1984

technologies. Moreover, these technologles
must often be substantially adapted to meet
local needs and conditions—a process re-
quiring not the mere skills of a copylst but
creative scientific and technological imagina-
tion.

No one who has seen the festering social
and political unrest in the poor two-thirds
of the world—as I have seen it—can doubt
the priority of helping to bring precious tech-
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nologleal education to those who need it
most.

Yes, there are an abundance of opportuni-
ties at home and abroad for our partnership.
As President Johnson has stated:

“It is imperative for political science and
physical science to advance together, and to
grow together and to have mutual under-
standing of each other. The politiclan who
closes his mind to sclence i1s a disservice to
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his people and his time. The same is true
of the scientists who closes his mind to
politics.”

Let us, then, in today's discussions par-
ticipate with open minds and in the knowl-
edge that we are in the midst of an age
when man possesses not only the power to
destroy himself but, for the first time, to
bring mankind's benefits to parts of the
earth still living in darkness and hunger.

SENATE

TraURsDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1966

(Legislative day of Wednesday, January
26, 1966)

The Senate met at 10 o’clock a.m., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore.

Rev. Edward B. Lewis, pastor, Capitol
Hill Methodist Church, Washington,
D.C., offered the following prayer:

O Thou who dost give us the power of
abundant ideas and ideals for great lead-
ership, help us to follow the leading of
Thy spirit.

The world is looking to this body of
gifted servants for leading solutions. Be
with them in the proceedings of this day.
May they feel the presence of God as
they sincerely seek to be responsible
statesmen. Far beyond military might,
our Nation becomes strong as we culti-
vate the arms of good will, trust, and en-
lightened minds.

Give to all the exhilarating thought
that the world ean experience moments
when men shall learn to live together in-
stead of dying in hopeless conflict. Show
us the way and help us to walk in that
way, we pray in the Master’s name.
Amen.

THE JOURNAL

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Journal
be considered as approved.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
Without objection, it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M.
TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate completes its business today, it
stand in recess until 10 o’clock tomorrow
morning.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
Senator from Montana? The Chair
hears none, and it is so ordered.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that before the
pending question is laid before the Sen-
ate, there be a period for the transaction
of routine morning business, with state-
ments or speeches limited to 3 minutes.

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

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDENT pro tempore.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The

A MEMORANDUM ON COMMITTEE
MEETINGS DURING SESSION OF
THE SENATE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, yes-
terday the Senate discussed at some
length the question of standing commit-
tees of the Senate meeting while the Sen-
ate was in session. Certain aspects of
that discussion demonstrated that some
of the questions raised were not covered
by the Senate’s precedents. It was sug-
gested by the distinguished minority
leader [Mr. Dmrksen], and I joined him
in that suggestion, that the Parliamen-
tarian investigate the subject and pre-
pare a memorandum for the enlighten-
ment of the leadership.

I think the Senate as a whole will ap-
preciate the elucidation of this memo-
randum and therefore I ask unanimous
consent that it be printed in the Recorp
at this point.

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

COoMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING SESSION OF
SENATE

Rule XXV, clause 5, reads:

“5. No standing committee shall sit with-
out special leave while the Senate is in ses-
sion after (1) the conclusion of the morning
hour, or (2) the Senate has proceeded to the
consideration of unfinished business, pend-
ing business, or any other business except
private bills and the routine morning busi-
ness, whichever is earlier.”

The rule is clear and definite that no stand-
ing committee shall sit without leave while
the Senate is in session with two specified
exceptions. Committees may continue while
the Senate is in session (1) during the morn-
ing hour, or {2) until the Senate has pro-
ceeded to the consideration of unfinished
business, pending business, or any other
business except private bills and the routine
morning business—whichever 1is earlier.
Consequently even following an adjourn-
ment when there is a morning hour under
rule VII the time that committees may meet
during the session could be much shorter
than 2 hours if the Senate had proceeded to
consider the unfinished business, the pend-
ing business, or any other business except
bills and the routine morning business since
the rule is put in the alternative.

Under the rule, once the period for meet-
ings of committees after the Senate convenes
has been terminated they may not reassem-
ble while the Senate is sitting for the re-

mainder of that day except by unanimous
consent.

When the Senate convenes following a re-
cess, technically the pending question or
unfinished business is automatically the
question before the Senate. A unanimous-
consent agreement that the pending ques-
tion or business not be put before the Sen-
ate until the transaction of routine morning
business would allow committees to meet
until such morning business under that
agreement has been terminated.

The rule, of course, applies only to the
standing committees or subcommittees
thereof, and select committees and joint
committees do not need leave to sit while
the Senate is in session.

“Permission to sit while the Senate is in
session includes all meetings whether for
hearings or the transaction of business, and
the leaders have expressed the view that
any action by a committee while the Senate
is in session, without its permission, is null
and vold.” !

Leave is usually granted under unanimous-
consent procedure. ?

Under a decision by the Vice President
{Mr. Barkley) in 1949, a motion to grant a
committee leave to sit was held debatable
and to be privileged business, This means
that the motion can be made without being
referred to a committee and would be in
order any time a Senator could get recogni-
tion to make such a motion. Likewise, be-
ing a privileged question, it would not dis-
place the pending business or pending ques-
tion but would only suspend its considera-
tion until such a motion to grant such leave
was disposed of.

The rules of the Senate are completely
silent as to the validity of a report filed by
a committee which held its hearings while
the Senate was in session. The rule merely
stipulates that “no measure or recommenda-
tion shall be reported from any such com-
mittee unless a majority of the committee
were actually present.” (See sec. 133(d) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946.)

Since the hearings are in no way a part of
committee reports, a point of order would
not lle against any report merely because
hearings were held when the Senate was in
session in the absence of any provision in the
rule to that effect.

The question has been raised as to the en-
forcement of the rule against committees
holding hearings while the Senate was in
session. On one occasion the Senator from
Oregon, Mr. Morsg, announced that he was
going to make a point of order against paying
stenographers who took down proceedings at
hearings when the Senate was in session and
without the Senate's permission. The issue
was never brought to a showdown. The rule
(sec, 134(a) of the Legislative Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1946) authorizes standing com-
mittees or subcommittees thereof to hold
hearings, require witnesses to attend and
testify and make such expenditures (“not in
excess of £10,000 for any committee in each
Congress”)? as it deems advisable. “Each
such committee may make investigations

1 See p, 180, Senate Procedure.

? See p. 180, Senate Procedure,

#This amount is modified from time to
time by varlous resolutions adopted by the
Benate authorizing committees larger sums,
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into any matter within its jurlsdiction, may
report such hearings as may be had by it, and
may employ stenographic assistance” with
the compensation to be paid out of the “con-
tingent expenses of the Senate” computed
at such rates “and in accordance with such
regulations as may be prescribed by the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration, not-
withstanding, and without regard to any
other provision of law.” This proviso of the
Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946 con-
cludes with: “The expenses of the commit-
tee shall be paid from the contingent fund
of the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman."” There are no other contingen-
cies involved as to the conditions under
which payments are to be made.

Obviously if a committee meets without
permission of the Senate, particularly in the
light of recent discussion, it would be doing
so in deflance of the Senate. The Senate,
therefore, as the parent body, could take
such action as it deemed wise.

A motion to permit a committee to meet
while the Senate is in session, over a long pe-
riod of time, would appear to be a suspension
or change of the rules and would not be
entitled to a privileged status, since the time
element is not of the same significance as in
the case of a l-day leave for a committee
to meet. Thus, such a motion involving the
meeting of a committee for several days
would be treated like any other resolution as
far as procedure is concerned. If objection
is heard to its immediate consideration, the
resolution goes over for 1 day and would be
laid down the next legislative day after the
conclusion of the morning business. If not
disposed of by 2 o’clock it would go to the
calendar when there is unfinished business,
subject to be brought up later on motion.

PRESIDENT'S INTERNATIONAL ED-
UCATION AND HEALTH MES-
SAGE—A BOLD AND IMPORTANT
PROGRAM

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
President has outlined in his interna-
tional education and health message a
bold and important program to improve
the education and health of people in
other countries as a contribution to
building peace throughout the world.

International cooperation in education
and health is part and parcel of our ef-
fort to eliminate illiteracy and disease
which contribute to poverty and dis-
tress in many countries.

The President’s message is evidence of
our “good neighbor” policy of 1966. I
hope that committee hearings will be
held on the international health bill and
the international education bill at an
early date.

The President’s program is endorsed
by many outstanding leaders. The fol-
lowing expressions of opinion, which I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point, indicate the
strong support for the President’s recom-
mendations.

There being no objection, the state-
ments were ordered to be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

J. George Harrar, president, Rockefeller
Foundation: *“President Johnson’s message
to Congress today is both interesting and
loglcal. His stress on assistance to educa-
tion and training responds to the most des-
perate need in new and resurgent countries
for trained people to stafl public and private
organizations responsible for orderly eco-
nomic and soclal development. The pro-
posed program could contribute significantly
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to the development of foreign institutions
which have the academic capacity for pre-
paring leadership at various levels for all
aspects of national development. The plan,
as presented, is broad and challenging, am-
bitious and complex. Its success will de-
pend largely upon the skill with which it is
organized and administered.”

Grayson Kirk, president, Columbia Uni-
versity: “The best and most comprehensive
program of support for international edu-
cational activities that has ever been de-
vised.”

Clark Eerr, president, University of Call-
fornia, Berkeley: “Presldent Johnson's pro-
posals to place increased emphasis on educa-
tion as a tool to stimulate overseas develop-
ment are among the most exciting ideas I
have heard about in a long time. They
testify to the realization that the most sig-
nificant kind of development is developed
human belngs—adults and young people
with an understanding of the broader world
in which they live, an awareness of their
own potential, and the equipment to fulfill
themselves.

“The President's proposals will advance
the cause of development abroad and will
also bring new challenges and new excite-
ment to the educational scene in the United
States. I hope they will receive every con-
sideration.”

Pendleton Herring, president, Soclal Sci-
ence Research Council: “The President’s
message presents a courageous and far-
sighted program that looks ahead to meet-
ing problems of international relationships
in most fundamental terms. Helping in-
dividuals in other countries to become bet-
ter skilled, better equipped to deal with their
own requirements, and better able to un-
derstand the modern world is the most ef-
fectlve form of foreign aid and the surest
hope for a peaceful future. But there is
nothing simple or easy in fulfilling the Presi-
dent's objectives. The goals are well stated;
the challenge will arise in striving toward
thelr realization.”

James Perkins, president, Cornell Uni-
versity: “The new frontlers In international
education which the President’s message
charts offer inspiration to universities and
to professors here and abroad. They have
the chance not only to know each other bet-
ter as intellectual partners, but also to fulfill
their responsibility to advance common
human purposes in & common endeavor.”

REPORT ON REAPPORTIONMENT
OF APPROPRIATIONS

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a letter from the Direc-
tor, Bureau of the Budget, Executive Of-
fice of the President, reporting, pursuant
to law, that certain appropriations had
been apportioned on a basis which indi-
cates the necessity for supplemental esti-
mates of appropriations, which, with ac-
companying papers, was referred to the
Committee on Appropriations.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were in-
troduced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. CARLSON:

S.2865. A bill for the relief of Dr. Alfredo
Hernandez; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr, JAVITS:

5.2866. A bill to provide that future ap-
pointments to the office of Commissioner of
Food and Drugs shall be made by the Presi-
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dent, by and with the advice and consent of
the Senate; to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

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

By Mr. HOLLAND (for himself and Mr.
SMATHERS) @

8. 2867. A bill authorizing the Administra-
tor of Veterans' Affairs to convey certain
property to Pinellas County, Fla.; to the
Committee on Government Operations.

By Mr. CURTIS (for himself, Mr.
Hrusxa, Mr. HICKENLOOPER, and Mr,
MILLER) :

S, 2868. A bill to provide for an extension
of Interstate Highway 29 into Nebraska, in-
cluding a bridge; to the Committee on Pub-
lic Works.

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

By Mr. MONTOYA:

5.2869. A bill for the relief of Dr. Jose
Enrique Diaz; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. HILL:

S.2870. A Dbill to amend the acts of July
1, 1944, and February 28, 1948, to provide
that the Chief Medical Officer of the Federal
Bureau of Prisons shall have the title of
Assistant Surgeon General; to the Commit-
tee on Labor and Public Welfare.

By Mr. HARTKE:

B8.2871. A bill to amend Public Law 660,
86th Congress, to establish a National Traffic
Safety Agency to provide national leader-
ship to reduce trafic accident losses by
means of intensive research and vigorous
application of findings, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce.

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

By Mr. BREWSTER (for himself, Mr,
BARTLETT, Mr. CooPER, Mr. Mec-
GoveErN, and Mr. PELL):

8.2872. A bill to encourage private enter-
prise in the establishment and development
of outdoor areas and facilities for public
use, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. HILL:

5.2873. A bill to amend the Public Health
Service Act so as to help train and otherwise
provide professional health personnel for
health work abroad, and for other purposes:
:o the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-

are.

By Mr. MORSE:

S.2874. A bill to provide for the strength~
ening of American educational resources for
international studies and research; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,

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

By Mr, BASS:

S5.J. Res.135. Joint resolution to request
the President to designate the month of
October as National Country Music Month;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

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

SENATE CONFIRMATION OF COM-
MISSIONER. OF FOOD AND DRUGS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intro-
duce, for appropriate reference, a bill to
require the advice and consent of the
Senate before the President can appoint
the Commissioner of Food and Drugs.
Present law does not require Senate con-
firmation for this vital Federal post.
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The Food and Drug Administration is
concerned with promoting purity, stand-
ard potency, and truthful and informa-
tive labeling of consumer products cov-
ered by the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act and other major laws which
it administers. Twenty-five cents of
every consumer dollar is spent for prod-
ucts made by FDA-regulated industries.

The FDA, in order to fulfill its vital
functions, has some 4,600 employees and
operated on a budget of more than $53
million annually. It is, as its new head,
Dr. James L. Goddard, recently pointed
out, “one of the hottest of the govern-
mental hotspots.”

Senate confirmation of the Commis-
sioner of Food and Drugs would offer the
Congress an opportunity to review FDA
policies on testing of pharmaceuticals, on
health standards and on other areas of
consumer concern and to ascertain the
viewpoint of the prospective Commis-
sioner regarding these matters. While it
may have been appropriate for a Com-
missioner not to have received a Senate
confirmation when the Food and Drug
Act of 1906 first went into effect in 1907
or when the Food and Drug Administra-
tion was created in its present form in
1930, the scope of the agency’s respon-
sibilities for the public’'s health have
since so appreciably grown that the op-
portunity for Senate advice and consent
should now be afforded.

Finally, I wish to stress that my in-
troduction of this measure at this time
is not in any way related to the appoint-
ment of Dr. James L. Goddard to replace
George P. Larrick as Commissioner of
Food and Drugs. At the time my bill
was originally under study during the
congressional recess, Commissioner Lar=-
rick had not indicated his intention to
retire nor was it known that Dr. God-
dard was being considered for a respon-
sible Federal post.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Byrp of West Virginia in the chair).
The bill will be received and appropri-
ately referred.

The bill (S. 2866) to provide that fu-
ture appointn.ents to the office of Com-
missioner of Food and Drugs shall be
mace by the President, by and with the
advice and consent of the Senate, in-
troduced by Mr. Javirs, was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to the
Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare.

EXTENSION OF INTERSTATE HIGH-
WAY 29 IN NEBRASKA

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, today I
am introducing a bill relating to the In-
terstate Highway. I am pleased to say
that Senator HruUskA, Senator HICKEN-
LOOPER, and Senator MILLER are joining
me in this introduction. This is a small
bill from tha standpoint of our National
Highways System. It is, however, very
important to many Nebraskans in north-
east Nebraska and to Iovans.

U.S. Interstate No. 29 is a north and
south highway on the very west edge of
Towa in the vicinity of Sioux City, Iowa.
This highway should be accessible to the
people of northeast Nebraska because it
is a national highway and 90 percent of
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the cost thereof has been paid by Federal
taxpayers.

Northeast Nebraska is to a large extent
denied access to this highway because of
a bridge situation. At the present time
there is only one bridge between South
Sioux City, Nebr., and Sioux City, Iowa.
This bridge is over 100 years old. It is
totally inadequate to handle the traffic.

The immediate area in Nebraska which
is involved is Dakota County. This is
one of the fastest growing counties in
Nebraska. The population has increased
more than 63 percent in the last few
years. A great deal of industry is mov-
ing in.

There will soon be opened a large
meatpacking plant on the Nebraska side
which will bring more people and will
call for the accommodation of more traf-
fie. Many of the feeders who will be
selling their livestock to this new pack-
ingplant live on the Iowa side. There
will be a flow of hundreds of trucks in
this activity.

In the past, Sioux City, Iowa, has been
the metropolis and South Sioux City,
Nebr., and Dakota County generally have
been regarded as nearby rural areas. All
of the hospital facilities in that area are
located in Sioux City, Iowa. From the
standpoint of reaching the hospital, from
the standpoint of the local traffic, from
the standpoint of the commercial traffic
that is increasing daily, and from the
standpoint of civil defense, and all other
public purposes—something must be
done about this traffic situation in this
area.

The proposal which we have made in
our bill is that we add to the total Inter-
state System the sum of 2.4 miles. This
would permit an additional turnout from
U.S. Interstate 29 on the Iowa side and
would extend the interstate westward for
2.4 miles across the Missouri River in-
cluding the construction of a bridge to
U.S. Highway 77. The location of this
new strip of interstate highway, or this
new spur of the interstate, whichever you
call it, would be south of South Sioux
City, Nebr., at a point where it would
meet U.S. Highway 20 when its relocation
is completed.

The purpose of our bill is to make this
short strip of highway including the
bridge and the cost thereof, a part of the
Interstate Highway System and financed
as such.

I believe that this approach is thor-
oughly justified. Northeast Nebraska
and northwest Iowa are growing, thriv-
ing areas. The taxpayers there are pay-
ing their share of the cost of interstate
highways all over the United States, yet
they have no practical access to an in-
terstate highway even though one is right
in their midst. The building of this strip
of highway including the cost of the
bridge is absolutely essential to do jus-
tice to the taxpayers of that area in-
volved. It is absolutely necessary in or-
der to take care of the growing popula-
tion of that area and the heavy traffic
load.

I hope that our proposal can soon be a
reality and that if the engineers have to
make any changes in it, those changes
will be such that it will still meet the
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objective and the need which I have dis-
cussed here.

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

The bill (S. 2868) to provide for an
extension of Interstate Highway 29 into
Nebraska, including a bridge, introduced
by Mr. Curtis (for himself and other
Senators), was received, read twice by
its title, and referred to the Committee
on Public Works.

ESTABLISHING A NATIONAL
TRAFFIC SAFETY AGENCY

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, yester-
day in remarks which appear in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD on page 1923, under
the heading “Stop Murder by Motor,” I
noted that it was my intention to intro-
duce today, at the same time that Repre-
sentative JameEs Mackay offers the same
bill in the House of Representatives, a
proposal to establish a National Traffic
Safety Agency. We are offering that
Hartke-Mackay bill today. Before con-
cluding I wish to speak specifically about
some of its features, but first I wish to
call the attention of the Senate to some
related developments.

Much of what I said yesterday cen-
tered upon the nationwide auto safety
campaign which was launched yesterday
in New York by the American Trial Law-
yers Association, in which I hold mem-
bership. I became a member long before
I became a Senator, since my legal prac-
tice was to a considerable degree cen-
tered in service as a trial lawyer. Hav-
ing seen in that capacity the terrible re-
sults of some of the more than 12 million
automobile accidents now occurring an-
nually, I and other members of the asso-
ciation have formed a deep concern for
traffic safety.

The New York Times today takes note
of the inauguration of the trial lawyers
campaign, which involved the active
local participation of a volunteer panel
of 2,000 members acting in their commu-
nities. Speaking at the launching of the
campaign was our Senate colleague from
New York [Mr. KenneEpyl, whose excel-
lent address on this occasion I shall
shortly ask to have inserted in the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD.

President Johnson addressed a mes-
sage to the association yesterday, in
which he pledged his administration to
“stop the slaughter, to replace suicide
with sanity and anarchy with safety.”
Mr. Johnson also said:

There is no excuse for 49,000 Americans
killed, 314 million maimed and injured, bil-
lons lost in property damage and man-
hours—all in the one frightening and tragic
year of 1965.

The time has come when we must
make war, to the fullest extent and with-
out much exaggeration in the use of that
phrase, on this curable scourge of death
on the highway. That we can do so is
shown by the excellent record of the
State of Connecticut, which became a
leader in the safe driving field under the
administration of Senator RIBICOFF
while he was Governor and which has
never relinquished that leadership. I
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commend the Senator for his continuing
concern as evidenced in the Senate by
the hearings which he is presently con-
tinuing as chairman of the Government
Operations Subcommittee and as the
guthor of S. 2231, which has features
paralleling some of those in the Hartke-
Mackay bill. The traffic accident death
rate per 100 million vehicle miles of
travel in 1964 was only 2.6 in Connecti-
cut, which was matched only by Rhode
Island. Two States had a rate three
times as high, South Dakota at 7.9 and
South Carolina at 8.

Mr, President, I submit that the dif-
ference is not due to any special defect
on the part of residents of South Dakota
or South Carolina. I have no doubt that
they are every bit as anxious to reduce
highway slaughter as I am, or as Presi-
dent Johnson, or Senator Risicorr and
Senator KEnnEDY and any other person.
But without a single glance at the traffic
code in these States, I can guarantee
that it is inferior to that enforced in
Connecticut. Obviously the same may be
said of most States, including my own
State of Indiana, where the figure stands
in the middle range of 5.7 deaths per 100
million vehicle miles.

I suspect, Mr. President, that the
greatest single block to improvement is
the apathy which derives from accepi-
ance of a situation we often feel is too
complex and difficult for us to change.
The President's Committee for Traffic
Safety, whose latest report to the Presi-
dent was submitted under date of Novem-
ber 23, 1965, has been in operation for
some 11 years. The November report in-
dicates that a “deeper and more compre-
hensive study” resulting in new estimates
shows:

States, counties and cities should be spend-
ing $958 milllon annually more than they are
now spending for this purpose (traffic
safety).

Mr. President, the Nation is presently,
and properly, focusing its attention
upon our problems in Vietnam. Part of
the discussion taking place deals with the
proclaimed need for spending literally
millions of dollars more on increased
bombing in order to safeguard the lives
of our men who are there. We do not be-
grudge these millions. Their lives are
precious. It is right for the press to note
in headlines when the crew of a plane or
helicopter are wiped out in a crash.

But at the same time, we have never
exercised the same concern, the same ef-
fort, the same expenditure, the same pub-
lic notice and alarm, when persons are
killed in traffic accidents. Unless the
crash is spectacular, it will be noted on
a back page in a brief mention, if at all.
But this is as much heartache to the
family of the victim as it is to the family
of a marine killed in the jungles of Viet-
nam. Does it matter? Do we care?
More important. Are we going to do
anything about it?

This, Mr. President, is the crucial ques-
tion. There is no doubt we are doing
some things about it. But we are doing
them in a piecemeal fashion, without
conscientious and uniform application of
the knowledge we have, the knowledge
which could bring down the accident and
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death level throughout the entire Nation
to a figure more nearly that of Connecti-
cut. We need a systematic, thorough,
and powerful drive. The American Trial
Lawyers Association can help. The Na-
tional Safety Council can help. A hun-
dred other organizations, including such
groups as the American Association of
State Highway Officials, can help.

But up to this point we have not pro-
vided the one most powerful source of
help which we can give in this war on
highway murder by motorcar. That is
the Federal Government, and it is with-
in the power of us who sit in the Senate
and the House of Representatives, and
ours alone, to give. It is the great shame
of the Nation that traffic deaths are the
fourth highest of all causes of lives lost.
Among young people it holds absolute
first rank. The direct cost in money for
highway accidents in a year is equal to
the sum of nearly $9 billion spent in all
highway construction in the same year.
We spend a billion dollars, as Senator
Risicorr has pointed out, on the safely
of three men for a trip to the moon—
but we do not spend even 1 percent as
much to increase safety for our 190 mil-
lion people as they collectively travel far
greater distances in the course of every
year—=840 million miles in 1964. Eighty-
two percent of commuting workers travel
to their jobs by car; 78 percent of all
families have automobiles; 23 percent
have more than one automobile in the
family. Because more cars on the road
multiples, by a greater ratio than sim-
ple addition, the chances for accident—
because there is a multiplier effect on
opportunities for collisions—by 1972 total
accident exposure will be 50 percent
greater than in 1964. The challenge to
us today is as great here as is the chal-
lenge in fields where we have already
taken action for the future by the Fed-
eral Government—in air and water pol-
lution, in urban development reorganiza-
tion for the future, in moving vigorously
toward better education at every level.

In presenting the Hartke-Mackay Na-
tional Traffic Safety Act, Mr. MACKAY
and I are attempting to focus and define
the power and responsibility of the Fed-
eral Government in marshaling its forces
for the necessary national leadership.

Like so many of the problems with
which we deal on a national basis, the
problems of traffic safety are not con-
fined to the States and localities which
have traditionally acted in this field with
only slow and difficult correlation with
one another. The driver who is licensed
in Indiana does not confine himself to the
highways of Indiana. Increasingly, on
business and on vacations, he is an inter-
state driver. But if he were to have
knowledge of all of the variants of the
rules which apply at home, in order to be
aware of and conform to the situation as
determined in each foreign State and
jurisdiction, he would need to become a
walking encyclopedia of traffic regula-
tions.

Our bill, among other things, provides
an incentive to every State for the estab-
lishment of programs to meet Federal
standards in the areas of driver educa-
tion and licensing, motor vehicle inspec-
tion, accident reporting, highway signs,
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signals, and controls. Grants up to 30
percent for an approved State program
would be based on a distribution directly
related to the quantity of gasoline sold
within the State. Regulations setting
forth national traffic safety standards
will be published in the Federal Register.
There is authority for establishment of
necessary laboratories and equipment for
thorough study of the causes and pre-
vention of accidents. There is a proce-
dure specified whereby a manufacturer
may show that his vehicles meet Federal
standards and are entitled to be so
proclaimed.

But rather than presenting every de-
tail here, I ask, Mr. President, for unani-
mous consent that there may appear at
this point a summary of the bill, followed
by its full text.

There being no objection, the sum-
mary and bill were ordered to be printed
in the RECORD, as follows:

SUMMARY OF THE HARTEE-MAckAY B To
ESTABLISH A NATIONAL TRAFFIC SAFETY
AGENCY

Bectlion 1. Bhort title: To establish a Na-
tional Traffic Safety Agency to provide na-
tional leadership to reduce traffic accident
losses by means of intensive research and
vigorous application of findings.

Section 2. Findings and statement of pur-
pose: (a) Congress finds that trafiic accidents
are a menace to the public health and wel-
fare and that they cost the American people
$9 billion and 50,000 lives last year, and that
the factors which contribute to such accl-
dents may be minimized or eliminated by
a national effort; (b) it is the purpose of
this act to reduce the extent of death, injury,
and loss of property resulting from traffic
accidents by providing the means for a con~
certed attack on the problem.

Section 3. Definitions,

Section 4. Establishment of the National
Traffic Safety Agency and the Office of Na-
tional Traffic Safety Administrator: The Sec-
retary of Commerce will establish the Agency
within the Department of Commerce and it
will be headed by an Administrator appointed
by the President with the advice and consent
of the Senate.

Within the Agency a National Trafic Safety
Center will be established to carry out re-
search and make studies regarding the causes
of traffic accidents and the most effective
and practical means for improving traffic
safety. The findings of the center will be
used to establish national traffic safety stand-
ards.

Section 5. Establishment of a national traf-
fic safety program and duties of the Secretary
of Commerce: The program shall include con-
ducting research and engineering studies,
establishing national traffic safety standards,
collecting and publishing statistics, main-
taining library reference and public informa-
tion services, publishing consumer trafiic
safety bulletins, promoting uniform State
traffic and driver licensing laws, employing
experts and consultants, negotiating con-
tracts and making grants to outside firms to
assist in the research of the center, and act-
ing In concert with the States, local govern-
ments, and nonpublic institutions and or-
ganizations.

Sectlon 6. Regulations prescribing na-
tional traffic safety standards will be pub-
lished in the Federal Register not later than
6 months after the effective date of this act.

Section 7. Certification by motor vehicle
manufacturers: Motor vehicle manufac-
turers may certify for labeling or advertising
purposes that their new vehicles meet U.S.
safety standards if they submit proof ade-
quate in the judgment of the Secretary of
Commerce.
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Sectlon 8. Grants to the States for a uni-
form trafic safety program: Grants to the
States of up to 30 percent of the cost of
traffic safety programs they establish are au-
thorized, provided the State plans meet cer-
tain standards. State activities eligible for
ald may include programs for the improve-
ment of driver education and licensing,
motor vehicle inspection, accident reporting,
highway design and construction, and high-
way signs, signals and controls.

Section 9. Register of revoked licenses (al-
ready within the Department of Commerce).

Section 10. Transfer of motor vehicle
safety functions from the General Services
Administration (which includes the present
GSA program which sets standards for fed-
erally purchased motor vehicles).

Section 11. Regular reports and recom-
mendations to Congress.

Section 12. Payments (technical).

Section 13. Appropriations authorized (ex-
act figures to be determined in committee).

5. 2871

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
Ameriea in Congress assembled, That the Act
of July 14, 1960 (Public Law 660, Eighty-
sixth Congress), as amended, is amended
to read as follows:

“That this Act may be cited as the Na-
tional Traffic Safety Act.

“FINDINGS AND STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

“Sec. 2. (a) The Congress finds (1) that
traffic accidents are the major cause of death
of young people and, next to heart disease,
cancer and stroke, the principal cause of
death and disability in the United States
and are a menace to the public health and
welfare; (2) that traffic accldents cause
the American people direct financial losses
each year in excess of $9,000,000,000 and
seriously disrupt the economic life of the
Nation and impede the orderly and profitable
flow of commerce; (3) that many factors
contribute to trafic accidents—such as the
lack of uniform traffic laws, highway signs
and highway design, and the lack of ade-
quate standards of safety incorporated into
motor vehicles—and that these factors may
be minimized or eliminated by a natlional ef-
fort for traffic safety; (4) that the attainment
of maximum traffic safety requires vigorous
Federal, State, and local action and a national
agency will assist in obtalning such actlon;
and (5) that a national program must be
enacted by the Congress in order to carry
out its constitutional mandate to promote
the general welfare and regulate commerce.

“(b) It is, therefore, the purpose of this
Act to reduce the extent of death, injury,
and loss of property resulting from traffic
accidents by providing the means for a con-
certed attack on the problem through the
establishment of a National Traffic Safety
Agency headed by a highly qualified Admin-
istrator; the establishment of a National
Traffic Safety Center which shall bring to-
gether public and private Information and
research; and through a Natlonal Program
for Traffic Safety which shall seek to achieve
a uniform national traffic safety environ-
ment by means of the vigorous application
of knowledge as to the principal causes of
traffic accidents, deaths and injuries.

“DEFINITIONS

“*Sec. 3. As used in this Act—

*“(a) the term ‘motor vehicle’ means any
vehicle, self-propelled or drawn by mechani-
cal power, deslgned for use on the highways
except any vehicle designed or used for
military field training, combat, or tactical
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*(b) the term ‘Secretary’ means Secretary
of Commerce; and

“(ec) the term ‘State’ means a State, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, the Vir-
gin Islands, and the Canal Zone.
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“ESTABLISHMENT OF THE NATIONAL TRAFFIC
SAFETY AGENCY AND THE OFFICE OF NATIONAL
TRAFFIC ADMINISTRATOR

“Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary shall carry out
the provisions of this Act through a National
Traffic Safety Agency (hereinafter referred
to as the "Agency’), which he shall establish
in the Department of Commerce. The
Agency shall be headed by an Administrator
who shall be appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, and shall be compensated at the rate
prescribed for level III of the Federal Execu-
tive Salary Schedule established by the Fed-
eral Executive Salary Act of 1964, The Ad-
ministrator shall be a citizen of the United
States, and shall be appointed with due re-
gard for his fitness to discharge efficiently the
powers and the duties delegated to him pur-
suant to this Act. The Administrator shall
have no pecuniary interest in or own any
stock In or bonds of any enterprise involved
In (1) manufacturing motor vehicles or
motor vehicle equipment, or (2) construct-
ing highways, nor shall he engage in any
other business, vocation, or employment.
The Administrator shall perform such duties
as are delegated to him by the Secretary.

“ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL TRAFFIC SAFETY
CENTER

*“{b) The Secretary shall establish, within
the Agency, a National Traffic Safety Center
(hereinafter referred to as the '‘Center’). The
Center shall consist of such library, labora-
tory, research and testing facilities as may
be necessary to examine every facet of the
traffic accident phenomena in order to find
the principal causes of traffic accidents and
injury and to identify the most effective and
practical means for their prevention.

“ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL TRAFFIC SAFETY
PROGRAM—DUTIES OF THE SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE

“See. 5. In order to carry out the purposes
of this Act, the Secretary is authorized to—

“(1) conduct research and engineering
studies, including, among others, studies of
pertinent laws and regulations, motor ve-
hicle safety design, driver tralning, accident
reporting, highway construction, and high-
way signs, signals, and controls designed to
improve traffic safety and establish national
traffic safety standards;

*(2) collect, interpret and publish data,
statistics, and other information relating to
traflic safety, establish and maintain library
reference and public information services,
and publish, on a regular basls, perlodic con-
sumer traffic safety bulletins for motorists;

‘*(3) promote and encourage the enact-
ment of uniform State traffic and driver
licensing laws and the uniform enforcement
of such laws and encourage the several States
to enter into interstate compacts promoting
highway traffic safety as authorized by the
Jolnt Resolution of the Congress approved
August 20, 1958, as amended;

*“(4) develop and establish national traffic
safety standards pertaining to the various
elements in the total traffic environment and
certify compliance with such standards pur-
suant to the provisions of this Act;

“(b6) employ experts and consultants, or
organizations thereof to assist him in carry-
ing out his functions under this Act, as au-
thorized by section 15 of the Administrative
Expenses Act of 1948 (5 U.S.C. 55a), compen-
sate individuals so employed at rates not in
excess of $100 per diem, including travel time,
and allow them, while away from their homes
or regular places of business, fravel expenses
(including per diem in lieu of subsistence)
as authorized by section 5 of such Act (5
U.S.C. T3b-2) for persons in the Government
service employed Iintermittently, while so
employed;

“(8) negotiate contracts with, or make
grants to, educational institutions, scientific
organizations, and industrial and engineering
firms;
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“(7) to the maximum extent practicable
act in concert with the several States, local
governments, and nonpublic institutions and
organizations;

“(8) issue necessary regulations and re-
ports authorized by this Act; and

“{9) take such other actions as he deter-
mines will promote traffic safety in the United
States.

“NATIONAL TRAFFIC SAFETY STANDARDS

“8ec. 6. (a) The Secretary shall establish,
and publish in the Federal Reglster, not later
than six months after the effective date of
this Act, regulations prescribing national
traffic safety standards.

“{b) The standards shall be effective on
the date specified in the regulations.

“CERTIFICATION BY MOTOR VEHICLE MANUFAC-
TURERS

“Sec. 7. (a) Any manufacturer of motor
vehicles may certify for labeling or adver-
tising purposes that new motor vehicles
of such manufacturer meet United States
traffic safety performance standards for new
motor vehicles if such manufacturer sub-
mits proof adequate in the judgment of
the Secretary that the new motor vehicles
of such manufacturer comply with the rel-
evant national traffic safety performance
standards prescribed pursuant to this Act.

“(b) The Secretary shall by regulation
prescribe the time and manner of submitting
proof required for certification under this
section.

“(c) The Secretary may prescribe an ap-
propriate mark or symbol for use by such
manufacturers who comply with the na-
tional traffic safety standards prescribed pur-
suant to this Act.

“GRANTS TO THE STATES FOR A TUNIFORM
TRAFFIC SAFETY PROGRAM

“Sec. 8. (a) The Secretary is authorized
In accordance with the provisions of this
section to make grants to the States to pay
up to 30 per centum of the cost of the es-
tablishment or expansion of State programs
for improving highway traffic safety.

“(b) (1) From sums appropriated pursu-
ant to section 12 of this Act for such fiscal
year, but not to exceed $—— of such
appropriation, the Secretary shall allot
$—— each to Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and the Canal Zone and he shall
allot to each State an amount which bears
the same ratio to the remainder of such
sums as the amount of gasoline sold in the
State in the preceding calendar year bears
to the amount of gasoline sold in such year
in all States.

“(2) The amount of any State’s allotment
under this subsection for any fiscal year
which the Secretary determines will not be
required for such fiscal year for carrying out
the State plan (if any) approved under this
section shall be available for reallotment
from time to time, on such dates during such
year as the SBecretary may fix, to other States
in proportion to the original allotments to
such States under this subsection for such
year, but with such proportionate amount
for any of such States being reduced to the
extent it exceeds the sum the Secretary esti-
mates such State needs and will be able to
use for such year for carrying out the State
plan; and the total of such reductions shall
be similarly reallotted among the States
whose proportionate amounts were not so re-
duced.

“(c) A State’s allotment may be used in
accordance with its State plan approved
under this section for new or expanded
traffic safety programs.

“(d) Any State desiring to receive its al-
lotment of Federal funds under this section
shall designate or create an agency which is
specially qualified to administer such a
traffic safety program, and shall through such
agency, submit a plan which shall—
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“(1) set forth a comprehensive and de-
tailed State plan for a new or expanded
traffic safety program which may include pro-
grams for the improvement of driver educa-
tion and licensing, motor vehicle inspection,
accident reporting, highway design and con-
struction, and highway signs, signals, and
controls;

“(2) agree to accept and apply the na-
tional traffic safety standards promulgated
by the Secretary pursuant to this Act:

“(8) contain assurances that the State will
pay from non-Federal sources the remaining
cost of such program,

“{4) contain satisfactory evidence that the
agency designated for the purpose of this
section will have authority sufficient to carry
out such program in conformity with this
section;

“{5) provide such fiscal control and fund
accounting procedures as the Secretary deems
necessary to assure proper disbursement and
accounting of Federal funds received under
this section;

“(6) provide for making such reports in
such form and containing such information
as the Secretary may reasonably require to
carry out his functions under this title, and
for keeping such records and for affording
such access thereto as the Secretary may find
necessary to assure the correctness and veri-
fication of such reports, and

“(T7) set forth such further information
as the Secretary may by regulation require.

“(d) The Secretary shall approve any State
plan, or any modification thereof, which com-
plies with the provisions of the preceding sub-
section.

“REGISTER OF REVOKED LICENSES

“Sec. 9. (a) The Secretary shall establish
and maintain a register containing the
name of each individual reported to him by
a State, or political subdivision thereof, as
an individual with respect to whom such
State or political subdivision has terminated
or temporarily withdrawn an individual’s 1i-
cense or privilege to operate a motor vehicle
because of (1) driving while under the in-
fluence of intoxicating liquor, or (2) convic-
tion of a viclation of a statute of a State,
or ordinance of any political subdivision
thereof, which resulted in the death of any
person. Such register shall contain such
other information as the Secretary may deem
appropriate to carry out the purposes of this
section.

“(b) The Secretary shall, at the request
of any State, or political subdivision thereof,
furnish such information as may be con-
tained in the register established under this
section with respect to any individual ap-
plicant for a motor vehicle operator’s license
or permit in such State or political sub-
division.

“TRANSFER OF MOTOR VEHICLE SAFETY FUNC-
TIONS FROM THE GENERAL SERVICES ADMINIS-
TRATION
“Sgc. 10. (a) The functions of the Ad-

ministrator of General Services under the

Act entitled ‘An Act to require passenger-

carrying motor vehicles purchased for use

by the Federal Government to meet certain
passenger safety standards’, approved August

30, 1964, are transferred to the Secretary of

Commerce.

“(b) All personnel, property, records, ob-
ligations, commitments, and unexpended
balances of appropriations, allocations, and
other funds, which the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget determines are used
primarily with respect to any function trans-
ferred under the provisions of this section,
are transferred to the Department of Com-
merce.

“(ec) All laws relating to any agency or
function transferred under this section shall,
insofar as such laws are applicable, remain
in full force and effect. Any transfer of
personnel pursuant to this section shall be
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without change in classification or compen-
sation, except that this requirement shall
not operate to prevent the adjustment of
classification or compensation to conform
to the duties to which such transferred per-
sonnel may be assigned. All orders, rules,
regulations, permits, or other privileges
made, issued, or granted by any office or
agency in connection with any function
transferred by this section, and in effect at
the time of the transfer, shall continue in
effect to the same extent as if such transfer
had not occurred, until modified, super-
seded, or repealed. No suit, action, or other
proceeding lawfully commenced by or against
any agency or officer of the United States
acting in his official capacity shall abate by
reason of any transfer made pursuant to this
section, but the court, on motion or supple-
mental petition filed at any time within
twelve months after such transfer takes
effect, showing a necessity for a survival of
such suit, action, or other proceeding to ob-
tain a settlement of the guestions involved,
may allow the same to be maintained by or
against the appropriate agency or officer of
the United States.

“(d) The provisions of this section shall
be effective after ninety days following the
date of its enactment.

“REPORTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

“8Sec. 11. (a) The Secretary shall prepare
and submit to the President for transmittal
to the Congress at least once in each fiscal
year a comprehensive report on the adminis-
tration of this Act.

“{b) In the annual report to be submitted
by June 30, 1967, the Secretary shall make
such recommendations for additional legis-
lation as he deems necessary to promote co-
operation among the several States in the
improvement of traffic safety and to strength-
en the national traffic safety program.

“PAYMENTS

“8ec. 12. Payments of grants under this
Act may be made (after necessary adjust-
ment on account of previously made under-
payments or overpayments) in advance or
by way of reimbursement, and in such in-
stallments and on such conditions as the
Secretary may determine.

“APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

“BEc. 13. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated $100,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1967, $150,000,000 for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, $200,000,000
for the flscal year ending June 30, 1969, and
for each fiscal year thereafter only such sums
as the Congress may authorize by law.”

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I agree
completely with President Johnson’s
statement yesterday that our gravest
problem, second only to the war in Viet-
nam, is “the shocking and senseless
carnage'” of our highways. I am glad
that he has also announced that he in-
tends to propose a comprehensive bill “to
arrest the destruction of life and property
on our highways.” There is room for the
most constructive thought and the most
comprehensive proposals which can be
presented for our consideration. The im-
portant thing is that the appropriate
consideration be given to them, and as
soon as possible.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the remarks of
President Johnson prepared for the
American Trial Lawyers Association
yesterday in New York may appear in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, and that the text
of the address delivered on the same
occasion by Senator KEnnNeEDY of New
York may also appear at the close of
these remarks.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, I would
call particular attention to the analysis
presented by Senator KenweEpy, which
presents the stark outlines of the present
situation and which notes the need for
such legislation as the Hartke-Mackay
bill can provide. Among other things, he
has pointed out that for every 10 billion
miles traveled by train 5 passengers die;
that 13 die for every 10 billion miles in
buses, and 14 in airplanes—all vehicles
which are under Federal regulation
either by the Interstate Commerce Com-
mission or the Civil Aeronautics Board.

But automobiles—

As the Senator notes—

are not subject to any Federal regulation.
And 570 passengers die for every 10 billion
miles traveled by car.

It is the hope and the aim of Repre-
sentative Mackay and myself, and of
those of our colleagues who will join in
and support this bill, that we will be able
in the near future to change this tremen-
dous contrast, to lower the figure to a
more reasonably close comparison, to put
our knowledge to work by Federal stimu-
lation in a great crusade, and to give the
kind of attention needed to the war of
the highways on the homefront as well
as to the war of the jungles in Vietnam.

ExmIBIT 1

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT TO THE MEETING
OF THE AMERICAN TRIAL LAWYERS ASSOCIA-
TION, NEW YORK CITY
My message to the American Trial Lawyers

Association is simple and urgent—We must

stop the slaughter on our highways.

I applaud your dedication to this wvital
task. I share your sense of sharp anxlety
and deepening concern. You and I know
that the gravest problem before this Na-
tion—next to war in Vietnam—Iis the
death and destruction, the shocking and
senseless carnage, that strikes daily on our
highways and that takes a higher and more
terrible toll each year.

It must stop. There is cause for sacrifice in
Vietnam. There is no excuse for suicide at
home.

There is no excuse for 49,000 Americans
killed—3'2 million maimed and injured—
billions lost in property damage and man-
hours—all in the one frightening and tragle
year of 1965.

There can be no excuse for a nation that
tolerates such anarchy on wheels. It is an-
archy when each week nearly 1,000 of us die
in auto accidents and when 70,000 more are
crippled or hurt.

Since 1960, 1,676 Americans have been
killed in Vietnam fighting Communist ag-
gression. But the number of Americans
killed on the highways in 19656 alone was
more than 30 times greater. It is time we
started doing our homework.

There is no excuse for a country—and no
future for a people—that continues to ignore
the mounting weight of evidence.

It is a fact that 605,000 Americans have
died in all wars from the Revolution to Viet-
nam—190 years—while 114 million Ameri-
cans have died on our highways in only 25
years.

It is a fact that if we continue at our pres-
ent suicidal rate, half of all Americans will
one day suffer death or serious injury on our
highways.

It is a prediction, on officlal Government
estimate, that our death toll may exceed
70,000 each year within the next decade.
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I accept the facts. I refuse to accept the
prediction. This administration has moved
and will move to stop the slaughter—to re-
place sulcide with sanity, and anarchy with
safety.

The existing Federal-ald highway program
gave new and high priority to the elimina-
tion of dangerous highway locations. Some
39 States have already spent $656 million on
such projects, of which $26 million was pro-
vided by the Federal Government.

But more—much more—remains to be
done.

I will shortly propose a comprehensive
Highway Safety Act of 1966 to arrest the
destruction of life and property on our
highways.

I want to encourage your organization to
carry the crusade for highway safety to
every State, community, and individual.
Your constant and constructive efforts have
already achieved much. Now, together with
every American of sense and conscience, we
can and must achieve more.

L¥nponN B. JOHNSON.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR RoBERT F. KENNEDY,
AMERICAN TRIAL LAWYERS ASSOCIATION,
WALDORF ASTORIA, FEEBRUARY 2, 1966
Alexis de Tocqueville once said that no

.Eepublic could hope to exist “if the influence

of lawyers in public business did not increase

in proportion to the power of the people.”

That judgment has been upheld by time—as

each generation of American lawyers exer-

cised new leadership to face the new prob-
lems of its own day.

Now you of the American Trial Lawyers
Association have an opportunity and a re-
sponsibility to lead the way in solving what
President Kennedy called “perhaps the great-
est of the Nation’s public health problems.”

And your efforts—your public statements
and your publications, the very fact of this
meeting today—show that you are in the
best of the tradition of which de Tocqueville
spoke.

The problem of which I speak, of course,
is the tragic toll on our highways.

In 1965 alone, 50,000 Americans died in
lautomobile crashes; 150,000 were perma-
nently crippled.

Since 1900, over a million and one-half
Americans have died in motor vehicle acci-
dents—more than twice as many as have
died in all the battles the Nation has fought
since 1776.

Every week, more Americans die on our
highways than have died in Vietnam in a
year of combat.

The extent of the damage grows every year.

By 1975, it is estimated that 100,000 Ameri-
cans will lose their lives in traffic accidents
every year.

Every year, the danger of driving a mile on
our roads increases.

No one is safe, no one is protected; for the
very structure of our society is founded upon
the automobile,

A great majority of American families de-
pend on their cars to get to work, to mar-
ket, to school, to friends, and to family.

And even those who do not drive cars
must share the streets with them.

There are in the United States about 89
milllon automobiles—an average of more
than 1 per family.

And because all of us live with the auto-
mobile, none of us is far from dying with it.

There are almost none among us who have
not known, in our families or among our
friends, a life cut short, a family broken, a
child’s promise turned abruptly into the
might have been.

Human life Is uncertain; and in our
knowledge of this fact, we have tended to
think of these deaths as the necessary price
of progress—as & chance willingly assumed
by all who took to the road.

But the tragedy is that all this has not
been necessary.
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Accidents can be limited in number; and
their consequences can be made far less
severe.

Improved driver licensing could prevent
many unfit and incapable persons from
driving.

Improved driver education could help to
train safer drivers.

Stronger law enforcement could cut down
on the incidents of drunken driving—which
is a factor in over half of all fatal automo-
bile accidents.

And improved roads would by themselves
be a major safety factor.

All these things are necessary.

All will require action at every level of
government—Ilocal, State, and Federal.

But the factor in automobile safety which
is most often neglected is the design of the
automobile itself; and it is that which I
would discuss with you today.

For it is clear that the vast scientific and
technical resources of the United States in
general—and of the automobile industry in
particular—are not giving the safety of
American motorists the attention they de-
mand and deserve.

General Motors, for example, had in 1985
a profit of $2.1 billion—larger than that of
any corporation in the world.

Yet the entire auto industry spent only
#8 million—well under 1 percent of its prof-
its—on research to save the lives of those
who buy its products.

Clearly, these expenditures on research are
grossly inadequate.

But that is only part of the story.

For we have not even begun to use the
results of research or experience that we
have.

Cars can be made more safe; but automo-
bile manufacturers have not done so.

The installation of such simple devices
as doors which stay closed in a crash, im-
proved seat belts and anchorages, Impact-
absorbing steering wheels, even a simple
$2 item such as an outside rear-view mirror—
all of these would help reduce the deaths
and injuries on our highways.

Yet none of these are standard equipment
on American automobiles.

The Federal Government knows this; and
it has required 16 basic safety features to be
incorporated in all automobiles it buys this
year.

The American Trial Lawyers Association
knows this, and you have recommended eight
additional major safety features for all auto-
mobiles.

All of us have learned from the advances
in aerospace and aviation that we can have
car brake systems that “fall safe” and not in
a crash: that steering mechanisms can have
a backup system that gives the driver control
if the main system fails; that car seats and
dashboards can be designed to protect rather
than maim or kill.

Fallure analysis has been developed into a
fine science.

Space engineers are able to compute the
safety requirements that will guarantee that
a part will not fail during its normal life-
time.

They have engineered into electronic parts
& reliability that insures that our astronauts
will come back safely.

These engineers know from experience
when a part will fail; they know by calcula-
tion when a system will fail; and when a
system of parts cannot be made sufficiently
safe, they deslgn a backup system that will
take over in case of failure.

Amerlicans know that we have the techni-
cal knowledge to build these devices—and
that they do not need to be prohibitively
expensive.

Still the Iindustry has claimed that the
problems of brake fallure, tire collapse and
other major failures are beyond their en-
gineering skill.
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These same manufacturers are willing to
guarantee the rellability of complex mis-
sile and space systems they sell to the Armed
Forces.

The contrast is odd indeed.

I submit that there is no lack of engineer-
ing ability in the United States today.

Excuses for catastrophic failure—for the
early Corvair or the Buick Roadmaster—are
an insult to the professional abilities of all
American engineers.

The truth is that engineers are not asked
to design for safety.

In Detroit, all too often, the laurels go
to the engineer who designs a flashy but
deadly chrome gadget for the dashboard,
who takes a dime out of the brake mecha-
nism, or who shaves the cost—and the per=-
formance—of a tire.

One of the most blatant examples of re-
fusal to follow known safety practices is in
the sale of tires.

As both the American Trial Lawyers As-
sociation and the Federal Trade Commission
have pointed out, new cars are sold with
tires which cannot safely carry more than
three people and no luggage.

The cars, however, are advertised as per-
fectly adequate for carrying six people and
large amounts of luggage.

Tire and automobile manufacturers make
every effort to confuse the buyer.

It is almost impossible for the buyer to
know that the few dollars off the price of
his car significantly increases the danger
to himself and to his family.

The National Safety Council had told us
that tire failure accounted for 10 percent
of all fatal accidents on highways in 1964—
for 4,000 deaths.

The irresponsibility which helped to cause
those deaths is hard to imagine—or to de-
scribe.

These practices must stop.

I fully endorse the position of the Ameri-
can Trial Lawyers Assoclation.

The Federal Government should set mini-
mum safety standards for automobiles—and
tires—just as it now does for planes, ships,
and trains.

The Interstate Commerce Commission
many years ago, first required pullman cars
to be built out of steel instead of metal.

Five passengers die for every 10 billion
miles traveled by train.

The same Commission requires minimum
construction standards for buses.

Thirteen passengers die for every 10 bil-
lion miles traveled in buses.

The Civil Aeronautics Board dictates in
minute detail changes necessary to protect
air travelers.

And 14 passengers die for every 10 billion
miles traveled in airplanes.

But automobiles are not subject to any
Federal regulation.

And 570 passengers die for every 10 billion
miles traveled by car.

The contrast is too marked to be accl-
dental.

Minimum standards for automobiles must
be set.

Clearly, States cannot regulate the con-
struction of automobiles which are sold and
driven across all State lines.

Therefore, the Federal Government must
take the lead.

The Federal Government can also help to
develop new Information on traffic safety.

Together with Senator Risicorr and other
concerned Senators, I have introduced a bill
to create a National Highway Traffic Safety
Center.

But the primary burden of research must
be borne by the academic community—and
above all, by the automobile manufacturers
themselves.

One research area in which Federal action
is needed, however, 18 a uniform system of
data collection and analysis of trafic acci-
dents.
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Full information on accidents would allow
us to pinpoint those models and design fea-
tures which are hazardous and require
change.

These recommendations may well be con-
tvained in the message on car safety which
the President will send to Congress. In my
judgment, they deserve the support of the
Congress—and they will have it.

It will be objected that the necessary
changes in car design will not be accepted
by buyers—and that safety features should
be optional equipment.

But we must all drive on the same roads.

No one can buy optional equipment for
other people’s cars.

If the car in the next lane has a blowout
and goes out of control, the fact that I
bought adequate tires will not prevent a
crash.

We all pay for safe bridges, for safe roads,
and for traffic lights.

We must all pay also for those features on
our automobiles which will protect others
as well as ourselves.

It will also be argued that the cost of the
safety features themselves is prohibitive.

But the cost of traffic accidents last year—
measured only in insurance payments for
death, injury and damage, in days lost from
work, in congestion in the courts and in the
hospitals—this cost was $8 billion.

A single Government agency, the Depart-
ment of Defense, estimates that traffic acci-
dents cost it more than $83 million in a
single year.

And the human cost is beyond measure-
ment.

So all of us—at every level of government,
in State capitols and county courthouses, in
private groups and most of all, in the auto-
mobile industry itself—must now fulfill our
responsibility to the hundreds of thousands
of Amerlcans whose life or death depends on
what we do in the months and years ahead.

Further inaction will be criminal—for it
will be with full knowledge that our action
can make a difference, that auto deaths can
be cut down, that the slaughter on our high-
ways 1s needless waste.

Present airport runways are often inade-
quate for high-performance aircraft, and
planes sometimes crash as a result,

When military commanders want money
to extend these runways, they place the boots
of the dead pllots on the conference table
before them.,

The boots of millions of traffic victims, past
and future, are on the table before us.

It is time to act.

Mr. HARTEKE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill be held
at the desk for cosponsors for 1 week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill
will be held at the desk as requested.

The bill (S. 2871) to amend Public Law
660, 86th Congress, to establish a Na-
tional Traffic Safety Agency to provide
national leadership to reduce traffic acci-
dent losses by means of intensive re-
search and vigorous application of find-
ings, and for other purposes, introduced
by Mr. HAarRTKE, was received, read twice
by its title, and referred to the Commit-
tee on Commerce.

DEVELOPMENT OF OUTDOOR REC-
REATION AREAS AND FACILITIES
FOR PUBLIC USE BY PRIVATE EN-
TERPRISE
Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, the

rapid growth of our population and the

rapid consumption of open spaces has
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created a critical need for the timely de-
velopment of recreational areas.

One can get some idea of the demand
for these facilities if one realizes that
in an average year more than 1 billion
persons visit our Federal park system and
an additional 400 million enjoy the facil-
ities provided through the State park
systems.

The Federal Government has tried to
meet the need for rapid development
of recreational facilities through a va-
riety of programs under the supervision
of the Department of the Interior and
the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation. In
recent years we have been spending more
than $1,500 million in Federal funds
annually for this purpose. State gov-
ernments have been spending more
than $343 million for the same purpose.
These figures represent total capital in-
vestment and are exclusive of the cost
of maintenance and operations.

Mr. President, we can be certain that
the demand for recreational facilities
will grow and will be accompanied by in-
creasing costs to government at all levels.
I believe that there would be great ad-
vantages, and great savings in cost to
local, State, and Federal government, if
private enterprise could be stimulated to
invest in public recreation.

The present lending program of the
Small Business and Farmers Home Ad-
ministrations have failed to stimulate
private investment in recreational facil-
ities. I am, therefore, proposing a new
program of Government guaranteed
loans by private lenders for this purpose.

The bill which I introduce today is the
result of extended consultation with pri-
vate investors, recreational developers,
and governments officials. I believe that
the advantages of increased recreational
development, decreased Government
costs, increased stimulation of private
enterprise, and decreased withdrawal of
land from the tax roles of our States give
the program which I am proposing
unique advantages.

Mr. President, I introduce this bill for
myself and for my colleagues, Senators
BarTLETT, COOPER, MCcGOVERN, and PELL,
and I ask unanimous consent that this
bill lie on the table for the addition of
cosponsors until the close of business on
February 9.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the biil
will lie on the desk, as requested by the
Senator from Maryland.

The bill (S. 2872) to encourage private
enterprise in the establishment and de-
velopment of outdoor areas and facilities
for public use, and for other purposes
introduced by Mr. BREwsTER (for him-
self and other Senators), was received,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

NATIONAL COUNTRY MUSIC MONTH

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a joint resolu-
tion requesting and authorizing Presi-
dent Johnson to officially proclaim the
month of October as National Country
Music Month.

1991

Some 41 years ago country music
started its rise from rural regional folk
music to an international industry com=-
manding an audience today of more than
25 million fans throughout the world.
Its development has closely paralleled
and been inextricably entwined with the
development and refinement of elec-
tronics broadcasting media, including
radios, television, and phonograph
recordings. In this connection it is
interesting to note that the oldest con-
tinuous radio broadcast in existence is
the Grand Ole Opry out of Music City,
U.S.A., Nashville, Tenn. Having started
out with two performers in 1925, it now
reaches some 10 million persons each
week and provides the hub of a $100
million industry in the Tennessee capital.

But, Mr. President, when I speak of
country music as having its origins in
rural regional folk music, I do not mean
to imply it came from any single section
of our country, but, rather, prior to the
advent of mass electronic communica-
tion, each rural region developed its
own music within its mores. Today it
includes ballads and heart songs, blue-
grass and western songs, fiddle, guitar,
and banjo tunes, folk oriented religious
songs, and just plain good old hoedown
musie.

Much of the history and background
concerning country music’s development
is set forth in a recent article on Nash-
ville, Tenn., appearing in the Grit news-
paper. I ask unanimous consent that it
be reprinted in the REcorp at the conclu-
sion of my remarks.

Mr. President, I am proud to introduce
this measure to give adequate recog-
nition to the part country music plays
in our heritage, history, and traditions.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be received and
appropriately referred; and, without ob-
jection, the article will be printed in the
RECORD.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 135)
to request the President to designate the
month of October as National Country
Music Month, introduced by Mr. Bass,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The article presented by Mr. Bass is
as follows:

[From the Grit, Jan. 30, 1966]

THE NAsHVILLE Sounp—More Music Pours
OuT OoF TENNESSEE'S CAPITAL THAN ELSE-
WHERE IN THE UNITED STATES

(By Bob Shelton)

Nashville, the capital of Tennessee, Is
known as an educational, medical, and pub-
lishing center and as the place that sent An-
drew Jackson and James Polk to the White
House.

Less well-known about Nashville is that it
is the home of a $100 million International
musle industry. It has become the hub of
a recording, publishing, broadcasting, and
personal appearance network that spreads
around the world,

Although many people still think that the
the popular music industry is centered in
Hollywood, Manhattan’s Tin Pan Alley, or,
more recently, in Liverpool rock 'n roll clubs,
Nashville is probably the center of more mu-
sical activity than are any of these other
metropolises.

The statistical evidence Is impressive:
There are probably more than 25 million
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country music fans in the world. To serve
their tastes, Nashville is the center of a per-
sonal appearance empire that sends out per-
formers for a total of nearly 15,000 perform-
ances annually. Nearly one out of every
two popular music recordings made in the
United States is made in Nashville. Some
500 songwriters live in or near Music City,
TU.S.A, and more than two-dozen recording
ovtrlicyrecerdin T orethsn iore -

Last year marked many events and anni-
versaries of consequence to Nashville. For-
ty-one years ago, the radio show “Grand Ole
Opry,” which was to be the chief reason for
the development of the Nashville industry,
began to broadcast. Twenty-one years ago,
the first commercial recording was made in
the Tennessee city.

To show that the Nashville story is not
just one of a past glory but rather one of a
continuing spiral of growth, 1965 also marked
the opening of two new studios by recording
companies.

All of which adds up to a portrait of the
Tennessee capital as a sort of show business
boomtown. The spirit of the musicians
and officials who staff the Nashville industry
is not the least of the city's subjects of
pride. For there is a certain sense of pride
in the “underdog” music that helped to make
Nashville the thriving music center it is to-

day.

Although the city’s industry was bullt
upon country music, the last 15 years have
seen another phenomenon there. The re-
laxed atmosphere of the town, the availabil-
ity of able accompanists and sidemen, the
resources of excellent recording studios have
made many pop-music stars gravitate to
Nashville.

One recording director has described the
town as a “Mayo clinic” for performers
whose careers are lagging; they go to Nash-
ville to change their luck, to start off on a
new rise to stardom.

But Nashville is not only a haven for
singers in trouble, Burl Ives, Perry Como,
Rosemary Clooney are a few of the success-
ful ones who have recorded there. Interest-
ingly enough, two European singing stars,
Rita Pavone and Sylvie Vartan, recently
came to the United States and journeyed to
Music City for recording sessions.

The origin and the exact definition of “The
Nashville Sound” cannot be established.
More than anything, it seems to connote a
quality of ease and relaxation, an unhurried,
unpressured atmosphere that the Southern
center offers to performers, and that they,
in turn, pass on to their fans.

Long before the phrase “Nashville Sound”
entered the language of the music business,
the town started on its destiny as a music
center. November 28, 1925, the first barn
dance program was presented on the newly
established radio station WSM. The an-
nouncer-host was a former newspaperman
named George D. Hay, who had earlier
helped radio station WLS in Chicago start
its barn dance program.

The performers on that first show were an
80-year-old bearded fiddler named Uncle
Jimmy Thompson and his niece, Eva Thomp-
son Jones, who played plano and sang.
Uncle Jimmy scraped out an hour's worth of
old jigs, reels, and sentimental parlor and
country songs.

After only a few minutes, requests began
to pour into the station from listeners by
wire and telephone. It was a hit.

Two years later, George Hay, known by his
nickname, “The Solemn Old Judge,” re-
named the show “Grand Ole Opry,” and it
has become the grand old dinosaur of Amer-
ican radio.

Having missed air time during a few of the
late President Franklin D. Roosevelt's fireside
chats, the “Grand Ole Opry" is the oldest con-
tinuous broadcast in radio. Either directly
on its clear-channel station or through sub-
sidiary syndicated shows, the country music
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on the Opry reaches some 10 million persons
each week.

‘When the Opry started, country music was
also in its Infancy. It was then just a rural
folk music, instrumentally and vocally, that
was finding an outlet over the young media of
disk recording and radio. (The first country
recording of consequence was Fiddling John
Carson's Atlanta session of 1923.)

T A T Wad T alestzondaaoradia, Rerorda.
ing and radio, that were to transform a re-
gional folk music into an international
industry.

The Opry today and the music recorded in
Nashville reflect how comprehensive the term
“country muslec” has become. It includes
ballads, heart songs, bluegrass, western
songs, train songs, breakdowns, fiddle and
guitar tunes, and hoedowns.

Country music embraces a wide range from
the strictly traditional folk-oriented to the
bright, urbane love ballads, or novelty or
sacred tunes that have a distinctly modern
flavor. As in jazz and pop music, there are a
variety of styles and approaches to country
music, and the fans will often debate the
merits of one over another with considerable
passion.

Today the Opry, held in a former taber-
nacle called Ryman Auditorium, has grown
to a 4l4-hour marathon. As many as 5,000
persons will turn out on a Saturday night to
watch the colorful performance.

The Opry is a tourist attraction in its own
right, having already drawn more than
7,600,000 visitors. Among its stars have been
Hank Snow, Ernest Tubb, Cousin Minnie
Pearl, Roy Acuff, Webb Plerce, Eddy Arnold,
the Carter family, Bill Monroe, Flatt and
Scruggs, Pete Drake, and a host of others.

The 40-year history of country music has
seen a long and distinguished roster of per-
formers who have helped to set fashions and
styles. Among these are Jimmie Rodgers,
Hank Williams, and Jim Reeves.

Recording in Nashville began sometime
in the spring of 1945, when Paul Cohen ran
a sesslon with Red Foley, one of the stars of
the Second World War era. The recording
companies, during the 1920’s and 1930’s, had
made disks in such places as Atlanta, Fort
Worth, Chicago, and, of course, New York
City.

Byut it was becoming apparent that each
Saturday's Opry broadcast was bringing the
stars through Nashville, and it would be
only natural to record them there. By the
early 1850's, every major label and many
minor labels had their officials on the job
in Nashville.

Record Row in Nashville today is a gleam-
ing street of publishing companies, recording
studios, talent agencies, and similar enter-
prises.

The euphoria that Nashville's steadily spi-
raling musie industry seems to engender has
now established itself overseas. The trend
began in the Second World War. Just as
many & city-bred American first became
aware of songs like “The Wabash Cannon-
ball” and “Tennessee Waltz” in an army
barracks, so did many listeners overseas.

Broadcasts of country music on Armed
Forces network stations in Europe and Asia
greatly helped to spread the Nashville sound
to forelgn listeners.

As a consequence, Tokyo now boasts its
own Grand Ole Opry show plus many coun-
try bands and singers. The recordings of
Jim Reeves, who died in a tragic air crash in
the summer of 1964, have been consistently
strong sellers in such places as Great Britain
and Scandinavia.

In Canada and Australia, the variants of
the music from Nashville are so widely known
that many fans there, if asked for the name
of a top American singer, might name Hank
Snow rather than Frank Sinatra.

Elements of country music have so thor-
oughly entered the mainstream of American
pop music that 1t is often difficult to say
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where country leaves off and pop begins.
The major revolution in pop music in recent
years was, after all, started by a country
singer from Tupelo, Miss.,, named Elvis
Presley.

The distinctive style of songwriting from
Nashville has been a source of endless fas-
cination to music students. They can dis-
cern many characteristics in the content
snd.Jorm.of o fha, canicl fang==a closeness..
to reality, a willingness to face life's prob-
lems head on, less fantasy, and more basic
coping with such subjects as poverty, in-
fidelity, death, and rejection.

Interestingly enough, the wurban folk-
music revival of the last 8 years has also
spurred the popularity of much of Nash-
ville's music among collegians and city
youth. The whole trend toward country
music can be properly assessed as a change
in values in which the sophisticated life of
the allenated city dweller has found a sense
of loss, a sense of loneliness that the down-
to-earth values of country life and country
music can assuage.

It is, indeed, a reflection of the values
of American life that some people find re-
flected in country music, and that is what is
conceivably making it “the folk music of
tomorrow.”

For many sophisticated ecity listeners,
Nashville music is an acquired taste. The
nasal sounds, the twang, the simplicity, the
lack of subtlety are at first forbidding, Later,
they can become the very source of the
charm and appeal of country music.

In Bluegrass—the sprightly, jazzlike string-
band music—many city dwellers have found
an exciting element of movement and inter-
play. In the event or saga songs (“Battle
of New Orleans”), they have found Ameri-
cana brought back to life. In some country
ballads (“Saginaw, Michigan" or “Big, Bad
John”), they have found the delights of tall
tales or legends set to catching music.

Not the least that can be said in favor of
the music streaming out of Nashvllle on to
some 1,500 radio stations in the TUnited
States is that the ironclad grip of cultural
centralization has been broken. America
has at least two popular musics now, and
Nashville is the steadily growing center of
one of them. It has a vast audience around
the Nation and around the world.

Country music has put Nashville on the
map, and today Nashville is putting a vital
form of popular culture into the ears and
hearts of countless milllons of listeners.

EXTENSION OF TIME TO FILE CER-
TAIN REPORTS OF PERMANENT
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGA-
TIONS OF COMMITTEE ON GOV-
ERNMENT OPERATIONS

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, at the
request of the senior Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. McCrLELLAN], I ask unani-
mous consent that the Committee on
Government Operations be given until
April 30, 1966, to file certain reports of
its Permanent Subcommittee on Investi-
gations. These reports are entitled “Di-
version of Union-Welfare Pension Funds
of Allied Trades Council and Teamsters
Local 815" and the “Investigation Into
Federally Insured Banks.” There are
certain current matters pending which
are expected to be completed in the next
90 days. These facts should be incor-
porated in the conclusions of these re-
ports.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
the request of the Senator from Wash-
ington will be granted.
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ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL
AND JOINT RESOLUTION

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

Authority of January 27, 1966:

5.2842. A bill to assist city demonstra-
tion programs for rebuilding slums and
blighted areas and for providing the pub-
lic facilities and services necessary to im-
prove the general welfare of the people who
live in these areas: Mr. Bass, Mr. BayH, Mr.
CLARK, Mr. HarT, Mr. HARTKE, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. Javirs, Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts,
Mr. EENNEDY of New York, Mr. McCARTHY,
Mr. McNamara, Mr. MonDaLE, Mr. RIBICOFF,
Mr. TYDINGs, and Mr. YARBOROUGH.

Authority of January 26, 1966:

8.J. Res. 128. Joint resolution to amend
the Constitution as to the length of terms of
Representatives in the U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives: Mr. BENNETT and Mr. BogGs.

NOTICE OF HEARING ON PROCE-
DURES FOR THE REMOVAL, RE-
TIREMENT AND DISCIPLINING OF
CERTAIN FEDERAL JUDGES

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, as
chairman of the Judiciary Committee’s
Subcommittee on Improvements in Ju-
dicial Machinery, I wish to announce that
a hearing on procedures for the removal,
retirement, and disciplining of unfit
Federal judges will be held on Tuesday,
February 15, 1966, at 9:30 a.m., in room
6226 of the New Senate Office Building.

The purpose of this opening hearing
will be to reveal what procedures are pres-
ently available to remove or replace an
unfit judge and how well these pro-
cedures are working. The subcommit-
tee's ultimate goal is to determine what
legislation, if any, is necessary in order
to increase the ability of the judiciary to
police its own house.

Any person who wishes to testify on
February 15, or who desires to submit a
statement for inclusion in the record,
should communicate with the Subcom-
mittee on Improvements in Judicial Ma-
chinery, room 6308, New Senate Office
Building.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had agreed to the amendments of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 30) to pro-
vide for participation of the United
States in the Inter-American Cultural
and Trade Center in Dade County, Fla.,
and for other purposes.

The message informed the Senate
that, pursuant to the provisions of sec-
tion 1, Public Law 86-420, the Speaker
had appointed Mr. Mize of Kansas as a
member of the U.S. delegation of the
Mexico-United States Interparliamen-
tary Group, vice Mr, SpringER of Illinois,
excused.

ADDRESSES, EDITORIALS, ARTICLES,
ETC., PRINTED IN THE RECORD

On request, and by unanimous con-
sent, addresses, editorials, articles, ete.,
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were ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:
By Mr, SIMPSON:

Sermon-address delivered by Senator Scorr
of Pennsylvania at St. Johns Episcopal
Church in Georgetown at the annual Church-
Government Sunday.

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET HAS NO
REAL ANSWER FOR KILLING
SCHOOL MILK PROGRAM

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, once
again I protest the unreasonable, un-
justifiable, and totally indefensible cut
in the school milk program.

I have sought an answer from the De-
partment of Agriculture. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture was friendly and co-
operative, but not convincing in their
interpretation to me. Yesterday during
his appearance before the Joint Economic
Committee, I sought some explanation
from Mr. Charles Schultze, Director of
the Bureau of the Budget. Mr. Schultze
is a capable and articulate spokesman
for the Bureau which he directs. How-
ever, my questions remain unanswered.
No real explanation has been offered, no
satisfactory reasons have been given.

This program of providing milk to
American schoolchildren has earned and
deserved to earn, both praise and appre-
ciation from all our people. No charges
of waste or inefficiency have been made.
There has been not a whisper of mis-
management, not a hint of abuse.

Instead the States want the school
milk program, the newspapers laud the
school milk program, and most impor-
tantly the children of America need the
school milk program.

Unless the administration moves im-
mediately to restore the cuts already
made in this year’s school milk program
and rescinds its illogical plan for an 80-
percent cut in next year’s program, grim
alternatives face our schoolchildren and
our dedicated State school administra-
tors.

Only children who can be shown to
be needy will receive assistance under
the new proposal. The meaning of this
directive is only too clear. A means test
will have to be employed—that affront
to a family’s dignity. A child will have
to swallow his and his family’s pride in
order to swallow a glass of cold milk.
Is this just? Is this right—to subject a
child and his parents to a public
admission of need in order to receive the
vitamins and nutrition his growing body
needs? :

Or are we to place this heavy burden
of selection and decision on the shoulders
of the State and local school adminstra-
tors? This again is obviously unfair,

The fact is that we have a surplus of
milk. It makes no sense to me, through
a bookkeeping maneuver which will ac-
tually mean a loss to the Commodity
Credit Corporation, to deprive millions
of schoolchildren of the milk they need.
Only a small percentage of the school-
children can qualify as actually needy,
but most families with children in school
are likely to be on a strained budget.
‘This is the time in life when the mother
cannot work. The children are an eco-
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nomic burden, they cannot earn any-
thing. This is the time when young
families most need assistance. This is
a program with virtually no waste in it,
and I do hope that the administration
will reconsider.

The only answer is an immediate res-
toration of the unfortunate and tragic
cuts in the school milk program.

NEW YORK TIMES REPORTS NA-
TURE OF NATIONAL CONCERN
WITH VIETNAM

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
public opinion polls of competent pro-
fessionals such as Gallup, Harris, and
others serve a highly useful public fune-
tion. But they can be deceptive if there
is not an attempt to look behind these
polls in depth to find out what the an-
swers really mean.

The Vietnam situation is one in which
public opinion polls are especially un-
satisfactory. Today most Americans
stand behind the administration on
whatever it wishes to do in Vietnam,
for the good and sensible reason that
most Americans like and trust the Presi-
dent and recognize that he has far more
information than they have, especially
in the military and diplomatic aspects
of the war.

At the same time an inguiry in depth
shows that this support is troubled and
concerned. If the President decides
we must bomb, most Americans accept
that decision, but with the same kind of
a troubled heart as the President him-
self must.

They want us to meet and stop Com-
munist aggression. Yet they want peace.
They want us to meet our commitments
made in honor as a nation, but they want
a stop to the killing as soon as possible.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senator
from Wisconsin may have an additional
3 minutes.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the dis-
tinguished majority leader.

The New York Times has done great
national service in trying to probe and
develop these reflections in depth about
the Vietnam war. This study tells us
far more about national attitudes than
the bare poll results, which on the sur-
face can be highly deceptive.

I ask unanimous consent that the sur-
vey in depth on national attitudes to-
ward the Vietnam war in this morning's
New York Times be printed at this point
in the Recorb.

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

[From the New York Times, Feb. 3, 1966]
Wme SurPporT Founp 1IN NATION FOR RE-
NEWED VIETNAM BOMBING

A spot check by the New York Times indi-
cates widespread support in the Nation for
President Johnson’s decision to resume the
bombing of North Vietnam.,

Mixed with this support, however, is fear
of a possible nuclear conflict and confusion
over U.S, strategy.
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Opinion across the Nation appeared to be
in general agreement, with the exception of
the South. There the view that the United
States should press the war harder seemed to
predominate.

The prevailing national mood was summed
up by a Methodist minister in Madison, Wis.

“I think the people as a whole support the
resumption of bombing, but with a troubled
conscience,” he sald. “Most of the people
feel a loyalty to the Government and support
for the elected officlals that require them to
rely on their judgments. But I feel more
people are sicker of war now than at any time
in our history.”

Ten staff correspondents Interviewed State
and local officials, professional and business-
men, editors, students, and others on opinion
in their communities. The results reflect a
broad trend, though they do not purport to
be scientific.

Many of those guestioned seemed to feel
that while the President had all the facts
and probably knew what was best, there still
was the “nagging possibility,” as one Cali-
fornian put it, “that perhaps, just perhaps,
the minority is correct after all.”

“It’s hard to fit all these different elements
together so they make sense,” a Michigan
university president said. *“The loyal citizen
has a little sense of distress and uneasiness
because it doesn't quite come clear cut.”

For some, anxiety over nuclear war has
become intense. The wife of a New Mexico
sclentist called for disengagement in Vietnam
no matter what the cost. “I'd just rather be
Red than dead,” she said.

The feeling of militancy in the South was
generally attributed to the region’s long-
standing tradition of military distinction, as
well as to the large number of troops sta-
tloned there.

But one Mississippian explained it in part
as a reaction to frustration over civil rights
advances. “They don’t see much that they
can do to stop civil rights activity,” he said,
“go this seems to make them want to stop the
Communists just that much more.”

An indication that some segments of the
public may be poorly informed on Vietnam
emerged from a recent poll of undergraduates
at a college in Pittsburgh. Half of the stu-
dents, many of whom may soon be drafted,
could not answer such basic questions as
“Who is Ho Chi Minh?” and “Where is
Dienbienphu?”

One Texas newsdealer found, however, that
interest in the war had picked up lately. In
the last week, he said, he has sold a number
of maps of Vietnam.

PACIFIC MOUNTAIN STATES
Perplexity in California
(By Gladwin Hill)

Los AwcELEs, February 2—"Confusion”
and “perplexity” are two words that crop up
repeatedly in any sounding of public senti-
ment on the Vietnam situation in this area.

There is no doubt among well-placed ob-
servers of collective opinion—political lead-
ers, businessmen, professional people, educa-
tors, clergymen, editors—about why people
are confused.

“It's because they sense that the admin-
istration is confused,” one said. ‘President
Johnson and Secretary Rusk have kept re-
iterating the ultimate goal of our Vietnam
involvement: to stop communism. Nobody
can challenge that. But there’s a vast gap
between that goal and the inconclusive mill-
tary operaitons we see from day to day. The
necessary connection between the two is ob-
scure, questionable. That gap is where peo-
ple are floundering—along with the admin-
istration.”

“If President Johnson had sald we'll esca-
late and smash through to victory at what-
ever cost, it would have been accepted by
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the average citizen,” said Julius Leetham,
who as county chairman heads the largest
bloec of Republicans in California.

“The fact that there have been apparent
misgivings in the Democratic leadership
about whether we should be in there at all
has pushed the average citizen into intel-
lectual perplexity.”

Poll of Students

A recent poll of students at the University
of California, Los Angeles, on proper course
in Vietnam ylelded these responses:

For pursuance of present operations, 2,164,

For *“escalation,” even into Communist
China, 498.

For immediate withdrawal, 553.

For stopping bombing in hopes of peace,
763

For withdrawal to a “neutral” position,
690.

‘While most of the respondents in this poll
presumably were not of voting age, the shad-
ing of sentiment encountered in a canvass of
adult oplnlon leaders suggested that feel-
ings generally in the Pacific Southwest might
divide in about the same ratio.

Opinion has not yet generally crystallized
into aggressive points of view. But indica-
tions are that it would not take many radical
developments, either favorable or adverse
to polarize it.

“People are supporting the President on
Vietnam—and at this juncture they'd sup-
port him if he chose to withdraw,” said
Philip Kerby, editor of the liberal magazine
Frontier.

“Opinion is becoming more definite on
both sides of the question—mostly, I think,
because of the growing intensity of public
discussion,” commented Leonard Mandel, a
shoe manufacturer.

The Surface Facts

The consensus is that the public is well in.
formed about the surface facts of the Viet-
nam situation, but hazy about the rationale
and the administration’s approach to it.

“People generally just don't know the rea-
son for our Vietnam involvement,” sald Dr.
Neil Jacoby, dean of the UCLA Business
School.

“I think there is understanding that our
alm is to prevent the spread of communism®
said Dr. Robert G. Neumann, UCLA polit-
ical science professor. *“But things come out,
like the Fanfanl peace overture that give
even the President’s strong supporters the
feeling that things are not being told."”

The persistence of uncertainty about the
Nation’s course seems to be bringing closer a
critical juneture in public opinion.

“It's now become a question of get out or
get tougher,” commented Conrad Jamison, a
vice president of one of California’s largest
banks. “We're doing nothing decisive. If
nothing decisive continues to be done, dis-
satisfaction will grow.”

Reflecting this trend, a prominent Beverly
Hills dentist, Dr. Fern Petty, the normally
jovial former president of Optimists Interna-
tional declared impatiently: “I'm sick and
tired of our kissing everybody's foot. We
ought to go in there and blast the hell out
of Hanol, We're seeking peace, and that's
the quickest way to get it. We're actually
impairing our position internationally. Peo-
ple abroad say: “There's that great big pow-
er—and it can’t even hold South Vietnam.”

Heads a Large Temple

More mildly, but no less pointedly, Rabbi
Edgar Magnin of the Wilshire Boulevard
Temple, one of the world's largest Jewish con-
gregations, commented:

“I get around a lot and I haven't met
anybody who likes this venture—Jew, Chris-
tian, Chinaman, or atheist. I don’t think
anybody with half a brain wants to be in this
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thing, because it can't solve anything. If we
did win militarily, 6 months later there'd
be another government in there. But If it's
going to be a war, it should be an all-out
war. If it ism’'t, we ought to get out.”

Simon Cassldy, a newspaper publisher and
president of the California Democratic Coun-
cil, a liberal rank-and-file party organization,
commented:

“The kind of people I talk to—mostly peo-
ple in the CDC—are disappointed to see the
bombing resume. Right now they're willing
to take the President's appraisal as long as
they don't see a lot of coffins coming back,
or it isn't costing too much money, or there
isn't any rationing. But as the going gets
tougher, people’s questions will get tougher.
They're going to ask: ‘What the hell are we
doing over there? What can bloodying up
some jungle do to defend our freedom?”

