUM
WAGE AND INDUSTRIAL SAFETY BOARD—
MIiNIMUM WAGE ORDER NO. 9—CLERICAL AND
SEMITECHNICAL OCCUPATIONS—EFFECTIVE
JurLy 24, 1961—(THI1S ORDER SUPERSEDES
THE ORDER EFFECTIVE JUNE 8, 1954)

To Whom It Maey Concern Take Notice:
Pursuant to the authority in it vested by

the District of Columbia minimum wage law

of September 19, 1918 (40 Stat. 960; District

of Columbia Code, 1951 edition, sections
36—401 through 422), as amended, the Min-
imum Wage and Industrial Safety Board of
the District of Columbia, after investigation,
being of the opinion that a substantial num-
ber of women workers in clerical occupations
in the District of Columbia and a substan-
tial number of women workers in semi-
technical occupations in the District of Co-
lumbia are receiving *“wages inadequate to
supply them with the necessary cost of living
to maintain them in health and protect
their morals'; and having received recoms-
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mendations of the conference of representa-
tives of employers and employees in the
clerical and in the semitechnical occupations
in the District of Columbia, together with
representatives of the general public; and
a public hearing upon sald recommendations
having been duly held in the District of
Columbia on May 22, 1961; and having in-
quired into the wages of minors employed
in clerical and semitechnical occupations
and having determined that the minimum
wages and standards hereinafter ordered are
suitable for minors, the Minimum Wage and
Industrial Safety Board of the District of
Columbia does hereby order that—

1. Definitions: As used in this order:

(a) Clerical occupations: The term “cleri-
cal occupations” includes general office
clerks, stenographers, typists, secretaries,
file clerks, malil clerks, bookkeepers, cashiers,
tellers, shipping clerks, receiving clerks, in-
formation clerks, receptionists, checkers,
proofreaders, investigators, examiners, claim
adjusters, messengers, office boys and girls,
telephone operators, office machine opera-
tors, duplicating machine operators, tele-
graph messengers, telegraphic-typewriter
operators, telegraph operators, collection
clerks, tracer clerks, ticket agents, baggage
agents, vehicle dispatchers, and similar occu-
pations.

(b) Semitechnical occupations: The term
“semitechnical occupations” includes:

(1) Practical nurses, nurses aids, house
mothers, institutional attendants.

(2) Assistants to (a) physicians; (b) den-
tists; (¢) laboratory techniclans; (d) X-ray
technicians; (e) personnel counselors; (f)
labor relations counselors; (g) public rela-
tions counselors; (h) librarians; (i) educa-
tors; (j) social workers; (k) writers; (1) re-
search workers; (m) statisticlans; (n)
editors and other assistants whose work re-
qiulres similar training, skill, and supervi-
sion.

Excluded are clerical or semitechnical oc-
cupations covered by other District of Co-
lumbia wage orders, as for example, such
occupations found in retail trade laundry,
and dry cleaning, beauty culture, manufac-
turing and wholesaling, and hotel restau-
rant, and allied occupations,

(c) Employees: The term “employee”
means any woman, and any person of either
sex under 18 years of age, who works In a
clerical or a semitechnical occupation, ex-
cept that an employee whose work is
of the required course of study for credits
toward a degree or whose work is required
in order to obtain a license or certificate
from the District of Columbia Government
to engage in the practice of a profession is
excluded from this order.

(d) Employer: The term ‘“employer”
means any person, firm, or corporation who
directly or indirectly controls hours of work,
wages, or working conditions of any em-
ployee.

(e) Split shift: The term “split shift”
means a schedule of daily hours In which
the hours worked are not consecutive, ex-
cept that a schedule in which the time out
for each meal does not exceed 1 hour
shall not be deemed a “‘split shift.”

(f) Uniform: The term “uniform” means
any garment, dress, suit, apron, shirt, collar,
cuffs, cap, or headband worn by the employee
as a condition of employment. It shall be a
presumption that uniforms are worn as a
condition of employment if such garments
are of a similar design, material, or color,
including black and white, or form part of
the decorative pattern of the establishment.
Clothing customarily used for street wear
or other wear away from the place of em-
ployment shall not be deemed a “uniform.”

(g) Wage: The term “wage” means the
unconditional payment in cash or by check,
negotiable at par, by an employer to an em-
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ployee as compensation for working time.
Wages are not considered unconditionally
paid if the employee pays directly or in-
directly to the employer or another person
for the employer’s benefit the whole or part
of the moneys delivered to the employee. In
no case shall gratuities be included as part
of the wage.

(h) Week: The term “week” means any
period of 7 consecutive days.

(1) Working time: The term “working
time” means all time the employee is (1)
required to be on the employer's premises,
on duty, or at a prescribed place; (2) per-
mitted to work; or (3) required to travel in
connection with the business of the em-
ployer.

2, Minimum wage standards:

No employer shall pay any employee a
wage less than the following:

(a) Weekly wage: For each week in which
working time is 32 but not more than 40
hours, $42.

(1) Exception for practical nurses, nurses
alds, housemothers, and institutional at-
tendants:

Effective July 24, 1961, $40.

Effective July 24, 1962, $41.

Effective July 24, 1963, $42.

(2) The applicable weekly wage may be
prorated if the employee requests time off
when work is available. The prorated hourly
rate for the $40 wage is 81; for the $41 wage,
$1.025; and for the $42 wage, $1.05.

(b) Part-time hourly wage: For working
time of less than 32 hours per week, $1.20
per hour.

(1) Exception for practical nurses, nurses
aids, housemothers, and institutional at-
tendants:

Effective July 24, 1961, $1.10 per hour,

Effective July 24, 1962, $1.15 per hour.

Effective July 24, 1963, $1.20 per hour.

(2) Exception for students under 18 years
of age: 90 cents per hour, provided the em-
ployer has on file a valid student certificate
obtained from the Minimum Wage and In-
dustrial Safety Board.

(3) Exception for students employed by
the educational institution they are attend-
ing: 80 cents per hour.

(c) Overtime hourly wage: For working
time in excess of 40 hours per week, $1.20
per hour.

(d) Wage rate under special license: A
special license may be issued by the Minimum
Wage and Industrial Safety Board to a wom-
an whose earning capacity has been impaired
by age or otherwise, authorizing her employ-
ment at a rate of pay to be fixed by the Board
and stated in the license.

(c) Apprentice wage rate: For a period of
not more than 1 year after an employee has
been registered under the District of Colum-
bia apprenticeship law, such employee may
be paid at a rate not less than 80 percent of
the minimum wage established in this order:

3. Regulations to safeguard minimum
wage standards:

(a) Minimum daily wage: An employee
shall be paid for at least 4 hours at the
applicable rate for each day on which the
employee reports for work under general or
specific instructions but is given no work or
is given less than 4 hours of work, provided
that such payment does not apply to stu-
dents employed by the educational institu-
tion they are attending and further provided
that on days when school is in session, stu-
dents under 18 years of age may be pald for
the hours actually worked.

(b) Additional daily wage: An employee
shall be paid $1.10 in addition to the mini-
mum wage for each day during which (1)
such employee works a split shift or (2) the
total time between the beginning and end-
ing of such employee's working time exceeds
11 hours, provided that such payment does
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not apply to students employed by the edu-
cational institution they are attending.

(¢) Uniforms: The employer shall pay the
cost of purchase, maintenance, and cleaning
of uniforms, except that in lieu of purchas-
ing, maintaining, and cleaning uniforms, the
employer may pay 3 cents per hour in addi-
tion to the minimum wage.

(d) Travel expenses: In addition to the
minimum wage, the employer shall pay the
employee for travel expenses incurred by such
employee in performance of the business of
the employer.

(e) Deductions: No deductions, except
those specifically authorized by law or court
order or as specified below, shall be made
which would bring the wage below the legal
minimum without the written consent of the
employee and the written approval of the
Minimum Wage and Industrial Safety Board.

(1) Meals: Not more than 36 cents for
each meal furnished the employee by the
employer with the following daily limita-
tions: For 4 or less hours of work, a deduc-
tion for not more than one meal; for over
4 hours of work, a deduction for not more
than two meals; for an employee who lives
at the place of employment, a deduction for
not more than three meals.

(2) Lodging: When the employer fur-
nishes lodging to the employee, not more
than $5 a week for one person in a single
room or not more than $4 a week for each of
two persons in a double room; not more than
the reasonable value of an apartment as
determined by a comparison with the value
of similar accommeodations in the vicinity of
those furnished.

4. Basis of payment: Irrespective of the
basis of payment, whether time rate, plece
rate, bonus, or commission, no employer shall
pay any employee less than the minimum
wage.

5. Time of payment: Every employer shall
establish a regular periodic payday for each
employee and shall pay to each employee on
such payday not less than the minimum
wage for all working time in the pay period.

6. Records: Every employer shall keep at
the place of employment of each employee
or at the employer's principal place of busi-
ness in the District of Columbia an accurate
record for each employee containing the fol-
lowing information:

(a) Name in full, address, and occupa-
tion.
(b) Date of birth if employee is under 18
years of age.

(c¢) Total number of hours worked each
day and each week.

(d) Dally record of the hours of beginning
and stopping work and the hours of begin-
ning and ending the meal recess if the em-
ployee works a split shift or is covered by
the hours law.

(e) For each pay period, gross wages and
net wages, including additions to and de-
ductions from wages.

(f) Regular periodic payday.

(g) Name of day and time of day on which
employee’s week begins.

Such records shall be kept on file for at
least 3 years after the entry of the record and
shall be open to inspection by the Minimum
Wage and Industrial Safety Board and any
of its duly authorized representatives.

7. Posting: Every employer shall keep a
copy of this order posted in a conspicuous
place where it can be read by all employees.

B. Separability: If any section, sentence,
clause, or phrase of this order is for any
reason held to be invalid, such decision shall
not affect the validity of the remaining por-
tion of the order.

9. Repeal: Minimum Wage Order No. 9 en-
titled *“Clerical and Technical Occupations.””
effective June 8, 1954, is hereby repealed,
except with respect to rights accrued and
liabilities incurred under said order prior to
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the effective date of this order and except
with respect to violations of said order oc-
curring prior to the effective date of this
order.

This order becomes effective July 24, 1961.

DisTRICT OF CoLUMBIA MiNIMUM WAGE
AND INDUSTRIAL SAFETY BOARD.
CHaarRLES W. PUTNAM,
Chairman.
CrLayToN B. ALDRICH.
RicHARD D. BAILEY.

Attest:

CarriE L., ALLGOOD,
Ezrecutive Secretary.

May 25, 1961.

(Penalties for violation: Any employer
who violates any provision of this order
is guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by
fine or imprisonment as provided by law.
(See District of Columbia Minimum Wage
Law of September 19, 1918, 40 Stat. 964;
District of Columbia Code, 1951 edition, sec.
36-417.))

(Address inquiries regarding this order to
District of Columbia Minimum Wage and In-
dustrial Safety Board, 499 Pennsylvania Ave-
nue NW. Washington, D.C., NAtional
8-6000.)

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. That is some-
thing that would have to be posted on the
wall of the dining room or kitchen, fine
print and all.

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

Mr. PROUTY. 1yield.

Mr., SIMPSON. Mr. President, I join
the Senator, because my wife does not
like green, and this would not jibe with
the new paint in the kitchen.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. Presi-
dent, the reason I asked and received
unanimous consent to have this order
printed in the Recorb is that I am quite
sure that if I had asked to have it printed
in the Appendix of the daily Recorp the
question would have been raised that it
exceeds the maximum limit which we can
have printed in the Appendix of the daily
Recorp. If one were to read the details,
I think he would find that it is an ex-
tremely long and complicated thing. The
only way I could have it printed in the
REecorp would be in conjunction with my
remarks, because it would exceed the
length of material that we are permitted
to have printed in the Appendix of the
Recorp. The public ought to be aware
of that.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I say to
my friends the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. ProuTy], the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WiLrLiams], the distinguished
minority leader, the senior Senator from
Towa [Mr. HickeNLooPER], and the junior
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SivmpsonN]
that I have enjoyed very much their good
humor in light of the tragedy that they
are seeking to remedy.

I have often said, and I believe that
some of them have heard me say it, that
the only difference between a mistake
that I make and a mistake the other fel-
low makes is that when I make one it is
really a blooper. This is one of those
bloopers.

The Senator from Vermont very kindly
stated that he is willing to take some of
the responsibility. I take it all because I
am chairman of the subcommittee; and
when a Senator is chairman of a subcom-
mittee and something like this goes
through the subcommittee, through
hearings, through executive session, and
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finally comes to a vote, and no one de-
tects it, that is the fault of the chairman,
and nobody else.

I take the responsibility. Of course,
we all know, inexcusable as a mistake is,
how this provision got into the bill. In
drafting the bill, the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act was followed. Of course, this
is the procedure that is followed in con-
nection with the enforcement of the Fair
Labor Standards Act in businesses and
industries. No one even thought of it
being applied to housewives. Of course,
it must come out.

I am going to offer, in a moment, a
modification to the amendment of the
Senator from Vermont, to which I hope
he will agree. However, I say to my
friend the Senator from Delaware that I
appreciate his concern about Mrs. John-
son in the White House. However, it
would not apply to Mrs. Johnson, because
the White House is exempt under the bill
anyway. The White House and Federal
institutions are exempt. I am sure she
will appreciate the great concern the
Senator has for her. I shall see to it
that she is advised that the Senator from
Delaware has that concern. This pro-
vision ought to be stricken from the bill
and we will strike it.

Even if it would apply to housewives,
and it certainly should not, it would
require, as it did in industry, willful vio-
lation. It provides that no person shall
be imprisoned under this section except
for an offense committed after the con-
viction of such person for a prior offense.

That is not much comfort, but they
would not be put in prison the first time,
just as they do not put a businessman
or industrialist in prison the first time.
It is a sort of probationary period that
is allowed him after his first conviction.
Oft course, we must take this provision
out.

Now, may I have the attention of my
friend from Vermont [Mr. ProuTy] on
the language that I have handed to him,
for just a moment? If he will turn to
page 38 of the bill, between lines 5 and
6, inserting the following language,
there will be a new subsection (d) :

The recordkeeping requirements of section
11, the posting requirement of section 12 and
the penalties provided by section 14, shall
not apply to any employer with respect to
any employee of such employer employed as
a domestic servant in the private home of
such employer; except that with respect to
such employee, the employer shall maintain
such minimum records as the Commissioners
may prescribe by regulation as necessary or
appropriate for the enforcement of the pro-
visions of this Act or of the regulations or
orders issued thereunder.

Now, every housewife keeps those min-
imum records necessary for social secu-
rity. All I am seeking here is that the
only records she has to keep would be
records of that type and the procedure
for describing the records, if the Senator
will note the language—and I state it to
him again—*shall maintain such min-
imum records as the Commissioners may
prescribe by regulation as necessary or
appropriate for the enforcement of the
provisions of this Act or of the regula-
tions or orders issued thereunder.”

Mr. PROUTY. If I understand the
Senator’s suggestion correctly, it would
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not require a housewife to keep any more
records than she does for that employee
under the Social Sercurity Act?

Mr. MORSE. Let the manager of the
bill make perfectly clear, for the instruc-
tion of the Commissioners, that the only
intent of this language is that they
should not prescribe any record require-
ment that imposes greater requirements
upon the housewife than the housewife
now has in connection with keeping
social security records and making re-
ports thereon.

Mr. PROUTY. That is a fair ap-
proach. I have no objection to it.

Mr. MORSE. I would appreciate very
much if the Senator would help me
crawl out of the “blooper” in which I
find myself, by the acceptance of that
amendment to the bill.

Mr. PROUTY. I am happy to assist
the Senator in that regard.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is very
kind.

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

Mr. MORSE. Yes.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Over the
years, we have all seen amendments
taken to conference and promptly
dropped in the waste bin in conference,
and a conference report brought back
without an amendment which has been
pretty generally approved of by the body
that sent it over.

While I know the feeling of the Sen-
ator from Oregon—he is generally in
favor of what the Senator from Vermont
is trying to do—I wonder if the Senator
from Oregon is willing to state that if
the amendment as it is arranged between
them at the present time, by some leger-
demain of parliamentary procedure,
should be thrown out in conference, the
Senator from Oregon would oppose the
conference report on that basis.

Mr. MORSE. I would if we ever
reached that situation, but there is no
danger of it, because the House bill does
not contain the amendment which we
are objecting to; and, therefore, we are
willing to go to the House in conference
with this language that the Senator from
Vermont is willing to accept.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER.
stand——

Mr. MORSE. The House is not going
to make the mistake we made in com-
mittee, but if the House came in with
any such proposal, of course I would
never agree to accepting it.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I have seen
some rare instances on conference com-
mittees in which one body did not have
a particular amendment in its bill as it
passed. If such an amendment were put
in by the other body, the House or Sen-
ate might rush up and say, “We accept
the amendment’’ before it has ever been
contested in the committee or anything
else, or “we accept the proposal,” or “we
insist on altering it in some way to reach
the purpose this amendment accom-
plishes.”

Mr. MORSE. Let me say to the Sen-
ator from Iowa that I believe there is
no danger of it at all; but if the House
should seek to have the Senate con-
ferees accept any amendment which has
the remotest similarity to the language

I under-
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of the Senate language which we are
now dropping; namely, the posting re-
quirement or imprisonment requirement,
or a fine or penalty upon the housewife,
the floor manager of this bill—and I
am sure I speak for all my fellow com-
mittee members—would oppose the bill
and refuse to bring it to the floor of
the Senate.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the
Senator. That satisfies me so far as I
am concerned.

May I ask one more question, while
the Senator is so indulgent?

Mr. MORSE. Yes.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Is there a
provision in the legislation now before
us that the District Commissioners or
any other authority in the District may
raise the minimum wage?

Mr. MORSE. Oh, yes.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Arbitrarily,
above the minimum that we established
in this bill?

Mr. MORSE. Oh, yes. I have dis-
cussed that. That situation has existed
for a good many years in the District
of Columbia, in connection with the min-
imum wage law affecting women and
children. It is a procedure that exists
in some State minimum wage laws.

Let me explain to the Senator the way
it works. The Commissioners appoint
an ad hoc committee. It is a tripartite
committee, consisting of public members,
industry members, and labor members.
They make a study of the wage situation
in a given industry or occupation, and
they make recommendations to the Com-
missioners. %

The Commissioners are not bound by
their recommendation. Let us take a
hypothetical case. Let us assume that
the minimum is $1.25. It is found that
the minimum wage in that particular
industry should be $1.30. The Commis-
sioners are not bound to accept the re-
port of the ad hoc committee.

The practice, I am advised, is that they
hold a public hearing, and if they find
that under the facts and circumstances
of that particular business or industry,
the minimum wage should be $1.30 in-
stead of $1.25, they have the authority
to raise it to that amount.

They have been doing that in the Dis-
triet for a good many years in regard to
the minimum wages with respect to wom-
en and minors.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, may I ask the Senator a ques-
tion?

Mr. MORSE. Will the Senator let me
send to the desk my proposed language
for a modification?

Mr. President, I send to the desk a
proposal for a modification of the
Prouty amendment, and ask that it be
stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
McGoverN in the chair). The proposed
modification will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 38,
between lines 5 and 6, insert the follow-
ing:

(d) The recordkeeping requirements of
section 11, the posting requirements of sec-
tion 12, and the penalties provided by sec-
tion 14 shall not apply to an employer with
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respect to any employee of such employer
employed as a domestic servant in the priv-
ate home of such employer; except that with
respect to such employee the employer shall
maintain such minimum records as the
Commissioners may prescribe by regulation
as necessary or appropriate for the enforce-
ment of the provisions of this Act or of the
regulations or orders issued thereunder.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair inquires of the Senator from Ver-
mont whether or not he accepts the
modification suggested by the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. PROUTY. Yes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment is so modified.

Mr. MORSE. Inow yield to the Sena-
tor from Delaware.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. This
may seem to be a joke, but on the other
hand I was very serious about the fact
that I thought there should be a record
vote so there would be no question in the
minds of conferees and the House as to
where the Senate stood on this particular
proposal.

Mr. MORSE. I am all for it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But I
understand now that this was not a part
of the House bill.

Mr. MORSE. No; but I have no ob-
jection to a yea-and-nay vote, if the
Senator wishes it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I——

Mr. MORSE. 1 told the Senator
from Vermont [Mr. ProuTy] that if
some Senator indicated he wanted a
record vote, I would cooperate.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
reason I was suggesting a rollcall vote
was so that we could go on record in
clear terms to anyone concerned that
the Senate did not approve of the pro-
posal whereby a housewife could be
forced to put up the same set of rules
and regulations in her kitchen and din-
ing room, as is required of a business-
man, with a provision in the bill that
she would be subject to a $10,000 fine
or 6 months in the penitentiary for fail-
ing to post this ridiculous looking poster
in her living quarters.

The amendment of the Senator from
Vermont would delete that language. If
we can have the assurance of the Sena-
tor from Oregon that in the event the
bill comes back from the House if by any
chance any part of the provision reinstat-
ing this language should be incorporated
in the bill, he and his conferees will
join us in opposing this bill in its en-
tirety in order to defeat that. If so, I
would be inclined to go along without
taking the time of the Senate for a rec-
ord vote.

But I do want it clear that if the
measure comes back from the conference
with any part of this provision which
we are deleting here with the Prouty
amendment, the Senator from Oregon
and the conferees will join us in oppos-
ing the entire bill, if necessary, for the
purpose of defeating that section.

Otherwise, I believe that we should
go on record so that the House will know
our position. I am confident that the
vote in the Senate would be unanimous
in favor of the housewife.

Mr. MORSE. I should like to make
clear to the Senator from Delaware that,
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unthinkable as the thought is, if the
House should seek to have the Senate
conferees adopt an amendment which
would require any posting of a notice
in homes throughout the country, to
which the Senator from Delaware is re-
ferring, or to impose any fine or impris-
onment upon housewives for violations, I,
as Senator in charge of the bill and a
member of the conferees, would certainly
oppose any such amendment.

However, I do not wish to have the
record brought back to me with the state-
ment that I agreed to no word changes
in the amendment. I do not know what
word changes might be suggested, but
I would oppose any word changes which
resulted in placing any such penalty
upon the housewife or requiring any such
posting. I can give the Senator from
Delaware assurance on that score.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
what I wished to know. I am not wedded
to the exact language in the amendment
but am discussing the principle of having
the housewife subject to fines or im-
prisonment under the measure if she
fails to post a notice in her living room or
dining room—any such ridiculous post-
er as would have been mandatory with-
out the amendment. Such a require-
ment is unthinkable. Certainly with
that assurance on the part of the Sena-
tor from Oregon—and I know that he
means it and that he will also stand
back of the principle about which we are
speaking—I would not insist that there
be a vea-and-nay vote, because I believe
we have made it crystal clear as to what
the Senate desires and what it would
accept if the bill were sent back to us.

Mr. MORSE. If I may have the at-
tention of the Senator from Delaware
one moment further, and also my friend
the Senator from Vermont, it is clearly
understood that the bill does provide the
right on the part of the employee to have
the Commissioners act to bring suit
against an employer—housewife in this
;:aase--ir the housewife is violating the

W.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am
speaking of the provisions being cor-
rected by this particular amendment;
and under the circumstances——

Mr. MORSE. Let me make clear that
Iam in agreement with the Senator from
Vermont on the point he has raised and
also with the Senator from Delaware on
the point he has so ably presented.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
the point I am discussing now, not the
other features of the hill. I appreciate
the assurance that the Senator from
Oregon has given.

With that assurance I will not press
for a record vote.

Mr. MORSE. It is all right to have a
vea-and-nay vote, but it is not necessary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment (No. 478), as modified, of the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr, Proutry] to the
committee amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment, as modified, was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 477

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 477, and ask that
it be stated.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
the amendment.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the RECorD
at this point.

The amendment (No. 477), offered by
Mr. ProUTY, is as follows:

On page 22, beginning with line 16, strike
all through line 21 and insert in lieu thereof
the following:

“(b) ‘Wage’ means compensation due to
an employee by reason of his employment
including allowances for the reasonable cost
of board, lodging, or other facilities or serv-
ices, customarily furnished by the employer
to the employees, or allowances for the fair
value of gratuities customarily received by
employees in any occupation in which gratu-
itles have customarily and usually consti-
tuted and have been recognized as part of
the remuneration for hiring purposes.”

On page 30, beginning with line 23, strike
all through the period on line 5, page 31, and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

“(e) The committee report shall include,
but shall not be limited to, recommendations
for allowances for the reasonable cost of
board, lodging, or other facilities or services,
customarily furnished by the employer to the
employee, or allowances for the fair value of
gratuities customarily received by employees
in any occupation in which gratuities have
customarily and usually constituted and have
been recognized as a part of the remunera-
tion for hiring purposes. The committee
may make a separate inquiry into and report
on any branch of any occupation and may
recommend different minimum wages for
such branch of employment in the same
occupation.”

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, this
amendment redefines the term “wage”
to include the fair value or reasonable
cost of tips, gratuities, board, and
lodging.

In HR. 8126, as it passed the House
of Representatives, the term “wage”
was defined so as to include the fair
value received by the employee in board,
lodging, apparel, or other facilities or
services customarily furnished by the
employer to the employee, as well as the
reasonable value of gratuities.

The bill as reported by the Senate
District Committee takes an entirely
different approach. “Wages” are de-
fined as legal tender received by the em-
ployee “including such allowances as may
be permitted by any order or regulation,
and so forth.” The definition is so am-
biguous and uncertain as to leave open
the question whether the allowances
spoken of must be likewise in “legal
tender” so as to qualify for inclusion.

Aside from this ambiguity, HR. 8126,
as reported by the Senate District Com-
mittee, contains a definition of “wage”
which is wholly inconsistent with the
approach taken under the Fair Labor
Standards Act.

Under FLSA “wage” includes the rea-
sonable value of board and lodging. The
amendments to FLSA sent up by the
administration and now pending in both
the House and Senate Labor Committees
are designed, in part, to expand the defi-
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nition of “wage” to include, besides
board and lodging, the fair value of tips
and gratuities.

H.R. 8126, as it is now before us, ig-
nores the reasoned judgment of the Fair
Labor Standards Act, disregards the
reasoned judgment of the Department of
Labor’s recommendations on amending
the Fair Labor Standards Act and sug-
gests that somehow tips, gratuities,
board, and lodging ought to be kept in
mind, but that their inclusion in the
computation of “wage” be left wholly
to the discretion of the Commissioners.

In all candor and honesty, I cannot
recall ever seeing draftsmanship of the
type I have seen in this bill relating to
tips, gratuities, board, lodging, and the
like,

First, the bill's definition of “wage”
makes no direct references to these forms
of compensation. Buried deep in the bill
is a procedure for setting up ad hoc ad-
visory committees to review the minimum
wage as it relates to any industry or
trade. The committee is to come for-
ward with a report on the need for a
minimum wage above the statutory floor
for that trade or industry.

The committee’s report may include a
recommendation for inclusion of tips,
board, lodging, and so forth, in the com-
putation of “wage” and, if the committee
determines to include such considera-
tions in the computation, it may also
recommend a permissive allowance for
the dollar amount of such extras to be
included in the computation. At this
point, even though a trade or industry
has, as a major portion of its compensa-
tion to the employee, tips, board, lodging,
and so forth, the committee is not re-
quired to take them into account, the
dollar allowance may or may not have a
relationship to the fair value received
by the employee. Such important judg-
ments are left to the unfettered discre-
tion of the committee.

Now, as if the foregoing gives us little
comfort the additional language of the
bill is enough to bring on cold chills.

The Commissioners are empowered,
under the Senate version of the bhill, to
issue wage orders going beyond the statu-
tory minimum. In arriving at a new
level of minimum wages for a particular
business, the Commissioners may—and
of course, may not—take into account
the recommendations of the ad hoc ad-
visory committee. And, if they do de-
cide to take the committee's report into
account, they may decide whether to
take into account tips, board, and lodg-
ing. If they should decide to take them
into account they may determine what
permissive allowance to include in the
compensation of the “wage.”

