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By Mr. WILLIAMS of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 8805. A bill to repeal the authority for
the current wheat and feed grain programs
and to authorize programs that will permit
the market system to work more effectively
for wheat and feed grains, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois:

H.J. Res. 515. Joint resolution requesting
the Department of Defense to use butter in
its rations; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices.

By Mr. FRIEDEL:

H.J. Res.516. Joint resolution to amend
the joint resolution of March 25, 1953, relat-
ing to electrical and mechanical office equip-
ment for the use of Members, officers, and
committees of the House of Representatives,
and to remove specific limitations on electric
typewriters furnished to Members; to the
Committee on House Administration.

By Mr. HORTON:

H.J. Res. 517. Joint resolution authorizing
and requesting the President of the United
States to Issue annually a proclamation
designating June as “Amyotrophic Lateral
Sclerosis Month"”; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. McFALL:

H.J. Res. 518. Joint resolution requesting
the Department of Defense to use butter in
;.ts rations; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ces.

By Mr. REINECKE:

H.J. Res. 519. Joint resolution to create a
Joint congressional committee to study and
report on problems relating to industrywide
collective bargaining and Industrywide
strikes and lockouts; to the Committee on
Rules.

By Mr. ASHMORE:

H. Con. Res. 317. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress with re-
spect to the United Nations sanctions against
Rhodesla; to the Committee on Forelgn Af-
fairs.

By Mr. COLMER:

H. Res. 441, Resolution amending the Rules
of the House of Representatives relating to
germaneness; to the Committee on Rules.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT,

148. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Colorado,
relative to amending the Highway Beautifica-
tion Act of 1965, which was referred to the
Committee on Public Works.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. ADDABBO:

H.R.8806. A bill for the relief of Dr. Henry

B. Bo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BRASCO:

H.R. BB0T. A bill for the relief of Girolamo

Scardino; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. FASCELL:

H.R.8808. A bill to permit the vessel Defi-
ant to be documented for use in the fisheries
and coastwise trade; to the Committee on
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. FISHER:

H.R. 8809. A bill for the relief of Maj. Hol-
lis O. Hall; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. GUDE:

H.R.8810. A bill for the relief of Young
Ewon Chun and Dong Seung Chun; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. HUTCHINSON:

HR.8811. A bill for the relief of Cornelis

de Geus; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr, LONG of Maryland:

H.R.B812. A bill for the relief of Ilona

Plaz; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. MOORE:
H.R.8813. A bill for the relief of Giorgio
Biagini; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
H.R. 8814. A bill for the relief of Mrs. An-
nette Velia Marjorie Cable Blagini; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. POLANCO-ABREU:

H.R. 8815. A bill for the relief of Dr. New-
ton Marten-Ellis; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R. 8816. A bill for the relief of Dr. Guil-
lermo Sardinas Perez; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. ST GERMAIN:

H.R.8B17. A bill to grant commissary, post
exchange, and ship’s store privileges to Ros-
well Eelly; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

SENATE
WEDNESDAY, APRIL 19, 1967

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., and
was called to order by the President pro
tempore.

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

Eternal God, in this hour of the world's
deep distress we turn to Thee, mindful of
our insufficiency. We are but broken
reeds, lashed by wild winds that mock our
boasting pride uttered in days of calm.
The arm of flesh is futile. Thine alone,
O Lord, is the greatness and the power
and the glory and the victory. Thou
only art as the shadow of a great rock in
a weary land. We are humbly grateful
that our America still stands with lamp
held aloft, a beacon of freedom for all
the earth.

Send us forth to waiting tasks, con-
scious of a great heritage worth living
and dying for, and with a deathless cause
that no weapon that has been formed
can defeat.

We lift our morning prayer in the dear
Redeemer’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Byrp of West Vir-
ginia, and by unanimous consent, the
reading of the Journal of the proceedings
of Tuesday, April 18, 1967, was dispensed
with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Jones, one
of his secretaries.

LIMITATION ON STATEMENTS DUR-
ING TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE
MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
statements made during the transaction
of routine morning business be limited
to 3 minutes, following the speech that is
to be delivered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr. TypINGs]
under the order previously entered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CLARK in the chair). Without objection,
it is so ordered.
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RECOGNITION OF SENATOR
TYDINGS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order previously entered, the Chair
recognizes the Senator from Maryland.

VALIDITY OF CONSTITUTIONAL
CONVENTION PETITIONS REGARD-
ING REAPPORTIONMENT

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, several
weeks ago the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. Proxmire] and I
called attention, on the floor of the Sen-
ate, to the clear possibility that we are
approaching another chapter in the bat-
tle against malapportioned State legis-
latures. We noted that 32 State legisla-
tures had, at that time, apparently peti-
tioned Congress to call a convention to
propose specific amendments to the Con-
stitution dealing with legislative appor-
tionment.

If two more State legislatures petition
Congress for a convention dealing with
any aspect of legislative apportionment,
I expect that the same forces which were
defeated twice during the 89th Congress
in their attempts to authorize legislative
malapportionment will rush back to the
floor of the Senate demanding that Con-
gress immediately call a constitutional
convention. Their arguments, no doubt,
will be deceptively simple. They will cite
article V of the Constitution:

The Congress . . . on the application of
the legislatures of two-thirds of the several
States, shall call a convention for proposing
amendments.

They will contend that 34 valid peti-
tions had been received, and that Con-
g;fss must immediately call a conven-
tion.

Mr. President, we in Congress must
be prepared for this new assault on the
principle of one-man, one-vote. These
latest tactics present gravely disturbing
questions which have potential impact
far beyond the apportionment issue it-
self. I should like to explore these ques-
tions today—before any resolution is
before us in Congress—so that we might
calmly examine the merits of the pos-
sible demands for a convention before
the proponents attempt to stampede us
into convening an ill-considered consti-
tutional convention.

I wish to discuss two questions today.
These are not the only questions regard-
ing the validity or meaning of the peti-
tions now before Congress, but I believe
these questions have particular impor-
tance. The first question I wish to
discuss today is, Should Congress regard
as invalid petitions from malapportioned
legislatures calling for a constitutional
amendment to authorize malapportion-
ment? In my judgment, the answer is
“Yes.” Both the distinguished Senator
from Wisconsin and I took this position
on the Senate floor several weeks ago.
Today I shall spell out in somewhat
greater detail my justification for this
position.

I begin with the premise that a mal-
apportioned State legislature abridges
the fundamental rights of citizens living
in more populous, underrepresented
districts. As the Supreme Court stated,
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in Reynolds v. Sims, 377 U.S. 533, 567
(1964) :

To the extent that a citizen’s right to vote
is debased, he is that much less a cltizen.

Malapportioned legislatures brought a
vast number of political injustices to citi-
zens in underrepresented districts, both
through legislation favoring overrepre-
sented interests and through failing to
enact legislation on behalf of underrep-
resented interests. But these injustices
cannot as a practical matter be erased
by a stroke of the pen—either in the
-courts, or in Congress. As a Federal
court of appeals has stated, to rule in-
valid all legislative acts—or even those
acts which appeared to favor overrepre-
sented interests—passed by malappor-
tioned legislatures “would produce
chaos.” Ryan v. Tinsley, 316 F. 2d
430,432 (11th Cir. 1963). Moreover, it
is not necessary to resort to this extreme
step. The many injustices of malappor-
tionment can, I believe, in most cases be
substantially corrected simply by elec-
tion of new State legislatures under con-
stitutionally sanctioned apportionment.

In certain circumstances, however,
malapportioned legislatures can take ac-
tion which flagrantly violates the citi-
zens' right to equal representation and
which even after reapportionment can-
not readily be corrected. The courts
have recognized this problem, and have
acted to protect the rights of State citi-
zens to equal representation by forbid-
ding such action by malapportioned
legislatures.

A Georgia case illustrates this. In
Toombs against Fortson, a three-judge
Federal court enjoined the Georgia Gen-
eral Assembly from calling a constitu-
tional convention to revise the State
constitution “until the general assembly
is reapportioned in accordance with
constitutional standards.” In its order,
the court stated:

We do not feel that it would be proper to
permit such new constitution as may be pro-
posed to be submitted to the people for
ratification or rejection when it is, as Is
the case here, proposed under conditions of
doubtful legality by a malapportioned legis-
lative body. (Order dated June 24, 1964,
Civil Actlon No. 7883.)

As this order was being appealed fo the
Supreme Court of the United States, a
new election was held in Georgia. The
Supreme Court remanded the case for a
determination whether, in view of the
new elections, the order was still neces-
sary. (379 U.S. 621 (1365).) As Mr.
Justice Harlan pointed out in his dissent-
ing opinion, this disposition clearly indi-
cated that the lower court could properly
issue the injunction.

Action by a malapportioned legislature
to undermine the constitutional prineciple
of one-man, one-vote is, of course, the
most direct and flagrant abridgment of
this constitutional right. Every first-
year law student knows the.basic prin-
ciple of equity that a claimant “must
come into court with clean hands” be-
fore the court will hear his claim. In
my judgment, no illegally apportioned
legislature has “clean hands” in calling
for a constitutional convention to legiti-
mize its own lillegality. A malappor-
tioned legislature may be competent,
pending its reapportionment, to pass leg-
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islation generally. But such a legisla-
ture has no competence to initiate
amendments to the Constitution to make
legal its own illegality. A three-judge
Federal court in Utah has clearly recog-
nized this principle. In Petuskey v.
Rampton, 243 F. Supp. 365, 373 (1965),
the Court stated:

Well-known general principles of equity
require that the [malapportioned] legisla-
ture not consider or vote upon any proposal
to amend the Constitution of the United
States on the subject of legislative reap-
portionment.

Accordingly, Congress should refuse to
accept from a malapportioned legisla-
ture “any proposal to amend the Consti-
tution of the United States on the sub-
ject of legislative reapportionment.

The Petuskey case reveals the strategy
followed by proponents of a constitu-
tional convention for adoption of a mal-
apportionment amendment and provides
an additional argument for holding con-
vention petitions invalid. In 1964, the
court observed the following, regarding
the State legislature:

We note here the somewhat widespread
public statements of some persons who are,
or may be, charged with the responsibility of
law-making that reapportionment is a sub-
ject upon which they are “willing to drag
their feet” or to “awalt potential changes
in the federal law or Constitution.”

A year later, when the State legisla-
ture remained malapportioned, the court
stated:

For a very long period of time all efforts
to obtain a constitutionally apportioned leg-
islature in this State have been frustrated.

The court then observed, in a foot-
note:

It is interesting to note the speed by
which the last State legislature memorial-
ized Congress to call a constitutional con-
vention to provide for reapportionment “on
factors other than population”™ . ., . com-
pared to the Legislature’s hesitancy to prop-
erly reapportion under the mandate of this
court.

This pattern of hostility to court or-
ders for reapportionment, attempts to
delay implementation of those orders,
and feverish activity to force a consti-
tutional amendment legitimizing malap-
portionment was repeated in other State
legislatures across the country, includ-
ing my own. Of the 29 State legislatures
which have petitioned for a convention
to propose a constitutional amendment
to authorize apportionment on “factors
other than population,” 23 were uncon-
stitutionally apportioned at the time the
petition was approved; 13 of those 23
legislatures were under court orders to
reapportion, and litigation was pending
in the other 10. Moreover, 24 of these
29 petitions were passed in the same
year, 1965, in legislative sessions imme-
diately following the Supreme Court's
decision in Reynolds against Sims
which elucidated the one-man, one-
vote principle, These petitions were
passed in haste, without the measured
deliberativeness which should accom-
pany the weighty responsibility of pro-
posing an amendment to the Consti-
tution of the United States.

