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ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. President,
if there is no further business to come
before the Senate, I move in accordance
with the order previously entered, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
10 o’clock a.m. tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at
7 o’clock and 59 minutes p.m.) the Sen-
ate adjourned until tomorrow, Wednes-
day, August 23, 1967, at 10 o’clock a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TuEspAY, Aveust 22, 1967

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

The Lord is nigh unto all them that
call upon Him, to all that call upon Him
in truth.—Psalm 145: 18.

With reverent and thankful spirits,
our Father, we bow before Thee in the
quiet peace of this moment. Our hearts
are filled with gratitude for all the priv-
ileges and opportunities which are ours.
Knowing that we can show our thankful-
ness through lives of usefulness to Thee,
we pray that Thou wilt give us courage
in the face of temptation, confidence
when confronted by difficulties, and
calmness amid danger. As Thou hast
made this world fair for our use, grant
that the trials of life may not through
our grumbling ingratitude be turned into
occasions of unhappiness and misery,
but that we may accept with cheerful-
ness whatever Thou dost send.

Make us true and just in all our deal-
ings and straightforward in all our ways.
Give us, we pray Thee, such quiet
strength as will enable us to prevail
without loud speaking and such gentle-
ness of spirit as will enable us to use our
strength with due regard for the rights
of others. Reveal to us the path we should
take, fune our ears to hear Thy call,
keep us ever in Thy way, and be with
us as we go; through Jesus Christ our
Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

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

5.804. An act relating to the Indian revolv-
ing loan fund and the Indian heirship land
problem;

8. T78. An act to provide for the establish-
ment of the Apostle Islands National Lake-
shore in the State of Wisconsin, and for
other purposes;

8. 1727. An act to authorize the consolida-
tion and use of funds arising from judg-
ments in favor of the Apache Tribe of the
Mescalero Reservation and of each of its
constituent groups; and

S.1938. An act to provide for the disposi-
tion of judgment funds now on deposit to
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the credit of the Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes
of Oklahoma.

TONKIN GULF RESOLUTION SUPER-
SEDED BY CONGRESS' MARCH 16,
1967, POLICY STATEMENT

. Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, in hearings
before the Senate Committee on Foreign
Relations, the administration has made
much of the Tonkin Gulf Resolution 3
years ago as congressional authorization
for the Vietnam war. The Tonkin Gulf
resolution declared:

The United States is . . . prepared, as
the President determines, to take all neces-
sary steps, Including the use of armed force,
to assist any member or protocol state of
the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty
requesting assistance in defense of its free-
dom.

I remind the administration that this
language has been superseded by more
recent language setting limits on “the
use of armed force.” In the statement of
congressional policy in the Military Con-
struetion Appropriation Act of March 16,
1967, Public Law 90-5, the Congress de-
clared “its support of efforts being made
by the President of the United States
and other men of good will throughout
the world to prevent an expansion of the
war in Vietnam.”

Yet here we are expanding the war in
Vietnam. The President has announced
that he will dispatch an additional 45,000
American soldiers to South Vietnam,
raising our presence there to more than
500,000 men. And the bombing of North
Vietnam has been extended close to the
Chinese border. This morning’s headlines
report “Two U.S. Bombers Shot Down
Over China.”

Congress expressed its sense last
March 16 that the war in Vietnam
should not be expanded. The United
States is expanding it. The administra-
tion should reread the March 16 congres-
sional statement.

THE OIL DEPLETION ALLOWANCE

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, last week
I introduced a bill to eliminate the oil
depletion allowance. I said at that time
and I repeat now that the oil depletion
allowance gives unfair advantage to per-
sons and corporations which are the
least in need of tax relief. It is an
unconscionable gimmick.

My bill has been referred to the House
Committee on Ways and Means and I
hope that the committee will take favor-
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able action on it. However, if it does not
start hearings by mid-September, I in-
tend to file a discharge petition to force
the matter to the floor for a vote. If this
becomes necessary, I shall appeal to my
colleagues in the interest of fair play
to sign the petition and I hope that we
can obtain the necessary 218 signatures
to bring the matter to the floor.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE
ON BANK SUPERVISION OF COM-
MITTEE ON BANKING AND CUR-
RENCY TO SIT DURING GENERAL
DEBATE TODAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Subcommit-
tee on Bank Supervision of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency may sit
today during general debate.

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

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COM-
MERCE TO SIT DURING GEN-
ERAL DEBATE TODAY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce may
sit today during general debate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND
SPACE ADMINISTRATION APPRO-
PRIATION BILIL, 1968

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
I move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. 12474) making ap-
propriations for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for the fiseal
year ending June 30, 1968, and for other
purposes; and, Mr. Speaker, pending that
motion I unanimous consent that
general debate be limited to 2 hours,
one-half the time to be allocated to the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr,
Jowas] and one-half to myself.

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill, HR. 12474, with
Mr. Hays in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
require.

Mr. PELLY, Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man is making a very important state-
ment. I think that there should be more
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Members presenf. T make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.
The CHAIRMAN. Evidently a quorum
is not present. The Clerk will call the roll.
The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 228]

Bow Hathaway Rivera
Brock Holifield Roudebush
Button Hungate Roybal
Clausen, Long, La. Bcott

Don H. MecCulloch Smith, Iowa
Corman McEwen Btuckey
Davis, Ga. Mink Thompson, N.J.
Diggs Murphy, N.Y. Williams, Miss.
Dulskl 1llis
Eckhardt Rarick Wyman
Gettys Resnick
Glaimo Riegle

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Hays, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
H.R. 12474, and finding itself without a
guorum, he had directed the roll to be
called, when 397 Members responded to
their names, a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN., The gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. Evins] is recognized.

‘Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, we bring you today the appropria-
tions bill for the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration for 1968.

The appropriation for this agency
should have been included in the regular
independent offices and Department of
Housing and Urban Development appro-
priations bill for 1968 which was earlier
considered in the House and passed
May 17.

NASA, as an independent agency, was
not included in the regular bill because
the authorizing committee had not acted
at the time,

The legislative committees have re-
cently completed action on the authoriza-
tion bill—and the conference report for
NASA has recently been approved.

Last evening the President signed the
authorizing bill for the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration.

Mr. Chairman, we are pleased that
the President took cogizance of the big
cuts we have made in the appropriation
bill at the time he signed the authoriz-
ing bill last evening.

I have before me, Mr. Chairman, a
UPI dispatch and we also have available
the President’s full speech on the au-
thorization for appropriations for NASA.

I want to read portions of what the
President said regarding the appropria-
tions for this vital agency:

[UPI, Monday, Aug. 21]
BPACE

WasHINGTON.—President Johnson Monday
commended the House Appropriations Com-
mittee for cutting the fiscal 1968 budget for
the National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration.

Johnson took this unusual position for a
Chief Executive in a special statement as he
signed the $4.96 billion authorization for
NASA. The bill reduced Johnson’s January
budget request for the Space Administration
by $234 million.

The House committee last week, operating
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within the reduced authorization, reported
out a NASA appropriation of $4.6 billion, a
cut of $517 million below the January
budget.

Money bills for the various agencies must
pass the Congress in two steps. The first is
the authorization which sets an upper limit
and the second is the appropriation which
actually sets aside the money. The appro-
priation can be less, but not more, than
the authorization.

Johnson said ordinarily he would have
opposed such a cut, but that conditions had
changed greatly, since January.

He pointed out that the Nation now faces
increased expenditures, reduced revenues, a
deficit that might reach $29 billion and the
10-percent tax surcharge requested by the
administration.

Against this background Johnson said,
“some hard cholces must be made™ to dis-
tinguish between “the necessary and the
desirable.”

“We need not and dare not eliminate the
necesary,” he said. “Our task is to pare the
desirable.”

Johnson emphasized that his approval of
the reduction signaled no lack of confidence
in the space program. Nor did it indicate
weakening a program for space exploration,
he said.

“Because the times have placed more ur-
gent demands upon our resources, we must
now moderate our efforts in certain space
projects,” the President said. “But our pur-
pose still remains as constant as the heavens
we seek to explore; to master the challenge

of space.”

We have made some hard choiees.

‘We are pleased that the President sup-
ports our cut and agrees with the Com-
mittee on Appropriations—the President
has commended the action of the com-
mittee in making these cuts, pointing
out that conditions have changed since
the budget was prepared last year.

We have distinguished between the
necessary and the desirable.

Many of the space programs are de-
sirable but can be deferred.

Let me say further, Mr. Chairman,
that the delay in bringing this appro-
priation to the floor has also been due
to the investigatior of the causes of the
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tragic accident that took the lives of
three of our astronauts in January.

Committees of both Houses of Con-
gress have investigated the causes of
this disaster—both have made recom-
mendations—and NASA is proceeding to
correct mistakes and to take steps to
prevent a recurrence.

Let me assure you that all members of
our subcommittee have given careful,
thorough and extensive consideration to
the future funding requirements of
NASA.

We have all weighed these needs care-
fully, considered priorities, and taken
into consideration our present budgetary
situation—the cost of th: Vietnam war
and the meeds of vital domestic pro-
grams. We have concluded that NASA
programs must be funded, but at reduced
levels.

GENERAL BUDGETARY SUMMARY

The President has recommended $5,-
100,000,000 for NASA and its programs of
space exploration for 1968.

The conferees recommended a cut of
$234 million below the budget estimate—
and our committee is Tecommending a
further cut and reduction. We are rec-
ommending a reduction of $516,600,000
below the budget estimate. A cut of more
than one-half billion dollars.

This is $282 million below the con-
ference action.

In an overall way the total space pro-
gram for this Nation—NASA and De-
fense and other agencies—has totaled
some $7 billion.

For the past several years funding for
NASA has been held to a steady level of
about $5 billion, but this annual level of
spending has been cut and reduced and
is still declining to provide a more orderly
and more economical operation.

SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS

Let me call your attention to the sum-
mary of appropriations on page 2 of the
committee report. There are three pri-
mary areas of appropriations for NASA,
as follows:

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT—CONSTRUCTION FACILITIES AND ADMINISTRATION OPERATIONS
SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATIONS

em

luﬁaat astimutas.

Recernrhn&nded in Bil'l compared with

budget estimates
For h nt #, 352 m. 000 $3, 899,500, 000 -ﬂﬁ? 500, 000
For construc{mn of facllllles ________________________ 700, 000 , 900, 000 v—l{l,
For P T sn 300, 000 648, 000, 000 —23, 300, 600
Total 5, 100, 000, 000 4, 583, 400, 00D — 516, 600,000

The amount recommended will enable
NASA to continue a viable space pro-
gram—at this reduced level.

We have made some deep reductions.
Make no mistake about that.

Some of the members of our commitiee
and others feel we have gone too far.

Certainly, there would have been less
reduction under less stringent fiscal
conditions.

All programs are being funded at
reduced levels.

The long-range programs after Apollo
have been reduced or denied at this time.
NASA MAJOR ACHIEVEMENTS IN 10 YEARS

NASA has come a long way since

created by Congress in 1958. In 10 years
much has been accomplished.

As we all know, Congress has em-
powered NASA to construct advanced re-
search and development relating to
space and aeronautics in support of both
civilian and military requirements—and
research in the utilization of space for
peaceful purposes.

This Nation has come from behind
since sputnik was launched by the
Soviets

We have overcome many difficulties
and many deficiencies—as NASA has
moved this Nation forward in research
and development, technology and space
exploration.

We have completed the Mercury pro-
gram.

We have completed the Gemini pro-
gram.
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And now we are well advanced into the
Saturn-Apollo program.

Sixteen manned space flights have been
made—all successful.

More than 200 unmanned flights have
been made successfully.

We have achieved dramatic break-
throughs.

The fact that there has been only one
tragedy—as tragic as it was—should not
deter the United States from moving
ahead in space and developing the tech-
nology that is as important as the con-
quest of space itself.

CONFIDENCE IN SPACE TEAM

As indicated in our report, the com-
mittee expressed great confidence in the
ability, dedication and knowledge of
Administrator James E. Webb and the
space team—officials of the space agency
and our astronauts.

The cuts and reductions, made by the
committee, should in no way be inter-
preted as a lack of confidence in our
space program—or in its leadership and
personnel.

Following the regrettable tragedy, I
wrote to nine selected astronauts and
asked their individual opinions as to
whether the space program should be
cut and reduced or delayed.

Every response was favorable.

All responded that the space program
should proceed with full budgeted ap-
propriations.

Col. Gordon Cooper, Jr. said in his
response:

I feel that it is extremely important for
us as a Nation to maintain our technological
position and prestige in the world com-
munity.

If these men can lay their lives on the
lline—certainly we can support them.
‘We have the world's greatest scientific
team at NASA—we must not dismantle
it.

BENEFITS.: CONTRACTORS AND EMFLOYEES

This Nation receives great benefits
from the investment in the space pro-
gram.

We must remember that these funds
are spent right here on earth—in every
State in the Union.

These funds are not spent on the
moon, as some allege.

These funds are not providing jobs for
men on the moon—they are providing
employment and jobs for our own earth
people.

There are more than 320,000 people
employed in the space program. While
this is down 100,000 from the peak of
421,000, the more than 320,000 employees
working in private industry, represent a
significant part of the work force.
Ninety-four percent of the research and
g:;elopment money is spent with indus-

Employment in the space program is
expected to drop below 300,000 by the
end of fiscal 1968. By reason of reduced
budgets NASA contractors have been lay-
ing men off—at the rate of about 5,000
per month for the past 18 months. De-
spite the fact that the number of con-
tractors continued to decline from a
peak of about 36,000, this employment
continues to have a substantial impact
on the economy.
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There are, of course, many benefits
from the space program.

Much new knowledge has been devel-
oped—new skills, new approaches, new
scientific leadership, new technology—
which is all important to our defense and
security.
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So a viable space program will be
continued.

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
Let me call your attention to the ap-
propriations for research and develop-
ment as broken down in the table—
shown on page 4 of the report:

[In thousands of dollars]

Program

Aad

Padget sl iR

Apollo._..._..
. Apollo apnlicatlons
Advanced missions.

. Space applications.
. Launch vehicle procurement. .
Space vehicle systems__.
. Electronics systems._..
. Human factor systems
. Basic research. .. ...
. Space-power and electronic propulsion
15. Nuclear rockets. . _......_._.

. Chemical propulslun
17. Aeronautics....

18. Tracking and
19. Sustaining unlvemhr prograrn_
. Technology utilization. . s S

e T

-
o

Total, research and development...

in the bill with budget

estimates
2, 546, 500 2, 521, 500 2, 496, 000 ~50, 500
454,700 347,700 300, 000 —154,700
8, 000 PAL) RSl e e —8, 000
7, 500 145, 500 130, 000 =17, 500
142, 000 131, 900 125, 000 —17, 000
» 500 o TR e T S —71, 500
44, 300 41, 800 40, 000 4, 300
104, 200 , 500 , 000 —16, 200
165, 100 157,700 145, 000 =20, 100
7, 36, 000 , 000 =2, 000
40, 200 39, 200 35, 000 -5, 200
21, 000 21,000 20000 o
23, 500 21, 465 20, 000 —3,500
45, 000 , 000 44,000 =1,000
74, 000 73,000 45, 500 =27, 500
38,000 41, 000 35, 000 —3,000
66, 800 66, 800 65, 000 —1, 800
297, 700 290, 000 260, 000 —37,700
20, 000 0, 000 10, =10, 000

5, 5,000 4,00 -1,
4,352, 000 4, 147, 565 3, 899, 500 —452, 500

We have made this breakdown to show
the committee and NASA where we think
these cuts can be made and should be
made. Some will disagree as to which
projects shall be reduced.

As will be noted in the report, all of
these research and development items
have been reduced.

Two new programs which were budg-
eted have been cut entirely: the ad-
vanced missions program and the Voy-
ager program.

These are both planned and projected
beyond the moon landings.

The 18 other items have been reduced.

Ongoing programs involving out-
standing contracts are being continued
at a reduced level.

Concerning launch vehicle procure-
ment, NASA will continue to procure the
Scout, Agena, Centaur, and other
smaller space vehicles.

The committee was most impressed
with the potential and possibilities of the
nuclear propulsion program for long-
time, long-range space flights—but we
want to achieve other, more immediate
objectives first.

NASA maintains a nationwide and
worldwide tracking and communications
system in which signals are constantly
being recorded from satellites in orbit.

Our contracts with countries around
the world must be maintained and con-
tinued.

With the big Saturn-Apollo missions
projected for flight, these facilities will
be utilized more extensively.

Operation and maintenance funds
must be provided.

The commitiee recommends funding
for the sustaining university program at
a level of $10 million.

As many other NASA research pro-
grams involve contracts with universi-
ties and colleges throughout the country,
it was felt that funding could be reduced
for this purpose at this time.

CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES

Concerning the construction of facili-
ties budget the committee recommends
funding for no major new construction—
only power stations, powerlines, some
launch-pad work and maintenance,

There are no new laboratories.

There are no new major construction
projects.

Two-thirds of the construction items
recommended in the budget estimate
were deleted. The construction funds
were cut by two-thirds—$40 million.

ADMINISTRATIVE OFERATIONS

The authorizing committee took a
close look at the administration of
NASA—at its personnel policies.

There have been layoffs in recent
months.

The authorizing committee made some
reductions and our subcommittee made
an independent study of administrative
operations.

We arrived at about the same figures
as the authorizing committee, We are
recommending $648 million—about the
same level as last year.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, we have
cut and reduced the three major items
in NASA's budget: research and develop-
ment; construction of facilities, and ad-
ministrative operations.

While recognizing the immense bene-
fits accruing to the Nation from the space
program, the committee is acutely aware
of the many demands currently being
placed on the financial resources of the
country, including the Vietnam war—
and we have thus deferred items that
could be deferred at this time.

We have made some hard choices. We
have tried to distinguish between what
we think is necessary and that which is
desirable,

As many of our countrymen are con-
cerned about the rate of the Soviets’
progress in space, let me discuss briefly
the information provided our committee
on Soviet space exploration.
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In the first place, the Russians are a
world technological power and they are
exercising that power in the area of
space exploration.

Testimony before our subcommittee
indicated that the Russians last year
launched 44 space flights—and that thus
far this year they have completed 17
space missions.

Testimony incdicated that some of these
flights are for military purposes—some
for scientific purposes—some for mete-
orological purposes—and some are for
the further development of manned
flight.

It cannot be denied Russia was first to
orbit in space—and first to land an un-
manned vehicle on the moon.

Testimony before our committee indi-
cated that the Russian space effort is
at a greater proportionate level than
ours—comparing the space budget with
the gross national product.

The Russians still exceed in the area
of booster rockets and in heavy payload.

We have surpassed the Soviets in some
areas of technology—but not in these
important areas.

I want to emphasize that much of the
military technology used in Department
of Defense space programs comes from
the NASA space program—in fact, testi-
mony was to the effect that the DOD
depends upon NASA fo develop the basic
technology which it then applies for
military purposes.

We cannot afford to concede space
dominance to the Soviets—for defense
or any purpose—or in any area.

And let me assure you that if the Com-
munists can compel and force us to
abandon our space commitment by main-
taining the pressure in Vietnam—then,
to them their investmenit in Vietnam
indeed has yielded rich dividends.

This technology holds the key to suc-
cessful competition in many areas of the
future.

This technology will be developed.

The question is:

Will we develop it—or will the Soviets?

Let us acknowledge the fact that the
systems approach and the techniques de-
veloped in the space program have revo-
lutionized many phases of industrial
production.

This systems approach is being used
to assist in the solution of problems in
our cities large and small.

This concentration of resources and
research is being applied to municipal
problems of transportation, air and water
pollution, housing, land use, and others.

And, of course, we have the great sci-
entific advances brought on by the space
program in the fields of meteorology,
communications, health care, and edu-
cation.

SUMMARY

Mr. Chairman, deep cuts have been
made in this program.

But NASA can stand these cuts.

The technology is largely developed.

The spacecraft and boosters are on
order.

The training is underway.

The flights are on target. The program
will proceed.

The cuts we have made are in ex-
cesses—things that can be deferred or
delayed—Voyager, advanced missions,
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university support program, and con-
struection.

This program can be made more effi-
cient by the experience of adjusting and
streamlining NASA's operations in line
with the committee’s recommended fund-
ing.

A more streamlined NASA can be a
more efficient NASA.

A recent editorial in the Washington
Star called for cutting more than the
$234 million made by the authorization
committees.

The editorial called for a new look.

We have taken that new look.

And these recommendations are the
result of our reexamination and review
of NASA's needs and requirements.

This bill calls for a cut of $516,000—
more than a half billion dollars.

This is a crucial, critical period.

We have reduced the budget as much
as we feel is possible. There are those
who want to cut further; fhere are
others who want to restore some fund-
ings.

I hope the Members will stand by the
committee.

We believe the space program should
go forward—and it will go forward un-
der the funding recommended.

While the cuts are large, the amounts
recommended—$4.583 billion—will cer-
tainly provide for a strong and viable
space program.

The program will not be dismantled.

Our space team will not be disbanded.

We urge the Members to support the
committee—and our recommendations.

In this program, second best is last.

‘We urge your support.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, my distinguished friend
from Tennessee has given a very thor-
ough and detailed analysis of the bill be-
fore you. It will not be my purpose to
talk about specific items, programs, or
missions in order not to cover the same
ground he covered and the ground that
was covered so effectively in a lengthy
debate a few weeks ago when we had the
authorizing bill on the floor.

At the outset, however, I would like to
say that we considered this bill and the
budget request in the light of certain
facts that we all ought to recognize.
These facts involve the deplorable fiscal
situation our country is in today. The
President himself in a statement yester-
day, which was quoted by the gentleman
from Tennessee, stated that conditions
have greatly changed since January when
his budget was originally submitted. As a
matter of fact, $50 million in the budget
request was an afterthought on the part
of the President himself. He did not even
include it in the original budget, but it
was sent up as an amendment to the
original budget. This is the item that
calls for the Nerva II and some construc-
tion to support it.

Conditions have changed in other re-
spects since January. The war in Viet-
nam continues. We are spending about
$2 billion a month on it. Unfortunately,
there is no evidence or any prospect of
its diminishing in scope in the foresee-
able future. Other demands are being
made upon the Congress for funds. The
President is calling for more and more
money for grant-in-aid programs to the
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cities. We are faced with demands from
about 3 million ecivilian employees of the
Federal Government for substantial pay
increases. You and I know we cannot
increase civilian pay unless we increase
pay for the men in uniform.

We have a constantly increasing defi-
cit in postal operations. The President
is now calling for increased postal rates.
We have increasing demands for more
funds for health, education, welfare, for
transportation, and for all of the myriad
activities in which the Government is
engaged. We are faced not only with an
increase in postal rates, which is a charge
on the business enterprises of the country
as well as individuals, but we also face
a 10-percent surtax charge on all cor-
porate and individual incomes in order
merely to reduce the deficit that is ex-
pected to approach $30 billion next year.

This is a deplorable situation when
it follows a deficit of $9.9 billion last year.
As a matter of fact, we have not had a
balanced budget in this Government
since 1960. The deficits in recent years
seem to accumulate to even higher fig-
ures. So it was in the light of those facts
and this situation that your Committee
on Appropriations considered this NASA
request for additional new obligational
authority.

The very distinguished legislative Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics has
the respect of our committee. We recog-
nize that the members of that committee
spend long hours worrying over this
budget and over the request for authori-
zations. We do not mean by our action
today to undertake to put our judgment
over theirs.

But it is proper to state, I think, that
the members of that legislative commit-
tee, as knowledgeable as they are on this
subject, as hard working as they have
shown themselves to be, are primarily
concerned with and hawve jurisdiction
only over the legislation to authorize
new missions and new programs on the
part of NASA,

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JONAS. I am glad to yield to the
distinguished chairman of the Subcom-
mittee on Independent Offices.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. The gentle-
man from North Carolina is pointing
out, and has pointed out, the fact that
we as members of the Subcommititee on
Independent Offices Appropriations do
not pretend to be technical experts on
these matters. However, if there is indi-
cated the need for reprograming in the
research and development portion of the
budget, and if the experts in this field
feel that they should transfer a certain
amount of funds from one program into
another research program, they have the
flexibility to do that.

And, specifically, we have already au-
thorized procedures which the gentle-
man from North Carolina has pointed
out by which they could utilize these
funds as needed.

Mr. JONAS. I am glad that the gen-
tleman from Tennessee, the chairman
of the subcommittee, mentioned that. It
breaks my train of thought and I hope
I can come back to it but I am glad he
made the point.

His statement shows that we did not
approach this task of reducing funds
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with a “meat ax,” but identified areas
where we thought cuts ought to be made.
But, as the gentleman from Tennessee
said, we do not pretend to be the ex-
perts. If the very able experts down at
NASA headquarters feel that they would
like to rearrange some of the many items
as funded, the authority and opportu-
nity exists for them to do it through
reprograming procedures, if they stay
within the limits of the funds provided
for research and development, They can
accomplish that purpose by coming up
here and undertaking to obtain approval
for such reprograming. We can say that
and disclaim any purpose or intention
of giving anyone downtown a blank
check. I can say this because, if that
action is taken, it will have to be taken
within the limitation of the appropria-
tion items for R. & D. and it will have to
be within the limitation of the missions
and projects set forth on page 4 of the
report, all of which have been approved
by the legislative committee of this body,
by the legislative committee of the other
body, and by Congress as a whole in
adopting the conference report on the
authorization bill.

So, Mr. Chairman, while we have made
a substantial reduction below the amount
authorized by Congress recently, exactly
$282 million, we did not do this as the
result of any lack of confidence in the
legislative committee, or any lack of
appreciation for the knowledge of the
members of that committee on this
subject, But we did it because we felt we
were required to do it in the exercise of
our responsibility to consider not only
the appropriation for NASA, but the
other appropriations with which to op-
erate the Department of Defense, which
protects the security of our country, and
appropriations for housing, education,
transportation, and all the other activi-
ties of the Government.

In other words, the Appropriations
Committee has the responsibility of re-
lating this appropriation bill to all of the
other bills we have to consider during
the year and of trying to keep total ap-
propriations in a given year as close as
possible to expected receipts.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
North Carolina has consumed 10
minutes.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 5 additional minutes.

There are a few things I would like to
say which I believe will justify the action
of the committee.

You will recall that, as the gentleman
from Tennessee has already said, the
amount appropriated for NASA last year
was $4.968 billion. The budget request
this year was for $5.1 billion, which in-
cludes the extra or supplemental request
of $50 million for NERVA. The House
authorized $4.927 billion. The Senate au-
thorized $4.851 billion. The conference
authorization was $4.865 billion.

Now, the bill before you today is for
$4 583 billion. That is $282 million under
the authorization, and it is $516 million
below the budget. That is, as the gentle-
man from Tennessee has said, a substan-
tial cut; it is 10 percent, one of the high-
est cuts made by any subcommittee on
appropriations this year. But even
though it is a 10-percent cut, even though
it is a reduction of $516 million, it is

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

nevertheless $4.5 billion plus—$4,583,-
000,000 to be exact.

It is the recommendation of your Com-
mittee on Appropriations that that is all
of the new obligational authority we
should allow NASA in view of our other
worldwide commitments, and the need
for increased spending at home and the
possibility of a tax increase and the
heavy deficit that lies ahead..

It is in view of those things that we are
hopeful that the Committee today will
accept the recommendations of the com-
mittee, and not make any effort to restore
the cuts made by the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

May I say that while I have great
respect for the people who run this
agency, they are not infallible. We found,
for example, that in the Apollo program
they are working a number of people,
around 10,000, either 6 days a week or 7
days a week. That looks like a crash pro-
gram to me, to be working Saturdays and
Sundays, at great cost in overtime and
premium pay.

Gen. Sam Phillips, who runs the Apollo
program, responding to a question I
asked, filed with the committee a few
days before the hearings were printed a
statement showing that in July of 1967
the amount of overtime, Saturday and
Sunday work in the Apollo program
alone, amounted to 9.9 percent of the
entire work force, and that the extra cost
in overtime and premium pay amounted
to $7.3 million a month. It does not take
much of a mathematician to figure out
that if July is an average month, the
taxpayers are paying out about $87 or
$88 million a year in overtime.

I just do not know in view of the
budgetary situation and our fiscal prob-
lems how anybody can justify spending
$712 million a month on overtime just
to try to reach an objective that some-
body made the mistake of announcing 6
or 8 years ago, that we were going to put
a man on the moon in one decade. I do
not believe it is worth that amount of
extra money.

‘We have already shown the world that
we can land a spacecraft on the moon.
There are those who think it is justified
for us to engage in this crash program
and spend all of this unnecessary money.
I do not believe it is. I, myself, would like
to see the program reduced to what the
Supreme Court would call “deliberate
Speed."

I would like to take advantage of the
technology that we are developing and
absorb all of the new knowledge that we
are acquiring and not continue to op-
erate a crash program just to fulfill some
objective that was set several years ago
and which I think was not well advised.

There are some other things about the
operation of NASA that I think might be
worth noting. For example, in the Apollo
applications about which we heard a
great deal in the debate when the author-
izing legislation was on the floor of the
House, there was quite an argument here
as to whether the missions for the Apollo
applications are really clearly defined.
Well, we found out, when we went into
the subject, that NASA is asking for $23
million in that program to pay univer-
sities around the country to identify new
missions and new experiments that will
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later have to be considered by NASA and
approved. I thought that we had the
greatest experts in this field in existence
at JPL, Ames, Lewis, Goddard, Langley,
and other installations. It would seem to
me that NASA, with all the talent it has,
could identify its own experiments.

NASA plans an increase in personnel
cost, that is in-house personnel, of $9.5
million for 1968 over 1967. That is an in-
crease of 400 jobs; 300 of this increase
is tc go to Cambridge, Mass., to the
electronics research center. NASA al-
ready has 700 people working there and
they have not even built a building to
house them. They are in rented space.
NASA made the mistake of letting two
contracts. They let a contract to build
the foundation and then went out for
bids to other contractors to build the
superstructure to go on that foundation.
Well, the foundations for the three
buildings are practically completed. But
the bids for the superstructure to rest on
the foundation were about 30 percent
above the estimates so they all had to be
rejected. Now NASA is having to redesign
the buildings to fit the foundation that is
already in place. Yet, they want 300 more
people to go up there in that kind of a
situation.

They want another 100 people to go
down to Langley on the Voyager pro-
gram, which will be eliminated if our
figures stand up. So I do not think they
need money for additional in-house per-
sonnel. .

We found another interesting thing.
NASA spends $19 million a year on trav-
el. I admit that theirs is a widespread
operation. It is spread all over the United
States, but $19 million a year for travel
seems excessive to me. On this point I
will take the time to remind the mem-
bers of the Committee, as I have on
other occasions, that the travel bill—that
the Government’s travel bill is budgeted
for $1.9 billion in 1968.

It has gone up from $1.6 billion in 1966,
to $1.7 billion in 1967, and to $1.9 billion
in 1968.

I was glad that the gentleman from
Tennessee read the statement issued by
the President yesterday. I was sure in
my own mind that if we did not make
substantial cuts in this bill, he was going
to freeze some of their funds just as he
did last year. He froze $60 million of the
money we appropriated for NASA last
year, and they therefore did not obligate
or spend it.

‘We ought to cooperate with the Presi-
dent. I appreciate his statement com-
mending the House for these cuts. I am
willing to continue to cooperate with him
whenever he proposes cuts in non-essen-
tial spending. I do not know of any more
important. task facing Congress than to
reduce substantially the requests for
more spending authority as contained in
the current budget we have been consid-
ering all year. I still hope we can reduce
this budget by not less than $5 billion
before the year is over. We are approach-
ing that, but we still have a task ahead
of us to meet the goal. I think the dis-
tinguished chairman of the House Com-
mittee on Appropriations intends to dis-
cuss that subject, and I shall listen to
him with interest.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
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man, I yield 10 minutes to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Appropriations, the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Manon].
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
Texas is recognized for 10 minutes.
THE APPROPRIATIONS BUSINESS FOR 1968

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Chairman, as chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions, I have felt it my duty to speak
out frequently during the session in be-
half of economy and restraint in fiscal
matters. This has been fully warranted.
I am confident a majority of the Mem-
bers favor making reductions wherever
reasonably possible.

A great force which, of course, moti-
vates us is the possibility of having to
vote a tax increase and the threat of
the greatest deficit since World War II.

The President in his January budget
held down his requests, in my judgment,
far below what they would have been
had no war been in progress. Neverthe-
less, what we have been trying to do
is to make substantial reductions in the
President’s budget.

On yesterday, we got a special assist.
The morning paper states that the
President had endorsed the $517 million
cut which will be achieved by the House
in the event the NASA appropriation bill
is passed today as now drawn. Of course,
$234 million of the reduction was
achieved in the authorization bill.

Including the pending bill, the House
will have reduced the President’s budget
requests in appropriation bills at this
session, in bills for fiscal year 1968, in
the total sum of $3,816,000,000. This has
not been achieved without a great deal
of effort on the part of many Members
of the House. We are having and will
have a great deal of difficulty in confer-
ences with the other body in holding
appropriation bills to the House figure,
but we are determined to do the best we
can in view of the very critical fiscal
situation confronting the country.

The President stated last week that
he hoped to reduce his January expendi-
ture budget for civilian programs for the
current fiscal year by at least $2 billion.
This would offset a $1.5 billion escala-
tion, he advised, that has already taken
place in certain noncontrollable civilian
programs above the January budget.

To achieve a reduction in the spend-
ing or expenditure budget in the sum
of $2 billion would probably require a
reduction in appropriations and pro-
gram levels of perhaps as much as $5
billion.

What the President is trying to do for
the current fiscal year is to hold down
the spending of some of the funds made
available to him by Congress so we will
not go into the red so deeply.

As we all know, the passing of an ap-
propriation bill by the present Congress
does not mean that all of the money will
be spent during the current fiscal year. If
we should appropriate $10 billion for sub-
marines today above the budget, let us
say, the chances are that not more than
5 percent of the money would be spent
during the current fiscal year. Many of
the funds which we are providing at this
session are for long lead-time items and
they will, by no means, be spent in toto
during the current fiscal year. They will,
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of course, be spent in future years unless
the funds are withheld from expenditure
by the executive branch or rescinded by
Congress.

Including the pending bill, on appro-
priation bills at this session for fiscal year
1968, we have cut the President’s budget
requests for appropriations as I have
said, by about $3.8 billion. The best cal-
culation of the Committee on Appropria-
tions—and we have conferred with the
Bureau of the Budget—is that our appro-
priation reductions if enacted into law
would resulf in an expenditure reduction
in fiscal 1968 of probably $1.4 billion. Of
this amount, some $900 million would be
assignable to civilian programs and the
remainder would be in military pro-
grams.

Now, we should be abundantly clear
about the $2 billion civilian expenditure
reduction goal set by the President for
fiscal 1968. It is not in addition to re-
ductions that Congress makes. It is not
on top of civilian expenditure reductions
resulting from congressional actions on
the 1968 budget. The $2 billion target in-
cludes the congressional reductions. In
other words, the House to date, accord-
ing to our calculations, as I just men-
tioned, has cut civilian expenditures for
fiscal 1968 by some $900 million, or nearly
one-half of the $2 billion. We will have
significant opportunities to add to that,
but we cannot overlook the fact that the
other body has not yet agreed to the bulk
of the reductions thus far made.

It is felt that the foregoing statement
is appropriate upon this occasion when
we are taking action on a bill which will
reduce appropriations by one-half billion
dollars and probably reduce expenditures
by some $300 million during the current
fiscal year.

THE SPACE PROGRAM

Now, Mr. Chairman, with respect to
the pending bill, I am troubled by the
magnitude of the reduction which we
have made. The members of the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and the Members
of the House do not want to injure the
space effort. We believe the program has
been very valuable and that additional
benefits to the Nation will accrue. What
we have done is to seek to make reduc-
tions in line with the requirements of
the present disturbing fiscal situation.
We have been encouraged that the Presi-
dent has reacted favorably to the efforts
which we have made in connection with
the pending bill.

But let me repeat, I am deeply con-
cerned that in all our actions and efforts,
sufficient flexibility be left to the execu-
tive branch which is responsible for fly-
ing the large boosters and carrying out
the program to do the things that are re-
quired for success. We do not want to
hamper the success of the space effort.
Furthermore, if the House of Representa-
tives makes a mistake in the reductions
proposed today, further action will be
required by the other body which will as
a matter of course evaluate our actions
and bring to bear the judgment as to
what should be done about the space
program. Fiinal action will come after the
Senate-House conferees have come to
agreement.

We seek, in the light of the present
fiscal situation which jeopardizes all
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citizens as the result of the threat of
overspending and inflation, to take the
wise course. And we are pleased that the
President concurs that substantial re-
duction in the light of this fiscal situa-
tion can be made at this time in the
NASA appropriation bill. As the Presi-
dent pointed out yesterday, the bill as
drawn by the House, despite the one-half
billion dollars cut, still carries the sum
of $4.6 billion, a rather monumental sum
for a civilian program in time of war and
great fiscal stress.

The reductions proposed in the space
program do not in any way represent
any lack of confidence in Mr. Webb, the
able administrator of the space program
and in the agency which he heads. There
have been mistakes made, which to some
extent is understandable in a program
of this magnitude and complexity, deal-
ing with so many unknowns and new
fields of technology. But in the overall,
a good job has been done.

Mr. Webb has great capacity as an
administrator and unbounded energy
and determination to make the program
a sucecess, I would not want him, as I am
sure the House of Representatives would
not want him and the people in the
space agency to feel that this reduction
is a vote of no confidence. It is not. We
have a great respect for and confidence
in Mr. Webb and the space agency. We
hope that by the judicious expenditure
of these funds a successful program can
be achieved—that the program for space
may continue to be successful.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MAHON, I yield to the gentleman -
from North Carolina.

Mr, JONAS. I merely want to join the
gentleman from Texas in his statement
that this really is an able organization
which Mr. Webb has put together. Mr.
Webb himself is one of the ablest men
I have run into in Government. Anyone
would have to acknowledge that who
sits there and listens to him testify hour
after hour, almost without reference to
notes, about all aspects of this compli-
cated and complex program.

While we may not agree with all he
says, we all have to admit he is right
on top of his job. He knows what he is
doing. He is a very strong advocate and
has impressed our subcommittee, as has
Dr. Seamans, his deputy, and all the
others of the team of outstanding sci-
entists he has around him.

Mr. MAHON. I thank the gentleman
from North Carolina for his remarks.

The program has been well led. Great
achievements have been made. In my
opinion, great achievements are in
prospect in future years.

I would say of the gentleman from
North Carolina that he has been among
those in the House who have been most
vocal and active in seeking to reduce
nondefense appropriations and non-
defense spending. He is entitled to a
great deal of credit for the size of the
reduction which has been made in this
space program.

The members of the Committee on
Appropriations generally are unanimous
on the pending matter. I hope that if
efforts are made to increase the bill or
to further reduce the program we may
stand together in support of this com-
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promise program, which suits no one
precisely but which was the best we were
able to achieve under the circumstances.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. MAHON. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. JONAS, While reference was made
to cuts in the program, I do not remem-
ber whether the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Evins] made the point or
not, but if he did it is worth repeating.
Congress has appropriated for NASA,
since the beginning, about $27 billion.
The cuts have amounted to only a little
more than a billion dollars, or about 4.3
percent, as I recall. So we have not even
made substantial cuts. We have not de-
stroyed the NASA program, Mr. Webb
admitted that in his testimony before
the subcommittee.

Mr. MAHON. Of course, the moon shot
program—ithe Apollo program—has not
cost the amount the gentleman referred
to, but the entire space program for
which we have provided funds has, or
will when available funds are expended.

The gentleman made reference to the
chairman of the subcommittee [Mr.
Evins]. The gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. Evins] has worked as an indefati-
gable exponent of a successful, well-run
program. I commend him and the gen-
tleman from North Carolina and the
other members of the subcommittee for
the work they have done in trying to
assist the House in making determina-
tions on this highly important and ex-
pensive program.

PRESIDENT'S STATEMENT ON COMMITTEE RE-
DUCTION IN THE SPACE BUDGET

Mr. Chairman, I think it would be well
to include the full text of the President’s
statement of yesterday to which we have
referred:

STATEMENT BY THE PRESIDENT ON SIGNING
8. 1206, THE Fiscar YEar 1968 NASA Av-
THORIZATION BILL
I have today signed a $4.86 billion authori-

zation for the National Aeronautics and

Space Administration for Fiscal 1968. This

bill—S. 1296—reduces the January budget

request by $234 million.

In addition, the House Appropriations
Committee last week, operating within the
reduced authorization, reported a NASA
appropriations bill of $4.6 billion, a total
reduction of $517 million below the Janua.ry
budget.

Under other circumstances I would have
opposed such a cut. However, conditions
have greatly changed since I submitted my
January budget request.

I outlined the economic and fiscal realities
now facing the Nation in my recent Tax

message:

They deal with increased expenditures and
reduced revenues.

They deal with a threatened deficit that
could run as high as $29 billion.

And they deal with a 10 percent tax sur-
charge that the American taxpayer has been
asked to bear.

The times demand responsibility from us

all.
Federal dollar must be scrutinized
by the Congress before it is appropriated and
by the Executive Branch before it is spent.
And in the process some hard choices must
be made. The test is to distinguish between
the necessary and the desirable.

To reach our expenditure reduction target
will not be easy, for the January budget was
lean. By working together with the Congress
we will pursue that goal. To attain it, we need
not—and dare not—eliminate the necessary.
Our task is to pare the desirable.
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The Administration and the Congress
must face up to these cholces in the space
program. I also must the
Congress—that the reduction in funds rec-
ommended by the House Appropriations
Committee will require the deferral and re-
duction of some desirable space projects. Yet,
in the face of present circumstances, I join
with the Congress and accept this reduction.

Let us be clear about one point. These
reductions do not signal a lack of confidence
in our space venture. Nor do they indicate
that we have lessened our resolve to main-
tain a strong program of space exploration,
science and technology, This was clearly the
meaning of the House Appropriations Com-
mittee when in its Report, it stated:

“The Committee is impressed by the knowl-
edge and dedication of the officials adminis-
tering this program. The United States has
made great strides in space exploration. We
have come from behind in less than ten years
and have overcome deficienclies in both mili-
tary and non-military space programs. We
have launched 16 manned flights, and all
have been successful. NASA has launched
more than 200 unmanned flights and
achieved dramatic breakthroughs otherwise
since Congress declared that we should un-
dertake a broad and expensive space pro-
gram. The fact that there has been one trag-
edy to date should not deter the United
States from moving forward and making
further advancements. Even with budgetary
stringencies facing wus, this Nation must
move forward in space exploration.”

I fully share in this determination.

Because the times have placed more urgent
demands upon our resources, we must now
moderate our efforts in certain space proj-
ects, But our purpose still remains as con-
stant as the heavens we seek to explore:
to master the challenge of space.
CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS AFFECTING THE FISCAL

1968 BUDGET

Mr. Chairman, under leave granted, I
am supplementing my earlier remarks by
including some elaboration pertaining to
the matter of congressional actions to
date that affect the President’s budget
for the current fiscal 1968, which began
nearly 2 months ago on July 1.

Of course, the business year of Con-
gress is the whole session, which cuts
across fiscal year lines. We have dealt
with some fiscal 1967 supplements at this
session, but the main fiscal business has
been the fiscal 1968 budget.

1 must say that there are some un-
avoidable complexities—both technical
and nontechnical—that make for some
difficulty in understanding just what
Congress, as a whole, has done or is doing
to the budget and just where we are fis-
cally at any given time. In attempting to
promote understanding and a better per-
spective of the situation, the inherent
complexities may result in more con-
fusion. And in attempting to avoid this
hazard, too much oversimplification may
result in misleading.

For one thing, the budget totals, the
deficit, the borrowing, and the taxes are
set up in the budget on a cash basis—
cash income and outgo. Congress, on the
other hand, acts in terms of spending
authority or authority to obligate for
future spending. This authority to obli-
gate and to spend which the Congress
provides by its actions extends beyond
the single budget fiscal year. Therefore,
it is sometimes difficult to relate con-
gressional actions, which are not tech-
nically on an expenditure basis, to the
President’s expenditure budget.

The expenditure budget total is the
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one that usually gets the most emphasis
in the budget and other Presidential
messages and the more widely used fig-
ure in the press and elsewhere. That is
the one that totaled $135 billion in the
January budget, and more recently re-
vised upward by several billions. But
while important, it is not the budget
basis on which Congress acts in the vari-
ous authorization and appropriation
bills. Congress considers and acts not on
estimates of amounts to be expended
during the year, but rather on the budget
requests for authorizations and appropri-
ations for the fiscal year, which are basi-
cally on the concept of authority to obli-
gate regardless of the particular fiscal
year in which the authority is to be “‘ex-
pended” by the actual issuance of checks
drawn against the Treasury.

It is the rough rule of thumb, based on
experience, that for the whole Govern-
ment, for any fiscal year, about 70 per-
cent—more or less—of the appropri-
ations made for the year will be actually
disbursed—*"expended”—in that same
year—in other words, not only appropri-
ated; not only obligated; but also actu-
ally checked out of the Treasury, all in
that same year. More than 70 percent
could and usually would be obligated in
the first year, but the amount obligated
over the 70 percent would not be paid
out until later years. The 70- to 30-per-
cent rule varies widely as between pro-
grams, depending on their nature, such
as ordinary expenses where the
first year disbursements might be 90-
percent-plus; or a long-lead-time major
procurement or other program where
the first year disbursement might be in
the 10- to 25-percent range; or even an
advance commitment program invelving
little or no first-year disbursement.

Another thing, legislative actions af-
fecting the President’s budget come at
many times, in many ways, in several
forms, and from a number of sources.
Inactions, as well as actions, affect the
situation. The exact scorecard on con-
gressional action in relation to the budg-
et is never at a standstill during the
session; it is almost constantly in some
state of change. Even budgetary and
fiscal recommendations change quite
frequently as the President submits
modifications, both up and down, to meet
changing requirements or as he trans-
lates lump-sum, one-line budget allow-
ances into specifie line-item requests for
appropriations.

And, of course, Mr. Chairman, as the
President’s recent tax message so well
articulated, the complexion of initial
January budget projections not infre-
quently changes due %o operation of
forces altogether aside from specific
congressional actions. Changing eco-
nomic assumptions that underpin the
budget can alter the budget revenue out-
look. Market conditions heavily influence
the fixed expenditures for interest as
portions of the public debt are re-
financed. Other mandated-type expendi-
tures that occur under fixed legislative
provisions—public assistance, veterans,
price supports, and so on—change with
changing workloads, weather conditions,
and the like.

Now, as to actions thus far, some fig-
ures are firm and certain, others are
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necessarily tentative. Some are estimates
that can and sometimes do change. Some
are wholly unpredictable at this point.

Several bills have cleared both Houses,
some only the House. A few have been
enacted into law.

Several bills are still in committees of
one House or the other. Some are pend-
.ing in conference.

Several of the annual authorization
bills have dragged badly, thus delaying
some appropriation decisions.

Some of the President’s budgetary pro-
posals have not had committee hearings
even though it is now late August. One
or two, I am advised, have not even been
introduced in bill form—and may never
be.

What I am saying is that a great deal
of our fiscal business is not yet finalized.
We have much yet to do.

HOUSE ACTIONS ON SPENDING SIDE OF THE 1968
BUDGET

Mr. Chairman, as I pointed out in my
earlier remarks, in the 12 appropriations
bills for 1968 thus far acted on, including
the NASA appropriation today, the
House has reduced the President’s budg-
et requests for appropriations by the sum
of $3,816,000,000. I have made a dozen or
so status reports on actions taken in ap-
propriation bills during the session. The
up-to-date figure is a $3,816,000,000 cut
in requests for appropriations in the 1968
bills.

I am referring only to original House
actions, not later Senate actions or con-
ference actions. I am referring only to
fiscal 1968 bills, not the two supplemental
bills earlier this session. And I am re-
ferring only to the bills out of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. While the
great bulk of the outgo side of the an-
nual budget is handled in the appro-
priation bills, there are some portions—
often important or key portions—of the
budget that can be and are directly af-
fected by what is done—or not done—by
the legislative committees with respect
to budgetary matters within their juris-
diction. And I am using the traditional,
generally well-understood “appropria-
tion” basis of counting—the one we have
used over the years. The executive
branch uses a so-called new obligational
authority counting method, which is
nearly always identical to the “appro-

priations” method but does differ in a
handful of cases.
But, Mr. Chairman, as indicated

earlier, it would be wholly inaccurate to
assume that the $3,816,000,000 appro-
priation reduction thus far made by the
House—or the related $3,464,000,000
“new obligation authority” reduction—
would result in a $3.8 billion, or a $3.4
billion reduction in the President’s fiscal
1968 expenditure budget. It would do
nothing of the kind—nowhere near that
much in fiscal 1968. But a dollar reduced
is a dollar saved; a dollar not appropri-
ated is a dollar that cannof be obligated
and thus cannot be spent.

If $3.8 billion was to be obligated; or
if $3.4 billion was to be obligated it was
also to be spent. Thus its denial means it
cannot be spent. In this context, it is
somewhat immaterial whether it was to
have been spent in fiscal 1968; in fiscal
1969; or in the year, or years, after. A
fiscal year is but a brief, arbitrary period
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in the biggest continuing business on
earth.

But the fiscal year is nonetheless a
fiscal measurement period to which
budgets and bills are tied, and it is es-
sential to various purposes that the ex-
penditure consequences of fiscal actions
be related to these fiscal periods.

As to the effect of the $3.8 billion ap-
propriation reductions by the House in
1968 bills on fiscal 1968 budgeted expend-
iture estimates, we have undertaken,
with some assistance from the executive
branch, to roughly approximate the im-
pact of the $3.8 billion appropriation
cut on the fiscal 1968 budget expenditure
estimate. In round figures, the $3.8 bil-
lion cut in appropriation requests would
probably result in a reduction of rough-
ly $1.4 billion in fiscal 1968 budget ex-
penditures.

Of this total, roughly $500 million—
perhaps slightly more—would relate to
defense expenditures, the remainder of
some $900 million to civilian purposes.
';'llllét would be in the 12 appropriation

There are at this writing a couple of
expenditure offsets in other legislative
actions where, according to our informa-
tion, the House went above the admin-
istration’s budget recommendations.
While these are instances where the ac-
tual appropriation has not yet been
either requested or made, they involve
mandated-type expenditures by granting
a license to obligate and spend in antic-
g)a.tion of a supplemental appropria-

on:

[1n millions of dollars]

House increase over 1968
budget recommendation

MNew
obligational  Expenditure
authority

1. Veterans' pensions and bene-
fits, S. 16, adopted b71
House in March 1967 (the
Senate version was over by
some $107,000,000)

2. Federal e_mp_lnyees insurance
liberalization (the final

,000,

House total, these 2 bills.

+68 +68

1432
+100

1432
+100

1 Bill was subsequently vetoed.

So that, Mr. Chairman, at this time,
in round figures, and to some extent be-
ing repetitious, I would say that the
House has taken these actions with re-
spect to the fiscal 1968 administrative
budget:

First. It has reduced the budget ap-
propriation requests by some $3,816,000,-
000, net;

Second. It has reduced the budget new
obligational requests by some $3,364,000,-
000, net; and

Third. It has, by these actions, prob-
ably reduced the budget expenditure
estimates by roughly $1,362,000,000.

Actually, Mr. Chairman, as a practical
matter it has done more than that. At
least, some first steps have been taken.
For example, the House recently took a
first step on the 1968 military construc-
tion program when it passed the author-
ization bill, cutting the request by $316
million. The consequent expenditure re-
duction figure for fiscal 1968 would be
less, but we will not knocw until the ac-
tual appropriation is made.
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PARTICIPATION SALES AUTHORIZATIONS

The matter of so-called participation -
sales authorizations under which certifi-
cates are sold against pools of Govern-
ment-owned loans has been the subject
of some controversy this year. They are
treated in the 1968 budget as offsefs to
expenditures and thus are a factor in
rendering a comparative account of what
Congress has done to the budget.

In the House, $4.3 billion of such sales
authorizations for 1968 have been con-
sidered; $1.946 billion were authorized.
In the appropriation bill for the Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, the House, by floor amendment,
struck $2.354 billion of such authoriza-
tions from the bill. This did not change
actual Government outlays in prospect
by a single dime, but because the pro-
posed sales were counted in the overall
budget totals as an offset to expenditures
otherwise to be made, rather than as
either a receipt or as a borrowing, the
effect was to make it appear that the
prospective budget deficit had thereby
been widened—or deepened.

This is a technical budget presentation
rather than a substantive expenditure
question. It is complex and not too well
understood generally. I have not taken
it into account in the figures I gave, but
technically, to make a precise compari-
son, it would have to be reckoned in the
comparisons.

SPENDING ACTIONS YET TO BE FPROCESSED

The House and the Congress have
many opportunities yet remaining to try
to improve on efforts to hold the
line on the 1968 appropriation requests
and expenditure estimates.

What has cleared? Only three appro-

‘priation bills for fiscal 1968 have been

cleared by Congress—Treasury-Post
Office, Interior, and legislative. They re-
duced the budget obligational authority
requests by $145,000,000, and reduced the
estimated 1968 budget expenditures by
about $103,000,000. But according to our
information, this spending reduction
would be substantially offset by the vet-
erans pension bill—S. 16—as finally
cleared by Congress. We understand that
the expenditure effect was $94,000,000
higher than the budget recommenda-
tion.

Some $9,000,000,000, plus, of additional
appropriation requests are yet to be re-
ported to the House, for military con-
struction, foreign assistance, antipoverty,
and various other programs. The House
gets two bites at most all of this because
the annual authorization routine applies.
As I mentioned, it has already taken a
first step toward reducing the military
construction total. The foreign assistance
authorization may possibly be materially
reduced. The antipoverty authorization
bill has not been reported from com-
mittee.

Among other pending fiscal 1968
budget propositions that will have an
important bearing on the record of what
the House, and finally the Congress, does
to the President’s 1968 budget are such
matters as:

POSTAL RATE INCREASE

The budget figured $700,000,000 as the
fiscal 1968 value of the postal rate in-
creases asked by the administration. The
proposed July 1 effective date is, of
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course, no longer realistic, thus at least
threatening some loss of fiscal year 1968
revenue. Whatever the resulting loss,
such event would increase 1968 budget
expenditures by that much because
postal revenues are classed in the budget
as offsets to postal expenditures.

PAY INCREASES

The 1968 budget allowance for pay in-
crease legislation is $1,000,000,000. If
Congress legislates more generously than
that, 1968 budget expenditures would be
breached accordingly. This is an item to
which the President’s recent tax message
referred.

REFINEMENT OF VETERANS' BENEFITS

There was a proposition in the 1968
budget designed to refine various vet-
erans benefits provisions designed, as I
understand, to retrench expenditures in
fiscal 1968 by some $89 million. If the
legislation is not enacted, it would, pre-
sumably, raise the 1968 expenditure $89,-
000,000 above what the budget included.
REVOLVING FUNDS—REA AND POWER MARKETING

AGENCIES

If the earlier propositions—resub-
mitted in the 1968 budget—to put REA
and the Interior power marketing agen-
cies on revolving fund financing are not
enacted—and there seems to be some
basis for saying they may not—that
would have the effect, according to my
figures, of raising 1968 budget expendi-
tures by some $340,000,000. Actual out-
lays for the programs are not affected.
Again, this is a technical matter arising
from the fact that the budget reflects
such business-type funds on a net basis,
and because of that, budget revenues
would also be raised by the same $340,-
000,000, though the actual income would
not differ.

BEAUTY-SAFETY TRUST FUND
There was a proposition of legislation
in the budget to create, as a trust fund,
a separate financing arrangement for
the highway beautification and highway
safety programs and to divert 2-percent
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excise tax on automobiles from the gen-
eral budget to supply it. Failure of that
legislation would raise 1968 budget ex-
penditures—but not actual outlays—by
some $195 million. But because the rev-
enue diversion was priced at $400 million
for 1968, the effect of not enacting the
bill would be to actually narrow rather
than widen the 1968 deficit in compari-
son to the budget.

There are pending in one place or an-
other several other legislative proposi-
tions for which the 1968 budget carried
some allowance, but in the aggregate
they do not bulk large. I have, I believe,
named the major pieces of business that
have significant fiscal implications for
the current 1968 budget.

CONFERENCES

The Senate has added materially to
the appropriations in the Agriculture
and Labor-HEW bills, both of which
are in conference. It has many other
important opportunities to exercise
every restraint wherever it reasonably
can. We hope it will do so. It ought to do
0.

Mr. Chairman, there is no doubt in my
mind that the House will make substan-
tial reductions in the fiscal 1968 budget
requests for appropriations. It will be
well in excess of $4 billion, probably
closer to $5 billion. It is also clear, of
course, that the first-year—fiscal 1968—
budget expenditure reduction effect
flowing from the appropriation bill re-
ductions, combined with the impact of
fiscal actions in other bills, is going to be
considerably less.

But as we assess the budget impact of
all our fiscal actions in respect to fiscal
year 1968, a key thing to remember is
that we face a budget deficit unseen since
the closing years of World War II.

Even though Congress by its actions,
in the aggregate, stays within, or lessens,
the 1968 new obligational authority re-
quests and the 1968 expenditure esti-
mates shown in the President’s budget,
we cannot afford to be satisfied with the
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record. For as the President advised in
his recent tax message, “the estimate of
non-defense spending for fiscal 1968 has
already increased by $1.5 billion.” That
has happened without Congress turning
a hand or casting a vote—and the fiscal
year is only 7 weeks old! The $1.5 billion
represents merely an updating of the
natural sequence of events:

First, a $600 million increase in 1968
spending because of release late last fis-
cal year of funds previously frozen and
withheld from expenditure as an anti-
inflation measure.

Second, a $900 million unestimated
growth in programs whose payments are
fixed and ordained by basic law— public
assistance and health; farm supports;
medicare; and so forth.

This $1,500 million increase in nonde-
fense spending estimates is in addition
to the $4 billion additional for defense
mentioned as a possibility in the Presi-
dent’s tax message.

Already, as I pointed out, the House
has taken actions that probably would
contribute to fiscal 1968 expenditure re-
ductions—below the January budget fig-
ures—of some $1.4 billion, of which per-
haps $900 million would be in the non-
defense area. As I mentioned earlier, that
would be a part of the President’s an-
nounced $2 billion civilian expenditure
reduction goal. But it is a long way from
the goal.

In my opinion, the people of the coun-
try generally are not convinced that
Congress and the executive branch are
doing all that can reasonably be done to
reduce spending. The imperative need
for fiscal restraint requires us to make
every possible expenditure reduction
short of jeopardizing the Nation’s se-
curity and well being.

Mr. Chairman, I include two tables—
one summarizing the totals of the ap-
propriation bills, the other recapitulat-
ing, in summary form, an approximation
of congressional actions on the budget to
date, and noting some of the program
proportions yet to be considered:

SUMMARIZED “‘SCOREBOARD™ OF APPROXIMATE CONGRESSIONAL ACTIONS ON THE FISCAL 1968 BUDGET AS OF AUG. 22, 19671

u in committee.
w&u 000, &, mgingctah increase, effec- Probably some loss—slippage of time.

tll'!]

3. 003' ,000, pay raise allowance in Question of how the pay bills will compare.
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4, ;asnaﬁtm (red‘uctmn), refinement of No bill introduced. Inaction would thus be
benefits. equivalent_to. an expenditure increase
above the budget.

d resulted in some loss of revenue for fiscaj 1968 as
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7. R bill, 10 p

Appropriation uhmam —— &l 19&? dnm
r
reduction e:rudl‘hlm
actions (spending):
L In 11 appropriation [ | A 0 T —1$3, 300, 000, 000 —$2,948, 000, 000 —$1, 152, 000, 000
N pprop ks e 516, 000, 000 516, 000, 000 —310, 000, 000
12 anpropmtmn bills (of $124,163,000,000 in requests) e —3, 816, 000, 000 —3, 464, 000, 000 —1, 462, 000, 000
2. In legislative bills—
Vaunnsbemﬁhls L Bl S N s S - oL --68, 000, 000 -+-68, 000, 000
h. Employee insurance liberalization (later vetoed)_ __ ... .._....._. 2is BT 32, 000, 000 -+32, 000, 000
Ewﬂb:mdi"g PR R ot G SRR i oo~ S R U e e s e -3, 816, 000, 000 ~3, 364, 000, 000 ~—1,362, 000, 000
ivided :
I A e R e PR S R S e i —1, 289, 000, 000 —1, 289, 000, 000 —490, 000, 000
e bl i in SR ORET kS Lo S -2, 527, 000, 000 —2 5.000 000 —872, 000, 000
Fh{aginm u}mls (T -Post Office; Interior; legislativ ) 145, 000, 000 1 000 103 000
Teasury: ce; e agencies) - = x
) ’Mmm bonefrlx 16). +&&m %
'I'o'lal, final pending actions. —145, 000, 000 —51, 000, 000 —8, 000, 000
Final actio )2
lVlrloumudlngmtams (spending and revenue): NOTES NOTES
plus, appmpmtm re- Military construction, foreign aid, poverty, 5. $340,000,000, ereate REA and power mar- Inaction would inflate budm upnmmuu
etc. keting revolving funds (technical). md also receipts. N

6. Beauty-safety trust fund item (technical). Inu:tm would have about $195,000,000 nat
tavorable effect on the admin

istration
budget deficit.

tension of certain
d to b

harge; ex- A §7,

,000,000 package for fiscal 1968,
excise taxes; accel-

eration of GU!!&II‘I tax coll mn&.

& ¥



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE 23585

COMPARATIVE SUMMARY OF APPROPRIATION BILL TOTALS, 90TH CONG., 1ST SESS., AS OF AUG. 22, 1967
[Does not include any “back-door" type appropriations, or p ent appropriations ! under p legislation, Does include indefinite appropriations carried in annual appropriation bills. All
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figures are rounded amounts]

Bills for fiscal 1968

Bills for fiscal 1967 Bills for the session
A. House ns:
' Buﬂgat requests for "approgmhons" considered $14, 411,000,000 23 3124 163, 000, 000 5138 574, 000, 000
2. Amounts in 14 bills passed by House 14, 238, 000, 000 25120, 347, 000, 000 cm,cm
3. Change from corresponding budget requests. .. ....... - —173, 000, 000 —3, 816, 000, 000 -3.9&9. 000, 000
B. Senate actions:
1. Budget mueﬂsfw "sppfuprlathns" o e (U P T e S W g e T L 14, 533, 000, 000 227,795, 000, 000 42,328, 000, 000
2. Amounts in 7 bills pansdby ..... 14, 457, 000, 000 329, 434, 000, 000 43, 891, 000, 000
3. Change from budget B e e R b e AR e R e —76, 000, 000 -1, 639, 000, 000 -1, 563, 000, 000
4, Compared with House e T R S R S R R e -+219, 000, 000 -+2, 434, 000, 000 2.653 000, 000
C. Final actions:
. Budget requests for “appmpmbons" msidered ........................................................ 14, 533, 000, 000 9, 349, 000, 000 23, 882, 000, 000
pp in 5hillsenacted. . .eocoroeeeecancaaaaaa. R P 14, 394, 000, 000 9, 204, 000, 000 23, 598, 000, 000
3 Comparison with corresp budget requests —139, 000, 000 —145, 000, 000 —284, 000, 000

lParmnenl appmpmhuns were tentatively estimated in January budget at about §15,212 -

for fiscal year 1968

2 includas advance lundlnssinr fiscal 1969 for urban renewal and mass transit grants Mﬂ&%

$980,000,000; Hausa bill, $9
House htll $65,000,

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, we have no further requests for
time on this side.

Mr, JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr, MicHEL].

Mr. MICHEL, Mr, Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me time. I
had intended, while the gentleman was
in the well, to propound a question or
two, which I shall appreciate his answer-
ing at this time.

First. Notwithstanding the assist the
President has given the committee in
supporting the reduction which has
been made on an appropriation basis,
considering all the previously appropri-
ated and unobligated and unexpended
funds, is it not quite conceivable that
the spending rate could go on as is, that
there would not really be any significant
reduction in the expenditure level, not-
withstanding the statements the Presi-
dent has made?

Mr, JONAS. I am glad the gentleman
asked that question. I intended in my
remarks to call attention to the fact that
NASA is by no means impoverished, even
with this half billion dollar cut.

NASA has in hand some $2 billion of
unspent funds previously appropriated.
It must be said that much of that money
is obligated, because this is a program
that requires long leadtime in the pur-
chase of hardware and the manufactur-
ing and fabrication of it.

Mr. MICHEL. That is understandable.
Does the gentleman have any figures on
unobligated funds?

Mr. JONAS. The latest figures we have
are for July 1, 1967, when it was testified
that NASA had $277 million of unobli-
gated funds. While this sum was unobli-
gated, a considerable part of it is com-
mitted or earmarked.

Mr, MICHEL. So certainly, supporting
the chairman’s statement that they are
not being cut short here to any extent,
while I am happy to see what the com-
mittee has done, still my own personal
feeling is that more and deeper cuts
could have been made. Maybe an addi-
tional 5 percent would be in order. My
calculation is that comes to an additional
saving of some $265 million. However,
whether or not I will be recognized for

000,000) and for grants-in-aid for airports (budget, $75,

that purpose is questionable, but I should
like to offer that motion at the appro-
priate time and I thank the gentleman
again for yielding.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. FurTon].

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I would like to compliment
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. Ev-
iNs], the chairman of the subcommittee,
and also the ranking minority member
of the subcommittee, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Jonas] for the work
they have done on the Independent Of-
fices Subcommittee. Likewise my compli-
ments and thanks to Messrs. BOLAND,
SHIPLEY, GiamMo, MarsH, and PRYOR on
the majority side and on the minority,
Messrs. MinsHALL, WYMAN, and TALcOTT
for the reception which they gave me be-
fore the subcommittee when several of
the members suggested I appear and give
some recommendations on the NASA
budget for fiscal year 1968.

At the authorization level in addition
to the reductions made by the Committee
on Science and Astronautics, I felt there
should have been a $250 million cut. The
House accepted $201.4 million of those
cuts. The committee, on the Apollo pro-
gram accepted, before bringing the bill
to the floor, a $25 million cut. There is
no doubt that the members of the Sci-
ence and Astronautics Committee under
the leadership of the gentleman from
California, GEOrRGE MILLER, have worked
hard on this program, both the majority
and the minority, as well as the profes-
sional staff,

Congress must realize that the NASA
budget is approximately $5 billion a year,
which is a rate approximately one and a
half times the total budget of the Federal
Government in President Hoover's last
year in office. By the time NASA lets
contracts, and Congress establishes the
management mechanism to monitor
the contracts, and by the time scientists
have developed and proposed new pro-
grams in every direction for space and
science as well as aeronautics, one can
see what a complicated kettle of worms
the NASA authorization, appropriation,
oversight, and direction can be. It is ob-
vious that there can be many varieties

2 And participation sales authorizations as follows: Total authorizations requested in budget
300,000,000; total in House bills, $1,946,000,000; total in Senate bills, $700,000,000,

of opinion as to the resource allocation,
as to the policy emphasis at various levels,
and as fo the probable results to be
achieved from specific scientific research
and development endeavors. Every Mem-
ber knows the purpose of research and
development is to find out and try out,
but nobody knows ahead of time what is
going to be the result.

Mr, Chairman, I would like to give
some comments on the committee action,
with all due respect to the subcommittee
and the Committee on Appropriations.
Congress should strongly emphasize cer-
tain current programs and must defer
other programs of lesser national im-
portance.

In no case should Congress oppose any
proposed research and development pro-
gram that has a long leadtime.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I shall
be glad to yield to the gentleman from
North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. There is so much in the
hearings that I would be surprised if the
gentleman from Pennsylvania has had
an opportunity to read all of the testi-
mony that was given before our Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I have
gone into it rather thoroughly.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will yield further, I am sure
the gentleman has read all of the testi-
mony and has heard all of the testimony
in hearings that was given before the
Committee on Science and Astronauties.
However, we could not get either Mr.
Webb or Dr. Seamans, or any of the
other witnesses to pinpoint any places
where they could make cuts, because they
argued against any cuts in the program.
But they did say that if it came to a
choice—Dr. Seamans, rather—that all
of the new programs and the post-Apollo
programs contained in this request which
amount to $600 million, it was his opin-
ion—and I believe I am fairly quoting
him, as well as the testimony of Mr.
Webb—if they had to take a half-billion-
dollar cut they thought it ought to be in
the programs that had not yet been start-
ed instead of reducing further the ca-
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pabilities of the programs in which we
are now engaged.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I am
glad to have the comments of the gentle-
man from North Carolina, because that
is the direction, I believe, in which I am
generally going.

Mr. Chairman, the Nation is now at
the crossroads of its space effort. There
should be serious thought given to the
philosophy of what the Nation should be
doing in its space program. A searching
analysis of the current and past efforts
necessarily leads one to conclude that the
only realistic philosophy is—the oppor-
tunities for future progress must be kept
open and not stifled by premature com-
mitment to existing and obsolescent
systems.

The space agency should not be per-
mitted to commit this country far into
the future on space boosters, spacecraft,
and propulsion systems which will be ob-
solete within a relatively few years.
Rather, the space program should con-
centrate on fulfilling its one approved
commitment; namely, to land and return
safely a manned flight to the moon. All
other efforts should be devoted to im-
proving all of our systems and technology
so that the national space program can
forge ahead using technology that is up
to date.

Hence, the funding for the Apollo
lunar landing program should be allowed
to continue at the level approved in the
authorization bill. No attempts to further
reduce this level should be considered.
The House Science and Astronautics
Committee accepted my modest reduc-
tion of $25 million for the NASA budget
request for Apollo. This figure represents
the maximum amount of economy that
could be applied to a highly complex and
sophisticated program already suffering
delays and higher costs due to general
inflation and the tragic Apollo 204 ac-
cident. The accident alone has cost the
Apollo program over 1 year in its sched-
ule and many hundreds of dollars which
must be absorbed within already re-
stricted monetary limits.

The Apollo program was approved on
a bipartisan basis and unanimously. It
is the one program which the world has
consistently looked to the United States
to accomplish. Congress must not disap-
point them. Congress must not jeopardize
the success and, more importantly, the
safety of America’s astronauts through
unreasonable reductions in funds for
Apollo. The Congress has solidly sup-
ported the recommendation made by
several members of the Science and
Astronautics Committee, including the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. RUMSFELD]
and myself, and contained in my motion
to recommit, that NASA establish an
independent Space Safety Panel. These
safety procedures in NASA are designed
to prevent a recurrence of the Apollo
204 disaster. Congress must not jeopard-
ize such safety measures by further re-
strictions of Apollo funds.

In line with the national requirement
to proceed at all reasonable speed and
with the maximum of efficiency and
safety with the Apollo program, it is also
necessary that adequate funds be made
available to the NASA tracking and data
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acquisition program. Proposed appro-
priation action would reduce the funds
for this vital program down to a level
of $260 million for fiscal year 1968. An
additional $10 million is essential if this
program is to fulfill its mission to sup-
port the Apollo program. Such an addi-
tional sum would only bring the total
level to the fiscal year 1967 level, and
would still require NASA to absorb in-
creased costs due to escalation of prices
as well as increased services in support
of the Apollo mission.

There are numerous additional items
of tracking and data acquisition equip-
ment which will become operational for
the first time in fiscal year 1968 and
which have never been funded before.
The minimum level recommended is re-
quired to support the six manned space
flight network stations, five instrumented
ships and Apollo tracking aircraft, all
directly related to the Apollo program.
All of these facilities will require con-
tractor support personnel, checkout,
tests, and simulation testing prior to
commissioning.

These new tracking faecilities will be
needed regardless of how many manned
space flights are effected in any partic-
ular year. Their proper functioning is an
absolute necessity for insuring flight
safety, mission success, and the well-
being of our astronauts. This is small
insurance for the successful accomplish-
ment of this most important milestone in
the national space program—the lunar
landing.

Another important program comple-
menting the national Apollo lunar land-
ing mission is the NASA lunar and plane-
tary exploration program. Not only will
the results of these unmanned space
flight missions to the moon, such as Sur-
veyor and Lunar Orbiter, be beneficial
to the manned lunar landing, but other
program efforts are equally vital to the
future manned space flight. The objee-
tive of the lunar and planetary explora-
tion program is the scientific exploration
of our solar system, using automated
spacecraft and earth-based research be-
fore the Nation undertakes the ultimate
step in committing our astronauts to
such tasks. For this reason, it is essential
that the lunar and planetary exploration
program be maintained at the level ap-
proved in the authorization bill.

The past successes of the Ranger, Sur-
veyor, and Lunar Orbiter flights have
contributed materially to the planned
landing of our astronauts on the moon.
The Ranger project, now completed,
yielded over 12,000 photographs which
have provided a better understanding of
the nature of the surface of the moon
and hence have permitted space designers
to inject safety considerations in their
work on the lunar landing spacecraff.

The current series of lunar exploration
missions involve a total of seven soft
landings by the Surveyor spacecraft to
conduct scientific measurements on the
lunar surface and to provide detailed
high and low resolution photography of
the moon at surface level. The Lunar
Orbiter program will eventually provide
five orbiting spacecraft around the moon
for the purpose of providing data on
potential Apollo landing sites and to help
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the Nation’s space planners to select
those sites where the landing risk is at
the absolute minimum. The first two
Lunar Orbiters covered 30,000 square
miles of the lunar surface, including
wide angle photographic coverage of 22
potential Apollo landing sites, not to
mention photography of 4 million square
miles of the far side of the moon.

Both the tracking and data acquisition
and the lunar and planetary exploration
programs are important contributors to
the national goal of landing men on the
moon and returning them safely. They
provide the necessary preliminary data
and tracking support to insure the safety
and success of the Apollo program.

While our national philosophy should
be to support our commitment to the
Apollo program and its supporting pro-
grams, it should not include the commit-
ment at this time to large, follow-on pro-
grams involving the same technology
and space equipment. The current NASA
effort to mount a large Apollo applica-
tions program without definite mission
planning for flights to take place 6 to 7
years from now and using hardware
which was under development for the
past 5 or 6 years, should be curtailed.

The opportunities for progress should
not be closed by the NASA intention to
award long leadtime contracts to pur-
chase large quantities of equipment and
hardware already developed or under
development at this time. These items
not only include the uprated Saturn I
boosters but, contrary to the understand-
ing of some, also the Saturn V boosters
and the various spacecraft and hardware
developed exclusively and specifically for
the Apollo lunar landing mission. NASA
should be prevented from procuring
equipment far in advance to eliminate
the possibility that American astronauts
will be using spacecraft and booster
vehicles that are almost certain to be
obsolete.