Again, the inclusion of tips and board
and lodging in the computation of wages
an employee cust.omarl!y and usually re-
ceives from his employer is left to the
unfettered discretion of the Commis-
sioners.

In other words, even though these
items may constitute the major form of
compensation for an employee, the com-
mittee or the Commissioners, or both,
may elect to disregard this fact and im-
pose upon the employer a minimum wage
totally unrelated to these other means of
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have no recourse.

To this point, I have talked about the
computation of the term “wage” as it
relates to the issuance of wage orders in
excess of the statutory floor. The al-
most unbelievable feature of this ambig-
uous compounding of “mays’ and “per-
missive allowances” and unfettered dis-
cretionary authority vested in ad hoc
committees and the Commissioners is
that their pronouncements on the inclu-
sion of tips, board and lodging in the
computation of “wage” for subsequent
wage orders (keeping in mind that no
such pronouncements need be made) are
incorporated by reference into the defi-
nition of “wage” applicable to the entire
act, thereby rendering the definition
wholly without meaning and substance.

Mr. President, my amendment would
require the Commissioners and the ad
hoc committees to take tips, board and
lodging into consideration when com-
puting wages for any purpose under the
act, be it in determining the statutory
floor or subsequent wage orders. Addi-
tionally, they would be required to do
more than take an arbitrary stab at the
value to be allowed. They would be re-
quired to give full allowances for the
fair value or the reasonable cost of these
items.

Mr. President, the restaurant and
hotel trades are being brought under the
minimum wage law for both male and
female employees for the first time by
this bill. The impact on this dynamic
and significant part of Washington’s
economy by the enactment of this legis-
lation may be substantial. It is impor-
tant therefore that these trades, as well
as the others in which the employees are
compensated in media other than legal
tender, be assured that this bill and its
subsequent administration will be fairly
and equitably applied.

We are asked so much these days not
to tie the administrators hands with
specific legislative language. We are
asked to give them a free rein to do the
job as they see fit. We rely so much
these days on the divine guidance and
benevolence of the administrators of
our laws that we may some day find to
our embarrassment we no longer run
the country.

‘We ought not sit idly by and leave the
fate of a major sector of the Distriet’s
economy in the hands of the Commis-
sioners or their committees, We ought
not permit this gaping loophole in the
District of Columbia minimum wage bill
to pass unnoticed. We ought not sup-
port a provision which would allow the
administrators to completely and total-
ly ignore the existence of a major form
of employee compensation and ignore it
with impunity.

So, Mr. President, I ask my colleagues
to follow the course which has already
been set by the Fair Labor Standards
Act. I ask them to follow the recom-
mendations of the administration that
tips, board, and lodging be included in
the computation of minimum wages.
I ask them to reject a concept which
relies wholly on the good graces and
good faith of the administrators for its
proper application.

employer
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the pro-
posals of the Senator from Vermont, if
I understand them correctly—and I shall
make some suggestions to meet what I
think are his criticisms of the bill in its
present wording—make three substan-
tive changes.

First, the amendment makes it manda-
tory for an ad hoc committee to include,
in any revised wage order, allowances for
board, lodging, other facilities, and tips.

Second, it requires the committee to
make an allowance for the “fair value”
of tips, instead of “a reasonable allow-
ance,” as provided in section 5(e), page
31,lines 1 and 2.

Third, it deletes the requirement that
wages must be paid in cash or negotiable
check.

The proposal of the Senator from Ver-
mont to make mandatory the inclusion of
allowances for board, lodging, other fa-
cilities, and tips appears reasonable, and
I support it, and I shall offer language
that I hope he can accept.

We are advised by the District Mini-
mum Wage and Industrial Safety Board
that, for all practical purposes, they are
following this procedure in setting mini-
mum wage rates under the present law.
But we must have a guarantee to make
it mandatory.

So, to accomplish this, I shall offer an
amendment to change the word “may”
on page 30, line 23 of the bill, to the word
“shall.”

Then I shall offer an amendment that
will make it clear that they include
“reasonable allowances.”

When we come to the matter of fair
value, I hope the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Prouty] will accept the language
“reasonable allowance,” because of the
administrative problems that the lan-
guage “fair value” would require.

This is what would happen under the
administrative procedure: Let us take a
chain of restaurants. A hearing is held.
The members of the Board go into the
question of what the tips average. They
decide that the average is 30 or 35 cents
an hour, or 45 cents an hour. If is
agreed by all concerned that that will be
computed as a part of the wage of the
employee.

If the requirements of “fair value” are
followed, there will be serious adminis-
trative problems.

As the Senator knows, a waitress takes
a tip and puts it into her apron pocket.
Others take their tips and deposit them
somewhere else on their persons. One
has to rely on the report of the employ-
ees as to how much they received. It
creates much friction and often leads to
bad employee-employer relationships.
So a procedure on the value of tips has
been worked out. They have worked out
a “reasonable allowance” on the basis of
what their understanding of the amount
of tips seems to be.

So far as paying in check or cash is
concerned, that is very important to an
employer from the standpoint of having
an accurate accounting record for tax
purposes as well as for meeting the re-
quirements of paying the minimum
wage.

I shall read the suggested amendments
to the Senator from Vermont for resolv-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ing the problem, which I thank him for
raising. I propose the following:

On page 30, line 23, strike out “may" and
insert “shall".

On page 30, line 24, strike out “permis-
slble” and insert “‘reasonable”.

On page 32, line 1, strike out “may” and in-
sert "‘shall”,

On page 32, line 2, strike out “and classi-
flcations as are referred to in section 5(e)”
and insert in lleu thereof “as are referred to
in section 5(e) and recommended in the
report”.

On page 33, line 19, beginning with the
semicolon, strike out all through *allow-
ance” on line 20 and insert in lleu thereof
a semicolon and “and shall include reason-
able allowances".

On page 33, line 21, immediately after the
semicolon, insert “reasonable’,

I offer those changes. I think they
will comply with the major objections of
the Senator from Vermont and leave the
bill in a much more workable form.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ac-
cept this language as a modification of
my amendments. I think it is a rea-
sonable appreach.

Mr. MORSE. Ithank the Senator.

I request that the Senator’s amend-
ments be modified in accordance with
the language I have just sent to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that the suggestion of
the Senator from Oregon would be han-
dled better if the Senator from Vermont
would withdraw the original amend-
ments and offer the new amendments
as suggested by the Senator from Oregon.

Mr. PROUTY. I withdraw my
amendment numbered 477 and offer the
amendment suggested by the Senator
from Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. ProuTY] to the commitiee amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment is open to fur-
ther amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, on be-
half of the distinguished junior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Dominick], I send to
the desk an amendment to the committee
amendment and ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk proceeded to state
the amendment.

Mr. PROUTY. 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 without
objection, the amendment will be
printed in the RECORD.
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The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the REcorbp, is as follows:

On page 29, beginning with line 1, strike
out all through line 24 on page 32.

On page 22, line 21, strike out “, 5, 6, 01
7" and insert in lieu thereof “or 5.

On page 25, line 20, beginning with “not”,
strike out all through “section” on line 21
and insert in lieu thereof “of $1.26 an hour
or at such rate as may, from time to time,
be established by section 6(a) (1) of the Fair
Labor Standards Act of 1938, as amended
(20 U.S.C. 206(a)(1l)), whichever is the
greater,”.

On page 26, line 11, strike out “7” and
insert “'5".

On page 26, line 20, beginning with the
comma, strike out all through the comma
on line 21.

On page 26, line 23, beginning with “the”,
strike out all through “and” on line 24 and
insert in lieu thereof the following: “provi-
sions setting the minimum wage at a rate of
$1.25 an hour or at such rate as may, from
time to time, be established by section 6(a)
(1) of the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938,
as amended, whichever is the greater, and the
overtime provisions as prescribed in subsec-
tion™.

On page 27, line 1, strike out “7" and in-
sert 6.

On page 33, line 2, strike out “7” and in-
sert “5".

On page 34, line 12, strike out “8" and in-
Eﬁ!’t Insil'

On page 36, line 9, strike out “Sec. 9.” and
insert “Sec. 7.".

On page 37, line 2, strike out *“10" and
insert “8".

On page 38, line 7, strike out “11" and in-
sert “9".

On page 39, line 8, strike out “12” and in-
sert “10".

On page 39, line 18, strike out “13” and
insert “11™.

On page 39, line 24, strike out “11” and
insert “9”.

On page 39, line 25, strike out “12” and
insert “10".

On page 40, line 1, strike out “7" and
insert “5".

On page 40, line 22, strike out “12" and
insert “10".

On page 40, line 24, strike out 14" and
insert “12".

On page 40, line 25, strike out “13” and
insert “11".

On page 41, line 10, strike out “15"
insert “13",

On page 43, line 5, strike out

insert “14”.

On page 43, line 14, strike out “17" and in-
sert “15".

On page 43, line 21, strike out “18” and
insert “16".

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, the jun-
ior Senator from Colorado [Mr. Domi-
Nick] was unable to be present today be-
cause of a speaking engagement in Colo-
rado which could not be canceled at the
last minute.

I have a statement which has been
prepared by him which I have not had
an opportunity to read. I shall read it
in his behalf. I am sympathetic with
the principles of his amendment and I
intend to support it. I am unable to say
whether I will find myself in agreement
with everything in the statement.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOMINICK

I wish to express the strongest possible ob-
jection to actlion taken by the Department
of Labor this week concerning the legisla-
tion now under consideration on the District
of Columbia. The Labor Department has
apparently notified the distinguished senior
Senator from Oregon who is managing the

and

“16” and



758

District of Columbia minimum wage bill that
they, the Department of Labor, refuse to con-
sider my amendment to H.R. 8126.

My amendment would eliminate the power
of the District of Columbia Commissioners
to arbitrarily raise the minimum wage above
the statutory limitations proposed by H.R.
8126. It would not affect that portion of the
bill which would permit automatic escala-
tion of the District of Columbia minimum
wage to the level set by any increase in the
Fair Labor Standards Act, nor would it affect
any existing wage orders.

The issue at stake here is much larger than
the substance of the amendment or of the
pending legislation itself for the unamended
bill already enables the District government
to fulfill functions normally reserved for
Congress. It is, therefore, not a question of
whether or not Congress is willing to re-
linquish part of its authority to the District
Commissioners of its own volition. The sub-
stance of the unamended bill clearly indi-
cates that it is willing to do so. It is rather
a question of whether Congress is even going
to consider amending the bill or whether it is
going to be dictated to by a department of
the executive branch. Who in the world are
the people in the Labor Department to tell
us we cannot consider an amendment to a
plece of pending legislation? By what au-
thority do they pass down a take-it-or-leave-
it dictum? I, for one, refuse to accept such
an order which has no basis in law and which
is contrary to normal legislative procedures.

We are faced here with an arrogance of
power manifested within the executive
branch which is not only contrary to ac-
cepted cooperative procedures between the
executive and legislative branches of gov-
ernment, but is in direct conflict with the
constitutionally assigned responsibilities of
the Congress.

The District of Columbia is still, at this
point in time, a Federal city chartered, struc-
tured, financed, and governed under the
auspices of the U.S. Congress. It is not, and
I repeat not, an agency or ward of the De-
partment of Labor or of any other depart-
ment of the executive branch.

The Constitution of the United States is
quite explicit on the status of the Federal
city. The Founding Fathers, recognizing
that the District of Columbia was the focal
point of our national governmental structure
and also recognizing that it would be depend-
ent upon taxes levied from citizens all across
the land, wisely decreed that final governing
authority should remain in the most rep-
resentative branch of our Government, the
House and Senate. Obviously, it would have
been impossible for these molders of our
Nation to envision the dynamic changes
which have taken place within our soclety.
They did, however, fully realize that the
Congress would be a weather vane of na-
tional attitudes and should, therefore, have
the power to adjust the Federal city’s status
accordingly.

In recent years Congress has been attempt-
ing to tread judiciously along the fine line
between the wishes of the local inhabitants
of the Federal city and those who must sup-
port it in large measure across the land.
This has been no easy task and the pressure
for revamping of the city's governing struc-
ture has grown greater each year. Thus, it
appears quite likely that in the not-too-dis-
tant future there will be instituted some
form of home rule for the Federal city to
more effectively meet the complex problems
of a modern metropolis. This is as it should
be and is as the Founding Fathers would have
wished, for the decision of whether to grant
home rule rests in the hands of Congress.
The determination of what characteristics a
home-rule charter should have also rests in
the hands of the legislative branch.

The fact of the matter is, however, that
home rule in not yet a reality, nor have the
Members of Congress relinquished their con-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

stitutional responsibility to determine how
the District of Columbia will be governed.
While many of us, including myself, voted
in favor of home rule during the last ses-
sion, we did not wish these votes to be mis-
construed by the executive branch into a
blank check endorsement of executive fiats.
Nor do we intend that any such votes in the
future should fall into that category. The
Department of Labor's attitude in this mat-
ter is uncalled for, unjustified, and uncon-
stitutional. The Department’s arrogance in
attempting to dictate to the Congress on
what they will or will not accept is outra-
geous and should not be tolerated.

Had the Department of Labor or any other
affected segment of the executive branch in-
dicated a willingness to reach a rational
solution within the scope of their legal au-
thority, they would have met with little
dissent from Congress. Had the Department
of Labor been willing to accept the per-
fectly reasonable compromise offered by Con-
gress whereby all existing orders could re-
main in effect until superseded by further
legislation, there would have been no resist-
ance from the Congress. Had the Depart-
ment of Labor proven by its actions that its
sole interest was the well-being of the citi-
zens of the District of Columbia rather than
the delegation of illegal powers to itself, who
among us could object?

However, the Department of Labor has not
shown a willingness to be rational or rea-
sonable in this matter, nor have they adopted
an attitude clearly designed to promote
elther good government in the Federal city
or proper relations with Congress. They have
instead adopted as arrogant and as arbitrary
an attitude as any ever taken by a branch
of our National Government.

The Department of Labor’s attitude in this
matter exceeds the disdain for public good
it has shown in the ill-fated bracero program
and the ill-advised program to repeal section
14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act. They have
flaunted their arrogance in the face of Con-
gress and dared us to try and stop them.
They have completely ignored congressional
constitutional prerogatives in this situation
and have usurped powers never granted to
them.

I would remind Senators that this is not
the first time such power-grasping actions
have taken place within a department or
agency of the executive branch of our Gov-
ernment. Nor will it be the last time such
power grabs are attempted unless we act to
stop them dead in their tracks now.

Each of us has a deep responsibility to the
people of this Nation to uphold the Con-
stitution. We have all eworn to this in our
oath of office. We have an equally deep re-
sponsibility to remain constantly alert for
acts, wherever they occur, which disturb the
delicate balance of powers in our Federal
Government. This balance of powers has,
as much as any other single factor, been re-
sponsible for the stabllity of our Govern-
ment and the growth of our Nation. To re-
linquish these responsibilities to the face-
less bureaucracy of a Federal department
which is almost beyond the reach and wrath
of the American citizenry would be a betrayal
of our solemn oaths and the trust vested in
each of us by our constituents.

For these reasons, I urge the Senate to
act now and without equivocation to prevent
further growth of the executive authority at
the expense of the Legislature. The power-
hungry, irresponsible persons within the De-
partment of Labor who have defied the Con-
stitution and the Congress must not be al-
lowed to continue on such & course. They
may be unresponsive to the wishes of the
people but they must not be untouchable
by the representatives of the people, the U.S.
Congress.

Mr. President, again I wish to make
it clear that the statement I have just
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read was prepared by the junior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. DominNick]. On his
behalf, I have read the statement and
have offered his amendment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
speak about the substantive facts that
are involved in the amendment which
my good friend from Colorado [Mr.
Dominick] has offered.

I say most respectfully that the De-
partment of Labor is not at all in issue
in regard to the section of the bill which
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. DomI-
nick] wishes to change. I can say as
chairman of the subcommittee that the
Department of Labor has never sought
to dictate to the committee what legis-
lation we should pass. The chairman of
the committee and other members of
the committee, as well, and also the staff
of the committee, have sought informa-
tion from the Department of Labor. We
have, on our own, asked the Department
of Labor to advise us what their prac-
tices are in other jurisdictions in rela-
tion to various aspects and sections of
the bill.

Mr. Goldberg, from the Department of
Labor, who sits beside me on the floor of
the Senate as a technical adviser, and
is here at the request of the commit-
tee, sat with the subcommittee during
our consideration of the bill. As Sena-
tors know, I always refer to my handling
of a bill as a seminar, and I call upon
the executive departments of the Gov-
ernment that have jurisdiction over the
general subject of such bills to send up
a few “graduate students’’ to participate
in the seminar with me. Mr. Goldberg
has been one of our very best “graduate
students,” to use my academic analogy.
He has been exceedingly helpful to us.
He has received assignments from the
chairman and other members of the
committee. He has supplied us with
certain factual information that we have
used in fulfilling our legislative responsi-
bilities in bringing before the Senate the
final draft of a given piece of proposed
legislation.

I wish to say for Mr. Goldberg’s bene-
fit that it is my testimony that he has
never sought to tell the committee the
kind of legislation it should or should not
propose.

I have advised with officials in the De-
partment of Labor from time to time in
regard to minimum wage legislation as
it concerns practices that exist in other
States, and I shall refer to some of those
practices momentarily. We shall have
before us in due course of time, as the
Presiding Officer [Mr, McGoVERN] knows,
some proposed changes in the Fair La-
bor Standards Act. I have spoken with
officials in the Department of Labor from
time to time with regard to them.

I was approached several days ago by
the Senator from Colorado in regard to
this amendment.

I told him I would look into it. He
presented it to me. It seemed to have a
good deal of merit. I did look into it.
The amendment was not a justifiable
amendment. I explained to him that I
had obtained from the committee staff
and from the Department of Labor cer-
tain factual material that caused me to
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oppose the amendment.
to know that.

I did say that I had told my friend, the
Senator from Vermont, that the Senator
from Colorado told me he could not be
present today, and that I would assure
him that his amendment would be pre-
sented, that I would present it if no one
else did. Of course as was the most ap-
propriate thing to do, he asked the Sen-
ator from Vermont, his colleague on the
minority side of the committee, to pre-
sent the amendment.

I told the Senator from Colorado that
if it came to a rollcall vote, I would be
willing to give him a live pair as a mat-
ter of courtesy, although I am opposed
to his amendment. I hope that the
Senate will not agree to his amendment.

There is no question about the sin-
cerity of the Senator from Colorado, but
certainly in fairness to the Department
of Labor, to the District Commissioners,
and to the Minimum Wage Board in the
District of Columbia, from whom we
have obtained certain factual informa-
tion which I have presented, I want fo
say as the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, and as manager of the bill, that we
have received no dictation from anyone.
We have received the advice that we
have asked for. We have received ad-
vice in response to our inquiries for
advice.

I want to go to the merits of the sub-
stantive issue raised by the Senator from
Colorado. Mr. President, for a good
many years in the District of Columbia
in connection with our minimum wage
bill relating to women and minors, we
have had, as I said in the discussion of
an earlier amendment today, the au-
thority vested in the District of Colum-
bia Minimum Wage Board to raise the
minimum wage above the minimum
wage of the Fair Labor Standards Act.

If we should adopt the amendment of
the Senator from Colorado, what we
might be doing is to lower the wages
already authorized by the Wage Board,
and ad hoc committees for 40,000 em-
ployees out of a total of 87,000 employees
covered by the minimum wage law for
women and for minors.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. MORSE. Iyield.

Mr. PROUTY. It certainly is not the
intention or effect of this amendment
to accomplish that purpose. How does
the Senator reach that conclusion?

Mr. MORSE. If we were to agree to
the amendment of the Senator from
Colorado, which amendment provides
that the wage cannot go above the mini-
mum of the Fair Labor Standards Act—
and there is already a provision in the
existing minimum wage law in the Dis-
trict of Columbia as it affects women and
children—we would in effect be adopting
a prineiple that could say to these 40,-
000 people for whom wages higher than
the minimum have already been provid-
ed that they should not receive those
wages.

These proposed increases are not very
high—$1.30, or $1.35. The building serv-
ice industry in particular is involved.
We also have, for part-time employees,
a part-time rate of $1.40.

I wanted him
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I do not believe that we should adopt
here this afternoon a policy for the Dis-
trict of Columbia that is at variance
with the practice that has prevailed in
relation to the setting of wages for
women and minors for a long time. Fur-
thermore, I do not understand the argu-
ment of my good friend the Senator from
Colorado, concerning what home rule
has to do with the issue before us.

Certainly Congress under the Consti-
tution has the responsibility to govern
the District of Columbia. How do we
do it? We do it by a considerable
amount of delegation of authority. We
have a Board of Commissioners. We
have authorized the Commissioners to
provide for the ad hoec committees. They
are not acting in violation of any of their
authority. That is the present govern-
mental structure of the District.

I cannot reach any other conclusion.
The amendment of the Senator from
Colorado would mean that we are not go-
ing to permit that procedure in the fu-
ture in respeet to the employees who
would come under the jurisdiction of the
minimum wage bill that we hope to pass
this afternoon.

Mr. President, we are not doing some-
thing in the District of Columbia that is
not done elsewhere. For example,
Alaska, Massachusetts, and California
follow the procedure that we are propos-
ing in this bill. The States of Arizona,
California, Colorado, the District of Co-
lumbia, Kentucky, Minnesota, New Jer-
sey, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Utah,
Wisconsin, Illinois, Kansas, and Louisi-
ana provide in their legislation for the
establishment of wage boards, which is
the practice, as I say, that is followed in
the District of Columbia.

Mr. President, we must protect the
procedure that is provided. We have our
tripartite ad hoc committees which have
to recommend to the District Commis-
sioners. The Commissioners do not have
to accept the recommendations.

I explained earlier in the debate that
the District Commissioners may hold a
public hearing to look into the facts.

We would be taking a step backward
if we were to agree to the proposed
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado this afternoon by categorically say-
ing, “You cannot have a wage imposed
under your Wage Board procedure in the
District of Columbia above the minimum
of the Federal act.”

That, in my judgment, is an attempt
to place a restriction upon the adminis-
trators that we have placed in author-
ity in the District of Columbia to assist
us in governing this District.

I do not see any relationship between
the continuation of that practice and
the observations of my friend in regard
to home rule.

If we had home rule, there would be
little doubt that the District government
itself would continue the Wage Board ap-
proach.

I hope the amendment will be de-
feated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Tyoines in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the amendment offered
by the Senator from Vermont [Mr.
Proury] on behalf of the Senator from

759

Colorado [Mr., Dominick] to the com-
mittee amendment in the nature of a
substitute.

Mr.PROUTY. Mr, President, I should
like to call to the attention of my friend
the distinguished senior Senator from
Oregon, that page 12 of the committee
report, referring to section 2 of the bill,
reads:

No amendments made by it shall affect any
provision of law or any regulation or order
which prior to the effective date of the bill
prescribes additional or more favorable
standards relating to minimum wages, maxi-
mum hours, overtime compensation, or other
working conditions,

The amendment does not disturb any
past orders or orders required to be
made by this bill, It would bar orders
which exceed the District of Columbia
statutory floor or national floor, which-
ever is higher. Undoubtedly the na-
tional floor will go up very shortly. If
seems to me that the Senator is in error
when he suggests that some wages would
actually be reduced by the amendment.
That is not correct.

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

Mr. PROUTY. I yield.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator is correct;
it could not reduce existing wages. But
what it does do is prevent Wage Boards
from continuing their present work of
giving consideration to increasing some
wages in order to bring them up to par,
to wage increases that they have already
ordered; and I believe that would be an
unfair discrimination against those
employees.

The question which should be met by
the Senator from Colorado, through his
spokesmen here this afternoon as well
as the Senator from Vermont in his own
right, is whether or not the procedures
for the Wage Board policy in the District
of Columbia are working any injustice,
whether there is any need for changing
them. What is wrong with them?

So long as we have the safeguards that
our present procedure provides, we
should not this afternoon say, in effect,
“We are going to stop the further op-
eration of the Wage Boards in the Dis-
triet of Columbia.”

That would be the effect of the amend-
ment.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, this
amendment would remove from the
pending bill those sections empowering
the Board of Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to issue wage orders
which exceed the statutory floor.

By the terms of H.R. 8126 the Com-
missioners may issue wage orders not
limited in amount. It is technically
possible under this bill to provide by
administrative decree minimum wages of
$2.00, $5.00 or $10.00 an hour.

The hearing record on this bill does
not fully disclose what other States or
jurisdictions authorize the establishment
of minimum wage levels by administra-
tive decree which exceed the statutory
floor. Historically minimum wage de-
terminations have fallen within the leg-
islative domain, and for good reason.
The legislative body is obligated by its
nature to take into account all of the
arguments, reasons and persuasions put
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forward by all interested citizens. An
administrative determination of mini-
mum wage levels is not inherently so
broadly responsive to the community
needs and interests.

If it is unorthodox to vest broad wage
setting powers in the Board of Commis-
sioners, it borders on the irresponsible
to vest in them such powers without the
benefit of legislative guidelines and
limitations.

The Department of Labor and the
Board of Commissioners maintain that
complete and unfettered discretion
should be vested in the administrator so
as to leave him free to make just and
sagacious determinations But, behind
these lofty objectives is the plain and
simple fact that these procedures are
intended to bypass the Congress. The
language of this bill is an outright inva-
sion of the legislative domain. Adoption
of this language in the bill will entirely
eliminate the Congressional role in min-
imum wage determinations for the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Is that what the Senate wants?

Senator Dominick's amendment is op-
posed by the Department of Labor. I un-
derstand the Department is lobbying
against it. Is the District of Columbia,
without representation in the House or
Senate, subject only to the Department’s
whim and faney? Is the Department of
Labor asking the Senate to enact for the
District of Columbia a provision it would
not dare suggest for enactment in the 50
States?

Analogously, is Secretary Wirtz firmly
convinced that his agency ought to have
the power to set Federal minimum wage
rates by fiat? If he is, I urge him to come
forward during this session of Congress
with such a proposal.

Is the administration asking enact-
ment of a law for the District of Colum-
bia which it would find inappropriate for
any other jurisdiction?

The Department of Labor, in its fact
sheet 4-A on State minimum wage laws,
points out that since 1939 States enact-
ing minimum wage legislation have fol-
lowed the statutory floor pattern of the
Federal act. This interesting booklet
also points out that in no instance in a
State having both a statutory floor and
wage order powers has a wage order been
issued which exceeds the statutory floor.
Two States with wage order powers alone
have elected to exceed the Federal wage
floor. They are the industrialized and
populous California and New Jersey.

Now the Department of Labor recom-
mends an abrupt and total departure
from the practices in the other States in
the Union. It suggests that the District
of Columbia should not only tie its mini-
mum wage floor to the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, it also should be encouraged to
issue wage orders in excess of that floor.
The Department of Labor attempts to
foist on the District what is practiced no-
where else in the United States.

I ask my colleagues to do no less for
the District than they would do for their
own constituents. I ask them to reject
this concept so alien to the Federal
theory and practice of minimum wage
determination.
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On the subject of the District’s lack of
self-government, I feel compelled to raise
these additional considerations.

If home rule is adopted, in whom will
these new powers be vested? Will the
city couneil set the minimum wage rate?
Or, under some theory of the adminis-
tration’s home rule bill, would this power
be vested in the mayor?

If under the administration’s home
rule bill the power would vest in the city
council two questions arise: What ex-
perience, background, or affinity would
this brandnew city council have for the
intricate and complicated affairs relat-
ing to wage determinations?

Not knowing the character or caliber
of the men who will run the city govern-
ment, I am reluctant to create at this
time new and unheard of powers in the
field of minimum wage determination
and vest them in a governmental form
which may soon give way to untried
leadership.