We must not forget that, although the
reapportionment decisions were wel-
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comed by the great majority of citizens
in this country, those decisions were
most unpopular among the defeated liti-
gants—the malapportioned State legis-
latures themselves. These defeated liti-
gants had many reasons to resent and
to oppose the reapportionment orders.
For many rural legislators, the orders
meant that they would lose their jobs.
For many who might expect to be re-
elected in a constitutionally apportioned
legislature, reapportionment neverthe-
less meant the disappearance of the old
coalitions of overrepresented interests
which give them effective power. In ad-
dition, many court orders required spe-
clal sessions of State legislatures to adopt
reapportionment plans. As we in this
Chamber know, special sessions are not
particularly popular among legislators.
Petitions to legitimize malapportionment
which were approved under these cir-
cumstances were, in truth, little more
than sullen gestures of annoyance, and
deflance. These petitions were passed
without the calm, unhurried exploration
of merits and demerits which should
properly accompany the proposal of a
convention to amend the Constitution
of the United States.

Because of the circumstances in which
most of these petitions were approved,
I believe that the Congress should dis-
regard them. Because most of these
petitions were approved by unconstitu-
tionally apportioned legislatures, in fla-
grant disregard of the rights of all citi-
zens within the States for equal repre-
sentation, I believe that the Congress
must disregard them.

There is an additional, compelling
reason that Congress should disregard
petitions submitted by malapportioned
legislatures. In judging the validity of
petitions for constitutional convention,
submitted by State legislatures under
article V, Congress clearly has the au-
thority to rule out petitions on the
ground that circumstances which led to
their submission have materially
changed. Tkis authority is precisely
analogous to Congress power, upheld by
the Supreme Court, to disregard the rati-
fication by the Kansas Legislature of a
constitutional amendment—dealing with
chil® labor laws—after circumstances
which had led to the proposal of the
amendment had materially changed.
Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes,
speaking for the Court in Coleman v.
Miller (307 U.S. 433, 453 (1939)) stated:

‘When a proposed amendment springs from
a conception of economic needs, it would be
necessary to consider the economic condi-
tions prevalling in the country, [and]
whether these had so far changed since the
submission as to make the proposal no longer
responsive to the conception which inspired
it . . . This question can be decided by the
Congress with the full knowl and ap-

preciation ascribed to the national legislature
of the political, social and economic condi-

tions which have prevailed during the period
since the submission of the amendment.

I submit, Mr. President, that the re-
apportionment of State legislatures
which had submitted petitions to avoid
such reapportionment is a political and
social condition which has “so far
changed since the submission—of the
petitions—as to make the proposal no
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longer responsive to the conception
which inspired it.” These petitions must
be disregarded because the State legis-
latures which approved them no longer
exist. Of the 23 malapportioned legis-
latures which approved ‘“factors other
than population” petitions, 19 are now
constitutionally apportioned and elec-
tions under the new apportionment have
been held. In two other States, elec-
tions are soon to be held. If a conven-
tion to change the present constitu-
tional principles of apportionment is to
be proposed by any of these states, these
reapportioned legislatures shall con-
sider the question.

The decision of the Supreme Court in
Dillion v. Gloss, 256 U.S. 368 (1921) is
also directly in point. In that case,
which upheld Congress’ power to place a
specific limit on the time permitted for
State legislatures to ratify the 18th
amendment, the Court stated at p. 375—

An alteration of the Constitution proposed
today has relation to the sentiment and the
felt needs of today, and . .., if not rati-
fied early while that sentiment may fairly
be supposed to exist, it ought to be regarded
as walved, and not again to be voted upon,
unless a second time proposed by Congress.

In that case, the time limit was 7 years.
Here most State legislatures have peti-
tioned Congress within the past 2 or 3
years. But the principle still applies to
invalidate these petitions. It is not the
lapse of time, but rather the lapse of the
malapportioned legislatures themselves
which clearly indicated that the same
“sentiment” in the newly apportioned
legislatures may not “fairly be supposed
to exist.” These petitions, therefore,
“ought to be regarded as waived, and not
again to be voted upon, unless a second
time proposed” by a constitutionally ap-
portioned State legislature.

Based on the considerations I have dis-
cussed, which in my view demonstrate
the manifest invalidity of petitions deal-
ing with reapportionment submitted by
malapportioned legislatures, at the pres-
ent time the Congress has before it only
six valid petitions from State legisla-
tures for a convention to propose an
amendment authorizing apportionment
on factors other than population and no
valid petitions whatsoever for a conven-
tion to propose an amendment depriving
Federal courts of jurisdiction regarding
legislative apportionment. Thirty-four
valid petitions—two-thirds of the several
States—are, of course, required before
Congress must consider calling a conven-
tion. At the present time, we are a long
way from that number.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will
the distinguished Senator from Mary-
land yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I yield.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
warmly and enthusiastically commend
the distinguished and able Senator from
Maryland for the fight he is leading
against what could be a real constitu-
tional nightmare. I believe this fight is
one of the most important services that
has been rendered to the Senate and the
country.

It is interesting to note that even now
the proponents of memorials calling for
a constitutional convention are pro-
ceeding on the assumption that such a
convention will not be held.
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In Wisconsin, the major proponent of
the constitutional convention is one
Robert Knowles. © Who is Robert
Knowles? He is the majority leader of
the State Senate in Wisconsin., He is
the brother of the Governor of Wiscon-
sin. He is a man who has been identified
with this fight for at least 2 years. Heis
extraordinarily intelligent and able.

I think that if any State legislator in
the country can be said to be aware of
what the implications might be, it is
Robert Knowles. Yet when he testified
before the State Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee in Wisconsin, he said that it was
his belief such a convention would not be
held.

It seems to me that this raises a se-
rious question as to the validity of a
petition from Wisconsin in the event the
Wisconsin Legislature, heaven forbid,
should ask this body for a convention.
It would appear to me that many of the
States acting on these memorials are do-
ing so in the belief that they merely
serve to let Congress know of State con-
cern. This belief, in and of itself, makes
these memorials questionable as a basis
for calling a constitutional convention.
Apparently, many of the States passing
the memorials had no such intention.

As I say, Mr. Knowles is a man who
speaks not with any failure to under-
stand the situation, any failure to have
studied the problem, or any failure to
have had sufficient experience in a legis-
lature. He and his brother, the Gover-
nor, have been in legislative activity of
one kind or another virtually all their
adult lives.  They know this issue inti-
mately and thoroughly. Yet State Sen-
ator Knowles says that his Wisconsin
petition will not serve to convoke a con-
vention. He says at the Wisconsin hear-
ing that he does not expect a convention
to be held.

Mr. President, I can easily understand
the reluctance of State legislatures to
admit to themselves that by passing
these memorials they are moving step by
step toward a constitutional convention.
Never in our Nation’s history has a con-
vention been called under article V of
the Constitution. Never, in fact, has
there been a need for such a convention.
Our processes of government have oper-
ated, by and large, very fairly. They
have been responsive to the people.
Never have the States felt it necessary
to make an end run around their national
government by calling for a convention.

I do not believe that most people feel
that a convention is desirable or neces-
sary at this time. Surely the Federal
Government has not so badly trampled
the rights of the individual States that
the States feel compelled to amend the
Constitution without regard to the wishes
of the national legislature. And what
is to prevent the representatives of the

\ States in convention assembled from de-

ciding to do just about anything they
please? Are we who revere the perma-
nence and the utility of our Constitution
really prepared to see a host of amend-
ments proposed by a constitutional con-
ventlon?

Article V states that—

On the Application of the Legislatures of
two thirds of the several States, [Congress]
shall ecall a convention for proposing amend-
ments.
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The Constitution does not say that
Congress shall control the subjeet mat-
ter of such a convention.

I submit that under the Constitution
there is no way in which questions of this
kind can be limited to the proposing of
only one amendment. The constitu-
tional language is clear that the conven-
tion can propose any number of amend-
ments; that that is the purpose of the
quoted provision of article V. I do not
know how anyone can construe the lan-
guage in any other way.

I should just like to quote a distin-
guished constitutional authority, U.S.
Senator Heyburn, a Republican who, in-
cidentally, helped to frame the Idaho
constitution. He said on this floor on
February 17,1911:

When the people of the United States meet
in a constitutional convention there is no
power to limit their action. They are greater
than the Constitution, and they can repeal
the provision that limits the right of amend-
ment. They can repeal every section of it,
because they are the peers of the people who
made it.

Mr. President, I do not know how any-
one can read article V of the Constitu-
tion and come to any other conclusion.

I thank the distinguished Senator
from Maryland once more and congrat-
ulate him on the fine presentation he
is making this morning on this subject.

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank my distin-
guished colleague from Wisconsin,

Mr. President, the second question I
want to discuss today is—even assuming
the validity of all 32 of the pending pe-
titions dealing with legislative appor-
tionment, must the Congress call a con-
stitutional convention if two more States
submit petitions on this subject? In my
judgment, the answer to this question is
“No.” It appears that if two more leg-
islatures act, 34 of the State legis-
latures at some time will have called
for conventions dealing in some man-
ner with legislative apportionment.
But the convention calls now before the
Congress differ in crucial respects.
Twenty-nine of those petitions call for
a convention to propose a specific
amendment—detailed in the petitions—
to permit one house of a State legislature
to be apportioned on the basis of “fac-
tors other than population.” Three of
those petitions call for another funda-
mentally different amendment, one
which would deprive the Federal courts
of any jurisdiction regarding apportion-
ment of State legislatures. I do not
think the Congress would be justified in
considering these two different types of
petitions as calling for the same consti-
tutional convention.

It is not correct to assert that all 32
State legislatures which have thus far
submitted petitions want a constitutional
convention dealing generally with the
subject of legislative apportionment.
The State legislatures have not said this.
Some have called for a convention to
propose one specific amendment; others
want a convention to propose another
specific amendment. I do not think we
can assume that a legislature which
called for an amendment to keep the
courts out of apportionment cases would
be just as happy to have an amendment
which keeps the courts in those cases, but
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alters the apportionment standards ap-
plied by the courts.

Even more importantly, the question
whether Congress could place any limi-
tation on the powers of a constitutional
convention would be dangerously com-
plicated if Congress were to lump to-
gether two different kinds of calls for
conventions. The most troublesome un-
answered question in article V of the
Constitution is whether Congress can
limit the powers of a convention called
to propose amendments. I believe that
the Conegress, if it calls a constitutional
convention in response to the present
petitions, must narrowly and clearly
circumscribe the powers of that conven-
tion to insure that the whole fabric of
our framework of government is not
brought into issue. Unless the Congress
can call a convention with powers
strictly limited to those specifically re-
quested by two-thirds of the State legis-
latures, then I believe the convention
could too easily view its power as un-
limited, and could too easily justify ig-
noring Congress express limitations.

There is little precedent to guide us
on the question whether Congress can
limit the power of article V constitu-
tional conventions since none has been
called since the first convention which
drafted the Constitution itself. Every
other amendment to our Constitution,
including the cherished Bill of Rights,
has been first deliberated and approved
in the Congress before being proposed
to the States for ratification. The pro-
ponents of the malapportionment
amendments have resorted to attempt-
ing a constitutional convention because
the Congress deliberated on the pro-
posed amendments, saw the clear dan-
gers in them, and rejected them.

The Congress, in deliberating on those
amendments, also saw quite clearly cer-
tain forces which, behind the scenes,
were among the most ardent advocates
for malapportionment—the far right-
wing, anti-civil rights, and special-inter-
est big business groups which have for
years controlled the rotten borough
legislatures for their own profits and the
public’s loss. There is danger, I think,
that those groups would attempt to
dominate a constitutional convention
called to consider malapportionment
amendments, And I shudder at the
prospect that a constitutional conven-
tion, thus dominated, would be free to
reopen every sentence and paragraph of
the U.S. Constitution.