There is little evidence that opinion on
Vietnam follows economic or class lines. The
dominant considerations, cross-sectional in
nature, are such things as the draft and,
subtly, the national economy.

Mrs. Robert Neumann, a member of the
MecCone Commisslon that investigated the
Watts riots, said, “I have gotten a feeling
that really disadvantaged people don't think
much about international affairs—but that’s
just an impression. But you do get other
divisions of opinion. In my United Nations
group, which is principally middle-class,
there are idealists who believe the war is
dreadful and should be stopped immediate~
ly—but there are those who think it's neces-
sary.”

Resignation in Northwest
(By Lawrence E. Davies)

8an Frawcisco, February 2.—Deep-seated
regret that bombing of North Vietnam was
renewed has gripped the Pacific and bordering
States. But the mood of a substantial ma-
jority, as suggested by inquiries in a cross-
section of opinion leaders, is one of resigna-
tion to the belief that perhaps there was no
practical alternative.

Even among the clergy, where the bombing
renewal was widely deplored, some in high
places subscribed to this bellef. And some
of the “noisy minority” of opponents of
bombing, on and off college campuses, ac-
knowledged that they were outnumbered by
supporters of President Johnson's actlon.

Repeatedly, in northern California, the Pa-
cific Northwest, Alaska, and neighboring
Btates, questioners met substantially with
this reply:

“I find a lot of people, probably a ma-
jority, saying the President and his ad-
viser have the information and we have to
trust them to make the decisions.”

Coupled with this were similar predictions
from a prominent San Francisco businessman
and civic leader, a Democrat:

“As surtaxes and other taxes are added to
support the war in Vietnam there will be an
increasing demand from voters that we pull
out. People are selfish; when their own
pocketbooks are affected it makes a differ-
ence.”

A California State Senator, also a Demo-
crat, saw a change In mood as already taking
place, away from one guided partly by eco-
nomic status. The country club set, he sald,
originally demanded, “go in and knock hell
out of them [the North Vietnamese]."”

“Now,"” he said, “as their kids in college are
being reclassified, they are beginning to say,
‘maybe we ought to try harder to get to the
negotiating table.’ But what do you do if the
other side won't negotiate?”

In Alaska, where the general reaction was
“the President had no choice,” and where
Gov. Willilam A, Egan, a Democrat, said “if
principles mean anything, then we must
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follow through,” Robert J. McNealy, senate
president, a Democrat, thought that Presi-
dent Johnson should “order nuclear bombs
dropped on both Hanol and Pelping.”

“By such aection,” he said, “the lives of
many thousands of American boys could be
saved and this country entrenched as a world
power for peace during the next 50 years.”

And {illustrating a point widely made that
personal involvement often dictates the attl-
tude toward bombing renewal, a Portland
newspaper advertising executive commented:

“The idea of using the bomb again is
horrible. But I wouldn't be here today if
they hadn’'t used the bomb in Japan.” He
was in the South Pacific during World War II.

Demonstrations in several States by college
students against renewal of the bombing
against North Vietnam drew relatively small
numbers of participants.

Students Support United States

Jerry Baker, president of his fraternity at
Montana State University, reported that his
house members were ‘‘definitely in favor of
the bombing policy.”

Gov. Tim Babcock of Montana, a Republi-
can, thought “we may have waited too long.”

And the Right Reverend Chandler W. Ster-
ling, Episcopal Bishop of Montana, said that
he was saddened by the step but added, "I
don't see where we have any alternative at
the moment.”

There was conflicting opinion on whether
voters were well informed on issues. Ross
Cunningham, political editor of the Seattle
Times, doubted “if the average guy in the
street worries about any misinformation.”

Joe Frisino, executive news editor of the
Seattle Post-Intelligencer, said everybody he
talked with “has a good idea what is going
on and they believe elther we should be there
or not be there.”

Nevadans had mixed reactions on the re-
sumption of bombing and Idahoans, includ-
ing Gov. Robert E, Smylie, were described by
opinion leaders as generally believing that
“the Nation was obliged to support the Presi-
dent’s decision.”

Whereas many felt the public was getting
all the information it needed Governor
Smylie, a Republican, ealled for “a good deal
more candor on the vart of the administra-
tlon.” And Gov. Mark O. Hatfield, of Oregon,
a candidate for the Senate, voiced “deep
regrets’” over the resumption of bombing.

THE MIDDLE WEST
Upper Midwest puzzled
(By Austin C. Wehrwein)

CHicaco, February 2.—Acceptance without
enthusiasm is the general attitude toward
the Vietnam war in the upper eastern Middle
West despite President Johnson's quest for a
United Nations peacemaking role.

The mood seems to be weighted on the side
of frustration, puzzlement and an absence
of martial fervor except among some ultra-
conservatives, The basic reason appears to
be that it is difficult to understand how the
United States got into the Vietnam war and
even more difficult to understand how the
United States can get out, an assessment of
leading opinion indicated.

Nevertheless, a survey of opinion leaders in
Illinois, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Indiana
found almost universal backing for Mr.
Johnson.

““We support him completely in Vietnam,”
sald Ruben Sonderstrom, president of the
Illinois Federation of Labor.

The hard core of “get out now” advocates
appeared to be a small minority—not even
1 in 10, a South Bend, Ind., editor specu-
lated. But support for the President often
seemed forced by absence of any popularly
acceptable substitute, or explained with,
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“I don’t know what to think,” as in the
words of the Springfield, Ill.,, Chamber of
Commerce president.

Mood of Confusion

Charles H. McLaughlin, chairman of the
University of Minnesota Political Sclence
Department said:

“The current mood is one of confusion and
frustration. I think people are very un-
certain that the Government has worked out
a policy that holds any promise of settling
the affair. On the other hand, I suppose the
majority do feel that we have some obliga-
tions in that area and that it would be a
mistake to abandon them.”

In Milwaukee, Robert Dineen, president of
theél Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance Co.,
said:

“I think there are quite a few people that
are concerned about it but are supporting
the President because he does not have any
alternative. I am surprised at how many
people have misgivings. If there is an in-
crease in casualties, the concern will grow.”

State and local officials, businessmen,
clergymen, editors, civic minded women,
farm leaders, and civil rights workers were
interviewed and generally agreed that people
were informed on the issue, but often these
opinion leaders doubted that the people had
all the facts.

Economic stratification appeared to have
little influence on the range of opinion, and
there was no single overriding chief concern
other than fear of a larger war and “how
it will affect me and my family.”

“How Can We Get Qut”

Sald Mrs. Willlam Whiting, president of
the Minnesota League of Women Voters:

“I think you have this feeling when you
talk with people of not really understanding
how we got Into this and how we can get
out of it.”

Opinion, it appears in the Middle West,
would harden in favor of a tougher “get it
over with” policy if casualties rose and draft
calls increased.

At the same time politiclans look for
anger about “taking our boys.” This is not
to say, however, that opinion leaders look
for a “quit the war" wave.

In Indianapolis, a top Indiana Democrat
sald that if Johnson “goes sour” politically

it will be because of mothers rather than-

draft card burners.

In Duluth, Minn., the Reverend Frederick
Fowler of the First Presbyterian Church, who
is chairman of the national Right-To-Work
Committee, sald that the Republican cam-
paign in 1966 must demand total victory, not
stalemate.

Charles B. Schuman, president of the
American Farm Bureau Federation, said
farmers were “strong behind” administra-
tion moves to act with determination. But
he added:

“Out in the country there is not much
enthusiasm for the United Natlons. They
think it is quite ineffective and diluted by
the African nations."”

Gov. Warren P. Knowles of Wisconsin, a
Republican said:

“I understand the President’s predicament.
He's the Commander in Chief and he has the
facts at his command. We do not have. I
am inclined to rely on his judgment on the
resumption of bombing. I only hope we can
get out of this mess with our skins. People
feel far away from Washington and farther
away from Vietnam,

“I think most of the mothers and fathers
I have talked to have grave doubts about the
conditions in Vietnam. Parents are appre-
hensive that their sons will be called up.
Students are concerned that their educa-
tions will be interrupted. There is a gen-
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eral air of real concern on the part of most
of the citizens of Wisconsin.”
Michigan apprehensive
(By Walter Rugaber)

Detrorr, February 2.—Public figures in
Michigan and Ohio feel a vague, nagging ap-
prehension over the American commitment
in Vietnam but generally belleve that it
should be honored, nonetheless.

A series of interviews this week turned up
all shades of opinion on the U.S. involve-
ment. But virtually everyone sald that the
public lacked information on which to base
a really firm view.

The average man, it was agreed, is even
more in the dark. “The typical person is
more interested in baseball than what's going
on in Vietnam," one source said.

Harlan Hatcher, president of the University
of Michigan, volced the frustration of an in-
formed observer. He sald he has ‘tremen-
dous faith” in the administration,

But "“it's hard to fit all these different ele-
ments together so that they make sense,” he
complained. “The loyal citizen has a little
sense of distress and uneasiness because it
doesn't quite come clear-cut.”

Most people see “no alternative” to the
present course, Dr. Hatcher continued. “A
kind of reluctant going along is about where
we are.” Also, he sald, there is a feeling of
responsibility ‘“for the men we have ferried
out there” to fight.

A Hawk Speaks Out

Willis H. Hall, president of the Greater
Detroit Board of Commerce, said he takes the
“hawk"” position on Vietnam and urged the
ﬁg?istration to “get In and get it over

“It's pretty difficult to carry an olive
branch in one hand and a hatchet in the
other,” Mr. Hall sald, "“If we pull out, all
the Far East is gone.”

Emil Mazey, secretary-treasurer of the
United Automobile Workers, expressed a dif-
ferent view. The resumption in bombing in
North Vietnam was “a mistake” the union
leader said.

The President should have attempted to
bring about peace negotiations through the
United Nations before resuming the attacks,
Mr, Mazey suggested.

The officers of both local and State political
leaders said there had been a minimum of
mall on the war. John M. McElroy, an as-
sistant to Gov. James A. Rhodes, of Ohio, a
Republican, sald 20 of the men in Vietnam
have requested State flags.

An ald to Gov. George Romney of Michi-
gan, a Republican, said that telephoned ques-
tions on Vietnam led all others during a mid-
December telethon broadcast on a Detroit
television statlon.

There is respect for the war as a political
issue. William L. Coleman, the Democratic
chairman in Ohio, said that American in-
volvement should “definitely” have a damag-
ing political effect in his State this fall.

A substantial number of the leaders ques-
tioned would agree with Zolton A. Ferency,
the Democratic State chalrman in Michigan
and an unannounced candidate for Governor.

“The majority of people that I've talked to
support Johnson,” Mr, Ferency sald. “But
they're uneasy about where it might lead us.
Thelir main concern is a worsening of the
military situation.”

People “aren’t sure that they're acquainted
enough with the issue,” the Democratic leader
sald, “And they're afraid that talking about
it in critical terms might be unpatriotic.”

Administration handling of the war is a
potential that could hurt the Democrats, Mr,
Ferency saild. “It's one of those issues that
could turn as late as election day.”
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Support in farm belt
(By Donald Janson)

Kansas Ciry, Mo., February 2.—The Na-
tion's midsection has accepted President
Johnson's resumption of bombing in North
Vietnam as logical, expected, and proper.

A sampling of views from Dubuque to
Denver and Fargo to Wichita makes it clear
that the farm belt i1s solidly behind the
President’s decision.

This does not mean that anybody in the
region is happy about U.S. involvement in
Vietnam. The consensus is that the situa-
tion is a mess that cries out for an honorable
exit before American casualties mount much
further.

The principal basis for support for the
President’s move is not an overriding desire
to halt communism in a remote corner of
the world but to save American servicemen
ordered to Vietnam and end the entire un-
wanted involvement.

A feeling that cuts across all economic and
political lines is that more aggressive military
action is the quickest way to win the war and
halt the need of risking more and more
American lives.

The mood is to accept any Presidential de-
cision on Vietnam so long as it gives promise
of eliminating the mess.

Few voices are belng ralsed against the
President's course, though there are indica-
tions that more might have been had the
resumption of bombing not been accom-
panied by efforts to move toward peace
through the United Nations.

Should the latest efforts continue to leave
American troops mired in a frustrating and
unpopular war, the President could find him-
self with plenty of voter trouble in the Cen-
tral States.

The electorate has set no deadline, but
murmurings indicate that it could be 1968 if
the change in the situation most noticeable
on the home front by then is simply a mount-
ing toll of American casualties.

Politics Not Stressed

The survey showed considerably more con-
cern about “getting the boys back” than
in the political considerations behind the
war.

The majority feeling throughout the re-
glon seems to be that a much stronger mili-
tary effort is justified to see whether this will
do the job.

If it does not, the mood could change rad-
ically in favor of a negotiated settlement.

Warfront pictures showing injured Ameri-
can soldiers trapped by enemy fire and await-
ing helicopter rescue have alarmed Midwest-
erners already concerned about casualtles.

“We are asking our boys to fight with one
hand tied behind their backs if we don't
bomb the enemy’s sources of supply,” sald
Clarence Rupp of the Kansas Farm Bureau.

His comment was typical. But also typi-
cal was his comment that he finds “growing
wonderment about just what we are involved
in there and why.”

MIDDLE ATLANTIC
Little anziety in area
(By Ben A. Franklin)

PrrrseurcH, February 2.—Evidence of pub-
lic concern about the course of the war and
the resumption of American bombing in
Vietnam all but vanished in the Middle At-
lantic States this week under a record snow-
fall,

However, indications that the heavy
weather had significantly distracted public
attention from the war were scant; there
apparently had been little anxiety about the
fighting before the weekend storm brought
unusual local hardships to the area.
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Observers in filve States—Pennsylvania,
Maryland, Delaware, West Virginia and Ken-
tucky—sald today that there was “more con-
cern about interrupted deliveries of fuel oil
for furnaces and of milk for children” than
about the resumed deliveries of American
bombs on the other side of the world.

The prevailing mood was said to be one of
gquiet support for the President as the Com-
mander in Chief.

A dearth of public comment about Viet-
nam—or even of private conversation at of-
fice coffee breaks and at home gratherings—
was widely Interpreted by observers in all five
States as constituting *strong but passive
support” for President Johmnson's decision,
announced Monday, to resume the bombing
of North Vietnam after a 37-day pause.

They Can Turn It Off

Here in Pittsburgh, one ardent critic of
that decision, Richard A. Rieker, managing
editor of the Carnegie Review at Carnegie
Institute of Technology, described the pre-
vailing attitude of “many if not most” of the
scores of persons he sald he had talked to
in recent days as “about equal to their inter-
est in the Sunday pro football game—they
can turn it on or they can turn it off about
Vietnam and it is all right because the Pres-
ident, who has the facts, is expertly calling
the plays whether they pay attentlon or not.”

“I guess you have to call that public sup-
port,” Mr. Rieker said. "“But the war is not
touching the country, in my opinion.”

“People are saying, ‘What do I know about
it? What is it to me? The people in Wash-
ington have the facts’ " the 38-year-old edi-
tor said.

Mr. Rieker is chairman of an informal
group here called the Pittsburgh Committee
Against the War in Vietnam. He sald there
were 25 persons at the last meeting in De-
cember.

Gov, Willlam W. Scranton, in a month-
ly televised news conference that was broad-
cast statewlde last Sunday, appeared to have
expressed a broadly held consensus about the
resumption of bombing by observing, just
before the decision was announced in Wash-
ington on Monday, that “in the very near
future we are going to have to fish or cut
bait, as we did in Korea.”

“If you can't come to some peaceful solu-
tion,” the Governor said, “you apparently are
going to have to start it [bombing] again in
order to stop the North Vietnamese effort
from being successful in South Vietnam."

Students Poorly Informed

A poll on Vietnam among 188 undergrad-
uates at Carnegile Tech, published 2 weeks
ago in the Tartan, the student newspaper,
disclosed that half the students queried were
unable to answer correctly even one of nine
rudimentary questions about the war, such
as “Identify Dienblenphu, Ho Chi Minh,
Danang, Diem and Pleime.” Only six of the
students correctly identified all nine.

Those who did well on the identifications
held “widely divergent opinions"” on the war,
the Tartan reported. “On the other hand,
80 percent of those who knew virtually noth-
ing about Vietnam disagreed with protest
demonstrations and supported the Govern-
ment. Most students fall in this category.”

In EKentucky, Wilson W. Wyatt, a former
mayor of Louisville, former Federal Housing
Administrator, and manager of Adlal E.
Stevenson’s 1952 presidential campaign, dur-
ing the height of the Korean war, com-
mented that “the Commander in Chlef has
made a difficult decision and the only thing
to do now is to support him fully. But I
have not heard any exultation over the
bombing.”

Mr. Wyatt said that “in the present mood
of national uncertainty” about Vietnam, a
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sharp rise in American casualties and draft
call would be received “with a good deal of
anguish” and with “the probability of a
strong Republican attempt to exploit the
issue.”

Should the war lead to a direct military
confrontation with Communist China, he
said, “as much as I would regret such a
development there would be total unity in
the country to win.”

THE SOUTHERN STATES
No critics in Mississippi
(By Gene Roberts)

GREENVILLE, Miss.,, February 2.—After
working hours in Raleigh, N.C., State Treas-
urer Edwin Gill plops himself into an easy
chair in the Sir Walter Hotel, where he lives,
and ‘“feels the pulse” of the public as it
strides from the hotel entrances to the ele-
vators.

This week, the talk has turned to President
Johnson's decision to resume the bombing
of North Vietnam, and Mr. Gill is yet to
find anyone who criticizes the President for
his action.

“The general feeling I get,” sald Mr. Gill,
who at 66 has survived nearly four decades
of political activity in the State, “is that he
knows a great deal we do not know. We are
all trusting him to do what he thinks best.”

Across the South, pulse samplers were
reading it much the same as Mr. Gill, except
for Mississippi and Alabama where there are
rumblings that the war should be escalated
still further, and at the headquarters and at
the Atlanta headquarters of the Student
Nonviolent Coordinating Committee and the
Southern Christian Leadership Conference
where the general view is that the Nation
should withdraw its troops from Vietnam.

In Birmingham, Ala., more than 80 social,
business, and labor organizations have
adopted an entire division—The Big Red
One—and are peppering the troops and
friendly Vietnamese with mall and gifts.

Quietly Accepted

Al Stanton, city editor of the Birmingham
News, believes that the city had accepted
the President’s decision quietly, as one that
was inevitable. Had he not taken it, Mr.
Stanton said, the criticism would probably
have been widespread.

A week ago, before President Johnson
announced his decision to resume the bomb-
ings, Senator JOHN STENNIS appeared before
the legislature and produced rafter-ringing
applause by calling for intensified efforts in
Vietnam even if this were to lead to full-
scale Red Chinese involvement. In this
event, Senator STENNIS favored stopping
the hordes of Red Chinese coolies with every
weapon we have.

“One reason the legislators applauded
Senator STENNIS' speech was that they do
not see much that they can do to stop civil
rights activity,” said a veteran Mississippi
reporter today. “So this seems to make
them want to stop the Communists just
that much more.”

While there is disenchantment with the
war among student committee and leader-
ship conference workers, Negroes in general
appear to share the prevailing white view.
A Little Rock dentist, Dr. Garman Freeman,
said he thought that most Negroes—whether
middle class or poor—were not greatly
informed on Vietnam issues, but were sup-
porting the war because “it is something
Uncle SBam is doing.”

Tendency Toward Suspicion

In Columbia, S.C., Jim McAden, executive
director of the South Carolina Textile Manu-
facturers Assoclation, sald that although
the State “tends to be suspicious of anything
Lyndon Johnson does,” it is accepting his
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judgment on Vietnam because it has a
“patriotic heritage and will fight over some-
thing and is glad to do it.”

The general view appears to bear out a
recent study of old public opinion polls by
Alfred O. Hero Jr. in a recent book, “The
Southerner in World Affairs.”

Mr. Hero said that in the period before
World War II and in periods of tension with
Communist countries since then, south-
erners were quicker to give their support to
military objectives than were residents of
other regions.

They were less likely, too, than residents
of other regions to withdraw their support
because of increased drafting and taxation.

“To be perfectly frank, the average per-
son is not real informed on the issues,”
sald Barney Weeks, president of the Ala-
bama Labor Council, “but he is for winning
the doggone thing.”

Bombing is backed
(By Martin Waldron)

HousToN, February 2.—President Johnson's
decision to resume bombing of North Viet-
nam has the overwhelming approval of
residents of Texas and Oklahoma. But the
war itself has much less support.

Opinion leaders in the two States agree
that the average citizen believes that bomb-
ing of military targets in North Vietnam
will bring the war to an end sooner, and this
is what they want, but if the war intensifies,
residents of both States will give full back-
ing to it.

Both Texas and Oklahoma have strong
military traditions, and regularly furnish
large nmumbers of volunteers for the armed
services.

“The whole Southwest is somewhat mili-
tarily oriented,” said Charles L. Bennett,
managing editor of The Daily Oklahoman
in Oklahoma City. “Military service to
many people still is the most honorable
profession.”

Mr. Bennett sald that Oklahomans had
been showing “a growing impatience at the
lull in the bombing” when peace moves by
this country were frustrated.

Community leaders in a dozen cities in
the two States agreed that the Vietnam war
is the most misunderstood war in the Na-
tion's history. Julius Carter, editor of a
Houston weekly newspaper, The Foreard
Times, which says it is the “key to Houston’'s
Negro market,” said: “Not only do the
average citizens not understand this war, a
lot of Ph. D.'s don’t. I don't myself. Most
people don't even know where the front is.”

Pickets in Houston

A group of students picketed in downtown
Houston yesterday in protest of the resump-
tion of bombing. They carried signs outside
the Tenneco building for several hours, and
took a lot of verbal abuse from passersby;
some of them stopped automobiles to curse
them. The pickets said they chose the
Tenneco building because two subsidiaries
of the company which owns the bullding
manufacture napalm.

This was the only organized protest
against the resumption of bombing in the
two States.

The Texas and Oklahoma daily newspapers
had generally called for a resumption of
bombing, and labeled it afterwards as the
only choice President Johnson had. Some
editorials have said that the United States
had not gone far enough. The Daily Okla-
homan called for bombing of Hanol.

In Austin, a leader of the Texas liberal
community, Ronnie Dugger, said he frankly
did not know what the majority of people
in his area thought. “Among those I know,
there is a sense of melancholy.”

In central Texas, and in the area around El
Paso, both of which are centers of retired
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military personnel, the support of the re-
sumption of bombing is very strong. Where
Senator JoHN G. Tower made a speech in
Braunfels calling for even more widespread
bombing than President Johnson had or-
dered, he received a standing ovation.

Most of those who were themselves against
the resumption of bombing said they did
not discuss it with persons outside their own
circles.

“I don’t know what the people think about
the bombing,” sald Rev. James McNamee,
a Roman Catholic priest in Tulsa. “I know
I think we should settle this war, and some
people tell me they agree with me. But
others tell me they are for intensifying the
war.”

The editorial page editor of the Tulsa Daily
World, Walter Biscup, said, “Everybody I have
talked to privately, publicly, officially, un-
officially, on and off the record, has been over-
whelmingly in favor of the resumption of
bombing. It is the only way of shortening
the war.”

NEW ENGLAND STATES
Grudging response
(By John H. Fenton)

Boston, February 2.—President Johnson
has stirred firm but grudging response in New
England to his decision to resume bombing of
North Vietnam.

The support has many facets. Among
them are the normal chins-up response to
the Commander in Chief and a reflection of
integrity in a matter of national commit-
ment. But they also include a growing dis-
{llusionment with the entire military opera-
tion and a gnawing concern for the possibility
of escalation into a general war with Com-
munist China.

One editor in Maine said that he was chiefly
concerned with the shaky condition of the
Government of South Vietnam.

Those in higher income and educational
levels appear to be better informed about de-
velopments and aims, though they shared
with the out-and-out hawks a confusion
over the moral aspects of the situation. One
man sald, “Just because we don’t like the
war doesn't mean we aren't concerned about
our boys over there fighting.”

Those are some of the conclusions of con-
versations with a representative cross section
of leaders in positions dealing with public
opinion in communications, religion and
business. And they include inferences made
from the disinclination of some persons rep-
resenting education, religion, and business to
discuss the situation even off the record.

Little Visual Protest

So far, there has been little visual protest.
A thin line of pickets ringed the Federal
building here yesterday. The group was or-
ganized by the Committee for Nonviolent
Action which is based in Connecticut. But
some of the marchers came from local groups
that had been opposed to the Vietnam con-
flict from the outset.

On Boston Common, students handing out
leaflets to passers-by reported half of those
who accepted them kept them or at least put
them in the pockets. They said the others
tossed them aside.

Jerome Grossman, chairman of the Massa-
chusetts Political Action for Peace, or PAX,
sald that the picketing gesture was intended
to be a 24-hour vigil. He expressed doubt
that it was worth the effort and that the
energy could have been spent in other ways.
Mr. Grossman is a Boston businessman.

LB.J. ECONOMIC POLICIES PASS
WITH COLORS FLYING

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is

about time that someone gave frank
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praise to the remarkable record this
Government has made in recent years to
the remarkable economic expansion and
growth of our Government.

Complaints about inflation, excessive
spending, and so forth come easily and
make headlines. But the biggest eco-
nomic fact today is the magnificent
showing of the American economy and
everyone with an eye to see and a brain
to think must concede that the policies
of the Johnson administration have had
a great deal to do with it.

Hearings this week before the Joint
Congressional Economic Committee has
reinforced these Johnson administration
achievements.

In today’s Washington Post, Harold
Dorsey makes a welcome analysis of the
economic report. He shows that the re-
port is not simply a singing of hosannahs
to the past achievements but a realistic
program to meet the problems of pros-
perity and high employment.

He points out that the President stands
ready to recommend unpopular policies
if necessary, as the President says:

If the tax measures I am now proposing,
in conjunction with the moderating influ-
ence of monetary policy, do not hold total
demand within the bounds of the Nation’s
productive capacity, I will not hesitate to ask
for further fiscal restraint on private spend-
ing.

Dorsey calls that statement by the
President “an impressive mouthful of
economic wisdom” and the answer to the
many economists who “have been doubt-
ing that the administration recognizes
the problem and who have been skepti-
cal of the President’s willingness to
adopt corrective policies.”

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle from today’s Washington Post by
Harold Dorsey, entitled “L.B.J. Eco-
nomic Report Reassuring” be printed in
the Recorp at this point.

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

[From the Washington Post, Feb. 3, 1966]
INVESTMENT VIEW—L.B.J. EcoNoMIC REPORT
REASSURING
(By Harold Dorsey)

The annual economic report which Presi-
dent Johnson submitted to Congress last
week should be placed on the “required read-
ing” list of everyone interested in the cur-
rent position of the economy and its pros-
pects. It contains facts and reasoning which
valldate the administration's fiscal and mon-
etary policies.

It portrays an adjustment in some of the
policies which have been so effective in pro-
moting the excellent growth of the economy
in the past several years. Obviously, the
shift is not designed to reverse the favorable
trends. Quite to the contrary. Policles are
being adjusted for the purpose of protecting
a sustainable growth trend against inflation
pressures which would create serious mal-
adjustments.

The President bluntly recognizes the threat
of inflation. He states: “If the tax measures
I am now proposing, in conjunction with the
moderating influence of monetary policy, do
not hold total demand within the bounds of
the Nation's productive capacity, I will not
hesitate to ask for further fiscal restraints on
private spending.”
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That is an impressive mouthful of econom-
ic wisdom. Not only does it recognize the
condition, but it also expresses a determina-
tion to restrain demand to whatever degree is
necessary to equate it with supply. The
statement seems to me to be the answer to
the many economists who have been doubt-
ing that the administration recognizes the
problem and who have been skeptical of the
President’s willingness to adopt corrective
policies.

Equally important in this quotation is the
implication of coordination in the use of
monetary policies and fiscal policies. This is
reassuring because it has appeared in the
past few months that there was friction,
rather than coordination, in the relations of
the Federal Reserve and the administration.

The economic message explains with un-
usual clarity the policies which led to the
current condition of full utilization of the
economy's resources. It explains why the
problems and policies of a fully occupled
economy are different than those of the last
few years. It recognizes that the problems
ahead require an adjustment in policies if a
satisfactory solution is to be found.

I find it very difficult to criticize the policy
adjustments that have been recommended.
The acceleration of tax payments is likely to
slacken moderately the upward trend in the
spending of the private sector, but only
temporarily. It is one of the efforts to re-
strain demand a little while the growth in
capacity and supply catches up. Tighter
credit and higher interest rates are designed
to contribute to the same objective. The
temporary restraint on otherwise desirable
Government expenditures is a third contri-
bution to the same end. The timing and co-
ordination of all three of the policy decisions
is a neat bit of planning.

The President’s plea to business and labor
leaders for restraint is appropriate. The re-
port tried to explain to them why thelr indi-
vidual self interest would be damaged by in-
flation, which is the most unjust and capri-
cious form of taxation. The administration’s
approach is one of education, not dictation,

Many economists doubt that the art of eco-
nomic planning has reached the state where
monetary and fiscal policies can be tuned to
the fine point that will yleld a growth trend
in the demand for goods and services that
will aline with the growth trend of the
economy’s resources.

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. MANSFIELD. 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.

THE PROPOSED CONSTITUTIONAL
AMENDMENT TO EXTEND THE
TERMS OF MEMBERS OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES TO
4 YEARS

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, the
proposed constitutional amendment to
extend the term of Members of the
House of Representatives from 2 to 4
years makes good sense.

A hundred and seventy years ago, the
business of Congress was limited in
scope, modest in volume, and less com-
plicated in nature. With the growing
complexity of our modern society, the
march of technology and the rise of the
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United States to a position of un-
paralleled world power, the business of
Congress has undergone radical change.

Our work is now almost unlimited in
subject matter. Its volume is stagger-
ing. Its complexity is such that an en-
tire lifetime could profitably be spent
in trying to master it.

There are, in fact, venerable Members
who have acquired great expertise
through long experience in that body,
in one or another field of legislation.
Their judgment is profoundly respected.
Freshman Members should also have an
opportunity to acquire, through expe-
rience in office, at least the minimum of
knowledge and of skill that is necessary
today in order to discharge our collec-
tive duties effectively. The present 2-
year term practically precludes attain-
ment of that indispensable minimum.

Consider for a moment the workload
that confronts the Congress in this sec-
ond half of the 20th century. We must
come to grips with the strategy of nu-
clear defense, the exploration of outer
space, the use of natural resources. We
concern ourselves with foreign military
economic aid, Federal aid to education,
social security, labor relations, highways
and housing, industrial health and safety.
In every one of these fields, a high de-
gree of expertise is required for the en-
lightened discharge of the legislative
function. That requirement cannot be
met in any field—let alone in more than
one—within the short space of a 2-year
term.

The problem is greatly intensified,
moreover, by the hundred-fold increase
since 1789 in the number of bills intro-
duced in the House of Representatives
during a typical session of Congress.
Legislation that is consistently high in
quality as well as adequate in quantity
to meet this Nation’s growing needs
would be most likely to emerge from that
body if its Members could devote an un-
interrupted stretch of 4 years to the
problems involved.

In the interests of sound government,
the proposed constitutional amendment
for a 4-year term for House Members
merits our every consideration.

PORNOGRAPHY—ITS PERIL TO
YOUTH

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, earlier
this year I placed in the CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp a highly informative article on
the subject of pornography, which had
appeared in Columbia, the official maga-
zine of the Knights of Columbus. I have
just had a letter from the editor of that
publication, Mr. Elmer Von Feldt.

I ask unanimous consent to insert the
letter in the Recorp at this point.

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

ENIGHTS OF COLUMBUS SUPREME
CoUNCIL,
New Haven, Conn., January 31, 1966.
Hon. EarL E. MuNDT,
U.S. Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnATOR MunDpT: I wish to express

my thanks to you for placing the article on
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pornography appearing in the January issue
of Columbia in the January 17 issue of the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

The copy you sent is golng to the author,
Al Antczak. Mr. Antzcak’s was the first of
three articles in Columbia examining the
perils of the pornographic trade in the Unit-
ed States.

Enclosed is the February edition of the
magazine which carries a second article. I
shall send you a copy of our third article
as soon as the March 1ssue comes off the press.

You will be happy to know that the
Enights of Columbus, a 1,200,000-member
Catholic fraternal organization, which pub-
lishes Columbia, has undertaken a nation-
wide program to alert our soclety to the
danger to youth from the increasingly brazen
pornographic productions in this country
and is trylng to organize community sup-
port for legislative, judicial, and executive
action to halt this pestilential tide.

Sincerely,
ErmEer VON FELDT,
Editor.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, the arti-
cle to which Mr. Von Feldt refers, “Por-
nography—Its Peril to Youth,” is a
searching inquiry into many of the prob-
lems surrounding the question of smut,
and the restrictions which should be
placed on the sale of obscene materials.

I ask that this article, written by Mr.
George Gent, TV editor of the New York
Times, appear in the ReEcorp at this point.

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

PorNOGRAPHY; ITS PERIL TO YOUTH
(By George Gent)

(Nore—Many authorities who have stud-
ied the problem of obscenity feel certain it
has noxlous effects on youth, but they admit
they have not yet come up with massive
scientific proof to convince the doubters.
Their own disturbing findings are detailed in
this second of three Columbia articles on the
menace of smut.)

The overridding concern of those alarmed
by the rising tide of pornographic literature
is its effect on youth and the moral fiber of
our Nation.

Most of those active In the crusade to halt
the flood of pornography work on the sup-
position that such literature must necessarily
be harmful to youth. Yet the majority ot
these will admit that they cannot provide any
massive statistical proof for their assumption.

A significant fact in the porngraphic trade
is that more than ever before it is directed
toward the young. It includes magazines
that provide a step-by-step program for suc-
cessful seduction and fully illustrated books
of male and female perversion. The young
are not spared even the horrors of illustrated
bestiality.

Another category—the fastest growing and
the one most authorities see as the greatest
threat to psychic health—includes books and
magazines that combine sexuality with vio-
lence. Omne of these is a comic book serles
that completely details sadistic methods of
sexual fulfillment, including torture, whip-
ping, branding, and the exquisite delight of
amputating a woman’s tongue. These are
not words one puts on paper easily, yet they
fill the fantasy life of a growing legion of
American youths.

A most vivid memory during the prepara-
tion of this article was a visit to the Man-
hattan office of Operation Yorkville, an inter-
faith organization dedicated to eliminating
the sale of obscene material to young people.
During my interview with Father Morton
Hill, 8.J., the group's executive director, the
phone rang and, after listening for a few
minutes, the white-halred Jesuit priest



February 3, 1966

blanched and beckoned me to listen on
another extension.

On the other end was one of Operation
Yorkville's many volunteers, a 55-year-old
advertising executive who had just returned
from a screening with a number of commu-
nity leaders of a pornographic Swedish film
that had been selzed earller that day by the
New York City police. After describing the
film, which dealt with youthful homosexual-
ity, perversion and bestiality, the man, his
volce quavering, said:

“I'm a mature man with a grown family
and I haven’t led a sheltered life, but I've
never felt so unclean as after leaving that
pleture. I wanted to wash my hands and
walk and walk until I felt fresh again. It
was unbelievable.”

Father Hill's office is filled with such ma-
terial, much of it designed for young readers.
He showed me the current copy of a respected
literary magazine that featured 12 pages in
color of metal sculptures that could be de-
scribed only as pornographic. The magazine
was readily avallable at the public library.

Americans differ strongly on whether it
would be constitutional to suppress such
material. The American Civil Liberties
Union insists it would not. But another
question that arises is whether it can be
proved scientifically that pornography has a
permanently harmful effect on young people.

Some psychlatrists—Dr. Frederic Wertham
is probably the most prominent—insist that
it has, but others equally renowned either
deny such effects or maintain that proof is
lacking.

Groups like Operation Yorkville and the
Citizens for Decent Literature worf on the
assumption that a steady diet of pornog-
raphy must have harmful effects on young
minds and imaginations, but the sclentific
clincher is missing.

People on both sides of the issue admit
that clarity would benefit from a thorough-
going clinical and sociological study of the
problem. But there are those, not at all
unsympathetic to the value judgments of
the antismut forces, who believe that even in
the presence of overwhelming evidence, the
issue ultimately will be decided on extra-
scientific grounds.

Perhaps the most significant scientific en-
dorsement of the antipornography position
has come from the New York Academy of
Medicine. In 1063, the academy published
in its bulletin a statement based on a
sampling of obscene literature by its Com-
mittee on Public Health. It said in part:

“The academy belleves that although some
adolescents may not be affected by the read-
ing of salacious literature, others may be
more vulnerable. Such reading encourages a
morbid preoccupation with sex and inter-
feres with the development of a healthy atti-
tude and respect for the opposite sex. It is
said to contribute to perversion, In the
opinion of some psychiatrists, it may have
an especially detrimental effect on disturbed
adolescents. Behavior is complex. It is
difficult, if not impossible, to prove sci-
entifically that a direct causal relation exists
between libidinous literature and socially
unacceptable conduct. Yet it is undeniable
that there has been a resurgence of venereal
disease, particularly among teen-age youth,
and that the rate of illegitimacy is climbing.
It may be postulated that there is a correla-
tion between these phenomena and the ap-
parent rise in salacious literature, and per-
haps it 1s causal, but the latter cannot be
definitely demonstrated.”

It should be noted that the academy’s
statement was based on a consensus among
pkysicians and psychiatrists consulted by
the subcommittee after a perusal of selected
pornographic texts. It was not a controlled
sclentific study of young people addicted to
such literature.
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Few men have spent as many years in the
clinical study of sex and violence in the
mass media as has Dr. Fredric Wertham, the
noted psychiatrist who has written two
classic works on the subject, “The Show of
Violence” and “Seduction of the Innocent.”
While Dr. Wertham’s theories have been
criticized, he has specialized in this area for
over 35 years and has appeared as an expert
witness in medicolegal cases throughout
the country. His views have been discussed
before the U.S. Supreme Court.

Dr. Wertham told Columbia he really feels
the combination of sex with violence is the
principal threat to psychic health today.
Words like pornography and hard-core
pornography are misleading, he said, be-
cause they lack precision and can be misused.
“We have to be careful that we don't fall
into the hands of the bigots whose real aim
is to suppress sex,” he sald. The depiction
of normal sex or even of eroticism within
normal limits is not unhealthy, Dr. Wertham
maintains, but when sex and violence are
mixed, young people can be affected greatly.

Citing his essay on “Mass Media and Sex
Deviation,” Dr. Wertham said “the satura-
tion of children's minds with brutality, vio-
lence and sadism has done, and is doing, un-
questionable harm, inecluding in the sexual
sphere. It leads to a demoralization of
healthy instinets. This influence on the
psychosexual development of children and
preadolescents takes place In various ways,
through different mechanisms and of course
to varying degrees."

He stated there is a direct link between
violence and sex. “Sadism Is contagious,”
he sald. “It is quite wrong to think of
sadism as just a form of aggression or hatred.
Psychodynamically it is a short circuit con-
nection between physical cruelty and sex.
As well as being potentially socially danger-
ous, this link is always pathological. Any-
thing that fosters this trend therefore is
noxious to mental health.”

Dr. Wertham cited numerous Instances in
his clinical experience where sadistic acts
carried out by young people proved upon in-
vestigation to be associated with literature
dealing with similar experiences. But even
where no sadistic acts are committed he
said, sadistic fantasies may become a stum-
bling block in the way of psychosexual de-
velopment and a dependence on these fan-
tasies may eventually wreck harmonious sex-
ual adjustments in marriage.

Dr. Wertham rejects the widely held psy-
chological theory that the representation of
sadistic acts serves as a “safety valve” for
disturbed personalities and prevents the ex-
ecution of such aects. There is no clinical
justification for such an opinion, Dr. Wer-
tham says. He said the theory is based on a
misunderstanding of Freud who never ad-
vocated that people indulge their aggressive-
ness, either vicariously or actually.

“One of the tests for sclentific evidence is
predictability,” said Dr. Wertham. *“More
than 15 years ago I predicted that younger
and younger children would be committing
more and more serious violent crimes. Today
that is common knowledge.”

Dr, Max Levin, a Freudian psychiatrist and
neurologist who has been closely assoclated
with Operation Yorkville, shares Dr. Wer-
tham's opinion about the harmful effects of
literature devoted to sex and violence., Dr.
Levin, clinical professor of neurology at the
New York Medical College and contributing
editor on psychiatry to Current Medical Di-
gest, also disagrees with those who maintain
that obscene works provide a healthy outlet
for repressed sex desires.

“The falsity of the outlet argument may
be demonstrated by an analogy,” he said.
“Let us suppose that the land has been
stricken by famine and people are starving.
How would they respond to a movie of a
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Thanksgiving feast? Would it serve as an
outlet and diminish their hunger? Not at
all. It would only intensify it. So it is with
aberrant sex impulses, and for that matter,
with normal impulses as well. Sex impulses
will only be intensified by pornographic
books and films."”

To those who maintain that no girl was
ever seduced by a book, Dr. Levin replies that
it all depends. There are girls and girls, he
says, and thelr reaction to any given work
will depend on whether or not they were
reared in emotionally secure homes by loving
parents. “The argument that no girl is ever
ruined by a book is like the contention that
there is no need to control the spread of
germs since the only people who succumb
to germs are those with a predisposition to
disease. Predisposition is a hypothetical
concept. A healthy man can't say what his
predispositions are. Only when he contracts
a disease can he conclude that he must have
been predisposed.”

Dr. Levin's psychiatric practice has been
primarily with adult patients. He cited a
case where a young married woman com-
plained that she was having marital difficul-
tles, Including sexual maladjustment.

In the course of therapy she revealed that
her husband had become addicted to porno-
graphic books and magazines of the sado-
masochistic type. It wasn't long, Dr. Levin
sald, before the husband’'s sexual fantasles
were along this line and the couple’s sexual
problem became greater than ever. In short,
pornographic material had a dramatic effect
on a middle-class, married man and greatly
complicated the couple’s marital difficulties.

Father Hill, whose work with Operation
Yorkville has brought him into close con-
tact with many adolescents, believes that
obscene literature has four undesirable
effects on young people.

He listed them as:

1, In every case it weakens the will,

2. It brings about a general introversion
of personality by centering the ego on itself,

8. It creates a general feeling of unhap-
piness by creating desires that are insatiable.

4. It fosters rebellion against authority.

Father Hill said Operation Yorkville is
trylng to awaken the community to the
dangers of the smut racket so that the
courts will know that in New York the pre-
vailing community standards—one of the
Supreme Court's tests for obscenity—are
firmly opposed to the sale of obscene litera-
ture to children.

One of the founders of Operation Yorkville
is Dr. Julius G. Neumann, the Orthodox
Jewlsh rabbi of Congregation Zichron Moshe.
Like most of those interviewed, Dr. Neumann
is aware of the dangers inherent in any
form of censorship and insisted that every
safeguard must be provided for works of
serious literature, even those containing a
high degree of erotic realism. However he
also said:

“The basic unity of our society is the
family., Yet how are we going to establish
family patterns in the thinking of young
adults when pornographic magazines show
these young adults their opposite numbers
as simply animals, vehicles which may be
used to satisfy a sexual hunger and then
discarded when the hunger subsides?”

Rabbl Neumann asserted that those who
maintain that obscene literature has no per-
manent effect on the imagination would be
among the first to insist that great literature
is important in their children's lives pre-
cisely because it widens their horizons and
creates within them an imaginative empathy
with the people and events depicted. “Is it
logical to suppose that highly stimulating
pornographic literature is totally without
effect?” he asks.

The harmful effects of pornography were
emphasized in a statement given Columbia
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by Dr. Robert Buckley of Santa Monica,
Calif., president of the Guild of Catholic
Psychiatrists.

“Very few maturing children receive proper
and practical instruction about sex,” he sald.
“These uninformed children are easy prey
for casual obscenity easily found on the
newstands. Once subjected to a mild basic
distortion about love, the individual's knowl-
edge can become only more distorted and
amoral.

But still there is that nagging lack of
scientific evidence to support the argument.
Could a test be devised that would settle
the issue once and for all? I asked Dr.
John Martin, associate professor of sociology
at Fordham University, New York, and co-
author of the book, “Delinquent Behavior."”

'*Yes, such a test could be devised,” he sald,
“but I'm not sure that it would do any
good. Decisions of this kind are rarely made
on the basis of sclentific evidence. In fact,
they are often made in complete opposition
to such evidence.”

The Fordham sociologist agreed, however,
that given sufficient funds, a large enough
sample and a competent staff, a test could
be devised that would satisfy many, and
perhaps the majority, of behavorial scien-
tists., At the same time he cautioned that
even the most perfect tests devised to date
have been subjected to valid- criticism be-
cause of thelr methodology, the underlying
presuppositions of the testers and their fail-
ure to include scientists in related flelds.

What if other scientists were included?
“An interdisciplinary program would only
build the objections into the program it-
self, not eliminate them,"” Dr. Martin ob-
served.

He expressed some skepticism, however,
about whether any “substantially harmful
effects” could arise from the reading of
obscene literature. He said that in his work
with delinquents he was much more im-
pressed by the impact that economic and
soclal factors have on complex personality
problems than the influence of a book.

He agreed, however, that a good test that
would bring substantial scientific evidence
to the debate, help clear the air and ralse the
argument above the level of vague general-
ities and unproved assumptions. But soclety
does not have to wait for the results of such
a test before demanding action, he ohserved.
The value judgments of society are fre-
quently enacted into legislation without re-
course to scientific proof. *“Values, Interests
and community power are the usual deter-
minants of policy,” he concluded.

A deep study of the entire question of
pornography leaves one in a tangle of legal,
moral, sociological and psychological opin-
ions, Clearly, the only one profiting from
this tangle is the pornographer himself.

It is also clear that society has every right
to protect itself from what it considers
harmful to its children and that scientific
evidence 1s not a requirement of the law.
But in view of the increasing difficulty to
marshal public opinion on social issues with-
out scientific proof a broad scientific study
seems clearly the proper next step.

NAACP WISDOM

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, in a re-
cent issue of the Cleveland Plain Dealer,
there was carried an editorial: “NAACP
Wisdom.” It commends Roy Wilkins of
the NAACP for rejecting the stand of the
Student Nonviolent Coordinating Com-
mittee’s program of encouraging eivil
rights workers to defy the draft laws as
they pertain to our involvement in Viet-
nam.
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It is one thing to exercise the consti-
tutional rights of every citizen of the
United States to express his views on
courses followed by our Government; but
another to advocate noncompliance with
the duly adopted laws of the Nation.

Those who advocate civil disobedience,
defiance to law and order to achieve
their objectives regardless of how noble
those objectives may be are building a
Frankenstein that will agonizingly crush
them in their own efforts to achieve de-
sirable objectives.

Civil disobedience, noncompliance
with law and order, although negligible
in the beginning will, at the end, produce
a monster that will destroy the creators
of the wrong.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the editorial of the Cleveland
Plain Dealer be printed in the REcorp
as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered fo be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

NAACP Wisbom

Through its executive director, Roy Wil-
kins, the NAACP displays the wisdom that
goes with maturity in rejecting the stand
of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee opposing U.S. involvement in
Vietnam and encouraging civil rights workers
to seek an alternative to the draft.

As an organization, the NAACP would be
diverted from its own major objectives if it
were to lash out at American foreign policy
and military recruitment methods.

Members of the NAACP can still express
their individual opinions of both policies but
as an organization the NAACP quite properly
keeps its sights on its goal of advancement
of colored persons,

As Wilkins and other NAACP leaders know,
it has a lot of work to do and a long way to
g0.

JOSEPH C. WILSON—BUSINESSMAN
OF THE YEAR

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would
like to call to the attention of my col-
leagues the announcement that Joseph
C. Wilson, president of the Xerox Corp.,
in Rochester, N.Y., has been named Busi-
nessman of the Year for 1966 by the Sat-
urday Review. This is a well-deserved
honor for an outstanding New York busi-
nessman.

It is especially significant to me be-
cause Mr. Wilson is deeply committed to
the concept of a creative partnership
between business and government, and
has shown, through numerous actions,
that he is deeply conscious of the public
service responsibilities of business and its
leaders. This is a concept which is very
precious to me, and which has been the
cornerstone of my own political philoso-
phy throughout my career. So I am
doubly pleased to join in honoring Mr.
‘Wilson, and congratulating him for serv-
ing the American system so brilliantly.

The Saturday Review of January 8
has an excellent article on Mr. Wilson,
which shows him to be a remarkable
combination of successful business execu-
tive, public-spirited citizen, and corpo-
rate philosopher.
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I ask unanimous consent that this
article be printed in the REcorbp.

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

JosgpH C. WiLsoN: FINDER AND SEEKER

The reach of man’s mind is being multi-
plied far more dramatically today by the
communications revolution and the informa-
tion explosion than the power of his muscles
was by the industrial revolution of the 18th
century. With more than 90 percent of the
scientists in the entire history of the world
now alive, and with the great bulk of man-
kind's entire scientific literature having been
published in the past 10 years, the techniques
and facilities for capturing, managing, re-
trieving, transmitting, and presenting in-
formation for society’s use have become cen-
tral to the management of the human com-
munity around the globe.

One man who sees this challenge with im-
pressive clarity is Joseph Chamberlain Wil-
son, president of the Xerox Corp. He is
both an idealist who is the chief architect of
one of the great corporate successes of Amer-
ican business and a hard-headed realist who
believes profoundly that public service is
essentlal to the health of private enterprise.
Mr., Wilson, who was 56 years old last month,
personifies Saturday Review’'s conviction that
in our complex socioeconomic system the
modern executive must embody a personal
commitment to the good soclety as well as
to a sound economy in order to make that
system work. Out of this conviction, Satur-
day Review established its annual Business-
man of the Year award. The 1966 citation
goes to Mr. Wilson. A

A family enterprise in Rochester, N.¥., the
Xerox Corp. was a modest maker of photo-
graphic paper with annual sales of $33 mil-
lion before 1960. When Wilson joined the
Halold Co., as it was then known, in 1945
after graduating from the Harvard Business
School he was determined to explore new
avenues of growth. He had no idea where
they were or where they might lead, but his
personal philosophy has always included the
quest for new horizons as a prerequisite to
personal and professional success. He re-
cently phrased it this way: “To set high
goals, to have almost unattainable aspira-
tions, to imbue people with the belief that
they can be achieved, is as important a fact
as the balance sheet; perhaps more so. There
is another quality—of the spirit—which is
equally meaningful. Call it esprit—ecall it
enthuslasm—call it pride in striving for
excellence—call it willingness to change, to
create, to innovate—or call it courage to risk.
Call it many things but it adds up to char-
acter.”

This philosophy soon found an opportunity
for testing, when Wilson heard of a new
process for electrostatic copying developed
by an obscure inventor, Chester Carlson.
Carlson had been unable to interest any
major corporation in his idea, but Wilson saw
the advantages of speed, simplicity, and the
elimination of specially treated paper and
chemicals. With limited financial resources
only a small research and marketing or-
ganization, Wilson was able to persuade Carl-
son and his associates to let Haloid undertake
the development of his xerographic process.
The reason, as Wilson sald, was: “We were
hungry to act. They knew we would risk
everything to make =xerography a success.
Here again is a point indelibly planted in the
history of this corporation. It is that the
great opportunities are given to those who
are willing to take advantage of the new,
but are willing to accept great risk in doing
s0, * * * Xerox policy puts great stress on
innovation, on creativity. It is the quality
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we most applaud; willingness to try new
things is the motive above all others we nur-
ture.”

In 1945, however, it seemed to be all risk
for a remote reward. It required tenacious
courage over 14 years, not to mention an
investment of £20 million before the famous
office copler, 914, finally conguered the mar-
ket in 1960. Five years later, 1965 sales had
increased nearly tenfold, to $385 million and
for 1975 Mr. Wilson's forecast is $2 billlon in
sales,

Now head of a remarkable, worldwide cor-
poration with 15,000 employees, 70,000 stock-
holders, and an unparalleled record of growth
and profits, Mr. Wilson, during an interview
in his office in Rochester, made this point
about the launching of the 914: “Every good
thing happens as an act of faith, not as the
result of a market study. The act of imag-
ination is to create something people will
want when it is ready, even though they say
when you ask them about it beforehand that
they don't want it. Market research said we
were absolutely wrong in planning the 914,
in making a big complicated machine when
people clearly wanted small simple machines.
We were adyvised to abandon the project as
soon as possible. But our own intuition, our
sensitivity told us to go ahead. You have to
risk a strikeout in order to hit a homer."”

The dramatic financial success of Xerox,
however, has not been an end in itself to
Mr. Wilson, but rather a means to open
other horizons of public service. He re-
cently expressed his alms this way: "“When
people ask me what Xerox really wants to do,
I say we want to render values, usually new
ones that men have not enjoyed before. We
want to be part of an industry that gives men
something worth getting. We want to add
new dimensions to the ways they communi-
cate, to make increasing knowledge more
broadly useful. We want to profit from these
efforts. And we want those assoclated with
us to be proud of what they are doing. * * *
To say we are in the communications busi-
ness suggests, at least to us, an obligation to
a world in which people can communicate.
It suggests the need for freedom and peace,
and it demands the end of ignorance.”

When Xerox decided over a year ago to
commit $4 million to sponsor a noncom-
mercial series of special television shows de-
signed to spread knowledge about the work
and contributions of the United Nations, it
created the kind of controversy that many
corporate executives abhor. More than
60,000 letters of protest from rightwing,
anti-U.N. correspondents poured wrath on
Xerox. But Wilson stood firm. A volume
of favorable letters began to arrive, and a
recent study by public opinion analyst Elmo
Roper confirmed that the controversy had
gained more valuable friends for Xerox than
it had lost.

A relaxed, friendly man, Mr. Wilson said
reflectively of this Incident a few days ago,
“we want people in this company who are
not only able, but highly motivated about
the public interest. We believe that people
keenly concerned about the world around
them, with a strong interest in soclal
progress, make the best executives and are
most llkely to work for a company that
shares such concerns. That is why most of
my associates at all levels were proud we
did the United Natlons programs, and that
we continue to * * *, We are established
in Rochester, but to have influence outside
in the country—and the world—you have to
live the way you believe, and we believe it
is best for our business to be highly moti-
vated by an interest in the good of the
society around us.”

This business philosophy of social progress
was also reflected in Mr. Wilson’s activity
as a member of the Committee for Economic
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Development (CED), the organized instru-
ment for research, study, and policy plan-
ning through which many of the most in-
fluential and enlightened business leaders in
the country help shape the direction of our
national economy.

It was typical of the man and the spirit
of his company that he was anxlous to
pay generous tribute to Xerox's team of
talented executives, and especially to his
close friend and colleague, Sol M. Linowitz,
chairman of the board. Mr., Wilson em-
phasized that “more than anyone else, Sol
Linowitz has had great influence in helping
shape the direction and philosophy of Xerox.
He is also our general counsel and I have
never made a major decision in the past
20 years without talking with him about it.”

Mr, Linowitz, with whom Mr., Wilson
wished to share Saturday Review’s citation,
is also a skilled and dedicated ambassador
of public service for Xerox in the fields of
international relations, education, forelgn
ald, the United Nations, and the broad devel-
opment of facilities for bringing the serious
performing arts directly to more and more
of the American public. In all these fields
he occupies important advisory posts for the
Federal as well as city and State govern-
ments., As much as Mr. Wilson, he personi-
fies the public service philosophy of the
Xerox Corp.

Not only did the corporation donate $300,-
000 to charities during the past year, but
it annually gives 1 percent of its pretax
profits to colleges and universities. Higher
education Is one of Mr. Wilson's most vital
interests, and he is chalrman of the board
of trustees of his alma mater, the University
of Rochester. On graduation (Phi Beta
Kappa), he planned to go into teaching—
until his father persuaded him to join
Haloid.

Of the $809,492 in educational grants made
by Xerox last year, about $370,000 went to
the University of Rochester. In 1961 he
announced a plan to enable the university to
apply a $1 million contribution toward its
objectives “over the next 3 to 5 years.” He
also established a scholarship fund for the
children of Xerox employees and endowed a
chair in international economiecs at the uni-
versity.

In speaking of Mr. Wilson’s services to the
university, President W. Allen Wallis said,
“He brings great management insight to
the board of trustees. He focuses on broad-
gage matters, sticks to policy, and does not
intrude into operations., The breadth of his
vision, the scope of his knowledge help us
to define our aims and to achleve them.”

Xerox has invested more than $86 million
in preparing for planned diversification over
the next decade. New teaching systems to
find new ways of teaching people, an educa-
tional publishing company to create specially
programed courses for students and thus
increase the productivity of teachers and
accelerate the learning progress of students
are among these projected Xerox activities.
Mr, Wilson sees the educational market as
a major factor for Xerox in the 1970's.

Because of the swift technical develop-
ment of communications, Mr. Wilson thinks
the world is at the dawn of becoming a
single cultural community. He says: “Com-
munications includes important elements of
education, and is close to being the essence
of humanism; our ability to draw upon the
information created by those who went be-
fore us is a uniquely human ability, It is
in the area of communications that Xerox
has its special interests and will make, I
trust, special contributions. Communica-
tions technology is undergoing a revolution
no less great than that experienced by
energy.”
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To respond to the coming changes Mr.
Wilson belleves that people must receive
“purchasing power that is increasingly in-
dependent of the hours spent doing things
that have represented the great bulk of the
world’s work up to now. We must, quite
simply, invent a new kind of money, a new
way of distributing the material wealth of
our society. How prepared are we to make
the social inventions, the practical non-
technical plans, for the changes in our in-
stitutions that these developments are fore-
ing upon us?

It is the tremendous spectrum of change
that he sees coming that interests Mr. Wil-
son so keenly in education. He thinks of
the university as the bridge to these new
aspects of life, as a cluster of brains on
which business, government, scientists, and
other individuals must depend for the co-
hesive intelligence needed to meet the prob-
lems confronting the world. The university
will help preserve freedom, and Mr. Wilson
says of freedom that it may be clumsy but
it leads to greatness in any society or nation.

His faith in freedom was an integral part
of his work for equal rights for Negroes and
other minority groups in Rochester. Xerox
today, In association with other leading
Rochester institutions (especially Kodak,
of which he is a great admirer), is working
carefully to open up job opportunities, to
glve special training, to recruit talented
prospects from these groups. The serious
disturbances within Rochester's Negro com-
muntiy last year were a “‘surprise to most of
us here for we felt the city had really done
a conscientious, enlightened job in this area
of our relations with each other. Our dif-
ficulties were probably a symptom of the
racial tinderbox here and everywhere.”

With his wide reading and frequent travel
abroad, Mr. Wilson feels deeply involved
with the world around him as well as with
Xerox, but he recognizes that corporate suc-
cess powers his ability to render the quality
of public service that interests him in edu-
catlon, in raecial justice, and the reduction
of poverty, and in international relations.
Of this aspect of Xerox, he says, “To provide
leadership within business for the social
projects that interest us here we must be
terribly successful. If our business were
to falter it would harm our ideas, Xerox’s
task is to remain incredible, but be credible.
We want to be an important major world
enterprise. And we want to render services
of real value to the world.

In a speech at the United Nations in
connection with the controversial television
programs Xerox sponsored, Mr. Wilson said,
“It is a part of our philosophy that the high-
est interests of a corporation are involved
in the health of the earth’s society. How
ridiculous it is to build a showroom in New
York without simultaneously trying to help
build a peaceful world. Our objectives, like
yours, are to help men better communicate
with each other, and therefore it is all im-
portant for Xerox to be favorably known
throughout the world as an institution
willing to risk in order to improve under-
standing, which will innovate boldly, but
not recklessly, which will accept challenge
of its short-range position in order to but-
tress the long years ahead. It is our deeply
considered judgment, cold and calculated,
that this company will benefit by its asso-
clation with the U.N. and with you * * =,
These men of the UN. of all the earth’s
people, are living soul-size lives. It is a joy
and a value to join with them.”

A highly efflcient, resourceful, imaginative
version of the businessman-citizen Saturday
Review regards as essential to the expan-
slon of our economic soclety and of the
quality of life in America, Mr. Wilson is
himself living a soul-size life at a time of
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national urgency when our character and
our principles are being challenged as never
before.

WirtLiam D. PATTERSON.

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE ON
INTERNATIONAL HEALTH AND
EDUCATION

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
today the President sent to Congress a
special message on international health
and education.

Reading it, I remembered some in-
formal remarks which President Johnson
made last summer at the National Insti-
tutes of Health.

The occasion was the signing of the
Health Research Facilities Amendments
of 1965. Before putting his pen to that
historic act the President made a speech
which included these words:

I wake up in the morning * * * and the
one thing that sustains me is to see what we
are doing for the lame and the palsied, what
we are doing in adding knowledge in the field
of education, what we are doing * * * to
make this not just America the beautiful,
but the world the beautiful.

He spoke that day of “the goals that we
will set for happiness for all of the chil-
dren not only of our land,” but of the
world.

I was struck then by the magnitude of
the President’s hopes.

And I am glad today to see those hopes
being translated into a program of
mutual cooperation and mutual benefit
to the world’s nations.

I believe this program will be remem-
bered as a remarkable achievernent for
the Congress.

It emphasizes cooperation, not char-
ity.

It recognizes that our wealth and man-
power are not unlimited.

It gives us an opportunity to hroaden
the concern we have already demon-
strated for better health.

It affirms Disraeli’s famous observa-
tion:

The health of the people is really the foun-
dation upon which all their happiness and
all their powers as a state depend.

I endorse these imaginative propos-
als. And I submit that if we support
them, we will earn the verdict of time
that we did the just and right thing at
this moment in history.

A large part of the President’s mes-
sage dwelt upon international coopera-
tion in education. The main thrust of
the message was clear: increase under-
standing and we increase the chances for
a livable world. Increase our knowledge
of the world beyond our shores and in-
crease the knowledge that those in other
lands have of us, and we will have taken
a giant step toward peace.

VIETNAM—A CHRISTMAS TO
REMEMBER
Mr. RUSSELL of South Carolina. Mr.
President, while great and difficult deci-
sions are upon the President and the
Congress with respect to this Nation’'s
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foreign policy in Vietnam, I think it fit-
ting that the observations of a soldier,
stationed in that faraway place, be
brought to the attention of us all. It is
his recollection of Christmas evening in
Vietnam, written by Capt. R. E. Ward
IIT, son of Mr. and Mrs. R. E. Ward, Jr.,
of Spartanburg, S.C.

I ask unanimous consent to have the
article from the Spartanburg Journal of
Spartanburg, S.C., printed in the ReEcorb.

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

A CHrIisTMAS To REMEMEER

(NoTte.—Christmas has passed but the
memory and experience lingers with most.
Here is the story of a soldier in Vietnam in
his words:)

R. E. Ward III, son of Mr. and Mrs. R. E.
‘Ward, Jr., of 116 Pineville Road, is a captain
with the 1st Infantry Division on combat
duty in Vietnam.

Prior to his Vietnam assignment, Captain
Ward was aide-de-camp to Brig. Gen. Ran-
dolph C. Dickens. For his performance dur-
ing his service with Brigadier General
Dickens, Captain Ward received the Army
Commendation Medal.

Since he assumed his duties in Vietnam,
Captain Ward and Mrs. Ward, the former
Miss Beverly Riedel, have become parents of
& son, Robert Edwin Ward IV. He was born
on January 6.

From Vietnam, Captain Ward has written
his parents about his observance of Christ-
mas. No one can tell his story for him. It
follows in his own words:

“A Christmas to remember:

“Christmas Eve 1965, Republic of South
Vietnam. Tonlght I experienced Christmas
as man was intended to. Unllke the typical
cold snowy Christmas Eves of my youth, this
was a warm tropical evening with a slight
breeze, very pleasant and mild. Also differ-
ent was my dress. On this night I, like most
of the other men, was in uniform. Not our
dress uniform or class A uniforms, but in the
dusty olive drab combat fatigues. Some of
the men even carried guns on their hips.

“We all arrived at 2000 hours for the Main
Post Chapel Christmas Eve communion serv-
ice. The tent was without lights due to a
generator fallure and men were hastily put-
ting up gas lanterns. A wooden floor and
strong rough pews had been placed inside.
An altar table had been erected with the
chaplain’s altar set open in readiness for the
service. The men of the 1st Infantry Divi-
sion band (used as guards of the division CP
and the commanding general when not play-
ing in the band) were seated inside the tent
dressed in starched dress uniform.

“The service began with a Christmas carol
played by this great band. We sang hymns
and carols of Christmas with one powerful
100-man volce fortified by this band lifting
the top of the tent almost off. Never have
Christmas carols sounded so proud, yet so
humble. So strong and mighty, yet so rev-
erent and in praise of our Lord. Two Army
chaplains lead us in prayers, read the Christ-
mas Story, and served the Lord's Supper.

“The chapel was too small for the com-
munion to be served at the altar, so we were
asked to come forward one after the other
and receive a wafer, dip it in the wine and
return to our seats by moving outside the
tent. Here were men from all walks of life,
all denominations, all ranks and races com-
ing to recelve the blessings of their God.

“On this night the fighting edge of the
1st Infantry Division gathered together, in-
fantrymen, artillerymen, engineers, quarter-
masters, signal, adjutant general, etc., cooks,
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drivers, clerks, mechanics, gunners, medics,
riflemen, all coming to this tent in this
strange land to remember and pay their re-
spects to the day that Our Lord and Savior
was born. This was the day that God gave
His only Son for us and all mankind.

“This was truly a Christmas with Christ
as the central theme. It was a celebration
of His birthday. After the benediction we
went out refreshed and proud to be here
in this country doing a job for our God and
country., We went back to our tents and
fox-holes with a renewed spirit, ready to do
our jobs knowlng that there is a cause, there
is a meaning to our life, there is a reason for
being in this land at this time. We knew
what Christmas was about and we were
happy.

“I wanted to pass this experlence on to
you all so that you also might remember in
years to come that this was a Christmas to
remember.

“It was a difficult time for all of us with
this separation. And yet our cross is light,
our suffering slight in comparison to God
who so loved the world that He gave His only
begotten Son so that whosoever believeth
in Him should not perish but have everlast-
ing life. On this day the greatest man who
ever lived was born. Let us always take
time during this season to remember this
event and thank God for His love and under-
standing.

“ROBERT E. Warp III."

EDUCATION AND LIBBY DAM

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, one of
the serious educational problems in vari-
ous parts of the country has been con-
struction of adequate school facilities, in
time for children to use them, in fed-
erally impacted areas.

Lincoln County, Mont., is an impacted
area which is due for a much greater
impact in the years ahead. Libby Dam in
Lincoln County is going into construec-
tion, by the Corps of Engineers, this year.

According to a survey furnished me by
the corps last year, the school population
ol the town of Libby will increase by 180
this year, 1,060 next year, and 1,440 in
1968. In other words the school popula-
tion in 1967 will be about 800 above what
it was in 1966, and the Libby schools will
have to educate an additional 380 chil-
dren in 1968. The impact will stay at
approximately that high level, the corps
estimated, through 1971. The Libby
school system now has about 2,000 pupils,
thus the new impact will mean an in-
crease of about 70 percent.

There will also be an impact, although
a lesser one, on other school systems in
Lincoln County, because of construction
of Libby Dam.

On January 10 I asked the Corps of
Engineers and Office of Education to
advise me how plans were progressing on
extension of all possible assistance to the
Lincoln County school system in eonnec-
tion with Libby Dam construction.

Mr. President, I am amazed by the re-
sponse that I have received to that re-
quest. I find that the Corps of Engineers,
which last year forecast a tremendous
impact on the Lincoln County school sys-
tem, has advised the Office of Education
as follows:

Most of the work on Libby Dam will be
seasonal, due to winter weather conditions.
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Representatives of the Corps of Engineers
have expressed their belief that, for this
reason, many of the construction workers
will not move their families into the Libby
area, and that the workers will live there
only during the actual working season. If
such proves to be the case, the impact on
the Libby school system will not reach the
proportions apparently anticipated by the
officials of the school district.

That statement above, attributed to
the Corps of Engineers, contrasts sharply
with the forecast by the Corps of En-
gineers itself, in its estimates furnished
me last year.

Mr. President, I had not been aware of
any plan to construct Libby Dam on a
seasonal basis. The Bureau of Reclama-
tion constructed Hungry Horse Dam and
Yellowtail Dam, in similar latitudes, in
record time. Many construction work-
ers, despite the nature of their work and
the amount of travel and moving in-
volved, endeavor to take their families
with them, particularly when, as in this
case, construction will extend over a 6-
year period.

Libby Dam’s builders are not going to
be a bunch of hermits, working when the
sun shines. They are going to include
a good many family men, many of them
from other parts of Montana, who in-
tend to stay with the job, be a part of
the community, and educate their chil-
dren in Lincoln County.
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I want to see adequate school facilities
for those children. I am not pleased
with the conflicting forecasts of school
impaect provided by the Corps of En-
gineers. It will be provided an oppor-
tunity to review and reconsider these
contradictions.

I know that the corps, the Office of
Education and the local school system
have extremely competent and conscien-
tious persons who want to provide ade-
quately for the children’s education. I
believe it wise to get this matter of pro-
jected school population straightened out
as quickly as possible.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert at this point in the REcorp
the corps’ March 1965 estimate of school
enrollment increase in Libby, my letter
of January 10 to Lt. Gen, William F.
Cassidy, Chief, Corps of Engineers, which
also went to Dr, B. Alden Lillywhite, As-
sistant Commissioner and Director, Divi-
sion of School Assistance in Federally
Affected Areas, Office of Education, and
Dr. Lillywhite's January 19 reply. I also
include the January 28 letter to me from
Col. C. C. Holbrook, district engineer—
Seattle—of the Corps of Engineers,
which concerns not only school matters
incident to Libby Dam but also health,
highway safety and law enforcement in
the project area.

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

Libby Dam project— Estimated increase in Libby, Moni., school enrollment resulting from
construction of Libby Dam project

[Based on an assumed

construction start in 1966]
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for school construction under Public Law
815 for the Libby public schools, Libby, Mont.

Our fleld representative for the area which
includes Montana is keeping us currently
advised of developments pertaining to the
Libby Dam project and with the situation
in the Libby school district. His latest re-
port to us dated January 5, 1966, Since the
fall of 1964, he has been in close contact
with the Seattle District Office of the Corps
of Engineers, which is in charge of con-
struction work on the Libby Dam project.

The contracts for construction of Libby
Dam are not expected to be let until April
1966. The Corps of Engineers has advised
our field representative that of the first
three construction contracts scheduled to
be let, only two will be so located as to have
a possible effect on the school population
at Libby. One of these contracts is expected
to involve about 60 construction workers
and the other about 80 workers. Most of
the work on Libby Dam will be seasonal,
due to winter weather conditions. Repre-
sentatives of the Corps of Engineers have
expressed their belief that, for this reason,
many of the construction workers will not
move their families into the Libby area, and
that the workers will live there only during
the actual working season. If such proves
to be the case, the impact on the Libby
school system will not reach the proportions
apparently anticipated by the officials of
the school district.

Libby School District No. 4 has two cur-
rent Public Law 815 applications on file,
one for the 2-year membership increase
period ending June 30, 1966; and the other
for the 2-year membership increase period
ending June 30, 1967. At the present time,
it does not appear that the school district
will qualify for a grant under either ap-
plication.

Under section 5 of Public Law 815, the
minimum requirements for eligibility are
that the estimated increase in membership
of federally-connected children during a 2-
year membership increase period covered by
an application must be at least 20 in num-
ber and constitute at least 5 percent of the
base year total average daily membership.
Section 4 of the act provides that a grant
to an otherwise eligible applicant may not

1 the amount required to provide min-
imum school facilities for the estimated
number of children who will be in the mem-
bership of the schools of such district at the
close of the increase period and who will
otherwise be without such facilities at such

On the basis of current Information, it
does not appear that there will be a suf-

Project created employment Student enrollment 2
Year
Con- Gov- Service Total | Kinder- | Grades | Grades | Grades
tractor | ernment | workers !| workers | garten 1to6 Tto9 10to12 | Total
workers | workers
50 25 276 16 100 40 24 180
100 145 1,505 05 583 244 138 1, 060
110 1956 2,155 130 702 831 187 1,440
115 190 2,105 126 770 322 182 1,400
115 100 2,105 126 770 322 182 1,400
115 190 2, 085 125 765 320 180 1,390
100 145 1, 596 85 583 244 138 1,060 time.
35 25 310 19 116 48 27 210
35 5 70 4 25 10 6 45
25 b &0 ] 19 8 5 35

110 percent of project workers.
2 Total enrollment

is based on ratio of 1.5 workers per student.

Department percent of total is: Kindergarten,

9 percent; grades 1 to 6, 55 percent; grades 7 to 9, 23 percent; grades 10 to 12, 13 percent.

JaNUaArY 10, 1966.
Lt. Gen. WLLiaM F'. CassIDY,

Chief, Corps of Engineers, Department of the

Army, Washington, D.C.

Dear GeENERAL Cassmmy: In the enclosed

letter, Superintendent Carl R. Engebretson
of the Libby, Mont. public schools, shows
that close cooperation between the corps,
the U.S. Office of Education and local school
officials is essential in order to have ade-
quate school facilities available for the
thousands of students who will be added to
the Lincoln County school rolls after con-
struction of Libby Dam begins,

I am most anxious to see that the Federal
Government extends all possible assistance
to the Lincoln County school system during
this difficult period.

I would like to know what the corps is
doing in this regard now, and what else needs
to be done.

I am sending a copy of this correspondence,
for comment, to Dr. B. Alden Lillywhite, As-
sistant Commissioner and Director, Division
of School Assistance In Federally Affected
Areas, Office of Education. I assume your
people are already in touch with the Office
of Education.

Very truly yours,
Lee METCALF.
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION,
AND WELFARE, OFFICE OF EDUCATION,
Washington, D.C., January 19, 1966.
Hon. LEe METCALF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEeAr SENATOR METCALF: This is in response
to the request in letter dated January 10,
1966, to Lt. Gen. Willlam P. Cassidy, Chief,
Corps of Engineers, Department of the Army,
for our comments concerning Federal ald

ficlent increase in federally connected mem-
bership in the school district by June 30,
1066, to meet the minimum eligibility
requirements under the 1966 application.
Based on the information furnished by
officials of the school district in the current
applications, the capacity of the existing
school facilities exceeds by over 400 the total
membership estimated for June 30, 1967.
Thus, at this time it appears that if the
number and percentage requirements for
eligibility are met by June 30, 1967, the
school district still would not be eligible for
a Federal grant for construction of additional
classroom faeilities because there are no un-
housed children (l.e., those without mini-
mum school facilities) In the school district.
However, if the increase in membership
should be substantially greater than anticl-
pated at present, the school district might
qualify for Federal funds for school con-
struction.

It appears that most of the increase in
school membership which may occur in the
Libby school district as a result of construc-
tion on the dam project will be children in
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subsection 5(a) (2) category; that is, children
who reside with a parent who is employed on
Federal property. As Public Law 815 is cur-
rently amended, the provisions of subsection
5(a)(2) of the act expire June 30, 1986.
Thus, unless the provisions of this subsec-
tlon are extended by the Congress, only sub-
section 5(a) (1) children (children who reside
on Federal property with a parent employed
on Federal property) may be counted as
federally connected in an application filed
for an increase period ending later than
June 30, 1966. It is not anticipated that
there will be very many of this category of
children in the school district.

We will continue to keep in close touch
with the Corps of Engineers, and if there is
any change In the situation, we will act
accordingly.

If you need any further information,
please let me know.

Sincerely yours,

B. ALDEN LILLYWHITE,
Director, School Assistance in Fed-
erally Affected Areas.
JANUARY 28, 1966.

Hon. LEE METCALF,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SEnaTOR MEeTCALF: You will recall
during our meeting in November when I
briefed you on the Libby Dam project and
the resultant social and economic impact
on the town of Libby and other communities
within the project area, you asked me to
advise you where assistance in their ob-
taining Federal ald might be required. Yes-
terday the announcement was made from
Washington that the Government of Canada
had been formally notified that the United
States would construct Libby Dam as pro-
vided for in the treaty. Therefore, at this
time I would like to advise you of the
status of certaln matters involved in pre-
paring the communities for the impact
which will result from the construction
activity.

You expressed greatest concern in regard
to the schools. The town, county, and State
authorities were given, approximately 1 year
ago, our best estimate of the number of
persons that would move into the area and
of the number of students by grade group-
ing expected. We have continued to advise
and assist them since then. Following my
meeting with you, I visited Miss Miller, State
superintendent of public instruction, as you
suggested, and, in addition, Mr. John Camp-
bell, State aid administrator, and Mr. Wayne
Haefer, administrator of 815 and 874 money,
State department of public instruction. In
addition, my staff has been in contact with
Mr. Ralph Rose, regional representative,
Office of Education, U.S. Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. From this
many contacts I obtain the belief that ar-
rangements for preparing the school system
in the project area for the influx is progress-
ing satisfactorily. Even so, I suggest a query
by you to the Department of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare would be appropriate.

Sanitation and health provisions are also
very important. In November I informed
you that the citizens of the town of Libby
had just rejected by a 2 to 1 vote the pro-
posal for a bond issue necessary to finance
construction of an adequate sewage treat-
ment plant which is badly needed now even
without the added influx. The mayor appar-
ently intends to put this matter to another
vote soon. I have discussed the matter with
him and also with Mr. Brink of the State
department of health. In addition, my staff
has discussed the problem with Mr, Riepe,
regional director, Public Health Service, U.S.
Department of Health, Education, and Wel-
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fare. Solution to this problem is uncertain.
Consequently, I suggest that your query to
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare on this matter also would be appro-
priate. A less severe problem in this cate-
gory but worthy of mention here is the need
for medical facilities. As I mentioned in
November, the hospital at Libby is apparently
planning an addition, but there isn't yet
reliable assurance that this will come about
or that medical personnel and facilities
would be adequate.

Safety on the highways and law enforce-
ment in the communities is, of course, an-
other important problem area. I have dis-
cussed this with Col. Allen Stevenson, chief,
and Capt. Pete Gauch, safety director, Mon-
tana State Highway Patrol. In addition, my
staff has had many contacts with various
law enforcement officials. Some action has
already been taken and other is planned to
meet the requirements. However, in view of
the limited resources of the communities in
the project area, I feel certain that the State
will find it necessary to provide more than
normal assistance. As far as I know now,
there is no Federal aid available.

Sincerely yours,
C. C. HOLBROOK,
Colonel, Corps of Engineers, District
Engineer.

HOUSE VETERANS' COMMITTEE RE-
PORTS OUT VETERANS' READ-
JUSTMENT BILL

Mr. YARBGROUGH. Mr. President,
I commend Representative OrLin TEAGUE,
chairman of the House Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, for reporting to the House of
Representatives a comprehensive read-
justment bill, similar to my cold war GI
bill—8. 9—which passed the Senate last
year. The bill reported out today is
far preferable to the limited, disecrimina-
tory bill which was recently recom-
mended by the Veterans’ Administra-
tion and the Bureau of the Budget.
Where the Veterans’ Administration bill
is severely limited as to eligible veterans
serving in particular areas, Chairman
TEAGUE’s bill would apply equally to all
veterans of the cold war without the ar-
tificial qualification of where they served.
Similarly, the House Veterans' Affairs
Committee bill would apply to all veter-
ans since January 31, 1955, rather than
be limited to a small number of re-
cently discharged veterans.

The bill reported out today is the most
advanced bill to be reported from the
House Veterans’ Committee in 7 years,
and Chairman TEAGUE is to be given cred-
it for his understanding of the philos-
ophy of readjustment benefits behind
such a bill. While the bill reported out
does not offer as full educational bene-
fits as my cold war GI bill—S. 9—which
passed the Senate last year, it is still a
major step forward in providing justice
for these 5 million veterans, although it
is regrettable that the House bill omits
on-the-job training. There is a great
need for vocationally trained men in
many fields today, and on-the-job train-
ing is a good way to obtain vocational
training.

Although I will continue to work for a
bill that will provide 1'% days of educa-
tional benefits for every 1 day’s mili-
tary service—rather than 1 day for
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1 day as in the House bill—for a bill
that would offer the larger monthly pay-
ments included in S. 9, and for a bill
that includes on-the-job and on-the-
farm training, I still consider today's
House action a major breakthrough in
our efforts to provide a just and equita-
ble readjustment bill for our deserv-
ing cold war veterans,

THE TWO EDGES OF INTEREST
RATES

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, early
in December the Federal Reserve Board,
sensing the inflationary pressures that
were building took action to increase the
discount rate. There was an immediate
reaction by some who favor artificially
low interest rates at all costs. I have
been pleased that following the first re-
action by the administration, there have
been no official statements criticizing the
action and in fact, the President in his
economic message recognizes the respon-
sibility of the Federal Reserve to prevent
excessive credit flows that could carry
the pace of expansion beyond prudent
speed limits.

In the interest of presenting facts
that may dispel some of the misstate-
ments that have been circulated regard-
ing the Federal Reserve action, I feel
that it would be desirable to include in
the REcorp the remarks by Archie K.
Davis, president of the American Bank-
ers Association made before the National
Credit Conference as reported in the
American Banker of February 1, 1966.
I ask unanimous consent that the article
be printed in the REcorb.

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

THE Two Epnces oF INTEREST RATES: DoM-
INANT IN BOTH INCOME AND EXPENSE

(Perspective on interest rates was provided
by Archie K. Davis, president, American
Bankers Assoclation, and chairman, Wacho-
via Bank and Trust Co., Winston-Salem, in
an address before the National Credit Con-
ference this week. While bankers generally
understand the expense of interest, the pub-
lic generally seems to regard it primarily as
a revenue item for banks, and the industry
therefore needs to make vigorous efforts to
correct the misconceptions, Mr. Davis said.
He directed attention to inflation as the
primary problem in increased financial costs,
and cited a number of cases where interest
rate increases have had relatively minor in-
fluence on total cost. Key excerpts are
printed herewith.)