Looking at this problem from another
vantage point, Mr. President, does the
Department of Labor want to impose a
minimum wage law which would be
binding on the new city government un-
der home rule? If the Department’s
suggestions are as meritorious as they
protest they are, then the people of the
Distriet of Columbia ought to have the
opportunity to decide, after the estab-
lishment of home rule, whether or not
they want the Department of Labor to
cram their wage theories down the
throats of the residents of the District.
I feel certain that the city fathers under
home rule would overwhelmingly reject
dictation of local matters by a wholly
Federal agency.

If this is a matter appropriate to the
affairs of the Distriet of Columbia, let
us leave it to local determination.

While I am concerned over the quality
of leadership in a new local government,
I would prefer to let that government
evolve its own legislative theories on
minimum wage than vest in it broad,
mandatory, and limitless powers.

In conclusion, Mr. President, my col-
league's amendment merits your con-
sideration and approval.

It will uphold the traditions and
sound foundations of established mini-
mum wage doctrines.

It will prevent the Department of
Labor from using the District as a guinea
pig for experiments it would not dare
attempt on a national basis.

It will prevent disturbance of the
delicate balance now maintained on the
question of home rule.

It will prevent the vesting of auton-
omous minimum wage authority in a
government not responsible to the peo-
ple.

It will prevent prejudgment of mat-
ters which should be left to the deter-
mination of a local government under
home rule.

And, most importantly, Mr. President,
Senator Dominick’s amendment pro-
hibits the unwarranted and unthinkable
disposal of important legislative funec-
tion to the unresponsive hands of dis-
interested administrations.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
reply briefly to my friend from Vermont.
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First. The Department of Labor is
not at issue in this amendment. The
question of the Department of Labor
dictating anything to the Congress of the
United States is not in issue, any more
than the Department of Labor is at issue
in the 15 States which have wage board
procedures, any more than the Depart-
ment of Labor is at issue in Alaska or
Massachusetts or California, in regard
to the wage orders that they have issued
which go above the minimum.

My second point is that there has been
a minimum wage law in the District of
Columbia since 1918. The procedure
which the Senator from Colorado is now
discussing so strenuously has prevailed
in the District of Columbia since 1918,
with regard to the minimum wage law
which has regulated the wages for wom-
en and minors. Has that been an en-
croachment on the powers of the Con-
gress since 1918?

The residue power already exists, and
always remains with the Congress. If
any abuses develop in connection with
the administrative practices of those
whom we place in charge of the District
government to administer the affairs of
this city, we can enact whatever legisla-
tion is necessary to repeal or modify our
proposals.

Mr. President, as my third point, I
wish to stress the fact that the discus-
sion by the Senator from Vermont on
behalf of the Senator from Colorado of
the national minimum wage figure is, of
course, based upon a decision reached
concerning the composite economy of the
various sections of the country which
ineclude rural areas and industrial areas.
The reason why so many States have
found it desirable to have available the
use of a wage board—such as the one in
the District of Columbia, which acts on
the basis of an ad hoc tripartite com-
mittee—is that in some industrial areas
such as San Francisco, for example, and
some of the highly industrialized areas
of Massachusetfs, the cost of living is
muech higher than it is in the rural areas
of those States. Thus, they provide in
those States, under State laws—and the
Senate today is acting, really, in one
sense, as a State legislature, or a city
council, for the District of Columbia—
for wage boards which can take into
consideration whatever facts can be pre-
sented to a tripartite board which would
justify a wage somewhat higher than
the so-called national scale.

That is not the act of the Department
of Labor. That is the act of the States.
They have found that this procedure
should be available. As I had said
earlier, which was reiterated by my good
friend the Senator from Vermont, there
are very few instances in which wage
boards have raised the wage above the
national figure. I pointed out that in
the District of Columbia it has been
raised to $1.30 in one case, $1.35 in an-
other, and for part-time workers the rate
has been figured on a base of $1.40.

In Alaska, there are some instances in
which it went to $1.75. Those who know
the great differences in the cost of living
as between Alaska and the mainland can
understand why that might have
occurred.
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In Massachusetts, the minimum wage
is $1.30. 1In California, in one instance,
it is $1.30. That is wage orders only.
We are not dealing here with giving a
wild, arbitrary discretion to officials in
the Distriet of Columbia, because we sit
in this Chamber to check them. But I
believe it would be very unfair for the
Senate to adopt an amendment this
afternoon which would say to the Wage
Board and to the District Commissioners
that in the future we are not going to
allow them to consider the same prob-
lems they have already considered on be-
half of 40,000 out of a total of 87,000 per-
sons already covered by the minimum
wage law in the District of Columbia.

I believe that the procedure is fair,
and I believe that it is necessary. I be-
lieve that it should be continued, and I
hope that the amendment of the Senator
from Colorado will be defeated.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President,
the Senator from Oregon yield?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. PROUTY. All that needs to be
said on this question has been said. 1
should like to have a live quorum and
ask for a yea-and-nay vote on behalf of
the Senator from Colorado, and to speak
for 2 or 3 minutes to reiterate what his
amendment is all about; if the Senator
from Oregon is agreeable, we can pro-
ceed along those lines.

Mr. MORSE. I am willing to have a
live quorum call.

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr, President, will the
Senator from Oregon withhold that re-
quest for a moment, so that I may in-
quire of him whether I correctly under-
stood him to say that under the
national minimum wage legislation, pro-
vision is now made in the law to provide
that the States of the Union, after ap-
propriate hearings before some State-
established wage board, may raise the
minimum wage?

Mr. MORSE. No; not in the national
law. What I have said is that the States
of California and Massachusetts have en-
acted State legislation which provides
for the setting up of wage boards where-
by, on the recommendation of wage
boards which follow the procedures, the
minimum wages may be raised in a given
State above the national figure. At least
15 other States have wage boards with
certain procedures available; but, as I
have said, wage orders have not as yet
been issued setting wages above the na-
tional minimum.

Mr. KUCHEL. In the District of Co-
lumbia, under the Federal law which
applies to the District of Columbia, has
the Board of District Commissioners
adopted wage orders to increase the na-
tional minimum wage in certain in-
stances?

Mr. MORSE. Let me explain that.
We have to be careful in the use of the
word “Federal.” Of course, it is Fed-
eral legislation because it is enacted by
Congress.

Mr. KUCHEL. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr., MORSE. But it is not the fair
labor standards legislation.

htt;[r. KUCHEL. The Senator is cor-
rect.

will
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Mr. MORSE. Because that covers the
Nation as a whole. Since 1918, there
has been a minimum wage law in the
District of Columbia relating to women
and minors. Under the procedures of
that law, the wage board procedure has
been adopted. The Commissioners will
appoint an ad hoc tripartite committee,
representing workers, employers, and the
public, and they will study the situation
and bring in a recommendation to the
Commissioners. They may recommend
that the wage for that particular indus-
try should be X cents above the Federal
minimum wage. Now they have issued
such orders in the District of Columbia
covering 40,000 of the 87,000 employees
who would come under the District
Minimum Wage Act for women and
minors.

The Dominick amendment would
merely provide that in the District of
Columbia we cannot henceforth go above
the Fair Labor Standards Act figure.

Mr. KUCHEL. I thank the Senator
from Oregon.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum and ask that it
be a live quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Tx-
piNGs in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 6 Leg.]
Alken Hartke Mundt
Anderson Hayden Murphy
Bartlett Hickenlooper Muskie
Bayh Hill Pastore
Bennett Holland Pearson
Bible Hruska Pell
Brewster Jackson Prouty
Byrd, Va. Javits Proxmire
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C. Robertson
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Russell, Ga.
Case EKennedy, Mass. Saltonstall
Church Euchel Simpson
Clark Long, Mo. Smith
Cotton Mansfield Stennis
Dirksen McCarthy Talmadge
Douglas MecClellan Thurmond
Eastland MecGovern Tower
Ellender McIntyre Tydings
Ervin Metealf Williams, N.J.
Fong Mondale Williams, Del.
Gore Monroney Yarborough
Gruening Montoya Young, N. Dak.
Harris Morse Young, Ohlo
Hart Moss

Mr. BREWSTER. I announce that
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Bassl,
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Burbpick], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
Cannon], the Senator from Hawaii [Mr.
InouveE]l, the Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. Loncg], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SyMING-
ToN] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Doopl, the Senaftor
from Arkansas [Mr. ForLericHT], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LAUSCHE],
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral, the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. NeLson], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Ranporrr], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. RiBicorrl, the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Rus-
seLL], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmarHers], and the Senator from Ala-
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bama [Mr. SpARKMAN] are necessarily
absent.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. Arrorr] is
absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Boces], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
CurTis], the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
DoMminNick], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. Fannin]l, the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. MorTon], and the Senator
from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScorT] are nec-
essarily absent.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
CooprERr] and the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
MiLLER] are absent on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Ty-
pINGS in the chair). A quorum is present.

Mr. PROUTY obtained the floor.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Vermont yield to permit
me to make an announcement?

Mr. PROUTY. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. The Senator from Ver-
mont will speak for 2 or 3 minutes in
explanation of the amendment. I shall
speak for a couple of minutes in opposi-
tion to the amendment. The vote on the
amendment will then take place, unless
other Senators wish to speak. Immedi-
ately after the vote on the amendment,
so far as the Senator from Vermont and
the Senator from Oregon are concerned,
we shall be ready to vote on the bill.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, for the
benefit of Senators who were unable to
be in the Chamber earlier, the amend-
ment was proposed by the junior Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Dominick], who is
unable to be present today. I have of-
fered the amendment in his behalf.

The amendment would eliminate those
sections of the bill empowering the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia to
arbitrarily raise the minimum wage
above the statutory limitations proposed
by H.R. 8126. The amendment would
not affect that portion of the bill which
ties the District of Columbia minimum
wage to the level of the Fair Labor
Standards Act. Nor would it affect any
existing wage orders or wage orders re-
quired to be made by this bill.

The bill provides unlimited authority
for the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia to establish minimum wages.
The Senator from Colorado—and I share
his sentiments—feels that there should
be a limitation. He proposes to retain
only the statutory limits otherwise pro-
vided in the bill.

Business interests in the District of
Columbia face severe competition in
Maryland and Virginia, where wages are
generally lower and there are no mini-
mum wage laws.

Within the last 5 years, 2,000 business
enterprises have left the District. This
means that there are fewer jobs in the
District, fewer business enterprises to
pay taxes,

It is the responsibility of Congress,
until home rule becomes a reality, to
keep this city a viable, economic unit,

I hope that the amendment of the
Senator from Colorado to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute will be agreed to. ;

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I oppose
the amendment. I wish to make a very
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quick passing remark concerning the
statistics which my friend the Senator
from Vermont just gave us in respect
to businesses leaving the District.

Not a single case was cited in our
hearings of any business leaving the Dis-
trict because of wages paid in the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

What the amendment purports to do
is to do away with the wage board pro-
cedure that exists in at least 15 States,
and a wage board procedure that exists
with the approval of Congress since 1918
in respect to the minimum wage law of
the District regulating the wages of
women and minors.

There happens to be 87,000 employees
in the District of Columbia, and Wage
Board orders have been issued since
1918 covering these employees. How-
ever, these minimum wage increases
have been slight, but the procedure exists
also in at least 15 States. I name them:
Arizona, California, Colorado—the State
of the Senator who offers the amend-
ment, and the Colorado Minimum Wage
Board has issued a number of wage
orders—the District of Columbia, Ken-
tucky, Minnesota, New Jersey, North Da-
kota, Ohio, Oregon, Utah, Wisconsin,
Illinois, Kansas, and Louisiana.

Alaska, Massachusetts, and California
also have, by statute, authority to go
above the Federal rate. Let me point
out how the procedure operates in the
District of Columbia.

The District Commissioners, who are
our agents—we have not given home
rule to the District, but we have provided
for this form of government—ecan ap-
point ad hoe, tripartite committees com-
posed of industry, labor, and the publiec.
The committee can investigate a partic-
ular industry and find that because of
the high cost of living in the District
of Columbia—and it is a high cost area—
the minimum wage for that particular
industry should be a certain number of
cents above the national limit. The
highest figure in the District to date has
been $1.35, except for part-time workers
in the service trades. They are part-
time workers and their rate is to be
figured at $1.40 an hour.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. MORSE. I yield.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, is there
any limit whatever as to the amount
to which the District Commissioners,
acting on the recommendations of the
Wage Board, can raise the minimum
wage?

Mr. MORSE. The only limitation is
the limitation of experience. There is
no figure limitation. However, I shall
come to the judicial review procedure
in a moment. The judicial review pro-
cedure is an effective limitation. Those
who argue that they might go “hog wild”
and lay down some unreasonable pro-
posal overlook the judicial review section
of the bill which I shall cite.

There is no experience in any of the
States in which wage boards have oper-
ated of any abuse of any discretionary
authority on the part of a wage board.

Mr. ERVIN. But, apart from that, the
sky would be the limit.
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Mr. MORSE. Of course, the sky would
be the limit until the Congress of the
United States, which has the checking
power, repealed the act, if Congress
wanted to do it.

Mr. ERVIN. I have one other gques-
tion.

Mr. MORSE. Let me take the judicial
review section, because this is my answer.
Section 8 reads:

Any person aggrieved by an order of the
Commissioners issued under this Act may
obtain a review of such order in the District
of Columbia Court of Appeals by filing in
such court, within sixty days after the ls-
suance of such order, a written petition
praying that the order of the Commissioners
be modified or set aside in whole or in part.

The interesting thing is that there ap-
parently have been no appeals. The
orders have been found to be reasonable.
However, there is an established pro-
cedure. The most effective appeal, how-
ever, is that Congress has complete au-
thority to govern the Distriet of Colum-
bia

Mr. ERVIN. Does the language of the
bill provide a limit that the court can
set in fixing the increase in the mini-
mum wage in the event it finds it to be
unreasonable?

Mr. MORSE. No. The review by the
court shall be limited to questions of law,
and findings of fact by the Commis-
sioners when supported by substantial
evidence.

Mr. ERVIN. If the Minimum Wage
Board made a recommendation and the
District Commissioners accepted it, they
could raise the minimum wage to $5, $10,
$50, $100, or $1,000 an hour.

Mr. MORSE. There has been no up-
ward limit in the District of Columbia
law since 1918. There has not been the
slightest abuse of practice on the part
of the District Minimum Wage Board.

I think we can take judicial notice
that it will lean over backward to see to
it that it does not follow a course of
action which might cause it to be charged
with using arbitrary discretion or abuse
of power on its part.

Mr. ERVIN. If the Board has the
power already, what is the necessity of
passing that provision of the bill

Mr. MORSE. This broadens the cov-
erage, not only with respect to women
and minors, but also with respect to men.
The bill increases the coverage so that
approximately 300,000 workers would be
covered in the District of Columbia.

The Senator from Vermont earlier read
from a statement by the Senator from
Colorado to the effect that there is a
standard minimum wage at the Federal
level. However, that takes into account
the economie conditions across the coun-
try, which includes rural as well as in-
dustrial areas. However, in some areas
there is a high industrial population and
a high cost of living.

Alaska and Massachusetts are good ex-
amples of that. The record is without
any evidence to show that at any time
the power has been abused. It happens
to be an authority that ought to exist in
wage boards to protect against the in-
justices that can sometimes creep in as a
result of a wage that is fixed too low
to meet cost-of-living problems.
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Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, MORSE. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. May I ask to what
extent the bill covers Federal employees?

Mr. MORSE. It does not cover Fed-
eral employees.
Mr ER. It covers only resi-

dents of the District of Columbia?

Mr. MORSE. Yes. I pointed that
out in my earlier statement. It does not
cover District of Columbia employees or
Federal employees.

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

Mr. MORSE. 1 yield.

Mr. PASTORE. I personally have no
qualms about voting against the amend-
ment. I cannot understand that the
District of Columbia Commissioners
would be so arbitrary, especially when
they are not subject to being elected, as
to institute floors on minimum wages
which would drive business out of the
community. I cannot imagine how that
could happen.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I urge
the Senate to reject the pending amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Proury] on behalf of the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK],
to the committee amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I ask
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name
was called). On this vote I have a pair
with the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Dominick]. If he were present and
voting he would vote “yea.” If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.”
I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. BREWSTER. I announce that
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Bass],
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Burpick], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
CannonN], the Senator from Hawaiil [Mr.
Inouyel, the Senator from Louisiana,
[Mr. Lonc], the Senator from Washing-
ton [Mr. Macnuson], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMINGTON],
are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Dobpl, the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLericHT], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE],
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral, the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. NerLson], the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Rawporrul], the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr], the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Rus-
seLL], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmaTHERS], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. SpARKMAN] are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. BurpIick], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon], the Senator from Con-
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necticut [Mr. Doppl, the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr. McNAMARA]D,
and the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
Rieicorr] would each vote ‘“nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. Inov¥YE] is paired with the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. Fannin]l. If present
and voting, the Senator from Hawaii
would vote “nay"” and the Senator from
Arizona would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from New
York [Mr. KENNEDY] is paired with the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. CurTis]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
New York would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. Lonc] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Louisiana would vote “nay” and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania would vote
llyea“!D

On this vote, the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. McGee] is paired with the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MitrLer]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Wyoming would vote “nay’ and the Sen-
ator from Iowa would vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. RanpoLrH] is paired with
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALLOTT].
If present and voting, the Senator from
West Virginia would vote “nay’” and the
Senator from Colorado would vote “yea.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ArrorT] is
absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Boacaes], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Currisl, the Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MorTon], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Fannin], the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick], and the Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorr] are neces-
sarily absent.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
Coorer] and the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
MirLEr] are absent on official business.

The pair of the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick] has been previously
announced.

On this vote, the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. Arrorr] is paired with the
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. Ran-
poLpH]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from Colorado would vote “yea’ and
the Senator from West Virginia would
Vote unay‘u

On this vote, the Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Curtis] is paired with the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Nebraska would vote ‘“yea” and the
Senator from New York would vote
unay_»

On this vote, the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MiLLER] is paired with the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. McGee]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Iowa would
vote “yea” and the Senator from Wyo-
ming would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Scort] is paired with the
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Lone]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Pennsylvania would vote “yea” and the
Senator from Louisiana would vote
unay‘n
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On this vote, the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. Fannin] is paired with the Senator
from Hawaii [Mr. INouyvE]l. If present
and voting, the Senator from Arizona
would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Hawaii would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 28,
nays 42, as follows:

[No. 7 Leg.]

YEAS—28
Bennett Hickenlooper Prouty
Byrd, Va. Hill Russell, Ga.
Byrd, W. Va Holland Simpson
Carlson Hruska Stennis
Cotton Jordan, N.C. Thurmond
Dirksen Jordan, Idaho Tower
Eastland McClellan Williams, Del.
Ellender Mundt Young, N. Dak
Ervin Murphy
Fong Pearson

NAYS—42
Alken Hartke Morse
Anderson Hayden Moss
Bartlett Jackson Muskie
Bayh Javits Pastore
Bible Kennedy, Mass. Pell
Brewster Kuchel Proxmire

Long, Mo Robertson
Church McCarthy Saltonstall
Clark MeGovern Smith
Douglas McIntyre Talmadge
Gore Metcalf Tydings
Gruening Mondale Williams, N.J.
Monroney Yarborough
Hart Montoya Young, Ohio
NOT VOTING—30

Allott Fulbright Morton
Bass Inouye Nelson
Boggs Kennedy, N.Y. Neuberger
Burdick Lausche Randolph
Cannon Long, La Riblcoff
Cooper Magnuson Russell, 8.C.
Curtis Mansfleld Scott
Dodd McGee Smathers
Dominick McNamara Eparkman
Fannin Miller Symington

So the amendment offered by Mr.
Proury to the committee amendment,
on behalf of Mr. DoM:NIcK, was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
committee amendment in the nature of
a substitute is open to further amend-
ment.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that in the engross-
ment of the committee amendment in
the nature of a substitute to the bill
(H.R. 8126), the Secretary of the Senate
be authorized to make all necessary
technical and clerical changes and cor-
rections, including corrections of desig-
nations of sections, subsections, and
cross-references.

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
for the third reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute,
as amended.

The amendment, as amended, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the engrossment of the
committee amendment and the third
reading of the bill.

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

The bill was read the third time.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on passage of the bill.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from New York [Mr.
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Kennepy], I would like to read a state-
ment, prepared by him, relating to the
bill.

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

The statement of Mr. KENNEDY of New
York is as follows:

I rise in support of 8. 19, which provides
long-needed amendments to the District of
Columbia’s minimum wage law.

Present law gives minimum wage coverage
to only 85,000 workers in the District. This
bill would extend protection to some 300,-
000 more, as well -as raise the level of the
minimum to $1.25.

I think that it is a disgrace that we in
Congress did not enact this legislation long
ago. We are finally enacting a $1.256 mini-
mum when that minimum has become ob-
solete—at that rate of pay a man would
make only $2,600 a year, $400 below the
poverty level.

It is obvious that at rates of pay below
this minimum, a man could support a family
only in the lowest miserable squalor,

There has been much comment, of late,
about the disintegration of the Negro fam-
ily—about a rise in families headed by
women. But if wages are far below the
poverty level, a man may have no alternative
but to leave his family, for at present ald to
dependent children rates, a man earning $1
an hour can double his family's monthly
income by living apart from his wife and
children.

This is not an argument for lowering ADC
payments, for those payments are already
at a bare subsistence level. It is an argu-
ment for increasing the minimum wage—
to $1.25 in the District now, and to a mini-
mum of $1.50 in the entire Natlon this ses-
slon.

It is time that we do this much, and 1
hope the Senate will enact this bill today.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as Sen-
ator in charge of the bill, I urge the Sen-
ate to pass tha bill for the reasons I
have heretofore set forth.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
having been read the third time, the
guestion is, Shall it pass?

On this question the yeas and nays
have been ordered; and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. BREWSTER. I announce that
the Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Bass],
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Burpick]l, the Senator from Virginia
Mr. Byrpl, the Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Cannon], the Senator from Hawaii
[Mr. INovyE]l, the Senator from Loui-
siana [Mr. Lowng]l, the Senator from
Washington [Mr. MacNUsSoN], the Sena-
tor from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the
Senator from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER],
and the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Rus-
seELL] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Dobpl, the Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. FuLerigHT], the
Senator from New York [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE],
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral, the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. NeLson1l, the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Ranporre]l, the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr], the
Senator from South Carolina [Mr. Rus-
seLL], the Senator from Florida [Mr.
SmatHERs], and the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr., SPARKMAN] are necessarily
absent.
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I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Burpick], the Senator from Nevada
[Mr, Cannonl, the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Doponl, the Senator from
Hawaii [Mr. InovvEe]l, the Senator from
New York [Mr. Kenneoyl, the Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. Lonc], the Senator
from Washington [Mr. Macnuson], the
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. McGeel,
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. Mc-
Namaral, the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. RanporrH], and the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Risicorr] would each
vote yea.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I announce that the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. ALrorT] is
absent by leave of the Senate.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Bogaes], the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Curtis]l, the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. MortoNn], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. Fanwin], the Senator from
Colorado [Mr. DomiInick], and the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Scorrl
are necessarily absent.

The Senator from EKentucky [Mr.
CoopreEr] and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. MILLER], are absent on official busi-
ness, ;

If present and voting, the Senator
from Colorado [Mr, ArLroTT], the Sena-
tor from Delaware [Mr. Bocesl, the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. Fannin], the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DoMINICK],
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER],
and the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Scorr] would each vote “yea.”

On this vote, the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Cooper] is paired with the
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Curtisl.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Kentucky would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Nebraska would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 60,
nays 10, as follows:

[No. 8 Leg.]
YEAS—B0
Alken Hartke Moss
Anderson Hayden Mundt
Bartlett Hickenlooper Murphy
h Holland Muskie
Bible Jackson Pastore
Brewster Javits Pearson
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C. Pell
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Prouty
Case Eennedy, Mass, Proxmire
Church Kuchel Saltonstall
Clark Long, Mo. Smith
Cotton Mansfield Symington
Dirksen MecCarthy Talmadge
Douglas McGovern Thurmond
Ervin MclIntyre Tydings
Fong Metcall Willlams, N.J.
gore . ﬁondale \gﬂlmms, Del.
Tuening onroney arborough
Harris Montoya Young, N. Dak.
Hart Morse Young, Ohio
NAYS—10
Bennett Hruska Stennis
Eastland MeClellan Tower
Ellender Robertson
Hill Simpson
NOT VOTING—230
Allott Fannin Morton
Bass Fulbright Nelson
Boggs Inouye Neuberger
Burdick Eennedy, N.¥Y. Randolph
Byrd, Va Lausche Ribicoff
Cannon Long, La. Russell, 8.C.
Cooper Magnuson Russell, Ga.
Curtls McGee Scott
Dodd McNamara Smathers
Dominick Miller Sparkman

So the bill (H.R. 8126) was passed.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the bill
was passed.

Mr. PROUTY. Mr, President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate insist upon its amend-
ments and request a conference with
the House thereon, and that the Chair
appoint the conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. BIBLE,
Mr. Morsg, Mr. McINTYRE, Mr. KENNEDY
of New York, Mr. TypInGs, Mr., PROUTY,
and Mr. DomiNicK conferees on the part
of the Senate.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wish to commend the distinguished sen-
ior Senator from Oregon [Mr. MoORSE]
for the exemplary manner in which he
directed the District of Columbia mini-
mum wage bill through the Senate today.
His keen understanding of the measure’s
provisions, his brilliant explanations of
its provisions and his usual clear and
concise manner once again demon-
strated the validity of his reputation as
an astute parliamentarian and brilliant
floor manager of legislation.

The people of the District of Columbia
are fortunate to have an advocate of his
ability and devotion. In like manner,
great praise and credit should go to all
members of the District of Columbia
Committee, especially to the junior Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. ProuTy], who
so ably assisted in the expeditious han-
dling of the bill on the floor today. Both
he and the junior Senator from Colorado
[Mr. Dominick] are owed a debt of
thanks of the Senate as a whole for their
cooperation and assistance in expediting
the passage of this measure.

I hope that this cooperative experi-
ence will serve as a template for future
action on other measures to be consid-
ered during this session.

PROJECT HOPE

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, nearly
four centuries ago, that great poetic
heart, William Shakespeare, wrote, “The
miserable have no other medicine, but
only hope.”

Never have the Bard’s words been more
true than today. This very day, a group
of dedicated Americans are literally
bringing hope to millions in Central
America.

I say literally, because these Amer-
icans are a part of Project Hope. Over
100 doctors, nurses, and technologists
from all over the United States begin a
10-month mission today, January 19, in
Nicaragua.

They came aboard the hospital ship
SS Hope. And they will teach their
medical counterparts on a people-to-peo-
ple basis how they can bhetter take care
of their ill and maimed.

For many of these magnificent men
and women in white the journey will be
a repetition of previous voyages, because
the great white ship has brought hope
to five other countries on three con-
tinents.
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The docking of the SS Hope in the
port city of Corinto today marks the
initial visit of the floating medical cen-
ter to the Central American Republics.

In previous voyages the good ship
Hope has been to Peru and Ecuador in
South America, as well as to Indonesia
and South Vietnam in Asia, and to Guin-
ea in Africa.

Now the talents of outstanding men
and women in U.S. medicine will be put
to work in Nicaragua, on a private, per-
sonal foundation.

It is this nongovernmental foundation
from which Hope has built its unprece-
dented accomplishments and interna-
tional good will. While treating and
training thousands, it has touched mil-
lions.

Thus, Hope is legend on three conti-
nents.

The people of Kupang on the remote
island of Timor in Indonesia, for in-
stance, judge time by two dates. They
say, “Before the Japanese invasion,” and
“Since the Hope came.”

Guinea’s President, Sekou Toure, sums
up the effect of Hope in Africa with these
words:

The stay of the Hope has left a profound
impresslon of friendliness and cooperatlon
between the American and Guinean peoples.

But perhaps Hope's success is best de-
scribed by our own Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, Chaplain of the Senate. He was
moved to comment on the extraordinary
impact the doctors and nurses of Project
Hope had on the people of Trujillo,
which before their arrival had been the
nueleus of pro-Castro and anti-American
feeling in Peru.