The reasons for the uncertainty in ar-
ticle V regarding whether Congress can
limit the powers of a constitutional con-
vention arise from the history which pre-
ceded the calling of the first Constitu-
tional Convention, and the debates at
the Convention itself regarding article
V. After 1780, the weaknesses of the
Articles of Confederation as an instru-
ment of government quickly became ap-
parent—in particular, the lack of au-
thority in the central government to
raise revenue, to regulate interstate com-
merce, or to exercise general coercive
powers to enforce its laws. Moreover,
the veto power which the Articles placed
in any single State made amendment im-
possible. By the end of 1786, all States
but Rhode Island had petitioned the
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Congress to call a convention to reex-
amine generally the structure of Govern-
ment established by the Articles. The
Congress in February 1787 refused to is-
sue such a general convention call, but
called a convention for the “sole and
express purpose of revising the Articles
of Confederation” and reporting back to
the Congress—Pritchett, “The American
Constitution,” page 14, 1959. The Con-
stitutional Convention which met in May
1787, ignored this limitation and con-
sidered itself, as the Preamble to the
Constitution indicates, to speak for “we
the people of the United States.”

In the convention debates on article
V, there is some evidence that constitu-
tional conventions provided for by that
article could also ignore the limitations
placed on it by Congress and instead
purport to speak for ‘“the people.” The
first draft of the constitutional provi-
sion dealing with the amending power
stated that, when two-thirds of the State
legislatures applied for an amendment,
the Congress “shall call a convention for
that purpose.” Madison’s notes of the
Convention record that he was disturbed
by this provision. “How,” he asked, “was
a convention to be formed? by what rule
decide? what the force of its acts?"—2
Farrand, “The Records of the Federal
Convention of 1787,” at 558. Madison
moved successfully for reconsideration
of the provision.

The second draft gave the Congress
exclusive power to propose constitu-
tional amendments, with no provision
for conventions. Colonel Mason, of Vir-
ginia, opposed vesting exclusive power to
propose amendments in the Congress.
Mason’s marginal notes on his copy of
the draft of the Constitution provide his
reasoning:

By this article, Congress only [would]
have the power of proposing amendments at
any future time to this constitution and
should it ever prove so oppressive, the whole
people of America can't make or even pro-
pose alterations to it; a doctrine utterly
subversive of the fundamental prineciples of
the rights and liberties of the people. (2
Farrand, op. cit., at 629 n. 8)

Mason stated these objections, and
Madison reiterated his concerns about
the form of such conventions and his
preference for clearly leaving the funec-
tion of proposing amendments with the
Congress. Madison was, however, will-
ing to have Congress “bound to propose
amendments applied for by two-thirds of
the States”—2 Farrand, op. cit. at 629-
30. From this debate, the draft of ar-
ticle V was changed to its present form
so that either the Congress or a conven-
tion called by Congress, on application
of the States, could propose constitu-
tional amendments.

Article V thus appears to be a com-
promise between Mason’s view, that a
convention must be free to speak f‘"}
“the whole people of America¥ and by-
pass the Congress altogether in the
amending process, and Madison's view
that the Congress should retain a clear
role in proposing amendments. On the
basis of this constitutional history, how-
ever, the question whether Congress
could validly restrict the powers of a
constitutional convention is not free
from doubt. I might note that the dis-
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tinguished minority leader, Senator
DirkseN, has expressed similar views.
The Chicago Tribune of Monday, March
27, 1965, reported that in an address 2
years ago to the National Grange, Sen-
ator Dirksen made the following re-
marks:

There can be and is a genuine fear of a
constitutional convention on the part of
many thoughtful people who urgently are
working toward enactment of a constitu-
tional amendment. The fear is simple.
There has never been a constitutional con-
vention since these United States became a
nation, There is strong legal opinion that
once the states have mandated a convention,
the courts nor the executive can control it,
guide it, or establish the matters with which
it would deal. A constitutional convention,
many sincere people  believe, would, once
unlocked, spread in every direction.

I think all of us in the Congress would
readily agree—no matter what our views
on the apportionment issue—that the
Constitution as a whole, and our frame-
work of government under it, should
not be freely tampered with by a con-
stitutional convention called by this Con-
gress. As I have stated, there are grave
doubts that Congress could validly limit
a convention called under article V. But
if there is ever a remote possibility that
a convention could be limited, Congress
would justify imposing a limitation only
if it counts together, for purposes of
aggregating the necessary two-thirds, pe-
titions from State legislatures which re-
quest conventions for exactly—to the let-
ter—the same purposes. At the present
time, Congress has received no more
than 29 petitions calling for a convention
dealing with the same specific aspect of
the reapportionment issue. We must
therefore conclude that, even assuming
the validity of these 29 petitions, at least
five more State legislatures must petition
the Congress before any issue regarding
a convention call is properly before us.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. Iyield.

Mr. GORE. I have followed with in-
terest the very able address of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maryland. I
want him to know that it is far more
than perfunctory courtesy with which I
say I am grateful for the able leadership
the Senator has provided in this field,
or issue, so vital to our democratic proc-
esses. I only rise to so express myself
and also to encourage him to be per-
sistent in this worthy cause.

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Tennessee. I ap-
preciate the efforts he made with us in
the fight to protect the rights of the
people in the 89th Congress, and his
support is greatly appreciated.

Mr. President, my views are well
known to the Senate on the merits of
both proposed constitutional amend-
ments to authorize malapportioned State
legislatures. I am opposed to both
amendments because, as I stated in my
malden speech in the Senate, I believe
both are inconsistent with the constitu-
tional history of this country and would
undermine fair and effective State gov-
ernment. A number of Senators dis-
agree with these views. But this differ-
ence of views regarding the merits of the
one-man, one-vote prineiple should not,
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in my judgment, dictate that a differ-
ence of views must exist regarding the
validity of all the present petitions for
constitutional conventions on this issue.
‘Whatever his views on the merits of the
reapportionment issue, I believe that
every Senator is concerned with the in-
tegrity of our Constitution and is aware
of the need for orderly, deliberate pro-
ceedings in proposing any amendment
to that document. I believe that every
Senator must be disturbed, as I am dis-
turbed, at the unseemly circumstances,
necessarily inconsistent with calm delib-
eration, which accompanied approval of
most of the petitions now before us. I
believe that every Senator must be dis-
turbed, as I am disturbed, at the prospect
that, in their haste to change a particu-
lar constitutional rule, the proponents of
this change will tear open the whole
fabric of our Constitution. These should
be the considerations uppermost in our
minds if, in the near future, any resolu-
tion is introduced in the Congress to call
a convention to propose amendments to
the Constitution. I would hope, more-
over, that these considerations would be
fully weighed before any resolution is in-
troduced. If these considerations are
fully weighed, I believe that no such reso-
lution will be placed before us.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. TYDINGS. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from New York.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. First, I
wish to commend the Senator from
Maryland for his remarks. His careful
and thorough scholarship has cast new
light on this most important issue. He
has brought into sharp focus many of
the difficult problems involved in the
amending of the Constitution through
the untried process of a constitutional
convention called by the Congress on the
basis of resolutions adopted by two-
thirds of the States.

Gladstone once said that—

The American Constitution is the most
wonderful work ever struck off at a given
time by the braln and purpose of man.

This thought is particularly germane
when we are confronted with the possi-
bility that that Constitution will be
amended by the untried method of a
convention called by Congress on the ap-
plication of the legislatures of two-thirds
of the States. A document which has
withstood the test of aliaost two cen-
turies must be changed only for the most
important reasons. And, when the
mechanism for change is one that has
never before been invoked, special care
must be taken to insure that the entire
amending process is wholly above pro-
cedural question as well.

Because constitutional amendments do
produce such fundamental changes in
our political structure, the Founding
Fathers intended that the amending
process be both elaborate and exacting.
Thus, in the case of resolutions passed
by two-thirds of, the States, they could
hardly have intended that Congress not
play a significant role in deciding
whether the desired convention has been
validly requested. This is not to say
that Congress has complete discretion
to disregard the wishes of the States.
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But it must possess power to rule upon
the validity of the submitted resolutions
as the basis for convening a constitu-
tional convention. If for any reason
these resolutions appear to be invalid—
either in regard to the cirecumstances of
their enactment or their submission or
the form of their request—then it follows
that Congress must reject them.

At present, only 32 States have passed
resolutions dealing in some way with ap-
portionment. It is therefore premature
for Congress to render a final judgment
on the problem, since it is not yet certain
that a full two-thirds of the States will
petition for a convention. But should
two more States choose to submit resolu-
tions—and such resolutions have been
passed by one House of the Iowa Legis-
lature and are pending before the legis-
latures in Wisconsin and Pennsylvania—
then we must be prepared to deal with
the matter. We should therefore begin
to consider the weighty and, in my judg-
ment, compelling arguments that have
been advanced against the validity of
these resolutions.

First, 26 of the 32 resolutions were in-
validly enacted, since that many legisla-
tures were malapportioned when they
passed these petitions. Their hastily en-
acted and ill-considered applications are
thus nothing more than attempts of mal-
apportioned bodies to preserve their lost
power. The vast bulk of these resolu-
tions represent not the voice of the peo-
ple but the special pleading of those
groups and factions whose rule of our
States has already been found inherently
undemocratic.

I believe this Congress can and should
refuse to sanction these efforts by the
few to maintain power at the expense of
the majority. Any attempt on the part
of a malapportioned legislature to legiti-
mize its own power and thwart the rights
of its citizens to equal representation
must—as the Federal courts have recog-
nized—be rejected. Changes which go
to the very heart of our constitutional
system cannot properly be set in motion
by those whose right to govern has been
overturned.

Second, these resolutions fail as a
group to constitute a valid set of requests
upon which Congress is required to act.
It would make little sense if a convention
could be convened on the basis of widely
differing applications seeking considera-
tion of disparate issues. And these 32
resolutions are mnot all the same,
Twenty-nine of them request a conven-
tion to pass an amendment permitting
one house in a bicameral legislature to
be malapportioned. The other three
seek only to abrogate the power of the
Federal judiciary to deal with apportion-
ment.

We are told that these two groups of
resolutions can be linked together. Bub
certainly that cannot be. One group
wants the judiciary stripped of jurisdic-
tion and left without power to deal with
malapportionment in either chamber of
a State legislature. There is no basis
on which Congress can conclude that
that group also wants an amendment
which leaves power in the courts and
sanctions malapportionment in only one
house of a bicameral legislature. Those
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legislatures which may have believed it
wrong for the Federal courts to enter the
“political thicket” at all may not have
wanted to guarantee the right of each
State to malapportion one branch of its
legislature. A request to shift power
from one level to another in the Federal
system is not the same as a request for
permission to deny majority rule in a
State legislature. As Prof. Charles
Black, of Yale, has written:

It is not for Congress to guess whether &
State which asks for the one kind of con-
vention wants the other as a second choice.
Altogether different political considerations
mlght govern.

And in faet this observation has been
borne out in the States of Washington
and Wyoming. The legislatures of both,
after passing resolutions seeking to abro-
gate the power of the Federal courts to
reapportion, refused to accept resolutions
calling for the States to be allowed to
malapportion one house of their legis-
latures.

Third, these resolutions do not accord
with the intent of article V that the pur-
pose of calling a convention is to propose
amendments. The 32 resolutions not
only request a convention but stipulate
the texts of the amendments and the
method for ratification. They are in ef-
fect an attempt by the various State leg-
islatures to force Congress to call a con-
vention which can only act mechanically
to approve or disapprove a specific
amendment. The attempt is to make
the convention merely an initial step in
the ratifying process instead of a delib-
erative meeting to seek out solutions to
a problem. The word “propose” cannot
be stretched to mean “ratify.” The Con-
gress cannot properly accept and become
part of any prepackaged effort to short-
cut the amendment process. The at-
tempt to reduce Congress and a consti-
tutional convention to rubber stamps and
to destroy the power to decide upon the
content and method of ratification of a
constitutional amendment, is sufficient
in itself to invalidate these resolutions.