In view of the developments since the first
week in December, there can be little doubt
that the increase in the discount rate was the
right move for the right reasons at the right
time. Credit demands from the private sec-
tor are still high and mounting. Fears that
capital spending programs would be cut
back by higher rates have been dissipated
by evidence that business will continue to
enlarge its capital outlays. State and local
government borrowing is steadily increasing,
and there is every indication that the Federal
Government will continue to rely on deficit
financing. Under these circumstances, it is
clear that sound monetary policy must stand
in the first line of defense against inflation.
And it is not unreasonable to expect further
monetary restraint if demand continues to
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surge against the Nation's capacity to pro-
duce.

Against this background of emerging eco-
nomic trends, the subject of interest rates
is in the public forum and is likely to re-
main so for some time to come. We in the
banking industry have an obligation to see
that these discussions are both factual and
balanced because the subject of interest rates
is among the least understood of all eco-
nomic facts. Yet, interest rates play a vital
role in our free enterprise market economy.

Explaining the function of interest rates
Is no easy task. Most people recognize that
interest is the price of borrowed money, and
that the rate of interest is merely expressing
that price as a percentage of the amount
borrowed. Yet, once we go beyond this sim-
ple definition, one’s views may be emotional-
1y blased by his position as a borrower or
a lender.

Interestingly enough, most Americans are
both borrowers and lenders. In the past 15
years, savings accounts of individuals in
banks and other financial institutions have
risen from $71 billlon to $253 billion; life
insurance and pension fund reserves have
advanced from $85 to $238 billion; Federal,
State, and corporate bonds and mortgage
holdings have risen from $88 to $128 billion,
and on all of these items individuals earn
interest. Liabilitles or obligations of in-
dividuals, during the same 15-year period,
have risen from $80 to $313 billion and, of
course, interest had to be pald on this ris-
ing total.

As bankers, we are very much aware of the
dual role of interest. As the price we receive
for our most important product—ecredit—it
is our single largest income item. On the
other side of the equation, and of rapidly
growing significance, interest payments to
our time and savings depositors represent
our single largest item of expense. Annual
interest payments now exceed total salaries
and wages paid annually to the better than
750,000 men and women employed by the
banking industry. During 1964, these in-
terest payments exceeded $4 billion, or al-
most double the amount pald in 1961. And,
when the figures for 1965 are in, I am sure
we shall see another large increase.

Contrary to popular opinion, rising inter-
est rates are a mixed blessing for banks,
Since the banking system, in effect, borrows
from its depositors and lends to its borrow-
ing customers, it must compete in the mar-
ketplace with other borrowers and lenders;
therefore, it must pay the going rate for
savings and other time deposits and must
lend at competitive rates. A soundly man-
aged bank must be a profitable bank and
must naturally lend at a rate higher than it
pays for money. But higher rates do not nec-
essarily mean greater earnings over the long
pull because profits are influenced by other
cost factors, by the volume of credit out-
standing and by the quality of loans and in-
vestments.

If inflationary pressures are present in
the economy, as they are today, with prices
and wages golng up in response to supply
and demand factors, there are bound to be
upward pressures on the price of money—
again the result of supply and demand.
Banks are not insulated from the economy
and must flow with the tide. A strong loan
demand requires more loanable funds. To
attract these funds requires higher savings
rates which, In turn, are reflected in higher
loan rates. In periods of rising money costs,
the prices of Government securities and
other fixed rate investments decline. Not
infrequently, in order to meet increasing loan
demands, banks must liguidate such invest-
ments at a loss which obviously results in

a drag on profits.
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Banking, like most other businesses, makes
its profits primarily on volume—on expan-
sion in the total volume of interest-bearing
loans and investments.

Given the volume of credit demanded, the
amount that banks can lend depends on
two things: their ability to attract time and
savings funds and the degree of ease or
tightness in Federal Reserve monetary pol-
icy, which governs the amount of new re-
serves avallable to banks for additional loans
and investments. A period of rapid credit
expansion and rising interest rates is usually
accompanied by monetary policies which re-
strict the rate of growth in bank reserves.
This, in turn, limits the rate of growth in
bank loans and investments. And that is
precisely what the Federal Reserve is trying
to accomplish.

Clearly, then, rising interest rates are a
mixed blessing for commercial banks. As the
evidence accumulates, economists are, more
and more, coming to the conclusion that
overall profits tend to be better when in-
terest rates are stable and the rate of growth
in bank loans and investments is relatively
high,

There is a popular misconception that the
Federal Reserve determines interest rates and
can and should keep them low by simply
pumping more money into the economy. It
is true that the Federal Reserve is an in-
fluential supplier of funds, but it is not the
sole supplier nor can its powers be used
recklessly and without regard to all phases
of the national interest. No responsible cen-
tral bank would have used its full powers
to hold interest rates down in the face of the
circumstances prevailing last fall.

Another misconception that seems to at-
tract public attention is that rising inter-
est rates have been responsible for the rapid
rise in consumer living costs. We hear
about the higher cost of housing, autos
and other manufactured products. But
what are the facts? The typical house that
cost $10,000 in 1946 costs almost $22,000 to-
day. In 1946, with a 15 percent down pay-
ment and a 20-year federally insured mort-
gage, the buyer paid only $52 a month for
the house. Today he would have to pay $128
How much of the increase is a result of the
rise in interest from 4 percent to 51 per-
cent? Less than 7. Putting it another way,
if the cost of the house remained the same
and interest had gone up 1); percent, the
house would still cost less than $60 a month.
Inflation has been the true culprit, not rising
interest rates.

Or consider the Interest costs on an auto-
mobile. When a bank raises its installment
credit discount rate by 15 of 1 percent, or
50 cents per $100 per year, this means that
the monthly payment on a typical auto loan
of $2,400 over 36 months rises from 875.66
to $76.66.

Or consider the impact of rising credit
on manufactured goods. The Federal Trade
Commission estimates that interest costs ac-
count for only one-fortieth of 1 percent of the
price of the average manufactured product.
If interest rates were to double, which is
highly unlikely, the price of a typical manu-
factured product selling for $100 would rise
by only 40 cents.

These are indeed small prices to pay in an
effort to hold down the price that the con-
sumer pays for food, clothing and shelter,
and to protect the value of his savings.

As professionally skilled bankers, you may
conclude that I have oversimplified the prob-
lem. But the widespread misunderstanding
of interest rates in our economy indicates
that we should not spend all our time talk-
ing with one another in technical terms;
we should discuss interest rates in terms the
public understands. To assist bankers in
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this understanding, I have asked the ABA
staffl to prepare a short booklet describing
in detail some of the aspects of this matter.
I hope bankers will use it at every oppor-
tunity—with their directors, staff members,
customers, and local media—to increase gen-
eral understanding of interest rates and the
important role they play in a market
economy.

No discussion of credit and interest rates
in today’s environment would be complete
without referring to some of the thorny
problems that have arisen as a result of the
Federal Reserve action irn raising the CD
rate under regulation Q. It is not too much
to say that the situation confronting our
industry with respect to rates paid on CD's
is fraught with danger, not only for our
industry, but for the entire financial system
and the economy.

Almost 2 months have passed since the
Federal Reserve and the FDIC raised the
Regulation Q ceiling on time deposits to 514
percent. In announcing the changes, both
agencies emphasized the need for a high de-
gree of prudence and responsibility on the
part of both large and small banks in adjust-
ing to this new ceiling. Since that time, a
number of banks have made such adjust-
ments, and there have been numerous re-
ports of rates on certificates of 5 percent,
and, in a few instances, as high as 51, per-
cent. This has renewed concern that the
scramble for deposits might carry the going
rate among the large as well as the small
banks to the regulatory ceiling, despite the
attempts to avoid making this ceiling into a
magnet for going rates.

A new rash of savings instruments based
on certificates of deposit has developed
among many banks. These are being called
savings certificates, savings bonds, invest-
ment deposits, or other special names and
are being offered at rates as high as 5 per-
cent and guaranteed for periods as long as
three years. The minimum amounts being
accepted are often $1,000 and, in some cases,
as low as $25. The common denominator
for many of these new instruments is the
fact that they provide for many depositors
a ready alternative to passbook savings on
which a maximum 4-percent rate has been
retained under regulation Q. There have
been reports of unsettling and disruptive
shifts of funds among banks, and from
savings and loan assoclations to banks.
Whether such shifts are indeed taking place
in large amounts is of critical significance
to the finanecial system and of great impor-
tance to the economy. The Federal Reserve
authorities looked into this matter a few
weeks ago and concluded that reports of
disruptive shifts were somewhat exaggerated,
at least at that time.

But this is not the complete story. Even
though a rate war among banks and other
financial institutions may not yet have de-
veloped, the pressure resulting from the
rising demand for credit is tempting some
bankers—including a few in the large money
market banks—to offer unrealistically gen-
erous terms on CD’s. There is a clear and
present danger that such actions could lead
to highly destructive and undesirable com-
petition from which no one—banks, savers,
other financial institutions, or the American
economy—could gain.

Such a fierce competitive race for savings
and time money could be particularly harm-
ful to the small banks of the Nation and the
regional and local economies which they
serve. Healthy competition among banks
and other lenders is highly desirable. How-
ever, competition that entices large and dis-
ruptive flows of funds from country to city,
from small banks to large banks, and from
the specialized financial industries into the
banking system can be harmful,
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I therefore urge the Nation's commercial
bankers to exercise the prudence and re-
sponsibility that will be absolutely necessary
in the days and months ahead. There is no
magic formula. Nor will the pressures be
uniform throughout the banking system.
But it is appropriate that we remind our-
selves that the most successful banks, over
extended periods of time, have been those
banks that have been able to strike a healthy
balance between the need for stability and
the need for growth,

In reviewing bank policles, several ques-
tions should be answered objectively. Does
the local demand for credit warrant the com~
petitive quest for deposits? Is the bank
attempting to grow just for the sake of
growth? Will credit standards have to be
lowered to put the expensive money to work
at rates that will be profitable? How stable
are the deposits? Will these shift quickly
with any rate change by competitors? How
long will the bank be able to sustain the
higher rates?

This we must understand: a significant
result of the Federal Reserve action has
been to grant new freedom to the banking
system. With the prime rate at 41, percent,
banks had become a “bargain basement' for
borrowers in relation to prevalling rates in
the bond market. The effect was to maintain
an unrealistlc prime rate level which gave
a subsidy to bank borrowers and threatened
to exhaust bank lending capacity. The
increase in the discount rate, and related
rise in the prime rate, has given banks a
new freedom to charge rates on loans that
are more in line with the open market.

In a full employment economy, demands
for credit can become almost insatiable. The
problem for many credit institutions is to
control the integrity of their own portfolios
through the selection or rejection of the loans
offered. Thus the Federal Reserve action on
the rate front dramatized the credit situa-
tion that had been developing and helped to
improve our abillity to build healthy loan
portfolios.

The matter now rests essentially with the
bankers in their response to this rapidly
changing environment. We cannot expect
to be monitored dally by the Federal Re-
serve Board. We have been told plainly
that credit must be restralned. We have
been told plainly that banks must not in-
dulge in competitive rate wars for time
money.

If the Federal Reserve policy is to be effec-
tive, self-discipline on the part of banks ls
now absolutely required. Any other course
of actlon would be unthinkable simply be-
cause the natlonal interest demands it. Fail-
ure to exerclse voluntary but prudent re-
straint now can only lead to stricter regula-
tory controls later.

Indeed, the very manner in which the
Federal Reserve has ralsed the flag of cau-
tlon is indicative of its confidence in the
integrity and responsibility of the American
banking system, and this we must honor.

STEPS TOWARD CLEAN WATER

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the
Water Quality Act of 1965 is a meaning-
ful document. But it does not complete
the responsibility of Congress in the
critical area of water pollution control
and abatement.

The Water Quality Act gave the Na-
tion the basic tools to enhance the
quality of our water resources. To put
those tools to work, we need the muscle
of greatly incrcased Federal, State, and
local money behind them.,
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The Senate Subcommittee on Air and
Water Pollution has recently published
a report which documents this need.
The report is entitled “‘Steps Toward
Clean Water,” and is based on 12 days
of hearings last year. More than 900
pages of testimony and supporting evi-
dence were recorded.

The findings and recommendations of
the report are a sobering evaluation of
the problem and the need to solve it.

The subcommittee estimates that the
national cost of meeting our treatment
plant construction needs by 1972 is at
least $20 billion. The present Federal
effort is only $150 million a year. The
subcommittee reports this “is entirely
inadequate even to keep pace with the
problem.”

Furthermore, present restrictions on
individual grants gravely limit the pro-
gram, especially in large communities.
While these may be the most obvious
deficiencies in our program, they are not
the only ones.

For instance, the overwhelming ma-
jority of States does not assist communi-
ties with matcaing grants under the
sewage ftreatment construction grant
program.

Except in isolated cases, we do not have
a coordinated program for handling
effluent from industrial and municipal
sources in river basins. The increased
cost of waste treatment for industries is
a threat to their economic vitality.

Finally, present waste treatment sys-
tems too frequently are based on con-
cepts developed 40 years ago.

Because of the interrelationship of
these needs, no one part can be ignored
without jeopardizing our success with the
others.

During the coast-to-coast hearings last
year, the subcommittee learned firsthand
of the nature and scope of these inade-
quacies. To succeed, the subcommitte
has made six recommendations. We
should consider them carefully.

First. Do away with the dollar ceiling
limits on treatment construction grants,
and instead provide a 30-percent grant
for each project, regardless of its cost.

Second. Provide a bonus of 10 per-
cent of the Federal grant when the State
matches at least 30 percent of the project
cost. In addition, cities should be au-
thorized to apply directly for Federal
grants when States fail to match the
Federal grant. A revolving fund should
be established for long-term, low-interest
loans to help cities meet local matching
requirements when the State fails to
match the Federal share.

Third. Authorize $6 billion for Fed-
eral treatment construction grants
through fiscal year 1972.

Fourth. Double the authorization for
grants to States and interstate agencies
for program support to $10 million a year
for 5 years, providing the States increase
their share.

Fifth. Authorize $25 million annually
for 5 years for research, development,
and demonstration of advanced waste
treatment and purification methods, and
for development and demonstration of
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new or improved methods for treating
compatible municipal and industrial
wastes.

Sixth. Provide for collection and pub-
lication of information on treatment
practices in industrial, manufacturing,
and processing establishments. Use the
contract authority more extensively in
the conduct of research, training, and
demonstrations. In connection with
such authority, start a program of train-
ing operators of municipal and indus-
trial or other private treatment plants.

These six recommendations are a bold
but necessary program to meet the reali-
ties of the water pollution crisis.

By eliminating the dollar ceiling on
individual project grants, we could bring
meaningful support and encouragement
to the Nation’s cities. Their problems
are at the heart of the national problem.

Presently, the maximum Federal grant
to a single project is $1.2 million and the
maximum for a joint project undertaken
ﬁy two or more communities is $4.8 mil-

on.

For maior cities. these amounts are
woefully inadequate. New York City
alone faces the expenditure of $780 mil-
lion for needed facilities.

In Atlanta, the price tag is $100 mil-
lion. In Los Angeles, it is $75 million.
In Detroit, it is $151 million. In Pitts-
burgh, it is $32 million. In Houston, it is
$43 million. Even in the Portland,
Maine, area, the cost has been estimated
at more than $20 million.

For the last decade, Federal construec-
tion grants have stimulated local abate-
ment and control projects. Municipal
response to the grants was immediate
and encouraging even at its initial
modest and totally inadequate level.

However, Lecause of the grant limits,
the resulting activity has barely kept
pace with the needs of growing popula-
tions and urbanization. The tremendous
backlog of needed facilities, now totaling
at least $20 billion, remains unmet. The
lifting of ceilings and the stepping up
of authorizations, as recommended by
the subcommittee, would permit and
stimulate the necessary attack on the
backlog.

Since the national pollution abatement
program began in 1948, the basic legisla-
tive policy has been that the control of
pollution is a State responsibility. Re-
grettably, most States have failed to help
communities meet the costs of abatement
and control. Presently, only six States
have authority to apply State funds for
this purpose.

Our job, then, is to provide more in-
centive to the States. A 10-percent Fed-
eral bonus for State matching funds, and
the opportunity for doubled Federal ap-
propriations for program support will
stimulate State participation.

A challenge to our technology is the
development of efficient methods of
treating combined municipal and indus-
trial effluent. An appropriation of $125
million over 5 years would foster the
depth of research needed to find and
demonstrate the answers. In the long
run, these answers would save countless
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dollars and help us achieve the water
quality we will need.

Industry, like municipalities, will in-
creasingly feel the financial burden of
treatment. In many instances, this bur-
den can adversely affect an industry’'s
growth and prosperity. Many companies
already face this problem. It calls for
a reevaluation of our policy on financial
assistance to industry for treatment
works.

Summing up, there are three basic ele-
ments in the Federal Government’s
water pollution control effort: Treat-
ment, enforcement, and research.

The Water Quality Act of 1965 gave us
the means for developing and establish-
ing meaningful water quality standards.

But if communities do not have the
resources to achieve adequate treatment,
standards and enforcement will mean
little.

And without research to find more
efficient methods of treatment, the costs
could overwhelm us in the decades
ahead.

Our next legislative attack on dirty
water should begin where the Water
Quality Act left off. The subcommittee’s
recommendations are guidelines for our
work in the months ahead.

I urge my colleagues to read the sub-
committee’s report.

JOB CORPS GIRLS START TO WORK

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I am
pleased to bring to the attention of the
Senate an article about a young lady
from my State who is a recent graduate
of the Los Angeles Women’s Job Corps
Training Center.

The story was written by Mrs. Eliza-
beth Shelton, staff writer for the Wash-
ington Post. The story is about Juana
Marie Waquiu of Jemez Pueblo, N. Mex.

It is of paramount importance that in-
dustry scrutinize the graduates of the
Job Corps for potential job placement.
This point of view is well expressed by
W. C. Hobbs, senior vice-president of
Consolidated American Services, Inc.,
and chief executive of ite Management
and Engineering Services Division. This
company was the first to hire male Job
Corps graduates and now blazes a new
trail by being the first in private industry
to hire female graduates of the Job
Corps.

Mr. Hobbs feels certain of the abilities
of the Job Corps graduates. His quota-
tion is worth repeating:

I feel very strongly that in the Job Corps,
lndustry has a natural young mine of flex-
ibility and a pool of labor. Just because
these are poor kids who have dropped out
of school doesn't mean they are not good
workers. Once industry realizes they have
a pool, and can direct the skills and techni-
cal training they need, they are golng to
come to Job Corps and say, “I need so many
of this type of skill.”

This is an inspiring and impressive
story. It should be of interest—of great
interest—to all Americans.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the article, written by Elizabeth
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Shelton, be printed in the REcorp at this
point of my remarks.

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

[|From the Washington (D.C.) Post, Nov. 30,
1965]

JoBs CorPs GIRLS START TO WORK
(By Elizabeth Shelton)

The first two career girls to come to the
Capital with Job Corps diplomas as their
credentials are happly at work in the down-
town office of a management consultant
firm,

Juana Marle Waquiu, a 21-year-old from
Jemez Pueblo, N, Mex,, arrived here yester-
day to double as a PBX switchboard opera-
tor and receptionist with the Management
and Engineering Services Division of Con-
solidated American Services, Inc. She was
the first graduate of the Los Angeles
Women’s Job Corps Tralning Center.

The second graduate, Willye L. Evans, 20,
of Oklahoma City, Okla., has been on duty
in the same office for a week as a clerk-
typist. “It’s just like home,” Willye says.
“Everybody 1is so friendly.”

Both live on Buchanan Street NE., with
the family of a member of the MES staff.

Neither has had a chance yet to sightsee
around the city, but Willye went on a motor
trip in Maryland on Sunday and thought it
“very nice."”

Her mother is a domestic worker in Idabel,
Okla. Willye tried working her way through
Langston University in Oklahoma but had
to leave in her second year because her sal-
ary as an assistant to the adviser of the New
Homemakers of America was applied only to
tuition and left her no money for expenses
or to send home.

She plans to go to business college at night
with an eventual goal of teaching business
subjects. She attended the Metropolitan
Junior College in Los Angeles and graduated
in 6 months.

Juana, daughter of a carpenter, attended
Albuquerque Business College, in New Mex-
ico, for a year, but couldn’'t find a job in that
city. She learned switchboard operation at
the Los Angeles Trade Technical College
while enrolled at the Los Angeles Job Corps
Center.

Back at home are five brothers and two
sisters. The older sister 1s married and the
oldest of her brothers helps his father, but
the others are still of school age and Juana
helps to support them.

The brand new white-collar girls make $2
an hour at their new jobs. They will re-
celve in-grade promotions and the chance
to rise, through training, to new grades.

W. C. Hobbs, senior vice president of Con-
Am and executive chief of its MES division,
is confident the Job Corps is producing a
competent employment pool for industry.

The organization was the first to hire
male Job Corps graduates as employees and
found their work so satisfactory that two are
being given additional pay and responsibili-
tles. The third was assisted to return to
high school so he will have a base for higher
education.

One of the reasons that Hobbs feels so
assured is that the 24-hour-a-day living
experience at a Job Corps center gets every-
thing about the enrollee’s abilities and
habits down on the record.

“This provides a great deal more informa-
tion than a serles of interviews, or even a
job trial,” he sald.

"“I feel very strongly that in the Job
Corps, industry has a natural young mine
of flexibility and a pool of labor,” he sald.
“Just because these are poor kids who have
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dropped out of school doesn't mean they are
not good workers.

“Once industry realizes they have a pool
and can direct the skills and technical train-
ing they need, they are going to come to
Job Corps, and say, ‘I need so many of this
type of skill.'

“This is one place where the Government
is spending money that is an investment.
The kids will put money back into the
country.”

AMERICAN PEOPLE SUPPORT RE-
SUMPTION OF BOMBING OF
NORTH VIETNAM

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, in this
mornings New York Times there are two
items which, on the surface, appear to
contradict each other.

On page 16 of the New York Times
there is an article headed “Senate Mail
Hits War Escalation.” According to this
article, the mail in most Senate offices
is running 2 or 3 to 1 against escalation
or a resumption of bombing, and in some
Senate offices the ratio is running as high
as 100 to 1.

On the other hand, an article on page
1 of the New York Times reported that
there is wide national support for the
President’s decision to resume bombing
of North Vietnam. The article, which
ran more than 1 page in length, was
based on the reports of 10 staff corre-
spondents who interviewed State and
local officials, professional and business
men, editors, students, and others.

The remarkable discrepancy between
the true state of American public opinion
and the heavily weighted public opinion
estimates gleaned from congressional
correspondence can, I believe, be ex-
plained in very simple terms.

The great majority of the American
public who support the President’s policy
are unorganized and do not consider it
necessary to manifest their support by
repeated letters and telegrams addressed
to the President and to their Congress-
men.

But the relatively small minority who
are opposed to the President’s policy are
highly organized, and the several major
organizations which have been playing a
leading role in the anti-Vietnam agita-
tion repeatedly remind their followers
and correspondents of their duty to write
and to wire—not once, but repeatedly—
to the President and to Congressmen.

For example, yesterday a constituent
sent me a printed card which he had
received from the National Committee
for a Sane Nuclear Policy. The card
urged the recipient to wire the President
and wire his Senator and Congressman
protesting against the resumed bombing
of the North—and if he had already done
so once, the card urged the recipient to
do so again.

I have been advised that similar com-
munications have been sent out by the
Students for a Democratic Society, by
the National Emergency Committee To
End the War in Vietnam and by other
organizations involved in the anti-Viet-
nam agitation.

I would therefore urge my colleagues
to take these facts into consideration in
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evaluating the correspondence they re-
ceive on the Vietnam war.

A much surer gage of the state of
publie opinion than the highly organized
correspondence which has been deluging
our offices is the repeated public opinion
polls demonstrating overwhelming sup-
port for the President’s policy.

For example, the same New York Times
from which I have quoted points out
that:

A nationwide poll by Louis Harris before
the end of the pause reported that 61 percent
favored and 17 percent opposed all-out bomb-
ing of every part of North Vietnam if the
Communists refused to sit down and talk
peace.

Remarkably enough, there was very
little difference in opinion on this point
between those who had voted the Gold-
water ticket in 1964 and those who had
voted the Democratic ticket.

Of those who had supported Goldwater,
65 percent favored all-out U.S. bombing
if the Communists refused to talk peace,
and 14 percent were opposed.

Of those who had voted Democratic, 59
percent supported ali-out bombing and
only 17 percent were opposed.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert into the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp at this point the following three
items:

First. The article, captioned “Senate
Mail Hits War Escalation,” which ap-
peared on page 16 of the New York
Times, today, Thursday, February 3.

Second. The article, captioned “Wide
Support Found in Nation for Renewed
Vietnam Bombing,” which appeared on
page 1 of the New York Times for the
same date.

Third. The Harris survey, captioned
“Public Would Back More Troops, Bomb-
ing if Negotiation Move Fails,” the full
text of which appeared on page 2 of the
Washington Post on Monday, January 31.

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

SENATE MAmL Hrrs WAR ESCALATION—OPPOSI-
TI0N LED BY MIDWEST AND MOUNTAIN STATES
(By E. W, Eenworthy)

WasHINGTON, February 2—Many Senators
reported today that their mail was heavily
against escalation of the war in Vietnam.

A sampling of Senate offices indicated that
the strongest opposition, as reflected in mail
and telegrams, was in the Midwest and
Mountain States.

However, Senators from the eastern sea-
board reported that their mail also was “sub-
stantially” or “predominantly” against esca-
lation.

In the House, most Members interviewed
said their mall on Vietnam was light. The
reason, they belleved, is that constituents are
more likely to write their Senators on foreign
affairs issues. The Senate alone has the con-
stitutional authority to advise and consent
on ftreaties and has therefore become the
dominant legislative body on forelgn policy
questions,

A White House spokesman said no tabula-
tion was being made on its mail concerning
Vietnam,

Most of the Senators interviewed said the
mail gave little appearance of belng orga-
nize

"+ B
As might be expected, those Senators who
have been critical of the administration's
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policy for some time or who were among the
15 that wrote to the President last week
urging a continuation of the pause in the
bombing of North Vietnam reported the
largest percentage of mall against escalation.

For example, Senator MIKE MANSFIELD, of
Montana, the Democratic leader, is receiving
malil and telegrams from all over the country
that is more than 100 to 1 against escalation.

EDWARD KENNEDY REPORTS

Senator Gayrorp NEeLsON, Democrat, of
Wisconsin, who signed the letter to the
President, sald his mail had been 10 to 1
against stepping up the war.

But the office of Senator Ebpwarp M. KEN-
NEDY, Democrat, of Massachusetts, who did
not sign the letter, said he had been receiving
BO to 100 letters a day and that the trend
was “substantially” in opposition to escala-
tion.

Several Senators said the heavy mail began
during the last 2 weeks of the bombing pause,
a large proportion of which urged a continua-
tion of the lull. The Senators said, however,
that there had been no decline since the
President’s declsion last Monday to resume
bombing.

In fact, some Senators have experienced
an increase. Senator EUGENE J. McCARTHY,
Democrat, of Minnesota, who made a speech
Monday urging the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee to undertake a critical review of
Vietnam policy, received 450 telegrams yes-
terday supporting his position and one dis-
senting phone call.

However, Senator WaLTER F. MONDALE,
Democrat, of Minnesota, who, unlike Mr,
McCarTHY, did not sign the letter to the
President or speak out against resumption of
the bombing, reported that he was getting
about 150 letters and telegrams a week. He
sald the telegrams were running 6 or 7 to 1
and the letters 2 or 3 to 1 against escalation.

In a private poll taken for the adminis-
tration in Minnesota just before Christmas
and the beginning of the bombing pause,
21 percent of those asked wanted “the United
States to go all out for victory in Vietnam
even if it means war with the Chinese”;
29 percent belleved “the United States should
bomb Hanol and any other targets that will
increase U.S. effectiveness,” and 27 percent
thought “the United States should continue
the present policy” of limited bombing.
Only 9 perecnt thought “the United States
should stop bombing North Vietnam, even
if it decreases U.S. effectiveness.”

POLLS FAVOR BOMBING

A nationwide poll by Louis Harris before
the end of the pause reported that 61 per-
cent favored and 17 percent opposed all-out
bombing of every part of North Vietnam “if
the Communists refused to sit down and
talk peace.”

The Minnesota and Harris polls would
seem to Indicate that a large majority of
those who do not write letters to their
Senators are “hard-liners.”

The White House places much more reli-
ance on polls than on mail. Shortly before
he ordered the pause, the President was
impressed by a poll showing 73 percent of
the country in favor of the pause.

WmE SupporT Founp 1w NaTiON FOR
RENEWED VIETNAM BOMBING

A spot check of the New York Times indi-
cates widespread support in the nation for
President Johnson's decision to resume the
bombing of North Vietnam.

Mixed with this support, however, is fear
of a possible nuclear conflict and confusion
over U.S. strategy.

Opinion across the nation appeared to be
in general agreement, with the exception of
the South. There the view that the United
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States should press the war harder seemed
to predominate.

The prevailing national mood was sum-
med up by a Methodist minister in Madison,
Wis.

“I think the people as a whole support
the resumption of bombing, but with a
troubled conscience,” he sald. “Most of the
people feel a loyalty to the Government and
support for the elected officials that require
them to rely on their judgments. But I
feel more people are sicker of war now than
at any time in our history.”

Ten staff correspondents interviewed
State and local officials, professional and
business men, editors, students and others
on opinion in their communities. The re-
sults reflect a broad trend, though they do
not purport to be scientific.

Many of those questioned seemed to feel
that while the President had all the facts
and probably knew what was best, there still
was the “nagging possibility,” as one Cali-
fornian put it, “that perhaps, just perhaps,
the minority is correct after all.”

“It's hard to fit all these different ele-
ments together so they make sense,” a Michi-
gan university president sald. “The loyal
citizen has a little sense of distress and un-
easiness because it doesn't quite come
clear cut.”

For some, anxiety over nuclear war has
become intense. The wife of a New Mexico
sclentist called for disengagement in Viet-
nam no matter what the cost. “I'd rather
be Red than dead,” she sald.

The feeling of militancy in the South was
generally attributed to the region’s long-
standing tradition of military distinction,
as well as to the large number of troops
stationed there.

But one Mississippian explained it in part
as a reaction to frustration over civil rights
advances. “They don't see much that they
can do to stop civil rights activity,” he said,
“so this seems to make them want to stop
the Communists just that much more.”

An indication that some segments of the
public may be poorly informed on Viet-
nam emerged from a recent poll of under-
graduates at a college in Pittsburgh. Half
of the students, many of whom may soon be
drafted, could not answer such basic gues-
tlons as “who is8 Ho Chi Minh"” and “where
is Dienbienphu.”

One Texas newsdealer found, however,
that interest in the war had picked up late-
ly. In the last week, he said, he has sold
a number of maps of Vietnam.

PACIFIC MOUNTAIN STATES
Perplezity in California
(By Gladwin Hill)

Los ANGELES, February 2.—“Confusion”
and “perplexity” are two words that crop up
repeatedly in any sounding of public senti-
ment on the Vietnam situation in this area.

There is no doubt among well placed ob-
servers of collective opinion—political lead-
ers, businessmen, professional people, educa-
tors, clergymen, editors—about why people
are confused.

“It's because they sense that the admin-
istration is confused,” one said. “President
Johnson and Secretary Rusk have kept re-
iterating the ultimate goal of our Vietnam
involvement: to stop communism. No body
can challenge that. But there's a vast gap
between that goal and the inconclusive mili-
tary operations we see from day to day. The
necessary connection between the two is
obscure, questionable. That gap is where
people are floundering—along with the ad-
ministration.”

“If President Johnson had said we'll es-
calate and smash through to victory at what-
ever cost, it would have been accepted by the
average citizen,” sald Julius Leetham, who
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as county chairman heads the largest bloc
of Republicans in California.

“The fact that there have been apparent
misgivings in the Democratic leadership
about whether we should be in there at all
has pushed the average citizen into intellec-
tual perplexity.”

Poll of Students

A recent poll of students at the University
of California, Los Angeles, on proper course
in Vietnam yielded these responses:

For pursuance of present operations, 2,164.

For “escalation,” even into Communist
China, 498.

For immediate withdrawal, 5563.

For stopping bombing in hopes of peace,
763.

For withdrawal to a “neutral” position,
690.

While most of the respondents in this poll
presumably were not of voting age, the shad-
ing of sentiment encountered in a canvass
of adult opinion leaders suggested that feel-
ings generally in the Pacific Southwest might
divide in about the same ratlo.

Opinion has not yet generally crystalized
into aggressive points of view. But indica-
tions are that it would not take many radical
developments, either favorable or adverse, to
polarize it.

“People are supporting the President on
Vietnam—and at this juncture they'd sup-
port him if he chose to withdraw,” said Philip
Eerby, editor of the liberal magazine Frontier.

“Opinion is becoming more definite on both
sides of the guestion—mostly, I think, be-
cause of the growing intensity of public dis-
cussion,” commented Leonard Mandel, a shoe
manufacturer.

The Surface Facts

The consensus is that the public is well in-
formed about the surface facts of the Viet-
nam situation, but hazy about the rationale
and the administration’s approach to it.

“People generally just don't know the rea-
son for our Vietnam involvement,” sald Dr.
Neil Jacoby, dean of the UCLA Business
School.

“I think there is understanding that our
aim is to prevent the spread of communism,”
sald Dr. Robert G. Neumann, UCLA political
sclence professor. “‘But things come out, like
the Fanfani peace overture that give even the
President’s strong supporters the feeling that
things are not being told.”

The persistance of uncertainty about the
Nation's course seems to be bringing closer a
critical juncture in public opinion,

“It's now become a question of get out or
get tougher,” commented Conrad Jamison,
a vice president of one of California’s largest
banks. “We're doing nothing decisive. If
nothing decisive continues to be done, dis-
satisfaction will grow.”

Reflecting this trend, a prominent Beverly
Hills dentist, Dr. Fern Petty, the normally
jovial former president of Optimists Interna-
tional declared impatiently: “I"m sick and
tired of our kissing everybody's foot. We
ought to go in there and blast the hell out
of Hanol. We're seeking peace, and that's
the quickest way to get it. We're actually
impairing our position internationally. Peo-
ple abroad say: ‘There’s that great bhig
power—and it can't even hold South Viet-
nm. "

Heads a Large Temple

More mildly, but no less pointedly, Rabbi
Edgar Magnin of the Wilshire Boulevard
Temple, one of the world's largest Jewish con-
gregations, commented:

“I get around a lot and I haven't met any-
body who liked this venture—Jew, Christian,
Chinaman or atheist. I don't think anybody
with half a brain wants to be in this thing,
because it can't solve anything. If we did
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win militarily, 6 months later there'd be an-
other government in there. But if it's going
to be a war, it should be an all-out war, If
it isn't, we ought to get out.”

Simon Cassidy, a newspaper publisher and
president of the California Democratic Coun-
cil, a liberal rank-and-file party organization,
commented:

“The kind of people I talk to—mostly peo-
ple in the CDC—are disappointed to see
the bombing resume. Right now they're
willing to take the President’s appraisal as
long as they don't see a lot of coffins coming
back, or it isn’'t costing too much money, or
there isn't any rationing. But as the going
gets tougher, people’s questions will get
tougher. They're going to ask: ‘What the
hell are we doing over there?—What can
bloodying up some jungle do to defend our
freedom?' "

There is little evidence that opinion on
Vietnam follows economic or class lines. The
dominant considerations, cross-sectional in
nature, are such things as the draft and,
subtly, the national economy.

Mrs, Robert Neumann, a member of the
McCone Commission that investigated the
Watts riots, said, I have gotten a feeling
that really disadvantaged people don’t think
much about international affairs—but that's
just an impression. But you do get other
divisions of opinion. In my United Nations
group, which is principally middle class,
there are idealists who believe the war is
dreadful and should be stopped immedi-
ately—but there are those who think it's
necessary.”

Resignation in Northwest
(By Lawrence E. Davies)

San Francisco, February 2.—Deep-seated
regret that bombing of North Vietnam was
renewed has gripped the Pacific and border-
ing States. But the mood of a substantial
majority, as suggested by inquiries in a cross-
section of opinion leaders, is one of resigna-
tion to the belief that perhaps there was no
practicable alternative.

Even among the clergy, where the bombing
renewal was widely deplored, some in high
places subscribed to this belief. And some
of the "“noisy minority” of opponents of
bombing, on and off college campuses, ac-
knowledged that they were outnumbered by
supporters of President Johnson's action.

Repeatedly, in northern California, the
Pacific Northwest, Alaska, and neighboring
States, questioners met substantially with
this reply:

“I find a lot of people, probably a majority,
saying the President and his advisers have
the information and we have to trust them
to make the decisions.”

Coupled with this were similar predictions
from a prominent San Francisco business-
man and civic leader, a Democrat:

“As surtaxes and other taxes are added to
support the war in Vietnam there will be
an increasing demand from voters that we
pull out. People are selfish; when their own
pocketbooks are affected it makes a differ-
ence.”

A California State senator, also a Democrat,
saw a change in mood as already taking
place, away from one guided partly by eco-
nomic gtatus. The country club set, he said,
originally demanded, “Go in and knock hell
out of them (the North Vietnamese)."

“Now,” he said, “as their kids in college
are being reclassified, they are beginning to
say, ‘maybe we ought to try harder to get
to the negotiating table.! But what do you
do if the other side won't negotiate?”

In Alaska where the general reaction was
“the President had no choice,” and where
Gov. Willlam A. Egan, a Democrat, saild “if
principles mean anything, then we must fol-
low through,” Robert J. McNealy, senate pres-
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ident, a Democrat, thought that President
Johnson should “order nuclear bombs
dropped on both Hanol and Peiping.”

“By such action,” he sald, “the lives of
many thousands of American boys could be
saved and this country entrenched as a
world power for peace during the next 50
years."”

And lustrating a point widely made that
personal involvement often dictates the at-
titude toward bombing renewal, a Portland
newspaper advertising executive commented:

“The idea of using the bomb again is
horrible. But I wouldn't be here today if
they hadn't used the bomb in Japan.” He
was in the South Pacific during World War II.

Demonstrations in several States by college
students against renewal of the bombing
against North Vietnam drew relatively small
numbers of participants.

Students Support United States

Jerry Baker, president of his fraternity at
Montana State University, reported that his
house members were “definitely in favor of
the bombing policy.”

Gov. Tim Babecock of Montana, a Republi-
can, thought “we may have walted too long.”

And the Right Reverend Chandler W. Ster-
ling, Episcopal Bishop of Montana, said that
he was saddened by the step but added, *I
don’t see where we have any alternative at
the moment."”

There was conflicting opinion on whether
voters were well informed on issues. Ross
Cunningham, political editor of the Seattle
Times, doubted “if the average guy in the
street worrles about any misinformation.”

Joe Frisno, executive news editor of the
Seattle Post-Intelligencer, said everybody he
talked with “has a good idea what is going
on and they believe either we should be there
or not be there.”

Nevadans had mixed reactions on the re-
sumption of bombing and Idahoans, includ-
ing Gov. Robert E. Smylie, were described
by opinion leaders as generally believing
that “the Nation was obliged to support the
President’s decision.”

Whereas many felt the public was getting
all the information it needed, Governor
Smylie, a Republican, called for “a good deal
more candor on the part of the administra-
tion.” And Gov, Mark O. Hatfield of Oregon,
a candidate for the Senate, voiced ‘“deep
regrets” over the resumption of bombing.

THE MIDDLE WEST
Upper Midwest puzzled
(By Austin C. Wehrwein)

CHIcAGO, February 2—Acceptance without
enthusiasm is the general attitude toward
the Vietnam war in the upper eastern Middle
‘West despite President Johnson’s quest for a
United Nations peacemaking role.

The mood seems to be weighted on the side
of frustration, puzzlement, and an absence of
martial fervor except among some ultracon-
servatives, The basic reason appears to be
that it is difficult to understand how the
United States got into the Vietnam war and
even more dificult to understand how the
United States can get outf, an assessment of
leading opinion indicated.

Nevertheless, a survey of opinion leaders
in Illinois, Minnesota, Wisconsin, and In-
diana found almost universal backing for
Mr. Johnson.

“We support him completely in Vietnam,”
sald Ruben Sonderstrom, president of the
Illinols Federation of Labor.

The hard core of “get out now” advocates
appeared to be a small minority—not even
1 in 10, a South Bend, Ind., editor specu-
lated. But support for the President often
seemed forced by absence of any popularly
acceptable substitute, or explained with, “I
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don't know what to think,” as in the words
of the Springfield, I11.,, Chamber of Commerce
president.

Mood of Confusion

Charles H. McLaughlin, chairman of the
University of Minnesota political science de-
partment, said:

“The current mood is one of confusion
and frustration. I think people are very un-
certain that the Government has worked out
a policy that holds any promise of settling
the affair. On the other hand, I suppose the
majority do feel that we have some obliga-
tions in that area and that it would be a
mistake to abandon them.”

In Milwaukee, Robert Dineen, president of
the Northwestern Mutual Life Insurance Co.,
said:

“I think there are quite a few people that
are concerned about it but are supporting
the President because he does not have any
alternative. I am surprised at how many
people have misgivings. If there is an in-
crease in casualties “he concern will grow.”

State and local officlals, businessmen,
clergymen, editors, ecivic-minded women,
farm leaders, and civil rights workers were
interviewed and generally agreed that people
were informed on the issue, but often these
opinion leaders doubted that the people had
all the facts.

Economic stratification appeared to have
little infiluence on the range of opinion, and
there was no single overriding chief concern
other than fear of a larger war and “how it
will affect me and my family.”

How Can We Get Out

Sald Mrs. Willlam Whiting, president of
the Minnesota League of Women Voters:

“I think you have this feeling when you
talk with people of not really understanding
h?:v we got into this and how we can get out
O ..)

Opinion, it appears in the Middle West,
would harden in favor of a tougher “get it
over with" poliey if casualties rose and draft
calls increased.

At the same time politicians look for anger
about “taking our boys.” This is not to say,
however, that opinion leaders look for a “quit
the war" wave.

In Indianapolis, a top Indiana Democrat
sald that if Johnson “goes sour” politically it
will be because of mothers rather than draft
card burners.

In Duluth, Minn., the Rev. Frederick Fowl-
er of the First Presbyterian Church, who is
chairman of the national right-to-work
committee, said that the Republican cam-
paign in 1966 must demand total victory, not
stalemate.

Charles B. Schuman, president of the
American Farm Bureau Federation, said
farmers were “strong behind” administration
moves to act with determination. But he
added:

“Out in the country there is not much en-
thusiasm for the United Nations. They
think it is quite ineffective and diluted by
the African nations.”

Gov. Warren P. Knowles of Wisconsin, a
Republican said:

“I understand the President’s predicament.
He’s the Commander in Chief and he has the
facts at his command. We do not have. I
am inclined to rely on his judgment on the
resumption of bombing. I only hope we can
get out of this mess with our skins. People
feel far away from Washington and farther
away from Vietnam.

“T think most of the mothers and fathers
I have talked to have grave doubts about the
conditions in Vietnam, Parents are appre-
hensive that their sons will be called up.
Students are concerned that their educations
will be interrupted. There is a general air
of real concern on the part of most of the
citizens of Wisconsin.”
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Michigan apprehensive
(By Walter Rugaber)

DetrorT, Feb. 2—Public figures in Michi-
gan and Ohio feel a vague, nagging appre-
hension over the American commitment in
Vietnam but generally believe that it should
be honored, nonetheless.

A sgeries of interviews this week turned up
all shades of opinion on the United States in-
volvement. But virtually everyone said that
the public lacked information on which to
base a really firm view.

The average man, it was agreed, is even
more in the dark. *“The typical person is
more interested in baseball than what’s go-
ing on in Vietnam."” One source said.

Harlan Hatcher, president of the University
of Michigan, voiced the frustration of an in-
formed observer: He sald he has “tremen-
dous faith” in the administration.

But “it's hard to fit all these different ele-
ments together so that they make sense,” he
complained. “The loyal citizen has a little
sense of distress and uneasiness because it
doesn’t quite come clear-cut.”

Most people see “no alternative” to the
present course, Dr. Hatcher continued. “A
kind of reluctant going along is about where
we are. Also, he said, there is a feeling of
responsibility “for the men we have ferried
out there to fight.

A Hawk Speaks Out

Willis H. Hall, president of the Greater
Detroit Board of Commerce, sald he takes the
“hawk" position on Vietnam and urged the
administration to “get in and get it over
with.”

“It's pretty difficult to carry an olive
branch in one hand and & hatchet in the
other,” Mr. Hall said. “If we pull out, all
the Far East is gone.”

Emil Mazey, secretary-treasurer of the
United Automobile Workers, expressed a dif-
ferent view, The resumption of bombing in
North Vietnam was "“a mistake” the union
leader said.

The President should have attempted to
bring about peace negotiations through the
United Nations before resuming the attacks,
Mr. Mazey suggested.

The officers of both local and State politi-
cal leaders said there had been a minimum
of mail on the war. John M. McElroy, an
assistant to Gov. James A, Rhodes, of Ohlo,
a Republican, sald 20 of the men in Vietnam
have requested State flags.

An ald to Gov. George Romney of Michi-
gan, a Republican, said that telephoned
gquestions on Vietnam led all others during
a mid-December telethon broadecast on a De-
troit television station.

There is respect for the war as a political
issue, William L. Coleman, the Democratic
chairman in Ohio, said that American in-
volvement should “definitely” have a damag-
ing political effect in his State this fall.

A substantial number of the leaders ques-
tioned would agree with Zolton A. Ferency,
the Democratic State chairman in Michigan
and an unannounced candidate for Governor.

“The majority of people that I've talked to
support Johnson,” Mr. Ferency sald. “But
they're uneasy about where it might lead us.
Their main concern is a worsening of the
military situation.”

People “aren’t sure that they're acquainted
enough with the issue,” the Democratic
leader said. “And they're afraid that talking
about it in critical terms might be un-
patriotic.”

Administration handling of the war is a
potential that could hurt the Democrats,
Mr. Ferency sald. "“It's one of those issues
that could turn as late as election day.”

Support in farm belt
(By Donald Janson)

Kawnsas Crry, Mo, February 2—The Na-
tion's midsection has accepted President

February 3, 1966

Johnson's resumption of bombing in North
Vietnam as logical, expected, and proper.

A sampling of views from Dubuque to
Denver and Fargo to Wichita makes it clear
that the Farm Belt 1s solidly behind the
President’s decision,

This does not mean that anybody in the
region is happy about United States involve-
ment in Vietnam. The consensus is that the
situation i1s a “mess” that cries out for an
“honorable” exit before American casualties
mount much further.

The principal basls for support for the
President's move is not an overriding desire
to halt communism in a remote corner of
the world but to save American servicemen
ordered to Vietnam and end the entire un-
wanted involvement.

A feeling that cuts across all economic and
political lines is that more aggressive mili-
tary action is the quickest way to win the
war and halt the need of risking more and
more American lives.

The mood 1s to accept any Presidential de-
cision on Vietnam so long as it gives promise
of eliminating the “mess.”

Few volces are being ralsed against the
President's course, though there are indica-
tions that more might have been had the
resumption of bombing not been accom-
panied by efforts to move toward peace
through the United Nations.,

Should the latest efforts continue to leave
American troops mired In a frustrating and
unpopular war, the President could find him-
self with plenty of voter trouble in the Cen-
tral States,

The electorate has set no deadline, but
murmurings indicate that it could be 1868
if the change in the situation most notice-
able on the home front by then is simply a
mounting toll of American casualties.

Politics Not Stressed

The survey showed considerably more con-
cern about “getting the boys back” than in
the political considerations behind the war.

The majority feeling throughout the re-
glon seems to be that a much stronger mili-
tary effort is justified to see whether this
will do the job.

If it does not, the mood could change
radically in favor of a negotiated settlement.

War-front pictures showing injured Amer-
ican soldlers trapped by enemy fire and
awalting helicopter rescue have alarmed Mid-
westerners already concerned about casual-
tles.

“We are asking our boys to fight with one
hand tied behind their backs if we don't
bomb the enemy’s sources of supply,” said
Clarence Rupp, of the Kansas Farm Bureau.

His comment was typical. But also typical
was his comment that he finds “growing
wonderment about just what we are involved
in there and why."”

MIDDLE ATLANTIC
Little anziety in area
(By Ben A. Franklin)

PrrrseurcH, February 2.—Evidence of pub-
lic concern about the course of the war and
the resumption of American bombing in
Vietnam all but vanished in the Middle
Atlantic States this week under a record
snowfall,

However, Iindications that the heavy
weather had significantly distracted public
attention from the war were scant; there
fighting before the weekend storm brought
unusual local hardships to the area.

Observers In flve States—Pennsylvania,
Maryland, Delaware, West Virginia, and Ken-
tucky—sald today that there was “more con-
cern about interrupted deliveries of fuel
oil for furnaces and of milk for children'
than about the resumed deliveries of Ameri-
can bombs on the other side of the world,
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The prevailing mood was said to be one
of quiet support for the President as the
Commander in Chief.

A dearth of public comment about Viet-
nam—or even of private conversation at
office coffee breaks and at home gatherings—
was widely Interpreted by observers in all
five States as constituting ‘‘strong but pas-
sive support” for President Johnson's de-
cislon, announced Monday, to resume the
bombing of North Vietnam after a 37-day
pause,

They Can Turn It Off

Here in Pittsburgh, one ardent critic of
that decision, Richard A. Rieker, managing
editor of the Carnegie Review at Carnegie
Institute of Technology, described the pre-
vailing attitude of “many if not most” of
the scores of persons he sald he had talked
to in recent days as “about equal to their
interest in the Sunday pro football game—
they can turn it on or they can turn it off
about Vietnam and it is all right because
the President, who has the facts, is expertly
calling the plays whether they pay attention
or not.”

“I guess you have to call that public sup-
port,” Mr. Rieker sald. “But the war is not
touching the country, in my opinion.”

“People are saylng, ‘What do I know about
it? What is it to me? The people in Wash-
ington have the facts,’” the 38-year-old
editor said.

Mr. Rieker is chairman of an informal
group here called the Pittsburgh Committee
Against the War in Vietnam. He said there
were 25 persons at the last meeting in De-

cember,

Gov. William W. Scranton, in a monthly
televised news conference that was broad-
cast statewlde last Sunday, appeared to have
expressed a broadly held consensus about the
resumption of bombing by observing, just
before the decision was announced in Wash-
ington on Monday, that “in the very near
future we are going to have to fish or cut
bait, as we did in Koresa.”

“If you can't come to some peaceful so-
lution,” the Governor sald, “you apparently
are going to have to start it (bombing) again
in order to stop the North Vietnamese effort
from being successful in South Vietnam.”

Students Poorly Informed

A poll on Vietnam among 188 undergradu-
ates at Carnegie Tech, published 2 weeks
ago in the Tartan, the student newspaper,
disclosed that half the students queried were
unable to answer correctly even one of nine
rudimentary questions about the war, such
as: “Identify Dienbienphu, Ho Chi Minh,
Danang, Diem, and Pleime.” Only six of the
students correctly identified all nine.

Those who did well on the identifications
held “widely divergent opinions” on the war,
the Tartan reported. "On the other hand,
80 percent of those who knew virtually noth-
ing about Vietnam disagreed with protest
demonstrations and supported the Govern-
ment. Most students fall in this category.”

In Eentucky, Wilson W. Wyatt, a former
mayor of Louisville, former Federal Housing
Administrator, and manager of Adlai E.
Stevenson's 1952 presidential campalgn, dur-
ing the height of the EKorean war, com-
mented that “the Commander in Chief has
made a difficult decision and the only thing
to do now is to support him fully. But I
have not heard any exultation over the
bombing."”

Mr. Wyatt said that “in the present mood
of national uncertainty” about Vietnam, a
sharp rise in American casualties and draft
call would be received “with a good deal of
anguish” and with *“‘the probability of a
strong Republican attempt to exploit the
issue,”

Should the war lead to a direct military
confrontation with Communist China, he
sald, “as much as I would regret such a de-
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velopment there would be total unity in the
country to win.”
THE SOUTHERN STATES
No critics in Mississippi
(By Gene Roberts)

GREENVILLE, Miss., February 2.—After work-
ing hours in Raleigh, N.C., State Treasurer
Edwin Gill plops himself into an easy chair
in the Sir Walter Hotel, where he lives, and
“feels the pulse” of the public as it strides
from the hotel entrance to the elevators.

This week, the talk has turned to President
Johnson's decision to resume the bombing
of North Vietnam, and Mr. Gill is yet to find
anyone who criticizes the President for his
action.

“The general feeling I get,” said Mr. Gill,
who at 66 has survived nearly four decades of
political activity in the State, “is that he
knows a great deal we do not know. We are
all trusting him to do what he thinks best.”

Across the South, pulse samplers were
reading it much the same as Mr. Gill, except
for Mississippi and Alabama where there are
rumblings that the war should be escalated
still further, and at the Atlanta headquarters
of the Student Nonviolent Coordinating
Committee and the Southern Christian Lead-
ership Conference where the general view is
that the Nation should withdraw its troops
from Vietnam.

In Birmingham, Ala., more than 80 social,
business, and labor organizations have
adopted an entire division—the Big Red
One—and are peppering the troops and
friendly Vietnamese with mail and gifts,

Quietly Accepted

Al Stanton, city editor of the Birmingham
News, believes that the city had accepted the
President’s decision quietly, as one that was
inevitable. Had he not taken it, Mr, Stan-
ton said, the criticism would probably have
been widespread.

A week ago, before President Johnson an-
nounced his decision to resume the bomb-
ings, Senator Joun STENNIS appeared before
the legislature and produced rafter-ringing
applause by calling for intensified efforts in
Vietnam even if this were to lead to full-
scale Red Chinese involvement. In this
event, Senator Stennis favored stopping the
bhordes of Red Chinese coolies with every
weapon we have.

“One reason the legislators applauded
Senator STENNIS' speech was that they do
not see much that they can do to stop civil
rights activity,” sald a veteran Mississippi
reporter today. “So this seems to make
them want to stop the Communists just that
much more.”

While there is disenchantment with the
war among student committee and leader-
ship conference workers, Negroes in general
appear to share the prevalling white view. A
Little Rock dentist, Dr. Garman Freeman,
sald he thought that most Negroes—whether
middle class or poor—were not greatly in-
formed on Vietnam Issues, but were sup-
porting the war because “it is something
Uncle Sam is doing.”

Tendency Toward Suspicion

In Columbia, S.C., Jim McAden, executive
director of the South Carolina Textile Manu-
facturers Association, said that although the
State “tends to be suspicious of anything
Lyndon Johnson does,” it is accepting his
judgment on Vietnam because it has a “pa-
triotic heritage and will fight over something
and is glad to do it.”

The general view appears to bear out a
recent study of old public opinion polls by
Alfred O. Hero, Jr., in a recent book, “The
Southerner in World Affairs.”

Mr. Hero said that in the period before
World War II and in periods of tension with
Communist countries since then, Southern-
ers were quicker to give their support to
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military objectives than were residents of
other regions.

They were less likely, too, than residents
of other regions to withdraw their support
because of increased drafting and taxation.

“To be perfectly frank, the average per-
son is not really informed on the issues,” sald
Barney Weeks, president of the Alabama
Labor Council, “but he is for winning the
doggone thing.”

Bombing is backed
(By Martin Waldron)

HoustonN, Feb., 2.—President Johnson's
decision to resume bombing of North Viet-
nam has the overwhelming approval of resi-
dents of Texas and Oklahoma. But the war
itself has much less support.

Opinion leaders in the two States agree
that the average citizen believes that bomb-
ing of military targets in North Vietnam will
bring the war to an end sooner, and this is
what they want, but if the war intensifies,
residents of both States will give full backing
to it.

Both Texas and Oklahoma have strong
military traditions and regularly furnish
large numbers of volunteers for the armed
services.

“The whole Southwest is somewhat mili-
tarily oriented,” sald Charles L. Bennett,
managing editor of the Dally Oklahoman in
Oklahoma City. “Military service to many
people still is the most honorable profession.”

Mr, Bennett said that Oklahomans had
been showing “a growing impatience at the
Iull in the bombing” when peace moves by
this country were frustrated.

Community leaders in a dozen cities in the
two States agreed that the Vietnam war is
the most misunderstood war in the Nation's
history., Jullus Carter, editor of a Houston
weekly newspaper, the Forward Times, which
says it is the “key to Houston's Negro market,
sald: “Not only do not the average citizens
not understand this war, a lot of Ph. D.'s
don't. I don't myself. Most people don't
even know where the front is.”

Pickets in Houston

A group of students picketed in down-
town Houston yesterday in protest of the
resumption of bombing. They carried signs
outside the Tenneco Building for several
hours, and took a lot of verbal abuse from
passersby, some of them stopped automobiles
to curse them. The pickets sald they chose
the Tenneco Bullding because two subsidi-
aries of the company which owns the bulld-
ing manufacture napalm.

This was the only organized protest against
the resumption of bombing in the two Btates,

The Texas and Oklahoma daily newspapers
had generally called for a resumption of
bombing, and labeled it afterward as the
only choice President Johnson had. Some
editorials have sald that the United States
had not gone far enough., The Daily Okla-
homan called for bombing of Hanol.

In Austin, a leader of the Texas liberal
community, Ronnie Dugger, sald he frankly
did not know what the majority of people
in his area thought. “Among those I know,
there is a sense of melancholy."

In central Texas, and in the area around
El Paso, both of which are centers of retired
military personnel, the support of the re-
sumption of bombing is very strong. Where
Senator JoHN G. Towrer made a speech in
Braunfels calling for even more widespread
bombing that President Johnson had ordered,
he received a standing ovation.

Most of those who were themselves against
the resumption of bombing said they did not
discuss it with persons outside their own
circles.

“I don't know what the people think about
the bombing,” sald the Reverend James Mc-
Namee, a Roman Catholic priest in Tulsa.
“I know I think we should settle this war, and
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some people tell me they agree with me. But
others tell me they are for intensifying the
war."”

The editorial page editor of the Tulsa Daily
‘World, Walter Biscup, sald, “Everybody I
have talked to privately, publicly, officially,
unofficially, on and off the record, has been
overwhelmingly in favor of the resumption
of bombing. It is the only way of shortening
the war.”

NEW ENGLAND STATES

Grudging response
(By John H. Fenton)

BostoN, February 2—President Johnson
has stirred firm but grudging response in
New England to his decision to resume bomb-
ing of North Vietnam.

The support has many facets. Among
them are the normal chins-up response to
the Commander in Chief and a reflection of
integrity in a matter of national commit-
ment. But they also include a growing dis-
illusionment with the entire military op-
eration and a gnawing concern of the pos-
sibility of escalation into a general war with
Communist China,

One editor in Maine sald that he was
chiefly concerned with the shaky condition
of the Government of South Vietnam.

Those in higher income and educational
levels appear to be better informed about
developments and aims, though they shared
with the out-and-out hawks a confusion
over the moral aspects of the situation. One
man sald, “Just because we don’t like the war
doesn’t mean we aren’t concerned about our
boys over there fighting.”

Those are some of the conclusions of con-
versations with a representative cross section
of leaders in positions dealing with public
opinion in communications, religion and
business. And they include inferences made
from the disinclination of some persons rep-
resenting education, religion and business to
discuss the situation even off the record.

Little Visual Protest

So far, there has been little visual pro-
test. A thin line of pickets ringed the Fed-
eral Building here yesterday. The group was
organized by the Committee for Nonviolent
Action which is based in Connecticut. But
some of the marchers came from local groups
that had been opposed to the Vietnam con-
flict from the outset.

On Boston Common students handing out
leaflets to passers-by reported half of those
who accepted them kept them or at least
put them in the pockets. They sald the
others tossed them aside.

Jerome Grossman, chairman of the Massa-
chusetts Political Action for Peace, or PAX,
sald that the picketing gesture was intended
to be a 24-hour vigil. He expressed doubt
that it was worth the effort and that the
energy could have been spent in other ways.
Mr. Grossman is a Boston businessman,

[From the Washington Post]

THE HARRIS SURVEY—PUBLIC WoULD BACK
More TroOPS, BOMBING IF NEGOTIATION
Move FAILS

(By Louis Harris)

If the efforts of President Johnson and his
emissaries fail to get the Communists to the
negotiation table in Vietnam, the vast major-
ity of Americans would support an imme-
diate escalation of the war—including all-
out bombings of North Vietnam and increas-
ing U.S. troop commitments to 500,000 men.

The temper of American public opinion
might be described as hesitantly but deter-
minedly militant if an acceptable peace can-
not be negotiated.

Before the pause, 39 percent of the public
sald it thought air raids on North Vietnam
ought to be intensified. But when asked

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

what their reaction would be if the Com-
munists fail to respond to recent peace over-
tures, the number who would support all-out
bombings rose to 61 percent.

A carefully drawn cross section of the
public asked:

“Despite the pause in bombings of North
Vietnam and the cease-fire, suppose the Com-
munists refuse to sit down and talk peace.
Would you then favor or oppose all-out U.S,
bombings of every part of North Vietnam?"

[Tn percent]
Favor |Oppose| Not
sure
MNationwide. ..o ..oo.o.o. 61 17 22
By politics:
Voted Goldwater in 1964. . 65 14 21
Voted Jol m in 1964 - . 50 17 24
By region
Easi 58 23 19
63 17 20
L 2 21
48 25 27

The question on increased U.S. troops was
put this way: “We now have 250,000 U.S.
troops in Vietnam, and about 100 Americans
are now being killed here every week. Would
you favor our increasing the number of U.S.
troops to 500,000—with higher losses of life—
if that meant the war might be shortened
or would you be against such a big increase
in U.S. troops?”

[In percent]
Favor | Oppose| Not
sure
Nationwide . - - -cncoocciaaaas 60 25 15
By %:]Ities:
oted Goldwater in 1964.. 65 21 14
Voted Johnson in 1964 ___ 58 27 15
By region:
East 55 36 k']
68 19 13
57 21 22
60 20 20

Thus a clear majority of the American
public is prepared to accept elther all-out
bombings of North Vietnam or a doubling of
U.8. troops in Vietnam or both if there ap-
pears to be no other alternative to a Commu-
nist takeover. As previously reported, the
U.8B. public is deeply committed to the search
for peace in Vietnam—but not for peace at
any price.

IN A DEAD-END STREET

Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, as the
dean of American political columnists,
Walter Lippmann, always speaks out of
long experience and with the kind of
wisdom which has recently, following
Senator AIXKEN’'S use of the term here in
the Senate, given rise to the characteri-
zation “owl” in contrast to the other
birds of frequent mention, the hawks and
the doves.

In today's column, which appeared in
the Washington Post this morning, the
judicious and well-phrased comment of
Mr. Lippmann is turned toward the Ton-
kin Bay resolution and its use as a
“blank check,” and toward the wvital
question of public debate on the ques-
tions surrounding our action in Vietnam.

As Mr. Lippmann points out, there are
difficulties in holding a debate on this
question, since expressions of dissent
undoubtedly give comfort to the enemy.
But, as he notes, “the remedy for this
disadvantage cannot be to silence dis-
sent. For the dissent cannot be silenced.”

February 3, 1966

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Lippmann column, “In a
Dead-End Street,” be printed in the
RECORD.

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

IN A DEAD-END STREET
(By Walter Lippmann)

In saying that under the joint resolution
of August 7, 1964, he has full authority from
Congress “to take all necessary steps” in
Vietnam, the President left himself in the
position of a man relying on the letter of the
bond, regardless of what it meant at the time
it was written. There is no doubt that the
language of the resolution gives him a blank
check. But there is no doubt also that when
the blank check was voted in August 1964,
it was voted to a man engaged in a campaign
for the Presidency against Senator Gold-
water, who was advocating substantially the
same military policy that President Johnson
is now following. Therefore if laws are to be
interpreted in the light of their legislative
history, the President is without legal and
moral authority to fill in the blank check of
August 1964 with whatever he thinks he
ought to do in 19686.

It is, of course, impossible to rescind the
resolution of August 1964. But as a matter
of fact the actions of the administration go
far beyond the original meaning of the
resolution of 1964. This is the positive rea-
son why the objections and the conduct of
the greatly enlarged war should be examined
and debated before we are led into a still
greater war.

It ought not to be necessary to press this
point in a country dedicated to government
by due process of law. A President who finds
that his powers are challenged by respon-
sible leaders of his own party and of the
opposition would not refuse debate. He
would not pretend that briefings are a sub-
stitute for debate. He would insist upon de-
bate and welcome it. For only by refusing to
rely upon the letter of the law would he be
acting according to Iits spirit,

It is wrong to keep using the blank check
while many of those who voted for it in 1964
now say—and historically they are indubi-
tably right—that the resolution does not
mean what the President is making it mean
in 1966. It is also unwise to stretch the
letter of the law this way. For the country
is deeply and dangerously divided about the
war in Vietnam, and in the trying days to
come this division will grow deeper if the
President rejects the only method by which
a free nation can heal such a division—
responsible and informed debate.

There are two principal difficulties in hold-
ing such a debate. About one of these we
hear a great deal, namely, that our adver-
sary will take heart from the speeches and
newspaper articles and be confirmed in his
view that the United States will not stay
the course but will pack up and go home.
Undoubtedly the dissent here at home does
give comfort to the enemy abroad.

But the remedy for this disadvantage can-
not be to silence dissent. For the dissent
cannot be silenced. It would be a delusion
to suppose that this dissent has its source in
the minds of a few Senators and of some
publicists. It has its source among a great
mass of the American people who simply
are not persuaded that the war in Vietnam
is in fact the defense of a vital interest of
the United States.

Nations do not fight indefinitely if they
are not convineced that their own vital inter-
ests are at stake., Although the Korean war
began under much better legal and moral
auspices than did our entanglement in Viet-
nam, the American people came to hate the
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EKorean war. The reason for that was that
they did not believe that the interests of
America in Korea on the Asian mainland
were great enough to justify the casualties
that were being suffered.

The other principal difficulty in uniting
the country behind a national purpose in
Indochina is that the President’s diplomatic
advisers have never defined our national
purpose except in the vaguest, most ambig-
uous generalities about aggression and free-
dom, The country could be united—in
the preponderant mass—on a policy which
rested on a limited strategy and on limited
political objectives. It cannot be united on
a policy of trading American lives for Asian
lives on the mainland of Asia in order to
make General Ky or his successor the ruler
of all of South Vietnam. The division of
the country will simply grow worse as the
casualties and the costs increase and the
attainment of our aims and the end of the
fighting continue to elude us.

The revision of our policy in Vietnam—
the revision of our strategy and our political
purposes and plans—is the indispensable
condition of a really united country and of
an eventual truce abroad. Gestures, prop-
aganda, public relations, and bombing and
more bombing will not work. Without a
revision of the policy—of our war aims as
stated by Secretary Rusk of our military
strategy as approved by Secretary Mec-
Namara—the President will find that he is
in a dead end street.

WARREN M. BLOOMBERG, MAN OF
THE YEAR

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, or-
ganizations throughout the 50 States
have named outstanding men for their
deeds and dedication during the year
1965, as “Man of the Year.”

Assistant Postmaster Warren M.
Bioomberg, of Baltimore, received such
an award from the Maryland Society of
Training Directors at their first annual
awards dinner last week. Mr. Bloomberg
has not only labored tirelessly to get the
mail through, but has also logged many
hours to improve labor-management
relations in the post office system. His
initiation of the impact training program
has added a human relations attitude to
labor-management discussions.

Mr. Warren M. Bloomberg, a respected
Marylander, a responsible publie servant,
and a resourceful leader is trv'y a “Man
of the Year.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this article from the Baltimore
News-American be printed in the REcorp.

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

PosTAL ASSISTANT “MAN 05 YEAR"
(By Janelee Keidel)

Baltimore Assistant Postmaster Warren M.
Bloomberg was named “Man of the Year"” at
the Maryland Society of Training Directors’
first annual awards night last evening at the
Stafford Hotel.

Bloomberg was chosen for the award be-
cause he most exemplified “outstanding
leadership and support of training while not
being primarily engaged in the training
field,” explained MSTD President Lou Clem-
ens before the meeting.

He added that Bloomberg's initiation of
the post office’s impact training program was
the factor most responsible for the assistant
postmaster being selected for the honor.
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“The impact program,” Clemens explained,
“is intended to inject a human relations at-
titude into labor-management discussions
and is a landmark in labor-management
dealings within the post office system.”

Other training awards presented last night
went to Dwight P. Jacobus, supervisor of
education service to industry, State Depart-
ment of Education, and to Clyde S. Hartlove,
vice president of public relations and em-
ployee development, Esskay Quality Meat
Co.

Clemens noted that although the MSTD's
three-man awards committee was composed
of members of industry, two of the three
awards were presented to Government em-
ployees—one Federal and one State.

If a certain element of pride can be de-
tected there, it's probably pardonable.
Clemens himself is a Government man, as-
sistant training officer at the post office here.

Awards committee members were John
Ennis, of Proctor & Gamble Co.; Gustave
Semesky, FMC Corp.; and Mrs. Mildred Bax-
ter, of the C. & P. Telephone Co.

Sixty percent of the persons in the Mary-
land Society of Training Directors represent
industry, Clemens said, while 20 percent come
from service industries. The remaining 20
percent represent various levels of govern-
ment.

The post office here will accept applica-
tions for garageman, PFS 1—3, $2.37 an hour,
until February 28.

Residents of Baltimore City, Anne Arundel,
Baltimore, Carroll, Hartford, and Howard
Countles are eligible to apply.

Because existing registers for the job will
be superseded by results of the new examina-
tion, all persons with eligibility on present
registers should reapply.

Full information and application forms
may be obtained from the Post Office Board,
U.S. Civil Service Examiners, Room 601, Mc-
Cawley Building, 837 Commerce Street, Balti-
more 21202 or from first-, second-, and third-
class post offices in the counties affected.

THE CHURCHES AND VIETNAM

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, one
of the most thoughtful articles that has
come to my attention on the Vietnam
issue is one written by Dr. Georgia Hark-
ness, entitled ‘“The Churches and Viet-
nam,” which was published in the Janu-
ary 26, 1966, issue of the Christian Cen-
tury.

Dr. Harkness is one of the Nation’s
most respected theologians. For many
years she has inspired seminary students
with her lectures and her probing mind.
I had the privilege of studying with her
briefly in 1946. At the present time, she
is professor emeritus of applied theology
at the Pacific School of Religion in
Berkeley, Calif.

I ask unanimous consent to have her
article printed in the REcorbp.

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

THE CHURCHES AND VIETNAM—NO MATTER
How AMBIGUOUS ARE THE ISsUES INVOLVED
IN THE CoONFLICT, THE CHRISTIAN GOSPEL
MAKES CERTAIN ATTITUDES TowArD THEM
CLEAR

(By Georgia Harkness)

In the face of the escalating war in Viet-
nam the churches have been consplcuously
ralling to direct the thinklng of their mem-
bers on the portentous issues involved. At its
meeting in Decemher the National Council
of Churches’ General Board adopted an ad-
mirable policy statement and message, but
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so far as local congregations are concerned a
question uppermost in the minds and hearts
of millions of Americans is being bypassed
in American Protestantism,

There is no denying the complexity of the
situation, a complexity that leaves one un-
certain what to say unless he accepts or
rejects outright the administration’s posi-
tion. Yet our first obligation as Christians
is clear: to maintain our ethical sensitivity
to the demands of the Gospel. Obviously, the
Gospel gives us no blueprint for the precise
forms of action to be taken amid the com-
plexities of the modern world; that is why
Christian pacifists and nonpacifists can sin-
cerely differ. Yet we have firm common
ground on which to stand in the Gospel's im-
peratives on love and reconciliation, on re-
spect, for human life, and the need to relieve
suffering wherever it is found, on the recog-
nition that every person, whatever his race,
nation, social status, or political coloration,
is of infinite worth to God and should be
viewed as bound te us by ties of brother-
hood. These imperatives have been affirmed
again and again by great representative
bodies of churchmen. Whether we are paci-
fists or nonpacifists, supporters of the ad-
ministration’s foreign policy or dissenters,
we ought to take them seriously.

TUNWARRANTED INSENSITIVITY

Yet what is happening to our inner atti-
tudes? The Vietcong are human beings,
made in God's image like ourselves, perhaps
less culturally advanced but as precious in
God's sight as any American. When we hear
a news report of 240 American boys killed
in 1 week, we rightly wince. When we hear
in the same report of 2,400 Vietcong killed,
are we not inclined to rejoice as If something
good had happened? Do we think God re-
joices?

Insensitivity to the taking of human life
when it is on the other side creeps up on
us in every war. We rationalize by saying
that thus the end of the war is brought
nearer. Perhaps, and perhaps not. In the
present conflict the escalation of the war
seems to have stiffened Hanoli’s opposition
to negotiation, as is likely to be the case in
any conflict when resources with which to go
on fighting remain. Be that as it may, for
the Christian to view with composure and
even with rejoicing the large-scale death of
other human beings is an indication that
somewhere along the way our Christian sen-
sitivity has slipped.

Another angle of insensitivity appears in
the dulling of our reaction to the slaughter
of innocent noncombatants—old men and
women, mothers and their babiles, terrified
villagers who may have been warned but who
have no place to go when the napalm begins
to fall. It is to the credit of our soldiers
that many of them, though trained in the
stern realities of war, shrink from such
slaughter. If we have let our sensibilities
be Iulled to sleep, a look at such photo-
graphs as those of “the blunt reality of war
in Vietnam” in Life’s November 26, 1965,
issue should help to awaken us.

Though new in form, this is the old ques-
tion of the legitimacy of obliteration bomb-
ing. Those whose memories reach back to
World War II may recall that the protest
against the wholesale bombing of civilian
populations issued by a small group of reli-
glous leaders—there were only 28 of us—
was generally greeted with opposition and
derision. But after the war was over the
report of the commission appointed by the
Federal Council of Churches on “The Rela-
tion of the Church to the War in the Light
of the Christian Faith” (often called the Cal-
houn Commission) almost unanimously
condemned the practice of obliteration
bombing. What the judgment of history will
be on the conduct of the war in Vietnam
remains an open question.
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A closely related issue for which the
churches must be concerned if they are
to remain Christian is the need for a vastly
accelerated program of relief. The efforts
of our Government to care for refugees and
wounded villagers are commendable. Yet
in view of the enormity of the problem and
the continuing destruction they are inade-
quate. The longer the war continues the
greater the need will become. Here is tlearly
something the churches can support—a serv-
ice to which the Christian consclence can
respond.

More than 600,000 persons in South Viet-
nam have fled from their homes to escape
the violence from both sides. And in the
north there are unknown numbers of vic-
tims of our bombing, for while an attempt
has been made to limit that bombing to
military and other strategic targets, persons
are inevitably caught in the destruction.
To minister to the suffering, whether in
the south or north, both Church World Serv-
ice and the American Friends Service Com-
mittee are appealing for funds to carry on
8 greatly increased program of relief.
Though many of us feel helpless in this
crisis, helping relieve desperate human need
iz certainly one thing we can do.

Let us look ahead a little. We should wel-
come our Government's offer to give economic
aid to Vietnam and other countries of south-
east Asia, Will we be as willing when the
war finally terminates with all Vietnam
such a shambles that nothing but a long
and very expensive program will rebuild it?
National honor will hardly let us leave the
area in that condition, yet one can anticipate
the outcries at the expense involved, at its
impingement on the cost of domestic pro-
grams, Christians must then insist that
if we can pour out vast sums of money
as well as human life to win the war in
Vietnam, we must be as willing to ex-
pend our tax funds to create conditions
for decent human living in the shattered
area.

THE RIGHT AND DUTY TO PROTEST

I must speak now of a more disputed issue.
What about the demonstrations, marches,
and other forms of protest against Govern-
ment policy? Shall we defend them, or shall
we oppose them as unpatriotic and as a
means of glving ald and comfort to the
enemy while other young Americans suffer
and die for us in Vietnam? There is clearly
no justification for dishonesty or for draft
dod The burning of a draft card is
both a defiant and a futile form of protest.
And though we may sympathize with the
deep concern that has prompted self-immo-
lation, we must agree that suicide is not the
Christian answer,

When conducted in an orderly manner
demonstrations are within the American
tradition of the right to free expression of
opinion. To forbid them is to stifie democ-
racy at home under the guise of preserving
it abroad. Certainly they should be per-
mitted when the safety and welfare of the
public are not infringed upon. Yet in most
cases, certainly in the much publicized
Berkeley demonstrations, it is a very diverse
group that marches. There are probably
some Communists; there are committed paci-
fists; there are many who for various reasons
do not approve the Government’s policy in
Vietnam. Some of these reasons are care-
fully thought out and held with deep convie-
tion; others appear to be iess laudably
grounded. It is impossible to form one com-
mon judgment about all who participate.

At present it is only those clergymen and
pacifists who ask for exemption on religious
grounds who are legally excused from mili-
tary service. Of late the question has arisen
as to whether this provision should be ex-
tended to cover those who conscientiously
belleve that all war—or one particular war—
is unjust. Again, some past history may
help to answer the guestion.
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At the Oxford Conference on Life and
Work in 1937 there was a clear condemna-
tion of war as “a particular demonstration
of the power of sin in this world and a defi-
ance of the righteousness of God as revealed
in Jesus Christ and him crucified.” Yet
three positions were stated as consclen-
tiously held by Christlans: absolute pac-
ifism, the support of “just wars,” and re-
sponse to the call of the state unless one is
absolutely certain that his country is fight-
ing for a wrong cause (report, sec. V, 7). By
the time of the Amsterdam Conference of
1948 the atomic age had intervened and the
position had shifted somewhat to another
triad: denial that modern war can be an act
of justice, the duty of citizens to defend the
law by force if necessary, and the Christian
pacifist position (report, sec. IV, 1). In later
assemblies of the World Council of Churches
the matter was approached from other angles
with less specific statements.

In view of such affirmations by representa-
tives of the world Christian community it
would seem that there ought to be standing
ground both in the law and in the attitudes
of the local community for the person who
protests against participation in a war which
he consclentiously believes to be unjust.
Buch a provision if enacted into law would
doubtless impose problems for draft boards,
but perhaps not more than in the case of
Christian pacifists. Judgments would need
to be made on the basis of the individual's
wider spectrum of life and thought; min-
isters might be called on to defend deserving
persons and refuse support to others. Yet I
do not see on what other basis genuine free-
dom of consclence can be preserved.

A further service the churches can render
is to educate their members, as objectively
as possible, on the background of the pres-
ent war. The best brief statement in re-
sponse to this obligation that I have seen
was that in the Church Woman for Novem-
ber 1965. It is true, of course, that there are
ambiguous elements in the background
which, because they are ambiguous, can be
cited on either side of the issue. For exam-
ple, are all of the Vietcong Communists, as
is commonly assumed? The orlginal Viet-
minh, which became the Vietcong, was anti-
French rather than pro-Communist. Most
of those now fighting against the South Viet-
nam Government are peasant lads innocent
of ideology, yet there seems little doubt that
thelr leaders are Communist-trained, re-
sponsive to the bidding of Hanol,

Are we in Vietnam to honor the commit-
ments of three Presidents? There is no doubt
about the Johnson commitment, but the
original Eisenhower offer of ald was condi-
tional upon needed reforms and the estab-
lishment of a strong government responsive
to the people. (President Elsenhower's let-
ter of Oct. 23, 1054, to Ngo Dinh Diem,
printed in the ConNcrESsiONAL REcORD of July
27, 1966, merits perusal (vol. 111, Part 13).)

Is our presence in Vietnam a violation of
the Geneva accords of 1954? By these agree-
ments the Communists were to withdraw to
the north and the French and non-Commu-
nists to the south; both sides were to end
hostilities and nelther zone was to be used
as a base for military activities; elections
were to be held within 2 years under an
international control commission to deter-
mine the nation’s political future. It is clear
that North Vietnam has violated this agree-
ment. It is less well understood that the
Geneva accords were mainly between the
French and the Vietminh and that both the
non-Communist Vietnamese representatives
at the conference and the United States re-
fused to sign them.

Such items do not per se settle the right-
ness or wrongness of the present conflict.
They do indicate that we ought to know the
facts, including such nuances as these, and
state them with as much light and as little
heat as possible.
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ONE VIEW OF THE WAY AHEAD

I certainly clalm no superior wisdom as to
what should now be done, but the reader is
entitled to know my position. I do not ad-
vocate immediate withdrawal, but neither
do I think we should continue the present
bombing and jungle warfare. The most sen-
sible solution I have seen is that advanced
by Senator GeorcE McGovERN in an address
to the Senate which appears in the Cown-
GRESSIONAL RECORD previously mentioned.
The gist of his suggestions is that we should
continue to hold the cities and coast, which
can be done without great destruction of life
or property, stop the bombing and sit it out
until an honorable peace can be negotiated.

In the meantime effort should be made
through the United Nations or other agencies
to bring about a cease-fire, Negotiations
which our Government has proposed, how-
ever unconditional, are not likely to come
about so long as bombing of North Vietnam
continues—hence the hope inspired by the
cessation at the beginning of the new year.
The United States has sufficiently demon-
strated that it is not a “paper tiger" and need
not fear loss of prestige should the cessa-
tion continue. Negotiations when entered
into should certainly include participation
by representatives of the National Liberation
Front in Vietnam. Eventually there should
be a phased withdrawal of all foreign troops
except a United Natlons or other interna-
tional peacekeeping force. And free elec-
tions by which the people may determine
their own political future should be pro-
vided for.

A further requirement, as suggested above,
is that until economic self-subsistence and
rebuilding are attained there must be both
the promise and the actuality of massive eco-
nomic ald, with the provision of hospitals,
orphanages, schools, and varied forms of
technical assistance. If we make all this
possible we will validate our claim that we
are in South Vietnam to protect the people
from aggression. At the same time such
response to human need will form the best
insurance against the spread of communism.

Finally, we should be praying for those
who suffer in this deeply troubled land,
whether friend or enemy, whether Chris-
tian, Buddhist, atheilst—men, women, and
children with stricken bodies and souls,
caught in the grip of forces they did not
create and do not understand. That, at
least, any Christian can do if he shares some-
what the love of God for every suffering one
among his human children.