If NASA is permitted to engage in
large advanced purchasing beyond its
currently approved needs, it will phase
out the possibility of later including new
developments, progress in research, and
beneficial modifications and improve-
ments. NASA would also be uselessly
spending money for booster vehicles and
spacecraft for which no known and ap-
proved missions exist.

On the question of scheduling for the
Apollo applications program, which in-
volves uprated Saturn I, Saturn V, space-
craft and other equipment, there is seri-
ous doubt that proper scheduling factors
have been considered.

NASA presently intends to produce two
Saturn V boosters per year for 1971 and
1972 and four Saturn V boosters per year
for 1973 and 1974. Using cost estimates
supplied by the space agency itself of a
unit cost of $230 million per Saturn V
booster at a rate of two per year, and a
unit cost of $193 million per booster at
a production rate of four per year, these
12 Saturn V boosters would cost the
country a total of $2,464,000,000. How-
ever, if these 12 boosters were to be pro-
duced at a rate of six per year, they
would cost $508 million less. It appears
inconsistent to purchase these obso-
lescent boosters for delivery 6 to T years
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from now at the least economical pro-
duction rate unless it is the intention of
NASA to keep these production lines
cpen at all cost. The mission of NASA is
research and development, not produc-
tion and fabrication.

In addition to these scheduling factors,
there is the more important question of
uprated Saturn I and Saturn V booster
vehicles, with their associated space-
craft. They will become surplus to the
Apollo lunar landing program and hence
would be available at no cost to any mis-
sions, when they are approved, for the
Apollo applications program.

Current estimates place the expected
date for a successful lunar landing pro-
gram at the launching of the seventh or
ninth Saturn V booster. If such is the
case, one can readily see that between six
to eight of these enormously expensive
liquid-fuel boosters will be available. In
addition, the best information available
indicates that at least four or more up-
rated Saturn I boosters available from
the Apollo program in an excess status.

Yet, NASA persists in planning to pur-
chase at least four more uprated Saturn
I boosters and long leadtime items for
an additional two Saturn V boosters.
NASA witnesses testified that even with
a reduction of over $107 million in the
Apollo applications program, NASA
would still use $57 million for the produe-
tion of additional uprated Saturn I
boosters and $20 million for the procure-
ment of long-lead-time items for two ad-
ditional Saturn V boosters.

There are no definite, approved mis-
sions under the Apollo applications pro-
gram as yet. If the Congres approves the
program as presented, even with the re-
duction already effected, the Nation will
find itself committed many years in the
future because of small, inerementally
funded purchases by NASA during the
coming fiscal year. It should also be noted
that the Congress has authorized $6.2
million in fiscal year 1967 for advanced
missions planning. This program supplies
the planning for future missions, such as
Apollo applications. Before NASA is per-
mitted to make long advance purchases
of equipment, which even NASA admits
will be stored for later use, NASA should
be required to carry out the necessary
advance planning. NASA has yet to obli-
gate or spend 1 penny of the $6.2 million
authorized for the fiscal year just fin-
ished. Yet, NASA has testified in ap-
propriations hearings that they intend
to spend $23 million with universities for
experiment definition when they have yet
to spend 1 penny for the vital and
necesary in-house planning for advanced
n.issions,

By being permitted to commit the Na-
tion far in advance with large purchases
of equipment to be delivered 5 to 7 years
from now, NASA will be procuring ob-
solete equipment which will not be ca-
pable of absorbing all of the new re-
search developments and improvements
which are certain to come forward dur-
ing that period.

The supporting philosophy to the
main philosophy expressed earlier is that
systems should be put into competition
with each other and that there should be
no selected instruments or “sacred cows.”
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Congress has consistently supported the
development of alternate systems for
chemical liquid fuels, such as solid pro-
pellants, nuclear upper stages, new forms
of engines and other promising research
areas. NASA must not be permitted to
utilize for the next 10 to 20 years the
same types of fuels, with only minor im-
provements, that were used in the 1930’s
by Goddard and Von Braun.

Much of NASA’s activities, as can be
seen readily from the proposed Apollo
applications program to maintain pro-
duction capabilities, have degenerated
into manufacturing and fabrication.
NASA must be required to develop new
technology rather than to utilize old or
existing technology. The national needs
for new and more efficient fuels, solid
propellant boosters, space storable fuels,
nuclear and ofher advanced upper
stages, reusable boosters and spacecraft,
and other research developments will not
be fulfilled unless and until NASA re-
turns to a program emphasizing research
rather than hardware fabrication under
programs such as the Apollo applications
Programs.

The Nation should not, and must not
be “frozen” into using obsolescent space
equipment in the 1970 decade by advance,
incrementally funded, purchases by
NASA at this time of items now in ex-
istence for delivery 6 to 7 years from now.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. May I
have 5 minutes more?

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
additional minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, in keeping with the previously
stated philosophy that “opportunities for
future progress must be kept open,”
there are several specific programs in
fiscal year 1968 that deserve the full sup-
port of Congress. These include the
NERVA Voyager, Sunblazer, solid pro-
pellant booster, and the sustaining uni-
versity programs.

For future space exploration involving
missions of extended duration some
means of propulsion surpassing the pres-
ent chemical means will be needed. Im-
proved propulsion capability can be
achieved by further refinement and de-
velopment in the chemical propulsion
field or further development in the nu-
clear rocket propulsion area or through
a combination of both.

The nuclear rocket potentially provides
a major increase in propulsion capability.
It is the next major advancement in
propulsion for which there is already
established a sound technieal base. It
misleading to consider nuclear rockets
solely in terms of specific missions any-
more than we now consider chemical
propulsion in terms of specific missions.

Although no specific mission has yet
been assigned for the NERVA II engine,
major potential missions for a nuclear
engine of this nature are possible, such
as: earth-orbital operations—maneuver-
ing large spacecraft from orbit to orbit
and return in the space about the earth;
lunar logistics—increasing payload de-
livered to the moon; solar system explo-
ration—unmanned space probes; and
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manned planetary exploration—fly-by
and landing missions to Mars and Venus.

Extensive mission analysis has defined a
single NERVA engine that could perform
all of the major missions for which nu-
clear rockets would offer significant ad-
vantages over chemical rockets. The
NERVA II engine will develop about 5,000
megawatts in power and provide a thrust
of from 200,000 to 250,000 pounds. The
proposed engine could be incorporated
into a standard propulsion module, ca-
pable of being installed in a third stage
to increase the utility of the Saturn V
chemical booster rocket. This module
could be used singly or it could be
clustered to provide the thrust required.

The advantage of nuclear rockets
comes from their high specific impulse.
A T60-second specific impulse level has
been demonstrated in the recently com-
pleted KIWI reactor series of tests.
Design changes, already identified, can
be effected that will permit this value to
be increased to 800 seconds. Preliminary
studies indicate that further laboratory
research may lead the way to achieving
specific impulses of up to 900 seconds in
the not too distant future. These values
compare favorably with specific impulse
levels achievable from advanced chem-
ical propulsion systems amounting fo
only 450 seconds. .

These increases in specific impulse
would result in an increased payload for
the Saturn V booster of 90 percent, over
any other upper stage available for flight
to the lunar surface directly and over 100
percent advantage for planetary flights
of longer duration. Therefore, with a
NERVA upper stage, a mission can be
accomplished with only half of the sev-
eral hundred million dollar Saturn V
boosters otherwise required.

From the end of 1963 to present, the
goal of the nuclear rocket program has
been the establishment of a strong tech-
nological base through analysis, research,
component tests and systems testing
which will permit the development of a
nuclear rocket engine suited for a wide
range of mission applications. It is now
time to use the technology thus de-
veloped. Failure to support the Presi-
dent’s proposed NERVA engine develop-
ment program in fiscal year 1968 will re-
sult in at least partial disbanding of the
unique Government-industry nuelear
rocket capability which has been de-
veloped. Reconstitution of this team at a
later date will add 4 years to the normal
development cycle.

The proposal to eliminate the funds re-
quested for research and development to
support the NERVA program and the
$16.5 million for Nerva testing facility
construction is not considered in the best
interests of advancing the state of the
art in new propulsion technology.

The Voyager program should be
strongly supported. It is the first major
increment of which was included in the
fiscal year 1968 NASA program.

The authorization act for fiscal year
1968 included $42 million for Voyager.
The House has deleted appropriations for
the project.

The Voyager program calls for
launches in 1973 and 1975. Opportunities
for launching spacecraft toward Mars oc-
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cur on 25-month intervals. The fiscal
year 1968 request is crucial to meeting
the 1973 opportunity.

The President’s Science Advisory Com-
mittee’s report on “The Space Program
in the Post-Apollo Period” unequivo-
cally endorses and recommends that
highest priority be assigned to planetary
exploration, particularly Venus and
Mars. The report also strongly recom-
mends an expanded commitment to the
Voyager program for fiscal year 1968.
Now this is not NASA talking. The rec-
ommendations in this report are the
product of inputs from 40 outstanding
scientists throughout the country, the
vast majority of whom are associated
with major universities. The Congress
should strongly endorse their recom-
mendations.

The primary objective of the Voyager
1973 mission is to acquire fundamental
scientific information concerning the
planet Mars, particularly the physics and
chemistry of the planet's body, surface,
atmosphere and other environmental
factors. It will result in the acquisition
of vital scientific information concern-
ing the origin and evolution of our solar
system, the origin, evolution and nature
of life and the application of this infor-
mation to an understanding of terrestrial
life.

The proposed Voyager system will be
equipped with 12 separate scientific ex-
periments in the orbiter and 10 experi-
ments in the landing capsule. This means
that a single flight to Mars will provide
data from 22 experiments, as opposed to
three on Surveyor, one on the Lunar
Orbiter and six on the projected Mariner
flight to Mars in 1969. This demonstrates
a forthright step in advanced planning
to increase spacecraft capability for
planetary exploration.

The Russians have launched planetary
spacecraft at every opportunity since
1960 and there is every evidence that
they will continue with a vigorous plane-
tary exploration program. Soviet space-
craft two or three times heavier than our
Mariners have been launched both to
Venus and Mars. Unless we, as a nation,
are prepared to relinquish our preemi-
nence in space, a more aggressive effort
such as the Voyager program is essential.

The Sunblazer project, which involved
a total of $6.4 million for fiscal year 1968,
is a small investment for the dividends
it will yield. This is basically a small
sun-oriented spacecraft weighing from
15 to 60 pounds designed to measure the
electron density and other features of
the sun’s corona. The use of both light-
weight spacecraft and low-cost Scout
launch vehicles makes it economiecally
attractive to launch several spacecraft
per year to more closely observe solar
activity. ¢

The Congress should support relatively
low-cost projects such as Sunblazer in
preference to the more complex and
more costly projects in the physics and
astronomy program, such as the orbiting
astronomiecal observatory project.

The Congress authorized $3 million
more than the amount requested by
NABSA for chemical propulsion programs
with specific language in the bill limit-
ing the use of this $3 million for the large
solid motor development. The effect of
the appropriation action will be to elimi-
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nate any hope for continuing the large
solid motor and will cause a further re-
duction of $3 million in the planned
NASA propulsion program. There are no
other major developments in this pro-
gram, but there are a number of tech-
nology items that are essential to the
Nation’s maintenance of its position in
space research. The development of safe,
inexpensive and completely storable solid
boosters is essential to an efficient and
economical alternative to the high-cost
liquid-fuel boosters presently being used.
This program would be another instance
of “putting systems into competition
with each other.”

The fiscal year 1968 NASA Authoriza-
tion Act includes $20 million for the
sustaining university program, of which
$7 million is for training grants, $10 mil-
lion for research grants, and $3 million
for facilities grants. The House action
on appropriations for this program has
reduced the amount to $10 million with-
out specific reference to any particular
element of the program.

In my opinion, Congress should sup-
port the full amount of the request for
training grants amounting to $7 million.
The purpose of the training grants pro-
gram is to provide financial support for
3-year predoctoral programs for selected
students at qualified universities offering
Ph. D. degrees in space-related subjects,
and thereby help to replenish the pool of
highly trained manpower which is drawn
upon by NASA projects. We in the Con-
gress must bear in mind that in order for
this Nation to maintain preeminence in
space, we must have highly trained peo-
ple to do it.

A total of 3,681 students are now en-
gaged in the program. One hundred and
fifty-two universities representing every
State in the Union have received training
grants. A total of 530 doctorates have
been conferred as of April 1, 1967. An-
other 350 will enter the program in Sep-
tember 1968. Funding of $7 million in
fiscal year 1968 is required to maintain
this input.

The $10 million requested for research
grants to universities should be sustained
to support basic research in space and
aeronautical related fields. This element
of the program will develop expertise in
the academic community so urgently
needed to enhance the space effort.

The Congress should not allow the $3
million requested for facilities grants to
universities in fiscal year 1968. This
should not be construed as a lack of
support for this element of the program
since it is necessary to provide labora-
tories throughout the Nation for space-
oriented research work. However, $7 mil-
lion was authorized for these purposes in
fiscal year 1967. None of these funds have
been obligated to date. These funds
should be spent before new money is ap-
propriated for facilities grants.

Therefore the Congress should support
the sustaining university program to the
extent of $17 million in fiscal year 1968.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. Teacuel, who is
chairman of the important Subcommit-
tee on Manned Space Flight.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
today this House will make decisions that
will affect our capability to achieve and
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maintain preeminence in space for many
years to come. I mean preeminence in
terms of our national security, our tech-
nological vitality, and economic well-
being. The budget of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration was
appreciably cut before its submission to
Congress; $100 million was cut from the
Apollo program by the Bureau of the
Budget. Another $100 million for the
development of a space station was also
eliminated from the budget; $172 million
was taken from the Apollo applications
program by the Bureau of the Budget.
All of this money, Mr. Chairman, was cut
from this budget before it reached Con-
gress. The House and the Senate, in au-
thorizing funds for NASA further re-
duced the amounts requested, and now
in the appropriations bill before you an
additional reduction of $452.5 million has
been made from the NASA request. Over
half a billion dollars has been cut from
the NASA request in this appropriations
bill in addition to the $372 million cut by
the Bureau of the Budget before NASA’s
requirements reached the Congress. In
effect, what has been done by the execu-
tive department and the Congress is to
cut over three-quarters of a billion dollars
from our national space program.

In view of this situation, it seems im-
portant to look back to our condition in
1958. When Sputnik I made its first
flight, we were behind in the space race.
We had made the mistake of being com-
placent—of believing that our techno-
logical capability was greater than that
of any country on the face of the earth. I
recall at that time Dr. John R. Dunning,
dean of the School of Engineering and
Applied Science, Columbia University,
had told me almost a year before the
flight of Sputnik I that we could orbit
an artificial satellite within 60 days at
any time we wanted to. We failed at that
time to realize the implications of the
space program and we did not want to
orbit a satellite badly enough.

With these reductions in our spending
on the national space program, are we
making the same mistakes over again? It
seems that we may well be making these
same mistakes again—overlooking the
fact that every dollar spent on the space
program is being spent right here on
earth, every dollar that we are spending
is developing a technology useful not
only to the development of new knowl-
edge but also to the improvement of our
capability for national defense. The
NASA budget in total represents approx-
imately 7 percent of our defense budget
and about 315 percent of our total na-
tional budget. Furthermore, NASA ex-
penditures contribute only six-tenths of 1
percent to the gross national product.
Even though these numbers are not large
in the aggregate, they are an important
factor in our economy. NASA employ-
ment has been a key factor in the econ-
omy because it employs highly skilled
personnel. The number of these people in
the space program is currently declining
at a rate of about 5,000 people per month
from a peak of 350,000 people. We are
beginning to decimate a major skill ca-
pability that this Nation, for the long
run, can ill afford to lose. I remind the
Members again that we must not—we
cannot, allow a repeat of the mistakes
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made in 1957-58 at the dawn of the space

age.

The original Space Act of 1958 de-
fined our objectives in space as the ex-
tension of human knowledge, the de-
velopment of space capability and effi-
ciency, the utilization of space, and set
forth the goal of U.S. leadership. Since
that time we have made major strides
toward achieving those objectives in con-
stant competition with the Soviet Union.
We have made great progress and I
caution my fellow Members not to let
this progress slip through our fingers
by faint support of the space program
at this time. The space program has
achieved its successes such as the out-
standing Gemini program and had its
problems such as the tragic accident
when three great astronauts lost their
lives. But through all of this, NASA has
matured into an effective and capable
agency. For example, even out of this
tragic accident of last January positive
benefits have resulted. Among these are—

First. Significant advance in combus-
tion technology, which can be usefully
applied to space projects and to other
of man's activities.

Second. Added attention to spacecraft
escape system designs rather than wait
for more accidents to occur.

Third. Increased awareness of the haz-
ards of ground tests, which will cause
them to be treated with less complacence.

Fourth. Emphasis upon the dangers of
general complacency in the space pro-
gram which has stemmed from an amaz-
ing series of successes even though less
than maximum attention was given to
safety and reliability.

Fifth. Step-up quality control and in-
spection procedures.

Sixth. Indication of the need for a
full-time, ever alert safety organization
within NASA.

Seventh. Addition of a dimension of
seriousness to the attitude of all con-
cerned, including the contractors whose
business reputations are at stake, the
NASA managers whose leadership com-
petence is put in jeopardy, and the astro-
nauts whose lives are being risked.

Eighth. Improvement in the design and
safety of the Apollo spacecraft, so that
more reliable equipmenft will have a
greater likelihood of success.

Ninth, Decrease in the chances of acci-
dents in flight, in part because the fire on
the pad permitted detailed analysis of
the contributory factors.

Tenth. Revelation of the fact that a re-
sponsible Government agency can con-
duct a thoroughgoing investigation of its
own and its contractors’ performance,
even to the point of self-embarrassment.

Eleventh. Demand that there be im-
proved management controls through the
subcontracting levels, and also that ex-
periences and techniques be borrowed
from previously successful programs,

Twelfth. Emphasize to the public the
beneficial role of the Apollo program
in furthering technology, education, ex-
ploration, international prestige, and the
national security, while at the same time
revealing the dangers of carelessness in
such a complex and important assign-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, these are indications of
the growth and maturity of our national

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

space program. To fail to support an
adequate budget for NASA at this time
would serve our country poorly. State-
ments have been made on the floor of
this House that alteration of NASA's
schedules would save money—that NASA
is building up an inventory of surplus
and obsolete boosters. I have answered
these views on this floor and will not
take your time to do so again. But I must
point out that NASA has a well-sched-
uled and orderly program with detailed
objectives defined for both Apollo and
Apollo applications programs. These
programs are deserving of our support
so that the American taxpayer will re-
ceive maximum return on the investment
gahjch has been made in the program to
te.

In the years to come the establishment
of our preeminence in space will very
likely be as significant as our preemi-
nence on the high seas. Our greatness as
a nation has grown, through history,
with our prowess on the high seas, and I
believe will continue to grow as we de-
velop and establish our preeminence in
space. This we must not fail to do.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from Ne-
vada [Mr. Baringl.

Mr, BARING. Mr. Chairman, when it
comes to cutting the outrageous spend-
ing by our Government, there is no doubt,
I am sure, in the minds of my colleagues
where I stand. But today I must vigor-
ously protest the cutting of $27.5 million
from the nuclear rocket vehicular ap-
plication, better known as NERVA,

While I am fully aware that Congress
is in an economy mood, the cutting of the
$27.5 million from the NERVA project is
in essence, cutting our nose off to spite
our face.

The NERVA project serves a dual pur-
pose, Our future in space and our future
in military planning. The NERVA system
is versatile. And may I point out that
any delay in this program, brought about
by the proposed $27.5 million cutback,
will place us far behind the Russians in
rocket development.

It is all well and good to say that this
is an expensive project today, but what
of the future. Dr. Mac C. Adams, Associ-
ate Administrator, Office of Advanced
Research and Technology, stated August
15, 1967, before the subcommittee of the
Committee on Appropriations, and I
quote:

If we do not initiate it (the program) this
year then we will have to start to cut back
substantially on that unique industrial capa-
bility that is in being. If later the program
is started up again it will cost us time and
dollars to retrain personnel. We will thh&pS
not get back the same people, We will have
to get many new people. It will take time to
retrain those people and dollars as well. If we
do not start now, if we lose a year, it will cost
us about two years in time and the cost in
dollars also will be up substantially.

And may I add that Dr. Adams felt
that the 2 years’ loss in time is a conserv-
ative figure. And, Mr. Chairman, we can-
:wtd afford to give the Russians a 2-year

eada.

This is no time for us to be cutting back
while the Russians are moving ahead.
‘We must think of the future. If we do not,
we may not have any future.
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I urge my colleagues to reconsider and
put back the $27.5 million for the
NERVA project and the necessary funds
for construction of facilities pertaining
to the NERVA rocket development pro-
gram.

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorb.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Colorado?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROTZMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
fully realize the pressures on the Com-
mittee that brought this bill to the floor,
vet I question the wisdom of completely

ting Project Voyager., We are
being penny wise but pound foolish.

We all remember the crash program
that followed Sputnik.

This program was expedient but in-
efficient because of the time factor in-
volved.

We are now in the race to place the
grsil;; man on the moon and to bring him

ack.

In Project Voyager, we have the op-
portunity to proceed on the next phase
of man's exploration of space—and the
preservation of our competitive position
with the Soviet Union.

I believe we should avoid the next
gap—the interplanetary exploration
gap; we should avoid the possibility of
having to spend additional millions or
billions of dollars to catch up.

At the very least, I believe we should
keep the nucleus of our Voyager feams
alive. These teams are truly a national
resource both difficult and expensive to
reassemble.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Gross].

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I have
been around here a few months and I
have learned to be thankful for small
favors. In this case I want to thank the
committee for lopping off the amount of
money it did, but it should have been
more.

Let us not be carried away by the fact
that this is a $516 million reduction from
the budget. It is a reduction, and an ap-
preciated reduction, that the commitiee
provided but it is $516 million off the ask-
ing price, and the asking price is always
inflated, as everyone in this Chamber
well knows.

I wish I could share the esteem in
which some of the gentlemen of this
committee hold Mr. James E. Webb, the
Administrator of the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration. Someone
is responsible for the terrible tragedy
that took place in the Apollo capsule at
Cape Canaveral last January. Up to this
time I know of no one on whom this re-
sponsibility has been placed.

I remember the newspaper stories of
last January after that totally unneces-
sary tragedy occurred, costing the lives
of three astronauts, when the same James
E. Webb tried to place the blame upon
Congress for failing to provide necessary
funds. The gentleman from Tennessee
[Mr. Evinsl, in the hearings on this bill—
which I want to say to the committee
are excellent—asked Mr. Webb:
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Mr. Evins, Can any blame for this tragedy
be placed on this committee and on the Con-
gress for lack of funds?

And Mr. Webb—and I believe the hear-
ings were held in April—answered:
Mr. Wees. No, none.

An administrator of a program such as
this, who in January would try to place
any part of the responsibility on Con-
gress, and then would come along in April
and categorically say that no blame at-
taches to Congress, does not deserve to
hold the job of administrator, and he
ought to have been fired long ago.

I am sorry the committee investigat-
ing the Apollo fire did not summon a
gentleman by the name of Shea to get
his views on what happened with respect
to this tragedy, which, I say, grows out
of the erash program to put a man on
the moon. I am sorry that the commit-
tee did not summon Mr. Shea to come
in and give his views, because he said
there had been all kinds of malfunctions
and mistakes.

I remember, although I cannot quote
him verbatim, that he said last Decem-
ber, a month before the tragedy
occurred:

T hope to God the fallures and mistakes
have been corrected.

There are reports—and I do not know
whether there is the slightest fruth to
them—that Mr. Shea has been kicked
out of NASA, and is living in virtual iso-
lation in the Washington area. I am
curious to know what has happened to
Shea, Perhaps there is someone in this
chamber who knows and can tell us what
has happened to this man.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am delighted to yield
to the gentleman from Texas if the
gentleman can shed some light on that
question.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Dr. Joe Shea,
a man for whom I have much admi-
ration, was assigned to the Apollo proj-
ect and was stationed in Houston, Tex.
He was brought to Washington and he
worked in Dr. Miller’s office for many
months. I talked to him many times
when our hearings were going on. Sub-
committee members talked to him. He
has recently chosen to leave the Gov-
ernment service and go to Polaroid. That
is where he is at the present time. But
he was not living in an isolated place. He
was working in the office of Dr. George
Miller here in Washington.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to ask the gentleman from Texas
why we have never heard from Mr. Shea,
since he was the manager of the Apollo
project and in direct charge, although
‘Webb, of course, was the top Administra-
tor? Why have we never heard from Mr.
Shea?

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield further, I will
say to the gentleman from Iowa that it
was almost my responsibility to pick the
witnesses who appeared before our com-
mittee, and I could have picked 100 peo-
ple including Joe Shea, but when we took
Dr. Webb, and Dr. Seamans, and Dr.
Mueller and Dr. Gilruth, and Dr. von
Braun, and Kurt Debus, there was just
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so far that we could go. When our sub-
committee went to Florida, Mr. Joe Shea
was on the plane with us, and the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. Dappartol
talked with him almost all the way down
and back.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, it seems to
me the first man almost who should have
been called was the man in charge at the
time of the disaster, not only then but
previously.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. What about Dr.
George Lowe?

Mr. GROSS. Call them all.

Mr. TEAGUE of Texas. We could not
go on forever. If we called the whole 200
people in the United States, we could not
go on forever.

Mr. GROSS. But here was the man,
Shea, who was the manager at the time
and previous to the time of the tragic
Apollo fire,

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr, EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, the tragic accident has been in-
vestigated by the House, by the authoriz-
ing committee, by the Senate committees,
by the Appropriations Committee, and by
a special committee appointed by James
Webb, and in this special committee
there was some thought that since it was
appointed by him, it would exonerate the
space agency, but they took full blame
and did not lay it at the door of Congress.

The matter has been investigated. It
is a tragic thing. But it is back on sched-
ule and back on time. We have a new
manager of the Apollo program, General
Phillips.

Mr. GROSS. The question remains,
Who is the individual or individuals re-
sponsible for the long series of mistakes,
failures, and malfunctions that Shea said
had occurred and which culminated last
January in the deaths of the three
astronauts.

In considering this huge program, cost~-
ing billions of dollars, we have every right
to know.

Mr. BETTS. Mr. Chairman, in these
days when our Nation is confronted by a
$135 billion budget, an awesome deficit
of $28 billion, and a persistent President
who is demanding a sizable tax increase,
we in Congress cannot continue to ignore
the inefficiency and mismanagement
prevalent in Government programs.

Today, we have been asked to appro-
priate in excess of $4.5 billion for the
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-
istration. While this agency is respon-
sible for a number of very worthwhile
programs, I wish to call to the attention
of my colleagues the agency’s recurring
uneconomie operations in one area, the
acquisition and employment of auto-
matic data processing equipment.

In 1963 the General Accounting Office
advised NASA, and reported to Congress,
that $1 million in rental overpayments
had been made for data processing equip-
ment. This overpayment resulted because
operational use time had not been de-
termined or consolidated in accordance
with contract provisions. NASA re-
sponded by assuring the GAO that con-
trols were being installed to provide for
the accurate accumulation of opera-
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tional use time so that rental charges

would be computed correctly in the

future.

In 1965 the GAO made three separate
reports to Congress concerning NASA
and its automated data processing oper-
ations specifying rentals were reported
to be overpaid by the sum of $690,000.
NASA obviously had not installed con-
trols to assure the accurate computa-
tion of rental charges. The GAO in 1964
undertook a study of leasing versus pur-
chasing selected components of the ADP
system. Unnecessary cost and losses that
would have been avoided if the equip-
ment were purchased at time of installa-
tion totals $1,812,000.

NASA did not escape the critical eye
of the GAO in 1966, either. They found
that leased computers were “significantly
underutilized and, as a result, had in-
curred relatively high computer costs.”
Thus, in 3 years when dollar estimates of
uneconomic actions were supplied by the
GAO, $3.5 million were wastefully ex-
pended by NASA in this one area alone.

Other uneconomic aectivity within
NASA cost the taxpayers over $5.8 mil-
lion in 1965 and 1966. These mistakes
resulted from equipment procurement
and continued leasing rather than pur-
chasing of electric power facilities.

Mr. Chairman, not only does the wast-
ing of millions of taxpayers’ dollars dis-
turb me, but the recurring nature of the
problems attests to NASA’s unwillingness
to heed sound management practices.
NASA established in 1958 has yet to de-
velop or submit an accounting system
that meets GAO standards and in other
instances has failed to comply with the
recommendations of the Comptroller
General. I have introduced a bill, HR.
9164, aimed at accelerating the speed
with which the executive agencies de-
velop sound accounting systems and re-
ducing recurring waste such as I am now
describing. This bill includes a timetable
for compliance and provides that ne
agency should have authority to make
expenditures if the agency fails to con-
form with GAO standards within a rea-
sonable period of time.

Mr. Chairman, the executive depart-
ments and agencies are neglecting sound
management practices. This must be
combated if governmental waste and in-
efficiency are to be eliminated.

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to find this appropriations bill
taking a course which is going to be in-
greasingly necessary for us as time goes

V.

This is a bill which reduced the recom-
mendations of the executive branch by
$516.6 million. Even more significant
than this, the recommended appropria-
tion is $384.6 million below the actual
appropriation for 1967. Thus we are re-
ducing the budget in this area by over
a quarter of a billion dollars.

We have already made other reduc-
tions in the budget and I believe that
we should continue to look for further
opportunities to reduce our spending in
nonessential fields.

PERMISSION FOR MEMBERS WHO HAVE SPOKEN
IN DEBATE TO REVISE AND EXTEND REMARES
Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
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who have spoken today on the bill may
revise and extend their remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee, Mr. Chair-
man, I have no further requests for time.

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur-
ther requests for time, the Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE

ADMINISTRATION
RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT

For necessary expenses, not otherwise pro-
vided for, including research, development,
operations, services, minor construction, sup-
plies, materials, equipment; maintenance, re-
palr, and alteration of real and personal
property; and purchase, hire, maintenance,
and operation of other than administrative
aircraft necessary for the conduct and sup-
port of aeronautical and space research and
development activities of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration, $3,809,-
500,000, to remain avalilable until expended.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, may I supplement what
the gentleman from Texas has said about
Joe Shea before we leave the subject?
We must remember that at Cape Ken-
nedy Dr. Debus was in charge of the
operations there while Joe Shea was sta-
tioned at Houston. He was not in direct
charge of the operations. Later, he was in
Washington with Dr. George Mueller,
who is in charge of the all manned space
flight matters. We did visit Cape Ken-
nedy and brought in the various opera-
tional personnel and, as a matter of fact,
we cross-examined many of them and
made a good record. I would recommend
to the gentleman from Iowa that it would
be wise to look into that.

Various witnesses were requested. I
must say about the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Teacue]l that he had every
witness that we on the minority side
asked for. In several instances where it
was thought there would be duplication,
he wisely ruled against such duplication.
On the actual managerial and perform-
ance portions of the investigation, the
subcommittee, as well as the full Com-
mittee on Science and Astronautics, went
to great lengths both in Washington and
at Cape Eennedy. Likewise, we went to
the Manned Space Flight Center at Hous-
ton and observed research experiments
regarding safety of materials. Likewise,
to examine other experiments for future
manned space flight use, some of us on
the committee went to Phoenix and to
Tueson, Ariz., and to Denver, Colo., for
further study.

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I am
glad to yield to the chairman of my
committee.

Mr. MILLER of California. I should
like to recall to the gentleman’s memory
that perhaps one of the most pertinent
witnesses before this committee was Col.
Frank Borman, one of the astronauts, a
man who was asked if he would have got-
ten into the capsule that morning and
said willingly he would have gotten into
it.

I recall to the gentleman’s memory
again that Astronaut Stafford at the very
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time this experiment was taking place
was in a similar capsule in California un-
der 19 pounds per square inch pressure of
pure oxygen.

I do not think one can pinpoint this to
anyone or anything. It was just one of
those things that happens in the devel-
opment of the state of a new art.

I wanted the gentleman to remember
those things.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. My
point to the chairman of the Committee
on Science and Astronautics as well as to
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
TeAcUE], the head of the Manned Space
Flight Subcommittee, that I believe the
investigation was well run and that
enough witnesses were called.

My point was not in justifying the
Apollo 204 accident, because my comment
had been, for a mere test, I could see no
difference between the pure oxygen at-
mosphere and a sea level air atmosphere
in handling the largely mechanical tests.

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

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I yield
to the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Was Shea driven from
the service; and, if so, by whom and for
what reason?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. I be-
lieve there are other factors of a per-
sonal nature with regard to Mr. Shea
which I do not consider should be com-
mented on. I think the gentleman had
better get that from him and not at
this juncture.

Each individual has his own career.
Of course, this was a terrible tragedy
for anybody to undergo, as it was for
many of us, because we lost highly
competent astronauts we had grown at-
tached to and with whom we had worked
over the years.

Mr. GROSS. Let me ask the gentle-
man another question. Is it not true that
Astronaut Grissom was on the simulator
at Cape Canaveral? If so, did the com-
mittee go into that?

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania, Yes, I
brought that up in the hearings. It was
not on the capsule as such.

Mr. GROSS. A training simulator.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. It was
a training simulator, not a part of the
particular capsule in which the Apollo
204 accident occurred in.

NASA did have communications diffi-
culties; there is mo doubt about that.
They were continuing even at the time
of the accident.

My complaints centered strongly on
the failure of NASA to take care of the
ordinary needs at this particular time.
I complained likewise about the facts
that the oxygen could not be cut off, and
that it was manually controlled.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has expired.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

I should like to direct a question to one
of the members of the committee as to
whether this cut here today will have
any effect on the Sunblazer project.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts.
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Mr., BOLAND. I know of the gentle-
man’s great interest in this project. I
know he has been persuasive about it
ever since this committee started to con-
sider the budget for NASA, He has been
in touch with me frequently on it.

Yes, the cut in this budget will knock
out the Sunblazer project. It will defer
it, at least, until a better budgetary
period.

As I understand it, NASA requested $2
million for research and development,
and $2.88 million for construction of fa-
cilities, When the authorization commit-
tee came back from conference, the $2.88
million was left in, but the $2 million for
research and development was stricken.
The Senate insisted on this.

Also, the authorization provided that
the Director of the space program, if he
could find the money by transfer to go
ahead with the project. The cut that has
been made by the authorization com-
mittee in research and development. It
was the considered judgment of the
members of the subcommittee that there
was no sense in leaving the $2.88 million
for construction. The committee felt,
with the $2.88 million in for construc-
tion and the $2 million knocked out for
research and development, that the
whole project should be deferred.

Mr. CONTE. Therefore, it was the
thinking of the subcommittee, in view
of the fact that there was no money for
research and development, that there-
fore you should not provide money in
this budget for construction. Is that
right?

Mr. BOLAND. That was the precise
reasoning of the subcommittee.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. FULTON of Pennsylvania. Speak-
ing further on this point, $1.5 million is
for the launch vehicle, and $2 million for
the spacecraft. One can see, if NASA
is going to have an actual launching,
Congress should be asked for the con-
struction of facilities funds far ahead of
the actual launch. The construction of
facilities is the item that has the longest
leadtime and paces any program. I
served on the committee that agreed be-
tween the Senate and the House in con-
ference. The House conferees wanted to
leave the whole $6.4 million in, because
Sunblazer was considered a fine program.
Instead of killing the project the con-
ferees agreed to authorize the construc-
tion as the pacing item in this solar re-
search effort. Sunblazer studies the sun’s
corona, analyzing radiation emissions
which affect our communications, radio
and television on earth. It is designed to
learn much more about the sun solar
energy and the myriad effects they have
on earth. Sunblazer is very practical in
relation to the studies of energy particles
constantly bombarding the earth and
the current research on solar energy.

Mr. CONTE. May I interrupt the gen-
tleman? I think we both agree on the
project and I strongly favor it, but if I
correctly remember it, the authorizing
committee, when they met in conierence,
came out with a report that if NASA
could find the money, then they should
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go ahead with the project. As I under-
stand it from the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. Boranpl, my colleague on
the Committee on Appropriations, NASA
eould not find the money for research
and development and therefore, the
money is not in this budget for construc-
tion.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. BOLAND. Again I understand that
was the reason why the subcommittee,
with some justification, did that. I may
say also this subcommittee did look very
carefully at brand new starts. This is a
completely new project, as the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania has so well
stated. It is a project we will get into
in the future, and when the budget situa-
tion is a little bit better, I know we will,
because it is worthwhile and is one that
will be necessary in the future.

Mr. CONTE. I certainly appreciate
those comments from my colleague from
Massachusetts. I hope when the subcom-
mittee meets again next year they will
give this item top priority. I know that
the gentleman from Massachusetts will
be in there fighting for it.

AMENDMENT OFFERED EY MR. RYAN

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Ryan: On page
2, lines 11 and 12, strike “$3,899,600,000” and
insert in lleu thereof *$3,799,600,000".

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, in the

the NASA budget. It is important so that
NASA itself will understand the intent
of the commitiee and of the Congress
and can plan for the future.

I am gratified that the committee has
seen fit to adopt the substance of my
amendment, offered to the authorization

the line item of “Nuclear rockets” to
NASA’s original fiscal year 1968 budget
request—prior to the amended budget
request in which NASA later attempted
to include funds for the initiation of a
new stage of the NERVA program.

This new departure would have gone
beyond the originally intended phasing
down of technology studies nearing com-
pletion and committed us, through ex-
tensive hardware development, to a vast
and costly development in the field of
nuclear propulsion—the justification for
which is a potential manned Mars mis-
sion which has neither been agreed to as
an objeetive of the space program nor
would necessarily receive public support
at this time since it would involve an
expenditure of at least $200 billion in
the next 18 years. In addition to the lack
of requirement for the costly Nerva
engine which is proposed for use in the
third stage, according to my technical
advisers, this nuclear engine has not
been fully justified on a technical basis
even should a manned Mars mission be
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contemplated. I think it is clear that the
committee on appropriations has in-
tended, by limiting NASA to its original
request of $46.5 million, that initiation of
this Nerva flight hardware development
designed for a manned Mars mission
should be deferred pending serious con-
sideration by the Congress of this costly
mission and its hoped-for benefits. I
trust that NASA will feel bound by this
decision of the committee.

The amendment which I have offered
today would reduce the amount of funds
for research and development by $100
million, from $3,899,500,000 to $3,-
799,500,000. The purpose of this is to
bring under control the program which
was discussed earlier by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. Forron] the
Apollo applications program. He pointed
out that that program has gone from $80
million in fiscal year 1967 to $300 million
in the proposed appropriation for fiscal
year 1968. I believe very strongly that we
can with great justification reduce this
by $100 million. My amendment will in
no way impede the progress of NASA’s
operations. If NASA should disagree, it
will certainly have the opportunity to
present to the Committee on Appropria-
tions a request for a supplemental ap-
propriation. At that time I would hope
it would do so with more explicit justifi-
cation and with a clearer definition of
the Apollo applications program than
it has done up to now.

There are several reasons why I urge
support for this amendment.

In the first place, the Apollo program
itself has been delayed by more than 1
year as a result of the fire in space-
craft 012.

Mr, Chairman, the Apollo applications
program is intended to be a follow-on
program which will find means to make
continued use of Apollo hardware.

The delay in the Apollo project cer-
tainly will result in a delay of the follow-
on activities. So whatever urgency NASA
suggested when the budget was originally
submitted for Apollo applications has
been vitiated by the fire.

Second, it has not been made clear
what missions are contemplated for the
Apollo applications program. We are be-
ing asked to appropriate $300 million for
programs which have not been explicitly
defined. I think this is important to bear
in mind. In fact, the committee hearings
point out that some $23 million in this
program would be used for the definition
of “experiments.”

As I indicated in my additional views
to the House Science and Astronautics
Committee Report on Authorizing Ap-
propriations to NASA:

This project, which according to conserva~-
tive estimates will cost the Nation at least
$5 billion in the next 5 years, is justified on
the basis of being simply a full investigation
of man’s role in the effective exploitation of
the environment of space (NASA fiscal year
1968 budget estimate, vol. V, p. RD-2). In
other words, the committee is recommending
an experiment to determine not whether,
but how we should thereafter proceed to
spend, say, $200 billion for space missions
which have not yet been determined to be
in the national interest.

Third, there are two types of data
to be collected by the Apollo applications.
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One type is scientific data to be collected
by instruments. This data could be much
less expensively collected through un-
manned satellites, The other objective is
to determine man’s ability to survive and
to work in space for long-duration mis-
sions. Here we have at least an apparent
duplication which has never been suffi-
ciently investigated by Congress, because
the Department of Defense, through its
Manned Orbiting Laboratory program, is
gionducﬁng this same type of investiga-
on.

As I pointed out in my additional
views:

‘We have no clear idea the extent to which
the Defense Department and NASA may be
duplicating each other's efforts and “rein-
venting the wheel” at vast, unnecessary pub-
lic expense.

This is certainly an area to which Con-
gress should address itself in its efforts
to reduce unnecessary costs. Deferring
funds to permit Congress to give greater
scrutiny to this program would in no way
limit its potential benefits. Simply find-
ing means to continue to procure Apollo
hardware is not a sufficient justification
for appropriating $300 million during
this fiscal year.

Fourth, we have the study which has
been performed by the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Forronl, which he
described earlier, regarding the Saturn
V boosters which have been procured in
excess of presently contemplated mission
requirements. NASA has on order 15.

It is intended that the manned landing
on the moon will use either booster No.
T, 8, or 9. There will be at least six sur-
plus Saturn V boosters, NASA in the
meantime has ordered two additional
boosters for which no justification is
given. There are also 12 uprated Saturn
I boosters in the current Apollo program,
of which at least four will be surplus.

NASA is intending to order seven more
of these boosters without any reason
which we can yet determine. The effect
of this hardware procurement would be
to simply force us to find ways to justify
these expenses by giving our approval
later to any variety of missions that
NASA may suggest.

It has been pointed out here today
that NASA is “not impoverished"—hav-
ing at present a bank balance of some $2
billion—at least an eighth of which is
totally unobligated. It would be well to
remember, also, that NASA has recently
rescinded some $326 million of unused
authorization under section 307 of the
National Aeronautics and Space Act of
1958, which requires that unused au-
thorizations be rescinded 3 years after
enactment. This is a total only up to
fiscal year 1964, and further unused au-
thorization remains on the books.

It would be entirely appropriate to re-
duce the funds for Apollo applications
by an additional $100 million. NASA can
always submit a supplemental request in-
cluding the following submission which
we do not now receive from NASA and
which is the sort of information we
should specifically require from NASA
in future years in relation fo all impor-
tant programs.

(a) A 5-year cost, launch schedule and
mission projection for the program based
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on several assumptions concerning Apollo
SUCCESS.

(b) An assessment of costs and data
deficiencies for an alternative program
based on MOL and unmanned flights
with, first, no postlunar Apollo vehicle
procurement and, second, a minimal
post-Apollo vehicle-only procurement, for
storage against future contingencies.

This would give the Congress a chance
to participate in the charting of a clear,
rational, and efficient course for space
exploration.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, the President has al-
ready reduced this budget for research
and development and the authorizing
committee after careful consideration
and thorough study, reduced it by $204,~
435,000 more, The Appropriations Com-
mittee has further cut the item to the
extent of $248 million. This represents a
total cut of $452.5 million below the
budget request. Mr. Chairman, this is as
great a cut as this item can safely stand.

Research and development is the very
heart of our space program. This would
be a meat-ax cut of $100 million with no
one knowing where it would have its
effect. I believe we have gone far enough,
and I hope the Committee will vote down
the amendment.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman,
I';mrg:e to strike the requisite number of
w

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment of the gentleman from New
York. I believe that it is very clear that
we have to cut some areas of nonessen-
tial spending. Public works, farm subsi-
dies, and a stretching out of the space
program seem to me to be areas this body
could well consider cutting.

Certainly the post-Apollo applications
program is a prime area where cuts could
be made without any significant concern
to the future of our space program.

Mr, Chairman, I believe that the cut of
some $100 million that Mr. Ryan has sug-
gested is an appropriate cut, particularly
in light of the fact that this program has
gone from $80 million to $300 million
although the post-Apollo missions have
yet to be fully defined.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for this
cut in nonessential spending.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, it is just possible that
I may never again have the opportunity
to support an amendment cffered by the
gentleman from New York, Mr. RYaN.
Because this one involves a substantial
cut in this legislation, I hasten to seize
the opportunity.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
man from New York is overwhelmed by
the statement of the gentleman from
Jowa, and I ce hope he will also
support other proposals and amendments
that I may offer in the future, particu-
larly those which reach the heart of the
problems of our cities.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to cateh the

CXIIT——1487—Part 18

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

gentleman in an economy move here to-
day, and I want to support him,

Mr. RYAN. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I wonder
if in cutting this bill it will have any
effect on curbing Mr. Webb in dishing
out research money for such things as a
book on “Social Indicators,” I would hope
the gentleman’s amendment would serve
to put the brakes on Mr, Webb on the
uses to which he has put some of the
so-called research money.

I do not know whether research money
goes into the building of wind tunnels,
but out of 250 wind tunnels that the Fed-
eral Government owns and maintains
here, there, and everywhere around this
country, NASA has 64 of them, hyper-
sonic, supersonie, transsonic, and sub-
sonic.

At any rate, if the amendment offered
by the gentleman from New York, to cut
$100 million out of this bill, will serve in
any way to put a brake on NASA and
some of James Webb’s expenditures,
then I am all for it.

I would like to ask the chairman of
the committee a question, and that is
why there is 5 percent transferability of
funds provided for in this bill? Why
should 5 percent of $4 billion be per-
mitted to be transferred to any and
every place in this operation?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS, Yes, I yield to the gentle-
man from Tennessee.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. I want to say
to my friend that a transferability of 5
percent among the three NASA appro-
priations—research and development,
construction of facilities, and adminis-
trative operations has been carried in
this bill for a number of years. The Con-~
gress has allowed them this limited
flexibility.

Mr. GROSS. Does not the gentleman
believe 5 percent is a pretty big transfer
allowance, based upon the total amount?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Some Mem-
bers felt there should be a larger amount
so if they find that a certain research
program has great potential they then
would be permitted to transfer a limited
additional amount for this purpose. It
was the feeling of the committee that if
they should need to transfer additional
funds beyond this authority, that they
should be required to come back to the
Congress.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman not
feel that this transferability in this
amount is giving away too much control
over the purposes for which the money
has been designated for spending by the
Committee on Appropriations?

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. In reply to
my colleague, I would say that we are
not the techniecal experts. We are author-
izing the amount of the appropriation,
but as for the technical aspects, we have
considered that there may be the pos-
sibility that a transfer of some of these
funds may be needed. This limited trans-
ferability to the extent of 5 percent be-
tween the three appropriations for NASA
has been the practice we have followed
in the past. I believe we should continue
this practice in the bill again this year,
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particularly in view of the reductions we
have made.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yleld?

Mr. GROSS. I yleld to the gentleman.

‘Mr. REID of New York. In regard to
the point the gentleman is making, I am
informed that no missions have been
scheduled or defined in the Apollo ap-
plications program.

I think there is a clear case here for
a cut in nonessential spending.

I might add that part of the appropri-
ations, according to page 55 of the hear-
ings, is $57 million for production of
updated Saturn follow-on boosters that
will not be required until 1973 and 1974,
In addition, the budget for the Apollo
applications program includes the fol-
lowing other items, most of which indi-
cate the limited definition of the program
to dafe: $23 million to universities for
definition of experiments; $80 million for
spacecraft modifications; $69 million for
an orbital workshop; $556 million for a
manned telescope; $20 million for long-
lead-time items for Saturn V; and $35
million for support. Certainly, this is an
area in which we could reduce expendi-
tures at this time.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word and rise in op-
position to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, obviously the “party”
is split. But I stand as a member of the
special investigating subcommittee on
the death of those unfortunate military
personnel engaged in the space disasters,
and as appointed by the Committee on
Armed Services. Also, Mr. Chairman, I
speak as a T-year member of the Sub-
commiftee for Research and Develop-
:nent of the Committee on Armed Serv-

ces.

Mr. Chairman, there are many fall-
outs of this program in the form of re-
search and development such as weather,
navigation, geodesy, mapping, and other
areas wherein we might be cutting off our
nose to spite our face, should this amend-

- ment pass.

If I read the report correctly, we have
already reduced the research and de-
velopment portion of this appropriation
bill by almost a half billion dollars, or
specifically by $452,500,000.

Now I realize that most bills can be
reduced further. I step down to no Mem-
ber as a watchdog of the U.S. Treasury.
But, I think the entire point of this pro-
gram has been befuddled by the different
Saturn programs that are involved. I
would refer specifically to the Saturn
IB as contradisposed to the Saturn V,
which former is the entire basis for the
Apollo applications program, versus the
Saturn V, which would bring much of
the additional research and would be in-
volved in a subsequent program. On the
latter, it is possible there should not be
too much procurement of follow-on
hardware.

As I understand it, Mr. Chairman, if
we are going to utilize properly the infor-
mation and full capabilities developed
under the Apollo program for practical
applications in space, we must have these
flight operations. The funds for the fol-
low-on proecurement of the Saturn IB
launching vehicle are contained in this
budget.
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The current level for the “Apollo ap-
plications (practical)—and I do insert
that parenthetically—program,” con-
tained in the appropriation bill for $300
million is close to the minimum number
geeded to sustain this Saturn IB produc-

on.

The major cuts are applied to the AAP
and hence to the Saturn IB production
and it will be severely slowed down be-
cause they are already under order. If I
understand correctly, they are currently
being melded together in the Michoud
facilities in New Orleans, as far as the
first stage is concerned.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this because I
believe that further reduction in this
program without the scientific expertise
on the part of this Agency would indeed,
as the chairman of the subcommittee
said so shortly and so succinctly—"“Rob
us of that which we may benefit from,
and derive from, a program that is un-
derway and for which the hardware has
been ordered.”

Mr. ECKHARDT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York to cut the NASA
budget by an additional $100 million.
Adoption of such an amendment would
deal our space program a wound from
which it would be hard to recover.

As a matter of fact, the reduction of
the NASA authorization by the Appro-
priations Committee is a matter of regret
to me, but all our actions in this Congress
are affected by the long shadow of Viet-
nam. Our Committee on Science and As-
tronautics made an extremely careful re-
view of all of the projects in the Nation’s
space program during the authorization
hearings held over a period of many
weeks, beginning in February of the cur-
rent session of Congress. Three standing
subcommittees of the Science and Astro-
nautics Committee met simultaneously
virtually every day of the week during
that period. In my opinion, our commit-
tee extensively pruned the space agency’s
budget request, but with discernment.

The Appropriations Committee was, I
think, not quite so discerning. But I am
satisfied that it has done an honest job
with respect to the bill before the House
today, and I intend to vote for that bill,
however reluctantly.

Reluctantly because I fear that a re-
duction of a half-billion dollars in
NASA’s budget for this fiscal year will
ultimately result in a loss of momentum
in the Nation’s space program, and may
even jeopardize America's supremacy in
space exploration, I would remind the
Members of the House that it took Amer-
ica 10 years to develop our present capa-
bility whereby we can now make claim
to leadership in space in many fields.

I am satisfled that in the long view of
history the American space effort will
prove to be one of the most significant
undertakings of our generation. Fiscal
yvear 1968 may be remembered as the
nadir in this important program’s course
of development.

I look hopefully to the time when the
long shadow of Vietnam is lifted, per-
mitting a reversal of the current trend
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in the funding of America’s space pro-
gram, so that NASA's activities may
again move on apace.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I urge defeat of the Ryan amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Rvan],

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

ADMINISTRATIVE OPERATIONS

For necessary expenses of operation of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion, not otherwise provided for, including
uniforms or allowances therefor, as author-
ized by law (6 U.S.C. 5901; 80 Stat. 209);
minor construction; supplies, materials, serv-
ices, and equipment; awards; purchase of not
to exceed three and hire, maintenance and
operation of administrative aircraft; pur-
chase and hire of motor vehicles (including
purchase of not to exceed twenty-three pas-
senger motor vehicles, for repl 1t only) ;
and maintenance, repair, and alteration of
real and personal property; $648,000,000:
Provided, That contracts may be entered into
under this appropriation for maintenance
and operation of facilities, and for other
services, to be provided during the next fiscal
year.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. RYAN

Mr. RYAN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Ryan: On page

38, line 5, strike out *$648,000,000" and insert
in lieu thereof “$611,000,000".

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from
New York is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr., RYAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would reduce the funds for
administrative operations by $37 mil-
lion from $648 million to $611 million.
The reason for this is that administra-
tive operation funds are related to pro-
grams, and are in support of R. & D.
progams. The committee in its wisdom—
and I think the committee did an ef-
fective piece of work in that—has re-
duced the R. & D. funds approximately
10 percent from the original NASA re-
quest. My amendment would reduce the
administrative operations by $37 million,
which is about 9 percent, and which is
comparable to the reduction in the re-
search and development funds.

I think it makes good sense to keep
the two figures comparable. In other
words, a reduction of 9 percent in this
item compares to a reduction of 10 per-
cent in the overall total reported out
by the committee. The authorization was
$648,206,000, and what the committee
did was to remove the $206,000 to make
it $648 million for administrative opera-
tions.

I would simply reduce that amount by
a comparable percentage. A serious prob-
lem exists in dealing with the NASA
budget and in determining the actual
cost of individual programs under
NASA’s overall space program. This is
because NASA continues to present clas-
sical line-item budget instead of one
that is clearly program oriented. It pre-
vents us from having a true understand-
ing of the actual money figures involved
in any program. This is most clearly
seen in the budget request for adminis-
trative operations.
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The funds are in support of varlous
programs which NASA undertakes. The
amount of funds is related to the work
undertaken on these various projects and
should be clearly understood as such—
to see whether the amount requested for
any particular program is reasonable in
relation to the size and cost of the rest
of the program, and also to see whether
the actual entire cost of a given program
approximates what we think it is,

The fact is that NASA presents these
figures as Administrative Operations
costs according to location of the various
NASA centers. For each location there
is an overhead analysis in terms of sal-
aries, travel, equipment, and so forth.
It is not possible from these presenta-
tions to understand which part of the
Administrative Operations funds are in-
tended to support a particular NASA
effort. One cannot determine the actual
cost of a given program in any one fiscal
year.

Mr. Chairman, I have been very con-
cerned about this problem of NASA’s an-
tiquated inadequate budget presenta-
tion, and after considerable thought I
proposed to the committee in May that all
funds for administrative operations be
deferred until NASA presented us with
a complete breakdown of administrative
operations’ funds—assigning them to
relevant programs in the research and
development portion of the budget. I at-
tempted to explain this problem in my
additional views to the House Committee
Report on Authorizing Appropriations to
NASA. On that occasion I said:

AO budget requests are presented accord-
ing to location at the various NASA centers.
For each location an overhead analysis is
provided in terms of salarles, travel, equip-
ment, and so forth. It is not possible from
these presentations to discern that portion
of AO funds intended to support a particular
NASA effort. One cannot determine the ac-
tual cost of a given item such as, say, aero-
nautics during any fiscal year.

Confusing and incomplete testimony
should not be relied upon to clarify deficien-
cies in NASA's original budget submission.
Recent testimony leaves the impression that
AO support of aeronautics is approximately
75 percent of the direct aeronautics budget
and AO support of techmology utilization
may amount to over 200 percent of the tech-
nology utilization direct budget. We are
not in the habit of multiplying by a factor
of 3 when we consider the cost of technology
utilization and evaluate its related benefits.
Congress will not have a sound basis for
judgment of NASA’s requests until NASA
reorders its presentation of AO funding to
reflect its direct relations to programs.

Mr. Chairman, it is my belief that in
future years program orientation should
be a primary requirement in NASA’s en-
tire budget submission. But I believe
that this is a good time to take the first
small step, and the administrative oper-
ations funds are a good place to start.
I believe we can begin this process by
asking that the figure appropriated for
administrative operations reflect the
amount of funds appropriated for re-
search and development projects since
the connection between the two is self-
evident.

I think it is worth our considering the
possibility of insisting, in future years,
that this relationship be spelled out even
more clearly, to the point where NASA
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includes in its budget presentation, a
breakdown of administrative operation
funds as they relate to R. & D. programs
so that the Congress may be informed
to actual program costs under con-
sideration.

My amendment will not only not harm
NASA’s operations, it will promote im-
proved planning procedures within
NASA management and clarity and
frankness in NASA’s presentations to
the Congress, which are sorely needed
for the continued success of the Na-
tion’s space program.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, RYAN. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Does not the gentleman
agree that the subcommittee did go into
this question at the time that it cut a
half billion dollars off this budget?

Mr. RYAN. I can only say, unfortu-
nately, the subcommittee did not reduce
the administrative operations part of
the budget. I think it could have been
cut in proportion to the reduction in re-
search and development, and I do not
think it would have done any harm to
the space program.

We would still have a very viable pro-
gram. It would simply require NASA to
straighten out some of the management
difficulties which have plagued that or-
ganization for so long. One of the things
that came through clearly in the hear-
ings on the Apollo disaster was the mis-
management of the program. Anything
we do to tighten the program and re-
quire NASA to give an accounting to the
Congress would be of benefit to the pro-
gram in the future.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for one more question?

Mr. RYAN. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, if we
cut down the R. & D. money, which has
been done, by more than $400 million,
we cannot cut down on the in-house
operations because of the nature of the
contracting. The requirements of in-
house staff for management and super-
vision, and so on, increases as you cut
down on the R. & D. The findings of
the gentleman are in contrast to the
findings of the committee and logic and
reason.

Mr. RYAN. I disagree with the gentle-
man. I think there is a clear relationship
between the funding of level of R. & D.
and the cost of in-house operations. It is
curious reasoning to argue that over-
head costs should rise as other program
costs decrease.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment. I wish
only to emphasize what was pointed out
by the distinguished gentleman from
New Hampshire, a member of this sub-
committee, when he says there is a
greater need for a closer look at the
operations of NASA when there has been
such a substantial cut in research and
development. There is no question about
the fact that competent personnel in
administration are necessary to make
sure that there is proper monitoring by
NASA employees.

My understanding is that NASA has
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arrived at a very critical stage In its
operations, that it is getting to some
flight stages where there is an absolute
necessity for competent personnel. A cut
of $37 million in this area would be
terribly unwise.

I agree with the gentleman from New
Hampshire that this is one place where
a cut ought not to oceur, and this sub-
committee did not cut management op-
erations. It accepted almost in toto the
amount recommended by the authorizing
committee.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman
from New Hampshire.

Mr. WYMAN. Mr. Chairman, is it not
a fact that we are now getting to the
point where we already have invested
more than $20 million in the Apollo pro-
gram to put a man on the moon? That
it is here where we need this in-house
capability? The pending amendment
would lessen NASA's effectiveness in re-
spect to the Saturn launches which are
indispensable to our huge investment in
this program; would it not?

Mr. BOLAND. There is no question
about it. The gentleman is absolutely
correct.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Mr, Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for his ex-
planation, but on the face of it, it does
look unusual that there should be a re-
duction in research and development of
approximately a half billion, and just
about no reduction in the administra-
tive operations.

Mr. BOLAND. As I have indicated, and
as the gentleman from New Hampshire
has indicated, I think where there has
been such a substantial cut in research
and development, there is an absolute
need for sufficient administrative person-
nel to properly monitor and contract
these programs.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. If the gen-
tleman will yield further, it looks to me
somewhat like the application of Parkin-
son’s law. I understand there is more ap-
propriation for administrative expense
than last year, and there is less to ad-
minister, so we have a classical applica-
tion of that law.

Mr. BOLAND. But I am sure the gen-
tleman will agree with me that where
cuts have been so substantial in research
and development, the requirement for
administration of the program is greater.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BOLAND. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, I think it
should be noted, apropos of the gentle-
man’s last question about comparing this
year with last, that last year NASA
transferred about $15 million out of other
programs into administrative operations,
and in 1966 they transferred, as I recall
it, about $28 million. This money is not
all for the payment of salaries here in
Washington. It is to operate Lewis Re-
search Center, Goddard Space Flight
Center, Langley Research Center, and
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the Jet Propulsion Laboratory, and oth-
ers engaged in research.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Chairman, would
the gentleman agree that it might be
not only possible, but it is probable they
will have to transfer funds into adminis-
trative operations fo run this program?

Mr. JONAS. We were so cautioned, at
least, and particularly if there is a wage
increase voted into effect this year.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The amendment would result in the
laying off of scientists, technicians, and
other skilled people in the agency. The
authorizing committee took a close look
at the funding needs for personnel. We
took a separate look and came up with
about the same level, recognizing the
need, that NASA had to transfer funds
into this appropriation in previous years.

This would mean laying off personnel
who are very essential to the program.

I urge the defeat of the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Ryan].

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will read.

The Clerk concluded the reading of the
bill,

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Chair-
man, I move that the Committee do now
rise and report the bill back to the House
with the recommendation that the bill do
pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Hays, Chairman of the Committees
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 12474) making appropriations for
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1968, and for other purposes,
had directed him to report the bill back
to the House with the recommendation
that the bill do pass.

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr, Speaker,
I move the previous question on the bill
to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

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

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. LANGEN. I am, Mr. Speaker, in
its present, form.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. LANGEN moves to recommit the bill
H.R. 12474 to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the
passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
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Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HALL, Mr. Speaker, I object to the
vote on the ground that quorum is not
present and make the point of order that
a guorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there

were—yeas 312, nays 92, not voting 28, as
follows:

[Roll No. 229]

YEAS—312

Adair Erlenborn Lukens
Adams Esch MeCarthy
Albert Eshleman McCulloch
Anderson, Ill. Everett MecDade
Anderson, Evins, Tenn. McFall

Tenn. Fallon McMillan
Andrews, Ala. Farbstein Macdonald,
Andrews, Fascell Mass.

N. Dak. Felghan MacGregor
Annunzio Fino Machen
Arends Fisher Madden
Ashmore Flood Mahon
Aspinall Ford, Gerald R. Mailllard
Ayres Ford, Marsh
Baring William D, Martin
Barrett Fountaln Mathias, Calif,
Bates Fraser Mathias, Md.
Battin Frelinghuysen Matsunaga
Belcher Friedel May
Bell Fulton, Pa Meeds
Bennett Fulton, Tenn. Meskill
Bevill qua Miller, Calif.
Biester Galifianakis Minish
Bingham Gallagher Minshall
Blatnik Gardner Mize

Garmatz Monagan
Boland Gibbons Moorhead
Bolling Gilbert Morgan
Bolton Gonzalez Morris, N. Mex,
Brademas Gray Morse, Mass.
Grifiths Morton
Bray Grover Mosher
Brinkley Gubser Moss
Brooks Gude Multer
Broomfleld Gurney Murphy, Iil.
Brown, Calty, Halleck Nedai -
¥ ec] 2
Broyalil N.G. Hamilton Nichols
Broyhill, Va. Hanley Nix
A Hanna O'Hara, Tl
Burke, Mass. Hansen, Idaho O'Hara, Mich,
Burleson Hardy Olsen
Burton, Calif. Harvey O'Neal, Ga.
Burton, Utah Hathaway O’'Neill, Mass.
Bush Hawkins Passman
Button Hays Patten
Byrne, Pa Hébert Pelly
Cabell Hechler, W. Va. Pepper
Cahill Heckler, Mass. Perkins
Carey Helstoskl Pettis
Casey Hicks Philbin
Cederberg Holifleld Plckle
Celler Holland Pike
Chamberlain Horton Pirnie
Clancy Hosmer Poage
Clark Howard Pool
Clawson, Del Hull Price, I1.
Cohelan Hunt Price, Tex.
Colmer Irwin Pryor
Conable Jacobs Purcell
Conte Jarman Quie
Corman Johnson, Calif. Quillen
Cowger Johnson, Pa. Rarlc!
Culver Jonas Rees
Daddario Jones, Ala. Reid, N.Y.
Karsten Reinecke
Davis, Ga. Karth Resnick
Davis, Wis. Kastenmeier Rhodes, Ariz
Dawson Eazen Rhodes, Pa.
Delaney Eee Rivers
& Eeith Roberts
Derwinski Eelly Robison
Dingell King, Calif. Rogers, Colo.
Donohue Eirwan Rogers, Fla.
Dorn Kleppe Ronan
Dow Kluczynski Rooney, N.Y.
Dowdy Eornegay Rooney, Pa.
Downing Kuykendall Rosenthal
ulski Kyros Rostenkowski
Eckhardt Landrum Roush
Edmondson Leggett Roybal
Edwards, Calif. Lipscomb Rumsfeld
Ed La. Lloyd Ruppe
Eilberg Long, Md Ryan

St Germain Steed Whalen
St. Onge Stephens Whalley
Sandman Stratton White
Batterfield Stuckey ‘Whitener
Scheuer Sullivan Whitten
Schweiker Taft Widnall
Bchwengel Talcott Wiggins
Scott Teague, Calif. Williams, Pa.
Selden Teague, Tex. Wilson, Bob
Shipley Tenzer Wilson,
Bhriver Tiernan Charles H
Sikes Tuck Winn
Sisk Tunney ‘Wolff
Slack Van Deerlin Wright
Smith, Calif. Vander Jagt Wydler
Smith, N.¥. Vanik Wrylie
Smith, Okla. Vigorito Wyman
Snyder Waggonner Yates
Springer Waldle o
Stafford Walker Zablocki
Staggers Wampler Zion
Stanton Watts
NAYS—02
Abbitt Gathings Moore
Abernethy Goodell Myers
Ashbrook Goodling HNelsen
Ashley Green, Oreg, O’Konski
gm Gross %t&mser
etts Hagan
Blackburn Haley Pollock
Blanton Hammer- Rallsback
Brock schmidt Randall
Brown, Mich. Harrison Reid, Il
Brown, Ohio  Harsha Reifel
Burke, Fla. Henderson Reuss
Byrnes, Wis.  Hutchinson Riegle
Carter Ichord Roth
Cleveland Joelson Schadeberg
Collier Jones, Mo. Scherle
Conyers Jones, N.C. Schneebell
Cunningham EKing, N.¥. Skubitz
Curtis EKupferman Steiger, Ariz
de la Garza Kyl Steiger, Wis.
Dellenback Laird Taylor
Denney Langen Thompson, Ga.
Devine Latta Thomson, Wis
Dickinson Lennon U
Dole | MecClure Ullman
Duncan McDonald, Utt
Dwyer Mich. Watkins
Edwards, Ala, Mayne Watson
Evans, Colo. Michel Wyatt
Findley Miller, Ohio Zwach
Flynt Mills
Foley Montgomery
NOT VOTING—28

Addabbo Halpern Pucinski
Bow Hansen, Wash. Rodino
cl;‘;se%' Herlonge %uldebuah

n H. Hunga' ylor
Corbett Long, La. Smith, Towa
Cramer McClory Stubblefield
Diggs McEwen Thompson, N.J.
Gettys Mink ‘Willlams, Miss,
Gialmo Murphy, N.Y. Willis
Green, Pa. Patman

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following

pairs:
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Mr. Addabbo with Mr. McClory.

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr,

Saylor.

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Bow.
Mr. Rodino with Mr. Corbett.

Mr. Green of Pennsylvania with Mr.

Cramer.

Mr. Giaimo with Mr. Roudebush.
Mr. Pucinski with Mr. McEwen.

Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Don. H.

Clausen.

Mr. Smith of Iowa with Mr. Halpern.

Mr. Willlams of Mississippi with Mr. Her-

long.

Mr. Stubblefield with Mr, Patman.
Mrs. Mink with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Hungate with Mr. Willis.

Mr. Gettys with Mrs. Hansen of Washing-

ton.

Mrs. REID of Illinois, Mr. POLLOCK,
Mr, BURKE of Florida, Mr. MILLER of
Ohio, and Mr. WATSON changed their
votes from “yea’ to “nay.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. EVINS of Tennessee. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may extend their remarks on
the bill just passed.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON
RULES TO HAVE UNTIL MIDNIGHT
TO FILE PRIVILEGED REPORTS

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Committee
on Rules may have until midnight to file
certain privileged reports.

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

There was no objection.

FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1967

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 12048) to amend fur-
ther the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961,
as amended, and for other purposes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

The motion was agreed to.

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill H.R. 12048, with Mr, Price of
Illinois in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Morcan] will be recognized for 2%
hours, and the gentlewoman from Ohio
IMrs. Borron] will be recognized for
215 hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. MorGaN].

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 12 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
bill, H.R. 12048.

This bill authorizes $3,158,919,000 for
the foreign assistance program for fiscal
year 1968 and $3,576,545,000 for fiscal
year 1969.

The authorization in this bill, together
with authorizations made in previous
years, is sufficient to cover the executive
appropriation request of $3,226,420,000
for fiscal 1968.

The committee made a mnet cut of
$219,286,000 in the authorization request.

I know that there are those who say
this was not a very deep cut.

I have also heard the argument that
because of the cost of the war in Viet-
nam, the United States could not afford
to spend money on foreign aid.

I recognize that there are many who
regard the money we spend on foreign
aid as a sort of international charity on
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the part of the United States. They are
inclined to evaluate the success of our
foreign assistance program in terms of
the benefits which the recipients in for-
eign countries have derived from the
money we have spent.

It is easy to reach the conclusion that
because we are spending more to defend
the people of South Vietnam against
Communist aggression, we ought to re-
duce our expenditures to carry forward
the programs which are authorized in
the bill before us.

Mr. Chairman, it is time that we faced
the facts of life with respect to the for-
eign assistance program. It is time that
we considered foreign aid, not in terms
of what it does for foreigners, but,
rather, what it does for the United
States.

Now, I am sure that I would not have
to go very far to find those who would
say that if we judge foreign aid in terms
of what it has done for the United States,
it has been a colossal failure. They can
talk about the fact that we have given
billions to our Europen allies who are not
willing to fight beside us in Vietnam.
They can cite almost daily criticisms of
the United States and our policies from
leaders of nations which have benefited
from our aid.

In spite of all this, I still maintain that
the foreign assistance program has made
a major contribution to maintaining the
security and the prosperity of the United
States in the past.

I want to say further, in all sincerity,
that without the funds authorized in this
bill, we cannot win the war in Vietnam,
we cannot look forward to working out a
peaceful settlement in the Middle East,
nor can we expect our neighbors in Latin
America to defeat Communist subversion.

I am not saying that all you have to
do is pass the foreign aid bill and these
problems will be solved. We ought to
face up to the fact, however, that if we
eliminate or drastically reduce the pro-
grams authorized in this bill, these prob-
lems will not be solved.

Just consider the war in Vietnam.
There is no money in this bill for military
assistance fo Vietnam. Military aid to
Vietnam was included in the Defense
Department appropriation beginning last
year. This bill does include $550,000,000
of supporting assistance, without which
the economy of Vietnam could not op-
erate during this period of military
disruption.

This money finances commodity im-
ports for the civilian population and the
relief and reconstruction work in the
villages.

It is generally recognized that we can-
not win in Vietnam by military action
alone. Unless the people in the country-
side find that they can live in security
and earn a decent living, the conflict will
£0 on.

Without large scale economic assist-
ance from the United States, we might as
well throw up the sponge in Vietnam.

This bill provides military assistance
to 50 countries, not including Vietnam,
Thailand, and Laos which are now in-
cluded in the Defense Department
budget, but three-fourths of the money
is programed for five countries along the
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borders of the Soviet Union and Red
China—EKorea, China, Iran, Turkey, and
Greece.

These five countries maintain almost
2 million men under arms. If these coun-
tries could not continue to maintain these
forces, the Defense Department has es-
timated that it would cost over $10 bil-
lion to replace them with U.S. units.

Although the fighting is concentrated
in Vietnam, the Communist military
capability has not diminished elsewhere
in the world. The Communist forces are
ready to move in wherever a weakening
of the common defense effort presents
them with an opportunity.

U.S. defense strategy is dependent on
the availability and the readiness of
these forces in key areas. Any action by
the Congress which would cause these
countries to doubt our continued sup-
port would not only endanger our op-
erations in Vietnam, but would make it
necessary for us to reorganize, relocate
and reequip our own defense forces.

It is easy to overlook the rather im-
pressive success which our economic as-
sistance has attained in a number of
countries. It is generally conceded that
the Marshall plan saved Western Europe
from going Communist. Formosa has de-
veloped its resources to the point where
economic aid from the United States is
no longer required. Korea is making re-
markable economic progress.

Nevertheless, we are all aware that
there are some countries, where we have
invested large sums of money over a
period of a good many years, which do
not appear to be much better off today
than they were when our aid began.

We should not conclude that our ef-
forts to assist these countries have been
futile and that our money has been
wasted.

It is not popular in diplomatic circles
to mention the fact that the United
States has a selfish interest in assisting
certain of the less developed countries.
The fact that these countries have re-
mained independeni—have not fallen
under Communist domination—is worth
a good deal to us.

I had this in mind when I indicated
at the beginning of my statement that
we should not judge our aid programs
primarily in terms of the benefit derived
from them by foreigners.

The United States, during the last 20
years, has invested billions of dollars in
subsonic jet aircraft, very few of which
ever engaged in combat. Most of these
aircraft are obsolete and are no longer of
any use to us.

No one argues, however, that it was a
mistake to build these planes. We needed
them to meet an imminent danger. We
write off our investment in them as part
of the cost of maintaining our security.
It is too bad that we have to replace
them.

It would be a better world if we could
get along without spending money for
planes and missiles. We all recognize,
however, that our security requires that
we continue such expenditures.

The situation with respect to foreign
assistance is somewhat similar. We have
invested enormous sums in helping coun-
tries maintain their independence. In
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some cases, they have made impressive
economic advancement during this proc-
ess, In other cases, their progress has not
been too encouraging.

We should not accept the argument,
however, that our investment was wasted
or that we should not continue to spend
money for this purpose even in countries
that do not show much improvement, or
where their government officials are
critical.

The basic question is whether it is in
our interest for these countries to remain
independent. How long we continue such
expenditures depends on how long we are
confronted with the problems that make
them necessary.

If the United States were to announce
that we were going out of the foreign
ald business, the effect on countries in all
parts of the world would be devastating.
It is not that the aid we supply them
constitutes a large part of their re-
sources; except for a few cases such as
Vietnam, the United States supplies only
a small fraction of the resources avail-
able to a country.

The important thing is that govern-
ments everywhere feel an obligation to
improve the lot of their people and know
that they need outside help if they are
to succeed. As long as they know that the
United States is standing by ready to give
assistance, even though the amounts may
be limited and the terms severe, these
governments can see some hope of at-
taining their objective. They may an-
nounce that they do not want our aid, or
do not need our aid, or will accept it only
with no strings attached, but if the
United States announced that we would
no longer assist the less developed coun-
tries, the entire outlook of the world
would change.

The point I have been trying to make,
Mr. Chairman, is that the Foreign Assist-
ance Act provides the President with cer-
tain tools he needs in order to deal with
the problems and the crises which con-
front us in our relations with other coun-

tries.