Fourth, some of these resolutions can-
not be counted toward a requisite two-
thirds since they have not been validly
submitted to Congress. In at least three
States it appears that resolutions were
passed by legislatures which then ad-
journed without taking the final step of
formally sending their petitions to Con-
gress—a step which would appear to be
required if there is to be any orderly
way of determining whether a sufficient
number of States have validly requested
the calling of a convention. These
resolutions thus have the status of un-
finished legislative business at the State
level. Their ability to be considered by
Congress expired when the enacting
legislatures expired. Until and unless
these resolutions are reenacted, they can-
not serve as the basis on which this or
any future Congress can call a constitu-
tional convention.

Finally, the 32 resolutions may well not
be sufficiently contemporaneous to be
treated as a valid reflection of the will
of the people at any one time. How long
the States have collectively to propose or
ratify specific constitutional change has
always been a mafter of congressional
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judgment. In deciding that question,
Congress must determine when the iden-
tical acts of various States will cease to
be collectively responsive to a continu-
ing public interest. In this particular
case, over two-thirds of the enacting
legislatures were faced with reapportion-
ment at the time they acted and most
of these legislatures have since changed
in composition and outlook. Therefore
it seems to me that Congress is justified
in this case in setting a very short time
period—certainly of no more than 2 or
3 years, The behavior of States like
Wyoming and Maryland, which failed to
rescind their 2-year-old resolutions only
because of procedural technicalities, lend
support to this conclusion.

That many difficult and troubling
constitutional problems are involved in
considering the validity of these various
resolutions should be obvious. And be-
yond these problems is the question of
what a convention, once convened, may
decide to undertake. For much as Con-
gress may limit the convention’s power,
we can never be certain whether cir-
cumstances and the pressure of imme-
diate political passions may tempt this
body to narrow our fundamental rights—
to limit the guarantees of free speech
and religious freedom and fairness in
the criminal process. I am deeply
troubled by the possibility of a conven-
tion which may decide to move bheyond
the legitimate boundaries of its jurisdic-
tion and interfere with basic human
rights.

The time is late, but public considera~
tion and discussion of the dangers of a
constitutional convention can still help.
There are still States which have not yet
passed a resolution but are considering
one. There are other States in which a
previous legislature passed a resolution,
but where there is presently a chance to
rescind it. And, most important, the
people of our Nation should know of this
new assault on the principle of one man,
one vote, this attempt which eould bring
with it the destruction or inhibition of
our basic liberties. For it is they who
stand to lose in this effort to restore the
rotten borough to the American political
system, It is they who will lose if the
bill of rights is eroded at such a conven-
tion. And it is they in the end, who have
the power to insure that such damage
will never be done to our Constitution.

Once again I commend the Senator
from Maryland for the leadership he has
given in this matter, and the Senator
from Wisconsin for his efforts in joining
with the Senator from Maryland.

I have a number of questions that I
wish to ask the Senator from Maryland,
if I may do so at this time.

Mr. TYDINGS. I thank the distin-
guished Senator from New York. His
presence on the floor and his support
mean a great deal in this effort.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. I want-
ed to ask the Senator from Maryland
for some comments on what I think are
significant and important points in this
struggle.

I ask the Senator whether, in his judg-
ment, it is not true that a malapportioned
legislature cannot very well have the
power to call for a constitutional conven-
tion for the very purpose of preserving
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its malapportionment. Would the Sen-
ator comment on that?

Mr. TYDINGS. I would answer in the
affirmative. As the Senator knows, there
is a fundamental principle of equity, that
a person cannot go into court and ask
for equity when he does not have clean
hands. A man who is guilty of adultery
cannot go into a divorce court and ask
for a divorce on the grounds of his wife’s
adultery. A malapportioned legislature
cannot propose a constitutional conven-
tion for an amendment to make legal its
own illegality.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Will the
Senator from Maryland also comment
on whether or not he feels it is true that
calls for conventions to deal with differ-
ent subjects cannot be linked together.

Mr. TYDINGS. I concur in the Sena-
tor's remarks. He is entirely correct that
the convention calls must be identical to
be honored.

Mr, KENNEDY of New York. I ask
the Senator whether, in view of the re-
quirement of article V that a conven-
tion be called merely to ‘“propose”
and not to ratify amendments, he be-
lieves that those resolutions which at-
tempt by their wording to limit the roles
of both Congress and the convention are
invalid.

Mr. TYDINGS. In my judgment, they
are invalid., I would agree wholeheart-
edly with the position the Senator from
New York has taken in his remarks. Un-
der article V, a constitutional convention
cannot be limited to a “rubberstamp”
role with power only to approve or disap-
prove a specific amendment submitted
by the States or Congress. The petitions
from State legislatures which attempt to
restrict a convention to considering only
one possible text of a constitutional
amendment are, therefore, invalid.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York., I should
also like to have the Senator’s comments
on the time period during which these
resolutions remain valid. Does he not
think that, and because most of these
resolutions were hastily considered by
malapportioned legislatures, it is impor-
tant that there be a limit on the period
of time in which they can be considered
by Congress?

Mr. TYDINGS. I think the Senator’s
point is very validly made. In a Supreme
Court case I mentioned in my remarks,
Chief Justice Charles Evans Hughes,
speaking for the Court, stated that Con-
gress could consider whether political,
social, or economic conditions have
changed, in determining the validity of
acts by State legislatures mainly analo-
gous to petitions for a constitutional
convention.

I do not see how any Member of Con-
gress can ignore the fact that, as a result
of the one-man, one-vote descision, State
legislatures have been reapportioned.
The malapportioned legislatures, which
petitioned the Congress for a constitu-
tional convention, no longer exist. Peo-
ple are now represented fairly in those
States, and conditions have, therefore,
drastically changed since these petitions
were railroaded through illegally appor-
tioned legislatures.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Does
the Senator feel it is possible for a subse-
quent State legislature, in view of the
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facts referred to in my statement and
the statement that the Senator from
Maryland has just made, to repeal its
predecessor’s resolution calling for a
convention, at least until Congress itself
has taken action and called the con-
vention?

Mr. TYDINGS. It would be possible.
I think the real point there is the fact
that States were caught unaware. For
example, in my own State of Maryland,
we did not realize that this back-door
attempt to amend the Constitution of
the United States by petitioning a con-
stitutional convention had gone so far
until about 9 days before the Maryland
Legislature was required, by the State
constitution, fto adjourn. Bills were
hastily introduced to repeal the petition
which the previous illegally apportioned
legislature had approved. In the declin-
ing hours of the session, the petition re-
peal was passed overwhelmingly in the
senate. It would have passed the house
of delegates. A majority of the mem-
bers of the house of delegates were co-
sponsors of the repeal bill. But as the
bill reached the floor on the last day of
the session, the clock ran out. A few
more minutes, and the Maryland Legis-
lature would have rescinded its conven-
tion call.

But the intent of the Maryland Legis-
lature was clear, and I think this situa-
tion exists in many other States. I be-
lieve there are very few legislatures
which would again adopt a petition for a
constitutional convention, as their ille-
gally apportioned predecessors had done.

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Let me
once again commend the Senator from
Maryland for the leadership he has given
on this matter. AsIremember, he made
his maiden speech on the floor of the
Senate on the subject of reapportion-
ment. He has been in the forefront of
the struggle; and I think that without
his leadership and his dedication to the
question of equal representation, we
would not be in the position that we are
at the present time.

S0, I commend the Senator for his
courage and the effort and imagination
that he has shown in leading this body
in this very important struggle for in-
dividual liberty in our country.

Mr. TYDINGS. I am very grateful
for the most charitable and courteous
comments of the distinguished Senator
from New York.

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi-
dent, to have printed in the Recorp at
the conclusion of my remarks two edi-
torials, one entitled “A Constitutional
Convention?” published in the Rocky
Mount, N.C., Telegram of March 29, 1967,
and one entitled “The Convention
Threat,” published in the Winston-
Salem, N.C., Journal, of March 27, 1967.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. TYDINGS. I also ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the REcorp
at the conclusion of my remarks a chart,
showing a graphic representation of the
malapportioned State legislatures which
have called for a constitutional conven-
tion. It shows the date of the call, the
malapportionment in terms of percent-
ages of the population represented by a
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majority in each House, and the popula-
tion range per Senator and Representa-
tive at the time of the call. All of these
26 legislatures were malapportioned at
the time of this call, and the case so
holding is indicated. Again in all of the
States, these malapportioned legislatures
are no longer in existence, and elections
have subsequently been held under con-
stitutional appointment in all but four
of the 26 States.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
(See exhibit 2.)
ExHBIT 1 .
A CONSTITUTIONAL CONVENTION?

Would a constitutional convention result
in a Pandora’s box? Sen. Sam Ervin fears
that it would. He, along with others, Is
greatly concerned about what might happen
in a constitutional convention in the U.8.

“The specter of a new convention dab-
bling with the greatest document ever de-
vised by the hand of man is unthinkable,”
declared the senior senator from North
Carolina. Ervin, an expert In constitutional
law, knows what such a gathering might do.

The legislatures of 32 states have passed
resolutions asking Congress to call a con-
vention at which constitutional amend-
ments could be proposed. The Constitution
provides for the calling of a convention when
two-thirds, or 34, of the state legislatures
have made requests. Thus, only two more
resolutions are needed.

“In a growing society with a growing fed-
eral government, each of the three branches
manifests growing confusion over its proper
role under the Constitution,” Ervin said.
“One example was brought home with hor-
rifying force when we learned that the legis-
latures of 32 states had called for a constitu-
tional convention to consider the Supreme
Court’s decision on reapportionment.”

North Carolina’s General Assembly is one
of the legislatures which have called for a
convention. The purpose of the states is to
include an amendment in the Constitution
nullifying the Supreme Court’s one man, one
vote order in legislative reapportionment.

But the trouble with a convention of this
sort is that all kinds of other amendments
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could be proposed, many of them probably
undesirable. Tinkering with the Constitu-
tion can be a dangerous thing, particularly if
done by an irresponsible group.

The whole thing, of course, began because
of the Supreme Court’s meddling in the af-
fairs of Congress and the states. The court
went beyond its authority in the one man,
one vote edict, and in other decisions having
to do with criminal procedures. The states
got fed up, and turned to the only method
open to them: the constitutional convention.

The consequence now is the threat of a
constitutional convention to change the
basic document upon which the government
of this country is based, Many liberals and
conservatives share Ervin's fears about what
might happen in a convention.
Tydings, a liberal Democrat from Maryland,
sald last week that in a constitutional con-

vention, “all your rights will be up for . ing

gl‘ﬂ.bs."

A staunchly conservative Democrat, Wil
lis Robertson, former senator from Virginia,
has been equally fearful of a convention.
While he was a senator he kKept a running
count of the number of state legislatures
which had called for a convention. He is
fearful that the Hberals might control a
convention and try to rewrite the Constitu-
tion to their liking., “I shudder to think
what delegates to a convention might do,” he
sald.

Sen. Everett Dirksen is largely responsible
for the legislative actions which make a con-
vention a possibility. He has been the spon-
sor of proposals in Congress to nullify one
man, one vote with a constitutional amend-
ment. He sees the poesibility of a consti-
tutional convention as a hammer to hold over
the heads of senators opposed to his amend-
ment.

Ervin has supported at least the basic
principle of the Dirksen amendment, but the
Tar Heel senator’s attitude toward a consti-
tutional amendment indicates he feels the
threat of a constitutional convention too
dangerous a weapon to be used in support
of the Dirksen proposal.