TRIBUTE TO OREN HARRIS, A
FORMER REPRESENTATIVE FROM
ARKANSAS, NOW A FEDERAL
JUDGE

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, few
Americans have the opportunity to serve
their country in both the legislative and
judicial branches of the Government.
Few men have the chance to bring to the
judiciary a quarter century of lawmak-
ing experience, but such a man is Oren
Harris, a close, personal friend of mine
and the former Representative of the
Fourth  Congressional District of
Arkansas. He has been sworn in earlier
today at El Dorado, Ark. as Federal
judge for both the eastern and western
districts of Arkansas, after having been
nominated by President Johnson last
year.

Judge Harris resigned his seat in the
House of Representatives effective
February 2, 1966, after 25 years’ service
in that body and after 9 years as chair-
man of the House Interstate and Foreign
Commerce Committee.
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Oren Harris was in Congress when I
came as the Representative of the Third
Congressional District of Arkansas in
1942, His service to Arkansas has been
exceptional, his fairness as a committee
chairman irreproachable, and his judg-
ment wise and mature. I have a very
deep admiration for him and have en-
Jjoyed working in the Congress with him
these many years. Arkansas will miss
his services as a legislator, but his in-
timate knowledge of the law will serve
him in good stead and I am thankful
that the new judgeship position in
Arkansas has been filled by a man of his
caliber.

Mr. President, I join the rest of the
Arkansas delegation and his colleagues in
the House in paying tribute to one of
Arkansas' outstanding Representatives.
My best wishes to both Judge Harris and
his wife, Ruth, in their new life.

ENROLLMENT IN PUBLIC ELEMEN-
TARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, because
I know the basic statistics covering en-
rollment, teachers and high school grad-
uates in full time public elementary and
secondary day schools are of continuing
interest to my colleagues and because
these are the basic statistics which will
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be cited time and again in connection
with education legislation in the second
session, I feel it appropriate to set them
forth at this point in my remarks for the
reference of my colleagues.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have a news release dated Jan-
uary 16, 1966, from the Office of Educa-
tion of the U.S. Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, together with
the accompanying tables, printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT oF HearTH, EDU-
CATION, AND WELFARE, OFFICE OF
EDUCATION,

Washington, D.C., January 16, 1966.

Enroliments in public elementary and sec-
ondary schools this fall rose to 42.1 million,
an increase of 727,000 or 1.8 percent over last
year, the U.S. Office of Education announced
today.

The 12th annual fall survey, conducted in
cooperation with State departments of edu-
cation, also shows:

Enrollments are continuing to increase
more rapidly in secondary schools than in
elementary schools. The elementary school
enrollment of 26.4 million is up 194,000, or
0.7 percent above a year ago. Secondary
school enrollments rose 533,000 to 15.7 mil-
lion, a gain of 3.5 percent.
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The estimated average annual expenditure
per pupil in average daily attendance in
1965-66 is $532. Based on average daily mem-
bership—counting students both present and
absent—the estimated average annual ex-
penditure is $503,

The survey also showed:

Approximately 1,716,000 full-time and
part-time public schoolteachers, an increase
of 68,100, or 4.1 percent over 1964.

The estimated average annual salary of all
instructional personnel, including prineipals,
teachers, librarians, and others is $6,700 in
19656-66. The average annual salary for
classroom teachers is $6,500.

About 81,700 full-time public schoolteach-
ers—4.8 percent of the total—do not meet
State certificatlon standards. The propor-
tion of teachers with less than standard cer-
tificates has been declining slowly in recent
years.

Total expenditures for public schools in
the current school year will amount to about
$25.8 billion.

In the 1964-685 school year, 16,400 class-
rooms were abandoned because of school or
school district consolidations, population
shifts, destruction of buildings, and other
factors. The completion of 65,200 classrooms
during the same period brought the number
of classrooms currently in use to 1,5695,000.

{Note To Epitors—Further details, giving
current year figures by region and State as
well as national totals for a b-year period are
contained in the attached tables.)

TapLe 1.—Fall 1965 statistics on local school districts, enrollment, teachers, and high school graduates in full-time public elementary and

secondary day schools, by Stale

Number of Number of full-time and part-time | Number of full-time classroom
loeal basie Number of pupils enrolled classroom teachers teachers with less than standard High
adminis- certificates ! school
trative graduates,
Reglon and State units 1064-65
(school Total Elemen- Becond- Total Elemen- Second- Total Elemen- Second-
districts) tary ? ary ! tary 2 ary ? tary ? ary 2
(1) (2) (3 (€] (5) (6) (W) 8) ) (10) (11)
United States . .co-oeeeaeen-- 826, 982 | 42,143,504 | 26,415,834 | 15,727,670 | 1,716,285 967, 635 748, 650 81, 748 51, 632 30, 116 2, 362, 100
North Atlantie_ . ___._______ 4,006 | 9,867,110 | 5,863,535 | 4,003, 575 430, 754 229,323 201,431 31,862 17,993 13, 869 584, 666
Conneetiont ..o anaaene- 178 574,798 367, 801 206, 997 24,970 14, 575 10, 395 1, 600 900 700 31,729
Delaware. ... 59 108, 357 62,182 46, 175 4, 802 2,434 , 368 241 159 82 5, 087
...... 397 222, 506 148, 631 73,875 9,133 5,717 3,416 314 197 117 12, 661
Maryland. ... 24 762, 647 442, 025 320, 622 431,004 416,342 114, 752 7,070 4,814 2,256 41, 405
usetts. 392 | 1,020,500 616, 000 404, 500 45, 004 24, 550 20, 454 1,472 708 7 63, 364
New Hampsh! 199 128, 857 83, 007 45, 850 5, 520 3,239 2, 2600 244 147 a7 7,716
New Jersey... 504 , 286, 847, 000 430, 000 59, 000 35, 000 24, 000 7,300 b, 600 1,700 78, 000
New York & 997 | 8,190,845 | 1,833,184 | 1,357,661 146, 083 74,888 71,198 9, 684 3,473 6, 211 182,227
Pennsylvania._. ... 863 | 2,180,829 | 1,226,421 963, 408 4 80, 000 443,716 45, 293 802 268 534 143, 200
RhodeIsland & _ . _____ ... 40 154, 501 88, 980 65, 621 6, 630 3,874 3, 256 421 256 165 9, 157
L fea i A B 262 84,254 55, 630 28, 615 3,883 2,278 1, 605 180 71 118 4,452
District of Columbia._ . ... 1 144, 016 92, 665 51,351 5,617 3,213 2,404 2,525 1,400 1,125 4,700
Great Lakes and Plains__..________ 14,744 | 11,854,748 | 7,508,854 | 4,347,804 492, 418 278, 086 213, 432 18, 734 13, 061 5,673 888, 585
L e T R T 1,354 | 2,087,680 | 1,366,228 721, 468 £0, 470 53, 753 85,717 3,131 2, 456 675 115, 006
e T S IR e e 442 | 1,124, 74 693, 100 431, 624 45, 054 24, 541 20, 543 770 027 143 8
JOWR— e 984 625, 358 5, 179, 898 20,082 16, 254 12,828 857 683 174 40, 500
L AR N 1, 500 506, 958 365, 501 141, 457 26, 719 14, 502 ST IR S (16 MR ANF T M 28, 000
Michigan_ . . .......... 1,150 | 1,975,000 | 1,165,000 810, 000 72, 782 39, 541 241 4,000 2, 600 1,400 103, 175
Minnesota_ _ 1,439 808, 452, 358 355, 840 34, 605 17, 248 17, 357 450 378 72 53,443
Missouri & __ 1, 028 964, 351 708, 635 260, 716 37,040 24, 668 12,372 977 863 114 b1, 261
Nebraska__. 2, 546 318, 746 104, 844 123, 902 15, 431 B, 790 6, 641 130 80 50 19, 888
North Dako 003 148, 871 07, 577 51, 204 7,276 4,174 L30T ) PR SRR AR SRR L 0, 536
DOB0:_teie. . 738 | 2,270,108 | 1,395,481 874,627 88, 027 49, 440 , 58T 8, 000 5, 000 3, 000 132, 613
Bouth Dakota__.______ = 2, 388 165, 635 107, 977 57, 658 8,420 5, 318 3,102 50 ] P, , 508
Wisconsin 7. __________._ . ____ 572 859, 101 519, 698 , 38, 483 20, 457 18, 026 369 324 45 58, 829
1,821 ( 9,717,078 | 6,074,617 | 3,042 461 366, 286 214, 653 151, 633 11,816 8, 632 3,184 508, 573
119 831, 701 480, 327 351, 374 20, 575 15, 507 13,078 1,910 1,320 590 45,424
410 451, 231 250, 834 , 347 17, 200 8,714 8, 486 260 161 99 , 3094
67 | 1,220,581 687, 806 532, 775 47, 850 25, 382 276 204 72 61,190
105 | 1,055, 088 693, 170 361, 807 37,073 23, 701 14, 182 232 118 114 51, 708
200 665, 046 436, 509 208, 447 26, 061 16, 203 9, 768 1,139 880 269 5, 233
67 802, 502 506,113 207,479 31,388 18, 252 13,136 1,812 1,155 657 39, 260
149 584,629 356, 111 228, 518 20, 875 11, 288 9, 087 853 403 360 26, 690
160 | 1,181,558 850, 985 830, 573 44 819 30, 958 , 860 1,534 1,213 321 67, 520
108 637, 000 386, 640 251, 341 24, 116 13, 446 10, 670 48 21 27 33,192
152 871, 998 566, , 000 31, 200 19, 500 11, 700 900 776 125 48, 541
130 086, 123 620, 103 , 020 39, 464 , 666 16, 798 1, 703 1,418 25 40, 438
55 428, 43 X 188, 680 16, 265 8,765 7,500 1,149 874 275 26, 974

See footnotes at end of table,
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TaBLE 1.—Fall 1965 statistics on local school districts, enrollment, teachers, and high school graduates in full-time public elementary and
secondary day schools, by State—Continued
Number of Number of full-time and part-time | Number of full-time classroom
local basic Number of pupils enrolled classroom teachers teachers with less than standard High
adminis- certificates sehool
trative graduates,
Region and State units 1964-65
(school Total Elemen- Becond- Total Elemen- Becond- Total Elemen- Second-
districts) tary ? ary ? tary 2 ary 2 tary ¢ ary 2
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) )] (8) ©) (10) (11)
6,411 | 10,704,568 | 6,970,828 | 3,733,740 426, 827 244, 673 182,154 19, 336 11,946 7,390 580, 276
29 59, 727 41, 800 17,927 2, 681 1, 554 1,127 3 1 2 2,258
307 373, 650 270,117 108, 542 15, 704 11,121 18,920
1,357 | 4,262,000 | 2,754,500 | 1,507, 159, 800 94, 500 226, 500
184 480, 784 287, 198, 758 21,816 11,297 26, 749
1 162, 200 04,1 , 008 5,452 3,298 9, 200
117 173, 696 92,215 81,481 7,261 3, 560 11, 518
906 166, 765 109, 292 57,473 7,655 4, 950 9, 941
17 105, 852 , 260 , 633 4,320 2,516 4, 751
91 7, 700 153, 780 113, 920 10, 990 5,916 13,453
1,049 , 108 341,116 242, 990 24, 390 12, 688 35, 668
409 52 274, 830 173, 697 844 11, 968 ) 083
1,336 | 2,517,842 | 1,866,356 650, 101, 000 57, 600 121,759
40 y 166, 267 120,137 0, 796 5, 761 , B94
378 723, 398 402,152 321, 246 , 852 15, 656 47,651
190 86, 308 40, 36, 365 4, 48 2,289 5, 226
QOutlying areas:
American Samoa ¢ ________.___ 1 7,021 5,402 1,619 303 249 54 s | et 15 333
Canal Zones__.___ - " T 1 13, 505 7,041 Y S| L SRl IR e TR 2EE b S 840
Guams_____ L 1 17, 086 10, 088 6, 594 322 272 68 42 26 685
Pogrto-Ricod oot T 1 631,358 414, 983 216,375 17,268 10, 338 6, 930 1,901 362 1,539 20, 379
VirginIslands. . ... ... 1 9, 555 6, 256 y 561 313 248 64 59 5 262
1 Because of the variation in State re ments for a regular teaching certificate at ¢ Data for el 1

%:th the elementary and secondary levels, comparisons between States cannot readily
1 Un]ess otherwise noted, data for elamentarsr and secondary schools are classified by
o?au.!mtlon rather than bg gmd
Includes 2,537 districts which did not g&g:nta nny schools,
¢ Includes full-time equ.tvnlenee of part-
§ Data for y schools are raported by specific grade grou

ary
kindergarten through grade 6 for elementary schools and grades 7 through 12
secondary.

tp:

SaCcon

7 Excludes vocational schools not %pern

8 Data for elementary and secon
secondary.

ported by specmc grade grou‘pr

dergurten through gmds 8 for elementary sehoola and grades 9
dary.

ting as part of t!
schools are reportr:ﬁull:a; specl
kindergarten through grade 7 for eleme.ntary schools and grades 8

public school system.,
grade group:
through 12 for

TABLE 2.—Selected statistics on school housing in full-time public elementary and secondary day schools, by State

Number of pupﬂtsnoi:mcunauad sessions, Number of instruction rooms
Region and State
Total El tary | Secondary E durinz. 2y tdm-in‘ ! mﬂbh
emen: g
1064-65 1964-65 bmm“‘”'mg
ntted Btatesies s o B 1332, 215 1171,917 1160, 208 185, 200 216, 400 1, 595,150
________ 187, 766 85, 428 13, 657 3,163 366, 986
868 121 23, 056
198 27 4, 555
728 428 8, 802
1, 530 02 25,672
650 100 38, 400
306 44 5,209
2,200 500 48, 700
4, 300 750 119, 490
2,381 835 , 155
255 54 5,957
152 28 8,529
89 4 4,461
18, 388 @) 458, 041
1,954 @ 78, 078
1,856 557 41, 950
565 200 27,921
7R3 144 24,873
3,241 583 , 267
1,601 324 33,357
ssour L 1,451 236 6, 079
ebraska.___.______ o e 5 s 270 u7 1,059 275 15,354
________ 310 223 7,021
2, 000 2, 500 600 76
200 258 205 8,019
® 2,810 702 32,347
27,407 12,971 5,744 857,538
181 1,217 655 28, 757
LA 545 205 16, 794
1,836 393 42, 43
970 539 38, 860
864 787 24, 691
1,092 370 31, 596
855 350 20, 380
1,693 853 486, 622
South Carolina aces 305 269 22, 382
Tennessee. 1,160 466 32,237
Vheginda o 2,160 518 36, 602
West Virginia 265 339 16,374

See footnotes at end of table,
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Tasun 2.—Selected stalistics on school housing in full-time public elementary and secondary day schools, by State—Continued

Number of pupils on curtailed sessions, Number of instruction rooms
fall 1965
Region and Btate
Completed | Abandoned | Awailable
Total Elementary | Secondary during during and in use,
1964-65 1964-65
1
Woest and Southwest. ..o ca s 119, 550 110, 626 18,024 ® 3,188 412, 585
P T e L W PSS as, - SR T RTINS, o Aerbes et e — 116 9 2,339
1, 086 132 15, 014
7, 500 400 156, 100
1, 044 234 18, 608
101 8, 096
194 159 6, 981
407 121 7,877
644 47 234
621 113 10, 718
1, 057 308 24, 951
831 170 18, 890
4,981 785 97, 656
785 206 10, 078
410 350 28, 940
180 53 4,013
b ® 218
78 7 506
25 4 539
280, 045 [T e, S 14, 068
@ @ 3oz
1 Incomplete; total for States reporting. 4 Excludes voeational schools not operated as of the pnbﬁcschoolsystem
2 Includes estimate for nonreporting States. ! Temporary increase in pupils on ggu semm: due to ion caused by hurri
3 Data not available. cane in Orleans Parish.

TasLe 3.—Historical summary of fall survey statistics of school districts, pupils, teachers, and instruction rooms in full-time public
elementary and secondary day schools, 50 States and District of Columbia, 1961 to 1965

Item Fall 1961 Fall 1962 Fall 1963 Fall 1064 Fall 1865
A. LOCAL SCHOOL DISTRICTS
Total districts. ... = R 35, 676 33, 086 31,705 29,391 26, 982
Operating o 31,107 28, 859 27,763 25, 991 24, 445
Nonoperating. ol 4,479 4,227 3, 042 3,400 2, 537
B. ENROLLMENT
R L I e i e e T A e e T T A e e A e 37, 464, 074 38, T48, 907 40, 186, 751 41,416, 239 42, 143, 504
Elemen Al g S ARSI I L R T A L T AL 24, 603, 352 25, 263, 661 25, 774, 289 26, 221, 705 26, 415, 834
Second tary Binnla i e e et L T e S N e o 2 e s 12,860,722 | 13,485,246 | 14,412,462 | 15,104,584 15, 727, 670
of total enrollment in alemsntary i e B e s T e s et S AL 65.7 65.2 64,1 63.3 62.7
.Pement of total enrollment in schools 34.3 34.8 35.9 36.7 87.3
C. CLASSROOM TEACHERS
Totatleasha il Hne AN DaEE EINe. o o i e S e s 1,461, 055 1, 507, 552 1, 577,777 1, 651,310 1,716, 285
Elementary school i 869, 072 886, 161 008, 353 042, 189 067, 635
T O ! SN C e R e o P e R S e - T T Tl 591, 983 621, 391 809 424 700,121 748, 650
Percent of total teache!s tn alemsntaty m-hnnlﬂ e~ T I, 59.5 58.8 67.6 57.1 56.4
Percent of total t By 40.5 41.2 42.4 42.9 43.6
D. PUPIL-TEACHER RATIO
Pupil-teacher ratio (total elementary and dary schools) = oy 25.6 25.7 25.5 25.1 24.6
Elementary schools. . ..o ooeceecmeoee s ol IS s o 28.3 2.5 28.4 27.8 2.3
BOCOMABYY SEDD01E o s m mm s e ke e T 2.7 n.7 21.5 21.4 21.0
E. TEACHERS WITH SUBSTANDARD CERTIFICATES
Total full-time teachers with substandard certificates. - ... ocooon oot oot emicnaaa 01, 643 82,655 83,200 82,700 81,748
T e IR A R e S e e S oot e e D ey O 65, 654 55, 960 55, 000 53, 500 51, 632
(3] T R i e N L OB 25, 989 26, 695 28, 200 29, 200 30,116
Percent of total teachers with substandard certificates in elementary schools 7.6 67.7 66.1 64.7 63.2
Percent. of total teachers with substandard certificates in secondary schools 28.4 32.3 33,9 35.3 36.8
Total teachers with substandard certificates as percent of total teachers_... 6.3 5.5 5.3 5.0 4.8
Teachers with substandard certificates in elementary schools as percent of total emementary 2 At aa s ey
Teachers with substandard certificates in secondary sehools as percent ot total secon dary teachers. 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.1 4.0
F. PUPILS ON CURTAILED SESSIONS
Total number of pupils attending school for less than a full or normal school A8Y .o - e crmcceceoeos 570, 870 484, 136 481, 054 369, 220 332,215
Y B0N0008: . - = e e S 875, 356 332, 520 312,997 214, 799 171,017
T T e e T S A N T ', S S S o= 195, 515 151, 607 168, 507 154, 421 160, 298
1961-62 1962-63 1963-64 1964-65 1965-66
G, PUBLIC HIGH BCHOOL GRADUATES

Total graduates. ... 1, 678, 024 1,710, 556 2, 020, 680 2,362, 100 )

Boys__ 526, 205 844 323 008, 414 1,167, 438 ?;

Girls_. 851, 720 866, 233 1,027, 266 1,194, 662 !

See footnotes at end of table,
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TasLe 3.—Historical summary of fall survey statistics on school districts, pupil&)isachers, and instruction reoms in full-time public

elementary and secondary day schools, 60 States and District of

lumbia, 1961 to 1965—Continued

Item Fall 1961 Fall 1962 Fall 1963 Fall 1064 [ Fall 1965
H. INSTRUCTION ROOMS
Number of Pub!icly owned instruction rooms at beginning of school year 2_. 1,385,211 1,438, 384 1, 498, 950 1, 549, 000 1, 505, 150
Number of instruction rooms completed during school year__.___ 72, 089 65, 300 60, 85, 200 {l;
Number of rooms abandoned for instructional purposes during school year, 18,134 17, 000 17,100 16, 400 [

1 Data to become available in fall 1966 survey.
1 Because of changes in school plant inventories, the number of instruction rooms at
the beginning of a particular school year is not always the sum of the number of rooms

available at the beginning of the previous year, plus rooms completed, and minus rooms
abandoned during the previous school year.

TaBLE 4—Estimaled expenditures by major purpose, current expenditure per pupil, and average salary of instructional staff and classroom
teachers, by State, 1965-66

Expenditures (in thousands) Annual current expenditure Average annual salary
per pupil in—
Current expenditures
Region and State I
Total Capital Interest on |Average daily| Average daily|Total instrue-| Classroom
expenditures E]amm&tary o outlay school debt | membership | attendance | tional staff 2 teachers
an er
secondary programs 1
schools
es i1 T ———— $25, 801, 995 20, 909, 480 $610, 829 §3, 449,859 §822, 818 $508 $5a2 $6, 700 $6, 500
North Atlantie. - - ccoeccaaaeea 7,274,235 6, 137, 508 80, 009 808, 639 N e e
C ticut. ... 1 379, 000 334, 000 2,500 30, 000 12, 500 593 637 7, 550 7,200
Delaware. . 80, 140 56, 000 140 20, 000 4, 000 538 580 7,300 7,150
Maine._ - 108, 300 87,800 5, 000 13, 000 2, 500 397 410 5, 600 550
Marylan 526, 925 387, 639 11, 688 107,995 19, 603 512 562 7,208 6, 878
575, 000 517, 000 , 000 g 1) I S S 502 530 7,350 7,100
New Hampshire 78,120 3 57,702 225 18, 000 2,193 453 479 5, 765 650
New Jersey. . 053, 500 787, 000 8, 000 125, 000 33, 500 612 662 7,233 968
New York... 3, 070, 000 2 30, 000 375, 000 105, 000 804 876 8,400 7, 700
FPennsylvania._ 1,261, 1,151, 000 , 000 433, 000 65, 000 533 565 6, 650 6,410
Is 98, 81,450 425 14, 075 2,803 533 576 6, 750 6,825
Vermont. . ..--...... = i 45, 498 41, 593 105 3, 000 800 490 507 5, 750 5, 640
District of Columbia. .. -ccoeeee - s 76, 324 4,016 L | ——— B 578 7, 800 7, 500
Great Lakes and Plains. o oooecmecacanae 7, 147, 508 5, 703, 369 105, 205 1,011,804 ooz EESREE RS Lo e

1, 366, 000 1,125, 000 35, 000 160, 000 46, 000 549 591 7,235 7,123
626, 614 532, 614 8, 000 480, 000 6, 000 *) 512 7,300 7,050
397, 309 326, 072 4,237 58, 000 9, 000 540 549 6,150 6, 050
287,708 245, 384 3,738 30, 581 8, 000 (%) 511 5, 957 5,785
1, 257, 000 950, 000 25, 000 225, 000 57, 000 0] 523 7,200 6, 850
547, 6156 433, 458 5, 630 84, 243 24,284 577 i, 862 6, 641
482, 402 309, 402 8, 500 60, 000 14, 500 ® 485 6, 003 5,857
163, 000 130, 000 2, 000 26, 000 &, 000 402 419 5,350 5, 225
81, 500 63, 500 1, 000 14, 150 2,850 440 460 5,275 5,120
1, 306, 000 1, 070, 000 10, 000 180, 000 48, 000 473 503 @, 550 6,350
89, 585 T R SR 8,920 1,405 484 504 4, 850 4,650
542, 880 438, 680 2,200 85, 000 17, 000 550 575 i, 600 6, 425
4,287, 380 3, 534,110 9, 848 544, 005 P Nl L S A e
320, 500 283, 1, 500 426, 000 10, 000 343 355 5, 350 5,150
192, 036 154, 763 1, 305 30, 900 5, 068 357 376 4,925 4,740
723, 449 506, 348 40, 743 162, 700 13, 658 415 439 6, 577 6,435
420,368 360, 368 8,000 4 40, 000 12, 000 356 384 5, 500 5, 350
272, 500 234, 500 3, 000 26, 000 9, 000 353 375 5,100 4,030
414,109 358, 609 500 40, 000 15, 000 448 481 6, 676 6, 039
, 627 160, 322 8§, 600 22,705 4, 000 204 317 4,300 4,190
497, 200 419, 000 8, 000 €0, 000 10, 200 350 379 5,484 5,373
Bouth Oarolios. - . ____ 241, 900 206, 500 4,300 25, 600 5, 500 325 349 4,767 4 675
T it 2 355, 500 299, 700 4, 800 39, 000 12, 000 344 361 5,255 5,100
Virginia_ 473, 500 & 386, 000 15, 000 £2, 000 10, 500 304 424 5, 800 5, 650
West ¥irginda- _ > oo Lol 162, 700 147, 000 4,100 10, 000 1,600 348 367 5,200 4, 9690
7,002, 863 5, 444, 502 334, 677 1,084,421 o T e T T SISl LS e et T s S
47,408 41, 827 1,430 2,225 1,917 785 775 8,481 8,240
207, 455 181, 308 2,136 18,400 5, 602 401 514 7,165 7,025
3, 455, 000 2,475, 000 280, 000 580, 000 120, 000 560 582 8, 500 8,150
308, 000 , 000 7, 500 50, 000 13, 500 482 513 6, 643 6,391
101, 801 78,107 7,632 13, 880 2,182 482 515 7,073 6, 929
77, 787 i S S T 9, 000 , 800 (% 400 5, 850 5,685
103, 500 500 500 10, 500 4, 000 527 567 5, 850 5, 800
60, 645 , 222 544 1,179 , 700 ® 528 7,200 7,025
174, 342 3147, 560 564 24, 652 1,576 561 578 6, 545 6, 356
, 999 , 799 1, 800 , 000 , 400 463 481 5,921 5, 650
310, 476 252, 500 4, 400 47, 690 886 7 612 6, 850 6, 650
1, 000 1,011, 000 5, 000 165, 000 45, 000 7423 1449 16,100 15,950
175, 880 124,132 2,172 46, 186 3,400 437 450 8, 525 6,250
491, 000 380, 000 21, 000 75, 000 15, 000 ) 556 7,100 6, 825
, 560 A 000 oo 6, 700 1,300 526 551 6,293 6,119
3,334 3,002 242 440 467 3,201 2,826
14,239 8, 638 601 642 652 8,400 8, 060
4, 567 4,230 337 250 263 7, 000 5, 000
137, 308 120, 468 4,750 198 212 3, 654 3,467
5, 525 4,185 1,340 438 452 6, 070 5,748

! Includes ox%snditwm for summer schools, adult education, community services
(such as publie libraries operated by school districts, expenditures for nonpublie schools
where authorized by law, community centers, and recreational activities), and com-
gunlty colleges and technical institutes under the jurisdiction of local boards of educa-
0T

pervisors, principals, classroom teachers, and other instructional staff.

3 Partially estimated by Office of Education.
4 Excludes capital outlay by nonschool agencies such as State and local school-
housing authorities and governmental units whose financial transactions are not in-

cluded in school district accounts; such expenditures in 4 States amounted to an esti-
mated total of $332,000,000 ($220,000,000 in Pennsylvania; $67,000,000 in Indiana;
$30,000,000 in Alabama; aad $15,000,000 in Georgia).

¥ Not available.

¢ Includes an estimated $30,000,000 to reflect impact of recent Federal aid legislation.

T Excludes kindergarten and nursgly schools.

# Figures understated because certain educational expenditures incurred by agencies
other than the Department of Education are excluded.
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“GOODBY TO GUTENBERG"

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in the
January 24, 1966, issue of Newsweek
there was published an article entitled,
“Goodby to Gutenberg,” which I feel
will be of great interest to many of my
colleagues, particularly those who are in-
terested in legislation to expand and im-
prove our library services.

This special science report relates the
impact of our technological development
to the age-old problem of information
location and retrieval.

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

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

GooDBY TO GUTENBERG

At the Polaroid Corp., in Cambridge, Mass.,
a sclentist has concelved a photosensitive
crystal about as big as a lump of sugar that
is capable of containing the images of no
fewer than 100,000 pages. Two engineers at
the University of Michigan have perfected
a lensless photographic system which could
lead to three-dimensional home television.
And in San Francisco a shrewd entrepreneur
expects to make his fortune with a no-con-
tact, no-pressure printing technique that
can write on sand, print a message on a
pizza and put a trademark on raw egg yolk.

As these concepts or any of the dozens of
others now incubating in industrial labora-
tories are translated into hardware, the $10
billion communications industry in the
United States will enter the final and most
frenetic phase of its transformation from
the old Gutenberg ways. ‘“Books and news-
papers will no longer exist,” predicts Mar-
shall McLuhan, the new savant of the new
technology. “Publishing will become an ac-
tive servicing of the human mind. Instead
of a book, people will get a research package
done to sult their own needs.”

A survey of both existing hardware and
of research now in progress, reports News-
week'’s Jonathan Piel, confirms Professor Mc-
Luhan's bold vision. Xerography and other
copying techniques have already turned every
office mailroom into a publishing house.
The Communications Satellite Corp. (Com-~
sat) reports that only costs prevent trans-
mission of entire magazine and newspaper
pages via communications satellite for re-
production on other continents—and these
are ground charges not orbit economlics. At
MIT a research team grapples with the prob-
lems of developing a nationwide computer
network that will make every bit of knowl-
edge—whether stored in old books or just
obtained in a laboratory—instantly avall-
able. And an IBM scientific-literature serv-
ice now serving NASA presages the day when
a livingroom photocopier linked to a com-
puter instantly produces an individually se-
lected group of stories and editorials from
any publication the armchair reader wants
to see.

FAR-OFF?

Together, these innovations make up an
industry so new and so inchoate that it does
not even have a name. The closest descrip-
tive term might be “information display.”
But even Wall Street, whose seismographs
are supposed to be attuned to such far-off
tremors, has heard none of the rumblings
from the new information display fleld. Yet
the display revolution will affect not only the
traditional printed word and graphic arts
fields but radio, television, and the new
photocopying and datamation industries as
well.

Who is killing Gutenberg? No one thing
or person can be blamed, but a combination
of forces is responsible—rising costs, multi-
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plying knowledge, new techniques for con-
veylng information and an exploding popu-
lation.

JUNKED

More than any other factor, rising produc-
tion costs are responsible for pushing type
toward the junk heap. To cut costs in the
composing room, some 50 U.S. dailles now
use computers to help set type—among them
the Miami Herald, the Los Angeles Times,
and the Washington Post. The computers
produce a yellow perforated tape; the tape,
in turn, is fed into a linecasting machine
that sets 12 lines a minute compared with
3 or 4 by the average Linotype operator. But,
increasingly, composing-room computers
also do other tasks—blilling advertisers,
counting circulation, and handling payroll.

A computer could carry the revolution to
the editorial office by turning copy and
manuscript editing into an efficient, rapid
procedure. In the words of Nathaniel Kor-
man, chief engineer at RCA's Graphic Sys-
tems Division, a future computer system will
“automate the dull routine tasks and free
the people using it so they can exercise to
the fullest their esthetic and artistic abili-
ties.”

In these second-generation computers,
copy typed into the computer will be hy-
phenated, justified and fit to a layout. Then
each complete page will be presented to the
editor in the form of a high-quality TV im-
age of 500 or more lines to the inch. TUsing
a light pencil (an electronic pointer capable
of directing an image from one part of the
screen to another) and keyboard, the editor
rewrites and changes the order of paragraphs
and the arrangement of stories on the page
that will be stored in the computer memory.
Such a system would even permit him to
make up a page with any type, and set whole
storles at the flick of a switch.

TV EDITING

Computerized copy flow is far more than
a gleam in an electronic engineer's—or edi-
tor's—eye. RCA plans to market a system
for $1 million or less in 1967. Copy will be
displayed on a TV screen and a facsimile for
editing will be produced from the image.
After the editing is completed, the screen
will expose a negative to the edited copy that
will be used to make a photo-offset plate. In
later models an editor will be able to work
directly on the TV screen.

The first sale of such a computer system
has already been made by IBM. The pur-
chaser, Time Inec. (employing a high-speed
printer instead of TV), will use it in its book
division and three magazines, To be dellv-
ered late this year, the system will consist of
two $350,000 IEM 360 computers each served
by three 512,000-word auxiliary memories.
The original article, all editorial changes and
rewrites, as well as researchers’ corrections,
will be recorded in the computers’ memorles
for later teletype transmission.

According to Korman, such systems will
generate more publishing business by sim-
plifying the updating of catalog, text-
books, almanacs and even encyclopedias. “It
will be so much easier to put something into
type,” predicts the University of Pittsburgh’s
Joseph Naughton, “that we will probably
have another information explosion.”

The computerized editing system could add
to profits by cutting costs. Because the sys-
tem would not commit copy to type until it
is judged perfect, resetting of lead would
vanish, Coupled with facsimile transmission
of pages and offset printing, computerized
copy flow could give the newspapers and
magazines a running start in their race
against time. Images of completed pages
could be transmitted via TV to a regional
plant, saving at least 8 hours, There the
page would be displayed on a TV screen or
reproduced by a facsimile machine for later
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photo etching. For regional editions offset
printing could save an additional 8 or 10
hours.

WEATHER DELAYS

At the same time, transmission of facsimile
pages through communications satellites
could solve one of the biggest magazine pro-
duction headaches: how to put on an inter-
national edition when weather delays the
arrival of the aircraft carrying the plates and
films. But the trouble starts when the sig-
nals reach the European terminals. Because
Europe offers no group cable services like
A.T. & T.'s Telpak, a customer would have to
pay very high rates for individual circuits.
Eventually, the expected huge growth of in-
ternational data traffic may bring rates down.

To be sure, computerized editorial and
production systems and other new devices
will not spring up overnight. “We plan to
eat the whole elephant,” said one printing
industry executive, “but only a bite at a
time—the guy who tries to get the whole
thing down is likely to die trying.”

Yet the changes must come, for modern
soclety seems in danger of drowning in a
sea of white paper. The traditional methods
of storing and retrieving information—in
books, journals and library stacks—no
longer work in an era when 90 percent of
all the sclentists who have ever existed are
currently alive and publishing at a furious
rate. According to one study, these re-
searchers are doubling the world's store of
recorded knowledge every 15 years.

PIPEDREAMS

As the enthusiasts see it, the answer to
this explosion is a vast information network
capable of storing, retrieving and moving
all kinds of data at high speeds all over the
country or even the world. Instead of hav-
ing books, newspapers and magazines
printed, publishers may some day pipe thelr
material into the system, which would then
produce it on demand at high speed—or so
the pipedream goes.

Progress toward this dial-a-thought world
has already been made at MIT by the Interex
(for information transfer experiments) staff.
Under the direction of physicist Carl F, J.
Overhage, Interex is setting up an experi-
mental laboratory to test ways of glving a
student instant access to information. Some
of the possible tools contemplated include
xerography, film projection and even tele-
phone communication between computer
and user. Interex will also work on a method
for “editing” the man-machine conversa-
tion, that is, controlling the input to avoid
glutting the computer with superfluous
material.

Pittsburgh's Naughton, a mathematician
who has pioneered the application of com-
puters to editing, suggests a refinement to
the Interex idea: a computer that could com-
pare a reader's “profile’—the puncheard
record of his vocation and interests—with
the output of at least some of the newspa-
pers and magazines published each day. The
readers would then be alerted to interesting
stories instead of having to burrow through
unwanted material,

For further convenience, Naughton specu-
lates, the reader-profile system could be con-
nected to an electrostatic copier that would
reproduce the selections in the living room.
The idea is not so farfetched. The Mainichi
newspapers of Tokyo, Japan, have explored
the possibility of setting up a radlo news-
paper. (So far, the scheme has been stalled
by costs.)

The concept of the reader profile has al-
ready gotten a thorough and to date success-
ful testing at NASA. Since January 1964, an
IBM 7090 computer has been matching the
professional literature profiles of 700 NASA
and Air Force scientists with key words from
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technical abstracts and sending out punch-
cards notifying the reader what is available.
The program called selective dissemination
of information, is still on an experimental
basis. It now includes a few sclentists at
NASA research centers and installations
throughout the Nation. Eventually NASA
hopes to extend the service to all its techni-
cal personnel.

Even the most modern network would re-
quire a vast computer memory. The Pola-
roid Corp, has been investigating an idea to
solve that problem—and even others that
have not yet been invented—using a photo-
sensitive, alkali halide crystal. The material
contains lons that change when struck by
light; given the myriad number of these tiny
atomic particles in matter, a halide crystal
with a volume of one cubic centimeter could,
in theory, store 100,000 pages. In principle
each page would be illuminated with a dif-
ferent wave length of light, or “read” into
the crystal at a different angle. To get the
image out it would be only necessary to il-
luminate it with light of the same frequency
(color) or with light traveling in the same
direction. As attractive as the scheme
sounds, Polaroid cautions it is still theo-
retical.

Not even the source of the Gutenberg rev-
olution, printing technology, is beyond the
reach of the new technology. At Stanford
Research Institute, an independent outfit
affiliated with Stanford University, a process
has been developed that will print on any-
thing. Not just egg yolks, but eggs in any
form. “I mean anything' declares dark-
haired Jerome Flax, who has introduced the
technique to the commercial world, “rocks,
apples, textiles, plastics, glass, ball bearings,
a pile of sand.”

ROUGH SURFACE

Flax, the president of Electrostatic Print-
ing Corp. of America, explains that such
electrostatic printing has been used commer-
clally to mark avocados, potatoes, welding
rods and plywood. Certainly, it promises to
be relatively cheap since the equipment
needed 1is straightforward. Electrostatic
printing requires a fine screen which defines
the image. When an electrostatic field (the
kind of force between opposite electrical
charges that holds atoms together) has
been established, an *electroscopic” powder
sifts through the image openings. It is held
on the surface by the fleld until heat or
chemicals fix it. Flax explains that since the
screen does not touch the surface no harm
is done to the quality of the printing—
even on a four-color job—no matter how
rough the surface material.

Will electrostatic presses produce daily
newspapers and regional editions of maga-
zines? For the moment, Flax says he is much
more interested in decorating the 30 billion
glass bottles sold annually than in invading
the high-speed printing field. But EPC is
experimenting with a web press—the kind
used in high-speed printing. RCA’s Korman
says that the technique could bring a new
flexibility to the publishing industry by per-
mitting the text of a story to be changed in
the middle of a press run without stopping
the presses—a feat which an experimental
RCA copler can already perform. And an-
other industry engineer adds: “It's relatively
slow, but then with the increasing trend
toward reglonal and local editions speed is
becoming less important.”

CONSOLING

Another pressure to replace the Gutenberg
way comes from the classroom. TU.S. high
schools and grade schools are educating more
students—48 million by recent count and 4
million more expected by 1970—than ever
before, and they are trying to educate each
one better. Electronics men, who regard
the problems of mass, quality education as
in some respects nothing more than a chal-
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lenge in information handling, think they
know the solution. "In most classrooms,”
says Louis Bright, former head of Westing-
house Research Laboratories’ computerized
classroom program, “the poor students are
lost and the good ones are bored.” Tradi-
tional teaching ties up the teacher, says
Bright, “by forcing her to present informa-
tion when she should be helping the students
understand it.”

Computer-assisted learning has advan-
tages: the program can adjust itself to the
individual’s speed of learning (it doesn't
begin to teach until the student asks it to)
and, in the words of IBM's Ralph Grubb, “it
can recognize where he falters and break
the material down into remedial sequences.”
Bright adds, “The performance of the stu-
dent on the console gives you instantaneous
evaluation of the program's effiectiveness,
but there is no earthly way of finding out if
a book is good."” Some book publishers re-
main unimpressed. Lee Deighton, a director
of Crowell Collier & Macmillan, asserts,
“There is no adequate proof that computer-
assisted instruction works,” and, he asks:
“If it does work will the costs really come
down?”

MERGING

The industry says it does work and the
costs will come down. And in any case edu-
cators may decide that computer-assisted
learning is worth the price they will have to
pay. When that happens many publishing
firms will find themselves in a state of re-
luctant symbiosis, surviving as the pro-
grams-material subdivision of the datama-
tion industry. Datamation and communica-
tions firms are already seeking out sym-
biotic partners. Xerox has acquired Basic
Systems, Inc., and American Education
Publications; IBM bought Science Research
Associates. Time and General Electric have
Jjoined to create and market educational
materials and last week RCA and Random
House sald they intend to merge.

If publishing and journalism do not buy
automation, it seems, automation will buy
them. ‘Someday,” says Intrex's Charles H.
Stevens, “computer costs will virtually van-
ish. Faculty members here were once
charged for personal telephone calls. Then
the telephone became like the drinking foun-
taln—just part of the normal operating ex-
penses of the place. The same thing will
happen with the computer.” If publishers
experiment now with computers and ad-
vanced technology, they will be an impor-
tant part of the future instead of its vietim.

THE BUDGET: SPECIAL ANALYSIS G

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in con-
nection with the budget recommenda-
tions of the President, Senators have re-
ceived a number of publications, one of
which is entitled, “Special Analyses:
Budget of the United States.”

Part V of the special analysis publica-
tion, which is known as “Special Analy-
sis G,” is entitled, “Federal Education,
Training, and Related Programs.”

It is the first comprehensive analysis
of the Federal education training and
related programs based on data in the
annual budget. It covers the fiscal
years 1965 to 1967.

Because of the widespread interest
which I know will be felt on the part of
many educators in this analysis and,
also, in order that senatorial offices
may have it available for ready ref-
erence, I ask unanimous consent to have
“Special Analysis G” to which I have re-
ferred printed in the REecorp, eliminat-
ing therefrom the graphic but not the
tabular materials.
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There being no objection, the analysis
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

SPECIAL ANALYSIS G—FEDERAL EDUCATION,
TRAINING, AND RELATED PROGRAMS

This analysis provides information on all
programs of the Federal Government which
contribute to the support of education, train-
ing, and related activities, regardless of the
agency which administers them or their pri-
mary purpose. It is the first comprehensive
analysis of Federal education, training, and
related programs based on data in the annual
U.S. budget. The data cover fiscal years
1965-67.

The Government will spend an estimated
$8.4 billion in 1967 for all education, training,
and allied programs broadly defined. This
total encompasses all programs classified in
the budget functional category 700, “educa-
tion"” for which expenditures in 1967 are esti-
mated to be $2.8 billlon. In addition, it in-
cludes $5.6 billion for education and training
activities classified in other functional cate-
gories, including training, conduct of re-
search at universities, national libraries and
library ald programs, military professional
and occupational training with transfer value
to the civilian economy, and aid for inter-
national educational activities. Funds for
facilities, aid for students, and institutional
support all are included.

Almost all of these education, training,
and related expenditures of 8.4 billion will
be from administrative budget funds. They
comprise 7.4 percent of all regular budget
expenditures. Trust fund expenditures will
total 15 million. Together budget and trust
expenditures for these programs account for
5.8 percent of Federal cash payments to the
public.

The $8.4 billion in estimated expenditures
in this analysis is an increase of $1.3 billion
over 1966, and $3.2 billion over 1965. The
rise from 1966 is dampened by the effect of
estimated receipts from sales of participa-
tlons in college facility loan pools and offsets
due to greater reliance on private credit for
student loans under proposed legislation.
Expenditures for programs under existing
legislation are projected to total $9.3 billion
in 1967, an increase of $2.2 billion from 1966
and $4 billion from 1965.

New obligational authority in 1967 for all
the education, training, and related pro-
grams will total $10.2 billion, $0.5 billion
more than in 1966 and $3 billion over 1965.
The gross amount of aid under Federal pro-
grams in 1967 will actually be about $1 bil-
lion higher, because of the proposed greater
reliance on private credit. Although no new
obligational authority will be provided for
college housing in 1967, commitments for
loans from available funds and receipts from
loan participation pool sales will continue at
about the present level of $300 million, It
is also proposed that academic facility loans
of $100 million be financed from proceeds of
loan participation pool sales. Likewise, an
estimated 829,000 student loans, totaling
about $800 million will be made for college
and vocational training by private institu-
tions with Government interest subsidies
through guaranteed programs authorized by
the Higher Education Act of 1965 or other
laws.

The development of Federal education,
training, and related programs: The high
value placed on education by the American
people is reflected in the substantial and in-
creasing proportion of public, as well as pri-
vate, resources which are devoted to the sup-
port of education. In the last decade, par-
ticularly, total outlays for education from all
sources have increased 50 percent in relation
to the GNP, and in absolute terms have risen
214 times. Federal aid to education has
grown rapidly during this perlod—as illus-
trated by the nearly fivefold increase in the
programs in the functional category “edu-
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cation.” The accompanying trend chart
shows the contribution of new laws since
1958 on the expansion of Federal aid for the
segment of funds normally classified in the
budget as “education.”

Although historically the financing of edu-
cation has been preponderantly a State and
local concern, Federal assistance for educa-
tion dates back to the allocation of public
lands for support of schools in 1785. It has
been marked by such milestones as the Mor-
rill Act of 1862 which authorized grants of
land or scrip for the establishment of land-
grant colleges, the Smith-Lever Act of 1914
relating to cooperative extension work by col-
leges, and the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917 and
the George-Barden Act of 1946 which pro-
vided support for vocational and technical
education.

The rapid expansion of national defense
and war-related programs during and fol-
lowing World War II has resulted in enlarg-
ing the Federal role in support of education
and training:

Millions of military personnel and civilians

were trained in crash programs during the
war.
The GI bills—the Servicemen's Readjust-
ment Act of 1944 and the Veterans' Read-
justment Assistance Act of 1952—while pri-
marily veterans’ benefits programs, neverthe-
less resulted in about $19 billlon of Federal
expenditures for college and below-college
education, and for on-job and on-farm
training.

Federal construction and operating assist-
ance for schools in districts affected by Fed-
eral activities, authorized in 1950 on a greatly
enlarged basis, remained for more than a
decade the largest source of Federal aid to
elementary and secondary education.

Science activities and training, which re-
celved a considerable impetus during World
War II, have also had increasing Federal
attention in recent years:

Major expansion of the National Insti-
tutes of Health during the 1850's and the
1960's provided an effective focus for Fed-
eral support of health and training and has
resulted in increasing the flow of research
funds to universities.

Establishment in 1850 of the National
Science Foundation added a new source of
funds to promote basic science research and
sclence education.

Concern over the large shortages in man-
power trained in mathematics, science, and
modern foreign languages following the first
Sputnik in 1957 led to the enactment of the
National Defense Education Act in 1958 which
authorized a variety of support programs
for elementary, secondary, and college level
education.

Shortages of highly trained professional
personnel and technicians have likewise led
to the enactment of many training programs
related to specific fields or missions, A good
example is the Health Professions Educa-
tional Assistance Act of 1963, more recently
augmented by amendments in 1965. The
Vocational Education Act of 1963 was de-
signed to reorient earlier Federal-State vo-
cational education programs to meet current
day needs for technicians. Growing aware-
ness of the necessity for retraining unem-
ployed persons and for updating skills in a
rapidly changing economy similarly led to
the Manpower Development and Training
Act of 1962,

The major effort launched by President
Johnson in calendar 1964 to attack the causes
of poverty has placed a heavy rellance on
education and training, The Economic Op-
portunity Act of 1964 authorized 10 major
action programs, including the Job Corps,
Neighborhood Youth Corps, adult literacy,
work experience, college work-study, and
community action programs, which in 1967
will provide more than $1 billion for basic
adult education, work-training, preschool,
and other educational and training activi-
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ties. The strengthening of education
through other programs is also a major part
of the antipoverty effort.

The Government has made great strides
in recent years in providing direct Federal
support for education at all levels. The
Higher Education Facilities Act of 1963 au-
thorized major Federal assistance through
grants and loans for construction of under-
graduate and graduate academic facilities.
Previously, Federal aid for facilities was es-
sentially restricted to college housing loans,
first authorized by the Housing Act of 1950,
and speclal-purpose grants, largely in the
science area.

The largest advances of all in Federal aid
for education were made by the 89th Con-
gress. The Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act of 19656 authorized more than $1
billion of Federal funds for 1966 alone to
strengthen elementary and secondary edu-
cation for children from low-income families.
It also authorized funds for supplementary
educational centers and services; for school
library resources, textbooks, and other in-
structional materials; for reglonal educa-
tion laboratories designed to bring innova-
tion to the classrooms; and for strengthen-
ing State departments of education.

The Higher Education Act of 1965 au-
thorized a major broadening of Federal sup-
port of higher education including assistance
for (1) community service and continuing
education programs; (2) college library re-
sources, library training and research; (3)
strengthening of developing colleges; (4)
student assistance on a greatly enlarged
scale through educational opportunity grants
up to 81,000, federally subsidized, teed
student loans, and an expansion and liberal-
ization of the college work-study program
enacted in 1964; (5) instructional equip-
ment; and (6) liberalization of grants for
higher educational facilities. It also au-
thorized new programs for graduate training
of schoolteachers and for establishment of
a National Teacher Corps which would serve
some schools with large concentrations of
the poor. The National Foundation on the
Arts and the Humanities Act, also enacted
in 1965, initiated Federal support of the
humanities and the arts.

Federal funds for education, training,
and related programs by agency: Ten Cabi-
net departments and more than 15 other
agencies support or conduct education,
training, and related programs as an integral
part of their agency’s mission. Table G-1
summarizes the funds for each agency.

Of the $8.4 billion in budget and trust fund
expenditures estimated for education, train-
ing, and related programs in 1967, $3.8 billion
or 456 percent will be made by the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Waelfare.
Within this Department, in turn, the Office
of Education will spend 72 percent of the
funds; the Public Health Service, including
the National Institutes of Health, about 23
percent. Expenditures for HEW programs,
especially in the Office of Education, are in-
creasing sharply, 21;-fold from 1965 Lo 1967.
Most of the HEW expenditures take the form
of grants-in-aid or loans.

The Department of Defense ranks as the
next largest agency, responsible for $2.1 bil-
lion or 25 percent of all the expenditures in
1967, even though specialized military train-
ing such as recrult and pilot training have
been excluded from this analysis. More than
$1.5 billion of the Defense expenditures are
for training for skills and occupations which
have value in civilian life. In addition, the
service academies, which account for expen-
ditures of $134 million in 1967, have been in-
cluded as higher education.

All of the remaining agencles of the Fed-
eral Government will account for net ex-
penditures of about $2.5 billion for educa-
tion, training, and related programs in 1967,
or 30 percent of the total, and a decline of
$152 million from 1966. Exclusive of the
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net receipts under proposed legislation men-
tioned earlier, the expenditures by all agen-
cies other than HEW and Defense will total
$3.2 billion, or about $600 million more than
for 1966.

These other agencies cover a wide range of
activities:

The National Science Foundation’s pro-
grams have the objective of strengthening
basic research and education in the sciences.

The Department of Labor finances pro-
grams for occupational training and man-
power research.

The Veterans’' Administration supports the
education of disabled veterans, or those of re-
cent service, children of disabled or deceased
veterans, and training in medicine and
dentistry.

The Department of Agriculture shares with
State and local governments the support of
the Cooperative Extension Service, the princi-
pal public service organization of the land-
grant universities.

The National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration has grants and contracts with
academic Institutions for research, assists
graduate students in the sciences, and sup-
ports the construction of academic science
facilities.

The Department of the Interlor provides
elementary, secondary, and college level edu-
cation for Indians.

The Agency for International Development
finances both formal and informal education
and training of individuals in the develop-
ing countries.

The forward thrust of Federal education,
training, and related programs is indicated
by the 43-percent increase of new obligational
authority from 19656 to 19687. Of the $10.2
billion total for 1967, nearly $4.8 billion ls
for the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare—a growth of over 90 percent in 2
years. The Department of Defense’s share
in the new obligational authority for 1967 is
$2.1 billion, or 21 percent. All other agen-
cies will receive $3.3 billion, or 32 percent of
total new obligational authority for 1967.

Federal funds for education, training, and
related programs by category or type of ald:
Table G-2 shows the distribution of total
new obligational authority and expenditures
for the programs in this special analysis for
the 3 fiscal years 1966—-67, showing the level
of education aided or the type of assistance
provided.

The promotion of higher education will
amount to $3.8 billion in 1967, 37 percent of
total new obligational authority requested for
1967. In this total, support of facilities,
equipment, and institutional development,
largely by the Office of Education and the
National Sclence Foundation, comprise over
$1 billion. Support of undergraduate, grad-
uate, and professional training, in which
many agencies participate, will account for
nearly $1.3 billion. University-based re-
search, exclusive of educational research,
which is financed largely by agencies such as
the National Institutes of Health, the Na-
tional Science Foundation, and the Depart-
ment of Defense totals $1.3 bhillion. Because
substantial receipts under proposed legis-
lation from sales of loan participations and
because direct student loans will be replaced
by subsidized non-Federal loans, net expendi-
tures in the higher education category will
total $2.4 billion, 28 percent of total ex-
penditures.

The second largest category, $2.6 billion
of new obligational authority, or 25 percent
will be for aid to preschool, elementary, and
secondary education. In this category, more
than £1.3 billion will be for programs author-
ized by the Elementary and Secondary Educa-
tion Act of 1965, mostly for educationally
deprived children from low-income families.
On an expenditure basis this category com-
prises §2.4 billion, 29 percent of total esti-
mated outlays.
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The third largest category, $1.6 billion in
new obligational authority, is for training of
Federal governmental personnel. More than
90 percent of these funds are for technical
and professional training of military per-
sonnel in skills which are usable in civilian
occupations. The amounts for the service
academies and off-duty training are included
as higher education.

The fourth largest category, $1.4 billion of
new obligational authority in 1967, is for
vocational education, work training, and
adult or continuing education programs. It
encompasses the vocational education pro-
grams of the Office of Education, the man-
power development and training program of
the Department of Labor, and training com-
ponents of numerous programs financed by
the Office of Economic Opportunity.

Federal funds for education, training, and
related programs by budget functional cate-
gory: Table G—4 lists the major Federal pro-
grams covered in this analysis under the
functional categories in which they are regu-
larly classified in the Federal budget. In
each category the programs are in turn listed
by the agencies which administer them.

Programs classified in the “education”
function of the budget, comprise only $2.8
billion—one-third—of the total expenditures
for education, training, and related programs
from the Federal Government. These are
the programs which have as their end pur-
pose the promotion of education. They in-
clude all the activities carried on by the
Office of Education and by the National Sci-
ence Foundation, and these two agencies
are the largest components. They also in-
clude the college housing loan program of
the new Department of Housing and Urban
Development, and certain other smaller pro-
grams, such as education of Indians by the
Department of the Interior, activities of the
Smithsonian Institution, and the Library of
Congress.

Expenditures of $5.4 billion in 1967 are in-
cluded for programs which have as thelr
primary purpose objectives other than the
promotion of education and training, but
which, nevertheless, contribute significantly
to advancing the search for knowledge and
education broadly defined. They are admin-
istered by a wide variety of other agencles
and are classified in other functional cate-
gories. A review of this second group of
programs indicates the extent to which the
Federal Government supports mission-related
education and training which contributes to
the overall development of our human re-
sources. In 1967, such expenditures are esti-
mated as follows:

Some $2.3 billions in “health, labor, and
welfare,” encompassing the economic oppor-
tunity programs of $1 billion, the health re-
search and training programs of $900 mil~
lion, the activities of the Welfare Admin-
istration, Vocational Rehabilitation Admin-
istration, the manpower development pro-
grams, and various other smaller programs.

About $2.2 billion in “national defense,”
including $1.6 billion for training of mili-
tary and civilian personnel, nearly $.3 billion
for research support by the Department of
Defense, and more than 8.1 billlon by the
Atomic Energy Commission, mostly for re-
search.

Two hundred and eighty million dollars for
the expanded education ald programs in the
“international affairs” category, mostly
through the Agency for International De-
velopment and the Department of State.

One hundred and seventy-six million dol-
lars in “veterans benefits and services” for
vocational rehabilitation of disabled ex-serv-
icemen, educational benefits for children of
deceased servicemen, proposed new readjust-
ment benefits, and training of VA medical
personnel.

One hundred and fifty-eight million dol-
lars in “agriculture and agricultural re-
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sources,” primarily for cooperative research
and extension services.

One hundred and thirty-six million dollars
for “space research and technology” for both
mission related research grants and contracts
and graduate education in science and tech-
nology through the NASA sustaining uni-
versity program.

Two hundred and thirty-three million
dollars in all other categories of the adminis-
trative budget, including “natural resources,”
“commerce and transportation,” and “hous-
ing and community development.”

Support of graduate and undergraduate
students: The Federal Government is play-
ing an Increasing role in the support of
graduate and professional training (1) di-
rectly, through fellowship and traineeship
programs included in this analysis, and (2)
indirectly, through research contracts and
grants which support thousands of research
assistants, principally graduate students.
Table G-3 presents preliminary estimates of
the number of individuals assisted, includ-
ing rough estimates of the number of assist-
antships. While the totals include some
undergraduates, the great majority of the
individuals are engaged Iin postgraduate
training or study.

In addition to support for the individuals
reported in table G-3, several programs also
finance training for large numbers of
teachers through institutes, generally held
in the summer. National Defense Education
Act institutes financed by the Office of Edu-
cation are estimated to aid 28,000 teachers in
1967, 4,000 more than 1966 and about 7,600
more than 1965. Likewise, the sclence insti-
tutes financed by the National Science Foun-
dation are expected to assist nearly 389,000
high school teachers in 1967, about the same
number as in 1966, and 2,700 less than in
1965.

The Higher Education Act of 19656 au-
thorized a major expansion in ald to under-
graduate and graduate college students
which is also not reflected in table G-3. In
1967 well over 1 million students, mostly
undergraduates, will be assisted under this
act, more than three times as many as in 1965
when 317,000 were aided through NDEA
student loans. In 1967, 220,000 students
will be awarded scholarships, an increase of
105,000 over 1966; about 210,000 will be
helped through work study programs, a
60,000 increase; and 775,000 will receive fed-
erally subsidized loans, a 475,000 increase.
The NDEA student direct loans, estimated
at 400,000 in 1966, are expected to be en-
tirely replaced in 1967 by the new subsidized
guaranteed loans.

Proposed legislation: The budget contains
several legislative proposals which signifi-
cantly affect 1967 budget expenditures for
education. Proposed legislation to author-
ize pool participation sales of loans, with
authority for supplementary funds neces-
sary to assure payments on certificates
where loans have been made at interest
rates below current market levels, is esti-
mated to result in net proceeds from sales
of $85 million in the HEW academic facili-
ties program and $828 million in the college
housing program of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development. In addi-
tion, the legislation would cancel $300 mil-
lion of new obligational authority other-
wise becoming available in 1967 for college
housing loans, since existing funds and ex-
pected recelpts from participation sales will
be sufficlent to continue during 1967 the
present rate of $300 million in new loan
reservations.

Legislation to shift the National Defense
Education Act student loan program to the
newly authorized subsidized loan guarantee
program under the Higher Education Act, re-
taining the special assistance to students who
subsequently teach, is anticipated to reduce
new obligational authority and expenditures,
respectively, by $34 million in 1967. Similar
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legislation for students in the health profes-
sions will reduce new obligational authority
and expenditures by $£21 million. A proposal
to expand programs to ease the readjustment
of veterans of recent service by providing
education and training assistance would re-
quire new obligational authority of $100 mil-
lion and estimated expenditures of $90 mil-
lon in 1967.

Altogether the above legislative proposals
would result in a net reduction of $255 mil-
lion in new obligational authority for 1967
and a net decrease in expenditures of $873
million.

The 1967 budget also includes (1) funds
for new and expanded programs to be pro-
posed in the field of international education,
(2) a proposed reduction in aid for schools in
areas affected by Federal activities, and (3)
recommendations by the President that the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of
19656 should be extended beyond June 30,
1966, and improved, including an increase in
the income criterion for allocating funds for
fiscal year 1968 from $2,000 to $3,000, repeal
of the incentive grant provision for 1967, and
changes relating to grants for education of
Indian children. The expenditure effects of
these latter proposals are not separately iden-
tified in the budget.

Programs not covered by this special anal-
ysis: Although the scope of this analysis is
broad, it does not include a number of ac-
tivities which are closely allied and which are
sometimes included in estimates of expendi-
tures for education. Examples of activities
excluded are as follows: Basic recruit train-
ing of military personnel and other strictly
military training, such as flight tralning, are
excluded because of limited transfer value to
the civillan economy. Sclentific research
conducted outside of academic institutions,
or carried on in university-managed research
centers under Federal contracts, is also
omifted, because the portion of their efforts
devoted to training is generally limited. The
school lunch and special milk programs are
omitted because they are largely of a welfare
character and their effect on transmission of
knowledge is indirect. University service
contracts, for example, for operating mental
health centers, are excluded. Technical as-
sistance programs between governments or
levels of governments which do not involve
educational institutions are not included.
Finally, many small inservice training pro-
grams for Federal civillan employees are not
included because it was not readily feasible
to obtain the data.

Relationship of Federal aid to total na-
tional outlays for education: The signifi-
cance of the Federal expenditures for educa-
tion reported in this analysis may in part be
appraised in the context of total national
expenditures for education from all sources,
public and private. Preliminary estimates
consistent with those published by the De-
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare
in “Health, Education, and Welfare Trends"
indicate that the total national expendi-
tures for education covering current expend-
itures, capital outlay, and interest, but not
debt retirement, for both public and non-
public schools and colleges reached #$39 bil-
lion during the school year ending 19865,
approximately 6 percent of the gross national
product. Nearly $27 billion was spent for
elementary and secondary education and
slightly more than $12 billion for higher
education.

The HEW series, however, includes only
funds obligated by educational institutions.
It thus omits major federally operated pro-
grams such as training of military personnel,
the great bulk of on-the-job and similar
training activities outside regular schools,
as well as the student assistance which is
paid to individuals rather than to the col-
leges. On the other hand, the HEW series
includes several major programs which are
omitted from the present special analysis,
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including the school lunch program and justed to correspond with those in the series
about $560 million in funds for research and prepared by HEW, the Federal funds for ele-
development in university-managed off-cam- mentary and secondary education total ap-
proximately $1.3 billion, or about 5 percent of

If the figures for the expenditures in this all public and private outlays in the cor-
special analysis for fiscal year 1965 are ad- responding category; and funds for higher

pus research centers for 1965.
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education would total about $3 billion or
about 25 percent of the national outlay in
this category reported by HEW. Overall, the
Federal contribution to the direct ﬂnanal.ng :
of the Nation's educational Institutions
would be about 11 percent.

TasLe G-1.—Federal funds for education, training, and related aclivities by agency
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[In millions of dollars]
New obligational authority Expenditures
Agency
1965 1966 1067 1965 1066 1067
actual estimate | estimate actual estimate | estimate
ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET
Depmment of Health, Education, and Welfare:
ce of Educntion .......................................... 1, 508 3, 305 3,479 842 1,511 2,718
Pabllc Health Service:
National Institutes of Health 677 748 753 487 626 681
Other Public Health Service___.________. 186 234 347 71 143 192
Vocational Rehabilitation Administration. .- eeeccmmce e ccmecac e aeaa 61 88 113 57 86 111
L T D R ] S o S R il e e o i s e e 33 46 55 30 43 51
Other Health, Education, and Welfare. __ e 31 32 31 23 32 35
Total, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. . . oo oo e 2,495 4, 452 4,777 1, 510 2,441 3,789
Department of Defense:
Mllitary activities:
....................................................... 23 450 492 408 443 480 408
Nn 692 7385 786 684 720 772
Alr oree ....................... 624 654 681 616 648 666
...... 123 135 150 120 133 143
CiVIl acuvitias 15 20 23 15 19 27
Total, Department of Defense. . 1,913 2,086 2,136 1,877 2, 006 2,108
Office of Economic Opporl.unlty e o ki 457 835 929 92 637 1,010
National 8 tion 420 480 525 309 365 425
Department of Lﬂbo ............................... 413 410 415 242 201 203
Department of Hnu.aing anid Urban Development. < oil o i i iileiaaill 300 291 240 —531
Economic assistanee ! . .o oo 183 174 248 95 119 160
De nt of the Int.erior ........................................................................ 206 103 176 180 204
Veterans' Administration__ T o i e i e B84 82 186 8 82 176
Department of Azr[culture ........................... 168 183 171 164 180 178
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 138 134 125 100 144 136
Atomie Energy Commission.___ B4 101 102 79 04 103
Department of Btate_ ... 56 66 66 57 58 63
toe ey DR P 45 58 58 41 44 46
Bt hsomdan B e O e L e e e e e e i e 5 e o b 87 27 36 28 41 43
District of Columbia. - .- 19 20 30 11 .o a7
Library of Congress. EiE 24 26 30 24 26 30
Military assistance }___._.-coo.. 36 39 27 36 a9 27
General Services Administration 4 7 18 4 6 5
Federal Aviation Ageney.__. 18 19 17 18 19 17
National Foundation on the Arts ® 7 16 (U] 2 8
Department of Commerce....-- 8 9 12 i 9 11
Treasury Department. ... 10 10 11 8 11 11
U8, Information A b S S R A e 8 9 10 8 9 10
Bepartnent ol Jaationr - o oo i 6 7 10 4 8 ]
Tennessee Va]ley Authorlty_.. e T T P 2 2 2 2 2 2
U.B. Government Printing Offiee. . oo e 1 1 2 1 1 2
U.8. Arms Control and D t Agency. .. o= 1 1 1 ® 1 x
National Capital Planning L0751 1101 111 RS S SRR SISO SRR v 5 PORURN FER———— 2 ('; ____________
Transitional grants to Alaska ! oo PRSI SREN R, 1 ® 0 1 @ 0
Total net budget funds for education, training, and related activities. .. .. 7,141 9, 697 10,192 5,202 7,017 8,371
TRUST FUNDS
Department of LBDOT - o - o e aiaria e ima e c e ce e mcme e e e e s s e s a e s 10 u ] 10 1
General Services Administration ® ® ® ® ®
Library of Congress._..__.__.__. 2 2 2 2
National Foundation on the Ar 1 e 1 2
Smithsonian Institution ... - e oo ceecemmcl ® ® ® ®) ®
Total, trust funds, for education, training and related activities. . .- —-....._..__ 13 13 15 12 13 15
Total budget and trust funds for education, training, and related programs. .- ----coccoomaae 7,154 9,710 10, 207 5,214 7,000 8, 386
1 Funds am?rlnwd to the President. 3 Less than $500,000
 Combin th National Council on the Arts,
TasrLe G-2.—Federal funds for education, training, and relaled programs by category
[In millions of dollars]
New obligational authority Expenditures
Category or t of aid
i e 1965 1966 1967 1065 1066 1067
actual estimate | estimate actual estimate | estimate
1. Preschool, e]smentsry and secondary:
(@) G General suppo!
(1) Operntions__ ...... 522 752 685 407 540 643
®) Ed ti}ul"w]i!ﬂaﬂ --------------------------------------- 208 104 160 127 158 160
ucation o Smci&l Eroups:
Existing programs. A 197 1,318 1,539 o 540 1, 46
posed legislation B R e R e R L S S S | T e RS T e e N et [}
(¢) Teacher training 111 106 210 75 110 172
Subtotal, preschool, el v, and dary 1,036 2,870 2, 600 793 1, 857 2, 436
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[In millions of dollars]
New obligational authority Expenditures
Cate, ort of aid
it YR8 19656 1966 1967 1965 1966 1067
actual estimate | estimate actual estimate | estimate
i Hm(m; quittas ui t and institutional develo; t of physical facilities:
eq pman ] evelopment of p
!ng » 1,041 1,245 1,344 331 557 599
g iatlon. = =F00 | R TR e — 908
()] Bup t ot ergraduate students:
?ﬂ Supﬁoﬂ of individuals:
ing pri A 337 566 551 315 405
AN . i e e i, ) e I oot i s D 13
© 8 (2) Inmmt on;lmdpmf-"l ............ 21 25 28 14 19 %
[ 0 md an =R unnltrainjng:
e 1) Si of individuals:
mtmg qroms ..... 252 315 3712 177 255 8%2
N e e e s e o | 197 | 260 Dl R T e 248
?’l} Research axnept educational reEeareh . o T 1, 100 1,241 1,311 034 1,117 1,206
e) O 106 142 190 105 124 158
Subtotal, higher education = 3,054 3,783 3,813 1,993 2, 662 2,382
3. Voeational education, work-training and other adult or continuing education:
B D R o oo b ot e ot e o e e e 1,213 1,382 1,303 635 1,055 1,303
Proposed legslation ....................................... 34 el 30
4 Educat onal research, curriculum develog i1} 134 156 39 74 125
%d of Federal gnvommental
(a; | Tl 1, 366 1, 451 1,511 1,358 1,434 1,49
Civi.l].an e S e S S e 68 87 96 72 82 86
6. International educational activities. . - o oo 276 201 346 105 219 255
R B T i i e P S A e e oAty el SRR P 173 208 261 133 207 272
Subtotal, e:isth}g Programs._ . . .o .oooeeo 7,154 9,710 10, 462 5,214 7,090 9, 259
Bubtotal, proposed 1 SRR S E e NS oA s e s B B BB L e R o —255 —873
Total, budget and trust funds for education, training, and related programs. - oo ovooocoeooo 7,154 9,710 10, 207 5,214 7, 000 8, 386
TasrLe G-3.—Estimalted numbers of individuals in graduate and professional training aided by Federal funds
[In thousands]
Fellowship Research assistantships Traineeships Total
Agency
1965 1966 1967 1965 1966 1967 1965 1966 1967 1965 1066 1067
PDepartment of Defense (Miltary) . oo dim st ciana s e e aaaaas 14.5 14.5 GRS R o 14.5 14.5 15.1
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare:
Office of Education. ... ... 7.8 14.8 P 1) 1.8 1.5 6.9 8.3 10.8 14.5 24.9 36.3
Public Health Service:
National Institutes of Health 5.0 5.4 5.6 7.0 7.8 8.0 19.2 22.1 22.2 a1z 35.3 35.8
Other Public Health Bervice Ve .3 .4 .3 .4 it 4 SRS e S e .6 .7 .9
by sy v e R o= l .3 | [Ty St [ 4.5 6.5 6.9 4.7 5.8 .7
Atomic Energy Commission. 8 .4 4 3.9 4.0 4.1 o | A 5 | 4.3 4.4 4.5
National Aeronautics nnd Spam Adminis 1 22 2 (0] (0] (lg 1.3 1.3 1.0 1.4 1.5 1.2
National Sei F 4.8 4.0 4.0 5.1 . 0 2.8 4.2 5.0 11.5 13.3 14.8
&) ® ® o o B ® 5.4 54 5.4 5.5 5.5 5.5
18.2 25.5 35.3 20.8 33. 6 35.2 40.1 46.9 51.5 88.2 | 105.9 121.7
1 Figures not available. # Less than 50.
TasrLe G-4.—Federal funds for education, training, and related programs by budget function
[In millions of dollars]
New obligational authority Expenditures
Fune-
Functional category, agency, and program tional
code 1965 1966 1967 1965 1966 1967
actual | estimate | estimate | actual | estimate | estimate
ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET FUNDS
National defense:
Department of Defense:
Support of oversea schools for d dents 051 74 79 90 73 78 87
Service academies, construction, equipment, s and operatlon. . o e ST e 051 133 138 128 1n7 138 134
ch grants and contracts with e ucational institutions 051 264 207 305 2565 270 285
Professional, technical, and related training:
Military per 051 1,362 1,447 1,507 1,354 1,431 1,402
Civillan personnel..____.____..__ 051 10 14 16 10 13 16
Civil defense research and training_.________ 051 13 14 16 11 13 16
Other, mostly su port for undersradunte ud 051 42 46 50 42 45 50
Military assistan ning of military and c.'lvﬂlan personnel a
of Defense rmm funds sg{apwopr{nted to the Presid 057 36 39 27 36 39 27
Atomic Energy Commi
Research, including mmdm:t T B o T e e R RS e el S e e e 058 72 88 87 67 80 88
and pr raining and related support for higher ed = 058 7 8 8 7 5 8
Other. 058 5 6 6 & 6 6
Total, national defense &) 2,018 2,156 2,242 1,977 2,120 2,200
International affairs and finance:
Pm Corps: Training nctivitles .............................. 152 45 58 58 41 44 46
U.8 . . Information Agency: Information center and library activities, Fom!sn Bervice I.nstlmte, i & . " g "
B e o e e i e o 1 10
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[In millions of dollars]
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- New obligational authority Expenditures
une-
Functional category, agency, and program tional
e g RS code 1965 1066 1967 1965 1966 1967
actual | estimate | estimate | actual | estimate | estimate
ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET FUNDS
Internwtional affairs and finance—Continued
Department of State:
alaries and exFenses Foreign Bervice Institute, ete___ 151 6 7 10 (i} 7 9
Mutual educational and cultural activities: La.rgely American and foreign student, tencher,
Ero essor, specialist, and leader exchange programs.___. - oo 153 45 53 50 47 46 40
Educational and cultural affairs: Center for Cultuml and Technical Interchange Between
Tt R R e e e i o s b i S 153 5 6 6 4 b 5
Agency for International Development (funds 8?9&%““95 to the President for economic
assistance): Educational and training phases of nical cooperation, ald to educational
institutions, and training of foreign nationals_ 1562 183 174 248 95 119 160
U.8. Arms Control and D ament Agency: Research 151 1 1 1 ") 1 1
Total, international affairsand finance______________________________ 204 307 382 202 231 28
Space research and technology: National Aeronautics and Space Administration, research and
e e e L S N . S T 11 N e P[RR ) 251 138 134 125 100 144 136
Agriculture and agricultural resources:
Department of Agriculture:
Agricnltural research service: Training and L P e 3556 13 11 L] 11 12 13
Cooparative Btate research service: Payments to State agriculture experiment stations for
.................................................................................. 356 49 53 46 49 53 46
Fedeml extension service for cooperative extension work 3565 86 90 9% 85 91 03
Other, including National Agricultural Library. . . 355 2 9 3 2 4 6
Total, agriculture and agricultural resources o - 149 163 151 146 160 158
NaDe t ti'Aa’ri Iture: Forest Service: Largel ts of shared to States and
partment o cu rvice: ely payments of s revenues an
T 3 T e S o O Al o WU o fe [ ey I 2 O S 402 18 20 20 18 20 20
Department of Defense—Civil: Corps of Engineers: Research and training._ .. ... 401 ) 1 1 (O] 1 1
Department of the Interior:
Shared revenue pnyments to St.ates and counties under miscellaneous permanent appropria-
tions, largely mineral leasing and grant lands (lastimnted portion for school support) ... 400 28 30 31 23 29 31
Bureau of Indian Aflairs: El-l:hool wnstructlon, teration, repair, and maintenance......... 401 54 36 61 35 21 35
Water and saline water researeD . eI eelIiElL oo 401 6 9 9 4 8 8
Fisheries and wildlife reaeerch and shared revenue payments to States 404 1 2 2 1 2 2
Tennessee Valley Authority: Mainly in-lieu-of-tax payments and cooperative research......_._. 401 2 2 2 2 2 2
Total, natural resources_ .. _.__.__ R M o D S e A S S = ey o AERE 109 98 127 88 81 100
Commerce and transportation:
Department of Commerce:
Maritime Administration: Stste schools and other maritime training 502 8 (] ] ] 6 6
Research and technical servi 506 2 3 (] 2 3 5
'I‘masu.r Department: U.B. Coast Guard, principally Coast Guard Academy, education of uni-
ed personnel and oversea dependents_._.__ 502 10 10 11 8 11 11
Fedaml Aviation Agency: Principally training of civilian Federal personnal ................ e 501 18 19 17 18 19 17
Total, commerce and transportation. .. 36 38 40 34 a8 39
Housing and community develcépment:
Dspnrtment of Housing and Urban Development: Grants for training in community develop- 55 5 o
Distr[ct of Columbin Prorated school portion of general Federal contribution_______.____._____ 556 19 29 30 1 27 a7
Total, housing and community development._ 19 20 35 11 27 30
Health, labor, and welfare:
Office of Fconomic Opportunity (funds appropriated to the President):
Community Action program:
ey e R e e S el o o ) e b [ =g e 655 i 180 270 5 147 255
Adult tmnlng remedial education, research, ete. o 655 44 180 2556 10 112 225
Joh Corps—Urban and rural centers 655 154 262 172 34 186 293
ﬁnborhood Youth Corps:
O] By ST 200 s e L IO S s e it v a b a 655 104 140 145 30 120 160
OO0 < e b sk s AR m s s A e e 655 2 6 [ 1 4 6
Work experience—Adult training, including remedial education_ .. ...___.__. 6855 36 48 47 2 44 45
R D O O R Y e o e e et R A R s 1 iy e R e s e o 655 18 16 30 3 20 21
VISTA—Training of volunteers. _.___.. gty S e R B b 655 1 4 5 1 4 5
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare:
Public Health SBervice:
Community health:
Construction of medical schools and other health education facilities..______________ 651 100 90 100 e e e 25 45
Construction of mental health facilities. S 651 8 10 10 3 2 2
TRV T T e O -1 S MO W S 651 34 65 117 33 54 95
Proposed lﬁislntlon to convert loans to medical students to private subsidized
EUATANLEOd TOBNE. e e o oimm e s i e e e L e ] {1+ Bl ECRCHRIRTN B o B ART- NERY L e —-21
Research grants 651 16 31 25 14 20 22
T e e b B L e iricea e i e o e 6561 3 3 3 3 3 3
Environmental health:
S T T I S o DD L e S 651 16 21 25 13 19 20
e o L e e R R e G L e 651 6 9 13 4 8 10
National Institutes of Health
National Institute of Geneml Medical Sciences:
"I‘minin = e T Bl L e A e i L S i 6 i e 651 52 60 62 37 43 46
651 29 31 34 22 24 26
651 81 04 99 54 64 71
651 47 81 51 38 46 48
651 127 146 155 80 118 137
651 205 321 335 229 301 321
Research fa 651 46 45 17 27 31 33
Other Public Health Service 651 3 4 18 3 4 16
Welfare Administration:
Maternal and child welfare grants. st o 651 15 23 20 13 21 25
Public assistance grants to States and asaista.nce to ref 653 15 21 24 15 20 23
Juvenile delinqueney and youth offenses research and ot! 859 2 2 3 o 2 3
Voeational Rehabilitation Administration: Research and 659 61 88 113 57 86 113
Other health, education, an fare:
Water Pollution Gonmol Administration: Fel]owship.s and training grants. 651 3 3 4 2 3 3
Freedmen's Hospital and St. Elizabeths: Medical training and other______ et st 651 1 2 2 1 2 2
Department of the Interjor—Bureau of Mines, Health and safety training_ .. ____ @ oo ceoo__| 652 1 2 2 i1 1 } §

See footnote at end of table.
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{In millions of dollars]
New obligational authority Expenditures
Fune-
Functional category, agency, and program tional
™ # code 1065 1966 1967 1965 1966 1967
actual | estimate | estimate | actual | estimate | estimate
ADMINISTRATIVE BUDGET FUNDS
Hea.lth, labor, and welfare—Continued
Department of Labor:
Manpower Development and Training Aet: Institutional and on-the-job training. _......_. 652 307 400 400 230 279 282
Apprenticeship, area mdevelopmant, and research activitles. __________ .. ______________ 652 16 1 15 12 12 un
Total, health, labor, and w 1,831 2,368 2,619 983 1,831 2,344
Edueation:
Legislative branch: Libra?' ........... 704 24 26 30 24 26 30
Department of Health, Education, “and Welfare:
Office of Education:
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965:
Bl ey eunters, SabiInOAEs, sui st tog Blate dicet il sguncies | 70t | “m i I
centers, school an ucal agencles.cl] —  WOLacoasaoo] 182 AR fEsliiiill
Aid bo Iederally impacted school districts:
Operation S 701 332 347 183 31 307 222
Construetion..__ 701 58 50 23 38 47 45
National Defense Education Act activities for elementary and secondary education:
Primnrl]geschool equipment, guidance, testing. 701 o7 113 88 68 81 ]
Aid for un maduate and graduate college students:
............ T 60 122 60
Worrk-stud ....................... 702 99 b b7 e G 64 101
National Defense Education Act loans_____ AR 147 182 34 131 179 64
Proposed legislation to convert National Defense Education Act loans to subsidized
Joan guarantees. .- c-oooooooooeos SIREEER S 74 TR SR T R e B —34
Other, including loan guarantee program 702 43 141 27 40 89
Higher education anademic facilities:
Grants for college, junior college, and graduate facilities. 702 204 523 o 87 261
Proposed legislation f 1 participation sales of loan obligations % i o it 2 X %
on for pool participation ofloanabilgations .= ooos el e et -
Other aids to higher education inst| utions. {ncluding aid to developing colleges_._ 702 28 62 104 30 41 83
Expansion and improvement of vocational T4 162 243 240 132 173 205
Gﬁtgr for publie libraries_ 704 55 55 58 28 35 51
Institutes. 704 30 35 40 19 10 23
FelloWBhADE - . - caeecacaia o aiiai L 704 20 43 20
National er Corps. . 704 13 31 i 27
Edueational research and_ developmant
National Defi Education Act. T04 4 5 6 3 4 5
Oooperatl?a pegeareh. - o 704 16 70 80 13 21 58
.......................... = 704 14 25 25 1 20 24
Other n.lds to edueation, including salaries and expenses of Office of Edueation. ... ... 704 58 a5 96 38 45 76
Speeial institutions and miscellaneous including American Printing House for the Blind,
Gallaudet College, Howard University, and educational TV, 704 28 7 24 20 28 30
Department of Housing "and Urban Development:
College housing loans 702 300 300 300 m 240 280
Proposed legiglation for pool participation sales of loan obllgatlom 702 i —300 —823
Department of the Interlor—Bureau of Indian Affairs: Indian T04 8 1 115 o9 106 113
National Capital Planning Commission. .. oo oo cenana 704 e e e 2 ) e
National Council on the Arts and National Foundation on the Arts and the Humanities.._ ... 704 ) i 16 (0] 2
National Science Foundation:
Basle research and speciallzed research factlittes. .. . oo ... 703 211 246 279 156 184 221
Grants for institutional sci pr 703 61 80 85 32 41 60
Beience education. . 703 122 126 133 101 115 118
1o gl P T T T e § M S T e = T SR 703 26 28 20 25 26
S8mithsonian Institution_ 704 a7 27 36 28 41 43
Motal; edueallon - oo b o ni o i s e e P e e e e e e e R R g T A S 2,417 4,278 4,225 1, 544 2,318 2,834
Veterans benefits and services:
Veterans' Administration:
Compensation and pensions: Subsistence allowances for veterans in vocational rehabilita-
LN . - 800 ] 11 16 9 11 16
Readjustment benefits: ‘Pnncipally ‘aid under War Orplmns "Educational Assistance Act
and vocational rehabilitation for disabled veterans.... .- . ... .. ... 5 43 37 36 43 a7 36
W legislation: Readjustment benefits for veterans of recent service..........._.....| 808 (__._____._|._____.___ o N e = 60
ing of medical personnel engaged in VA medical activities. - oo ... -| 801-805 32 34 34 32 34 34
Total, veterans benefits and services.____._._________ sy 1o 84 82 186 84 82 176
General government:
slative branch—Government Printing Office: Distribution to depository libraries and
Lbraryactivithés.. = T o e i 901-910 1 1 2 1 1 2
Depart‘ment of Defense—Civil:
Cannl Zone Government, contribution to schools. ......... 910 11 16 12 12 14 17
yukyu Islands administration, schools. .. ___________________ 910 3 5 9 3 4 9
De mant of the Interior: Administration of territories, including Trust Terrltory of the
acific, prorated rtlon g5 I UL e 5 0 1 R =R e = L T 910 18 9 9 8 14 13
Department of Justice: Vocational training in Federal prison industries and grants for training
in law enfomemant_ A RS N e T T B I L R e . e 008 6 7 10 4 9
General Services Administration: National Archives services, Presidential library activities,
and national historical publications grants_.______________.___ 905 4 7 18 4 5
tional grants to Alaska (funds appropriated to the President). . ... . ... =1l 910 1 (O] 0 1 0] 0
T AT N T a1 S - IR 115 SO . et RSN N [ 45 45 59 33 46 55
‘Total net administrative budget funds for education, training, and related activities_____ 7,141 @, 697 10, 192 5, 202 7,077 8,371
TRUST FUNDS
Henlth eduecation, and welfare—Department of Lator: Grants to States for school counseling and
Ed by emp‘loymant e PR T o SR R e SR £ Rl (R R e S 652 9 10 11 9 10 11
uea on:

Legislative branch: Library of Congress, gift and trust fund i |t it 704 9 2 2 o 2
National Foundation on the Arts and Humanities, fund for private contributions.. -l b et 1 2
government—General Services Administration: National Archives it tandy oo i 905 2 ) m (U] (1) )
Potalstraet TanaR oo oo o T R s e s R R 13 13 15 12 13 15
Total, budget and trust funds for education, training, and related programs. ... - -coccccocmcealocccoanaas 7,154 9,710 10, 207 5,214 7, 0980 8, 386

1 Less than $500,000.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not, morn-
ing business is closed.

PROPOSED REPEAL OF SECTION
14(b) OF THE NATIONAL LABOR
RELATIONS ACT, AS AMENDED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair lays before the Senate the pending
question, which is the motion of the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD]
that the Senate proceed to the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 77) to repeal section
14(b) of the National Labor Relations
Act, as amended, and section 703(b) of
the Labor-Management Reporting Act of
1959 and to amend the first proviso of
section 8(a) (3) of the National Labor
Relations Act, as amended.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum; and this
will be a live quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 25 Leg.]
Alken Gore Morse
Anderson Hayden Mundt
Bartlett Holland Pastore
Bass Inouye Pell
Boggs Jackson Proxmire
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, Idaho Ribicoff
Cannon Kuchel Russell, Ga.
Carlson Long, La.
Clark Magnuson Stennis
Cooper Mansfleld Williams, Del.
Dirksen McIntyre Young, Ohlo
Dominick Metcalf
Fong Montoya

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Lownc], the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
GrueNING], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. McCreLLAN], and the Senator from
New Jersey [Mr. WiLriams] are absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
North Dakota [Mr. Burpickl, the Sen-
ator from Mississippi [Mr. EasTtLanD], the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNaMagral,
the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mon-
RONEY], the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. NELsoN], the Senator from Oregon
[Mrs. NeuBerGER], the Senator from
Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS], and the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. TaLMaDGE] are
necessarily absent.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MiLLER] is nec-
essarily absent.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younc] is absent on official business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I move that the Sergeant at Arms
be instructed to request the presence of
absent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Louisiana.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay the following Sena-
tors entered the Chamber and answered
to their names:

Allott Bennett
Bayh Bible

Brewster
Byrd, Va.
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Case Hruska Prouty

Church Javits Randolph
Cotton Jordan, N.C. Robertson
Curtis Eennedy, Mass. Russell, S.C,
Dodd Eennedy, N.Y. Saltonstall
Douglas Lausche Scott
Ellender McCarthy Simpson
Ervin McGee Smith
Fannin MeGovern Symington
Fulbright Mondale Thurmond
Harris Morton Tower

Hart Moss Tydings
Hartke Murphy Yarborough
Hickenlooper Muskie

Hill Pearson

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, the
Senate has been engaged in discussion of
section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act
for several days. I feel an obligation to
actively join in this discussion and state
my views on H.R. 77, as clearly and un-
equivocally as I am capable of doing.