Chaplain Harris said of the change
that came over these impoverished peo-
ple, who traveled 45,000 strong for miles
to bid farewell to their beloved “Hopies”:

Here is an inspiring example of the spirit
of the rejected conqueror riding into a mod-
ern city in spite of the revilings of the crowd
and fulfilling the test of the final judgment
as forecast by the Christ of Palm Sunday and
Easter—"T was sick and ye came unto me; I
was hungry and ye gave me to eat.”

Now Hope begins anew the fifth chap-
ter in its historic log. After two yearlong
journeys to South America and separate
trips to Asia and Africa, the vessel is in
Central America. And it is welcome
there.

As Nicaragua’s eminent Ambassador to
the United States, Dr, Guillermo Sevilla-
Sacasa, dean of the diplomatic corps in
Washington, D.C., said when the ship
departed American shores for those of
his country:

I shall always be grateful to Dr. Willlam
B. Walsh for bringing about what we are
celebrating here today. The ship Hope salls
out to my country as one enormous heart.

My praise is for America, which gives such
an example as the Hope to my country.

All Americans should be grateful to Dr,
Walsh, who created Hope, and to the
superb medical staff of the SS Hope,
who devote parts of their lives to helping
the less fortunate in developing nations.

And like my colleagues on the Foreign
Relations Committee, I “look with favor
upon the provision of another hospital
ship” for Hope, so that this fine organi-
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zation can double its good work in the
world.

Indeed, I look to the day when peace
in southeast Asia may relinquish one of
our demothballed hospital ships so that
it can be loaned to Project Hope for its
humanitarian endeavors.

In the countries SS Hope has visited,
the miserable frequently have had no
other medicine but hope—and in some
cases not even that. But now, thanks to
Project Hope, they have that and more.
They have a medical corps trained in the
latest medical skills, who in time will
spread that knowledge throughout their
countries, and that knowledge will enable
them to give themselves healthier, more
meaningful lives.

According to Alexander Pope; “Hope
springs eternal in the human breast.”
As Hope today begins in Nicaragua, may
Hope thrive, eternal in the world.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, while
the opportunity presents itself, I should
like to ask the distinguished majority
leader, after we complete action on three
other bills on the calendar, which I un-
derstand will be called up and which
came from the Finance Committee, what
the order of business will be for the re-
mainder of the day and what the dis-
tinguished majority leader has in mind
for the rest of the week, if he can tell us.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
am delighted to answer the question
raised by the distinguished minority
leader. When the three bills from the
Finance Committee are disposed of, that
will end the business for the day, al-
though there is a very important speech
to be made by the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. McGoOVERN],
and perhaps other Senators will speak.
But it is the intention, with the approval
of the minority leader, to go over until
Monday, and then on Monday, at the
termination of the morning business, to
take up the bill to repeal section 14(b) of
the Taft-Hartley Act.

EXEMPTION FROM TAXATION OF
CERTAIN NONPROFIT CORPORA-
TIONS AND ASSOCIATIONS OP-
ERATED TO PROVIDE RESERVE
FUNDS FOR DOMESTIC BUILDING
AND LOAN ASSOCIATIONS

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, at the re-
quest of the leadership, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 919, HR.
3217.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title.

The LEGIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
327) to amend section 501(¢c) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt
from taxation certain nonprofit corpora-
tions and associations operated to pro-
vide reserve funds for domestic building
and loan associations, and for other pur-
poses.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Tennessee?
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There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the bill
now before us, HR. 327, has two im-
portant provisions. The first amends
present law with respect to the tax ex-
emption provided for certain nonprofit
associations which provide reserve funds
for domestic savings and loan associa-
tions. The amendment broadens the ex-
emption now contained in the law fo in-
clude organizations which are similar in
all essential respects to those now exempt
but which do not meet one of the tech-
nical requirements of the present statute.
The bill also amends present law to con-
fine the exemption for all such organiza-
tions, both those now exempt and those
that would be exempt under this bill, to
income which is substantially related to
the purpose or function that is the basis
for their tax exemption.

HISTORY OF PRESENT LAW

Under present law, corporations or as-
sociations which provide services for do-
mestic building and loan associations,
cooperative banks, and mutual savings
banks are exempt from tax if they meet
certain requirements. They must be or-
ganized and operated for mutual pur-
poses, have no capital stock, and have
been organized before September 1, 1957,
Such organizations exist in several States
to provide services to a group of building
and loan associations or similar institu-
tions. The services they provide include
extending loans to associations which are
short of liquid assets and providing in-
surance of shares or deposits in such
banks. Present law requires that, to be
exempt, organizations of the type de-
seribed must both provide funds for and
insure shares or deposits in member insti-
tutions.

Prior to September 1, 1951, organiza-
tions of this type were exempt from tax
under the provisions of the general ex-
emption which then applied to mutual
savings banks and building and loan as-
sociations. While the Revenue Aect of
1951 removed the exemption for mutual
savings banks and building and loan as-
sociations, it continued the exemption
for nonprofit organizations of the type
considered under this bill if they were
organized before September 1, 1951. In
1959, the law was amended to change the
required date of organization from Sep-
tember 1, 1951, to September 1, 1957.
This amendment was designed to include
a particular organization which would
not otherwise have been eligible for the
exemption.

THE NEW YORK STATE SAVINGS AND LOAN BANK

Another such organization, the New
York State Savings and Loan Bank was
initially exempt from tax by virtue of a
ruling issued by the Internal Revenue
Service in 1952, In December 1961, how-
ever, the Internal Revenue Service noti-
fied the bank that it intended to revoke
the 1952 ruling. This action of the Serv-
ice was based on the fact that the bank,
while it does provide reserves for its
members, does not also insure their
shares and deposits. The bank meets
all the other tests for exemption provided
in the law.

765

Revocation of the exemption was de-
layed while the organization tried to
obtain an amendment to the banking
laws of New York State which would en-
able it to provide such insurance serv-
ices. New York State law authorized the
bank to administer an insurance fund
only if 100 or more savings and loan as-
sociations—two-thirds of those now in
existence—in the State were included.
While State law was amended to elimi-
nate this requirement, so many State
savings and loan associations already
have insurance that it is not feasible for
the bank to establsh an insurance pro-
gram. Furthermore, New York State
law limits the role of the bank to that of
trustee for an insurance fund and it is
not clear that such a role would satisfy
the technical requirements of present
Federal law. The 1952 ruling was there-
fore finally revoked for 1962 and subse-
quent years.

ACTION OF THE COMMITTEE

It is the opinion of your committee
that an organization which meets all the
other requirements for tax exemption
laid down by the law should not be pre-
cluded from tax-exempt status merely
because it does not provide insurance of
the shares and deposits of its members.
As the situation of the New York State
Savings and Loan Bank illustrates, fail-
ure to provide such services may be due
to factors beyond the control of the or-
ganization. Your committee’s bill,
therefore, amends present law to add a
new subparagraph to the existing pro-
vision, section 501(c) (14) of the Code.
This new subparagraph exempts from
tax nonprofit corporations and associa-
tions organized before September 1, 1957,
which are operated for mutual purposes
to provide reserve funds for domestic
building and loan associations, coopera-
tive banks, or mutual savings banks.
The exemption is only available, however,
if 85 percent or more of the organiza-
tion’s income is attributable to providing
reserve funds for member associations or
to investments. The latter requirement
will not apply to those organizations
which qualify for tax exemption under
present law.

Your committee knows of only one or-
ganization which will be exempt under
the new subparagraph—the New York
State Savings and Loan Bank. It feels,
however, that any other organizations
which meet the requirements of the sub-
ga.ragraph should also be exempt from

ax.
TAX ON UNRELATED BUSINESS INCOME

Your committee believes that as far
as the organizations described are con-
cerned, including both those previously
tax exempt and those which will be ex~
empt under the terms of this bill, only
the income connected with either the
provision of reserve funds or the insur-
ance of shares and deposits should be
tax exempt. Therefore, the bill con-
tains a provision which defines as unre-
lated business income subject to tax any
income derived by any such organiza-
tion from activities which are not sub-
stantially related to the purpose which
forms the basis for their tax exemption.
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Thus, for example, if such an organiza-
tion provides data processing services for
its members, the income from this activ-
ity will be subject to tax.

EFFECTIVE DATE

The exemption provided in your com-
mittee’s bill will apply to taxable years
ending on or after the date of enact-
ment. The unrelated business income
provisions will apply to taxable years be-
ginning after the date of enactment.
The provisions of the bill are expected
to have a negligible effect on revenue.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the third reading of the bill.

The bill (H.R. 327) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

AMENDMENT OF INTERNATIONAL

ORGANIZATIONS IMMUNITIES
ACT
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of H.R. 8210.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the information
of the Senate.

The LecistaTIvE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
8210) to amend the International Orga-
nizations Immunities Act with respect to
the Eurcpean Space Research Organiza-
tion.

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

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

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an explanation
of the bill be printed in the Recorp at
this point.

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

H.R. 8210 authorizes the President to ex-
tend tax and tariff exemption (and other
immunities) to the European Space Research
Organization (and its foreign employees)
just as such exemptions and immunities may
be extended to a public international orga-
nization in which the United States partic-
ipates.

Under present law, the President is author-
ized to extend tax and tariff exemption to
a publie international organization of which
the United States is a member, and which
is organized pursuant to a treaty or an act
of Congress. Employees of such organiza-
tions who are foreign citizens or nationals
similarly may be extended tax and tariff ex-
emption and other immunities. These ex-
emptions and immunities are provided for
under the International Organizations Im-
munities Act. However, the benefits of this
act are not available if the United States is
not a member of the international organiza-
tion.

The European Space Research Organiza-
tion is a cooperative organization sponsored
by 11 European nations: Belgium, Denmark,
the Federal Republic of Germany, France,
Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, Spain, Swe-
den, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom.
It was established to provide for, and to
promote, collaboration among European sta-
tions in space research and technology, ex-
clusively for peaceful purposes. The United
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States 1s not a member of this organization,
and, thus, under existing law, the President
may not designate the European Space Re-
search Organization as a public interna-
tional organization.

The ESRO is seeking to bulld a tracking
station in Falrbanks, Alaska, for use in its
space research program. If the ESRO is
recognized as an International organiza-
tion for purposes of the International Or-
ganizations Immunities Act, it would be
treated as though it were a foreign govern-
ment entitled to bring into the United States
such materials and equipment as are neces-
sary for the construction of a tracking sta-
tion without the payment of duties. Among
other things, the baggage and effects of its
personnel and their families would be exempt
from duties and taxes imposed by reason of
importation if the articles are imported in
connection with their arrival in the United
States.

The taxes for which exemption may be pro-
vided under the International Organizations
Immunities Act include income taxes, social
security, unemployment, and withholding
taxes, und excise taxes.

It is understood that other nations gen-
erally afford analogous treatment to the
United States in conjunction with tracking
stations constructed abroad by the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration in
connection with our Mercury, Gemini, and
Apollo programs. HR. B210 represents a
concession to the foreign countries for the
treatment that our Government seeks and
obtains from them when it wants to builld
a tracking station abroad.

Organizations which presently are desig-
nated as “international organizations” for
purposes of exemptions and immunities in-
clude the Carlbbean Organization, Coffee
Study Group, Food and Agriculture Organi-
zation, Great Lakes Fishery Commission, In-
ter-American Defense Board, Inter-American
Development Bank, Inter-American Institute
of Agricultural Sciences, Inter-American
Statistical Institute, Inter-American Tropical
Tuna Commission, Intergovernmental Mari-
time Consultive Organization, International
Atomic Energy Agency, International Bank
for Reconstruction and Development, Inter-
national Civil Aviation Organization, Inter-
national Cotton Advisory Committee, In-
ternational Finance Corporation, Interna-
tlonal Hydrographic Bureau, International
Joint Commission—United States and Can-
ada, International Labor Organization, In-
ternational Monetary Fund, International
Pacific Halibut Commission, International
Telecommunication TUnion, International
Wheat Advisory Committee (International
Wheat Council), Organization of American
States (including Pan American Union), Pan
American Health Organization, South Pacific
Commission, Southeast Asla Treaty Organi-
zation, United Nations, United Natlons Edu-
cational, Scientific, and Cultural Organiza-
tion, Universal Postal Union, World Health
Organization, and World Meteorological Or-
ganization.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill is before the Senate and open to
amendment.

If there be no amendment to be pro-
posed, the question is on the third read-
ing of the bill.

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

COMPUTATION OF RETIRED PAY OF
JUDGES OF THE TAX COURT OF
THE UNITED STATES

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate pro-
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ceed to the consideration of Calendar
No. 921, H.R.. 8445,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecistATivE CLERK. A bill (H.R.
8445) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1939 and the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to change the method of
computing the retired pay of judeges of
the Tax Court of the United States.

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

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

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that an explanation
of the bill be printed in the Recorp at this
point.

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

Under present law the retired pay of a
judge of the Tax Court is based on the salary
payable to him as a judge “at the time he
ceases to be a judge.”

Under HR. 8445, the retired pay of Tax
Court judges is to be computed on the basis
of the salary of the office, that is, in a man-
ner similar to that presently provided for
judges of other Federal tribunals.

Under present law a judge of the Tax Court
may retire after 24 years of service and there-
after receive as retired pay the equivalent
of “the salary payable to him as judge at the
time he ceases to be a judge.” He may re-
tire voluntarily after 18 years of service, but
if he retires before completing 24 years of
service his retired pay will be that propor-
tion of “‘the salary payable to him as judge
at the time he ceases to be a judge” as is
the proportion of years served to 24, e.g., if
he has served for 18 years he will receive
18/24 of such salary. A judge of the Tax
Court must retire at age 70 with 10 years of
service (or at such time as the 10-year serv-
ice requirement is fulfilled after attaining
age of 70). No judge upon retirement can
receive retired pay which is less than one-
half of the rate (12/24's) of such judge's
salary.

Unless precluded by illness or disability, all
retired Tax Court judges are subject to recall
to active duty by the Chief Judge for a mini-
mum period of 90 days each year and may
be recalled for longer periods with their con-
sent. Any retired judge of the Tax Court
who should fail to perform the judicial duties
required of him on recall would forfeit en-
tirely his retired pay for the year in which
such fallure occurs. In order to insure the
availability of retired judges for recall, the
retired judges of the Tax Court are pro-
hibited from accepting any other Federal
office or employment or from engaging in the
practice of law or accounting in the field
of Federal taxation. If they should do so
they would forever lose their rights to retire-
ment pay. No such limitation is provided
with respect to judges of the Federal District
Courts.

Judges of the U.S. Distriet Courts, the
Court of Claims, Court of Customs and
Patent Appeals and the Customs Court, may
retire from regular active service after 15
years of service upon attaining the age of
656 and after 10 years of service upon attain-
ing the age of 70. Their retired pay is the
full amount of “the salary of the office.”
They may be recalled for such judicial serv-
ice as they are “willing to undertake.” There
is no loss of retired pay should a judge refuse
further service.

A recent review of the average years of
service of retired judges of the Tax Court
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prior to their retirement indicated such serv-
ice to be over 25 years, while the average of
the years of service prior to their retirement
of 24 U.8. District Court judges who retired
over & recent 3-year period showed an aver-
age of 19 years. At the present time, of the
seven living retired judges of the Tax Court,
six judges are serving on recall on a full-
time basis and one judge is precluded by dis-
ability from further service.

The calculation of retired pay for judges
by reference to “the salary payable to him
as judge at the time he ceases to be a judge”
is a characteristic of retired pay to Federal
judges who are appointed to office for short
terms, who are not subject to recall after
retirement or resignation, and who are not
precluded from engaging in any activity they
choose after retirement or resignation. Ex-
amples are judges of the District Courts of
Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, Guam, and the
Virgin Islands, whose terms of office are for
only 8 years, who are not subject to recall
for any judicial duties after their retirement,
and who are not precluded from engaging in
any activity they choose, such as the practice
of law after their retirement or resignation.
The difference between these judges and the
judges of the Tax Court is evident.

The Committee felt that the longer terms
of service required from judges of the Tax
Court before they are eligible for retirement
rights and the more stringent obligations im-
posed on them by law to perform judicial
service on recall during the rest of their lives
call for a calculation of their retirement
payments In a manner similar to that of re-
tired judges of the U.S. District Courts, the
Court of Claims and the Customs Court, ie.,
by referring to “the salary of the office” rather
than to “the salary payable to at the time he
ceases to be a judge.”

The provisions of the bill would be effective
with respect to retired pay accruing on or
after the first day of the first calendar month
which begins after the date of enactment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is before the Senate and open to amend-~
ment. If there be no amendment to be
offered, the question is on the third
reading of the bill.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I regret that I cannot support
the pending bill. I realize that it applies
to only a small number of individuals;
nevertheless, if we pass the bill we shall
be establishing a precedent which may
some day come back to give us a great
deal of trouble.

Under present law a judge may retire
after 24 years of service and receive his
full retired pay equal to the salary at the
time he retires. If he is retired, for ex-
ample, after 18 years of service he re-
ceives eighteen twenty-fourths of that
salary; and so forth.

Mr. President, the pending bill is
geared not to the salary the judge re-
ceives on the day he retires but to the
salary of his office at any future date.
For example, if a judge retired 10 years
ago or 5 years ago and he received a
salary of $22,500, he is now living on a
pension based on that $22,500 salary.
Since that time the salary of this office
has been raised to $30,000. On the other
hand there are some who retired years
ago when a judge’s salary was $10,000.
Today they are all eligible for a $10,000
pension,

Under this bill their pensions would be
inereased 300 percent, or to the equiva~
lent of the present salary.
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Under this bill prior retirees would
automatically have their pensions raised
to the equivalent of this year's salary,
which is $30,000 a year.

On the other hand, suppose a judge
who after having qualified for 24 years
retires this year at the $30,000 salary.
If in the years to come the salary for the
office is raised to $35,000, he would have
his pension raised to $35,000, and it
would be raised every time the salary was
raised.

The bill would set up an entirely differ-
ent formula from what it is now in the
retirement system. The civil service re-
tirement system is already in a very dan-
gerous financial situation in that it is not
actuarially sound—far from it, Mr. Presi-
dent—and Congress will some day have
to meet this situation; otherwise we
shall find that the fund is bankrupt.

Although the bill would apply to only
a few individuals, it would set a prece-
dent and there would be the possibility
that we would have to extend the same
principle to others. Such a step no
doubt would completely bankrupt the re-
tirement fund as well as the taxpayers.

I do not believe the bill should be
passed, and I wish the Recorp to show
that I am not supporting this proposal.

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I did
not oppose the bill in the Committee on
Finance yesterday when it was reported,
nor do I now oppose it. But I believe
the Senator from Delaware made a very
frank statement on a problem that this
Congress has to meet, and I believe it
will have to be met in the near future.

Last fall the President appointed what
I would call a blue ribbon committee,
composed of industrial leaders, Govern-
ment leaders, and labor leaders, to study
the entire retirement system and the
evidence of increased liabilities that have
been building up for payment in future
years. That committee should report
within the next week. I had thought the
report would be available this week.

When the report is forthcoming, the
Congress will be not only warned, but
notified of a problem that we must meet.
I did not oppose it. I am concerned
about increasing retirement benefits
without regard for the entire fund.

I commend the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. Wirriams] for having made
the statement that I think should have
been made.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
associate myself with the remarks that
have been made by the able and distin-
guished Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Wiriams].

It seems to me that we must be very
careful with regard to the retirement
system in the future, because I under-
stand that today the civil service retire-
ment system is $40 billion in debt.

Considering the large amounts by
which we are going into debt each year,
it strikes me that in order fto protect
the employees of the Government who
render long and faithful service and to
prevent their retirement from being
jeopardized, steps should be taken to
place the retirement system on a sound
basis.
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In the bill it appears that a departure
is being made and that new precedents
might be established. This might be a
dangerous step to take.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment to be proposed, the question
is on the third reading and passage of
the bill.

The bill (H.R. 8445) was ordered to a
third reading, was read the third time,
and passed.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO
AGREEMENTS FOR COOPERATION
WITH INDONESIA, SPAIN, AND
SWITZERLAND

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, as chair-
man of the Subcommittee on Agreements
for Cooperation of the Joint Committee
on Atomic Energy, I wish to inform the
Senate that pursuant to section 123 (e)
of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as
amended, the Atomic Energy Commis-
sion has submitted to the Joint Commit-
tee proposed amendments to the agree-
ments for cooperation with the Govern-
ments of Indonesia, Spain, and Switzer-
land concerning peaceful uses of atomic
energy. The proposed amendment to
the Spanish agreement was received by
the Joint Committee on December 1,
1965, and the proposed amendments to
the Indonesian and Swiss agreements
were received on January 12, 1966.

The proposed amendment to the Indo-
nesian agreement, which expired on
September 20, 1965, would extend the life
of the agreement for 5 years. This
would be a research-type agreement
concerning peaceful use of atomic energy,
providing for such matters as exchange
of information, lease of enriched urani-
um as fuel for research reactors, and the
sale of relatively small quantities of fis-
sionable materials for use in defined re-
search projects. The agreement would
provide for safeguards to assure that
materials and facilities subject to the
agreement are used only for peaceful
purposes, and that arrangements be
made for assumption of safeguards re-
sponsibilities by the International Atom-
ic Energy Agency.

The amendments to the Spanish and
Swiss agreements would, among other
things, provide for long-term supply of
fuel for these nations’ nuclear power
programs, and also that arrangements
be made for assumption of safeguards
responsibilities by the International
Atomic Energy Agency.

Section 123 c. of the act requires that
these proposed amendments lie before
the Joint Committee for a period of 30
days while Congress is in session before
becoming effective. It is the general
practice of the Joint Committee to pub-
lish proposed civilian agreements for co-
operation in the Recorp and to hold pub-
lic hearings thereon.

In keeping with this practice, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point in the REcorp the text of the
proposed amendments to the agreements
for cooperation with Indonesia, Spain,



768

and Switzerland, together with support-
ing correspondence.

There being no objection, the corre-
spondence and amendments were ordered
to be printed in the REecorp, as follows:

U.S. AtoMmic ENERGY COMMISSION,
BoARD OF CONTRACT APPEALS,
Washington, D.C., January 12, 1966.
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy, Congress of the United States.

Dear CHET: Pursuant to section 123¢ of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
there are submitted with this letter:

(a) An executed “Amendment to Agree-
ment for Cooperation Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of Amerlca and
the Government of the Republic of Indo-
nesia Concerning the Civil Uses of Atomic
Energy”;

(b) A copy of a letter from the Commis-
sion to the President recommending approval
of the amendment; and

(c) A copy of a letter from the President
to the Commission containing his determi-
nation that its performance will promote
and will not constitute an unreasonable
risk to the common defense and security, and
approving the amendment and authorizing
its execution.

The proposed amendment, which has been
negotiated by the Atomic Energy Commission
and the Department of State pursuant to
the Atomic Energy Act of 1854, as amended,
would extend the life of the agreement for
a period of 5 years. In addition, the pro-
posed amendment would provide that ar-
rangements be made for the International
Atomic Energy Agency to assume responsi-
bility for applylng safeguards to materials
and facilities subject to safeguards under
the agreement.

The amendment will enter into force when
the two Governments have exchanged writ-
ten notifications that their respective stat-
utory and constitutional requirements have
been fulfilled.

As you know, this agreement expired on
September 20, 19656, and the Department of
State received on that date a formal note
from the Government of Indonesia recog-
nizing the continuing effect of the safeguards
provisions of the agreement for cooperation
over any materials, equipment or devices
transferred under the agreement pending the
coming into force of the amendment extend-
ing the agreement.

The agreement with Indonesla is a stand-
ard research type agreement providing for
such things as exchange of information, the
lease of enriched uranium for use as fuel
for research reactors, and the sale of research
quantities of special nuclear materials for
use in defined research projects related to
the peaceful uses of atomic energy. The
standard safeguard provisions contained in
similar research type bilateral agreements
are included in the Indonesian bilateral
agreement.

United States assistance to Indonesia
under the agreement for cooperation has
taken the form of the provision of generally
available unclassified information in the
peaceful uses of atomic energy for medicine,
agriculture, biology, the training of a few
Indonesian sclentists in peaceful uses, the
export of a 250-kilowatt Triga research re-
actor, the necessary fuel therefor, and a grant
of $350,000 to cover a portion of the reactor
cost.

We do not anticipate any need to increase
the limits on the amounts of material which
may be transferred to Indonesia during the
life of the agreement as extended by this
amendment.

Cordially,
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman.
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Enclosures:

1. Amendment to Agreement for Coopera-
tion with the Republic of Indonesia.

2. Letter from the Commission to the

President.

3. Letter from the President to the Com-
mission,

AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION
BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT OF
THE REPUBLIC OF INDONESIA CONCERNING
CiviL Uses oF AToMIC ENERGY

The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of the Re-
public of Indonesia,

Desiring to amend the Agreement for Co-
operation between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of the Republic of Indonesia Concern-
ing Civil Uses of Atomic Energy, signed at
Washington on June 8, 1960 (hereinafter re-
ferred to as the "Agreement for Coopera-
tion”);

Agree as follows:

ARTICLE I

Article X of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion is amended to read as follows:

#1. The Government of the United States
of America and the Government of the Re-
public of Indonesia, recognizing the desira-
bility of making use of the facilitles and
services of the International Atomic Energy
Agency, agree that the Agency will be
promptly requested to assume responsibility
for applying safeguards to materials and fa-
cilities subject to safeguards under this
Agreement for Cooperation. It is agreed
that the necessary arrangements will be ef-
fected without modification of this Agree-
ment, through an agreement to be con-
cluded between the Parties and the Agen-
cy which may Include provisions for sus-
pension of the safeguard rights accorded
the Commission by Article VIII, paragraph
3, of this Agreement during the time and
to the extent that the Agency’s safeguards
apply to such materials and facilities.

“#2. In the event the Parties do not reach
a mutually satisfactory agreement on the
terms of the trilateral arrangement envisaged
in paragraph 1 of this Article, either Party
may by notification terminate this Agree-
ment. In the event of termination by either
Party, the Government of the Republic of
Indonesia shall, at the request of the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America,
return to the Government of the United
States of Amerlca all speclal nuclear mate-
rial received pursuant to this Agreement and
in its possession or in the possession of per-
sons under its jurisdiction. The Govern-
ment of the United States of America will
compensate the Government of the Republic
of Indonesia for such returned material at
the Commission’s schedule of prices then in
effect domestically.”

ARTICLE II

The first sentence of paragraph 1 of Ar-
ticle XI of the Agreement for Cooperation
is amended by deleting the phrase “five
years” and substituting in lieu thereof the
phrase ‘“ten years’.

ARTICLE ITI

This Amendment shall enter into force on
the date on which each Government shall
have recelved from the other Government
written notification that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional re-
quirements for the entry into force of such
Amendment and shall remain in force for
the period of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion, as hereby amended.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly
authorized, have signed this Amendment.
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Done at Washington, in duplicate, this
twelfth day of January, 1966.
For the Government of the United States
of America:
WiLLiam P. Bunpy,
Assistant Secretary, Far Eastern Af-
fairs,
Department of State.
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission.
For the Government of the Republic of
Indonesia:
LAMBERTUS N. PALAR,
Ambassador,
Embassy of Indonesia.
Certified to be a true copy:
RicHARD V. WiLLIT,
Division of International Affairs,
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission.

U.S. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., September 23, 1965.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,

Desr MR. PRESIDENT: The Atomic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed proposed amendment to Agree-
ment for Cooperation Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of the Republic of Indo-
nesla Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy,
determine that its performance will promote
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk
to the common defense and security, and au-
thorize its execution. The Department of
3tat.e supports the Commission recommenda-

on.