The United States finances several
other programs which are beneficial to
foreign countries, but none of these pro-
grams are readily adaptable to meeting
the needs of a particular situation.

The Foreign Assistance Act provides
the money for financing our foreign pol-
icy strategy.

In a sense, it is misleading to refer to
the “foreign assistance program.” This
bill really includes funds for four distinct
programs, each different in purpose and
in operation.

The bill authorizes $650,000,000 mili-
tary assistance for 50 countries, of which
only 32 get military hardware. The rest
receive training assistance only.

As I have indicated, most of the money
goes to a very few countries who have
important responsibilities in the imple-
mentation of our collective defense
against Communist aggression.

The rest of the money goes in rela-
tively small amounts to assist several of
the less developed countries to defend
themselves against subversion. Helicop-
ters and electronic communications are
particularly important for such purpose.
They cost a lot of money, and the people
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who operate such equipment require ex-
tensive and expensive training.

Our military assistance program fo-
cuses on present dangers and shortrun
problems.

On the other hand, the development
loan fund relates to long-range prob-
lems and is available only for countries
which are making economic progress and
appear to be on their way to becoming
self-supporting. These are all dollar re-
payable loans. .

The bill authorizes $600,000,000 for de-
velopment loans for the fiscal year 1968
and assistance to 22 countries has been
planned by the Executive.

Included in the bill is an authorization
of $243,000,000 for technical cooperation
and development grants. This type of as-
sistance is useful in dealing with both
immediate and long-range problems,

This authorization carries forward the
old Point 4 program, which has enjoyed
almost universal support and commen-
dation.

Every one of the undeveloped coun-
tries needs technical assistance. Nearly
every country wants technical help in
dealing with certain of its immediate
problems. Others are concerned with
long-range development, recognizing
that their people cannot enjoy better liv-
ing conditions unless they make better
use of their resources, both human and
material.

The United States should have the
means to assist countries who come to us
on short notice for help in dealing with
a specific problem, as well as to provide
technicians to assist with programs and
projects which may require several years
to carry out.

I have already referred to the support-
ing assistance program. In addition to
the $550,000,000 for Vietnam, there is an
authorization of $170,000,000 for other
countries. It is planned to provide sup-
porting assistance to nine countries in
addition to Vietnam.

Two-thirds of this money is for Korea,
Laos and Thailand, all of which are di-
rectly concerned with the war in
Vietnam.

Supporting assistance goes entirely to
countries where the United States has
an immediate foreign policy interest. It is
economic aid and is used primarily for
the purchase through normal com-
mercial channels of raw materials and
other essential imports.

While supporting assistance contributes
to the economic and social development
of the countries which receive it, the
amount and nature of such assistance
is related primarily to increasing the
capability of a country to defend itself
against Communist expansion and to
maintain economic and political stability.

The availability of suporting assistance
funds is essential to the conduct of our
foreign policy.

None of us should overlook the fact
that this bill authorizes $650,000,000 for
the Alliance for Progress for fiscal year
1968. Assistance to 21 countries of this
hemisphere is contemplated. For reasons
of geography, as well as history, we have
a special relationship with the other
countries of the North and South Amer-
ican continents.
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The people of Latin America are defer-
mined to better themselves. The govern-
ments of these countries are threatened
with Communist subversion, including
guerrilla warfare. They recognize that
they must cooperate with each other and
with us. They look to us for guidance and
for assistance.

It is essential that we do nothing to
shake their confidence in our continued
interest and support.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Unit-
ed States faces grave dangers.

Every one of us is dissatisfied with the
way the war in Vietnam is going and with
the world situation in general.

Let me point out that a vote against
foreign aid will not have the effect of
being a protest vote. A vote against the
bill will not make things better. It will
make the situation worse.

We need the funds authorized by this
bill to bring the war in Vietnam to a
satisfactory coneclusion.

We cannot deprive the other nations
around the world of the assistance that
they need and expect—or we will be
creating many, many new crises around
the world.

I support this bill, and I hope the
House after long and careful debate and
its consideration under the 5-minute
rule will give the President the tools he
needs to conduct the foreign policy of
this country.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentlewoman from Ohio [Mrs.
Borron].

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, we are
all accustomed to having the press take
very quick notice of those who set
endurance records whether they be for
flagpole sitting or underwater swim-
ming. Little recognition was accorded
your Committee on Foreign Affairs when
it completed its action on the foreign
assistance bill for 1967 after a record
of 53 sessions. It may be that this in-
difference was because those who cover
the committee’s work were as numb as
the members. Or perhaps it was a sense
of bewilderment as to what we did during
those sessions of the committee.

Certainly we did little to respond to the
fiscal difficulties that affect our Nation.
The President’s request for 1968 was
reduced by only a little more than $200
million. We had not a word of testimony
on the needs for 1969. We therefore ac-
cepted the President’s request without
alteration. If it is difficult to justify the
sums for 1968, it is impossible to explain
or justify those he requested for 1969.
Certainly if we are going to have a 2-
year authorization—and I try to have an
open mind on that subject—although I
find it most difficult—then we ought to
know something about how the amounts
requested for 1969 were determined and
how the 1968 funds were spent.

As never before, the difficulties the
committee has had in the matter of
studies in depth of these far-reaching
programs have troubled me. I am more
than ever convinced that if the testi-
mony from the various areas were sub-
mitted to the committee’s subcommit-
tees, who have developed no little ex-
pertise in their subjects, we could bring
fo the House a far more intelligent pres-
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entation. The chairman does not agree to
the idea, and I do not mind his disagree-
ing with me, the chairman having told
us it was tried only to fail. I confess I
am a “try and try again” person, and
have not abandoned the idea.

Amendments will be offered during
committee consideration of this bill to
reduce the authorizations for wvarious
parts of this program. For my part, I
am of the opinion that reductions in
parts of this bill can be made without
impairing the program in the slightest. I
intend to support such amendments.

Our chairman has explained the nu-
merous provisions of the bill. I shall con-
fine my remarks to a few points that I
consider could stand further discussion.

One provision over which the commit-
tee worked at great length is that for
assistance for voluntary family planning.
The report spells out clearly our think-
ing on this subject:

The Agency for International Development
is giving special emphasis to food produc-
tion in the less developed countries and has
inaugurated a program of assistance in fam-
ily planning, The committee feels it is im-
portant that this be pursued aggressively.
In order to counteract any possible tendency
for the Agency for International Develop-
ment to continue business as usual and to
regard family planning programs as a fringe
operation, $50 million of economic assistance
funds have been set aside to be used only
for this purpose.

Again we heard the familiar theme
that our aid was geared to self-help. We
were given a few examples in a few coun-
tries to buttress this contention. It is sig-
nificant, however, that we heard nothing
about the use of the Joint Commission on
Rural Development that was initiated by
our former colleague, Walter Judd, and
used so successfully in Taiwan. If brings
local officials into association with our
personnel in the planning and execution
of rural programs. Last year Congress
broadened the language in the expecta-
tion that it would be used more widely.
Certainly this is self-help. Why has AID
not availed itself of this tested device to
hasten its self-help program? We just
wonder at some of these things they
have not attended to.

For more than a decade I have urged
our officials to devote more attention to
Africa—a continent of hope and frustra-
tion, of opportunity and unfulfilled am-
bitions. Often I have felt like a lonely
pleader. A bit perhaps like Billy Graham,
I can say that “I have no knowledge that
the CIA has helped finance any of my
crusades.” Only sheer persistence partic-
ularly by Congress has moved the execu-
tive branch to shift into higher gear on
Africa.

Last year the executive made a study
and a report on Africa that I find very
disturbing. It was not told the committee.
It was an executive branch report that
was marked “confidential,” pretty much
top secret. It was impossible to get it.
Some far-reaching recommendations
with serious policy implications were
contained in it. If adopted as the official
policy of our Government, Congress
would be called upon to implement it. It
was prepared by a former Ambassador to
Ethiopia but it does not represent the
judgment of many of our Ambassadors
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to African states who have considerably
more expertise in matters pertaining to
Africa. The gist of the report was that
greater emphasis be placed upon the use
of multilateral agencies in the develop-
ment of that continent, and give to re-
gions, not just to single states. Admitted-
ly there are some programs that can
best be handled on a multilateral basis.
We can handle them that way, but these
are relatively few.

To urge, even to insist upon, nations
still seeking national identity to forsake
that goal for untested and precarious ap-
proaches to regional development is to
expect too much too soon. We must never
forget that modest bilateral programs
can have a far-reaching political as well
as economic impact on these countries.
Furthermore, our bilateral programs car-
Ty with them policy considerations that
are in our national interest.

Foreign assistance is more than as-
sistance by our Government to other
governments, It involves tapping the
total of our human and material re-
sources which in the United States often
lie in private hands. From the beginning
of our legislative efforts we have always
included in the annual foreign aid bill
provisions to stimulate the use of these
private resources. This bill is no excep-
tion. The investment guaranty program
now in law is extended and strengthened
in this bill, thus making possible the
greater availability of the managerial
and techniecal skills of our citizens. Mem-
bers should note that this program has
been highly successful, if not as highly
publicized as other parts of the program.
Through 1966 our Government has paid
out only $300,000 against a total reserve
of about $300 million.

In 26 years of service on the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs, I have been a par-
ticipant in, and a witness to, many legis-
lative battles on matters pertaining to
our foreign relations. I have served in
time of peace and in times of war, both
hot and cold. I am aware of the deep emo-
tional concerns that foreign assistance
stirs among our citizens.

Foreign assistance cannot be charac-
terized in simple words like “good” or
“bad.” It contains within itself many im-
plications for our Nation, not only for
today, but for the future. It has obvious
deficiencies and shortcomings. Your com-
mittee has applied itself diligently to
overcoming these as they have become
apparent. No statistical chart can depict
either its successes or failures. These
have to be determined in the sum total
of our foreign policy goals. At the same
time, we have to balance these goals
against our resources.

Those who would urge its termination
have a burden to prove that it is not re-
sponsive to our national interests even in
times of national fiscal difficulties.

Mr. Chairman, there is one thing I
want to say from my heart. When we
deal with these other countries, it seems
to me that we become a little too eager to
tell them what to do and how to do it.
We do it from the top. We ought to do it
from the heartfelt standards of life. What
people care about is what we care about
in them. They do not want to know what
we think is so perfect, because it is not
perfect. When we try to make them do
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things we think are right, perhaps those
things are not suited to them at all. So
I have tried to urge at every possible op~
portunity that we try to give the other
countries this understanding. Let me di-
vert myself for just a moment at this
point. People do not like to ask for help.
‘When they have had it given them, they
are apt to turn away from the friends
who have given it. Let us not forget that.
Let us not become impatient when those
things happen to us in the national area.

I hope very much that the House is
going to pass this bill. I have found my-
self sometimes wishing it would not, just
wondering what would happen if we did
not pass it. But I have come here today
to vote for the bill, and I shall hope ex-
ceedingly much that the Congress will
pass it with a sufficient majority to make
it really useful in more ways than one.

I have served many years here with
various chairmen and various members
of the committee. I find it quite impos-
sible to sit down without saying “Thank
you” to Dr. Morcan for his patience. The
man is very patient. We put him through
terrible things sometimes in the com-
mittee—do we not?—and he is so gra-
cious and so quiet. He does not snap
back at us and he could do so many times.
I see that many, many Members agree
with me. He has discharged his respon-~
sibilities as he saw them with skill. For
my colleagues on the minority side, I
want to express to him our very deep ap-
preciation.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I do urge
that this body support this bill.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York [Mrs. KELLY].

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of the Foreign Assistance Act
of 1967.

At the outset, I should like to compli-
ment our distinguished chairman, Dr.
Morcan, for the endless patience and
high degree of statesmanship which he
demonstrated during our committee’s
consideration of this legislation.

It is seldom, Mr. Chairman, that a
committee of the Congress spends 4
months working on a single legislative
bill. Yet this is precisely what happened
this year with the foreign assistance leg-
islation. We began holding hearings on
April 4 and we reported the bill on
August 11.

TRIEUTE TO THE CHAIRMAN

During that entire time, Dr, Morcan
did everything in his power to assure a
comprehensive examination of the for-
elgn aid program, and to give all mem-
bers of the committee—both the ma-
jority and the minority—every possible
opportunity to summon and question ex-
pert witnesses.

I pay my tribute to Mrs. BorTon who
cooperated with our chairman—and who
made sure we were all in the act to-
gether.

If anyone should complain about lack
of information relating to the foreign aid
program—how it operates and what it
has accomplished—it is not because the
opportunity to obtain such information
has been lacking.

There are detailed presentations pre-
pared by the Agency for International
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Development and the military depart-
ments—presentations which examine the
program in detail, country by country.

There are unclassified summary pres-
entations which run into hundreds of
pages and which were made available to
all Members of Congress.

There is the record of the hearings held
before our committee—a record which
fills nearly 1,400 pages of print.

There is a 137-page report submitted
by our committee which deseribes in de-
tail each and every provision of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1967 in addi-
tion to dealing with the major issues of
the overall program.

And, finally, Mr. Chairman, I should
like to refer to the excellent remarks of
our chairman, Dr. Morcan, made at the
outset of this debate, which contain a
fund of valuable information about this
program.

I shall not attempt to duplicate any of
those sources, Instead, in rising in sup-
port of H.R. 12048, I should like to un-
derline several considerations which
argue on behalf of this legislation.

CUTS IN THE FROGRAM

The first point relates to the reductions
mads in the foreign aid authorization by
the Foreign Affairs Committee.

Our committee cut the fiscal 1968 au-
thorization by $305 million—or nearly
9 percent of the Executive request.

We cut $150 million from the Develop-
ment Loan Fund;

We cut another $100 million from the
Alliance for Progress;

‘We cut $25 million from the contingen-
cy fund;

And we cut military assistance by some
$30 million.

‘These are substantial cuts. They trim
off what fat there was in the program,
and even cut a bit into the bone. They
represent the maximum that can be cut
from the program without jeopardizing
some very important U.S. foreign policy
objectives.

Mr. Chairman, I want to stress that
while we were working on the Foreign As-
sistance Act, all of us were keenly aware
of the need to reduce Federal spending.

We knew how much the war in Viet-
nam is costing.

We knew what is involved in some of
our long-range security undertakings,

And we were also aware of the fact
that the President has asked the Con-
gress to approve a surtax to help balance
our budget.

All of these factors went into our de-
cision to cut the foreign aid program by
over $300 million—or nearly one-tenth
of the proposed program.

But these same factors—and the com-
pelling demands of our national secu-
rity—also argue against any rash or
irresponsible further reductions in this
program.

‘We must not forget that this program
is the principal instrument of our efforts
to build peace and stability in the world.

We know how much the world’s fail-
ures to keep peace have cost.

We know how much World War IT cost.
We know the cost of the EKorean war.
And we also know that we are spending
at the rate of more than $20 billion
annually in Vietnam.
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The cost of war is extremely high. We
try to avoid those costs by working for
peace through our foreign aid under-
takings. This is low-cost insurance
against world disaster. We would be fool-
ish to let it lapse—or to try to “econo-
mize” by missing some premiums.

We must also remember that the cost
of wars cannot be measured by dollars
alone. Loss of human lives, and human
tragedy brought about by war, cannot be
converted into dollars and cents. And
it is human lives, and human welfare,
that are our most important considera-
tions.

STRENGTHENING FOREIGN POLICY DIRECTION

Mr. Chairman, the second point which
I wish to make is that HR. 12048, as
reported by the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, represents a great improvement
in the direction of strengthening civilian
foreign policy control over our various
international undertakings.

First of all, the bill reasserts our sup-
port for the principle of cost sharing in
the field of mutual security.

For years, our committee has empha-
sized the need for our allies—in Europe
and in other areas—to share the cost of
common defense.

We said time and again that the United
States cannot shoulder those expendi-
tures alone.

And we endorsed cost-sharing ar-
rangements in NATO, and in other inter-
national security arrangements, whereby
our friends have been picking up an
inereasing portion of the tab for mutual
security.

Our efforts are going to be strength-
ened because the bill before the House
today continues our close oversight over
such programs as NATO infrastructure
and international military headquarters.

MILITARY SECURITY—AND SALES

There is, however, another way of
sharing defense costs. And we have also
stressed this approach.

During the 1950’s, Mr. Chairman,
three-fourths of our military ald—aild
required for mutual security—went in
the form of grants.

We gave away weapons, weapons sys-
tems, planes and ships, and provided
other services to our allies—virtually all
of it for free.

Today, three-fifths of that assist-
ance—of military articles and services
required to keep the free world safe and
to Improve internal security—is being
paid for by our allies.

It is being paid for through military
sales—both direct sales and credit pur-
chases

Mr. Chairman, much has been said in
recent weeks on the subject of U.S. mili-
tary sales. And I regret to point out that
a considerable amount of misinforma-
tion has been circulated in the process.

What are the facts of this matter?

First, military sales are an integral
part of our foreign assistance program.

We do not, and should not, go around
the world dumping weapons left and
right. Each and every sale requires the
approval of our civilian foreign policy
authorities. Through the State Depart-
ment review of the proposed sales, we
try to see to it that they complement
and strengthen our other efforts to im-
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prove free world security and to stim-
ulate economic development of the less
developed countries.

Second, most of our milifary sales—
90 percent of them, as a matter of fact—
are made to our Western European
allies, Australia, New Zealand, and
Japan.

These are developed, industrialized
countries which maintain substantial
military establishments for the sake of
our common security.

They need defense articles and services
for those military establishments. They
fill some of their requirements at home.
And they fill others abroad—in the
United States or in some other country
which manufactures the kind of equip-
ment that they need.

Only one-quarter of their defense pro-
curement is made in the United States.

Surely these facts should dispel the
illusion fostered by some people that our
Military Establishment is some kind of
an ogre, peddling its wares to anybody
and everybody who wants them.

Nothing is further from the truth.
What is true, however, is that we have
cut down on our grant military assist-
ance program—saving the U.S. taxpay-
ers millions of dollars—by emphasizing
sales where the recipient country can
afford to contribute more to our common
defense.

What is also true is that these mili-
tary sales have strengthened the defense
capability of the free world—helped to
prevent the proliferation of inefficient
and expensive national defense indus-
tries—headed off potential Communist
influence in a number of critical areas—
and helped to create conditions of in-
ternal security necessary for any kind
of social and economic progress in a
number of the developing countries.

IMPROVED COORDINATION

The third major way in which the bill
before the House strengthens the imple-
mentation of our foreign policy is by
effecting closer coordination between
several major activities including the
disposal of surplus property, utilization
of foreign currencies, and “food for

Those undertakings relate directly to
our foreign policy. They are the instru-
ments which our Government must use
to achieve our national objectives abroad.
Their use should be coordinated, there-
fore, and made increasingly responsive
to the requirements of our foreign policy.

IN CONCLUSION

In conclusion, Mr, Chairman, I would
like to say a few words about the rela-
tionship between this program and Com-
munist designs for world domination.

There are a number of provisions in
the bill which strengthen the prohibi-
tions on the provision of assistance to
Communist countries and to countries
assisting such regimes through shipping,
sales, and other ways.

These restrictions are advisable in
some cases, absolutely necessary in
others.

But they do not give us the whole pic-
ture,

In a larger sense, and in a much more
forceful way, the entire foreign aid pro-
gram can be a potent weapon against
those who would perpetuate misery—
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subvert freedom—and extend their
totalitarian rule over an increasingly
large segment of the world’s population.

This program itself—and the way in
which it is used to help others help
themselves—is as vital to the cause of
freedom as some of our most advanced
st!::d complicated military weapons sys-

ms.

The point is—much depends on how
this program is used. And this involves
the flexibility which we give to the Presi-
dent of the United States to conduct the
day-to-day operations under this statute.

There are ways of crippling this pro-
gram without cutting one penny from it.
There are ways of loading it down with
amendments and prohibitions which
would immobilize it and make it useless.

I hope, Mr. Chairman, that the House
will resist such amendments. I hope that
we will instead continue to improve this
undertaking in order to make it as ef-
fective as possible for the advancement
of human freedom and the improvement
of the human condition.

Mr. Chairman, I urge House approval
of HR. 12048.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chairman,
would the distinguished gentlewoman
from New York yield for a question?

Mrs. KEELLY. I glady yield to the gen-
tleman from Missouri.

Mr. JONES of Missourl. I was wonder-
ing whether during these 53 sessions of
your committee how much time was de-
voted to reviewing the various programs
in which the United States is participat-
ing through the United Nations. That is
the responsibility of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, is it not?

Mrs. KELLY. It certainly is, Mr. Chair-
man.

I would answer the gentleman by say-
ing that I cannot tell the gentleman the
exact number of hours we spent examin-
ing these particular programs. But I want
to tell the gentleman that in addition to
extensive consideration of this subject
by the full committee the Subcommitiee
on International Organizations and
Movements held long hearings on the
various operations of the United Nations
and its specialized agencies. We have held
extensive hearings and spent many hours
in that field.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Mr. Chairman,
if the distinguished gentlewoman will
yield further, what I am trying to get at
is this: Can the gentlewoman recall any
United Nations program in which the
United States does not participate?

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman,
would the distinguished gentlewoman
yield to me for the purpose of responding
to that question?

Mrs. KELLY. I gladly yield fo the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New Jersey
for the purpose of answering the inter-
rogation propounded by the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. JoNEs].

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to say that we did have hear-
ings with respect to all of the programs
in which we participate with the United
Nations. In fact, there are several hun-
dred pages of hearings relevant to that
particular question.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Then, perhaps,
I had better wait until the gentleman
from New Jersey presents his statement.
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Mrs. EELLY. I would like to have the
gentleman rephrase his question.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. Well, Mr.
Chairman, if the gentlewoman will yield
further, for many years I have com-
plained about the fact that the United
States is always a participant in every
program of the United Nations, even at
times when we were providing up to 90
percent of the cost of the programs. And
I have been working for many years try-
ing to get that amount reduced and in an
effort to get a greater .participation
among other nations. Further, I have
expressed the belief on several occasions
that where the United States contributes
as much as 50 percent of the total cost
of any program, they could probably do
it better——

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen-
tlewoman from New York has expired.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 additional minute to the gentlewoman
from New York.

Mrs. KELLY. I hope that the gentle-
man from Missouri is aware of the fact
that we have gradually reduced the con-
tributions which the United States is
paying to the United Nations programs,
through the initiative of the U.S. Con-
gress. Furthermore, there is only one pro-
gram—and that is our support for the
Palestinian refugees—to which we make
a contribution in excess of 50 percent, in
fact, about 65 percent.

Of course, U.S. contributions to many
other programs have been reduced to
about 32 percent, and even lower, over
the years.

As the gentleman knows, the congres-
sional delegates who are assigned peri-
odically to the United Nations, partici-
pate in the deliberations and decisions
of the UN. General Assembly. I was
fortunate to have served as a U.S. dele-
gate in the United Nations and I want to
assure the gentleman that we worked
hard to reduce the percentage of U.S.
contributions to various U.N. programs.

Mr. JONES of Missourl. It was cut
down this session?

Mrs. KELLY. I was not present at the
last session of the U.N. General Assembly
and I do not recall the specific reduc-
tions achieved at that time. But I can
assure the gentleman that there has been
a downward trend in U.S. contributions.
The report on the bill HR. 12048, on
pages 31 through 39, gives a detailed ex-
planation of those contributions and of
the reductions in the U.8. share of vari-
ous U.N. programs.

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. Apatr].

Mr. GROSS. Mr, Chairman, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count.

Sixty-four Members are present, not a
quorum. The Clerk will call the roll.

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

[Roll No. 230]
Bates Clausen, Dulskl
Blackburn Don H. Evins, Tenn.
Blanton Corman Flynt
Bow Dickinson Gettys
Clancy Diggs Gialmo
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Hardy McCulloch Taylor

Herlong Murphy, N.Y. Teague, Tex.
Hungate Pool Thompson, N.J.
Ichord Pucinskl Williams, Miss.
Leggett Resnick Willis

Long, La. Roudebush Wyatt

MecClory Smith, Iowa

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Price of Illinois, Chairman of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under considera-
tion the bill H.R. 12048, and finding it-
self without a quorum, he had directed
the roll to be called, when 399 Members
responded to their names, a quorum, and
he submitted herewith the names of the
absentees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman from
Indiana [Mr. Apamr] is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. ADATR. Mr. Chairman, I would
join with those who have paid tribute
to the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Morcan], and to the gentlewoman from
Ohio [Mrs. BorTtoN] the ranking mi-
nority member. During the 53 sessions
of the committee that ensued before we
brought this bill to the floor they were
both patient, tolerant, and helpful. I
think it is also worthwhile, Mr. Chair-
man, to commend the committee as a
whole for the time that it spent in
hearings and in 7 weeks of markup
before this bill was brought to this floor.
Regardless of what you may think of its
content, certainly it cannot be said that
we are here with inadequate hearings
and with inadequate consideration in the
markup of this legislation. During the
debate some questions may be asked
about matters which are classified. I
think it is worth mentioning that both
on the majority and minority tables
there are classified books relating to eco-
nomic and military programs which are
available for the inspection of Members
during debate.

I would also point out that in the re-
port accompanying this bill there is in
the final pages thereof a section en-
titled “Minority Views.”

Those of us who prepared and signed
those views invite your thoughtful atten-
tion to them.

Mr. Chairman, this is the year in
which foreign aid as a program ought
to be reexamined. When one says that,
it is not said to deny the fact that there
are some worthwhile elements in this
program. I would mention some parts of
the technical assistance program and
parts of our military assistance program.

But having in mind the fiscal situation
in which our Nation finds itself, and
having in mind the demands for the tax-
payers’ dollars, certainly this is the year
during which to examine more fully than
ever before our whole foreign aid pro-
gram.

Foreign aid is, admittedly, an arm of
our foreign policy. Some say it is also
equally designed to insure the inde-
pendence and freedom of nations
throughout the world. With that view
one would find it difficult to differ. But
as an arm of our foreign policy, a brief
look around gives rise to a very serious
question as to how effective it has been.
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In recent votes in the United Nations,
as we point out in our minority views,
how many times has the position of the
United States—and I would say as re-
cently as on the question of the Arab-
Israel war just concluded—how many
times have nations which have benefited
by our aid programs failed to support the
position of the United States and, in-
deed, through their leaders, taken posi-
tions and made statements diametrically
in opposition to the welfare and the pub-
lic position of the United States?

Mr. Chairman, two nations may be
singled out in the years since World
War II. We have given France more eco-
nomic and military assistance, approx-
imately $9 billion. Everyone within the
sound of my voice knows the present at-
titude of the leader of that country.

Halfway around the world we have
extended to India $6.7 billion in assist-
ance. As recently as the Arab-Israel war,
the Prime Minister of India made state-
ments in support of those who opposed us.

Since the end of World War II our
assistance in the form of loans, grants,
and foodstuffs has amounted to more
than $130 billion.

Mr. Chairman, if we ask ourselves
whether foreign aid as represented by
that use of our resources and as an arm
of foreign policy has been successful, we
must certainly answer in the negative.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, would the distinguished gentleman
from Indiana yield to me briefly at this
point?

Mr. ADAIR. I gladly yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. The gentle-
man from Indiana has called attention
to the fact that France voted contrary
to our vote in the U.N. The gentleman
seemed to be drawing the conelusion that
those countries which had benefited from
our programs in the past and which have
received substantial amounts of foreign
aid, they should not take positions dif-
ferently from ours. I deplore the fact
that the position of the French Govern-
ment in many cases is not in aecord
with our position, and I should have
liked to have seen France vote dif-
ferently in the U.N.

However, I do not see the relevance
of the aid which we might have given
that country in the past to the policies
of the present French Government.

I would hope that we are not trying
to buy the allegiance of any country,
and the future governments of a country,
because we give them assistance for a
particular reason.

Mr. ADAIR, I will say to the gentle-
man from New Jersey that I think it has
been amply demonstrated that even if
we were attempting to buy their alle-
giance, which we are not undertaking to
do, it would have failed.

I am simply trying to point out that
in areas where we have placed a great
many of our taxpayers’ dollars, we find a
reluctance to come to our support when
we need support, whether it be in the
U.N., in Vietnam, or in support of our
position in the United Nations.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. ADAIR. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.
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Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Is the gentle-
man suggesting that we should not have
given aid to France because we might
have anticipated that at a later date she
would not automatically support us on
every issue that we thought was of im-
portance to us, but where France might
feel differently? I would think that the
position of France is determined not on
what we might have given her in the
past, or not given to her, but rather upon
what she believes is in her national
interest.

Mr. ADAIR. I am suggesting that one
of the failures in our foreign aid program
is the lack of selectivity in determining
the nations to whom we give aid. That
criticism refers not only to the past, but
is equally applicable today as we look
around the world at the nations to whom
we are giving aid.

We are unwisely, in my opinion, in too
many instances giving assistance to
those nations whose goals and aims, as
enunciated by their leaders, do not seem
to be in aceord with those of our Nation.

Mr. BELCHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAIR. Yes: I yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. BELCHER. I understood the gen-
tleman to say we should not try to buy
allegiance?

Mr. ADAIR. I said it proved we cannot
buy it, and we should not try.

Mr. BELCHER. I do not believe we can,
either, but certainly when we furnish
military aid to someone who is going to
be an enemy, how silly can we get, when
we furnish military equipment and hard-
ware and everything else to another na-
tion without having any idea whether
they are going to shoot at us or shoot
with us. I most certainly do not believe
that that would be a very smart foreign
policy.

Mr. ADAIR. The gentleman brings out
the point I made a moment ago, that
we have not been sufficiently selective
in the nations we have aided, both eco-
nomically and militarily.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ADAIR. Yes; I yield to the gentle-
man from Ohio.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, I would like
to say something in reply to what the
gentleman from New Jersey said.

I do not suppose all of the billions—
and I use the word advisedly—that we
have poured into France over the time
since World War II, or the time after
World War I—which, incidentally, they
did not repay—would buy their alle-
giance, or even get them to support our
position. But it does seem to me that the
President of France who, for some rea-
son or other, some myth that I eannot
penetrate, is supposed to be a great mili-
tary hero—and if there is any legitimacy
toward his being a hero it was provided
by the American troops who moved into
Paris and let him tag along after them.
One would think the least we could ex-
pect from him was that he would not
try to destroy the United States, and that
he would not try——

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman from Indiana has expired.

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr, Chairman, I yield
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5 additional minutes to the gentleman
from Indiana.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield further?

Mr. ADAIR. Yes, I yield further.

Mr. HAYS. That he would not try to
destroy the currency of the United
States; that he would not try to under-
mine the position of the United States
at the United Nations; and that he would
not try that which the French press
quotes him as saying, to throw the
Americans down because they are too
powerful.

I do not believe we can expect him to
always support us, but I believe the least
we can expect is that he would not try to
destroy us, and to that extent I agree
with the gentleman from Indiana.

Mr. ADATR. I thank the gentleman for
his remarks.

Mr. HAYS. I thank the gentleman for
yielding.

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Chairman, I want to
speak about the arithmetic of this bill
for a moment.

In round numbers the House commit-
tee has before it today a bill reduced
from the Executive's request by about
$219 million. That produces a bill of $3.15
billion plus that we are now considering.

The question is sometimes asked, and
it may be relevant and it may not be
relevant, as to what the other body did.
Again, in round numbers, the other body
reduced the foreign aid request by about
$750 million net.

Our committee made reductions in
these major portions of the bill, the De-
velopment Loan Fund, the Alliance for
Progress, the contingency fund, and a
very minor cut of some $30 million in the
$596 million military assistance request.
But the restoration of the NATO infra-
structure funds of $84.1 million brought
i‘.ihe military figure back up to $650 mil-

on.

There will be opportunity offered in
the course of the reading of this bill for
amendment for the Members to vote
upon further reductions in the dollar
amounts of this bill.

As to the pipeline, that is the amounts
that are unexpended, it is about $6 bil-
lion of which $4.4 billion, again in round
numbers, is economic—and $1.6 billion is
military.

It is frequently said that these funds
are in fact obligated for expenditure. To
a considerable extent that is true. But
there remains the right to deobligate and
to reobligate.

Through the years we have seen that
done time after time, and I think with
reason we can expect that. to be done
again.

Thus it can be said that there is in the
pipeline unexpended at this time an
amount roughly equal to 2 years’ requests
for foreign aid appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, there are some good
things in the bill. We have strengthened
the private enterprise sections of the bill.
We have before us a 2-year bill which
many think ought to be a 1-year bill
t’Il‘lhire will be opportunities to vote upon

at.

I have tried to point out both the good
and the bad in this bill. It is my intention
on final passage to vote against this bill.
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Each Member of this body must weigh
his own obligation in the light of the de-
mands for the taxpayers dollars and in
the light of the demands of the war in
Vietnam and in the light of the requests
for a tax increase, as we consider what
gur vote will be on this year’s foreign aid
ill.

The CHATRMAN., The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
tc the request of the gentlewoman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mrs. REID of Illinois. Mr. Chairman,
as we commence consideration of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1967, we once
again begin an annual debate which
has become more agonizing with each
passing year. Whether we wish to rec-
ognize it or not, foreign aid as we have
known it as a national policy in the past
stands at the crossroads. Never before
has there been such widespread discon-
tent with our foreign assistance pro-
grams, both economic and military.
Never before has there been more dis-
satisfaction with the failure of our aid
policies in recent years to show more
positive results, and never has the Na-
tion had so much hesitation and so little
enthusiasm for the future of the pro-
gram.

Why has so much disillusionment set
in with our aid program? There are un-
doubtedly many contributing factors—
reports of waste and inefficiency which
come to the Congress each year, grow-
ing concern over our commitment in
Vietnam, a persistent balance-of-pay-
ments problem, an alarming Federal
deficit, and serious social unrest in our
own cities, to name a few. All of these
compound the present dilemma, of
course. Just as importantly, I believe, is
the fact that the world has changed
since the Marshall plan was first con-
ceived after World War II but, in my
estimation, our aid policies unfortu-
nately have not. The initial objective
was to help free nations of Western Eu-
rope regain their economiec stability and
national security to resist the spread of
world communism. It was also designed
to assist these nations in developing
democracy as a way of life and, we had
hoped, create a more peaceful and stable
world. The Marshall plan was initiated
as a temporary, emergency, regional
program—yet, over the years foreign aid
has far exceeded its original purpose and
is now presented as a permanent, world-
wide network financing dozens of pro-
grams in the Near East, Southeast Asia,
the Far East, and Latin America. Many

times, too, we have found that our aid

has benefited countries whose policies
have been detrimental to our own na-
tional interest. Also, the cost is mis-
leading, to say the least, for it is almost
impossible to accurately estimate the
true amount our Nation has contrib-
uted for this purpose since 1946—but we
know that it is at least $140 billion.
Now, under the administration’s for-
eign assistance program next year, 100
countries and five territories will receive
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more American assistance in either eco-
nomiec or military aid or food for free-
dom—and while the bill now before us
would authorize $3.1 billion for fiscal
1968 and $3.5 billion for fiscal 1969, we
know this is only a part. To this must be
added the millions for Public Law 480,
for the Peace Corps, and for United
States participation in the various inter-
national development organizations—so
that when we total it all up, we are talk-
ing instead about at least $5.5 billion in
foreign assistance in 1968 alone, as the
Senate debate brought out last week.

Despite this huge past and proposed
outlay of our tax dollars, we find our-
selves today in the untenable position
of losing more and more prestige abroad
and having fewer friends on whom to
rely when the chips are down. The fail-
ure of our aid program to win friends for
America is well known, but it was force-
fully demonstrated once again in the re-
cent Arab-Israel crisis. When the key
vote was taken in the United Nations, we
saw such “friends” as France and India,
both recipients of substantial American
aid over the years, vote with the Soviet
Union. We question, also, whether it was
our own military assistance to these na-
tions of the Middle East which indirectly
precipitated this conflict, just as a year
ago we saw open warfare between India
and Pakistan, also made possible to a
large extent with American aid. In the
light of such events, it is not surprising,
therefore, that the American people are
beginning to doubt the direction in which
our foreign assistance program is taking
us—+to wonder how much it may actually
contribute to the world arms race. We
can question, too, just how effective an
assistance program so widely distributed
and thinly spread can really be in
promoting our national interests and
whether numerous small programs in
many countries in reality only raise local
hopes which the United States cannot
possibly fulfill, thus resulting in frustra-
tion and resentment. I think the time has
come to seriously reevaluate the question
as to just how far we can reasonably be
expected to go in policing the world.
After all, we are already shouldering a
tremendous free world burden in Viet-
nam—a responsibility which daily grows
more costly.

The urgent need today is for the Con-
gress to put the question of foreign aid in
proper perspective, We need to set pri-
orities in this field just as surely as in
our domestic policies. The war in Viet-
nam is now costing at least $25 billion
annually—probably more. We are told
that the deficit for the Federal Govern-
ment this year will be twice as large as
any year since our aid program began,
perhaps reaching as high as $30 billion.
The President is calling on our taxpayers
to pay an additional 10-percent surtax
to meet the rising costs of Government,
and we see the dollar’s position grow
more precarious as our balance of pay-
ments fails to improve. Certainly it would
be unrealistic under these circumstances
for the Congress to fail to give first pri-
ority to our own needs over those of
others. What happens to the cause of
freedom if we have a fiscal and monetary
crisis in America and if we continue to
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make commitments all over the world
which we cannot honor?

I have not supported foreign aid bills
in the past, and since becoming a mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Foreign
Operations of the Committee on Appro-
priations I feel even more keenly that
this entire program as it relates to our
foreign policy must be completely re-
assessed. We now have over $6 billion in
unexpended funds in the foreign aid
“pipeline,” but still we are being asked
to obligate American taxpayers to an-
other $6.6 billion in aid projects for the
next two years. In my judgment, not only
is it essential that the Congress have an
opportunity to review aid programs an-
nually—but the critical need at this time
is to establish meaningful priorities in
Federal spending. Until the war in Viet-
nam is resolved, other less urgent foreign
assistance must be postponed.

Mr, WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Chairman, as we
take up the proposed Foreign Assistance
Act of 1967 it would be well for every
Member of the House to give serious
consideration to the economy of the Na-
tion and our vast military requirements
before placing an additional finanecial
burden upon the American taxpayer.

We are considering a bill which au-
thorizes appropriations of $3,158,919,000
for fiscal year 1968 and $3,576,545,000 for
fiscal year 1969 at a time when the deficit
spending of the Federal Government is
reaching alarming proportions.

We debate a foreign aid bill at a time
when the President of the United States
has submitted to the Congress a proposal
to add a surtax of 10 percent upon per-
sonal and corporate incomes.

We are called upon to give considera-
tion to making available additional bil-
lions of deficit dollars during a period
when there is a clamor in the Nation for
increased domestic spending for the re-
lief of poverty, to revitalize our cities,
and for countless other internal projects.

Military assistance, in my judgment, is
in an entirely different category from
the economic assistance program which
has been so costly to this Nation. It is my
feeling that a careful and intelligent
program of such military assistance for
friendly nations dedicated to the cause
of freedom is thoroughly justified. Un-
fortunately, the legislation now before
the House does not give an opportunity
for one to support the military assistance
program unless he is willing to go along
with the economic assistance program.
That I cannot do.

Mr. Chairman, the United States can-
not continue to furnish billions for for-
eign economic aid, billions to win the
military and ideological war against
communism, and billions to finance do-
mestic spending without placing an intol-
erable tax burden upon the American
people.

We must face up to the fact that ac-
celerated Federal spending, for whatever
purpose, will result in further deficits
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with their disastrous economic results or
an increase in Federal taxes.

The American people are aware of this
fact. Probably more than at any other
time in recent history they are demand-
ing that the Federal Government reduce
Federal spending.

I have not received a letter from one
of my constituents advocating an in-
crease in Federal taxes. They do not op-
pose appropriations for national defense
and essential domestic programs. They
are strongly opposed, however, to give-
away programs at home and abroad.

They are demanding that the Federal
Government make a sincere effort to re-
duce spending before placing an addi-
tional tax burden upon them.

They are aware that they are being
asked to provide additional tax dollars
to strengthen the economies of some
overseas nations engaging in a flourish-
ing trade with our Communist enemies.
They feel that they are being required to
strengthen overseas economies, which in
;ﬂ%:y instances are competing for their

obs.

They know that the billions of foreign
aid dollars which have been appropriated
every year since World War II have not
defeated ideological communism or won
strong allies in our military efforts to
halt the spread of communism by force
of arms.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly feel that the
time has come for our Nation to take a
realistic view of the economic, military,
and political situation existing in the
world. Yearly foreign economic aid ap-
propriations have become as much a part
of Federal spending as are our appropria-
tions for the operation of our executive
departments.

Foreign economic aid has become a
way of life. The acceptance of this type of
American foreign aid is now looked upon
by many overseas nations as a right to
which they are entitled. Some of those
who have been eager to accept our dol-
lars have found every reason in the vorld
to excuse their lack of enthusiasm for

the sacrifice Americans are making in
Vietnam to protect the free world.

If the American people are to be sad-
dled with an additional tax burden to
preserve freedom in the world, they have
the right to expect those they are pro-
tecting with their lives and their re-
sources to give them at least moral sup-
port in their efforts.

Mr. Chairman, if a start is to be made
in relieving the tax burden of our people,
it can begin by the defeat of this foreign
aid bill.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land [Mr. LonG].

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise to demand closer congres-
sional control over military assistance
and sales authorized under the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1967.

This Congress is being asked to author-
ize $650 million for military aid in fiscal
1968 and $714 million for fiscal 1969. But
does the Congress know to which country
this American money and arms will ul-
timately go?

Mr, Chairman, the Congress does not
know. Despite so-called justifications for
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military aid to over 50 countries, there
is nothing to stop the giving of this mili-
tary aid to 50 entirely different coun-
tries.

Congress does not exercise meaningful
control over the military aid we extend
to other countries. The Defense Depart-
ment—which has the chief responsibil-
ity—has often made allocations to the
wrong countries in the wrong amounts
for the wrong reasons, frequently against
the long-run interests of the United
States and the stability of the free
world.

The military assistance program start-
ed in 1949 with 14 countries. In fiscal
1968, if Congress approves this authori-
zation request, 53 countries will receive
some type of military aid—not counting
Vietnam, Laos, and Thailand, now in
the Defense Department budget.

This country is thus now involved in
the military affairs of almost half the
nations on this globe. Yet this country
has never conducted a thorough exami-
nation of why we are giving arms aid to
so many countries, how it serves our na-
tional interest, and what effects it has
on the countries themselves.

Greece and Turkey were the first recip-
ients of American military aid because
they were faced with a Communist
threat—one internal, the other external.
There is internal instability in much of
the underdeveloped world today. Must
the United States become involved? This
is what Secretary of Defense McNamara
himself said last year:

It would be a gross oversimplification to
regard Communism as the central factor in
every conflict throughout the underdeveloped
world. Of the 149 serious internal insurgen-
cles in the past 8 years, Communists have
been involved in only 58 of them—38 per-
cent of the total.

I do not see any necessary connection
between a civil war between two over-
ambitious generals in an underdeveloped
country, and the security of the United
States. And I think it is high time for
Congress to have a say in which coun-
tries are vital to our defense and in
which we should not be meddling or
wasting our money.

It is claimed that 75 percent of the
dollar amount of the military aid pro-
gram is given to five countries, and that
Congress really need not concern itself
too much with the remaining 48 recipi-

_ents. I submit that these token contribu-
tions are often insignificant and mean-
ingless at best, pernicious and destruc-
tive at worst.

There are those who say that we should
ban the export of high-speed aircraft,
tanks and warships from developing
countries, but ignore the impact of less
sophisticated weaponry in a less ad-
vanced nation. Helicopters and small
arms do make up a large part of our
grant aid program—since they are glibly
called “vital to internal security.” Yet
they also have the greatest potential use-
fulness in civil wars, repression of civil-
ians, and military dictatorships. The
small military training program for for-
eign officers—casually mentioned in the
Defense Department’s presentation to
Congress—might one day tip the balance
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of power in an internal struggle which
is none of our business.

Only a few years ago, Nigeria was a
“showcase” of African stability. Today,
she is embroiled in a bitter, tribal war.
The Nigerian military has benefited
from about $1 million in military aid—
chiefly training. Certainly the United
States didn’t benefit. Giving aid to the
military—especially in Africa and Latin
America—is no guarantee of internal
stability, and it is time we stopped mak-
ing that assumption. It is a deception of
the American taxpayer to ask him—in
the name of American security—to con-
tribute to the potential of foreign mili-
tary around the world to wage war
against innocent neighbors, as the Arab
States did against Israel, or their own
constitutional governments, as the mili-
tary did in Greece.

The decision to give military aid to a
specific country is not just a military de-
cision—it is above all a political de-
cision—and it should not be undertaken
without examination by Congress of the
implications of U.S. involvement in each
specific case. Congress must tighten the
reins of decisionmaking now.

Has the executive branch been doing
a good job with the power Congress has
permitted it to exercise by not holding
it to account for each country program?

Our military aid program—which has
been over one-third of our foreign aid
budget from 1951 to 1966—has been
characterized largely by its support of
over-size and frequently rightwing mili-
tary elites more interested in power than
in improving society. Our military aid
has fomented arms races and diverted
money which could have contributed
more to internal stability if it had been
spent on economic development. It has
stoked revolutions and wars on every
major continent. Yet it has been disap-
pointing in building up the resistance to
Communist aggression for which it had
been intended.

Take Latin America as an example.
A noted American expert on the military
in Latin America, Edwin Lieuwen, said
this about our country’s military pro-
gram there:

Despite more than a decade of military
asslstance to Latin American nations, the
military power and warmaking potential of
these nations account for practically nothing.

In so far as military aid programs have in-
creased the political influence of the armed
forces, prospects for democracy appear to
have suffered. The military tends to resort
to non-democratic procedures to achieve in-
ternal order and stability.

For the great majority of Latin Americans
[the military is less than 5 per cent of the
population], who see no great danger of
aggression from outside, the U.S. military
program compounds their internal problems,
interferes with the process of social change,
and thlnders progress in economic develop-
ment.

In the proposed military aid program
for fiscal 1968 is a small amount—only 2
percent of the total—for civic action
programs. But this small amount is dis-
tributed among 25 or 26 countries, prin-
cipally in Latin America. As defined by
the Defense Department, the program’s
purpose is twofold: To employ military
forces on economic development proj-
ects; and to improve relationships be-
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tween the military and the civilian pop-
ulace.

Why should the United States become
involved in improving the image of the
military in 26 countries, especially in
Latin America? I would call it unwar-
ranted and unnecessary intervention. It
is against the longrun interests of both
the United States and Latin America. If
there are economic development jobs to
be done, let those responsible for eco-
nomic development do them.

If the Congress approves a lump sum
for military assistance, some of this aid
will go to Argentina. Argentina is also
a recipient of the infamous Export-Im-
port Bank country X arms loans—$21
million worth. She also obtained an-
other $1 million through direct Penta-
gon lending. But Argentina already
owes the United States $374 million.

Argentina has one of the highest per
capita incomes on the continent. It suf-
fers under a military dictatorship which
overthrew a constitutional government
last year. What then is the justification
for military aid to Argentina? A De-
fense Department spokesman explained

t:

Our program to Argentina is based on sup-
porting broad ‘governmental interest, in a
major country in Latin America.

This answer does not satisfy me, nor,
I suspect, any Member of this House.

Stationed in Argentina, by the way,
are 63 U.S. military assistance person-
nel engaged in training and the admin-
istration of the military aid and sales
program. What is the reason for sup-
porting so many boosters of American
military weaponry and services, espe-
cially in Argentina?

In neighboring Chile, there are 67 per-
sonnel in the American Embassy's mili-
tary section, compared with 55 diplo-
matic employees. This grossly inflated
military representation was strongly
criticized by the former American Am-
bassador to Chile, Ralph Dungan. Dun-
gan was most upset by rumors that the
American military advised Chile’s armed
forces to deal directly with them, bypass-
ing the Ambassador, who is supposed to
be chief of the country team. It is this
military interference with political de-
cisionmaking that Congress should put
an end to.

Underdeveloped countries can ill afford
modern weapons, and our arms program
only whets their appetities. Why should
this country lend or give them money for
military hardware and then lend them
more money for economic projects they
could have financed with their own
money if they had not squandered it in
the military marketplace? This procedure
does not make us a greater friend, it just
makes us a greater creditor, and there is
no gratitude for that. The Executive has
clearly failed the course in military and
economic bookkeeping.

Peru is in the market for supersonic
jets—she wants to be the first with the
latest in Latin America. Peru has already
received a $4 million Eximbank country
X loan and $1 million directly from the
Pentagon for arms purchases. That is the
very same country that also received
about $18 million in American economic
aid in fiscal 1966, and even more in fiscal
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1967. Peru already owes us around $200
million, and she is in such dire economic
straits now that she is seeking a large
American loan to bail her out. There is
something wrong with our military aid
program—and our foreign policy—when
we fail to examine thoroughly each
country’s total program—military and
economic—and tailor both kinds of aid to
the particular situation in that country.
It is clear that we are not doing this
now. What we are doing now is giving
from both pockets, and the left hand
neither knows nor cares how much the
right hand is giving out.

The respected President Eduardo Frei
of Chile recently deplored the effects of
American military aid on economic
growth in an article in which he pointed
out that:

The annual expenditure of the Latin Amer-
ican countries on armanents has reached
$1.5 billion, Yet the average yearly sum [in
economoic aid] made avallable by the United
States to Latin America in the period 1961-
65 was $1.1 billion. The two figures clearly
show that present arms purchases seriously
undermine the objectives of the Alllance [for
Progress]. . . . The armaments race encour-
ages distrust and nationalism and these in
turn are among the chief enemies of [eco-
nomic] integration. It also diverts important
resources which should be utilized to satisfy
the urgent need for economic and social de-
velopment.

Our military aid is underpinned by un-
justified assumptions. Chief among these
is that the arms we provide will be used
for the purposes for which we give them.

We poured arms aid into Greece and
Turkey because they were members of
NATO and we counted on them to fight
Communist aggression. Instead, they rat-
tled American weapons at each other over
Cyprus, and the Greek military got a
bonus use in the overthrow of its own
constitutional government.

Pakistan used to be our stanch ally
against Red China, so we flooded that
country with arms, which she promptly
used against India. It was the Russians
who acted as peacemakers between the
warring neighbors at Tashkent. Pakistan
today is closer than ever to Red China.

A Foreign Affairs Committee report
pointed out last year:

Unless issues which the United States re-
gards as important enough to go to war about
are regarded by countries receiving military
assitance as of comparable importance, we
cannot count on them to use their forces to
carry out a joint strategy.

Russia has had its share of setbacks,
too. Total Communist bloc military aid
to Indonesia from 1956 to mid 1965
amounted to over $1 billion. Yet that
same Soviet-equipped Indonesian Army
blocked a Communist-backed attempt to
seize control of the government on
October 1, 1965. In Algeria, a Soviet-
equipped army overthrew Russia’s friend,
Premier Ben Bella. And today, a hostile,
Soviet-equipped Red Chinese Army
glares across the border at Russian
troops.

Arms will be used the way the country
possessing them sees fit. Military alle-
giance cannot be won by gifts of arms.
Yet our military aid program persists in
operating on the assumption that it can.

Fallacious also is the logic that flood-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ing an area with arms automatically
breeds stability. Instead, it breeds arms
races. We are all familiar with the Middle
East arms race whose bitter fruits we
are still tasting. Instead of contributing
to the escalation of military weapons
inventories, we would do better to devote
equal effort and zeal to breaking that
vicious spiral.

The Defense Department also holds
the unjustifiable belief that if the United
States provides the weapons, it can main-
tain a greater degree of control over their
proliferation than if they were purchased
from other countries. Under this assump-
tion, we sold Argentina 25 A-4 aircraft
last year. So Chile went right out and
purchased $20 million worth of Hawker
Hurricane jets from Britain, and Peru
is in the market for Mirage supersonic
jets with the made-in-France label.

The Pentagon sold Iran a squadron
of F-4 Phantom jet fighter planes after
Iran threatened to buy them from Rus-
sia. Iran has recently completed a $110
million arms deal with the Russians
anyway.

It is not argued that Congress should
eliminate military aid. Certainly we
should come to the aid of countries on
the frontline of Communist aggression.
We should offer our assistance when
there is a clear and present Communist
aggression. But Congress should retain
the power to decide in each instance
where such clear and present danger
exists.

Congress should put an end to the
scattering of American arms largesse
wholesale around this earth. I believe
that Congress should take a long, hard
look at the destination of each program
of military aid. Congress should not give
automatic assent to military intervention
in 50-odd countries. Military assistance
should not be extended to any country
unless Congress gives its specific ap-
proval to a program in that country. The
blanket powers Congress gives to the Ex-
ecutive to operate our military aid pro-
gram must end.

During the reading of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1967 for amendments, I
intend to offer an amendment to require
all military aid and sales to each coun-
try to be approved by Congress in spe-
cific dollar amounts. Congress must re-
assert its control over America’s foreign
policy. All Members of this House are
urged to support this reaffirmation of
legislative oversight and authority.

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr, Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Gross]l.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, the annual
multibillion-dollar bargain basement is
now opening in the House of Representa-
tives and the line of foreigners, tin cups
in hand, is forming on the left.

Some in this lineup are affectionately
deseribed by the Amercian society of
bleeding hearts as underdeveloped and
underprivileged. But a goodly number
in the lineup are professionals in the
international art of chiseling and glori-
fied blackmail.

Prohibited from even approaching the
bargain counter the House is opening
today, and therefore underprivileged
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spectators, are millions of tax-ridden
Americans.

For 20 long and weary years they have
been relegated to the sidelines, while
from hell to breakfast, and from Oua-
gadougou to ‘Timbuktu, they have
watched billions of dollars—the end
product of their enterprise and toil—dis-
appear into the wild green yonder,

Meanwhile, in the corridors adjacent
to the bargain basement there will be
no lack of bureaucratic advice on how
arms may be saved from being twisted
out of their sockets. And through the
telephones that serve the bargain coun-
ters there will be no lack of advice from
Foggy Bottom for the next 2 or 3 days
as to when and by how much the price
tags should be changed in order to get
the best possible deal—for the foreign-
ers.

It is possible that in the next day or
two the sales force in the bargain base-
ment may be asked a few embarrassing
questions. For instance, and for the $140
billion that has been looted from the
pockets of American taxpayers for the
assorted foreign handouts, what peace,
tranquillity, and friends have been es-
tablished around the world?

Outside of the Koreans and the Thais,
what other nations around the world,
that have fattened on our international
dole, are shedding their blood and spill-
ing their guts in actual combat in Viet-
nam? Bear in mind that the Australians
and New Zealanders have not had their
hands in the pockets of our taxpayers.

It will be remembered that President
Eisenhower, as misguided as his prede-
cessors and successors in the White
House on the subject of foreign handout
programs, said that as a result of foreign
aid, “our friends among free world na-
tions make available to us for the use of
our forces 250 strategic bases, 5 million
ground forces, 30,000 aircraft, and 2,500
naval vessels.”

Well, in Vietnam where are these men,
warships, and planes that our $140 bil-
lion worth of love and charity was sup-
posed to produce? No less than 50,000
American lives have been lost in Korea
and Vietnam to halt the spread of the
Communist world conspiracy. And four
times that number have been maimed
and wounded. Aside from the Koreans
and Vietnamese, and a few other token
forces, what nations that have picked
our pockets so clean are willing to spill
their blood and expend their substance
in the common cause?

Take, for instance, the British.
Through the years they have borrowed,
begged, and otherwise connived to extract
billions of dollars out of the U.S. Treas-
ury. For many cf these billions, and going
back as far as World War I, this Nation's
taxpayers are holding the sack. The
great, great grandchildren of today’s tax-
payers will still be holding the bag, for
the British are not about to pay up.

Instead, and with the perfidy that
marks altogether too many of those who
have fattened at the trough in this bar-
gain basement, the British have sent
ships under their flag into the ports of
Communist North Vietnam with hun-
dreds of thousand of tons of supplies to
support our enemies. But for anyone with
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a reasonable memory this should not
come as a surprise, for in the first year
of the Korean war the same shameless
British traders made 120,000 tons of rub-
ber available to our Chinese Communist
enemies along with oil, steel, aluminum,
elecirical equipment, copper wire, and
other strategic materials.

And helping maintain the economy of
Cuba, the spawning ground of commu-
nism in this hemisphere, are the same
British traders.

Yet the British Government, a past
master in the art of glorified blackmail,
served notice earlier this year that it
would withdraw the few thousand troops
it has stationed in Europe unless the
United States purchased $60 to $80 mil-
lion worth of military equipment in
Britain. A spineless U.S. Government ca-
pitulated to this international blackmail.

To top it all off, the Johnson adminis-
tration is today joined hand-in-glove
with the perfidious British in an eco-
nomic boycott of the South African
country of Rhodesia. It is a shameful
effort to bring Rhodesia to her knees be-
cause she seeks independence from
Britain.

Arthur Goldberg, President Johnson's
Ambassador and mouthpiece to the Unit-
ed Nations, speaking on the subject of
Rhodesia, told the Security Council:

The international community will not
tolerate the existence of a discriminatory sys-
tem based on minority rule and in deflance
of the United Nations and its principles.

What “principles” is Goldberg talking
about?

What government in Africa can be
designated as a majority government?
Does Goldberg mean to say that Ethiopia,
the Sudan, Egypt, Algeria, Ghana, Nige-
ria, and the Congo, to name a few, are
not subject to minority rule in the hands
of a monarchy or military dictator?

Cuba has a minority government, and
if memory serves me correctly, this gov-
ernment even helped bring dictator Cas-
tro to power.

As a matter of hard and cold fact, So-
viet Russia and all its satellites are mi-
nority governments, yet they all hang out
at the United Nations and enjoy Gold-
berg’s “principles,” whatever they are.

Meanwhile, President Johnson joins
in cozy conferences with the hierarchy
of the Soviet minority government, spon-
sors consular treaties, and calls on Con-
gress to build higher and wider bridges to
the heartland of the massed dictator-

For sheer, unadulterated hypocrisy the
Johnson-Goldberg venture with the
British in trying to appease the African
Caesars by destroying the present Gov-
ernment of Rhodesia is probably without

equal.

And this brings us back to the bargain
basement. If the Rhodesians had been
lining up in the past for their share of
the foreign aid boodle it is unlikely the
effort would now be made to bully them
into submission.

The Rhodesians should have taken a
leaf from the books of the Middle East
beneficiaries of our economic and mili-
tary assistance, all of which was designed,
we were told, to keep peace in that area
of the world. It all blew higher than Gil-
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deroy’s kite a couple of months ago, and
the pieces have yet to be put together,
but here we are at the same old bargain
counter, again ready to intrude our long
noses and our cash. Who is it we expect
to save from communism in the Middle
East the next time around?

Incidentally, the newspapers reported
a few days ago that this government had
made some $27 million available to Israel
for food and other supplies. What, I
would like to ask those who maintain hot
lines with the executive branch of Gov-
ernment, has transpired with respect to
Israel’s settlement for the bombing, straf-
ing, and torpedoing of the U.S. Navy ves-
sel, the Liberty, with a loss of 34 Ameri-
cans killed, 75 wounded, and heavy dam-
age to the vessel? Is this Government
now, directly or indirectly, subsidizing
Israel in the payment of full compensa-
tion for the lives that were destroyed, the
suffering of the wounded, and the damage
from this wanton attack?

It can well be asked whether these
Americans were the victims of bombs,
machine gun bullets and torpedoes
manufactured in the United States and
dished out as military assistance under
foreign aid.

Bear in mind, too, that the Great So-
ciety operates a superdooper, worldwide
arms sales agency in Secretary McNa-
mara's Defense Department. How con-
tradictory can the Johnson administra-
tion be when it peddles $2 billion worth
of arms around the world each year and
at the same time spends several million
a year on a lush payroll of so-called ex-
perts to talk disarmament.

This is but one of the scores of contra-
dictions that make a mockery of the
whole range of U.S. foreign relations.

Mr. Chairman, for years we have been
fed the specious talk that in no time at
all the foreign giveaway program would
provide such a warm and enchanting
investment climate that private investors
would flock to the highways and byways
of foreign lands. Then and there, they
said, we could furn off the faucets of
foreign aid.

Nowhere was this to be more true than
in Latin America. It hasn't worked there
or anywhere else.

Every Member of the House knows
that this Government is in serious trou-
ble, financially and otherwise. It is not
within the capability of 6 percent of the
world’s land mass and 5 percent of its
population to feed, police, and finance the
rest of the world.

This bill ought to be killed now and
the billions in the pipeline cleaned out.
If necessary, those funds can be deobli-
gated and reobligated.

At a minimum, the time has come to
cut this program right into the bone and
end it. The time has come to tell the
President and the State Department that
no longer will these multibillion-dollar
handouts be available as diplomatic
crutches. No longer will the shoddy busi-
ness of trying to buy our way around the
world be tolerated.

The bill before you carries a price tag
that is far too high. Amendments will be
offered to slash it and I urge you to sup-
port those amendments in the interest of
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restoring at least a semblance of fiscal
sanity in the affairs of this Government.

Mr. UTT, Mr. Chairman, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. UTT. I appreciate the gentleman
from Iowa yielding.

He made reference to the situation in
Rhodesia and the sanctions there against
a friendly country that never asked for
any foreign aid. I would like to bring to
the attention of the House that one of
my great objections to the sanctions
against Rhodesia was that America was
critically short of chrome and copper. As
a result I said at that time we would
have to find new sources of chrome. We
did find those sources. Last year alone
the U.S. Government purchased from
Russia $70 million worth of chrome
which they could have brought from
friendly Rhodesia and could have given
the money to them instead of sending it
to our Communist enemies. I think, as
you say, it is time to call a halt.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman
for that statement.

1 yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut [Mr. Monacan].

Mr. MONAGAN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Iowa has been so en-
thusiastic in his support of this legisla-
tion that it may be superfluous for me to
say anything more in favor of it, but so
long as the chairman has yielded this
time to me, I shall proceed with a few
points which I consider to be legitimate
to advance in favor of this bill.

I do agree, as the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. Aparr] said, that this is a
vitally important time for us in the con-
sideration of this bill which has come be-
fore us this year as in the past. It is a
watershed, I believe, because we are
meeting the demands of the civilian econ-
omy and the demands of the war in Viet-
nam with their heavy requirements and
therefore it is essential for us to examine
carefully every aspect of this foreign aid
Pprogram.

It has been well said that foreign aid
is a program which has no constituents.
There is no one to lobby, nor voters to
exert pressure. On the other hand, I do
not believe—and I think everyone will
agree with me—that this deficiency
should be a reason why we should not
support the elements which are in the
interests of the United States.

Of course, over the years, this program
has had its shortcomings and its defects.
I have served on the Hardy subcommit-
tee and I served on the committee which
is presently under the chairmanship of
the gentleman from California [Mr.
Moss]l. We are greatly aware of the
shortcomings in the administration pol-
icy that we have discovered in this pro-
gram over the years.

On the other hand, we find the same
thing to be true in the military program.
We find the same failures in other great
national programs, I submit that indi-
vidual imperfections are not enough to
warrant us in jettisoning the entire pro-
gram, We have had successes in this pro-
gram also. There have been countries
which have been given sufficient assist-
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ance so that they can move into an area
where they are self-supporting and seli-
sufficient. One example of this is the na-
tion of Venezuela which we helped
through a difficult time.

Another which is in the process of de-
velopment and in the process of creating
self-support is Taiwan, where substan-
tially all economic assistance has ceased
and we are confined now to granting to
that nation military assistance only.

Brazil is a nation which in another
field of aid we have helped over some
difficult and critical times. Truly, this
country is not wholly out of the woods.
But, nevertheless, I think that this use of
our economic assistance has been in our
nationa) interest and has helped the na-
tion of Brazil and has contributed to the
security of the hemisphere.

After all, that is what we are trying
to do. We are not trying to work any
miracles.

I was happy to see agreement on the
part of everyone speaking here today to
the effect that we are not trying to buy
friends through this assistance and if
there is really any justification for this
program, it is because it is in our self-
interest to strengthen certain nations
and thereby to add to general security.

Mr. Chairman, three-fourths of the
military assistance about which some
speakers have been critical, goes to five
countries, as the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs has said. These
countries include Turkey, Greece, Na-
tionalist China, Korea, and Iran. Ob-
viously, Iran, Turkey, and Greece are on
the periphery of the Communist world
and restrain Communist adventurism.

If we reduce military assistance—and
if it is not provided in some other
fashion—it means that the Greek Army,
the Turk Army, the Iranian Army, and
the Chinese Army will have less than the
necessary military equipment.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONAGAN. Yes; I yield to the
gentleman from Illinois.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I commend the
gentleman for properly mentioning the
countries on the periphery of the Com-
munist world. Is my recollection cor-
rect that the State Department has with-
held some military supplies from Greece
because of its displeasure with the pres-
ent anti-Communist government there?
It would seem that that would be in
contradiction to the gentleman’s posi-
tion.

Mr. MONAGAN. I cannot answer that
specifically, There may be some selec-
tivity. But I know—and I think the gen-
tleman from Illinois is well aware of the
fact—that over the years during which
we have been discussing the problem of
providing equipment for the Greek Army,
which is facing the Bulgarians at a very,
very strategic and narrow point in
Greece, one of the criticisms of the cut-
back in military assistance in the past
was made by no less a witness than Gen-
eral Lemnitzer, and it was to the effect
that it would prevent the Greeks from
obtaining equipment which would be on
a par with that new materiel which had
been provided the Bulgarians by the
Russians.
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Mr. DERWINSKI. At the risk of being
misunderstood, I definitely agree with
the gentleman that the Greek armed
forces are one of the groups we should
continue to support.

Mr. MONAGAN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr, MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MONAGAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MORGAN. I would say to the gen-
tleman I believe we are continuing to
support the Greek armed forces. I be-
lieve military assistance is continuing to
go to Greece. Greece is a NATO ally
and we depend on the armed forces of
Greece to implement our defense
strategy.

Mr. MONAGAN. I had expressed my
doubt that what the gentleman from
Illinois said was entirely true.

Mr. MORGAN. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. MONAGAN. Now, reference has
heen made to the action of the other
body, as if that was necessarily some-
thing that we should automatically fol-
low. But I should like to point out that
some of the reductions that have been
made there, 34 percent in military as-
sistance, for example, would make it
virtually impossible for us to carry out
these programs that I have been refer-
ring to which are unquestionably of vital
interest to our Nation, and I say that,
as it turns out with this program, if it
is not done here in this bill, it will have
to be done in the defense budget, or in
other budgets throughout the Govern-
ment, because these things are necessary
and in our national interest.

The total amount of the reduction, as
has been said, was $219 million, which is
rather substantial. At the same time, we
have added $84 million because the bill
proposed to take away the jurisdiction
over the NATO infrastructure which this
committee had had over the years, and
transfer it to the Defense Department.
And in line with the very logical and
sound suggestion which the chairman of
this committee has made, that all matters
which concern foreign policy and foreign
affairs should be concentrated in one bill,
it has been the action of this committee
to return this matter to the confines of
this foreign aid bill, and it is my under-
standing that the other body in this case
has agreed.

With reference to the suggestion that
sufficient consideration has not been
given to the issues which are raised and
inherent in this legislation, I should
simply like to point out that the hear-
ings on these programs began on April 4,
1967, and concluded on August 2, and
that there were 53 meetings of the com-
mittee; that every witness who wanted
the opportunity to be heard, whether
governmental or private, was heard.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 additional minute to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. MONAGAN. I thank the gentle-
man,

Not only that, but every member of the
committee who wanted an opportunity
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to suggest witnesses or bring in witnesses
had that opportunity, even to the extent
of boring other members of the commit-
tee who had previously heard it and sub-
tracting years from the life of the chair-
man.

So I say, Mr. Chairman, this program
is essential. Certainly it is not perfect,
there could be changes made as a result
of experience; nevertheless it is one of
the tools that the President needs to
carry on the foreign policy of the United
States and to protect our national se-
curity.

I hope that the House will agree with
me and support this legislation.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield 10 minutes to the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI].

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Chairman,
after the analytical statement by the
gentleman from Iowa, we ought to close
general debate and proceed to effectively
trim the bill.

But the rules of the House will be fol-
lowed and other Members will, of course,
have plenty to say. But I do think the
gentleman from Iowa was especially ef-
fective today. He presented us with a
high-level bit of corn, which is in keep-
ing with his Towa background. I do re-
call 2 or 3 years ago that he even put
some of his words into poetry. Of course,
this afternoon he used only prose which
shows that it is hard to find something
poetic in this dubious program.

Mr. Chairman, I would also commend
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. ApAIr]
who spoke earlier and who gave you very
sound reasons for opposing the program
and cutting it down to size. I notice that
since he spoke most of the Members have
left the floor of the House, obviously con-
vinced that we should make massive cuts
in this hill.

So rather than repeat why the bill
must be cut, why on behalf of the tax-
payers we have to use a hammer to chip
away at this bill presented to us by the
committee, I would like to digress a
moment and inject a few personal
observations.

I would first compliment our chairman
who very patiently brings this bill to the
floor every year. I have never asked him
to deny it, but I know that down deep in
his heart it must be difficult to stand up
and defend the State Department on
such a program as this. But he does it
heroically enough and even though I
may not agree with his arguments for
the bill, I admire his courage in telling
the House with a straight face that this
is a fine program.

I also have great respect for the gen-
tleman from Connecticut [Mr. MoNa-
GAN] who just spoke because, one of the
countries that does not receive foreign
aid is the land of his ancestors, Ireland,
and I think it is wonderful that the
proud Irish do not have their hands
out—or as the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
Gross] would say—their tin cup out. It
is interesting that a son of the Old Sod
like Joen Monacan would defend a pro-
gram even though Erin is not benefiting
by it.

When we really get down to it, as I
see it, the issues before us in this bill
are just two. One is, as we Members of
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the House know, that our real strength
as a legislative body is that we represent
the public. The other body, detached as
they are by their 6-year terms, are usu-
ally aloof from the American public.
They do not do as good a job of rep-
resenting the public as we do. It strikes
me as being especially disturbing that
the chairman of the Committee on For-
eign Relations of the other body and the
members of that committee get all the
attention and all the notoriety when the
real skill in dealing with foreign affairs
is to be found in the Committee on For-
eign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives. So I would think that one way to
get the proper attention and recognition
in this field is to do a better job of cut-
ting this bill and a deeper job of cutting
this bill than was performed in the other

I believe if we support the comments
and later the amendments of the gen-
tleman from Indiana and the gentleman
from Iowa and others of us who will have
proper amendments to offer we can do a
fine job fo restore control of our foreign
policy to where it really belongs, to the
House of Representatives, the true
spokesmen of the people of this country.

The second thing that we ought to keep
in mind is that there is not anything
that will have as sobering an influence
on world affairs as effective cuts made by
the Congress in the foreign aid program.
Frankly, all the benevolence that we
have in this bill is taken for granted.

If we do take meaningful steps in cut-
ting down the program, I believe the aid
that we will continue to provide will be
appreciated. I would think that even
though they would not admit it publicly,
our distinguished Chairman and the
other Members who must heroically
struggle to defend this program might
deep down in their hearts be saying, “If
we could really trim this to the bone we
would then be appreciated abroad.”

No one really appreciates a sugar
daddy. It is someone who carefully gives
you a little practical help that you ap-
preciate far more than the very benevo-
lent individual.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chailrman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Wisconsin.

Mr, ZABLOCKI. I commend the gen-
tleman from Illinois for recognizing that
the Members of the House, particularly
the members of the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee, are more knowledgeable in inter-
national affairs than those in the other
body. Enowing and realizing that, can
the gentleman honestly say that we
would be so irresponsible as to cut this
bill?

Mr. DERWINSKI. No, I am not saying
that would be irresponsible. What I am
saying is that when we cut the bill, we
would actually help the State Depart-
ment by giving them some spine, some
firmness, and strength that they cannot
on their own develop.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to our dis-
tinguished chairman.

Mr. MORGAN. I am somewhat con-
fused by the gentleman’s statement. I

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

wonder if he is trying to say something
similar to what the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Passman] said yesterday
in relation to another bill: I am “agin”
the bill, but I hope it passes. Am I
correct?

Mr. DERWINSKI. No. what I am
really trying to do is to mellow the
gentleman so that when I offer my con-
structive amendments in the next few
days, I might get some good support on
his side of the aisle.

Mr. MORGAN. I must say that I have
enjoyed the gentleman's service on the
committee. He has been an asset to the
committee with his humor and good will.
A number of the amendments he has
offered in committee has made a
significant contribution to shaping the
bill we have here today.

Mr. DERWINSKI. In keeping with
this wonderful spirit of Camp David,
Glassboro, or whatever else prevails to-
day, I intend to offer many constructive
amendments in the next few days. They,
of course, will be in the pattern of reduc-
ing the bill. I am pleased that the chair-
man will have a tolerant and objective
point of view toward my amendments.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. GALLAGHER. In keeping with the
“spirit of Derwinski” I might say I hope
the gentleman’s amendments will have
the same success as did most of his
amendments in the committee.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I hope my amend-
ments will have as much success as the
Israel Army did against the Arabs. In
fact, I feel just as virtuous.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. The gentleman has
described his amendments as “construe-
tive amendments.” I presume the gentle-
man would not have an amendment to
discontinue the program entirely. He
would not be that irresponsible, as sug-
gested by the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. DERWINSKI. What I think we
could do is to suspend new authoriza-
tions for at least 1 year and let them
live off the $6 billion in the pipeline.
Then we could come back a year from
now and, and who knows, find that we
may not need the ATID program. I do not
think cutting off the AID program would
be irresponsible. I think we would be
really appreciated by our taxpayers. I
think now we are taken for granted
abroad. Psychologically, we are taken for
granted around the world because of the
unnecessary charity of the AID program,

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield further?

Mr. DERWINSKL I yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. ZABLOCKI. Proceeding with the
thought of the chairman of our commit-
tee, knowing the gentleman’s great abil-
ity for statesmanship, if he knew his vote
would contribute to a discontinuation of
the program, would the gentleman desire
1o have his vote on record for such a dis-
continuation? '
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Mr. DERWINSKI. Positively. I think
that would be a moment of great glory.
We would really restore some sanity to
our foreign policy, which is greatly in
need of it.

Let me point out, realizing the chair-
man has referred to the fact that I oc-
casionally try to help an amendment
through with humor when I cannot do it
with voting muscle, that seriously, one
of the troubles about debate in Washing-
ton is that there is too much attention
centered on the other body, where they
have been engaged in personalities. In
the next few days when we offer the
amendments, they will not be offered in
the spirit of deliberately embarrassing
the President or adding to the confusion
that may exist in the world over debate
on foreign policy of the United States. We
want to help the State Department to
make the cuts they do not have the guts
to make themselves on behalf of the poor
American taxpayers.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New Jersey.