As I view it, my obligation to intro-
duce the discussion today is based, in
large part, in my position as a member
of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare. I feel that when a Senate com-
mittee has been confronted, as ours has
been, over a period of many months by
a major subject, the members of that
committee have a unique opportunity,
perhaps even an obligation, to enter into
the floor debate concerning the proposed
legislation. This is especially true when
the proposed legislation is as contro-
versial as that now under discussion.

As a member of the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare, I may say
that the committee studied H.R. 77 for
many months and participated in spir-
ited and informative committee discus-
sion of the provisions of the bill. After
this study and discussion, I found that
I could not in good faith support the
proposed legislation. I voted against re-
porting the bill from committee, and
I subsequently wrote my own individual
views concerning H.R. 77. It is at this
point that I feel that my individual views
should be placed in the Recorp, and I
will read them, because I believe they
cast somewhat of a new light on the
proposal which is before the Senate.
These are my own individual views.
Other Senators wrote their own. I be-
lieve the combination of those individual
views shows quite clearly not only what
has concerned us on the committee, after
our study of the matter, but also what is
concerning the general public through-
out the country about the proposed re-
peal of section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley
Act.

My own individual views read as
follows:

The question of whether a union shop is
good or bad for an individual or for labor-
management relations is not the key ques-
tion, although that debate which has raged
so continuously over the country will un-
doubtedly exert a strong influence on the
conclusions of many people. The real issue
with which we are faced in this legislation
is whether Congress should by law abolish
the right of a citizen of a State to reject
authority for compulsory union shops in his
State.

Put another way, the question is
whether, in the interest of uniformity,
Congress should by law abolish provisions
of labor legislation which have been voted
into law by the respective States.
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My own State by a vote of the majority
of its citizens rejected the right-to-work law
in our general election of 1958; and it seems
to me that this action of our citizens, who
had before them the provisions of Colorado's
Labor Peace Act, was probably wise. Never-
theless, each State differs in its philosophy,
its working conditions, and its labor climate,
and to repeal the right of the citizens of those
States to determine this issue for themselves
is a preemption of power by the Federal Gov-
ernment so massive in nature that I cannot
support it.

Currently, 19 States have right-to-work
laws in effect. Right-to-work laws have been
adopted by constitutional amendment in the
following six States: Arizona, Arkansas, Flor-
ida, Kansas, Mississippi, and Nebraska. In
addition, Nevada placed its right-to-work
statute before the people in a general elec-
tion, while North Dakota’s right-to-work law
was passed by the legislature, but did not
become effective until approved in a general
election.

The following States now have right-to-
work laws enacted by the legislature without
a popular election: Alabama, Georgia, Iowa,
North Carolina, South Carolina, South Da-
kota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Virginia, and
Wyoming.

Republican members of the Labor Commit-
tee offered a number of substantive amend-
ments to the proposed legislation—amend-
ments designed to reinforce areas of weakness
in union employees’ existing bill of rights.
Certainly if a person is to be required to join
a union in order to work in a specific job,
he should also have adequate legislative
backing to insure that his rights within the
union are protected. Each of these amend-
ments was summarily rejected by the Demo-
cratic majority leading to the inevitable con-
clusion that power, and not individual rights,
is the primary aim of this legislation. I
cannot acquiesce in such procedures nor in
any way accept thls conclusion.

THE DEVASTATING EFFECTS OF 14(b) REPEAL

Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act is
not itself a right-to-work law. It grants an
entirely different right, the right of the voters
of each State to enact the form of right-to-
work laws they desire. The reservation of
this right to the people of each State is in
keeping with the principles of federalism set
forth in our Constitution and proven by the
passage of time. The Supreme Court has
ruled that such a reservation of power is
constitutional, and there are many examples
in our law of similar reservations. One of
the most important and most recent ex-
amples is the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
makes specific provisions for widely differing
State civil rights statutes.

Mr, President, to interpolate at this
point, Senators may recall the formida-
ble debate that occurred in the Senate in
connection with the proposed Civil
Rights Act of 1964, in order to insure
that States which had already passed
laws which covered the same factors as
the Federal law would have primary
jurisdiction over cases arising within
their own borders affected by such laws.
It was not until the Dirksen amendment
was prepared and included in the ecivil
rights bill that we were able, as support-
ers of civil rights, to cut off the debate
and thereby place on the books what, in
my opinion, was a much needed law.

So once again we in the Senate found
ourselves doing our level best to try to
protect States which have been forward-
looking enough to pass legislation affect-
ing, controlling, and seeking to manage
the different social problems which are
involved in the Civil Rights Act.
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I stated in the process of that discus-
sion that as early as 1897 my State of
Colorado had passed a public accommo-
dations law which was applicable in Col-
orado, and that its constitutionality had
been ruled on as early as 1928. It did not
seem right to me that Congress should
take over the jurisdiction of the Colo-
rado Civil Rights Commission and place
it in the Federal Government without
giving our State an opportunity to con-
tinue to handle peacefully its minority
problems or to solve minority problems
in a peaceful way, in the same manner as
we have been doing for 69 years.

I also stated that while I was a mem-
ber of the Legislature of Colorado, we
passed a Fair Employment Practice Act
and a Fair Housing Act. So the major
impact of the civil rights bill of 1964 had
already been taken care of by legislation
enacted by my State.

Yet, if the original proposal had gone
through, as recommended by the admin-
istration, the rights our State, which had
solved these problems as well as it could,
would have been preempted. We would
be forced to come back into the Wash-
ington milieu to solve the problems
which would have arisen in our State.

We have the same situation with re-
gard to section 14(b). We would once
again be controlling another field of
State government, a field which should
be strengthened. If we were to pass this
bill, the rights of the States in the labor
field would be weakened and relegated
to the whim and the will of the people in
Washington, and, of course, to the un-
ions themselves, so far as the States were
concerned in their labor relations.

I believe that we have a very distinct
contrast in what we were permitted to
do in the Civil Rights Act of 1964, with
what we were not permitted to do here.

In my opinion, this is the reason why
we have a very difficult problem with this
bill. I believe it is only fair to say in this
connection that if the administration,
or whoever is attempting to ramrod this
bill through Congress—and I presume
that a good number of them are union
leaders—had had enough judgment or
sense to accept some of the amendments
which were proposed in committee, we
would have passed the bill by this time.

We would be in the process of repeal-
ing section 14(b) itself, while still pro-
tecting the basic rights not only of the
American public, but also of the union
worker, who at this point is subjected
to so many pressures from his own
bosses.

It is surprising to note the number of
letters that we have received from union
members, or, at least, those who have
said that they were union members.
The letters say:

Please do not repeal 14(b). It is the only
method by which we, as union members,

have any control over our union bosses.
Please do not repeal it.

When one receives that kind of letter,
he wonders whether this particular bill
is intended to really do some good or
whether it is intended to merely be a
mechanism by which power can be
exerted by union bosses.

After seeing the preemptory way in
which our own amendments were re-
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jected, amendments that were very care-
fully drafted, I have reluctantly come to
the conclusion that power, and power
only, is what is being sought in this par-
ticular measure.

Mr. President, I return to my individ-
ual views.

As noted earlier, six States have enacted
constitutional amendments  prohibiting
union shops. Two BStates have adopted
right-to-work laws by vote of their citizens.
Eleven States have adopted right-to-work
laws through thelr State legislatures. H.R.
77, however, would automatically strike
down these provisions of the State con-
stitutions in those 6 States, laws
adopted by the vote of the people in 2
others, and laws adopted by the State legis-
latures in 11 States.

If we grant such wide ranging powers to
Federal Government, what portion of a
State constitution can remain inviolate?
What State laws may not be preempted by
Congress? What safeguards can the citizen
construct for his carefully nurtured free-
doms and systems of local government?

I interpolate again. We have been
urged by labor leaders and this admin-
istration to resolve the question concern-
ing 14(b) by repealing it, solely in order
to get uniformity into the laws through-
out the country. Uniformity is the great
cry these days. Everything must be
uniform, regardless of ability, regardless
of the need for excellence, and regard-
less of the ery for equality that went up
from President Kennedy when he was in
office.

It is said: “You cannot have equality
or excellence. You must have uniform-
ity.” And in every single country in
the world in which the goal of uni-
formity for all citizens has been set,
regardless of what they do, regardless of
how they work, and regardless of
whether they are willing to sacrifice in
order to achieve success, that country
has gone downhill. Its standard of liv-
ing has gone downhill. Its initiative, its
intellectual level, and its creative ability
have all disappeared because of the cry
for uniformity.

Mr. President, if we should pass this
bill and create a precedent by which
State constitutional provisions can be re-
pealed in the interest of uniformity, what
safeguard would there be for the ordi-
nary citizen on the street? What safe-
guard would there be under their own
State constitution for peaceful demon-
strations, for freedom of speech, or for
any other right contained in the Bill of
Rights which has been a part of the
heritage of this country?

Congress, in effect, could say:

“In the interest of uniformity, we are
going to make all these laws alike. We
do not happen to like civil demonstra-
tions because they create too many prob-
lems. We are going to place a ban on
them; and any State constitutional pro-
vision to the contrary is wiped out. They
will all be made uniform.”

I can say with deep feeling that if
we go forward and start, by act of Con-
gress, to repeal the provisions of State
constitutions, we shall have started on a
long tortuous road which would have the
inevitable result of wiping out State and
local governments in this country and
remanding the people to the centralized
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government based on the philosophy
which prevails in Washington.

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

Mr. DOMINICK. I yield without los-
ing my rights to the floor.

Mr. HRUSEKA. Mr. President, the
point which the Senator makes concern-
ing a desire for uniformity is contained
in the President’s state of the Union
message.

I shall read it and ask the Senator
from Colorado if he recalls this sentence
when it was delivered to a joint session
of Congress. It reads:

For those who labor I propose to improve
unemployment insurance, to expand mini-
mum wage henefits, and by the repeal of
section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act to
make the labor laws in all our States equal
to the laws of the 31 States which do not
have tonight right-to-work measures.

That is found on page 4 of the printed
copy of the President’s state of the Union
message. There then appears this state-
ment in the very next paragraph:

I also intend to ask the Congress to con-
sider measures which without improperly in-
vading State and local authority will enable
us effectively to deal with strikes which
threaten irreparable damage to the national
interest.

The language which I call to the at-
tention of the Senator is: “without im-
properly invading State and local au-
thority.” There is a request for uni-
formity in one paragraph, and in the
next paragraph there is a request for
uniformity, modified by reference to in-
terference with State and local authority.

Would it be the judgment of the Sena-
tor from Colorado that those statements
are compatible and consistent?

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator has
proved conclusively that there is no real
feeling about State and local rights in
the President’s message. He is simply
using whatever argument may be most
helpful to him at the particular moment,
in order to further his own program.

Certainly the two sentences are not
compatible. One could not put them to-
gether in any way whatsoever. I very
much appreciate the Senator’s calling
attention to the matter. It seems to me
that this is a part of the problem that
we in the Senate face on a day-by-day
basis—the matter of saying one thing
one day, and the next day exactly the
opposite, as it fits one’s mood. Iremem-
ber that last year, in the process of dis-
cussing a tax bill, the threat of inflation
was offered by one of the bill's propo-
nents as the reason for enacting it; and
the very next day, on an attempted cut
in an authorization, the threat of infla-
tion argument was used to support ex-
actly the reverse of what had been ar-
gued the previous day. So I say it is
merely whatever appeals to one’s fancy
at the moment which influences the
choice of words.

Mr. HRUSKA. In the President's
message, the first paragraph I read deals
with the desire to repeal 14(b) ; the sec-
ond paragraph deals with intentions
with respect to things which might be
done in the future.

I wonder if the Senator from Colorado
would agree with me that it might have
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been suitable for the second paragraph
to be superimposed on the first, and say,
“We will permit section 14(b) to stay on
the statute books and in the constitu-
tions of the 19 States to which reference
has been made, so as to avoid improperly
invading State and local authority.”

Mr. DOMINICK. That would have
been an excellent amendment to the
President’s speech, and I only wish he
had done it, instead of trying to force
repeal down our throats.

I thank the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HRUSKA. I thank the Senator
from Colorado for yielding.

Mr. DOMINICK. I know how much
this means to the Senator’s State, which
is one of the States with a constitutional
provision involved. But to show how far
this goes—and I believe it is covered in
my minority views—we passed this bill
in the so-called interest of uniformity.
We will be repealing a provision of our
own State labor law which has been in
effect, to my recollection, for at least 30
Yyears or more, under which we have had
surprisingly good labor-management re-
lations. That provision is not a prohibi-
tion against a union shop. It merely
provides that 75 percent of the members
of the bargaining unit must vote in favor
of a union shop before they can get it,
instead of 51 percent.

The Secretary of Labor testified very
directly, in answer to a question from
me, that in his opinion, if 14(b) were
repealed, that provision of the Colorado
Labor Peace Act would be repealed by
preemption. Once again the figure
would come down to 51 percent, and
workers would find that they would be
required, on more and more occasions,
without really wanting it, to join a union
shop.

To continue with my minority views,
I should also point out that the enact-
ment of HR. 77 would annul one of the
most vital provisions of the Colorado La-
bor Peace Act. This provision permits
union shops in Colorado but it requires
three-fourths of the affected employees
to vote in favor of a union shop contract
before it becomes legally operable.

Efforts to change that ratio have been
made on many occasions in our State
legislature; but whether controlled by
the Republican or the Democratic Party,
the provision has remained in effect. In
other words, my State has refused to
adopt a right-to-work law, but it has
made provisions to insure that a major-
ity of the employees in a unit favor a
union shop before it can be put into ef-
fect.

The State of Wisconsin, I am advised,
has adopted a similar measure, and it
would also be struck down by the passage
of HR. TT7.

The Colorado Labor Peace Act requires
three-fourths of the affected employees
to vote in favor of the union shop before
it becomes legally operable. This law
has in no way retarded the growth of
wages in Colorado. In 1964, Colorado
had an average wage, in manufacturing,
of $2.74 an hour. It ranked 12th among
the 50 States. This represented a 51-
percent increase over the past 10 years,
as contrasted to a national average in-
crease of 42 percent. The per capita in-
come in my State also exceeds the na-
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tional average, I am happy to say. So it
is clear that the Colorado law has in no
way hindered a steady increase in the
income of Colorado workers.

Furthermore, the years in which the
Labor Peace Act has been in effect in
Colorado have been years of labor peace.
Congress should not so easily strike down
a law which has worked so well to pro-
mote labor-management harmony and to
protect the rights of all workers.

It has been argued that citizens cannot
understand complex legislative issues on
a ballot, and hence are not able to deter-
mine them by vote. I must interpolate
here again, if I may, that this is a point
of view which greatly upsets me. The
constant reiteration by high people in
this administration that the people are
too dumb to know what to do burns me
up. It distresses me to have union lead-
ers come around and say, “The average
worker in our place is too stupid to be
able to take care of himself, so we are
going to run him.” It irritates me to
have the administration come around
and say, “We are going to have to pass
this legislation because the people are too
stupid to know how to solve the problem
in their own locality.”

Mr. President, that is not true. It is
an attitude or an aura which has been
around too long in this Washington area.
It is an attitude and an aura which says,
“Only those of us in Government are
smart enough to know what to do in
order to get the country’s economy and
growth moving."”

Mr. President, deep in my heart is the
belief that the creativeness of this coun-
try arises from the people throughout
the land, in every State, in every munici-
pality, in every hamlet. They are the
ones who have the brains, the inventive-
ness, the ideas, and the drive to follow
through. I have great difficulty when
someone says, “People are too stupid to
understand.” In this case, all they have
to do is to vote on whether they want
a union shop, or whether they do not
wish to permit it in their State. Is that
S0 complex?

As we all know, the voters in many
cities and towns, in every election, are
asked to decide complex questions con-
cerning the funding of public projects,
technical amendments to constitutions,
and other issues. There is no reason
why voters and State legislators can-
not themselves decide the question of
richt to work, which requires only a
simple decision as to whether or not
to permit a union shop. Though many
of my Democratic fellow Senators may
disagree, I have enough confidence in
the American people to believe that they
are competent to decide this question.

Repeal of 14(b) would only result in
another right of the people being seized
by the power-hungry in Washington,
Have we gone full circle in this Great
Society, so that now, in order to be part
of that philosophy, one must give up his
right to vote on his 2wn working con-
ditions and opportunities?

The next subheading in this minority
statement is called “The Need for a New
Labor Bill of Rights.” Under this head-
ing, I shall be discussing some of the
amendments that the distinguished
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Senator from California [Mr. MurrHY],
who is present in the Chamber, the Sen-
ator from Vermont [Mr. Proutryl, the
Senator from New York [Mr. Javitsl, the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. FANNIN], and
I placed before the committee, to see if
we could not do something about solv-
ing part of the problems that were re-
ferred to very ably by the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LauscHE], in a colloquy with
the Senator from North Carolina [Mr,
ErviNn], 2 or 3 days ago.

I will first of all try to delineate as
well as I can the portions of the amend-
ments which we talked about when it
was first discussed in committee.

Mr. President, since the enactment of
the Taft-Hartley Act in 1947, and the
enactment of the Landrum-Griffin Act
of 1959, a number of inadequacies in the
laws have appeared. Many successful
schemes have been developed by which
a minority of labor bosses who do not
live up to their responsibilities can dis-
tort the law and use it in ways inimical
to the interests of the workingman. For
this reason, members of the Republican
minority of the Labor and Public Wel-
fare Committee, as well as other Sena-
tors, have proposed amendments to pro-
tect the worker from the abuses of
union power. I have proposed several
amendments of this kind, but all have
been rejected by the Democratic ma-
jority on the committee. First of all,
under the decisions of the National
Labor Relations Board, it has become
possible for a union to fine its members
for the free exercise of rights intended
to be protected by the existing Bill of
Rights and the Taft-Hartley Act.

A worker, forced fo join a union and
holding a union shop contract, can be
legally fined for exceeding a union-im-
posed production quota. This means
that a man, against his will, can be pre-
vented by a union agreement from work-
ing to his full capacity which he may
have opposed.

Mr. President, this rings out as a vio-
lation of a fundamental concept of free-
dom, the right to work to the best of
one’s ability. The amendment to protect
this exercise of an employee’s rights was
rejected by the committee. The reasons
were not given. The only reason that
was given when the amendments were
offered and rejected by the majority,
was: “Perhaps there will be problems,
and we shall have hearings on them
later. We wish to keep this a clean bill,
involving only one issue.”

Once again, I would say that if some
of the amendments had been accepted, it
might have made a great difference in
the kind of debate which has been car-
ried on in the Senate on this particular
issue.

I am sorry, Mr. President, that the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE] is not
in the Chamber, because the other day
he and the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. Ervin] had some colloquy on these
points. I believe that the name of this
particular case where the Board so ruled
was brought up. I had intended to try
and get some of that into the Recorp,
but perhaps I can do so later.

When the nomination of Mr. McCul-
loch of the National Labor Relations
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Board was before the committee for con-
firmation earlier, it was stated originally
that it would be best to take a vote by
polling because no one had any objection
to Mr. McCulloch. I insisted upon a
hearing, because I wished to ask him
some questions on the course and trend
of the philosophy behind the decisions
in the National Labor Relations Board.

Some of the points I asked him read as
follows:

Once a union shop contract at least has
been entered into, it is my understanding
that the Board has upheld the right of the
union to levy a fine against a member who
exceeds the union's imposed production
quota.

Mr. McCurrocH. We have a Wisconsin
Motor decision which I think could be de-
scribed in this way in a shorthand fashion.

Senator DoMINICE. And you participated in
that decision?

Mr, McCuLrocH, Yes, sir; I did.

Senator Dominick. And you upheld the
right of the union to fine someone for ex-
ceeding a production quota?

Mr. McCurrocH. In the circumstances of
that case.

Senator Dominick. The circumstances of
the case were important in this or the prin-
ciple was?

Mr. McCurLrocH. Both.

SBenator DoMINICK. So, you take the policy,
then, that a union has the right to determine
how much a union employee can produce in
an industrial complex?

Mr. McCuLLoCcH. Senator, that is not what
the case said.

Here we skirt, 1t seems to me, an area which
we explored with the House committee 4
years ago, where I think both you as a Mem-
ber of Congress, with important duties of
overseeing what the Board is doing, and
serve as quasi-judicial officials, have to de-
termine into how much detall concerning
the Board's decisionmaking, you really wish
to go. For at the same time, we both must
wish to leave what must be an independent
quasi-judicial agency fully free to make
those decisions on its best interpretation of
the law.

Obviously, one cannot quarrel with
that general statement, but the question
is: Did this have anything to do with
the intent or wording of Congress, to say
that a union has the right to prevent a
person from working to the best of his
ability?

Mr. McCulloch continues:

‘We were interpreting the proviso to section
8(b) (1) (A) in a context in which the em-
ployer in the Wisconsin Motor case had for a
period of years virtually acquiesced in what
you have described as a union-determined
production quota. Indeed, the employer
made certain arrangements in its own book-
keeping procedures—I have not looked at this
case for about a year and a half—and also
made related contract proposals which sug-
gest that their bargaining was done around
an acceptance of this kind of a work-shar-
ing plan, to share work somewhat evenly
among the employees in the unit. And it is
against that background that the Board then
interpreted the congressional action in sec-
tion 8(b) (1) (A).

MTr. President, think of that for a min-
ute. Think of what he is saying. He is
saying that the case was decided this
way, because the union and the employer
had conspired to agree that the union-
produced quotas would be upheld within
that job, and any employee who wished to
exceed such quotas in order to make more
money for himself, his family and chil-
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dren, would be fined, and such a fine
would be upheld by Federal govern-
mental action.

In what kind of position do we place
ourselves with this kind of decision?

We put ourselves in the posi’ on of the
Federal Government saying shat it is
trying to get fair employmeut for the
worker, but that he cannot work to the
best of his ability.

As I stated a few moments ago, this
again is the idea of uniformity overcom-
ing excellence and ability.

Here we have a classic example, in our
own labor laws and in the wording of
the testimony of the Chairman of the
National Labor Relations Board before
the committee.

Mr. McCulloch goes on to state:

I would prefer to have you read the
Board’s decision and not give you an offhand
reaction.

I would also say again, as I did a moment
ago, that it gets into a doubtful area when
you ask a Board member to apply certain
principles in futuro that, as you put the
question, seem to me to go quite far beyond
what the Board did In the actual case.

Senator Dominick. Nevertheless, that was
the holding in the case, was it not, in which
you participated, that they could fine an
employee for violating a union-imposed pro-
duction quota?

Mr. McCuLLocH. I have to repeat this was
the finding of the Board in the circumstances
of that case.

Senator DomiNIcK. So that, if it happened
to be—and I don’t know the facts of the case
that well—an employee who was forced into
the union under a union agreement, under
union shop, then he is no longer free to
exercise his own ability and show what his
own ability is within the plant; isn't that
correct?

Mr. McCurrocH. If the union seeks to
prejudice his employment status, the Board
in another case has held that this is a
violation of the statute.

Senator DomiNicK. Do you distinguish
between a fine and that——

Mr. McCuLrLocH. Yes, sir; I do, and the
Board has.

I do not have the foggest idea what
he is talking about in the second case,
because I do not understand how it can
be said that a union is protecting the
employee’s production rights if he is
fined for exceeding a production quota?
It seems to me it is so self-evident on
its face that it is a really serious
situation.

As I said, we offered amendments to
correct that situation, but we got no-
where. We were summarily overruled
in the interest of having a clean bill.
We were told, “Do not offer the amend-
ment to this bill. We may have it in
a bill another time, but we are not going
to have it in this bill.”

Reading further from the minority
views:

2, Over the years of operation of the Taft-
Hartley Act there has come into being a
system by which a union can be designated
as representative of the workers in a plant
or production unit even though an election
by the workers has not been held. This is
the notorlous “card check” procedure. A
union wishing to become the authorized
representative of workers circulates cards to
be signed by those workers to designate it
as the representative. Some of these cards
are couched in terms so highly misleading
that the workers often sign them thinking
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that they will thereby get an election. In
actuality the workers may lose the right to
an election by signing the cards. An amend-
ment was proposed which would correct this
situation in two ways. First, it would make
an election mandatory in the designation of
a bargaining representative in all cases ex-
cept where an employer had dissipated an
existing union majority by means of threats,
coercion, or other unfair labor practices.
Second, it would guarantee that a union
could not prove the existence of such a pre-
existing majority by misleading or confusing
cards.

I do not see how anyone could dis-
agree with what I stated in my views,
namely, that this is the least we can do
to make sure that no union becomes the
bargaining representative of workers who
really do not want to be so represented.
This amendment was also rejected by a
majority of the committee.

Mr. President, I have examples of the
card check procedure that I am talking
about. Members of the Senate and other
persons who read the Recorp should
know just how bad these things are. I
want to put examples of these procedures
in the REcorp because they are of im-
portance and real significance.

Perhaps I can best set forth this point
by again reciting from testimony which
was given before the committee in the
process of recommending the reconfirma-
tion of the Chairman of the National
Labor Relations Board. The testimony
reads as follows, I asked Mr. McCulloch:

I have one question on the Stonecutters
Association case. There you had a card sub-
mitted to the employee; you had an applica-
tion for membership and at the bottom it
had “No obligation if no election or if the
Stonecutters fail to win the election.” Then
it also had a signature and below that, “This
application to be kept secret except for the
union and the NLRB,” which is an interest-
ing statement.

It is my understanding that even though
there was a contrast on this one, that the
words said, "No obligation if no election”
did not validate any of the cards, but still
this was an authorization to go ahead and
determine by cards who was the agent and
no election was permitted.

Mr. McCurrocH. I would have to read the
whole card and refer to the Board's decision
in more detail to comment on it.

Senator DoMINICE. The card reads as fol-
lows: “Application for membership. Jour-
neymen's Association. Full name.” Then a
blank. Then, “Date signed"; then a blank
“Job classification”; then a blank. “Wages";
then a blank. Present address, street, city,
zone, and State. Then it says, “No obliga-
tion if no election or if the Stonecutters
fall to win the election * * *.”

Then, applicant’s signature, and below
that, “This application to be kept secret
except for the union and the NLRB.”

That was the whole card.

Mr. McCuLLocH. Was there an election in
that case?

Senator Dominick. There was not.

Mr. McCuLLocH. I would have to look back
at the case, and if you hand it to me I might
be able to refresh my recollection.

Senator DoMINICK. That was the trial ex-
aminer's opinion which the Board approved,
as I understand it.

Mr. McCuLLocH. We issued something like
746 unfair labor practice case decisions in
the last year, Senator, and if I don't exhibit
a familiarity with the details of every one——

Senator DoMINIoi. I think you have dem-
onstrated a good recollection of the opinions.

Mr. McCurrocH. I think you will under-
stand. But the conclusion to which I came
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in this case was that I considered, overall,
that the trial examiner’s findings that the
cards did reflect a wish on the part of a ma-
Jority of the employees to be represented by
the union, was a valid one. There is a dis-
cussion of that issue on some five or six sin-
gle-spaced, typewritten pages, and I shall not
attempt here to scan those with my eyes and
summarize the reasons for the findings now.
When we decided this case, we felt that it
was correct, and I am sure I would stand by
:,hls if I had an opportunity to review it in
ull.

Senator Dominick. The point of my ques-
tion is not necessarily to try to rehash a case
that you heard in depth and which obviously
I have not. The point is to say, looking at
that card, is this the type of thing that we
as the policymaking group in the Govern-
ment—which we are still supposed to be de-
spite Mr. Brown of the Board—should say is
adequate for the purposes of determining
whether it is a proper bargalning agent or
should we require that there be an election?
In other words, should we exercise our pol-
icymaking function to make this far more
clear in view of this type of situation?

Mr. McCurrocH. What you fasten upon is
the issue as to whether or not a card is am-
biguous. We have problems as to clarity of
the authorization on the cards. We have
been upset In one of the courts of appeals
in a case where we felt that the designation
was unambiguous and the court of appeals
sald to the contrary, that it felt that the
Board was incorrect. But, this is a factual
question as to what will be found to be clear
and what ambiguous. Some say the Board
ought to establish a form of card and say in
every case “This must be it.” But here
again, we have hundreds, and with the locals,
thousands of unions operating, with varying
histories and practices, and we have thrown
out a few cards as being unclear and vague
and validated most others.

Senator MurpHY. Wouldn’t it be simpler
if you had a form card?

Mr. McCuLrocH. This might be, and this
is being pressed upon the Board as a matter
of Board administration; it is being urged
upon us.

Senator MurPHY. May I join in the
urging?

Mr. McCurLrLocH. You may. But we have
also been upset by the Supreme Court in
some cases in which we tried to lay down
clear and detalled lines for the lawful opera-
tion of hiring halls, for instance, and the
Court said, “The Congress did not give the
Board this authority, and the Board has
taken to itself a little too much power.”

May I pick up one thing which you said,
Senator DoMmiNICK, rather glancingly?

Every member of the Board knows that the
Congress makes the basic policy. The Board
is administering a law which Congress has
passed. And those who use Member Brown's
speech of 3 years ago to suggest we have a
contrary view, are taking one or two sen-
tences out of context and have not read the
rest of his speech, in which he made the
basic matter of Congress being the policy-
setting body quite clear. I feel in fairness to
my colleagues that I can't let that stand
unchallenged. I am sure you were not advised
of that; but others who have quoted him for
the 3 years on this matter have not quoted
him in the context in which he made his re-
marks, and I think it is not fair to him to
leave it stand without clarifying it.

Senator MurpHY. This was taken from a
release from the National Labor Relations
Board, itself, quoting Mr. Brown, in which
it says, “My view of the Board is it is unques-
tionably a policymaking tribunal.”

Mr. McCuLrLocH. Congress has laid down
certaln parts of the law in very general terms,
and within those general terms the Board
is compelled to make more detailed decisions,
distinctions, and definitions. Indeed, that
is one of the whole reasons for administra-
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tive law; that Congress did not want either
to trouble itself with or to try to anticipate
every single detall of that part of American
life which an agency was set up to regulate.
And so within a lot of the different areas of
Congress general actions, the Board is com-
pelled to draw lines.

The Court has recognized this. Congress
has recognized this, and it is within that
narrow framework that Mr. Brown was mak-
ing these remarks. I would be glad to send
you a copy of the whole speech s0 you may
examine it and see If my characterization of
it is not fairer.

Senator MurPHY. I am happy to hear you
say that.

Then, I return to the card situation I
was talking about earlier.

Senator DomiNicK. For purposes of the rec-
ord, I would like to say I have before me two
cards signed by employees of Lenz & Co., one
of which has in heavy letters at the top, “Pe-
tition and authorization for NLRB election.”

The other one has in a box in much bigger
letters, “Petition and authorization to show
that I want an NLRB election now."”

Both are signed by employees, and at the
bottom it says, “I authorize the AFL-CIO to
act as my bargaining agent with the above-
named company in regards to wages, hours,
and working conditions,” and the NLRB held
that was not a misleading authorization,
that the fact they said, “I want an NLRB
election now,” in prominent letters, had no
effect on the validity of the authorization of
cards. And it strikes me, to say the least,
that that is an example of how perhaps you
can get employees to sign these when they
thought that they were signing it for the pur-
poses of an election whereas, in fact, they
were signing it, according to the NLRB to
determine who the bargaining agent was
going to be.

Mr. McCurrocH. If we think they were
signing the cards for the purpose of an elec-
tion only, we will not accept the cards as
proof of majority in an unfair labor practice
complaint case. The fact of the matter is
these cards are normally usable by the unions
for both purposes and that in 98.8 percent
of the cases in the past 4 years they were
used for an election. So the cards are nor-
mally and overwhelmingly or dominantly
used for elections. The cases that then come
to us are almost always cases where there is
an unfair labor practice which invalidates
the election. We then have to determine
how the majority which is proven by cards
was obtained, and whether this is the basis
on which the employer should bargain,

At that point, we examine to see whether
the employers were told that this was for an
election only, and, if so told, we will not ac-
cept those cards in proof of majority.

Senator DomIiNicK. Well, the point I am
making once again is the question of
whether or not Congress or the Board should
do something about getting a card which
will not be misleading as far as the employee
is concerned.

Mr. McCurrocH. This is, of course, for
you to determine. To this end I think you
have to look at the incidents of this problem
of ambiguous cards; and what I suggest to
you ls that some of the critics of the Board
have blown up a few cases of misleading
cards and then tried to suggest to you that
is happening all over the place and that you,
with all the obligations that you have on
many fronts, have got to legislate on this
little item.

Now, if you feel you must, the Board will
honor whatever policy declaration you give
it. On the other hand, if you look at the
Board’s administration of the statute in the
large, I think you may find that in perspec-
tive this is not as widespread a practice as
some of our critics say.

Senator DomiNick. Do I understand that
you think the NLRE or the Taft-Hartley
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Act or whatever you call it is satisfactory
the way it 1s with the exeception of the fact
that undoubtedly you feel that 14(b) should
be repealed?

Mr. McCurrocH. In the matter to which
you have been addressing yourself, the
matter of use or the reliance upon cards in
unfair labor practice cases, I think that the
powers you have given the Board are ade-
quate to protect against coercion, to protect
agalnst improper practices, and to permit an
employer who has a good faith doubt to get
access to our secret election process. So, in
terms of those objectives, I find the statute
sufficient as it is.

Let us analyze that for a moment, Mr.
President. Suppose a group of people is
working for a business, and the union
agent comes along and says, “We have
some people who would like to have a
union. We think we could represent you
pretty well. We would like to hold an
election to see whether the majority of
the employees feel that they would like
to have us be their bargaining agent.”

Let us assume that there is no monkey
business. Let us assume that no one is
beating up anybody. Let us assume that
no one's wife is being molested by re-
peated telephone calls and that children
are not being threatened. These things
have happened during the course of labor
battles that have taken place in this
country. Let us assume that everything
is operating on a normal key.

The agent comes in and says, “We
want to have an election. Some of the
members want an election. We think we
have a majority who will sign cards to
give us an election.” 1.

Many of the employees may not feel
that they want that particular union to
be their bargaining agent, but they are
willing to have an election. An election
is the American way. They decide they
can favor an election. Almost all Amer-
icans, all over the country, accept this
kind of philosophy or theory.

So the employees sign cards. All of a
sudden they find that by signing the
cards, something else has happened.
What does the card say? Let me read
it again. In heavy, black print at the
top it reads:

Petition for authorization of NLRB elec-
tions.

That is in large print. Down at the
bottom, in little fine print, which one
has a hard time even seeing, much less
reading, we find:

I authorize you to be my bargaining agent.

That is about as misleading as any-
thing I have ever seen, so far as it con-
cerns the intent in signing the card.

But the Board says, “We do not care.
So long as it also has the word ‘author-
ized’ on it, we are not going to say that
they are entitled to an election. They
have already agreed to that merely by
signing the card. They do not have a
right to a secret ballot, and they do not
have a right to determine what they
are going to do. They do not have any
right.”

So the agent picks up the cards, goes
to the employer, and says, “Here are the
cards of a majority of the employees who
have authorized us to be their bargain-
ing agent. You have no choice in the
matter; neither have the workers.”
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I say, Mr. President, that this is not
the right way to proceed.

We tried to offer an amendment which
would change this procedure. First of
all, we offered an amendment which pro-
vided that there would have to be an
election to determine who would be the
bargaining agent or whether there was
to be a change. That failed.

Then we said we would offer an
amendment which would provide that
wherever the bargaining agent used a
card system, a standard form of card
would have to be used. We designated
the form. If it stated that there had
to be an NLRB election, there had to
be an NLRB election. That amendment
was summarily rejected by members of
the Committee on Labor and Public Wel-
fare on the majority side. We were told,
in effect, “We cannot waste time with
that. We cannot pay any attention to
it.”

I say once again that the effort to
get this bill through committee was an
exercise in power, not an exercise in
legislating for the good of the people.

Returning to my views on the so-called
bill of rights, which we all tried so hard
to have adopted in committee:

3. An amendment was also offered and
rejected which would make union discrimi-
nation on the basis of race, color, religion,
or national origln an unfair labor practlce.
This would bring the enforcement machin-
ery of the National Labor Relations Board
to bear on discriminatory practices in unions.

Mr. President, Senators know as well
as I do that this practice is occurring
day in and day out all over the country.
It has been going on for a long time. I
myself have personally talked with local
leaders, regional leaders, and State lead-
ers of unions. They all say, “We are
doing our best to do something about it,
but it is a difficult problem. We admit
that there is discrimination in our un-
ions. We admit that some of them have
been patronized. But it is a difficult
problem to solve.”

Mr. President, here is one way to solve
it. Make it an unfair labor practice.
Let the NLRB move in and do some-
thing about it. But that proposal also
was summarily rejected by a majority
of the committee. No; they did not want
this in the bill. They said “Heavens, no.
Throw it out. It might irritate some of
the top labor people. Let us not do that.”

Yet today we are trying to provide jobs
for people. We are trying to provide
employment opportunities. We are try-
ing to give the people of the country the
opportunity to earn their own living re-
gardless of their race, creed, or color, as
declared in the Fair Employment Prac-
tices portion of the 1964 Civil Rights Act.
When we tried to implement that por-
tion of the act by including an amend-
ment such as we proposed, it was sum-
marily rejected because it irritated or
bothered some of the labor union bosses.

What would the amendment have
done? It would have brought the en-
forcement machinery of the National
Labor Relations Board to bear against
discriminatory practices in unions. Al-
though the Civil Rights Act of 1964
makes such discrimination illegal, this
amendment would bring into play a
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known and available enforcement proce-
dure to prevent discrimination. Because
of their role in training and apprentice-
ship programs, unions are able to prevent
members of minority groups from receiv-
ing the training they need to rise out
of the condition of abject poverty in
which many of them are mired.

Mr. President, I hope that all friends
of labor and civil rights will join with
me in supporting this simple, yet vitally
important, amendment. If by any mis-
chance the proposed repeal of section
14(b) should reach a point where it is
available for amendment, each of the
amendments to which I have referred
will be offered on the floor of the Sen-
ate by me and many other Senators. We
shall have an open and clear-cut debate
on whether the workingman in this
country is entitled to protection against
labor bosses.

We will keep trying until we get a de-
cision one way or the other. If we do
not succeed this year, we will be trying
again in the future.

What more simple things could we do
than to summarize those points and say:
“You are entitled to work to the best of
your own ability even in a union shop.
If you are going to choose a bargaining
agent, you have a right to have an elec-
tion and a secret ballot. If you are going
to use the card system, the cards should
be accurate and not misleading. There
must be no discrimination.”

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the distinguished Senator from Idaho
without losing my right to the floor.

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

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
the first point of the amendment which
the Senator discussed had to do with the
worker who was forced to join a union
which had a union shop contract under
which the employee could be legally
fined for exceeding the union-imposed
production quota.

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. That is the
first amendment that the Senator sub-
mitted in the committee.

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. That amend-
ment was rejected by the committee.

Mr. DOMINICK. The Senator is cor-
rect. The Republicans supported it
strongly, but we could gain no support
from the other side.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. On Febru-
ary 1, 1966, there was a colloquy on the
floor of the Senate between the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Ervin] and
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. LaUScHE]
dealing with this subject matter. I
would like the Senator’s opinion on this
question.

Senator Ervin said:

A while ago I mentioned a statement con-
tained in a circular which compared compul-
sory union dues to taxes pald by all Ameri-
cans. I do not know of another single
voluntary association in the United States
that has a right to punish a man for dis-
obeying its regulations, just as the United

February 3, 1966

States punishes a criminal for violating the
criminal laws of the Nation.

Does the Senator from Colorado
know of a single other voluntary asso-
ciation in the United States which can
punish its members?

Mr. DOMINICK. I know of none. If
a person violates every rule of a club, he
can be told to get out. However, that is
all that can be done. He cannot be fined.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Senator
Ervin went on to say:

In the case to which I have alluded, the
person was drafted into the union by the
compulsory unionism agreement. Then,
after he was drafted into the union, he
was forbidden by the union regulations
to do more than a certain amount of work,
even to earn extra pay; and when he violated
the union regulation he was fined by a court
established by a court of the union itself—
which, to my mind, is a violation of the
spirit, if not the letter of the old common
law, which holds that no one may be the
judge in his own case. In other words, the
union itself tries the man for producing

more goods than the union regulation per-
mits him to do.

Does the Senator agree with that
statement?

Mr. DOMINICK. I agree with the
very distinguished Senator from North
Carolina on that statement. It is an in-
teresting case. 1 presume that he is
talking about this Wisconsin Motor case.
That is the case on which we were ques-
tioning MecCulloch. The union sets up
its own group to hear grievances against
its own members and then imposes fines
on them when it has laid down the
regulations under which it acts.

It does not create any kind of im-
partial justice.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. The Senator
from Ohio [Mr. LauscHE] asked this
question, and I should like to get the
view of the Senator on it:

Mr. LavscHE. If the union has the right to
fix a maximum that a worker may produce,
does 1t not follow, rationally, that the union
likewise has the right to fix a minimum?

The Senator from North Carolina had
this to say:

Mr. Ervin, Oh, yes. If the power exists,
the power can be exercised elther way. The
National Labor Relations Board has held that
the power to limit the amount that a man
may produce does exist,

I believe that the Senator brought that
up, and I ask him if that is substantially
what he developed.

Mr. DOMINICK. That is very impor-
tant on the point of the amendment we
were talking about, in the colloguy that
we had with Mr. McCulloch when he was
coming up for hearings on his nomina-
tion.

I thank the Senator from Idaho. I
had the opportunity of seeing only briefly
a portion of that colloguy. I had nof
noticed that portion before. I am glad
that the Senator brought it to my atten-
tion. It supports completely what I
have been saying today on the particular
production quota fine. If a union
could say to a man: “You are forced to
join this union shop. You are forced to
join the union. You are forced to pay
dues to the union, otherwise, you cannot
hold your job. You are forced to limit
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the amount of work that you can do,”
the union could place all other kinds of
impositions on its members.

It could, and probably does in many
cases, restrict their freedom of speech.
It could, and probably does in many
cases, restrict their right to make objec-
tions to management, about working
conditions without going through the
union leaders.

Any one of these things would be an
unfair union practice within the union.
The union might force a man out, even
though his rights were guaranteed by
either the State or Federal Constitution.

The minute we start giving these
rights to union people and then uphold-
ing them by a quasi-judicial agency, we
have gone a long way down the road to-
ward saying that a man does not really
have these rights, even though we pro-
claim them.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Is it not true
that the union has rights which Con-
gress would not dare to enact into law?

Mr. DOMINICK. There is no doubt
about that. The only time that we have
ever had a production quota, or price and
wage controls, which is what it really is,
has been during a time of war or during
a time of national emergency when the
President asked for that power and Con-
gress gave it to him. That would be at
a time when the Nation is in jeopardy.
To have that power exist in the course
of everybody’s life on a day-to-day basis
is inconceivable.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Speaking on
that point, the Senator from North
Carolina said:

I believe that such a law would not only
deprive a man of his liberty, but also of his
right to accumulate property.

Mr. DOMINICK. I completely concur.
I am very glad that the Senator from
Idaho brought that point out. Itis most
important.

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. DOMINICEK. The fourth bill of
rights or amendment that I referred to
in my minority views reads as follows:

Direct use of union dues money for sup-
porting presidential, senatorial, or congres-
sional candidates in campaigns is now ille-
gal under title 18, section 610, of the United
States Code. However, labor leaders can and
do use dues money in State and local elec-
tions; and as we all know, it is quite a sim-
ple matter to get around the provisions of
this statute by setting up a separate commit-
tee to support political candidates and other
political causes financed by union moneys.
Under such circumstances, the only remedy
available to a union member is to bring a
lawsuit to get his dues back if he does not
agree with the candidate or the cause being
promoted. This remedy is costly, inade-
quate, and wholly Iimpractical. Forcing
union members to support a political candi-
date makes no more sense than taxing citi-
zens to support one political party. If labor
bosses can force a worker to join a union and
then force him to pay for the support of a
candidate or a cause chosen by those bosses,
we have proceeded to a point nearing dicta-
torship. An amendment was proposed in
committee to provide that the use of union
dues for political purposes would be con-
sidered an unfair labor practice. A second
part of this amendment would have provided
that the Secretary of Labor could prosecute
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a suit on behalf of the aggrieved union mem-
ber. Unfortunately, this amendment was
also voted down.

What does that mean? I believe all
our colleagues know well that under a
union shop, or when a union is the bar-
gaining agent anywhere, whether it be
in a union shop or not, there is a check-
off system on dues. Dues continue to
pour in, flooding into the union treasury,
as long as people are working. Then a
portion of the dues is either siphoned di-
rectly into State and local elections,
which is not illegal in many places, or it
is given to the Committee on Political
Action, COPE, as it is commonly called,
of the AFL-CIO. COPE then uses it in
what is probably as detailed and hard
hitting, as efficient and deliberate a po-
litical campaign on behalf of Federal
candidates as any in the country. I com-
pliment them and say that perhaps its
organization is better than any other
organization in the country. Many
are supported by that organization,
whom the worker himself would not sup-
port by a contribution, and in fact does
not even support at the ballot box. So it
seems something should be done to give
that worker, who is being forced to give
up his money and forced to support a
political candidate with whom he does
not agree, some right to prevent the tak-
ing of his money for these purposes. The
best way to do it is to make it an unfair
labor practice. The proper machinery
has already been set up. We can let the
NLRB do something about it; and we can
get something done under a practical
and efficient method to enable the worker
to prevent the stealing of his money for
a purpose which, as far as he is con-
cerned, is the last thing in the world
he wants it to go for.

I will take back the word “stealing,”
because it is done legally; but it is fore-
ing him to give up his money for this
purpose.

We did not get anywhere with that
amendment. One would think it would
be pretty simple. Looking at it realis-
tically, however, I suppose it probably is
not, since I know a number of Senators
have been supported by COPE from
time to time.

Nevertheless, it would seem that in all
equity, although we may not wish to take
out after COPE, we should at least give
a workingman the right to determine
what is going to happen to his own funds.
I cannot see that that would have any
terrific political implications, but ap-
parently the other side did, because it
was rejected summarily.

These are some of the problems that
we have had. We have had others. As
I have said, we will be bringing these up
from time to time, trying to get some-
thing done about them, in the event that
this measure should come before the
Senate in a form where amendments
can properly be offered.

To continue with my minority views:

A number of other badly needed amend-
ments to our national labor law have been
proposed by Repukblican Senators. All tend
to close some of the loopholes in the ex-
isting labor law, and all are designed to re-
inforce the rights of union members to steer
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the course and policy of their own unions.
All have been rejected and many union mem-
bers are thus left bogged in the existing
power structure.

I find it entertaining, because I used
to receive when the AFL-CIO was
planning meetings in my State many
courteous messages saying, “We will be
glad to hear from you or receive a mes-
sage.”

On most such occasions I would re-
ply, “You not only will receive a message;
I will come and deliver it in person if
I may.”

I attended two or three of their meet-
ings, and talked about some of these
problems. It may be a surprise to some
Senators that it is not very popular with
the union bosses to talk about such prob-
lems, and I do not receive those invita-
tions any more. I have not heard from
the AFL-CIO about their meetings in
perhaps a year and a half. It is some-
what disconcerting, when a person who
is trying to represent an entire State, re-
gardless of political party, and striving
to do a good job, is not even able to com-~
municate with some of the people in his
own State.

Returning to my minority views:

The purpose and impact of these amend-
ments should be made crystal clear. They
are not intended to hinder legitimate labor
goals in any way. They are merely intended
to correct the abuses foisted on the Ameri-
can labor movement by the actions of a small
minority of irresponsible labor leaders. The
amendments will not affect the overwhelm-
Ing majority of responsible labor organiza-
tions which, together with management,
move forward toward a brighter tomorrow
for all Americans. The amendments should
actually make the job of American labor
easier by curtailing the abuses of the few
which have too often stained the reputation
of the many.

Digressing from the minority views
again: I do not believe that I should
mention the particular union, but it is
a big one, a national union, the leader
of which has said privately that he hopes
that 14(b) is not repealed. He says,
“We do not need it. We have a good
union. We treat our people fairly. We
negotiate fairly. We deal with industry
fairly, and we have done a great deal
of good for the working people in that
industry. We do not need it; we feel
that it gives an unfair advantage, in
many instances, and it concentrates
power."”

But he said, “If anyone should ever,
say publicly that I said this, I would
have to deny it, because, with the power
structure within the labor movement as
it is, I cannot afford to have this said
in publie.”

It is too bad that the situation is such
that an important and very able labor
leader should feel that he cannot say
publicly what he feels privately. I be-
lieve that most of the really responsible
labor leaders, have no objection to these
amendments. I frankly do not know
why they did not throw their weight on
the side of the amendments, to try to
take care of their own union members
and their own working people. They did
not—at least, they did not do so pub-
licly.
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In the conclusion of my minority views
Isay:

No one should labor under the misappre-
hension that the controversy that has arisen
over the repeal of section 14(b) is caused by
Republicans. This controversy is simply an-
other problem that has stemmed from intra-
mural strife within the Democratic Party.
One part of the Democratic Party is attempt-
ing to mobilize itself in order to bow with all
due pomp and circumstance to the demands
of some labor leaders so that an election
debt can be repaild. Another part of the
Democratic Party is in the meantime presid-
ing over many of the States that have
adopted the right-to-work laws so bitterly
attacked by their comrades. Thirteen of the
States having right-to-work laws are now
presided over by Democratic Governors and
Democrat-controlled State legislatures.
Only 2 of the 19 right-to-work States are
run by all-Republican State governments.
But a sizable proportion of congressional
Democrats, rather than trying to convince
their colleagues in their State governments,
are trying by congressional edict to end the
right of any State to pass a right-to-work
law. A similar example of the intraparty
warfare that has split the Democratic Party
over the right-to-work issue lies in the fact
that the Democratic President of the United
States has given his endorsement to the re-
peal of section 14(b) while a vast majority
of the Democrat Congressmen from his own
State of Texas and its Democrat Governor
opposed repeal in the House of Representa-
tives. This is not a struggle between the
Republican and Democratic Parties but a
struggle within the Democratic Party itself.
As has happened on many other occasions,
the Republican Party is called on to act as
a responsible mediator between the warring
wings of the Democratic Party and to act
as the responsible activist by protecting the
rights of the citizens of this country to
safeguard thelr freedoms.

Mr. President, that is the end of the
minority views. I wrote them because I
believe it is important that we should
continue to emphasize the fundamental
issues involved in this fight.

Let me enlarge a little on these issues.

Thirteen out of the nineteen right-to-
work States are already controlled by
Democratic governors and Democratic
State legislatures. The Democratic Par-
ty has the power to repeal right-to-work
laws in the several State legislatures.
Yet one State, when it found itself in
that position, did something about it;
namely, the State of Indiana. It re-
pealed the right-to-work law. No other
State has done so. To the best of my
knowledge, not one has tried. If they
wish to obtain uniformity that way, all
the labor leaders would need to do would
be to go to the people of those States and
say, “Repeal your right-to-work laws.
We will get them all repealed, and then
we will have uniformity.”

The people of the States, regardless of
political party, do not wish that to hap-
pen. That is why there has been a na-
tionwide revulsion against the efforts of
the administration to force down our
throats the repeal of section 14(b).

I repeat my view, that the important
and real issue in this great debate tends
to become clouded over and diverted,
ironically, by an oversimplification of the
jssues. Unfortunately, the debate which
has raged continuously all over the
.country, and which undoubtedly exerts
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a strong influence in the conclusions of
many persons, has centered around the
question of whether a union shop is good
or bad for an individual or for labor and
management relations.

This issue is deeply felt and often emo-
tionally handled. The emotional herit-
age derived from those arguments will
undoubtedly influence the result of this
debate. The real issue with which we
are faced is whether Congress should,
by law, abolish the right of a citizen
of a State to reject compulsory union
shops in his State.

It seems to me that we should concen-
trate on this one thing instead of debat-
ing the relative merits—important as
they may be—of the right-to-work law
itself.

Mr. President, I could go on at con-
siderable length, but instead of doing
that, I thought I should show what some
of the editorials and articles in newspa-
pers in my State reflect about this par-
ticular issue.

In Grand Junction, Colo., there is a very
fine newspaper. Grand Junction is the
largest city in the western slope of the
State of Colorado. The editor is a Dem-
ocrat. Here is an editorial entitled
“Right-To-Work Chances,” which he
published in August 31, 1965 and which
I believe will be of interest to the Sen-
ate at this time, as follows:

The repeal of section 14(b) of the Taft-
Hartley Act is having hard sledding in the
U.S. Senate.

The fact that it is makes 1t possible that de-
spite President Johnson’s efforts there is a
chance this legislation will not be passed this

ear.

? What needs to be made crystal clear to all
watching this program is that the immedi-
ate and serious part of the move to repeal
the section is not the issue of the right to
work.

The issue is the matter of the right of the
people of any State to determine for them-
selves—now or in the future—whether or
not they want to establish the prineciple that
a person does or does not have to pay money
to an organization in order to hold a job.

As the law now stands the people them-
selves make this decision. If it is repealed
all laws which have passed giving the peo-
ple of any State the right to choose will be
invalidated.

Just because the debate has quieted down;
just because the House has agreed with the
President on its passage; just because the
headlines have quieted is no reason to aban-
don the battle.

The people still have a stake in the reten-
tion of the Taft-Hartley law intact. If they
become disinterested in the fight which they
lost in the House of Representatives they
will also lose it in the Senate.

Now is the time—when Senators like to
wind up their affairs—to let the Senate know
how the people feel about the repeal of sec-
tion 14(b). The battle is not yet lost.

Mr. President, I believe that this edi-
torial puts, as succinctly and as clearly
as possible, the very point I was making
pbefore, that the real, fundamental issue
is whether Congress should override the
will of the people.

Mr. President, here is another editorial
from the Grand Junction newspaper, en-
titled “Secret Ballot A Must,” dated Sep-
tember 9, 1965:

Whether or not the Congress repeals sec-
tion 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act it must
immediately, this year, consider legislation
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which would require secret ballot voting in
all unions on all union affairs.

There is nothing more basic to freedom
than the secret ballot election. The work-
ingman has as much right to a secret vote
on the management of his union affairs as
any American citizen has to the secret bal-
lot for political elections.

The legislation should require a secret bal-
lot in any election to determine what a ma-
jority in a union shop favors in a bargaining
agent. It should require secret ballots for
all elections, all decisions on policy and cer-
tainly on all strike questions.

Certification of a union as the bargaining
agent for a group of employes should not be
made on the basis of signatures to cards.
When it is, pressures can be used to obtain
any sort of a decision the powers at the top
desire.

Safeguards for the rank and file of labor
were never more urgently needed than they
are now. Repeal of section 14(b), if it comes,
will make such safeguards even more neces-
sary.

Ratification of any union shop agreement
by secret ballot is the very least that Con-
gress can provide in the way of protection for
the workingman and, indirectly, the public.

Mr. President, those are two excellent
editorials which come directly to the nub
of the question. They bring out the
points which we have tried to present
in committee, but which were summarily
rejected by the majority of the commit-
tee. They also bring out the point I
have been discussing today, namely, the
need for a bill of rights for the working
man in labor.

There are many other excellent edi-
torials on this subject. Here is another
one from the Grand Junction newspaper
which I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the ReEcorp. It is dated Sep-
tember 13, 1965, and is entitled “Call to
Arms.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER
MonToYA in the chair).
tion?

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

[From the Grand Junction (Colo.) Sentinel,
Sept. 13, 1965]

CALL TO ARMS

Senator EvERETT DmmEsEN has decided to
buck the passage of legislation which would
repeal section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act.
His announcement was something in the
nature of a call to arms., Whether he can
rally the senatorial support needed to defeat
the legislation will depend largely on how
well the American public responds.

There is not yet anything certaln about
the legislation being passed. Senator DIRK-
SEN may be just making a last minute ges-
ture to save his own and his party's faces,
but it is more likely that he actually sees a
chance to stop the repeal.

The legislation is not popular in Congress.
Nothing but the general apathy of the pub-
lic and huge pressures of organized labor
have made it possible for the bill to get this
far. Mail from the general public has been
running more than 5 to 1 against repeal.

People are beginning to see how unfalr,
unreasonable, and actually dangerous the re-
peal of section 14(b) would be both to the
rank and file of organized labor and to the
national economy.

There is little enough control over the
hoodlum gangsters in some labor unions to-
day. There is little enough protection for
the general public against uncontrolled pow-
er-seeking union leaders. Repeal of 14(b)
would only increase the lack of control and
lessen the protection.

(Mr.
Is there objec-
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It isn't always possible to wish Senator
DirseN luck. In this instance we believe
that wishing him luck is not enough. The
people who will be vitally affected by the
passage of the repeal legislation should
strongly—and in writing—back him and his
colleagues, including Colorado’s Senators, in
their battle.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, going
now from the western slope to the east-
ern slope of Colorado, we look to the
great Denver metropolitan area.

Here is an editorial which appeared in
July of last year, in the Rocky Mountain
News, a very fine member of the Scripps-
Howard papers. It is titled “14(b) Safe-
guards for Workers."”

It reads as follows:

It now appears evident the administration
has the votes both in House and Senate to
repeal section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act,

Before that happens, the leadership should
take a look at proposed safeguards for rank-
and-file workers who may be forced to join
unions once repeal takes effect.

One of these would require ratification
by secret ballot of any union shop agreement,
in place of the present arrangement under
which the union simply shows signed pledge
cards representing a majority of workers in
a plant,

This makes considerable sense. If a con-
tract is to bind every employee to pay union
dues whether he likes it or not, is it too
much to ask for a secret ballot to make sure
the union at least has majority support?

So does the proposal for tighter restric-
tions on use of union funds in politics. The
Supreme Court has ruled that a union mem-
ber’s dues cannot be used for political pur-
poses against his will. But in practice,
without specific legislation, it is almost im-
possible for an individual worker to get his
money back.

Also meriting serlous consideration are
curbs on union disciplinary powers over
“forced” members and a ban on union shop
contracts where raclal discrimination is
practiced.

Proponents of repeal deny it will result
in any “enslavement” of workers by union
leaders. They should write into the law
guarantees to make sure they're right.

The problem is that not only did they
not write it into the law; they refused,
in committee, to even have it considered
as a part of the law.

These particular editorials take up
each of the points that I have discussed
today. Heavens knows, there are many
more of them.

Here is one from the Denver Post, the
other great metropolitan newspaper of
Denver. This one is dated as early as
May. It is headed: “Wrong Time for
Section 14(b) Repeal.”

It reads:

President Johnson has touched off what is
likely to be a bitter fight in Congress with
his call for repeal of section 14(b) of the
Taft-Hartley Labor Relations Act.

The rather perfunctory way in which he
asked for repeal—in one paragraph near the
end of his recent labor message—suggests his
heart is really not in it. And we think his
instinct is quite sound.

For he has created a nationwide consensus
on domestic matters which is serving the Na-
tion well, getting through Congress many
long-needed measures to Improve the quality
of the Nation's life.

Now he is endangering his relations with
the business segment of that concensus over
an issue which probably is not worth the
trouble it can cause. Yet he was morally ob-
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ligated to give it a try, or risk losing much
of the labor segment of his concensus.

This is a tough spot for a President to be
in, though it's the kind of problem Presi-
dents are paid to solve.

The nub of the situation is that section
14(b) is an anomaly in the law. All the rest
of the Taft-Hartley Act spells out rules for
labor-management relations which are to be
applied uniformly to firms in interstate com-
merce throughout the Nation.

It bans the closed shop—in which a person
must be a union member before he can take
& job; but permits the union shop—in which
an employer may hire anyone he wishes, but
that employee must join the union within a
specified time.

But section 14(b) permits any State which
80 wishes to also ban the union shop, or any
other type of agreement requiring an em-
ployee to join a union,

In principle, this is not good law. The
United States has grown great on uniform
laws for interstate commerce. This is what
makes the United States one vast open mar-
ket for goods produced in any part of it. In
theory, anything disrupting the uniformity
of rules governing that market is bad.

But in practice, no noticeable harm has
resulted from bans in some 19 States on
union shops. As a result, there also has
been no really potent public pressure for a
change.

So what we have is a dual system. Indus-
trialized States go along with the basic
Taft-Hartley Act. Less developed States in
the South and Southwest have tended to en-
act laws prohibiting the union shop—usually
as a lure to get more industry. Some have a
compromise, such as Colorado’s Labor Peace
Act—which requires a 75 percent favorable
vote of employees involved before they can
negotiate for a union shop.

This dual system, we suspect is a tempo-
rary, self-limiting phase. The more indus-
tries less-developed, union shop-banning
States attract, the more voting pressure is
going to develop in those States against the
legal ban on union shops. In the not-too-
long run, we would expect to see most of
those State laws repealed or modified.

Hence, we hate to see this productive Con-
gress disrupted over an emotion-laden issue
which time can best resolve. This seems to
us a poor time to try for flat repeal of section
14(b),

As we sald earlier, Presidents—and Con-
gresses—are pald to solve problems like this.
And they usually have to do it by working
out some compromise.

We might suggest compromisers take a
look at Colorado’s Labor Peace Act. It has
worked rather well in this State. It might
provide a way, short of outright repeal to
settle the controversy over section 14(b).

That is an interesting one, because, as
time went on, and as the debate con-
tinued, the Denver Post became less and
less certain that this was something
which was not of any particular impor-
tance, but that the timing was wrong in
bringing it up.

I have here some of its other editorials.
Here is one dated July 28, 1965, also from
the Denver Post, headed “Strange Bed-
fellows in 14(b) Repeal.”

It starts by saying:

It is too bad the old legislative device of
log-rolling has reared its head in the con-
troversial House vote on repeal of section
14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act. This is a
proposal to nullify the right-to-work laws
which, in 18 States, bar the union shop.

Then it goes on:

The issue is so charged with emotion—not
only by some employers but by people who
believe they should not be forced to join a
union under any circumstance—that repeal
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would be more palatable if it were considered
strictly on its merits.

According to usually credible Washington
sources, it is a strange swap between Mid-
western farm bloc Congressmen and the
northeastern labor bloc which is bringing
14(b) repeal within sight of success.

The administration’s farm bill—attacked
widely by bakers, unions, and consumer
groups—is none too popular because it is
expected to boost the price of bread to con-
sumers.

Many big city lawmakers are thus cool to
this bread tax. But they also want to please
their union constituents so they're scratch-
ing the farm bloc's itch for higher farm
support prices. In turn, the farm bloc is
providing what one source called “a vital 25
votes™ for the 14(b) repeal.

That, of course, is politics as it is practiced.
But it is not going to be any monument to
congressional statesmanship, There are a
number of union abuses that need correction
Just as badly as the unions feel they need
the repeal of 14(b). One amendment to the
14(b) repealer, for example, would have re-
stricted the use of union dues for political
purposes. That, as one might guess, got
nowhere,

As we have said before, labor legislation is
an area where national uniformity is good.
But 14(b), in practice, has not worked any
great hardship and has served as a valuable
counterweight in the system of checks and
balances which keeps the relationship be-
tween the unions and the public a healthy
one,

As I say, that was in July; and the edi-
torials grow stronger and stronger as
time goes on. I have several more from
the Denver Post.

Finally, I believe the attitude at the
present time, although I do not know
that we have had an example in the past
few days, may be said to be, “Why does
not the Senate get this matter over with;
they know very well they are not going
to pass this bill; why do they not get
into other subjects which are so impor-
tant to the American people?”

In other words, they are recognizing
that the country as a whole does not
want this legislation. Many union mem-
bers do not want it, and perhaps union
leaders do not want it.

I do not wish to alienate any portion
of my State.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent at this point to have printed in the
REecorp an editorial dated August 31,
1965, from the Denver Post.

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

WEe CAN USE THE RUBLES

President Johnson has announced plans to
allow American wheat to be shipped to Russia
and other Communist nations in foreign ves-
sels, thus opening up a new market for
American grain,

The Russians need the wheat, and we have
the grain—some 800 million bushels in sur-
plus—to sell. The effect can only be good
business for the United States.

Wheat exports to Russia haven't exactly
been forbidden. President John F. Eennedy
authorized such shipments in 1963, but pres-
sure by American labor unions caused him to
modify the order to require half the ship-
ments to be made in American vessels.

This was ridiculous, as most people knew.
American vessels charge about twice as much
to carry freight as do the shipping firms of
other nations. The result was curtailment
of the program; the United States sold only
half as much wheat to Russia as had been
planned.
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For varlous reasons—adverse shipping ar-
rangements with foreign shipping cartels,
but primarily the stranglehold unions have
on U.S. shipping—American ship lines just
aren't competitive. Our merchant marine is
smaller than it was in 1939 when world trade
was much smaller in volume,

President Johnson has thus recognized a
reality in the shipping industry. He has
also made the obvious decision that the
U.S. balance of payments can be helped im-
measurably by allowing large quantities of
wheat to go abroad to Russia and Eastern
Europe.

Such sales of wheat will benefit U.S. farm-
ers. The price received for such wheat may
not be affected much because the subsidized
price of wheat is already higher than the
world level. But greater use of U.S. wheat
may result in greater volume.

U.S. wheatgrowers, by Federal law, are per-
mitted to grow wheat on less than half their
potential acreage. Expanding the market
through sales to the Communists may mean
greater planted acreage.

One thing President Johnson has Injected
into the matter—unnecessarily, we believe—
is the mention of repeal of section 14(b) of
the Taft-Hartley Act as a condition for lift-
ing the shipping ban.

We think the President has broad support
for allowing greater shipments to Russia. It
is, after all, a cash proposition. Polls have
shown the American people favor such sales.

So why tle in 14(b)? The 14(b) repeal,
which would wipe out so-called right-to-
work statutes in nearly 20 States, ought to be
considered on its merits. We think there is
strong opposition to it. Let it then be given
full debate. There is no need to make it ap-
pear that a vital swap is involved when, in
truth, the President is only paying off a
political debt to his labor supporters.

Mr. DOMINICK. I now wish to turn
to articles from other areas.

Here is an article from the Pueblo
Chieftain dated September 14, 1965,
called “Freedom of Conscience?”

FrEepoM OF CONSCIENCE?

The Senate Labor Subcommittee, headed
by Senator Morse, of Oregon, has endorsed
repeal of section 14(b) and additionally pro-
posed an amendment which would, in effect,
make the National Labor Relations Board
and labor officlals the overseers of some
worker's religious beliefs, while pretending
to guarantee “freedom of conscience."”

To be exempt from joining and paying
dues to a labor union, under the amendment,
a workingman would have to: (1) Obtain
“a certificate by the National Labor Relations
Board * * * (that he) * * * holds conscl-
entious objections to membership in any
labor organization based upon his religious
training and beliefs” and, (2) have "timely
paid, in lieu of periodic dues and initiation
fees, sums equal to such dues and initiation
fees to a nonreligious charitable fund exempt
from taxation. * * * designated by the
labor organization.”

This amendment would make the National
Labor Relations Board the high priests of a
workingman’s exemption from joining a un-
ion, while the union leaders would be the
high priests of his redemption for refusing
to do so. The very fact that a Senator would
propose or endorse such an amendment, even
under the pretext of guaranteeing religious
freedom, is evidence that he realizes the
repeal of section 14(b) would deprive the
workingman of freedom in the first place.

The editorial support that we have
witnessed in various places around the
State is of extraordinary significance to
me. It is significant to me that news-
paper editorials have been so nearly
unanimous in saying that we should do
something about these amendments if

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

something is to be done about section
14(b). But they do not believe section
14(b) should be changed.

I believe there are more editorials.
Here is one from the Colorado Springs
Gazette-Telegraph, dated January 3,
1966, entitled “Union Seeks Voluntar-
ism.”

The American Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers is to be commended for its stand
on voluntary unionism.

This new group of electricians is asking
President Johnson to reverse his stand on
repealing section 14(b) of the Taft-Hart-
ley Act which permits States to have so-
called right-to-work legislation.

More than 500 members of the union have
signed the appeal, which said:

“We as union members, believing in strong
unions and the freedoms guaranteed by the
Constitution, support voluntary unionism
and the right of every State to decide for
itself whether it shall permit compulsory
unionism.”

This is a step in the right direction.
Perhaps now the realization will come that
the Government, at any level, has no busi-
ness interfering in any way with worker
and employer relations. States do not have
rights; only individuals do.

Chester E. Jensen, business agent, said the
ABEW recognize unions should exist for the
welfare of the union members rather than
for the union officials, and that voluntary
unionism forces union officers and agents
to consider and work for those things that
the members feel are in their best in-
terests.

He added that “there is a need for greater
and more sincere cooperation between labor
and management. One cannot prosper with-
out the other, and we feel that with the ab-
sence of blackjack methods, greater gains can
be made for the workers without at the
same time injuring the economy as a whole.”

This new union which is not affiliated with
the AFL—CIO certainly is to be commended
for standing up for the principle of volun-
tary membership.

While we do not think right-to-work laws
are the final answer to the problems of em-
ployers and employees, we belleve it gives
workers some chance to regain control over
how their unions are to be run.

It is interesting to note some of the
points which I discussed earlier. The
Senator from Idaho [Mr. Jorpan] has
been kind enough to remain in the
Chamber while I have been discussing
this subject. I am certain the Senator
recalls that I said a good number of union
members did not want section 14(b) re-
pealed because they felt that section 14
(b) was of help to them in maintaining
control over their own union officers.

I have a good many other editorials.
I have editorials from almost every sec-
tion of the State. I am certain that if
we continue in this determined effort to
educate everyone on the real problems
concerning this bill, I shall have an op-
portunity to speak in the Senate again
and discuss some of the problems.

I do not wish to speak further at this
time because I believe that enough of
one voice in one day is probably advis-
able. I shall have another opportunity.
I assure Senators and anyone else who
reads the ReEcorp that if we ever reach
the pont where amendments are offered
to the bill, I shall be fighting for the
amendments which I discussed today. I
will be fighting to get a record vote on
it so that we can determine whether or
not the Senate intends to protect the
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labor leaders and also try to do some-
thing for the workingman within the
unions.

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. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

NEED FOR DEBATE ON VIETNAM
WAR

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I intend
to comment on two points, and then to
renew the suggestion of the absence of
a quorum, because the Senator from
Colorado [Mr, DominNick] advises me
that it was his intention to obtain a live
quorum so Senators might be advised in
that regard.

I ask the Senate to give its most se-
rious consideration to the question of
whether there should be a debate in Con-
gress on the purpose and policy of US.
participation in the actions in Vietnam,
the so-called Vietnam war. In my judg-
ment, we have most intelligent light cast
on that subject by a column, written by
Mr. Walter Lippmann, one of the most
respected commentators in this country,
from today’s New York Herald Tribune.
I ask unanimous consent that it be print-
ed at this point in the REcorbp.

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

In A Deap-END STREET
(By Walter Lippmann)

In saying that under the joint resolution
of August 7, 1964, he has full authority from
Congress “to take all necessary steps” in
Vietnam, the President left himself in the
position of a man relying on the letter of
the bond, regardless of what it meant at the
time it was written. There is no doubt that
that language of the resolution gives him a
blank check. But there is no doubt also
that when the blank check was voted in
August 1964, it was voted to a man engaged
in a campaign for the Presidency against
Senator Goldwater, who was advocating sub-
stantially the same military policy that Presi-
dent Johnson is now following. Therefore,
if laws are to be interpreted in the light
of their legislative history, the President
is without legal and moral authority to fill
in the blank check of August 1964, with
whatever he thinks he ought to do in 1966.

It is, of course, impossible to rescind the
resolution of August 1964. But as a matter
of fact the actions of the administration go
far beyond the original meaning of the res-
olution of 1964. This is the positive reason
why the objectives and the conduct of the
greatly enlarged war should be examined
and debated before we are led into a still
greater war.

It ought not to be necessary to press this
point in a country dedicated to government
by due process of law. A President who
finds that his powers are challenged by re-
sponsible leaders of his own party and of
the opposition would not refuse debate. He
would not pretend that briefings are a sub-
stitute for debate. He would insist upon de-
bate and welcome it. For only by refusing
to rely upon the letter of the law would he
be acting according to its spirit.
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It is wrong to keep using the blank check
while many of those who voted for it in
1964 now say—and historically they are in-
dubitably right—that the resolution does
not mean what the President is making it
mean in 1966. It is also unwise to stretch
the letter of the law this way. For the coun-
try is deeply and dangerously divided about
the war in Vietnam, and in the trying days
to come this division will grow deeper if the
President rejects the only method by which
a free nation can heal such a division—re-
sponsible and informed debate.

There are two principal difficulties in hold-
ing such a debate. About one of these we
hear a great deal; namely, that our adversary
will take heart from the speeches and news-
paper articles and be confirmed in his view
that the United States will not stay the
course but will pack up and go home. Un-
doubtedly the dissent here at home does
give comfort to the enemy abroad.

But the remedy for this disadvantage can-
not be to sllence dissent. For the dissent
cannot be silenced. It would be a delusion
to suppose that this dissent has its source
in the minds of a few Senators and of some
publicists. It has its source among a great
mass of the American people who simply are
not persuaded that the war in Vietnam is in
fact the defense of a vital interest of the
United States.

Nations do not fight indefinitely if they
are not convinced that their own vital inter-
ests are at stake. Although the Korean war
began under much better legal and moral
auspices than did our entanglement in Viet-
nam, the American people came to hate the
Korean war. The reason for that was that
they did not belleve that the interests of
America in Korea on the Asian mainland
were great enough to justify the casualties
that were being suffered.

The other prineipal difficulty in uniting
the country behind a national purpose in
Indochina is that the President’s diplomatic
advisers have never defined our national pur-
pose except in the vaguest, most ambiguous
generalities about aggression and freedom.
The country could be united—in the pre-
ponderate mass—on a policy which rested on
a limited strategy and on limited political
objectives. It cannot be united on a policy
of trading American lives for Asian lives on
the mainland of Asia in order to make Gen-
eral Ky or his successor the ruler of all of
South Vietnam. The division of the country
will simply grow worse as the casualties and
the costs increase and the attainment of our
aims and the end of the fighting continue to
elude us,

The revision of our policy in Vietnam—the
revision of our strategy and our political pur-
poses and plans—is the indispensable condi-
tion of a really united country and of an
eventual truce abroad. Gestures, propa-
ganda, public relations, and bombing and
more bombing, will not work. Without a re-
vision of the policy—of our war aims as
stated by Secretary Rusk, of our military
strategy as approved by Secretary McNa-
mara—the President will find that he is in
a dead-end street,

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, with re-
spect to the struggle in Vietnam, I have
not always found myself to be of the
same view as Mr. Lippmann. I said on
the floor of the Senate last Friday, and
repeat now, that the allocation of re-
sources in the presently contemplated
order of magnitude is well worth the
struggle in Vietnam, for, in Vietnam,
we have a real opportunity to save an-
other place for self-determination and
for freedom from Communist dictator-
ship. It can be something of a demon-
stration to Asia of the greater efficacy of
the ways of freedom, in the nature of
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bringing about higher standards of liv-
ing.

But the important thing about Mr.
Lippmann’s piece today, with which I
thoroughly agree, is that he emphasizes,
as I have emphasized, as one who has
supported the President’s policy, that the
President should seek congressional de-
bate by asking for a new resolution.
That we ought to have now. That goes
for those who are supporting the Presi-
dent and those who are opposing him.
Both sides should agree that this is the
thing to do. Most of all, I urge the
President to say that this is his course.

In my judgment, the administration
is making a fundamental mistake in get-
ting into a battle with Congress about
whether Congress should have a debate
on the Vietnam war. The President has
everything to gain in terms of the crys-
tallization of the overwhelming senti-
ment of the country behind him, because
he intends only a limited strategy, lim-
ited political objective, and limited com-
mitments. I believe that is the consensus
of the Nation.

The only conceivable objection, if there
can be one, is that the debate will pro-
duce some contrary views. But contrary
views are being produced by the hour
now. Hanoi, Peiping, and Moscow are
using their propaganda to the full, and
they do not compare with a decisive vote
in favor of American policy that the
Senate and House would debate to that
end. I am confident, and I believe the
President has every reason to be con-
fident, that such a debate would be fruit-
ful.

I hope the President will not let his
personal feeling that the point resolu-
tion passed in 1964 should prevail over
the best statesmanlike judgment—that
the thing to do now is to let Congress de-
bate and vote on this issue.

It is perfectly right that the joint reso-
lution of August 7, 1964, covers tech-
nically the authority which the Presi-
dent is exercising; but as a lawyer, I
know there are cases in which the intent
with which a particular authority was
given may have changed by virtue of
circumstances and thereby requires a
change in the authority. The intent
with which the authority of August 1964
was given, as a reaction to the Gulf of
Tonkin attack, is not the intent which
is being carried out by the President now
in view of the new responsibilities of U.S.
forces in Vietnam now.

The one thing about Vietnam that is
clear is that this is a new ball game.
Again, this analysis by Mr. Lippmann,
representing a position which feels less
strongly that I do about supporting the
President’s policy in this situation, sup-
ports my contention that the administra-
tion is making a serious mistake in re-
sisting what seems to be a broad feeling
in Congress that this issue ought to be
looked into by the committees, debated
by Congress, and voted on. What is
often overlooked is the fact that the
sporadic debate in this Chamber and on
the floor of the House will not lead to
a vote on the issue, a vote which is
needed.