The proposed amendment, which has been
negotiated by the Atomic Energy Commission
and the Department of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
would extend the life of the agreement for a
period of 5 years. In addition, the proposed
amendment would provide that arrange-
ments be made for the International Atomic
Energy Agency to assume responsibility for
applying safeguards to materials and facil-
itles subject to safeguards under the agree-
ment. In every other respect, there is no
proposed change in the basic agreement.

Following your determination, approval,
and authorization, the proposed amendment
will be formally executed by appropriate au-
thorities of the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
the Republic of Indonesia. In compliance
with section 123¢ of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, as amended, the proposed amend-
ment will then be placed before the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy.

Respectfully yours,
GERALD F. TAPE,
Acting Chairman.
. Enclosure: Proposed amendment to the
Agreement for Cooperation Between the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America and
the Government of the Republic of Indonesia.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, January 1, 1966.
Hon. GLENN T. SEABORG,
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington.

Dear Dr. SEaBORG: In accordance with sec-
tion 123a of the Atomic Energy Act of 1954,
as amended, the Atomic Energy Commission
has submitted to me by letter of September
23, 18965, a proposed amendment to Agree-
ment for Cooperation Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of the Republic of Indonesia
Concerning the Civil Uses of Atomic Energy,
and has recommended that I approve the
proposed amendment, determine that its per-
formance will promote and will not consti-
tute an unreasonable risk to the common
delrense and security, and authorize its exec-
ution.
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Pursuant to provisions of section 123b of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
and upon the recommendation of the Atomic
Energy Commission, I hereby:

(a) Approve the proposed amendment and
determine that its performance will promote
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk
to the common defense and security of the
United States of America.

(b) Authorize the execution of the pro-
posed amendment on behalf of the Govern-
ment of the United States of America by ap-
propriate authorities of the Department of
State and the Atomic Energy Commission.

Sincerely,
LynpoN B. JOHNSON,
U.S. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., December 1, 1965.
Hon. CHET HOLIFIELD,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy, Congress of the United States.

Dear Cuer: Pursuant to section 123c of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
there are submitted with this letter:

(a) An executed amendment to the agree-
ment for Cooperation Concerning the Civil
Uses of Atomic Energy Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of Spain.

(b) A copy of the letter from the Commis-
sion to the President recommending approval
of the amendment.

(c) A copy of the letter from the President
to the Commission containing his determi-
nation that performance of the amendment
will promote and will not constitute an un-
reasonable risk to the common defense and
security, and approving the amendment and
authorizing its execution.

The amendment, which has been negoti-
ated by the Atomic Energy Commission and
the Department of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
would extend and modify the agreement be-
tween the United States of America and
the Government of Spain which was signed
at Washington on August 16, 1957.

As we reported to the Joint Committee on
June 4, 1964, the Government of Spain has
for some time been desirous of receiving a
general assurance from the United States
concerning the avallability of enriched
uranium on a long-term basis for the Span-
ish nuclear power program. Accordingly,
the amendment extends the term of the
United States-Spanish agreement from 1968
to 1988. Consistent with the private own-
ership legislation, production or enrichment
services could be provided after December 31,
1968, and would be subject to such terms
and conditions as are established by the
Commission. In addition, the amendment
increases the quantities of enriched uranium
that can be transferred to Spaln to cover
the estimated long-term enriched fuel re-
quirements of three Spanish nuclear power
projects as well as the miscellaneous re-
quirements of the Spanish research and de-
velopment program. The net amount of
enriched uranium that could be transferred
to Spain under the fuel article has been
raised from 500 kilograms to 8,500 kilograms
of U*®. The three principal projects that
will be covered by this increased amount are
the 153 MWe Zorita or UEM power station,
the 30MWe DON prototype power reactor
and the 300400 MWe NUCLENOR power
station.

Under the present agreement the Com-
mission may, at its discretion, make avail-
able a portion of special nuclear material to
be supplied as material enriched up to 90
percent for use in a materials testing re-
actor. The amendment broadens this pro-
vision In keeping with the approach the Com-
mission generally follows in its new power
agreements and permits the Commission,
upon request and at its discretion, to trans-
fer material containing more than 20 percent
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in the isotope U**® when there is a technical

or economic justification for such transfer.

Article II of the amendment provides for
removal of the limitation on the amounts of
materials, including special nuclear material,
that may be transferred to Spain for de-
fined research applications (other than for
fueling reactors and reactor experiments),
and permits such materials to be made
available on an “as may be agreed” basis
when such material is not commercially
available. A similar provision is incorpo-
rated in several of our other agreements.

Under article ITIA and article IV, enriched
uranium and other materials could be trans-
ferred (including loaned, subject to required
governmental authorization) for defined re-
search applications, including research re-
actors, materials testing reactors, reactor
experiments, and reactor prototypes. The
inclusion of the provision of loan is designed
to reflect the cooperative arrangement the
Commission is currently negotiating with
Spain, as a part of which the initial enriched
uranium and heavy water requirements for
the Spanish heavy water, organic cooled re-
actor prototype (DON) would be loaned to
Spain over a period of b years.

Article VI of the amendment provides that
the International Atomic Energy Agency will
assume the responsibility for applying safe-
guards to materials and facllities subject to
safeguards under the agreement for coopera-
tion at least 6 months prior to the startup
of the Spanish Zorita power reactor or by
December 31, 1966, whichever date is earlier.
This transfer of responsibility would be ac-
complished without further modification to
the agreement by means of a trilateral agree-
ment to be negotiated among the United
States, Spain, and the IAEA,

The amendment will enter into force on
the day on which each Government shall
have received from the other Government
written notification that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional re-
quirements for the entry into force of this
amendment.

Cordially,
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman.

Enclosures:

1. Amendment to agreement for coopera-
tion with the Government of Spain.

2. Letter from the Commission to the
President.

3. Letter from the President to the Com-
mission.

AMENDMENT TO AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION
BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED
STATES OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT
OF SPAIN CONCERNING CIviL UsES OF ATOMIC
ENERGY

The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Spain,

Desiring to amend the Agreement for Co-
operation Between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of Spain Concerning Civil Uses of
Atomic Energy, signed at Washington on
August 16, 1957 (hereinafter referred to as
the “Agreement for Cooperation”);

Agree as follows:

ARTICLE I

Artlcle II, paragraph B, of the Agreement
for Cooperation is hereby amended by de-
leting the words “ten years” and substitut-
ing in lieu thereof the words “thirty years”.

ARTICLE IT

Article VI, paragraph A, of the Agreement
for Cooperation is hereby amended to read
as follows:

“Materials of interest in connection with
defined research applications, including
special nuclear materials (other than special
nuclear materlals to be used in the fueling
of reactors and reactor experiments), source
materlals, by-product materials, other radlo-
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isotopes and stable isotopes may be sold or
otherwise transferred in such quantities and
under such terms and conditions as may
be agreed when such materials are not avall-
able commercially.”

ARTICLE III

Article VIII of the Agreement for Co-
?peratlon is hereby amended to read as fol-
ows:

“A. During the period of this Agreement,
the United States Commission will transfer
to the Government of Spain, under such
terms and conditions as the Parties may
agree, uranium enriched in the isotope U**
for use in the fueling of defined research
applications, including research reactors,
materials testing reactors, reactor experl-
ments and reactor prototypes as the Com-
mission may agree to upon request of the
Government of Spain, it being understood
that the material will be delivered in ac-
cordance with contracts which set forth the
agreed delivery schedules and other terms
and conditions of supply.

“B. In addition, the Commission will sell to
the Government of Spain all of Spain’s re-
gquirements for enriched uranium for the
power reactor program described in Appendix
A, it being understood that the material
will be delivered in accordance with con-
tracts which set forth the agreed delivery
schedules and other terms and conditions
of supply.

“C. The Commission is also prepared, to
such extent and under such conditions as
may be established by the Commission, to
enter into contracts to provide after Decem-
ber 31, 1968, for the production and enrich-
ment in facilities owned by the Commission
of special nuclear material for the account
of the Government of Spain for the uses
specified in paragraphs A and B above.

“D. The net amount of enriched uranjum
transferred from the United States to the
Government of Spain under paragraphs A,
B, and C of this Article during the period
of this Agreement for Cooperation shall not
exceed 8500 kilograms of U2,

This net amount shall be the difference
between:

(1) The quantity of U= contained in en-
riched uranium transferred to the Govern-
ment of Spain pursuant to said paragraphs
A, B, and C, and

(2) The quantity of U**® contained in an
equal quantity of uranium of normal iso-
tople assay, less the difference between:

(3) The aggregate of the quantities of
U*% contained in recoverable uranium of
U.S. origin either transferred to the United
States of America or to any other nation or
group of nations with the approval of the
Government of the United States of America
pursuant to this Agreement, and

(4) The quantity of U contained in an
equal quantity of uranium of normal iso-
topic assay, except that if the difference be-
tween (3) and (4) is negative, it will not be
considered.

“E. It is agreed that, should the total
quantity of enriched uranium which the
Commission has agreed to provide under this
and other Agreements for Cooperation reach
the maximum quantity of enriched uranium
which the Commission has available for
such purposes, and should the Government
of Spain not have executed contracts for the
net amount of enriched uranium specified
in paragraph D of this Article, the Commis-
sion may request, upon appropriate notice,
that the Government of Spain execute con-
tracts for all or any part of such enriched
uranium as is not then under contract. It
is understood that, should the Government
of Spain not execute contracts in accord-
ance with a request by the Commission
hereunder, the Commission shall be relieved
of all obligations to the Government of
Spaln with respect to the enriched uranium
for which contracts have been so requested.
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“F. The enriched uranium supplied here-
under may contain up to twenty per cent
(20%) in the isotope U*. The United
States Commission, however, may make
available a portion of the enriched uranium
supplied hereunder as material containing
more than 20% in the isotope U*® when there
is a technical or economic justification for
such a transfer.

“G. It is understood, unless otherwise
agreed, that in order to assure the availabil-
ity of the entire quantity of enriched ura-
nium allocated hereunder for a particular
reactor project described in Appendix A, it
will be necessary for the construction of the
project to be initiated in accordance with
the schedule set forth in Appendix A and for
the Government of Spain to execute a con-
tract for that quantity in time to allow for
the Commission to provide the material for
the first fuel loading. It is also understood
that if the Government of Spain desired to
contract for less than the entire gquantity
of enriched uranium allocated for a par-
ticular project or terminates the supply
contract after execution, the remaining
quantity allocated for that project shall
cease to be avallable and the maximum
quantity of enriched uranium provided for
in paragraph D of this Article shall be re-
duced accordingly, unless otherwise agreed.

“H., Within the limitations contained in
paragraph D of this Article, the quantity of
uranium enriched in the isotope U-235 trans-
ferred by the Commission under this Article
and in the custody of the Government of
Spain for the fueling of reactors or reactor
experiments shall not at any time be in excess
of the guantity thereof necessary for the
loading of such reactors or reactor experi-
ments, plus such additional guantity as, in
the opinion of the Parties, is necessary for
the eficient and continuous operation of such
reactors or reactor experiments.

“I. It is agreed that when any special
nuclear material received from the United
States of America requires reprocessing, such
reprocessing shall be performed at the discre-
tion of the Commission in either Commis-
sion facilities or facilities acceptable to the
Commission, on terms and conditions to be
later agreed; and it is understood, except as
may be otherwise agreed, that the form and
content of any irradiated fuel elements shall
not be altered after their removal from the
reactor prior to delivery to the Commission
or the facilities acceptable to the Commis-
slon for reprocessing.

“J. With respect to any special nuclear
material not owned by the Government of
the United States of America produced in
reactors fueled with materials obtained from
the United States of America which is In
excess of the need of the Government of
Spain for such materials in its program for
the peaceful uses of atomic energy, the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America
shall have and is hereby granted (a) a first
option to purchase such material at prices
then prevalling in the United States of
America for special nuclear material pro-
duced in reactors which are fueled pursuant
to the terms of an agreement for cooperation
with the Government of the United States
of America, and (b) the right to approve the
transfer of such material to any other nation
or a group of nations in the event the option
to purchase is not exercised.

“K. Special nuclear material produced, as
a result of irradiation processes, in any part
of fuel leased hereunder shall be for the
account of the Government of Spaln and
after reprocessing as provided in paragraph
I of this Article shall be returned to the Gov-
ernment of Spain at which time title to such
material shall be transferred to that Govern-
ment, unless the Government of the United
States of America shall exercise the option,
which is hereby granted, to retain, with
appropriate credit to the Government of
Spain, any such special nuclear material
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which is in excess of the needs of Spain for
such material in its program for the peaceful
uses of atomic energy.

“L. Some atomic energy materials which
the Government of Spain may request the
Commission to provide in accordance with
this Agreement are harmful to persons and
property unless handled and used carefully.
After delivery of such materials to the Gov-
ernment of Spain, the Government of Spain
shall bear all responsibility, insofar as the
Government of the United States of America
is concerned, for the safe handling and use
of such materials. With respect to any
special nuclear materials or fuel elements
which the Commission may, pursuant to this
Agreement, lease to the Government of Spain
or to any private individual or private or-
ganization under its jurisdiction, the Gov-
ernment of Spain shall indemnify and save
harmless the Government of the United
States of America against any and all liabil-
ity (including third party liability) for any
cause whatsoever arising out of the produc-
tion or fabrication, the ownership, the lease,
and the possession and use of such special
nuclear materials or fuel elements after de-
livery by the Commission to the Govern-
ment of Spain or to any authorized private
individual or private organization under its
jurisdiction.”

ARTICLE IV

Article IX of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion is hereby amended by deleting the words
“lease, or sale and purchase,” and substitut-
ing in lieu thereof the words “sale, lease, or,
subject to required governmental authoriza-
tiuns, loan,”.

ARTICLE V

Article X, paragraph B.3., of the Agreement
for Cooperation is hereby amended by delet-
ing the phrase “paragraph F(b)” and sub-
stituting in lieu thereof the phrase “para-
graph J(b)".

ARTICLE VI

Article XII of the Agreement for Coopera-
tion is hereby amended to read as follows:

“A. The Government of the United States
of America and the Government of Spain,
recognizing the desirability of making use
of the facilities and services of the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency as soon as prac-
ticable, agree that the Agency will be re-
quested to assume responsibility for applying
safeguards to materials and facilities subject
to safeguards under this Agreement for Co-
operation so that this responsibility will be
assumed by the Agency at least six months
prior to the startup of the Zorita nuclear
power station described in Appendix A or
by December 31, 1066, whichever date is
earller. It is contemplated that the neces-
sary arrangements will be effected without
modification of this Agreement, through an
Agreement to be negotiated between the
Partles and the Agency which may include
provisions for suspension of the safeguard
rights accorded the Commission by Article X,
paragraph B, of this Agreement during the
time and to the extent that the Agency's
safeguards apply to such materials and
facilities.

“B. In the event the Partles do not reach
a mutually satisfactory agreement on the
terms of the trilateral arrangement envisaged
in Paragraph A of this Article, either Party
may, by notification, terminate this Agree-
ment. Before either Party takes steps to
terminate, the Parties will carefully consider
the economic effect of any such termination.
Neither Party will invoke its termination
rights until the other Party has been given
sufficient advance notice to permit arrange-
ments by the Government of Spain, if it is
the other Party, for an alternative source of
power and to permit adjustment by the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America, if
it is the other Party, of production schedules.
In the event of termination by either Party,
the Government of Spaln shall, at the re-
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quest of the Government of the United States
of America, return to the Government of the
United States of America all special nuclear
materials recelved pursuant to this Agree-
ment and in its possession or in the posses-
sion of persons under its jurisdiction. The
Government of the United States of America
will compensate the Government of Spain
for such returned material at the current
Commission’s schedule of prices then in effect
domestically."
ARTICLE VII

This Amendment shall enter into force on
the date on which each Government shall
have received from the other Government
written notification that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional re-
quirements for the entry into force of such
Amendment and shall remain in force for the
period of the Agreement for Cooperation, as
hereby amended.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly
authorized, have signed this amendment.

Done at Washington, in duplicate, in the
English and Spanish languages, both texts
being equally authentic, this 29th day of
November, 1965.

For the Government of the United States
of Amerleca:

JoeN M. Leopy,
Assistant Secretary for European Af-
fairs, Department of State.
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Commission.

For the Government of Spain:

MERRY DEL VAL,
Spanish Ambassador to the United States.

Certified to be a true copy:

WirLiam L. YEOMANS,
Chief, European Branch, Division of

International Affairs, U.S. Atomic
Energy Commission.
APPENDIX A
Spanish enriched uranium power reactor
program
Total
Start of | kil
Reactors construe- s
tion required !
(1) (2) 3)
A. DON, 30 megawalts elec-
- o [ e SRS i 1965 366
B. Zorita, 153 megawatts elec-
L+ [ RN ISR e Sl GO T 1964 2,084
C. Nuclenor, 300 megawatts
[ -y T e S e e 1966 4,930
Total - = | i 8, 230

1 As calcnlated in art. VIIL.D. of the Agreement for

Cooperation, as amended.
U.8. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., June 9, 1965.
THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,

Dear Mr, PresIDENT: The Atomic Energy
Commission recommends that you approve
the enclosed proposed “Amendment to Agree-
ment for Cooperation Between the Govern-
ment of the United States of America and
the Government of Spain Concerning the
Civil Uses of Atomic Energy,” determine that
its performance will promote and will not
constitute an unreasonable risk to the com-
mon defense and security, and authorize its
execution. The Department of State sup-
ports the Commission’s recommendation.

The proposed amendment, which has heen
negotiated by the Atomic Energy Commission
and the Department of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 1054, as amended,
would extend and modify the agreement be-
tween the United States of America and the
Government of Spain which was signed at
Washington on August 16, 1957. The prin-
cipal objective of the amendment is to pro-
vide fuel for the planned Spanish nuclear
power program of a long-term basis,



January 20, 1966

Article I of the amendment would extend
the expiration date of the agreement from
1968 to 1988.

Article II would permit materials of in-
terest in connection with defined research
applications, including special nuclear ma-
terials (other than special nuclear materials
for fueling reactors and reactor experiments)
to be made available on an “as may be
agreed” basis when such material is not com-
mercially available. A similar provision has
been Iincorporated in several of our other
agreements.

Under article IITA and article IV, enriched
uranium and other materials could be trans-
ferred (including loaned, subject to required
governmental authorization) for defined re-
search applications, including research re-
actors, materials testing reactors, reactor ex-
periments, and reactor prototypes. The in-
clusion of the flexibility permitting loan is
designed to reflect a proposed cooperative ar-
rangement the Commission is now negotiat-
ing with Spain under which the initial en-
riched uranium and heavy water require-
ments for a proposed Spanish reactor
prototype (the DON reactor) would be loaned
to Spain for a 5-year period. The new lan-
guage to be inserted in the agreement cover-
ing the possibility of a loan of materials is
permissive and not obligatory in nature and
it is understood that the actual conclusion of
a loan arrangement with Spain will be con-
tingent upon a final decision on the part of
Spain to proceed with the project, the de-
velopment of a suitable detailed exchange
arrangement covering U.S. participation and
the receipt of the requisite congressional au-
thorization.

Article III of the amendment would also
permit the sale of enriched uranium to meet
all of Spain’s requirements for enriched ura-
nium for the power reactor program de-
scribed in the agreement. In addition, con-
sistent with a recent change in the Atomic
Energy Act, production or enrichment serv-
ices would be provided after December 31,
1968, and would be subject to such terms
and conditions as may be established by the
Commission.

Under article III of the amendment, the
quantities of enriched uranium that could
be transferred to the Government of Spain
to cover the estimated long-term enriched
uranium fuel requirements of Spain would
be increased to a maximum amount of 8,500
kilograms of U%S,

Further, article III would allow the Atomic
Energy Commission, at its discretion, to make
available to Spain uranium enriched to more
than 20 percent in the isotope U* when
there is a technical or economic justifica-
tion for such a transfer. This provision has
been incorporated in our agreements with
several other countries.

In keeping with the U.S. policy on safe-
guards, article VI would provide that the
International Atomic Energy Agency will as-
sume the responsibility for applying safe-
guards to materials and facllities subject to
safeguards under the agreement for coopera-
tion at least 6 months prior to the startup
of the Spanish Zorita power reactor or by
December 31, 1966, whichever date is earlier.
This transfer of responsibility would be ac-
complished without further modification to
the agreement by means of a trilateral agree-
ment to be negotiated among the United
States, Spain and the International Atomic
Energy Agency.

Following your determination, approval,
and authorization, the proposed amendment
will be formally executed by appropriate
authorities of the Government of the United
Btates of America and the Government of
Spain. In compliance with section 123¢ of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
the proposed amendment, together with
your approval and determination, will then
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be submitted to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.
Respectfully yours,
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman.

Eneclosure: Amendment to the Agreement
for Cooperation Between the Government of
the United States of America and the Gov-
ernment of Spain.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, August 24, 1965.
Hon. GLENN T. SEABORG,
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington.

Dear Dr. SEaBORG: In accordance with sec-
tion 123(a) of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has submitted to me a proposed
“Amendment to the Agreement for Coopera-
tion Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy
Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
Spain” and has recommended that I approve
the proposed amendment, determine that its
performance will promote and will not con-
stitute an unreasonable risk to the common
defense and security, and authorize Iits
execution.

Pursuant to the provisions of 123(b) of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
and upon the recommendation of the Atomic
Energy Commission, I hereby:

(a) Approve the proposed amendment,
and determine that its performance will
promote and will not constitute an unrea-
sonable risk to the common defense and
security of the United States of America;

(b) Authorize the execution of the pro-
posed amendment on behalf of the Govern-
ment of the United States of America by
appropriate authorities of the Department
of State and the Atomic Energy Commission.

Sincerely,
Lynpon B. JOHNSON.

U.S. Aromic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., January 12, 1966.
Hon, CHET HOLIFIELD,
Chairman, Joint Committee on Atomic En-
ergy, Congress of the United States.
Dear CHET: Pursuant to section 123(c) of
the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
there are submitted with this letter:

(a) An executed “Agreement for Coopera-
tion Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
g:ltzerland Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic

ergy’’;

(b) A copy of the letter from the Commis-
sion to the President recommending ap-
proval of the agreement; and

(c) A copy of a letter from the President
to the Commission containing his deter-
mination that its performance will promote
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk
to the common defense and security, and
approving the agreement and authorizing
its execution.

The agreement, which has been negotiated
by the Atomic Energy Commission and the
Department of State pursuant to the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954, as amended, would
supersede the “Agreement for Cooperation
of the United States of America and the
Government of Switzerland,” signed at
Washington on June 21, 1956, and amended
on April 24, 1959, and June 11, 1960. As we
reported to the Joint Committee on July
14, 1965, the 1955 research agreement with
Switzerland was allowed to expire since co-
operation could be continued under the
19566 power agreement.

The Government of Switzerland has been
desirous for some time of recelving from
the Commission & general assurance regard-
ing the avallability of enriched fuel for their
long-term nuclear energy program. Accord-
ingly, the agreement would have a duration
of 30 years and would provide for the
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transfer of an increased quantity of U*®
to meet the needs of both the long-term
program and of miscellaneous research and
development projects.

Article VI of the new agreement imple-
ments the provisions of the private owner-
ship legislation by providing a framework
within which private persons in the two
countries may be parties to transfers of
special nuclear material. While the precise
means by which these private transactions
would be carried out have not yet been de-
veloped, the Commission retains the right
to insure that they are made in accordance
with applicable laws, regulations, policies
and license requirements of the United
States. Proposed regulations for licensing
the export of special nuclear material have
been published for comment. Materials
transferred under article VI would be part
of the total quantity of material available
under the agreement.

Article VII would, consistent with the pri-
vate ownership legislation, permit the Com-
mission to perform wuranium enrichment
services after December 81, 1968, for the ac-
count of the Government of Switzerland. In
addition, the net amount of U5 which
could be transferred to Switzerland is in-
creased to 30,000 kilograms, and uranium
enriched to more than 20 percent in the
isotope U* could be made avallable when
there is a technical or economic justification
for such a transfer. In keeping with stated
Commission policy, article VII also includes
language which assures the comparability of
domestic and foreign prices for enriched
uranium and services performed, as well as
of the advance notice required for delivery.

Article IX contains the peaceful uses guar-
antees of the Government of Switzerland and
the Government of the United States. The
U.8. guarantee would extend to equipment
and devices transferred to the Government
of the United States, to speclal nuclear ma-
terial produced in U.S.-fueled reactors which
is in excess of Switzerland's needs and which
the United States decides to purchase, and
to special nuclear material produced in U.S.-
leased fuel which the United States elects to
retain after reprocessing, or alternatively, to
equivalent amounts of such purchased or
retained material.

Article XI provides that the Government
of the United States of America and the
Government of Switzerland will promptly re-
quest the International Atomic Energy
Agency to assume responsibility for applying
safeguards to materials and facilities subject
to safeguards under the agreement. This
transfer of responsibility to the agency would
be accomplished without amendment to the
agreement by means of a trilateral agreement
to be negotiated by the United States, Switz-
erland, and the IAEA,

The agreement will enter into force on the
day on which each Government shall have
recelved from the other Government written
notification that it has complied with all
statutory and constitutional requirements
for the entry into force of the agreement.

Cordially,
GrENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman.

Enclosures:

1. Agreement for Cooperation with the
Government of Switzerland (8).

2. Letter from the Commission to the
President (8).

3. Letter from the President to the Com-
mission (3).

AGREEMENT FOR COOPERATION BETWEEN THE
GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT OF SWITZ-
ERLAND CONCERNING CIrvin Uses oF ATOMIc
ENERGY

Whereas the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
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Switzerland signed an “Agreement for Co-
operation Concerning Civil Uses of Atomlie
Energy Between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of Switzerland” on June 21, 1956, which
was amended by the Agreement signed on
April 24, 1959, and the Agreement signed on
June 11, 1960; and

Whereas the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
Switzerland desire to pursue a research and
development program looking toward the
realization of peaceful and humanitarian
uses of atomic energy, including the design,
construction, and operation of power-pro-
ducing reactors and research reactors, and
the exchange of information relating to the
development of other peaceful uses of atomic
energy; and

Whereas the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
Switzerland are desirous of entering into this
Agreement to cocperate with each other to
attaln the above objectives; and

Whereas the Parties desire this Agreement
to supersede the “Agreement for Cooperation
Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy Be-
tween the Government of the United States
of America and the Government of Switzer-
land”, signed on June 21, 1956, as amended;

The Parties agree as follows:

ARTICLE I

A. The “Agreement for Cooperation Con-
cerning Civil Uses of Atomic Energy Between
the Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Switzer-
land”, signed on June 21, 1956, as amended,
is superseded on the date this Agreement
enters into force.

B. This Agreement shall enter into force
on the date on which each Government shall
have received from the other Government
written notification that it has complied
with all statutory and constitutional re-
quirements for the entry into force of such
Agreement and shall remain in force for a
period of thirty (30) years.

ARTICLE II

A. Bubject to the provisions of this Agree-
ment, the availability of personnel and
material, and the applicable laws, regula-
tions, and license requirements in force in
their respective countries, the Parties shall
cooperate with each other in the achieve-
ment of the uses of atomic energy for peace-
ful purposes.

B. Restricted Data shall not be commu-
nicated under this Agreement and no mate-
rials or equipment and devices shall be
transferred, and no services shall be fur-
nished, under this Agreement, if the trans-
fer of any such materials or equipment and
devices or the furnishing of any such serv-
ices involves the communication of Restrict-
ed Data.

C. This Agreement shall not require the
exchange of any information which the Par-
ties are not permitted to communicate be-
cause the information is privately owned or
has been receiyved from another Govern-
ment.

ARTICLE IIX

A. Subject to the provisions of Article II,
the Parties shall exchange unclassified in-
formation with respect to the application of
atomic energy to peaceful uses and the prob-
lems of health and safety connected there-
with. The exchange of information provided
for in this Article shall be accomplished
through various means available, including
reports, conferences, and visits to facilities,
and shall include information in the follow-
ing flelds:

(1) Development, design, construction,
operation, and use of research, materials
testing, experimental, demonstration power,
and power reactors;

(2) Health and safety problems related to
the operation and use of the types of reactors
listed in subparagraph (1) above; and
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(8) The use of radioactive isotopes and
radiation in physical and biological research,
medical therapy, agriculture, and industry.