ExHIBIT 2
THE CONVENTION THREAT

When two such dissimilar men as Joseph
Tydings and Sam Ervin are afrald of what a

Sen. Joe
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1968 constitutional convention might do to
the U.8. Constitution, it is time for everybody
to be worried about the prospects.

Sen. Tydings, a liberal Marylander, vigor-
ously supported the Supreme Court when it
ruled that both houses of state legislatures
must be apportioned on the basis of popula-
tion, not cottonwood trees. He tends to see
the Constitution as an instrument that is
flexible enough to admit of such interpreta-
tions and plastic enough to allow men to
cope with 20th century difficulties, whether
they lie in Baltimore or Vietnam.

Sen. Ervin is a conservative North Caro-
lnian who thought the Supreme Court guilty
of “officious meddling” when it handed down
the ruling on state legislatures, and he usu-
ally wants to see the Constitution inter-
preted with meticulous attention to the last
comma and the narrowest shades of mean-

Thus the two men disagree sharply on the
one issue—reapportionment—that has pro-
voked the near crisis that they both fear.

Thirty-two states have already asked Con-
gress to call together a convention for the
purpose of overturning the one man-one vote
decision; if two more are added to the list,
Congress may be forced to comply.

Both senators believe, with many students
of the Constitution, that once a convention
is in session it cannot be limited to a single
proposal. It could do away with or elaborate
in great detail on the Bill of Rights. It could
abolish the presidential veto or it could au-
thorize him to declare war without the con-
sent of Congress.

In short, it could do anything to the Con-
stitution it wished, and its potpourri of de-
cisions would be submitted to the states for
approval.

Small wonder that two such diverse men,
with such divergent philosophies, agree that
the Constitution should be protected from
such an assault, The positions outline as
well as anything could the Constitution’s
genius, It permits of the most viclent dis-
agreement over its parts but commands al-
most universal respect of the whole.

How deplorable it is, then, that a group of
state legislatures (many of whose members
are already out of office) should try to run it
through a gauntlet of selfish interests.

ExmsiT 2
Percent of pop-
Was leg- ulation repre- Does
islature sented by a Range o&ﬁopu]at.!on between largest and legisla- | Have elections
constitu- majority in smallest distriet in each house ture been held under
State Date of conven- | tionally Case so holding State le'gli:‘%a- which | anew constitu-
tion call appor- ture at t of made tional appor-
med call call still tionment?
at time exist?
of call?
Senate | House Senate House
Alabama_._.._.... Mar. 1, 1965_____ Noi-—— Reglrgé‘ndda v. Simmas, 377 U.8. 533 27.6 43.0 | No igﬂl’or‘x}zllatlon 47to1 PVYR!_ _._..| No...... Yes, 1966,
. avalanle.
Arizona. ... Feb. 15, 1965__._| No..._.. hr v. Goddard, 250 F. SBupp. 12.8 46.0 | 7,736 to 663,510 53t0l PVR........| NO..-... Do.
537 (D.C.D. Ariz. 1966). (eounty popula-
tion, 2 senators).
Arkansas. . .......| Feb. 21, 1963; 5 .'rance{ v. Faubus, 238 F. Bupp. 43.8 33.3 | 3598310809032 ____ 64t01 PVR........ 5. [V Do.
Feb. 1, 1965. 290 (D.C.E.D. Ark. 1065).
Florlda. —c-ooo-s- June 15, 1965..._| No...... Su(m&s:) v. Adams, 378 U.B. 553 12.3 14.7 | 9,543 to 935,047 ... 2,868 to 311,682 ... . (- VL Yes, 1967.
1964).
TaAh0: - Ft}b. 14, 1963; No.._... H?anu v. Smylie, 378 U.B. 563 16.6 42,2 | 0165t093,460_________ IESToY PYR. . *No. ... Yes, 1966,
an. 1985, 1 L
Kansas_ ... Feb. 21, hﬁ&; No......| Anderson v. Harris, 882 U.5. 50.1 19.4 | 47,114 t0 61,920 .___.| 2,231 to 47,800. . ... No._.... House only, 1068
Feb. 4, 1965. 894 (1965); v. Avery, 251 (senate cont.
F. Supp. 841 (D.C.D, Kans. under court
1965). order to re-
apportion).
Louisiana. ... ... June 1, 1965 .. No..-... S:;;ﬂéernvbﬂdif{d(dlh%)rim 3316 33.0 33.1 | 81,175t0 248,427__.._.| 6,000 to 57,622 ___ ... No....-- Not u;%é:; Janu-
.C.E.D. La, ; ary s
Maryland......... March 24, 1965. .| No......| Maryland Committes {jnr Fair 14.1 35.6 | 15,481 to 492, 428.....| 6,541 t0 37,879, . ... No...... Yes, 1966,
gf'& )v. Tawes, 377 U.8, 656
Minnesota. ... May 17, 1965 _..| No..__.. H%ré.nmmm, ?'%‘F] Supp. 40.1 84.5 | 24,428 t0 100,520__ . __ 8,343 to 56,076 ... 27 . Do.
Mississippi. .| July 7,1965...___| No......| Connor v, Johnson, 256 F. Supp. | 87.4 | 41.2 | 20,987 to 187,045.. . 3,576t0 26,361. .. NO..---. To be held in
962 (D.C.8.D, Miss, 1066). 1067,
Missouri. ......... April 8, 1963; No_._...| Jonas v. Hearnes, 236 F. Supp. 47.8 20,3 | 96,477 to 160,288 . ___ 3,936 to 52,920 No.....- Yes, 1066,
”‘;m 22, 699 (D.C.W.D. Mo. 1964). mlgé!;emher
1 2

See footnotes at end r:af table,
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Percent of pop-
Was log- ulation repre- Does
islature sented by a Range of aﬁopulatlon between largest and | legisia- | Have elections
constitu- majority in st district in each house ture been held under
State Date of conven- | tionally Case s0 holding State legisla- which | a new constitu-
tion call appor- ture at time of made tional appor-
tioned call call still tionment?
at time exist?
of call?
Senate | House Benate House
Montana______....| March 11, 1063; | No.._..._| Herweg v. 3%th Leg. Assembly, 16.1 36.6 | 894 t0 79,016, ....._..| 894 t0 12,587 ... .- Mo en Yes, 1965,
February 12, 246 F. Supp. 454 (D.C.D.
1965. Mont. 1965).
Nebragka. ........| SBeptember 1065.| No......| League of Nebraska Municipali- | *44.0 | 244.0 | 21,703 to 36,303 21,703 to 36,303 No......| Yes, 1966.
i:lcis (B élfan S m F Supp. ( cameral), (unicameral).
eb
Nevada........... June 4,1063_____| No._..__ Dgélomgn E s%;wg:cr 250%1;) ‘Supp. 8.0 20.1 | 568 t0 127,016. ... 568 to 18,422 . _..__.. N Do,
New Hampshire_.| June 8, 1065.____ No court action_______ -| 43.8 44,0 25t01 PVR No information. ... No._..-. Do.
North Carolina....| May 17, 1965.....| NOoeooao Drum v. Seawell, 249 F. Sup p 47.1 27.1 | 65,722 to 148, 418.__.. 4,520 to 82, 050._.....| No....._ Do.
8?‘? (D.C.M.D. N.C. 1965).
SBouth Carolina....| June 10, 1963; No...... Shields v. McNair, 264 F, 23.3 46.2 | 8, 620 to 216, 382..__. 8, 629 to 29,490, No Yes, 1066
Feb. 22, 1965, Bupp. 708 (D.C.D. 8.C. 1966). (senate cont.
under order to
reapportion).
Bouth Dakota____. Auhg. 0.11963, No... Nocourt action__.______________ 38.3 38.5 | 10,039 to 43,287.._._. 3,531 to 16,688 . ... NG5 Yes, 1966,
ar. 1, I
i e June 25, 1963; [/ R Kilgarlin v. Martin, Civil Action 30.3 38,7 | 147,454 to 1,243,168 _.| 33,987 to 105,725, ... Mol Court action
July 26, 1965. No 63-]1 890 (D.C.5.D. Tex. still pending.
Otah....... Mar. 8, 1965___ . NoZ e Pamk vccgydatgl'gﬂﬂ)upp 25.3 37.7 | 10,195 to 55,372. ... 1,164 to 21,135.. ... No...._. Yes, 1966,
Virginia. ... M?r. 191,01964, No...... Damu %: Mann, 377 U.B. 678 411 40.5 | 61,730 to 163,401 __ 21,825 to 95,064 _____ Noz.22 Yes, 1965,
an. 19, s
Georgia._.__.__._. SRt Mool Toombs v. Fortson, Civil Ac- 48.2 22.5 |18t0o1 PYR. ... 1,876 to 185,442 _____ Mo === No.
i})%‘n)No. 7883 (D.C.N.D. Ga.
New Mexico. - -...| 1965, . cooueeaz NO = Cargo V. Campbell, Civ. No. 14.0 27.0 | 1,874 to 262.199______ 1,874 t0 29,133 . ... No-.---- Yes, 1966,
33273 (N.M. Dist. Ct. Santa
Fe County 19&3) Lindsay v.
Campbell (D.C.D. N.M. 3966)
Tennessen. . ... L Mooz Baker v. Gnrr. Civ. Action No. 44.5 39.7 | 83,031 to 133,248 22,275 to 50,105 (dis- | No._.... Do.
2724 (D.C.M.D. Tenn. 1964). (?ois'jﬂ“ popula- trict population).
Washington. ... Apr. 8, 1063 ... Moz M ;rﬁi)v Thigpen, 378 U.8, 554 35.6 38.0 | 20,023 to 145,180 .. 12,309 to 57,648 ... MO.usa=a Ygsg,eﬁiw and
Wyoming. . .......| Mar. 25, 1963 .| NO...—.- Schaefer v. Thomson, 240 F, 24.1 46.5 | 3,062 t0 30,140 ... 3,062t0 7,929 . ____ Nt Yes, 1066.
Supp. 247 (D.C. D. Wyo
1964).
1 PV R stands for population varlance ratio. 3 Unicameral.

2 Population rar ecfm are in terms of population to senator or representative unless

otherwise indicat

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, what is
the parliamentary situation?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maryland, by unanimous
consent, was granted the floor for 1 hour.
The Senator’s 1 hour has not yet ex-
pired; he has 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, I am
delighted to yield the remainder of my
time to the senior Senator from New
York.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maryland yields 15 min-
utes to the Senator from New York.

The Senate has further agreed by
unanimous consent that there be a period
for the transaction of routine morning
business, to begin at the conclusion of
the 1-hour address of the Senator from
Maryland.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am
grateful to the Senator from Maryland
for yielding to me. What I have to say
is pertinent to the matter which he has
raised, and which has been discussed by
other Senators. I think it is most useful
to take the time to do so at this moment.
I think that a great service is being
rendered to the people of the United
States, by full, frank, and open discus-
sion of the momentum which has gained
such ground to call a constitutional con-
vention, and the unique procedure, which
has never been attempted before.

I see some real dangers involved in this
procedure. That does not mean that it
is not my duty, as it is the duty of every
Senator, to be a party to the calling of

such a constitutional convention if the
U.S. Constitution has been complied with
in such respect.

I certainly would do no other thing
were I convinced there had been an
actual demand by 34 of the legislatures
to call a constitutional convention.

As this has not yet occurred, and as
there are many questions which must be
considered by the people of the various
States, questions that would have a very
profound effect on the State legislatures,
I think the time to speak is before the
action is finally consummated.

I spoke to this issue in the Senate a
few days ago. I think it would be even
more timely to join my voice with those
of the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typincs], the Senator from Wisconsin
[Mr. ProxmIRE], the Senator from New
York [Mr. KeENNEDY ], and other Senators
who hold similar views.