The distinguished senior Senator from
West Virginia [Mr. RanporpH] and I

2037

have introduced a joint resolution of an
affirmative nature which could be the
subject of such a vote. The Committee
on Foreign Relations undoubtedly will
do other things with the joint resolution.
But the present policy, it seems to me, is
the one error that is being made by the
administration concerning Vietnam. I
strongly urge the President to correct
that mistake before there occurs a basie
fissure within the country, which could
develop in view of the fact that although
the consensus of Americans is to sup-
port the President, the majority have a
deep disquiet in their hearts about what
they are supporting.

Finally, I urge the President not to
try to resist the rising tide, but rather
to accord with it, as it is in his best in-
terest to do so. He will come out
stronger and better fortified, and the
country will become more united in this
way.

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New York yield?

Mr. JAVITS. I yield to the Senator
from Colorado.

Mr. DOMINICEK. I appreciate the
courtesy of the Senator from New York
in yielding. I have been concerned over
the same things about which he is con-
cerned. I have been concerned over the
lack of a constructive debate in the Sen-
ate on the Vietnamese issue. Ihave been
concerned about the possible abrogation
of power by Congress, and I am con-
cerned about the question of whether we
are engaging in a war in South Vietnam
even though it is sometimes referred to
by other words. We all know it is war.

I have been concerned about what the
word “win” means, a word which has
been used regularly in various types of
articles. I have been concerned because
the President and his administration
have not spelled out our objectives in
Vietnam. It is imperative that this be
done, if we are to learn what we are
doing and if we are to be united. A de-
bate such as the Senator from New York
is suggesting would be most helpful.

In that connection, I recently had the
opportunity to read two articles pub-
lished in the magazine, the Reporter,
dated January 27, 1966. One article is
entitled “Back From Vietnam,” and was
written by Mr. Edmond Taylor. Mr.
Taylor points out the looking glass logie
that exists among many people in this
connection.

The second article is entitled “The Ho
Chi Minh Trail and Our Thai Buildup,”
written by Mr, Denis Warner. Mr. War-
ner points out the threat to Thailand
and the problems that we and South
Vietnam face from a possible resurgence
of insurrection in Thailand.

These are such interesting articles that
I ask unanimous consent to have them
printed at this point in the REcorb.

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

[From the Reporter, Jan. 7, 1966]
Back FroM VIETNAM
(By Edmond Taylor)

Looking back at the time I spent in south-

east Asia, the remark of a highly qualified

veteran of the struggle against Communist
expansion keeps coming back to mind. “The



2038

basic books for an understanding of the
conflict the United States 1s waging in Viet-
nam,” he told me, "“have been written by
Lewis Carroll and Kafka.” I think an ade-
quate reference shelf should also include
some works of history dealing with the fate
of natlons or governments—France's Fourth
Republie, among others—that became in-
volved in halfhearted wars agalnst whole-
hearted enemies, and possibly a volume or
two of Gibbon on the hazards of trying to
achieve cutrate security by playing one bar-
barian power against another.

My notebooks covering 2 months' travel
and reporting in Vietnam, Laos, and Thailand
are peppered with direct or indirect quota-
tions from U.S. military and civilian authori-
ties in the area reflecting, sometimes almost
in caricature, the through-the-looking-glass
mentality that the war in Vietnam seems to
develop among certain Americans in the em-
battled country itself no less than on cam-
puses or in editorial offices at home. The
ultimate example, I suppose, s contained in
the notes I jotted down immediately after
being subjected to a background briefing on
the Ho Chi Minh trall by an American ex-
pert whom, before I talked to him, I had
assumed to have outstanding qualifications
for discussing the problem: “Amazing talk
briefing followed by free-ranging exchange
with A this morning,” my notes read. “Writ-
ing it up immediately because would begin
doubt own memory if I didn’t. A's view
almost diametrically opposed to consensus
of Westmoreland's staff in Saigon; he agrees
we can and should do more to harass PAVN
[North Vietnamese regular forces] moving
along trall through Laos and Cambodia to
South Vietnam but thinks would not be to
our military interest to block flow completely.
Better to fight PAVN's in South Vietnam at
end of their communication lines than up
north at the country’s border, he argues.
More PAVN's who arrive in South Vietnam,
the more we can dispose of with least effort
and therefore the faster we can convince
Hanol aggression doesn't pay. Sounds almost
convincing way A puts it, but if argument
sound why harass Ho Chi Minh trail at all?
Maybe USOM [U.S. economic assistance or-
ganizations] should set up joint project with
Hanol to surface entire trail; that way they
could move even more PAVN’'s south for us
to deal with.”

It is probably just as well that the rules
governing such briefings—and most of the
talks that a correspondent has with Amer-
ican or other western officlals in southeast
Asia—forbid any close identification of the
source, even by function. The absurdities
that one hears are seldom a reliable index of
the intellectual caliber, professional com-
petence, or patriotic dedication of the official.
Some of the most distressing nonsense I lis-
tened to, especially in Salgon and in Vien-
tiane, came from Americans noted among
their colleagues around the world for cour-
age, integrity, and tough-mindedness. Not
infrequently the speaker does not himself
believe what he is saying, but for reasons of
policy feels that it is his duty to mislead
the press while trying to avold telllng an
outright lie. I strongly suspect, for exam-
ple, that A’s singular approach to the prob-
lem of the Ho Chi Minh trail, perhaps the
key strategic issue of the war in Vietnam,
was simply the result of an instruetion from
some superior authority to try to discourage
correspondents from playing it up at that
time, the time being the eve of the Johnson
peace offensive and of the visit of Soviet Dep-
uty Premier Shelepin to Hanoi.

LOOKING-GLASS LOGIC

The theory—or chimera—that if only we
display enough tact the Soviet Union can
be converted into a de facto ally of the Unit-
ed States in Asia, sharing the military bur-
den of contalning Chinese expansion, espe-
clally in southeast Asia, has a strong hold
on the minds of a number of U.S. officials
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in the area, especially among those with a
New Frontier background. Naturally, those
who believe in the doctrine of the Soviet
counterweight dread any intensification or
extension of the fighting in Vietnam that
might embarrass the Soviet leaders vis-a-vis
the Communist world and thus make it more
difficult for them to cooperate with us in
southeast Asia,

Any stepped-up U.S. military activity in
Laos to interdict the Ho Chi Minh trail is
particularly and explicitly disapproved of by
the people belonging to this school of
thought because, as one of them explalned to
me, the Soviet Union, as a signatory and guar-
antor of the 1962 Geneva accords for the
neutralization of Laos, might take umbrage
if we violated them.

So far Moscow has taken no umbrage over
the more than 1,600 violations of the accords
by North Vietnam as noted by the Interna-
tional Control Commission, and indeed has
preferred not to notice the present substan-
tial though decently camouflaged U.S. mil-
itary activity in Laos. Consequently it is
argued by some hard-minded American dip-
lomats in the theater that a sizable increase
of U.S. military pressure against the trail,
as desired by Gen. William C. Westmoreland,
could be effected without major impact on
our relations with Moscow, provided we con-
tinue to pay lipservice to the fiction of
Laotian neutrality. But the we-can-count-
on-Russia school seems reluctant to accept
any risk, however slight, of offending Soviet
susceptibilities at this time. Hence the ten-
dency to fall back on looking-glass loglc in
assessing the strategic role of the trall. (Ho
Chi Minh's own assessment of it is indicated
by the 10,000 or more crack PAVN troops, not
to mention the 30,000 to 40,000 Pathet Lao
guerrillas, permanently stationed on Laotian
soil to protect the flow of reinforcements for
the Vietcong In South Vietnam from ground
harassment by United States or Royal Lao
forces.)

One of the reasons why proponents of close
cooperation with Soviet Russia in Asia often
sound like Alice—or like a mixture of Alice
and Walter Lippmann—is that there is a
glaring disparity between the avowed vague-
ness of their objectives and the sacrifices, in
terms of American prestige or even of Amer-
ican lives, they appear willing to make in
order to promote them. ‘“Russia is cooperat-
ing with us in India to help India resist
Chinese expansion,” one well-informed
spokesman sald to me, “but of course we
can’'t expect the Soviets to go as far as that
in Hanoi; if they counterbalance Chinese in-
fluence there to some degree it is probably a
gocd thing from our viewpoint, even if it in-
volves intensified Soviet military aid to North
Vietnam. Surely it would be to our long-
term interest if an increased Soviet presence
in southeast Asia led to some reduction in
both the Chinese and the United States
presences there.”

The thesis that an increased Soviet pres-
ence anywhere in Asia is advantageous to
U.S. national interests seems highly de-
batable, especially to someone who, like my-
self, has had the opportunity to see what
the supposed United States-Soviet coopera-
tion in India really implles. There may be
a macabre logic in tolerating increased So-
viet military assistance to North Vietnam,
but it seems stretching reason beyond the
breaking point to accept paralyzing restric-
tions on our conduct of the war in Vietnam
simply to enjoy the privilege of seeing Rus-
slan rather than Chinese bullets kill Ameri-
can soldiers. Yet to date that is the only
tangible benefit anyone can promise from
the enhancement of Soviet influence In
southeast Asia we seem so anxious to en-
courage. If it is true, as some say, that
Moscow has been urging Hanol to adopt a
more flexible attitude toward peace nego-
tiations, no one as yet dares to claim he has

February 3, 1966

detected any reliable signs that Hanoi is
responsive to Soviet advice. Some of the
best qualified U.S. Asian experts doubt seri-
ously that the North Vietnamese leaders
could break loose from China and modify
their present unconditional-victory policy
even if they wanted to.

Occasionally a reporter who listens care-
fully will pick up from certain diplomatic
sources both in the southeast Asian capitals
and Iin New Delhi what appears to be dis-
creet hints of tacit Soviet-United States un-
derstandings on some subjects dating back
to the EKennedy-Ehrushchev meetings in
Vienna in 196l—understandings that go
substantially beyond such public agree-
ments as the test ban treaty banning above
ground nuclear tests or the 1962 Laos ac-
cords. It is just barely conceivable, there-
fore, that the top-secret files of the State
Department and the White House contain
evidence that if it could be revealed might
enable American representatives in Asia to
Justify the hopes some of them seem to place
in cooperation with Moscow as the key to
peace in Vietnam—and throughout this vast
continent—without sounding like the Mad
Hatter. A reporter lacking access to such
evidence, if it exists, can only view with dis-
may what at best appears to be an example
of diplomatic professionalism breaking free
from the gravitational field of 20th century
political reality and orbiting in a universe of
pure fancy.

Some Americans one encounters, notably
in Saigon, seemingly go out of their way to
invent new and totally unnecessary taboos
and purely theoretical dilemmas for them-
selves. One such was the official who, ac-
cording to my notes, was already worrying
last November—somewhat prematurely, it
seemed to me—about the possibility of our
inflicting such a crushing defeat on Ho Chi
Minh that it would sweep away his regime
and cause North Vietnam itself to be swal-
lowed up by China, thereby “b Chi-
nese power down to the 17th parallel, which
clearly would not be to our long-term in-
terests in Asia.” Then there was the senlor
official who has demonstrated his personal
courage and patriotism by voluntarily re-
maining in South Vietnam far longer than
the normal call of duty, but who argued ve-
hemently against bombing Hanol on the
grounds that if we adopted such a course the
Vietcong would no longer feel inhibited in
unleashing all-out terrorism against Amer-
ican installations in Saigon. (Whatever in-
hibitions the Vietcong may have had, they
bombed the Metropole Hotel only a few days
later.)

THE PROBLEM OF THE TRAIL

Perhaps it is impossible to win the strug-
gle in Vietnam-—or even to avoid a humiliat-
ing defeat—unless we abandon the whole
concept of limited war and cast off all the
self-imposed restrictions on its prosecution,
regardless of the consequences. Some of the
rare and generally rather subdued hawks
favor such a course. Others, by no means
dovelike in their opposition to Communist
expansionism, fear that through reckless
escalation of the Vietnam war we might
blunder—at a time and place of the enemy’s
choosing—into a major conflict with China.
Moreover, these Americans say, unlimited
expansion of the war in Vietnam—or a policy
of uninhibited frightfulness in waging it—
is not necessary to achieve our essential ob-
jectives there. Some hard decisions may yet
have to be taken, they admit, and some care-
fully calculated risks accepted; all that is
needed is for the military to display some ini-
tiative and imagination in applying the di-
rectives they have already been given and
in utilizing the resources now at their
command.

Whether it is altogether fair to blame the
Military Establishment for what strikes an
impartial observer as the undeniably brass-
bound conduct of the war is hard to say.
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It would certainly be unfair to pin the blame
personally on General Westmoreland, one of
the most hobbled and politically harassed
grand captains in the history of warfare,
who must shoulder the essential responsibil-
ities of a theater commander without hav-
ing the traditional authority of one. The
problem of the Ho Chi Minh trail illustrates
some of the deficiencies of our approach,
Westmoreland and his staff are said to be
convinced that more effective measures than
the bombing attacks we were making regu-
larly before the Johnson aerial truce are
needed to choke off the flow of Vietcong re-
inforcements from North Vietnam (now esti-
mated at more than 2,600 a month). The ob-
vious place to cut the trail (actually a com-
plex of roads, trails, and waterways) is where
it runs through Laos, though some T.S. ex-
perts in Saigon attach almost as much stra-
tegic importance to the Communist bases
and supply line in eastern Cambodia.

To seal the route totally and in relative
safety by conventional means would imply
planting several U.S. divisions in one of the
wildest jungles of Asia. The logistic prob-
lem of maintaining so considerable a force
would itself be tremendous. It is therefore
understandable, if not quite excusable, that
military spokesmen in Saigon sometimes pre-
fer to lead correspondents on conducted
tours through the looking glass by simul-
taneously boasting to them about the effec-
tiveness of our air attacks on the Ho Chi
Minh trail (which actually seem to have had
very little effect) and wringing their hands
over the steady increase In military traffic
along the trall since the attacks began.

Yet there are various less conventional
solutions to the problem of the trail which,
though neither completely effective nor
wholly without risk, might be worth consid-
ering: hit and run commando ralds on de-
pots and staging areas, intermittent harass-
ment from secure jungle bases, and air
cavalry sweeps, to mention a few. By the
imaginative use of the fantastic detection
devices of various sorts avallable to our
Armed Forces, which, thanks to the tech-
niques of alr-ground cooperation, have been
raised to a new pitch of efficiency during the
Vietnam war, it is possible today to conceive
of long-range operations behind the enemy
lines in jungle country whose audacity would
have left a Wingate breathless. But au-
dacity implies risk, and the boldest American
commander, given the present confused state
of American opinion and the irresponsible
attitude of part of the American press, would
scarcely dare to risk even a U.S. battallon
on an operation, however attractive strate-
gically, that with bad luck might turn into
what some headline writers would be likely
to call an American Dienbienphu.

BATTLING THE CLOCK

Our reluctance so far to move against the
privileged Vietcong sanctuary in Cambodia
is less excusable, for neither the logistic nor
the political difficulties to be overcome are
really serious. The recent public announce-
ment here that a so-called free Cambodian
maquis was beginning to operate in Cam-
bodia may indicate that at long last the
problem is being dealt with. It should be
no great problem to discover in South Viet-
nam a sufficient number of free Cambodian
volunteers to clean out the North Vietnamese
occupation force that has established itself
in eastern Cambodia (whether with or with-
out the explicit permission of Prince
Sthanouk is not quite clear). Covertly ar-
ranging maritime and fluvial mishaps of
various kinds for the ostensibly neutral ves-
sels that have been smuggling arms into both
Cambodia and South Vietnam should be
even easler., (And while we are at it, 1t
might be useful if the Salgon government
would give dispensation to some freedom-
loving Montagnard rebels in the remoter
fastnesses of North Vietnam who would claim
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the same recognition at an eventual peace
conference that Hanol demands for the Viet-
cong rebels in South Vietnam.)

Both our military and political authoritles
in Vietnam—and to some extent throughout
southeast Asia—often give the impression of
lacking political realism through failure to
take time into account as a key psychological
factor in our strategy for the war. U.S. civil-
ian experts talk glibly about the need for the
American people to face a generation of con-
flict in southeast Asia, and the military ex-
perts give one the impression that no decisive
operations can be launched before the end
of the present U.8. troop bulldup—assum-
ing that it continues as planned—some time
next winter. By then it seems only too likely
that the enemy will be more numerous and
better armed than he is today, and the Amer-
ican people more war weary than they are
now—unless someone in the meantime has
been able to offer them a realistic and there-
fore convincing program for ending the
struggle honorably, at an acceptable cost
and within a reasonable span.

The one task we cannot shirk in Vietnam
is finishing the job we committed ourselves
to in the eyes of Asia to complete: that of
effectively putting a stop to all North Viet-
namese military intervention in South Viet-
nam's civil war. Any betrayal of this self-
imposed mission, however camouflaged by
worthless international guaranties, illusory
controls, and fallacious free determination,
would irretrievably damage our prestige, our
honor, and even our national integrity. If
we abandon our Vietnamese allies—for they
are that, whatever their faults, and they have
been faithful in their fashion—while they
are the victims of outside aggression, we shall
never find any others in Asia, or probably
anywhere else.

To avert such a consequence, we should
mobilize all the power necessary to crush the
enemy’s resistance and achieve a rapid, clear-
cut victory. The longer the present looking-
glass war in southeast Asia goes on, the
greater the likelihood that it will lead either
to a catastrophic and dishonorable peace or
to a general conflagration.

[From the Reporter, Jan. 7, 1966]

THE Ho CH1 MiNH TrRAIL aND OUrR THAI
BuUIiLbUP

(By Denis Warner)

Banegrok —“Within 3 hours of their arrival
here by air we could have the troops on the
road with everything they need in the way
of equipment.” The briefing officer from the
7th U.S. Maintenance Battalion spoke with
pride as he showed me around the supply
depot in Eorat, Thailand. With a minimum
of publicity and what appears to be maxi-
mum efficiency, this little-known, and de-
pressed economic and political center of the
15 backward northeastern Thai provinces has
become a military base with impressive of-
fensive and defensive potentials.

The tanks, the amphibious carriers, the
trucks, and jeeps are loaded and ready to
go. The guns are hitched to their carriages.
Under a huge tent inflated by compressed air
I counted more than a hundred jeeps. They
occupied only a small part of the 176,000
square feet of covered space available. There
are another 144,000 square feet of semiper-
manent installations providing controlled-
humidity storage space. There are miles of
water and oil pipelines, and Immense stacks
of barbed wire. Complete bridge units are
loaded on trucks. There are rallway ties and
ralls, ammunition, guns—the lot.

The amount of supplies is secret, but there
is enough to keep the Tth Maintenance Bat-
talion busy full-time. “You can say that we
have more than 41,000 tons of equipment
valued at $50 million if you like,” the briefing
officer told me. “Or you might say that we
have more than enough for a battalion and
less than enough for a division.! An edu-
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cated guess suggests that the higher estimate
may well be conservative, but in any event
the materiel now available is primarily of
symbolic importance. Impressive as the
buildup is, it is overshadowed by the emer-
gency program now underway that within
a few months will multiply Eorat’s military
potential and, if need be, permit expansion
of the already established control unit, the
9th U.8. Logistical Command “B,” to its full
capacity of between 365,000 and 65,000 support
troops and a field force of 100,000 combat
troops.

As a base, Korat still suffers from many
handicaps. Improved rail communications
and the construction of the Friendship High-
way in 1958 halved the travel time to and
from Bangkok. But Bangkok is itself a
bottleneck, Four-fifths of Thailand’s ex-
panding foreign trade through its
inadequate port facilities, and it cannot cope
with the operational needs of a “B"-category
U.8. logistical command.

To meet the situation, the United States
is building a new military airfield, port, and
over-the-beaches landing zone at Ban Sat-
tahip, about a hundred miles south-south-
east of Bangkok. Existing roads and rail
lines between Ban Sattahip and EKorat are
being improved and the 538th Engineer Bat-
tallon is completing a 163-mile direct all-
weather route between the two bases through
the rugged limestone hills that skirt the
southern rim of the Korat plateau. The
road is scheduled to be fully operational in
March, *“If you think Camranh Bay is im-
pressive, go to Sattahip about the middle of
the year and see what is doing there,” one
American officer told me. ‘“‘There has never
been another military pipeline quite like
this.”

Along with these urgent road-construction
projects, which by unofficial estimate will
cost more than $100 million this year, the
379th U.S. Signal Battalion, with headquar-
ters in Korat, is erecting communications
equipment to link northeast Thailand with
Vientiane, Bangkok, and Saigon. Permanent
long-range installations have already been
built at Eorat and Ubon, a U.S. Alr Force
fighter-bomber and Australian fighter base.
Elsewhere, scatter-radio sets that provide
24 channels and 16 teletype circuits are being
replaced by improved heavy-duty units, able
to operate over as many as 60 channels and
at a much greater range.

Though none of this information is re-
garded as sensitive, United States and Thal
authorities are much more touchy on the
question of the development and use of air-
fields in the northeast. As everyone in the
area 1s well aware, however, airfield develop-
ment has not lagged; the bomb-laden planes
constantly taking off from Korat and Ubon
for Laos and Vietnam are not engaged in
routine training missions. The runway at
Eorat is more than 2 miles long, and even
bigger ones are planned for the new alirfleld
at Ban Sattahip. All three will be able to
handle the largest U.S. bombers and trans-
port planes.

A HANDFUL OF DISSIDENTS

Thanks to the Rusk-Thanat agreement of
1962 on U.S. bilateral (as well as collective)
responsibilities under SEATO, and to Wash-
ington’s demonstrable determination to hon-
or its pledges in southeast Asia, Thalland
has become a highly cooperative ally. It is
also a threatened one. Though Marshal Chen
Yi's promise that 1965 would see the out-
break of revolutionary war in the country
went unfulfilled, there is no doubt that the
creation of an insurgency situation in the
northeast is a matter of priority for Hanol
and Peiping. A Thal Government report on
November 26 that 24 police agents had been
murdered in an upsurge of Communist ter-
rorism was followed on December 15 by the
announcement in Pelping of the merger of
the Thalland Independence Movement and
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the Thailand Patriotic Front, both Peiping
creations and both pledged to the “patriotic
struggle” against the Thal Government and
the United States.

It has been 12 months since Peiping first
announced the existence of the front and
the movement, and so far neither appears
to have made significant progress. Their
leadership is confined to a handful of Thal
left-wing dissidents living in Peiping. Two
of the best known are Mongkon Nanakorn,
who was imprisoned in Thailand for Com-
munist activities in 1953 and released 2 years
later, and Phayom Chulanont, a former mem-
ber of Parliament, who left the country in
1963. Phayom went as the “Thal delegate”
to the Afro-Asian People's Solidarity Con-
ference in Ghana last May, and Monkgon led
a “Thai trade-union delegation” to the In-
ternational Trade Union Solidarity Confer-
ence at Hanol in June. But speculation con-
tinues in Bagkok that the merger may mean
that Peiping has given orders for an advance
in Communist timetables in the northeast,
and especially in the heavily infiltrated prov-
ince of Nakhon Phanom, which is conven-
iently close to Communist Pathet Lao cen-
ters of activity around Thakhek across the
Mekong in Laos.

Still, the size and form of the American
buildup at Korat suggests that it is not only
intended for use against the sort of insur-
gency situation that might conceivably de-
velop. To fight such a war of national
liberation successfully, Thailand must cope
with the problems of administration, police
intelligence, and, in the longer haul, social
and economic programs. It is difficult to
see how the commitment of American mili-
tary power on the scale of the Ban Sattahip-
Korat preparations would be appropriate or
even useful for those purposes.

Any meaningful U.S. contingency planning
would, of course, have to take into account
the possibility, however remote, of a Chinese
or Vietminh diversionary attack against
Thailand. As a base for meeting such an
attack, Korat has many disadvantages.
Though the town itself is often called the
gateway to the northeast, it is both remote
and geographically isolated from the north,
the one part of Thailand in which Chinese
action might be expected or is even possible,
For several years Chinese roadbuilders have
been active in Yunnan Province and beyond.
Chinese military engineers built a road from
Yunnan into the Laotian province of Phong
Saly, where Gen. Khammouane Bhoupa, the
local military commander, has long acted in-
dependently of both the Pathet Lao and
Royal Lao elements and in close collabora-
tion with the Chinese, Another Chinese road
runs from Yunnan to Nam Tha. As the
rightist Gen. Phoumi Nosavan discovered in
1962, the road from Nam Tha to Ban Houel
Sal on the Mekong River border is quite
suitable for the rapid movement of troops.
But to counter such a threat on the ground,
Korat is located in the wrong place, both
tactically and on the basls of existing lines
of communiecation.

It is much better sited as a shield for de-
fensive operations against a Pathet Lao-Viet-
minh incursion through the northeast. Of
all contingencies, howevar, this is least likely.
A second front in northeastern Thailand
would be useful to the Vietminh, but not if
it Involved a diversion of their own resources
and brought Thailand directly into the war.
Even so, the big U.S. buildup at Korat repre-
sents an important psychological reassurance
to the Thais. Over the longer term it could
also serve as a major supply base for U.S.
forces in southeast Asia, ready to back up
the function of Camranh in an emergency.

ROAD MAP TO VICTORY

It is difficult to escape the thought that
the EKorat base and its enormously costly
link to Ban Sattahip could also provide a
potential jumpingoff point to counter Viet-
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minh use of the Ho Chi Minh Trail in Laos.
This possibility has certainly not escaped the
attention of Russian, North Vietnamese, and
other diplomats in Vientiane.

Air action against North Vietnam and the
Ho Chi Minh Trail during the past 12 months
has had the contradictory effect of both exac-
erbating the problems facing the Vietminh
cadres and main-force units moving south
and at the same time stimulating this flow.
Now, more than ever before, the trail is a
significant factor in the war. The movement
of supplies along its maze of bridle paths,
tracks, and roads is probably small enough
to be relatively unimportant; but the volume
of manpower (even if Saigon’s estimates of
the increased dry-season flow are exagger-
ated) 1s such that it threatens to nullify the
best of efforts in South Vietnam.

The increasing U.S. air capablility in Thai-
land and Vietnam and the recent use of
Guam-based B-52's points to heavier bomb-
ing of the trail. Yet experience here and in
Eorea suggests that interdiction from the air
is simply not possible. The ingrained Viet-
cong fear of defoliation by chemical spray
could conceivably be exploited to add to the
fears and the perils of the route, but at best
this would be no more than a harassment.
Small-scale commando actions would have
the same effect, and would inevitably prove
costly. The regions through which the trail
passes in Laos are sparsely populated, but, to
the Vietcong's enormous advantage, the lo-
cal tribesmen's loyalty to them is complete,
especially in the wilderness of southeastern
Laos.

Despite seemingly effective landslide bomb-
ing missions, the Vietcong have continued
to use two main entry routes into Laos from
North Vietnam, the Mu Gia and Nape Passes.
Two roads, including one newly built, run
south to the main staging post of Tchepone
on Route 9. A third access route crosses
the demilitarized zone in the Vietcong-domi-
nated northwestern region of South Vietnam
and picks up Route 9.

Route 9 is critical. Deny it to the Vietcong
and the trail is out. But this is neither
tactically nor logistically feasible in an op-
eration mounted exclusively in South Viet-
nam. The 1st ARVN Division in Quang Tri
Province, at the eastern end of Route 9, is
experienced and effective. While its suc-
cesses in recent months have been outstand-
ing, it cannot by itself consolidate its gains
in the immensely difficult terrain where Route
9 crosses the Laotian border. To perform
this limited task, which would at most deny
the Vietcong only one of the three main lines
of communication from North Vietnam into
Laos, would not only require substantial re-
inforcement but would tax the logistical
capabilities of the American and Vietnamese
forces at Hué and Danang. But to attempt a
more substantial operation from bases on
the coast would be next to impossible.

A more obvious threat to the Ho Chi Minh
Trail could be directed through Pakse and
Savannakhet in western Laos, where the going
is much easler. Provided that northeastern
Thailand does not erupt into full-scale in-
surgency, the lines of communication would
be secure. Moreover, the new supply route
from Ban Sattahip through Korat would re-
lieve South Vietnam of the major logistical
strain of an operation that could eventually
require three or more divisions.

It may be argued that such an operation
would destroy all that remalns of the 1982
Geneva Agreement on Laos. The political
issues involved the reaction of both Vientiane
and the Soviet Union and could present
problems. It has, however, long been ap-
parent that North Vietnam signed that agree-
ment only to safeguard its own unlawful and
vital corridor to South Vietnam. So far, the
preservation of the fiction of Laotian neu-
trality and noninvolvement has been useful
in maintaining relative tranquillity in Vien-
tiane. But to those in the field who favor
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such an operation, this consideration is
hardly a match for the issues at stake in
Vietnam and the frustration of the American
effort threatened by the continued and ex-
panding use of the Ho Chi Minh Trail. To
these men, the questions that matter are
whether there is demonstrable evidence that
the North Vietnamese have abrogated the
Geneva Agreement by their use of the Ho
Chi Minh Trail, whether the reinforcements
using the trail are of major significance in
the Vietcong war effort, and finally, whether
ground action against the trail would prove
effective.

There can be no doubt about the answer
to the first two questions. As for the third,
many responsible military men believe that
the difficulties to be overcome would be re-
warded by the results. It is, therefore, not
inconceivable that Korat, already a psycho-
logical threat to the Vietminh, may even-
tually be invested with a major role in future
U.S. offensive plans in South Vietnam.

Mr. DOMINICK, Mr. President, after
we have had an opportunity to review
these articles, I think a debate on the
resolution of the Senator would be very
helpful.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am very
grateful to the Senator for his interces-
sion and for the very interesting articles
from the Reporter magazine which I
know will be helpful to our review.

Mr. President, it requires time and
attrition sometimes to have light break
through to the real point. The point that
I am pressing upon the President of the
United States is—and this is the light
that I hope will break through to his con-
sciousness—the fact that this will help
and not hurt. It is not in derogation of
the authority that he has been exercis-
ing. It is no reflection on his authority
to conduct foreign affairs.

The President himself demonstrated
that he wanted and needed to have the
partnership of Congress by asking for
the resolution of August 1964. Now that
there is a new ball game, why does he not
ask again and get the same fortification,
the same strength, and the same sub-
stantiality so that he cannot be chal-
lenged on the ground of illegality, as has
been done, or challenged on the ground
that he is using authority for a purpose
which was never intended, for a new pur-
pose, for a new escalation of the struggle.

I believe that everything is to be
gained and nothing is to be lost, beyond
what has been already lost by furnishing
food for the propaganda mills in Hanoi.

The strength that can be afforded to
our freedom and its decision far out-
weighs any minor disadvantage of any
character.

As one who has supported the Presi-
dent, I hope that before it is too late, in
terms of graver disquiet than presently
exists, we can have a congressional
debate.

I can understand why the congres-
sional committees, representing the ma-
jority, have been unwilling to have this
debate so far unless the President should
ask for it. Would it not be better for
the President to ask for this resolution,
as he did in August of 1964, than to be
forced to it? The committees would
take the ball and run with it. That is
what can result in view of the gathering
storm in Congress, not because of the
war in Vietnam, but because of the ap-
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parent feeling of the President that Con-
gress should not have an opportunity to
debate and vote on the issue.

I urge the President to seek the benefit
of this debate.

Mr. President, to intellectual men—
and the President is an intelligent
man—rthe proudest words in the English
language are: “I am persuaded.”

I hope very much that the President
may invite debate in this matter in view
of the feelings of so many who thor-
oughly support him in terms of what he
is trying to do and in terms of the free-
dom and safety of our Nation and of the
world.

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
while I have not heard everything that
the Senator has said, I believe that he is
proposing a discussion on the floor of the
Senate in regard to the Vietnamese
situation.

Mr. JAVITS. I say that the President
should come to us again, as he did in
August 1964, for a resolution on Vietnam.
I say that as a supporter of the President.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
as a member of the Committee on Armed
Services, and as a member of the Appro-
priations Subcommittee, I point out that
the authorization and appropriation
bills must come before us within the next
2 or 3 weeks.

It would seem to me that there would
be a very full discussion not only of the
subject matter of the bills, but also of
the entire problem that faces the Presi-
dent and ourselves.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator knows that there is no one whom I
respect more than I do the senior Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. Yet, I do not
believe that the discussion and debate
which will be engendered, as it will be, by
the authorization and appropriation
bills, will be quite opposite to what the
Senator from Colorado [Mr. DomINIcK]
and other Senators, myself included, are
talking about.

The authorization and appropriation
bills represent a different issue. The
issue would be whether we were going to
support the men in the field.

This is not something that I imagine.
We had this issue in connection with
the appropriation last year of the $700
million,

The entire debate was stultified by the
fact that no one would ever desire to
stop the appropriation of money for men
who are fighting. We have been there
ourselves. Many of us have been in the
armed services.

The only thing that is germane is that
the policy is up for determination in a
sense resolution.

The President has done it before, in
my judgment, a little arbitrarily. Speak-
ing as one who supports the President
in his policy, I am asking him to do it
again when the situation is so changed
and when there is a gathering storm of
feeling that it should be done.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President,
I do not believe the Senator from New
York and the Senator from Massachu-
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setts are very far apart in their points
of view.

My point is simply that in our hear-
ings, which extended over a period of
3 days, there was testimony from the
Secretary of Defense and from General
Wheeler and others. The entire prob-
lem was discussed.

I agree that there was no discussion as
to whether a new resolution was needed.
However, the entire general principle as
to why we were there and what we were
doing was discussed.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to my colleague.

REPORT OF SPECIAL COMMISSION
ON AUTOMATION

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call at-
tention to the report of the Special Com-
mission on Automation. This report has
just been handed to the President. As
one of the authors of the legislation
which created the Commission, I have
great interest in the results of the Com-
mission’s work.

Automation is a very critical problem
for the United States. It affects the work
of the committee on which I am a rank-
ing minority member, the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare.

It is recommended in the report of
the Commission that $2 billion be pro-
vided to take care of the hard-core job-
less who will be created by the progress
of automation. There are also other
major recommendations contained in the
report.

Mr. President, this is an urgent prob-
lem for our country. I am delighted
that the Commission considers the
spread of automation beneficial to the
economy. It is the only way in which
we can keep our productive strength and
march forward.

The Commission report also recognizes
that rapid automation does cause job
losses and therefor favors the provision
of adjustment assistance, and other types
of Federal programs.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a UPI story on the Commission
report be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

I shall have something further to say
about the subject after studying the de-
tailed report.

There being no objection, the UPI
story on the report was ordered to he
printed in the REcorb, as follows:

AUTOMATION

WasHINGTON.—A special commission on
automation today recommended to President
Johnson a vast $2 billion program to provide
work for 500,000 hard-core jobless and an-
other multi-billion-dollar plan to insure
needy families a minimum annual income.

The commission also called for a national
computer commission to match men and
jobs and a minimum of 14 years free educa-
tlon and special help for Negroes to over-
come job obstacles.

It said aggressive Federal tax, spending,
and credit policies were essential to prevent
widespread job losses from technological
changes in the next 10 years.

The recommendations were filed with
Johnson in a report from the national com-
mission on technology, automation and
economic progress. The 210-page document,
delayed a month in a successful effort to
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prevent a minority report by organized labor,
went into topics ranging from air pollution
to reorganization of local government.

But its major conclusions from a year-long
study centered on the pace of technological
change and steps the 14-man commission
proposed to meet it.

After noting that productivity increases
have gone up from an average 2 percent to 3
percent in the postwar period, the commis-
sion said:

“There has not been and there is no evi-
dence that there will be in the decade ahead,
an acceleration in technological change more
rapid than the growth of demand can offset,
given adequate public policies.

“The growth rate required to match rising
productivity and labor force growth rates
is unprecedented in all our history * * *,
There will be a continuing need for aggres-
sive fiscal and monetary policies to stimulate
growth.”

Three union leaders on the panel—Walter
P. Reuther, Al J. Hayes, and Joseph A.
Beirne—filed a dissenting comment that the
report lacked a “tone of urgency" and called
for “swift, determined and vigorous meas-
ures” to offset automation inroads on jobs.

The report said Federal economic policy
should aim at reducing the Nation's unem-
ployment rate to 3.5 percent or lower by the
start of 1967. It was 4.1 percent at the close
of 1965.

In addition to urging tax reduction and
higher Federal spending to spur demand in
the next decade, the commission recom-
mended a series of measures to help the
least-qualified workers and Americans who
cannot hold jobs.

It proposed public service employment in
schools, hospitals, and similar agencies to
provide opportunities for those unable to
compete in the labor market. This was
described as making the Federal Government
an employer of last resort.

The report said a 5-year program should
be established with an initial outlay of $2
billion to provide a half-million full-time
jobs of this nature.

In another major proposal the commission
said there should be a Federal floor under
the income of families without breadwinners
physically and mentally handicapped, and
people too old to work.

It urged that Congress increase soclal
security benefits and give serious study to
a minimum income allowance that would
provide Federal payments to persons with
incomes below a certain standard.

The commission sald the cost of such a
plan would range from $2 billion to $20 bil-
lion per year, depending on the standards
and the policing of the program.

In other recommendations the commis-
sion:

Recommended creation of a computerized
nationwide service for matching job appli-
cants to job openings, either under private
or public ownership. Federalization of the
Federal-State Employment Service, also was
urged.

Special programs to help Negroes obtain
better education and jobs, patterned after
special programs for ex-servicemen follow-
ing World War II, to compensate for past
discrimination.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 26 Leg.]
Alken Cotton Gore
Anderson Dirksen Hart
Bartlett Dominick Hayden
Boggs Douglas Holland
Carlson Ellender Inouye
Clark Fong Jackson



Javits McCarthy Ribicoff
Jordan, N.C. MeIntyre Russell, Ga
Jordan, Idaho Montoya Saltonstall
Eennedy, Mass. Mundt Smith
Eennedy, N.Y. Muskile Sparkman
Euchel Pastore Stennis
Lausche Pearson Tydings
Long, La Pell Yarborough
Magnuson Proxmire Young, Ohio
Mansfield Randolph

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr, President, I move
that the Sergeant at Arms be directed
to request the attendance of absent
Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Maine.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay, the following Sena-
tors entered the Chamber and answered
to their names:

Allott Dodd Morse
Bass Ervin Morton
Bayh Fannin Moss
Bennett Fulbright Murphy
Bible Harris Prouty
Brewster Hartke Robertson
Byrd, Va. Hickenlooper Russell, S.C.
Byrd, W. Va. Hill Scott
Cannon Hruska Simpson
Case McGee Symington
Church MeGovern Thurmond
Cooper Metcalf Tower
Mondale Williams, Del.

The PRESIDING OFFICE. A quorum
is present.

PROPOSED REPEAL OF SECTION
14(b) OF THE NATIONAL LABOR
RELATIONS ACT, AS AMENDED

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MansrieLp] that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the bill
(H.R. T7) to repeal section 14(b) of the
National Labor Relations Act, as
amended, and section 703(b) of the La-
bor-Management Reporting Act of 1959
and to amend the first proviso of section
8(a) (3) of the National Labor Relations
Act, as amended.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, it
has been my great privilege to serve in
the Congress of the United States for al-
most 30 years, 20 of which have been in
this body. During all of that time, I
have strived to propose, support, and
enact legislative programs that would be
helpful to the workers of my State and
contribute to their well-being.

I know that great progress has been
made. I know of the progress that has
been made in the field of housing. I re-
member when the FHA program was first
proposed and many, many people
thought of it as socialism. Many, many
people said that this program would re-
sult in the Federal Government taking
over the housing industry. Nothing has
been further from the truth. Millions of
American families live in safe, decent,
sanitary housing because of programs
such as these. Low-income housing has
been made available to those persons
who, less fortunate than we, are unable
to own their own homes. Community
slums have been cleared and urban rot
and decay stemmed.
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Of course, much more needs to be done,
but all of that which has been done has
served to help the interests of the work-
ingman of this Nation. It is precisely
for these reasons that this Congress over
the years has designed these kinds of
programs.

It has been my lot to be criticized be-
cause of my work in these areas. I have
said time and time again that I believe
the Federal Government has a responsi-
bility to help meet the needs of the
American people when those needs can-
not be adequately met by the several
States. Abraham Lincoln, whose birth-
date we are now approaching, made the
very wise statement that the function
of the Government was to do for the peo-
ple those things which they could not do
for themselves, or do so well. I have said
that I believe the very nature of this
Government intended for the States
joined together and working together to
harness their resources for the common
good.

At the same time, I have said that I
feel strongly that such an approach
should never imply all problems and all
needs can only be solved and can only
be met by the Government in Washing-
ton. I would never subscribe to such a
policy nor do I believe many others
would.

It is precisely for this reason that I op-
pose the repeal of section 14(b). In this
opposition, I do not feel that I oppose
the interests of organized labor or the
workingman. Indeed, I support the in-
terest of organized labor. I know of its
importance to our economy and to the
well-being of the industrial worker, the
tradesman, and the seaman. I know
that without collective bargaining—a
free, open, and unfettered bargaining—
our economy could not function as effi-
ciently as it does today. This has always
been my position, and it continues to be.

I believe in the strength of collective
bargaining. There is probably no better
example of democracy in action than
when labor and management sit down
around the table to plan their future
together. In the long struggle of the
workingman to receive a fair share of
what he has produced for his own use
and enjoyment, we have seen a classic
example of how men of good will can
solve their problems.

It will always be my purpose, Mr.
President, to work toward the preserva-
tion of this kind of relationship between
labor and management, the kind of rela-
tionship that will serve toward a better
understanding between the parties.

Today, the American workingman
has achieved much. Now he directs his
attention to providing security for him-
self and for his family. He is devoting
his efforts to providing more material
goods for his family. He seeks to make
better use of his leisure time and to pro-
vide a better education for his children.
He recognizes that without education
and skills, his children may be doomed
to unemployment in the future. With
every gain that he has made, our econ-
omy has been strengthened and America
has been a better, a stronger, and a safer
place in which to live. Those leaders
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of labor who have contributed to this
have contributed to their country and
to them we are indebted. Indeed, or-
ganized labor is democracy in action.

But, Mr. President, this democracy
lives because of the nature of this Re-
public. I hope the time will never come
when for the sake of the moment we
take actions that are destructive of the
very principles upon which our Republic
is founded.

And, foremost among those principles
stand the rights of the States.

I believe that section 14(b) of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act provides for
a proper relationship between the Fed-
eral and State Governments. To repeal
it would do violence to that relationship,
and it is for this reason that I oppose its
repeal.

Shortly after the enactment of the
Taft-Hartley Act and this section, the
State of Alabama passed a so-called
right-to-work law. That law has been
on the statute books of Alabama since
that time.

The law was passed by the elected rep-
resentatives of the people of Alabama
in the State legislature. The proposal
was considered by the Governor of the
State, signed, and adopted. Since that
time only a few serious efforts have been
made to repeal this law.

Under these circumstances, Mr. Pres-
ident, with a deep respect for the right
of my State and her people, I could not
and will not, regardless of the subject
of the legislation at hand, allow the
wishes of the people of my State which
have already been expressed so clearly
to be negated. The conflict between
State sovereignty and national suprem-
acy is one that has aroused controversy
since the adoption of our Constitution
in 1789. But, despite this long and some-
times bitter conflict which has counted
some of our most eminent and patriotic
statesmen on each side, our system of
government has survived to prevent the
usurpation of absolute power by either
the States or the Federal Government.

This is as our forebears intended.

Indeed, Mr. President, this State-Fed-
eral Government balance is and has been
throughout our history every bit as im-
portant as the separation of powers first
outlined by the great Greek philosopher,
Aristotle, and later refined into the
mixed constitutions concept of Montes-
quieu.

The latter, in his “Spirit of the Laws,”
correctly observed that “men entrusted
with power tend to abuse it,” and it was
this concept which lay at the foundation
of our Republic.

But both Aristotle and Montesquieu
were concerning themselves with the
branches of government necessary to the
effective functioning of a republic at
the national level. In our own confed-
eration of States there was reserved—on
a par with the Federal power—that of
the States themselves.

In his introduction to the “Ccnstitu-
tion of the United States of America,
Revised and Annotated,” published by
the Government Printing Office in 1953,
in accordance with Senate Joint Resolu-
tion 69, approved June 17, 1947, the late
Edward S. Corwin, editor for the Legis-
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lative Reference Service of the Library
of Congress, wrote:

The effectiveness of constitutional law as
a system of restraints on governmental ac-
tion in the United States, which is its pri-
mary raison d'etre, depends for the most part
on the effectiveness of these doctrines as
they are applied by the (U.S. Supreme)
Court to that purpose. The doctrines to
which I refer are (1) the doctrine or concept
of federalism; (2) the doctrine of the sepa-
ration of powers; (3) the concept of a gov-
ernment of laws and not of men, as opposed
especially to indefinite conceptions of presi-
dential power; and (4) the substantive
doctrine of due process of law and attendant
conceptions of liberty.

The Federal system which has made
this the most powerful and prosperous
nation in the history of the world an-
ticipates the sovereign States of the Na-
tion to be united for the purpose of at-
taining common goals.

In order to accomplish this end with
a minimum of conflict, this system vests
enumerated powers in the Central, or
Federal Government and residual pow-
ers in the States themselves, with each
having its own legislative authority.
Each of these—the States on the one
hand and the Federal Government on
the other—exercises jurisdiction in exec-
utive, legislative, and judicial matters
within its own area, with the Federal
Government having supremacy in its
own sphere over conflicting State power.
The concept also calls for what is, in ef-
fect, dual citizenship.

Our system differed in this respect
from all others in history in that previ-
ously such confederations had vested
absolute power in the Central Govern-
ment. And this, rather understandably,
is at the root of the seemingly endless
wrangle between supporters of centrali-
zation of power on the one hand and the
champions of State sovereignty on the
other. Despite this longstanding dis-
pute, however, the intent of the framers
of our Constitution has been preserved.

It has been said that these differences
center around an article of and an
amendment to our Constitution. The
first of these, which constitutes the
principal support for those who cham-
pion Federal supremacy, is article VI,
which states in clause 2:

This Constitution and the laws of the
United States which shall be made in pur-
suance thereof; and all treaties made, or
which shall be made, under the authority of
the United States, shall be the supreme law
of the land; and the judges in every State
shall be bound thereby, anything in the
Constitution of laws or any State to the con-
trary notwithstanding.

The second, is the 10th amendment,
which states:

The powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by
it to the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.

Among the champions of the Federal
supremacy clause was Chief Justice John
Marshall, of Virginia, who chose to apply
it literally, and his views prevailed for
the 31 years he sat in the highest judicial
post in the land. His successor, Roger B.
Taney, of Maryland, held the opposite
view, leaning strongly upon the 10th
amendment.
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Concerning this Dr. Corwin wrote:

It was Marshall’'s contention that the
supremacy clause was intended to be applied
literally, so that if an unforced reading of
the terms In which legislative power was
granted to Congress confirmed its right to
enact a particular statute, the circumstance
that the statute projected national power in-
to a hitherto accustomed field of State power
with unavoidable curtallment of the latter
was a matter of indifference.

Taney, in the celebrated Abelman
against Booth decision, which was
reached on the eve of our Civil War, ex-
pressed his position in equally strong
terms. Speaking of the role of the
Supreme Court in such matters, he said:

This judicial power was justly regarded as
indispensable, not merely to maintain the
supremacy of the laws of the United States,
but also to guard the States from any en-
croachment upon their reserved rights by
the General Government. * * * So long
* * * ag this Constitution shall endure, this
tribunal must exist with it, deciding in the
peaceful forms of judicial proceeding, the
angry and irritating controversles between
sovereignties, which in other countries have
been determined by the arbitrament of force.

The Taney position prevailed even into
the 1930's when the High Court was
called upon to decide whether congres-
sional power to regulate commerce ex-
tended into such hitherto sacred State
fields as that of regulating employee-
employer relationship.

In the case of Carter against Carter
Coal Co., in 1936, Justice George Suther-
land said:

Much stress is put upon the evils which
come from the struggle between employers
and employees over the matter of wages,
working conditions, the right of collective
bargaining, etc., and the resulting strikes,
curtailment, and irregularity of production
and effect on prices; and it is insisted that
interstate commerce 1is greatly affected
thereby. * * * The conclusive answer is
that the evils are all local evils over which
the Federal Government has no legislative
control. The relation of employer and em-
ployee is a local relation. At common law,
it is one of the domestic relations. The
wages are pald for the doing of local work.
Working conditions are obviously local con-
ditions. The employees are not engaged in
or about commerce, but exclusively in pro-
ducing a commodity. And the controversles
and evils, which it is the object of the act to
regulate and minimize, are local contro-
versies and evils affecting local work to ac-
complish that local result. Such effect as
they may have upon commerce, however ex-
tensive it may be, is secondary and indirect.
An increase in the greatness of the effects
adds to its Importance. It does not alter
its character.

This view, Mr. President, did not
square with the feelings of the American
people, and it led to the enactment of
the Fair Labor Standards Act, an act
which has meant so much to the welfare
and well-being of the American people.

This measure prohibited interstate
commerce in goods produced with sub-
standard labor, and it established mini-
mum wages and maximum hours.
Speaking for a unanimous court in up-
holding the act, Chief Justice Harlan
Stone said in 1941:

The motive and purpose of the present
regulation are plainly to make effective the
congressional conception of public policy
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that interstate commerce should not be made
the instrument of competition in the dis-
tribution of goods produced under substand-
ard labor conditions, which competition is
injurious to the States from and to which
commerce flows.

In answering objections which had
been based on the 10th amendment,
Chief Justice Stone continued:

Our conclusion is unaffected by the 10th
amendment. * * * The amendment states
but a truism that all is retained which has
not been surrendered. There is nothing in
the history of its adoption to suggest that
it was more than declaratory of the relation-
ship between the National and State Gov-
ernments as it had been established by the
Constitution before the amendment or that
its purpose was other than to allay fears
that the new National Government might
seek to exerclse powers not granted, and that
the States might not be able to exercise fully
their reserved powers.

In sustaining the power of the Federal
Government to provide for fair labor
standards, the court followed a precedent
established almost 30 years before when
the first substantive expression of Fed-
eral-labor policy was confirmed in the
Clayton Act.

I know something about this law be-
cause it was proposed by a Member of
the House of Representatives from my
own State of Alabama, a very distin-
guished lawyer, distinguished legislator,
and later an honored and distinguished
Federal judge in the State of Alabama.
I refer to Judge Henry D. Clayton, of
Alabama.

He is far better known for his work
on the Judiciary Committee as author of
the Clayton Antitrust Act which has
served to protect the interest of small
and independent businesses against the
anticompetitive practices of their larger
competitors. But even before Judge
Clayton became known as the expert he
was in antitrust matters, he established
a policy which continues to this day, and
that is, that workers shall have the right
to organize, a right which until then was
preserved only through court decisions
and not by law. Section 6 of the Clay-
ton Act, although often quoted, bears re-
peating because of its significance in the
development of the law governing the
rights of the workingman:

That labor of a human being is not a com-
modity or article of commerce. Nothing
contained in the antitrust laws shall be con-
strued to forbid the existence and operation
of labor, agricultural, or horticultural or-
ganizations, Instituted for the purposes of
mutual help, and not having capital stock
or conducted for profits, or to forbid or re-
strain individual members of such organiza-
tions from lawfully carrying out the legiti-
mate objects thereof; nor shall such organi-
zations, or the members thereof, be held or
construed to be illegal combinations or con-
spiracies in restraint of trade under the anti-
trust laws.

Since that time in several acts the
right to organize has been expressed
clearly. An example is the Railway
Labor Act of 1926 where it is said:

Employees shall have the right to organize
and bargain collectively through representa-
tives of their own choosing.

Again, in 1932 the Norris-La Guardia
Act assured the worker “full freedom of
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association, self-organization and desig-
nation of representatives of his own
choosing.”

But, at the same time, Mr. President,
that act guaranteed to the worker the
right “to decline to associate” with any
organization.

The Norris-La Guardia Act was an out-
growth of a period of government by in-
junction. It added strong restraints on
the issuing of injunctions and outlawed
the old yellow dog contracts which had
made it so difficult for organized labor to
move forward. Every American who
recognized the importance of permitting
workingmen to organize and to bargain
collectively was pleased with this act.

Just a few years later, the National
Labor Relations Board was established by
the National Labor Relations Act. This
Board gave organized labor a forum to
assure equal treatment for labor and
management. Indeed, during the first
few years of its existence, the Board han-
dled almost 35,000 cases and reinstated
more than 21,000 employees who had
been fired because of union activities.

The act encouraged collective bargain-
ing, union organization, and forbade em-
ployers from making nonmembership in
a labor organization a condition for em-
ployment. The act prohibited employers
from first, restraint or coercion of or in-
terference with employees in the latter’s
exercise of rights guaranteed under the
act; second, domination of, interference
with or financial support of a labor orga-
nization; third, diserimination to encour-
age or discourage union membership, ex-
cept where a closed or union shop was
established by agreement with a major-
ity of employees; fourth, discrimination
against an employee for filing charges or
giving testimony under the act; and,
fifth, refusal to bargain with representa-
tives of employees.

The act also provided exclusive repre-
sentation for all employees to the union
contracted with and vested administra-
tion of its terms in the National Labor
Relations Board.

Perhaps no single piece of labor legis-
lation in our history gave the Federal
Government greater authority in the
field of what previously had been con-
sidered strictly within the jurisdietion of
the States.

The vehicle used, of course, was the
definition of interstate commerce.

In Labor Board against Jones &
Laughlin, the U.S. Supreme Court was
asked to test the Wagner Act provisions
which forbade “any unfair labor prac-
tices affecting interstate commerce,”
particularly that concerning “denial by
employers of the right of employees to
organize and the refusal by employers to
accept the procedures of collective bar-
gaining.”

Counsel for the Federal Government
argued that, despite previous rulings and
interpretations, such as that by Justice
Sutherland I cited a few minutes ago, the
respondents owned—in addition to their
huge steel mills—mines, steamships,
terminal railways in several States and
employed thousands of workers in widely
scattered areas. In the 1962 edition of
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the U.S. Constitution, Annotated, the
editors note:

A vast Industrial commonwealth, such as
this, whose operations constantly traversed
State lines, comprised, the (Government
counsel) contended, a specles of territorial
enclave which was subject in all its parts to
the only governmental power capable of
dealing with 1t as an entity, that is, the Na-
tional Government. Yet, even if this were
not so, still the protective power of Congress
over interstate commerce must be deemed to
extend to disruptive strikes by employees of
such an immense concern, and hence to in-
clude the power to remove the causes of such
strikes.

In holding that the corporation was
subject to terms of the act on the latter
grounds, Chief Justice Charles Evans
Hughes said for the Court:

For close and intimate effect which brings
the subject within reach of Federal power
may be due to activities in relation to pro-
ductive industry although the industry when
separately viewed is local. Nor will it do to
say that such effect is indirect. Consldering
defendant’s farflung activities, the effect of
strife between it and its employees * * *
would be immediate and (it) might be cata-
strophic. We are asked to shut our eyes to
the plainest facts of our national life and to
deal with the gquestion of direct and indirect
effects in an intellectual vacuum * * *,
When industries organize themselves on a
national scale, making their relation to inter-
state commerce the dominant factor in their
activities, how can it be maintained that
their industrial labor relations constitute a
forbidden field into which Congress may not
enter when it is necessary to protect inter-
state commerce from the paralyzing conse-
quences of industrial war? We have often
sald that interstate commerce itself is a
practical conception. It is equally true that
interferences with that commerce must be
appraised by a judgment that does not ignore
actual experience.

As a result of this decision, the act
later was held applicable to even the
smallest of firms, and the volume of com-
merce was ruled to be no criterion. The
1962 Constitution, Annotated, states:

More recently, the act was declared to be
applicable to a local retail auto dealer on
the ground that he was an integral part of
the manufacturer's national distribution sys-
tem. (Howell Chevrolet Co. v. Labor Board,
846 U.S. 482) and to a labor dispute arising
during alteration of a county courthouse for
the reason that one-half of the cost thereof,
or $225,000 was attributable to materials
shipped from other States (Plumbers Union
v. Door County, 359 U.S. 354).

Certainly, the reach of the Federal
jurisdiction in this area has been as ex-
tensive as has its responsibility. There
continue to be important areas of juris-
diction that have been preserved for the
States, and those have to do with the
very subject encompassed by section 14
(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act.

Section 14(b) of the act, which is the
issue here today, in the pending motion
to proceed to the consideration of the
bill, is brief, explicit, and allows of no
misinterpretation. It reads:

Nothing in this Act shall be construed as
authorizing the execution or application of
agreements requiring membership in a labor
organization as a condition of employment in
any State or Territory in which such execu-

tion or application is prohibited by State or
Territorial law.
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This is a clear, explicit, and more
elaborate statement of a similar provi-
sion that is contained in the Norris-
LaGuardia Act, passed many years
earlier.

Nineteen of our States have availed
themselves of this right at the polls,
either in referendums or through the
election to their respective legislatures
of men and women who favored extend-
ing these basic freedoms to all workers
within their jurisdiction.

On the same date, November 7, 1944,
Arkansas and Florida became the first
States in the Union to adopt right-to-
work laws. Twelve years ago, by legis-
lative statute, my own State of Alabama
became the 14th State to adopt such a
law; and today there are 19 such States.

Mr. President, as a Senator from Ala-
bama, I oppose most strongly the effort
which would in effect repeal by Federal
law what the State of Alabama has
done by its deliberate legislative process.
Those who would oppose the Alabama
right-to-work law should go to the State
of Alabama for its repeal, not to the
Federal Government.

Many good friends of mine who favor
the repeal of section 14(b) have spoken
with me at different times about it. I
have told them frankly that the place to
seek repeal is at the State level. That
is where the right-to-work law was en-
acted at the time when it was completely
legal for the State to take such action,
not only legally under the general prin-
ciple of law, but legal under the explicit
provision written into the Taft-Hartley
Act.

During the many years that a right-
to-work law has existed in Alabama, I
am not sure that I can recall any genuine
effort being made in my State to get the
endorsement of such a program for re-
peal by candidates for Governor or can-
didates for the State legislature.

It seems to me that all the effort has
been concentrated on the Federal Gov-
ernment. I do not believe that that is
the system of making a law and acting
on a law and repealing a law which was
intended by those who wrote the Con-
stitution of the United States. If it is
to be repealed by the State of Alabama,
I believe it ought to be done by the peo-
ple of Alabama. If it is to be done by
the State of Arizona, or by any other
State in the Union which has a right-
to-work law, I believe it ought to be done
by the people of the legislature of that
particular State. This law expresses
in clear terms the interests of the peo-
ple of the State of Alabama.

It might be appropriate at this point
to set out the Alabama law, to give its
full text. It is not very long. The law
provides as follows:

Declaration of policy: It is hereby de-
clared to be the public policy of Alabama
that the right of persons to work shall not
be denied or abridged on account of mem-
bership or nonmembership in any labor
union or labor organization. (Title 26, sec.
375(1).)

Denial of right to work on account of
membership or nonmembership in union
illegal: Any agreement or combination be-
tween any employer and any labor union
or labor organization whereby persons not
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members of such union or organization shall
be denied the right to work for said em-
ployer, or whereby such membership is made
a condition of employment or continuation
of employment by such employer, or whereby
any such union or organization acquires an
employment monopoly in any enterprise, is
hereby declared to be against public policy
and an {llegal combination or conspiracy.
(Title 26, sec. 375(2).)

Employers may not require union mem-
bership: No person shall be required by an
employer to become or remain a member of
any labor union or labor organization as a
condition of employment or continuation
of employment. (Title 26, sec. 375(3).)

Employers may not require employees to
refrain from membership: No person shall
be required by an employer to abstain or
refrain from membership in any labor union
or labor organization as a condition of em-
ployment or continuation of employment.
(Title 26, sec. 375(4).)

Mr. President, we have it both ways.
It is completely in keeping with the pro-
vision of the old Norris-LaGuardia
Act. It is certainly in keeping with the
spirit and the clear enunciation of this
principle under the Taft-Hartley Act in
section 14(b).

No employer can refuse to employ a
person because he is a member of a labor
organization, nor can he require him to
be a member or nonmember. It works
both ways.

I continue to read from subsection
(5) of title 26, section 375 of the Ala-
bama statute:

Employer may not require payment of
union dues: No employer shall require any
person, as a condition of employment or
continuation of employment, to pay any
dues, fees, or other charges of any kind to
any labor union or labor organization.
(Title 26, sec. 375(5).)

Employee's suit against employer for vio-
lation of certain sections: Any person who
may be denied employment or be deprived
of continuation of his employment in viola-
tion of sections 375(8), 3756(4), or 376(5) or
one or more of such sections, shall be en-
titled to recover from such employer and
from any other person, firm, corporation, or
association acting in concert with him, by
appropriate action in the courts of this
State, such damages as he may have sus-
tained by reason of such denial or depriva-
tion of employment. (Title 26, sec. 375(6).)

Article not applicable to contracts already
in effect: The provisions of this article shall
not apply to any lawful contract in force on
the effective date hereof but they shall apply
in all respects to contracts entered into
thereafter and to any renewal or extension
of an existing contract. (Title 26, sec. 376
(7))

Mr. President, Alabama’s law is typi-
cal of those in effect today in States
from the Canadian border to the Gulf
of Mexico and from the Atlantic Ocean
to within a few miles of the Gulf of
Lower California.

In only one State, Indiana, has a
right-to-work law been repealed and in
only one other, Louisiana, has it been
partially repealed.

In our courts, the battle has been
taken as high as it could go, and it was
rejected. The argument has been made
that State right-to-work laws are illegal
in that they interfere with and infringe
upon the exercise of the constitutional
rights of workers to form associations
for their own benefit and protection. It
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was this question that was decided in a
series of three cases heard and decided
by the Supreme Court of the United
States in 1949. These cases involved a
challenge to the right-to-work laws of
Arizona, Nebraska, and North Carolina.
They are: Lincoln Federal Labor Union
v. Northwestern Iron and Metal Com-
pany, Whitaker v. North Carolina, and
American Federation of Labor v. Ameri-
can Sash and Door Company—these
three decisions are reported at 335 U.S.
525 and 538.

Justice Frankfurter, in a concurring
opinion, very lucidly spelled out addi-
tional reasons for sustaining the consti-
tutionality of the provisions of the three
State laws in question.

I shall quote from his opinion at some
length because it is the statement of the
last court in the land regarding the
constitutionality of this statute and the
State statutes that were enacted under
it. It embodies considerable of the
philosophy regarding it.

The opinion reads as follows:

Arizona, Nebraska, and North Carolina
have passed laws forbidding agreements to
employ only union members. The U.S. Con-
stitution is invoked against these laws.
Since the cases bring into question the judi-
clal process in its application to the due
process clause, explicit avowal of individual
attitudes toward that process may elucldate
and thereby strengthen adjudication. Ac-
cordingly, I set forth the steps by which I
have reached the concurrence with my
brethren on what I deem the only substan-
tial issue here, on all other issues joining
the Court’s opinion.

The coming of the machine age tended to
despoil human personality. It turned men
and women into “hands.” The industrial
history of the early 19th century demon-
strated the helplessness of the individual
employee to achieve human dignity in a so-
clety so largely affected by technological
advances. Hence the trade union made it-
self increasingly felt, not only as an indis-
pensable weapon of self-defense on the part
of workers but as an aid to the well-being
of a society in which work is an expression
of life and not merely the means of earning
subsistence. But unionization encountered
the shibboleths of a premachine age and
these were reflected in juridical assumptions
that survived the facts on which they were
based. Adam Smith was treated as though
his generalizations had been imparted to
him on Sinai and not as a thinker who ad-
dressed himself to the ellmination of re-
strictions which had become fetters upon
initiative and enterprise in his day. Basic
human rights expressed by the constitutional
conception of liberty were equated with the-
ories of laissez faire. The result was that
economic views of confined validity were
treated by lawyers and judges as though the
framers had enshrined them in the Constitu-
tion. This misapplication of the notions
of the classic economists and resulting dis-
regard of the perduring reach of the Con-
stitution led Mr. Justice Holmes' famous
protest in the Lochner case against measur-
ing the 14th amendment by Mr. Herbert
Spencer’s “Social Statics” (198 U.S. 45, 75,
49 L. ed, 937, 949, 24 S. Ct. 539, 3 Ann. Cas.
1133). Had not Mr. Justice Holmes' aware-
ness of the impermanence of legislation as
against the permanence of the Constitution
gradually prevailed, there might indeed have
been hardly any limit but the sky to the
embodiment of “our economic or oral beliefs
in that amendment’s prohibitions.” (Bald-
win v. Missouri, 281 U.S, 586, 5685, T4 L. ed.
1056, 1061, 50 S. Ct. 436, T2 ALR 1303).
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The attitude which regarded any legislative
encroachment upon the existing economic
order as infected with unconstitutionality
led to disrespect for legislative attempts to
strengthen the wage-earner’'s bargaining
power. With that attitude as a premise,
Adair v. United States (208 U.S. 161, 52 L. ed.
436, 28 8. Ct. 277, 13 Ann. Cas. 764), and
Coppage v. Kansas (236 U.S. 1, 69 L. ed. 441,
35 8. Ct. 240, LRA1915C 960) followed logi-
cally enough; not even Truaxz v. Corrigan
(267 U.S. 812, 66 L. ed. 2564, 42 S. Ct. 124, 27
ALR 375), could be considered unexpected.
But when the tide turned, it was not merely
because circumstances had changed and
there had arisen a new order with new claims
to divine origin. The opinion of Mr. Justice
Brandeis in Senn v. Tile Layers Protective
Union (301 U.S. 468, 81 L. ed. 1229, 57 8. Ct.
857), shows the current running strongly
in the new direction—the direction not of
social dogma but of increased deference to
the legislative judgment. *“Whether it was
wise,” he said, now speaking for the Court
and not in dissent, *for the State to permit
the union to (picket) is a question of its
public policy—not our concern.” (Id. 301
U.S. at 481, 81 L. ed. 1238, 67 8. Ct. 857).
Long hefore that, in Duplex Printing Press
Co. v. Deering (254 U.S. 443, 488, 656 L. ed.
349, 366, 41 S. Ct. 172, 16 ALR 196), he had
warned :

“All rights are derived from the purposes
of the soclety in which they exist; above all
rights rises duty to the community. The
conditions developed in industry may be such
that those engaged in it cannot continue
their struggle without danger to the commu-
nity. But it is not for judges to determine
whether such conditions exist, nor is it their
function to set the limits of permissible con-
test, and to declare the duties which the new
situation demands, This is the function of
the legislature which, while limiting indi-
vidual and group rights of aggression and
defense, may substitute processes of justice
for the more primitive method of trial by
combat.”

Unions are powers within the State. Like
the power of industrial and financial aggre-
gations, the power of organized labor springs
from a group which is only a fraction of the
whole that Mr. Justice Holmes referred to as
“the one club to which we all belong.” The
power of the former is subject to control,
though, of course, the particular incidence of
control may be brought to test at the bar of
this Court (e.g., Northern Securities Co, v.
United States (193 U.S. 197, 48 L. ed. 679, 24
S. Ct. 438); North American Co. v. Securities
and Exch. Commission (327 U.S, 686, 90 L. ed.
945, 66 8. Ct. 785)). Neither can the latter
claim constitutional exemption. Even the
Government—the organ of the whole peo-
ple—is restricted by the system of checks and
balances established by our Constitution.
The designers of that system distributed au-
thority among the three branches ‘“‘not to
promote efficiency but to preclude the exer-
cise of arbitrary power.” Mr. Justice Bran-
deis, dissenting in Myers v. United States (272
U.S. 52, 203, 71 L. ed. 160, 242, 47 S. Ct. 21).
Their concern for individual members of
society, for whose well-being government is
instituted, gave urgency to the fear that con-
centrated power would become arbitrary. It
is a fear that the history of such power, even
when professedly employed for democratic
purposes, has hardly rendered unfounded.

If concern for the individual justifies in-
corporating in the Constitution itself devices
to curb public authority, a legislative judg-
ment that his protection requires the regula-
tion of the private power of unions cannot
be dismissed as insupportable. A union is
no more than a medium through which in-
dividuals are able to act together; union
power was begotten of individual helpless-
ness, But that power can come into being
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only when, and continue to exist only so long
as, individual aims are seen to be shared in
common with other members of the group.
There is a natural emphasis, however, on
what is shared and a resulting tendency to
subordinate the inconsistent interests and
impulses of individuals. From this, it is an
easy transition to thinking of the union as
an entity having rights and purposes of its
own. An ardent supporter of trade unions
who is also no less a disinterested student of
society has pointed out that “as soon as we
personify the idea, whether it is a country or
a church, a trade union or an employers'
assoclation, we obscure individual responsi-
bility by transferring emotional loyalties to a
fictitious creation which then acts upon us
psychologically as an obstruction, especially
in times of crisis, to the critical exercise of a
reasoned judgment.,” (Laski, Morris Cohen’s
Approach to Legal Philosophy, 15 University
of Chicago L. Rev. 575, 581 (1948)).

The right of association, like any other
right carried to its extreme, encounters lim-
iting principles. (See Hudson County Water
Co. v. McCarter (209 U.S. 349, 355, 52 L. ed.
828, 831, 28 8. Ct. 529, 14 Ann. Cas, 560).) At
the point where the mutual advantage of
association demands too much Individual
disadvantage, a compromise must be struck.
(See Dicey, Law and Public Opinion in Eng-
land 465, 466 (1905).) When that point has
been reached—where the intersection should
fall—is plainly a question within the special
province of the legislature. This Court has
glven effect to such a compromise in sus-
taining a legislative purpose to protect indi-
vidual employees against the exclusionary
practices of unions. (Steele v. Louisville &
N.R. Co. (323 U.S. 192, 89 L. ed. 173, 66 8. Ct.
226); Wallace Corp. v. National Labor Rela-
tions Bd. (323 U.S. 248, 89 L. ed. 216, 65 S. Ct.
238); Railway Mail Asso, v. Corsi (326 US.
88, 89 L. ed. 2072, 65 S. Ct. 1483; cf.); Elgin
J&E R. Co. v. Burley (325 U.S. T11, 733, T34,
89 L. ed. 1886, 1899, 1900, 65 S. Ct. 1282).)

Remember that this is a decision deal-
ing with the right of those three States to
have and maintain right-to-work laws.
This decision was handed down in 1949,
and I am quoting Justice Frankfurter.

Continuing to read from the decision:

The rationale of the Arizona, Nebraska, and
North Carolina legislation prohibiting union-
security agreements is founded on a similar
resolution of conflicting interests. Unless we
are to treat as unconstitutional what goes
against the grain because it offends what we
may strongly believe to be socially desirable,
that resolution must be given respect.

It is urged that the compromise which this
legislation embodies is no compromise at all
because it is fatal to the survival of organized
labor. But can it be said that the legislators
and the people of Arizona, Nebraska, and
North Carolina could not in reason be skepti-
cal of organized labor’'s insistence upon the
necessity to its strength of power to compel
rather than to persuade the allegiance of its
reluctant members? In the past 50 years
the total number of employed, counting sal-
arled workers and the self-employed but not
farmers or farm laborers, has not quite
trebled, while total union membership has
increased more than 33 times—

Mr. President, I depart from the direct
quotation at this point to emphasize a
fact which was brought out by the
eminent Justice, namely that although
the work force during the past period of
time that he gives had not quite tripled,
membership in labor unions had in-
creased more than 33 times.

This decision was handed down in
1949. Of course we have not had any
such rapid increase in labor membership
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since 1949, but I rather wish that I
knew just what the figures are.

Perhaps the Senator from Maine has
the figures available or could bring them
out sometime in the course of debate.
I have no idea what they are.

Addressing myself to the Senator from
Maine who is now in the Chamber and
Acting Leader at this moment there is
another figure I should like to see. I
have seen interesting figures placed in
the ConcRESSIONAL REcorD in the course
of this debate which have shown the
percentage increase in wages in the
States having right-to-work laws as
against the other States. There are
about a dozen different comparisons,
which I have not seen. I should like to
see them. I do not know whether they
are available or not.

How badly has the labor union move-
ment been erippled by the right-to-work
laws?

In other words, what percentage in-
crease in membership has there been in
right-to-work law States as contrasted
with the States without right-to-work
laws? I have not the slightest idea
what they are but it seems to me that
they would be valuable and certainly an
interesting statistic in the course of this
debate to know. I do not know. It
may support the viewpoint of the
unions. I am not saying that it does or
that it does not. I have not seen them.
But, if such figures are available I be-
lieve that it would be proper and that
it would be good to have them for the
REecorb.

In other words, let us find out wheth-
er the unions have been hurt by these
laws.

Justice Frankfurter is here saying
that the unions had argued in 1949,
when the right-to-work laws were rela-
tively new—the first right-to-work law
was only 5 years old at that time—but
that they would be—I do not know
whether he used the word “destroyed”
or not, but certainly badly damaged;
and he says that it is hard to believe
that if they could show that to be true
State legislatures would not react and
give them relief.

That was my feeling.

While the Senator from Maine was
absent from the Chamber I stated a
while ago that I have some good labor
friends in my State. Labor has gener-
ally supported me in my State. I be-
lieve the Senator from Maine knows
that. I have generally supported them
in programs which mean so much to
labor—such as, for example, safe, sani-
tary, and decent housing and schools,
and legislation generally intended for
their welfare and for strengthening.

Even though I differ with labor leaders
in my State at the present time on this
question of the appeal of section 14(b),
I believe that they understand the rea-
son why, that it is basically a division
of power between the Federal Govern-
ment and the State government. Here
is a law on the statute books of Alabama
which was—by a vote of the State Legis-
lature and the signature of its Gov-
ernor—enacted into law at a time when
it was clearly provided in the law of the
United States that there was nothing
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to prohibit States from enacting such
laws. In other words, it was perfectly
legal for a State to do from a State
standpoint and from a Federal stand-
point.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield at that
point?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me finish my
thought and I shall be glad to yield.

A law had been placed on the books
which was certainly legal, and which
certainly since the decision of 1949 has
been constitutional. It is the enactment
of a law by a State. I therefore do not
believe it was intended that the Federal
Government should be placed in the posi-
tion of repealing a State motion.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. Especially in an
area that the Federal Government had
recognized was a State area.

I am glad to yield to the Senator from
Maine for a question at this point.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, may I
say to the Senator from Alabama that
I have spent long hours in this chair in
the course of the discussion that has
taken place over the past few days. The
Senator from Alabama has raised some
interesting questions about the merits of
the proposal to repeal 14(b), questions
which I suggest ought to be discussed,
questions that ought to be answered, and
which, if answered, would be profitable
to the country as a whole. But the issue
before us, as I understand, does not get
to the merits of the proposal to repeal
14(b). The issue before us is whether
or not we should get to a discussion of
the very questions which the Senator
from Alabama has raised——

Mr. SPARKMAN. May I break in
right there?

Mr. MUSKIE. May I ask my ques-
tion?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. MUSKIE. If the Senator from
Alabama is really interested in answers
to the questions which he has raised, will
he join the Senator from Maine and
other Senators like minded in support-
ing the proposal to lay the measure be-
fore the Senate so we can get into the
merits of the bill?

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I think the Senator
from Maine sidesteps the issue. The
point I have been t{rying to make—and I
am afraid I did not succeed in penetrat-
ing the Senator from Maine, or else he
does not want to be penetrated—is that
it is a motion to take up, and I had some-
thing to say about the fact that it was
a motion to take up, and not a debate on
whether or not the bill shall be passed.
That is not it. But why take up a meas-
ure that seeks to do a thing which I be-
lieve to be constitutionally bad and con-
tradictory of all of the principles of the
division of powers between the Federal
Government and State governments?

Mr, MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield again?

Mr. SPAREMAN. Let me continue
for a moment. Let me finish this little
statement.

Under the Constitution itself, and un-
der the Norris-La Guardia Act passed
back in 1932, there could be no require-
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ment that a person would have to belong
or not belong to a union. Then the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act came along,
without any change from that provision.
When enacted into law, it did not change
that provision. But a few years later,
when the Taft-Hartley Act was written
into law—in 1947, I believe it was—in
view of the fact that the Norris-La
Guardia Act had affirmed an age-old
principle that was inherent in the Consti-
tution itself, it was decided by the Con-
gress of the United States, acting for
the Federal Government, to insure again
that it had no business whatsoever being
in the sphere of saying whether or not
there ought to be a union shop or closed
shop; that that was a matter for the
States to decide. Congress so stated
again. In other words that was a labor
provision very much like what amend-
ment 10 did for the rights of the States
under the Constitution.

Therefore, I do not believe it is a good
principle. Why should I advocate tak-
ing up something that will take a long
time on the floor to debate, when it is
not a good principle and ought not to be
enacted into law?

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

Mr. SPAREKEMAN. I yield.

Mr. MUSKIE. I rose not for the pur-
pose of interrupting:

Mr. SPARKMAN, I welcome the ex-
change,

Mr. MUSKIE. But to respond to the
questions which the Senator directed to
me.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr. MUSKIE. I assume the Senator
from Alabama directed those questions
to me because he was interested in an-
swers.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes.

Mr, MUSKIE. And I suggested that
the best way to get answers to the ques-
tions is to dispose of the motion to take
up the measure, if the Senator is inter-
ested in answers to the questions, rather
than merely proceed to discuss the mo-
tion to take up.

I have sat in this chair listening to
this debate. I think I sat for 315 hours
yesterday and for an hour and a half
today, and a like number of hours on
other days listening to a learned dis-
cussion—and that of the Senator from
Alabama is most learned, as it always is—
but I have not heard one Senator dis-
cussing the issue on the same side as the
Senator from Alabama discuss whether
or not we ought to take up the bill or lay
it before the Senate so the Senate can
have an opportunity to proceed to discuss
the merits.

I have been enlightened by what has
been said on the side of the issue which
the Senator from Alabama represents,
but I suggest it is not relevant to the
point before us. I shall be glad to dis-
cuss that point when we reach it. . But
I would like to be enlightened on why
we should not get to the point of dis-
cussing the merits of the proposal. The
Senator from Alabama is making his
case. There is a case on the other side
of the question. I believe the country
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would like to be enlightened on both
sides of the issue. I would like to get
down to that point. The Senator is in-
terested in answers fto the questions he
has raised. I suggest that that is the
way to really get to the answers, rather
than occupy us with these dilatory pro-
ceedings.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me say to the
able Senator—and he knows I respect
his views very highly—that I have been
trying my best, in the short time that I
have been speaking—and I remind the
Senator this is the first time I have taken
the floor—to explain my views. I have
felt that I would be called upon to vote
on this question, and that I ought to take
the time to explain my views. I have
already explained them to many labor
leaders in my State. A good many of
them, I believe, understand my position.
I felt that I ought to explain my posi-
tion for the record on the floor of the
Senate.

I have not been dilatory in presenting
my views. I am not engaging in a long
debate. I believe we ought not to take
up this issue, because I do not believe it
is a good measure.

Let me say something else to the Sen-
ator from Maine. He may not feel any
obligation on his part to talk on his
side of the issue, or to make out a case.
However, if I am not mistaken, a Gallup
poll was taken the other day which
showed that the country as a whole is
opposed to the proposed legislation.
Was not such a poll taken? It seems
to me I remember reading about it.

Mr. MUSKIE. I believe the distin-
guished minority leader of the Senate,
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],
brought it to our attention.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; I saw it in
the newspapers, and the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. DirkseEN] brought it out
during his presentation on the first day
that the motion was before us, on the
second go-round on this issue, so to
speak.

Mr, MUSKIE. If I were on the side of
an issue which had that kind of support
throughout the country, I would be eager
to see that support reflected in a vote
on the merits of the issue.

Mr. SPARKMAN. If I were on the
short side on a question like that I would
want to be making a case before the
country.

Mr. MUSKIE. We are eager to get
to that point.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I do not believe the
Senator is doing that. Now is the time
to make that case. I believe he should
be making his argument now.

Mr. MUSKIE. I wish to make a pro-
posal to the Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That I sit down
and that the Senator from Maine speak
instead?

Mr. MUSKIE. No, no; the Senator
from Alabama has a function to perform,
and I have mine to perform at the mo-
ment with respect to the motion which
is before us. Let me say to the Senator
from Alabama that I have been involved
in the question of the union security
shop since my first term in the Maine
Legislature in 1946.
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Mr. SPARKMAN. Yes; in the forum
where it should be; at the State level.
That is what the eminent Justice I am
quoting has said.

Mr. MUSKIE. The question has been
raised as to my willingness to discuss
the subject. It was discussed in the ses-
sion of the Maine Legislature. Those of
us who felt as I did lost that fight in
the legislature.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Does Maine have
such a law now?

Mr. MUSKIE. No. The question
went to a referendum. The legislature’s
action in approving a right-to-work law
was overwhelmingly defeated, 2 to 1, in
1948. When we went to the people, we
sustained our case. The issue arose once
more since that time. The political lead-
ers on both sides—Republicans and Dem-
ocrats—took the same position in op-
position to it. To this day, Maine does
not have a right-to-work law. We are
satisfled with the situation as it is.

The question before the Senate is
whether or not it is to consider the repeal
of section 14(b) which would make the
law uniform throughout the country. I
believe this is an issue which ought to be
debated on the merits. But what is the
point, I ask the Senator, in discussing
the merits of the matter now when the
Senator and those who are debating this
question on the floor of the Senate will
not let us get to a vote on the merits.

I am not asking the Senator or those
who support his position to support the
repeal of section 14(b). I am asking
why they do not permit us to proceed
with the matter so that we can discuss
the merits.

We are not going to discuss the merits
if in so doing we contribute to the delay
in acting on the motion to take up.

If the Senator will join in supporting
that motion, we will take it up, discuss
the merits, and vote on it. I would like
nothing better. Then, I would be happy
to answer questions directed to me by
the Senator,

In answering the question I am con-
tributing to the delay in a sense, but I
could not resist replying because the
Senator was so generous in directing
questions to me.

I have not had an opportunity to ask
the Senator why he objects to taking up
the measure, discussing the issue, en-
lightening the country with respect
thereto, and resolving it one way or
another.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I respect the views
of the Senator. But his view is that the
proper stage to discuss these matters is
after the bill has been formally laid be-
fore the Senate.