Mr. GALLAGHER. With friends like
that, the State Department needs
no enemies, and I am sure they do not
require that kind of advice to conduct
their business.

Mr. DERWINSKI. As the gentleman
from New Jersey knows, the State De-
partment is not necessarily held in as
high a repute as some of the truly benev-
olent agencies in our country, such as
the Red Cross, the Cancer Society, or
other proper benevolent groups. The
State Department is really masguerad-
ing as an international benevolent asso-
ciation at the expense of the U.S. tax-
payer without elementary results.

As the gentleman well knows, our
amendments will be so constructed that
the overpowering logic of our position,
I am sure, will prevail, and then, of
course, we will fortify the chairman's
hand when he goes to conference by in-
sisting that the deeper cuts made by the
House be sustained in the conference.
gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWIN3KL I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent tc revise and extend
my remarks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr, HALEY. Mr. Chairman, these are
times in which, as related in “Alice in
Wonderland,” you have to run faster just
to stay in the same place. This comes to
mind as I think of our Nation’s worsen-
ing of the payments deficit. The more we
spend in foreign lands, the worse the
situation becomes and the harder we run
trying to catch up.

If foreign countries would spend as
much with us as we do with them, the
race of course would be about even and
gold would stop flowing from our country
fo theirs. But inasmuch as their spend-
ing is not likely to increase, the only
way to narrow the race in our faver is
for us to spend less abroad. And right
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now, on the floor of this House today, is
a good time to initiate a cutoff program.

The time is ripe because we are today
considering again an administration
request for authorization of more billions
of our taxpayers’ dollars for our bureau-
crats to spend freely—and, I am sorry
to say, wastefully—in all parts of the
globe.

Just a few simple figures tell the story
of why it is necessary to cut not only
foreign spending but some domestic out-
lays as well. Unless the 10-percent surtax
on incomes proposed by the President is
approved—and there is, as we all know,
no certainty that it will be approved
at that level—we may have a $29 billion
deficit in this fiseal year, as administra-
tion spokesmen now frankly admit. Even
with the increased income tax, a deficit
of $20 billion or more impends.

With such a tremendous proportion of
our total budget for this year earmarked
for national defense and for fixed
charges such as the astronomical interest
on the national debt, there are not many
places in which the budget can be effec-
tively trimmed to the extent needed to
bring the looming deficit within the
bounds of reason. But I submit, Mr.
Chairman, that there is one such place—
it is in the bill which is before us for
consideration today.

The administration, through its spend-
ers in the State Department and the
Agency for International Development, is
engaged in the annual effort to lead the
American people, and their representa-
tives in the Congress, to believe that un-
less foreign aid is continued on its pres-
ent broad base, we will lose friends
around the world.

But a survey of the attitude of the na-
tions of the world toward the United
States today does not make it appear
that our spending of far more than $130
billion over the years has gained us any
friends—or even gained us the respect
of the rest of the nations.

So I would ask you, ask all of my col-
leagues in this House today, why should
we also lose our money and put our
monetary system in perilous jeopardy?
I do not think there is a reasonable an-
swer to this, except in the minds of those
who believe in “check book” foreign
policy under the theory that more spend-
ing is the answer to every problem.

I would point out to you that enly last
week, our Commerce Department re-
ported that the U.S. dollar drain during
the April-June period exceeded $500 mil-
lion for the second straight quarter. If
this trend continues, the Nation could
experience its worst deficit in 3 years in
the international balance of payments.

I think this is a situation which eries
out for the most stringent economy in
our foreign aid spending. As much as I
wish it were not so, I recognize the fact
that all foreign aid spending cannot be
abruptly stopped. But it can and should
be reduced well below the figure recom-
mended in this bill before us. And this
objective can be accomplished to a great
degree, it seems to me, by limiting our
distribution of aid funds to needy and
worthy mnations on which the United
States can count in these troubled times.

‘We have for too many years been dol-
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ing out our funds, to the great detriment
of our own solvency, to too many nations
which not only are not our friends and
have no intention of becoming our
friends, but which are in many cases at
best “‘neutral against us” and in some
cases downright and abusively hostile to
us and noticeabiy partial to our Commu-
nist enemies.

Beyond this, we have—as every Mem-
ber of this House knows—allowed the
channeling of our taxpayers’ hard-earned
dollars into countries which in effect used
them for the purpose of providing goods
of all kinds to our enemies. And—as AID
officials reluctantly admitted when
caught in the act—we have allowed our
assistance funds to be used to fatten the
personal bank accounts of corrupt offi-
cials of some so-called friendly countries.

I repeat that we cannot, as a practical
matter, abruptly turn off the foreign aid
spigot. But I also repeat that we can, as
a practical and also necessary matter,
curb the flow of our dollars through that
spigot. I do not think this is a political
matter—it is a matter which calls for
responsible action by a responsible Con-
gress, for bipartisan action throughout
this Chamber. I hope my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle will join me in
voting this year to impose sharp limita-
tions on this program.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. Hannal may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr, HANNA. Mr. Chairman, “stability"
is the great goal for the developing coun-
tries of Southeast Asia, but there is a
problem in defining the term. To some
people, it means an insistence upon a
static society, an immobile state—an
eternal status quo. Or it may mean more
simply preventing the Communists from
taking over by open attack; as long as
that calamity is averted, these people
believe the desired stability is achieved.

I believe that stability in Southeast
Asia is a freer term, a higher goal, and
a more dynamic possibility. Stability is
not only military security, though it
must include it; stability is not a police
state, though it may have to pass through
it; it is not just a rising GNP, though it
comprises it; nor is stability preservation
of the wealthy, though it may need it.

In short, stability is not keeping a so-
ciety’s head just above water. Rather it
is learning to swim, for the whole body
politic. Stability, in fact, is develop-
ment—the development of people and
their institutions.

Let me illustrate the status quo in
Southeast Asia by repeating to you a true
story from northeast Thailand. It dem-
onstrates the difference between what we
might call “static” and “dynamic™ sta-
bility.

Lek was a 27-year-old Thai from Don
Saeng village. He was single, and he
lived with his family of 12 on 5 acres of
paddy land. If the rain was good and not
too many pests or diseases blighted the
crop, they had enough rice to feed them-
selves. In a bad season, they tightened
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their belts and tried to find extra work
for additional rice. The family usually
tried to grow 1 acre of fibrous kenaf,
but often there was not enough water
for retting, so it was of poor quality.
They raised two pigs, seven buffalo, and
four head of cattle.

Lek's friend Sangwan had been his
classmate in a sideless school attended
by about 200 children. Since no higher
level of education was available, their
schooling had ended at the fourth grade.
Sangwan was married and the father of
two children. They lived with his family
of eight on 4 acres of paddy land;
enough to produce about half the fam-
ily's needs. They raised two or three pigs
a year, but most of the additional family
income came from cutting trees and
sawing unauthorized lumber in the
forest.

Although they were farmers, neither
Lek nor Sangwan had ever seen a rice or
agriculture officer, and they had little
contact with any government officials.
They had never heard of a Farmer Club,
Farmer Association, or 4-H Club. These
young men wanted a better life. They
really had not thought much about the
future, but they wished to continue
farming, as their ancestors had, and fo
learn a new skill. They had heard of a
rice demonstration near Lerngnokthar,
where chemical fertilizer had nearly
doubled rice yields. They had seen the
rice and it looked good, but they did not
know how to use the new fertilizer. Be-
sides, they had heard it cost 15 cents per
kilo—15 cents they did not have. Lek
had also given some thought to becom-
ing a driver, but had no way to learn
how.

About 2 years ago, Lek's brother-in-
law started talking to him about the fu-
thjsm' ‘His comments were something like

The Thal Government is very bad. They
will not let you cut trees to build your
houses unless you pay bribes. When the po-
lice come to the , they come to arrest
someone, but do they ever help you? Thai-
land is really a colony of the United States:
you can see that by the number of American
troops living here. But the Thal people have
friends to help them fight against the cor-
rupt government and the colonialists, friends
in Worth Vietnam, China, Cuba, and else-

have a better life. It is the only way.

Lek thought about what his brother-
in-law had said. After all, his cousin had
been arrested and fined $10 for taking
trees to build a house. Another neighbor
had fhree buflalo stolen, but the police
never did help him find them. Maybe
this government really was not very

Some time later, a friend persuaded
Lek and Sangwan to come abroad to a
progressive country where they would
learn all they wanted. They went on foot
with guides through the jungle to North
Vietnam. Once there, they entered a
training group of 143 Thais, men and
women. They were then broken info
smaller groups of four and not allowed o
talk about their families or homes. Daily
instructions were given by North Viet-
namese instructors on Communist ideol-
ogy, weapons, jungle survival, guerrilla
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warfare, the organization of Liberation
Associations, and many other topies. The
program continued for 8 months, but the
group had to move regularly to avoid at-
tacks by American bombers. Twice they
went to Hanoi to see a “really progres-
sive city,” although they were accom-
panied by a guide and were not permitted
to speak to any of the people. They were
not much impressed by what they saw,
although they did admire the large
buildings.

After their return to Thailand, they
were assigned to work in small groups.
They were told how to move in and kill
selected village headmen, schoolteachers,
or the like, and get away fast. Their
leaders discussed setting up various lib-
eration associations—for farmers, priests,
students, women, and so forth. The
groups often went into a village to help
the farmers plant or harvest rice and
talk to them about organizing a libera-
tion association.

But life in the jungle was hard. Often
they had little or no food to eat, and at
times there was none for 3 days. At other
times, perhaps a milk can of rice had
to suffice for three men, supplemented
by bitter roots and leaves. They were
constantly on the move, evading antiter-
rorist squads.

Sangwan began to think more and
more about his family and how he would
like to go back to them. Life as a farmer
might not be so bad after all. He had
been warned that the only way to leave
the Communist party was to be killed,
either by the Communist or the govern-
ment. Even so, he was tired of running.
He decided to give himself up to the dis-
triet officer, who welcomed him and took
him into his home. Lek held out until
he was captured by a suppression squad.
At first, he was very hostile and would
not say anything but: “I haven't seen”;
“I haven’t heard”; “I didn't do it.” Even-
tually, however, he volunteered to tell
his story.

Lek and Sangwan were misled by the
Communists because they had no real
basis of comparison, no way of testing
the validity of their statements. What
our AID people are doing is reaching into
Don Saeng village and bringing the out-
side world to people like Lek and Sang-
wan. They are helping to provide oppor-
tunities for Thai peasants to obtain a
better education, better employment, to
learn new techniques of farming or to
turn to other occupations by learning
new skills.

Our task is to help the Thal Govern-
ment develop techniques whereby Lek
and Sangwan can identify their own
problems and recognize that there is
something they and their people can do
about them; our job is to help the Thais
improve existing institutions and create
new ones which will give Lek and Sang-
wan real benefits instead of the empty
promises of terrorists.

But human and institutional develop-
ment requires much from those who dare
to believe in it. It takes men and money,
It takes talent., It takes time and belief.

THE NEED FOR MEN

To date, the Agency for International
Development has sent into the Far East
more than 4,000 American men and
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women to work on stabilization pro-
grams. They are there because they must
take the seed to the farmer, must teach
the use of iertilizer, and help in the
harvest. They must build the schools and
instruct the students. They must carry
medicine into the jungles, treat the sick,
and shelter the homeless. And in some
areas, they are needed in the villages to
secure safety by day and to protect the
peace of the night.

Men are also needed to prepare others
to build their own institutions. They
must train them to build roads, houses,
industries, airfields, and communications
systems required for 20th-century living.
Men must help other men organize for
their common good—to form coopera-
tives, professional and labor associations,
credit unions, banking facilities, and ad-
ministrative and planning organizations.
When people inspire others to help them-
selves in the development process, the
most enduring and powerful force on
earth has been unleashed.

The less developed countries must do
most of the job themselves. But by their
very definition, they cannot do it with-
out some outside help. Only men can
reach Lek and Sangwan. The Commu-
nists sent men to tempt them with illu-
sions. We send men to help them with
concrete realities.

THE NEED FOR MONEY

Of course we cannot increase the sta-
bility of the world community by money
alone; neither can we do so without it.
Money is needed—for material, ma-
chines, and for labor. Without it, no pro-
gram for stability can be set in motion.
And if we do not plan for dynamic sta-
bility, history’s wars tell us that we will
pay an even higher price for a static one.

In fiscal 1967, the Congress appro-
priated approximately $2.15 billion for
global development work. Of this
amount, $768 million, or about 36 per-
cent, was designated for the Far East
region, which includes Southeast Asia.
Our rationale for this action can be
demonstrated by means of a simple an-
alogy: A man may spend massive
amounts for fire and theft insurance on
his property, but if he does not spend a
little to improve his neighborhood, it
will run down, and his own damage
risks will rise. So will his insurance
rates.

No one denies that we now live in a
world which requires immense military
outlays. But dynamic stability, in our
neighborhood or world community, re-
quires much more from us than just in-
suring a precarious status quo. It also
demands that we maintain, improve, and
expand the community in which we live.
It takes ATD money to improve the world
community in which we all live and
move.

If an analogy between a private home-
owner and the United States as a whole
seems too facile, let us consider the as-
sertion of each successive U.S. adminis-
tration in the past 20 years, with biparti-
san support in the Congress: that our
national interest is well served by our
foreign aid program. In the words of the
House Appropriations Committee report
on the foreign assistance appropriations
bill of 1967:
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It is hardly arguable that our past aid in
defense of the free world has paid dividends
by helping to thwart and frustrate the world
communist drive. Not only has it folled ag-
gression; it has brought stability to a num-
ber of countries.

Additionally, and this is a factor
whose significance should never be ig-
nored, every major industrialized coun-
try that I know of has a foreign eco-
nomic assistance program. Some take a
larger portion of their national income
than ours, some take less. It is striking
that some of the nations which we con-
sider most realistically practical—such
as France, West Germany, and Japan—
have very large programs. So do the
Communist-bloc countries. All these
governments have concluded that it is in
their national interest to have a foreign
economic aid program, even though with
their smaller wealth, it means a greater
sacrifice for their people than for ours.

TALENT

Yankee know-how has achieved leg-
endary status. Our confident “can do”
approach and the results it gets consti-
tute probably our most familiar char-
acteristic. With achievement, however,
comes responsibility—as every high
school valedictory reiterates throughout
the country. But because this is almost a
cliche, it is not the less true. We do have
a responsibility to share what we know
and can do. It may even be more than
that. It may sound fanciful, but the only
way to increase knowledge is to give it
away. Ideas and know-how will not keep;
they must be nourished in many minds
and take root in fresh soils. Talent needs
to be shared.

Southeast Asia needs our generosity
now, just as we need to share. The
human resources of that region of the
world alone are almost inexhaustible.
The special knowledge that is there—and
there is a lot of it—urgently needs re-
lease. And it takes talent to develop
human resources.

It is not enough just for men and
money to fight against something. People
must fight for something. Dynamic sta-
bility in any country requires freedom
from hunger, disease, and ignorance. For
fiscal 1968, AID is channeling its diver-
sity of talent to place special emphasis
on agriculture, health, and education—
with an increase of 25 percent in funds
in the latter two areas alone. AID intends
to give highest priority to the war on
hunger, family planning, and nutrition
improvement through its emphasis on
improving a country’s agricultural, pro-
duction, population-planning, and child-
feeding program.

Public Health is already receiving ex-
tensive doses of AID talent. The well-
being of any nation rests fundamentally
upon the health of its people, and when
they are cursed by disease, their hopes
grow dim. Education is another essential
of future development. It takes an edu-
cated people to man the factories, to con-
duct the administration of public and
private business, and to teach the young.

TIME

It takes time for people and institu-
tions to develop. We have time to wait.
Instant success may be true for instant



August 22, 1967

coffee and for TV dinners. It is not true,
however, for people and their communi-
ties. The development of people and their
institutions cannot be rushed if what we
build is to endure.

When societies are changing from
within and are threatened from without,
it is not easy to take time to let a pat-
tern of development root itself securely.
The temptation is always there—to do it
for them, to push too fast and too hard,
to force our way on theirs, because we
already know it works for us. But what
works well for our Midwest and our
South may not always be best for their
Southeast Asia. Southeast Asia has a
unique people and culture, and it is
worth our time to take both seriously.

Let me illustrate. Recently, the Agency
for International Development planned
to build a much-needed water storage
facility for the rural people of a village
in southern Laos. The aim was to conduct
this program on a self-help basis. AID
knew how much the villagers wanted this
project, and they were eager to get the
job done as fast as they could. Men and
machines were moved in, plans drawn
up, the site confirmed, and labor re-
cruited. The time schedule called for an
impressively swift job. Everything looked
good—except for one thing. The people
of the village suddenly refused to work.
Despite AID’'s pleas, they would not
help—the self-help principle notwith-
standing. And time was passing.

If the story ended here, we could too
easily dismiss the Laotians as lazy, un-
grateful, wasteful farmers. We could
ease our anger by describing their stub-
bornness as just another sign of the in-
scrutable and indolent Asian. They
simply would not try, éven with our
offer of help; apparently they really
didn’t want the job done after all.

The ingredient that is missing in such
an attitude is time—time to consider the
people of the land seriously. There was a
very good reason why the villagers re-
fused to work. It seems that Pi, a sacred
spirit, lived on the very site which West-
ern engineers had designated as the best
place along the river to construct the
facility.

All that was needed, in this instance,
was sufficient time for a resident AID
anthropologist to win the trust of the
local shaman-priest and then ask if it
were possible to move the sacred spirit
downstream. It was, and Pi was given
another home. When time was taken for
that, east and west were ready to build
together.

The incident encompassed only a brief
period; in many cases, years are in-
volved. But although the delays encoun-
tered may seem excessive to our western
minds, they are worthwhile investments.
A water-storage facility is not very big,
but it means a great deal to Laotian vil-
lagers. Their spirit means a great deal,
too. Accommodation could be made for
both.

BELIEF

I have already indicated that dynamic
stability in Southeast Asia takes men,
money, talent, and time. It also takes a
lot of belief. Southeast Asia needs our
good faith today. They need someone to
confirm their right to be what they are,
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including their right to be different from
us and to develop on their own national
terms. People and nations who do not
believe in that right become tyrants.
They push other people and nations
around and spread their own brand of
distrust over the world. On the other
hand, people who believe in their right
to be themselves, to be different, and to
develop on their own terms hold this be-
lief for others. So they dare to build.

We believe in the people of Southeast
Asia, in their integrity and their long-
ing for stability. And so we have the
courage to follow our belief and work
with them and for them. We trust each
other.

It is true that our stability program in
Southeast Asia requires many ingredi-
ents. It takes much to accomplish it. But
what it takes, it gives back. It gives back
men, prepared to live with and contrib-
ute to the requirements and benefits of
a modern world. For our financial in-
vestment, it returns a richer, more peace-
ful society in which we can continue to
prosper. If it takes talent to build and to
develop, stability gives back minds grown
generous and free through cross-cultural
contact. If we must give time and belief,
we get back time to enjoy the dignity of
our fellow man, and a renewed belief to
strengthen and expand the foundations
we have laid together.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. O'Hagal.

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I shall sincerely try to speak simply.
There is nothing that is closer to the
American heart than foreign aid. When
I was a boy, money was hard to get, and
a penny and a nickle were large coins.
Good people would give their pennies
and their nickles and their dimes, when
they ill could spare them, for the mission-
aries. These missionaries went all over
the world, where there is hardship, where
there are problems, and they taught
what? Religion? Yes. But they were the
builders of education and health.

I have great respect for a former col-
league on this committee, Dr. Walter
Judd. He was a missionary, a medical
missionary, and he knew the heart of
America and the heart of foreign lands.
‘When he was in this House and a mem-
ber of this committee, he was always a
strong champion of the foreign aid pro-
gram.

I think we make the foreign aid pro-
gram too complex. I am not going to
quarrel with those who think that our
America, in the administration of the
foreign aid program, should go out teach-
ing to all the world how many children
they should have. I do not believe in
that. Our image, the image of Uncle Sam,
must be one of sincerity, of simplicity.
We are going into other lands to help
them raise their economy and to help
them raise their standards. I do not think
we are raising the stature of Uncle Sam
in the foreign eyes when we say we are
going into other countries to say how
many children they are going to have.
Yes, if their complexion is brown, they
may have one child or two children, and
if it is white, then more? I do not know.

But, Mr. Chairman, this is a fine pro-
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gram. Yes, we spend billions of dollars to
make war and we are making war in an
unhappy and uneasy and changing world.
Should we grudge the litile money in this
program to advance understanding, to
build in the ways of peace?

That is all that is at issue here. I know,
some are saying, “The foreign aid pro-
gram is not popular at home.” What do
they mean, that it is not popular? The
women’s clubs are for it. The churches
are for it. The labor unions are for it.
Many of the industrialists are for it.
What do they mean, “It is not popular”?

Do not be frightened off. This is the
most popular program we have.

Oh, yes, it can be misrepresented. Some
can say, “Do you believe in throwing
away money?" Of course no one believes
in throwing away money, but we do not
throw away money when we are seeking
to lift the curse of poverty and the curse
of ignorance and the curse of disease
from foreign lands. That is not throwing
away money. That is an investment in
the future.

Now let me talk of how I see this
program.

Whenever I look at television I have
to go through a lot of commercials, and
sometimes I do not like the commercials,
but I know they cost a lot of money. I
do not hear the stockholders of these
companies saying, “Oh, they are throw-
ing away millions of dollars just to give
amusement or boredom to the American
people.” It is money spent as an invest-
ment. It is money spent to bring in more
business.

Every dollar we spend in foreign aid is
just that. We can value it only from that
standpoint.

I know & little something about Africa.
I am amazed by the great wealth of
Africa.

Only a few years ago South-West
Africa was nothing but desert. Then they
found some diamonds. Ten years later
they found some more diamonds. Ten
years later was the greatest diamond find
in the world.

Mauritania was mostly desert, with
less than 1 million population, and they
found deposits there of minerals of un-
told wealth.

The little country of Niger, the poor-
est of all countries, just recently found
minerals of tremendous value.

This is the world of Africa. Yes, there
should be a little help to Africa. In Afriea
we are missing the boat. We are not
doing much for Africa. If all this au-
thorization goes through, there still will
not be very much for Africa. If it is cut
down, there will not be anything for
Africa.

Africa is going to be one of our great
markets. Why, the Africa of tomorrow,
which is right around the corner, will
give to us tremendous foreign trade. It is
worth cultivating.

So it is all over the world.

Mr. Chairman, my heart is in this bill.
My faith is in this bill. I see this bill
bringing the near tomorrow, as I have
seen during my lifetime the America of
yesterday brought into the America of
today. When I was a boy the population
of California, of the entire State of Cali-
fornia, was less than that of the city of



23612

Philadelphia, and that time in Phila-
delphia the population was 1.2 million.
In my boyhood in all of California there
were less than 1 million people.

What happened?

Development.

Yes, we can call it foreign aid coming
from my State of Illinois, foreign aid
coming earlier from New England, going
west. Foreign aid—that is the money
that built up California. That is the
money that built up the great West.
First we had railroads and transporta-
tion, and then we developed waterpower.
Think of the market that California
gives us today. Would my Illinois be as
prosperous if it were not for California?
And what has come about in the devel-
opment of the wealth and resources of
California? My friends, the world of
tomorrow will be so much richer because
of the money we have put into foreign
aid in order to build up the economies of
countries which are now small but of
tremendous stature in wealth and re-
sources. Build up their economies and
they will become our customers and our
markets. Our factories will be turning
out goods and we will find markets all
over the world in a world of plenty that
has been made by the little money we
are now putting into foreign aid.

Mr. Chairman, I am filled with emo-
tion. I know I am near the end of the
road, When you are 85 you know that
there are not too many years ahead, and
sometimes when you are near the end of
the road and you look back at the road
you have traveled you can see with
greater clarity the vision of the road
ahead, the road of tomorrow.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I am glad to
yield to my very good friend.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

I would like to congratulate the gen-
tleman in the well for a very elogquent
presentation. I might say while he may
be somewhat older than some of us in
years, he is young in spirit and has been
a great addition to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs. I should also like to say
that the State of Illinois has provided
a very sizable contribution in the form
of the gentleman from Illinois to our
country. I think we are all grateful to
it.

In reference to the gentleman’s em-
phasis on Africa, I am very pleased that
he did mention the significance of this
continent, because it does seem to me this
is an area which we have perhaps under-
emphasized in the past.

In that connection, I have been dis-
turbed about the limitation placed by
the other body on the number of coun-
tries to which we can give aid, because
it seems inevitable to me that if there
should be too severe a restriction, the
African countries, the new countries, the
ones where a token contribution in many
cases might be of significance, would
have to be stricken from the list of recip-
ients.

Would the gentleman care to comment
on the limitation placed by the other
body on the number of countries to
which we might give aid and what it
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might do to the countries in Africa to
which we have been giving or might give
assistance?

Mr. O’'HARA of Illinois. I am so very
pleased that my friend brought that mat-
ter up. If the reduction in the authoriza-
tion decided upon by the other body
prevails, there will be no help going to
Africa. Africa will be entirely devoid of
any help, and we will be missing the
boat badly. I have always felt that the
area closest to our interests was Africa
and Latin America. Certainly we have an
interest in the Far East, which is far
away, but our closest interest is in Africa
and in Latin America. I think it would
be a tragedy if there should be such cuts
in the authorization that Africa will be
entirely cut off. It would be a tragedy.

In closing, might I respond to my
friend. I would say that the greatest
enrichment of my life in these later years
has been my membership on this com-
mittee. We are all prima donnas on my
committee. I say that with the warmest
affection. Nobody quite can define foreign
policy. It has been a complex sort of
thing. In earlier days it was rather sim-
ple. We wanted to do business with coun-
tries, and that was all we were interested
in. Now we have world responsibility. No-
body quite to the satisfaction of anybody
else can define foreign policy.

Well, now, on the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee my beloved colleagues—every one
of them—can detine foreign policy to
their own satisfaction but convert no one
else. J

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I shall be
happy to yield to the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. JoELSON].

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman mentioned the chronology of
the aid program. I would like to say that
I wish the other people of this Nation
had one-tenth of his idealism, one-tenth
of his dedication, one-tenth of the gen-
tleman'’s vision, one-tenth of the gentle-
man’s energy, and one-tenth of his
ability.

There is a song about being “Young
in Heart.” The gentleman is young in
heart, and insofar as I am concerned the
gentleman robs old age of its terrors.

Mr. O’'HARA of Illinois. Well, I may
have another primary next June and I
wonder if the gentleman from New Jer-
sey would come to Illinois and do a little
campaigning for me?

Mr. JOELSON. You bet I will.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
distinguished gentleman yield to me?

Mr. O'HARA of Illinois. I yield to the
distinguished majority leader.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, the only
thing lacking while the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois was speaking is
that we did not have 435 Members pres-
ent. I do not believe we have had a better
speech in this House during my tenure
of service. I commend the distinguished
gentleman from Illinois. As the gentle-
man advances in years, his eloquence,
which I feel is a natural gift, advances
with him. I hope the gentleman has
many, many more years of service in the
House of Representatives. We need him.

Mr. O’HARA of Illinois. I might say to
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the distinguished majority leader that I
have always tried to practice humility.
But if I listen to any more compliments
of the magnitude which the majority
leader has bestowed upon me, I will leave
the well of the House with a big head.

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. TarT]l.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. Chairman, it would
be a difficult enough task indeed for a
freshman member—insofar as the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs is concerned—
to come to the floor with all of the
knowledgeable people upon both sides of
the aisle and express views upon the leg-
islation that is pending before us. But,
coming as I do, after a Titan, the gentle-
man from Illinois, makes it an almost im-
possible job.

I would like to say the experience of
serving on this commiftee has been a
most pleasant and a most stimulating
one.

I would join in the commendation of
the chairman of the committee, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr, Mor-
caN], and the ranking Republican mem-
ber, the distinguished gentlewoman from
Ohio [Mrs. BorToN] and, indeed, all of
the members of the committee for the
tremendous amount of attention that
they have given to this bill.

As I have indicated in my additional
views, I feel strongly that our national
interest dictates that we continue a for-
eign aid program and try to improve
that foreign aid program. And, it is in
that spirit that I have offered some addi-
tional views, commenting as to the pro-
cedures that have been followed in the
committee and the suggestions that have
been made. Further, I would like to echo
the recommendation of the ranking Re-
publican member, my colleague from
Ohio, as to the desirability of more use
of the subcommittees in the considera-
tion of the details of this bill.

When the distinguished gentleman
from New Jersey read my additional
views, he commented to me, in his usual
perspicacious vein:

I do not see how any Member with your
seniority on the committee could dare come
forward and present such suggestions for
revolutionizing committee procedures.

Be that as it may, it is not my pur-
pose today to go into further discussion
of the desirability of such a change.
Rather, I would like to talk about a
basic question that is going to come up in
the amendments as to whether or not the
authorization under this bill should be
a l-year or a 2-year authorization.

I believe the issue involved here is
whether or not this amounts to a down-
grading of congressional supervision
over this program. Would it not be a
recognition of the fact that the execu-
tive and not the legislative branch is to
make policy in this area?

For a few minutes today I also want
to go into this to answer arguments that
have been made in favor of a 2-year au-
thorization, but it really comes down to
what the responsibility of the Congress
is, and how we can best do our job. I
am convinced—and I believe most of the
Members are convinced—that we can do
it by continual review. I believe that
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continual review can best be accom-
plished by the discipline, at least, of
annual hearings,

Let me review for a few minutes the
various reasons that have been given in
advocating a 2-year authorization.

First, it is said that many countries
no longer need short-term help. Well,
that may be, but certainly there are
many countries that may very well need
short-term help, and short-term help in
the near future. Indeed, there are some
who have recently received such help,
and I assume we should take another
look next year at them to see what their
progress has been. Let me cite just as
points of illustration those nations in the
Middle East, and perhaps Greece, where
certainly there are changing circum-
stances. I believe there is a continual su-
pervision and decision that could well
and really should be made by the Con-
gress, rather than the executive, as the
conditions change, and the desires and
the interests of the American people
change.

Second, it has been said that we have
enough experience to know that we can
get results under a foreign aid program.
We have enough experience to know we
cannot get results in some instances as
well, and I believe when we see we are
not getting results, a 2-year authoriza-
tion is too long a period for a change in
the authorization which, given the oppor-
tunity, will be stimulated by the Con-
gress.

It has been said also that congressional
recognition of the foreign aid program
as being in the national interest will be
established by giving a longer authoriza-
tion than a 1-year period. I believe the
answer to that is very simple. The Con-
gress has recognized the continuing na-
ture of the foreign aid program for a
period of 20 years, and I believe a study
of the record of the past support of the
Congress is sufficient to make that point.
Certain programs such as the Alliance
for Progress program, for instance, have
been continuing programs, and author-
ized over a period of years. There are
special reasons for doing so, and I would
not upset this area.

It is said, again, that appropriations
still will be annual, and that this is a
sufficient safeguard for Congress. It
seems to me that, quite the contrary, the
fact that appropriations are annual
means that the programs, at least to that
extent, are continually subject to review.
Why, if they are to be subject to review
as to funds to be provided, should they
not be subject to review as to the policy
involved? One of the most frank state-
ments made to me informally on this with
regard to the 2-year authorization bears
repeating here. It is that to go for a vote
of the other body again next year might
hurt the program more.

Well, if so, I believe we had better take
this question head on. The implication is
that the future conduct of our foreign
policy in other areas than foreign aid
can result in some kickback upon the
foreign aid program. For those who
would change our foreign policy, perhaps
that would be a desirable thing. But in
any event, if we are to make our decision
upon foreign aid and on the basis of poor
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reasoning of this sort, then I believe the
Congress, and indeed the Nation, will
have arrived at a sad day.

Another point made by the director of
the program before our committee was
that perhaps a b5-year authorization
might be desirable in some of these pro-
grams. He was asked, if this was true,
why did he not ask for 5 years? He came
out with what I think was quite a fac-
tual, truthful answer: that it was not
practical to come out with more than 2
years and expect approval.

Thus, I believe really what this comes
down to as much as anything else is a
matter of convenience of the executive
branch.

It has been said that too much agency
fime is spent in congressional hearings.
Perhaps that is true. Some of the sug-
gested reforms with regard to taking
some of the more detailed aspects up with
subcommittees would probably get down
to the people who are actually in charge
of a particular program and might be the
remedy for this.

It has been said that there is an advan-
tage of freeing the Congress from a
yearly review, giving it more time to focus
on special problems.

It seems to me proper procedural
changes rather than a change in the
years of authorization would be the way
to handle this matter.

It is said that there has been too much
attention to the errors and too little to
the successes. Our job is to pay attention
to those areas in which we find errors.
If we have successes, then the Congress
is not called upon to change those pro-
grams.

But I think it is our job to review the
programs and to pick up errors that we
see and point them out.

It is said that annual reviews dull
rather than sharpen the interest of the
Congress, to say nothing of the Ameri-
can people. But how can less activity
create more interest? This just does not
add up.

It is said that continuity is needed for
sound management. As to this, I might
add that sound management may call
for continuity as well.

In sum, I do not think a case has been
made for a 2-year authorization pro-
gram. I think amendments should be
offered and I, if others do not offer them
first, will be offering amendments to cut
back on these various programs that
have been authorized for a period longer
than 1 year.

The Committee might be interested in
the figures, as to what the authorizations
for 1969 total.

The total figure for 1969 is $2,775,-
325,000. That is an increase over 1968
of some $273 million.

In summary, if you attempt to justify
increases from 1968 to 1969 on the basis
of the record that has been presented to
you, and that was before the committee,
I think you will find very little justi-
fication for any 1969 increases there.

In conclusion the basic question still
remains: Do you want to have the Con-
gress maintain control and supervision
and oversight over this area? Or do you
want to give a blank check—well, per-
haps not a blank check, but certainly
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one dated for the next year to the execu-
tive branch of the Government?

Do we feel that the Members of Con-
gress are too heavily imposed upon to
be called upon to review each of these
programs every year and to work their
will on these programs?

Mr. Chairman, for the information of
my colleagues I include the following
tables of the 1969 authorizations in for-
eign assistance which I expect to ask to
be stricken:

1963 AUTHORIZATIONS IN FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT

OF 1967
Authorization, Authorization
Subject 1969 increase over
1968

Development Loan Fund_..__ $750, 000, 000 $150, 000, 00O

Technical cooperation and
development grants._ ... 260,000,000 17,000, 000

American schools and

hospitals abroad.......... 14, 000, 000 0
International organizations__. 158,000,000 17,000,000
Sugpnrﬂns assistance, 170, 000, 000 0
ool T 550, 000, 000 0
Contingency fund........... 100,000,000 25, 000, 000
Mili[arr assistance. ... 714,000,000 64, 000, 000
Administrative expenses. ... 59, 325, 000 0
] [ A e 2,775,325,000 273,000,000

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I yleld 5
minutes to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. WoLFF]1.

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Chairman, foreign
aid is an appropriate way to help our
friends in the developing nations with
self-help programs. Foreign ald, especial-
1y military aid, is not, and will never be,
an appropriate way to reward countries
antagonistic to the United States.

It is my sincere and sorry conclusion,
after examining the conduct of certain
aspects of the military assistance pro-
gram included in our foreign aid pro-
gram, that we often lack vision and direc-
tion in the execution of our policy of
foreign aid.

It is not politically sound nor militar-
ily logical to provide military aid to our
adversaries. Yet there are in the United
States today 20 men from Iraq and the
Sudan still receiving training at our mili-
tary bases. These countries have broken
diplomatic relations with the United
States, yet we continue to train their
military personnel. The Secretary of
State has tried to justify this policy but
all that emerges is a weak apology for an
inexcusable program. Our Nation appears
not to recognize what is meant by the
breaking of diplomatic relations. Against
our best interests, we persist in providing
men from countries militantly opposed to
us and our policies access to security in-
formation on military bases in the con-
tinental United States. This type of aid
must cease—as of now.

Mr. Chairman, while on this point, I
wish to clarify a statement I made last
week. I said that Libya had broken diplo-
matic relations with the United States.
The source for that incorrect statement
was the Congressional Relations Office of
the Department of State. Only after fur-
ther probing was I able to have this
mistake corrected. It is most unfortunate
that for two months the Congressional
Relations Office was informing Members
of Congress incorrectly that Libya had
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severed diplomatic relations with the
United States.

Although Libya has not broken diplo-
matic relations with the United States, I
was interested in a story that appeared
in the Washington Post on Friday, Au-
gust 18. According to a dispatch from
Cairo, Libyan troops are regularly defect-
ing to the United Arab Republic. The
latter is clearly an adversary of ours
and it would be most embarrassing if
American-trained Libyan troops were
joining the United Arab Republic mili-
tary.

Clearly when such an unfortunate
possibility exists it is imperative that we
evaluate carefully our policy of military
aid to Libya. Whether or not a country
has broken diplomatic relations should
not be the only basis for considering the
merits of military aid programs.

Jordan maintains diplomatic relations
with the United States and expresses a
desire to be our friend. Yet when the
chips were down, when a decision had to
be made, Jordan signed a military assist-
ance pact with the United Arab Republic.
Whatever may be Jordan’s intentions,
that country has a defense pact with an
avowed adversary of our’s and continued
military aid to Jordan is not in the best
interests of the United States.

We are told that if we do not provide
military aid to certain Arab nations, they
will receive that aid from the Soviet
Union. I submit that we do not have to
give way to this international “black-
mail.” Such attempts to play the United
States against the Soviet Union are ir-
responsible and perpetuate, rather than
lessen, cold war tensions between us and
the Soviets.

Mr. Chairman, as my colleagues realize
I am a strong supporter of foreign aid.
I welcome projects that build self-suffi-
ciency in the developing nations; for that
is the purpose of aid. As our aid officer in
Taiwan told me several years ago: His
job was to make his job unnecessary, and
he did just that. The program was so
successful the Republic of China no long-
er needs economic assistance. Through
our ald program we must strive to help
the developing nations use their resources
to become our frading partners; not to
remain the perpetual recipients of aid.

Thus, while the principle of foreign aid
has my support, there are ways we should
alter the existing program to help de-
serving nations and, at the same time,
consider our national interests.

The military assistance program
should be separated from the economiec
ald program. The aims of these two pro-
grams are too diverse and their execution
too different to properly lump them to-
gether in a single piece of legislation.
By lumping them together Congress is
deprived of certain freedom of action in
amending aspects of the aid program.
By lumping them together we lose sight
of their different objectives. By lumping
them together we incorrectly equate
military and humanitarian aid. Clearly
the bases for dispensing the two forms
of aid are different and the two programs
should therefore be separated to give
maximum control to the aid program.
Suck a separation would also clear up
misunderstandings about the execution
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of the aild programs and ultimately make
foreign aid more effective for the donor
and the recipient.

Also, while providing military aid
when appropriate, we should move to
greatly increase the number of foreign
students studying at American univer-
sities. The Department of State explains
that we train military men because they
are the leaders in the developing coun-
tries. By doing this we merely extend an
already unfortunate situation. Perhaps
through a reexamination of our policy,
and a marked increase in training of
economists, political scientists, and man-
agers, we can reverse the unhappy trend
that makes political leaders of military
leaders. I would not object to having
2,000 Iragis and Sudanese studying at
American universities. I do object to hav-
ing 20 Iraqis and Sudanese studying
on our military bases.

Mr. Chairman, let us train eivilian
leaders, not military leaders. Then we
will benefit, the developing countries will
benefit, and the world will benefit by an
appropriate shift from an emphasis on
the military to an emphasis on the politi-
cal.

Foreign aid is unquestionably a wise
program. However, indiscriminate and
illogical giving will ultimately help no
country, least of all the United States. I
am sorry we cannot afford more than is
requested in the budget for aid at the
present time, for aid is one of the most
potent weapons against international
communism at our command. I do not
take issue, Mr. Chairman, with the prin-
ciple of foreign ald. I do, however, take
issue with certain aspects of our foreign
aid program as currently executed and I
intend to offer amendments accordingly
at the appropriate time.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLFF. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. GALLAGHER. I would just like to
say that we have terminated all AID pro-
grams with Irag and nations that are en-
gaged in the war. The fact is, however,
than there were military men training
here, and the decision was made that
since they were here, they could not be
sent back during the war. They had
nothing to do with the outbreak of the
war, and since it was a short time they
had to go in order to finish their training,
a decision was made to allow them to con-
tinue and then send them home. But no
new programs are underway. The pro-
grams we did have have been terminated.

Mr. WOLFF. The programs have not
been terminated. The men are continuing
to receive training. However it is true
there are no new programs being initi-
ated for either Iraq or Sudan.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes, I am saying
we had several technical assistance pro-
grams with several nations, supporting
assistance programs. All programs have
been terminated. The one exception is
the aid to military men who are here
studying in the United States from Iraq.
As I said, they were here before war was
declared. A decision was made as to how
best they could handle the situation.
They could not be sent home imme-
diately.

August 22, 1967

Mr. WOLFPF. I do not understand why
these men whose nations had broken re-
lations with us could not be sent home
immediately, since we were asked to
bring our Ambassador home.

Mr. GALLAGHER. We did terminate
relations. The problem was that these
individuals were here studying, and so
they decided they would let them go
since they were here as individuals. But
all programs have terminated.

I might say, too, that almost 90 per-
cent of the cash-credit military sales
have been made to NATO, Australia, and
Japan, with more than 75 percent going
to Europe alone.

Mr. WOLFF, I appreciate the gentle-
man’s remarks. However, I am sorry
that these programs were not termi-
nated as officially as our relations were
terminated with the countries of the
Sudan and Iraq.

Mrs. BOLTON. Mr. Chairman, I have
no further requests for time tonight.

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore, Mr. ALBERT,
having assumed the chair, Mr. Price of
Illinois, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 12048), to amend further the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

LETTER TO THE SPEAKER FROM
PRIME MINISTER KY OF VIETNAM

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include a letter to the
Speaker from Prime Minister Ky.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the Speak-
er has just received a letter dated August
21, 1967, from Prime Minister Ky of
South Vietnam.

What this letter does is to reaffirm the
principles which have guided the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of Vietnam in
the conduct of its affairs. It has been sent
to the Congress in recognition of the de-
bates which have taken place here and
of the sacrifices and contributions which
the American people are making in Viet-

nam.,

It states the position of the Govern-
ment of Vietnam that the development
of democratic institutions is of funda-
mental importance in the defense of
freedom in Vietnam. It pledges support
for the democratic process and for ac-
ceptance of the verdict of the people in
the forthcoming elections.

We welcome this clear statement of
policy. As the Vietnamese people go to
the polls we can only wish them success
in this great effort to establish repre-
sentative government within a constitu-
tional framework.

The Prime Minister has expressed the
hope that the Speaker would call this
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letter to the attention of the members
of the House. I am therefore inserting
the letter in the Recorp and I urge all
members to read it. The letter follows:

AvgusT 21, 1967.
Hon., JorNn W. McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Dear Mge. SpeAaxker: I take the liberty to
write to you at a time when the events in
my country occasion passionate debates in
the Congress of the United States. Since the
American and Vietnamese nations are to-
gether defending freedom, and are consent-
ing to tremendous sacrifices, I deem it my
duty to affirm again the principles which
command the conduct of national affairs by
my Government.

The defense of freedom in Viet-Nam re-
quires more than our joint efforts at war,
it involves first and foremost our mutual
commitment to the achievement of democ-
racy and soclal justice. Should we stray
from that basic commitment, or should you
misconstrue our purposes, our alliance would
indeed be in jeopardy.

As my Government is nearing the comple-
tion of its term of duty, I sincerely feel that
we have dispatched our task with honesty
and effectiveness under most difficult cir-
cumstances. I take special pride in the fact
that we have successfully started the course
toward democracy and equality for a so-
ciety which was imprisoned within the deep
walls of feudallsm, corruption and intol-
erable soclal discrepancies. In spite of war,
subversion and several grave crises, my Gov-
ernment has undertaken to organize five
nationwide elections of vital importance
within about a year's time: elections for the
Constituent Assembly in September 1966,
elections for hamlet and village administra-
tion in April-May 1967, Presidential and Sen-
atorial elections next September, and elec-
tions for the Lower House next October. I
do not know of any better way to warrant
our determination to stay the course toward
democracy. For it would be proper for all
concerned to acknowledge the painful di-
lemma of our nation, torn between the dream
to attain the integrity of democratic life and
the necessity to fight for survival. We have
lost many of our people, our soldiers, our
cadremen in the past elections, and un-
doubtedly we shall lose many more in the
coming weeks; we must devote a great deal
of resources to the exercise of democracy
which are badly needed on the battlefield;
we run the risk of subversion and division
at a time when the nation must unite in
the face of the enemy. Yet we have all ac-
cepted the challenge without a shadow of
reluctance.

It seems a cruel irony that some of our
friends chose this very moment to voice
doubt on our sincerity.

Perhaps the fact that my Government
includes officers of the Armed Forces leads
to misg'vings, for I know of the inherent
distrust toward military government in the
advanced socleties. But in our present his-
torical context, the Vietnamese Armed
Forces are of a very particular nature:
700,000 of our young men are under arms
in a nation of 15 million people. Our armed
forces are not composed of militarists or
people inclined to the use of force or vio-
lence, but of all generations of Vietnamese
within the age of offering the fullest meas-
ure of service to their imperiled fatherland.
They are the present and the future of our
nation.

Furthermore, my Government did not
selze power; it was a civillan government
which, unable to resolve instability and divi-
sion, passed on to the Armed Forces the
burden of preserving the nation from col-
lapsing. We then formed a mixed team of
civillan and military leaders, decided that
our term of duty was to be a transitional
one, and set out to establish the very rapid
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timetable for the advent of representative
government. We are now reaching the final
stage of that timetable.

Of course, two years are a very short period
of time. We are convinced that we have en-
gaged our country on the right path, but
we are also aware that the tasks which we
have begun, such as rural development,
reorganization of the administration and of
the army, reinforcement of the national
economy, need to be continued. That is why,
in good conscience, we deem it our duty to
run for offices in due democratic process. We
hope that the people of Viet-Nam will en-
trust us with further responsibilities on the
basics of our past performances. But should
the people decide otherwise, we shall readily
accept their verdict.

I am particularly sad to hear accusations
that the Vietnamese Armed Forces will re-
sort to coups in the event the election re-
turns should be unfavorable to us. We have
devoted the finest hours of the past two
years to bringing about the first democratic
institutions in our country, we shall not be
the ones to destroy them. I have repeatedly
warned our soldiers, our civil servants, our
cadremen against rigging the electlons in
any manner, for I think that dishonest elec-
tions would deprive our country of democ-
racy for a long period of time. In 1963, the
people and the Army overthrew a dictatorial
government which was issued from dishonest
elections.

That a few press correspondents should
misquote my word of caution against unfair
elections and make it sound like a threat of
coup was, after all, understandable, But for
a moment, I felt very discouraged to see some
of the best friends of my country give cre-
dence to those inaccurate reports. Time and
again I have proved that I am capable of
placing the interest of our nation above all
possible personal ambition; the decision I
made on the 30th of June to withdraw from
the Presidential race and to seek the Vice
Presidency instead, was another instance of
my sincerity.

I see therefore no reason for attributing
to ill faith on the part of my Government
the difficulties that the candidates may en-
counter in thelr campaigning. My country
is short on physical facilities, several of our
airfields are still unsafe, and the wind blows
where it may. In my opinion, a dignified atti-
tude for those among us who ambition to be
public servants by popular choice should be
to endure those misfortunes and persevere
in seeking the support of the electorate, and
not to display resentment against the adverse
conditions which prevail for our entire peo-
ple. In the meanwhile, I am satisfled that our
Government has done its very best to give
all candidates a falr share of the means for
campaigning. The same amount of money is
allotted to all tickets. The Government tele-
vision and radio allow equal time to all can-
didates in direct broadcast, and anybody in
Viet-Nam can testify that those means are
used at their fullest capacity by our oppo-
nents, the Vietnamese press is free, and, in
part, quite virulently anti-Governmental; on
the other hand the foreign press is at full
liberty to cover the campaign and the forth-
coming elections.

If by the standards of a country with a
long experience in the exercise of democracy,
and free from the predicaments of war and
underdevelopment, our elections still pre-
sent serious shortcomings, I am the first Viet-
namese to deplore that situation. But I can
say without any doubt in my conscience that
my Government does not deserve any lesson
in honesty and patriotism from any quarter.

I am afraid that persistent criticism with-
out substantiated evidence on the part of
some prominent American figures may, in the
long run, impair the harmony of our joint
efforts. The Vietnamese are a proud people,
they will accept any amount of tribulations
and sufferings, but their dead count as
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much as the dead from all the friendly lands,
and they will admit no discrimination in all
the men’s supreme tribute to freedom and
human dignity.

I see an urgent need, Mr, Speaker, for all
of us to keep an appropriate perspective in
the partnership between nations, large and
small, which are in pursuit of a common
ideal, for intemperate reliance upon the phys-
ical scale of strength would be the nega-
tion of that very ideal.

Mr, Speaker, may I ask you to convey my
letter to all the distinguished members of
the House of Representatives of the United
States.

I stand in profound respect for the great
traditions of democracy and justice em-
bodied in your institutions. I greatly value
the support of the Congress of the United
States for the cause of Vietnam, and I am
always ready to discuss in total candor with
the distinguished Representatives who wish
to further examine the developments con-
cerning the common endeavor of our two
nations,

Sincerely yours,
Air Vice Marshal Neuyen Cao Ky,

VIEWS OF HOWARD W. SMITH

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, the Fauquier
Democrat, a weekly newspaper published
in my district, had a column in its edi-
tion of August 17, 1967, writen by my
predecessor in the House of Representa-
tives, Judge Howard W. Smith, who
served as the Representative of the
Eighth District of Virginia for 36 years,
referring to this as a dangerous time in
the life of our Nation and giving his
views on a number of matters.

Mr. Speaker, I insert this material in
the Recorp at this point for the informa-
tion of the present membership so that
Members will know of his concern:

SmrTH WRITES: WHAT To Do 1v A DANGEROUS
TIME IN THE LIFE OF OUR NaTION"

(By Howard W. Smith)

Broap RunN, VA—Having been a Member
of the Congress in 18 consecutive terms, be-
ginning with the year 1930, in the early
stages of the Great Depression which so
drastically changed our whole system of
democratic government, I have been a close
observer for more than a third of a century
of every branch of our democratic system
of government.

I have participated in much of the revolu-
tionary changes that have overtaken us. I
have noted with dismay and anguish the
swrrender to the inordinate demands of
minority groups in the country, ylelding to
their demands and too often encouraging
their growth and power by actions or in-
actions in times of stress.

In a way, all of it has been a part of world-
wide unrest and period of revolutionary spirit
that has pervaded the human race through-
out a period of such great advancement in
science, in economic growth, and education
that we all feel puzzled at what might be
the underlying reasons and the remedies
for the situation that exists, both at home
and abroad—a situation in which we have
taken a part that has appeared to some of us
entirely beyond our government functions
as a nation in connection with our foreign
affairs and our domestic difficulties.
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I fear that we have now reached a danger-
ous time in the life of our nation where we
are faced with an inciplent revolution in our
own homeland that takes on a spirit of an-
archy that must be dealt with firmly, pa-
tiently, and with all the joint and combined
wisdom that we can command.

It seems to me that all of us in America
ought to be willing to realize that we are all
in it together, that we will accomplish noth-
ing by trying to shift the responsibility from
one political party to another, and from one
segment of the country to another, but
should devote our efforts to meeting the situ-
ation as 1t exists today.

Many of us remember the pronounce-
ment of Winston Churchill when in the
hour of Britain's greatest peril and danger,
he took charge as Prime Minister, and in
his first public statement said in effect, "If
we use the present precious hours to quarrel
with the past, we may lose the future.”

It seems to me that those words are par-
ticularly appropriate to the present crisis in
America. The future success or fallure of
any political party, or any political office-
holder, fades into insignificance beside the
crisis that has been brought upon us by
whatever causes or deficlencies we may have
had in our differing views about how this
situation should have been handled.

If there ever was a time when we should
forget past differences and fix our minds
upon the solution of a problem that is be-
coming more serious daily, this is that time.

‘We are confronted with an unprecedented
phenomenon, something that 1s new, differ-
ent, dangerous and distressing in our sys-
tem of democratic government. But as one
who has no official responsibility, seeks no
public office at the hands of the voters, no
axe to grind—political or otherwise—and
only a superficial knowledge of what is going
on, it seems to me that I am eminently
qualified to offer some sage, useful sug-

tions.

1) Stop passing the political buck. Post-
pone the election campalign until 1968. This
is 1967 and a lot of things are going to hap-
pen between now and the election of 1968.

2) Persuade the television system of the
country to cease giving the militant scala-
wags, revolutionaries, demagogues, and
traitors equal time—and sometimes more—
that the President of the United States or any
other important public official.

Any militant Negro revolutionist of the
type of the Rap Browns and the Carmichaels
knows that if he can pick up some vicious
language with which to denounce his coun-
try and urge the overthrow of it by force,
and yells into the mouth of the television
camera his intention to induce his people
to burn their cities and overthrow their gov-
ernment by force and violence, he can have
every television station In the country eager
to display his ugly, contorted features, and
his vicious, traitorous and criminal denun-
clations. Cut them off from their television
appearances and you have cut them off from
their greatest source of doing mischief.

3) Gas bombs and Molotov cocktalls are
homemade weapons by which the great con-
filagrations, that have taken place in the
cities, are set off. They are made, designed
‘and used purely for criminal purposes. If we
do not have a law agalnst them, pass one
quick and enforce it. Fix severe penalties for
anyone who makes, possesses or uses these
incendiary weapons.

4) The sneaky snipers who conceal them-
‘selves on the rooftops and shoot indiscrimi-
nately into the streets during these up-
heavals should be shot on sight and, if cap-
tured, should be prosecuted for murder or
attempted murder, and held for trial with-
out bail.

5) Make use of the information in the
secret files of the F.B.I. I belleve that many
people in public life have knowledge of some
of the information that the F.B.I. has ob-
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tained by various methods concerning sub-
versives, concerning the Negro revolution so
to speak, and the connection between them
and the Communists.

That information should be at least in the
hands of people in the government who could
use it to advantage in determining what is
back of the Negro revolution.

Few people will believe that these riots
and burnings and disturbances are orga-
nized by the local Negroes themselves. They
are not characteristic of the American Negro.
There is too much planning, too much con-
certed action to be spontaneous.

And where is the money coming from to
support these revolutionists? We should
know so that we would be in a better posi-
tion to form a judgment about where the
trouble lies.

6) Stop trying to find excuses for crimi-
nals who participate in the mob violence that
seek to burn, destroy, and loot the cities of
our land, and deal with them for what they
are. Enforce existing laws, instead of shed-
ding crocodile tears for the lawless,

Start using the laws already on the books.
Section 2885 of Title 18 of the U.S. Criminal
Code would be a good place to start. That
law makes it a felony with long terms of
prison for any person who advocates or urges
others to attempt the destruction of any
unit of government, national, state or local,
by force or violence.

ROGERS ENCOURAGED BY JUSTICE
DEPARTMENT ACTION

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I was encouraged to see that the Justice
Department has at last begun to crack
down on at least one facet of Rap
Brown's violation of the law.

The arrest of Brown Saturday, on
grounds of violating the Federal Fire-
arms Act, at least gives us an indication
that the Department is now aware of
some of the activities of Brown.

I hope this is an indication that the
Justice Department intends to pursue
other violations of the law by Brown and
is prepared to do the same when and if
Stokely Carmichael returns to the United
States, although there is some doubt now
that he will indeed ever return to the
United States.

Although I am encouraged that some
action has been taken, I still feel that
the Justice Department has not com-
pletely examined, nor even scratched the
surface, of the many other violations
committed by these two men.

I am still of the opinion, and I think
the law is clear, that both have com-
mitted sedition on the face of their re-
marks over the past few months and I

consider these charges more appropri- -

ate to their actions than a violation of
the Firearms Act by Brown.

Leadership is expected of the Justice
Department when citizens flaunt the law.
Brown and Carmichael have done so. I
repeat, I hope again that the action
taken against Brown is only a prelude,
and that charges befitting the seriousness
of Brown and Carmichael’s actions will
follow shortly.

August 22, 1967
HELP FOR EDUCATIONAL
TELEVISION

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ANNUNZIO. Mr. Speaker, I would
like at this time to express my support
for an important proposal encouraging
the growth of educational television. I
refer to the Public Broadecasting Act of
1967 which will soon come before this
House for consideration.

Serious questions arise regarding the
present and future of television in
America:

Will television be developed to its full-
est potential for the benefit of all
Americans?

Will programing extend to the mil-
lions throughout our land the best of our
historical and contemporary culture?

Will we have a nationwide system of
television that truly serves the public
interest?

I find thoughtful and convincing an-
swers to these questions in the Public
Broadcasting Act of 1967. It would carry
on Federal support of educational tele-
vision facilities construction and inaugu-
rate similar support for radio as well. It
would establish a nonprofit public cor-
poration to strengthen and improve non-
commercial broadcasting stations—
without compromising their independ-
ence by any form of control. And it would
study the present and the future of in-
structional television to help determine
the best ways to enlarge its usefulness in
the classroom.

I believe this legislation would en-
hance the stature and serviceability of
public television and bring it the assist-
ance it must have to flourish in peace-
ful competition with its commercial
cousin. The sad truth is that educational
television today is barely alive: it has
been estimated that a full 40 percent of
the viewing public fails to watch ETV due
to the poor quality of its offerings. This
legislation would stimulate educational
television to offer the imaginative and
diverse fare—symphonies, symposia,
plays—its culture-starved audience de-
mands.

The Public Broadeasting Act would ac-
complish this without reviving the spec-
ter of Federal control. The nonprofit,
autonomous, politically free Corporation
for Public Television would oversee a pro-
gram of assistance to independent broad-
casting stations, establish libraries of
broadcast materials, and disseminate
much-needed information.

If we are ever to meet the national
need for innovation and quality in non-
commercial broadcasting, we must begin
now. And swift enactment of the Public
Broadcasting Act of 1967, it seems to me,
is the best way to start.

THE WARREN REPORT

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. GeraLp R. Forp]
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may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
maftter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GERALD R. FORD. Mr. Speaker,
one of the great attributes of the Amer-
ican people has always been their fair-
mindedness. They want both sides of the
story so they can make a considered judg-
ment in matters of controversy. To give
them both sides of the story, the Colum-
bia Broadcasting System recently pre-
sented a series.of four documentary pro-
grams dealing with the assassination of
President John F. Kennedy, the Warren
Commission’s investigation of the assas-
sination, the attempts by crifics of the
Commission to destroy the credibility of
the Commission report, and the bizarre
activities of New Orleans District At-
torney Jim Garrison in his efforts to
build a conspiracy case around the Ken-
nedy assassination. Mr. Speaker, TCBS
news correspondents Walter Cronkite,
Dan Rather, Eric Sevareid and Mike 'Wal-
lace have done a superb job.of examining
both sides of the points at issue. While
millions of Americans no doubt watched
the €BS News Ingury, “The Warren
Report,” other millions did not have that
opportunity. The critics have had their
day. It is only fair that the transecript
of the CBS documentary be made avail-
able for all to read and ponder. Because
the transcript of the four programs is
lengthy, I will place it in the CoNGRESS-
10NAL RECoRD in eight daily installments.
The first installment follows:

[As broadcast over the CBS television net-
work, June 25, 1967]
‘CBS News INQUIRY: “THE WARREN REPORT"—
Parr I

With UBS NWews Correspondents Walter
Cronkite, Dan Rather and ERLD-TV News
Director Eddie Barker.

Mr. CrowerTE. This is what a rifleman
would see Irom & sixth-floor window If he
tracked an automobile down Elm Street in
‘Dealey Plaga, Dallas, Texas.

This 185 & marksman firlng fhree shots
Ifrom a Mannlicher-Carcano rifle at a target
below him and moving away. These two Te-
enactments represent the heart of the War-
ren Report. In the view of the Warren Com-
mission, they describe fully the circum-
stance of the assassination of Pres.dent Een-
nedy.

But is there more to this story than the
Warren Report ever discovered?

On November 22, 1963, at precisely 12:30
PM, John Fitzgerald Kennedy, the youthful
35th President of the United States drove
triumphantly into this sguare, where hun-
dreds waited to cheer him .. . and where
another waited.as well.

Beconds later a dying President sped away
from Dealey Plaze—into history, into legend,
into a national nightmare of suspicion that
persists to this day.

In this country rumors spoke of left-wing
plots, right-wing plots, Castro plots; -even
plots to elevate.a Texan to the White House.
Abroad, where the transfer of political power
by wviolence is historically more familiar, mo
rumer was too -extreme. Faced with this
dangerous condition of rumor out of contrel,
President Johnson -quickly appointed a com-
mission to discover the weal facts of the
assassination, & commission .of seven Amer-
icansso distinguished that their conclusions
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must be above suspiclon—or so it was
thought.

As chairman, the new President literally
drafted the Chief Justice of the United
States, Earl Warren. The other commission-
ers: Allen W. Dulles, former head of the
Central Intelligence Agency. Hale Boggs,
Democratic Congressional Whip from Louisi-
ana. John Sherman Cooper, Republican
Benator from Kentucky. Richard B. Russell,
Democratic Senator from Georgia. John J.
McCloy, lawyer, diplomat and adviser to
Presidents. And Gerald R. Ford, Republican
Representative from Michigan,

The Warren Commission had the man-
dates 1t needed to do the job. It could sub-
poena witnesses, could invoke the coopera-
tion of any agency of the United States Gov-
ernment, could and .did use the F.B.I. and
the Becret Service as its investigative arms.

"This is the result. On ber 24, 1964,
the Commission presented ‘ts findings in the
form of this 888-page report to the President.
Two months later, it published these 26 addi-
tional velumes, the exhibits and hearings
on which the report was based.

(Dan Rather at the scene of the assassina-
tion:

M.r.) RarHER. The basic story pieced to-
gether by that Warren Commission Report.on
the assassination is this: A man named Lee
Harvey Oswald crouched here in this dingy
window of the Texas School Book Deposi-
tory as the President passed below. Oswald,
the Commission tells us, fired three shots.
One missed. One struck both the President
and Texas Governor John Connally, riding
with him. The third killed the Presldent.
‘Oswald, the Report had it, hid his rifle over
there, then Tan down the stalrs, left the
building on Toot, and hurried down Elm
Street. He made his way to his rented room,
picked up a revolver, and about 12 minutes
later shot Police Officer J. D. Tippit.

‘Oswald was-captured shorfly after fhe Tip-
Pit murder, was guestioned for two days in
& madhouse atmosphere of confusion and
then, in & grisly climax, was himself mourdered
right in the Dallas police station, by a night-
club operator and police hanger-on named
Jack Ruby.

Mr. CroNEITE. And that was to be that—

" an official version of the assassination, arrived
unimpeachal

at by men of ¢ ble credentials,
after what the world was assured was the
‘most searching investigation in history.
Yet in the two and = half years since the
Warren Report, a stendy and growing stream
-of books, magazine articles, even plays and a
metion picture, have challenged the Com-
misston and its findings; have offered new
theories, new mssassing, and new ressons.
Only = few weeks mgo, a Harris poll re-
wealed that seven out of ten Americans are
convinced that there remain many “impor-
tant unanswered questi " that the whole
truth has not been told.

AGallup poll shows more than six of every
ten Americans guestion that there was a lone
-assassin,

Man. Well, I don't think that all the facts
were brought eut. I think something was
held back.

WomaN. I think there were more Invelved
4n 1t than justOswald.

Woman. The only thing that disturbs me
is the fact that they've sealed away some of
the evidence and I think that’s rather dis-
turbing to most people.

WomaN. I've read the Warren Report, and
as I say, I think those men are men of
honesty and integrity. And I think they were
asked to do a tremendous job within a very
short period of time after the assassination,
and I think they did the very best they
could.

Mar:. I think it's wery accurate.

WoMmaN, I don't know. how in the world
they could ever reach a conclusion {hat iene
jperson assassinated him. It's ridiemlous. I
saw the whole thing-on felevision. I just hap-
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pened to be home at that time and I don't
think that Oswald . . . I think that he was
working for the C.I.A. myself.

Mr. CromxrTe. Screening out the absurd
and the irrational, we are left with a serles
of real and critical guestions about the as-
sassination, questions which have not been
answered to the satisfaction of the peaple
of the United States.

In this serles of broadcasts, CBS NEWS
will try to cast light on those questions. They
fall under four headings, which we will ex-
amine on successive evenings at this same
time.

Tonight's question: Did Lee Harvey Oswald
shoot President Eennedy?

For the next two nights, we will take up
the question of conspiracy. Tomorrow night
we will :ask, was there more than one assas-
sin firing in Dealey Plaza?

‘On Tuesday night we will ask whether,
regardless of the actual number of gunmen,
there was a conspiracy leading to the Presi-
dent's murder.

And on Wednesday night we will ask: Why
deesn't America believe the Warren Report?

We will examine these guestions here in
our studios in New ¥York, in libraries and
laboratories from coast to coast, with ERLD
News Director Eddie Barker at the assassina-
tion site in Dealey Plaza, and with CBS
NEWS Correspondent Dan Rather on the
sixth floor of the Texas School Book Deposi-
$ary as for the first time since the assassina-
tion, news cameras enter and explore fhe
Depository building itself.

Tonight we ask if Lee Harvey Oswald shot
the President. To help us answer that funda-
mental question we must resolve some lesser
guestions:

Did Oswald own a rifle?

Did Oswald take a rifle to the Book
Depository Bullding?

Where was Oswald when the shots were
fired?

Was Oswald'’s rifie fired from the building?

How many shots were fired?

How fast could -Oswald’s rifle be fired?

‘What was the time span of the shots?

First: Did Oswald own a rifie? There is no
reasonable doubt that Oswald owned a
Mannlicher-Carcano rifle No. C2766. This is
the coupon with which he ordered the rifie,
by mall, from Klein's Sparfing Goods Tom-
pany, of Chicago. Hidell i1s one of several
aliases Oswald used from time to fime. Ds-
wald paid for the rifle with this money order.
Here is the application for the post office box
to which the rifie was sent—all these decu-
‘mentsin Oswald’s handwriting.

This photograph, traced to Oswald’s own
camera, shows him with an identicdl rifle.
This photograph has been widely challenged
by Mark Lane and .other critics of the War-

ren Report. During his interrogation, Ds-
wald himself sald that his head had been
on someone else’s body. Sev-

eral later admitted that they
had retouched ltandinm doing may have

pendent study, of the original picture and
negative.

Mr. ScEILLER. This photograph of Lee Har-
vey Oswald, which was found the day he was
captured and disclaimed by him, has been
used by numerous critics of the Report. They
say that the disparity of shadows, a straight
nose shadow from the nose, and an angle
‘body shadow proves without a doubt that
this head was superimposed on this body. To
Pproperly recreate the picture to see if the
straight nose shadow does correspond to the
body shadow, you would have to go to the

that a stralght nose shaflow corresponds with
an gular body shadow. And that the fact
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that there is a disparity of shadows, that fact
cannot be used to discredit the photograph.

Mr. CronwEITE. Marina Oswald told the
Warren Commission that her husband had
posed and she had taken the picture. She also
said he had owned a rifle. -

Mr. Barrxer, Did you ever see the rifle?

Marmva. Yes, But you know, I fear to take
this rifle. I just saw it, you know, in the cor-
ner. I never touched it, his rifle.

Mr. CroNKITE. It seems reasonable to ac-
cept the conclusion of the Warren Commis-
sion Report that Oswald did indeed own &

cher-Carcano 6.5 mm rifle No. C2766.
The answer is yes.

Mr. CRONKITE. Our next question is: Did
Oswald take his rifle to the Book Depository
Bullding?

At the time of the assassination, Lee and
Marina Oswald were together only on week-
ends. He lived in a rooming house not far
from his job and she lived with a friend, Mrs.
Ruth Paine, in the suburb of Irving. Mrs,
Oswald said her husband kept his rifie wrap-
ped in a blanket in Mrs. Paine’s garage.
Oswald usually went to Irving on Friday
nights with a fellow worker, Buell Wesley
Frazier, but the day before the assassination
his routine changed.

Mr. Frazier. Well, he come to me the
Thursday, November 21st, and asked me
could he ride on with me that afternoon, and
I said yes. And I sald, “Why are you going
home this afternoon?"” and he replied that he
wanted to go home and pick up some curtain
rods, so he could put some curtains up in
his apartment.

Mr. RATHER, Oswald got a lift to the School
Book Depository that Friday morning from
co-worker Frazier. Frazier's sister, Mrs. Linnie
Mae Randle, lived across the street from the
Paline house.

Mrs. RanpLE. I was preparing lunches for
my brother there at my sink, and I looked
out the window and saw Mr. Oswald cross the
street and come up cross my driveway and he
had a brown paper bag in his right hand. It
was about 27 inches long. It was made out of
a heavy brown paper with heavy-looking tape
on it.

Mr. RaTHER. Incidentally, the search of the
Book Depository Bullding made after the as-
sassination failed to turn up any curtain
rods, And the furnished room which Oswald
was then occupying was equipped with cur-
tain rods.

So Oswald made an uncharacteristic trip
to the Paine home Thursday night, returning
to the Book Depository on the morning of
the assassination with a heavy-looking
package that could pass for curtain rods. Was
it the rifle? A difference of about elght inches
has made this one of the most contentious
points for the critics. Within this package I
have a disassembled Mannlicher-Carcano
rifle identical to Oswald’s. Before I tell you
the dimensions, you might want to try to estl-
mate them, as Mrs. Randle and Wesley Frazier
did, from memory. Mrs. Randle variously esti-
mated Oswald’s package of “curtain rods” as
27 or 28 Inches long; her brother, Wesley
Frazier sald about two feet, “give or take a
few inches."” As a matter of fact, the dis-
assembled Mannlicher is 34 and eight-tenths
inches long. Furthermore, Frazier sald
Oswald, preceding him into the Depository
bullding, carried the “curtain rods” under his
armpit with his hand around the bottom.
Now obviously, you can't carry this package
that way.

Oswald had gotten out of the car first, and
was then walking away from Frazier. The
Commission decided that Frazier easily could
have been mistaken about Oswald carrying
the . You can decide whether Fra-
zier, walking some 50 feet behind and, in his
own words, not paying much attention,
might have missed the few inches of the nar-
row end of such a package sticking up past
Oswald's shoulder.

Mr, CrowkrTE., Despite the dispute about
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just how he carried the package, the reason-
able answer to this question is that he did
take a rifle to the Book Depository Building.

Our nex% question concerns Oswald’s
whereabouts at the time of the murder:
Where was Oswald when the shots were
fired?

These men have just witnessed the as-
sassination of the President. They are co-
workers of Oswald, photographed by Tom
Dillard, The Dallas Morning News photog-
rapher, in fifth floor windows within a
minute after the shots were heard.

Mr. RaTHER. Walter, here in Dallas, Eddie
Barker has reinterviewed those men who
watched the tragedy from the window just
below me. Later on, we will be hearing their
own story of the assassination itself. But for
now, we wanted to know just what Oswald
was doing, and where he was doing it,
through the morning of November 22, 1963.
We spoke first to this man, Harold Norman:

Mr. Normawn. That particular morning
three or four of us were standing by the
window and Oswald came over and he said,
“What's everybody looking at and what’s
everybody excited about?” So I told him we
was waliting on the President. So he just
snudged up and walked away.

Mr. Rataer. Our next witness from the
fifth floor window, James Jarman, Jr.

Mr. Jarmaw. I was talking to him around
about 10:00 o'clock. On the outside of the
building some people had gathered. And he
asked me what was they gathering around
out there for, and I told him that the Presi-
dent was supposed to come by there that
morning. And he asked me what time, and I
didn't know what time 1t would be but some
of the people had started gathering around.
And he asked me which way would the Presi-
dent be coming, and I told him. And so he
said, “Oh, yeah?" And I said, “Yeah.” Then
he turned and walked off.

Mr. RatHER. The last man known to have
seen Lee Harvey Oswald before the assassina-
tion was another co-worker, Charles Givens.
Mr. Givens saw Oswald here, on the sixth
floor.

Mr. Givens. Well, he was standing about
middle ways of the building on the sixth
floor.

Mr. BARkER. What was he doing there?

Mr. Givens, Well, he was standing there
looking with his orders in his hand.

Mr. Barger. And what did you say to him?

Mr. Givens. I just said, “Fellow, it's lunch
time, you pgolng downstairs?” And he sald,
“No,” he said, “Close the gates on the eleva-
tor when you get out.” Well I, you know,
kind of excited, wanted to see the parade,
80 when I got downstairs, I really forgot it.
I just rushed off and went out to lunch.

Mr. Barxer. This would be about what
time?

Mr. Givens. Well about one or two minutes
after 12.

Mr. RATHER. SBo the testimony from those
who saw Oswald inside the Book Depository is
consistent. The testimony from eyewitnesses
in the Plaza below is not. The Warren Com-
mission had to choose between seriously
conflicting accounts, and many of the critics
think it chose badly.

Down in the Plaza, Eddie Barker can show
us where those witnesses stood and what they
were in a position to see, as they tell their
own stories.

Mr. BArRgER. Dan, Arnold Rowland was here
with his wife on Houston Street in the crowd
walting for the motorcade, A few minutes be-
fore it arrived, Rowland told the Warren
Commission, he noticed an elderly Negro
man up in the window where you are now,
where Oswald is supposed to have fired from.
But he told the Commission, and a few days
ago repeated his story for us here, of seeing
a8 gunman lurking in another window
entirely:

Mr. RowrLanp. And I just lookin’ around
and we noticed a man up in the window and
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I remarked to my wife, tried to point him
out. And remarked that he must be a security
guard or a Secret Service agent.

Mr. BarxEer. So, the window, then, that
you're referring to is on the opposite end of
the building from where the main entrance
to the building is?

Mr, RowranD. Yes, it i1s on the other side
of the building. And he had a rifle. It looked
Hke a high-powered rifie because it had a
scope which looked, in relation to the size of
the rifle, to be a big scope.

Mr. BARKER. Now over here, Dan, still on
Houston Street and not very far from the
Rowlands, was Mrs. Caroline Walther. Mrs.
Walther says she saw fwo men with a gun in
the Book Depository.

Mrs. WALTHER. I looked at this bullding and
I saw this man with a gun, and there was
another man standing to his right. And I
could not see all of this man, and I couldn’t
see his face. And the other man was holding
a short gun. It wasn't as long as a rifle, And
he was holding it pointed down, and he was
kneeling in the window, or sitting. His arms
were on the window. And he was holding the
gun in a downward position, and he was look-
ing downward.

Mr. Barxer. About what floor would you
say these two men were on that you saw in
the window?