Mr. President, I think there is a com-
manding case for the State legislatures
which have already acted to rescind the
resolutions under which they have acted.
I think that there is a commanding case
for the State legislatures which have not
acted to refuse to pass such resolutions.
My belief in this regard compels me to
speak at this time.

What are the grounds for the fear of a
constitutional convention such as con-
templated by this kind of action?

As I see it, there is a grave question
of law—in my judgment, a question of
law which probably must be resolved
against its proponents—that any legis-

lature can limit the ambit of a constitu-
tional convention by the resolution of
request.

I doubt very much that the Congress
of the United States can limit such a
constitutional convention when it passes
a measure of implementation concerning
what is requested by the States.

Nonetheless, 29 States of the 32 which
have already acted seek a convention for
the specific purpose of adopting a single
amendment—an amendment reversing
the Supreme Court’s decision on the
popularly called one-man, one-vote prin-
ciple for apportionment of the State leg-
islatures and other legislative bodies. I
think a very grave question exists as to
whether this can be done.

A constitutional convention, even if
elected under a congressional mandate
that it could deal with only one subject,
could run away. After all, it would be
a duly created constitutional convention,
and it could propose any amendments
which it decided it wished to propose,
subject to ratification.

I doubt very much that such actions
would be invalidated as far as action by
the States for ratification purposes is
concerned. The mere fact that Con-
gress in its resolution sought to restrict
the action of the constitutional conven-
tion, certainly would not restrict the con-
vention as a matter of law, in my jude-
ment, to the specific issue contained in
the resolutions already adopted by 29
States.

The grounds for the fear that we
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would have a constitutional convention
that would seek to rewrite the Constitu-
tion of the United States, including the
first 10 amendments, concern the sep-
aration of powers with respect to the
various branches of Government, the
separation of church and state, and
other essential guarantees, many of
which have been today opposed and re-
scinded by many amendments—and I
feel not by any means a preponderate
number—because of the decisions of the
Supreme Court which are said to in-
hibit—as in the case of confessions in
criminal cases—prosecutions for crime.
There are other examples.

As it is clear that even those legisla-
tures which have acted have no desire
to rewrite the Constitution, I do not be-
lieve that enough thought has been given
to the matter before the resolutions were
adopted so that the resolutions would be
Justified in view of the danger of having
a constitutional convention which could
not be controlled as a matter of law and
confined to one subject, or which could,
as a practical matter, be a runaway
convention.

There is the real ground involved, for
we would invalidate the whole Constitu-
tion of the United States upon which
our whole society is based, including the
Bill of Rights, the first 10 amendments.

We have no right to question these
particular resolutions except with rea-
son. I think there is a valid basis for
questioning the 29 resolutions which are
limited to the effort to call a constitu-
tional convention to act on only a single
question.

Another question relates to the age of
the resolutions, as a good many of them
were sent to the 89th Congress and not
to the 90th Congress.

What is the effect of the resolutions
which were apparently, as a practical
matter, never received by Congress? Do
memorials have the same effect as legal
resolutions? What about simple peti-
tions? Can voters in States which have
adopted resolutions sue for rescission of
the resolutions which have been adopted?
What about the situation in States which
have not been reapportioned?

A great many of the State legislatures
which have acted were not reapportioned
under the Supreme Court decision.

Can the courts compel Congress to call
a constitutional convention if Congress
should refuse to recognize the validity
of some of these resolutions?

I think there certainly is a right to
question the validity and the legality of
the procedure.

Another question concerns the respon-
sibility of Congress, and whether Con-
gress must act. It is mandated to act
under the Constitution if the actions of
the State legislatures are valid. How-
ever, I think there is such serious ques-
tion as to the validity that if Congress did
not act based upon the resolutions al-
ready submitted, or if Congress made
some other disposition of these resolu-
tions, it would be proceeding properly
and legally.

I think, therefore, that the question of
discretion in this case resides in Con-
gress rather than the autonomy which
would seem to be indicated by the Con-
stitution if each of these resolutions
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could be accepted on its face as com-
pletely valid as to both the restrictions
which are sought to be imposed and as
to the conditions existing under its adop-
tion by the particular legislature.

There is even a legal question as to
whether any of these resolutions can be
rescinded.

It seems to me that my participation
in this matter can perhaps be of the most
use in respect to that particular ques-
tion.

It is my profound conviction as a law-
ver that those resolutions, until they are
acted on by Congress, are subject to
rescission. I believe that the citizens of
every State have a perfectly open and
clear path, if they disagree with what
their State legislatures have done, to see
what they can do to have the legislatures
rescind the action they have taken.

I do not make any sinister charges, but
in many cases, as the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typines] has pointed out,
the resolutions were adopted without
anyone knowing what was at stake. I
believe the time for rescission is still with
us, that reseission may be made by State
legislatures, and that, if rescinded, the
resolutions would no longer be valid as
petitions to have Congress call a consti-
tutional convention.

I could not end my remarks without
one word about reapportionment. The
fact is that reapportionment appeared
to be a matter of great concern to my
party. Yet I think it is fair to note that
in the 1966 election, the first since re-
apportionment really got underway, my
party made extaordinary gains in State
senates, in State lower houses, and in
governorships. We did much better than
we did in 1964.

We made a net gain of 153 seats in
State senates, and 387 seats in State
lower houses. The Republican Party now
holds 40.9 percent of all seats in State
legislatures, contrasted with only 33 per-
cent in 1964. Last year, the Republicans
made a net gain of eight governorships
and significantly, won or retained con-
trol of the government in five of the
Nation’s seven most populous States.

Interestingly enough, the combined
population of Republican-governed
States is 108 million now, while Demo-
crats govern only 80 million. This means
that 17 Republican Governors represent
almost 60 percent of the population,
while 33 Democratic Governors repre-
sent only 40 percent of the population.
It seems to me that this indicates that
the fears that were entertained on this
side of the aisle about the reapportion-
ment movement have not shown up in
the election statistics,

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Would the Senator
from New York agree that the support
for the one-man, one-vote prineciple is
not partisan, but that the leaders of both
great parties in this country support it
and that the principle should not be
twisted to be a partisan issue?

Mr. JAVITS. I do not think it should
be a partisan issue, and I do not think
it is & partisan issue. It is a fact that
the movement was led with the deepest
sincerity and the greatest skill by the
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minority leader, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Illionis [Mr. DirkseN]. That
is why I identified the results with the
outcome of the movement. I felt orig-
inally that the Supreme Court would
not be completely rigid in the matter,
and I believe that the Supreme Court
has not been completely rigid and that,
therefore, the attitude of people like my-
self to sustain the Court was justified.

I merely gave these figures by way of
indicating that the fears that had been
engendered by the minority party—my
party—in the reapportionment debate
were apparently not realized in the elec-
tion. I believe that this is an important
question which, politically, every Sena-
tor and every Representative will want
to ask himself. The figures I have stated
are persuasive.

Without in any way questioning the
deep sincerity and good faith of those
who have sought very strenuously and
lobbied to convince State legislatures
that these resolutions should be passed,
and without questioning the deep con-
viction of those people that the consti-
tutional convention resulting could be
confined to the one issue requested by
most of the legislatures, it is my judg-
ment that the real danger is that it can-
not as & matter of law, and certainly not
as a matter of practice, be so confined;
that you could have a runaway consti-
tutional convention, at the very least;
that this danger has not been adequately
portrayed to the people of the States;
that the State legislatures have a right to
rescind those resolutions, as they had a
right to pass them, before Congress actu-
ally acts upon the matter.

Therefore, it is the duty of those who
feel as I do to enlighten and inform the
people as to what is at stake, so that they
may exercise their influence with their
State legislatures, affirming at one and
the same time my fidelity to my oath as
a Senator, that if I am convinced that
34 State legislatures have actually and
properly requested a constitutional con-
vention, it will be my duty to vote for an
appropriate and feasible measure which
will give voice to their proper demands.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that by unanimous
consent the Senator from Maryland was
granted not in excess of 1 hour for the
purpose of delivering a speech, which he
concluded in substantially less time. The
Senator from Maryland then yielded the
remainder of his time to the Senator
from New York [Mr. Javirs]l. The hour
allotted has now expired.

The routine morning business has been
limited to 3-minute speeches, on request
of the Senator from West Vriginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the acting majority leader. If we
are to digress from the 3-minute rule, the
Chair suggests that another unanimous-
consent request would be in order.

TUNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, not-

withstanding the previous unanimous-
consent request, I ask unanimous consent
to proceed for 40 minutes, and to yield
10 minutes to the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. McINTYRE].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the minority
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leader? The Chair hears none, and it is
so ordered. Accordingly, the minority
leader is recognized for 40 minutes, 10
minutes of which he desires to yield to
the Senator from New Hampshire.

The Senator from New Hampshire is
recognized for 10 minutes.

Mr. McINTYRE. I thank the dis-
tinguished minority leader.

Mr. President, I have listened with
great interest to the statements of the
Senator from Maryland and others re-
garding the threat to the stability of
our constitutional system which arises
from the calls for a convention. I have
not yet had the opportunity to explore all
of the ramifications of this issue in depth,
and I feel strongly that such an explora-
tion is needed, but I should like to set
out a few random impressions which
have crossed my mind on this subject.

The first fact which struck me was
the apparent carelessness and lack of
understanding displayed by some of the
State legislatures in approving the call
for a convention. I need go no further
than my own State of New Hampshire
for an example.

The convention application resolution

passed the New Hampshire House of Rep-
resentatives by voice vote. It was then
hand-carried to the State senate.
_ The resolution was not referred to com-
mittee for study. No senate hearings
were conducted on the resolution. No
explanation was offered regarding the
merits or demerits of the resolution. No
debate was conducted on the resolution.

Instead, within minutes—or seconds—
of the time the resolution was carried
into the State senate, it was adopted by
the senate and sent to Washington.

The adoption of the resolution was not
a partisan issue in the New Hampshire
Senate because it was not an issue, pe-
riod. It was simply picked up and passed
without any thought.

And yet, this brief act could result in
the most sweeping changes in the history
of our Nation.

No doubt we will hear people say that
the calls for a convention represent the
will of the people of the States. But I
wonder how that argument can be main-
tained in the face of the complete lack
of the basic parliamentary safeguards
which were cast aside by the senate of
my own State.

The New Hampshire action is partie-
ularly puzzling because it appears to be
in flat opposition to the will of the voters
of New Hampshire. The voters of New
Hampshire have spoken on this subject,
as they did on November 3, 1964, at a
statewide referendum. The question on
the ballot was:

Are you in favor of amending the Con-
stitution to apportion the senate districts on
the basis of population as equally as possible
without dividing any town, ward, or place?

The vote was yes, 150,179; no, 43,837.

Of the eight questions submitted to the
people, this one drew the highest number
of “yes” votes and the lowest number of
“no" votes. I believe that I could be quite
safe in saying that the people of New
Hampshire have taken a very different
position on this subject from that of their
State senate, which acted without hear-
ings, study, debate, or time.

Mr, President, while I am on the sub-
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ject of New Hampshire, I should like to
point out my very strong agreement with
the distinguished Senator from Mary-
land, that the merits of legislative ap-
portionment are entirely separate from
the merits of calling a constitutional con-
vention.

I took the same position as the Senator
from Maryland in opposition to the pro-
posed Dirksen amendment covering re-
apportionment. My distinguished and
learned colleague, the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. CorToNn], disagreed with
us. He believed, and still does believe,
that factors other than population should
be permissible in apportioning a State
legislature.

Nevertheless, when it comes to the
question of calling a convention, the
views of the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. CorToN] appear to be at one
with ours. With his permission, which I
have obtained, I shall read a statement
which he made on this subject last week:

Besides our regular routine chores of de-
fense, foreign ald, and taxes, there are knotty
questions ahead: the draft, the Electoral Col-
lege, improvement of Soclal Security, six new
civil rights bills, air and water pollution,
East-West trade, outer space treaty, and oth-
er issues old and new.