Any time is a proper time to discuss
what it means. I repeat that this is the
only time that I have discussed it and
the only time I propose to discuss it.

The State of the Senator from Maine
acted on the question of whether or not
it should have right-to-work laws, It
acted exactly the way it was intended
under the Constitution originally and
under the various statutes since that
time, including the Norris-La Guardia
Act, the Taft-Hartley Act, and in keep-
ing with Supreme Court decisions in
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1949, His State did what was contem-
plated. In other words, it acted at the
State level. There, it went to a referen-
dum and the people voted against it.

I would not seek to cause Maine to
change its mind. I believe it is a State
function. I do not believe the Federal
Government has any business tinkering
with it.

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

Mr. SPARKMAN, I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maine.

Mr. MUSKIE. As I indicated earlier,
I do not believe that this is the time to
enter into an extensive debate on the
merits, because we ought to dispose of
the procedural motion first. If we do
that, then we can get to the merits. We
ought to come to grips with the ques-
tion. The argument that the Senator
and those alined with him make should
be answered so that the country can
understand our differences.

Briefly, on the question which the
Senator just raised, I believe we have
now had 18 years within which the
States could decide what their policy
ought to be. I believe 19 States
adopted right-to-work laws.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Twenty-one States
adopted them, nineteen States retained
them, one repealed them outright, and
another partially repealed them.

Mr. MUSKIE. So these figures indi-
cate that a substantial majority of
States decided on the other side of the

question.

Mr. SPAREKMAN. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. MUSKIE. There is a cogent

argument to be made for a uniform law
throughout the country on this point.
Not to have a uniform law tends to be
disruptive.

In the case of my State, the fact that
some States have right-to-work laws is
used as an inducement to industries in
New England to move out. We do not be-
lieve this sort of competition between the
States is conducive to harmony and
stability, or in the best interests of labor
and management relations.

I believe there is a case for uniform
policy. We would be delighted to make
that case on the floor of the Senate if
the Senator and those alined with him
would let us get to the issue.

I appreciate the patience of the Sen-
ator in affording me the opportunity to
make these observations. It is a view
that I sincerely hold, and it is pertinent
to the issue before us. I appreciate the
willingness of the Senator to discuss it
with me.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
appreciate the viewpoint of the Senator.

As I said earlier in my remarks, the
Constitution prescribed certain limita-
tions and certain areas in which the
Federal Government should be supreme,
and others in which the States should be
supreme. There are some areas in which
they overlap, and usually in those cases
we have tried to lay them out by law.

I believe that the field we are now dis-
cussing belongs to the State, as never
having been conceded to the Central
Government, but whether it is or not, the
law enacted by Congress on at least two
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different occasions and the law made by

the Court in its decisions based upon the

provisions principally in the Taft-

Hartley Act have upheld these. It has

said that they were functions of the leg-

islature, and that they were things upon
which the various States should speak
their minds.

I do not believe the Federal Govern-
ment ought to be changing that mind.

I am looking at a table. The Senator
from Maine said something about indus-
tries from Maine being pulled into other
areas because of the wage differential, I
assume.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on that point?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Maine.

Mr. MUSKIE. What is feared is the
appeal that is directed at employers in
States like Maine—and I believe this in-
cludes all New England States—that if
they go to right-to-work States they will
not face the prospect of strong union
activity and strong union organization.

There is a fear that this is an appeal
to many employers and management.
From discussions which I have had with
many employers it does have appeal.

I have not measured this statistically,
but in many right-to-work States there
are advertisements toward those States,
holding this out as an advantage, if in-
dustries wish to locate in right-to-work
States.

Appeal is being circulated and being
aimed at industries in States that do not
have right-to-work laws, with the hope
and apparently some expectation that
the appeal is a valid one and might pro-
duce results.

This kind of appeal directed to indus-
tries in New England and my State is of
concern to the citizens of Maine.

I wish to ask a question of the Sena-
tor. I notice in the REcorp of yesterday
at page 1955 the distinguished gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. MoNDALE] in-
serted an advertisement that appeared
in the Washington Post of January 25,
1966, signed by, I gather, several hun-
dreds or thousands of citizens in his
State, under this message:

We BELiEvE WE HAVE A RIGHT TO A VOoTE—A
MEssAGE FROM THE PEOPLE OF MINNESOTA
TO THE U.S. SENATE
We, the undersigned, citizens of Minne-

sota, employed in many different occupa-

tions, and living in different parts of the

State, take this means to inform the hon-

orable Members of the Senate of the United

States, that we are deeply concerned about

the delay last fall in legislative action in

repealing section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley

Act, and we hereby declare our earnest hope

that the repeal bill will be voted on in the

new session of Congress at the earliest rea-
sonable opportunity. We believe the Senate
has a right to vote on the bill. We believe

we have a right under our representative
government to have that vote taken.

Does the Senator agree that that ap-
peal is a reasonable request?

Mr., SPARKMAN. I shall not pass
judgment on what other Senators may
have decided as to their course of action.
Let me answer the Senator’s question
by posing this question: I have now been
speaking for about 1 hour and 30 min-
utes. I suppose that had it not been for
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our colloquy, I might have concluded my
remarks by now. At any rate, I am de-
lighted to have had the colloguy. Cer-
tainly, it will not take me more than 20
or 25 minutes to finish what I had ex-
pected to say. That will mean that I
shall have spoken less than a total of 2
hours on this subject. As I have said, I
fully intend that this speech shall be an
explanation of my position on this sub-
ject.

Does the Senator from Maine believe
that I am unreasonable in asking for an
hour and a half to 2 hours to explain my
position on a measure so important as
this? I am not asking about any other
Senator, either on this side or the other
side of the aisle. But am I delaying the
vote on this question by taking an hour
and a half or so to explain my position?

Mr. MUSKIE. I would never describe
the Senator from Alabama as unreason-
able. But I suggest to the Senator that
his elogquent and well reasoned argument
in behalf of his position would be better
timed if it were made after the Senate
voted on the procedural motion to con-
sider the bill. |

Mr. SPARKMAN. PerhapsI fear that
we shall not get to that point, so this
may be my only opportunity to explain
my position.

Mr, MUSKIE. That is why I asked
the Senator whether he thought the
request of the Minnesotans was a reason-
able request.

Mr. SPAREMAN. I shall not answer
that question. They are speaking from
Minnesota. If they want to speak to the
Senators from Minnesota, that is agree-
able to me.

Mr. MUSKIE. The Senator from Ala-
bama knows that that is not their re-
quest.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. I have a duty to
perform for the people of Alabama, the
country, and the Senate. I feel that
taking 1'% hours to explain my position
on a measure so vital as this is only ful-
filling my responsibility.

Mr. MUSKIE. I have already said
that I do not believe that 14 hours is
unreasonable.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Ishall not question
the motives of any Senator for wanting
to vote or not wanting to vote. I do not
want it to be thought that by taking 115
hours to explain my position on this
question I am blocking a vote in the Sen-
ate or that I am unreasonably holding up
the debate.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Iyield.

Mr. MUSKIE. I have already said
that I do not believe the Senator from
Alabama is unreasonable in taking 1%
hours, or that he would be unreasonable,
so far as I am concerned, in taking 15
hours.

Mr. SPAREMAN. But the Senator
from Maine wants me to wait until a
later date. I think that date might not
come.

Mr. MUSKIE. No. I was about to
say that even though I believe the Sen-
ator’s speech would be better placed after
the procedural motion, I would not quar-
rel with him if he made a long speech
then, provided he would agree that at
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some point we should reach a vote on the
merits of the issue. That is the only rea-
son why I directed this request to the
Senator. I would not care, then, when
he took his time or how much time he
took.

When I direct that comment to the
Senator, I direct it to every Senator. So
far as I am concerned, every Senator
can take 15 hours to explain his position
on the merits, provided that at the end
of that time there can be a vote.

I am merely asking whether, assuming
that we have all the time needed—and
I am willing to fight for all the time any
Senator may desire to explain his posi-
tion on the merits—the Senator from
Alabama would agree at that point to
support any action that might be nec-
essary to bring the question to a vote.

Mr. SPAREMAN. We are dealing with
speculative matters in that respect.
There is no reason why I should pass
on that question. I am certain there
will be a vote in the Senate. How that
vote will be taken, I do not know. Per-
haps it will be on a motion to table.

Mr. MUSKIE. Does not the Senator
believe the Senate ought to vote on the
merits?

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is a matter of
getting to it. We shall not get to the
merits unless the bill is taken up.

Mr. MUSKIE. It will be easier to get
to the merits if enough Senators believe
we should vote on the merits.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let us cross that
bridge when we get to it.

Mr. MUSKIE. That is fine.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Senator
from Maine.

Before the Senator from Maine leaves
the Chamber—if he is about to leave—I
invite his attention to some tables which
were placed in the Recorp a few days
ago by the Senator from Colorado [Mr.
Arrorr]l. They appear at page 1550 of
the Recorp of January 29. There, in a
list of right-to-work States, are set forth
the increased average weekly earnings
of production workers and the rate of
increase. It is a particularly telling
story. That table and some other brief
tables that accompany the list inspired
me to say that I wish there were included
one that showed the effect this increase
had had on unions and on the labor
movement. That would be interesting
and quite helpful. There are a number
of tables, but one relates to union activ-
ity.

I notice that the average weekly wage
in my own State, over the past 10 years,
increased from $57.42 to $91.91, or 60.1
percent. The national average during
those 10 years was 44.3 percent.

The percentage of increase in right-
to-work States was 46.8 percent, whereas
the percentage in the other States was
42.8 percent.

Thus, so far as earnings and wage
scales are concerned, it seems to me
there can be little argument. It would
be interesting to know what effect that
inerease had on unionization.

Mr. President, I was reading from the
opinion of the Court in the cases handed
down in 1949 involving right-to-work
statutes in the States of Arizona, Ne-
braska, and North Carolina. I had
stated that the Court said that in the
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past 50 years the total number of em-
ployed, counting salaried workers and
self-employed workers, but not farmers
or farm laborers, has not quite trebled,
while the total union membership during
that time had increased 33 times.

Of course, this is not a fair compari-
son, because the period covers 50 years;
in other words, half a century. So that
would not be a fair tabulation, because
union membership started from such a
low base. Nevertheless, the opinion
states that whereas nonfarm laborers
had increased by 3 times, the total union
membership had increased 33 times.

I thought it would be interesting to
see the increase that has occurred since
that time in the working force as against
the union membership. It would be very
interesting to see a breakdown between
the right-to-work law States and the
other States.

I continue to quote from Justice
Frankfurter:

At the time of the open-shop drive fol-
lowing the First World War, the ratio of
organized to unorganized nonagricultural
workers was about 1 to 9, and now it is
almost 1 to 3. However necessitous may
have been the circumstances of unionism in
1898 or even in 1923, its status in 1948 pre-
cludes constitutional condemnation of a leg-
islative judgment, whatever we may think of
it, the need of this type of regulation out-
weighs its detriments. It would be arbitrary
for this Court to deny the States the right
to experiment with such laws, especially in
view of the fact that the Railroad Brother-
hoods have held their own despite congres-
sional prohibition of union security and in
the light of the experience of countries ad-
vanced in industrial democracy, such as
Great Britain and Sweden, where deeply
rooted acceptance of the principles of col-
lective bargaining is not reflected in uncom-
promising demands for contractually guar-
anteed security. Whether it is preferable
in the public interest that trade unions
should be subjected to State intervention or
left to the free play of social forces, whether
experience has disclosed “union unfair labor
practices” and, if so, whether legislative
correction is more appropriate than self-
discipline and the pressure of public opin-
ion—these are questions on which it is not
for us to express views. The very limited
function of this Court is discharged when we
recognize that these issues are not so un-
related to the experience and feelings of the
community as to render legislation address-
ing itself to them willfully destructive of
cherished rights. For these are not matters,
like censorship of the press or separation of
church and State, on which history, through
the Constitution, speaks so decisively as to
forbid legislative experimentation.

But the policy which finds expression in
the prohibition of union security agreements
need not rest solely on a legislative concep-
tion of the public interest which includes
but transcends the special claims of trade
unions. The States are entitled to glve
weight to views combining opposition to the
closed shop with long-range concern for the
welfare of trade unions. Mr. Justice Bran-
deis, for example, before he came to this
Court, had been a stanch promoter of union-
ism. In testifying before the Commission on
Industrial Relations, he sald:

“I should say to those employers who stand
for the open shop, that they ought to rec-
ognize that it is for their interests as well
as that of the community that unions should
be powerful and responsible; that it is to
their interests to build up the union; to
ald as far as they can in making them
stronger; and to create conditions under
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which the unions shall be led by the ablest
and most experienced men."”

Yet at the same time he believed that
“The objections, legal, economical, and social,
against the closed shop are so strong, and
the ideas of the closed shop so antagonistic
to the American spirit, that the insistence
upon it has been a serious obstacle to union
progress.” Letter of September 6, 1910, to
Lawrence F. Abbott of the Outlook. On an-
other occasion he wrote, “But the American
people should not, and will not, accept union-
ism if it involves the closed shop. They will
not consent to the exchange of the tyranny
of the employer for the tyranny of the em-
ployee.” Letter of February 26, 1912, to Lin-
coln Steffens. In summing up his views on
unionism, he said:

“It is not true that the success of a labor
union necessarily means a perfect monopoly.
The union, in order to attain or preserve for
its members industrial liberty, must be
strong and stable. It need not include every
member of the trade. Indeed, it is desirable
for both the employer and the union that
it should not. Absolute power leads to ex-
cesses and to weakness: Neither our character
nor our intelligence can long bear the strain
of unrestricted power. The union attains
success when it reaches the ideal condition,
and the ideal condition for a union is to be
strong and stable, and yet to have in the
trade outside its own ranks an appreclable
number of men who are nonunionists. In
any free community the diversity of char-
acter, of beliefs, of taste—indeed mere selfish-
ness—will insure such a supply, if the enjoy-
ment of this privilege of individualism is
protected by law. Such a nucleus of unor-
ganized labor will check oppression by the
union as the union checks oppression by the
employer.” Quoted from Louis D. Brandeis’
contribution to a discussion, entitled “Peace
With Liberty and Justice,” in 2 Nat. Civic
fgg;}ration Rev. No. 2, pages 1, 16 (May 15,

Mr. Brandeis on the long view deemed the
preferential shop a more reliable form of
security both for unions and for society than
the closed shop; that he did so only serves to
prove that these are pragmatic issues not
appropriate for dogmatic solution,

Whatever one may think of Mr. Brandels’
views, they have been reinforced by the
adoption of laws Iinsuring against that
undercutting of union standards which was
one of the most serious effects of a dissident
minority in a union shop. Under interpre-
tations of the National Labor Relations Act
undisturbed by the Taft-Hartley Act, and of
the Railway Labor Act, the bargaining rep-
resentative designated by a majority of em-
ployees has exclusive power to deal with the
employer on matters of wages and working
conditions. Individual contracts, whether
on more or less favorable terms than those
obtained by the union, are barred. J. I. Case
Co. v. National Labor Relations Bd., 321 U.S.
332, 88 L. Ed. 762, 64 S. Ct. 576; Order of R.
Telegraphers v. Railway Exp, Ageney, 321 U.S.
342, 88 L. Ed. 788, 64 S, Ct. 582; Medo Photo
Supply Corp. v. National Labor Relations Bd.
321 U.S. 678, 88 L. Ed. 1007, 64 S. Ct. 830; see
Elgin, J. & E. R. Co. v. Burley, 325 U.8. T11,
737, note 35, 89 L. Ed. 1886, 1902, 65 S. Ct.
1282. Under these laws, a nonunion bidder
for a job in a union shop cannot, if he would,
undercut the union standards.

Even where the soclal undesirability of a
law may be convinecingly urged, invalidation
of the law by a court debilitates popular
democratic government. Most laws dealing
with economic and social problems are mat-
ters of trial and error. That which before
trial appears to be demonstrably bad may
belie prophecy in actual operation. It may
not prove good, but it may prove innocuous.
But even if a law is found wanting on trial,
it is better than its defects should be demon-
strated and removed than that the law should
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be aborted by judicial fiat. Such an asser-
tion of judicial power deflects responsibility
from those on whom in a democratic society
it ultimately rests—the people. If the pro-
ponents of union-security agreements have
confidence in the arguments addressed to
the Court in their “economic brief,” they
should address those arguments to the elec-
torate. Its endorsement would be a vindi-
cation that the mandate of this Court could
never give.

I invite the attention of the Senator
from Maine to that last brief sentence
reading:

If the proponents of union-security
agreements have confidence in the argu-
ments addressed to the Court in their eco-
nomiec brief, they should address those argu-
ments to the electorate. Its endorsement
would be a vindication that the mandate
of this Court could never give.

That is from the Supreme Court of the
United States, written by one of the
most liberal judges, and, I suppose, one
of the most forward-thinking judges we
have had. He came from the Senator’s
section of the country—Justice Frank-
furter.

Now, before the Senator breaks in——

Mr. MUSKIE. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I wish to make a
statement. The Senator is going to say
that action by the U.S. Congress would
be action of the electorate. However, I
say that it was intended, and has been
said, that each law enacted by Congress
is something that belongs to the States.
Therefore, when he speaks of the elec-
torate, he really speaks of the electorate
of the States. The Court does not say
that. I am saying it.

Mr. MUSKIE, If the Senator and his
colleagues have confidence in the merits
of the argument they are advancing, they
should let the Senate vote on it.

Mr. SPAREMAN. The voting should
be done in the State legislatures. If it
seems desirable to repeal a right-to-work
law, let the State that enacted it into
law repeal it.

Mr. MUSKIE. But the States cannot
vote on the proposal sought to be
brought before us.

Mr. SPAREMAN. They cannot vote
on this, but they can vote——

Mr. MUSKIE. If the Senator has con-
fidence in the merits of his argument, he
should let the Senate vote on it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is the end of
that quotation from the decision of the
Supreme Court of the United States in
1949, passing on the constitutionality of
the right-to-work laws in three States:
North Carolina, Arizona, and Nebraska.

I quote another extract from the same
decision, as follows:

But there is reason for judicial restraint
in matters of policy deeper than the value
of experiment: it is founded on a recognition
of the gulf of difference between sustaining
and nullifying legislation. This difference is
theoretical in that the function of legislat-
ing is for legislatures who have also taken
oaths to support the Constitution, while the
function of courts, when legislation is chal-
lenged, is merely to make sure that the leg-
islature has exercised an allowable judgment,
and not to exercise thelr own judgment,
whether a policy is within or without the
vague contours of due process. Theory is re-
inforced by the notorious fact that lawyers
predominate in American legislatures. In
practice also the difference is wide. In the
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day-to-day working of our democracy it is
vital that the power of the nondemocratic
organ of our Government be exercised with
rigorous self-restraint. Because the powers
exercised by this Court are inherently oli-
garchic, Jefferson all of his life thought of
the Court as an irresponsible body and in-
dependent of the Nation itself. The Court
is not saved from being oligarchic because it
professes to act in the service of humane
ends. As history amply proves, the judiciary
is prone to misconceive the public good by
confounding private notions with constitu-
tional requirements, and such misconcep-
tions are not subject to legitimate displace-
ment by the will of the people except at too
slow a pace. Judges appointed for life whose
decisions run counter to prevailing opinion
cannot be voted out of office and supplanted
by men of views more consonant with it.
They are even further removed from demo-
cratic pressures by the fact that their delib-
erations are in secret and remain beyond
disclosure either by periodic reports or by
such a modern device for securing respon-
sibility to the electorate as the press confer-
ence. But a democracy need not rely on the
courts to save it from its own unwisdom. It
is alert—and without alertness by the peo-
ple there can be no enduring democracy—
unwise or unfair legislation can readily be
removed from the statute books. It is by
such vigilance over its representatives that
democracy proves itself.

Our right to pass on the validity of leg-
islation is now too much part of our con-
stitutional system to be brought into ques-
tion. But the implications of that right and
the conditions for its exercise must con-
stantly be kept in mind and vigorously ob-
served. Because the Court is without power
to shape measures for dealing with the prob-
lems of soclety but has merely the power of
negation over measures shaped by others,
the indispensable judicial requisite is in-
tellectual humility, and such humility pre-
supposes complete disinterestedness. And
s0, in the end, it is right that the Court
should be indifferent to public temper and
popular wishes. Mr. Dooley’s “th’ Supreme
Coort follows th' iliction returns" expressed
the wit of cynicism, not the demand of
prineciple. A court which ylelds to the pop-
ular will thereby licenses itself to practice
despotism, for there can be no assurance
that it will not on another occasion indulge
its own will. Courts can fulfill their re-
sponsibility in a democratic society only to
the extent that they succeed in shaping
their judgments by rational standards, and
rational standards are both impersonal and
communicable. Matters of policy, however,
are by definition matters which demand the
resolution of conflicts of value, and the ele-
ments of conflicting values are largely im-
ponderable. Assessment of their competing
worth involves differences of feeling; it is
also an exercise in prophecy. Obviously the
proper forum for mediating a clash of feel-
ings and rendering a prophetic judgment
is the body chosen for those purposes by the
people. Its functions can be assumed by
this Court only in disregard of the historic
limits of the Constitution.

Speaking as a member of the Court,
Justice Hugo Black had this to say:

It is also argued that the State laws do
not provide protection for union members
equal to that provided for nonunion mem-
bers. But in identical language these State
laws forbid employers to discriminate against
union and nonunion members.

That is something for us to remember.
I have not read all the right-to-work
laws, but I am familiar with the one in
my own State of Alabama; and it is just
as strong in its prohibition against dis-
criminating against union members as
against nonunion members.

February 3, 1966

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. SPARKMAN. Iyield.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I call attention to
the fact that the Virginia law is the same.
I believe I have seen summaries of all of
the 19 laws. It is my recollection that
they all give equal protection to those
who wish to join a union and those who
do not wish to join a union.

Mr. SPARKMAN. That is correct, I
am sure, all the way down fhe line.

The Supreme Court here says—remem-
ber, dealing with cases involving three
States—“Nebraska and North Carolina
thus command equal opportunities for
both groups of workers.”

I do not know what happened to the
third case they were dealing with; but the
Court points out that two of them do.

Much of appellants’ (the unions') argu-
ment here seeks to establish that due process
of law is denied employees and union men
by that part of these State laws that forbid
them to make contracts with the employer
obligating him to refuse to hire or retain
nonunion workers, But that part of these
laws does no more than provide a method to
aid enforcement of the heart of the laws;
namely, thelr command that employers must
not discriminate against either union or
nonunion members because they are such.

I believe he is hitting at the very
heart of the matter. This is by another
liberal member of the Supreme Court,
Justice Hugo Black. This was in 1949,
when the right-to-work law enactments
were rather fresh. The oldest was only
5 years old at the time.

If the States have constitutional power
to ban such discrimination by law, they also
have power to ban contracts which if per-
formed bring about the prohibited discrim-
ination.

* - - - L

There cannot be wrung from a constitu-
tional right of workers to assemble to dis-
cuss improvement of their own working
standards, a further constitutional right to
drive from remunerative employment all
other persons who will not or cannot par-
ticipate in union assemblies., The constitu-
tional right of workers to assemble, to dis-
cuss and formulate plans for furthering their
own self-interest in jobs cannot be construed
as a constitutional guarantee that none shall
get and hold jobs except those who will join
in the assembly or will agree to abide by the
assembly’s plans.

L * - L] -

Claiming that the Federal Constitution it-
self affords protection for union members
against discrimination, they (the unions)
nevertheless assert that the same Constitu-
tion forbids a State from providing the same
protection for nonunion members. Just as
we have held that the due process clause
erects no obstacle to block legislative pro-
tection for union members, we now hold
that legislative protection can be afforded
nonunion workers.

- *® * - *

Precisely what these State laws do is to
forbid employers acting alone or in con-
cert with labor organizations deliberately to
restrict employment to none but union
members.

- L] L] L] L]

We deem it unnecessary to elaborate the
numerous reasons for our rejection of this
contention of appellants (the unions). Nor
need we appraise or analyze with particu-
larity the rather startling ideas suggested to
support some of the premises on which ap-
pellants’ conclusions rest.
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I have read rather at length from this
decision because it is, so far as I know,
the first decision made based on right-
to-work laws—and there are three of
them in the group. It was as I stated,
in 1949, when the first right-to-work
law was only 5 years old—when most of
them were only 1 year old. I believe that
the law in my State was only 1 year old.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBERTSON. There can be no
question about the fact that State right-
to-work laws are constitutional. What I
shall discuss, when I follow the Senator
from Alabama, will be the unconstitu-
tionality of the pending proposal to re-
peal State right-to-work laws.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Let me say to the
Senator from Virginia that in my pres-
entation I have tried to show not only
that the right-to-work laws are consti-
tutional, but that they are inherently
constitutional. I believe that the Court
says so, and that it is a matter for the
States to decide for themselves, and when
they decide it, it was up to the people of
that State if they wish to repeal the law
to appeal to their State legislatures.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Will the Senator
from Alabama yield further?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
LavscHE in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Alabama yield to the Senator
from Virginia?

Mr, SPARKMAN. Iyield.

Mr. ROBERTSON. We must bear in
mind that the pending bill involves free-
dom of political action, freedom of
speech, and freedom of association.

Freedom of speech is granted in the
first amendment. But if we join a union,
we do not dare to criticize that union or
we shall be fined; therefore we lose our
freedom. That is a violation of the first
amendment.

Freedom of association is in the 5th
amendment and also in the 14th amend-
ment. The right to work is in the due
process provisions of both the 5th and
14th amendments.

Then we have the freedom of associa-
tion or political action, which is in the
ninth amendment.

Therefore we are sworn to uphold the
Constitution when we are asked to vote
for a bill which violates the Constitu-
tion in four specific respects. We read
in a national poll, taken by one of those
who poll sentiment, that only 14 percent
of the people wish repeal of section
14(b), and a majority of labor union
members themselves do not wish it.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am glad the Sen-
ator brought up those points. I have
referred to some statistics which have
been placed in the Recorp, and I am
sure that the Senator from Virginia has
seen them, concerning increases in the
right-to-work States and non-right-to-
work States. By the way, should any-
one wish to look at them, they are on
page 1550 of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
for January 29. I stated that they were
helpful and interesting, and I suggested
that it would be of value if statistics
could be made available to show the in-
crease in unionism.
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The claim has been made that right-
to-work laws prevent unionism from
growing, and I should therefore like to
see some figures as to the percentage in-
crease of unionism in States having
right-to-work laws and States not having
right-to-work laws. I believe we might
be in for a surprise. The rate of increase
in wages is decidedly higher in right-to-
work States than it is in non-right-to-
work States. That is shown in the tables
printed in the REcorp. By the way, each
State is shown with its increase.

Mr. ROBERTSON. If the Senator
from Alabama will yield at that point,
there is not a single State that does not
have a right-to-work law that has less
unemployment at the present time than
the State of Virginia. I believe it is ap-
proximately 2 percent. The mnational
average is 45 percent.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Alabama yield at that
point?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BYRD
of Virginia in the chair). Does the Sen-
ator from Alabama yield to the Senator
from Mississippi?

Mr. SPARKMAN. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. STENNIS. I commend the Sena-
tor from Alabama for a forceful and fair
presentation of his position in opposition
to repeal of section 14(b). The Senator
speaks with a fine knowledge of the sub-
ject but, more than that, he speaks with
a knowledge and understanding of the
problems of the so-called workingman,
the man who ordinarily belongs to a un-
ion. He also knows the problems of
those who do not belong to a union. I
feel that the Senator from Alabama is
unusually well qualified to speak on the
subject, not only from a legal standpoint,
but also because he is highly qualified to
speak on the subject from the standpoint
of humanitarian interest and an under-
standing of the problems of the people
who work from day to day.

The Senator from Alabama has made
a fine exposition, too, of the principle of
the rights of States, and that the people
of the various States, through their leg-
islatures, pass upon this very question.
The Senator and I both come from a
State where that prerogative has been
exercised. In my State, the people have
passed on this issue by an overwhelming
vote in favor of a constitutional amend-
ment that would place that principle in
the basic law.

I notice that the Senator from Ala-
bama cited a case which I have also read
with profound interest, and to which I
shall refer when I have an opportunity
to discuss this issue. It refers to the
reasoning of that fine jurist, Justice
Frankfurter, who writes with approval
and irresistible logic. Not only is it good
logie, but his sound prineciples of juris-
prudence shine like a new dime, if I may
use that expression.

I am very glad that the Senator from
Alabama brought that case to the atten-
tion of the Senate.

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Mississippi for his comments.

Mr. STENNIS. Let me once again not
only thank the Senator for his excellent
remarks but commend him also for pre-
senting them in the finest traditions of
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the Senate, and as I said before, from a
humanitarian standpoint.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr, President,

will the Senator from Alabama yield to
me for a moment?

Mr. SPAREMAN. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBERTSON. I join my distin-
guished colleague the Senator from Mis-
sissippi [Mr. SteENNIs] in commending
the excellent statement that the Senator
from Alabama is making. I invite atten-
tion to the fact that we are desk mates,
and that we both came to the Senate in
1946. We have been here now for 20
years. I can say without fear of success-
ful contradiction that during this entire
period the junior Senator from Alabama
has proved that he has been a friend of
the working man. I believe that in his
hometown of Huntsville, 90 percent of
the workers there belong to unions. I ask
the Senator if that would not be a fair
estimate of the situation in his home-
town. It is certainly overwhelming.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Let me just say
this: I am basically a union man. Ihave
labored in different industries myself, al-
though I was never the member of a
union merely because there was no union
to join in my category. Therefore, I
know both sides of the question. I ad-
vocate the cause of labor. I know what
it has amounted to and what it has done
for the workingman of this country
throughout the years. I said something
about it in the early part of my speech,
what labor’'s contribution has been; but,
I believe that we should reason these
things as Justice Frankfurter has rea-
soned them.

By the way, let me say, in response to
the kind remarks of the Senator from
Mississippi, that one thing I like about his
statement was that he started right off
by declaring that the decision should not
rest upon such factors. In effect, that is
what he said.

I could not help but think about some
of the other cases that were decided on
the basis of social factors; but after re-
viewing some of the social events and
some of the economic factors involved in
this broad question, he went into the
question. I think he did an excellent job.
That is why I read as extensively as I did
the opinion of Mr. Justice Frankfurter,
as well as that of Mr. Justice Black.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
wish to conclude by saying that my col-
league for 20 years has proved he is a
friend of the workingman. Serving as
senior member of the Senate Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency, he has
worked for small loans for the small
man. He has helped the small man ob-
tain better homes. He has worked for
urban renewal to eliminate slums, When
he stands on this floor and advocates the
continuation of the right-to-work laws
of the States, he is pursuing this funda-
mental, democratic principle of equality
of treatment without special privileges.

When an employer required that a
worker not join a union, he was said to
have entered a “yellow dog” contract.
And now the unions turn around and
want to impose the same kind of “yel-
low dog” contract on those who do not
want to join unions.
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So my friend is consistent. He has
supported the rights and privileges of
the workingman, of the man who has to
make his living with his hands.

Incidentally, it is a matter of public
record that there were no Federal stu-
dent loans when the Senator from Ala-
bama was a student at the great school
of Alabama. In those days the dormi-
tories were heated with steam generated
by burning coal. He shoveled a little of
it to pay his way through college. He
was not raised with a silver spoon in his
mouth, but with a coal shovel in his
hands. So he knows the problems of
the workingman and is sympathetic with
them. We hail his fine record in the
Senate.

Mr. SPARKMAN.
ator.

In conclusion, Mr. President, in the
long conflict between the States and the
Federal Government over the question
of labor-management relations, one
great freedom has stood up against every
assault—the State’s authority to decide
for itself whether it shall have a right-
to-work law. I believe the States are en-
titled to this authority. I believe that
the people within the sovereign States
wish to have this authority and, for this
reason, I oppose repeal of section 14(b)
of the Taft-Hartley Act.

Mr. President, I surrender the floor.

I thank the Sen-

PRESIDENT JOHNSON DESIRES EN-
LARGEMENT OF THE PEACE
CORPS

During the delivery of Mr. SPARKMAN’S
speech,

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

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may yield to
the Senator from Washington without
losing any of my rights to the floor.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, Iask
unanimous consent to have my remarks
appear in the Recorp following the re-
marks of the Senator from Alabama.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, it
was President John EKennedy who, in
1960, first advanced the idea of a new
government agency manned by young
Americans and dedicated to interna-
tional service in the cause of peace. That
idea became the Peace Corps—the most
striking new development in foreign pol-
icy in the recent history of this Nation.
In 5 years, the Peace Corps has become
a strong, worthwhile, and universally re-
spected arm of our diplomatic effort.

Today the Peace Corps has come to the
end of its infancy. And in tribute to its
maturity, another President has ad-
vanced another new idea—an idea which
gives a new dimension to the Peace Corps
and which can enrich the lives of all
Americans.

In the international health and educa-
tion message, the President outlines three
major new roles for the Peace Corps:

He proposes an exchange Peace Corps
through which foreign volunteers will assist
our communities, teach in our schools, and
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give our citizens a new awareness of the
world.

He suggests a Peace Corps school-to-school
program through which American students
will help to build foreign schools, and
through which thousands of American stu-
dents will gain a deeper concern for their
fellow men.

Finally, the Presldent recommends that
the Peace Corps, through the International
Health Act of 1966, be enabled “to recruit
and provide more volunteers for service in
the health manpower programs of the devel-
oping nations."”

The Peace Corps, as it moves into a
new era with a new leader, has proven it-
self worthy to shoulder new and ex-
panded responsibilities. In his wise and
hopeful message on international health
and education, the President has recog-
nized this fact. I commend him for it,
and I endorse willingly the program his
message promises.

PROPOSED REPEAL OF SECTION
14(b) OF THE NATIONAL LABOR
RELATIONS ACT, AS AMENDED

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the motion of the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MansrFierLp] that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of the bill
(H.R. T7) to repeal section 14(b) of the
National Labor Relations Act, as
amended, and section 703(b) of the
Labor-Management Reporting Act of
1959 and to amend the first proviso of
section 8(a)(3) of the National Labor
Relations Act, as amended.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 27 Leg.]
Allott Gore Pearson
Anderson Jackson Pell
Bartlett Javits Proxmire
Bass Jordan, N.C. Randolph
Bayh Jordan, Idaho Robertson
Bible Lausche Smith
Brewster Mansfield Sparkman
Byrd, Va. McGee Stennis
Clark McGovern Thurmond
Dominick Moss Young, Ohio
Douglas Pastore

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is not present.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
move that the Sergeant at Arms be di-
rected to request the attendance of ab-
sent Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Maryland.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Sergeant at Arms will execute the order
of the Senate.

After a little delay, the following Sena-
tors entered the Chamber and answered
to their names:

Alken Dirksen Hickenlooper
Bennett Dodd Hiu

Boges Ellender Holland

Byrd, W. Va. Ervin Hruska
Cannon Fannin Inouye
Carlson Fong Kennedy, Mass,
Case Fulbright Kennedy, N.Y.
Church Harris Kuchel
Cooper Hart Long, La.
Cotton Hartke Magnuson
Curtis Hayden McCarthy
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MelIntyre Mundt Scott
McNamara Murphy Simpson
Metcalf Muskie Symington
Miller Prouty Tydings
Mondale Ribicoff Williams, Del
Montoya Russell, 8.C Yarborough
Morse Russell, Ga

Morton Saltonstall

The PRESIDING OFFICER
MonNDpALE in the chair).
present.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
last Thursday, I said that we should drop
the present useless debate on a bill to
repeal section 14(b) and turn our atten-
tion to more practical and vital matters
because the public did not favor the
pending bill and there was no chance in
the world that the leadership could se-
cure enough votes in the Senate to im-
pose cloture. The later view has since
been reenforced by a check among those
who voted against cloture last year,
which indicates beyond any shadow of
a doubt that the leadership does not have
now, and will not at any time during
this session, have enough votes to im-
pose cloture.

My statement that the public does not
favor this bill has been further reen-
forced by a recent poll taken by the
Opinion Research Corp. of Princeton,
N.J. So far as public polls go, that orga-
nization is one of the fairest and one of
the best. On the basis of a national poll
that organization recently reported that
only 14 percent of the people of this Na-
tion favored the pending bill and that 64
percent are opposed to it. It also reports
what to me was a rather surprising fact;
namely, that a majority of union mem-
bers themselves favor retention of 14(b).
That vote was 44 percent for retention
versus 36 percent for repeal. So who is
left who is favoring repeal? Only a few
labor leaders who either think thatitisa
propitious time to strengthen their pow-
er or else who think that as a matter of
principle they should sponsor a law
which would deny gainful employment to
any American citizen who refused to join
a union and pay union dues and accept
union domination as a price for getting
a job.

One reason many union men do not
favor the repeal of section 14(b) is they
do not want Negroes forced into their
unions,

For months the forces of organized
labor vociferously argued for immediate
passage of the administration’s Voting
Rights Act of 1965." So incessant was
labor’s demand for legislation to enfran-
chise thousands of new voters—literate
and illiterate alike—that certain consti-
tutional problems were completely dis-
regarded. These constitutional prob-
lems, incidentally, were admitted by
none other than the administration’s
chief lawyer, the Attorney General of the
United States.”

The deep concern expressed by labor
over the Negro's right to vote is con-
spicuously absent, however, when the is-
sue involves the Negro’s right to work.

In pressing for immediate repeal of
section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act of
1947, as amended,’ labor disregards com-

(Mr.
A quorum is

See footnotes on pages 2053—4.
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pletely the finding of the U.S. Civil
Rights Commission which reported:

Racial discrimination by labor organiza-
tions is manifested in different ways by the
construction craft unions and by the indus-
trial unions. Craft unions, when they dis-
criminate against Negroes, do so primarily by
membership restrictions or other internal
practices, Because the construction craft
unions so often control hiring and admission
to apprenticeship programs, denial of mem-
bership may well be tantamount to a fore-
closure of the Negro worker's opportunity for
a job or for training.

In the industrial unions, on the other
hand, membership is usually readily avail-
able to Negroes. Moreover the industrial
unions do not generally control the hiring
process or admission to apprenticeship train-
ing. To the extent that industrial unions
discriminate against Negroes, they do so
through external (rather than internal) prac-
tices—in the collective bargalning process.
This does not affect so much the Negro's
basic opportunity to obtain employment as
the terms and conditions under which he
works.

In general it seems clear that the racial at-
titudes of the unions in industrial plants are
better than those of the construction craft
unions. Nevertheless in some instances in-
dustrial unions have become parties to agree-
ments and practices that prevent Negro
workers from achieving equal opportunity
in employment.*

The Negro’s plight, should section
14(b) be repealed, is made manifestly
clear by the further statements of the
Civil Rights Commission:

Neither of the acts that regulate relations
between employers and unions—the LMRA
and the RLA—was designed to provide relief
from raclal discrimination.®

And—

Although Federal law provides that a
worker shall not be denied initial employ-
ment because of his inability to join a union,
lack of union membership does limit em-

ployment opportunities [in a non-right-to-
work State].®

As Victor Riesel, the noted labor ana-
lyst, reported in a recent column entitled
“Inside Labor—Discrimination in the
Crafts”:

Right now, there’'s little the Government

can do with the unions but argue with
them.?

In 1964, Congress attempted to pro-
tect the Negro employee from union
diserimination by enacting title VII of
the Civil Rights Act of 1964,

Section 703(e) (1) provides:

It shall be an unlawful employment prac-
tice for a labor organization—

(1) To exclude or to expel from its mem-
bership or otherwise to discriminate against
any individual because of his race, religion,
sex, or national origin.

Despite this strong language, however,
a conflict has developed which promises
to emasculate title VII.

The conflict is described by the Bureau
of National Affairs Fair Employment
Practices Reporter as follows:

EEOC has agreed to notify AFL-CIO’s Civil
Rights Department when complaints are
filed against affiliated unions and to do the
same for the construction industry joint
conference with respect to complaints
against affiliated unions or contractors.

The agreements call for notice to the
parent bodies at about the same time the
affillate organization is served a complaint

CXII—130

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

alleging racial or other discrimination under
title VII. The idea, EEOC says, is to enlist
the aid of the parent organizations in con-
ciliating disputes. In States where EEOC
is required to defer to State or local FEP
agencies, the notice to the department or
CIJC wouldn't be given until EEOC is free
to assert jurisdiction. However, EEOC has
written to State and local agencies urging
them to enter into similar agreements.

Criticism of the agreements comes from
two State FEP agencies and at least one
civil rights group. The New York BState
Commission for Human Rights and the
Kansas Commission are reported taking the
position that such agreements would con-
travene requirements that complaints be
kept confidential and not be turned over to
third parties.

Mr. Herbert Hill, of the NAACP, after
referring to the long history of dis-
crimination in the building trades
unions and in the construction industry
in general, asserts that the result of the
agreements is that “the discriminators
will be investigating themselves” and
the EEOC will relinquish its powers.

Even should Mr. Hill's prediction
prove erroneous, the Negro employee
can look forward to long months—and
perhaps years—of litigation before his
rights under title VII are conclusively
adjudicated.

In the discrimination
continues.

On April 13, 1965, Dr. Kenneth B.
Clark, director of City College of New
York’s Social Dynamics Institute, de-
nounced an entrance examination given
by local No. 28 of the Sheet Metal Work-
ers International Association as unfair
to Negro applicants taking the tests.
The New York Times reported Clark as
saying:

The test could be reasonably interpreted
as a continuation of a discriminatory policy
by the union.

More recently, the Labor Department
has asked the Justice Department to
bring proceedings against the St. Louis
AFL-CIO Building Trades Council for
interference with a contractor’s efforts to
comply with the law on racial hiring.

A news story appearing in the Wall
Street Journal on January 24, 1966, re-
ports that unions of the Building Trades
Council have refused to work on the St.
Louis arch project because employees of
E. Smith Plumbing Co. are “Negroes and
are members of a union not affiliated
with the AFL-CIO.”

Such diserimination is commonplace.

If section 14(b) is repealed, the Negro
employee, by act of the unions, can rea-
sonably expect to be deprived of his
right to earn a livelihood, especially now
that a conflict has arisen over title VII
of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.

The Labor Management Relations Act
permits union membership to be a con-
dition of continued employment under
certain specified conditions, and one
proviso which affords some minimum de-
gree of protection to minority employees
states that an employer may not dis-
charge an employee under a union shop
agreement “if he has reasonable grounds
for believing that such membership was
not available to the employee on the same
terms and conditions generally appli-
cable to other members.” 29 U.S.C., sec.
158(a)3(A).)

meantime,
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The employer often runs into difficulty,
however, in determining why a certain
employee has been denied union member-
ship, and must ultimately accept the
reason given by the union, especially
since all records concerning a denial of
membership are exclusively within the
hands of the union.

Membership hostility, coupled with an
inability of an employer to get the true
facts as to membership denial, renders
highly suspect the effectiveness of sec-
tion 158(a)3(A).

At common law, the labor union had
the inherent power to arbitrarily exclude
from membership any would-be member,
for any reason it so desired.®

In the absence of legislation to the
contrary, the courts have refused to com-
pel a union to admit a qualified applicant
to membership.®

As we have seen, the effectiveness of
recent Federal legislation to compel a
union to admit a qualified Negro appli-
cant remains undemonstrated.”

Only in the 19 States having right-to-
work statutes is the Negro worker free
from agreements and practices entered
into between unions and employers to
prevent him from achieving equal op-
portunity in employment.

Consider again the Civil Rights Com-
mission’s statement:

Denial of membership may well be tanta-

mount to a foreclosure of the Negro worker's
opportunity for a job.

Add to this the nonexistence of Fed-
eral legislation to compel a union to ad-
mit to its rolls qualified Negro applicants
as members.

Can organized labor really want the
Negro to have the right to vote, when it
is more than ready to repeal Federal
legislation that protects the Negro’s
right to work from admitted union
discrimination?

The reader may draw his own
conclusions.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REecorp at
this point a list of footnotes relating to
the foregoing part of my speech.

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

FoOTNOTES

i Public Law 89-110.

1 “Katzenbach has opposed inclusion of a
ban on poll taxes in the voting rights bill
because he believed it would raise a difficult
constitutional question.” Richmond Times-
Dispatch, April 8, 1965.

See also the AP story of April 8, 1965,
in which Republican Senator EVERETT DIRK-
SEN, a proponent of the legislation, expressed
concern from both a constitutional and a
political standpoint, on the wisdom of the
amended legislation.

3 Section 14(b) permits the States to enact
right-to-work laws which prohibit an em-
ployer from discriminating against a would-
be employee because of membership or non-
membership in a labor union.

¢ Employment, vol. 3, 1961 U.S. Commis-
sion on Civil Rights Report.

51d., at 143.

®1d., at 151.

7 Reprinted in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,
March 17, 1965, A1235.

& Mayer v. Journeyman Stone-Cutters’
Assoc., 47 N.J. Eq. 519, 20 A. 492; Greenwood
v. Bldg. Trades Council, 71 Cal. App. 159,
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233 P. 823; Murphy v. Higgins, (N.Y.S.Ct.
1939) 12 N.Y.S. 2d 913.

* Williams v. Quill, 277 N.Y. 1, 12 N.E, 2d
547: Miller v. Ruehl, 166 Misc. 479, 2 N.Y .S.
2d 394; Murphy v. Higgins, supra, note 8;
and Kemp v. Division No. 241, 255 Ill. 218,
99 N.E. 389.

10 Although opponents of 14(b) rely upon
the Supreme Court decision in Steele v. L. &
N.R. Co., 323 U.S. 192, as providing adequate
protection to the Negro to be free from
racial discrimination in employment, Steele
falls far short of offering such protection.
Steele holds only that a union, acting as a
collective bargaining agent wunder Federal
law (RLA), has a duty to exercise fairly its
bargaining power. Even the Civil Rights
Commission has recognized the inherent
weakness in Steele and has stated: “Both as
a practical and legal matter, Board [NLRB]
certification is not always necessary for a
union to obtain employer recognition as the
exclusive bargaining representative. Many
economically strong unions, particularly
those In the building and construction
crafts, are able to establish themselves as
exclusive collective-bargaining representa-
tives without petitioning for Board certifi-
cation.” Footnote 4, at 145-6.

In the same vein, the Civil Rights Com-
mission, in discounting the protection af-
forded the Negro by Steele, further stated:
“In sum the Steele doctrine of ‘fair repre-
sentation’ requires that a union in discharg-
ing its representational functions do so
fairly. To date only the courts have effec-
tively acted to insure fair representation.
The NLREBE has not actively used the doec-
trine to protect the rights of minorities.”
Footnote 4, at 146,

Mr. ROBERTSON. I further ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the REcorp the article entitled “St. Louis
Union Group Accused of Interfering With
Race Hiring Law,” from the January 24
issue of the Wall Street Journal, to which
I have referred.

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

St. Louls UNioN GROUP ACCUSED OF INTER~
FERING WITH RACE HIRING LAW—LABOR
AGENCY REQUESTS ACTION AGAINST THE
ARrea’s BumpinG TrapEs CounciL oF AFL~
CI10

WasHINGTON —The Labor Department
asked for proceedings against the St. Louis
AFL~CIO Bullding Trades Council for what
the Department called interference with a
contractor’s efforts to comply with the law on
racial hiring.

In the first such move against a labor
organization, the Labor Department asked
the Justice Department to take appropriate
action under title 6 and title 7 of the 1964
Civil Rights Act.

In a letter to Attorney General Katzenbach,
Edward C. Sylvester, Jr., director of the Of-
fice of Federal Contract Compliance, charged
that unions of the bullding trades counecil
have refused to work on the St. Louls arch
project.

He said the council members had objected
to employees of E. Smith Plumbing Co., who
are “Negroes and are members of a union
not affiliated with the AF1-CIO.”

Mr. Sylvester sald the refusal of the build-
ing trades council members to work with the
Smith employees has brought the project to
a standstill.

Approximately $500 milllon in Federal
funds are Involved in construction projects
in the St. Louls area. Two weeks ago, Mr.
Sylvester asked Federal agencies to determine
whether contractors and subcontractors in
the St. Louls area were complying with the
equal employment clause.
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The subcontract to Smith was let by the
general contractor, Hoel-Steffen Construc-
tion Co., Mr. Sylvester said.

The Executive order issued by President
Johnson in connection with the 1964 Civil
Rights Act requires the Secretary of Labor to
refer to the Justice Department any prac-
tice of a labor union that might violate the
1964 law.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I
wish to discuss the constitutional aspects
of this question. Senator Eastrawp, of
Mississippi, presented persuasive argu-
ments last Saturday that the pending bill
violates the ninth amendment.

I also believe it violates four precious
prineciples of personal freedom, which are
either specifically incorporated in the
Constitution, or included by necessary
implication. These principles are the
right to work, freedom of association,
freedom of speech, and the right to the
free exercise of political activity.

These four rights are not only en-
shrined in the Constitution of the
United States, but they are proclaimed in
the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights of the United Nations.
RIGHT-TO-WORE LAWS PROTECT FUNDAMENTAL

AND VITAL FREEDOMS

Before we pass legislation here in
Congress that would strike down the
right-to-work laws and that would pre-
clude additional States from passing such
laws in the future we should at least con-
sider the nature of these laws, as well as
the nature of the Federal union shop
statute which under H.R. 77 would pre-
empt the field so as to extend compulsory
union membership through every part of
this land. Only in this way may we
determine whether this is a wise pro-
posal, and only in this way can we deter-
mine whether the committee report is
correct in saying that H.R. 77 is a meas-~
ure that comports with constitutional
requirements.

The core of the typical right-to-work
statute consists of three simple provi-
sions: First, that the right to work shall
not be denied by reason either of mem-
bership or nonmembership in a union;
second, that any agreement or under-
standing which conditions the right to
work on membership or nonmembership
in a labor union is illegal and void; and,
third, that no forced payments to a labor
union shall be made a condition of em-
ployment. As we shall see, these statutes
have been upheld as constitutional.
INTERPRETATION OF MEMBERSHIP REQUIRE-

MENTS OF UNION SHOP CLAUSE OF NATIONAL

LABOR RELATIONS ACT

The bill before us, H.R. 77, has as its
purpose the complete preemption of the
field by making effective throughout the
United States the present Federal rule
permitting the union shop. To accom-
plish this purpose, it would not only
repeal section 14(b) of the National
Labor Relations Act, which expressly
recognizes the right of the States to
prohibit compulsory union membership,
but would also amend section 8(a) (3) of
that act to provide that nothing in any
constitution or law in any State or politi-
cal subdivision thereof shall interfere
with the union shop.

What is this Federal union shop rule
that we are asked to apply throughout
the United States? Its statutory basis
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is found in two provisos to section 8(a)
(3) of the National Labor Relations Act.
The essential parts of those two provisos
today read as follows:

Sec. 8(a). It shall be unfair labor prac-
tice for an employer

® - L] L] *

(3) by discrimination in regard to hire or
tenure of employment or any term or condi-
tlon of employment to encourage or dis-
courage membership in any labor organiza-
tion: Provided, That nothing in this Act,
or in any other statute of the United States,
shall preclude an employer from making an
agreement with a labor organization * * *
to require as a condition of employment
membership therein * * * Provided further,
That no employer shall justify any discrimi-
nation against an employee for nonmem-
bership in a labor organization (A) if he has
reasonable grounds for belleving that such
membership was not avallable to the em-
ployee on the same terms and conditions
generally applicable to other members, or
(B) if he has reasonable grounds for be-
lieving that membership was denied or termi-
nated for reasons other than the failure of
the employee to tender the periodic dues and
the initiation fees uniformly required as a
x?ditlon of acquiring or retaining member-

P.

The first proviso makes the flat
statement that it permits “an agreement
with the labor organization to require
as a condition of employment member-
ship therein.” The scope and extent of
the membership is not defined nor is its
nature described except that it is plainly
stated that the membership is to be re-
quired as a condition of employment,
which is another way of saying that it is
compulsory unless the worker elects to
submit to the hardly pleasant alternative
of being deprived of his employment.

The second proviso to section 8(a) (3)
specifies two conditions which must be
observed by the employer before he can
discharge an employee for nonmember-
ship in the organization. The first con-
dition is that the employee cannot be dis-
charged for nonmembership if he has
been denied membership in a way that
diseriminates against him. The second
condition is that if he has reasonable
grounds for believing that membership
was denied or terminated for reasons
other than the failure of the employee
?J tender the periodic dues and initiation

ees.

The first of these conditions named
in the second proviso relates entirely to
protection of an employee from discharge
in the event he is discriminately denied
membership in the union. It has no ref-
erence to the protection of the employee
after he has become a member of the
union or to the nature or extent of the
obligations that may be imposed upon
him by the union.

Except for Negroes, the second condi-
tion to the requirement of compulsory
union membership is therefore the most
important one for the union members.
It is the only one of the two conditions
that are applicable to the worker who is
already a member of the union and who
is required by the union shop agreement
to remain a member. It is likewise the
only one of any significance to the
worker who is brought into the union by
virtue of the compulsory provisions of
the agreement. This second condition
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by its literal term specifies that there
shall be only one ground for discharge
for nonmembership in the union;
namely, failure of the employee to
tender payment of dues and initiation
fees. But it does not by any express
language attempt to define membership,
or to say what are the duties and obliga-
tions of membership. Ordinarily, it
might be supposed that these are things
that are governed by the constitution,
bylaws, and regulations as well as the
custom and practice of the organization,
and many people have taken this posi-
tion, even though they are forced to
recognize that the ultimate sanction of
discharge may be resorted to only in
event of failure to tender periodic dues
and initiation fees.

These provisions of the statute con-
cerning requirements of membership
have been interpreted by the Supreme
Court of the United States in a number
of cases. In Radio Officers v. Labor
Board, 347 U.S. 17, 41 (1954), they were
held to confine the use of the union shop
to the sole purpose of compelling the
payment of union dues and fees.

Thus the Court said:

This legislative history clearly indicates
that Congress intended to prevent utiliza-
tlon of union security agreements for any
purpose other than to compel payment of
union dues and fees. * * * Thus an em-
ployer can discharge an employee for non-
membership in a union if the employer has
entered a union security contract valid under
the act with such union, and if the other
requlrements of the provlao are met. No
other discrimination aimed at encouraging
empmyeea 1o joln, retain memhership or stay
in good standing in a union is condoned.

A somewhat more amplified explana-
tion of the requirements of the statute
was given in Labor Board v. General
Motors, 373 U.S. 734 (1963), where the
Court held that an agency shop arrange-
ment which leaves union membership
optional with employees but requires
that as a condition of continued employ-
ment nonunion employees must pay to
the union sums equal to the initiation
fees and periodic dues fixed by the union
does not constitute an unfair labor prac-
tice since the requirement for payments
is the practical equivalent for union
membership permitted under section
8(a)(3). The Court recognized that
both the worker and the union have an
option with respect to the extent of
membership. The conscripted worker
may elect to assume the full obligations
of membership or he may choose to con-
fine himself to the payment of money
and to refuse to assume any further ob-
ligation. The union may place the con-
seripted worker on its rolls or it may re-
fuse to do so if he declines to fulfill any
obligation except the payment of money.
The Court said at pages 742-T44:

Under the second proviso to section
8(a)(3), the burdens of membership upon
which employment may be conditioned are
expressly limited to the payment of initia-
tion fees and monthly dues. It 1s permis-
slble to condition employment upon mem-
bership, but membership, Insofar as it has
significance to employment rights, may in
turn be conditioned only upon payment of
fees and dues. “Membership” as a condition
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of employment is whittled down to its fi-
nancial core, * * *

We are therefore confident that the pro-
posal made by the union here conditioned
employment upon the practical equivalent
of union “membership” as Congress used
that term in the proviso to section 8(a) (3).
The proposal for requiring the payment of
dues and fees imposes no burdens not im-
posed by a permissible union shop contract
and compels the performance of only those
duties of membership which are enforce-
able by discharge under a union shop ar-
rangement. If an employee in a union shop
unit refuses to respect any union-imposed
obligations other than the duty to pay dues
and fees, and membership in the union is
therefore denied or terminated, the condi-
tion of “membership” for section 8(a) (3)
purposes is nevertheless satisfied and the
employee may not be discharged for non-
membership even though he is not a formal
member. Of course, if the union chooses to
extend membership even though the em-
ployee will meet only the minimum financial
burden, and refuses to support or “join" the
union in any other affirmative way, the em-
ployee may have to become a “member” un-
der a union shop contract, in the sense that
the union may be able to place him on its
rolls. The agency shop arrangement pro-
posed here removes that choice from the
union and places the option of membership
in the employee while still requiring the
same monetary support as does the union
shop. Such a difference between the union
and agency shop may be of great importance
in some contexts, but for present purposes
it is more formal than real. To the extent
that it has any significance at all it serves,
rather than violates, the desire of Congress
to reduce the evils of compulsory unionism
while allowing financial support for the bar-
gaining agent.

The Court reached the same result but
without the same elaboration of the dis-
tinction between different forms of mem-
bership in Retail Clerks v. Schermer-
horn, 373 U.S. 746 (1963), where it held
that an agency shop agreement is within
the scope of section 14(b) of the National
Labor Relations Act and is subject to
prohibition by State law. The Court
said at pages 751-752:

The connection between the section 8(a)
(3) proviso and section 14(b) is clear.
Whether they are perfectly coincident, we
need not now decide, but unquestionably
they overlap to some extent. At the very
least, the agreements requiring member-
ship in a labor union which are expressly
permitted by the proviso are the same mem-
bership agreements expressly placed within
the reach of State law by section 14(b). It
follows that the General Motors case rules
this one, for we there held that the agency
shop arrangement involved here—which
imposes on employees the only membership
obligation enforceable under section 8(a) (3)
by discharge; namely, the obligation to pay
initiation fees and regular dues—is the
practical equlvalent of an agreement re-
quiring membership in a labor organization
as a condition of employment. Whatever
may be the status of less stringent union-
security arrangement, the agency shop is
within section 14(b). At least to that ex-
tent did Congress intend section 8(a)(3)
and section 14(b) to colncide.

Thus it is that while under the con-
struction placed by the Supreme Court
on the union shop provisions of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act membership
in the union may be required, the obliga-
tion of membership is limited to payment
to the union for its service as a collective
bargaining agency.
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FULL UNION SHOP HAS NOT BEEN UPHELD AS
CONSTITUTIONAL

The majority report on H.R. 77 from
the Senate Committee on Labor and Pub-
lic Welfare says that the Supreme Court
has upheld the constitutionality of com-
pulsory union membership as embodied
in the union shop. The report cites in
support of that theory the decision of the
Court in Hanson v. Union Pacific, 351
U.S. 225 (1956). In that case the Court
considered a challenge to the constitu-
tionality of section 2, 11th of the Rail-
way Labor Act, which, while couched in
somewhat different language, gives es-
sentially the same permission for a union
shop as the one granted in section 8(a)
(3) of the National Labor Relations Act.
The Court, placing the same interpreta-
tion on the Railway Labor Act section
as it previously had placed on the corre-
sponding clause of the National Labor
Relations Act with which we are here
concerned, upheld the constitutionality
of the statute on the ground that on its
face it did nothing more than to require
financial support of the union by one who
receives benefits of its work. The Court
made this clear in its opinion:

It is argued that compulsory membership
will be used to impair freedom of expression.
But that problem is not presented by this
record. Congress endeavored to safeguard
against that possibility by making explicit
that no conditions to membership may be
imposed except as respects “periodic dues,
initiation fees, and assessments.” If other
conditions are in fact imposed, or if the exac-
tion of dues, initiation fees, or assessments
i1s used as a cover for forcing ideological
conformity or other action in contravention
of the first amendment, this judgment will
not prejudice the decision in that case. For
we pass narrowly on section 2, 11th of the
Rallway Labor Act. We only hold that the
requirement for financial support of the col-
lective-bargaining agency by all who receive
the benefits of its work is within the power
of Congress under the commerce clause and
does not violate either the first or fifth
amendments. We express no opinion on the
use of other conditions to secure or maintain
membership in a labor organization operat-
i(ng ;Sxéc;er a union or closed shop agreement

P. ¥

The limited nature of the holding in
the Hanson case was made even clearer
by the subsequent opinion of the Su-
preme Court in Inifernational Associa-
tion of Machinists v. Street, 367 U.S.
740 (1961). There it held that the
union shop clause found in section 2,
11th, of the Railway Labor Act does not
permit unions to use funds exacted there-
under to support political causes op-
posed by the employees. The Court first
defined the extent of its holding in the
Hanson case saying:

Thus all that was held in Hanson was
that section 2, 11th was constitutional in its
bare authorization of union-shop contracts
requiring workers to give “financial support”
to unions legally authorized to act as their
collective-bargaining agents. We sustained
this requirement—and only this require-
ment—embodied in the statutory authoriza-
tion of agreements under which “all em-
ployees shall become members of the labor
organization representing their craft or
class.” We clearly passed neither upon
forced assoclation in any other aspect nor
upon the issue of the use of exacted money
for political causes which were opposed by
the employees (p. 749).
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The Court then went on to say that
Street presented questions that had been
reserved in Hanson and would raise
grave constitutional issues which should,
if possible, be avoided by giving the stat-
ute a construction which would remove
doubt of its constitutionality. On this
point it said:

The record in this case is adequate squarely
to present the constitutional questions re-
served in Hanson. These are questions of
the utmost gravity. However, the restraints
against unnecessary constitutional decisions
counsel against their determination unless
we must conclude that Congress, in author-
izing a union shop under section 2, 1ith,
also meant that the labor organization re-
ceiving an employee's money should be free,
despite that employee's objection, to spend
his money for political causes which he
opposes. Federal statutes are to be so con-
strued as to avold serious doubt of their
constitutionality. *“When the validity of an
act of the Congress is drawn in question,
and even if a serious doubt of constitution-
ality is raised, it is a cardinal principle that
this Court will first ascertain whether a
construction of the statute is fairly possible
by which the question may be avoided”
(Crowell v. Benson (285 U.S. 22, 62)). Each
named appellee in this action has made
known to the union representing his craft
or class his dissent from the use of his
money for political causes which he opposed.
We have therefore examined the legislative
history of section 2, 11th, in the context of
the development of unionism in the railroad
industry under the regulatory scheme created
by the Railway Labor Act to determine
whether a construction is “fairly possible”
which denies the authority to a union, over
the employee's objection, to spend his money
for political causes which he opposes. We
conclude that such a construction is not
only “fairly possible” but entirely reasonable,
and we therefore find it unnecessary to de-
clde the correctness of the constitutional
determinations made by the Georgia courts
(pp. 749-750).

The Court concluded that the statute
denies to the union the right to support,
with funds compulsorily exacted, polit-
ical causes which an employee opposes.
Thus the Court asserted:

We respect this congressional purpose
when we construe section 2, 11th, as not vest-
ing the unions with unlimited power to spend
exacted money (p. 768).

These cases make it clear that the
Supreme Court has construed the union
shop clause of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act as requiring nothing more than
the payment of compensation by the
worker to the union for its services as
collective bargaining representative.
While it has characterized a worker who
is compelled to make these payments
as a member of the union, it has used the
term in a technical and special statu-
tory sense rather than in the sense of
the word “member” in its ordinary usage.
The Court was not called upon to deter-
mine whether, by the statute or by a
contract entered into under the author-
ity of the statute, a worker may be com-
pelled against his will to become a full
member of a private organization with
all of the duties and obligations ordi-
narily pertaining to such membership.
It strongly indicated, however, that he
could not be so compelled.

The Court held that the statute as
thus defined is constitutional upon its
face. But the constitutionality of a
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statute is not necessarily determined
solely by the language employed by the
lawmakers. Language ever so fair on
its face may be valid in the abstract, but
if it is harsh and oppressive in its oper-
ation and effect it may nevertheless be
unconstitutional and void.
UNION SHOP CLAUSE AMBIGUOUS AND
DECEPTIVE

The union shop clause of the National
Labor Relations Act and the Railway
Labor Act specifically permit by their
literal terms the requirement that, as a
condition of employment, every em-
ployee covered by an appropriate agree-
ment must become a “member” of the
labor organization. If it had stopped
there, this language would be plain and
unequivocal enough, but in each instance
it is coupled with two subsequently
stated conditions, the most significant of
which specifies that the only grounds
for discharge is failure to tender initia-
tion fees and dues. Each of these clauses
taken as a whole is ambiguous and de-
ceptive. In ordinary usage membership
connotes, as already observed, the as-
sumption by a person who is a part of
the organization of all of the duties and
obligations of such a position. That is
the general understanding, and it takes
some explanation to get across a differ-
ent idea and to convey an understanding
that it does not mean full membership at
all but only a specially limited, re-
stricted, and qualified form of member-
ship. The statute itself provides no clear
explanation of the significance of the
term. Even lawyers and judges and
courts have had, and still have, differ-
ences of opinion, as is attested by the
cases already cited and by other and
more recent ones that have arisen.
What may be expected of the ordinary
layman or of the average worker who
is the person most concerned where con-
stitutional authorities are divided and
confused?

A recent decision of the U.S. Court of
Appeals for the Seventh Circuit, handed
down 9 years after Hanson, illustrates the
confusion over the extent of burdens cast
upon members of a union operating un-
der the modified union shop agreement
permitted by the National Labor Rela-
tions Act. In Allis Chalmers against
National Labor Relations Board, Sep-
tember 13, 1965, two locals of interna-
tional union, UAW-AFL-CIO, operating
under a union shop agreement, struck
the Allis Chalmers plants at West Allis
and La Crosse, Wis., on economic issues.
During the strike a number of the union
members crossed picket lines and worked.
They were hailed before union trial
boards to answer written charges of vio-
lations of the international constitution
and bylaws. In each instance the trial
resulted in a finding of guilty and the
offenders were punished by fines ranging
from $20 to $100 each.

The court held that the members of
the union was in progress. The court’s
organization, and that it was a violation
of this duty for them to cross picket lines
and go back to work while a strike by
the union was in progress. The court’s
reasoning seems reminiscent of the argu-
ment by the labor organizations in Lin-
coln Union v. Northwestern Co., 335 U.S.
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525 (1949). In that case the union brief
asserts:

A union is a form of industrial govern-
ment and the rights and duties of a mem-

ber are similar to those of a citizen in a
democratic society.

In Allis Chalmers the court adopted
this line of reasoning, and reached this
conclusion:

The employees in this case had the right
under section T to strike or not to strike.
But once the union voted to strike, the em-
ployees who were union members were
bound by the limitation that union mem-
bership placed on their right not to strike.
It would be difficult to accept the proposi-
tion that a union should be the one secular
society in our Nation which one may enter
without being bound by majority rule and
without submission to some limitations on
rights for the common good. Upon enter-
ing, union members must take not only
the benefits but the burdens also, NLEB v.
International Union UAW-AFL-CIO (320 F2d
12, 16 (1st Cir, 1963) ), and these burdens are
not solely financial. Implicit in the section
7 right to organize is the duty, once that
right has been exercised, to support the or-
ganization. The point is not that an em-
ployee as such, may not refrain from strik-
ing, but that a union member may not
with impunity flout the will of the majority
(in this case a two-thirds majority) ex-
pressed in a strike vote.

It is hard to square this holding that a
worker conscripted into a union under a
compulsory union membership agree-
ment has the duty to go on strike and
stay on strike whenever the labor or-
ganization so directs, and may be fined
for infraction of this duty, with the hold-
ing of the Supreme Court of the United
States in Hanson that the only obliga-
tion of a member under a compulsory
union membership agreement is to pay
initiation fees, dues and assessments as
compensation to the union for its serv-
ices as collective bargaining representa-
tive.

The Court in Hanson in meeting the
objection that the union shop agreement
deprived the employee of his freedom of
association held that such freedom was
not infringed because no burden was im-
posed other than a requirement for pay-
ment for services. Now, however, the
court of appeals in Allis Chalmers holds
that an agreement of the same type when
read in the light of all the pertinent Fed-
eral statutes must be construed as im-
posing additional obligations on the un-
willing members.

Another case decided 9 years after
Hanson by the National Labor Relations
Board indicates an impression that a
union may go far beyond requiring con-
scripted members to pay initiation fees
and dues. There it was held that such
a member could be punished by dismis-
sal. In this case, United Steelworkers
of America Local 4028 and R. C. Price,
1965 Labor Cases, par. 9641 (NLRB
Aug. 25, 1965) Price was a union member
under a union shop agreement. In 1964
he filed a petition with the Board seek-
ing to decertify the United Steelworkers
as collective bargaining representative.
For this he was accused of disloyalty and
found guilty by the union with punish-
ment consisting of suspension of mem-
bership for 5 years and a fine of $500.
The Board held that this action by the
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Steelworkers was permissible union dis-
cipline and did not interfere with Price’s
rights guaranteed by section 7 of the act.

In Minneapolis Star & Tribune Co.,
109 NLRB 727 (7954), the Board held
that a union did not violate the section
7 rights of a member when it fined him
$500 for failing to attend union meetings
and perform picket line duty during a
strike.

These cases are but straws in the wind.
They indicate the prevailing view that
where workers are under a union shop
contract they can still be required to as-
sume a variety of duties and obligations
beyond mere payment to the union for
its services as collective bargaining
agency.

The unions commonly insist upon the
inclusion in a union shop agreement of
the requirement for membership plau-
sibly arguing that it is included in the
language of the statute and such is their
coercive power that they are usually able
to have their way. Some of them are
frank enough to say that they insist upon
it with the purpose of persuading the
workers that they are compelled to as-
sume the full burdens of union member-
ship. The use of this wording in the
agreement and in summary explanations
of them made to workers provide a cover
for assertion by zealous union officers
that the law and the union shop agree-
ment made thereunder require the em-
ployee to join the union and to observe
all of the obligations embodied by the
constitution, bylaws, rules, regulations,
and practices. The worker is seldom
told that under the modified union shop
agreement permitted under the laws he
is required to do no more than compen-
sate the union for expenses of collective
bargaining. There is a marked differ-
ence between the silence in this area
where by statute or regulation there are
requirements for continuous publication
of many other rights such as the right
of collective bargaining, the right to free-
dom from discrimination on account of
race, religion, or national origin, as well
as rights under minimum wage and hours
of service acts. There are exceptions, of
course, but this is a general rule. The
employer, although commonly opposed to
compulsory union membership and
agreeing to it only under union pressure,
ordinarily thereafter assumes a passive
role. The nonunion worker feeling de-
serted by the employer who has signed a
union shop agreement and having no one
to inform him regarding his rights under
the agreement and under the law is
usually an easy victim to union pressure.

In this situation and starting with a
statute couched in terms that lend them-
selves to misunderstanding as well as
deception, it is small wonder that workers
have been induced to assume full obliga-
tions of membership under the mistaken
impression that this is required by law
and there is nothing they could do to help
themselves. There is reason to believe
that hundreds of thousands of workers
have been herded into unions in this way
since the statute was amended in 1947 to
impose the safeguards against diserimi-
natory denial of membership and against
discharges for reasons other than non-
payment of initiation fees and dues.
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Before 1947 under the provisions of the
Wagner Act there were no such safe-
guards; not only the full union shop with
its requirements for assumption of the
entire range of duties and obligations of
union membership but also the closed
shop was permitted by that statute ex-
cept in States having right-to-work laws.
Under that act and partly as a conse-
quence of its green light for the closed
shop and the union shop the member-
ship in labor organizations rose from
3,728,000 in 1935 when the Wagner Act
was passed to 15,414,000 in 1947 when
the Taft-Hartley Act became law. The
principal manufacturing and mass pro-
duction industries were unionized in this
period but even so millions of additional
workers have been added to the union
rolls in subsequent years.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield without losing his right
to the floor, without having his speech
counted as a second address, and with
all the other prerogatives and privileges
accruing to him fully protected?

Mr. ROBERTSON. I yield to the
Senator from Montana.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD. 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 obtained the floor.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oregon yield with-
out losing his right to the floor?

Mr. MORSE. I yield with that under-
standing.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my understanding that no further busi-
ness will be transacted after the address
to be given by the distinguished senior
Senator from Oregon, and that there will
be no further quorum calls. I assume
that that statement is correct, because
I hear no opposition voiced by any
Senator.

ORDER FOR RECESS FROM CLOSE
OF BUSINESS ON FEBRUARY 4 TO
10 AM. MONDAY, FEBRUARY 7, 1966
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent that when the

Senate completes its business tomorrow,

it stand in recess until 10 o'clock on

Monday morning next.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

ORDER FOR CONVENING OF SENATE
AT 10 AM. ON TUESDAY, WEDNES-
DAY, AND THURSDAY, FEBRUARY
8, 9, AND 10, 1966
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I

ask unanimous consent—and this is go-

ing a long way ahead—that in addition
to the permission already granted to have
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the Senate convene at 10 o’clock a.m. on
Monday, permission be granted to have
the Senate convene at 10 o'clock a.m. on
Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday of
next week.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO FILE
MOTION FOR CLOTURE

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, it is
my intention to file a motion for cloture
immediately after the Senate convenes
tomorrow. That means that 1 day will
intervene before action is taken on the
motion. That day will be Monday. One
hour after the Senate convenes on Tues-
day, the vote will be taken on the motion
proposed by the Senator from Montana
and his colleagues.

If that motion shall be rejected, it is
my further intention—at this time, at
least—to offer another cloture motion
on Tuesday. The intervening day would
be Wednesday, and the vote on the sec-
ond cloture motion, if it is offered, will
occur 1 hour after the Senate convenes
on Thursday.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
will the Senator from Oregon yield with-
out losing his right to the floor?

Mr. MORSE. Does the Senator from
Iowa wish to ask the majority leader a
question?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Ido.

Mr. MORSE. I yield with the under-
standing that I shall not lose my right to
the floor.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I have no objection to the procedure
agreed to, but I wish to clarify my under-
standing. As I understand, the Senator
from Montana intends to file a cloture
motion tomorrow.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is correct.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. As I under-
stand, the rule provides that the vote on
the cloture motion shall be taken 1 hour
after the Senate convenes on the follow-
ing day but one after the filing of the
cloture motion.

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator is
correct.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. If the cloture
motion is filed tomorrow, the next calen-
dar day, excluding Sunday, would be
Saturday.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask the Chair for
a ruling on that point.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I merely
asked the question for information, so
that I might have the fact clear in my
mind.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It would
be the next calendar day but one that
the Senate is in session.

Mr. MANSFIELD. But the Senate
would not be in session on Saturday.

Mr, HICEENLOOPER. That was the
the point. I did not know whether the
rule required a day of session or whether
the ecalculation went strictly according
to the calendar, with the exception of
Sunday.

Mr. MANSFIELD. According to what
the Chair has stated, the fact that the
Senate would not be in session on Satur-
day obviates that day. The only day
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intervening would be Monday, and the
vote would be taken 1 hour after the
Senate convened on Tuesday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I thank the
Senator for his answer. My only diffi-
culty concerned what might happen
should we learn later that the precedents
or something else indicated that Satur-
day would be counted as a calendar day,
and that the cday for voting on the clo-
ture motion might unexpectedly be ad-
vanced 1 day under the rule.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes, but the ques-
tions of the Senator from Iowa have
cleared up that point, so that the Senate
will understana the procedure.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. The answers
of the Senator from Montana have
cleared up the point. The questions of
the Senator from Iowa were asked to
clear up the confusion in his own mind.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I thank the dis-
tinguished Senator from Oregon for
yielding.

INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION ACT

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
the honor to introduce for appropriate
reference the administration bill on in-
ternational education. I send it to the
desk and I ask unanimous consent that
it may lie on the table until the close of
business Friday, February 11, 1966, to
permit such Senators as may wish to do
s0, to join with me in sponsorship of the
legislation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred and, without objection, will lie
on the table, as requested.

The bill (S. 2874) to provide for the
strengthening of American educational
resources for international studies and
research, introduced by Mr. MORSE, was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the text of the
bill be printed at the close of my remarks
together with a fact sheet upon it, pre-
pared by the Office of Education, and
a list of the language and area centers
now being carried on under the authority
of title VI of the National Defense Edu-
cation Act.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am in-
troducing this measure for the admin-
istration so that the Congress through
its committees and through floor action
can begin again, with renewed emphasis,
to show the concern and willingness of
the American people, as voiced by the
President in his very important and in-
spirational message of yesterday, to share
with all people the richness and variety
of our American higher educational sys-
tem.

But I would also emphasize, Mr. Pres-
ident, that one of the best ways to do
this, and it is the thrust of this meas-
ure, is to make sure that we have in-
corporated into our higher educational
system on a widespread geographic base
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in this country, centers of educational
excellence in which our students can
learn of the problems of other lands.
If we get to know their economies, their
languages, their proud and ancient tra-
ditions, a twofold benefit can come. We
can obtain through such programs
trained young people who can serve our
national interests here at home as well
as abroad. We have much to learn
from others, as well as much to give to
them of the best which has been thought
and said in the centuries past which
necessarily condition the international
relationships of today. Comity among
nations must be based on a two-way
exchange of information which in turn
can lead to common understandings.

But such a program cannot be solely
the preserve of the Ph. D. candidate and
the postdoctoral fellow or professor.
Our smaller colleges who concentrate on
providing the baccalaureate education
to a great many young people who be-
come the mainstay of our business and
professional communities, who are the
future legislators and administrators in
every city, State, and county of this
land, need to strengthen their offerings
in this area of international studies.
This measure, when enacted, can be
most helpful in obtaining this objective.

May I say, as a sponsor of this legis-
lation, that I am not wedded to every
comma and section of the proposal.

I serve notice now to the administra-
tion that my tentative opinion is that
some sections of the bill will need to be
amended. However, I enthusiastically
support the objectives of the bill, and I
am proud to be the President’s floor
leader in regard to getting this measure
through committee and eventually to the
floor of the Senate.

I anticipate that many Senators, I
hope on both sides of the aisle, will con-
tribute their ideas to the committee as
the bill goes through our hearings. I am
confident that members of the educa-
tional community can be most helpful in
providing suggestions which will make
this measure a more perfect instrument,
one of many, of our national purpose,
and desire to do everything in our power
to overcome the common enemies of all
mankind: ignorance based upon illiter-
acy and its brood of poverty, famine, and
disease. These are the true scourges of
mankind. To overcome them is in the
best sense of the word to help to assure
our domestic peace and tranquillity.

The factual material which follows my
address details the needs which have led
to the remedies proposed through this
and companion legislation.

I turn now to the details of the bill it-
self. Following the enacting clause, sec-
tion 2 sets forth ringingly the purposes of
the measure by the congressional finding
that a knowledge of other countries is
of the utmost importance in the promo-
tion of international understanding and
cooperation; that to do this we need to
strengthen our higher educational re-
sources in the areas of international
studies; and that our children and
grandchildren should have open to them
the opportunity to learn of other peoples
and their cultures and customs and fi-
nally, that it is both necessary and appro-
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priate for the Federal Government to
assist in the development of resources for
international study and research.

Section 3 of the bill provides authority
to the Secretary of Health, Eduecation,
and Welfare through grants to arrange
with institutions of higher education for
the establishment, the strengthening, and
the operation of graduate centers which
will become national and international
resources for research and training in
international studies, either in fields of
geographic areas or in international
affairs issues. The 5-year grant program
which is envisaged for this section could
provide all or part of the finanecing neces-
sary to start such centers and to aid
existing centers. It is broad enough to
cover the costs of teaching, research ma-
terials collection, equipping, and bring-
ing to the centers scholars and faculty as
well as funding the travel of staff which is
essential in an enterprise of this type.

Section 4 of the bill is directed to the
planning, development, strengthening,
and improvement of undergraduate in-
struction in international studies. It,
too, is a 5-year program, and under
it, the Secretary is charged with mak-
ing an equitable distribution of programs
among the institutions of our 50 States,
while at the same time giving a prefer-
ence to those institutions which are most
in need of additional funds in this area
and which show a real promise of being
able to use the funds provided in an
effective manner.

Section 5 of the proposed act sets forth
the method by which funds may be ad-
vanced and enables the Secretary to use
the resources of other governmental,
public and private nonprofit institu-
tions or agencies in administering the
act.

Section 6 provides the prohibition
against Federal control of education pro-
vided, which has always been a feature
of every educational measure I have in-
troduced in the many years I have been
in the Senate.

Section T establishes the life of the bill
at 5 years, and authorizes the appropria-
tions necessary to carry out its provisions
for that period of time.

Lastly, the bill modernizes title VI of
the National Defense Education Act of
1958, as amended, by striking the pres-
ent limitation of the act which precludes
instruction in a foreign language if ade-
quate instruction is available, by mak-
ing more flexible the present matching
requirement, and by permitting grant
programs as well as contractual arrange-
ments to be made.

I say, in an aside, that at a breakfast
conference this morning some members
of the Senate Education Subcommittee,
of which I am privileged to serve as
chairman, called the attention of the ad-
ministration’s spokesmen to the proba-
bility that it might be necessary to sug-
gest a few additions and revisions in
various sections of the bill. At least,
we made the suggestion that we think
that in a few areas there is need of some
clarification. However, here again no
question was raised about the soundness
of the objectives that the administration
has in mind.
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Mr. President, I have earlier indicated
my willingness as one Senator who I hope
will be considering this legislation in
committee, to give full and sympathetic
consideration to improvements which
may be suggested to the text of the bill
as introduced. It would be my hope that
many other Senators can find themselves
in basic sympathy with the objectives of
the proposal and thus be willing to join
with me in carrying through to signature
what can become one of the great edu-
cational landmarks of this decade.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that at this point in my remarks
there appear the text of the address of
President Johnson at the bicentennial
celebration of the Smithsonian Institu-
tion at which he announced last Septem-
ber 16, 1965, the appointment of a Task
Force on International Education from
which in part the present bill is
descended.

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

SMITHSONIAN INSTITUTION BICENTENNIAL

CELEBRATION

(The President’s remarks and announce-
ment of a Special Task Force on Interna-
tional Education, September 16, 1965.)

Mr. Chief Justice, Secretary Ripley, Dr.
Carmichael, Bishop Moore, Reverend Camp-
bell, ladies and gentlemen, distinguished
scholars from 80 natlons, amid this pomp
and pageantry we have gathered to celebrate
a man about whom we know very little but
to whom we owe very much. James Smith-
son was a scientist who achleved no great
distinction. He was an Englishman who
never visited the United States. He never
even expressed the desire to do so.