B. Agreed classification, patent, and secu-
rity policles and practices shall continue to
be maintained with respect to all classified
information (including any inventions or
discoveries employing such information),
materials, equipment, and devices which
have been exchanged under the superseded
Agreement. The Parties intend to consult
with each other to review the extent to which
the agreed classification, patent, and secu-
rity policles and practices referred to above
continue to be appropriate and applicable.

ARTICLE IV

A, Materials of interest in connection with
the subjects of agreed exchange of informa-
tion, as provided in Article III and subject
to the provisions of Article II, including
source materials, special nuclear materials,
by-product materials, other radioisotopes,
and stable isotopes, may be transferred for
defined applications other than fueling re-
actors and reactor experiments in such quan-
tities and under such terms and conditions
as may be agreed when such materials are
not commercially available.

B. Subject to the provisions of Article II
and under such terms and conditions as may
be agreed, specialized research facilities and
reactor materials testing facilities of the
Parties shall be made available for mutual
use consistent with the limits of space, fa-
cilities, and personnel conveniently avail-
able when such facilitles are not commer-
cially available.

C. With respect to the subjects of agreed
exchange of information as provided in Arti-
cle III and subject to the provisions of Arti-
cle II, equipment and devices may be trans-
ferred from one Party to the other under
such terms and conditions as may be agreed.
It is recognized that such transfers will be
subject to limitations which may arise from
shortages of supplies or other circumstances
existing at the time.

ARTICLE V

The application or use of any information
(including design drawings and specifica-
tions) and any material, equipment, and de-
vices, exchanged or transferred between the
Parties under this Agreement, shall be the
responsibility of the Party receiving it, and
the other Party does not warrant the ac-
curacy or completeness of such information
and does not warrant the suitability of such
information, material, equipment, and de-
vices for any particular use or application.

ARTICLE VI

It is contemplated that, as provided in this
Article, authorized private individuals and
private organizations as well as governmen-
tal bodies In either the United States of
Amerlca or Switzerland may deal directly
with authorized private individuals and pri-
vate organizations as well as governmental
bodies in the other country. Accordingly,
in connection with the subjects of agreed
exchange of information as provided in Arti-
cle III, it is understood that elther Party
and authorized persons under its jurisdic-
tion may make arrangements to transfer and
export materials, including special nuclear
material, and equipment and devices to, and
perform services for, the other Party and au-
thorized persons wunder its jurisdiction.
Such arr ents shall be subject to:

(1) the limitations in Article II; and

(2) applicable laws, regulations, policies,
and license requirements of the Parties.

ARTICLE VII

A. During the period of this Agreement,
the United States Commission will transfer
to the Government of Switzerland, under
such terms and conditions as the Parties
may agree, uranium enriched in the isotope
U= for use in the fueling of defined re-
search applications, Including research re-
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actors, materials testing reactors, reactor ex-
periments, and reactor prototypes, as the
Commission may agree to upon request of
the Government of Switzerland.

B. In addition, the United States Commis-
sion is prepared to sell to the Government
of Switzerland all of Switzerland’s require~
ments for uranium enriched in the isotope
U= for use in the power reactor program
described in the Appendix to this Agreement,
which Appendix, subject to the quantity lim-
itation established in paragraph E of this
Article, may be amended from time to time
by mutual consent without modification of
this Agreement.

C. The United States Commission is also
prepared, to such extent and under such
conditions as it may establish, to enter into
contracts to provide after December 31, 1968,
for the production or enrichment, or both,
in facilities owned by the Commission of
special nuclear material for the account of
the Government of Switzerland for the uses
specified in paragraphs A and B above.

D. With respect to transfers of uranium
enriched in the isotope U** provided for in
paragraphs A, B, and C of this Article, it is
understood that:

(1) contracts specifying quantities, en-
richments, delivery schedules, and other
terms and conditions of supply or service
will be executed on a timely basis between
the United States Commission and the Gov-
ernment of Switzerland; and

(2) prices for uranium enriched in the iso-
tope U=% gold or for services performed
and the advance notice required for delivery
will be those in effect for users in the United
States. The United States Commission may
agree to supply enriched uranium or perform
enrichment services upon shorter notice, sub-
ject to assessment of such surcharge to the
usual base price as the United States Com-
mission may consider reasonable to cover
abnormal production costs incurred by the
United States Commission by reason of such
shorter notice.

E. The adjusted net quantity of U™ in
enriched wuranium transferred from the
United States of America to the Government
of Switzerland under paragraphs A, B, and
C of this Article during the period of this
Agreement for Cooperation shall not exceed
30,000 kilograms. The following method of
computation shall be used in calculating
transfers, within the ceillng quantity of
30,000 kilograms of U made pursuant to
sald paragraphs A, B, and C of this Article:

From:

(1) The quantity of U contained in
enriched uranium transferred to the Gov-
ernment of Switzerland pursuant to said
paragraphs A, B, and C, minus

(2) The quantity of U= contained in
an equal quantity of uranium of normal
isotopic assay.

Subtract:

(3) The aggregate of the gquantities of
U* contained in recoverable uranium of
U.S. origin either transferred to the United
States of America or to any other nation or
group of nations with the approval of the
Government of the United States of Amer-
ica pursuant to this Agreement, minus

(4) The quantity of U®*s contained in
an equal quantity of uranium of normal
isotopic assay.

F. It is agreed that, should the total quan-
tity of enriched uranium which the United
States Commission has agreed to provide
pursuant to this and other Agreements for
Cooperation reach the maximum quantity
of enriched uranium which the Commission
has available for such purposes, and should
the Government of Switzerland not have ex-
ecuted contracts covering the adjusted net
quantity specified in paragraph E of this
Article, the Commission may request, upon
appropriate notice, that the Government of
Switzerland execute contracts for all or any
part of such enriched uranium as is not then
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under contract. It is understood that, should
the Government of Switzerland not execute a
contract in accordance with a request by the
Commission hereunder, the Commission
shall be relieved of all obligations to the
Government of Switzerland with respect to
the enriched uranium for which contracts
have been so requested.

G. The enriched uranium supplied hereun-
der may contain up to twenty percent (20%)
in the isotope U%5, The United States
Commission, however, may make available a
portion of the enriched uranium supplied
hereunder as material containing more than
20% in the isotope U** when there is a
technical or economic justification for such
a transfer.

H. It Is wunderstood, unless otherwise
agreed, that in order to assure the avail-
ability of the entire quantity of enriched
uranium allocated hereunder for a particu-
lar reactor project described in the Appendix,
it will be necessary for the construction
of the project to be initiated In accordance
with the schedule set forth in the Appendix
and for the Government of Switzerland
to execute a contract for that quantity
in time to allow for the United States Com-
mission to provide the material for the first
fuel loading. It is also understood that if
the Government of Switzerland desires to
contract for less than the entire quantity
of enriched uranium allocated for a par-
ticular project or terminates the supply con-
tract after execution, the remaining quan-
tity allocated for that project shall cease to
be available and the maximum adjusted net
quantity of U=s provided for in paragraph
E of this Article shall be reduced according-
ly, unless otherwise agreed.

I. Within the limitations contained in
paragraph E of this Article, the quantity of
uranium enriched in the isotope U trans-
ferred by the United States Commission un-
der this Article and in the custody of the
Government of Switzerland for the fueling
of reactors or reactor experiments shall not
at any time be in excess of the quantity
thereof necessary for the loading of such
reactors or reactor experiments, plus such
additional quantity as, in the opinion of the
Partles, is necessary for the efficient and con-
tinuous operation of such reactors or reactor
experiments.

J. It is agreed that when any special nu-
clear material received from the United
States of America requires reprocessing, such
reprocessing shall be performed at the dis-
cretion of the Commission in either Commis-
slon facllities or facilities acceptable to the
Commission, on terms and conditions to be
later agreed; and it is understood, except as
may be otherwise agreed, that the form and
content of any irradiated fuel elements shall
not be altered after their removal from the
reactor prior to delivery to the Commission
or the facilities acceptable to the Commis-
sion for reprocessing.

K. With respect to any speclal nuclear
material not owned by the Government of
the United States of America produced in
reactors fueled with materials obtained from
the United States of America which is in ex-
cess of the need of the Government of Switz-
erland for such materials in its program for
the peaceful uses of atomic energy, the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America
shall have, and is hereby granted, (a) a first
option to purchase such material at prices
then prevailing in the United States of Amer-
ica for speclal nuclear material produced in
reactors which are fueled pursuant to the
terms of an agreement for cooperation with
the Government of the United States of
America, and (b) the right to approve the
transfer of such material to any other na-
tion or a group of nations in the event the
option to purchase is not exercised.

L. Special nuclear material produced, as a
result of irradiation processes, in any part of
the fuel leased hereunder shall be for the
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account of the Government of Switzerland,
and, after reprocessing as provided in para-
graph J of this Article, shall be returned to
the Government of SwitZerland, at which
time title to such material shall be trans-
ferred to that Government, unless the Gov-
ernment of the United States of America
shall exercise the option, which is hereby
granted, to retain, with a credit to the Gov-
ernment of Switzerland based on the prices
in the United States of America referred to
in paragraph K of this Article, any such
speclal nuclear material which is in excess of
the needs of Switzerland for such material
in its program for the peaceful uses of
atomic energy.

M. Some atomic energy materials which
the Government of Switzerland may request
the Commission to provide in accordance
with this Agreement, or which have been
provided to the Government of Switzerland
under the superseded Agreement, are harm-
ful to persons and property unless handled
and used carefully. After delivery of such
materials to the Government of Switzerland,
the Government of Switzerland shall bear
all responsibility, insofar as the Government
of the United States of America is concerned,
for the safe handling and use of such ma-
terials. With respect to any special nuclear
materials or fuel elements which the Com-
mission may lease pursuant to this Agree-
ment, or may have leased pursuant to the
superseded Agreement, to the Government
of Switzerland or to any private individual
or private organization under its jurisdic-
tion duly authorized to this effect, the Gov-
ernment of Switzerland shall indemnify and
save harmless the Government of the United
States of America against any and all lia-
bility (including third party lability) for
any cause whatsoever arlsing out of the pro-
duction or fabrication, the ownership, the
lease, and the possession and use of such
special nuclear materials or fuel elements
after delivery by the Commission to the Gov-
ernment of Switzerland or to any authorized
private individual or private organization
under its jurisdiction.

ARTICLE VIII

As may be necessary and as may be mu-
tually agreed in connection with the sub-
jects of agreed exchange of information as
provided in Article III, and subject to the
limitations set forth in Article II, and under
such terms and conditions as may be mu-
tually agreed, specific arrangements may be
made from time to time between the Parties
for the lease or sale of quantities of ma-
terial, including heavy water and natural
uranium, but not including special nuclear
materials, greater than those required for
research when such materials are not com-
mercially available.

ARTICLE IX

A, The Government of Switzerland guar-
antees that:

(1) Safeguards provided in Article X shall
be maintained.

(2) No material, including equipment and
devices, transferred to the Government of
Switzerland or authorized persons under lts
jurisdiction by purchase or otherwise pur-
suant to this Agreement or the superseded
Agreement, and no special nuclear material
produced through the use of such material,
equipment and devices, including any such
special nuclear material held under the su-
perseded Agreement, will be used for atomic
weapons, or for research on or development
of atomic weapons, or for any other military
purpose.

(3) No material, including equipment and
devices, transferred to the Government of
Switzerland or authorized persons under its
juriediction pursuant to this Agreement or
the superseded Agreement, and no speclal
nuclear material produced through the use
of such material, equipment, or devices, in-
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cluding any such special nuclear material
held under the superseded Agreement, will
be transferred to unauthorized persons or be-
yond the jurisdiction of the Government of
Switzerland, except as the United BStates
Commission may agree to such a transfer to
another nation or group of nations, and then
only if, in the opinion of the United States
Commission, the transfer of the materlal is
within the scope of an agreement for coop-
eration between the Government of the
United States of America and the other na-
tion or group of nations,

B. The Government of the United States
of America guarantees that no equipment or
devices transferred from the Government of
Switzerland to the Government of the United
States of America or authorized persons un-
der its jurisdiction pursuant to this Agree-
ment or the superseded Agreement, no ma-
terial purchased by the Government of the
United States of America pursuant to para-
graph K of Article VII of this Agreement, and
no material retained by the Government of
the United States of America pursuant to
paragraph L of Article VII of this Agreement,
or an equivalent amount of material of the
same type as such purchased or retained ma-
terial substituted therefor, will be used for
atomic weapons, or for research on or de-
velopment of atomic weapons, or for any
other military purpose.

ARTICLE X

A. The Government of the United States
of America and the Government of Switzer-
land emphasize their common interest in as-
suring that any material, equipment, or de-
vice made available to the Government of
Switzerland pursuant to this Agreement or
the superseded Agreement shall be wused
solely for civil purposes.

B. Except to the extent that the safeguards
provided for in this Agreement are sup-
planted, by agreement of the Parties as pro-
vided in Article XI, by safeguards of the
International Atomic Energy Agency, the
Government of the United States of America,
notwithstanding any other provisions of this
Agreement, shall have the following rights:

(1) With the objective of assuring design
and operation for civil purposes and permit-
ting effective application of safeguards, to
review the design of any

(a) reactor and

(b) other equipment and devices, the de-
sign of which the United States Commission
determines to be relevant to the effective
application of safeguards, which are to be
made available to the Government of Switz-
erland or any person under its jurisdiction,
or which are to use, fabricate, or process any
of the following materials so made available:
source material, special nuclear material,
moderator material, or other material des-~
ignated by the United States Commission;

(2) With respect to any source or special
nuclear material made avallable to the Gov-
ernment of Switzerland or any person under
its jurisdiction by the Government of the
United States of America or any person un-
der its jurisdiction and any source or special
nuclear material utilized in, recovered from,
or produced as a result of the use of any of
the following materials, equipment, or de-
vices so made available:

(a) source material, special nuclear mate-
rial, moderator material, or other material
designated by the United States Commis-
sion,

(b) reactors,

(c) any other equipment or device desig-
nated by the United States Commission as an
item to be made available on the conditions
that the provisions of this subparagraph
B (2) will apply.

(i) to require the maintenance and pro-
duction of operating records and to request
and receive reports for the purpose of assist-
ing in ensuring accountability for such ma-
terials; and
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(ii) to require that any such material in
the custody of the Government of Switzer-
land or any person under its jurisdiction be
subject to all of the safeguards provided for
in this Article and the guaranties set forth in
Article IX;

(3) To require the deposit in storage facil-
ities designated by the United States Com-
mission of any of the special nuclear material
referred to in subparagraph B (2) of this
Article which is not currently utilized for
civil purposes in Switzerland and which is
not purchased or retained by the Govern-
ment of the United States of America pur-
suant to Article VII of this Agreement, trans-
ferred pursuant to Article VII, paragraph
K (b), or otherwise disposed of pursuant to
an arrangement mutually acceptable to the
Parties;

(4) To designate, after consultation with
the Government of Switzerland, personnel
who, accompanied, if either Party so requests,
by personnel designated by the Government
of Switzerland, shall have access in Switzer-
land to all places and data necessary to ac-
count for the source and special nuclear ma-
terials which are subject to subparagraph
B(2) of this Article, to determine whether
there is compliance with this Agreement, and
to make such independent measurements as
may be deemed necessary;

(6) In the event of non-compliance with
the provisions of this Article or the guar-
anties set forth in Article IX and the failure
of the Government of Switzerland to carry
out the provisions of this Article within
a reasonable time, to suspend or terminate
this Agreement and to require the return
of any materials, equipment, and devices
referred to in subparagraph B(2) of this
Article;

(6) To consult with the Government of
Switzerland In the matter of health and
safety.

C. The Government of Switzerland under-
takes to facilitate the application of the
safeguards provided for in this Article.

ARTICLE XI

A, The Government of the United States of
America and the Government of Switzerland,
recognizing the desirability of making use
of the facllities and services of the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, agree that the
Agency will be promptly requested to assume
responsibility for applying safeguards to
materials and facilities subject to safeguards
under this Agreement. It is contemplated
that the necessary arrangements will be ef-
fected without modification of this Agree-
ment through an agreement to be negotiated
between the Parties and the Agency which
may Include provisions for suspension of
the safeguard rights accorded to the United
States Commission by Article X of this Agree-
ment, during the time and to the extent that
the Agency's safeguards apply to such mate-
rials and facilities.

B. In the event the Parties do not reach
a mutually satisfactory agreement on the
terms of the trilateral arrangement envisaged
in paragraph A of this Article, either Party
may, by notification, terminate this Agree-
ment. Before either Party takes steps to
terminate this Agreement, the Parties will
carefully consider the economic effects of
any such termination. Neither Party will
invoke its termination rights until the other
Party has been given sufficient advance

notice to permit arrangements by the Gov-
ernment of Switzerland, if it is the other
Party, for an alternative source of power and
to permit adjustment by the Government of
the United States of America, If it is the
other Party, of production schedules. In the
event of termination by either Party, the
Government of Switzerland shall, at the re-
quest of the Government of the United States
of America, return to the Government of the
United States of America all special nuclear
material received pursuant to this Agreement
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and still in its possession or in the possession
of persons under its jurisdiction, The Gov-
ernment of the United States of America will
compensate the Government of Switzerland
for sold material so returned at the United
States Commission’s schedule of prices then
in effect domestically.

ARTICLE XII

The rights and obligations of the Parties
provided for under this Agreement shall ex-
tend to cooperative activities initiated under
the superseded Agreement, including, but
not limited to, material, equipment, devices,
and information transferred thereunder, to
the extent applicable.

ARTICLE XIII

For the purposes of this Agreement:

A. "United States Commission” or “Com-
mission” means the United States Atomic
Energy Commission.

B. “Parties'” means the Government of the
United States of America, including the
United States Commission on behalf of the
Government of the United States of America,
and the Government of Switzerland, includ-
ing the Office of the Federal Delegate for
Atomic Energy Questions on behalf of the
Government of Switzerland. *Party” means
one of the above “Partles”.

C. “Atomic weapon” means any device
utilizing atomic energy, exclusive of the
means for transporting or propelling the de-
vice (where such means is a separable and
divisible part of the device), the principal
purpose of which is for use as, or for develop-
ment of, a weapon, a weapon prototype, or a
weapon test device.

D. “Byproduct material” means any radio-
active material (except special nuclear mate-
rial) ylelded in or made radioactive by ex-
posure to the radiation incident to the proc-
ess of producing or utilizing special nuclear
material.

E. “"Equipment and devices” and “equip-
ment or device” means any instrument, ap-
paratus, or facility and includes any facility,
except an atomic weapon, capable of making
use of or producing special nuclear material,
and component parts thereof.

F. “Person’” means any, individual, corpo-
ration, partnership, firm, association, trust,
estate, public or private institution, group,
government agency, or government corpora-
tlon but does not include the Partles to this
Agreement.

G. “Reactor” means an apparatus, other
than an atomie weapon, in which a self-sup-
porting fission chain reaction is maintained
by utilizing uranium, plutonium, or thorium,
or any combination of uranium, plutonium,
or thorium,

H. "Restricted Data” means all data con-
cerning (1) design, manufacture, or utiliza-
tion of atomic weapons; (2) the production
of special nuclear material in the production
of energy, but shall not include data declassi-
fied or removed from the category of Re-
stricted Data by the appropriate authority.

I. "Source material” means (1) uranium,
thorium, or any other material which is de-
termined by the United States Comm!ssion
or the Government of Switzerland to be
source material; or (2) ores contalning one
or more of the foregoing materials, in such
concentration as the United States Commis-
sion or the Government of Switzerland may
determine from time to time.

J. "Special nuclear material” means (1)
plutonium, uranium enriched in the isotope
233 or in the isotope 235, and any other ma-
terial which the United States Commission
or the Government of Switzerland deter-
mines to be special nuclear material; or (2)
any material artificially enriched by any of
the foregoing.

K. “Superszeded Agreement” means the
Agreement signed by the Parties on June 21,
1956, as amended by the Agreement signed
on April 24, 1959, and the Agreement signed
on June 11, 1960.
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L. “Safeguards” means a system of con-
trols designed to assure that any materials,
equipment, or devices committed to the
peaceful uses of atomic energy are not used
to further any military purpose.

In witness whereof, the undersigned, duly
authorized, have signed this Agreement.

Done at Washington in duplicate, in the
English and French languages, both equally
authentie, this 30th day of December 1065.

For the Government of the United States
of America:

WALTER J. STOESSEL,
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
European Affairs, Department of State.
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman, U.S. Atomic Energy Com-
mission.
For the Government of Switzerland:
ALFRED ZEHNDER,

Ambassador of Switzerland,
Embassy of Switzerland.
Certified to be a true copy:
WirriaMm L. YEOMANS,
Chief, European Branch, Division of
International Affairs, U.S. Atomic

Energy Commission.

APPENDIX
Swiss enriched uranium power reactor
‘program
Start of | Total kilo-
Reactors construe- | grams U2s
tion required !
(N @ (3)
A. NOK, 350 megawatts
electric, PWR (Beznau).. 1065 7,560
B. Atom-Electra, 600 mega-
watts electric (Electro-
4§ e e e ey 1966 9,220
C. 100 megawatts electric. ... 1967 970
D. Bernese, 300 megawatts
electric (Muhleberg I) . . 1967 6,058
E. Bernese, 300 megawatts
electric (Muhleberg IT). . 1970 5,160
o I L R e 28, 968

1 As caleulated in art. VII, par. E, of the Agreement
or Cooperation.

U.S. Atomic ENERGY COMMISSION,
Washington, D.C., October 29, 1965.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House.

Dear Mg, PrEsSIDENT: In accordance with
section 123(a) of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission recommends that you approve the
enclosed proposed “Agreement for Coopera-
tion Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
Switzerland Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic
Energy,” determine that its performance will
promote and will not constitute an unreason-
able risk to the common defense and secu-
rity, and authorize its execution. The De-
partment of State supports the Commission’s
recommendation.

The proposed agreement, which has been
negotiated by the Atomic Energy Commission
and the Department of State pursuant to the
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended,
would supersede the *“Agreement fcr Coop-
eration Concerning Civil Uses of Atomic En-
ery Between the Government of the United
States of America and the Government of
Switzerland,"” signed at Washington on June
21, 1956, as amended. The Agreement for
Cooperation signed in 1955 covering a limited
program of research was allowed to expire on
July 17, 1965, inasmuch as the cooperative
activities initiated under that agreement had
been brought under the provisions of the
existing power agreement.

The primary reasons for entering into a
new agreement are (a) to provide the frame-
work for assuring the long-term supply of
enriched fuel required for the projected
Swiss nuclear power program and (b) to im-
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plement provisions of the Atomic Energy Act
of 1954, which were added by recent amend-
ments, permitting the performance of ura-
nium enrichment services by the Commission
and the private ownership of special nuclear
material.

The proposed agreement, which would
have a term of 30 years, would provide for
the conduct of activities on an unclassified
basis, in contrast to the existing agreement
which permits the exchange of classified
information.

Article VI of the new agreement would
reflect the recent changes in the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 permitting private own-
ership of special nuclear material by en-
abling private parties In the United States
and Switzerland to be parties to arrange-
ments for the transfer of special nuclear
material. Previously, such transactions
were confined to governments. Arrange-
ments made directly between private parties
under the proposed article VI would be un-
dertaken pursuant to applicable laws, reg-
ulations, policies, and license requirements
of the United States and Swiss Govern-
ments.

Article VII of the proposed agreement
would permit the sale of enriched uranium
required for the long-term Swiss power re-
actor program described in the appendix to
the agreement and would increase the max-
imum quantity of U*= that could be trans-
ferred to Switzerland from the present limit
of 500 kilograms to 30,000 kilograms.

Article VII would also permit the Com-
mission to perform uranium enrichment
services after December 31, 1968, for the ac-
count of the Government of Switzerland
under terms and conditions which the Com-
mission may establish. In addition, the
Commission would be able, at its discretion,
to make avallable to the Government of
Bwitzerland uranium enriched to more than
20 percent in the isoptope U*® when there is
an economic or technical justification for
such a transfer.

In keeping with stated Commission policy,
article VII also includes language which as-
sures the comparability of domestic and for-
elgn prices for enriched uranium and serv-
ices performed, as well as of the advance no-
tice required for delivery.

Article IX would continue in effect the
U.S. guarantee that no equipment or device
transferred to the Government of the United
States will be used for military purposes.
The U.S. guarantee would also extend to
(a) special nuclear material produced in
U.S.-fueled reactors which is in excess of
Switzerland’s needs and which the United
States decides to purchase, and (b) special
nuclear material produced in TU.S.-leased
fuel which the United States elects to retain
after reprocessing, or, alternatively, to
equivalent amounts of such purchased or
retained material.

In keeping with U.S. policy to arrive at
explicit understandings with countries with
which we have cooperative agreements as to
the transfer of safeguards to the Interna-
tional Atomic Energy Agency, article XI of
the proposed agreement provides that the
Agency will be promptly requested to assume
responsibllity for applylng safeguards to ma-
terials and facilities subject to safeguards
under the agreement.

Following your determination, approval,
and authorization, the proposed agreement
will be formally executed by appropriate au-
thorities of the Governments of the United
States and Switzerland. In compliance with
section 123(c) of the Atomic Energy Act of
1854, as amended, the proposed agreement
will then be placed before the Joint Com-
mittee on Atomic Energy.

Respectfully yours,
GLENN T. SEABORG,
Chairman.

(Enclosure: Agreement for Cooperation

Between the Government of the United States
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of America and the Government of Switzer-
land.)

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., December 2, 1965.
Hon. GLENN T. SEABORG,
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mg. Seasorc: In accordance with
sectlon 123(a) of the Atomic Energy Act of
1954, as amended, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has submitted to me by a letter of
October 29, 1965, a proposed “Agreement for
Cooperation Between the Government of the
United States of America and the Govern-
ment of Switzerland Concerning Civil Uses
of Atomic Energy,” and has recommended
that I approve the proposed agreement, de-
termine that its performance will promote
and will not constitute an unreasonable risk
to the common defense and security, and
authorize its execution.

Pursuant to the provisions of section 123
(b) of the Atomic Energy Act of 1054, as
amended, and upon the recommendation of
the Atomic Energy Commission, I hereby (a)
approve the proposed agreement and deter-
mine that its performance will promote and
will not constitute an unreasonable risk to
the common defense and security of the
United States of America; and (b) authorize
the execution of the proposed agreement on
behalf of the Government of the United
States of America by appropriate authorities
of the Department of State and the Atomic
Energy Commission.

Sincerely,
LynpoN B. JoOHNSON.

Mr. GORE. I am also scheduling a
public hearing by the Subcommittee on
Agreements for Cooperation concerning
these amendments, beginning on Janu-
ary 27, 1966,

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
MONDAY

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate con-
cludes its business today, it stand in ad-
journment until 12 o’clock noon on Mon-
day next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection it is so ordered.

A PLEA FOR PATIENCE AND COUR-
AGE IN THE SEARCH FOR PEACE
IN VIETNAM

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President,
those of us in positions of public trust
are now involved in what may be the
most fateful decision-making period of
our lives. The war in Vietnam will either
begin to move this year toward a peace-
ful resolution—however slow and uncer-
tain the road—or it will degenerate into
a deepening morass that may claim the
lives of our sons and the sons of Asia for
years to come. A major war on the Asian
mainland could exhaust America’s blood
and treasure for all our days and in the
end create conditions of bitterness and
despair that would curse us for a gen-
eration. I believe that preventing that
war is the most urgent task of states-
manship of the next 10 or more years.