Mrs. WaLTHER, The first statement that I
made, I sald the man was on the fourth or
fifth floor, and I still feel the same way. He
was about—in a window that was just about
even with the top of that tree. I saw the man
had light hair, or brown, and was wearing a
white shirt. That—I explained to the F.B.I
agents that I wasn't sure about that. That
was my impression on thinking about it later.
That I thought that was the way the man was
dressed.

Mr. Barxer. Now, what about this other
man who was in the window?

Mrs. WarTHER. This other man was wearing
a brown suit. And that was all I could see,
was half of this man's body, from his shoul-
ders to his hips.

Mr. Barxer. Now over here, on the corner
opposite the Book Depository, stood a fifteen-
year old boy named Amos Euins. A few days
ago, Amos Euins came back here with us and
gave a vivid account of the assassination it-
self and of a “piece of plpe” he saw poking
out of a window—your window, Dan.

Mr. EviNs. When he come around, and
when I was standin’ here, I happened to look
up and I seen a pipe, you know. So I never
did pald no attention thinking it might be a
pipe, you know, just a pipe stickin’ out. So
it was stickin' out about a foot, about that
high, you know.

Mr. Barxer. Point out for me, Mr. Euins,
the window where you saw the pipe.

Mr. Evins. It was about on the sixth floor,
right below the banister.

Mr. BARKER. Among the witnesses here in
the plaza, the Commission relied heavily on
the testimony of Howard Brennan, who,
watching from just about here, said that he
actually saw the assassin firing.

Howarp BRENNAN. I looked directly across
and up, possibility of a 45-degree angle. And
this man, same man I had saw prior to the
President’s arrival, was in the window and
taking alm for his last shot. After he fired
the last or the third shot he didn’t seem to
be in a great rush, hurry. He seemed to pause
for a moment to see if for sure he accom-
plished his purpose, and he brought the gun
back to rest in upright position, as though
he was satisfled.

Mr. CrRoNKITE. It should be noted here that
the Commission failed to follow up Mrs.
‘Walther's story. She was Interviewed briefly
by F.B.I. agents but never called before the
Commission or its staff, who accumulated
vast minutiae on the relatives of relatives of
Lee Harvey Oswald.

Despite these discrepancies, his co-workers
knew and certainly saw Oswald. The CBS
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News answer: Oswald was In the Book De-
pository Building when the shots were fired,
most probably on the sixth floor.

WHY NO BUTTER FOR OUR
SERVICEMEN?

Mr, WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, recently
the Secretary of Agriculture announced
that butter and cheese have been added
to the list of foodstuffs the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture donates to needy
persons. The dairy goods are to be made
available to 3,300,000 participants in the
expanding food donation program, ac-
cording to a July 12 USDA release.

There is a group of people who may
wonder about this announcement since
butter is not made available to them. I
refer, of course, to the men of the Army
and Air Force, who are denied the use of
butter by a Department of Defense direc-
tive dated March 25, 1966. This directive
has not been rescinded.

As of May 31, the Department of Agri-
culture held 91,880,000 pounds of pure,
wholesome butter in storage. This is
enough to butter a sandwich for every
man, woman, and child on the face of the
earth with the Russians going back for
seconds. Our huge butter stockpile has
not persuaded Secretary McNamara,
however, to change the Department of
Defense antibutter policy.

Apparently, our butter supply is large
enough to permit expanded bufter dis-
tribution to the school lunch program as
well as to the direct distribution program
operating in 1460 counties in America.
In fact, the Agriculture Secretary has
urged 800 more counties to participate.

It is very strange that our country is
rich enough to give butter to the needy,
but cannot serve it to our fighting men.

The thousands of men that will soon
go to Vietnam deserve the best table we
can set before them. The half million
men serving there mow should not have
to settle for second best.

I would direct the attention of the Con-
gress to this inconsistency, and urge pas-
sage of the House resolution I am intro-
ducing today expressing the will of the
House that the Department -of Defense
provide butter for our fighting men.

MORE TRIPS HOME

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. LaNGEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this peint in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter,

The SFEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANGEN. Mzr. Speaker, it is small
wonder theat the Congress and the Nation
face great budgetary problems with
seemingly mo Tesponsible answer to the
continuously increasing deficits. Action
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taken by the House yesterday supplies a
pretty convineing indication of why these
most undesirable budget experiences
have been so prevalent during the sixties.

Congressmen Jouaw Ky, of Iowa; Sam
Deving, of Ohio; and JamMEs CLEVELAND,
of New Hampshire, with the assistance
of the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross]
and others, are truly to be commended
for their well-expressed desire to delay
the approval of the House of a proposal
to provide for one paid trip per month
by Members to their home districts for
as long as Congress may be in session.

While it is true that many Members,
myself included, can surely find both ad-
vantage and convenience in such reim-
bursement, it does raise a serious ques-
tion as to whether this is the time when
such expenditures should be added to
an already overburdened budget, brought
on by both war and domestic expendi-
tures, We are continuously reminded of
the budget problem that confronts us,
the hardships that have been created be-
cause of the inflation that inevitably fol-
lows, together with constantly climbing
interest rates. There are those of us that
have identified the dangers involved and
continuously suggested that we ought to
explore every possible means of curtail-
ing anything but the most essential ex-
penditures before further burdening the
taxpayer by the recommended tax in-
crease.

I have at times raised serious questions
relative to expenditures recommended by
the administration, and will continue to
do so. However, it seems to me that if the
Congress is serious in its desire to prac-
tice some prudence and frugality in the
best interests of our Nation and its citi-
zens, we ought to start with the costs in-
volved in running our own shop.

While the item for consideration yes-
terday is relatively small, as the Federal
budget goes these days, I am reminded
that someone said if we pay close atten-
tion to the saving of pennies, the dollars
will take care of themselves. The House
might have done well to have set an ex-
ample for all departments of Govern-
ment, that in view of a nation at war and
a greatly troubled populace, we as Mem-
bers might establish a pattern that could
serve as a guide and criterion for the en-
tire scene of Government expenditures. I
find small contribution, and rather added
burdens, to our fiscal problems by virtue
of yesterday’s action.

In recent weeks, I have heard many
complaints because Congress is in ses-
sion too long, thas we have difficulty in
getting our work done because of the
“Tuesday-to-Thursday club.” Adding
more paid trips back to the district ean
only further aggravate those complaints.
It will become even more difficult to con-
duct business on Mondays and Fridays
because of a lack of Members in attend-
ance, and it might serve our cause and
that of the citizenry even better were we
to improve the workweek, complete the
session at an earlier date, and so have
additional time to spend in the district
during the recess. This might serve the
constituency as well as Members' fam-
ilies, in a better manner.

Every congressional office these days
receives disturbing mail, reminding us
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of the sacrifices of dedicated people
throughout the country in both human
life and economic strain, brought about
by the war in Vietnam. These conditions
are most demanding of our concern and
recognition. We had an opportunity yes-
terday to display, in a very realistic man-
ner, our concerns for all of these prob-
lems, by but a very minor sacrifice, and I
question whether conditions even war-
rant that description.

I am sure that everyone would have
benefited, whether a Member of this
House or a taxpayer and citizen, had we
at least shown the courage of conviction
to demand a recorded vote. To have done
so would have been a great contribution
to the entire image of Congress, which
presently could stand a compliment.

I am also sure that such action would
have made it much easier for us to cope
with suggested tax inecreases, the con-
tinuous demand for additional expendi-
tures, and the many other problems that
confront the House. We should have dis-
played an atfitude commensurate with
the many other suggested needs for
budget reductions. The House literally
owes to the citizenry such a minimum
contribution to the needs of a country
that is heavily plagued and burdened by
war.

VETERANS' PENSION EQUALITY
BILL

Mr., WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. LANGEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, now that

.the House of Representatives has ap-

proved social security benefit increases,
we must make sure that veterans and
their dependents, now living on pensions,
are not injured by our action. Therefore,
I am today introducing a bill to allevi-
ate reductions in veterans' pensions due
to social security increases.

The last time we increased social se-
curity benefits, thousands of veterans,
widows, and other dependents ended up
with less money each month due to con-
gressional oversight and overlapping
provisions in the two pension systems.
We must guard against a repetition of
that unfortunate situation.

My bill would refine income limits for
the veteran pensions. If this bill meets
with the approval of Congress, it will
prevent a repetition of last year's prob-
lem. It would be unconscionable for Con-
gress to increase benefits, only to dis-
cover that many of our veterans, their
widows or other dependents, end up with
less money.

I urge favorable consideration of this
veterans' pension equity bill at the earli~
est possible moment.

RISING CRIME AND THE COURTS—
STATE JUSTICES TAKE A STAND

Mr. WATSON. Mi. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Ohio [Mr. AsHEBroox] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no cojection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, re-
cently the Conference of Chief Justices
met in Honolulu with justices from 45
States attending. As was to be expected,
they were very much concerned with the
rising crime rate and the recent series of
riots throughout the United States. The
chief justices of the highest State courts
in the Nation passed a resolution on this
issue of which the U.S. Supreme Court
should take notice. Among the observa-
tions made, this reference to the shack-
ling of law enforcement authorities is
being reiterated more and more through-
out the land:

Among the causees of the spreading dis-
respect for law and its enforcement are the
publicly held views that it is inordinately
difficult, and many times impossible, to con-
vict those who are gu.tlty.

This resolution, adopted unanimously
by the chief justices, speaks for itself
and needs no further comment. I insert
it in the REcorp at this point:

[From the U.S. News & World Report, Aug.
28, 1967]

RisiNG CRIME AND THE COURTS—STATE JUS-
TICES TAKE A STAND

Why the spread of crime and riots?

Chief justices of the highest State courts
in the nation suggest some answers—and
some remedles. Without mentioning the U.S.
Supreme Court by name, the justices say

“Among the causes of the spreading disre-
spect for law and its enforcement are the
publicly held views that it is inordinately
difficult, and many times impossible, to con-
viet those who are guilty.”

Demanded by the justices: swift and sure
punishment for rioting, looting and arson.

The recent Conference of Chief Justices at
Honolulu was attended by justices from 45
States. The resolution on this page was
adopted on August 4 without a dissenting
vote:

“Whereas, the course of events in our na-
tion during the short 19 years of the exist-
ence of this Conference of Chief Justices has
evidenced a malignant of disrespect
for and disobedience of law, which in this
year has culminated in unprecedented law-
lessness and mob violence; and

“Whereas, over the years the members of
the Conference have soberly reflected on this
tragic course of events and the attitudes
which direct it, having at our last meeting,
in August, 1966, condemned all forms of dis-
respect for law by individuals and groups
and reminded all of the necessity for reaf-
firmation of our faith in the rule of law as
the only alternative to a lawless soclety; and

‘Whereas, we have again at this assemblage
deliberated the dangerously low state of law
and order and the increase of crime in our
beloved country, and have likewise concerned
ourselves with an examination of both cause
and effect of these conditions; and

“Whereas, we recognize, as all must, that
the causes, whether real or imaginary, of the
civil disobedience which is shaking the very
bedrock of our political and social struc-
tures are manifold, yet it is our studied
view that the foremost cause is a lack of re-
spect for law and an utter disregard for its
proper enforcement in the mind of a grow-
ing number of our citizens; and

“Whereas, if the requisite respect for law
on the part of our citizens is to be main-
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tained and enhanced and if civil order is
to be preserved it is as Imperative that those
who breach the law be punished as it is that
the innocent be protected, and it is equally
essential that it be demonstrated that the
law-abiding citizen will receive protection
of the law from the lawless as it is that its
guarantees will be afforded him who is ac-
cused of its breach;

“Therefore, be it resolved by the Confer-
ence of Chief Justices:

“1. That the strength and progress of our
nation and the enjoyment of rights and lib-
erties by all our citizens have always been
and continue to be dependent in large meas-
ure upon the self-restraint and self-disci-
pline of our citizens, as manifested by their
belief in, respect for, and adherence to the
rule of law;

“2, That to insure that we may have
change amid order and order amid change,
our form of government wisely provides an
orderly remedy at the ballot box and in legis-
lative bodies for effecting social change and
correcting unjust laws and social injustices,
and through the courts for striking down
invalid laws and relleving from improper
conduct of those charged with the adminis-
tration of the powers of government;

“8. That those persons and groups who
ignore these orderly processes, but instead
seek redress of grievances—no matter how
deserving—or change in our social order—
no matter how much needed—through force,
mob violence and riot, accompanied by loot-
ing, arson and murder, commit criminal
acts of the gravest order, and must be swiftly,
fairly and surely prosecuted and punished
according to the law which they have vio-
lated; such conduct is foreign to the Ameri-
can way of life, and if left unchecked is cer-
tain to result in the destruction of the rights
and liberties of all our citizens;

“4. That among the causes of the spread-
ing disrespect for law and its enforcement
are the publicly held views that it is in-
ordinately difficult, and many times impos-
sible, to convict those who are guilty of the
gravest crimes against our soclety, and that
there are unreasonable and unnecessary de-
lays in the administration of justice; that
to the extent these views are supported in
logic and fact it requires that we, and all our
judicial, executive and legislative bodies and
agencies, reappraise the laws and procedures
which affect the task of the policeman, the
prosecutor and the courts in their effort to
protect soclety, to the end that we will suec-
cessfully meet the challenge of lawlessness;

“5. That as all true Americans have in
time of war stanchly supported our armed
forces, all Americans must now lend their
active support to those who are charged with
the onerous task of continuously waging the
war on crime and lawlessness; only if we
support the policeman, the prosecutor and
the courts can they protect us, our rights and
the freedom to enjoy them;

“6. That we implore all citizens to delib-
erately reaffirm their faith in liberty under
law.”

WHERE HAS THE MONEY GONE?

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. Asasrook] may extend
his remarks at this point in the ReEcorp
and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, one of
the recommendations which has been
advanced to help the ghetto areas of
American cities calls for an infusion
of more Federal funds to alleviate sub-
standard conditions. The issue of ade-
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gquate housing has been listed as an
area in which monumental efforts are
necessary. Yet some of those who seek
refuge in the panacea of Federal funds
either overlook or choose to ignor. the
Federal urban renewal program which
has been in existence since 1949. The
basic purpose of this program was to
remove blighted urkban areas and provide
low and middle-income housing. Now,
after the passage of 18 years it must be
concluded that this program has been
a failure, to state the case mildly. Sena-
tor Epwarp Brooke, of Massachusetts,
recently declared:

More low-income housing has been de-
stroyed than has been bulilt.

In the face of inconftrovertible evi-
dence that as far as low-income housing
is concerned the urban renewal program
has been a colossal flop, proposals call-
ing for more Federal funds sfill issue
forth from some circles.

Some recent developments in the
housing field were treated by Mr. Wil-
lard Edwards, Chicago Tribune colum-
nist, in the August 22 issue of that paper.
I insert it in the Recorp at this point:

CarITAL VIEWS
(By Willard Edwards)

WasHINGTON, August 21.—As a paperback
thriller, its title might be The Hundred Bil-
lion Dollar Mpystery. Suggested subtitles:
Where did all the money go? Why did it fail
to prevent violent uprising in more than 100
American citles?

One hundred billions is the amount esti-
mated by Chairman George H. Mahon (D.,
Tex.) of the House appropriations committee
as the total appropriated by Congress in
recent years to end poverty and improve
living conditions in big cities.

Some quiet detective work has been con-
ducted by influential members of Congress
in an effort to discover why this vast sum
has apparently evaporated with little visible
effect on the slum areas it was supposed to
benefit.

One of the flelds explored was lack of low-
income housing, often cited as a cause of civil
disorders. A clear-cut conclusion emerged—
that maladministration of housing programs
has reached a scandalous stage.

A Senate housing subcommittee, after
weeks of hearings, has reached a staggering
and depressing verdiect:

With billions available for many years
no truly low-income housing is being built.
In fact, more low income housing has been
destroyed than has been built. Government
red tape has strangled action.

NOT ANXIOUS TO PUBLICIZE VIEW

The subcommittee, headed by Sen. John
Sparkman (D., Ala.), a loyal Johnson sup-
porter, is not anxious to publicize this view.
It is now wrestling with a plan to pull to-
gether “new approaches” to housing legisla-
tion, such as some form of subsidizer home
ownership for the poor. The Democratic
majority will play down past failures.

Meanwhile, Congress is resounding to
panick demands for swamping riot-torn cities
with fresh billions of dollars. Vice Presldent
Humphrey demanded a “Marshall plan™ for
cities. A Senate labor subcommittee approved
a 3 billion dollar emergency slum job and
riot damage program and tacked it on a 2.2
billion extension of the war on poverty.

Is more money the answer? Not, it ap-
pears, when its spending is entrusted to
federal bureaucrats. Sen. Edward W. Brooke
(R. Mass.), no foe to higher poverty appro-
priations, disclosed the story of what hap-
pened to one low-cost housing project In
his state. With impeccable sponsorship, it
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has languished for more than two years, the

" land lying wvacant, because the Federal
Housing administration is either unable or
unwilling to move.

The mayor of Springfield, Ill., in testimony
before the Senate subcommittee, provided
an even more fantastic example of a frus-
trated urban renewal project. A five-block
area was cleared by 1959 but eilght years
later only 24 units have been completed and
stand occupied while 300 families vainly
seek housing. A squabble between two fed-
eral agencies was responsible.

ONLY 40,000 UNITS ARE FPRODUCED

With 2 billions available for six years,
Brooke said, the FHA should have built 2,-
400,000 units instead of the 40,000 actually
produced. Was the FHA, he asked, trying to
prove that “hell is a government bureauc-
racy?”

Rep. Melvin R. Laird (R., Wis.) noted the
words of a prominent liberal, Daniel P. Moy~
nihan, former assistant secretary of labor,
that “the mood of the administration is one
of paralysis.” Government, sald Moynihan,
is a superb instrument for redistributing
power and wealth . . . but as an instrument
for providing services, especially to urban
lower class Negroes, it is a highly unreliable
device. . . .

Laird sald the failure of federal poverty
and housing programs proved the need for
a program of sharing revenue with the
states. Congress may be slow to accept this
approach but many members are beginning
to be dublous that more billions will succeed
where 100 billions have falled before. Never,
they suspect, as long as the money is fun-
neled thru an army of federal employees,
now approaching 3,000,000 in number, who
operate in a paper-work jungle, bound by
regulations and policies which compound
the very problems that spending is supposed
to correct.

GUIDELINE FOR DETERMINING
ROUTES FOR RURAL MAIL DE-
LIVERY

Mr., WATSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. ZwacE] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection,

Mr. ZWACH. Mr. Speaker, sometime
ago I wrote the Postmaster General
about the need for updating the regula-
tions which served as the Department’s
guideline in determining the routes for
rural mail delivery. The criteria used was
two families per mile.

With the continuing low prices and
the technological revolution in agricul-
ture to use larger and larger machinery,
thus meaning larger farms, there has
necessarily been a continuing exodus of
underemployed farm families into ecities.
Consequently, the population density in
rural areas has greatly decreased. The
remaining farm families still have as
much need, or perhaps even greater, for
good mail services. Frequently, many of
these people have been forced to drive 4
or 5 miles daily to get their mail, while
others may get driveaway mail delivery.
At the same time, most all cities of 2,500
people or more get house to house de-
livery. I have always felt that an un-
planned discrimination was taking place,
especially when the rural resident was
aked to pay the same postage rates as
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those who were receiving more conveni-
ent mail service.

I noted then, with great interest, a sec-
tion of a speech given by the Postmaster
General at Cleveland, Ohio, on August
9, that he had heeded my earlier pleas
and was reducing the requirement from
two families per mile down to 1!5 fam-
ilies per mile. The Postmaster General
should be commended for moving in the
proper direction of providing nondis-
criminatory driveway mail service to all
farmers. His press release also stated that
this small loosening of requirements will
benefit approximately 59,000 families in
the rural areas.

POSTHUMOUS COMMISSIONS TO
AMERICAN SERVICEMEN

Mr, WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. HoRTON] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is thece objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I am fto-
day introducing a bill which will correct
a most serious injustice in the laws which
govern the granting of posthumous com-
missions to American servicemen. Under
section 1521 of title 10 of the United
States Code, posthumous commissions
and warrants are granted when the de-
ceased serviceman has been selected for
promotion but is killed in the line of duty
before the promotion becomes effective.
By granting posthumous commissions
the armed services give public recogni-
tion to the particular contribution made
by those members of the Armed Forces
who, as result of their skills and actions,
have earned promotion to a higher rank.

At the present time section 1523 of
title 10 of the United States Code pro-
vides that the survivors of a serviceman
who has received a posthumous com-
mission or warrant are not entitled to
any bonus, gratuity pay, or allowance as
a result of the granting of such commis-
slon or warrant.

However, had not death in the course
of service to their country cut short their
lives too soon, these men would have
become entitled to the higher rank and
all of the privileges and benefits ap-
purtenant to it.

This is a highly incongruous and in-
equitable situation for, in addition to
earning higher rank by their earlier out-
standing conduct, these men have made
the greatest possible sacrifice for their
country: they died to protect the free-
doms and traditions which the rest of us
continue to enjoy. This inequity was
brought to my attention by one of my
constituents whose son recently lost his
life while serving with the Coast Guard.

This serviceman, who lost his life while
participating in a rescue operation off
the coast of Alaska, was a lieutenant at
the time of his death. However, before
his death he had been selected for pro-
motion to lieutenant commander. Sub-
sequent to his death he was promoted to
the rank of lieutenant commander but
his widow and children are only entitled
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to the pension they would have received
had he not been promoted. i
Because I believe this situation should
be immediately corrected, I am intro-
ducing this bill which will repeal section
1523 of title 10 of the United States Code.
This will enable the armed services to
provide the survivors of servicemen who
have been granted posthumous commis-
sions with all of the benefits which nor-
mally accompany that commission.
The repeal of this provision will pro-
vide additional assistance to the families
of some of our servicemen who give their
lives in the line of duty, will make the
granting of commissions much more
equitable and will involve only a mini-
mal expenditure of Government funds.
I urge my colleagues to consider this bill
carefully and to act favorably upon it.
Mr. Speaker, you will note that the
effective date of this bill is January 1,
1961, which will enable the Armed
Forces to provide this additional benefit
to the families of all servicemen who
have died in the line of duty since the
beginning of the Vietnam conflict.

A POSITIVE PROGRAM FOR THE
MERCHANT MARINE

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. REINECKE] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was .10 objection.

Mr. REINECKE. Mr. Speaker, one of
the most important matters facing the
leadership of this Nation is the present
plight of the merchant marine indus-
try. I shall not take the House's time to
restate the facts of our present situation.
This information has been well docu-
mented in the REcorp, on the floor of the
House, and before our Merchant Ma-
rine Committee. The present status of
the merchant marine is well understood.
It is clearly unable to fulfill its role in
our national defense requirements. The
war in Vietnam has dramatized this.

I shall not comment on the recent ad-
ministration proposals concerning the
merchant marine. These statements of
the Secretary of Transportation stand
clearly as a continuation of a no-policy
attitude. The Department of Commerce,
where the Maritime Administration now
resides, simply defers to the Secretary of
Transportation in spite of clear expres-
sions of the will of the Congress to the
contrary.

Instead, Mr. Speaker, I wish to pre-
sent a list of suggestions of possible in-
cremental moves that may be made by
every segment in the maritime indus-
try—the administration, the Congress,
the shipbuilders, the ship operators,
labor in the shipyards, labor on the
docks, and labor aboard ship. All of these
segments of the industry have a respon-
sibility and all may contribute to pull-
ing this industry out of the chaos in
which it presently wallows.

I sincerely request that the House, in
conjunction with the Senate, accept our
responsibility and develop a firm, forward
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looking merchant marine policy and pro-
gram. Time is very short It must be
done this year.

The specific proposals which I would
like to suggest may be controversial. But
I think that the time has come to get
controversial and call names where they
need to be called.

With respect to the executive branch:

First. The executive branch must con-
duct a complete review, within 6 months,
of the projected requirements and capa-
bilities of our merchant marine for both
commercial and military needs. A partic-
ular view to handling of the military re-
quirements in multiple trouble spot sit-
uations such as we just went through
with the Middle East crisis and Vietnam
is essential. This should be done within
the executive departments since the De-
partment of Defense only can provide
military requirements. However, this re-
view should be done in cooperation with
representatives of the maritime industry.
This must be done for the simple reason
that at the present time, we have no real
projections of what our total needs might
be. Therefore, it is truly impossible to
determine what must really be done in
the way of new ship construction in order
to bring our merchant marine capability
back into line with our future require-
ments.

Second. The Maritime Administration
should be established as an independent
agency. It should not be swallowed up in
the Department of Transportation. It is
big enough to stand alone. The problems
it deals with are different from those of
other forms of transportation. There
would be no difficulty in gaining coop-
eration between an independent Mari-
time Administration and other trans-
portation agencies for coordinating an

intermodal concept in scheduling and
handling of freight.

The present Secretary of Transporta-
tion is grossly inexperienced in maritime
affairs, He has displayed an amazing
lack of understanding of the problems of
the Industry. He does not seem to know
the source of the material which he has
given before congressional commifttees.
In fact, he displays what could be termed
a “hostile” attitude toward the entire
maritime industry.

Third, establish a continuing Commit-
tee on the Maritime Industry, This
would replace the Maritime Advisory
Committee. Membership of the Commit-
tee should be from the entire industry.
The reason for this is that we do need a
continuing committee, advisory only;
one that would establish its own rules of
procedure and would elect its own offi-
cers. Its function should include: (a)
forum for industry cooperation; (b) to
establish meaningful goals for the mer-
chant marine; (c) to establish short-
range objectives toward seeking these
goals; (d) to monitor progress within
the industry; (e) to make public reports
including views which may disegree with
other members of the Committee per-
taining to the progress toward objec-
tives, administration of existing laws,
and suggested changes in the laws; )
act as a conscience for the American
people in matters pertaining to the mer-
chant marine; and (g) monitor foreign
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trade rates in comparison with treaty
agreements. It has been claimed that the
rate conferences come to conclusions
that are not necessarily carried out in all
instances.

Fourth. Place all Navy shipyards on
competitive bidding basis for new con-
struction. An adequate overhead assign-
ment could be made. We could then effect
certain economies. We are facing massive
spending and must look for reductions in
spending at any point where possible.

Fifth. Improve procurement proce-
dures by greater standardization, simpli-
fication, and multiple orders placed in
any given yard. The idea of distributing
a number of like ships in different yards
because of unemployment statistics is
fine from an employment point of view,
but is intolerable when talking about
construction costs of shipping.

Sixth. Expand and fund the Manpower
Development Training Act programs to
assist the merchant marine in the yards,
on the docks and aboard ship.

Seventh. Expand and revise standard
Federal regulations pertaining to design,
construction specifications, manning—
particularly in view of automation—
safety, fire precautions, navigation, and
communication equipment.

Eighth. Simplify and expedite Federal
requirements pertaining to subsidy bid-
ding determinations, routine paperwork
proliferation, inspections in shipyards,
design approvals, required auditing prac-
?12,88' and shipboard personnel for inspec-

ns.

Ninth. Extend to 5 years the allowable
duration of Government cargo contracts
where feasible and compatible with con-
gressional appropriations. With the pres-
ent 1-year limit, the operators are not
in a position to bid as economically as
they might if they had a 5-year contract.

Tenth. Reconsider and reevaluate the
proposal to upgrade old ships for an
active reserve fleet. The administration
proposal is to upgrade 100 ships at a cost
of approximately $3 million each to pro-
vide a continuing reserve fleet; $300,-
000,000 could be better spent on new
construction, Mr. Speaker. These ships,
even though up-dated and modified, will
still find a very precarious position when
it comes to the insurance underwriters
when they pass the 20- or 25-year mark.
If the administration continues this line
of thought, then the Congress should
refuse to appropriate the $300,000,000.

Eleventh. Evaluate cost effectiveness
of national defense equipment required
to be aboard all subsidized ships.

Twelfth. Establish “American first” as
our cargo policy with a goal of carrying
40 percent of American trade in Ameri-
can flag ships instead of the 7 to 8 per-
cent now being carried.

Thirteenth. Establish a goal to carry
100 percent of all Government cargoes
with 80 percent as an absolute minimum.
If we knew the truth, we would probably
find that we are actually carrying far
less than the 50 percent that we think
we are carrying in American flags at the
present time.

Fourteenth. Tighten up on the waivers
under resolution 17 in Public Law 480
cargoes.

Fifteenth. Regarding specific construc-
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tion recommendations: because we have
no adequate projection of what our fu-
ture merchant marine needs might be, it
is difficult to give more than a very gen-
eral requirement for construction. A
recommendation of 250 ships by 1975
seems minimum. This figure is based
on the fact that virtually all of our
present merchant marine will be obsolete
at that time and that the approximate
1,000 ships that we presently are using
would therefore have to be replaced.

On the general assumption that new
ships are four times as productive as
present ships, the requirement then be-
comes one-fourth of 1,000, or 250, This
will simply keep us, Mr, Speaker, in line
with the condition that we are in at the
present time. This would not upgrade
the merchant marine other than by a
factor of time.

Sixteenth, Authorize construction of
certain passenger ships, but again defer
to the findings of this survey, since we
do not know what the projected require-
ments might be. The administration
talks in terms of delivering personnel
by air and yet looking at the Vietnam
situation, we know that the merchant
marine must carry 98 percent of the
requirements.

Seventeenth. The financing of these
might well be done in accordance with
a recommendation of the Shipbuilders
Council that the Government make
amortized payments so that we do not
have such large cash outlays during the

‘construction program. The payments

would be distributed over a 25-year
period. The ships would be in operation
and would be contributing to the econ-
omy, contributing to the taxes, and con-
tributing to the national income which
in turn would be required to make the
payments. This may require congres-
sional action.

The 250 ships would cost the Govern-
ment, at 55-percent subsidy, approxi-
mately $2.5 billion plus interest. The
amortization method would require
about $25 million per year for 25 years
for the first flight of ships up to $125
million per year when five flights of 50
ships each were being paid for. A good
ship returns far more to the economy
than the $500,000 annual payment
required.

Action for the Congress:

First. Restrict subsidies to austere de-
signs only. As long as we go on build-
ing custom ships, we are going to be
paying custom prices. In foreign ship-
building, we find that one of the reasons
they are able to effect low prices is be-
cause they build standard ships. Certain
variations, of course, are within the
realm of possibility without increasing
the cost. As the country which has
shown the world how to generate mass
production, we certainly are guilty of
doing nothing about it in the shipbuild-
ing industry.

The blame cannot be leveled at the
shipbuilding industry. The blame ac-
tually lies with the administration. They
have thwarted the opportunity to tool
up for mass production of ships.

Second. Prohibit any operating sub-
sidy to ships constructed in foreign yards
and subsequently registered under the
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United States flag. I do not preclude this
for all time, Until our goals are known
and what our requirements must be, we
must look first to American shipyards
and employment of American labor.

Third. Part of the costs that may be
reduced because of various incentive
systems which result in reduced sub-
sidies should be returned to the yards
and to labor so that they will in turn
be provided with an incentive to help
make greater cost reductions.

Fourth. Conduct hearings on the prop-
er way to control the runaway flag-
ships. A reasonable solution could be de-
vised that would bring more and more
shippirg back under the control of the
American flag to assure control in time
of national emergency.

Fifth. Amend the tax laws to allow
accelerated depreciation on shipyard
improvements and accelerated deprecia-
tion on the incremental ship construe-
tion costs due to automation. This would
give the industry an incentive to move
toward the high productivity type of
ship.

Sixth. Allow tax credits for invest-
ments in approved training programs.
Make training costs, including subsist-
ence loans, available to employees in the
industry that have the desire to upgrade
their own skills. -~

Seventh. Expand research and devel-
opment. Maritime research is vital and
basic to our economy. The present level
of expenditure of $7,500,000 is a disgrace
to the country, and to ourselves.

It must be increased, and should in-
clude the following:

Nuclear propulsion.

Hull form standardization. Basic cost
reductions as a result of simplified and
standard tooling and production parts
can be a major factor in cost reduction.
Ships are now being built in unitized sec-
tions which can be added on to existing
hulls. Mass production technigues have
very real potential. This modular con-
cept of design must be explored,

New innovations are needed in stow-
age, containerization, cargo handling
methods, palletization, and so forth.

Port handling facilities must come un-
der scrutiny. Extensive employment pos-
sibilities exist here.

Research is called for on a detachable
power unit of a ship, which would include
the bridge, all control equipment, the
engine room, and propulsion system. It
would operate like a seagoing tug that
could snap on to an already loaded hull,
transfer it across the ocean, unfasten
that hull and allow the port adequate
time to unload that hull. The power sec-
tion could immediately pick up another
hull and continue on its return voyage.
The power unit is the high capital invest-
ment of the ship and must be kept on the
seas, not in the ports.

Eighth. An evaluation of the FDL
versus modern high-speed merchant
marine must be investigated by the Con-
Egress.,

Ninth. Authorize fish factory ships to
include canning, freezing, fileting, re-
frigeration, and fish protein concentrate
processing,

The shipbuilding industry:

First. Must develop austere ship de-
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signs. These efficient ships can be built
by mass production techniques. They
must adopt standards models and let
the industry choose between them.

Second. Investigate all cost reduction
methods including modular construction
which appears to be a major factor
which shipyards could incorporate to
effect substantial savings.

Third. Incentive programs must be
developed throughout ship construction.

Ship operators:

First. Must agree on certain standard-
ization of basic characteristics such as
hull shape, general structural design,
power range. Very little research would
provide the answer to the most efficient
hull for a given size and type of ship.

Second. Recommendations for stand-
ardization of cargo handling methods
must be considered for greater efficiency
for all ships and port facilities.

Third. The industry should organize a
cargo computer center that would ade-
quately handle all requirements for
freight, space, for destination, required
routing paperwork, et cetera. All of this
could be handled very simply through
one cargo computer center that would
make the most effective use of American-
flag ships; that would provide the most
efficient routing and scheduling. It would
also provide the Congress with an ideal
source of statistics, independent of the
administration, pertaining to the cargoes
that are handled.

Labor is a major factor:

First. Labor in the shipyards must be
willing to accept incentive programs to
increase productivity in the shipyards,

Second. Must agree to accept train-
ing programs.

Third. Must agree fo prefab and work
simplification processes.

Fourth, Must broaden the skill defini-
ggi:s to eliminate expensive standby

e.

On the docks, labor must cooperate
with work simplification programs and
standardization of dock gang require-
ments.

Shipboard labor must:

First. Train for automation.

Second. Must accept reduction of crew
size where safe and practical on the
premise of an increase in the overall in-
dustry employment.

Third. Establish mobility of pension
funds as a means of stimulating and up-~
grading of the industry.

Finally, it is important that labor in
all the maritime industry explore and re-
search the possibility of the formation of
nationwide, industrywide unions, incor-
porating all skills involved in the mari-
time industry.

This practice has been found satisfac-
tory in other industries and has proven
beneficial to all. Consecutive manage-
ment-labor disputes within contract pe-
riods cannot be tolerated in the national
interest.

I am preparing legislation, Mr.
Speaker, to implement certain parts of
this program, Most of it, however, will
require the creative leadership of the
executive branch, the cooperative spirit
and new ideas of the maritime indus-
try—labor, management, and Govern-

ment.
It is time that we decided to work

23623

together for the common goal of steer-
ing a great industry out of the storms of
indecision and inaction, and back on the
right course toward progress and growth.

LEGISLATION TO HALT TRAINING
OF ARAB AND OTHER FOREIGN
MILITARY PERSONNEL FROM
COUNTRIES WHICH HAVE SEV-
ERED DIPLOMATIC RELATIONS
WITH THE UNITED STATES

Mr., WATSON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. KUPFERMAN] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. KUPFERMAN. Mr. Speaker, today
I am introduecing legislation to bring an
immediate halt to all U.S. military train-
ing of foreign personnel when the coun-
try from which the trainee originates
severs diplomatic relations with our Na-
tion. The situation which arose during
the most recent Arab-Israel conflict
must not be permitted to continue with
regard to this particular conflict or any
other that may explode in the future.

Presently, Mr. Speaker, our country is
continuing to provide military training
for eight Iraqi and 12 Sudanese military
personnel. Both of these nations have
severed diplomatic relations with the
United States as a result of the Middle
East war that erupted in June of this
year. Both of these countries, curiously
enough, have ordered their diplomats to
return home, while allowing their mili-
tary trainees to remain in the United
States.

During the fiscal year 1967, 42 military
personnel from Iraq, 24 from Sudan, and
11 from Syria received military training
in the United States. Within the last 4
years the United States has given mili-
tary training to 331 foreign nationals
from five Arab nations that severed dip-
lomatic relations with the United
States as a result of the recent Arab-
Israel confrontation. I believe that if we
allow this military training to continue
we will establish a paradox that is in-
consistent with our Nation'’s role in inter-
national affairs. I see no reason why this
country should continue training mili-
tary personnel who return home to un-
dertake military actions against the in-
terests of this country or those of our
allies.

Upon the eruption of hostilities in the
Middle East our State Department chose
to permit students of countries which
have severed diplomatic relations with
us, and who were then in this counfry
receiving military training, to complete
their training program. Some of these
students, on their own initiative, re-
turned home, perhaps to pilot Soviet-
built jets to be used against Israel. As of
July 28, eight Iragi and 12 Sudanese mili-
tary students were still receiving train-
ing in the United States.

The State Department defends these
military assistance programs on the the-
ory that to train the country’s military
personnel will be to increase our Na-
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tion’s effective presence in their diplo-
matic arena. But these are nations which
have unilaterally chosen to sever diplo-
matic relations. When such relations are
resumed there will be an opportunity to
consider whether such training should be
continued.

While it is true that the military plays
a key role in many underdeveloped socie-
ties, and by training the future military
leaders of these nations we have provided
exposure to the U.S. military doctrine
as well as to life in the United States,
this exposure does not seem to have the
result the State Department contends
for it.

The bill I am introducing today pro-
vides that when diplomatic relations be-
tween the United States and a foreign
country are severed, no national of such
foreign country shall be eligible to re-
ceive or continue military training until
such time as diplomatic relations between
our country and the foreign nation are
resumed.

Mr, Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
consider carefully the import of the leg-
islation I am introducing today. If we
fall to bring to a halt military training
programs custom tailored to suit the
military needs of nations which have
declared to the world that they are our
adversaries, we are simply encouraging
an anomalous situation that is clearly
contrary to our Nation’s security.

CONGRESSIONAL REFORM:
ACTION NOW

Mr. WATSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point
in the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.

CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, I
have been asked to clarify two ques-
tions with respect to the so-called mi-
nority staffing section of the Legislative
Reorganization Act of 1967. First, does
this section give the minority an advan-
tage of committee staff at the expense of
the majority? Second, would I favor this
provision if I were a member of the ma-
Jjority party?

The answer to the first question is
“No”; to the second, “Yes.”

I..et me point out that section 301 of
8. 355 provides for a number of the ree-
ommendations of the Joint Committee
of the Organization of the Congress, in-
cluding those for an overall increase in
the number of professional staff mem-
bers assigned to the standing commit-
tees, for the hiring of consultants, for
specialized training for professional
staff, equalization of pay, and other
matters.

On the question of staff specifically
for the minority, the bill provides simply
that in the event minority members are
not receiving adequate assistance on a
particular committee, they may ask the
committee to hire one or two additional
professional staff members to serve
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8. 355 ASSURES MINORITY STAFFING

If minority members of a committee
are satisfied with existing staff arrange-
ments—as appears to be the case on
many committees—the status quo ob-
tains. However, in the event minority
members of a committee are not receiv-
ing adequate assistance in connection
with committee business, S. 355 amends
existing law to provide that they may
select for appointment one or two pro-
fessional staff members. The committee
would be required upon request by a ma-
jority of the minority members to ap-
point the person or persons selected by
such members.

If there is no vacancy on the staff at
the time of such appointment, the bill
provides for a temporary increase in the
overall number of professional staff
members until such vacanecy occurs. So
this is not taking any staff positions from
the majority. The new appointee is paid
from the contingent fund of the House
until a vacancy occurs.

THE COST—IN PERSPECTIVE

As to the cost of the provision, I have
no idea what it might come to, because
I have no idea how many of these posi-
tions will be requested. Whatever it is,
the cost will be negligible. As Senator
MonroNEY has pointed out in the other
body, the entire cost of running House
and Senate together is less than the cost
of operating the office of the Bureau of
Indian Affairs in the executive branch.

I think it would be helpful in clarify-
ing this question to quote from the final
report of the Joint Committee on the
Organization of the Congress. I would
again like to remind my colleagues that
all of the committee’s recommendations
carry the bipartisan, unanimous endorse-
ment of the committee.

From the final report:

It was the intent of the 1946 act that com-
mittee stafl should be professional and non-
partisan . , , Most standing committees of
both Houses have observed this requirement.
Staflf vacancles on these committees have
been filled on a nonpartisan basis and the
stafl has served the needs of both majority
and minorty members. Many committees
have staff members who have served through
several changes of party control.

Unfortunately, on other committees the
minority has been denied access to adequate
staff. It is fundamental to our legislative sys-
tem that the opposition have adequate re-
sources to prepare informed dissent or al-
ternative courses of action. All sides of an
issue need to be forcefully presented.

The majority has responsibility for the
administration of the committee’s business
and for providing staff that will assist in the
presentation of party or individual political
viewpoint. In seeking to provide protection
for the minority, it would be an error to di-
vide the entire staff of each committee along
partisan lines. . . . However, the minority
should be entitled to appoint two profes-
sional staff positions and one clerical position
as a safeguard for their rights.

MINORITY STAFFING IMPORTANT

The whole point of the minority staff-
ing provision is that the minority party
should have at least 8 minimum guaran-
tee of professional staff assistance on

onal committees. It is not a
questlon of numbers per se, or of ratios,
or of trying to lessen the effectiveness of
the majority. As I tried to explain in
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“The Need for Increased Staffing” in
“We Propose: A Modern Congress’:

The needs of congressional committees go
beyond the guestion of sheer size of a staff
and reach to the problem of making possible
an effective distinction between majority and
minority positions in order to facilitate
meaningful floor debate and responsible
problem solving. As long as Congress is orga-
nized on the basis of a differentiation be-
tween majority and minority roles, even at
the committee level, it is not realistic to
expect adequate legislation to evolve from a
“nonpartisan’ staff arrangement.

In response to the question, “Would I
favor the minority staffing provision if I
were a member of the majority party?”
I conclude by quoting the final paragraph
of my chapter, mentioned above:

This concern on my part does not stem
entirely from the fact that I am a member
of the current minortiy party. Although it is
true we feel the brunt of this stafi depriva-
tion at the moment, I expect to feel no dif-
ferently when my party is in the majority.
Effective criticlsm from the loyal opposition
is essential to good government regardless
of which party is in control.

HALPERN BILL WOULD ESTABLISH
GREAT WHITE FLEET TO FIGHT
HUNGER AND DISEASE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. HaLpern], is
recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I have
again introduced legislation to establish
a Great White Fleet designed to tender
assistance and aid on a continuing basis
to people of other nations for the pur-
pose of combating hunger and disease.
This fleet would also be available to
render emergency aid in the event of any
disaster

This idea was first conceived in 1959
by Navy Comdr. Frank Manson, and was
widely acclaimed then. Captain Man-
son envisioned a group of ships centered
around various areas of concentration,
such as medical and public health aid
and training and education, and elec-
trical power and construction.

These ships would be free to travel
extensively to carry out concrete, specific,
and immediate programs in areas with
limited overland and air access. They
would operate on a basis of mutual par-
ticipation and self-help, demonstrating
honest American desire to help struggling
people without forcing ourselves upon
them in any way; without making them
feel an unwelcome sense of obligation
for outright handouts.

Senator HuompHREY and others intro-
duced a Senate resolution in 1959 which
was passed, but on which no further
action was taken or planned. I have
repeatedly submitted legislation in this
House to implement this idea, and have
urged others to join me.

We can no longer afford to allow this
imaginative project to remain unimple-
mented and unproductive. We need only
the will and the vision to put our intel-
ligence and commonsense to work to-
ward realizing a practical and sure-
footed way to bring modern medical care,
education, technology, and productivity
to those who so desperately need them.
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The White Fleet is a practical, eco-
nomiecal, and sensitive approach to our
“nation-building” efforts.

Today, I am again introducing legisla-
tion to amend the Foreign Assistance
Act of 1961 to establish a fleet of present-
Iy mothballed Navy vessels. These would
be outfitted with Government and pri-
vately donated funds and equipment.

Although the fleet would be adminis-
tered by the Agency for International
Development, the bill authorizes the co-
operation and participation of knowl-
edgeable private groups. Interagency co-
ordination is also urged, with AID acting
as a contractor to the Navy, the Army,
the Department of Health, Education,
and Welfare, the Department of Agricul-
ture, and so on.

In order to establish a trial fleet of
three LST’s, AID would require an ini-
tial appropriation of $6 to $7.5 million
to pull the ships out of mothballs and to
outfit them. This estimate would be sub-
ject to change, depending on the initial
size of the fleet, which could be easily
adjusted. Refurbishing and outfitting
costs would not regquire duplication in
subsequent appropriations.

A large part of the necessary supplies
and eguipment would be procured at no
cost from surplus stores and private
donations. We are presently spending
money to keep many Navy ships in moth-
balls. Instead of lying dormant and use-
less they could be performing a very
worthwhile and needed service. The Gov-
ernment’s financial responsibility would
be substantially discharged with the re-
conditioning and would be minimal for
maintenance costs.

This legislation would also provide an
opportunity to ufilize the counterpart
funds, the foreign currencies owned by
the United States, which cannot be con-
verted into dollars and which are pre-
sently resting in overseas vaults while
effective means of channeling them are
sought.

The Great White Fleet may sound
like unrestrained idealism, but, in fact,
the practicality of this concept has al-
ready been unequivocally demonstrated
by the tremendously successful career of
the medical ship, Hope, which has been
voyaging around the world for 7 years.

The Navy donated a mothballed hos-
pital ship to the project, which is other-
wise privately administered and funded.
As of 1965 more than $6 million worth of
equipment, drugs, and supplies had been
donated by business firms.

The Saturday Review of July 15, 1967,
stated:

The ship is so popular within the medical
profession that it has a waiting list of doc-
tors (they serve in 2-month shifts—for
free).

Since 1960 the Hope has traveled to
Indonesia, South Vietnam, Peru, Ecua-
dor, Guinea, Nicaragua, and now Co-
lombia, treating sufferers, and training
people in the medical and paramedical
fields. By 1965 more than 30 countries
had invited visits, and 3,000 people had
recelved training through Project Hope.

The particular success of Hope may be
explained in large part by the fact that
it is a ship. The flexibility, mobility, and
autonomy of a ship make it especially
well suited to foreign aid.
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_ductive means of implementing the fleet.

Because it is a mobile, self-adminis-
tered, and organized community, it im-
poses no obligation on the nations it vis-
its but is at all times fully responsible for
its own mainfenance and existence. Ten-
sions and resentments are far less likely
to arise than from comparable station-
ary foreign aid programs which may ne-
cessitate long-range and perhaps un-
comfortable commitments on the part of
the host eountiry.

Ships have access to remote undevel-
oped areas where aid programs often
cannot enter. The eonstruction ship of
the fleet could make the first efforts to-
ward road and transportation develop-
ments in such areas.

The exeellent response to the Peace
Corps and to Hope attests to the success
and practicality of volunteer support to
staff such imaginative humanitarian
causes.

The White Fleet would support a small
permanent core of employees paid min-
imal wages, but would be Ilargely
manned by volunteers. Retired people,
military reserves frained in engineering
and technical fields, medical personnel,
and ex-Peace Corpsmen are all promis-
ing sources of volunteers.

The White Fleet would be in an excel-
lent position to coordinate diverse small-~
scale private aid groups such as Hope,
Medico, and Care, and the Navy’s efforts
in the area of civic action, such as the
Seabees technical assistance teams, Op-
eration Handclasp, and the naval medi-
cal research units.

The Great White Fleet unifies a cer-
tain form of foreign aid into an orga-
nized, appealing, and identifiable force
which easily symbolizes constructive ac-
tion and sincere desire to help alleviate
poverty, disease, and ignorance wherever
they prevent people from fulfilling
themsel

ves.

The Saturday Review pointed out
that—

In an insane world of idiotic spending for
fratricidal wars and “defense,” the compara~-
tively small expenditures for S.S. Hope have
lighted a tiny, inexpensive candle in the
darkness. Imagine America’s image, to say
nothing of the world's health, if a thousand
ships of Hope moved upon the waters of the
earth for the alleviation of the ills of man-
kind. The possibilities for peace in a healthy
world stagger the imagination.

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the Congress
act on my bill proposing this unique but
effective instrument for enhancing in-
ternational development and under-
standing. This will do more good for the
U.S. image abroad than many more ex-
pensive aid programs.

We are a great nation of enormous
wealth and knowledge. In a spirit of
both generosity and enlightened self-
interest in the future of our Nation and
the world, let us help those who are de-
prived, sick, and hungry. And let us do
so intelligently and sensitively, with cre-
ative programs such as a White Fleet,
that can mobilize American support, and
render service quietly, effectively, and
efficiently.

We should act immediately and ap-
propriate fhe necessary funds—prob-
ably not exceeding $500,000—for a com-
prehensive study of the proposed Great
White Fleet, by a task force which will
investigate the most efficient and pro-
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It will determine its final makeup,
mode of operation, administration and
management structures, the estimated
costs, and the extent to which private
support may be generated.

DISORDERLY CONDUCT IN THE
CAPITOL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. PoFr], is recog-
nized for 15 minutes.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, the present
state of the law applicable to disorderly
or other offensive conduct within the
Capitol is best understood by an exami-
nation of the historical development of
such laws.

In 1892 Congress provided the Distriet
of Columbia with an act for “the preser-
vation of the public peace and the pro-
tection of property .. .” (act of July 29,
1892, 27 Stat. 322, ch. 320). In section 6
of that act it was declared unlawful for
persons to eongregate and assemble and
engage in loud and boisterous talking in
the Capitol and certain other buildings.
A maximum fine of $25 was imposed.
Section 15 of that act provided that per-
sons guilty of such disorderly and unlaw-
ful conduct in or about publie buildings
belonging to the United States shall be
lHable for a maximum fine of $50.

In section 18 Congress provided that
prosecutions for violations of that act
were to be conducted by the District of
Columbia—Corporation Counsel. Section
18 was codified in title 22, District of Co-
lumbia Code, section 109.

Section 6 was amended July 8, 1898.
The effect of this amendment was not
substantive but merely unified sections
5 and 6 of the act of 1892 into one sec-
tion. This section was then codified into
22 District of Columbia Code 1107.

However, section 15 was not amended
in 1898 and has not been amended to the
present date. Section 15 was codified into
22 District of Columbia Code 3111 and
also into 40 United States Code 101. Ifs
proscription of conduct in U.S. buildings
and the $50 fine remain unchanged.

In 1946, Congress enacted a statute fo
regulate the use of the U.S. Capitol
Grounds (act of July 31, 1946, 60 Stat.
718, ch. 707). That act is codified in 9
District of Columbia Code 118 and the
following. Section 6 proscribed harangu-
ing or orating or uttering loud, threaten-
ing, or abusive language in the U.S. Capi-
tol Grounds. The 1948 act provided a
maximum of $100 and/or 60 days’ pun-
ishment (9 D.C. Code 125). But section
16(a) (9 D.C. Code 132) specifically ex-
cluded conduct within the Capitol Build-
ing, Section 16(b) provided that section
3111—section 15 of the act of 1892 re-
lating to the $50 fine for conduct inside
the Capitol—was to remain unaffected by
the act of 1946.

Thus, the Congress left us with the
anomaly of a maximum $50 fine for con-
duet within the Capitol Building and a
maximum fine of $100 for enumerated
but similar conduct on the Capitol
Grounds.

In 1953 the Congress again amended
section 6 of the act of 1892 (22 D.C. Code
1107) and raised the maximum fine from
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$25 to $250 and/or 90 days, and created a
new disorderly conduct statute subse-
quently codified in 22 District of Colum-
bia Code 1121. The new law read in part
as follows:

Whoever, with the Intent to provoke a
breach of the peace or under circumstances
that a breach of the peace may be organized
thereby—

(1) acts in such a manner as to annoy,
disturb, interfere with, obstruct, or be offen-
sive to others;

(2) congregates with others on a public
street and refuses to move on when ordered
by the police;

(3) shouts or makes a noise either inside
or outside a building during the nighttime
to the annoyance or disturbance of any con-
siderable number of persons;

Section 1121 does not specify any par-
ticular geographical location for the dis-
orderly conduct under subsection (1),
thus allowing for application of the stat-
ute anywhere in the Distriet of Columbia.
However, section 1107—section 6 of the
act of 1892—specifies particular places.

It is significant that the 1953 amend-
ment neglected any mention of 22 Dis-
trict of Columbia Code 3111—section 15
of the act of 1892. Thus, while the pen-
alties for disorderly conduct in places
other than the Capitol building were in-
creased to $250 and/or 90 days, no in-
crease was made and in fact no reference
was made to conduct within or about the
Capitol as proscribed in 22 District of
Columbia Code 3111, The immediate ap-
parent conelusion to be drawn from that
anomalous circumstance is that Con-
gress inadvertently neglected to consider
amending section 3111, But in 1946 Con-
gress did remember that particular pro-
vision and specifically chose not to alter
or amend it when Congress enacted
legislation for the Capitol Grounds—
16(b) act of 1946.

In view of Congress failure to increase
the $50 penalty for disorderly conduct
within or about the Capitol in 1946, and
Congress silence as to the $50 provision
in 1953, section 3111—section 15 of the
act of 1892—continues to control the
punishment for disorderly conduct in or
about the Capitol Building, notwith-
standing the greater penalties under 22
Distriet of Columbia Code 1121 or 1107.

This curious state of the law came
into focus 2 years ago when a large group
of demonstrators converged on the Cap-
itol Grounds and began chanting and
orating. The police repeatedly ordered
them to disperse and leave the Capitol
Grounds, but they refused and were
finally arrested. The defendants were
charged and prosecuted under both 22
District of Columbia Code 1107 and 1121.
In that case, Feeley v. District of Colum-
bia (220 A. 24 325 (1966)), — U.S. App.
D.C. —, — F. 2d — (No. 20275 (1967)),
the District of Columbia Court of Ap-
peals held that although prosecutions
for disorderly conduct in or about the
U.S. Capitol may be brought under 22
District of Columbia Code 1121 or 1107,
for purposes of sentence 22 District of
Columbia Code 3111 applies, and the
maximum sentence for such disorderly
conduct is $50. The court arrived at this
conclusion by reading 22 District of Co-
lumbia Code 1121, 1107, and section 16
(b) of the act of 1946 together and con-
cluded that a “clear legislative pattern”
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is discernible requiring the application
of section 3111 for sentencing.

Although the act of 1946 provided new
and higher penalties—$100 and/or 60
days—for certain specified kinds of dis-
orderly conduct—harangues, loud,
threatening, or abusive language, and so
forth—in the Capitol Grounds, by except-
ing section 3111—section 15 of the act
of 1892—the act made similar disorderly
conduct—sections 1121 and 1107—in or
about the Capitol punishable only up to
$50 fine. To single out the enumerated
1946 act conduct for punishment up to
$100 and/or 60 days and yet to punish
sections 1121 and 1107 conduct with only
$50 fine while punishing sections 1121
and 1107 conduct up to $250 and/or 90
days for offenses off the Capitol Grounds
and in other non-Federal public build-
ings is illogical. The District of Columbia
Court of Appeals, in Feeley, supra, calls
this state of the law the result of a clear
legislative pattern. The U.S. Court of
Appeals in Smith, et al. v. District of
Columbia (219 A. 2d 841 (1966)), — U.S.
App. D.C. —, F. 2d — (No. 20279 (July
29, 1967)) calls the reason for this sit-
uation “not readily apparent.” The cor-
poration counsel ealls it, in the appellee’s
brief in Smith, supra, “obviously due to
a congressional oversight.” I leave the
proper conclusion to the omniscient.

PROSECUTION

The next problem arising under this
subject is which sovereign, the United
States or the District of Columbia, is the
proper prosecutor, Here again confusion
exists. To understand this perplexing
question, it is necessary to keep in mind
23 District of Columbia Code 101 which
follows:

CONDUCT OF PROSECUTIONS—PARTY PLAINTIFF

The attorney for the District of Columbia
shall be known as the Corporation Counsel.

Prosecutions for violations for all police
or municipal ordinances or regulations and
for violations of all penal statutes In the
nature of police or municipal regulations,
where the maximum punishment is a fine
only, or imprisonment not exceeding one
year shall be conducted in the name of the
District of Columbia and by the Corpora-
tion Counsel or his assistants. All other crim-
inal prosecutions shall be conducted in the
name of the United States and by the at-
torney of the United States for the District
of Columbia or his assistants.

It is well settled that where the maxi-
mum punishment is both a fine and im-
prisonment the District of Columbia has
no authority to prosecute. District of
Columbia v. Simpson (40 App. D.C. 498
(1913)). This old rule was reaffirmed in
Smith, supra.

In section 18 of the act of 1892 (22
D.C. Code 109), the District of Columbia
was specifically authorized to prosecute
disorderly conduct thereunder (22 D.C.
Code 1107 and 3111 disorderly conduct),
even though that act provided for a fine
only. Since 23 District of Columbia Code
101 the general prosecutorial authoriza-
tion was not enacted into law until 1901
(March 3, 1901, 31 Stat. 1340, ch. 854),
the specific prosecutorial authorization
provided in section 18 of the act of 1892
was codified in 22 District of Columbia
Code 109. In 1953 the punishment for
1107 disorderly conduct—section 6 of the
act of 1892—was increased to a fine and
imprisonment. By the same amendment,
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a new statute, 22 District of Columbia
Code 1121, proscribing disorderly con-
duct, with both a fine of $250 and im-
prisonment for 90 days, was created. Yet,
in this new statute, providing both fine
and imprisonment, it was declared that
the District of Columbia should prose-
cute violations thereunder, thus amend-
ing 22 District of Columbia Code 109.
This particular authorization for prose-
cution by the District of Columbia super-
vened that prohibition set out in 23 Dis-
trict of Columbia Code 101 which pro-
hibited such prosecution by the Corpo-
ration Counsel.

Section 109—section 18 of the act of
1892—was in 1953 amended and now
provides in part as follows:

All prosecutions for violation of Section
22-1121 or any of the provisions of any of the
laws or ordinances provided for by this Act
shall be conducted in the name of and for
the benefit of the District of Columbia, and
in the same manner as provided by the
law for the prosecution of offenses against
the laws and ordinances of the sald Dis-
Mct’ . » l.

“This Act” refers to the act of 1892.
Thus it is clear that prosecutions for sec-
tion 1107, disorderly conduct—section 6
of the act of 1892—are to be conducted
by the District of Columbia even though
the 1953 amendment increased the pun-
ishment to fine and imprisonment. But
the U.S. Court of Appeals misses that
point in Smith, supra, where it said on
page 4 of the slip opinion:

So far as we are advised, there is no spe-
cific exemption of this section from the re-
quirements of 23-101, such as was provided
in respect to section 1121,

The court was there referring to sec-
tion 1107 when it said, by way of dicta,
that there was no statutory exemption
from 23 District of Columbia Code 101
for section 1107 to permit the corpora-
tion counsel to prosecute under section
1107. That conclusion ignores the statu-
tory derivation of 1107 section 6 of the
act of 1892, The court implies by that
comment that the District of Columbia
is not the proper party prosecutor for
1107 disorderly conduct and yet it holds
in the opinion that the District of Colum-
bia is the proper party prosecutor for
1121 disorderly conduct. That conclusion
seems to ignore the plain meaning of the
language in 22 District of Columbia Code
109. Even the U.S. Court of Appeals is
confused by the uncertain meaning of
the present applicable statutes with re-
spect to disorderly conduct.

This confusion is compounded when
we look at the judicial interpretation of
the question of which sovereign properly
prosecutes under 22 District of Columbia
Code 3112—prohibits destroying or de-
facing certain property. Section 3112 is
the sister section to 3111 as both sections
derive directly from the act of 1892. Sec-
tion 3112 is derived from section 1 of
the act of 1892 and section 3111 is de-
rived from section 15 of the act of 1892.
The act of 1892 provided that the District
of Columbia is the proper party prose-
cutor for violations arising thereunder.
That authority is codified in 22 District
of Columbia Code 109.

Section 3112, which provided a $50 fine
only, was amended in 1906 to provide the
greater punishment of up to $100 and/or
6 months. As noted earlier, sister section
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3111 has not been amended. Notwith-
standing the clear mandate of section
109—section 18 of the act of 1892—but
because 3112 provides for both fine and
imprisonment—as do 1107 and 1121—the
court said in District of Columbia v.
Moody (175 A. 2d 782, 113 U.S. App. D.C.
67, 304 F. 2d 943 (1962)) that prosecu-
tions were to be by the U.S. attorney and
not by the District of Columbia. The
court came to that dubious conclusion by
relying solely on 23 District of Columbia
Code 101. This per curiam opinion
ignores the section 109 exemption and its
evolution from the act of 1892. This Dis-
trict of Columbia Court of Appeals could
not explain this curious result and
glossed over the apparent inconsistency
between 109 and Moody by way of a foot-
note in Feeley.

Further paradox is seen in the fact
that disorderly conduct on the Capitol
Grounds prohibited by the 1946 act (9
D.C. Code 123, 40 US.C. 193f) is pat-
ently required to be prosecuted by the
U.S. attorney (9 D.C. Code 125, 40 U.S.C.
193s) . It is also significant to note that
such disorderly conduct—including the
loud, threatening, or abusive language,
and so forth—is prohibited only on the
Capitol Grounds and not in the actual
Capitol Building (9 D.C. Code 132, 40
U.S.C. 193m).

One other provision of law comes to
mind as of possible application to occa-
sions of disorderly conduet within the
Capitol. That provision is the so-called
unlawful entry statute (22 D.C. Code
3102), set out as follows:

TNLAWFUL ENTRY ON PROPERTY

Any person who, without lawful authority,
shall enter, or attempt to enter, any public
or private dwelling, building or other prop-
erty, or part of such dwelling, building, or
other property, against the will of the lawful
occupant or the person lawfully in charge
thereof, or being therein or thereon, with-
out lawful authority to remain therein or
thereon shall refuse to quit the same on
the demand of the lawful occupant or of the
person lawfully in charge thereof, shall be
deemed guilty of a misdemeanor, and on
convietion thereof shall be punished by a fine
not exceeding $100 or imprisonment in the
jall for not more than 6 months, or both, in
the discretion of the court.

Although this statute can be applied to
entry into the Capitol or House gallery,
the problems of prosecution thereunder
are serious. The question of entry “with-
out lawful authority” is one of some
gravity, especially in view of the policy of
permitting visitors into the gallery with-
out knowing their prior intentions. Con-
versely, the question of demanding per-
sons to “quit” the premises raises the
problem of who is the person lawfully
in charge. It would appear that the prop-
er person lawfully in charge in the House
of Representatives is the Speaker. The
difficulty of applying his personal request
for persons to quit the gallery is formi-
dable. Also, compounding the problem as
to use of this statute is that the Speaker
then must be the complaining witness for
the purpose of prosecution. Without some
more flexible arrangement such as dele-
gation of authority by the Speaker to a
person “lawfully in charge of the prem-
ises,” this statute is of questionable value
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under which to prosecute conduct within
the Capitol or House gallery.

In light of the foregoing analysis of the
various potentially applicable statutes, it
is understandable that those persons who
were arrested for intruding into the gal-
lery of the House on Monday, August T,
were arrested by the Capitol Police for
“disorderly conduet”—presumably 22
District of Columbia Code 1107 or 1121.
The police do not select the particular
statute under which persons are to be
prosecuted. They merely “book” arrested
persons at the proper precinct under the
general heading of “disorderly conduct.”
It remains to the prosecutor, in this case
the corporation counsel, to determine un-
der which statute to charge the defend-
ants. This prosecution falls to the cor-
poration counsel since the disorderly
conduct laws generally used by the police
are sections 1107 and 1121 of the District
of Columbia Code. Prosecutions under
those two sections are brought in the Dis-
trict of Columbia branch of the court of
general sessions where the corporation
counsel is the prosecutor. Smith, supra,
implies, however, that the corporation
counsel is not the proper prosecutor
under section 1107.

In the case of the recent gallery dem-
onstrators, the nine persons arrested
were taken by the police to No. 1 pre-
cinet where they were “booked” for dis-
orderly conduct. The minimum required
collateral for violations of the general
disorderly statutes is set by the court of
general sessions board of judges. Persons
“booked” in the precinet are permitted
to post the minimum required collateral
and gain their freedom. At the time of
posting ecollateral persons arrested may
elect to notify the precinct officer wheth-
er they wish to “forfeit” the collateral or
stand trial on the charge. The usual
course followed in forfeiture elections is
that the prosecutor does not subsequent-
ly bring a formal charge against the de-
fendant requiring appearance in court,
although the prosecutor may subse-
quently demand the appearance of the
defendant even though he has “elected
to forfeit.”

In cases where the defendant elects to
stand trial, a date is set by the prosecut-
ing officer, usually the officer's next court
date. In this case the nine persons ar-
rested in the gallery have elected tfo
stand trial and are appearing in the
court of general sessions on September
15, 1967.

Many Members have raised the com-
plaint that $10 collaterals are not com-
mensurate with the gravity of the con-
duct herein involved. Others have eriti-
cized the court of general sessions for
permitting release with only $10 posted.
These comments fail to recognize that
there is in existence an order by the
board of judges—promulgated April 19,
1965—which permits, in cases for which
minimum collateral may be posted, the
chief officer of the precinct to have a
judge of the court of general sessions
pass on the sufficiency of the minimum
collateral. Under this order the officer
may call, by telephone, any judge of
that court when in the officer’s opinion
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special facts or serious extenuating cir-
cumstances exist. That judge may then
set such collateral or bond as he deems
reasonably necessary to assure the pro-
tection of the community and to assure
the defendant’s return. This special pro-
vision was not utilized by the officer in
charge of No. 1 precinct when these nine
arrested persons were booked. They,
therefore, were released on the minimum
required collateral.

From the foregoing review of the con-
fused and questionable state of the pres-
ent applicable law to the question of
conduct in the House gallery or Capitol
Building, it appears that the only practi-
cable method of proceeding against per-
sons such as those recently arrested is
under the general disorderly conduct
laws—22 District of Columbia Code 1107
and 1121. But it is apparent that, not-
withstanding the $250 and/or 90 days’
penalties provided thereunder, the only
penalty that can be assessed against
defendants convicted for disorderly con-
duct in or about the Capitol is a maxi-
mum fine of $50. This is clearly the hold-
ing in the Feeley case, and in the com-
panion case, Jalbert against District of
Columbia (221 A, 2d 94 (1966) ).

The incredible disparity between pun-
ishments for disorderly conduct that oc-
curs elsewhere in the District, including
public buildings, and that for disorderly
conduct within or about the Capitol,
coupled with the dubious applicability of
the statutes herein previously discussed,
dramatizes the need for clear, precise,
and effective legislation.

HR. 9837T—HOUSE MEMBERS’
TRAVEL ALLOWANCE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. Sixes] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. SIEKES. Mr. Speaker, it is disap-
pointing to me that the House approved
H.R. 9837, fo permit reimbursement for
a maximum of 12 trips per year to his
district for each Member of Congress. I
have great respect for the House Com-
mittee on Administration and I realize
that the bill is offered in an efforf to re-
lieve the Members of some of the heavy
burden of the cost of holding office which
confronts each of us. I realize also that in
all the Government it is only Members
of Congress who are not reimbursed for
all official travel. Nevertheless, it appears
to me that we have a responsibility and
an opportunity to demonstrate leader-
ship by holding down the costs of Gov-
ernment, and this should be paramount
in our thoughts. Particularly is this true
when the Nation is confronted with a
huge deficit, when costs of Government
are going up on every side, and when the
President is asking for an increase in
taxes. We in Congress should be first o
tighten our belts and seek to point the
way to reduced costs of Government, not
to higher costs.



23628
ALEWIFE CONTROL IN THE GREAT
LAKES

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. AsarLEy] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the REcorp and
ineclude extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill designed to aid in the restoration of
a favorable ecology in the Great Lakes.
The bill relates specifically to the alewife,
an anadromous marine fish which by
some method reached the fresh waters of
the Great Lakes. Although present in
Lake Ontario in 1873, it was not noted in
Lake Erie until 1931. By 1954 it had
reached Lake Superior. Within the last
few years the species has become a ma-
jor problem to many communities along
the Great Lakes as a result of the mas-
sive die-offs which occur. So abundant is
the alewife that schools of the fish at
times clog water intakes of muniecipali-
tles and industries. Tons of the fish are
washed ashore where they constitute a
nuisance and a threat to public health.

My bill ecalls for an appropriation of
$5 million to be used in studying both
the life history of the alewife and of con-
trol measures, and in developing and
carrying out control methods and devel-
oping commercial uses of the alewife.
Matching funds would be provided by
the States involved.

Fortunately the situation within my
district at the western end of Lake Erie
is not so critical as that in other parts
of the Great Lakes. It is my understand-
ing that the most severe occurrences are
in Lake Michigan and that the U.S. Bu-
reau of Commercial Fisheries office in
Ann Arbor, Mich., is currently studying
the problem. The complexity of the prob-
lem, coupled with its wide geographic
distribution, demands a greater effort on
our part to provide the means of restor-
ing an ecological balance.

It is essential that the idea of restor-
ing an ecological balance be stressed
rather than any attempt to eliminate
the alewife. For the species does possess
economic potential. Moreover there have
been too many instances in the past
where attempts to completely remove a
life form have resulted in expensive and
biologically disruptive failures.

What is needed, beyond this immedi-
ate legislation, is a consideration of the
sequential disasters which have plagued
the Great Lakes, as a large, complex but
interrelated problem, rather than as a
series of isolated incidents.

There are doubtless many of my col-
leagues from all sections of the Nation
who are familiar with the ravages caused
by the sea lampreys upon the Great
Lakes trout population. The near extine-
tion of the trout and the recent ap-
parently successful control of the lam-
preys are classic examples of species in-
teraction and wildlife management. The
further studies envisioned by the bill I
am introducing may reveal a substantial
connection between the previous lamprey
problem and development of the current
alewife crisis.
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The alewife population explosion and
resultant problems are of concern not
only to those elected to represent the
Great Lakes constituencies, and agencies
of the National and State governments
working in the area, but to the scien-
tific community at large. Therefore, I
urge prompt congressional action to pro-
vide control of the alewife and other fish
and aquatic animals in the waters of the
Great Lakes which affect adversely the
ecological balance of the Great Lakes.

UNITED STATES MUST WIN OTHER
WAR

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. RoonEy] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, quite recently one of my con-
stituents—an energetic and dedicated
American—was privileged to serve as a
member of the U.S. delegation attend-
ing the 43d session of the United Nations
Economic and Social Council in Geneva.

This man, Mr. Philip I. Berman, is a
transportation executive and eivic leader
in the Lehigh Valley of Pennsylvania.
His record of service to community,
State, and Nation is long and many-
faceted.

On this occasion, Mr. Berman was one
of four private citizens serving on the
delegation. His role was that of adviser
and his primary interest was the United
National Institute for Training and Re-
search.

Although much of the work of the Eco-
nomic and Social Council during its
Geneva session was obscured in publicity
surrounding a Russian effort to have the
Council condemn Israel role in the recent
Middle East crisis, Mr. Berman has re-
counted many of the achievements in a
newspaper interview.

I respectfully include this Interview,
as reported by Mr. Curt Yeske in the
Allentown Morning Call, in the REcorp
for the information of my colleagues:

Must WIN “OTHER WAR,” BERMAN SAYS—

ReTURNS FroM U.N. SESSION IN GENEVA

(By Curt Yeske)

Most of the eye-catching news from Viet-
nam concerns the military war. News of that
“other war,” the effort at economic and
social development, is not near as plentiful
because it is far less dramatic and, therefore,
holds little public interest.

And unfortunately, the United Nations is
confronted with the same situation around
the world, That is the view of Philip I. Ber-
man.

Berman, Lehigh Valley transportation
executive and civie leader, is back home in
Allentown after spending nearly a month
in Geneva, Switzerland, as an adviser on
the United States delegation to the 43rd
sesslon of the United Nations Economic and
Social Council (ECOSOC.)

He was one of four private citizens who,
along with 10 career government officers and
workers, comprised the delegation.

Berman's primary interest was the United
National Institute for Training and Re-
search (UNITAR.) His address before the
27-member nation council included remarks
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about a pioneering UNITAR effort to deter-
mine what type of news and opinion con-
cerning the United Nations is reaching the
public via mass media.

The need for the research was emphasized
by the session which opened July 11,

For the first two weeks, the meetings
were bogged down by the Soviet Union’s mis-
placed and unsuccessful attempts to have
Israel condemned for its confrontation with
the Arab nations.

Although the resolution should have gone
before the U.N.'s Security Council at New
York, it was the major news story emerging
from ECOSOC’s meeting, originally called to
consider world social and economic issues.

ECOSOC holds the same status on the U.N.
organizational chart as the Security Council.
But world attention was focused on the “jaw=
ing"” and verbal battles in the Security Coun=-
cil while the constructive work of ECOSOC
went nearly unnoticed by a large part of the
world, Berman contended.

ECOSOC's general agenda in the field of
economics covered multilateral food ald in-
cluding production and use of protein; finan-
cial assistance for less developed nations;
flow of public and private capital to the de-
veloping countries; and a 10-year plan to
succeed the first U.N. Development Decade
launched in 1960.

Berman, a national leader among U.N. ad-
vocates, sald he was concerned these pro-
grams and proposals are too frequently over-
looked by the public, and, therefore, fail to
win deserved, widespread understanding and
support.

“We need all people raised to respectable
soclal and economic levels of our own wel-
fare from the viewpoint of world security,”
Berman asserted.

He referred to a quote from an address to
the council by Ambassador Arthur E, Gold-
schmidt, U.S. representative on ECOSOC, He
said:

“There is nothing inevitable about a world
food crisis. There does not need to be a short-
age of necessary food on this planet.”

He sald mankind has the technical knowl-
edge to overcome the problem through food
production and population control. The only
thing needed is application of the knowledge,
the ambassador added.

Berman expanded on the human and eco-
nomic implications of an underfed nation.

“A man must be healthy to be able to work.
If he can work then he can produce and you
have production. But if you don't have food,
you don't have a healthy worker and there is
no production.

“But you must also have a healthy mother
in order to have a healthy child who some-
day, in one way or another, will be contribut-
ing to the country's development.”

One of the problems in the area of food
aid, Berman observed, 1s national pride. He
sald some nations object to certain stipula-
tlons which come with U.8, or U.N. asslstance.

But despite the volume, U.S. ald to the
underdeveloped countries is much less in ra-
tio of the gross national product than that
of most smaller European nations, he sald.