But this man became our Natlon's first
benefactor. He gave his entire fortune to
establish this institution which would serve
“for the increase and diffusion of knowledge
among men."”

He had a vision which lifted him ahead of
his time—or at least of some politicians of
his time. One ({llustrious U.S. Senator
argued it was beneath the dignity of the
country to accept such a gift from foreign-
ers. Congress debated 8 long years before
deciding to receive Smithson’s bequest,

Yet James Smithson's life and legacy
brought meaning to three ideas more power-
ful than anyone at that time ever dreamed.

The first idea was that learning respects
no geographic boundaries. The institution
bearing his name became the first agency in
the United States to promote scientific and
scholarly exchange with all the nations In
tho world.

The second idea was that partnership be-
tween Government and private enterprise
can serve the greater good of both. The
Smithsonian Institution started a new kind
of venture in this country, chartered by act
of Congress, maintained by both public funds
and private contributions. It inspired a re-
lationship which has grown and flowered in
a thousand different ways.

Finally, the institution financed by Smith-
son breathed life in the idea that the growth
and the spread of learning must be the first
work of a nation that seeks to be free.

These ideas have not always gained easy
acceptance among those employed in my line
of work. The Government official must cope
with the daily disorder that he finds in the
world around him.

But today, the official, the scholar, and the
scientist cannot settle for limited objectives.
We must pursue knowledge no matter what
the consequences. We must value the tried
less than the true.
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To split the atom, to launch the rocket, to
explore the innermost mysterles and the
outermost reaches of the universe—these are
your God-given chores. And even when you
risk bringing fresh disorder to the politics
of men and natlons, these explorations still
must go on.

The men who founded our country were
passionate bellevers in the revolutionary
power of ldeas.

They knew that once a nation commits
itself to the increase and diffusion of knowl-
edge, the real revolution begins. It can
never be stopped.

In my own life, I have had cause again
and again to bless the chance events which
started me as a teacher. In our country and
in our time we have recognized, with new
passion, that learning is basic to our hopes
for America. It is the taproot which gives
sustaining life to all of our purposes. And
whatever we seek to do to wage the war on
poverty, to set new goals for health and hap-
piness, to curb crime, or try to bring beauty
to our cities and our countryside—all of
these, and more, depend on education.

But the legacy we inherit from James
Smithson cannot be limited to these shores.
He called for the increase and diffusion of
knowledge among men, not just Americans,
not just Anglo-Saxons, and not just the
citizens of the Western World—but all men
everywhere.

The world we face on his bicentennial an-
niversary makes that mandate much more
urgent than it ever was. For we know to-
day that certain truths are self-evident in
every nation on this earth: that ideas, not
armaments, will shape our lasting prospects
for peace; that the conduct of our foreign
policy will advance no faster than the cur-
riculum of our classrooms; and that the
knowledge of our citizens is the treasure
which grows only when it is shared.

It would profit us little to limit the world
exchange to those who can afford it. We
must extend the treasure to those lands
where learning is still a luxury for the few.

Today, more than 700 million adults—4
out of 10 of the world’s population—dwell in
darkness where they cannot read or write.
Almost half the nations of this globe suffer
from {illiteracy among half or more of their
people. And unless the world can find a way
to extend the light, the forces of that dark-
ness may ultimately engulf us all.

For our part, this Government and this
Nation is prepared to join in finding the way.
During recent years we have made many
hopeful beginnings. But we can and we
must do more. That is why I have directed
a special task force within my administra-
tion to recommend a broad and long-range
plan of worldwide educational endeavor.

Mr. MORSE. Now, Mr. President, as I
also suggested at the breakfast confer-
ence this morning, I hope that the many
friends of education and international
education programs in this country will
not assume that this bill constitutes the
totality of President Johnson’s interna-
tional education program, for it does not.

I enthusiastically support the objec-
tives of this bill, but I wish to say most
respectfully that, important as this bill
is, it does not meet the greatest need that
confronts the world in the field of inter-
national education. We have here what
could be described, I suppose, as a split
jurisdiction, because part of the interna-
tional education program of President
Johnson as outlined in yesterday’s mes-
sage is intertwined in the foreign aid bill.
I happen to be of the opinion that that
part of his international education pro-
gram is more important, more funda-
mental, more needed than the program
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that is set forth in the bill I have intro-
duced; but it is needed, too.

I speak of the great challenge of meet-
ing the problem of illiteracy which stalks
the undeveloped areas of the world. It
is important, I feel, that some of the
higher education and training aids such
as are encompassed in the bill I have
just introduced be directed to assist in
tackling the problem of stamping out
illiteracy in the world. In my judgment,
the elimination of illiteracy is, in the
educational field, the most important
problem area with which we should come
to grips as we seek to meet the many
needs of international education.

One cannot take the trips around the
world that I have taken on official busi-
ness of the Senate, including the one
that we took for 5 weeks this last fall,
when seven Senators, in response to the
invitations of foreign governments and
the appointment of our administration,
went to Asia and discussed with parlia-
mentarians in those countries problems
of mutual concern, without being im-
pressed by the dimensions of the prob-
lem. Except for Japan, we visited not a
single country in Asia that is not plagued
with illiteracy.

Illiteracy is the greatest partner that
communism has in any country which
communism threatens. Communism
breeds in ignorance. It breeds in illiter-
acy. If I were asked what I consider to
be the greatest thing that needs to be
accomplished to meet the challenge of
communism around the world, I would
name the need of eliminating illiteracy
in the underdeveloped areas of the world.
As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Latin American Affairs, I have com-
mented upon this situation here and in
Latin America time and time again.

If we enlighten the people of a coun-
try, if we make the people literate, we
have thereby advanced a long way down
the road to political freedom the inter-
ests of those people. To the extent that
the foreign aid program can do an effec-
tive job in meeting the challenge of
illiteracy, I support foreign aid. But
procedurally, in my judgment, it would
be much better if the great challenge to
illiteracy through an international pro-
gram were not being assigned to foreign
aid. I think it would have been much
better if we had made our program to
meet the challenge of illiteracy in the
underdeveloped areas of the world a part
of the program involved in the bill which
I am introducing this afternoon. But,
Mr, President, the senior Senator from
Oregon will not permit a difference of
opinion over where the job should be
assigned cause him, in any way, to lessen
his support of an international educa-
tion program that the President so val-
iantly proposes to fight for in order to
meet the challenge of illiteracy.

Mr. President, in large sections of
some of the countries we assist, the il-
literacy rate is 98 percent. People living
under such ignorance and lack of in-
formation and enlightenment have not
the slightest idea or concern, either, as
to the differences between communism
and freedom. Therefore, I believe that
we must make the attack upon illiteracy
in the undeveloped areas of the world a
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major international educational pro-
gram of this Government. I hope if,
after experience, we find foreign aid in
this area as ineffective, shockingly
wasteful, and inefficient as have been
most of our foreign aid programs, this
administration, or at least this Congress,
will give consideration to a proposal
which may subsequently have to be
made, in the interest of the cause, to
remove the international educational
program as it involves the attack on
illiteracy from the Foreign Aid Adminis-
tration and put it where I think it more
properly belongs; namely, under the
jurisdiction of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. I shall
undoubtedly be heard to comment on
that problem in the examination of wit-
nesses before my committee when the
bill I have just introduced becomes the
subject of testimony and hearings.
ExHIBIT 1
S.2874

Be it enacted by the Senate and the House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “International Edu-
cation Act of 1966".

FINDINGS AND DECLARATION

Sec. 2. The Congress hereby finds and de-
clares that a knowledge of other countries is
of the wutmost Iimportance in promoting
mutual understanding and cooperation be-
tween nations; that strong American educa-
tional resources are a necessary base for
strengthening our relations with other coun-
tries; that this and future generations of
Americans should be assured ample opportu-
nity to develop to the fullest extent possible
their intellectual capacities in all areas of
knowledge pertalning to other countries, peo-
ples, and cultures; and that it is, therefore,
both necessary and appropriate for the Fed-
eral Government to assist in the development
of resources for international study and re-
search and to assist the progress of education
in developing nations, in order to meet the
requirements of world leadership.

CENTERS FOR ADVANCED INTERNATIONAL STUDIES

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare (hereinafter referred to
as the “Secretary’) is authorized to arrange
through grants to institutions of higher edu-
catlion, or combinations of such institutions,
for the establishment, strengthening, and
operation by them of graduate centers which
will be national and international resources
for research and training in international
studies. Activities carried on in such centers
may be concentrated either on specific geo-
graphical areas of the world or on particular
flelds or issues in international affairs which
concern one or more countries, or both.

(b) Grants under this section may be used
to cover part or all of the cost of establishing,
strengthening, equipping, and operating re-
search and training centers, including the
cost of teaching and research materials and
resources and the cost of programs for bring-
ing visiting scholars and faculty to the cen-
ter, for the training and improvement of the
gtaff, and for the travel of the staff in foreign
areas, regions, or countries with which the
center may be concerned. Such grants may
also include funds for stipends (in such
amounts as may be determined in accordance
with regulations of the Secretary) to in-
dividuals undergoing training in such cen-
ters, including allowances for dependents and
for travel here and abroad. Grants under
this section shall be made on such conditions
as the Secretary finds necessary to carry out
its purposes.
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GREANTS TO STRENGTHEN UNDERGRADUATE PRO-
GRAMS IN INTEENATIONAL STUDIES

Sec. 4. (a) The Secretary is authorized to
make grants to institutions of higher educa-
tion to assist them in planning, developing,
and carrying out a comprehensive program to
strengthen and improve undergraduate in-
struction in international studies. Grants
made under this section may be for projects
and activitles which are an integral part of
such a comprehensive program such as—

(1) faculty planning for the development
and expansion of undergraduate programs in
international studies;

(2) training of faculty members in foreign
countries;

(3) expansion of foreign language courses;

(4) work in the soclal sclences and human-
ities which is related to international studies;

(5) planned and supervised student work-
study-travel programs; and

(8) programs under which foreign teachers
and scholars may visit institutions as visiting
faculty or resource persons.

(b) A grant may be made under this sec-
tion only upon application to the Secretary
at such time or times and containing such
information as he deems necessary. The
Secretary shall not approve an application
unless it—

(1) sets forth a program for carrying out
one or more projects or activities for which
a grant Is authorized under subsection (a);

(2) sets forth policies and procedures
which assure that Federal funds made avail-
able under this section for any fiscal year
will be so used as to supplement and, to the
extent practical, increase the level of funds
that would, in the absence of such Federal
funds, be made available for purposes which
meet the requirements of subsection (a), and
in no case supplant such funds;

(8) provides for such fiscal control and
fund accounting procedures as may be nec-
essary to assure proper disbursement of and
accounting for Federal funds paid to the ap-
plicant under this section; and

(4) provides for making such report, in
such form and containing such information,
as the Secretary may require to carry out his
functions under this section, and for keeping
such records and for affording such access
thereto as the Secretary may find necessary
to assure the correctness and verification of
such reports.

(¢) The Secretary shall allocate grants to
institutions of higher education under this
section in such manner and according to
such plan as will most nearly provide an
equitable distribution of the grants through-
out the States while at the same time giving
a preference to those institutions which are
most in need of additional funds for pro-
grams in international studies and which
show real promise of being able to use addi-
tional funds effectively.

METHOD OF PAYMENT, FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION

Sec. 6. (a) Payments under this Act may
be made in installments, and in advance or
by way of reimbursement with necessary ad-
justments on account of overpayments or
underpayments.

(b) In administering the provisions of this
Act, the Secretary is authorized to utilize
the services and facilities of any agency of
the Federal Government and of any other
public or nonprofit agency or institution, in
accordance with agreements between the Sec-
retary and the head thereof.

FEDERAL CONTROL OF EDUCATION PROHIBITED

Sec. 6. Nothing contained in this Act shall
be construed to authorize any department,
agency, officer, or employee of the United
States to exercise any direction, supervision,
or control over the curriculum, program of
instruction, administration, or personnel of
any educational institution.
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APPROPRIATIONS AUTHORIZED

Sec. 7. For the purpose of making grants
under sections 3 and 4 of this Act, there are
authorized to be appropriated such sums as
may be necessary for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1967, and each of the four succeed-
ing fiscal years.

AMENDMENTS TO STRENGTHEN TITLE VI OF THE
NATIONAL DEFENSE EDUCATION ACT OF 1858

Removing requirement for area centers that
adequate language instruction not be read-
ily available

SEc. 8. (a) (1) The first sentence of section
601(a) of the National Defense Education
Act of 1858 is amended by striking out “(1)"
and by striking out *, and (2) that adequate
instruction in such language is not readily
avallable in the United States".

(2) The first sentence of section 601(b)
is amended by striking out “(with respect to
which he makes the determination under
clause (1) of subsection (a))” and inserting
in lieu thereof “(with respect to which he
makes the determination under subsection
(a))".

Removing 50 per centum ceiling on Federal
participation

(b) The third sentence of section 601(a)
is amended by striking out “not more than
50 per centum” and inserting “all or part”
in lieu thereof.

Authorizing grants as well as contracts for
language and area centers

(¢) Section 601(a) is amended by insert-
ing “grants to or"” after “arrange through"
in the first sentence, and by inserting “grant
or” before “contract” each time that it ap-
pears in the second and third sentences.

Facr SHEET: INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION ACT
OF 1966—S. 2874

(Introduced on February 3, 1966, by Senator
WaYnNeE MORSE)

BACKGROUND

In his message on international education,
President Johnson recommended a program
of incentive grants administered by Health,
Education, and Welfare for universities and
groups of universities: (a) to promote cen-
ters of excellence in dealing with particular
problems and particular regions of the world;
(b) to develop administrative staff and fac-
ulties adequate to maintain longtime com-
mitments to overseas educational enterprises.
The President asks for the program to give
colleges and universities financial assistance
to their efforts to add an international di-
mension to their course offerings.

World War II ended the isolationism of the
United States and gave this Nation new re-
sponsibilities in all parts of the globe where
we previously had only marginal interests.

Soon, both Government and private busi-
ness concerns working overseas found their
tasks hampered by language barriers and in-
adequate knowledge of the many countries
where our international commitments car-
rled us. The search for Americans well
trained in modern foreign languages revealed
the Inadequacy of language training in our
schools,

In 1958, the Congress responded to this
need by passing the National Defense Edu-
cation Act for title VI of this legislation pro-
vided for the establishment of language and
area centers at American colleges and uni-
versities.

In 1963, our American universities were
operating 55 language and area centers with
a total student enrollment of 31,667. This
year, there are 99 centers with an enrollment
of more than 33,000 centers. This program
also provided 1,035 fellowships for graduate
study in non-Western languages during 1963.
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This year, it is financing graduate language
study by nearly 2,000 students. Further,
language and area centers developed specif-
fcally to serve undergraduates went into
operation for the first time at the beginning
of this academic year.

Still, serious deficiencies in the interna-
tional dimension of many colleges and uni-
versities continue to exist.

A little before World War II, this country
exchanged ambassadors with only 17 na-
tions, and ministers with 43. Now, we have
well over 100 ambassadorlal posts

Relationships with other countries that
could not have been foreseen 25 years ago
have arisen. So have America’s international
commitments—in travel and commerce, in
research and study abroad, in business and
governmental relations with these countries.

During 1963-64, more than 18,000 students
and more than 4,000 U.S. faculty members
extended their education abroad. This is
double the number of a short 10 years ago.

In 1964, 2.2 million Americans were over-
seas travelers, spending $3.4 billion, a figure
more than double the number in 1965-66.

Further, foreign travel to the United States
and foreign trade have increased dramati-
cally. It has become clear that our colleges
and universities, attempting to keep up with
the demand for critically needed skills of
other areas of the world, must move forward
in this field to help respond to our national
needs.

Last fall, President Johnson, in an address
before the centennial celebration of the
Smithsonian Institution, called for a new
and wide-ranging endeavor in the field of
international education. He then appointed
a Task Force on International Eduecation,
headed by Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, John Gardner, and Secretary
of State, Dean Rusk.

Many of the task force's recommendations
were contained in the President's message on
international education submitted recently
to Congress.
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PROPOSAL

Other Federal agencies, including the
Peace Corps and the Agency for International
Development, would be authorized to con-
duct new programs. The President’s mes-
sage also directs the Department of Health,
Education, and Welfare to set up a Center
for Educational Cooperation within the De-
partment to be a *“focal point for leadership
in international education and acting as a
channel for communication between the U.S.
educational community and U.S. missions
abroad.”

The legislation proposes vesting new au-
thorlty with the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare to carry out new legis-
lative programs including the administra-
tion of:

A grant program to American colleges and
universities to establish graduate centers
of excellence equipped to be centers of na-
tional and international resources for re-
search and training in international studies.
A center might specialize in all matters af-
fecting one geographic area instead of a pre-
vious emphasis on just language or the cul-
ture of that area. It also might concentrate
on a problem common to many countries or
specific areas such as overpopulation or agri-
culture. It might do both.

Subject matter at these graduate centers
would be as far-ranging as necessary to fill
the serious gaps in our knowledge of other
countries. The act would underwrite travel
by visiting scholars and faculty to the Amer-
ican centers as well as other projects and
activities.

A grant program to assist colleges and
universities in planning, developing and
carrying out a comprehensive program to
strengthen and improve undergraduate in-
struction in international studies. Sample
programs could include such projects and
activities as faculty planning for develop-
ment and expansion of undergraduate pro-
grams, expansion of forelgn language courses,
and student work-study-travel programs.
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Strengthen title VI of the National De-
fense Education Act of 1958. Fresently, the
Federal share of the cost of financing lan-
guage and area centers is limited to 50 per-
cent. This would be increased to a maxi-
mum 100 percent of Federal funding. The
amendments would also remove the restric-
tlons on language covered by the legislation.
Area and language centers for Western
studies could be established. Presently,
these centers offer comprehensive programs
of instruction dealing with one or another
non-Western World region in close integra-
tion with the study of the modern languages
spoken in that region including languages
ranging from Arabic to Vietnamese.

INTERNATIONAL EDUCATION
Here are some additional figures on trends
in international education, travel and com-
merce.

Basic data on international education,

travel, and commerce

1. In the last few years, modern trans-
portation and communication have brought
together people from 130 nations of the
world. During 1963-64, more than 18,000
students and more than 4,000 faculty mem-
bers from U.S. schools Were extending their
education abroad. This is more than double
the number of a short 10 years ago.

2. In 1964, 2.2 million Americans were over-
seas travelers, spending $3.4 billion. Again,
this is more than double the number in
1965-66. Foreign travel to the United States
also has greatly increased. This has tripled
from 1955 to 1964. In 1964 alone, more than
1.1 million foreigners traveled from over-
seas to visit and study in this country.

3. Foreign trade also has been growing at
a fantastic rate. In 1964, the combined total
of exports and imports of the United States
amounted to roughly $50 billion indicating
a growing recognition of increased world
commerce. This is an increase of 100 per-
cent from the year 1955.

TaBLE V.—National Defense Education Act language and area ceniers and the critical modern foreign language offerings in 1965-661

Institution

Languages with Federal support

Languages without Federal support

American University, Washington, D.C. (Prof. Kenneth P. Landon,
e and Area Center for South and Southeast Asia).
Ohio (Prof. Raymond L.
enter for Latin America).
'Unlversity of Arizona, Tucson, Ariz. (Prof. Earl H. Pritchard, director,

director, Langu
Antioch College, Yellow Sprin
director, Language and Area

Language and Area Center in Oriantal Btudies).
B%ston College, Chestnut Hill,

Studies).
Brown University, Providence, R.I.
East Asia age and Area Center).
Bucknell University,
Language and Area Center for
Univursiw of California, Berkeley,

director, South Asia Lnnguage and Area Center).

University of California, Berkeley, Calif. (Prof. Laura Nader, acting

director, Near Eastern Lnnguaga and Area Center).

University of Californin, Berkeley, Calif. (Prof. Kathryn B. Feuer,
pean meguage and Area Center).
Universlwol’Cnhlornia Los Angeles, Calif. (Prof. Benjamin E. Thomas,

acting director , East Euro

director, African Lan
University of Californisa,
irector, Latin American Language and Area

e and Area Cente ter).

University of California, Los Angeles, Calif. (Prof. Gustave E. von
Tanguage and Area Center).

Grunebaum, director, Near Eastern

University of Chicago, Chicago, Il (lt’;uf Edwin MecClellan, director,
(Prof. Eric P. Hamp, director,

Far Eastern Language and Area C
University of Chlm%lo Chieago, Tl
Center in Slavie Balkan Studies).

Uil)lversity of Chicago, Chicago, I,

Area Center).
Umversit&of Colorado, Boulder, Colo.
nter for Slavic and East Euro
Columbia University, New York, N.Y, (
African Language and Area Center

an Studies).

See footnotes at end of table,
CXIT 131

Mass. (Prof. Raymond T. MeNally,
irector, Language and Area 'Center for Slavic and East European

Prof. Lea E. Williams, director,

Lewisbu:g Pa. (Prof David J. Lu, director,
apanese

alif. (me‘ David G. Mandelbaum,

Angeles, Calif. (Prof te{'omw Wilbert,

(Prof. Edward C. Dimock and

A. B. van Buitenen, oodirectors, Bouth Asia Language and

(Prof. Walter N, Vickery, di-

Prof, L. Gray Cowan, director,

Columbla University, New York, N, %( (Prof. Charles Wagley, director,
} Language and Area "Center for Tatin American Studies).

Columbia University, New York, N.Y. (Prof. Henry L. Roberts, direc-
L tor, Soviet and East European Language and Area Center),

Hindi, Ind i

Gorden, | Portuguese

-| Spanish.

(Aramaic), (Canasnite dialects),
(Hlttll.o) Turkish,

Croatian.

Sotho, Swahili, Twi, Yoruh
Nahuatl, Port

Arabic, Chinese, Japanese, Hindi.___..___
Polish (01d Russian), Russian___.________

JRDATIEN. sovoons ool o TR S BT
Hind{, Hindi-Urdua, Persian_.._______.__..

Hebrew,

Czech, Hungarian, Polish, Russian, Serbo-
Afrikaans, Bambara, Efik, Hausa, Igho, Shona,

Bengali,? Marathi,? EMlddla Perslan)- (01d
s!an), (Sanskrtt), Soédm). 1, Telugua.
(Akkadian), Arabic, Armeninn;
.(\Srm&%i)nn(. (Ez? tian), Hebrew, (Sumerian
yr r
Bulgarian, Li:huantan (0ld Church Slavie),
(Old Russian}, Ukrainian.

Spanish,

(Akkadian), Classical, Egypt!an,
and Syrian Arabim Armenian,
Armenian), rl%ian, Hebrew,
Kirghiz, I’ersum
tuman'f‘

Bulgarian, Polish, Russian

ht, Turkish, (Ot-
urkish), (Old’l"u.r ie [Uigur]) Urdu.
Chinese, Japanese. oo oo

Czech, Modern Greek, Polish, S8erbo-Croatian...

Bengali, Hindi, Indonesian, Persian, Tamil,
Urdu,

(Biblical Aramaic) Ethiopic [Amharic].

Albanian, (Aromunian),! B: ian, (Judeo-
Spanish),? Macedonian,? (Old Church Slav-
onic), (Romani Gypsy)? Rumanian, Slovak,?
Slovenian,® Turkish,

Nepali,? (Pali), (Prakrit),? (Sanskrit).

| (0ld Church Blavie).

Heausa - Swahils . —c e o s ol
RO an =
Russian, Serbo-Croatian, Slovak_ ...

Spanish.
Bulgarian, Czech, Polish, Ukrainian.
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Continued

Institution

Languages with Federal support

Languages without Federal support

Columbia University, New York, N.Y. (Prof. Wm. Theodore de Bary,
director, East Asian Language and Area Center).
Columbia Unlversl.ty. New York, N.Y. (Prof. John Lotz, director,
Uralic Language and Area Center
Comal] University, Ithaca, N. Y Prof. Harold Shadick, director, East
Asia Language and Area Center).

Cornell University, Ithaea, N.Y. (Prof. J. M. Btycos and Prof. T. E.
Davis, codirectors, Language and Area Center for Latin American

tudies).
Cornell Universtty. lthaca(, N.Y. (Prof. Gordon H. Fairbanks, director,
Bouth Asia Language and Area Center).
Cornell University, Itha.ca. N.Y. (Prof. Georga MeT. Kahin, director,
Southeast Asia Bguage and Area Center).
Dartmouth College, anover, N.H. (Pror Francis W. Gramlich, director,
Language and Area Center for East sia).
Duke Uniwmity. Durham, (Prof. Robert I. Crane, director,
Center for Southern Asian St d1 0s),
Dugquesne Univetsity, Pittsh gh Pa, (Prof. Geza Grosschmid, director,
can Language and Area ter).
Earlham Gnllege Richmond, Ind. (Prof. Jackson H. Bailey, director,
Language and Area Center for East Asia),
University of Florida, Gainesville, Fla. (Prof. Rene Lemarchand,
director, angﬂand Area Cunter for African Studies)
'University of (Prof. J. V. D, S8aunders, direc-
tor, Latin American Langua d Area Program).
Fordham University, New ank, N.Y. (Rev. Walter C. Jaskievicz, 8.7,
director, Russi nguage and Area ter
George Wash University, Wash[ngt.on D.C. (Prof. Kurt L.
London, director, Language and Area Center for Sino-Soviet Studies).
Georgetown University, Washington, D.C. (Prof. Wallace M. Erwin,
Director, Language and Area for Middle East Center).
Hnrvsrd ﬂnlverﬁty. Cambridge, Mass. (Prof. Donald H. Shively, direc-
r, Language and Area Center for East Asian Studles)
Harvm-d University, Cambridge, Mass. (Prof. W. Lockard, director,
Center for Middle Eastern Studies).

Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. (Prof. Horace G. Lunt, director,
Slavic Language and Area Center),
Universit{uo Hnwaﬁ Honolulu, Hawaii (Prof. Roland Fuchs, director,
%aga and Area Center
Howard 'Universitg, ashington, D.C {Prol' Charles Frantz, director,

and Area Center).
Unlval‘sit I.nois Urbana, Ill. (Prof. Solomon B. Levine, director,

8 gua%e and Area Center).
University of Illinoi bana, Ill. (Prof. John Thompson, director,
Language and Area ‘Center for Latin Ameriea).
University of Illinuis 'Urhana Iu (Pmr Ralph T. Fisher, director,

Russlan Language
Indiana Univers[ty, Bloom I.ud (Prof. J. Gus Liebenow, di-
rector, African Language an Area Center).
Indiana University, Bloomington, Ind. Prof Edward J. Brown, di-
lavic Language and Area Center).
Indiana University, Bloomington, Ind. (Pmi. Denis Binor, director,
Uralie and Altaic Slnnguage and Area Center).

State University of Towa, Towa City, Iowa (Prof. Y. P. Mei, director,
Center for Far Eastern Studies).

Johns Hopkins Unlversity School of Advanced International Studies,
Washington, D.C, (Prof. Majid Khadduri, director, Middle East
Language and Area nter!

University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kans, (Prof. Thomas R, Smith, di-
rector, Language and Area Center for East Aslan Studies).

University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kans. (Prof. Herbert J. Ellison,
g{rec%or}. Language and Area Center for Slavic and East European

udies

Lineoln University, Lincoln, Pa. (Prof. John A. Marcum, director,
African Language and Area Center).

Louisiana Sta niversity, Baton Rouge, La. (Prof. George F. Put-
nam, director, Russian Language and Area Center).

Manhattanville Collegs of the Sacred Heart, Purchase, N.Y. (Mother
Adele Fiske, director, Language and Area Center for East Asia).

University of Miami, Coral ables, Fla. (Prof. Mose L. Harvey, director,
Latin American Language and Area Center).

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich. (Prof. Charles O. Hucker,
director, Far Eastern Language and Area Center).

Un}veraity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich. (Prof. Willlam D. Schorger,
glgeg{.grj Language and Area Center in Near and Middie Eastern

udies;

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich. (Prof. Thomas Winner,
director, Slavic Language and Area Center).

Unlversity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Mich, (Prof. Russell H. Fifield,

director, South and Southeast Asia Language and Area Center).

M.lchi an State University, East Lansing, Mich. (Prof. Charles C.

u\? ector, African Language and Area Center).

Mich gan State (mherslry. East Lansing, Mich. (Prof. William T. Ross,
director, South Asia gﬂuage and Area Cmter

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minn, ( rof. Alrik Gustafson,
director, Center for N orthwest Eu.roi)esn Language and Area Studies).

Missouri, Cglkmbm, (Prof. Noel P. Gist, director,
e and Area Cen

SBouth Asia Langua
Unlvu'sltB of New Mexico, Albuquerque, N. Mex. (Prof. Albert R.
irector, Latin American Language and Area Center.
New York University, New York, N.Y. (Prof. Osear Fernandez, acting
Director, Thero-American age and Area Center),
Northwestern Universit Evanston, Ill. (Prof. Gwendolen M. Carter,
director, Language nm% ‘Area Center for sub-Saharan Afri ca).
Oakland Universit.y. Rochester, Mich. (Prof. Robert C. Howes, director,
mege and Area Center for Chinese Studies).
Obe P Oberiin Ohio (Prof Ellsworth C. Carlson, director,

Ohio University, Athen: s. Ohlo (Prof DslddB Armmold, director, African

Language and Area
Ohio State University, Co!umbus Ohio (Prof. Leon I. Twarog, director,
Language and Area Center for Slavic and East European Studies).

See footnotes at end of table,

Atayal, Chinese, Japanese, Korean..__

Burmese, Dutch, Indomdan, Javanese, Taga-
log, Thai, Vietnam e
Chinese._

Hindi-Urdu, Kannada, Marathi, Telugu........
Hausa, Lingala, Swahili_ . ______________________

T

African linguistics, Portuguese
Portuguese, Spanish. o oo e

Gl}inese, (classical Chinese), Japanese, (classical

.Amblc. (Ciassical Arable), Hebrew, Persian,
Turkish, (Ottoman Turkish).

Cambodian, Chinese, Indonesian, Japanese,
Javanese, Korean, Thai,
Swahili, Tswana,

.Arabie. Burmese, Chinese, Hindi, Indonesian,

Finnish, Hungarian, Uralic languages_. .. ... Estonian.?
Cantonese,? é lassical Chinese), Hokkien and
Mar;darln hinese, Japanese, (Cinssical Japa-
nese).
Pm-hlgw oy e Quech hy Bpmsh'
Hindi, (Indo-Aryan), Sinhalese, Telugu........_ Dravidian, (Pali), (Sanskrit).

Cebuano, [Bisayan].2

Arabie.

Czech,? Polish.

Mflc‘mgeolm)u, (Classical Mongolian)?, (Classica

Altaie, (Classical Armenian), (Avestan), Central
Astanlmrg?ges,( iblical Hebrew), )»
Pashto, kie, (0Old Anatolian rkish),
(0ld Ottoman Turkish).

B[gegabr;-%' Czech, (0ld Church Slavonic),

T
Hawaiian, Hindi (Pali), (Sanskrit), Tagalog.

Persian,? Turkish.?

(0ld Church Slavonic), Serbo-Croatian, Ukrain-
AL,
frik * Krio,? Mende,? Twi,? Zuli.2

Korean),
Uzbek.

Chinese, TJODAIISNE.  reiame mrose e e e s

Chinese, Japanese

Portuguese._..

Cheremis,? Chuvash,? (Mai tlchu).

Mordvin,
(0l1d ‘I‘u.rkjsh), (Osmanli), Yakut.?

Portma;:, Bl e e L
Polish, Russian.
Hausa, 8wahili, Yoruba .
Rumanian, Russian, Serbo-Croatian_...._______ Czech, Polish.
Estonian, Finnish, Hungarian, Korean, (Middle
Mongohnn Tibetan, rkish,

Hebrew,? Persian,? Turkish.

Russian.

French.

Chi Japanese
Arabie, Hebrew, (classical Persian), Persian,
Turkish.

Polish, Russian, Serbo-Croatian__.______.__.___

Hindi-Urdu, Indonesian-Malay, Thai______.____

Bemba, Hausa, Igbo, Swa.h.ili West African
pidgin ng]lsh oruba.

Bengali, Hindi-Urdu, (Sanskrit)- - _........_..__

Danish, (01d Danish), (Old Norse), (Old Swed-

50, (Old High German), Seandingvisn,

di-Urdu

Cant , Korean.

(Sanskrit).

Norwegian, Swedish.
Spanish.

Do,
Ewe,? Ga-Adangme,? Krio,? T'wi, Yoruba,

(0ld Church Slavic), Russian, Serbo-Croatian.
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Continued

Institution

Languages with Federal support

Languages without Federal support

Ivania, Philadelphia, Pa. (Prof. Moshe Greenberg,
ast Imguﬁﬂand Area Center).
adelphia, Pa. (Prof. Alfred Senn,

ter).
dphia, Pa. (Pmr W. Norman Brown,

University of Penn
director, Middle

Universlty of Pe.unsylvnnia
director, Slavic Language and A

University of Pe:msylvani.a, Phils
director, South Asia Language an Cente

Pennsylvunis State University, University Park, Pa. (Prof. Vernon
Aspaturian, director, Slavic and Soviet Language and Area Center).

University of Pittsburgh, Plttsburir Pa. (Prof Yi-T'ung Wang,
director, East Asian L ea Ce

Portland State College, Portland Oreg. (Prof. Fredorick J. Cox, director,
Middle East Studies Center).

Portland State College, Portland, Oreg. (Prof. H. Frederick Peters,
director, Language and Area Center for Central Eum?e)

Princeton University, Princeton, N.J. (Prof. Marius B. Jansen, director,
Language and Area Center in East Asian Studies).

Princeton University, Princeton, N.J, (Prof. T. Cuyler Young, director,
Language and Area Center for Near Eastern Stu

Princeton University, Princeton, N.J. (Prof, Rictmrd T. Burgi, director,
Language and Area Center for Russian Studies).

University of Rochester, Rochester, N.Y. (Prof. MeCrea Hazlett,
director, South Asia Lmﬁ.}age and Area Center).

University of Southern California, Los Angeles, Calif. (Prof. Theodore
H. E. Chen, director Asian-Slavie Studies Centcri)

Stanford Uniwrsity Sim!ord (aIil' (Prof. Patrick Hanan, director,
Chinese-Japanese Language and Area Center).

Stanrord University, Stanford, Calif. (Prof. A. Kimball Romney, direc-
tor, Latin American Lungua%e and Area Center).

University of Texas, Austin ex (Prof. Edgard G. Polomé, director,
South Asia Languasa and zerf)

University of Texas, Austin, ’I‘ex (Prof. Richard N. Adams, director,
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MADAM CHIANG SELLS WAR
WITH RED CHINA

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp at this point an ably written
article—as his articles generally are; in
fact, I know of no exception—by Rich-
ard Dudman, the Washington corre-
spondent of the St. Louis Post-Dispatch,
entitled “Madam Chiang Sells War With
Red China,” which appeared in the Sun-
day, January 30, 1966, issue.

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

MapaM CHIANG SELLS War WITH RED CHINA
(By Richard Dudman)

WasHINGTON, January 20 —As the United
States moves toward a decision on a new ex-
pansion of the war in southeast Asia, the
possibility of war with China is little men-
tioned but much pondered,

Publicly, the official position can be
summed up as repeated assurance that China
will stay out and warning that China would
come in at its own peril

Privately, the prospect of masses of Chinese
troops pouring into South Vietnam is cause
for anxlety and some restraint; the bombers,
for example, stay well back from the Chinese
border. Among specialists in Chinese Com-
munist affairs, the odds on Chinese entry are
understood to have risen sharply.

There are a few war hawks in Congress and
in the executive branch who favor carrying
the war to China., They see the fighting in
Vietnam as a steppingstone to an attack to
knock out China's nuclear installations be-
fore they become fully operational.

Amid the worry and anxiety and occasional
war cries, the voice of an important visitor
from Formosa is so serene that it goes almost
unnoticed. Mme. Chiang Kai-shek has been
in the United States since September 6, mak-
ing an occasional bland speech, meeting in-
formally with high officials (including a 5-
minute chat with President Lyndon B. John-
son at a White House tea), and avolding press
interviews.

“She has no mission here,” said a spokes-
man for the Republic of China Embassy.

The tea at the White House was given by
Mrs. Johnson shortly after Madam Chiang's
arrival. The following week, Secretary of
State Dean Rusk gave a dinner for her in one
of the Department’s eighth-floor dining

rooms. Secretary of Defense Robert 5. Mc-
Namara and Deputy Secretary Cyrus R. Vance
also were there. Other officials have paid her
courtesy calls at her suite in the Shoreham
Hotel and at the house she has rented on
EKalorama Road.

Officials give the impression that, since her
visit is classed as unofficlal, any talks with
her are brief, informal and no more than
social chit-chat.

Last week she spoke at the National War
College before an audience of students and
their wives and a sprinkling of what came
to be known as the China lobby. Guests in-
cluded Mrs, Claire Chennault, widow of the
founder of the Flying Tigers in World War
II and that line’s successor, China Air Trans-
port; Thomas Corcoran, who was counsel for
General Chennault when he was lobbying
for aid to Chiang in the late 1940's; and Adm,
Arleigh Burke, former Chief of Naval Opera-
tions and now director of the conservative
center for strategic studies of Georgetown
University. Mrs. Clare Booth Luce addressed
the same forum earlier this winter.

Mme. Chiang's speech was not for publica-
tion. An officer who heard it described it
as inspirational rather than getting down
to the brass tacks of strategy in the Far
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East, He sald that her approach could be
described as “‘soft-sell.”

At the Washington Wellesley Club last
Saturday, she told a Biblical story that
seemed to some listeners to be intended as
a political allegory., She related that Joshua,
who led the Jews in the wilderness, took the
last choice when the land was divided
among the different tribes. But the others
began serving other nations and other gods
and were plundered, whereas Joshua's poorer
land prospered.

Her Embassy afterward expressed regret
that Washington newspaper reporters had
tried to read current significance into what
was merely her recollection of an Old Testa-
ment story.

Behind the soft-sell, it is known that she
continues to preach her version of the
inevitable war with Communist China and
to express her conviction that, since it must
be fought sooner or later, it had better come
sooner.

The administration is represented as pay-
ing no attention to this Iirresponsible
bravery, as one rather tolerant critic calls
this thesis.

Mme. Chiang's visit is the latest in a
long series. She has come to the United
States for stays of from several months to
more than a year at critical times in the
affairs of the regime on Formosa. She was
in this country in 1942-1943, 1944, 1948-1950,
1954, and 1958-1959. She has not said how
long her present visit will last.

Her tactics of pressure and persuasion
have made both friends and enemies. Mrs.
Franklin D. Roosevelt once sald of her that
she “could talk very convincingly about
democracy, its aims and ideals, but hasn't
any idea how to live it.” President Harry S.
Truman refused to speak to her on an official
basis when she came to Washington to
woo his administration after his surprise
victory over the nationalists’ favorite,
Thomas E. Dewey.

This time, she has escaped criticism and
even much public notice. A possible reason
is her unusually quiet and indirect approach.
Another could be deference to her advancing
age. Although the China yearbook of 1935
sald she was born in 1892, she is generally
thought to be about 68 years old. Her hus-
band is 78.

More important, Formosa's time is running
out as the sole representative of China in the
United Nations. And there is an increasing
disposition by American officials to recognize
the Peiping Government whenever the war
in Vietnam can be ended.

Madame Chiang’s persuasive efforts may be
offset this time by the appearance of a new
book, “Formosa Betrayed' by George H. Kerr
(Houghton Miffin, 514 pp., $6.95). It tells a
story of tyranny and corruption in her hus-
band’s regime.

Part of the story concerns Madame Chiang
and her brother, T. V. Soong, Minister of
Forelgn Affairs and later Premier. When the
United States prepared late in World War II
to put $470 million into China aid through
the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation
Agency, they insisted that Chinese officials
would be sole administrators of the relief pro-
gram.

Eerr reports that Madame Chiang's family
dominated the warehousing and shipping in-
terests that distributed the supplies. He
says that China insisted on charging $190
million in administrative costs for distribut-
ing the donated goods.

American economic ald to Formosa has
often been cited as an outstanding pro-
gram. Some American officlals who have
seen Kerr's book complain that his firsthand
observations there have not included a re-
cent look at Formosa's success story.

His criticism of the regime is more polit-
ical than economie, however. He contends
that economic progress is not enough and
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that Formosans are restive under the dom-
ination of a regime of mainland Chinese.

American officials concede that political
progress has been slower than economic prog-
ress. But they point out that Natlonalist
China is at war and contend that, under
martial law, there can hardly be "“unre-
strained political progress.”

Even restrained political progress is hardly
the description that would fit recent incidents
of political suppression cited by Kerr. He
tells how the secret police, under Chiang'’s
son and heir-apparent, Chiang Ching-kuo,
harassed, beat and executed leaders of For-
mosan Nationalist movements.

The regime on Formosa has shown great
interest in the campaign to suppress the
Vietcong and is understood to have offered
repeatedly to send troops.

Although South Vietnam and the United
States both have felt the need for more com-
bat troops for counterguerrilla fighting,
both have rejected the idea of bringing in
Chinese Nationalists.

The reasons usually given are that any
Chinese are unpopular in Vietnam and that
Chinese Nationalist troops would be a new
provocation to Pelping.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, we are
accustomed to the invasion of foreign
propagandists, from time to time, in our
country. As one reads Mr. Dudman’s
account of the activities of Madam
Chiang, she falls, in my judement, under
that category and description.

IS SEATO A TREATY ORGANIZATION
OR A FRONT FOR A WAR IN ASIA?

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, last Fri-
day, January 28, Secretary of State Rusk
appeared before the Foreign Relations
Committee. A good deal of the hearing
was devoted to the question of our so-
called commitment to South Vietnam.

I have spoken on this subject before,
but I feel that I must do so again. And
I will continue to speak out as long as
the administration continues to misrep-
resent and misstate the legalities, not to
mention the moralities, involved in our
war in South Vietnam.

In his opening statement to the Com-
mittee, Secretary Rusk said:

The United States has a clear and direct

commitment to the security of Vietnam
against external attack.

The Secretary was then asked what the
origin and basis was for this clear and
direct commitment. He began his reply
by referring to the Southeast Asia Collec-
tive Defense Treaty. He was asked:
“Does the treaty commit us to do what
we are doing now in Vietnam?” He re-
plied that he had “no doubt that it does.”
He went on to say that “a protocol state
has a right to call on the members of the
organization for assistance” and that
“there seems to be no doubt that we are
entitled to offer that assistance.” Later,
he said that the policy of the treaty was
that we are opposed to aggression
against the countries of southeast Asia.
I said at this point in the hearing that
I disagreed with virtually every major
premise in the Secretary’s prepared
statement and in the subsequent remarks
of the Secretary that had taken place at
the hearing. I noted that I disagreed,
in particular, with his interpretation of
the Southeast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty. I will now turn to the reasons
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for my statement of disagreeement last
Friday.
TERMS OF SEATO TREATY

I have been over this ground several
times before and will not impose on the
time of Senators by beginning again at
the beginning. Suffice it to say that the
heart of the treaty is article IV which
states the obligations of the parties when
direct or indirect aggression occurs.

Paragraph one of article IV states that
if there is “aggression by means of armed
attack” against any of the parties or the
protocol states—and South Vietnam is a
protocol state—each party will then “act
to meet the common danger in accord-
ance with its constitutional processes.”
This is the first sentence of paragraph
No. 1. The second and final sentence of
paragraph 1 is also important. It states
that “measures taken under this para-
graph shall be immediately reported to
the Security Council of the United Na-
tions.”

Paragraph 2 of article IV refers to the
case where “in the opinion of any of the
parties, the inviolability or the integrity
of the territory or the sovereignty or po-
litical independence of any party” or any
protocol state “is threatened in any way
other than by armed attack.” In this
case, paragraph 2 continues, “the parties
shall consult immediately in order to
agree on the measures which should be
taken for the common defense.”

TNDER WHAT SEATO LANGUAGE DOES VIETNAM
FALL?

Now when the treaty first came into
existence, the war going on in South Viet-
nam was considered to be a threat by
other than armed attack. In other
words, the war was considered to be a
situation described in paragraph 2. The
late Secretary of State Dulles, the origi-
nator of the treaty, made this plain on
several occasions. Testifying before the
Foreign Relations Committee, Secretary
Dulles summed up the meaning of the
“commitment” in paragraph 2 in these
words: “That is an obligation for con-
sultation. It is not an obligtioan for ac-
tion.”

Hence, under paragraph 2 there is no
commitment to take any action vis-a-vis
South Vietnam. There is an obligation
to consult the other parties to the treaty
but, let me emphasize, South Vietnam is
not a party to the treaty. There is
clearly not a commitment to defend
South Vietnam with American Armed
Forces.

Now, Secretary Rusk might want to
argue that it is not paragraph 2 but
paragraph 1 that applies at present
in South Vietnam. I say that he might
so argue because I do not know whether
or not he would. To the best of my
knowledge, he has never stated publicly
whether he views our commitment to
South Vietnam to arise from paragraph
1 or from paragraph 2. When this
question was discussed last Friday, he
referred to North Vietnam’s moving the
325th North Vietnamese Division into
South Vietnam in late 1964 and early
1965. He did not come right out and
say that this constituted “‘aggression by
means of armed attack.” He has not
used this important phrase, so far as I
am aware.
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Nor has this phrase, which is required
to bring paragraph 1 into effect, ever
appeared in a SEATO communique. The
communique issued on May 6, 1965, at
the conclusion of the last SEATO Coun-
cil meeting in London mentioned “Com-
munist aggression” but not ‘‘aggression
by means of armed attack.”

If the United States considers that its
commitment to South Vietnam under the
Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty
arises from paragraph 1 of article IV,
I think that we and the rest of the Amer-
ican people are entitled to know it. We
are entitled to be told in no uncertain
terms. We cannotf be expected to divine
whether our legal commitment is only
to consult or whether it is to take action
in accordance with our constitutional
processes. It is incumbent on Secretary
Rusk to make an unequivocal statement
on this point. And I ask for it tonight.

It is astonishing to me that the admin-
istration is leading this country into full-
scale war without ever identifying the
nature and language of the commitment
they claim to be following.

Our commitment cannot be two dif-
ferent things. If our present commit-
ment to South Vietnam is pursuant to
paragraph 2, it is a commitment only to
consult and the situation we are facing
is not “aggression by means of armed
attack.” If our commitment falls under
paragraph 1 there must be “aggression
by means of armed attack” and someone
in this administration must so state.

NO UNILATERAL COMMITMENT UNDER SEATO

Even if Secretary Rusk had made such
a statement, and had said that we were
acting under paragraph 1, we would
not have a unilateral commitment to
defend South Vietnam. In the first
place, paragraph 1 of article IV speaks
of a “common danger,” which certainly
implies collective judgment by those who
share the common danger and, second,
a common response to that danger.

The most recent SEATO communique
does not state any finding of common
danger. Could SEATO members meet
and ignore a common danger governed
by their treaty organization? Not if
this is really a collective defense orga-
nization.

If the Secretary wants to argue that
SEATO is not a collective defense mech-
anism at all, but only a misrepresented
hook on which to hang American mili-
tary intervention anywhere in southeast
Asia, let him proceed to make that case.

Certainly in terms of response, there
is no agreement in SEATO that there is
a common da.nger governed by para-
graph 1 of article IV. There are eight
members of the SEATO. We, the Aus-
tralians, and the New Zealanders are the
only members with forces in the field.
We have huge forces, and they have, in
comparison, token forces. The most sig-
nificant military assistance we have re-
ceived has come from South Korea which
is not even a member of SEATO and is,
of course, an American military depend-
ency. The other five members have
contributed only troops. One member,
France, has publicly criticized our ac-
tions in South Vietnam.

As to South Korea, let me point out
that we maintain more American soldiers
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there to protect South Korea against the
North Koreans than South Korea has
sent to Vietnam.

In the second place, we should keep
clearly in mind the fact that under para-
graph one we have no commitment to
defend South Vietnam with our armed
forces. South Vietnam is a protocol
state but not a member of SEATO. An
“attack by means of armed aggression”
against its territory falls within the area
covered by the Southeast Asia Treaty-
If such an attack occurs, the parties
have an obligation to act to meet the
common danger in accordance with their
constitutional processes. The danger
involved, under paragraph one, is the
danger to the “peace and safety” of each
of the parties. This is quite a different
thing from a commitment to defend by
armed force a protocol state against
aggression.

CONFLICT WITH U.N. CHARTER

Finally, I would point out that if we
are currently acting under paragraph
one we are violating both the treaty it-
self and the U.N. Charter., We are vio-
lating the treaty itself because para-
graph one requires that “measures taken
under this paragraph shall be immedi-
ately reported to the Security Council of
the United Nations.” We have not re-
ported our Vietnam war measures to the
Security Council. We have had various
communications with the President of
the Security Council and with the Secre-
tary General, but none of these commu-
nications has been identified as a report
of measures taken under paragraph one
of article IV of the Southeast Asia
Treaty.

Mr. President, I wish to take a moment
to point out that my President and my
Ambassador to the United Nations, and
the President and the Ambassador of 180
million people, are not acting to meet
the requirements of this treaty. They
are not acting to meet the requirements
of the United Nations Charter, by send-
ing Arthur Goldberg to New York City
to carry on some conversations behind
the scenes in the United Nations, either
with U Thant, or with the President of
the United Nations, or with various dele-
gates to the United Nations.

That does not amount to taking the
issue of Vietnam to the United Nations.
Yet they have succeeded in some quar-
ters in giving the impression to the Amer-
ican people that, prior to the action we
took the other day in regard to Vietnam,
we had taken our cause to the United
Nations.

We have been derelict in taking our
cause to the United Nations.

We have been in violation of the
United Nations Charter for the past sev-
eral years.

I am glad that at long last my Gov-
ernment has finally sent a resolution to
the Security Council, asking the Security
Council to proceed to assume its legal ob-
ligations under the TUnited Nations
Charter.

I regret, and am saddened, that my
Government went to the United Nations
with an olive branch in one hand and
bombs in the other.

By so doing we have greatly weakened
our cause in the United Nations; and we
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ask for the international ecriticism that
we are getting because of our course of
conduct in Vietnam.

But let me teli the Senate of one chap-
ter in the history of illegal acts on the
part of the United States in southeast
Asia that we should have reported to the
Security Council but have not reported—
that is the building up of a privileged
U.S. military sanctuary in Thailand.
We are turning Thailand into a military
dependency of the United States. From
this sanctuary, in violation of our inter-
national obligations, we have been
bombing South Vietnam and Laos for
many months past.

Some of my colleagues in the Senate
and some members of the administra-
tion are not happy when I call my coun-
try an outlaw nation for its violations of
international law in southeast Asia, but
we have convicted ourselves by our own
illegal acts. The building up of an Amer-
ican military sanctuary in Thailand is
no more justified than is the building up
of military sanctuaries by Communist
nations anywhere in Asia or elsewhere
in the world.

It is always interesting to me that so
many in our own country, who think so
much better of themselves than the rest
of the world thinks of us, are willing to
ignore our own transgressions and seek
to fix attention on the transgressions of
our enemies. We have not, under the
terms of the SEATO Treaty, lived up to
our obligations to report our activities
to the Security Council.

Therefore, we are violating the U.N.
Charter whether we are acting in South
Vietnam under paragraph 1 or under
paragraph 2. In either case, we are
violating article 2, paragraph 4, of the
charter which states that “all members
shall refrain in their international re-
lations from the threat or use of force.”
We have violated article 33 of the char-
ter which requires that parties to a dis-
pute “shall, first of all, seek a solution
by negotiation, inquiry, mediation, con-
ciliation, arbitration, judicial settlement,
resort to regional agencies or arrange-
ments, or other peaceful means of their
own choice” and note that article 33 re-
quires that these steps be taken “first
of all.”

I repeat it—article 33 requires that
these steps be taken “first of all.”

Mr. President, I am saddened by the
fact that history will record that my
Government did not take those steps
first of all, and convicted herself of being
a violator of the United Nations Charter.

We have violated article 37, which
states that “should the parties to a dis-
pute of the nature referred to in article
33 fail to settle it by the means indi-
cated in that article, they shall refer it
to the Security Council.” We have vio-
lated article 39, which states that “the
Security Couneil shall determine the
existence of any threat to the peace,
breach of the peace or act of aggression.”
If we are invoking SEATO, we have and
are violating article 53 of the United
Nations Charter which states that “no
enforcement action shall be taken un-
der regional arrangements or by regional
agencies without the authorization of the
Security Council.”
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From the floor of the Senate tonight,
Mr. President, I ask you: When did you,
as Commander in Chief, ask for Secu-
rity Counecil authorization for us to en-
gage in armed conflict in southeast Asia
under SEATO? Neither President John-
son nor Dean Rusk nor McNamara can
erase the indelible language of the
United Nations Charter, and that lan-
guage is binding on us as well as on
every other signatory to the charter.

Some of my colleagues and some peo-
ple in the administration do not like it
because I point out that our hands are
not clean. Let me say that sometimes
the United Nations is referred to as a
tribunal of equity. I used to teach my
law students that old doctrine of equity
that one appears before a court of
equity, if one expects to have equity
done, only with clean hands.

The sad thing is that the United States
cannot appear before the United Nations
with clean hands, so far as our violations
of the charter are concerned. It is im-
portant that we wash them. That is
why I believe it is so laudable that at
long last we are before the United Na-
tions. We must accept a considerable
amount of criticism, because we have it
coming to us.

I would not have my ambassador hesi-
tate to see to it that others with unclean
hands have their records spread open in
the United Nations.

But this stage must be put behind us.
The record will have to be made against
us, against our enemies, and against our
potential enemies. Then the members
of the United Nations must settle down,
in my judgment, and reach an under-
standing as to how we can best bring an
end to a war in southeast Asia which
by the day is increasing the threat of
a third world war.

For many months past I have urged
that the Security Council—or in the case
of a veto, the General Assembly—con-
sider a recommendation that the mem-
bers of the Geneva Conference of 1954
reconvene and seek to arrive at an ar-
rangement whereby they can implement
and effectuate the basic tenets of the
Geneva accords of 1954, At long last—
although for many months our admin-
istration would not hear of it—our Gov-
ernment now indicates that it would be
willing to consider these accords.

Arthur Goldberg is now saying that if
the United Nations would agree to do
that, we would be at Geneva tomorrow.

This means, of course, that we would
have to sit down with the Communists.
What a change. This means, of course,
that there would be a reconvening of the
Geneva Conference. This means that
there would have to be a recognition of
another basic truism of international
law, and that is that a Communist nation
has exactly the same sovereign rights un-
der international law as a free nation.

In spite of all the hysteria and war
propaganda that is stalking this country
and misleading many Americans, let us
face up to the fact that we cannot wish-
fully think Communists and their gov-
ernments off the face of the earth. Nor
can we bomb them off the face of the
earth. We can win military victories
over them, but that will never give us
peace.
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The objective should be to lead man-
kind toward peace and not toward war,
even though through war we might gain
some surrenders.

So I am again pleading tonight, Mr.
President, that my country recognize how
important it is that we do everything we
can to try to have the Geneva Conference
reconvened in order to carry out the
basic tenents of the 1954 accords.

When will my Government face up to
the fact that the Geneva accords of 1954
not only did not provide for two govern-
ments in Vietnam, but literally pro-
hibited it? It was pointed out in the
language of the accords that the 17th
parallel was only a demarcation between
two military zones; that the French mili-
tary were to repair to the south of the
17th parallel while the Viet Minh would
remain in the north; and that then, for
the next 2 years, under the direction of
the International Control Commission,
consultations would take place leading to
an application of the principle of self-
determination in July 1956, by way of a
free election supervised by the Inferna-
tional Control Commission.

The sordid, black, unfortunate chapter
of American history that we wrote at that
time will plague future generations of
Americans because we stopped that elec-
tion. We not only stopped that election
but we, the United States, set up a puppet
government in South Vietnam and by so
doing we clearly violated the Geneva
accords.

I have been reading with great in-
terest the discussions of our spokesmen
about our willingness now to see a recon-
vening of the Geneva Conference and the
implementation and the effectuation of
the agreements reached in 1954.

I wonder if they recognize the chal-
lenge that is going to be made to our
action in violating the Geneva accords
by taking Diem out of New York and
Washington, D.C., sending him to South
Vietnam, financing him, militarizing him,
and creating a government there to serve
our interests.

All they have to do is listen to the
criticisms of us in New York City these
days or go with me across Asia, and it
will soon be discovered that all of the rest
of the world seems to know this except
the American people. Then, there will
be the job of concealing from the Amer-
ican people the ugly facts about our un-
fortunate military policy in southeast
Asia.

In this stormy weather in Washington,
D.C., I can think of no more descriptive
term than to say once again that a
“snow job” has been done on the think-
ing of the American people.

No, Mr. President; we have violated
section after section of the United Na-
tions Charter in regard to our illegalities.

If we are invoking SEATO, we have
and are violating article 53 which states:

No enforcement action shall be taken un-
der regional arrangements or by reglonal
agencies without the authorization of the
Security Council.

And we are violating article 103 which
states:

In the event of a confilet between the ob-
ligations of members of the United Nations
under the present charter and their obliga-
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tions under any other international agree-
ment, their obligations under the present
charter shall prevail,

Incidentally, this principle of the prim-
acy of the U.N. Charter is reiterated in
article VI, of the Southeast Asia Collec-
tive Defense Treaty. And article I of the
treaty states:

The parties undertake, as set forth in the
charter of the United Nations, to settle any
international disputes in which they may
be involved by peaceful means.

REFERRAL TO U.N.

In his news conference of January 31,
Secretary Rusk said that the time had
come to meet the requirements of “para-
graph 1 of article IV of the Southeast
Asia Treaty itself to report this present
situation to the Security Council.” Here
for the first time, we find the Secretary
referring specifically to paragraph 1 of
article IV of the Southeast Asia Collec-
tive Defense Treaty. But he still does not
say that we are now fighting in South
Vietnam under paragraph 1, and not
paragraph 2, though that is the clear
implication. At any rate, we are obeying
the spirit if not the letter of the obliga-
tion in paragraph 1 to report the meas-
ures being taken to the Security Council
after fighting there for some 2 years
without doing it. I say that we are not
obeying the letter of the law in this case
because, as I have pointed out, paragraph
1 requires that the measures being taken
under its authority shall be immediately
reported to the Security Council. We
have certainly not made this report im-
mediately and “better late than never” is
hardly a principle of international law.

Now that we have referred the situa-
tion in Vietnam to the Security Couneil,
our violations of articles 33 and 37 of
the U.N. Charter are no longer as blatant.
We are finally seeking a solution to the
dispute by mediation or arbitration, as
article 33 obliges us to. We have not done
this “first of all” as article 33 requires,
but at least we have made a gesture in
this direction. By referring the dispute
to the Security Council on January 31,
we are finally complying with our obliga-
tion under article 37 of the charter.

I am, of course, pleased to see this
matter referred to the United Nations.
I have been urging this course of action
since March of 1964, and I am distressed
that it has taken the administration so
long to realize what our obligations are
to the UN. Charter.

Secretary’s Rusk’s assertions that we
have a “clear and direct commitment” to
South Vietnam under the Southeast Asia
Collective Defense Treaty are feeble,
vague, and unconvincing. In fact, we
have no commitment to them for they
are not a party to the treaty. What
commitment we do have, is to the other
parties to the treaty. It is either to con-
sult with them, if we are acting under
paragraph 2 of article IV of the treaty,
or to act with them to meet the common
danger if paragraph 1 applies. What we
have done in South Vietnam is to inter-
vene unilaterally when we are by no
means committed to do so.

BALL MISEEPRESENTATIONS OF SEATO
In a speech at Northwestern Univer-
sity last Sunday, Undersecretary George
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Ball further obfuscated our position by
saying of the SEATO Treaty:

Under that treaty and its protocol, the
United States and other treaty partners gave
their joint and several pledges to guarantee
existing boundaries—including the line of
demarcation between North and South Viet-
nam established when the French relin-
quished their control over Indochina.

This is, too, a gross misstatement of
our commitment under the SEATO
Treaty. There is nothing in this treaty
which says that we or our treaty part-
ners pledged to “guarantee existing
boundaries” anywhere—and George Ball
knows it. Contrary to Mr. Ball’s dis-
torted interpretation, we certainly did
not commit ourselves to maintain a per-
manently divided Vietnam.

Once again, Mr. Ball has fallen into
the pit which the administration digs
for itself every time it tries to endorse
the 1954 Geneva agreement and an in-
dependent South Vietnam at one and
the same time. The two assertions are
totally contradictory.

Under the 1954 Geneva agreements
which ended the war in Indochina the
division of Vietnam at the 17th parallel
was a “provisional military demarcation”
line.

The final declaration of that confer-
ence states that this line “should not in
any way be interpreted as constituting
a political or territorial boundary.” The
final declaration went on to spell out
that the “military demarcation line”
was to be obliterated through unification
elections to be held throughout Vietnam
in July 1956. We all know why these
elections were not held as promised: Be-
cause Diem and we knew that no non-
Communist leader could hope to equal
Ho Chi Minh at the ballot box.

To say that a divided Vietnam is guar-
anteed under SEATO will not strike
Hanoi or Peiping as being unusual. It
only proves what the Communists have
been saying all along: that despite the
words of President Johnson that we sup-
port the 1954 agreement, the United
States has no intention of carrying out
its prineciples and that our real objective
is to maintain a divided Vietnam with an
American puppet government in South
Vietnam. It is little wonder that the
Communists doubt our intentions.
When we use doubletalk in stating our
policies—as George Ball did when he
spoke at Northwestern University last
Sunday—that we support a return to the
1954 Geneva agreements and at the
same time say that under SEATO we are
committed to a divided Vietnam—there
is no question about which line they will
believe.

Either we support the 1954 agree-
ments—designed to create a unified Viet-
nam—or we do not. The State Depart-
ment's position on this point, like its
policies in Vietnam generally, are ambig-
uous, deceptive and, although calculated
to fool our own citizens, the free world,
and the other side, really fool no one.
But they destroy the credibility of this
Government. Until the State Depart-
ment and the President begin to be hon-
est with themselves and the people there
is little hope for achieving peace through
the United Nations or any other means.
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As a first step I suggest that they hire a
few people who can read the plain Eng-
lish in the 1954 agreements and the
SEATO treaty. It does not take a
Philadelphia lawyer to read them—but it
does take more than the abilities of the
best international lawyer in Philadel-
phia to make legal sense out of the State
Department’s position.

Undersecretary of State Ball has often
been described as the leading dove in the
Department of State. In the light of
what Mr. Ball said at Northwestern Uni-
versity last Sunday, he Jooks more to me
like a dove in hawk’s feathers, unless he
is a pigeon.

There was a sharp and militant edge to
Mr. Ball’s remarks last Sunday. He
described the alliances and commitments
of this country as “a barrier around the
whole periphery of the Communist
world.” He said that the battles our
soldiers and marines are fighting in
South Vietnam are “skirmishes in a con-
tinuing war to prevent one Communist
power after another from violating in-
ternationally recognized boundary lines
fixing the outer limits of Communist
dominion.” He referred to the “cynical
and systematic aggression by the North
Vietnamese regime” and called it “one
further chapter of the long and brutal
chronicle of Communist efforts to extend
the periphery of Communist power by
force and terror.” This is hardly the
language of temperance. It is the same
kind of name-calling that we constantly
accuse our adversaries of adopting. It
is not the language of statesmanship. It
is evidence of emotionalism and subjec-
tivity when dispassion and reason are
needed.

I gather from Mr. Ball's remarks that
he feels that the United States has a
holy writ to fix the geographic limits
beyond which communism will not be
permitted. Do we grant our adversaries
the same right? What if the course of
events had proceeded differently in In-
donesia and the Indonesian Communist
Party, which was the third largest Com-
munist Party in the world, had succeeded
in establishing a Communist government
in that country? Would that have been
beyond the “outer limits” Secretary Ball
mentioned? What about the new na-
tions of Africa? Are they beyond the
outer limits, are they outside the “barrier
around the whole periphery of the Com-
munist world” to which Mr. Ball referred
last Sunday?

Simply stated, we are fighting a uni-
lateral war in Vietnam that is militarily
impractical, politically foolish, and mor-
ally indefensible. It must be stopped
before the virulent language and the de-
ception practiced by both sides renders
all peaceful solutions impossible.

I know that there are those, even some
Members of this body, who take the po-
sition that we who criticize the foreign
policy of our Government are in some
way letting down the boys who are fight-
ing in South Vietnam.

Those of us who are trying to change
the foreign policy course of our Govern-
ment, in order to bring this Govern-
ment’s policy back into the framework
of the Constitution of the United States,
are seeking to bring an end to the kill-
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ing of our boys in South Vietnam. We
are seeking to prevent the development
of a situation in which tens upon tens of
thousands, and perhaps millions, of our
boys will be sent into a massive war in
Asia, to die unjustifiably and unneces-
sarily.

Therefore, Mr. President, the issue is
being drawn as to whether the admin-
istration is to be continued to be sup-
ported in the conduct of this illegal and
unconstitutional war, or whether, at
long last, we shall adopt a foreign policy
that will amount, in fact, to the substi-
tution of the rule of law for America’s
:kg_lgle law of military force in southeast

ia.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous per-
mission to have printed in the REcorp
at this point the text of the SEATO
Treaty, and the text of the Geneva ac-
cords,

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

15. SoUTHEAST ASIA COLLECTIVE DEFENSE
TREATY AND PrOTOCOL THERETO, SEPTEMEBER
8, 19541

TEXT OF TREATY

The Partles to this Treaty,

Recognizing the soverelgn equality of all
the Parties,

Reiterating their faith in the purposes and
principles set forth in the Charter of the
United Nations and their desire to live in
peace with all peoples and all governments,

Reaffirming that, in accordance with the
Charter of the United Nations, they uphold
the principle of equal rights and self-deter-
mination of peoples, and declaring that they
will earnestly strive by every peaceful means
to promote self-government and to secure
the independence of all countries whose peo-
ples desire it and are able to undertake its
responsibilities,

Desiring to strengthen the fabric of peace
and freedom and to uphold the prineciples of
democracy, individual liberty and the rule of
law, and to promote the economic well-being
and development of all peoples in the treaty
area,

Intending to declare publicly and formally
their sense of unity, so that any potential
aggressor will appreclate that the Partles
stand together in the area, and

Desiring further to coordinate their efforts
for collective defense for the preservation of
peace and security,

Therefore agree as follows:

Article I

The Parties undertake, as set forth in the
Charter of the United Nations, to settle any
international disputes in which they may be
involved by peaceful means in such a man-
ner that international peace and security
and justice are not endangered, and to re-
frain in their international relations from
the threat or use of force in any manner in-
consistent with the purposes of the United
Nations.

Article I

In order more effectively to achleve the
objectives of this Treaty the Parties, sepa-
rately and jointly, by means of continuous
and effective self-help and mutual aid will
maintain and develop their individual and
collective capacity to resist armed attack and
to prevent and counter subversive activities
directed from without against their territo-
rial integrity and political stability.

Article III

The Parties undertake to strengthen thelr
free institutions and to cooperate with one

18 UST B1; Treaties and Other Internation-
al Acts Berles 3170.
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another in the further development of eco-
nomic measures, including technical assist-
ance, designed both to promote economic
progress and soclal well-being and to further
the individual and collective efforts of gov-
ernments toward these ends.

Article IV

1. Each Party recognizes that aggression
by means of armed attack in the treaty area
against any of the Parties or against any
State or territory which the Parties by unani-
mous agreement may hereafter designate,
would endanger its own peace and safety,
and agrees that it will in that event act
to meet the common danger in accordance
with its constitutional processes. Measures
taken under this paragraph shall be im-
mediately reported to the Security Council
of the United Nations.

2. If, in the opinion of any of the Parties,
the inviolability or the integrity of the ter-
ritory or the sovereignty or political inde-
pendence of any Party in the treaty area or
of any other State or territory to which the
provisions of paragraph 1 of this Article
from time to time apply is threatened in any
way other than by armed attack or is af-
fected or threatened by any fact or situation
which might endanger the peace of the area,
the Parties shall consult immediately in
order to agree on the measures which should
be taken for the common defense.

3. It is understood that no action on the
territory of any State designated by unani-
mous agreement under paragraph 1 of this
Article or on any territory so designated
shall be taken except at the invitation or
with the consent of the government
concerned.

Article V

The Parties hereby establish a Counecil, on
which each of them shall be represented, to
consider matters concerning the implemen-
tation of this Treaty. The Council shall
provide for consultation with regard to mili-
tary and any other planning as the situation
obtaining in the treaty area may from time
to time require. The Council shall be so
organized as to be able to meet at any time.

Article VI

This Treaty does not affect and shall not
be interpreted as affecting in any way the
rights and obligations of any of the Parties
under the Charter of the United Nations or
the responsibility of the United Nations for
the maintenance of international peace and
security. Each Party declares that none of
the international engagements now in force
between it any any other of the Partles or
any third party is in conflict with the pro-
visions of this Treaty, and undertakes not
to enter into any international engagements
in conflict with this Treaty.

Article VII

Any other State in a position to further
the objectives of this Treaty and to con-
tribute to the security of the area may, by
unanimous agreement of the Partles, be in-
vited to accede to this Treaty. Any State
50 invited may become a Party to the Treaty
by depositing its instrument of accession
with the Government of the Republic of the
Philippines. The Government of the Repub-
lic of the Philippines shall inform each of
the Parties of the deposit of each such in-
strument of accession.

Article VIII

As used in this Treaty, the “treaty area”
is the general area of Southeast Asia, includ-
ing also the entire territories of the Asian
Parties, and the general area of the South-
west Pacific not including the Pacific area
north of 21 degrees 30 minutes north lati-
tude. The Parties may, by unanimous agree-
ment, amend this Article to include within
the treaty area the territory of any State
acceding to this Treaty in accordance with
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Article VII or otherwise to change the treaty
area.
Article I1X

1. This Treaty shall be deposited in the
archives of the Government of the Republic
of the Philippines. Duly certified copies
thereof shall be transmitted by that govern-
ment to the other signatories.

2. The Treaty shall be ratified and its pro-
visions carried out by the Parties in accord-
ance with their respective constitutional
processes. The instruments of ratification
shall be deposited as soon as possible with
the Government of the Republic of the Phil-
ippines, which shall notify all of the other
signatories of such deposit.

3. The Treaty shall enter into force be-
tween the States which have ratified it as
soon as the instruments of ratification of a
majority of the signatories shall have been
deposited, and shall come into effect with
respect to each other State on the date of
the deposit of its instrument of ratification.

Article X

This Treaty shall remain in force indefi-
nitely, but any Party may cease to be a Party
one year after its notice of denunciation has
been given to the Government of the Re-
public of the Philippines, which shall inform
the Governments of the other Partles of the
deposit of each notice of denunciation.

Article XI

The English text of this Treaty is binding
on the Partles, but when the Parties have
agreed to the French text thereof and have
s0 notified the Government of the Republic
of the Philippines, the French text shall be
equally authentic and binding on the
Parties.

UNDERSTANDING OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA
The United States of America in executing
the present Treaty does so with the under-
standing that its recognition of the effect of
aggression and armed attack and its agree-
ment with reference thereto In Article IV,
paragraph 1, apply only to Communist ag-
gression but affirms that in the event of
other aggression or armed attack it will con-
sult under the provisions of Article IV, para-
graph 2.
In witness whereof, the undersigned Pleni-
potentiaries have signed this Treaty.
Done at Manila, this eighth day of Sep-
tember, 1954,
For Australia:
R. G. CaseY
For France:
G. La CHAMBRE
For New Zealand:
Crrron WEBB
For Pakistan:

Signed for transmission to my Gov-
ernment for its consideration and action
in accordance with the Constitution of
Pakistan.

ZAFRULLA KHaAN

For the Republic of the Philippines:

CaArLOS P. GARCIA

Francisco A. DELGADO

Tomas L. CABILI

LorenNzo M. Tafapa

CorNELIO T. VILLAREAL

For the Eingdom of Thailand:
Wan WaAITHAYARON KROMMUN NARAD-
HIP BONGSPRABANDH
For the United Kingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland:
READING
For the United States of America:

JoHN FosTER DULLES

H. ALEXANDER SMITH

MICHAEL J. MANSFIELD

I cerTIFY THAT the foregoing is a true copy
of the Southeast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty concluded and signed in the English
language at Manila, on September 8, 1954,
the signed original of which is deposited in
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the archives of the Government of the Re-
public of the Philippines.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, L, RAUL 8. MANG~
LAPUS, Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs of
the Republic of the Philippines, have here-
unto set my hand and caused the seal of the
Department of Foreign Affairs to be aflixed
at the City of Manila, this 14th day of Octo-
ber, 1954.

[sEAL] Raul S. Manglapus

RauL 8. MANGLAPUS
Undersecretary of Foreign Affairs

PROTOCOL TO THE SOUTHEAST ASIA COLLECTIVE
DEFENSE TREATY

Designation of states and territory as to
which provisions of article IV and article
III are to be applicable

The Parties to the Southeast Asia Collec-
tive Defense Treaty unanimously designate
for the purposes of Article IV of the Treaty
the States of Cambodia and Laos and the
free territory under the jurisdiction of the
State of Vietnam.

The Parties further agree that the above
mentioned states and territory shall be eli-
gible in respect of the economic measures
contemplated by Article III.

This Protocol shall enter into force simul-
taneously with the coming into force of the
Treaty.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the undersigned
Plenipotentiaries have signed this Protocol
to the Southeast Asia Collective Defense
Treaty.

Done at Manila, this eighth day of Septem-
ber, 1954,

12, FinaL DECLARATION OF GENEVA CONFER-
ENCE, JULY 21, 19541

Final declaration, dated July 21, 1954, of
the Geneva Conference on the problem of re-
storing peace in Indo-China, in which the
representatives of Cambodia, the Democratic
Republic of Viet-Nam, France, Laos, the Peo-
ple’'s Republic of China, the State of Viet-
nam, the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, the United Kingdom, and the
United States of America took part.

1. The Conference takes note of the agree-
ments ending hostilities in Cambodia, Laos
and Viet-Nam and organizing international
control and the supervision of the execution
of the provisions of these agreements.

2. The Conference expresses satisfaction
at the ending of hostilities in Cambodia,
Laos and Viet-Nam; the Conference ex-
presses its conviction that the execution of
the provisions set out in the present declara-
tion and in the agreements on the cessation
of hostilities will permit Cambodia, Laos and
Viet-Nam henceforth to play their part, in
full independence and sovereignty, in the
peaceful community of nations.

3. The Conference takes note of the dec-
larations made by the Governments of Cam-
bodia and of Laos of their intention to adopt
measures permitting all citizens to take their
place in the national community, in particu-
lar by participating in the next general elec-
tions, which, in conformity with the consti-
tution of each of these countries, shall take
place in the course of the year 1955, by secret
baliot and in conditions of respect for fun-
damental freedoms.

4. The Conference takes note of the clauses
in the agreement on the cessation of hostili-
ties in Viet-Nam prohibiting the introduc-
tlon into Viet-Nam of foreign troops and
military personnel as well as of all kinds of
arms and munitions, The Conference also
takes note of the declarations made by the
Governments of Cambodia and Laos of their
resolution not to request foreign aid, whether
in war material, in personnel or in instruc-
tors except for the purpose of the effective
defence of their territory and, in the case of

1IC/43/Reyv. 2, 21 July 1954, Original:
I"mncé. >
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Laos, to the extent defined by the agree-
ments on the cessation of hostilities in Laos.

5. The Conference takes note of the
clauses in the agreement on the cessation
of hostilities in Viet-Nam to the effect that
no military base under the control of a
foreign State may be established in the re-
grouping zones of the two parties, the lat-
ter having the obligation to see that the
zones allotted to them shall not constitute
part of any military alllance and shall not
be utilized for the resumption of hostilities
or in the service of an aggressive policy. The
Conference also takes note of the declarations
of the Governments of Cambodia and Laos
to the effect that they will not join in any
agreement with other States if this agree-
ment includes the obligation to participate
in a military alliance not in conformity with
the principles of the Charter of the United
Nations or, in the case of Laos, with the
principles of the agreement on the cessa-
tion of hostilities in Laos, or so long as their
security is not threatened, the obligation to
establish bases on Cambodian or Laotian
territory for the military forces of foreign
Powers.

6. The Conference recognizes that the es-
sential purpose of the agreement relating to
Viet-Nam is to settle military questions with
a view to ending hostilities and that the
military demarcation line is provisional and
should not in any way be interpreted as
constituting a political or territorial bound-
ary. The Conference expresses its convic-
tion that the execution of the provisions set
out in the present declaration and in the
agreement on the cessation of hostilities
creates the necessary basis for the achieve-
ment in the near future of a political settle-
ment in Viet-Nam.

7. The Conference declares that, so far
as Viet-Nam is concerned, the settlement of
political problems, effected on the basis of
respect for the principles of independence,
unity and territorial integrity, shall permit
the Viet-Namese people to enjoy the funda-
mental freedoms, guaranteed by democratic
institutions established as a result of free
general elections by secret ballot. In order
to ensure that sufficient progress in the res-
toration of peace has been made, and that all
the necessary conditions obtain for free ex-
pression of the national will, general elec-
tions shall be held in July 1956, under the
supervision of an international commission
composed of representatives of the Member
States of the International Supervisory Com-~
mission, referred to in the agreement on the
cessation of hostilities. Consultations will
be held on this subject between the com-
petent representative authorities of the two
zones from 20 July 19556 onwards,

8. The provisions of the agreements on the
cessation of hostilitles intended to ensure
the protection of individuals and of prop-
erty must be most strictly applied and must,
in particular, allow everyone in Viet-Nam to
decide freely In which zone he wishes to live.

9. The competent representative authori-
ties of the Northern and Southern zones of
Viet-Nam, as well as the authorities of Laos
and Cambodia, must not permit any indi-
vidual or collective reprisals against persons
who have collaborated in any way with one
of the parties during the war, or against
members of such persons’ families.

10, The Conference takes note of the dec-
laration of the Government of the French
Republic to the effect that it is ready to
withdraw its troops from the territory of
Cambpodia, Laos and Viet-Nam, at the re-
quest of the governments concerned and
within periods which shall be fixed by agree-
ment between the parties except in the cases
where, by agreement between the two par-
ties, a certain number of French troops shall
remain at specified points and for a specified
time.

11. The Conference takes note of the dec-
laration of the French Government to the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

effect that for the settlement of all the prob-
lems connected with the re-establishment
and consolidation of peace in Cambodia,
Laos and Viet-Nam, the French Government
will proceed from the principle of respect for
the independence and sovereignty, unity and
territorial integrity of Cambodia, Laos and
Viet-Nam.

12. In their relations with Cambodia, Laos
and Viet-Nam, each member of the Geneva
Conference undertakes to respect the sov-
ereignty, the independence, the unity and
the territorial integrity of the above-men-
tioned states, and to refrain from any inter-
ference in their internal affairs.

13. The members of the Conference agree
to consult one another on any question
which may be referred to them by the In-
ternational Supervisory Commission in order
to study such measures as may prove neces-
sary to ensure that the agreements on the
cessation of hostilities In Cambodia, Laos
and Viet-Nam are respected.

RECESS UNTIL 10 A M. TOMORROW

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in ac-
cordance with the order previously en-
tered, I move that the Senate stand in
recess until 10 o'clock tomorrow morn-
ing.

The motion was agreed to; and at (5
o'clock and 50 minutes p.m.) the Senate
took a recess, under the order previously
entered, until tomorrow, Friday, Feb-
ruary 4, 19686, at 10 o’clock a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TraURSDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 1966

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

Father Patrick McCabe, Church of
Christ the King, the Bronx, New York,
offered the following prayer:

Almighty and provident God, look
with favor upon us this day. Grant to
those here assembled a share of your
wisdom and grace. Give to them the
light to see what must be done; the
courage and resolution to do it. Make
them ever aware of their responsibility
to serve the best interests and welfare
of your people by whom they have been
chosen to rule. And in return for this
dedication and commitment, O Lord, do
Thou conserve and protect them and
give to them the reward of satisfaction
in accomplishment and that peace and
tranquillity that you give to those who
have voted “yea.”

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, on Janu-
ary 27 I was unavoidably absent and in
my district, at which time I missed roll-
call No. 3, having to do with House Reso-
lution 665, authorizing funds for the
House Committee on Un-American
Activities. Had I been present I would
have voted “yes.”

I should like to have the RECORD SO
indicate.
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COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’
AFFAIRS

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Veterans' Affairs may have until mid-
night, tonight, to file certain reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

INTER-AMERICAN CULTURAL
AND TRADE CENTER

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call up
for immediate consideration House Reso-
lution 706.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. Res. 706

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution the bill (H.R. 30) to
provide for participation of the United States
in the Inter-American Cultural and Trade
Center in Dade County, Florida, and for other
purposes, with the Senate amendments
thereto, be, and the same hereby s, taken
from the Speaker’'s table, to the end that the
Senate amendments be, and the same are
hereby agreed to.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

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

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move a
call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

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

[Roll No. 8]

Abbitt Ford, Olsen, Mont.
Andrews, William D.  Philbin

Glenn Fuqua Pirnie
Ashley Giaimo Pool
Baldwin Grider Powell
Bandstra Hagan, Ga Purcell
Baring Herlong Quie
Blatnik Jacobs Quillen
Boland Jennings Rhodes, Ariz,
Bolling Joelson berts
Brademas Johnson, Pa. Rogers, Fla.
Casey Jones, Ala. Rogers, Tex.
Clancy EKarth nan
Clark Eing, Callf. St Germain
Clausen, Kluczynski Scott

Don H. Eornegay Shipley
Clawson, Del  Lipscomb Stephens
Cohelan Long, La. Thomas
Conyers MeClory Toll
Corbett McDade Watking
Cunningham  McMillan Watson
Daddario McVicker White, Idaho
Dague Mallliard 1llis
Davis, Ga. Martin, Nebr. Wilson,
Dawson Mathias Charles H.
Dent Matthews Wright
Farnsley Miller

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 357
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

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

INTER-AMERICAN CULTURAL AND
TRADE CENTER

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Florida is recognized for 1 hour.
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