The sober report of Senator MANSFIELD,
the distinguished majority leader, and
our colleagues who traveled with him in
Asia this fall, concludes:

The situation, as it now appears, offers
only the very slim prospect of a just settle-
ment by negotiations or the alternative pros-
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pect of a continuance of the confiict in the
directlon of a general war on the Asian
mainland.

Those observations state my own im-
pressions better than I could after a
visit to Vietnam in late November and
early December. The Mansfield report is
a document which every American policy
planner, every Member of Congress, and
every concerned American citizen should
read and ponder carefully. The Senator
from Montana, who has no peer in the
Senate as an authority on southeast Asia,
and his distinguished colleagues includ-
ing the highly respected senior Repub-
lican of the Senate, Senator AIkenw, of
Vermont, have performed a great service
to the Nation and to the peace of the
world. Their report may prove to be one
of the most significant documents in re-
cent years in that it has given our coun-
try a clearer view of the hard and dan-
gerous realities that now face us in Viet-
nam.

I am deeply grateful to President
Johnson, who carries the heaviest bur-
den of us all, that he has stopped the
bombing of North Vietnam in spite of
the objections of some of his advisers.
The more we can reduce the scope of
this struggle and confine it to the local
trouble in Saigon, where it began, the
less danger there will be of losing our
young men in an inconclusive and
widening war.

I am deeply grateful, too, for the
President’s vigorous efforts in recent
days to find a diplomatic breakthrough
to an honorable settlement of the war.
We need now to exercise great patience
and courage during the President’s cur-
rent efforts for peace. We have been
patient for five years with those who
offered a military solution to the prob-
lem. Now let us be equally persistent
and equally patient in the effort to find a
peaceful solution. Each time our Viet-
nam policymakers have offered a new
formula for winning the war they have
been proved wrong. Yet, we have not
only been patient with these strategists;
we have permitted them to launch new
and larger ventures. Many Members of
the Congress, even those with deep ap-
prehension about our growing involve-
ment in the Vietnam struggle, have kept
silent or have restrained their dissent
rather than risk weakening the various
strategies we have tried on the battle-
field. Now the time has come to exercise
the same patience and perseverance in
the search for a peaceful settlement.
Just as we have tried a wide range of
military efforts, and experiments of var-
ious kinds, we now need to try a full
range of diplomatic and political efforts
to end the war. Patience is cheaper
than blood, and an honorable peace is
better than the length of the daily body
count. Prime Minister Shastri's last
recorded words, spoken to his defense
minister, were: “We must fight for peace
bravely as we fought in war.” That
is an appropriate admonition to all
nations.

So let us not be too quick to launch
the bombing attacks again. I think it is
clear that we have nothing to gain and
much to lose by resuming the bombing
of North Vietnam. First of all, these
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attacks have been largely ineffective
militarily. They were designed to stop
the flow of North Vietnamese soldiers
into South Vietnam, but as Secretary
McNamara observed recently, after re-
turning from a trip to Vietnam, there
are now several times as many North
Vietnamese in the south as when we
started the bombing last February.
Furthermore, we have suffered a heavy
loss of skilled pilots and costly airplanes
in the bombing effort. The advocates of
resuming the bombing look at the losses
on the other side, but they do not con-
sider the losses on our side. Our losses
have heen excessive in terms of the lim-
ited damage to the enemy’s military ca-
pability. In one instance reported to me,
we lost three highly trained pilots and
three expensive bombers trying unsuc-
cessfully to knock out a little bridge of
secondary military importance. As a
former bomber pilot who has asked
many questions of some of our thought-
ful military tacticians, I see little or no
military advantage in resuming the
bombing of North Vietnam. Quite the
contrary, the record indicates that North
Vietnam responds to the bombings by
sending more forces southward. In other
words the bombing missions in the north
may result in the death of more Ameri-
can soldiers in the south.

Nor is there any compelling diplomatic
or political reason for resuming the
bombings. They have not put Hanoi in
a more favorable mood to negotiate.
The lessons of recent history are that
bombing attacks infuriate and unite a
people behind their government in rigid
resistance to the attackers. To produce
a climate favorable for discussion, which
is now the announced top priority of our
Government, both sides need time for
the clash of battle, the hatreds, and ten-
sions to cool down. That process can-
not be enhanced by resuming the bomb-
ing raids on the bridges and buildings
that the people of North Vietnam have
built at such sacrifice in recent years.

Furthermore, President Johnson with
imagination and vision has sent his top
diplomats around the world and around
this city to the various embassies, urg-
ing many other governments to use their
good offices in persuading the Govern-
ment of North Vietnam to enter discus-
sions with us looking toward a settle-
ment of the war. Friendly governments
in eastern Europe, such as Yugoslavia
and many other countries have at our
request agreed to assist in the search for
a peaceful settlement. These concerned
governments which have placed their
confidence in us have urged for months
that we halt the bombing. Now they
need time—perhaps many months—to
convince Hanoi that a satisfactory set-
tlement can be achieved with the United
States, and with other interested gov-
ernments and groups which are involved
in the struggle. If we were to resume
bombings now or in the near future, I
tremble to think of the staggering blow
this would be to our presently favorable
position with the many governments
whose help we have asked in the search
for peace.

I sometimes think that one of the
great, unrecognized costs of this crisis
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is that we have neglected our relation-
ships with other major countries that
are important to the long-range security
of our country and peace of the world.

A front-page story in today’s New York
Times reports:

The Governments of Britain, France and
Japan, all allies of the United States, and
the Communist governments of Europe as
well as the governments of a number of non-
alined nations are sald to be pleading for
several more weeks or even months of re-
straint. More time is needed for diplomatic
maneuver, they maintain, and for a better
assessment of North Vietnam's interest in
tempering if not settling the conflict.

Mr. President, these countries are being
bitterly chided by Red China who is tell-
ing them that the bombing pause is just
a lull before we hit even harder. Let us
not play into the hands of the Chinese
Communists and undercut our friends by
resuming the bombing as China insists
we are about to do.

It would seem to me that we should
also exercise caution in the conduct of
the war in the south. I frankly was
puzzled by our recent offensive in the
delta involving 8,000 American soldiers.
Why is it necessary to engage in such
large offensive operations during this in-
tensive search for a peaceful settlement?
I hope there will be no more such engage-
ments undertaken by us unless the other
side forces the issue. We are advised by
the President and by others that it has
been several weeks since any North Viet-
namese forces have engaged our troops
in battle and that Vietcong initiated in-
cidents have been reduced during the
bombing pause. Why, then should we
needlessly risk the death of our own sol-
diers in major offensive campaigns when
our diplomats are trying to reach an end
to the war? Would it not be more real-
istic and sensible to defend our present
position and hold the line while the peace
efforts are underway rather than to
launch new operations that can only lead
to loss of life and perhaps complicate the
search for a settlement? Now would
seem the time to escalate the peace offen-
sive and deescalate the killing. As Sena-
tor JoHN SHERMAN COOPER, one of the
wisest Members of the Senate and in our
country, put it in a thoughtful statement
recently:

Negotlation, not escalation, should be the
dominant theme of our activity now.

Let me make my own position clear.
I have never agreed with the foreign
policy assumptions that first took us into
southeast Asia in an active combat role.
Nor do I accept those assumptions now.
Southeast Asia is outside the perimeter
of our vital interests. Furthermore, it is
an area convulsed by nationalistic revo-
lutionary movements aimed at ineffec-
tive and sometimes corrupt local regimes.
We identify with such regimes and
against popular revolutionary move-
ments at our peril. We have no commit-
ment or interest in southeast Asia that
justifies the sacrifice of American troops
on the scale necessary to win a military
decision.

In 1954 when the French were on the
verge of military disaster in Vietnam,
there were those who urged that Ameri-
can troops be sent in an effort to turn
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the tide. That move was blocked in con-
siderable part because of the sound ad-
vice of our then Army Chief of Staff,
Gen. Matthew Ridgway, whose warnings
made sense to another experienced gen-
eral, President Dwight Eisenhower. In
his book, “Soldier: The Memoirs of Mat-
thew B. Ridgway,” published in 1956,
General Ridgway wrote:

When the day comes for me to face my
Maker and account for my actions, the thing
I would be most humbly proud of was the
fact that I fought against, and perhaps con-
tributed to preventing the carrying out of
some harebrained tactical schemes which
would have cost the lives of thousands of
men. To that list of tragic accidents that
fortunately never happened I would add the
Indochina intervention.

In hearings before the Armed Services
Committee and the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the U.S. Senate in May
1951, the late Gen. Douglas MacArthur—
a man of vast military experience in Asia,
confirmed an earlier statement he had
made on NBC when he asserted: “Any-
body who commits the land power of the
United States on the continent of Asia
ought to have his head examined.”

At the same hearing, one of our wisest
and ablest generals of World War II,
Gen. Omar Bradley, said:

I would hate very much to see us involved
in a land war in Asia. I think we would be

fighting a wrong war at the wrong place and
against a wrong enemy.

I agree with General Ridgway, General
MacArthur, General Bradley—and, more
recently, with General James Gavin—
and others that the United States should
never commit our manpower to a major
war on the Asian mainland except in the
event of a direct attack on the United
States such as occurred at Pearl Harbor
some 25 years ago.

Anyone who believes that it is easy for
a Western power to win a war against
Asia’s limitless manpower, its dense jun-
gles, and its vast terrain should read the
testimony of our generals in full when
they were being interrogated for the rec-
cord. If those warnings do not suffice,
let those who advocate a bigger war, and
who are in a hurry to resume the bomb-
ing and step up the war, ponder the
careful language of Senator MANSFIELD
and his colleagues:

If present trends continue, there is no as-
surance as to what ultimate increase in
American military commitment will be re-
quired before the conflict is terminated. For
the fact is that under present terms of ref-
erence and as the war has evolved, the ques-
tlon is not one of applying increased U.S.
pressure to a defined military situation, but
rather of pressing against a military situa-
tion which is, in effect, open ended.

Mr. President, those are sober words.
They are not overly emotional. I be-
lieve that the “open ended” situation to
which the Mansfield report refers is the
pathway to Armageddon and the loss of
-'.mz‘:-1 national strength in a war without
end.

So I oppose any further extension of
this highly dengerous war.

Furthermore, I believe the President is
right in making certain modifications in
our previous diplomatic position so that
we can better clear the path to a confer-
ence with the other side. I said recently
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in an NBC televised interview that it will
be difficult, if not impossible, to negotiate
an end to this war without recognizing
the primary interest of the South Viet-
namese rebel leaders in both the nego-
tiations and the postwar provisional gov-
ernment. This, I think, has been a major
barrier to negotiations. If one studies
the two proposed negotiating positions of
Hanoi and Washington, it becomes clear
that one sticking point centers on the
question of whether or not the National
Liberation Front of the Vietcong shall
play a role in the negotiations and in the
postwar settlement. At a time when this
group is in control of two-thirds of the
terrain and from one-third to one-half
of the people of Vietnam, it is unrealistic
to think that they can be left out of the
negotiating efforts or the post-war settle-
ment. Such an approach would have
been paralleled in our early history if
King George III had expressed a willing-
ness to negotiate with our French ally
while ignoring George Washington and
his rebel Americans.

As to what specific part the Vietcong
rebels should play in the postwar pro-
visional government of South Vietnam,
that is a matter to be decided at the con-
ference table and eventually to be de-
cided by free elections on the part of
the people of Vietnam. I am encouraged
by recent reports that our Government
has indicated a new willingness to recog-
nize these political realities.

We need to pursue the search for peace
in Vietnam in a variety of ways until the
war is ended. If we can afford to experi-
ment for long years with costly tech-
niques of destruction, we ought to have
the self-discipline to devote at least the
balance of this year to the search for
peace before we consider any extension of
the war. Each time our strategists have
mistakenly predicted that the war would
be won if we just tried one more technique
or expansion, we have simply redoubled
the military prescription. And now
Senator Mansrierp and his colleagues
report, after all the sacrifice, that the
military lines are about the same at the
end of 1965 as they were at the end of
1964.

We have gone, almost without realizing
what was happening, from a seemingly
harmless offer of economic assistance
some 12 years ago, offers by President
Eisenhower, to the point where we now
have almost one-fourth of a million
American men on land and immediately
offshore on naval units engaged in com-
bat roles.

We have been bombing South Vietnam,
North Vietnam, Laos, and now, folly of
follies, there are those who are urging
that we ought to bomb Cambodia and
the cities of North Vietnam and perhaps
even China.

But each extension of the war has
only resulted in more troops from the
other side. So let those who talk of easy
solutions through more soldiers and more
bombs and more guns recognize that
their past advice has only taken more
of our soldiers to their deaths. In one
breath these strategists deplore that
American boys are coming home in
wooden boxes. But in the next breath
they offer a so-called victory formula
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that might send 100,000 young Ameri-
cans home in boxes. They say to the
President, let us not talk of ending this
war until we have destroyed the enemy,
until we have won a victory.

Do they know what that means? Have
they counted the cost? Do they know
that may involve sending a million Amer-
ican boys to the jungles of Asia to pursue
an elusive rebel force that is everywhere
and yet nowhere—a rebel force that de-
feated the cream of the French Army, a
force of half a million men? Do they
know that we are confronted by dedi-
cated guerrilla fighters so intermingled
with the civilian populace that to kill
the guerrillas would involve slaughtering
men, women, and children by the tens
of thousands whose support we need?

A veteran reporter of the New York
Times, Jack Languth, after spending
more than a year traveling with our
forces in South Vietnam and viewing the
operations at first hand, came to the con-
culsion that we might be able to win a
military victory of sorts. However, he
said that to do it we would have to kill at
least two or three innocent men, women,
and children who are on our side for
every Vietcong guerrilla we were able
to destroy.

Mr. President, I suggest that that is a
price that is not worthy of the interest
involved.

A year ago when some of us took the
Senate floor to warn against the deepen-
ing U.S. involvement in that self-defeat-
ing war and to urge that our country
express its willingness to negotiate an
honorable settlement, we were accused
on this floor of running up a white flag
and deserting our President. But as I
said then, those gentlemen who talk of
total victory will not be the ones who give
their lives in that so-called victory. It
will be our sons and the sons of other
nations. Nor will those gentlemen who
call for total victory necessarily stand
with the President. Some of them will
try to turn this dangerous venture that
they urge on the President into a politi-
cal gain for themselves and political
destruction for the President and his
administration.

That is what they did when the Korean
involvement turned sour 15 years ago,
and that is what they would fry to do
with Vietnam.

In June of 1950, President Truman
ordered American troops to Korea to
turn back the Communist invaders from
North Korea. That mission had a lim-
ited purpose—to repel the aggressors and
reestablish the legitimacy of the 38th
parallel. In a few months’ time, with a
moderate loss of life, our troops drove
the invader back to his side of the de-
marcation line. But then the momen-
tum of the war took charge and the ad-
ministration nervously approved sending
our troops far into North Korea to try for
a total victory over the enemy. Then
came the great tragedy of the EKorean
war. As our troops approached the
Chinese border, Peiping ordered its forces
into the war a million strong—in spite of
General MacArthur’s intelligence reports
that this would not happen. The Ko-
rean war then took on a bloody dimen-
sion that eventually cost us 50,000 Amer-
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ican casualties and billions of dollars.
In the end, after months of bloodshed,
we finally settled on a cease-fire at the
38th parallel, which we could have had
at a fraction of the cost in lives and
treasure many long months earlier had
we not seen fit to escalate the war.

So I hope and pray that the President
will continue the bombing pause in North
Vietnam indefinitely, that he will confine
our military action in South Vietnam so
that we lose the least possible number
of those brave American men I visited in
Vietnam last month—that he will go all
out not for a so-called victory which only
means that the jungles of Asia will be
drenched with American blood—but
rather that he will continue to expand
and diversify and strengthen the quest
for a peaceful settlement.

On July 27 of last year, I took the Sen-
ate floor to describe what I believed to be
the realities then facing us in Vietnam.
Because I believe that analysis is equally
valid today, I quote a few of my earlier
remarks as follows:

We are talking here, however, of a major
war involving thousands of American casual-
ties, the expenditure of billlons of dollars,
vast bloodshed and destruction for the Viet-
namese people, and an uncertain outcome.
There are other possible side results of such
& war that may be even more serious in the
long run than the war itself, including:

(1) the worsening of relations between the
world's two major nuclear powers, the Soviet
Union and the United States;

(2) the strengthening of the most bellig-
erent leadership elements in the Communist
world and the weakening of the moderate
forces;

(8) the growing conviction iIn Asia,
whether justified or not, that the United
States is a militaristic power with a low re-
gard for the lives of Asiatics and an exces-
sive concern over other people’s ideologies
and political struggles; and

(4) the derailment of efforts toward world
peace and the improvememt of life in the
developing countries, to say nothing of its
impact on our own hopes, for a better
soclety.

The questions now before us, I said on
July 27, are:

(1) Do we continue to accelerate the strug-
gle toward a major war? (2) Do we call it
off and withdraw our forces? or (3) Do we
consolidate our present position, keep our
casualties at a minimum, and hold out in-
definitely for a negotiated settlement?

I strongly recommend the third course, I
urge that we stop the bombing attacks in
both North and South Vietnam. Bombing
is largely ineffective in a guerrilla war and
more often than not kills the wrong people.
We should also stop the jungle land skir-
mishes which subject our soldiers to ambush.
Instead, let us consolidate our troops in a
holding actlon in the cities and well-de~
fended enclaves along the coast. We can
hold the cities and the coastal enclaves with
few casualties and with little likelihood that
the Vietcong will attack frontally. Such a
plan would provide a haven for anti-Commu-
nist, pro-Government citizens including the
religious groups, and would demonstrate that
we are not going to be pushed out.

Furthermore, it is based on the realities of
the present political and military map of
Vietnam., While we are in control of the
cities and the coast, the guerrillas control
most of the rural and village areas. To dis-
lodge them would be to destroy in the proc-
ess thousands of the innocent civillans we
are trying to save.
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And I might add, whose support will
decide in the long run the outcome of
this struggle.

A policy of restricting our military efforts
in Vietnam to a holding action in tne cities
and the coastal enclaves will avoid this
kind of self-defeating jungle warfare, We
can supply, feed, and defend, the urban and
coastal areas with a modest effort and mini-
mum loss of life. This is a strategy that
calls primarily for restraint and patience
until such time as the Vietcong get it
through their heads that we will not be
pushed out. I have been critical of our uni-
lateral Vietnam involvement, and I think the
original commitment and its acceleration was
a mistake. But we made the commitment,
and I would be prepared to support the kind
of holding action outlined above until we
can reach an acceptable settlement of the
struggle.

That ends the remarks that I made on
the Senate floor last July.

Mr. President, that approach to our
present involvement in Vietnam has re-
cently been recommended in convincing
terms by former Gen. James M. Gavin,
in a communication for the current issue
of Harper’s magazine. I hope all of our
policymakers will read that thoughtful
communication by one of our most able
former generals.

Since I made the foregoing remarks
last July, our pilots have flown thousands
of bombing sorties. Let me say here
parenthetically that we have never sent
any better men into combat than those
pilots and our other men now fighting
in Vietnam. We have sent another
125,000 troops into combat—a thousand
of them giving their lives and another
5,000 being maimed or wounded since
last summer. The Vietnamese people,
caught in the crossfire between the two
sides, have been ground to death by the
thousands in recent months.

These developments have only served
to strengthen my conviction of months
ago that we must find a way to end this
war. I believe that involves continuing
the bombing pause. I believe it involves
consolidating the line militarily, while
pushing in every possible way for a
peaceful settlement. I know that is go-
ing to be difficult, painful, and may not
produce an entirely happy outcome. But
the alternative, as the Mansfield report
makes perfectly clear, is a larger and
bloodier war, which I think is sheer mad-
ness.

During my tour of Vietnam I visited,
among other installations, a large Ameri-
can airbase. At one point the driver
made a mistaken turn, and we found our
car blocked by a large flatbed truck. As
I remember, there were several other
trucks waiting to pull into the road be-
hind it. As we sat there, I noticed that
the truck carried a long row of silent
coffins, each one bearing the address in
the United States of a fallen soldier: a
sergeant from Oklahoma, a captain from
Minnesota, a marine corporal from Ten-
nessee, a major from Connecticut, with
all those different names that make up
the United States—Scandanavian, Irish,
German, Czech.

I sat there momentarily looking at
those coffins glistening silently in the
sun, and I thought what a tragic waste
of young life and laughter and love. The
day before I visited a hopelessly over-
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crowded civilian hospital in Da Nang
with all its torn victims of the war—
children with their legs and arms torn
from their bodies by the bombing at-
tacks; old men, mothers and infants,
blasted and burned by napalm jelly,
some mutilated almost beyond recogni-
tion—all of them watching us silently,
without a murmur and without a sound,
as we moved around from bed to bed
in that overerowded hospital.

I wondered then, as I did while we
waited before that truck carrying the
bodies of American soldiers, have I done
my part as a Senator to prevent this
from happening? Have I spoken out
honestly and courageously enough?
What more can I do as a citizen and as
a Senator to help move mankind toward
a better solution of our differences than
this?

The last time I was so deeply moved
by the tragedy of senseless violence was
when I stood in Arlington Cemetery in
November of 1963 and saw a gallant
young President laid to rest. Recall his
words:

So let us begin anew—remembering on
both sides that civility is not a sign of weak-
ness, and sincerity is always subject to proof.
Let us never negotiate out of fear. But let
us never fear to negotiate.

In what I personally regard as his
greatest speech, the American University
speech of June 10, 1963, which opened
the way for the nuclear test ban treaty,
he cited that ancient Biblical promise,
“When a man’s ways please the Lord, he
maketh even his enemies to be at peace
with him.” I believe we share his reso-
lution that “We shall do our part to
build a world of peace where the weak
are safe and the strong are just. We
are not helpless before that task or hope-
less of its success. Confident and un-
afraid,” he said, “we labor on—not to-
ward a strategy of annihilation but to-
ward a strategy of peace.”

That, I believe, is the deepest desire
of our great President, Lyndon Johnson,
of Vice President HuMPHREY whose every
instinet reaches out for peace, and of
Secretary Rusk and Secretary McNa-
mara, with whom I happen to disagree
on some of their recommendations, but
who have for years sacrificed every
ounce of their energy of mind and body
to their country for what they believed
was the national interest. That is the
desire, too, of Ambassador Goldberg and
Averell Harriman and our other leaders.
The cause of peace is the most urgent
heartthrob of every American mother
and father. It is the wistful hope of
our young men—of their wives and girl
friends. I believe it is the most pro-
found longing of a war-weary world.

Our President said in his superb state
of the Union address a few days ago:
“I will try to end this battle and return
our sons to their desires.”

I have the faith to believe that how-
ever difficult the task, President John-
son has the will and the capacity to
achieve this purpose, and achieving it,
to win that high place in history—that
blessing of immortality reserved for
those who make peace among men and
nations.

Mr. CLARK. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR-
ris in the chair). Does the Senator
from South Dakota yield to the Senator
from Pennsylvania?

Mr. McGOVERN. Iyield.

Mr. CLARK. I congratulate the Sen-
ator from South Dakota on a brilliant,
carefully logical, and, to my way of
thinking, irrefutable approach to the
difficult problem which confronts us in
Vietnam.

This is a speech which is not only
beautifully organized from a logical and
persuasive point of view, but it is also an
eloguent speech, with a clear under-
standing of the human values involved
in the useless and largely unnecessary
slaughter which is presently going on in
Vietnam.

I congratulate the Senator., I wish I
had the ability to write a similar analysis
of our problems today and to suggest an
equally cogent and reasonable solution.

Let me say to the Senator that he need
have no fear that he has not done his
part as a Senator to keep these tragic
events from continuing to happen. He
certainly has spoken out, honestly and
courageously. I would hope that every
one of his 99 colleagues would read his
speech and ask themselves the same
question I asked myself as the Senator
was speaking: Have I done my part as a
Senator to keep this slaughter from con-
tinuing? Have I spoke out honestly and
courageously enough? Do I believe in
this war to total victory in the jungles
of southeast Asia, and, if so, why?

I certainly feel, as does the Senator,
that it would be a tragic mistake to start
the bombing of North Vietnam again,
until such time as it is clear beyond per-
adventure that there is no reasonable
hope we can end this useless, tragic
slaughter either by moving the war from
the battlefield to the negotiating table,
or, in the alternative, to a mutual but
unilateral de-escalation as a result of
which the shooting will slowly but surely
stop, as it did in Malaya some years ago,
the Senator will recall.

If the Senator will permit me, I should
like to make a few comments and then
ask him to observe whether he would
agree with them or not.

I have seen in the newspapers that of
some 2,600 villages in South Vietnam,
the South Vietnamese Government, and
ourselves control a mere 700. I have
seen maps—as I am sure the Senator
has, too—which show the minimal
amount of real estate which is still, 24
hours a day, under the control of the
South Vietnamese Army or of the Amer-
ican Army

I have seen three little enclaves which
are held by our side in the middle of the
country, in the northern part of South
Vietnam, enclaves which to my untutored
gaze—although I served in World War II
for 4 years—are potential Dienbienphus.

I do not believe that we control all of
the coastline. I believe the maps show
that we control only the major portion.
I was told by two members of the Mans-
field committee the other day—and I am
sure there is nothing secret about this—
that when the senatorial airplane took
off from the Saigon airport to leave the
country, the Vietcong had to be chased
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off the runway with napalm bombs. I
have been told that the Vietcong are
within 3 miles of the perimeter of Saigon,
that most of the food that the peopie of
Saigon eat has already had a tax levied
upon it by the Vietcong, that the high-
ways could be cut and interdicted at any
time, and that 80 percent of the mem-
bers serving in the Vietcong army were
born and brought up in South Vietnam,
although they may have temporarily
gone to the north and then come back.

I have been told that access to the
city of Saigon from the sea by water is
a channel only one ship wide, that there
are 35 ships awaiting to be unloaded in
that harbor, that only one ship can get
in at a time, that in darkness the water-
way could be cut, in all likelihood, by
sinking one or two junks across it any
time the Vietcong wish to do so, that
the huge oil supplies necessary for the
use of our Air Force and the South Viet-
namese Air Force are in constant jeop-
ardy from sabotage and attack, being
located, as they are, in the area of Sai-
gon, and that the only reason the Viet-
cong do not render Saigon untenable is
that we have not bombed Hanoi, that
actually one capital city stands as
hostage for the other.

I wonder whether the Senator from
South Dakota has similar information,
and what comments he may care to make
on what I have just said.

Mr. McGOVERN. Before I comment
on the Senator’s questions, which are
certainly pertinent and go to the heart
of some of the realities we face, I thank
him for the kind words he just spoke
about my remarks on the Senate floor
this afternoon. As he knows, we have
been in agreement on this issue, for the
most part, for many months. I have felt
that the Senator from Pennsylvania has
spoken out as clearly, as forcefully, and
as courageously on this issue, and, per-
haps more important, as accurately, as
any Member of the Senate. So to have
his statement here in the REcorp rein-
forcing what I have tried to say makes
me all the more confident of my posi-
tion. I am very grateful to him.

With regard to the points he has made
respecting the military situation that
faces us in Vietnam, I do not feel in a
position to comment with any great tech-
nical knowledge about that, but I do
agree with the Senator that it is a very
discouraging prospect. I do not think
our own military people in South Viet-
nam are under any illusions about what
they are up against. We have highly
competent military officers in Vietnam.
They have made clear, from General
Westmoreland on down, a military
victory would require an enormous in-
crease in American forces.

The French military effort ended with
a disastrous defeat at Dien Bien Phu
some 12 years ago in spite of the fact
that they had committed a land force
of something over 400,000 men. That is
twice the number we have now commit-
ted to this confiict.

So I do not blame our military people
for asking for reinforcements. I think
they realize, as the Senator from Penn-
sylvania does, that they are up against a
dangerous situation.
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I do question the policy assumptions
that have led us into this situation in
Vietnam and the military mission we
have asked our forces to undertake.