An extensive world traveler in his own
right, Berman came back from this trip with
a high regard for the U.S, representatives and
the State Department.

“The delegation was led by brilliant people
who are honest and sincere in their work for
peace and world welfare. They are very able,
excellent and capable people in whom United
States citizens can be proud.

“Individually and collectively, they have
the respect of most countries of the world.
We found that the countries that criticize
us the most are the ones that respect us
the most.”

The sessions began at 8:30 a.m. dally with
a briefing of the U.S. delegation. The couneil
convened in the morning and worked into
the afternoon. Business was continued in the
evening and into the night at social func-
tions,
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And it was at the soclal gatherings that
much of the rapport was established among
the representatives from tthe member na-
tions that ranged from the Soviet Union to
Gaban.,

Although the schedule was strenuous,
Berman drew delight in recalling how he and
his wife Muriel became acquainted and fell
easily into warm conversation with their
counterparts from other countries including
Russia.

The socials proved an expeditious influence
for creating understanding around the con-
ference table, Berman said.

The couple was accompanied by their chil-
dren, Steven, 16, Nancy, a June Wellesley
graduate, and Nina, a Connecticut College
student.

Steven attended every daytime session with
his father and joined his parents at the
evening dinners and social gatherings.

The mission obviously revitalized Berman’s
already deep faith In the United Nations.

“It is a place for our differences to be ex-
pressed and likened, not to be expanded.
This is where the United Nations is serving.

“If we keep talking and become friendlier
there’'s no question we can live better to-
gether in this very important time.”

Berman's work with UNITAR has been
primarily in the area of trade development.
One of the major tasks of the agency Is to
ease the shortage of competent representa-
tives in the newly emerging nations.

Lack of experienced or trained leaders able
to function in international economics and
trade frequently impedes the efforts by the
United Nations to help certain underdevel-
oped countries, Berman said.

He sald the world body's programs to up-
grade human resources also has been in-
directly hampered by the “brain drain” to
the United States. Ways must be found to
encourage foreign students at American
schools and native professionals to add to
their countries’ development by remaining
or returning to their homelands.

VA APPROACHES NURSING CARE
GOAL

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. EvEReTT] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous maftter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Speaker, in the
88th Congress it was my honor and priv-
ilege to conduct the hearings which led
to the enactment of Public Law 88-450,
authorizing, for the first time, nursing
care in the Veterans’ Administration.
This program has worked extremely well
and the chairman of the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs, the gentleman from
Texas, OLIN E, TeAacUug, has done me
the honor to again name me chairman
of the Subcommittee on Intermediate
Care. Our subcommittee is in the process,
at the present time, of conducting hear-
ings which constitute a review of this
vital program. The members of this sub-
committee, in addition to myself, are the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. RoOBERTs],
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Sar-
TERFIELD], the gentleman from Tennes-
see [Mr. Duncan], and the gentleman
from Arkansas [Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT]. In
a short time the subcommittee will ree-
ommend to the fwyll committee changes
in the nursing progeam which we believe
will further help the veterans of this
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country in this particular field. Under
leave to extend my remarks, I include a
recent release from the Veterans' Ad-
ministration entitled “VA Approaches
Nursing Care Goal”:

VA ArPPROACHES NURSING CARE GoOAL

An expanded program of nursing home
care has freed thousands of beds for acutely
ill veterans and has already provided more
than 3.7 million patient-days of nursing
home care for sick and disabled veterans,
according to figures released by Administra-
tor of Veterans Affairs Willlam J. Driver.
The statistics were part of a report to the
White House covering the progress of the
three-prong nursing home program, ap-
proved by President Johnson in August 1964.

VA now has 4,000 nursing care beds avail-
able at 62 of its facilities, and contracts have
been signed between VA and 2,270 commu-
nity nursing homes which provide a poten-
tial of 161,000 beds. Both steps were part of
the three-point program authorized by Con-
gress which included (1) the creation and
operation of 4,000 nursing home care beds
within VA's 166 hospital complex; (2) au-
thorization for the VA to place veterans in
approved private nursing homes; and (3) a
grant-in-aid plan to help States build and
operate nursing home care facilities for vet-
erans.

Dr. H. Martin Engle, Chief Medical Director
of VA, explained that veterans transferred
from the hospitals to nursing home care fa-
cilities were mostly older, chronically ill vet-
erans who have recelved maximum hospital
benefits, but still require skilled nursing care.

Costs of the program, excluding the grants-
in-aid, ranged from $14.5 million in fiscal
years 1966 to $30.7 million in FY 1967. The
budget request for FY 1968 is $38.2 million.

The grants-in-aild program has expanded
similarly. In FY 1966, $2.56 million was appro-
priated for construction assistance to states.
Four million dollars has been requested for
such grants in both 1967 and 1968.

The nursing care program reflects changes
in the function of the hospital which have
been brought on by advancement in medical
techniques, Dr. Engle explained. While the
hospital generally was the permanent resi-
dence of the chronically 111, it is now utilized
primarily during the acute phases of the ill-
ness. Long-term supportive treatment and
rehabilitatioh are increasingly carried out
with the veteran on an outpatient status
while he resumes his normal pattern of com-
munity living to the extent his disability will

rmit.

“We have given much of the actual work-
load to professional nurses and ancillary
health manpower without decreasing the re-
sponsibilities of our medical staff for profes-
slonal attention on an as-needed basis,” Dr.
Engle added. ““More than 1,400 skilled persons
are employed in VA nursing homes. This has
allowed VA to concentrate its doctors in its
general and psychiatric hospitals where such
scarce medical manpower can be utilized
more fully,” Dr. Engle explained.

The following State homes have been ap-
proved by VA for nursing care:

Number
of beds
California: Napa County-—ceeamammaaann 428
Colorado: Homelake 20
Bt bt T (O~ 110 O —— 357
Indiana: Lafayette -—— 162
Kansas: Fort Dodge 22
Massachusetts: Chelsea 241
Michigan: Grand Rapids 427
Missouri: St. James 23
New Hampshire: Tilton. - - ocecemeeeeem 40
New Jersey: Menlo Park. . . ceeccccacaaa 88
New York: Oxford 7
Oklahoma:
Ardmore 38
Sulphur --. 68
Rhode Island: Bristol 136
South Dakota: Hot Springs._ - - - cceeeen 42
Vermont: Bennington 22
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Construction grants have been approved
for these States:

[Dollar amounts in thousands

Num- VA par-  Tofal
State berof ticipa-  project
beds tion (es- (estimate)
timate)
Georgia, Augusta. . __.......... 192 $982 32,065
owa, Marshalltown. ... L 80 532 1,070
Kansas, Fort Dodge__ ... e 88 400 800
Nebraska, Grand Island 100 744 2,012
New Jersey:
Menlo Park. ... -veemeaaeen 100 5N 1,175
Vineland._.______. -- 100 555 1,215
Rhode Island, Bristol_ 30 9 599
Vermont, Bennington_ 22 123 252
Wisconsin, King_____ 200 1,181 2,881
oAl oo 200, ey 912 5,387 12,089

Number of beds in operation as of June 22,
1967:

Station: Total
Albany Baire = 40
Alexandria .. 95
American Lake - MM
Aspinwall 208
Augusta --. meen | SR
Bath -- 40
Battle Creek 65
Beckley - 42
Biloxi 71
Bonham = 38
Brockton - 51
Brecksville 50
Buffalo 36
Butler 64
Canandaigua 47
Castle Point 100
Cheyenne 3 ias 4T
Chicago (WS) 40
Chillicothe G 89
Cincinnati ~—~ 201
Columbia et 72
Danville - L 58
Dayton ... 84
Dearborn 36
Dublin i 56
Fargo < i 50
Fayetteville, N.C 39
Fort Lyon s = 37
Grand Junction = 42
Hampton = 41
Houston - 78
Indianapolis 46
Jefferson Barracks 68
Kerrville S
Knoxville, Iowa. 50
Lebanon - 87
Lexington 51
Livermore 36
Los Angeles 229
Manchest . a8
Marion 69
Montrose 75
Mountain Home. 58
Murfreesboro -._ 51
North Little Rock 100
Palo Alto 89
Poplar Bluff 49
Reno 22
I T A TR L 35
St. Cloud 44
Balisbury 100
Salt Lake City 46
Ball PerhanloL o sl a6
Sepulveda -~ 45
Sioux Falls = e T
Togus —e- B0
Tomah, Wis. -- b3
Tuskegee 68
Waco 100
Wadsworth - 4b
Wilmington - 39
Wood 106
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KEEP THE OEO

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. THoMPsON] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEARKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, one of the most interesting and
illuminating things about the irrespon-
sible black power extremists who em-
brace the philosophy of violence and
destruction is their attitude toward the
war on poverty. They are absolutely
against it. They hate it. They want to
destroy it, and one of the resolutions
adopted in totalitarian fashion at the
recent black power conference in New-
ark called for violent opposition to it.
The war on poverty is anathema to black
power extremists, just as all forms of
responsible, effective, and progressive so-
cial reform are anathema to anarchists
and revolutionaries of the extreme left.

Equally significant, Mr. Speaker, is the
position of moderate, responsible Negro
leaders and groups in regard to the war
on poverty. They are wholeheartedly
for it. They see it as absolutely essential
" to the preservation of our political and

social order, and only ask that it receive
from the Congress the degree of finan-
cial support needed to make it effective
and successful. This has been the gist
of testimony given in recent days by such
distinguished Negro leaders as Whitney
Young, Jr., and Roy Wilkins.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot ask these
leaders and the vast majority of Negro
citizens for whom they speak to protect
our cities and our social fabric from the
desperate and irresponsible few, and at
the same time deny to impoverished,
blighted communities and neighborhoods
the capacity to effectively fight and win
the war on poverty. We cannot have it
both ways—a tranquil society and a bal-
anced budget, respect for law and order
and an order which is inherently shame-
ful and unbearable. In order to preserve
the American way of life, we must act
to open it up to all Americans.

Mr. Speaker, two editorials which re-
cently appeared in the New York Am-
sterdam News and the Washington, D.C.,
Afro-American give what I consider
rather eloguent expressions to the views
of responsible Negro spokesmen on the
war on poverty. With permission, Mr.
Speaker, I insert these editorials at this
point in the Recorp, with the hope that

distim!shed colleagues will pay
themc!oseh
[From the Amsterdam (N.Y.) News,
June 17, 1967]
Eeep THE OEO

But while we deplore the terror in the
streets, the looting and the senseless beat-
ings, we will never ignore, nor fail to point
out fhe inequities that inevitably spawn
these current racial problems.

‘The economic, political and social structure
ﬂtth.lseountryi.sssa Philip Randolph has
put 1t, “more fragile than it has ever been.”

Unemployed, untralned Afro-Americans
are still growing In numbers in spite of the
efforts of the Johnson Administration to de-
crease their numbers. At the same moment
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the summer violence everyone has been talk-
ing about begins to explode, the battle starts
in Washington to maintain the Office of
Economic Opportunity as a vital agency “that
serves as a spokesman for the poor.”

There are those who would wipe out this
agency and scatter its program among other
established departments. We support OEO
and the work 1t is striving to do and the work
it has done In the past.

Through the efforts of OEO, for the first
time the poor of the country are having a
say and being heard on matters affecting
their future. There is now hope where there
was only despair before. To do away with the
agency providing this hope will only lead to
more resentment and anger—not despair.

Today's Afro-American does not spend his
time despairing about how things are. He
believes in action. He does not stand still.
Not for long.

Congress should be aware of this by now.

[From the Washington Afro-American,
July 29, 1967]
MaxinG PoriTican Hay

Events of the past week make it evident
that conservative Republicans and reaction-
ary Democrats intend to use the recent riots
to mount savage attacks against the efforts
of the Administration to solve the long
smoldering problems of the ghettos. Their
primary target will be the Anti-Poverty pro-
gram which neither force has ever supported,
and would now joyfully bury.

For the Republicans it will be a cynical
exercise iIn partisan politics aimed at capi-
talizing on the fears that have arisen in the
white community as it has viewed the depth
of the anger and frustration that exists in
the slums,

They will seek to link community action
with community disorder, charging in effect
that if the poverty program had not en-
couraged poor black people to organize to
improve their own neighborhoods, the
ghettos would still be peaceful.

Such a simplistic view conveniently ignores
the obvious fact that the problems causing
the riots existed long before the poverty pro-
gram came into being. Also conveniently
ignored is evidence that where poverty pro-
grams have been in operation, they have been
a stabilizing influence on the community
and have actually been prime factors in cool-
ing tempers and allaying frustrations.

For the reactionary Democrats, the attack
on the Office of Economic Opportunity, which
administers the anti-poverty program will
be a chance to even the score with Sargent
Shriver, who on numerous occasions has
gone contrary to their wishes in his attempt
to help the people who need help the most.

Together, these two forces form a powerful
coalition that has already Indicated Iits
strength by virtually strangling the Model
Cities Program, and with Macabre humor,
refusing even to consider a modest rat con-
trol program.

The basic theme of the attack against the
War on Poverty will be that since it did not
prevent riots in Detrolt, Newark and other
cities, it has therefore failed and should be
abolished as fitting punishment for the “un-
grateful” poverty residents, who bit the hand
that was trying to help them.

Sadly enough, this will not be difficult to
sell to the American people, who unfortu-
nately seek simple answers to complex prob-
lems. In their ignorance of just what people
think and feel in the ghetto, they may be
persuaded that the way to stop riots is to
punish everyone who lives there, including
the innocent.

The vast majority of the people who live
in the riot areas, took no part in the dis-
turbance, yet in the reckless haste to make
political capital of a national tragedy, the
foes of the poverty program are not con-
cerned with who is hurt, or If America’s first
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real attempt to come to grips with the prob-
lems of the slums is washed down the drain.

If there was ever a time when the poverty

needs all the support it can muster,
that time is now. Strong voices must be
ralsed in defense of the program. Congress
must know that the nation does not want
the poverty program ended, or the Office of
Economic Opportunity dismantled.

There is too much at stake for anything
less than an all out effort by every concerned
individual and group to block this dastardly
attempt to end the program that marks the
natlon’s first real coming to grips with the
problem of poverty.

WAR ON POVERTY

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. THOMPsON] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr, THOMPSON of New Jersey. Mr,
Speaker we have heard much partisan
criticism recently of programs estab-
lished pursuant to the provisions of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. But
if we look closely we will find that the
vast majority of the antipoverty pro-
grams are of immeasurable assistance to
the poor and of everlasting value to our
society.

One inspiring example of victory in the
war on poverty has been Trenton, N.J.,
work experience program for unem-
ployed heads of families, started 2 years
ago under title V of the Economic Oppor-
tunity Act of 1964. I should like to sub-
mit the following material as testimony
to this program'’s brilliant success:

[From the Trenton (N.J.) Sunday Times
Advertiser, July 23, 1967]
GAINFULLY EMPLOYED

The success of antl-poverty programs and
the effectiveness of the federal and local tax
dollars poured into them are sometimes hard
to measure. For this reason, the report of
Arthur L. Finkle, who directed Trenton’s fed-
erally-aided work experience program, is a
heartening document.

Started two years ago under Title V of the
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, the proj-
ect has literally worked itself out of business.
It gave training, experience and employment
10 over 180 “hardcore” unemployed heads of
families representing a total of 935 adults
and dependents. In addition, a number who
started in the program as trainees found
suitable employment on their own. All the
tralnees had either been receiving welfare
assistance or were potentially in need of it.
Those placed by the program are now earn-
ing an average of $3,600 a year,

The program brought about a decrease In
the city's welfare expenditures, both by giv-
ing recipients and potential recipients gain-
ful employment and by shifting the welfare
costs of those undergoing training and work
experience from the city to the federal gov-
ernment.

Better than these savings, however, says
Finkle, are the “related savings in human
potential, family solidarity and individual
pride. The trainee no longer faces inevitable
dally failure; he works productively and his
dependents respect him for it. Before he was
only nominally the head of a household;
now he is truly the leader and supporter of
his family, and a model for his children, who
will be the heads of future families.”
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Mercer County will provide the training
and work experience for Trenton heads of
families who need it in the future. And
Pinkle—a job well done behind him-—has
become a consultant in the planning division
of the State Transportation Department.
[From the Trenton (N.J.) Evening Times,

July 20, 1967]
CrTy WORK EXPERIENCE PROJECT SEEN SUCCESS
(By Al Drake)

The director of Trenton’s two year old
work experience program for family heads
says the federally aided anti-poverty project
has been & success and has some impressive
statistics to back the claim.

Arthur L. Finkle's final report as program
director also includes recommendations that
Mercer County play a larger role in providing
relief assistance for cases the city is saddled
with.

The county has taken over the work ex-
perience program and Finkle next week will
begin work as a consultant in the planning
division of the State Transportation Depart-
ment.

SAVED $460,392

Finkle's 15-page report filed yesterday in-
cludes his contention that the city saved
$460,392 during the two years of operation.

He bases the claim on the fact that 185
unemployed heads of familles—representing
935 adults and dependents—were employed
as a direct result of the program. Without
the program, the trainees would have applied
for and received public assistance, he says.

Direct savings from 500 city welfare cases
amounted to $144,000, Finkle reported.

Finkle sald that while welfare costs in-
creased by 8 percent throughout the state,
during 1960, they decreased in Trenton by 22
percent or §73,000.

AVERAGE OF $3,600 A YEAR

Finkle said & number of the tralnees who
left the program before finishing it found
employment on their own. He says the 185
family heads who finished training were
given permanent employment now earn an
average of $3,600 a year.

At the peak of the program, Finkle re-
ported, no unemployed male heads of
families able to work were receiving welfare
payments.

In addition, he noted that the program
provided for the disadvantaged services in
job placement, family counseling, vocational
training and money management as well as
work experience.

“The mere existence of a welfare agency
providing services has shifted the emphasis
of public welfare in the city from merely
providing financial assistance to rehabllative
services,” Finkle said. “However great the
financial savings . . . they are far exceeded
by the related savings in human potential,
family solidarity and individual pride.”

Finkle sald he was recommending that the
city welfare division continue training un-
employed family heads.

He sald the city should recommend that
jurisdiction over cases involved these family
heads become the responsibility of the
County Welfare Board. There is a bill before
the Legislature that would provide the shift
in jurisdiction.

Finkle's third recommendation was that
female family heads awalting admission to
the county's Aid to Dependent Children pro-
gram be a part of the county run work ex-
perience program.

The women, he said, should be “granted
this opportunity before they fall into the
grinding impersonal system of dependency
on public welfare.”

LET'S WAGE PEACE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
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Florida [Mr. PEpPER] may extend his re-
marks at thic point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, at a time
when the world cries out again for peace,
I thought it would be of interest to my
colleagues and those who read this Rec-
orD to read a very able and eloquent ad-
dress delivered at the University of Flori-
da in 1948 by Mr. Earl Faircloth, attor-
ney general of Florida, on the ever timely
subject, “Let’s Wage Peace” I submit the
attorney general’s remarks herewith for
the RECORD:

LET'S WAGE PEACE
(By Earl Faircloth, University of Florida,
1948)

Time is of the essence. We must begin at
once to do something constructive for world
peace. We must wage the battle for peace
with all the calculated fury used in waging
war If civilization is to be saved. In the recent
world conflict the American people showed
that they had a unique capacity for achieve-
ment in the arts of making war, They were
quickly aroused to fighting fervor and gave
unstintingly of their very best efforts to win.
During the years of the actual fighting an
opinion poll showed that 83 percent of the
people felt that they were doing something
to help fight the war, But it was easy then to
find something to do—give a pint of blood,
act as a fire warden, or roll bandages for
shipment overseas.

Today, unfortunately, there is no such
abundance of enthusiasm for preserving the
peace. Instead, bleak pessimism pervades the
world as the common people sit uneasily on
the edge of the world arena and fearfully
watch the grim battle rage between the
ideological gladiators. Most of us cannot see
how anything but open conflict can issue
from this cold war between our country and
the Soviet Union. The average man under-
stands very little of the complexities of world
power politics, but he realizes that if the dogs
of war again are unleased there would be
little left for him even if they were con-
quered before civilization was completely de-
stroyed. According to a recent poll of publie
opinion, only 36 percent of the people feel
that they can do something to prevent war.
But remember that 83 percent felt that they
contributed something directly to the wag-
ing of the war. This leaves a large majority
of 64 percent who are contributing only to
the general attitude of hopelessness and de-
spair. The absence of any constructive thing
they can do which would help to preserve the
peace adds to the feeling of the inevitability
of the terrifying blast of atomic war.

We may draw from the academic debate
question this year [Resolved, that there
should be established a Federal World Gov-
ernment] the conclusion that it is impossible
to legislate human nature; that world unity
will come only when the people of the world
believe in unity. From the pages of history
we have learned that all changes have been
wrought by ideas as a starting point. Pre-
ceding all of the moves that humanity has
ever made, for progress or for the degradation
of mankind, there has been the idea, the
thinker. The formation of more lasting gov-
ernments emanated from the ideas pro-
pounded by great political thinkers of the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. James
Watt conceived the idea of the steam engine
to climax the Industrial Revolution because
the necessity for more production drove men
to think in terms of better machines. To~
day man finds himself in the precarious po-
sition of having so far outdistanced his moral
progress in mechanical creation, that neces-
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sity demands that moral progress be per-
mitted to catch up before he is destroyed.
Therefore, since all progress is preceded by
thinking and ideas, it is of utmost importance
that men begin to think in the direction of
world unity. We can exert a tremendous in-
fluence here in our own country for peace
by helping to bring about a trend of con-
structive thinking about the problems that
face us.

A logical place to begin is at the beginning;
with the children of our schools and with
college students. There are so many ideas
that we desperately need to create in our
youth if there is to be hope for the future.

First, young people should be taught to
judge another person as an individual, rather
than classify the individuals of a group as
having the same characteristics that are at-
tributed to the whole group. Today it is un-
necessary for us to think about these things
because someone else has already convenlent-
ly placed people in categories for us., For
example, we know, without ever having seen
one, that Italians are Irresponsible, that
Japanese are treacherous, that Germans are
mechanical automatons, that English are too
dense to see the point of a joke, and so on.
The chain is endless, We must teach our
youth to realize that these generalizations
are not necessarily true—to cut through
these stereotypes and judge men as individ-
uals who have & brain and a heart just as
we have. When this is accomplished, we will
have cleared the ground for more construc-
tion. We will have learned something of the
human equation.

Second, we must be sure that the youth of
our country learn with us to think in wider
terms with regard to domestic and interna-
tional affairs. Only with understanding can
we hope for world unity, and if our youth,
who will soon be making the decisions abous
these matters do not have a broad grasp of
national and international affairs, we can-
not hope that they will deal with these prob-
lems intelligently. The sense of world com-
munity must be developed.

Third, we must teach them quite frankly
the cost and consequences of war, Its horrors
and its aftermath of misery and sorrow
should be made crystal clear. This will be
the strongest incentive to the youth of our
nation to wage vigorously the battle for
peace.

As citizens we must study hard the prob-
lems of peace, because it s our duty to cope
with them. We have learned well the arts
of war. Let us strive to become equally skilled
in the more durable arts of peace and thereby
save our civilization. This will not mean too
great a sacrifice. It may mean giving up a
game of bridge in the evening in order to at-
tend a meeting of your committee on foreign
affairs. It may mean staying home to plow
through a difficult book on international re-
lations when you might rather go to a movie.
It might mean that you will have to buy
bread for starving people when you would
like to buy someone a bouquet of roses. In
short, we must sacrifice some of our leisure
time in order to think our problems out
clearly and influence others to join in the
gigantic effort to preserve the peace.

More than 90 million people will be eligi-
ble to vote in the elections this year. Yet it
is estimated that little more than half of
them will go to the polls and do their duty.
We should not only consider the platforms
of office-seekers very carefully, but we should
look long and perceptively into their records
and their characters to determine whether
they are isolationists, and if so, to what ex-
tent. We should determine to what extent
they sense the significance of Willkie's One
World. In this manner new ideas will get into
circulation. Once people are started think-
ing seriously about those problems, the solu-
tion will follow as a matter of course.

We have ample warning now. Horrible
pletures haunt the mind. Suspicion is breed-
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ing hatred and bitterness. We know that
world peace cannot prevail in such a stifing
climate, because history has taught us so.
But we cannot wait for peace to come, weak-
1y wished for and unbought by conscientious
and persevering effort. We must wage the
battle for peace with the same grim determi-
nation and firm resolution with which we
fight wars. I believe in the ability of human-
ity to solve our common problem of saving
the world. I believe that here in our country
where free thought and free expression are
unshackled we can lead the way to lasting
peace if only we can be aroused from our
notorious intellectual lethargy.

Tonight, ladies and gentlemen, at a most
precarious speed our world swings down the
ringing grooves of change. The hour has
come to propagandize the ideal of peace.
Tonight it is not kings or dictators or presi-
dents who rule the world. It is the power of
ideas. Ideas and principles that must be
framed into immortal words and sent ring-
ing around the world. These are invincible
weapons with which we must wage peace.

FHA COOPERATIVE HOUSING
PASSES $1.5 BILLION MARK

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. BarrerT] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matier.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BARRETT. Mr. Speaker, the emi-
nently successful FHA section 213 coop-
erative housing program has just reached
a total of $1.5 billion of mortgages in-
sured. Thousands of families have been
able to undertake homeownership with
the favorable financing terms of the
Section 213 program.

At a recent meeting celebrating this
achievement our distinguished colleague,
WricHET PaTMAN, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, joined
with Senator SpargMAN in praising the

REMARKS BY CONGRESSMAN WRIGHT PATMAN,
CHATRMAN, HOUSE BANKING AND CURRENCY
COMMITTEE, ON THE OCCASION OF THE IN-
SURANCE OF $11%, BnoioN CoOPERATIVE
Hovsing BY THE FHA Avucusrt 18, 1967

213. This program—a
proud to have played a part In bringing it
into being. Since I'm so much younger!! I'd
like to take a few minutes to talk about a
newer program, One that John Sparkman and
Congressman Barrett and others of us see
as the best program that exists today to meet
the crisis of our cities.

program 221(d)(3) wasn't en-
1961—slx years ago. Like most

it had a long start- .
In the fall of '64 whmmmtemt?apwm
around like crazy (always up) I
asked the public interest groups what the
interest rate should be. Since nobody would
risk an answer I sald “How about 3%".

My colleagues on the House Committee
agreed with me. The Senate agreed. And, so
we now have & 3% forty-year program. And
authority from the Congress to build 40,000
units a year.

Here 18 a program that really works for
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people that would otherwise be in that “for-
gotten family” gap . .. Too well off or too
independent for Public Housing; too poor to
buy a decent home in the normal market.
The initials BMIR in FHA lingo 221(d) (3)
BMIR means Below Market Interest Rate.
This rate saves the average BMIR family
about $23 per month for his home. If you are
making $100 a week and feeding a family of
four, $23 a month difference on your hous-
ing charges makes a decent home possible.

The beauty about 221(d) (3) cooperatives
is that if a family’s income goes up, it isn’t
evicted and forced to live in a different and
maybe less desirable place. The interest rate
for the family goes back to the market rate
and the family can stay in its home.

The latest figures are a good beginning.
As of June 30, the FHA reported mortgages
insured (at no cost) to $180 million. This
was for 140 cooperative projects serving
13,600 families. Commitments were out-
standing for 26 projects with 1,601 units
valued at $25 million. Ninety-eight more
projects for 6,500 familles were in applica-
tion stage. On completion this would be $400
million more. It is interesting to mote that
8397, of these projects are co-ops. They are
providing home ownership for the poor, or
the nearly poor.

This leads me to three specific points I
would like to make as we celebrate and as
we look ahead.

1. When the 221(q) (3) program was faced
with rising Interest rates due to Increases
in the rates on Federal borrowings, I took
the initiative to recommend a fixed interest
rate of sg, for this program. I am pleased
that the Congress adopted that amendment.
The favorable experience with this program
confirms the wisdom of that Congressional
action, because the 3¢7, interest rate was an
essential ingredient in assuring the con-
tinued success of this program in meeting
the meeds of moderate income Tamilies. Now,
I think the time has come to accept the
recommendation of many of the public-
interest organizations that we allow a gradu-
ated interest rate down to zero in order to
provide housing for families whose Incomes
are lower than those who can now afford
the 8¢, rate. These are families who are not
eligible for public housing or rent supple-
ments, so that they are in a gap between
existing programs. We should fill that gap,
particularly to help bring cooperative owner-
ship to more families who are in the lower
income group.

2. The cooperative program under 221(d) (3)
has achieved a remarkable record. Almost
a third of the (d) (3) housing program pro-
vides cooperative home-own There
has not been aw single defuult in any co-
operative mortgage under thiz program. This
shows that moderate Income Iamilles will
assume Tesponsibility when they are af-
forded the opportunity to own their homes
through a cooperative. Moreover, the co-
operative communities have been better
maintained and have produced a better en-
vironment than rental projects. This is due to
the sense of pride and responsibility that co-
operative ownership inspires. It is also due
to the involvement and participation by the
people in their own community affairs.

3. We are all dismayed by the recent riots In
our cities which erupted from social unrest
and discontent among the underprivileged
living in slum areas. Everyone agrees that
bad housing 1s one of the causes of the soclal
unrest and discontent. We should act now to
take more vigorous action in providing good
homes and neighborhoods In our cities. The
21(d) (3) program can materially help. The
Administration ghould accelerate the rate of
production of housing under this program
and speed up 1ts gperations in order to meet
the critical needs. This Includes the full use
of all of the money which the Congress has
made avallable.

I have heard very disturbing reports from
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many parts of the country that projects are
being delayed because funds are not being
allocated for them, even though the Congress
has authorized the funds and the President’s
Budget contemplates a program this year of
$500 million for 221(d)(3) projects. I am
advised that only $200 million has been made
available and that allocations are being cut
back and delayed. This should be corrected
Immediately. I see no justification for slow-
ing down a program which is so important in
meeting the critical problems of our cities.
I urge that immediate action be taken to as-
sure the full use of the money authorized by
the Congress. Allocations should be made
now based upon the full amount of money
which has been authorized.

INDIA ANSWERS

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
California [Mr. Moss] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER prc tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, a reply has
been submitted by the Embassy of India
to an editorial which appeared in the
Sacramento Bee newspaper on June 14,
and which I inserted in the CoNGREs-
SIONAL RECORD on June 19,

For the benefit of my colleagues and
other readers of the CoONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, I am inserting in the Recorp at
this point a letter I have received from
P, K. Banerjee, Minister, Embassy of
India, and a letter from the press attaché
which was printed in the July 12 edition
of the McClatehy newspapers:

EMEBASSY OF INDIA,
Washingtion, D.C., August 17, 1967.
Hon. Joan~ E. Moss,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Deae CONGRESSMAN Moss: I have seen from
the Congressional Record that sometime
back you were pleased to introduce an edi-
torial from the newspaper “‘Sacramento Bee”
of June 14, 1967, entitled “India Speaks from
an almost Iatal madness.” This editorial
seems to have been based, as some others
in the American press, on the erroneous ren-
dering of the Indian Prime Minister's re-
marks by some press agencles. In the in-
terest of Indo-American
which we all cherish, we sent a letter to
“Sacramento Bee" clarifying the position.
The newspaper was good enough to publish
our reply, a copy of which I am enclosing
herewith for your kind perusal. As you have
an abiding and sympathetic interest in In-
dia, may I venture to request you to in-
troduce my letter to you along with our
reply to “Sacramento Bee” in the Con-
gressional Record, as I feel we owe a clari-
fication to numerous readers of Congres-
sional Record.

With kind regards,

Yours sincerely,
P. K. BANERJEE,
3

INDIA ANSWERS

EMeaAsSsY OF INDIA,
Washington, D.C.

‘Eorror oF THE BeE.

Sir: I have had the occasion to read the
editorial about India in The Sacramento
Bee on June 14. It is unfortunate that the
speech of Prime Minister Indira Gandhi
was reported in this country In a slip-
shod manner and conveyed an erroneous
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impression in regard to certain vital mat-
ters. In fact, most of the remarks at-
tributed to her were not in the speech but
were reported out of context from a casual
conversation with newsmen aboard the plane
carrying her back from Ambikapur to New
Delhi. I am sure you realize very well how
the perspective can get distorted in such cir-
cumstances. For instance, news reports of
her remarks that the Egyptian president “is
a force for progress”, to which you have also
alluded, do not state the significant fact that
this remark was made in the context of ef-
forts being made by some countries in the
Middle East to form an Islamic bloc. I am
sure you would agree that formation of a
bloc based on religion and the ideology of
“Muslim Brotherhood” is a medieval concept
and would be harmful for peace and under-
standing among nations. Indla stands for a
secular, progressive soclety and not a theo-
cratic society.

The Prime Minister in her remarks did
criticize the United States for glving military
aid to Pakistan. It is a well-known fact that
US-supplied arms and ammunition went to
Pakistan worth $1.5 to $2 billion with the
objective of fighting communism. It is also a
well-known fact that this military equip-
ment was used against India first in April
1965 in Rann-of-Eutch and then in Septem-
ber 1965 in Kashmir. It is also a fact that
despite the assurances given to India earlier
by President Eisenhower, Secretary of State
Dulles and others to the effect that Pakistan
will not be permitted to use those arms
agalnst India, the US government elther did
not or could not do anything to stop their
use against friendly India. As mentioned
earlier, arms were given to Pakistan to fight
communism but ironically today Pakistan is
the staunchest ally of People's China. In fact,
at the time Pakistan was attacking India
with American supplied arms, China was
threatening to attack India on the northern
borders. Their collusion is no more a secret.

In regard to seeking peaceful solutions to
our problems with Pakistan or for that
matter with China, nobody would be hap-
pler than ourselves. We want this. We hope
for this, And we have been working for this.
This was the spirit of Tashkent meeting and
we continue to abide by this.

AQrn, AHMAD,
Press Attache.

THE MESCALERO RESERVATION

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Nex Mexico [Mr. WaLkKER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. WALKER. Mr, Speaker, the Mes~
calero Reservation, located within Otero
County in south-central New Mexico, is
the home of approximately 1,500 Indian
descendants of three of the leading ab-
original Apache tribes of the Southwest,
the Mescalero Apache Tribe, the Chiri-
cahua Apache Tribe, and the Lipan
Apache Tribe. The reservation covers ap-
proximately 460,000 acres.

The Indians of the reservation are
organized under a constitution and by-
laws adopted pursuant to the Indian Re-
organization Act. The official name of the
present-day organized tribe is the
Apache Tribe of the Mescalero Reserva-
tion. The president of the tribe is Wen-
dell Chino, who is a college graduate and
an ordained minister. The governing
body of the tribe is the Mescalero Tribal
Couneil, comprised of eight members,
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elected at large from the membership of
the tribe.

Pursuant to the act of Congress known
as the Indian Claims Commission Act,
suits were filed against the United States
on behalf of each of the three aboriginal
tribes claiming fair compensation for
the taking of their respective original
tribal homelands, as well as making
claims for damage for other wrongs
committed against the tribes.

On April 27, 1967, the first of these
suits was brought to a conclusion. On
that date, the Indian Claims Commission
made a final award of $8,500,000 as com-
pensation primarily for approximately
18,800,000 acres of tribal land in New
Mexico which were taken away nearly
100 years ago from the aboriginal Mes-
calero Apache Tribe. Congress has ap-
propriated the money to pay this final
award, and the money has been deposited
in the U.S. Treasury to the credit of the
Mescalero Apache Tribe.

Other suits claiming compensation for
the taking of the tribal lands of the
Chiricahua Apache Tribe and of the
Lipan Apache Tribe, as well as claiming
damage for other wrongs against the
tribes, are still being litigated before the
Indian Claims Commission.

As noted, descendants of the three ab-
original tribes, the Mescalero Apache
Tribe, the Lipan Apache Tribe, and a
part of the Chiricahua Apache Tribe are
now organized as the Apache Tribe of
the Mescalero Reservation and have a
common home on the Mescalero Reser-
vation. Also, there is a substantial de-
gree of intermarriage among these de-
scendants of the three aboriginal tribes,
and all the descendants have a common
interest in the development of the reser-
vation and the enhancement of the wel-
fare of the members of the present-day
organized tribe as a whole. By reason
of these factors, under the wise and able
leadership of Wendell Chino, the presi-
dent of the tribe, the members of the
tribe have agreed that the aforesaid
award already made for the original
tribal lands of the aboriginal Mescalero
Apache Tribe, as well as any future
awards in the claims suits which may be
made for the benefit of any of the con-
stituent groups of the Apache Tribe of
the Mescalero Reservation, should be
consolidated into a common fund and
used for the benefit of the entire tribe
and all its members.

To accomplish this worthy purpose,
Congressman THOMAS G. MoRrRIis and I
have joined to introduce this bill, which
provides that all funds deposited in the
Treasury of the United States, to the
credit of the Mescalero Apache Tribe, the
portion of the Chiricahua Apache Tribe
on the Mescalero Reservation, and the
Lipan Apache Tribe, to pay awards on
their claims against the United States,
shall be consolidated and credited to the
account of the present-day Apache Tribe
of the Mescalero Reservation and may
be used for any purpose that is author-
ized by the tribal governing body of the
Apache Tribe of the Mescalero Reserva-
tion and approved by the Secretary of
the Interior.

Under the leadership of the tribal of-
ficers and members of the tribal coun-
cil, the general membership of the tribe
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has approved a program for the benef-
icent use of the funds of the above-
mentioned award for various purposes,
including scholarships for students, home
improvements, promotion of industry on
the reservation so as to provide employ-
xtxilent opportunities, and land acquisi-
on.

S—

- DESERVED PRAISE FOR THE PRESI-

DENT'S LEADERSHIP

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr. GarmaTz] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arl ?

There was no objection.

Mr. GARMATZ. Mr. Speaker, Presi-
dent Johnson's performance last week
during his televised news conference has
drawn strong praise from the Baltimore
News American.

The paper notes that the conference
“was remarkable for his clear, calm,
carefully considered assessment of the
Nation’s problems.”

The editorial continues:

Despite the efforts to draw him into an
argument with his critics, the President for
34 minutes reiterated his policies and once
again volced his unswerving dedication to
carry them out to the best of his ability.

And, the editorial concludes:

In essence, the President emerged as a
leadership figure whose ordeal is being faced
with patient determination and a quiet
optimism that better days lie ahead. He set
a fine example for Congress—and for the
nation itself.

I proudly share these sentiments, and
insert into the REcorp an editorial tribute
to President Johnson’s sound leadership
during these difficult days.

The editorial follows:

WaiTE HOUSE PERSPECTIVE

President Johnson's televised press confer-
ence on Friday—the first since March 9—was
remarkable for his clear, calm, carefully-
considered assessment of the nation's prob-
lems.

There was little new in what he had to say
about such disparate subjects as Vietnam,
national finances, trouble in the cities and
the woes of farmers.

It was the way he sald it and the mood he
established which were most important, His
words and his demeanor reflected assurance
that a strong hand is still at the nation’s
helm, unshaken by the storms of controversy
raging about him.

Despite efforts to draw him into argument
with his critics, the President for 34 minutes
reiterated his policies and once again voiced
his unswerving dedication to carry them out
to the best of his ability. Critics, he noted
with a smile, always abound in a Democratic
soclety.

In essence, the President emerged as a
leadership figure whose ordeal is being faced
with patient determination and a quiet op-
timism that better days lie ahead. He set a
fine example for Congress—and for the na-
tion itself.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA AREA HELI-
COPTER SERVICE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PickLE] may extend his re-
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marks at this peint in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. PICKLE, Mr. Speaker, develop-
ments aimed at providing the Washing-
ton metropolitan area with scheduled
helicopter service have led to proposals
with definite shape.

The Civil Aeronautics Board is con-
sidering certification of such a trans-
portation system presently, and I would
urge that their recommendation be set
forth as soon as possible for several
reasons.

Certainly, there is a definite need for
such a service from the transportation
standpoint. But also as important is the
need to shift airline flights from Wash-
ington’s National Airport to Dulles and
Friendship for reasons of safety.

A scheduled helicopter link between
Dulles and Friendship could relieve the
overcrowding of National without undue
hardship to the traveling public.

I do not think we should allow the
present conditions at National to exist
until a major air accident foreces such
steps to correct the situation.

Certification of a scheduled helicopter
service will do much to relieve congestion
at National and at the same time make
more use of the ultramodern facilities at
Dulles.

I was pleased to note that the Wash-
ington Star in its Sunday edition went
on record as favoring the immediate
certification of a scheduled helicopter
service.

The Star's editorial is succinet and
germane to this topic and I would like to
commend it to the attention of my
colleagues.

The editorial follows:

COMMUTER COPTERS

For some years, in the absence of a regional
rail-transit system, the obvious means of pro-
viding fast service between Washington and
its airports has been the helicopter. Ob-
vious—but unconscionably ignored.

Now, however, the Civil Aeronautics Board
suddenly finds not one attractive helicopter
proposition on its doorstep, but two.

The ice was broken last week in a spurt
of welcome initiative by the 10 major air-
lines. Their joint request for certification
promises at least 24 round trips dally linking
National, Dulles and Friendship Airports—
and eventually central Washington—at fares
which are not exhorbant. Nor can anyone
construe this as a play for a fast buck. Actu-
ally, it envisions a deficit operation, of about
$1.4 million a year at the outset, which the
airlines propose to absorb.

The second deal, advanced by a Washing-
ton-Baltimore business syndicate, proposes
more trips, broader service, lower fares and
a much lower deficit—also to be absorbed at
no cost to the government.

Indeed, the discrepancies between the two
proposals on all these counts are so sharp
that one of the groups quite obviously is off
base in its figuring. But it should be no great
chore for the CAB, with its technical exper-
tise in these matters, to determine which of
the two offers the best possibilities for serving
the public interest. The important thing
now is that the agency should do so.

The apparent need for a federal subsidy
has been the deterrent which primarily has
cooled the government’s interest in such
schemes in the past. With that factor elim-
inated, however, the CAB would seem to
have no valld reason to delay a go-ahead
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now. Our only concern is that the agency
authorize routes for the whirlybirds which
do not add further to the residential noise
nuisance from above.

THE 1967 PAY BILL FOR
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES

Mr., PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. UpaLL] may extend his re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. UDALL. Mr. Speaker, the Com-
pensation Subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Post Office and Civil Service com-
pleted work today on a 1967 pay bill for
Federal employees. I am not sure that
this bill is going to make anyone over-
joyed. In the present period, with our
severe budgetary problems, there is only
s0 much that can be done. But I believe
the bill our subcommittee has worked out
is sound and reasonable and equitable.

Today’s action by the Compensation
Subcommittee is the culmination of
many months of discontent, frustration,
and general unhappiness on the part of
nearly everyone associated with this
perennial tug of war. I am happy that
my subcommittee has finally resolved the
myriad of problems associated with Fed-
eral civilian salaries and produced what
I regard as a fair, equitable, and, I be-
lieve, “vetoproof” bill.

It is not often noted, but salaries for
the people who do the work of our Fed-
eral departments and agencies consti-
tute a sizable part of our total Federal
budget. Out of this year’s $135 billion
budget more than $36 billion will go for
civilian and military salaries. This is a
very big item, and the Congress has a
high responsibility, I believe, to see that
all interests are given proper weight and
consideration when any change is con-
templated.

In these annual struggles, the members
of our subcommittee are forced to render
decisions amid many, usually conflicting,
pressures. These can be reduced to three
sources:

First, there are the 3,000,000 Federal
civilian employees who have families to
clothe and feed, children to educate, and
all the problems and expenses of other
Americans.

Second, there is the administration in
power, which necessarily views Federal
salary problems as but one aspect of its
total budget problem, involving fiseal pol-
icy, inflation, conflicting demands for
available funds, the v'nancing of a war,
and other factors. While the administra-
tion wants and needs top people to do
its important work, its approach to mat-
ters of compensation is bound to differ
somewhat from that of its employees and
potential employees.

Finally, there are the taxpayers of this
country, who must pay the costs of any
increase in Federal salaries.

In my years in Congress, I have never
worked on a salary bill that fully pleased
all three of these groups. To paraphrase
Lincoln, it may be possible to please some
of the people all of the time and all of
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the people some of the time—I am not
sure.

But this year in this matter I have
the sad feeling we may please none of
the people none of the time. If this is
so, it will not be because we of the Com-
pensation Subcommittee have not tried.
In the history of my subcommittee, I am
proud to say that I have never had a
more independent, intelligent, fair-
minded membership and the decision
reached today was a result of the care-
ful study and attention given to these
problems by the members of my sub-
committee and their diligent efforts to
produce a bill which would be fair and
equitable to all concerned.

In meeting my responsibilities on this
subcommittee, I have tried to listen fair-
ly and sympathetically to the arguments
of the administration and Federal em-
ployee groups, while keeping in mind
the interests of the taxpayers. In con-
nection with the action of the subcom-
mittee taken today, I would like to get
several things off my chest.

To President Johnson, I would like to
say that I understand and sympathize
with the heavy burdens of your office.
I know of your extremely difficult budg-
et problems in the current fiscal year.
I understand your concern about infla-
tion, and I am listening to your argu-
ments for a tax surcharge to put in-
come and outgo more in balance. But in
a friendly spirit, I must tell you that I
regard the position your administration
has taken in regard to Federal employees
as not entirely fair.

Recall that in 1962 the Congress and
the EKennedy-Johnson administration
joined in adopting as law the principle
of comparability between the salaries of
private enterprise and those of the Fed-
eral Government. The cold fact is that
you are now $2 billion in arrears on this
promissory note. Yet this promise has
been renewed and reaffirmed in each of
the last 5 years. I must tell you that for
many Federal employees that promise
is losing its credibility and is taking
on the qualities of a mirage.

In 1965, we in the Congress wanted to
enact a pay bill moving toward com-
parability, but we were told that 3.6
percent was the absolute, final limit.
Even one-tenth of 1 percent above that
figure, we were told, would bring infia-
tion crashing down on our heads. Even
though increases in the private economy
averaged more than 5 percent that year,
we had to tell Federal employees, “Wait
'til next year.”

For those who listened to that prom-
ise, 1966 was ‘“‘next year.” But again it
could not be fulfilled. Your administra-
tion told us that 3.2 percent was all the
budget would allow, including fringe
benefits. “Next year” was again the
promise,

Mr. President, I fully recognize that
the administration has every right to
make its recommendations on Federal
salary adjustments. But Congress has a
role to play, too, and we of the pay sub-
committee of the House share with the
employee groups some resentment that
you can draw an arbitrary line each year
and dare us to go beyond it.

I respectfully suggest, Mr. President,
that your priorities are out of focus. Cer-
tainly our cities need more money, and
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there are problems of education and
health which ought to be met. But I do
not believe these and other programs
ought to ride on the backs of Federal
employees. If they are worth doing, they
ought to be paid for by all citizens
through the normal processes of taxation
and not merely by those citizens who
happen to work for you.

In the judgment of my subcommittee,
part of the $2 billion deficiency I have
cited can be found this year, and the
rest can be found next year. The com-
promise bill I have offered does what you
have asked—it holds the pay line for
the third year in a row. It requires the
Federal employees to subsidize the re-
maining taxpayers of this country for
another 9 months. But it then proceeds
to make good on that promissory note, so
long delayed. It provides that our obli-
gation to make Federal pay comparable
to private industry pay will be met in
full, automatically, without further leg-
islation, next year.

Mr. President, I hope you will not mis-
take the mood of your Federal employees.
For the first time this year, the White
House itself has been picketed by Fed-
eral workers. Post offices in major cities
have seen marches for higher pay. Your
second veto has inflamed passions. The
mood of Federal workers is one of great
frustration. They are tired of the plea
to “wait 'til next year.” They want com-
parability now. In the compromise I of-
fered today we do not give it to them, but
we guarantee it 9 months from now.
I hope and believe that this kind of com-
promise, which meets your immediate
problems but ultimately redeems our
long-postponed pledge, will meet with
your approval.

Now let me say a word to Federal em-
ployees. You have fine and democratic
organizations headed by effective and
vigorous leaders. I understand their
problems, and I think I understand and
am sympathetic with yours. I believe
over the years I have been a friend, and
as a friend I have to tell you frankly that
you are partly wrong, too.

If I were a Federal employee, I think
I would share your feelings of frustra-
tion, and I think I might well have writ-
ten some of the thousands of letters
reaching Capitol Hill containing expres-
sions like “fed up,” “our backs to the
wall,” and so forth. I, too, might be de-
manding immediate enactment of legis-
lation to achieve full comparability with
private industry.

Yet, as your friend, in all sympathy
and candor, I must tell you not to expect
this Congress and this President now in
this fiscal year to right all wrongs that
exist in the Federal salary system. A
government with a prospective $30 bil-
lion deficit and a Congress trying to cut
expenditures in every category cannot be
expected, realistically, to add to this
budget $2 billion more for Federal sal-
aries. We do not always have the choices
we would like, and it seems to me your
choice is between two alternatives. Either
you can choose an all-out, bitter, divisive,
and prolonged fight that will yield noth-
ing but frayed tempers and a veto, or you
can choose this compromise bill, which
offers a partial loaf now and a full loaf in
less than a year. As a friend, I urge you
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and your leaders to put your support
behind the latter alternative. I think
you will be a lot better off with a new pay
law, albeit a compromise, than a new and
glorious, but fruitless, pay fight.

Finally, I want to say a word to the
taxpayers of this country—and I am a
hard-pressed taxpayer myself. It is
agreed by every impartial observer that
most Federal salaries are less than those
for the same jobs in private enterprise.
Your Congress and two of your Presi-
dents have promised, repeatedly, over the
last 5 years that these differences would
be wiped out. As taxpayers, we are un-
derpaying our fellow citizens who work
for the Federal Government about $2 bil-
lion a year. This is not fair, and it should
not be allowed to continue. If we are
going to fight inflation by holding down
salary increases, let us make the burden
a little more equal. In the end we can
only benefit by being fair to the people
who work for us.

In conclusion, I would make this point.
These annual pay battles are senseless.
I have proposed in the past and continue
to favor adoption of machinery to pro-
vide orderly pay increases in Kkeeping
with the cost of living and increased
productivity. With comparability estab-
lished at the outset, we could be done
with the months of infighting that have
characterized this process through the
years. And the time of the Hcuse and
Senate committees could be spent, in-
stead, on the many other problems, now
largely ignored for lack of time, besetting
the Federal service.

Short of that ideal, the pay bill I have
proposed today is about the best possible
in what is admittedly less than the best
of all possible worlds.

Under unanimous consent, I am in-
cluding the following summary of the
major provisions of the reported bill:
SUMMARY OF MAJOR PROVISIONS OF COMMITTEE

PrRINT No. 6 FEDERAL SALARY BILL, AUGUST
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The key policies in Committee Print No. 6
are:

(1) The present 20-level Postal Field Serv-
ice salary schedule will be changed to a 21~
level schedule, and all employees subject to
the present schedule will be advanced by one
numerical salary level. The advancement in
salary level will give each employee a 6 per-
cent increase effective the first pay period
beginning on or after October 1, 1967 (Postal
Field Service Schedule I, on page 8).

(2) A second-phase increase of 5 percent
across-the-board is added by Postal Field
Service Schedule II, also on page 8.

(3) Rural carriers will receive the same
increases as are granted city carriers (Rural
Carrier Schedules I and II, page 9).

(4) Employees subject to the General
Schedule (classified), Forelgn Service Officer
and Foreign Service Staff Schedules, Vet-
erans’ Administration Medical and
salary ranges, Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation county committee pay sched-
ule, Judicial Branch pay rates or ranges, and
Legislative Branch pay rates, all will receive
45§?percent pay raises effective in October,
1987.

(6) The *“comparability” lag remaining
after the two-phase postal employee in-
creases will be finally closed out by a further
adjustment, made by the President the first
pay period in April of 1969, under paragraph
(2) of section 12 of the bill. The “compara~-
bility" lag for other employees will be closed
by two further adjustments, made by the
President the first pay period in July of 1968
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and the first pay perlod of April 1969, under
paragraphs (1) and (2) of section 12,

(6) Balaries of Executive Levels III, IV,
and V are increased from 28,500, $27,000,
and $26,000, to 28,500, $28,750, and $28,000,
respectively, in order to accommodate the
general salary increases proposed for career
employees. b

(7) A "Quadrennial Commission” is estab-
lished by section 16 to determine proper lev-
els for executive, congressional, and judicial
salaries once every four years. Each Com-
mission will make a study for a full fiscal
year every four years (beginning with the
1969 fiscal year) and must submit its recom-
mendations to the President by the end of
the calendar year in which the study is com-
pleted. The President shall include, in the
next budget he transmits to the Congress
after receiving the Commission’s report, his
recommendations for the exact rates of pay
and the kinds and amounts of expenses and
allowances, for Federal executives, Members
of Congress, and judges. The recommenda-
tions transmitted to the Congress by the
President in his budget will become effective
the first pay period beginning more than 30
days after transmittal of the budget, unless
the Congress has enacted a statute fixing
specific rates of pay and amounts and kinds
of expenses and allowances or unless one
House or the other has specifically disap-
proved any or all of the President's recom-
mendations.

SOUTHEAST ASIA: PROGRESS LIES
IN REGIONAL COOPERATION

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
California [Mr. BRown] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection. ]

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr.
Speaker, as a civil war rages out of con-
trol in Southeast Asia, it can not but be
in our interest to be well apprized of
the geopolitical aspects of the region.
The war is spreading daily. Laos has be-
come a bombing target, Cambodia a
sanctuary, and Thailand a participant
in the Vietnamese civil war.

The whole of Southeast Asia is far
from stable; and the prospects for the
future do not appear too hopeful.
Boundary disputes abound, provineialism
challenges governments centered hun-
dreds of miles away in gaily-lit cities—
more a product of the colonial past than
a reflection of the majority of indigenous
peoples. Indeed, one wonders about the
very viability of these small nation-
states.

In my opinion, the future of these peo-
ples would seem to lie in some type of
regional cooperation. Imagine the great
good that could come from, let us say,
the develcpment of the vast and mighty
Mekong River. Dams for power and
irrigation projects could benefit millions
of people.

But regional cooperation implies mu-
tuality of interests and, more important-
ly, it demands the elimination of exist-
ing border conflicts. This is especially so,
if these countries expect to match the
productive capacity of the more-devel-
oped nations. The go-it-alone attitude
is contrary to their interests, it is an
anachronism fed by shortsighted na-
tionalism.
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When reading about the various dis-
putes centering around such geopolitical
differences, I am reminded of the words
of Carlos Romulo, the great statesman
and former President of the Philippines,
who said, “The nation no longer suffices.”
He was directing his words primarily to
the less-developed, struggling areas of
our globe; directing his message to those
people in those areas that have not the
essential resources for an industrial or
self-sufficient agricultural society. For
these millions of people, progress lies in
cooperation.

And may I stress, Mr. Speaker, that
this regional cooperation is, hopefully,
but a beginning toward a broader inter-
national cooperation, as yet but a dream
in the minds of many. Let us hope that
the current trend toward regionalism is
but another phase in the movement
toward mutuality of interests. The world
is too small, the resources too few, the
hazards too precarious to discontinue or
reverse this trend.

Even if the last shot were to be fired
in Vietnam tomorrow, there would still
remain in that area of the world exac-
erbating questions regarding frontiers,
as well as other difficulties springing
from the root of nationalism. I offer for
the perusal of my colleagues, Mr. Speak-
er, one example of the latent questions
to be resolved in Southeast Asia. The
following article appeared in the July
28, 1967, issue of the Christian Science
Monitor:

CaMBODIAN PriNcE Gives His VIEws:
SIHANOUK JEALOUS OF BORDERS
(By Mario Rossi)

UntTEp Nations, N.¥.—In a world racked
by convulsions through its southern pe-
rimeter, few countries manage to escape con-
troversy. Cambodia is definitely among those
which de not.

The small Asian kingdom without a king
happens to have a most uncomfortable
geography. To the west, Thailand, which
claims some of its territory; to the north,
Laos for years in the throes of civil war; to
the east, Vietnam, where violence has been
an everyday occurrence since World War II.

Under the leadership of Prince Norodom
Sihanouk, Cambodia feels it has adhered
strictly  to the policy of nonalignment,
whereas Thalland and South Vietnam are
military allies of the United States and that
part of Laos controlled by the government is
under strong United States influence.

From nonallignment to being suspected by
all its neighbors, and by the United States
too, is a very small step. Cambodia has been
accused by some United States officials of
following the Peking line in forelgn policy,
of being anti-American, of assisting North
Vietnam in its war effort.

Such attempts to color Cambodia in the
worst possible light have caused concern in
Washington. A number of those in a position
t0 know, say the alternative to a mneutral
Sihanouk would be an unfriendly Sthanouk,
and the alternative to a Sihanouk regime
probably a Communist regime.

There has been concern that too little is
known about Cambodla, This lack of knowl-
edge does not help one understand what 1s
happening in Southeast Asia. In the long run,
stabllity founded upon popular acceptance,
it is argued, is far preferable to governments
whose pro-American stance is often a way of
shielding internal instability.

In an effort to contribute to a greater un-
derstanding the writer asked Prince Siha-
nouk to speak about his country and its
problems, He graciously consented to answer
& number of written questions,
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How does the Cambodian political regime
function? According to which plan and by
what means are the economics and social
development of the country ensured?

Cambodia is a monarchy without king
since the passing in 1960 of my lamented
father, His Majesty Norodom Suramarit. Her
Majesty the Queen Mother does not rule.
Venerated by everyone, she is the guardian of
the throne and the symbol of the perma-
nence of the monarchy.

Our regime is a parliamentary democracy
directly controlled by the people. Our Na-
tional Assembly, freely elected by secret bal-
lot at universal suffrage, is entirely composed
of members of the Sangkum Reastr Niyum
(Popular Socialist Community), vast na-
tionalist and “Buddhist Soclalist” alignment
created by me in 1855 and which I still lead.
Only one party remains at the opposition,
the Preacheachon (People's Group) of Com-
munist obedience, which no longer dares
present candldates at the elections after its
resounding defeats In 1956 and 1958,

The government, the Assembly, and the
administration are controlled by the people
through national congresses held twice a year
in Pnompenh. All Ehmers (Cambodians)
without exception can speak, denounce mis-
takes and abuses, question the highest per-
sonalities. Congress decisions are being fully
respected by the responsible authorities.

Finally, the Head of State holds, from time
to time, “popular audiences” in which he
listens to complaints and helps gain justice
when required.

The country’'s development Is ensured
through five-year plans which establish the
targets, their financing, their priority. In
fact, we are not the slaves of a plan and we
know how to draw the lessons of our mis-
takes.

Our principle is that Cambodia must help
itself, relying as little as possible upon its
friends. We have rejected in 1963 all Amer-
ican assistance, Since that date we accept no
financial help—which breeds corruption—
and we request those of our friends who wish
to present us with a factory or a hospital
to bulld them for us. We immediately reject
all forms of assistance with strings attached.
We are poor but free. And we realize that
sacrifices must be made in the name of in-
dependence.

Which are, on a regional level, the foreign-
policy problems which most seriously con-
cern the Cambodian Government? I think
in particular of the problems arising from
Cambodia's relations with Bangkok and
Saigon.

Our main problem is to protect the present
borders of our country, now reduced to a
minimum after having been a great empire.
Our Thal and South Vietnamese neighbors
occupy vast tracts of a land which was once
ours and where still live, for the most part
still faithful to the motherland, 3 to 4 mil-
lions of Khmers. We are not clalming these
territories taken away from us through ruse
or violence. But we are determined to pre-
serve whatever land is left to us.

Now the authorities in Saigon claim all
our coastal isles—those commanding access
to our ports of Kampot, Eep, Ream, Stha-
noukville—while the Bangkok authorities
claim our border temple of Preah Vihear,
illegally occupied by them in 1956 and re-
turned to Cambodia following an Interna-
tlonal Court decision.

I found myself compelled, consequently,
to ask all states with which we have diplo-
matic relations to address us a declaration
stating that they “respect Cambodia's terri-
torial integrity within its present borders,”
that is, its sovereignty over the territories
administered by its government.

Our old and faithful friend, France, was
the first to make the declaration last year
followed by Singapore and the [East] Ger-
man Democratic Republic. In June of this
year a number of other countries have re-
plied in the afirmative: Soviet Union, Front
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of National Liberation of South Vietnam,
People's Republic of China, Cuba, United
Arab Republie, Yugoslavia, and Czechoslo-
vakia. Other declarations are being awaited.

What counts before anything else for us is
that the “true' Vietnam [National Libera-
tion Front and North Vietnam] have de-
clared that they will not only *“respect” but
also “recognize” our present borders even
though they had been drawn by the French
when they were the masters of Indochina.
Thailand has refused to sign with Cambodia
a declaration to respect their mutual borders,
thus showing that it does not renounce its
policy of annexations vis-a-vis our country.

I wish to point out that I have fried for
years to regulate our relations with the
Saigon and Bangkok governments, The only
“answer” by these governments was hun-
dreds of border aggressions and plots against
the unity and security of Cambodia.

Should these problems eventually find a
peaceful solution, how do you see the politi-
cal future of the countries which once com-
posed Indochina, and how do you conceive
their mutual relations?

Personally, I have long advocated a “neu-
tralized” Indochina guaranteed by the great
powers and which could serve as buffer be-
tween East and West—each country having
the regime of its choice and establishing with
the others friendly economic and cultural
relations,

That might be an ideal solution. Are you
not concerned, nevertheless, lest the Viet-
nam conflict will threaten the very existence
of Cambodia? The United Nations Securlty
Council has some time ago published alarm-
ing information on the subject.

In fact, the United States charges my
country, without the shadow of a proof, with
being a “sanctuary” for the Communist
forces of North and South Vietnam, of fur-
nishing the Viet Cong with arms and sup-
plies, etc, and threatens to penetrate our
territory to encircle the Viet Cong or else
to occupy our northeastern provinces where
the “Ho Chi Minh and Sihanouk trails” for
supplying the Viet Cong are, according to
them, located.

I have done all that I could to dispel these
legends. Diplomats, members of the Interna-
tional Control Commission, observers, well-
known Western newspapermen have crossed
our border provinces by jeep, helicopter,
plane, and sometimes on foot. They found
no trace of Viet Cong units, nor Viet Cong
“bases.” They are aware that our border
troops have received the order to fire on all
armed foreigners trylng to penetrate our
territory.

‘What more could we have done?

Is it to be feared that the sharpening of
the Vietnam conflict has already irreparably
compromised the relations among the three
countries of former Indochina, between the
latter and Communist China, and between
Southeast Asia and the great powers?

It is certain that the massive military in-
tervention by the United States in Vietnam
has seriously compromised relations between
the nations of Southeast Asia and the West.
It seems to us equally certain that the West
has miscalculated badly when it fenced off
China and prevented it from exercising its
rights as a great power. Mistrusts and hates
were produced which will take long to dis-
appear once peace has returned.

May I ask you, Monseigneur, what is the
state of your relations with the United
States?

As you know, since 1965 we have no longer
diplomatic relations with the United States,
following repeated acts of border aggression
which have caused loss of life and which are
clearly the responsibility of American forces.

I had proposed to Mr. Dean Rusk the estab-
lishment here of an American consulate-gen~
eral, He refused. Since that time the United
States has sounded me out several times with
a view to an eventual reestablishment of
diplomatic relations.
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Our position is very simple. We have no
ideological hostility toward the TUnited
States. We do not hate it, We simply want,
should the Americans wish once again to
become our friends, that they should treat
us decently, that is, that they forever stop
border aggressions and that they pledge to
respect, as others have done or will do, our
present borders.

That, it seems to me, is not too much to
ask. To have diplomatic relations with a
country means to recognize that there are
established borders and to engage not to
kill its inhabitants. Unfortunately, the
United States is so tied to Saigon and Bang-
kok that it does not dare to disassociate it-
self from their territorial claims. And the
United States is so intoxicated by American,
South Vietnamese and Thail intelligence re-
ports that it more or less accepts the fable of
a Cambodia “accomplice of and giving sanc-
tuary to the Viet Cong.”

I note that in recent months American
forces have abstained from attacking our
border posts and villages. If they kept this
up—and they could if they wanted—there
would be at least a détente between us. And
if they convinced their allies of Saigon and
Bangkok to leave us also alone, to stop their
daily harassment, their laying of mines on
our territory, they would have our sincere
gratitude.

As to our borders, the day will come—
certainly not before the end of the American
engagement in Vietnam—when the United
States, which has no special problems with
us, will pledge to respect them. At that time
it will give me great pleasure to welcome
an American ambassador at Pnompenh. But
s0 long as we represent, for the United
Btates, a state whose borders are “vague,
badly drawn, contested, etc.,” that will not
be possible.

To prepare the future I wish the United
States would abstain from violating or at-
tacking our borders and that it be under-
stood that we are truly neutral and that
we wish to live in peace in order to lift our
country from its underdevelopment, We al-
ready have done much in this respect and
want to do even better.

This is the message I am asking you to
transmit to the American people.

TAXES BUT CREATE TAXES

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Rarick] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no sbjection.

Mr. RARICE. Mr. Speaker, the re-
newed call for raising taxes from our
working and productive citizens prompts
me to place in the Recorp for our col-
leagues a letter from Dr. William Doug-
lass of Sarasota, Fla., addressed to Mr.
Henry Fowler, Secretary of the U.S.
Treasury:

Sarasora, Fra,,
April 15, 1966.
Mr. HENrY FOWLER,
Secretary of the Treasury,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Me. SEcrETARY: Never before in the
history of any nation has there been such
tolerance and accommodation of treason as
now exists in the United States—history
shows no parallel. Because the United States
Government is now, for all practical pur-
poses, controlled by the Communist con-
spiracy, I must for moral, religious and Con-
stitutional reasons refuse to pay any further
federal income tax. Cicero said in 54 B.C..
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“We are taxed in our bread and our wine,
in our income and our investments, in our
land and on our property, not only for base
creatures who do not deserve the name of
men, but for foreign nations. . . .” Clcero
could have been speaking for us as well.

Many high officials in the United States
Government, both elected and un-elected,
are guilty of violating multiple sections of
the United States Criminal Code including
Sections 241, 371, 1001, 2382, 2384 and 2385.
They are also guilty of violating Section 4.21
of the Internal Revenue Agents Tralning
Manual and Sections 7214 and 7623, Title 26,
Internal Revenue Code. These same officials
are gullty of violating the 4th, 5th, 6th, Tth,
14th and 16th Amendments of the United
States Constitution.

As a result of these multiple eriminal acts,
many billions of dollars of income taxes have
been used to further a Communist state in
the United States. Over a million industrial,
labor, education, trade and other types of or-
ganizations and corporations have func-
tioned under a system of administrative law
which is ldentical to Communist law as prac-
ticed in Russia and its satellites. These orga-
nizations have evaded billions and billions
of dollars in Federal income taxes and these
unpaid taxes have been made up by the
doclle serfs in this nation known as the mid-
dle class taxpayer, the taxes collected from
America’s working citizens have been the
basic well-spring from which Communist
and Communist collaborators have worked
to destroy completely the free enterprise sys-
tem in the United States and to set up a
Communist government in the United States.
The domestic Communist conspiracy and the
International Communist conspiracy are fi-
nanced almost completely, and of course in-
voluntarily, by the American taxpayer. The
United States Government has allowed foun-
dations, labor unions, tax-exempt organi-
zatlons and others, through the use of tax-
free money, to destroy the very fabric of our
nation and set up what is essentially a Com-
munist police state varying little from that
in Russia today or that of Hitler's Soclalist
dictatorship.

As young American soldiers die in Viet
Nam, the tax money of the American people
is being used to supply food, guns and am-
munition to the enemies of these American
sons. Recently Yugoslavia, for instance re-
ceived five million dollars worth of copper
scrap which is essential to the Communist
conquest of America. Yugoslavia also received
three million dollars worth of raw material
needed to manufacture rayon cord which is
used for military truck tires. Commu-
nist countries, dedicated to the burial
of the TUnited States, have received
two and one-half million dollars worth of
grinding machines necessary for the manu-
facture of rocket launchers, bazookas, rifles
and cannon barrels. Wheat in vast quantities
has been sold to all Communist countries, in-
cluding Soviet Russia, for the manufacture
of industrial alcohol which is necessary for
the manufacture of ammunition and fuels
for rockets and jet aircraft. How can any
Christian allow the Federal Government to
force him into committing murder against
fellow Americans through this treasonous
supplying of war material to the enemy? (See
Article 3, Section 3 of the United States Con-
stitution.)

In giving aid and comfort to the enemies
of the United States, the United States Gov-
ernment is committing treason against the
American people. Those who control the
levers of governmental power cannot and will
not force me to commit treason against my
country, my family, my friends and myself.

The 10th Amendment of the Constitution
of the United States says, “The powers not
delegated to the United States by the Con-
stitution nor prohibited by it to the States
are reserved to the States respectively or to
the people.” It follows then that all foreign
aid is unconstitutional as the Federal Gov-
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ernment does not have the legal right to
make gifts of American tax money to for-
eigners. Foréign aid to our enemies is not only
unconstitutional; 4t is immoral and trea-
sonous.-I offer the following documentation
as evidence that elected and non-elected
representatives of the Federal Government
are glving aid and comfort to the enemies of
these United States and are therefore gullty
of treason:

1. Communist Indonesia (under the leader-
ship of Sukarno, the Japanese collaborator
and the vicious Communist murderer of tens
of thousands): nine hundred and thirty-
elght million dollars in aid which has en-
abled Sukarno to keep one hundred million
Indonesians under slavery.

2. Communist Yugoslavia (under the iron
rule of the vicious Communist beast Tito):
two billion, five hundred eighty-six million
dollars in American tax money to enable Tito
to keep 19 million Yugoslavians under
slavery.

3. Communist Russia (the fountainhead of
the Anti-Christ which is about to take over
the entire world in the process of which 60
million Americans are to be murdered—they
have openly admitted this): one hundred
eighty-six million dollars. This, of course does
not include the billions of dollars given to
them in World War II.

4, Communist Poland (under the iron-
fisted rule of Communist puppet Gomulka) :
five hundred and forty-eight million Ameri-
can tax dollars to enable Gomulka and his
henchmen to keep 30 million Poles under
Communist slavery.

6. Communist Cuba (under the rule of
one of the most vicious assassins in all his-
tory, Fidel Castro) : fifty-two million dollars
‘has been received in aid and, as recently as
1965, two hundred and thirty thousand dol-
lars in American tax dollars were given to
Castro through a Communist-front known
as UNICEF. Americans have even been forced
into paying the lion's share of the Commu-
nist spy school in Cuba (documentation
supplied on request). Seven million Cubans
are being held In slavery and under sub-
human living conditions partlally with the
help of American tax dollars.

6. Algeria (under the rule of Ben Bella
until he was replaced by another Commu-
nist) : one hundred forty-nine million tax
dollars which have been and are being used

“to keep eleven million Algerians in slavery.

7. Communist satellite Burma: one hun-
dred and ten million dollars.

8. Communist Ghana (under the dictator-
ship of the Communist KEwame Nkrumah) :
one hundred and sixty-three million tax dol-
lars which are used by the Russians to fur-
ther communize Africa, Even the Marxist-
oriented, but ostensibly anti-Communist
Senator Dodd, said that Ghana was Russia's
first satellite in Africa. Yet, the American
people who are looked upon by arrogant
bureaucrats as stupid and servile worms, are
expected to take this treason indefinitely.
This citizen will take it no longer.

The 16th Amendment to the United States
Constitution is being administered uncon-
stitutionally because the tax is not levied
equally on all citizens. The Constitution of
the United States specifically states that all
taxes must be levied equally (see United
States Constitution Article 1, Section 8).
The 16th Amendment was not passed to en-
able the Internal Revenue Service to set up
a gestapo that grants tax favoritism to
enemies of the people. It was not set up to be
a collection agency for Soviet Russia. The
Internal Revenue Service has become an
internation revenue service primarily for the
benefit of the enemies of these United States.
It is now obvious that there is an interlock-
ing conspiracy between the Internal Revenue
Service, the various departments of govern-
ment, large corporations, tax exempt founda-
tions and unions to harass and destroy those
American citizens who obstruct the progress
of the Bolshevik state in America. These
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various groups and agencies use the IRS to
blacklist, boycott, harass, intimidate, perse-
cute and destroy many Americans who only
wish to be left alone and abide by the Con-
stitution of the United States as it was
written and intended to be enforced. No
American who loves his country and is con-
cerned about the welfare of his family can
any longer allow his tax monies to be used
to finance this intragovernmental conspiracy
which is liquidating the Constitution of the
United States, disarming us before our com=-
mon enemies, while at the same time arm-
ing our enemies through the use of tax
monies, subverting morality and decency
of the people, openly condoning and often
encouraging sedition and treason, and very
rapidly confiscating all of the assets of the
American people. I was born a Christian and
raised a Christian and I therefore adhere to
the Christian tenet that it is a sin to commit
suicide, Financing my own enemles is sui-
cide, I cannot allow the Federal Government
to force me to pay taxes in order to take my
own life.

The Federal Government and the IRS have
been viciously unfair in the administration
of the tax laws, The favored few have paid
little or no taxes while the majority have been
ground down and oppressed with their own
money. The following tex evaders, for in-
stance, have never been brought to justice:
Adam Clayton Powell, Vice President Alben
Barclay, (he didn't even bother to file),
Dwight David Eisenhower, (a tax evader on a
ground scale), and Billy Sol Estes.

Tax exempt subversive organizations,
hiding behind the protective mantle of the
Federal Government, are riding herd on the
American people. Through the device of tax
exemption, the American people are being
forced indirectly to subsidize organizations
dedicated to the destruction of the United
States. The Tax Exempt Division of the Inter-
nal Revenue Service has 1ssued tens of thou-
sands of non-gudited and non-supervised
letters of exemption to various tax exempt
organizations that are working assiduously
to bralnwash the American people into ac-
cepting Bolshevism and hating Americanism.
This insidlous cabal has reached gigantic
proportions and tens of thousands of or-
ganizations are affiliated with this conspiracy.

One example of this treason by tax exempt
foundations is the Institute of Pacific Rela-
tions. The Carnegie Corporation, the Carnegie
Endowment for International Peace, (which
is actually a very war-like organization in
spite of 1ts name), and the Rockefeller Foun-
dation contributed millions of dollars to
this organization. The Institute of Pacific
Relatlons was proven, by the government
itself, to be a vast and highly effective and
very lethal Communist esplonage ring. The
extent to which the Marxist tax-exempt
foundations in the United States are financ-
ing the Communist conspiracy is not known
because it has never been satisfactorily in-
vestigated. The Reece Committee investigated
tax exempt foundations, but they were only
able to scratch the surface because of pro-
Communists within the government not al-
lowing them to have enough funds to prop-
erly investigate this conspiracy.