One of these issues has been a “sleeper”
slnce the last Congress, but it's a sleeper
that could jump out of bed with a roar.
That is the proposed Dirksen Amendment
to permit one body of a state legislature to
be apportioned by geography rather than
population. This I supported, belleving
states should be allowed some small protec-
tion for less populated areas. The zZooming
city population should have full representa-
tion but not allowed to run all the rest of
the country. No one element in our soclety
should have unchecked power over all others.
But in this Report I am concerned about
something far more important than the
merits or demerits of the Amendment.

A new and startling situation has arisen
for the first time in the history of this Re-
public. In the 180 years since the drafting
of the Constitution, every amendment has
been submitted to the states by Congress
and if ratified by three-fourths of them,
adopted. We had almost forgotten there is
another method., If the legislatures of two-
thirds of the states apply to Congress, a
Constitutional Convention shall be called.
On this Amendment 34 states have already
applied. Thus, we are closer to the brink of
a national Constitutional Convention than
ever before. It would be hard to think of
anything more dangerous and disruptive than
such a Convention. At best, it would be
likely to submit a host of amendments, di-
viding our people and throwing bones of
contention into every leglslature in the land.
At worst, it might even attempt to rewrite
the Constitution of the United States.

Mr. President, I am pleased to be on
the same side of this issue as Norris
Corron. His statement clearly demon-
strates that this issue is not one of par-
tisan politics, neither of Democrat
against Republican, nor of liberal against
conservative or moderate. The issue is
simply one of carrying out our sworn re-
sponsibility of preserving and protecting
the Constitution of the United States.

The issues being raised on the floor
today are weighty and important for the
future of our country. We do not have
the opportunity to explore them in depth
at this time. One of the reasons why I
am hopeful that Congress will not have
to come to grips with this issue is my
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opinion that it will take a great deal of
congressional debate to resolve the issues
presented. I would not be surprised to
see the Senate tied up for months on end,
trying to reach some consensus on the
factors involved. At a time when we are
engaged in a war on the other side of
the earth, we can not afford the luxury of
tying ourselves up in knots over obstruse
constitutional questions.

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished minority leader for yielding to
me,

Mr. DIRKESEN. Mr. President, on
June 15, 1964, when the Supreme Court
in its decision in the case of Reynolds
against Sims handed down what has be-
come quite a celebrated one-man, one-
vote decision, I took immediate excep-
tion, and in January of 1965, I intro-
duced the first resolution for a constitu-
tional amendment to preserve in the
States the right to determine their own
destinies, as far as their legislatures
were concerned. I was in pretty good
company because over a period of time
no less a person than Justice Frank-
furter took the position that that was
a legal thicket, or a political thicket, into
which the Court should not venture.

Mr, President, once more I wish to re-
emphasize what the primary issue is.
It is not one-man, one-vote, as such.
It is the right of a State legislature to
determine the complexion of at least one
of its branches on a basis other than
population. That basis can be geog-
raphy: it can be economic interest; it
can be one of a dozen things; but it does
preserve in the States the right to make
that self-determination.

I am afraid those fearsome persons
in this body, who so freely express their
fears, evidently have no trust in the
people. That is another issue. I trust
the people. We trust the people who
send us here. I know of no good reason
why we should not trust them to exercise
a very clearly defined constitutional
power, which is lodged in them by virtue
of article V of the Constitution.

I call attention to the fact that when
we were under the Articles of Confedera-
tion, there was a provision in article 13
to the effect that those Articles of Con-
federation could not be amended unless
every State—every State, Mr. Pres-
ident—approvingly ratified the amend-
ment. The result was a stalemate in our
Government. Rhode Island blocked a
very important amendment all by its
little lonesome self. Others have
blocked amendments that were deemed
to be quite necessary for the function-
ing of those articles.

The framers of the Constitution saw
that difficulty when the first call went
out. Interestingly enough, Mr. Presi-
dent, the call did not go out to gather
in Annapolis or Philadelphia for the pur-
pose of framing a constitution. The
call indicated that they were going to
revise the Articles of Confederation.

There were timid souls then, who said,
“Oh, don't touch this holy document.”
Why, there had been people in those
days who said, “Don’t get into difficulty
with King George and his Ministers.
Let things stand as they are.”

Of course, the law of life is either to
change or decay, and change is eternal.
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That is one thing in this universe you
can bet on, and bet everything you have,
because change is eternal.

Now, they finally fabricated the Con-
stitution, but that Constitution had to
be sold to the people. The three great
salesmen were John Jay, James Madison,
and Alexander Hamilton. Of all the
papers that were written to sell that
document to the people, those written by
Alexander Hamilton were by far the most
prolifie.

There are 85 papers or articles in the
Federalist Papers, and Hamilton wrote
51 of the 85. In No. 85 he dealt with the
question of amending the Constitution
of the United States. He did it in a very
forthright fashion. Hamilton was aware
that things are not static, and that there
come times when the people may want to
have their Constitution amended, for
after all, this is a government of the
people.

The Constitution, in the Preamble,
recites:

We the people of the United States, * * *
do ordain and establish this Constitution for
the United States of America.

Today timid volces are raised, “Oh,
don’t touch the Constitution.” We have
heard that before and it has been
amended more than a score of times to
indicate that it cannot remain static
when the need arises.

When I introduced that joint resolu-
tion for a constitutional proposal to take
care of this decision by the Supreme
Court and leave the complexion of at
least one branch of the legislature in the
hands of the people of the State, we
foresaw at that time the difficulties that
were going to arise. I mentioned it in
this Chamber at the time when I warned
the Senate: Watch out, because this is
dynamite. It is proving now to be dyna-
mite. Much of the argument that has
been made is quite irrelevant to the issue.
I pointed out at that time that every
elective body might be subject to the one-
man, one-vote principle.

Yesterday that question arose in the
Supreme Court, because I have here an
article entitled “High Court Ponders
One-Vote Issue.” What is involved?
There is involved a city council, a park
district, a county board, and particularly,
the Houston County Board of Revenue
and Control in Alabama.

In the course of the argument before
the Court, one of the attorneys gave his
opinion that about 20,000 of the Nation’s
90,000 local bodies would be affected.

‘Let me just recite the last paragraph
and then I shall insert the entire article
in the RECORD.

But Truman Hobbs, lawyer for the Hous-
ton County board, insisted that most of the
board’'s work was administering 1000 miles
of rural roads. He said the city *couldn’t
care less" abhout county roads and rural resi-
dents would suffer if the city dominated the
county board.

That could apply, they say, to some
20,000 communities. It is no surprise
that the Honorable Thurgood Marshall,
the Solicitor for the Department of Jus-
tice, went before that court in March
and filed his memorandum; his notice
that the Department of Justice intended
to intervene.
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It is beginning. Here is the clarion
call. Let us wait and see what is going
to happen because we have taken away
from the States the right to make that
determination and, in so doing, I think
that we have violated that first sacred
clause of the Preamble which states, “In
order to form a more perfect Union.”

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. DIRKESEN. Iyield.

Mr. HRUSEKA. The Senator properly
points out that with respect to the one-
man, one-vote rule the effort is being
made to apply it not only to State leg-
islatures but also to the local political
subdivisions which, in every case, are the
creatures of the legislature.

Is it not true that there are also ad-
vocates of the proposition that the one-
man, one-vote rule should apply to the
very body which is housed in this Cham-
ber so that there will not be two Senators
to each State but representation by pop-
ulation of the States in this body?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Indeed so. When
this matter was before the Legislature of
the State of Illinois, there were a num-
ber of persons who went before that
legislature to testify. I quote from an
article published in the Chicago Tribune
of March 9, 1967:

One of the chief lobbyists for organized
labor today may have aided the movement
toward a national convention. He is John
Alesia, legislative spokesman for years for
the United Steel Workers and brother-in-law
of Joseph Germano, midwest reglonal di-
rector of the USW.
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Sen. Everett E. Laughlin [R., Freeport]
asked Alesia, a witness before the senate
sitting as a committee of the whole, whether
his AFL-CIO organization would pursue its
“one man, one vote” theories to the point
that each state would not be entitled to two
United States senators.

“We'll accept the United States Senate on
a population basis,” Alesia replied.

Mr. President, well, how many Sena-
tors for New York? How many for
Rhode Island? How many for Wiscon-
sin? How many for California? How
many for Illinois? How many for
Arizona?

Well, Mr. President, you figure out the
mathematics of the thing. But here is
a spokesman for labor who said, “We
will accept the U.S. Senate on a popula-
tion basis.”

What a body this will be.

Blow out the walls and enlarge this
place because we will never be able to
hold them now. It will take a lot more
than that to people this hall, if this
ever comes to pass. But there, he states
it before a legislative body that “We will
accept the U.S. Senate on a population
basis.”

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this article printed in the
REecorp at the conclusion of my remarks,
as well as “High Court Ponders One-
Vote Issue,” previously referred to.

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

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr, HRUSEKA. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield further?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Gladly.

Mr. HRUSKA. In answer to the con-

10111

tention that an effort is being made to
pui this body on a one-man, one-vote
basis, often resort is had to that part of
article V of the Constitution which
states:

That no State without its consent, shall be
deprived of its equal Suffrage in the Senate.

That particular article was adopted
:its part of the Constitution proper in

789.

It was the 14th amendment, was it
not, which was the basis of the Supreme
Court’'s one-man, one-vote decision.
Th(:.'? 14th amendment was adopted in
1867.

The fond hope of men such as those
who testified before the Legislature of the
State of Illinois is that the Supreme
Court, following this reasoning, ulti-
mately will conclude that since the 14th
amendment followed in time, it super-
sedes article V in-the body of the Consti-
tution.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Precisely so.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maryland says, “I am afraid.”

Afraid of what? The people?

The distinguished Senator from New
York says, “I am afraid.”

Afraid of what? The people?

Well, Alexander Hamilton was quite
aware of these things when he wrote
Federalist Paper No. 85. The people
were a little afraid at that time about
this Constitution and what should they
do if they had an obdurate Congress with
which they could not deal. They would
want an amendment to that Constitution
as first proposed—and there were quite
a number of proposals by Charles Pinck-
ney and others on amendments—but they
finally adopted article V so that the
Congress could initiate a constitutional
amendment and send it to the States for
ratification. Then, they provided that
the people, through their legislatures,
could initiate a constitutional connec-
tion to propose amendments if Congress
refused or failed to do so.

Fancy a hostile Congress that would
not do anything about a resolution which
came down here.

Well, they had to sell the people on
that idea. So, let me read to the Sen-
ate what Mr. Hamilton had to say:

By the fifth article of the plan, the Con-
gress will be obliged, on the application of
the legislatures of two-thirds of the States
which at present amounts to nine, to call
a convention for proposing amendments
which shall be valid to all intents and pur-
poses as a part of the Constitution when
ratified by the legislatures of three-fourths
of the States, or by conventions in three-
fourths thereof.

Hamilton continued:
The words of this article are peremptory.

Well, what does peremptory mean?

Peremptory is absolute. There is no
escaping it. That is what Hamilton said,
in order to mollify the fears of the peo-
ple.

Then he went on:

Nothing in this particular is left to the dis-
cretion of that body—

Meaning Congress.
I read that glorious sentence again:

Nothing in this particular is left to the dis-
cretion of that body.
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Yes; Mr. President, they were wise
men, those framers. They had all this
in mind.

Hamilton continued:

And of consequence, all the declamation
about the disinclination to a change vanishes
in the air.

That is Alexander Hamilton speaking,
addressed to the people of the 13 States,
to be able to say to them, “Fear not. We
have put a power in your hands. The
Congress cannot thwart you because it is
peremptory. We have left no diseretion
in congressional hands.”