Mr. CLARK. I share the Senator’s
concern. I would hope the Commander
in Chief of our Armed Forces, the Presi-
dent of the United States, would redefine
for us our diplomatic and military pol-
icies in Vietnam, and just what our mili-
tary and diplomatic objectives are.

I am as concerned as is the Senator
from South Dakota at the escalation of
the war and having our American boys
hunting through elephant grass to look
for the elusive Vietcong. As Walter
Lippmann said some time ago, what we
are doing there is very much like trying
to punch water. As soon as one pulls out
his arm, the water comes back, and often
spills over him.

The policy which the Senator from
South Dakota has advocated is to fight
a defensive war at our strongpoints—I
would hope with our backs to the sea—
while we proceed in an honorable way
to try to persuade the Communists and
others in South Vietnam who are not
Communists—and there are many of
those—that we are not going to leave
until there is an honorable peace that
will include free elections by the people
of South Vietnam to seleet those they
want to govern them.

What concerns me is what appears to
be a tug of war between various highly
located persons in the executive and ad-
ministrative arms of our Government.
For example, I read this in the newspa-
pers. I did not acquire this information
through access to any classified docu-
ment. It was stated that General West-
moreland and Ambassador Lodge are
really opposed to negotiating at this
point because they believe the military
situation is too unfortunate from our
point of view to enable us to get a satis-
factory settlement.

The map to which I referred gives
graphic evidence that the question in-
volved is how many Americans we are
prepared to have killed in order to im-
prove the military situation. I for one
do not want a single American killed to
reclaim useless jungle land in South
Vietnam.

Although I expressed it more explo-
sively than did the Senator from South
Dakota, I wonder if he would comment
on my statement.

Mr. McGOVERN. I think the Sena-
tor’s point is well taken. If we had some
assurance that after prodigious military
effort on our part we would have created
conditions that would permit democracy
to flourish in South Vietnam, perhaps
some argument could be made that the
effort would be worthwhile. We have no
such assurance. What we do have is
some indication that the more we try to
attack the Vietcong forces by military
means, the more we terrorize and destroy
the civilian population with which they
are intermingled.

One of the reporters who has been
over there for some time and who has
been watching our efforts to destroy the
Vietcong forces in the villages and jun-
gles has suggested that the attacks we
are making would make more sense if
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we were fighting an enemy rather than
an ally. What he meant was that when
we bomb a village or area controlled by
the Vieteong guerrillas, or when we shell
those areas or spray them with machine-
gun bullets, or destroy their crops we
are destroying and alienating the civil-
ian population, whose aid we will need if
we are to attain our objective.

Mr. CLARK. And to continue these
tactics makes the result almost inevi-
table that we will lose any election which
we may prearrange.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is my own
judgment. I have tried to read the his-
tory of what happened when the French
were involved against the Vietcong from
1945 to about 1954. A number of people
who have written about that struggle
have said that one of the most frequently
used tactics of the Vietcong—which
were then called the Vietminh—was to
put up a flag in a village friendly to
the French Government, or to take a pot
shot at a French airplane. The French
would then bomb that village or area—
thereby losing the support of the people,
and another area would go to the Com-
munist side. It seems to me there is a
danger of our falling into the same trap.

Mr. CLARK. One factor which no
amount of acceleration of the war or in-
crease in American aid is going to change
is that it is impossible to tell foe from
friend. They all look exactly alike. A
friend of mine, a Pennsylvanian, a great
statesman, an eminent politician, said
that it was like things were during the
troubles over the Irish Republic. One
Irishman looked exactly like another.
During the day they would say, “Three
cheers for Great Britain,” and as soon
as dark fell, they would go out and shoot
the British troops. It is difficult to dis-
tinguish friend from foe. While the
clothes and the climate and the location
are different, there is an analogy to any
guerrilla warfare where forces try to do
things that the people do not want them
to do.

I will ask the Senator to comment on
two more points.

First. I was under the view until re-
cently that this was not our war, but that
it was a war which involved the people
of South Vietnam; but that it had been
our policy to send them technical assist-
ance and support. My recollection is
that at the end of 1963 we had 10,000
men there. The next year it increased
to 34,000, and we now have some 200,000
there. The President has sent to us an
appropriation request to enable him to
increase the number of our military
forces by more than 100,000, with the
implication that some of these additional
forces will also go to Vietnam.

I wonder whether the Senator from
South Dakota agrees with my view that
there should be a full debate in some
depth on the floor of the Senate before
we agree to the requested appropriation.
Certainly we should not be parties to a
unanimous consent which would enable
the request to be rushed through in 5
hours, as the request for $700 million
was rushed through last year.

I would hope that the Armed Services
Committee and the Appropriations Com-
mittee would ask searching questions of
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Secretary of Defense McNamara and the
Joint Chiefs of Staff as to what they
plan to do with the money. Are they
committed to escalate the war or not?

I do not wish to put the Senator from
South Dakota in an invidious position,
nor do I desire to indicate that I shall
vote against the request.

Does the Senator believe that the time
has come for debate with respect to the
Vietnamese policy?

Mr. McGOVERN. I welcome the op-
portunity to comment on that question.
The Senator is not putting me on the
spot.

I believe that one of the unfortunate
aspects of our South Vietnam involve-
ment is that there has been so little
searching and thoughtful debate either
in committee or on the floor of the
Senate.

As I indicated in my remarks earlier,
we did not make any commitment orig-
inally to fight a war on behalf of South
Vietnam or anyone else. What Presi-
dent Eisenhower said in October 1954,
when he made the first American offer
of assistance to South Vietnam, was
that we would make available a modest
amount of economic aid, provided the
government in Saigon would carry out
some desperately needed political and
social reforms. Those reforms were
never carried out. We were absolved at
that point, with respect to the offers of
economic assistance.

We maintained for the next 10 years,
that this was not our war; that this was
basically a struggle to be resolved by the
people of South Vietnam,

President Kennedy said in a press con-
ference in September 1963, a few months
before he was killed, that in the final
analysis this was their war; that they
were the ones who must win or lose it.
He said that we can send men there as
advisers and offer a certain amount of
equipment, but we cannot win a war for
freedom for other people. This is a
struggle they have to win for themselves.

I believe that it is disastrous from the
standpoint of our own interests and the
interests of the people of South Vietnam
for us to try to impose a military and
political solution in that part of the
world from the outside.

I agree with the Senator from Penn-
sylvania in his hope that one day elec-
tions can be held, hopefully under inter-
national supervision. I do not believe
that it necessarily follows that the elec-
tions would go against our interests.

I do not know what the outcome would
be. But if arrangements could be made
for honest elections under international
supervision, we ought to abide by the re-
sult, even though we do not like the gov-
ernment that might emerge.

We found in Eastern and Central Eu-
rope, that when a country like Yugoslavia
took on a Communist government, the
world did not come to an end.

If we did not have problems with other
countries any more serious than the
problems we have with Yugoslavia, we
could celebrate with joy. It is not fatal
to American security when an election
does not come out as I would like to see
it come out. We can continue to exert
influence in various ways as we have in
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Eastern Europe and even in our relations
with the Soviet Union.

Mr.CLARK. Icongratulatemy friend
from South Dakota for the fine address
he made. I associate myself with his
recommendations.

I hope that our beloved friend, the
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and the President, who I under-
stand announced this afternoon that
bombing would resume at the end of the
new year holiday, will take a hard look
at the recommendations of Omar Brad-
ley, Ridgway, MacArthur, and Gavin
and have second thoughts as to the de-
sirability of accelerating this war.

I thank the Senator.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania.

MTr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the text of my NBC interview with
Sander Vanocur of January 5, 1966; a
press release of that date; and a New
York Times article, written by E. W. Ken-
worthy, published on January 6, 1966, be
printed in the Recorp at this point.

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

SENATOR GEORGE McGOVERN

Mr. MerriLL MueLLEr. Congress reassems-
bles next week, and it's expected that some-
time in the next 2 months there will be a
debate on our future course in Vietnam.
Since Congress adjourned last fall, many
legislators went to Vietnam for a firsthand
look at the war, its causes and its effects.
Their volces will be heard when the debate
takes place.

One Senator who has been over there,
GeORGE McGoverN, Democrat, of South Da-
kota, i1s in our Washington studio this morn-
ing with “Today Show"” Correspondent
Sander Vanocur, Sandy?

Mr. SanpEr Vawocur. Thank you, Merrill.
Senator McGoverN, what is the future for the
United States in Vietnam, after you've been
there and taken a look for yourself?

Senator Georce McGovern. Well, Sandy, I
think the best we can hope for is a negotlated
settlement. I don't see how elther the other
side or our side can score a decisive military
victory. We have a truly superb group of
military men fighting In Vietnam. I don’t
think this country has ever assembled a more
capable, better trained, more dedicated or
more ably led group of fighting forces than
the men that we have in Vietnam, but they're
up against enormous and, I think, over-
whelming odds, because of the terrain of that
country, because most of natural advantages
are with the Vietcong; they're so elusive,
they're so intermingled with the civilian
population, which supposedly we're trying to
win over to our side, that if we were to
destroy the Vietcong, we'd have to destroy a
large part of the civillan population in the
process.

So it seems to me that the most practical
goal that we can hope for is to hold the line,
and then press very hard, which I think we're
now dolng, for some kind of a peaceful settle-
ment.

Mr. Vanocur. Well, Senator, as a former
distinguished bomber pllot in World War II,
one of your objectives was to talk to the
bomber pilots in Vietnam. Did you get any
impression that the bombings had done
what they were supposed to do when they
were started last winter?

Senator McGovVvErRN. Well, I'm not sure
that I know what all the objectives of the
bombing policy have been. If those attacks
were designed to stop the flow of manpower
from North Vietnam Into South Vietnam,
they've failed, because we have many more
men from the North fighting on behalf of
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the Vietcong in the South today than we
did when the bombing attacks started last
February. If the bombing was designed to
encourage North Vietnam to come to the
negotiating table, I'm not sure that that has
been achleved; it may be that it had just
the opposite effect, that it tended to pro-
duce a more rigid situation than what might
otherwise have been the case.

But what disturbs me most of all is that
no matter how careful our pilots are about
the bombing attacks—and these are truly
superb pilots—in a situation like this, you're
bound to kill many innocent civilians. I'm
talking now, not about the bombing in the
north, but in the south, where supposedly
the people or at least a large percentage of
them are on our side. I was told that we
exercise great caution in bombing villages
and hamlets, but nevertheless, while I was
there, in visiting the civillan hospitals in
South Vietnam, I found them crowded with
bombing victims, with little children with
their legs, arms blown off; men, women and
children with their faces and their bodles
horribly burned and scarred with napalm
bombs; those things, it seems to me, are
inevitable in bombing attacks of this kind.

Mr. Vanocur. But Senator, how can you
possibly come to negotiations now, given the
present attitude of the north and the Na-
tional Liberation Front?

Senator McGoverN. Well, I think Iit's
going to be difficult to get the other side to
the conference table, but I don’t think the
differences that have been spelled out, elther
by them or by our leaders, are insurmount-
able. Now, as I understand it, both sides
have given some rather strong indications
that the terms of the original Geneva set-
tlement, going back to 1954, are for the most
part acceptable. We may have some differ-
ence of opinion as to how those Geneva
terms should be interpreted. My under-
standing is that the other side is saying
that there must not only be an eventual
troop withdrawal, which we have accepted
on principle; there also must be a coalition
government formed in South Vietnam on a
provisional basls until elections can be held,
and that the Vietcong, or the National Lib-
eration Front, would have to be a part of
any such coalition government.

I think those are negotiable terms. We
don’t have to accept everything that has
been proposed by the other side, but at least
I think we could go into the conference room
willing to discuss a settlement, pretty much
along the lines of the original Geneva accord.

Mr. Vawocur. But sir, the four points of
Pham Van Dong, of April 8, the North Viet-
namese premier, sald on the third point that
they had to accept the program of the Na-
tional Liberation Front. Now, are you sug-
gesting that we have to accept the National
Liberation Front’s program, or a coalition
government?

Senator McGovern. Well, as BSecretary
Rusk has sald, their position is somewhat
ambiguous. It's not entirely clear just what
they mean by the program of the National
Liberation Front, and of course, that’s the
purpose of negotiations, to clear up the
ambiguities and the uncertainties in the
positions offered by the two sides. For my
own part, I don't see how we can hope,
realistically, to exclude the National Lib-
eration Front entirely from the postwar
settlement. After all, whether we like it or
not—and of course we don't like it—they
control probably two-thirds of the terrain
in South Vietnam, and they control some-
where between a third and perhaps as much
as a half of the people, and so a force of
that kind is going to have to be given con-
sideration, both in the negotiations and in
the eventual settlement.

Mr. Vanocur. Well, what are you going
to do about people like Premier Ky in South
Vietnam, who now seem to want to fight on
to the end?
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Benator McGovern. Well, I think that’s
one of the principal flaws, perhaps the basic
flaw in our current negotiating effort and
in previous efforts, is that those efforts have
excluded the two primary antagonists in this
struggle, and that’s General Ky's govern-
ment in Salgon and the National Libera-
tion Front, the Vietcong guerrillas, the
Vietcong rebels, whatever you want to call
them.

Now, this war began In South Vietnam
as a struggle between the government which
we were backing in Saigon and another group
of South Vietnamese that have formed un-
der the National Liberation Front, which
does not accept the government that we've
been supporting. It was basically a civil
and local conflict. So, I think we could
greatly improve the chances for success in
our current negotiating efforts, if those ef-
forts included General Ky, or whoever hap-
pens to be in power in Saigon when nego-
tiations get under way, and the Natlonal
Liberation Front.

For us to insist that we can’t have any
dealings with the Vietcong, with the so-
called National Liberation Front, would have
its parallel, it seems to me, if 200 years ago,
King George had said to the American Revo-
lutionists or to George Washington, we'll
talk to the French but we're not going to
talk to Washington and the American rebels.
Sooner or later, these two primary contest-
ants to this struggle have to be brought into
the negotiations.

Mr. Vanocur. Well, SBenator, If the present
peace offensive does not bear public results,
would you be in favor of resuming the bomb-
ings and taking the offensive again once
more in the fleld?

Senator McGoveErN, No; I would not. I
don’t think it's in our interest to renew the
bombing attacks or to spread this war In
any way. I think we may have reached a
situation of stalemate, whereby neither side
can score a decisive victory. I've been trying
to think of some analogy to the military and
political situation that confronts us there,
and the other day I—it occurred to me that
it's very much like putting a bumblebee in
a cage with an elephant. We have the
power of the elephant—we have the alr
power, we have naval power, we have great
power on the ground, great firepower, and
we're not going to be pushed out of Vietnam;
I don't see any way by which the other slde
can push us out militarily. But by the same
token, they're in the role of the bumblebee.
They can continue to harass and to sting
and to draw blood, but they can't push us
out. If we could catch them—Iif we could
find them, and bring that firepower to bear
on the Vietcong guerrillas, we could quickly
stamp them out, but it doesn’t seem that
that's about to happen.

Well, I hope we'll take advantage of what
I think is approaching, a stalemate, not to
spread the war, not to start bombing North
Vietnam or bombing Cambodla or bombing
other countries in the area, but try to
localize this struggle and hold it down to
the battleground in South Vietnam, and I
think the Presldent was very wise in the
bombing pause; I hope it'll be more than
just a very brief pause.

Mr. Vanocur. Senator, one last gquestion.
If this does not work out the way you would
like it to, and more money is asked by the
administration to support a wider war, what
is golng to be your position in the T.S.
Benate?

Senator McGoverN. Well, I'm not sure
how I'll respond to that. I think as long
as we have forces committed to Vietnam,
we have to see that they're well equipped
and that they have the resources that they
need, but that’s a decision I'll have to face
up to when we're confronted with it.

Mr. Vawocur. Thank you very, very much
Senator GEORGE McGovErN, Democrat, of
South Dakota, who was out in Vietnam in
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November and early December, and who will
be one of the volces heard in the forthcoming
debate on Vietnam in the Congress.

Mr. MvueLLeEr. Thank you, Senator, and
thank you, Sander Vanocur, Today’s Wash-
ington correspondent.

[From the New York Times, Jan, 6, 1966]

A Viercone PracE AT Parrey URGED—MC-
GOVERN WANTS SAIGON AT PEACE TALKS ALSO
(By E. W. Eenworthy)

WASHINGTON, January 5.—Senator GEORGE
McGoverN said today the "basic weakness'
in U.S. efforts to negotlate a Vietnam settle-
ment was the exclusion of the primary an-
tagonists—the South Vietnamese Govern-
ment and the rebel National Liberation
Front.

The South Dakota Democrat, who recently
returned from a week in South Vietnam,
sald:

“This war began as a local conflict in South
Vietnam and that is still the primary battle-
ground, no matter how many major powers
feel called upon to gamble their national
honor on Premier Nguyen Cao Ky of South
Vietnam or Ho Chi Minh, President of North
Vietnam."

Since the fundamental issue in the war is
the political question which group will exer-
cise power In South Vietnam, Senator Mc-
GoveErn sald in a statement, “the negotia-
tions ought to be primarily between the two
competing groups in South Vietnam."

SENATOR CHURCH AGREES

Mr. McGoveERN's views are shared by several
Senators who have been critical of the escala-
tion of the war.

One of these, Senator FRANK OCHURCH,
Democrat, of Idaho, said in an interview that
Senator McGOVERN's proposal “makes sense.”

“The United States can back Salgon at the
negotiating table as Hanol can back the Viet-
cong,” Mr. CHUrRCcH said, “but neither the
American Government nor the Government
of North Vietnam can end a revolution in
South Vietnam without the participation
and consent of those who engaged in 1t.”

President Johnson has said that “the Viet-
cong would not have difficulty being repre-
sented (in negotiations) and having their
views represented.”

Presumably he meant by this that repre-
sentatives of the National Liberation Front,
of which the Vietcong is the military arm,
could be included in North Vietnam's
delegation.

The United States has refused to deal di-
rectly with the National Liberation Front, to
assure it a place in a future South Viet-
namese Government or to recognize its mili-
tary hold on roughly one-third of South
Vietnam.

One of North Vietnam's conditions for
peace is that the Liberation Front have a
role in any new government before elections
are held in South Vietnam. Washington
finds this condition unacceptable.

As for Premier Ky, he has set his face
agalnst any negotiations.

MOVE TO END IMPASSE URGED

Senator McGoverN sought today to cut
through all these entrenched positions by
asking all the parties to face up to the
realities of the situation.

“It makes no sense at all,” he sald In a
statement, “for us to try to bomb North Viet-
nam into negotiations or to talk them into
negotiations unless our South Vietnamese al-
lies and the rebel forces in South Vietnam
are ready to negotiate a settlement.”

“The most logical way for the South Viet-
namese Government leaders to assist in end-
ing the war would be to explore the possible
basis for a settlement with their fellow Viet-
namese in the National Liberation Front."

The Liberation Front leaders, he sald, are
“determined proud men,” who could be ex-
pected not to let Moscow, Pelping, or Hanol
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do their negotiating for them. On the other
hand, he said, they could not be expected
to accept a settlement that did not give them
“g proportionate share in the postwar gov=
ernment.”

Senator McGoveERN had previously urged a
halt to U.S. bombing of North Vietnam and
a negotiated settlement of the war. His
statement today indlcated that the pause in
the bombing and efforts to start negotiations
had not convinced him that the United
States was doing enough to obtain peace.

Senator EpMUND S. Muskie, Democrat, of
Maine, who accompanied Senator MIKE
MawnsFieLp, the Democratic leader of the
Senate, on a globe-cireling trip that included
Vietnam, did not agree with Mr. McGOVERN'S
recommendations. Reached by telephone, he
said he doubted whether the National Libera-
tion Front was independent of North Viet-
namese control.

Senator RicuArD B. RUssELL, Democrat, of
Georgia, and chairman of the Armed Services
Committee, said in an interview that the
pause in the air bombing of North Vietnam
had gone on too long.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR GEORGE MCGOVERN,
DEMOCRAT, OF SOUTH Daxora

{NoTE—Senator GEORGE McGOVERN, a4 mem-
ber of the Committees on Agriculture and
Interior and former Director of the U.S. food
for peace program (1961-62) visited Vietnam
in early December.)

A basic weakness in the current efforts to
negotiate a settlement of the Vietnamese war
is that those efforts seem to have excluded
the two primary antagonists in the strug-
gle—the South Vietnamese Government in
SBaigon and the National Liberation Front of
the Vietcong rebel forces.

I appreciate President Johnson’s great de-
sire to end the war. But the chances of ne-
gotiations taking place could be greatly im-
proved if the two principal contestants were
involved in the negotiating effort.

The fundamental issue at stake in this war
is a local political question as to which group
will come to power in South Vietnam. I
doubt that an issue of that kind will be re-
solved by military forces from the outside.

But negotiations should include the two
competing groups in South Vietnam—the
Vietcong National Liberation Front and
General Ky or whoever happens to be in
power in Saigon when the negotlations begin.

It makes no sense at all for us to try to
bomb North Vietnam into negotiations or
to talk them into negotiations unless our
South Vietnamese ally and the rebel forces
in South Vietnam are ready to negotiate a
settlement.

It is disturbing that while President John-
son has been trylng to get negotiations
started, General Ky, our South Vietnamese
ally, has expressed his opposition to nego-
tiations.

The most logical way for the South Viet-
namese Government leaders to assist in end-
ing the war would be to explore the possible
basis for a settlement with their fellow Viet-
namese in the National Liberation Front.

This war began as a local conflict in South
Vietnam and that is still the primary bat-
tleground no matter how many major pow-
ers feel called upon to gamble their na-
tional honor on General Ky or Uncle Ho.

It will be difficult, if not impossible, to
end the war without discussions with the
Vietcong rebel leaders as well as Hanol and
Salgon.

The rebels control two-thirds of South
Vietnam and their leadership front em-
braces a broad cross section including many
non-Communists. They cannot be expected
to permit Moscow, Pelping, Hanol or any-
one else to do thelr negotiating for them.

Nor can they be expected to accept any
settlement that does not give them a reason-
able opportunity to share in the postwar gov-
ernment—a government which ultimately
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should be determined by the Vietnamese peo-
ple in an honorably supervised election.

Refusing to negotiate with the rebel front
would have its parallel if King George III
had expressed a willingness to negotiate with
France while refusing to talk with George
Washington and his rebel forces.

The most realistic way to achieve a set-
tlement between Saigon and the local rebel
forces, is for the outside powers to begin
reducing their involvement on a reciprocal
basis so that the struggle can be confined
to a local rather than a global struggle.

President Johnson took a long stride to-
ward localizing the war when he stopped
the bombing of North Vietnam. Let us hope
that our commanders will not be so foolish
as to extend the bombing to Cambodia or
other countries. I believe that the Russians
and the Chinese, while giving some assist-
ance to Hanol, have limited their interference
in the struggle because, no matter how be-
ligerently they talk, they know it is no
more in their interest than in ours to blow
this local issue into a global war. The major
powers ought to search for every possible
way of confining the struggle to South Viet-
nam. There is no issue there that can pos-
sibly be of enough importance to justify a
major war between the great powers.

Indeed, for the United States and the oth-
er major powers to waste thelr resources and
thelr young men in a global slaughter over
who is to be in charge in Salgon would be
to create the conditions of chaos out of which
could come a hundred Vietnam tragedies to
curse our children for all their days.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield the floor.

READING OF WASHINGTON'S
FAREWELL ADDRESS

The VICE PRESIDENT. Pursuant to
the order of the Senate of January 24,
1901, the Chair appoints the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MercaLF] to read
Washington’s Farewell Address on Feb-
ruary 22 next. It is the understanding
of the Chair that the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MeTcaLF] will be the only man
who has read this famous address in both
the House and the Senate.

PARLIAMENTARY CONFERENCE
WITH MEXICO

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
announces the appointment of the fol-
lowing Senators to attend the Mexico-
United States Interparliamentary meet-
ings to be held February 9 through 16,
1966, at Washington, Philadelphia, and
San Francisco: Senators MANSFIELD,
GRUENING, METCALF, NELSON, MONTOYA,
KucHEL, FANNIN, and MURPHY.

These Senators will serve along with
Senator SparRkMAN, who is the chairman
of the delegation, and Senators MORSE,
Gore, and AIKEN. The last four men-
tioned Senators will serve for the full
Congress.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I move, in
accordance with the previous order, that
the Senate adjourn until 12 o’clock noon,
on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o'clock and 50 minutes) the Senate ad-
journed, under the previous order, until
Monday, January 24, 1966, at 12 o'clock
meridian.
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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate January 20, 1966:

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND

‘WELFARE

Willlam Gorham, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be an Assistant Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare, to which office he
was appointed during the last recess of the
Senate.

U.S. TARIFF COMMISSION

Paul Kaplowitz, of the District of Colum-
bia, to be a member of the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission for the term expiring June 16, 1967.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THURSDAY, JANUARY 20, 1966

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., used this verse of Scripture: Thy
hands have made me and fashioned me;
give me understanding that I may learn
Thy commandments.

Eternal God, who art the help and
hope in the thought and work of our
days, be Thou our joy and consolation as
we bring to Thee the nameless needs of
our minds and hearts.

Keep us strong and steadfast as we
bow in weakness, in sorrow, in tempta-
tion, in depression of soul and open to us
the word of truth and break to us the
bread of life.

Grant that in following Thee we may
find the highest wisdom, the deepest de-
light, the sum of the duty and discipline
of life, the ideal of its dedication, how-
ever complete and compelling its de-
mands may be.

May the witness and testimony which
we give to life be one of lofty faith,
heroic character, and fruitful service
and all for Thy glory in Christ’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Geisler, one
of his secretaries.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Arrington, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed without
amendment & joint resolution of the
House of the following title:

H.J. Res. 767. Joint resolution authorizing
the President to proclaim National Skl Week.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed, with amendments in
which the concurrence of the House is
requested, a bill of the House of the fol-
lowing title:

H.R. 30. An act to provide for participation
of the United States in the Inter-American

Cultural and Trade Center in Dade County,
Fla., and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the following
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title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

5. 1446. An act to reserve certain public
lands for a National Wild Rivers System, to
provide a procedure for adding additional
publie lands and other lands to the system,
and for other purposes.

FOUR-YEAR TERM FOR MEMBERS
OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CORMAN. Mr. Speaker, there is
a clear and pressing need for an amend-
ment to the Constitution extending the
terms of Members of the House of Rep-
resentatives from 2 to 4 years.

It is true that the original purpose of
limiting the term of Representatives to
2 years was to keep them close to the
people and assure responsiveness to the
people’s will. It was felt that if a Rep-
resentative failed to measure up to what
was expected of him, 2 years in office
were enough.

The 2-year limitation, however, cuts
both ways, and on balance I think that
today it does far more harm than good.

As we all know from our own experi-
ence, it takes time for the House to be
reorganized at the beginning of a ses-
sion. It takes time for even a highly
qualified freshman Member to learn
the ropes if he is to contribute to
the work of Congress and the needs of
his constituents. Yet, whether he is new
or a veteran, every Congressman must
immediately begin giving extended
thought and time to his next campaign.
And he must be prepared to spend a
considerable amount of time at home,
even during a legislative session.

Such conditions are scarcely condu-
cive for a Member to do his best work
on matters before the Congress.

When the Nation was founded, eco-
nomic and social conditions were rela-
tively uncomplicated. Today, legislation
requires careful study and a high degree
of skill in drafting legislation, writing
reports, and conducting hearings. In an
age marked by continuing crisis, 2 years
is barely time enough to learn the job.
The time has come to extend the term
of Representatives to 4 years.

It is my opinion, also, that, if any elec-
tions are to be eliminated, it should be
the off-year elections. The election of a
President and the Members of the House
for a concurrent term of 4 years, as
President Johnson proposes, will help to
insure that the mandate of the people is
carried out by the new administration.

I urge the adoption of this amend-
ment in the form suggested by the
President.

AIRLIFT OF MAIL FOR U.S. PERSON-
NEL OVERSEAS

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to address the House
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