Another example of blatant government
support of subversive organizations is the
Metropolitan Music School Incorporated.
This organization 1s a government-cited
Communist organization yet it has tax
exemption, Another is the Highlander Folk
School, now called the Highlander Center.
. This is a purely Communist race-hating or-
.ganization and its parent organization, the
Highlander Folk Center, has been officially
cited by the government as a Communist
Organization. The NAACP, CORE, SNCC and
all the other race-hating, Communist domi-
nated organizations pay no income tax and
are therefore indirectly subsidized by the
long-suffering American taxpayer.

The National Science Foundation gave
forty-nine hundred dollars to Gaylord Guy
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Eing who is head of the Indiana University
Chapter of the W. E. B. DuBols Club—a gov-
er t cited Co ist organization. (See
Attorney General's list of subversive or-
ganizations). The National Science Founda-
tion of Indiana University has been guilty
of other treasonable activities, (see report of
Congressman Roudebush).

Many departments of our Federal Govern-
ment are now openly or covertly controlled
by the Communist conspiracy. An example
is the United States Post Office, which co-
operates very closely with the Central Intel-
ligence Apgency and the IRS In harassing and
intimidating American citizens. As evidence
of the fact that the United States Post Office
is now basically Communist-controlled, one
needs only look at the distribution in the
United States of tons and tons of Com-
munist propaganda from Soviet countries at
no cost to the Soviets. All of this subversive
material is paid for, through force, by the
American taxpayer.

Another example of essential Communist-
control is the U.S. Commerce Department.
‘While our forces in Viet Nam are fighting
with defective ammunition and other worn
out equipment, the Commerce Department of
the United States is encouraging American
businessmen to ship billions and billions of
dollars of war material to our enemies. Cop-
per, Polystyrene, wheat, entire manufactur-
ing plants such as steel mills, fertilizer plants,
various chemicals needed in the production
of war materlals, and spare parts for their
war machinery are all shipped to our enemy
through the connivance and encouragement
of the United States Department of Com-
merce. Certainly paying taxes to such a gov-
ernment is morally indefensible.

The Central Intelligence Agency has now
become, if it was not always, the American
arm of the Russian NEKVD, Even Khrushchev
himself has bragged that he knows what is
going on in the CIA almost before it is
planned. Castro was put in power in Cuba
through the connivance of the CIA and the
only strong anti~-Communist leader of the
Dominican Republic, General Wesson ¥ Wes-
son, was kidnapped by our Central Intel-
ligence Agency. Castro is kept in power by
the CIA which keeps the Cuban Freedom
Fighters In South Florida constantly off
balance, harassed, and confused. Not even
the American Congress is allowed to know
how many tax dollars are poured into this
subversive organization. Even Admiral Hil-
lenkoeter, former head of the Central Intel-
ligence Agency, has admitted that the CIA is
full of Communist sples—and he was not able
to do anything about it.

Another example of blatant Communism
in action in the United States is Lyndon
Johnson's War on Poverty. This is truly a
war agalnst private property and against the
middle class American citizen. Teachers, who
have taken part in this program have been
brainwashed with Communist books by such
noted Communists as Woody Guthrie,
Howard Fast, W. E. D, DuBois, Ann Braden
and Herbert Aptheker, Many of these so
named are top functionaries in the Com-
munist party which is dedicated to the over-
throw of the United States. Yet, their works
are recommended by Lyndon Johnson's War
on Poverty Commissars. Poverty funds have
been given to Bolshevik racists fanatics in
New York City; funds have been used to
support prostitution and in many other ways
the money 1s being used to subvert the
morals and the morale of America's youth.

The Department of State has become, for
all practical purposes, a branch of the Rus-
slan Embassy taking its orders primarily
from New York City, (the United Nations).
The United States State Department is to-
day entirely under the direction of our
Bolshevik enemy. This is true beyond a
shadow of a doubt and in evidence I offer
the following documentation to wit:

Becretary of State Dean Rusk is himself a
very serious security risk. Rusk has been a
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Communist collaborator for all of his adult
life. By 1946 Mr. Rusk had a very active file
with our Intelligence Services due to his
strong pro-Communist sympathies and ac-
tivities. In spite of this, In 1946 he was ap-
pointed Chief of Internal Security Affairs of
the Department of State. In March of 1947
he replaced the spy Alger Hiss as Director of
Special Political Affairs. Rusk continued the
policles of the spy Alger Hiss in cooperating
closely with the Communist conspiracy by
keeping known Communists and other secu-
rity risks in the State Department and filling
Jobs in the United Nations with these trai-
tors. Alger Hiss and Dean Rusk were respon-
slble for at least 26 American Communists
getting key jobs in the United Nations. There
can be no question that Spy Hiss, and his
Communist collaborator Rusk, knew that
these men were Communist esplonage agents
as their files, containing this informatlon,
were in the State Department at the time
they were hired. Although Mao Tse Tung had
murdered tens of millions of Chinese, Dean
Rusk called him “The George Washington of
China.” Dean Rusk was responsible for the
United States rejecting Chiang Kal-shek's
offer of troops in Eorea and so Rusk was in-
directly responsible for the death of many
Americans in the Korean war, It was Dean
Rusk who formulated the plan to not win in
Korea, who tied General MacArthur's hands
and who finally was responsible for General
MacArthur’s being removed from Command.
Dean Rusk recommended a two million dol-
lar grant to the Institute of Pacific Relations
from the pro-Communist institution known
as the Rockefeller Foundation. As reported
above, the Institute of Pacific Relations was
found to be a Communist esplonage ring.
(Mr. Rusk was an officer in this Communist
esplonage ring). This is only a brief sketch
of the Communist collaborator Dean Rusk.
More information and documentation will
be supplled on request.

James Harland Cleveland, Assistant Secre-
tary of State for International Organiza-
tional Affairs: This man has a long history
of Communist assoclations. He has written
for a number of Communist magazines.
Cleveland recently tried to slip the traitor Al-
ger Hiss back into the government. Mr. Cleve-
land's record is long and sordid and docu-
mentation and witnesses will be supplied on
request,

Wilbur J. Cohen, Assistant Secretary of
the Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare: Long history of association with
Communists and Communist sympathizers.
Wilbur Cohen has many Communist affilia-
tions—documentation supplied on request.

Harry Conover, Councilor U.S. Embassy
Buenos Aires: A long and involved Commu-
nist record—documentation supplied on re-
quest.

Daniel Margolies, Supervisor of Interna-
tional Relations Office: This man has as-
sociated with many known Communists and
has a number of Communist front affilia-
tions—documentation and witnesses sup-
plied on request.

Livingston Merchant: A long and notori-
ous record of association with Communists
and Communist agents. He was reported re-
liably as being a member of a group in the
State Department completely under the con-
trol of the Soviet Intelligence.

Alexander L. Peaslee, Chief of the Asian
Co nist Areas Division in the Bureau of
Intelligence and Research, Department of
State: This man and his wife have been
reported by our Intelligence Services as be-
ing a contact of Soviet Intelligence who were
supplying confidential and secret informa-
tion to the enemy. Documentation supplied
on request.

David H. Popper, Director, Office of Atlan-
tic Political and Military Affairs, Department
of State: A friend of many Communist
agents and on the editorial board of the
subversive magazine Amerasia—d
tion supplied on request.
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Hugh C. Reichard, formerly in the In-
telligence Research Division of the State
Department, now in International Relations
Office: Many Communist associations and a
draft dodger—documentation supplied on
request,

J. J. Reinstein, U.S. Embassy, Paris: Close
friend of identified Communist agent Don-
ald Hiss (brother of Alger Hiss now working
for former Secretary of State, Dean Ache-
son—himself a Communist collaborator).

Walt Whitman Rostow: This man is such a
serious security risk that when he was con-
sidered for a high post in the United States
Air Force he was rejected. Documentation
supplied on request.

Abba Schwartz, Adminisirator Bureau of
Security and Councilor Affairs; A friend of
a number of Communists, Soviet agents and
homosexuals. This man is responsible for
many Communist sples coming from Red
China and Cuba into the United States at
the expense of the American taxpayer. He
was responsible for the return of one Lee
Harvey Oswald to Russia where he trained
to kill the President of the United States.
Abba Schwartz stole the file on Lee Harvey
Oswald after Oswald shot the President. No
action has been taken against him for this
malfeasance in office.

John Stewart Service: Reported as an espi-
onage agent. He was given a loyalty clear-
ance by a personnel board in the State De-
partment consisting of Selden Chapman,
Nelson Rockefeller, Dean Acheson, Julius
Holmes. This case has been suppressed ac-
cording to an affidavit by a court reporter—
documentation and witnesses supplied on re-
quest.

Julian Singman, known to live with homo-
sexuals and also a close friend of Adlai Stev-
enson and Abba Schwartz. A serious security
risk.

Charles N. Spinks, State Department em-
ployee detached to U.S. Information Agency:
Spinks was a dues-paying member of the
espionage ring known as the Institute of
Pacific Relations and wrote for their Com-
munist magazine Pacific Affalrs. Spinks has
many Communist friends including espion-
age agent Thomas A. Bission, Communist eol-
laborator Michael Greenberg, Andrew Roth,
and Emmanuel 8. Larson. In spite of this
highly subversive background, Spinks has
been assigned to top secret intelligence work.
Documentation and witnesses supplied on
request.

Edward A. Symans, now retired at tax-
payers’ expense: Named by Soviet defector as
8 Bovlet espionage agent for 18 years while
in government service. In spite of this, Sy-
mans was allowed to resign. He was then re-
hired and pensioned off at taxpayers’ expense.
The name Symans is an alias. His real name
is Symanski.

Dr, Phillip Talbot, Assistant Secretary of
State: This man has a long history of asso-
clation with Communists and Communist-
sympathizers and Soviet agents. He was a
dues-paying member of the espionage ring
known as the Institute of Pacific Relations—
documentation and witnesses supplied on re-
guest.

Leonard Unger, U.S. Ambassador to Laos:
Unger is one of the group in the State De-
partment constituting a suspected espionage
ring. Security officer Scott McCloud consid-
ered Unger a security risk as far back as
1956. Unger has a long list of Communist
assoclations and affiliations— documentation
and witnesses supplied on request.

William Wieland, alias Montenegro: A key
figure in the downfall of Cuba and its take-
over by Communist Castro. Wieland has long
been known as a serious security risk and
he is now helping to subvert Australia at the
expense of the American taxpayer. Docu-
mentation and witnesses supplied on re-
quest.

Adam Yarmolinsky, Special Assistant to
the Secretary of Defense: Yarmolinsky and
his family have had a long association with
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Communists, Communist agents and other
subverters of the American way. His sordid
background is too long and involved to docu-
ment here but documentation and witnesses
will be supplied on request.

This is a very brief sample of the spies and
traitors in the Department of State at the
present time. There are hundreds of others
and documentation and witnesses will be
supplied on request.

The following persons and departments
are also involved in the conspiracy:

Mrs. Esther Peterson, Assistant Secretary
of Labor: Mrs. Peterson and her husband
have been long time security risks and were
close friends and contacts with ldentified
Communist John Abt, identified Communist
Charles Krivitsky, identified Communist
Victor Perlo and identified Communist Lee
Pressman. The pro-Communist background
of this Assistant Secretary of Labor is long
and Involved and documentation and wit-
nesses will be supplied on request.

The President of the United States, Lyn-
don Baines Johnson: The Communist Party,
under the direction of Mr. Gus Hall, openly
endorsed Lyndon Baines Johnson and the
Democratic Party for re-election in 1964.
Communists the world over went all out for
the re-election of Lyndon B. Johnson for the
Presidency. Hubert Humphrey, Vice Presi-
dent of the United States, has also shown
himself to be completely acceptable to the
international Communist conspiracy.

The United States Supreme Court: The
United States Supreme Court has become
one of the most important instruments of
Communist global conquest. On November
15, 1965, the United States Supreme Court
gave domestic Communists complete con-
stitutional protection by ruling that mem-
bers of the Communist Party no longer have
to register as agents of a foreign power. The
Communists themselves have openly admit-
ted that this is the greatest victory in their
history. The Supreme Court has handicapped
the police and the FBI. It has usurped the
powers of Congress and destroyed the se-
curity of these United States.

Chief Justice Earl Warren, a close friend
of the Communist butcher Tito, has gone all
out for complete surrender of American sov-
ereignty to a world body. This is a direct
violation of his oath to support and defend
the Constitution of the United States. (See
also Public Law 85766, Section 1602), He
votes consistently for the Communists in
cases before the Supreme Court.

Hugo Black, Associate Justice of the Su-
preme Court: Mr. Black, a former member of
the Eu Klux Klan, has been associated with
Communist front organizations (see HCUA
appendix 9, page 1581), His voting record is
100% pro-Communist.

William O. Douglas, Associate Justice:
Justice Douglas has a long line of Commu-~
nist affiliations. He has voted 97% pro-
Communist.

Justice Brennan has close to a 1009 pro-
Communist voting record.

Abe Fortas, Associate Justice: A defender
of Communists and a member of many Com-
munist front organizations including the
National Lawyers Guild and the Southern
Conference for Human Welfare.

A convicted traitor, George J. Gessner, has
been set free on a fantastically asinine tech-
nicality. In any country with the govern-
ment responsible to the welfare and safety of
the citizenry, Gessner would have been
executed, The Federal Judge in this case is
still receiving a paycheck from the Ameri-
can taxpayer.

Many members of the United States Senate
and the House of Representatives have rec-
ords of Communist affiliations and Commu-
nist associations. The list is too long and
involved to enumerate here but details will
be supplied on request. Examples of mem-
bers of the United States Senate with Com-
munist affiliations and associations are Sen-
ators Gruening, Javits, Douglas, and Salton-
stall. The records of Gruening, Douglas and
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Saltonstall can be found in the investiga-
tions of the House Committee on Un-Ameri-
can Activities of 1944 (Appendix 9).

Certain Senators, who are supporting Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution No. 32 are in vio-
lation of their oath of office to support and
defend the Constitution of the United
States. This Concurrent Resolution calls for
the establishing of an international police
force and a disarmament organization
through a new United Nations treaty. The
Resolution also calls for financial support of
this disarmament organization and interna-
tional police force. Any one who supports
disarmament of the United States cannot at
this same time claim to be fulfilling his cath
to support and defend the United States.

These Senators are also in violation of
Fublic Law 85766, Section 1602 which states:
“No part of the funds appropriated in this
or any other Act shall be used to pay ... any
person, firm or corporation, or any combina-
tion of persons, firms or corporations, to con-
duct a study or plan when or how or in what
circumstances the Government of the United
States should surrender this country and its
people to any foreign power . . .”

The followlng Senators, whose salaries are
paid by the U.S. taxpayers, are supporting the
above mentioned treasonous Concurrent
Resolution No. 32: Senators McGovern, Bayh,
Church, Bartlett, Burdick, Brewster, Mon-
dale, Hart, Inouye, Javits, Long (Mo.), Mc-
Gee, Morse, Moss, Newberger, Pell, Proxmire,
Randolph, Tydings, Williams (N.J.), Young
(Ohio).

The United Nations: Section 109, Public
Law 471 states: "It is illegal to use funds for
any project that promotes One World Gov-
ernment or One World Citizenship.” The
United Nations, designed by Communist
Alger Hiss and other traitors, is the Com-
munist instrument by which the sovereignty
of the United States is being transferred to
an internation Communist-controlled gov-
ernment. It is therefore natural that most
of the Americans in key positions in the
United Nations would be Americans in name
only.

The American Ambassador to the United
Nations, Arthur Goldberg has a long history
of Communist collaboration and Communist
sympathies.

Mr. Ralph Bunche, Under Secretary Gen-
eral of the United Nations and therefore one
of the three most influential men in that
organization is a dedicated world Marxist.
Mr. Bunche has been declared a serious secu-
rity risk on the floor of the United States
House of Representatives. His pro-Commu-
nist record is long and easily documented
and this documentation will be supplied on
request.

Mr. Philip Jessup: "Our” Representative on
the World Court, was considered such a se-
rious security risk by the United States Sen-
ate that he was disapproved as United States
delegate to the United Nations in 1951.

The United States taxpayers pay the lion
share of the expenses of the United Nations
which is being used to destroy our nation
and kill off all of our youth in foreign wars.
It is now well known that both sides of the
Korean War were controlled from the United
Natlons by Russian General Constantine
Zinchenko. The present bloodletting opera-
tion in Vietnam is also controlled by the
Communists through the United Nations.
General Westmoreland, the figurehead com-
mander of our troops, (and himself a member
of the Communist-collaborating Council on
Foreign Relations), is under command of
Russian General Viadimir Suslove from the
U.N. It is, of course, impossible for America
to win a war when its troops are commanded
by the enemy. This undoubtedly will go down
in history as the most colossal fraud and
sham of all time, No American who does not
classify himself as a Communist-collaborator
can allow his money to be spent on this mass
murder of young American citizens.

The Solicitor General of the U.8,, Thurgood
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Marshall, the top trial lawyer in these United
States, is sympathetic to the Communist
cause and was an officer in a Communist or-
ganization (see HCUA appendix 9, page 785).
This pro-Communist racist fanatic once said,
“I want you to understand that when the
colored people take over, every time a white
man draws a breath he will have to pay a
fine.” I cannot, with a clear conscience, pay
one infinitesimal portion of this creature’s
salary and I refuse to do so.

Robert C. Weaver, Secretary, Department of
Housing and Urban Development, has a
shameful record of cooperation with the Com-
munist enemy, His pro-Communist and Com-~
munist assoclations are: Negro Peoples Com-
mittee (see HCUA Appendix 9, Page 184), and
Washington Book Shop (see letter by At-
torney General Clark, December 4, 1947 and
September 21, 1948). I will not be forced to
pay one penny of tribute to a government
that promotes ratber than hangs collabora-
tors such as Robert C. Weaver.

Treason, anarchy and sedition have become
rampant within these United States, Herbert
Aptheker, Communist; Staughton Lynd,
Marxist fanatic and Thomas Hayden, anti-
American revolutionary, have all been in vio-
lation of the Immigration and Nationality
Acts of 1952. For conniving with the enemy
they are each subject to a $5,000 fine and §
years in a Federal penitentiary. They are also
in violation of the Logan Act. These three
traitors travelled to North Vietnam, without
benefit of passports, to deal with the Red
butcher of North Vietnam, Ho Chi Minh,
What Iinstructions did these enemies of
America receive from thelr master in Hanoi?
Were their instructions similar to those re-
ceived by one Lee Harvey Oswald when he
made his sojourn to Mexico? The President
of the United States, the Attorney General
and the State Department, apparently in col-
lusion with these traltors, remain silent. I
will not pay the salarles of men who collabo-
rate with my country’s enemies. Many other

es of sedition and treason, carried on
with the tacit approval of the Johnson ad-
ministration, will be supplied on request.

If you wish further evidence that the
United States is controlled, for all practical
purposes, by the Communist enemy, or if you
wish the names of more individuals who have
avoided millions of dollars in taxes, I will
supply them on request.

Sincerely yours,
WiLiaM CamMPBELL DovcLaAss, M.D.

PLIGHT OF THE AMERICAN DAIRY
FARMER

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. ResNick] may extend his
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SFEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

‘There was no objection.

Mr. Mr. Speaker, we are all
painfully aware of the tragic plight of
the American dairy farmer. The recent
milk dumpings, the withholding of farm
produce from the marketplace, the bit-
ter cries against the economic injustices
of falling prices and rising costs are all
evidence of the struggle by the American
farmer to reverse what have become eco-
nomic facts of life—that the American
dairy farmer cannot make a living on
the farm, that he cannot even maintain
the economic status quo, and that, in ef-
fect, he is trying to walk up an economic
“down” escalator.

One means of helping the dairy farmer
is to strengthen the import controls on
foreign-produced dairy products. The
present quotas which were first invoked
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in 1953 have been continually enlarged
and eroded, to the point where they are
no longer effective, and rapid remedial
legislation is required.

I have today introduced a bill to stop
the flood of dairy imports on the domestic
market—the dairy import act of 1967—
and I strongly urge my colleagues to join
in support of this vital measure to help
our Nation’s dairy farmers.

HON. HERBERT TENZER TESTIFIES
ON TAX SURCHARGE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Tenzer] may extend his
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. TENZER. Mr. Speaker, today I
testified before the House Ways and
Means Committee, on the President’s 10-
percent tax surcharge proposal. I also
outlined my own suggestion, as contained
in H.R. 12445 a bill to impose a minimum
income tax on certain individuals and
corporations.

Because my own income is partly shel-
tered by real estate depreciation and cap-
ital gains taxes, I will be required to pay
considerably more in income taxes under
my bill than under the President’s tax
surcharge proposal.

The distinguished chairman of the
House Ways and Means Committee and
its members appear to be searching for
specifics. Specific proposals for budgetary
cuts rather than vague generalities—
specific proposals for sources of revenue
rather than a general increase in rates.

The answer to the committee’s search
for specifics will not come from those
who enjoy special privileges or from the
organizations which represent them. If it
comes at all, it will come from the Ways
and Means Committee or from other
Members of the House who are conscien-
tiously representing those who are al-
ready carrying their just and equitable
share of the tax burden.

My statement at the Ways and Means
Committee hearing follows:

STATEMENT OF HoN. HERBERT TENZER BEFORE
THE HoUSE WAYS AND MEeANS COMMITTEE,
Avgust 22, 1967
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this oppor-

tunity to appear and testify before you and
the other distinguished Members of the
Ways and Means Committee, on the Presi-
dent's 10 percent tax surcharge proposal. I
will also outline my own suggestion for an
alternative to ralse the same amount of
revenue or should you so decide, to ralse
twice the amount sought by the Adminis-
tration without costing most taxpayers any
more than the President proposed.

At the outset let me say that I oppose the
President’'s proposal for a surcharge in its
present form. I will continue to oppose it un-
less it includes provisions to taz the untazed.
By that I mean, the surcharge or equivalent
should apply to those whose income is de-
rived from depletion, depreciation, capital
gains and other loophole and tax sheltered
30013&, 80 long as the surcharge remalins in

ec

By this suggestion I am not proposing a
broad change In our tax laws at this time.
While a comprehensive reform of our tax
lawe is long overdue, I realize that this desir-
able result will require separate study by this
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Committee. To accomplish this I have In-
troduced in the House, H.J. Res. 454 to es-
tablish a Commission on Unequal Taxation.
The Commission would be charged with the
responsibility to review the entire tax struc-
ture—the existing inequities—the tax loop-
holes—and would make recommendations to
the Congress designed to equitably distribute
the tax burden.

Prior to my election to the Congress in
November 1964, I was the senior partner of
& New York law firm. I have been a practicing
attorney for 38 years, During this period I
served as chairman and a director of a num-
ber of business corporations and of three
commercial banks. I have also had extensive
experience and investments in real estate.

While I have had a wide experience in law,
business, banking and real estate, I am not
a tax expert or an economist.

I do know that the generally accepted
theory of taxation in America is that money
to be used in the service of all the citizens
is justly raised by taxation; that a tax which
does not apply equitably upon all or which,
applying equitably upon all, 18 used only
for the benefit of a few, is unjust.

In his 1st annual mi e to the Con-
gress on December 2, 1817 President James
Monroe said ‘To impose taxes when the
public exigencies require them ls an obliga-
tion of the most sacred character, especially
with a free people”.

If "taxation without representation Is
tyranny”, then representation without taxa-
tion is scandalous.

Let me cite examples of what I conslder
as scandalous. The Internal Revenue Service
has informed me that in calendar 1964, there
were 35 iIndividual returns filed with adjusted
gross incomes of §500,000 and over, and on
which no Federal lncome tax was paid.
These returns represented a total adjusted
gross income of $75.2 million.

The Internal Revenue Service also in-
formed me that in the same year, 24,084 in-
dividuals filed taz refurns with adjusted
gross incomes in excess of $10,000 and paid
no taxes. The combined adjusted gross in-
come of these individuals was $523,615,000.

It 1s equally scandalous that certaln cor-
porations enjoy unusual special privileges
under our tax laws, while most corporations
pay at the rate of 48%. .

One example of the speclal privileges to
which I refer, is that extended to the oil
companies.

In 1964 the U.S. income taxes of the 22
largest oil companies when taken together
revaal these interesting statistics,

Year 1964 (combined)

$5, 179, 036, 000

gross)
Foreign, some state tax (20
percent of gross)________
Income after tax (74 percent
Of Er088) wceeeccncaeece= 3, 873, 836, 000

It is shocking that the largest oll companies
pay a smaller percentage of thelr net incomes
in taxes than small businessmen, workers
and farmers. The man In the lowest tax
bracket pays 14 percent of his net income in
taxes.

I have read the testimony of Secretary of
the Treasury Henry H. Fowler; of Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury Stanley S. Surrey;
and of Chairman Gardner Ackley, Council
of Economic Advisors and others who testi-
fled last week before this Committee. They
presented the problem of a $29 billion deficit
facing the Administration. They explained
how they plan to borrow 50% —cut 25% —and
tazr 25 %o—to meet the deficlt.

I have read thelr analyses of the needs for
additional tax revenues. I may even agree
with thelr fears about inflation. However, 1
cannot understand why they have overlooked,
as a source of revenue, those who pay no
taxes at all and those who do not pay an
equitable share of the tax burden.
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The Secretary of the Treasury in his testl-
mony on page 37 of his prepared statement
said as follows:

“I want to make quite clear that the
choice of the surcharge form to meet a
temporary need by no means implies a turn-
ing away from the need for achieving im-
portant permanent structural changes in
the tax system.

“Indeed, as the President stated in his
Economic Message, he will be sending a Mes-
sage proposing comprehensive tax reform
later in this Session.

“Both in timing and objectives, however,
tax reform should be distinguished from
the present temporary surcharge recommen=-
dation. The surcharge is needed now for
revenue. Expeditious action is essential If it
is to achleve its purpose. It is a temporary
measure and not a permanent part of our
revenue structure. The central issues for
Congressional concern are the size of the
needed increase and its timing.

“The Tax Reform Message will require
more deliberate consideration since it in-
volves proposals for permanent structural
changes and some redistribution of tax
burdens in the interest of a fairer sharing
of the load. Its basic objective is not to
raise revenue but to correct a number of
inequities and abuses in our tax system. Tax
reform is a job that very much needs to be
done. I hope your Committee will be glving
its consideration to the President's reform
recommendations in the months ah 4

However, I am not speaking now of over-
all tax reform. I am addressing myself to
the present needs and how best to meet
them.

I do not agree with the SBecretary of the
Treasury that we must walt for a tax re-
form message until after the tax surcharge
is disposed of. We have had promises of tax
reform before.

The Democratic Platform of 1940 contained
the following declaration: “To encourage in-
vestment in productive enterprise, the tax-
exempt privileges of future Federal, state and
local bonds should be removed.” The Demo-
cratic Platform of 1948—"We shall endeavor
to remove tax inequities and to continue to
reduce the public debt.” The Republican
Platform of 1852—"A thorough revision and
codification of the present hodge-podge of
internal revenue laws.”

And finally, the late President John F.
Eennedy in his Special Message to the Con-
gress on Taxation, April 20, 1961, said: “While
it is essential that the Congress recelve at
this time this Administration’s proposals for
urgent and obvious tax adjustments needed
to fulfill the aims listed above, time has not
permitted the comprehensive review neces-
sary for a tax structure which is so com-
plicated and so critically important to so
many people. This message 15 but a first
though urgent step along the road to con-
structive reform.”

*Moreover, apec.lal provisions have de-
veloped into an increasing source of pref-
erential treatment to various groups. When-
ever one taxpayer Is permitted to pay less,
someone else must be asked to pay
more.” . . .

“It will be a major aim of our tax reform
program to reverse this process, by broaden-
ing the tax base and reconsidering the rate
structure. The result should be a tax system
that i1s more equitable, more efficient and
more conducive to economic growth.” .

I would urge the President not to walt with
his tax reform message. The taxpayers who
are already paying their share want to know
what this Administration intends to do about
those who by far avoidance procedures, do
not pay their equitable share of the tax
burdens.

They want to know now.

The President should send his tax reform
proposal to the Congress without delay. Such
action will create an air of confidence in the
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minds of the taxpayers. It will serve to en-
courage them In giving objective considera-
tion to the Nation’s budgetary needs. They
will better understand what the President’'s
advisors are saying.

The proposal which I am making today
stems from the fact that I want everyone to
share in the Nation's mounting tax burden.
I want everyone to contribute to the Nation’s
obligations at home and abroad.

Mr. Chairman, last Thursday I introduced
H.R. 12445, a bill to impose a minimum in-
come tax on certain individuals and corpor-
ations with substantial incomes. My proposed
bill has the following features:

1) Taxpayers with less than $10,000 in ac-
tual income will be exempt.

2) A minimum income tax to apply across
the board so as to reach all tax loophole and
tax-sheltered income, income from tax ex-
empt securities, non-taxed capital gains, ex-
cess of percentage over cost depletion and
real estate depreciation income.

The thrust of my proposal is to tax the un-
taxed by having them pay a minimum income
tax of 10 percent, to remain In effect only
80 long as the President’s surcharge tax re-
mains in effect.

I have carefully considered this proposal to
establish fairness and equitable treatment
among all individuals and corporations.

I am not wedded to the text of my bill
but to the equity behind the principle. If
the principle is accepted, then I am certain
that the distinguished Chairman and Mem-
bers of the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee and thelr tax experts will amend the
bill to correct its deficlencies and omissions.

One of the individuals who paid no taz in
1964 had an adjusted gross income of $5,000,-
000. Under the President's proposal he would
not contribute to the cost of running the
government,

No matter how you look at it, 10 percent
of zero is still zero.

I want those with substantial incomes
who pay no taxes to contribute their just
share of fighting the war in Vietnam; fight-
ing the war on poverty, and the battle to
clean up and rid the riot potential cities of
slum areas, I want them to pay an equitable
share of the burden of providing education,
medical facilities, and bullding our highways,
the benefits from which they share with their
fellow citizens.

H.R. 12445 (Tenzer Bill) is not a tax reform
measure. It does not single out any particu-
lar tax loophole for reform. It simply requires
8 minimum contribution to the Nation’s tax
burden through a minimum income tax ap-
plied to all imcome—without regard to ex-
emptions, deductions or other special privi-
leges set forth in the Internal Revenue Code.

I fully realize that tax reform cannot be
accomplished overnight—however, the time
to start is now. A complete overhaul of our
tax laws is urgently needed and will be of
long-term benefit to our Nation.

With the President's tax surcharge propo-
sal intended to ralse only 256 percent of the
$29 billion deficit, it seems only fair, rea-
sonable and equitable that every taxpayer,
individual or corporate, should pay some-
thing toward the tax revenue needed to pre-
vent unbridled inflation.

Unofficial Treasury Department estimates
confirm that my proposal will produce about
$7 billion in additional revenue. By spread-
ing the tax burden to those who were pre-
viously untaxed, other taxpayers will be as-
sured that the surcharge is only temporary.

My proposal can be used as an alternative
or as an amendment to the President’s sur-
charge proposal,

Under the President's tax surcharge pro-
posal the low and fixed income taxpayer, one
who earns less than $5,000 is exempt. He may
however be adversely affected if the budgetary
cuts of $71% billion extend to the basie hu-
man needs which he requires to sustain him-
self and his family,

The additional tax revenues which my
proposal will produce, together with the
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President’s surcharge, will provide sufficient
funds to safeguard against budgetary cuts in
the areas of human mneeds such as health,
education and housing,

I have already stated to the President, in

and in writing, that I will oppose the
surcharge in the absence of some sharing of
the tax burden by the untaxed and those
who have taken advantage of varlous tax
shelters.

For the long term a complete overhaul of
our tax laws ls necessary. My proposal will
answer the question for the short term and
indicate to the taxpayer who will be ealled
upon to pay the surcharge that others of
their fellow citizens are not escaping their
proportionate share of running the govern-
ment.

Let the tax and economic experts of this
distinguished Committee draft a proposal
which will equitably distribute the tax
burden required by the fiscal 1968 budget.

If a just and equitable revenue proposal is
desired, then our policy should be:

“Everybody pays or nobody pays.”

[From the Library of Congress, Legislative
Reference Service, Jan. 13, 1967]
NonTaxep INcoMes oF More TuAn $500,000

The Internal Revenue Service has informed
us that in calendar 1964, there were 35 in-
dividual returns filed with adjusted gross
incomes of $500,000 and over, and on which
no Federal income tax was paid. These re-
turns represented a total adjusted gross in-
come of $75.2 million. A breakdown of the
income characteristics of these returns fol-

-lows:
Number of  Amount

returns  (thousands)
Salaries and wages.. 19 §1,145
12 14
8 3,050
: | 27
8 838
4 24
17 2,625
29 21,063
0 0
6 24
0 0
0 0
I. ....................... 3 72
-JI\ndends_-._._-_- 32 57,609
58 33 2577
P s and annuities 6 74
Net income from rents.. . ..coooee 8 59
Net loss from rents. ... ....... 13 193

Royalties:
n 3 14
I 1 B
Net income from other sources_.__ 0 1,430

Source: Statistics Division, Internal R Service.

IRS indicated that, in general, the most
probable factors accounting for this income
being non-taxable are tax credits and item-
ized deductions, especially large contribu-
tlons.

Por greater detall on this issue, a copy of
Philip Stern’s, The Great Treasury Raid, is
also enclosed. See especially Chapter 1.

PavuL F. PRESTON,
Analyst in Public Finance.

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D.C., August 22, 1967.
Hon. HerBERT TENZER,
House of Representatives,
Washingtion, D.C.

Dear Mr. TEnzEr: In reply to your request
for information pertaining to the number of
non-taxable income tax returns showing ad-
justed gross incomes in excess of $10,000, I
am providing the information you requested

.for the year 1964, which is the most recent

year for which statistics are avallable.
In 1064, 24,084 non-taxable tax returns
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with adjusted gross incomes over $10,000
were filed with the Internal Revenue Service.
The total adjusted gross income of these
non-taxable returns was $523,5615,000,
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A table explaining the above is attached.

Very truly yours,
BamuEL M. JoNES,

Deputy Assistant to the Secretary.

INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RETURNS FOR 1964
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finds that & substantial part of the tax
savings has been used to finance mergers
with or to purchase companies in unrelated
fields.

Our Federal budget is increasing and our
local village, town, city, county, and State
budgets are likewise increasing—often to an

All returns Taxable Nontaxable difference ;Vt;n geater deﬂ;& Pmnghthe tax loop-
oles is our wa; e ns
Adjusted gross income Number of Adjusted Number of Adjusted Number of Adjusted among the Naaon's %axpﬂ-yersemeu
returns gross income returns gross income returns gross income 11 individual .
(thousands) (thousands) (thousands)y ~ Well as uals.
The special privileges under our present
tax laws to the oil companies are inequitable
6, 609, 927 8, 290, 817 6,593,499 78, 094, 242 16,428 196, 575
1, 460, 198 3;4: 832,960 1,456,670 sza,nz,us g:aza $ g0 4g7 2nd require all other corporations and in-
1,211,761 34,505,018 1,208,517 34,407,979 3,244 97,039 dividuals to carry a greater share of the tax
159, 229 10, 463, 142 158,700 10,429, 137 529 34,005 burden than they should be carrying.
34,946 , 707, 258 34,626 5,649,031 320 , 227 It is shocking that the largest oil com-
1,073 , 407 1,057 700, 283 16 10, 124
4 1,019, 230 463 952,174 19 67,05 Panies pay a smaller percentage of their net
incomes in taxes than small businessmen,
9,477,616 155,528, 832 9,453,532 155,005,319 24,084 523,515 workers, and farmers. The man in the lowest

HR. 3808 Seexs To RepuceE THE Om De-
PLETION ALLOWANCE, JANUARY 26, 1067
Mr. TeEnzer. Mr. Speaker, on January 25,

1967, I introduced H.R. 3803, a bill to reduce

the oll depletion allowance from 2715 per-

cent at the rate of 214 percent annually
over a 3-year perlod.

The bill also requires the Secretary of
the Treasury to reduce the tax allowance
by an additional 50 percent whenever he

tax bracket pays 14 percent of his net in-
come in taxes while in 1965 the 20 largest
oil companies paid an average of 6.3 percent
of their net incomes in Federal taxes. These
companies had a combined net income of
more than $5.7 billion, yet paid only £360
million in taxes.

U.S. INCOME TAXES OF 22 LARGEST OIL REFINERS (1962, 1963, 1964)!

Rank in size Year Gross profit Federal tax Percent Foreign, some Percent Income after Percent
States tax X of gross

Standard- (New Jepsay)._ 0o i 1962 1,271, 903, 000 , 000, 000 0.6 423, 000, 000 804, 000 66

¢ iy 1963 1, 584, 469, 000 69, 000, 000 4.3 496, 000, 000 1 1,019, ﬁ 000 64

1964 1, 628, 555, 000 29, 000, 000 L7 549, 000, 000 33 1, 050, 555, 000 64

P et e R A R LA L R < A 1962 371,000 13, 000, 000 2 51,700, 000 481, 671, 000 a8

1963 615, 768, 000 10, 250, 000 1 58, 850, 000 1 545, 668, 000 88

1964 660, 761, 000 5, 500, 000 % 717,900, 000 1 577, 361, 000 87

Gulf__ e 1962 488, 351, 000 19, 389, 000 3. 128, 871, 000 26 340, 091, 000 70

1963 540, 065, 000 30, 870, 000 57 137, 842, 000 25 371, 353, 000 68

1964 607, 343, 000 52, 443, 000 8. , 781, 26 395, 118, 000 65

Socony Mobil... 1962 379, 339, 000 8, 300, 000 2 128, 700, 000 33 242, 339, 000 63

963 437, 352, 000 23, 000, 000 5. 2, 500, 000 32 271, 852, 000 62

1964 464, 660, 000 27,700, 000 5. , 800, 30 294, 160, 000 63

Standard (California).-. 1962 348, 181, 000 5, 800, 000 K , 600, 313, 781, 000 90

1963 356, 568, 000 2,900, 000 5 31, 600, 000 322, 068, 000 97

1964 393, 188, 000 ?, 300, 000 2, 39, 600, 1 345: 288, 000 80

e et DG T TR A N 1862 173, 555, 000 , 200, 000 4, 8, 680, 157, 675, 000 91

1963 211, 575, 000 19, 100, 000 9.0 12,623, 000 179, 852, 000 85

s i W fmmo gmm 1 e 3

ndiana). . . ki

¢ 1963 208, 022, 000 22, 182, 000 10,6 2,748, 000 1 183, 082, 000 8

1964 204, 817, 000 8, 486, 000 4.1 1, 480, 000 ) 194, 851, 000 55

Phillips 1962 158, 320, 000 48, 000, 000 30.3 3,365, 000 2 106, 955, 000 67

1963 160, 954, 000 52, 000, 000 26,2 3,491, 000 2 105, 463, 000 65

1964 152, 197, 000 32, 229, 000 22,2 4,950,000 3 115, 018, 000 4

Cities Service s 1962 84,143, 000 20, 773, 000 28.7 3,185, 000 3 60, 185, 000 7

1963 101, 976, 000 20, 188, 000 21.4 4,283, 000 4 77,505, 000 74

1964 113, 405, 000 27,925, 000 24.7 967, 000 .8 84, 513, 000 74

Continental... ..o cecaeeeaca-- b 1962 73,477, 000 1, 065, 000 1.4 3,335, 000 5 68, 077, 000 94

1963 99, 665, 000 9, 143, 000 9.2 3,157, 000 3 87, 365, 000 88

1964 112, 009, 000 8,725, 000 7.7 3,175, 000 2 100, 109; 000 89

i S V- B L S L - 182 66, 395, 000 4200, 000 0 13, 400, 000 20 53, 195, 000 80

1963 79, 976, 000 1, 300, 000 1.9 17, 460, 000 2 61, 216, 000 77

1964 88, 577, 000 %400. 000 2.7 17,670, 000 20 68, 507, 000 7

Union..... 1962 59, 421, 000 000, 000 13.5 5, 500, 000 9 45,921, 000 i

1963 73, 028, 000 13, 100, 000 17.7 6, 000, 000 8 53,928, 000 74

1964 87, 564, 000 13, 300, 000 15,2 7, 200, 000 8 67, 064, 000 77

Standard (Ohio)- . cccommeannn-- - 1962 37, 235, 000 g, 275,000 25.0 3,738, 000 10 24,222,000 65

1963 54, 008, 000 15, 225, 000 28,1 4, 896, 000 ) 33, 887, 000 62

1964 70, 252, 000 21,150, 000 30.2 5,334, 000 7 43, 768, 000 62

Sinclair. 1962 57,936, 000 0 i 10, 586, 000 18 47, 350, 000 83

1963 71,036, 000 1,200, 000 C 9, 532, 000 13 62, 704, 000 88

1964 66, 444, 000 23,119, 000 10, 531, 000 15 58, 736, 000 88

Marathon...... 1962 35, 894, 000 12, 200, 000 205, 000 .5 37,889, 000 105

1963 50, 058, 000 933, 000 1.8 49,125, 000 98

1964 63, 220, 000 2, 844, 000 4.4 60, 376, 000 95

Atlantic 1962 61,110, 000 0 14, 844, 000 24 46, 266, 000 75

1963 56,747, 000 0 12,734, 000 22 44,013, 000 78

1964 61, 081, 000 0 14, 005, 000 2 47, 076, 000 n

Tidewater, 1962 35‘, 191, 000 228, 000 .6 2,387, 000 6 32, 576, 000 93

1963 42, 795, 000 263, 000 0 3,384, 000 8 39,474, 000 92

1964 40, 508, 000 377, 000 13.7 4, 426, 000 1 35,705,000 e

Ashland 1962 24, 324, 000 6, 201, 000 25.8 2,799, 000 i 15, 324, 000 63

1963 28,769, 000 10, 556, 000 31.7 104, 000 = | 18, 109, 000 64

1964 36, 385, 000 9,672, 000 26.8 2,977, 000 8 23,735, 000 65

Sunray. 1962 41, 203, 000 3, 850, 000 .3 1,152,000 28 36, 201, 000 83

1963 49,727, 000 6, 533, 000 13.3 1,328, 000 2.7 41, 866, 000 85

1964 29, 357, 000 27,115, 000 1,290, 000 3.6 35, 182, 000 100

Pure. 1962 27, 680, 000 12, 546, 000 1,276, 000 4 28, 950, 000 107

1963 28, 582, 000 1,212, 000 0 27,000 .01 29,767, 000 106

1964 32, 282, 000 600, 00O .01 164, 000 .5 31, 518, 000 98

Skelly 1962 22, 674,000 1, 260, 000 5.7 250, 000 1 21, 164, 000 96

1963 27,479, 000 3,025, 000 7.7 275, 000 4 24, 179, 000

- 1964 26, 601, 000 785, 000 1.2 275, 000 2 25, 551, 000 98

Richfield. 1962 36, 615, 000 6, 000, 000 16.6 0 0 30, 615, 000 83

1963 29, 767, 000 1, 300, 000 4.4 773, 000 2.6 27,894, 000 94

1964 26, 255, 000 1629, 000 0 5, 429, 000 20.8 21, 455, 000 82

Tatal. 1962 4,198, 161, 000 164, 500, 000 4 838, 891, 000 20 3,194,770, 000 76

1963 4,908, 386,000 246, 660, 000 5 950, 540, 000 19 3649, 849, 000 74

1964 5,179,036,000 240,529, 000 4 1,064, 383, 000 20 3,873, 836, 000 74

1 Compiled from records of the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission by the staff of the 2 Marathon is the only large oil company that has been able to conceal its domestic income taxes

Gamlin: bL:tter.m\:am this table is .n&llmnglhr.. 21, li. issue nf‘tla ?&ul&m !.eﬂerﬂa!nd in El:jagutr'i:‘ieﬁ gmi.li Euhaglg?h ﬁui:nn ﬁlas.eras_phon‘;d (’;ilmrd Jmn, aﬂlmtltnn's.itl;ihhi,
may nof uced by any mea ca copying equipment—without prior written  and aske: S. figure, but he said it's a secret. Since the firm prol oesn’t wa

rmission ?me w.biisgal%inlathn of copyright is a Federal offense carrying penalties from  secret the smallness of its foreign taxes, it's assumed the U.S. tax is small and all of Manﬂm‘:g

En’nomm 52,500, income taes are listed hers ¢s foreign,
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Mr. Speaker, the problem is complex.
There is no easy solution. I invite my
colleagues to comment on my statement
in the hope that from the dialogue, dis-

cussion and debate, a solution may evolve '

which may be acceptable to the majority.

CONGRATULATIONS FOR AVONDALE
SHIPYARDS, INC., OF JEFFERSON
PARISH, LA.

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Boces]l may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
take this opportunity to commend the
leading shipbuilding company in our
Nation, Avondale Shipyards Inc., in Jef-
ferson Parish, La., in my district, for the
magnificent contributions it is making
to the economy of our area and our Na-
tion and for the benefit of our national
defense and merchant marine.

Today, Avondale has a construction
backlog totaling some $450 million. In-
cluded in this massive total are the con-
struction of three large tankers for Hum-
ble Oil & Refining Co. at $50 million; 27
destroyer escort vessels for the U.S. Navy
at about $300 million; five cargo vessels
for States Steamship Co. of San Fran-
cisco at $75 million; and miscellaneous
work such as construction of chemical
barges and huge oil rigs and conversion
ﬁnd repair work totaling some $25 mil-

Just last week, Mr. Speaker, it was an-
nounced that Avondale is the low bidder
for building 11 lash modern cargo ves-
sels for the Prudential & the Pacific Far
East Lines at almost $240 million. There
is little doubt that Avondale will be
awarded this contract under the Mari-
time Administration’s subsidy program.
With this latest contract, the construc-
tion backlog at the yard would be almost
$700 million.

Furthermore, in the past 6 years, under
the able leadership of Henry Zac Carter
as its president, Avondale has completed
contracts totaling more than $550 mil-
lion for the construction, conversion and
repair of all kinds of ships, both for pri-
vate shipping lines, for oil companies
such as Humble, for the Navy and the
Coast Guard and other agencies and
organizations.

Sinee Mr. Carter assumed the presi-
dency at the yard in mid-1961, full-time
employment at Avondale has climbed
from 2,000 to 7,000. By virtue of the $1
billion in completed work, or work under
contract, south Louisiana area firms
have realized subcontracts totaling more
than half that sum, or over $500 million.

This subcontract work has meant—
and continues to mean, thousands of
jobs for the citizens of Jefferson Parish,
where the yard is located, and of New
Orleans and other neighboring parishes
in south Louisiana.

As an example of the subcontract work
provided for area firms, Mr. Carter told
me that for the lash cargo ships, approx-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

imately $140 million in contracts will be
assigned to companies to provide needed
materials of all kinds.

Since Mr. Carter became president of
Avondale, Mr. Speaker, the yard has
completed 21 modern cargo vessels for
Lykes Brothers Steamship Co. and its
subsidiaries. The yard also has construct-
ed ships for Delta Steamship Lines and
oil rigs for Humble and other petroleum
companies in our area.

Avondale also is the Nation’s largest
shipbuilder for the repair and renova-
tion of inland waterways boats and
barges; and its contract for building
three barges for Humble Oil will be the
largest barges ever constructed in our
country for regular coastwise service and
the largest ever built in the Gulf South.

One of the principal features which
has made Avondale a tremendous suc-
cess in the past 6 years has been the far-
sighted and progressive team assembled
and directed by Mr. Carter and other
company officers. They believe that the
company should not, and it does not,
stand on its past achievements and
laurels. As an example, the shipyard is
investing some $10 million of its own
private capital to enlarge and improve its
facilities. Part of this expansion program
includes the construction of a huge dry
dock next year.

All of these facts, coupled with the
philosophy of Mr. Carter and his cowork-
ers, points up that Avondale is leading
the way among our Nation’s shipbuild-
ers.

Mr, Carter and his coworkers believe
that business and industry in our coun-
try have a responsibility to participate
actively and fully in the civic and govern-
mental affairs of the communities in
which they are located.

They subscribe to the conviction t.ha.t
the advancement of our cities and our
rural areas should not be left to Gov-
ernment alone, that business and indus-
try should join hands with Government
to attain the maximum progress and
prosperity for our great Nation. I, too,
subscribe to this philosophy, and I am
proud to salute Mr. Carter and his fel-
low officers and employees for the splen-
did contributions they are making to ad-
vance my area and the shipbuilding in-
dustry of the United States, I am also
pleased to call to the attention of my col-
leagues the magnificent leadership Avon~-
dale is providing for the benefit of our
country.

OUR FIRST GREAT WAR CORRE-
SPONDENT

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Louisiana [Mr. Boeces] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. Speaker, at the re-
quest of an old friend of mine, Comdr.
Robert W. Collins who is a retired com-
mander in the Naval Reserve now living
at Yazoo City in my native State of Mis~
sissippi, I am pleased to bring to the at-
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tention of my colleagues an excellent
article by Tom Mahoney entitled “Our
First Great War Correspondent.” This
article appeared in the American Legion

magazine.

It is particularly appropriate that we
note and read Mr. Mahoney’s article to-
day for today the 22d of August is the
birthday of George Wilkins Kendall
whose wonderful career provided the ma-
terial for Mr. Mahoney’s tribute to
America’s first great war correspondent.
Mr. Kendall and Francis Asbury Lums-
den founded the Picayune in New Or-
leans in 1837, a predecessor to one of
America’s truly great newspapers the
Times-Picayune. Mr. Kendall won his
reputation for his outstanding reporting
of the war with Mexico with ingenuity
and meticulous hard work. Many of his
dispatches were signed simply “GWEK.” It
was a hallmark of outstanding reporting.

As we render this birthday salute to
George Wilkins Kendall on the 158th an-
niversary of his birth in 1809 it is a
genuine pleasure to note that his paper
of today the Times-Picayune carries on
her masthead “Serving America’s In-
ternational Gateway Since 1837.” And
what is more, her legions of readers read
and rely upon the Times-Picayune as an
institution of integrity. Mr. Mahoney’s
article follows:

OUR FIRST GREAT WAR CORRESPONDENT

(By Tom Mahoney)

One of the most enduringly glamorous
figures is the war correspondent who shares
the hazards of fighting men to report their
battles. The names of Ernie Pyle, Raymond
Clapper, Webb Miller and a score of others
killed in that role during World War 2 and
the years since are mourned on & wall of the
Overseas Press Club in New York. In World
War 1, Floyd Gibbons survived a torpedoing
and took a machinegun bullet in the eye at
Belleau Wood. Richard Harding Davis was a
national figure earlier.

If you visit the cryt of St. Paul's Cathedral
in London, you can find an inseription: “The
First and Greatest of War Correspondents.”
This marks the grave of Sir William Howard
Russell whose dispatches to The Times of
London revealing the bungling of the
Crimean War toppled a British Cabinet.

But, while the British may think him the
greatest, Sir Willlam was not the first war
correspondent. Without delving into other
claims, he must yield precedence to an enter-
prising American named George Wilking
Kendall. i

Elght years before Sir William went to the
Crimea, Kendall reported our Mexican War
and achleved about every triumph possible
for a correspondent. He was our first great
war correspondent.

A bullet struck Eendall in the knee as he
accompanied his friend. Gen. W. J. Worth, in
the storming of Chapultepec fortress at Mexi-
co City on the last day of fighting in Sep-
tember 1847. Lying on a cot with his knee
bandaged, Kendall next day reported the end
of the war in 1,200 words for the New Orleans
Plcayune. Even after 11 decades, with their
vaster wars, the pulse is still quickened by
his dispatch:

“Crry or Mexico, September 14.—Another
victory, glorious in its results and which has
thrown additional luster upon the American
arms, has been achieved today by the army
under General Scott—the proud capital of
Mexico has fallen into the power of a mere
handful of men compared with the immense
odds arrayed against them, and Santa Anna,
instead of shedding his blood as he had
promised, is wandering with the remnant of
his army no one knows whithe=.
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“The apparently impregnable works on
Chapultepec, after a desperate struggle, were
triumphantly carried; Generals Bravo and
Mouterde, besides a host of officers of differ-
ent grades, taken prisoners; over 1000 non-
commissioned officers and privates, all their
cannon and ammunition, are in our
hands. .. .

“General Quitman, supported by General
Smith’s brigade, took the road by the Cha-
pultepec agueduct toward the Belen gate and
the Ciudadela; General Worth, supported by
General Cadwalder's brigade, advanced by
San Cosme aqueduct. . . .

“At a little after midnight Major Palacios,
accompanied by . . . members of the muni-
cipal council of the city, arrived at General
Worth'’s headquarters, and in great trepida-
tion informed him that Santa Anna and
his grand army had fled, and that they
wished to surrender the capital. . . .

“At seven o'clock this morning General
Scott, with his staff, rode in and took quar-
ters in the natlional palace, on the top of
which the Btars and Btripes was already
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EKendall handed his dispatch, along with
lists of dead and wounded, not to a govern-
ment courier but to his own dispatch rider,
“Mr. Eendall's express,” as the Army called
the arrangement. Relays of horses and riders
rushed it to Veracruz and a steamer took 1t
to New Orleans in time for the Picayune to
publish it signed “G.W.K.” under large head-
lines on October 14, 1847. Another steamer
took copies of this issue of the Picayune to
Mobile and a stage line via Montgomery,
Charleston, Richmond and Washington bore
them to the Baltimore Sun and other news-
papers of the north and east with which
the Picayune exchanged news. At Washing-
ton, the dispatch moved over the three-
year-old telegraph line to Baltimore, Phila-
delphia and New York.

While Eendall was often ahead with im-
portant mews, official dispatches and some
letters to other newspapers reached New Or-
leans by the same steamer as his account of
the capture of Mexico City. But his was the
most complete, the best written and the one
that first gave the news of victory to most
of the country. It is included in many his-
tories and also in “A Treasury of Great
Reporting.” Prof. John Hohenberg of the
Columbia University Graduate School of
Journalism lauded it recently in a book on
great foreign correspondents.

Kendall had 38 adventurous years behind
him and many ahead when he wrote it. He
was born, the eldest of five children, on
August 22, 1809, in Mont Vernon, a tiny vil-
lage three miles northwest of Amherst, N.H.
His father was a poor storekeeper at Mont
Vernon and several other places, including
Montreal. When 7, George was sent back
from Montreal to the farm of his maternal
grandfather, Deacon Samuel Wilkins of Am-
herst, for schooling, and did not see his par-
ents for many years.

Wilkins, who had lost two sons in the
Revolution, treated the boy well, encouraged
his reading and imparted to him his own
patriotic ideals. George was grateful and al-
ways included “Wilkins” when he signed his
name. Deacon Wilkins was disappointed,
however, when at 17, George decided to be-
come a printer. He started his apprentice-
ship in a local shop and continued it in
Boston and then across the country.

Working usually in print shops, but some-
times as a harvest hand and once as an
actor, George followed the Erie Canal west
through New York. In 1828, he worked in
BSandusky, Columbus and several other Ohio
cities. He continued west, traveling through
Indiana and Illinois, and then worked south
by way of Iowa, Missourl and Tennessee to
New Orleans. He next worked in Mobile, Ala.,
Augusta, Ga., and Charleston, S.C.

When he was 21, and by now a self-reliant
young man and competent typesetter, he
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visited his parents, who wereé then running
a boarding house for university students in
Burlington, Vt. He was soon off again, this
time to Washington, D.C., to set type, first
on the United States Telegraph and then the
National Intelligencer, both famous news-
papers of the time. By 1832, he was In New
York working for Horace Greeley in the
printing shop that this New Englander oper-
ated before founding the New York Tribune.
In that year an epidemic of cholera hit the
city.

“What’s your hurry, George?” demanded
a friend, seeing him rushing down Broad-
way.

“I'm off to New Orleans,” he answered.
“You'll die of the cholera if you stay here.”

He went by ship and found work in the
job printing department of the True Ameri-
can. A little later Francis Lumsden, a North
Carolinian with whom Kendall had worked
in Washington, became shop foreman on an-
other New Orleans paper. They renewed their
friendship, saved their money and started
The Picayune, so called because it sold for a
picayune, the smallest coin in circulation in
New Orleans. Now obsolete, the silver pica-
yune was a Spanish half real, about the size
of the present dime and worth six and a
fourth cents.

New Orleans, then a city of 70,000, had ten
newspapers when the first issue of The Pica-
yune appeared January 25, 1837, and eight
more were started during that difficult year.
There was a natlional business panic that
closed many banks and in New Orleans there
was & printers’ strike and an epldemic of
yellow fever. But the sprightly, small-page
Picayune proved more readable than Iits
rivals and attracted attention with a cam-
palgn against dueling.

By 1841, its position was secure enough
for Eendall to join an expedition of Texans
to New Mexico, then still a Mexican province.
This was a project of Gen. Mirabeau Buona-
parte Lamar, President of the Republic of
Texas. Outwardly it was a good-will excur-
sion to initiate commerce between Sante Fe
and Texas. At the same time the expedition
was to suggest to the inhabitants of the
remote and badly governed province that
they revolt from Mexico and join the Re-
public of Texas. Printed appeals for such
action were brought along, though some
marchers did not know about this part of
the project until they were on their way. “It
was looked upon as nothing more than a
pleasant hunting excursion,” Eendall noted,
and the Plcayune sald his trip would be
“full of novelty and delight, unmingled with
opposing inconveniences.”

The adventure was fraught with bad luck
from the start. Eendall hurt his ankle in a
fall three days before the expedition left
Austin on June 18, 1841, and for a time had
to ride in one of the 42 wagons carrying
supplies and trade goods. There were 320
men commanded by Brig. Gen. Hugh McLeod
of Texas, but they were slow in getting away.
By the time they had, many water sources
were dry. They thought the distance from
Austin to New Mexico was 500 miles, but it
was actually 1,000. They lost their way,
wandered north of the Red River, and
struggled on for 1,300 miles. When they
separated to seek food and water, soldiers of
Manuel Armijo, the Mexican governor, cap-
tured and disarmed all as they approached
Santa Fe on September 15. Kendall had a
passport signed by the Mexican Consul at
New Orleans and protested that he was an
American newspaper correspondent, but was
held with the others. Two who tried to escape
were blindfolded and shot.

The prisoners then were tied together with
lariats and marched southward. In crossing
the 90-mile desert section of New Mexico
known as La Jornado del Muerto (The
Journey of Death), two captives dled and
three who faltered were shot by their guards.
The guards cut off and kept the ears of the
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five dead to prove that they had not escaped.
A century later, La Jornado del Muerto was
still so lonely and desolate that it was chosen
for the first atom bomb explosion.

Being a prisoner did not keep the ob-
servant Eendall from appreciating a pretty
girl when he saw'one. In a diary he kept, he
wrote of an Albugquergue beauty: “She could
not be more than fifteen; yet her loose and
flowing dress, but half concealing a bust
of surpassing beauty and loveliness, plainly
disclosed that she was just entering woman-
hood. Her figure was faultless, and even the
chisel of Praxiteles himself never modeled
ankles of such pure and classic elegance. . . .
I linger to take a last look.”

In El Paso, the captives were allowed to
rest three days and the local residents, es-
pecially the women, did everything possihle
to make them comfortbale. They fed them all
the meat, eggs and bread that they could
eat. Kinder guards took over but the march
south continued, with the prisoners trudging
through Carrizal—a Mexican village where
some men of the Pershing Expedition were
to meet death in June 1916—to Chihuahua
City, Zacatecas, San Luis Potosl, Guanajuato,
Querétaro, San Juan del Rlo and, after three
months and nearly 2,000 miles, into Mexico
City.

Some were confined in Santiago prison.
Madame Calderon de la Barca, Scottish wife
of the Spanish minister visited them and
mentioned their plight in her famous mem-
oirs. Eendall was i1l with cold and fever and
he and 18 smallpox patients were separated
from the other prisoners and sent to the hos-
pital of San Lazaro. This was a hospital for
lepers and Kendall penned a vivid description
of its horrors In his later writings.

Word of KEendall’'s plight reached New
Orleans on February 2, 18432, when a letter
that he had written from Chihuahua City
on November 27 was received, His partner,
Lumsden, and others appealed to Washington
and Sec'y of State Daniel Webster demanded
that Mexico release Kendall, The British had
obtained the release of an Englishman with
the expedition. When Gen. Waddy Thomp-
son of South Carolina, the new U.S. Minister,
arrived in Mexico City in April, he called at
once on Kendall in San Lazaro. Kendall and
seven others claiming American citizenship
were freed a few days later, but the re-
mainder were chained and forced to repair
roads until June 16. Gen. Antonio Lopez de
Santa Anna, the Mexican dictator, then freed
them as an act of clemency on his saint's
day—the birthday of Saint Antonio. Fourteen
died of yellow fever on their way home.

Kendall meanwhile recovered his health,
left Mexico by way of Veracruz and returned
to New Orleans on May 19. His experience,
serialized in the Picayune during 1842, made
him a national figure. To his displeasure, he
found some of his account copied by Capt.
Frederick Marryat, the English writer, in his
novel “Narrative of the Travels and Adven-
tures of Monsieur Violet,” published the fol-
lowing year. In 1844, Kendall rewrote his ex-
periences in a 243,000-word work *“The Nar-
rative of the Texan Santa Fe Expedition.”
Harper & Brothers published this in two vol-
umes. In the preface to his book, Kendall
wrote critically of Marryat's use of material
that had originally appeared in a series of
rough sketches written by Kendall for the
New Orleans Picayune of 1842,

On one of his visits to Harpers’, Kendall
found James Harper elected Mayor of New
York and entertaining officers of a woman’s
temperance society. The newspaperman, who
enjoyed the pleasures of life, pulled out his
watch, “Come, Harper,” he sald, “Let's go out
and get another drink, it's eleven o'clock.
Ain't you dry again, I am!”

Despite this strain on their relations,
Harper published seven editions of Kendall's
book and sold more than 40,000 coples before
the plates were destroyed in a fire at the pub-
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lishing house. Bogue and Co. brought out a
British edition. Originally priced by Harper
at $2.50, a first edition is now valued_by col-
lectors at $35 to $50 and is the cornerstone
of any library of books on the Southwest.

The book and the influence of the Pica-
yune, which by then was a full-sized news-
paper of wide circulation, were important
factors in the annexation of Texas by the
United States and the consequent war with
Mexico. The book has been called “The Uncle
Tom's Cabin" of the Mexican War.

When warfare began in 1846, Kendall was
in Texas sending news of Indians to the Pica-
yune and looking over 4,000 acres of frontier
land granted him by Anson Jones, last Presi-
dent of Texas. He rushed to the Rio Grande
to cover the war.

The battles of Palo Alto and Resaca de la
Palma had been fought before Eendall
reached the border on June 14, 1846, and the
Pleayune had news of them no sooner than
anybody else. Upon his arrival, Eendall ar-
ranged for shipment of his dispatches to New
Orleans from Point Isabel, Gen. Zachary
Taylor's base, and appointed agents there
and at Matamoros. He then attached himself
to Capt. Ben McCulloch's Texas Rangers who
scouted far into Mexico.

He rode, ate and slept with the soldiers.
At Camargo, he joined former President
Lamar of Texas, and other officers "to drink
warm champagne together out of a tin cup.”
Near Saltillo, his troop clashed with a de-
tachment of Mexican lancers. With the
memory of Mexican dungeons still fresh in
his mind from his 1842 experiences, Eendall
plunged into the fray and came out with
the flag of the enemy.

There were other correspondents with
Taylor’s army and the Plcayune sent C. M.
Haile, a Rhode Island man who had been
a West Point cadet for a year before turning
to journalism, to assist Kendall. He and
Halle were both with General Worth's col-
umn when Taylor's army stormed Monterrey,
September 20-23, in the first big battle of
the Mexican War. They wrote 9,000 words
of eyewltness material during and after the
fighting, A courler galloped away with 1it,
rushing through Marin, Cerralvo, Mier, Ca-
margo and Matamoros to Point Isabel and
a walting steamer. She reached New Orleans
the night of October 3. The Picayune had
highlights of the victory in its regular Sun-
day morning edition and at 10 a.m. issued
an “extra” with detalls that printers had
spent the night putting into type. Crowds
Jammed Camp Street to buy copies and these
carried the news to the North and East.

“If we were able to lay before the citizens
of New Orleans and the country at large full
particulars of the three glorious days at Mon-
terrey in advance of our contemporaries,”
boasted the Picayune, “it was owing to no
happy chance, but was due entirely to the
foresight and prudence of our associate, now
with the Army . . . Mr. Eendall determined
to forward the despatches of our correspond-
ents by express, cost what it would. Circum-
stances favored his design, and our packages
reached us by private hands in eight days
from Monterrey.”

There was an armistice in northern Mexico
after the battle of Monterrey. The war and
the correspondents shifted first to Tampico
and then Veracruz on the Gulf of Mexico.
But before leaving Taylor's army, Kendall
asked his officer friends to send the Picayune
anything of importance. A Lt. J. J. Bibb at
Matamoros received news of the bloody battle
of Buena Vista in which both Zachary Tay-
lor and Jefferson Davis distinguished them-
selves. Bibb relayed it to the newspaper two
days ahead of official dispatches. The paper's
“extra” gave the news of Buena Vista to the
country on March 22, 1847, and helped make
General Taylor President of the United States
and Jefferson Davis President of the Con-
federacy.
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Lumsden, who traveled from New Orleans,
and Halle as well as Eendall arrived at
Veracruz that month with Gen. Winfield
Scott’s army. But Lumsden suffered a broken
leg when thrown from a horse and Halile,
because of his West Polnt experience, was
commissioned a first lieutenant of infantry.
Eendall now faced a multitude of problems
but he had great advantages. He was his own
boss. If he wanted to charter a ship, buy
& horse, entertain an officer or bribe a native,
he could do so without having to obtain
approval of an expense account. More im-
portant, he was with a victorious army and
censorship had not yet been invented.

He got off a dispatch signed “"G.W.K.”
as soon as the guns of San Juan de Ulloa
had been silenced. He then marched In-
land with General Worth's staff, organizing
a costly and ever-lengthening pony ex-
press service to take his dispatches to Vera-
cruz. Three of his riders were captured. One
was killed. “Mr. Eendall’s express” also car-
ried personal messages for his friends and
opened new sources for him. To speed han-
dling of his dispatches, the Picayune sent
steamers carrying typesetting equipment to
meet those coming from Mexico. By the time
the steamers returned to New Orleans, the
dispatches were in type and an “extra”
was out in a matter of minutes.

I11 for a time with fever, Kendall toiled
with Scott’s army through the summer of
1847 along the route by which Cortez had
invaded Mexico three centuries earlier. Bat-
tles were fought and won at Cerro Gordo,
Jalapa, Puebla and Churubusco. The army
included Robert E. Lee, Franklin Pierce,
George B. McClellan, T. J. (later Stone-
wall) Jackson, U. S. Grant, and many others
who were to find high places, some of them
because of the natlonal fame Eendall's
reports gave them.

He soon recovered from the wound re-
ceived at Chapultepec in the September
fighting. In his official report, General Worth
saic: “Major Borland and G. W. Eendall,
volunteer aides-de-camp, the latter wound-
ed, each exhibited habitual gallantry, in-
telligence and devotion.” On October 29,
Worth wrote Eendall: “If it does you no
good the commendation of an old soldier
can do you no harm. . . . I cannot part with
you without an expression of my high and
grateful appreciation of the value of your
services on my staff in several . . . of the
conflicts with the enemy in this campalgn—
Churubusco, El Molino del Rey & in the final
attack upon and capture of the City."

Kendall realized there was a story of
greater importance still to come—the peace
treaty. Before returning to New Orleans, he
made plans for this. This Treaty of Gua-
dalupe Hidalgo, ceding California, Nevada,
Arizona, Utah and New Mexico to the United
States, and affecting millions yet unborn,
was signed February 2, 1848, on the altar of
the cathedral there. Escorted by U.B. Cav-
alry, the Government courier left Mexico
City on February 3 for the coast with a copy.
Right behind him pounded a Picayune rider.
Both reached Veracruz in three days. There
the Government ma- sailed at once for
Mobile on the steamer Iris.

The steamer New Orleans was walting for
the Plcayune’s dispatch but the local army
commander, thinking to assure priority to
the Government, delayed her departure two
days. Furious over this, her captain pushed
the New Orleans at top speed and overtook
the rival steamer off Louisiana. He delivered
the treaty to the Picayune on February 12,
about the time the Government courier,
James L. Freaner, a former war correspond-
ent for the New Orleans Delta, landed at
Mobile.

Freaner left there 48 hours ahead of the
Picayune rider, who carried copies of the
February 13 Plcayune with detalls of the
treaty. Between Mobile and Montgomery, the
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Plcayune man made up 24 hours. The
Charleston Courler published the Picayune's
story on February 18 and said bot™ it and
Freaner had arrived the day before. Neck and
neck, the two riders sped north without rest
and without sleep. Next day they passed
through Petersburg, Va., to which the tele-
graph had been extended and a summary of
the Picayune story clicked ahead. The paper's
courier and Freaner arrived together in
Washington. Dirty and ragged because of his
17-day dash from Mexico, Freaner, the Gov-
ernment’s man, had trouble seeing Secretary
of War Marcy, and the February 21 issues of
both the Baltimore Sun and Washington
Union were out with the Picayune story be-
fore there was any Government announce-
ment.

Home again, with the Picayune the best
known paper in the South and his captured
flag on display in its office, Kendall relaxed
a bit. He liked wine, especlally Vieux Ceps,
bought fine Havana cigars 2,000 at a time and
attended the opera at every opportunity. He
pursued two personal projects, a history of
the Mexican War and a ranch in Texas. The
land granted him by the Republic of Texas
wasn't suitable for ranching, but he bought
a tract to his liking 25 miles northwest of
Sar Antonio and stocked it with sheep, in-
cluding fine Merinos from Rambouillet,
France.

On the book project, he took in Carl Nebel,
a succesful French artist, as a partner. Nebel
promptly painted the 12 major clashes of
the war from information obtained by visits
to the battleflelds and from participants,
Eendall took these to Burope for lithograph-
ing and planned to finish his text there. Two
things interfered. He felt obliged to report
the European revolution of 1848 for the Pica-
yune and he fell in love.

She was Adeline de Valcourt, pretty blonde
daughter of a French officer who had re-
treated from Moscow with Napoleon. They
were married in 1849 when she was 19 and
Eendall was 40. They lived first in a Paris
apartment and then in a house in the sub-
urb of Chaville. Their daughter, Georglana,
was born the next year. Two months later,
Eendall returned to America with enough
of his history written to describe the paint-
ings of Nebel. The text, on pages 18 by 24
inches, was printed in the Plcayune shop.
Kendall and Nebel shared all costs and D.
Appleton bound and marketed the work.
“The War Between the United States and
Mexico. Illustrated,” for a commission of $5
a volume. It sold at $36 to $48, depending on
binding. Few were printed and some were
destroyed in a fire at the Picayune. A copy
was auctioned for $260 in 1960.

Because his wife was a Catholic and his
mother an ardent Presbyterian, Kendall did
not bring his wife and children to America
until the latter’s death in 1856. By then there
were two daughters and two sons. Kendall
built a little Catholic Church in Boerne, Tex.,
for his wife. He also gave her the first piano
in the area.

As he was popular and well-known,
especially with veterans of the war, Kendall
was urged to run for governor of Texas. He
preferred to farm and to write a few articles
for the Picayune and the Texas Almanac. He
was past 50 when the Civil War began and
took no part in it. He owned a few slaves but
opposed secession, He remained on his ranch
helping defend his neighbors from Indians.
Because of this, he was honored in 1862 by
having his name applied to the new 613-
square-mile county then created in the area.

After the Civll War, Kendall traveled to
New Orleans and found the equipment of the
Pleayune badly damaged. His partner,
Lumsden, had perished with his family in
a storm on the Great Lakes in 1860. Eendall
went to New York to buy new machinery
and took advantage of the trip to visit
scenes of his New Hampshire childhood; his
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friend, Horace Greeley; and also Franklin
Plerce, who had served a term as President.

Kendall returned to Texas and continued
writing sporadically for the Picayune, though
he no longer maintained a controlling in-
terest In it. He died of pneumonia at his
ranch home, Post Oak Springs, on October 21,
1867. At the time of his death his only failure
was his Mexican War book project. It still
lacked a chapter. His son Henry Fletcher, a
West Polnt graduate who became a major,
wrote a final chapter but was unable to find
a publisher for the manuscript. Adeline
Eendall, who outlived her sons as well as two
husbands, had no better lIuck with it. Mrs,
Georgiana Fellows, the equally sturdy eldest
daughter of the Eendalls, lived until World
War 2 and helped Prof. Fayette Copeland of
the University of Oklahoma write a scholarly
biography of her father, but could do noth-
ing with the history. She finally gave the
manuscript to the University of Texas. It s
still unpublished.

‘“He loved Texas with absolute devotion,”
sald the issue of the Texas Almanac that
appeared shortly after Eendall's demise. “He
never tired of writing or singing its praise.
He loved its vast expanse of solitude, its
majestic plains, its noble rivers, the green
hills of the county named after him.” Above
his grave in nearby Boerne, his family placed
a marker: “George Wilkins Kendall, Poet,
Journalist, Author and Farmer; Eminent in
AlL"” In 1924, 657 years after his death, his
wife Adeline died. Schools and stores in
Boerne closed down when she was buried at
Eendall’s side.

In a 1937 centennial history of the Times-
Picayune, Thomas Ewing Dabney wrote:
“Considering the difficulties under which
Eendall worked, and the fact that he was
blazing new trails, he might be called the
greatest war correspondent our country has
known. He not only reported, he helped to
shape events; he organized his own com-
munications system and kept it functioning
in dally changing conditions. He consistently
scooped the field. The only measure of ex-
cellence is the extent of accomplishment in
proportion to the facilities at hand; and by
this measure, Eendall’s work is without an
equal.”

AID AND THE BALANCE OF
PAYMENTS

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
California [Mr. Rees] may extend his
remarks at this point in the REcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman

Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. REES. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent’s foreign aid program is basic to
our national security. It sustains the
hopes of all men for world peace and
stability. It is a bill that we as individ-
uals and as representatives of our Gov-
ernment cannot, in good conscience, fail
to pass.

And we can approve the foreign aid
bill without adversely affecting our con-
tinuing efforts to correct a situation of
coneern to us all—this country’s balance-
of-payments deficit.

Contrary to some charges made in the
past, foreign aid now plays only a minor
role in creating the deficit. The reason is
that the major share of commodities
financed by the AID program are pur-
chased from U.S. firms. The dollars
never leave this country. During the cur-
rent fiscal year AID estimates that 97
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percent of the equipment and materials
which developing countries purchase
with U.S. aid will be supplied from with-
in the United States or bought abroad
with what amounts to bartered U.S.
goods

A small amount of foreign aid ex-
penditures are made abroad. These in-
clude salaries of AID overseas employees,
this country's contributions to wvarious
international organizations and so forth.
These amounts, however, are largely off-
set by loan repayments under the foreign
aid program.

For instance, overseas expenses for
fiscal 1967 probably will come to $378 mil-
lion, only 16 percent of AID’s estimated
total expenditures for the year. This ex-
pense will be offset by an expected $203
million in loan repayments, leaving only
a $175 million net adverse impact on our
balance of payments,

During the current fiscal year the im-
pact of the foreign aid program will be
even further reduced. Out-of-country
expenses are anticipated to run $319 mil-
lion, only 13 percent of the budget. An
estimated $212 million in repayments will
flow into this country. The net adverse
effect on the U.S. balance of payments
is estimated, therefore, at only $107 mil-
lion for fiscal year 1968.

These facts make it clear that we can
easily continue U.S. assistance to the de-
veloping countries of the world without
hampering our own economic progress.
The Congress must indeed be concerned
about balance of payments, However, our
concern on this score need not be di-
rected toward the foreign aid bill. Its
adverse effect is negligible.

JUNGLE ROAD FINANCED BY
UNITED STATES TO HELP GUYANA
OPEN INTERIOR

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GieBoNs] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, on May
26, 1966, British Guiana became Guyana,
the third British colony in the Western
Hemisphere to achieve independence
peaceably, and despite the many obsta-
cles in the path of development, it is
progressing day by day toward self-
sufficiency.

This is of great historical significance
because only a few years ago, British
Guiana was threatened with a Commu-
nist takeover at the time of the British
withdrawal.

Our interest has been to help Guyana
become self-sufficlent and to assure that
its freedom of choice was not lost by the
imposition of Communist control. Brit-
ain, Canada, the United Nations, and the
United States have provided aid in an ef-
fort to help Guyanese development.

The immediate U.S. strategy in Guy-
ana is to provide an assistance program
which will produce tangible results in a
short period of time. The United States is
concentrating on three major areas of
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assistance—agriculture, road construc-
tion, and internal security—while the
United Kingdom, Canada, and the
United Nations are heavily involved in
technical assistance activities in the edu-
cational and other fields.

The New York Times recently pub-
lished an article on one U.S. endeavor
in Guyana—a roadbuilding project to
provide access to rich mineral deposits
in the country’s interior, I would like to
include the Times article of July 18 en-
titled “Jungle Road Financed by United
States To Help Guyana Open Interior” in
the RECORD,

The article follows:

JUNGLE RoAp FINANCED BY UNITED STATES TO
HELP GUYANA OPEN INTERIOR—HIGHWAY,
To BE COMPLETED IN 1968, WILL PROVIDE
AccEss TO RICH MINERAL DEPOSITS

(By Edward C. Burks)

A new “wilderness road,” financed mainly
by the United States, is belng cut 50 miles
through the jungle of Guyana.

When completed next year, the two-lane,
paved highway will open up an important
part of the long-isolated interior, rich in
minerals.

The bauxite mining center of Mackenszie
on the Demerara River, fastest-growing city
in the country, will be linked by road for the
first time with Georgetown, the capital, and
with the coastal highway.

Although this year-old nation, formerly
a British colony, is almost as large In area
as New York and Pennsylvania combined, 1t
has only about 800 miles of improved roads.
Less than half of that mileage 1s paved.

Of $21-million in United States loans and
grants in the last two years to this fast-
growing nation of 700,000, half has been set
aside for the highway program. The United
States provided more than $l1-million worth
of road construction equipment as a grant.

FIRST JOB OF THE PROGEAM

The first Job tackled was repairing ana
paving the most important road, the 1&0-
mile-long coastal highway, of which only
30 miles was paved as late as 1964. That road
extends from the Surinam border westward
past the Georgetown area to the Pomeroon
River.

Ninety per cent of the multi-raclal
Guyanese population lives along the narrow
coastal strip not far from the coastal high-
way.

Guyana claims fourth place among the
world’s producers of bauxlte, the raw material
from which aluminum is extracted, and
Msackenzle is her main mining city.

The Demerara Bauxite Company (Demba),
a fully-owned subsidiary of Alcan Aluminum
Limited, of Canada, has the country’s largest
Industrial complex in the Mackenzle area.

Despite continuing racial tenslons in
Guyana between East Indlans and Negroes,
both Demba and the smaller American-
owned bauxite mining operations of Reyn-
olds Metals on the Berbice River are mak-
ing major expansions, Guyana bauxite pro-
duction Is increasing toward the 3-million-
ton mark, and Demba is also processing some
of its bauxite into alumina, the fine powder
from which asluminum is made.

The country has an eye on the spectacular
gain in export earnings accomplished by
neighboring Dutch Surinam after the com-
pletion of a dam to produce the power for
an aluminum smelter.

A United Natlons survey of hydroelectric
development possibilities in Guyana is to be
ready in the fall. At present there is no
aluminum smelter here.

Bauxite and alumina shipments from
Mackenzie go down the river by small boat
for transshipment in Trinidad.

Mackenzie, with a population of 20,000, is
about 80 miles up the river. At present a



August 22, 1967

road leads from Georgetown to Atkinson
Field, the international airport 27 miles up-
stream, and the new road goes on from there
to Mackengzle.

Other major American aid projects in
. Guyana include:

“Sea defense” rehabilitation work to pro-
tect widespread coastal areas that are below
sea level at high tide.

Improved runways and a new terminal
building at the international airport.

A food-for-peace program.

Health programs, technical assistance and
encouragement to small industries.

The United States, in supporting the Gov-
ernment of Prime Minister Forbes Burnham,
is giving increasing attention to the moderni-
gation of agriculture. In particular this
means assistance to rice farmers, who have
been harassed by spoilage and a poor dis-
tribution system. An expensive system of
silos is proposed.

EXTENSION HOMEMAKERS CLUBS
PROVIDE UNTOLD WOMAN POWER

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. SteEp]l may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. STEED. Mr. Speaker, last week, at
its annual conference at South Dakota
State University in Brookings, the Na-
tional Extension Homemakers Council
awarded the first prize in its national
feature article writing contest to Mrs.
Walter Alves, of Wayne, Okla.

Mrs. Alves’ winning article, “Extension
Homemakers Clubs Provide Untold
Woman Power,” is a fine and deserved
tribute to these hard-working women in
every section of our country. By contin-
uously striving to improve their commu-
nities, its members have proven to be one
of our Nation’s most valuable resources.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include in
the Recorp at this point the text of this
excellent essay:

WAYNE AREA WoMAN's Prize-WINNING

ARTICLE

(Eprror’s Nore—Following is the feature
article written by Mrs. Walter Alves, route
one, Wayne, that was chosen as No. 1 in the
nation at the annual conference of the Na-
tional Extenslon Homemakers Council this
week in Brookings, 5.D.)

(By Mrs. Walter Alves)

Today “power” seems to be the phrase
very commonly used, mostly in the wrong di-
rection. According to the dictionary “power”
is strength or energy. Both can be applied to
woman power when used to describe Exten-
sion Homemaker groups.

In 1944 Be-Square Home Demonstration
club was formed, Demonstrations? Yes, they
are given, never against anything, but for
the sole purpose of making our homes a bet-
ter place in which to live. Soon after the
club was organized, the farm women saw the
need to help their community. A first aid kit
which contained sheets, pillow cases, towels,
wash cloths, blankets, hot water bottles, ice
bags and medical supplies were placed in
readiness for any emergency.

In other activities, these same women as-
sisted the health nurse in giving eye and ear
tests to pre-school children; helped in the
drive to stamp out polio by cleaning and
sterilizing needles, making cookies and
punch; and assisting the many nurses who
gave of their time to this vital health pro-
gram.,
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Red Cross was soon to learn the value of
this group of women. Be-Square club made
200 dresses and many other garments for
premature infants in Crippled Children’s
Hospital.

Sewing and good grooming are a part of
the many lessons taught. Charm, proper
makeup, polse and assurance as well as at-
tractive and well-made clothes, have made
this group of farm women some of the best
dressed women in the community. No longer
is she the farm woman of yesteryear.

Once a year the Extension Homemakers,
as they are now called, attend Homemakers
Conference at OSU, and attend classes on
the changing times. New materials, better
gardens, care of appliances, driver education,
and safety are among some of the lectures.

At home in their local groups, Extension
Homemakers extend an invitation to anyone
to come and share their learning experiences
in all areas of home and family life. They
work with 4-H boys and girls, for they real-
ize that this group are tomorrow’s citizens.
The boys and girls are taught better farm
and home practices through project work;
to know values; and be good Americans,

Health being always foremost in the minds
of these clubwomen, cancer films were
shown to all interested adults and high
school girls in the community. In coopera-
tion with the school, the club sponsored a
community civil defense program. As a re-
sult of the program which included a series
of films and lectures, everyone felt better in-
formed and realized more than ever the need
to be prepared for disaster. A survey has
been made to determine the number of
storm shelters in Wayne and surrounding
communities.

Eager to know more about their state, the
EH groups take an educational tour each
year to such places as art and cultural cen-
ters, manufacturing plants, military cen-
ters, and other places to develop a sense of
awareness of the state’s present facilities.

Fun? Yes, they indulge in this too, with
family picnics, visits with other groups, and
a camp day with a neighboring county.

A busy group of women who live close to
God and family, have helped to make Wayne
one of the big little towns; always ready to
assist where needed. These women have used
their energy and given many hours to make
their homes, their community, McClain
county, and Oklahoma a better place in
which to live.

Power? Yes, Extension Homemakers have
it. In MecClain county there are 13 groups
with 170 members. For added energy they
can reach out to the 26,000 members in
Oklahoma and the many thousands in the
nation which would provide untold “wom-
anpower."”

RACES AGREE ON GHETTO ABOLI-
TION AND NEED FOR WPA-TYPE
PROJECTS

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. ForTon] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, in all the furor which has been
raised over the riots, much of it jus-
tified, other simply nonsense, little note
has been given to the views of the Amer-
ican people concerning the causes of the
violence and what should be done regard-
ing them.

The most revealing information which
has come to my attention on this subject
is the Harris poll, which appeared in the
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gustt‘lst 14 edition of the Washington
08

If the findings of the poll are any
measure, then it is clear that, while the
vast majority of Americans deplore the
rioting, a heavy majority of them also,
both white and Negro, favor positive
governmental action to eliminate the
economic and social problems which feed
the fires of discontent in our urban
ghettos.

I insert the poll in the Recorp at this
point and commend it to my colleagues
for their consideration:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Aug. 14, 1967]
RACES AGREE oN GHETTO ABOLITION AND NEED
ForR WPA-TYPE PROJECTS

(By Louis Harris)

In the wake of the recent riots in Detroit,
Newark and other cities, big majorities of
both Negroes and whites agree that new Fed-
eral programs to eliminate rats in slums, to
tear down ghettos, to set up summer camps
and to undertake large-scale work projects
for the unemployed would be effective meas-
ures to prevent future racial outbreaks,

Both races also agree that the riots have
hurt the Negro cause, that Negroes suffered
the most from the riots and have more to
lose than to galn by resorting to violence.

Negroes as well as whites condemn looting
and fire-bombings. Whites as well as Ne-
groes believe by substantial majorities that
only a minority of Negroes support riots.

DISAGREEMENT ON CAUBES

But Negroes and whites sharply disagree
over what triggered the riots. Negroes believe
that merchants who gouged their customers
and charged exorbitant prices must take
some blame. Whites are largely unaware of
such practices.

Negroes feel that police have engaged in
brutality; whites flatly disagree. Negroes
tend to see lack of real progress in housing,
Jobs for young people and education for Ne-
groes as a fundamental cause of the riots.
Whites recognize the need for more effort in
these areas, but see them far less as reasons
behind the violence.

As a result of a deep feeling that the plight
of the Northern black ghetto dweller has
been neglected, Negroes tend to say that
their riots were mainly spontaneous, stem-
ming from conditions of injustice. Largely
removed from the Negro view of life in the
slum areas, whites are convinced by a large
majority that the riots were organized.

FEDERAL PROGRAMS URGED

One of the major effects of this summer's
raclal rloting ls a widespread recognition on
the part of both whites and Negroes that
large-scale Federal programs should be un-
dertaken to improve conditions in the cities.

The in-depth Harris Survey of a cross-
sectlon of both Negroes and whites across
the Nation asked this series of questions:

“Several new laws and programs have been
proposed to help resolve the race problem
in America and prevent raclal outbreaks in
the future. For each, tell me if you think it
would be effective or not very effective:”

FEDERAL FROGRAMS TO PREVENT RIOTS

1. Setting up large-scale Federal work proj-
ects to give jobs to all the unemployed:

Effective: Percent
Public 69
‘Whites 66
Negroes o1

Not effective:

Dennde 0 aile . S IR | 24
Whites _ 26
Negroes 5

Not sure:

e e e 7
‘Whites 8
Negroes 4




Not effective:
Public
Whites
Negroes

Not sure:
Public
Whites
Negroes
8. A Federal program to exterminate rats

in slums:

vcoo 88 ﬁ%gg

Effective: Percent
Public 60
Whites 59
Negroes T2

Not effective:

Public 33
Whites 34
Negroes 19

Not sure:

Public 7
Whites 7
Negroes 9
4, Setting up massive sumimer camps:

Effective: Percent
Public BT
Whites 55
Negroes 8

Not effective:

Public 32
Whites 34
Negroes 10

Not sure:

Public 11
‘Whites 11
Negroes 12

The most popular programs would be pub-
lic works projects to provide employ-
ment In blighted wurban areas where
Negroes and other minority groups live. But a
clear indication of the drastic mood of the
country is in the support given to the propo-
sition that ghettos be torn down.

The controversial “rat eontrol” legislation,
turned down recently by Congress, is seen
as an effective measure for controlling fu-
ture riots by six out of ten citizens.

In addition to recognition that such leg-
islation might be helpful in averting future
racial outbreaks, white people also showed
a greater willingness than they did a year
ago to lower the bars against Negroes in
public eating places, movie theaters, public
restrooms, clothing stores and in other
areas.

Along with the Negro-white consensus on
what ought to be dome to prevent future
outbreaks, there is remarkable agreement
between the races on the consequences of
the recent violence.

Whites and Negroes both agree that those
who suffered most from the riots were Ne-
groes themselves. The survey of a carefully
drawn cross-section of whites and Negroes
across the country shows that 58 per cent
of all Negroes and 49 per cent of whites
believe Negroes were the chief victims of the
riots.

Both races also agree that property owners
were next on the scale of suffering, followed
by white shopkeepers and the cities them-
selves.

Negroes and whites agree that the out-
breaks and violence have hurt the eivil rights
cause, This view is held by 60 per cent of
Negroes and a much higher percentage of
whites (89 per cent).

A similar question, whether Negroes have
more to gain or to lose by resorting to vio-
lence, revealed that 68 per cent of Negroes
and 94 per cent of whites feel Negroes have
more to lose.
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LOOTERS “SHOULD BE SHOT"”

Only 10 per cent of the Negroes and 11
per cent of the white believe that most
Negroes support the rioting.

By overwhelming margins, whites believe
that looters are criminals and “should be
shot.” And 68 per cent of the Negroes also
classify looters as criminals, Over two thirds
of the Negroes in the survey disagreed with
the statement that *“looting isn't as bad as
stealing, because things in stores are going
to be taken or burned anyway during a riot.”

It is therefore fair to conclude that a large
majority of Negroes are opposed to action
that violates laws, In fact, by 47 to 42 per
cent, Negroes feel that people who throw
fire bombs in riots deserve to be shot.

FEARS FOR SAFETY RISE

A majority of both Negroes and whites do
not believe that a lack of firmness by local
mayors and governors was a major cause of
the rioting, although whites tend to be more
critical than Negroes on this score.

Personal uneasiness on the streets has
risen as a result of the riots, with 51 per cent
of whites expressing fear for their own safety.
However, an even larger percentage of Ne-
groes—B85 per cent—say they have fears for
their safety.

Despite the large areas of agreement be-
tween the two races on the consequences of
riots and effective steps to prevent such vio-
lence In the future, whites and Negroes are
poles apart on what sparked the rioting.

When asked the main reasons the riots
broke out, 45 per cent of all white people
volunteered that they were provoked by “out-
slde agitators,” “minority radleals,” or “Com-
munist backing.”

NEGRO PLIGHT RECOGNIZED

An additional 40 per cent of the whites,
however, attributed the riots to the “way
Negroes have been treated in the slums and
ghettos of the big cities” and “the fallure of
white society to keep its promises to the
Negroes.” Other reasons cited by whites were
“teen-agers and other uneducated people
Just looking for trouble.”

Educated whites tend to give more recog-
nition to the plight of Negroes in ghetto
communities as reasons for the explosions.
But both Negroes and whites agree that Negro
hatred for whites was less a cause of the out-
breaks than Negro frustrations over lack of
progress on jobs, education and housing.

Among Negroes, 7 per cent volunteered
that the riots were organized, compared with
93 per cent who said Negro frustration over
lack of progress was the prime cause.

NEGROES CRITICIZE POLICE

By better than 2 to 1, Negroes believe that
police brutality was a major cause of the
rioting. Whites disagree by 8 to 1, with only
one white person in six expressing the view
that police ever engage in brutality against
Negroes.

Seven In every ten Negroes say that lack
of decent housing contributed to the riots.
In the riot areas themselves, 59 per cent of
the Negroes say they know someone who
lives in rat-infested housing, 67 per cent re-
port holes in ceilings, 49 per cent overcrowd-
ing, 56 per cent faulty plumbing and 68 per
cent cockroaches.

But no more than 39 per cent of whites
believe deficiencies in Negro housing were a
major cause of the rioting.

WHITES CEARGE ORGANIZATION

On jobs for young Negroes, 34 per cent
of the white people see lack of employment
opportunities as a major reason for the
riots, compared with 67 per cent of the
Negroes. Three in every ten whites believe
failure to give Negroes equality is behind
racial viclence, compared with over seven
out of every ten Negroes.

Mainly because of different estimates of
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Just how bad living conditions are in Negro
slum areas, whites and Negroes therefore
sharply disagree over whether the riots were
organized or spontaneous. By 71 to 23 per
cent, whites belleve the riots were “mainly
organized.” By 47 to 37 per cent, Negroes
think the ocutbreaks were “mainly spontane-
ous.”

All in all, the desire among both whites
and Negroes Is to exert every effort to avold
a repetition of this past summer's rioting.
But 15 percent of Negroes testify that they
support the riots, and most of these are in
the younger age group.

This minority segment, pushed over the
line of lawful response by their frustrations
with ghetto conditions, are ample cause for
future anxiety by whites and Negroes alike.

GEORGIA BOY, WYCHE FOWLER,
JR., GETS YOUNG CITIZENS IN-
TERESTED

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Tennessee [Mr. FoLTon] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. FULTON of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, some of the brightest, most
capable, and most promising young men
in Washington are often those who, from
time to time, are employed in congres-
sional offices as staff assistants. During
my time in the Congress, I have been
privileged to observe a number of these
young men and must say that none has
impressed me more in a shorter time
than Mr. Wyche Fowler, Jr., who served
as administration assistant to our for-
mer colleague, Charles L. Weltner, of At-
lanta.

When Mr. Weltner left the Congress
in 1966, he took a position with the Dem-
ocratic National Committee. At that time,
Mr. Fowler followed him and, as always,
working quietly and efficiently in the
backeground, has done an excellent job.
When Mr. Weltner recently left the na-
tional committee, Mr. Fowler was named
director of the Young Americans Divi-
sion.

In regard to his activities in that posi-
tion, the Atlanta Journal-Constitution,
on Sunday, August 6, 1967, ran an article
by Wayne Kelley, entitled “A Washing-
ton Happening, Georgia Boy, Wyche
Fowler, Jr., Gets Young Citizens Inter-
ested.”

I include Mr. Kelley’s article in the
ReEecorp and commend it to my colleagues
for their consideration:

GEORGIA BoY, WycHE FowLER, JR., GETS

Youne CITIZENS INTERESTED
(By Wayne Eelley)

WasHINGTON —The ballroom of the Shera-
ton Park Hotel was filled with row after row
of modest miniskirts and palsley ties. There
was nothl.ng more alcoholic than Coke in
sight and everyone was having a fine time
walting for the trio to arrive.

Actually, one musician had flaked out on
the trio and it was now advertised as a duo.
When it ﬂnany showed up, No one was sur-
prised to see that it was actually a quartet.

A spotlight from the balcony cut through
the dim vastness of the room, focusing on a
small stage up front. Into the blinding glare
stepped Wyche Fowler Jr., 26, director of the
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Young Americans Division of the Democratic
Natlonal Committee, and a good Georgla boy.

Mr, Fowler, a splendid fellow with curly
blond hair and boyish good locks, was wear-
ing his conservative uniform—gray sult and
plok shirt highlighted by a raspberry tle. He
kind of glowed under the spotlight.

“We are not going to try to sell you on any-
thing,” Mr. Fowler assured several thousand
clean-cut American youths who are partici-
pating in the Capitol's summer intern pro-

gram.

“No slogans, no party labels,” he said in &
well modulated but casual voice, “We found
that salesmanship often backfires.”

Wpyche Fowler, Jr. kept his word. There were
no long speeches, and the trlo—or quartet—
twanged joyously on after the chairs were
stacked to provide a dance floor,

There was even a happening. Vice Presi-
dent Hubert Humphrey appeared. Wyche
Fowler had selectively leaked advance word
of the happening to perhaps one or two thou-
sand interns. When anything comes off as
planned in Washington, that is a happening.
And everyone was happy when the vice pres-
ident appeared.

The dance and the Cokes and the chance
to rub elbows with the vice president were
just one small part of the big scene. De-
fined in its simplest terms, the goal of the
DNC Young Americans Division is to get
youthful clitizens interested in politics.

Once interested, it is hoped, the young men
and women will fight each other to join your
party. But no one has really planned that
far ahead, and it remains to be seen how it
works.

In the meantime, many of the 10,000 sum-
mer interns in Washington are participating
in programs like breakfast seminars to meet
cabinet officials and top government execu-
tives.

The questions tossed out at these seminars
are tough and intelligent, and show that the
new generation of Americans is not satisfled
with pat political answers, Mr. Fowler says.

“The young people today want to be in on
plotting the strategy,” he said. “They want
their ideas heard in the highest counclils of
government.

“Right now they feel excluded from the
channels of access to leaders of the country
and the community,” he added. “I think in
many cases they are justified in this feeling.”

Perhaps the DNC will open up some new

ist of communication. Send your sug-
gestions to Washington, and be sure to ad-
dress them to Wyche.

TWO-YEAR FOREIGN AID AUTHOR-
IZATION IS NEEDED

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. Fraser] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, the ques-
tion of a 2-year authorization for foreign
aid funds is once again before the House.
There are several good reasons to support
a 2-year authorization.

First, a 2-year authorization would re-
sult in more efficient planning of aid
programs. It would be a partial recogni-
tion of the fact that many of the prob-
lems faced by under-developed areas are
long range ones and need to be coped
with by projects lasting more than a year.
The administrators of our aid programs
would have more flexibility in their work.
Recipient nations would feel more con-
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fident about our commitment to long-
range development projects and about
our willingness to support them.

Second, by holding the usual 9 weeks
of hearings only every other year, the
House Foreign Affairs Committee would
have more time to consider substantive
changes in the aid programs. Consider-
ation of new coneepts and evaluation of
old ones could be accomplished in a far
more systematic manner.

Third, there would be less politics in-
volved in the consideration of foreign
aid. The authorizations could be decided
upon in the nonelection years.

Finally, there would not be a lessening
of the powers of Congress. There would
still be annual appropriations. Experi-
ence with the Alliance for Progress and
development loan funds which have had
longer authorizations, has shown that
there is no lessening of authority. As
pointed out earlier, longer authorizations
would enable the Congress to give more
careful consideration to long-term needs
and new concepts. In this manner, Con-
gress could take the initiative in foreign
aid.

Last year we voted for a 2-year au-
thorization of aid funds—except the
Alliance for Progress and development
loan funds where we supported 5-year
authorizations. The House-Senate con-
ference committee reduced this to 3
years for the Alliance and development
loan funds and 1 year for all other pro-
grams. This year, the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee has again proposed 2-
year authorizations. I support the com-
mittee recommendation.

NATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES
SUPPORTS FOREIGN AID

Mr. PRYOR. Mr, Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. Fraser] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr. Speaker, I think
that the following letter from the Na-
tional Council of Churches quite clearly
makes the point that our aid programs
must be preserved. This organization,
which includes many of the major U.S.
religious groups, has been an active sup-
porter of numerous progressive ideas,
and I agree wholeheartedly with their
stand on foreign aid.

At this point in the Recorp, I insert
their letter:

NATIONAL CouNcIn oF THE
CHURCHES OF CHRIST IN THE
U.S.A.,

New York, N.Y. August 21, 1967.
Hon. DoNALD M, FRASER,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear CoNGrRESSMAN FRasER: Since World
War II our forelgn aid program has rep-
resented one of our most enlightened at-
tempts to use our vast economic resources
in a responsible manner. This year in partic-
ular, however, there are signs of some ero-
sion in terms of both priority and support
for forelgn economic assistance, evidently
stemming in some cases more from frustra-
tion over other matters than from evalua-
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tion of the foreign aid program per se. The
result so far has been passage of a badly
crippled Senate bill which is most in-
adequate from the standpoint of both the
national interest and the most critical needs
of those we seek to help.

As the House considers its bill this week,
it is imperative that there be no further
reductions in the already meager funds al-
located for economic aid and that no in-
crease in the interest rate for loans be
added to the Committee bill. It is also neces-
sary for effective planning that approval be
given to the two-year authorization period,
and that any attempts to impose arbitrary
limits on the number of aid recipients be
resisted.

We urge you to consider the foreign aid
bill on ifs own merits and to give your sup-
port to the Committee bill which, as it was
reported out, represents a barely adequate
though relatively acceptable continuation of
our long-term endeavor to use our resources
to help create conditions for a more stable
world.

Sincerely yours,
R. H. Eowin EspY,
General Secretary.
ARTHUR 5. FLEMMING,
President.

AFL-CIO SUPPORT OF FOREIGN AID
IS BASED ON EXPERIENCE

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. Fraser] may extend his
remarks at this point in the ReEcorp and
include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. FRASER. Mr, Speaker, the AFL~
CIO is an outspoken supporter of this

foreign aid bill. They are a group vitally

interested in the social organization of

developing countries. Their interest and

support reflect the projects and programs
which they have developed.

Two programs of AFL-CIO deserve
special mention. The American Institute
for Free Labor Development (AIFLD),
since 1961 has supported several thou-
sand educational courses in trade union-
jsm—more than 6,000 trade unionists
have graduated from AIFLD centers in
Latin America. In 5 years, 7,500 housing
units have been completed with a total
financing of over $34 million. ATFLD has
plans for 6,000 more units in nine Latin
American countries.

In Afriea, the AFL-CIO established the
African American Labor Center. Only 2
years old, AALC projects already include
job training courses and education for
workers, medieal clinics, cooperatives,
and housing.

At this point in the Recorp, I insert a
partial text of the AFL-CIO statement
supporting this foreign aid bill. It
specifically spells out their support for
the 2-year authorization and an increase
in aid to 1 percent of our gross national
product, and the self-help nature of our
aid program.

STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO EXECUTIVE
Counci. OoN OVERSEAS AIp, FEBRUARY 26,
1967, Ban HARBOUR, FLA.

In the present international situation,
overseas ald is an indispensable part of our
nation’s foreign policy for preserving world
peace, promoting freedom and fostering eco-
nomic progress based on soclal justice,
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In this recognition, the AFL-CIO urges
Congress to give prompt and overwhelming
support to President Johnson's proposal for
$3.1 billion in new funds for 1968 foreign aid.

The President reflects the viewpoint of the
overwhelming majority of the American peo-
ple in calling on the countries devoted to
peace, democracy and human well-being for
maximum cooperation in helping the devel-
oping nations achleve freedom from hunger,
tyranny and war. Such concerted efforts
would be a boon to all mankind and addi-
tionally they would strengthen the recipient
nations’ social base against subversion by
Communists and other reactionary forces
and thus tend to discourage aggressive ad-
ventures endangering world peace.

The Executive Council rejects the notion
that the Foreign Aid program is a wasteful
give-away or policy of futile philanthropy.
Though comparatively prosperous, our own
country has a better chance of attaining
broadly-based stable prosperity in a peace-
ful world not weighed down by impoverish-
ment, lgnorance, illness and dictatorship.

The Executive Council has often called for
an annual foreign aid authorization at least
equal to one percent of the gross national
product. We reafirm this proposal. An au-
thorization of one percent of GNP would be
a realistic response to the President's ad-
monition that “in the long run, the wealthy
nations cannot survive on islands of abun-
dance in a world of hunger, sickness and
despair.”

It is in our own national interest to do
everything to reduce the gap between the
richer and the poor nations by alding the
latter’s industrial development and enhanc-
ing their prosperity.

The net outflow of dollars attributable to
AID has hardly affected our balance of pay-
ments deficit and was far more than com-
pensated for by the AID program’s stimulus
to exports and jobs.

Over the years, some mistakes have heen
made in conceiving AID programs and ad-

them. Experience has to bhe
gained and errors have to be corrected. The
AID program now proposed by the President
has the advantage of two decades of experi-
ence behind it—experience under Republican
and Democratic administrations.

On this basis, the Executive Council wel-
comes the President’s proposal '“to provide
the continuity needed for sound manage-
ment” by requesting “authorizations cover-
ing two years.”

We likewise support the President in his
emphasis that “the development job is pri-
marily the responsibility of the developing
countries themselves.” AID will be increas-
ingly geared to helping nations help them-
selves.

Thus, every nation ailded by the United
States would be required to provide the ma-
jor portion of the resources required for the
development. Today, India and Turkey fi-
nance more than 76% of their development
programs from thelr own resources. Recipient
counfries would be required to show that
they are improving their own agricultural
output before they can be eligible for Amer-
ican ald.

‘We are proud of the role the AFL-CIO and
organizations like the American Institute
for Free Labor Development and the African-
American Labor Center have played in this
work and we intend that it shall be contin-
ued and expanded.

We have persistently sought to have U.S.
AID efforts geared to improving the living
standards of the people, no less than to ad-
vancing their rate of national economic
growth. In this spirit, American labor has ac-
tively championed agricultural reforms, bet-
ter working conditions, higher educational
levels, improved health and soclal projects.

The Executive Council rejects as baseless
the notion that “we glve to conquer.” We
likewise repudiate as outright slander the
contention of those who brand our country's

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

AID effort merely as “an instrument of cold
war* or “national charity.”

Between 1945-1960, our country pumped in
about $22 billion as ald to developing na-
tions. In the past 12 years, the U.S. has dis-
tributed $16.5 billion in surplus food around
the world. Our country has given thirty
times as much aid to other countries as all
the Communist nations put together. Here
is no “arrogance of power.”

America has neither sought nor acquired
a foot of foreign soil in return. The American
people can be justly proud that no other na-
tion in history has done as much for safe-
guarding and strengthening freedom and
assisting economic progress based on social
Justice.

NEED FOR LIMITED EXTENSION OF
COMMODITY EXCHANGE ACT

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that the gentleman from
Maine [Mr. HaTHAwAY] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous master.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Arkansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. HATHAWAY. Mr. Speaker, on
August 16, Assistant Secretary of Agri-
culture George L. Mehren appeared be-
fore the House Committee on Agricul-
ture to discuss in connection with H.R.
11930 the need for limited extension of
the Commodity Exchange Act to cover
deficiencies in the present regulatory
powers of the commodity exchange au-
thority. Mr. Mehren cited a few exam-
ples of practices found in the commodity
futures merkets which should be cor-
rected in the interest of the markets and
the public.

Under unanimous consent I include
in the Recorp the following two items
which appeared on the Commodity News
Service ticker on August 18:

New YorK MERCANTILE OFFICIAL REPLIES TO
MEHREN STATEMENT

New York, August 18.—Llewellyn Watts,
Jr., chairman of the board of the New York
Mercantile Exchange, wired Secretary of Agri-
culture Freeman that “Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture Mehren's statement before the
House Agriculture Committee of August 17
is so exaggerated, intemperate, and insulting
to responsible business and to Exchange offi-
clals, that the damage to this important part
of the agricultural economy is serious and
merits immediate remedial action.”

CHICAGO BOARD OF TRADE PRESIDENT TERMS
MEHREN'S STATEMENT IRRESPONSIBLE

CHICAGO, August 18.—Assistant Secretary of
Agriculture George L. Mehren yesterday, in
urging congressional approval for a commod-
ity trading bill, said, in effect that the pub-
lic's interest needed protection in dealing
with the Nation’s commodity exchanges,
where there was “documented abuses by the
score—from petty thievery, to operations of
confidence men, to swindling.”

Henry H, Wilson, president of the Chicago
Board of Trade, in commenting today on that
testimony by Mehren, sald:

“It is disturbing that Mr. Mehren in his
zeal should have used phrases which could
create in the mind of the casual reader a
grotesque misrepresentation of the functions
and practices of an institution such as the
Chicago Board of Trade and of its members.

“There is in his statement no recognition
of the service rendered daily to consumers,
producers, and processors by the remarkable
mechanies of the futures market.

“There is no recognition of the intensive
and expanded efforts at self-policing in search
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of the occasional offender and of the con-
tinuing cooperation by the exchange with
governmental authorities.

“There is reflected no awareness of the
probity and of the concern for the public’s
needs and interests exhibited constantly by
the officials and members of this institution.

“This is disturbing because Mr, Mehren is
charged with governmental responsibility in
this important area of the national economy.
Even though he obviously did not compose
his statement with the Chicago Board of
Trade in mind, by omission, at least, he has
gravely distorted the picture. And this
amounts to irresponsibility.”

Mr. Speaker, despite these rather
violent reactions by officials of two large
commodity exchanges, Mr. Mehren's
statement was moderate and supported
by faects contained in the record of some
150 documented disciplinary proceed-
ings instituted under the Commodity Ex-
change Act. Mr. Mehren carefully used
these documented cases to demonstrate
the need for regulation, not for a basis
for an attack on the usefulness of the
commodity exchanges. As Mr. Mehren
stated:

These examples are not simply horror sto-
ries. They are offered not as means of showing
how to get clipped in commodities—nor as
generalized disparagement of futures trad-
ing. They are offered to show with cold, hard,
costly and often dirty cases that regulation
is still inadequate.

Under unanimous consent I include in
the Recorp Mr. Mehren’s statement so
that Members can decide for themselves
if it deserves to be described as “exag-
gerated, intemperate and insulting to
responsible business.”

The statement follows:

STATEMENT OF GEORGE L, MEHREN, ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR MARKETING AND CONSUMER
ServICES, U.S, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Berore THE HoUse COMMITTEE ON AGRI-
CULTURE ON AUGUST 16, 1967

Mr, Chairman, members of the committee,
I am here today to urge the Congress to
amend the Commodity Exchange Act to pro-
vide the minimal authorities necessary to
assure honest, open and efficient futures
trading in regulated agricultural commodi-
ties. The Department has frequently sub-
mitted amendatory bills for this purpose.
This bill—H.R. 11930—does not include all
we have requested in earlier bills, but does
provide proper and necessary instruments to
carry out the original intent of the Con-
gress in regulating commodity trading under
conditions which prevail today.

We are requesting specific—and thus lim-
ited—authority to disapprove exchange by-
laws and rules of exchanges which are con-
trary to the Commodity Exchange Act; to
issue cease and desist orders; to require min-
imum filnancial requirements for commis-
sion merchants. We ask that four commodi-
ties, now totally unregulated, be brought
under this Act. We ask that the courts be
glven injunctive power under carefully spec-
ified requirements to halt violations in
process. We ask for several provisions in-
tended to protect customer funds held by
traders. These and other provisions are in-
tended to achleve the intent of Congress to
adequately regulate commodity markets.

We do not ask—as we did before the 8§9th
Congress—to give the Secretary authority to
designate mew commodities or to prescribe
margins or trading rules. Nor do we ask to
eliminate the Commodity Exchange Com-
mission or to define the term “manipulate.”

This statute, if unamended, will provide
an inadequate basis to govern the 17 million
transactions involving $75 billions in annual
volume now done by commodity exchanges
in regulated commodities alone. The great
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bulk of trading is done by people motivated
solely by wish for speculative profit.

I do not make this statement as a judg-
ment between good and evil. This is not my
purpose. Putures trading is neither evil nor
bereft of economic sense—although a grain
corporation president once described it as
‘like a roulette wheel with elbow, wrist and
knee control.” Neither is it a model of per-
fect, honest, fully competitive activity in the
absence of which the economy would be
crippled.

1 am not here, however, to debate the pro-
priety or usefulness of futures trading. This
point is not at issue. We seek only to close
some major, and glaring loopholes which
now render the present statute less effective
than we believe the Congress intended. But
the cold facts are that in these generally
useful and honest operations there is a long
history of manipulation, fraud, and dishon-
esty Inimical to the exchanges and to those
who use them-—and quite clearly hostile to
the interest of the public.

And I am not here to ask to limit specula-
tion. Speculation may not be evil, but
neither is it “a thing of beauty and a joy
forever” as one academician last year testl-
fled. Speculators are doing no more than
arbitraging—the nontechnical word is bet-
ting—on which of different expectations of
future prices will be right. But that is not at
issue here. Every competent person knows
what speculation is, and why it is needed.

We ask only for the minimal regulatory
instruments necessary to insure that futures
trading be honest, open and efficlent.

The regulations now prevailing have had
no adverse impact on trading. That is clear.
Trading volume has peaked at record level
for five stralght years, So, with full respect,
I say again that we are not here to argue
the general philosophy of market regula-
tlons. We are here to ask for specific, and
limited, authority to protect the public of
this nation against the continuing threat
of serlous offense to its interest.

There have been pleas that the exchanges
can and have regulated themselves. That plea
is unfounded. There are documented abuses
by the score—from petty thievery, to opera-
tions of confidence men, to swindling—like
paying a “sucker™ high and fictional “divi-
dends’” for a few weeks to encourage larger
deposits which then are embezzled.

Many such violations do not involve mar-
ket members. Many do involve market mem-
bers. One of the largest speculators in history
operated by persuading elght prominent
brokerage houses knowingly to falsify their
records in order cooperatively to conceal his
speculations. This speculator stated when
apprehended that due to “harassment and
interference” by Federal Government, he
would sell out his long grain position and
go back to Canada. He had no long position.
He had a short, a very large short position.
His threat was false, but not foolish. Its pur-
pose was to depress the market so he could
buy in his short position at a profit.

A large company once sold oat futures
heavily at Chicago with offsetting purchases
on the Winnipeg Grain Exchange. Then they
moved actual oats from Winnipeg to Chicago
to depress Chicago prices in relation to Win-
nipeg.

Abuses in spot and futures markets are
often interrelated and we need authority to
inquire into both. One prominent speculator
once lost heavily in a manipulative attempt
partly financed by warehouse receipts on
soybeans—yet the elevators were empty when
his creditors tried to redeem the receipts.

Thus where cash trading is merely an ad-
junet to futures operations, it too should be
observed. Cash handling has in fact been used
to protect and promote large manipulative
and speculative futures activities instead of
using futures to protect actual commodity
transactions.

I cannot believe in this regard that the
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DeAngelis scandal—a $150 million swindle—
can be distorted to prove there is no need
for further regulation; that harassment and
interference must be avolded, and that this
tfrade can, does, and always will regulate
itself. The New York Stock Exchange—whose
member firms contributed some $12 million
to prevent loss to the customers of one mem-
ber firm—is not quite so plous. It imposes
and enforces special requirements on mem-
bers who also deal in commodity futures.

These examples are not simply horror
stories. They are offered not as a means of
showing how to get clipped in commodities—
nor as a generalized disparagement of futures
trading. They are offered to show with cold,
hard, costly, and often dirty cases that regu-
lation is still inadeqguate.

We propose no regulations that will impair
tHe market liquidity necessary both to hedg-
ing and price determination, But neither of
these functions is served by massive specula-
tion in which powerful interests slug it out
to make the market go the way that best
will serve their own speculative positions.

We know that a balance must be struck
in regulation to contain erratic or artificial
price gyrations, yet not to dry up trading so
as to limit efficient hedging. Pleas that the
provisions of this bill would dry up trading,
or commissions, are unfounded.

Some exchanges have long had business
conduct committees intended to assure fi-
nancial integrity and prevent abuses, As in
all trading, longs and shorts compete. Ac-
cordingly, the CEA and exchanges—a fact
that is also of record—have generally func-
tioned by persuasion, not force. There were
predictions in 1922, 1936, and at every other
attempt by the Department to plug open
holes that these somehow “sinister” efforts
would destroy these markets. The Committee
knows that trading today is at its highest
volume in history.

CEA has operated responsibly, soberly—
even cautiously—and wherever it could, in
cooperation with those exchanges that have
and actually enforce rules of conduct and
standards of responsibility, The courts gen-
erally have shared the view of CEA that
market power can be used to manipulate
price, to cheat, defraud and impair the ef-
ficlency of a market which cannot be con-
sldered the private domain of those who are
members. Every American has a direct stake
in the honesty, the efficiency and the com-
petitive natures of these activities.

INCLUSION OF UNREGULATED COMMODITIES

There often is heavy if sporadic trading
in coffee, sugar, livestock, and livestock prod-
ucts now utterly unregulated or even ob-
served. Regulation has been and is needed.
About coffee, the Federal Trade Commission
reported in 1954 that “Sudden and un-
reasonable price fluctuations intrinsie in a
‘thin’ market are amplified by the failure
of the New York Coffee and Sugar Exchange
to institute proper safeguards followed by
regulated exchanges and to prevent trading
abuses and irregularities.” The Commission
also stated, “Furthermore, the New TYork
Coffee and Sugar Exchange has falled ade-
quately to police its members and enforce
established trading rules and procedures.,.”

The Department of Agriculture reported
after study that excessive and totally un-
regulated speculation in sugar futures
stimulated the price explosions of 1963. The
Subcommittee on Consumer Affairs of the
House Committee on Banking and Currency
also studied the sugar situation, Mrs. Leonor
E. Sullivan, the Subcommittee Chairman,
later testified her Committee found “a great
deal of important information to show that
trading in sugar on this exchange (the New
York Coffee and Sugar Exchange) should be
brought into regulation.” Mrs. Sullivan also
testified that “frantic buying and selling of
futures by amateurs not connected in any
way with the trade—coupled with a tre-
mendous amount of speculation, also, as
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well as hedging by regular traders—caused
chaos in the marketing of these commodities
(coffee and sugar)—resulting in wild swings
in prices which were reflected in quick order
in much higher consumer prices. Both of
these episodes (the coffee market in 1953 and
1954 and the sugar market in 1963) could
have been prevented, or at least sharply con-
tained, by effective Federal regulation.”

Traders and exchanges have argued, in
thelr own self-interest, that imported com-
modities should not be regulated—and can-
not be. Both are major items of commerce
and consumption. Sixty percent of our sugar
is domestic and the rest is imported under
Federal program. Nearly all of our coffee is
imported, but it is & major item of commerce
and consumption in this country. There is
nothing inherent in these two markets that
would preclude effective regulation of non-
competitive or dishonest activities.

Contracts for pork bellies—as one livestock
product—spiralled from 400 contracts in 1961
to 727,000 in 1966, and now run about 950,000
to 1,000,000 contracts per year. Of 72 trading
days in 1965, price fluctuation limits were hit
on 21 days. Of 20 trading days, November 22
through December 20, 1065, limits were hit
on 12 days. On 7 trading days between
December 6 and December 14, the market hit
the top limit the first three days, the bottom
the next two days, and the top again on the
last two days. These are violent fluctuations
not often seen, and are generated by specu-
lation alone. On December 17, 1965, there
were 3,121 speculators trading frozen pork
bellies and only 68 hedgers. Speculators held
some 12,000 long contracts and 13,000 short
contracts. Hedges totaled only 2,000 long and
1,000 short contracts. This was no hedging
market. Two percent of the traders were
hedgers. Ninety-eight percent were specu-
lators.

CEA has no authority over livestock prod-
ucts, and the trade knows this. Yet a large
part of the complaints sent to CEA involve
these products. We can do nothing about
them,

The need for stability and fair, open and
honest practice is no different for these four
commoditles than for any others. Regulation
would not limit activity that is legitimate;
witness the volume of trade in regulated
commodities.

PROTECTION OF CUSTOMERS

Many customers trading in regulated com-
modities entrust funds and orders to a
brokerage firm registered, he believes, to be
reputable and responsible, and to have met
statutory standards of financial gecurity as
a condition of registration.

This is not true. '

The Act says nothing about an applicant’s
fitness or his solvency, We are required to
register people who are insolvent, or who are
crooks, provided they pay the registration fee.
The Act sets no financial requirements for
the registrant, This deficlency of the present
Act opens the gates wide for persons inade-
quately financed, and even confldence men,
to obtaln Federal brokerage licenses and
handle customer’s funds and trades.

A few years ago a Las Vegas, Nevada,
resident, operating under varlous assumed
names and who had been charged both with
operating a “bookie” establishment and with
grand theft, registered as a futures commis-
sion merchant, At the same time, he applied
for and obtained membership in a leading
commodity exchange under one of his as-
sumed names, Shortly thereafter he de-
frauded his commodity customers under
pretense of making profits In nonexistent
future trades and lost the customers’ funds
in trading for his own account in unregu-
lated sugar futures. He hurriedly left the
‘country and for several years was a fugitive
from justice. Recently he was apprehended.
He is now serving a term in a Federal peni-
tentiary—which 1s small consolation to the



23652

customers who lost approximately $60,000 in
the brief operation of his firm.

More recently, a corporation without assets
applied for registration as a futures commis-
sion merchant. It was reglstered by CEA
mainly because we had no authority to deny
the application, It filed a financial statement
showing substantial cash in the bank and an
equivalent amount in capital and surplus.
It appears that the financial statement was
false. This firm also obtained membership on
a leading exchange. It went bankrupt as a
result of the firm's activities. The customers
of the firm will lose more than $22,000 be-
cause the firm diverted customers’ funds to
finance the general operations of the busi-
ness, The corporation and its principal
officers have been indicted by a Federal grand
jury and are currently awaiting trial,

In the public interest, neither of the firms
should have been registered and permitted to
handle customers’ trades.

The proposed bill would give the Secretary
of Agriculture the authority to deny—under
careful requirements of due process—regis-
tration to persons of this character who are
unfit to engage in the brokerage business. It
would also give the Secretary authority to
establish minimum financial standards
which would help to insure that firms
handling customers’ trades and funds are
adequately financed for this purpose.

There are other situations in which a regils-
trant is completely honest, but just does not
have adequate financial resources to operate
as a futures commission merchant, A one or
two day rise or drop in a market, and a
single customer's failure to supply margin
requirements, can seriously jeopardize the
funds of other customers of the firm. For
example, a Chicago reglstrant recently filed a
statement showing total assets of approxi-
mately $440. It did not include any cash in
bank or on hand. In another example, a New
York firm had total assets of $450, almost
half of which was machinery and fixtures.
The danger of loss of customers’ funds under
these conditions is abundantly clear.

INJUNCTIVE POWER

Many of these documented abuses—and
virtually every market Investigation ever
made discloses violations—also manifests the
need for Injunctive power. This is the most
vital of the amendments we are submitting
for your consideration. It would enable the
Secretary to move in a timely fashion, under
stringent conditions of law and equity, to
terminate violations. Now we must undertake
protracted administrative or criminal pro-
ceedings before a final order can be issued
or a conviction obtained. Often Irreparable
damage is done, especially where continued
fraud or manipulation is occurring. We can
cite cases, large and small.

If injunctive authority were granted under
the Commodity Exchange Act, a Federal court
would have the power—Iif a satisfactory show-
ing were made—to enter a temporary re-
straining order or preliminary injunction to
put an immediate stop to the violation.

This provision would carry ample safe-
guards for the public. First, the Secretary
would have to determine that a violation is
occurring. He would then have to convince
the Attorney General who, in turn, would
have to go into Federal court and convince
a judge. The American judicial system pro-
vides full and effective safeguards in the use
of injunctive power. The use of Injunctions
has been commonplace with regulatory agen-
cles for many years. There 1s no basis to fear
that it would be, or in fact could be, abused
in commodity market regulation.

Nor are there special attributes of com-
modity traders or markets which give them
license not given to others for continued
violations. The volatility and fast action in
these markets do not endow them with
unigue status, but in fact argue with unique
logic that prompt corrective measures should
be available.
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One example of the need for injunctive
authority occurred late in 1963. A new com-
pany was organized in New York and regis-
tered as a futures commission merchant to
handle customers' trades in regulated com-
modities. The firm did not hold a member-
ship in any exchange. It had no apparent
source of lncome. It was later learned that
the firm was being financed by *“under the
table” kickbacks from two firms which were
exchange members® and through which its
trades were cleared. The company’'s three
major officers had been associated with An-
thony DeAngelis prior to his bankruptey in
November 1863 in the so-called “salad oil
scandal”. Two of the firm’s salesmen were
former securities broker-dealers whose regis-
trations had been revoked. They had pleaded
guilty to securities fraud in another case and
were awaiting sentence, and also were named
in a land fraud case the previous year.

In view of the individuals involved in the
firm, the CEA placed it under close observa-
tion. Numerous violations of the law were
found including the over-trading or “churn-
ing” of customers’ accounts. It was found
that the secretary-treasurer of the company
actually controlled the trading in 44 cus-
tomers’ accounts through powers of attorney
issued to him or to other officers or employees
of the firm. The practice was to get these cus-
tomers into and out of the market as rapidly
as possible in order to build up commissions
for the firm. During an eight-month period,
the 44 customers who had a net investment
of #55,300 were charged a total of $43,600
in commissions. In one month the total com-
missions were 150 percent of the average
daily equity in these accounts.

It was obvious that the customers were
being systematically defrauded, but we had
no authority to require the company to stop
this type of trading or to discontinue han-
dling customers’ accounts, The CEA took the
only course of action open. It developed evi-
dence to support administrative and criminal
action against the company and its prinei-
pals. Through an administrative complaint,
the firm and two of its officers have been
denied trading privileges on contract mar-
kets for long periods of time. One officer and
three employees pleaded guilty to criminal
charges. Two have been sentenced and two
are awaiting sentence. A criminal indictment
against another officer is pending.

Effective action ultimately was taken. But
the company, of necessity, was permitted to
continue operation and to handle customers’
accounts long after it became apparent that
it was defrauding its customers. If the Sec~
retary of Agriculture had had the authority
to go into the courts through the Attorney
General to seek an injunction as provided by
the proposed legislation, in all probability
the illegal activities of the company could
have been stopped and customers’ losses sub-
stantially reduced. Again, there appears to be
no reason for people dealing in commodity
futures to enjoy special license to defraud
or to violate the law free of restraint.

WILLFUL AIDING OR ABETTING VIOLATION

There seems no argument at all against
finding that a person who wilifully aids or
abets another person in violation of the Act
should also be prosecuted. It has been argued
that some attributes—generally undefined—
of futures trading prevalil here also. We dis-
agree unequivocally.

CEASE AND DESIST ORDERS

We ask for cease and desist orders because
we feel the penalties now provided by the
Act are too severe for certain types of minor
violations, Cease and desist authority would
permit the Secretary to stop minor viola-
tions without imposing a penalty which
could put some firms or individuals out of
business. For example, suspending the reg-
istration of a large brokerage firm would
mean closing its regulated commodity busi-
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ness for the period of the suspension. Ob-
viously, this would be too severe a penalty
if the violation had been minor. The pro-
posal actually is a relaxation of the present
penalty provisions of the law. Ample protec-
tion would be afforded all parties since the
provision would require that the respondent
be given an opportunity for a hearing on
the charges and an opportunity to appeal
the Secretary's decision to the courts.

CHEATING AND FRAUD

The cheating and fraud provisions of the
Act now apply only to members of contract
markets, their employees, correspondents or
agents. We ask that this provision be ex-
tended to cover all persons who handle cus-
tomers’ orders or funds. There is need for
this change. As an example, in Chicago, a
man who was neither an exchange member
nor associated with any exchange member,
established a company to handle commodity
futures trading for others. His advertising
material spoke of “a new concept in account
supervision” through which an aglle trader
could reap sizeable profits in the futures
market, Some 40 persons opened accounts
and gave the firm or its president authority
to make futures trades for them. The presi-
dent traded both for his customers and for
his own account, After the trades were made,
he would put the “good" trades in his own
account and the “poor” trades in the ac-
counts of his customers. In five weeks he
made a profit of about $4,600 while the cus-
tomers lost approximately $26,000.

This was a clear case of cheating custom-
ers. However, since neither the company nor
its president was a member of an exchange or
& correspondent, agent, or employee of a
member, we had no jurisdiction under the
Commodity Exchange Act and no charges
could be brought against the management
company or its president. The proposed legis-
lation would correct this situation and give
customers who deal in commeodity futures
ridt.h nonmembers the full protection of the
aw.

OFFENSES AND SANCTIONS

Classifying embezzlement and certain
other serious offenses as felonies rather than
misdemeanors is a needed change. The Las
Vegas and California cases described above
are excellent examples of kituations which
would be covered by the proposed amend-
ment. Embezzlement resulting in major
losses to customers should not be brushed off
as a minor violation. Heavier penalties for
these specific violations would be an effective
deterrent to would-be violators.

REPORTS AND RECORDS

Members of a contract market must now
keep a record of cash or spot transactions
made only on the market. The bill would
require record of cash or spot transactions
made subject to the rules of the exchange,
even though not physically made on the ex-
change. It would also require persons holding
positions of a reportable size in commodities
to keep a record of all cash or spot trans-
actions and inventories in those commodi-
ties. Cash or spot and futures operations in
the futures market are often so interrelated
that it is almost impossible to determine
whether violations have occurred without
investigating both types of operations. The
absence of adequate records regarding cash
or spot transactions makes it difficult for the
Department to investigate alleged or sus-
pected violations, or to determine whether
futures positions reported as hedges actually
qualify as such. The bill seeks to correct this
deficiency.

SUBSTANTIAL EVIDENCE

The Commodity Exchange Act provides
that certain administrative actions shall be
sustained upon judicial review if
by the “welght of the evidence.” This is not
the standard usually provided in regulatory
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statutes. It ralses question as to the proper
scope of review. The proposed legislation
would provide that the administrative action
would be sustained if supported by “sub-
stantial evidence on the record considered
as a whole.” Most of the existing provisions
for judicial review of administrative actions
under regulatory statutes specify “substan-
tial evidence” as the standard. Such provi-
sions are applicable to administrative actions
of many officlals, including the Secretary of
the Treasury, the Secretary of Health, Educa-
tion, and Welfare, the Securities and Ex-
change Commission, the Federal Trade Com=-
mission, the Interstate Commerce Commis-
sion, the Federal Communications Commis-
sion, the Federal Power Commission, the
Federal Reserve Board, the Civil Aeronau-
tics Board, and the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration.
BYLAWS AND RULES

The proposal would give the Secretary au-
thority to disapprove bylaws and rules of
contract markets relating to terms of con-
tracts or other trading requirements. He
must find that such rules or bylaws violate
or will violate any provision of the Act, or the
regulations or orders of the Secretary issued
pursuant to the Act. It seems obvious that
when there is a conflict between an exchange
rule and the law, or regulations, or orders
issued pursuant to authority granted by the
law, the exchange rule should be revoked or
so0 changed as to bring it into compliance.

The proposal would also require exchanges
to enforce all of their bylaws and rules which
relate to contract terms and other trading
requirements. At first glance, a provision of
this type would seem redundant. When an
exchange adopts a bylaw or rule, it is logical
to expect enforcement, especially in light of
the plea of self-regulation. In a number of
instances, however, exchanges are extremely
lax in enforecing Important trading rules.

For example, regulations of the Act pro-
hibit the matching of buying and selling
orders of different customers unless this is
done under an established procdure set forth
in an exchange rule. A number of exchanges
have adopted such a rule, designed to pro-
tect the customers in such situations.

A recent CEA trade practice investigation
revealed the absence of enforcement. Al-
though the exchange in question had a rule
of this type, and there was a considerable
amount of matching customers’ orders, it
was not enforced. For that matter, neither
the exchange officials nor the employees who
were charged with supervision and approval
of the trades under the rule were even aware
of the provisions of the rule. This kind of
“self-regulation” cannot assure honest, open,
and efficlent trading.

CUSTOMERS' FUNDS

Under the proposal, futures commission
merchants would no longer be permitted to
invest customers’ funds in “investment secu-
rities,” as defined in Section 5136 of the Re-
vised Statutes, as amended, or to lend cus-
tomers' funds on the collateral of warehouse
receipts. The provision for investment in
“investment securities" is difficult for com-
mission merchants to interpret, and we have
found instances in which firms have inad-
vertently violated the law by investing cus-
tomers’ funds in securities which were not
approved for this purpose. The Department
has also encountered difficulty in administer-
ing this provision and feels that it is un-
necessary because investment of customers’
funds would still be permitted in Federal,
State or other governmental securities. So
far as we know, the provision for loaning
customers’ funds on the collateral of ware-
house receipts has never been used. It does,
however, create a potential danger. It is
obvious that if customers’ funds had been
loaned by a futures commission merchant
on the collateral of the false warehouse re-
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ceipts issued by Anthony DeAngells during
the “salad oil scandal,” the customers' funds
would have been lost.

BOOKS AND RECORDS

The law now requires a contract market
to permit representatives of the Department
of Agriculture or the Department of Justice
to examine the books, records, minutes and
journals of proceedings of the market, its
governing board and all committees. The
proposed legislation would merely require
that these books and records be kept in a
manner that will clearly describe all matters
discussed and action taken by the market
or its various committees.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Presently, futures commission merchants
are required by the Act to segregate cus-
tomers’ funds in separate accounts. However,
the Act does not specify how such funds are
to be handled by banks and clearing associ-
atlons which serve as depositories for the
funds, Under the proposed legislation, de-
positories would be prohibited from treating
the funds as belonging to the futures com-
mission merchant or any person other than
the customers, and would thus be prevented
from using such funds to offset any labili-
tles of the futures commission merchant,

The bill would make it a violation of the
Act for anyone against whom an order deny-
ing trading privileges has been issued to in
any manner exercise such privileges during
the effective period of such order. Hereto-
fore, the restraint was only on persons ex-

‘tending the privileges without any affirma-

tive restraint on the person agalnst whom
the order was issued.

Under the bill, all persons executing or-
ders for others would be required to be reg-
istered as floor brokers. At present, certain
traders who trade actively for their own ac-
counts can also fill orders for others without
being subjected to the provisions covering
registered floor brokers.

Instances of unfortunate activity in the
futures market which have been mentioned
are carefully documented, along with many
others of the same type.

SUMMARY

We have sought to exclude lssues not rel-
evant to consideration of this bill. We have
stated:

(1) the provisions we see as minimal ne-
cessities under present conditions to assure
that we meet the intent of the Congress
expressed earlier;

(2) why these amendments are needed;
and

(3) specific examples of abuses now prev-
alent that could be mitigated or eliminated
through these amendments.

My colleagues and I will be happy to an-
swer any questions directed to us by the
Committee.

We thank you for this opportunity to
present this statement to you.

Mr. Speaker, such sensitivity to a sug-
gestion for improvement, enhancing the
dignity and usefulness of the markets is
probably only the routine resistance to
any extension of regulatory procedure.
It is not a new attitude. In 1922 when
the first legislation affecting the grain
futures markets was enacted, predictions
were made that the markets would be
ruined. Similar objections were voiced
in 1936 when the law was substantially
strengthened. Despite these dire predie-
tions the futures markets, after 45 years
of regulation, have enjoyed steadily in-
creasing prosperity with a current vol-
ume of some $75 billion per year.

Improvements brought about by regu-
lation, such as daily disclosures of volume
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of trading and open contracts, safe-
guarding of customers’ funds, and curb-
ing unduly large operations by powerful
speculators are now accepted by respon-
sible persons in the trade as being in the
public interest and of benefit to the mar-
kets. In light of the history of 45 years of
regulation, it might have been hoped that
this time the exchanges officials would
have welcomed the present conservative
and moderate proposals and cooperated
in their speedy enactment.

Despite the present expressions of
adamant resistance, it safely may be pre-
dicted that if H.R. 11930 is enacted, such
further steps toward bet.er market prac-
tices as more expeditious handling of
law violations, realistically severe pen-
alties for serious criminal offenses, and
the establishment of adequate financial
requirements for all commodity broker-
age concerns doing business for the pub-
lic, will also be accepted and recognized
as beneficial to the markets and to all
who use them.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following tie legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Porr (at the request of Mr. WaT-
son), for 15 minutes today, to revise and
extend his remarks and include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. FeicHAN (at the request of Mr.
Pryor), for 10 minutes today, to revise
and extend his remarks and include ex-
traneous matter.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consenf, permission to
extend remarks in the CoONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks
was granted to:

Mr. Manon (at the request of the Mr.
Evins of Tennessee) to revise and extend
his remarks during debate on the NASA
appropriation bill, and to include tables
and extraneous matter.

The following Members (at the request
of Mr. Pryor) and to include extraneous
matter:

Mr. PICKLE.

Mr. GARMATZ.

Mr. TAYLOR.

The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. Warson) and to include
extraneous matter:

Mr. HARSHA.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED

Bills of the Senate of the following
titles were taken from the Speaker's
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

8.304. An act relating to the Indian re-
volving loan fund and the Indian heirship
land problem; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

5.778. An act to provide for the establish-
ment of the Apostle Islands National Lake-
shore In the State of Wisconsin, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs.

8. 1727. An act to authorize the consolida-
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tion and use of funds arlsing from judgments
in favor of the Apache Tribe of the Mescalero
Reservation and of each of its copstituent
groups; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

5.1938. An act to provide for the disposi-
tion of judgment funds now on deposit to
the credit of the Cheyenne-Arapaho Tribes
- of Oklahoma; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled bills of the House of the
following titles, which were thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.2531. An act to provide for the dispo-
sition of the unclaimed and unpaid share
of the Loyal Creek Judgment Fund, and to
provide for disposition of estates of intestate
members of the Creek Nation of Oklahoma
or estates of members of the Creek Nation of
Oklahoma dying without heirs.

H.R.4809. An act for the relief of Mrs.
‘Willifred S. Shirley.

H.R.5967. An act for the relief of Albert
P. Morell.

H.R.6452. An act for the relief of John
E. Coplin.

H.R.7362. An act to asuthorize the Secre-
tary of the Interior to acquire certain prop-
erties within the Colonial National Historieal
Park, in Yorktown, Va., and for other pur-
poses.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr, BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills
of the House of the following titles:

H.R.1282. To provide for the withdrawal
of wine from bonded wine cellars without
payment of tax when rendered unfit for
beverage use, and for other purposes;

H.R.2470. To provide for the free entry
of certaln sclentific instruments and appa-
ratus for the wuse of Tufts University,
Mount Holyoke College, and the Massachu-
setts Divislon of the American Cancer So-
clety; ¢

H.R. 2631. To provide for the disposition
of the unclalmed and unpaid share of the
Loyal Creek Judgment Fund, and to provide
for disposition of estates of intestate mem-
bers of the Creek Nation of Oklahoma or
estates of members of the Creek Nation of
Oklahoma dying without heirs;

H.R. 4800. For the relief of Mrs. Willifred
8. Shirley;

. H:.R.5967. For the Trelief of Albert P.
Morell;

H.R. 6056. To amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954 to provide rules relating to the
deduction for personal exemptions for chil-
dren of parents who are divorced or sep-
arated;

H.R. 6452. For the relief of John E. Coplin;

H.R.7362. To authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to acquire certain properties
within the Colonial National Historical Park,
in ¥orktown, Va., and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. Speaker, I move that
the House do now adjourn.
The motion was agreed to; aceordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 7 m!mlta; pm.), the
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House adjourned wuntil tomorrow,
Wednesday, August 23, 1967, at 12
o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1012. A letter from the Secretary of Labor,
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation
to remove the present limitation on the
amount authorized to be appropriated for
the work of the President's Committee on
Employment of the Handicapped, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Educa~-
tion and Labor.

1013. A letter from the Secretary of the Air
Force, transmitting a report of claims paid
during fiscal year 1967, pursuant to the pro-
visions of 10 U.S.C. 2732 and the Military
Personnel and Civilian Employees’ Claims
Act of 1964, as amended; to the Oommlttee
on the Judiciary.

1014, A letter from the Chairman, US.
Atomic Energy Commission, transmitting a
draft of proposed legislation to amend the
Euratom <Cooperation Act of 1958, as
amended; to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. POAGE: Commlittee on Agriculture.
B. 16567. An act to extend for 1 year the au-
thority of the Secretary of Agriculture to
make indemnity payments to dairy farmers
who are directed to remove their milk from
commercial markets because 1t contains
residues of chemicals registered and approved
for use by the Federal Government (Rept. No.
574). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Unlon.

Mr. POAGE: Committee on Agriculture.
H.R. 10673. A bill to amend title III of the
Packers and BStockyards Act of 1921, as
amended (Rept. No. 575). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. MATSUNAGA: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 913, Resolution providing
for the consideration of H.R. 10409, a bill to
amend the authorizing legislation of the
Small Business Administration, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 576). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr. PEPPER: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 838. Resolution authorizing the
Committee on the Judiciary to conduct
studies and investigations relating to certain
matters within its jurisdiction (Rept. No.
577) . Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiclary.
Report on the Intergovernmental Committee
for European Migration (ICEM) (Rept. No.
b578). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MESKILL: Committee on the Judiei-
ary. 8. 117. An act for the relief of Martha
Blankenship (Rept. No. 579). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
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ciary. 8. 163. An act for the relief of CWO
Charles M. Bickart, U.S. Marine Corps
(retired) (Rept. No. 580). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr, SMITH of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. 8. 477. An act for the relief
of the widow of Albert M. Pepoon (Rept No.
581). Referred to the Committee of the
‘Whole House.

Mr. TENZER: Committee on the Judiciary,
8. 658. An act for the relief of Capt. Robert
C. Crisp, US. Air Force; with amendment
(Rept. No. 582). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. H.ER. 1884. A bill for the relief
of Virgile Posfay (Rept. No. 583). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. HR. 1863. A bill for the relief
of employees of General Services Administra-
tion; with amendment (Rept. No. &§84).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. HUNGATE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 3498. A bill for the relief of D. M.
Dew & Sons, Ine., and Dewey Campbell
(Rept. No. 585). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. SMITH of New York: Committee on
the Judiciary. H.R. 5199. A bill for the relief
of James E. Denman; with amendment
(Rept. 586). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House,

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 5233. A bill for the relief of Mrs,
Sophile Michalowska (Rept. No. 587). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. TENZER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 6325. A bill for the relief of 2d Lt. Allan
L. Schooler; with amendment (Rept. No.
588). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 8088. A bill for the relief of Wil-
lard Herndon Rusk (Rept. No. 589). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. MESKILL: Committee on the Judiei-
ary. H.R. 10656. A bill for the relief of Arthur
Anderson (Rept. No. 590). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. House Resolution 508. Resolution to
refer the bill, HR. 1734, entitled “A bill for
the relief of Frances von Wedel” to the chief
commissioner of the Court of Claims in ac-
cordance with sections 1492 and 2509 of title
28, United States Code ,Rept. No. 591). Re-
ferred to the Committee on the Whole House.

Mr. HUNGATE: Committee on the Judici-
ary. House Resolution 493. Resolution to
refer the bill (H.R. 8326) entitled “A bill for
the relief of Dr. Abraham Ruchwarger” to the
chief commissioner of the Court of Claims
pursuant to sections 1492 and 2509 of title 28,
United States Code (Rept. No. 582). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ANNUNZIO:

H.R. 12504. A bill to guarantee productive
employment opportunities for those who are
unemployed or underemployed; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R. 12505. A bill to provide that a District
of Columbia publie school teacher may retire
on a full annuity at age 56 after 80 years
of service or at age 60 after 20 years of serv-
ice, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. DOWDY:
H.R.12506. A bill to authorize the Com-
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missioners of the District of Columbia to
fix and collect rents for the occupancy of
space in, on, under, or over the streets of
the District of Columbila, to authorize the
closing of unused or unsafe vaults under said
streets and the correction of dangerous con-
ditions of vaults in or vault openings on
public space, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

H.R. 12607. A bill to authorize the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia to
lease airspace above and below Ifreeway
rights-of-way within the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

H.R.12508. A bill to authorize the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia to
enter into leases for the rental of, or to use
or permit the use of, public space in, on, over,
and under the streets and alleys under their
jurisdiction, other than freeways, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
District of Columbia.

By Mr, HALPERN:

H.R. 12609. A bill to amend the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, so as to
provide for the establishment of a White
Fleet designed to give assistance and aid on
a continuing basis to people of other nations
for the purpose of combating hunger or
disease of a persistent nature, and to render
emergency assistance In the event of na-
tional disaster; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. HOLIFIELD (for himself, Mr.
Brarnix, Mr, REvuss, Mr. ROSENTHAL,
Mr. ERLENBORN, Mr. Epwarps of Ala-
bama, Mr. HORTON) :

H.R. 12610. A bill to establish a Commis-
slon on Government Procurement; to the
Committee on Government Operations,

By Mr. LANGEN:

H.R. 12611. A bill to amend the income
limitation provisions applicable to veterans
and widows of veterans receiving non-serv-
jce-connected disability pensions under
chapter 156 of title 38, United States Code;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. PUCINSEI:

H.R. 12512, A bill relative to age diserim-
ination in employment; to the Committee
on Education and Labor.

By Mr. QUILLEN:

H.R. 12513. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of the Interlor to convey to the State
of Tennessee certailn lands within Great
Smoky Mountains National Park and cer-
tain lands comprising the Gatlinburg Spur
of the Foothills Parkway, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interlor and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. ROONEY of Pennsylvania:

HR. 12514. A bill to provide for uniform
annual observances of certain national holi-
days on Mondays; to the Commitiee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. VIGORITO:

HR. 12615. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DERWINSEI:

H.R. 12516. A bill to provide that the nu-
clear accelerator to be constructed at Weston,
111, shall be named the Enrico Fermi Nu-
clear Accelerator in memory of the late Dr.
Enrico Fermi; to the Joint Committee on
Atomic Energy.

H.R. 12517. A bill to provide for the control
or elimination of the alewife and other such
pests in the waters of the Great Lakes; to
the Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

HR. 12518. A bill to facllitate the entry
into the United States of aliens who are
brothers or sisters of U.S. citizens and for
other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judieclary.
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By Mr. EDWARDS of California:

H.R. 12519. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, t0 provide certain malling
privileges with respect to first-class letter
mail sent by certain persons to members of
the U.S. Armed Forces in combat areas over-
seas, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R. 12520. A bill to amend the Commu-
nications Act of 1934 by extending and im-
proving the provisions thereof relating to
grants for construction of educational tele-
vision broadcasting facilities, by authorizing
assistance in the construction of noncom-
mercial educational radlo broadcasting facil-
ities, by establishing a nonprofit corporation
to assist in establishing innovative educa-
tional programs, to facilitate educational
program availability, and to aid the opera-
tlon of educational broadcasting facilities;
and to authorize a comprehensive study of
instructional television; and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. HOWARD:

H.R. 12521. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate the per-
centage depletion method for determining
the deduction for depletion of oil and gas
wells; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUNT:

HR. 12522. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. MAY:

H.R. 12523. A bill to amend the Tariff
Schedules of the Unlted States with respect
to the rate of duty on honey and honey
products and to impose import limitations
on honey and honey products; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MURPHY of New York:

H.R.12624. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. RESNICK:

H.R.126256. A bill to regulate imports of
milk and dalry products, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WALKER:

H.R.12526. A bill to amend the Economic
Opportunity Act of 1964 to encourage the
adoption of legal service programs which per~
mit maximum opportunity for clients to
freely choose their own attorneys; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. WALEER (for himself and Mr.
MORRIS) :

H.R.12527. A bill to authorize the con-
solidation and use of funds arising from
judgments in favor of the Apache Tribe of
the Mescalero Reservation and of each of its
constituent groups; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BOGGS:

HR. 12628. A bill to provide more effec-
tively for the regulation of the use of, and
for the preservation of safety and order
within, the U.S. Capitol buildings and the
U.8. Capitol Grounds; to the Committee on
Public Works.

By Mr. DULSEKI:

HR. 12529. A bill to provide training op-
portunities for persons employed in the
legislative branch of the Government; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. HORTON:

H.R. 12630. A bill to repeal section 1523
of title 10 of the United States Code, relating
to the effect of posthumous commissions and
warrants; to the Committee on Armed
Bervices.

By Mr. KING of New York:

H.R. 12531. A blll to amend title 18 of
the United States Code to authorize certain
communications to be intercepted in com-
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pliance with State law, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. KUPFERMAN:

HR. 12532. A bill to amend the Foreign
Assistance Act of 1961 to restrict the train-
ing of certain foreign nationals under that
act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. RUPPE:

H.R. 12533. A bill to amend the tariff sched-
ules of the United States with respect to the
rate of duty on honey and honey products
and to impose import limitations on honey
and honey products; to the Committee on
Ways and Means,

By Mr. TAYLOR:

H.R.12534. A Dbill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to eliminate the per-
centage depletion method for determining
the deduction for depletion of oil and gas
wells; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. UTT:

HR.12535. A bill to amend the act of
October 19, 1949, entitled “An act to assist
States in collecting sales and use taxes on
cigarettes,” so as to control all types of i1-
legal transportation of cigarettes; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BOB WILSON:

H.R. 12536. A bill to establish an effective
date for the provisions of Public Law 87-140;
to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Mr. BLATNIK : .

H.R.12537. A bill to provide for orderly
trade in textile articles; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DANIELS:

H.J. Res. 801. Joint resolution creating a
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to
the Committee on Rules.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H.J. Res. 802. Joint resolution creating a
Joint Committee To Investigate Crime; to the
Committee on Rules,

By Mr. NELSEN:

H, Res. 914. Resolution requesting the De-
partment of Defense to use butter in its
rations; to the Commiftee on Armed
Services.

By Mr. UDALL:

H. Res, 915. Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives to set aside
a portion of the gallery for the use of scholars
engaged in studies of the House of Repre-
sentatives; to the Committee on Rules,

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

282, By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the
Legislature of the State of California, rela-
tive to a plant for the production of a fish
protein concentrate; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

283. Also, memorial of the Legislature of
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, relative
to registration and regulation of firearms;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

PRIVATE BILS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. BELL:

H.R.12538. A bill for the relief of Gabriel
Nunoz-Amezguita (also known as Tony Ruiz
Castro); to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. JACOBS:

H.R. 12539. A bill to confer jurisdiction on

the U.8. Court of Claims to hear, determine,

and render judgment on the claim of the
Wasson Coal Mining Corp. against the United

States; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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