Now there is one thing about it: al-
though they have been declaiming on
this subject, they have forgotten one
thing about a constitutional eonvention.
They have forgotten that a constitutional
convention cannot amend the Constitu-
tion.

What it can do is to propose an amend-
ment, and nothing more.

That proposal must then go to the
country, and the country will then deter-
mine whether to ratify or not. It takes
three-fourths of the States to ratify.
Thus, a constitutional convention itself
could consider a host of things. Not a
comma or a period could be inserted in
the Constitution until three-fourths of
the States had solemnly ratified every-
thing that was proposed.

I have no fear of the people. I do not
understand these apprehensions and
these ghosts under the bed that are seen
by those who are now trying to scale
down and undo, if they could, what has
been built up in securing the applica-
tions of 32 States.

Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maryland had your State of
Alaska on the phone a good many
times—so did I—talking to the leaders
of both houses of Alaska. The proposal
went through one house in Alaska., It
failed in the other house by three votes.
I am inclined to feel that it was because
there was a little political intrusion in it
that it failed; but that is a personal opin-
ion of mine.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. 1yield.

Mr. HRUSKA. Does not article V fur-
ther provide that ratification can be had
by the legislatures of three-fourths of
the States or by conventions in three-
fourths of the States?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Indeed, it does.

Mr. HRUSKA. 1Is it not the intention
of the Senator from Illinois, and would
it be his thinking, that there would be
submitted an act to implement the call-
ing of a constitutional convention. It
would provide for the selection of con-
ventions within the States for the pur-
pose of considering ratification of any
proposal by the convention to amend
the Constitution?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Absolutely so.

Mr, HRUSKA. We find evidence in
the statements of those who oppose the
submission of an amendment of a com-
plete lack of trust and confidence in the
competence of the people to govern them-
selves. Itisa rejection of our republican
form of government and our democratic
form of government.

Mr, DIRKSEN. Let us make up our
minds whether this is a government of
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the people and by the people or not.
Abraham Lincoln, standing at that holy
spot in Gettysburg, uttered the prayer, as
it were, that government of the people
and by the people shall not perish from
the earth. That has been the great phi-
losophy of our party, and I adhere to it
as firmly now as the Great Emancipater
did when he uttered those deathless
words.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr PROXMIRE. May I ask the Sen-
ator from Illinois if he still takes the po-
sition which he took 2 years ago, and I
would like to quote very briefly from
what he said——

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator does not
have to quote me. It has already been
quoted.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I understand, but,
to frame the question appropriately, I
would like to quote what he said.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I would like to ask
the Senator, Where is the whole speech?

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator is
here. He can supply the context. This
is what he said 2 years ago in that
speech:

There can be and is a genuine fear of a
constitutional convention on the part of
many thoughtful people who urgently are
working toward enactment of a constitu-
tional amendment. The fear is simple.
There has never been a constitutional con-
vention since these United States became a
nation. There is strong legal opinion that
once the states have mandated a convention,
the courts nor the executive can control it,
guide 1it, or establish the matters with which
it would deal. A constitutional convention,
many sincere people believe, would, once un-
locked, spread in every direction.

I wish to ask the Senator from Illinois
if he still feels that sincere and thought-
ful people feel that way, or whether he
would disagree that sincere and thought-
ful people feel that way.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Oh, I never disagree
with sincere people, but I call attention
to the fact that I set up some premises
and then proceeded to knock them down.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would the Senator
concede, as he said 2 years ago, that
there is strong legal opinion that once
the States have mandated a convention,
the courts, as well as the executive, could
not guide or control such a convention?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Exactly; and for
what reason? If the courts or the ex-
ecutive could guide and control a conven-
tion, why have article V? That is what
Hamilton was pointing out in his papers
when he spoke about a hostile govern-
ment that would not give ear to the peo-
ple. So here we have the power of the
people, and it is provided for in article
v

Mr. PROXMIRE. So the Senator is
not only saying that if this convention
is called it can go in any direction, but
is he now adding that in his judg-
ment this is the way a constitutional
convention of the people should develop?

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is right, and the
States upon their applications have indi-
cated an interest in one thing, which
is the question of apportionment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Then, the Senator
would entertain only those petitions
which would specify they are interested
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in apportionment; others would be con-
sidered invalid?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I do not run the con-
vention.

Mr. PROXMIRE. No, but the Senator
from Illinois is one of the most influen-
tial Members of this body and the prin-
cipal proponent of a constitutional con-
vention. He would certainly have a
major influence on what the petitions
acceptable by the Congress should con-
tain and what Congress should consider
in giving force to the applications. The
Senator is taking the position that only
those petitions which would seek to over-
turn the one-man, one-vote principle
would be entertained.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is the only
thing that the legislatures have asked
for.

Mr. PROXMIRE. There are a num-
ber of States that have asked for a con-
vention that would restrain the powers
of the courts over some legislatures.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The fear is expressed
that the legislatures would run hog wild.
Apparently the Senator has no confi-
dence in his State legislature.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Maybe a little less
confidence in a Republican-controlled
one than I would have in a Democratic
one.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Before the control
went into Republican hands, the Senator
from Wisconsin uttered the same fear,
because this goes back to 1964.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I may mention to
the Senator from Illinois that the Wis-
consin Legislature is now considering this
matter. The majority leader of the
State senate has specified that no con-
vention would be called, but that this
would bring to the attention of the peo-
ple that a State should have a right to
apportion the membership of one house
on a basis other than population. He
says this Wisconsin petition is not going
to result in a convention, contrary to
what the Senator from Illinois said 2
years ago.

Mr, DIRKSEN. If the Senator is quot-
ing, perhaps the rest of the quotation
can be supplied. The expectation is that
a convention would be called. If a cor-
respondent was quoting the gentleman, I
do not think it is correct, because he was
referring to a convention to consider this
question.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am quoting the
reporter who gave the position of Sena-
tor Robert Knowles as being that it was
his belief that a convention would not
be called. He said Congress would get
some indication of the unrest of the peo-
ple. He said that is the object of the
petition. His view is that a convention is
not going to be held. He is the majority
leader of the State senate, and the prime
proponent of the petition. His view that
the petition would simply bring to the
attention of the Congress of the United
States the unrest brought about by the
failure of the Senator from Illinois to
write an amendment and to get con-
gressional approval for it.

Mr. DIRKSEN. He is giving his belief
that Congress should act.

Mr. PROXMIRE. He said it would not
act, that there would not be a consti-
tutional convention. He does not want
it, apparently.
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Mr. DIRKSEN. He must have been
misquoted, because in that resolution
there is a statement of intention if Con-
gress did not submit an amendment be-
fore the 30th of June, the convention
is to be called. If Congress acted, a con-
vention would become moot.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr, HRUSKA. Is that not exactly
what happened when the 17th amend-
ment was proposed?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Exactly.

Mr, HRUSKA. The same condition
was expressed—that if it was not done
by the Congress it should be done
through a constitutional convention—
and the Congress saw the handwriting
on the wall and proposed the 17th
amendment, and it was ratified.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think this debate
is very helpful. The Senator is saying
that the purpose of this procedure in
the State legislatures all over the coun-
try is to put Congress in such a mood
as to act on the Dirksen amendment of
last year; it is not to call a constitu-
tional convention, which the dis-
tinguished Senator from Nebraska as
well as the great and distinguished Sen-
ator from Illinois, who are conservatives
in the best sense, must know could
radically and tragically change our Con-
stitution.

Mr. HRUSKA. Why does not this
Congress amend in every conceivable
manner the Constitution of the United
States? It can propose amendments all
over the place if it wants to. Why does
not this Congress run away in its effort
to amend the Constitution? Common-
sense and good faith restrains it. For
the same reason I would be very confi-
dent and extend every good faith to the
representatives in a national convention.
As the Senator from Wisconsin will
surely concede, all wisdom does not abide
in the 100 Members of this body. Surely
those selected to the high honor and
heavy responsibility of representing the
people in a national convention can be
given the confidence of possessing good
faith and good judgment.

They cannot run away, because it
would take 38 State legislatures or con-
stitutional conventions to adopt and
ratify their amendments. And, Mr.
President, if that 1s accomplished, who
shall deny them the right to exercise
the constitutional prerogatives contained
in article V? Who is to say? These
people representing temporarily the
States of the Union?

The significant point in this whole
matter is the effort to permit the people
to speak. If the amendment is ulti-
mately adopted, it would be a plan which
would be approved by the legislatures of
the States, calling for representation on
a basis other than population in one of
the bodies of the legislature, subject to
one thing, Mr. President, and that is a
popular vote of the people on that issue.
Not only once, but every 10 years.

If it is not a proposition of being afraid
to trust the people, and of lack of con-
fidence in their ability, to oppose that
kind of a proposition, then I do not
recognize the breed of the animal.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, once
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more, here is the box we are putting our-
selves into: the State legislatures are
deeply concerned because under the
Court’s ruling, they must apportion both*
Houses on the basis of population.
They feel very strongly on this particu-
lar issue. They have petitioned for a
constitutional convention to act on the
issue.

Nevertheless, article V is very clear;
and it seems to me, if I understand any-
thing the Senator from Illinois has said
this morning, that his view is that a con-
stitutional convention could not be
bound, and he says it should not be
bound. They do not have to confine
themselves simply to apportionment.
They can repeal the first 10 amend-
ments of the Constitution, if they wish to
do so.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Illinois has ex-
pired.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for an ad-
ditional 30 minutes.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. And what is the
answer of Senators DIRkKSEN and HrUSKA
to this “Pandora’s box” nightmare?
The Senator from Nebraska supplied it
when he asked what is wrong with
relying, number one, on a vote of the
people who were elected by all the peo-
ple to take part in this constitutional
convention. with the double check that
it would have to go through three-quar-
ters of the legislatures or three-quarters
of the States having conventions in or-
der to be ratified.

The answer to the Senator is that
those of us who have had experience
with State legislatures know that a pro-
posal as extreme as abolishing the Fed-
eral income tax—the primary basis for
supporting our Government has passed
a shocking large number of our State
legislatures.

State legislatures have far less knowl-
edge of Federal problems and little or no
responsibility for them.

Frankly if the Congress should call
a constitutional convention, I would ex-
pect a number of extreme amendments
to be offered and adopted by three-
quarters of our State legislatures.

Mr. HRUSKA. The same article
would allow them to reconsider, would it
not?

Mr. PROXMIRE. What I am trying
to get at is that we have had, for the
180 years of our Republic's history,
amendments acted upon, with Congress
originating them, never calling a consti-
tutional convention. Members of Con-
gress responsible for Federal law and
experience in Federal lawmaking have
had and should have the principal voice
in acting on constitutional amendments.
I think those 180 years represent some
accumulated wisdom. We should recog-
nize that once you call a convention of
this kind, of people who in most cases
have not had experience in Federal of-
fice, as Members of Congress have had,
of people who have not had the kind of
seasoning in working with legislation
that Members of Congress have had, al-
most anything could happen.

Mr. HRUSKA. Exactly.

10113

Mr. PROXMIRE. And three-quar-
ters of the legislatures could act under
those circumstances.

Mr. HRUSKA. That is what the
Constitution provides.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It is not a matter
of not trusting the people. None of us
would be here if we did not trust the
people. It is a matter of recognizing we
have established a good practice, in the
past, in accordance with the first provi-
sion of article V, and that it could be
most unfortunate if we now turn to an
untried method which could result in
many radical changes in our form of
government.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator is using
words of tact, and they are quite bland-
ishing, but the substance of what he is
saying is this: “I do not think the people
are competent to govern themselves and
make this decision for themselves.”
That is the plain import of the Senator’s
statement.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I must
remind my friend from Wisconsin all
over again that a constitutional conven-
tion could propose an amendment to
adopt the metric system in the United
States; but he forgets that it has got to
go back and receive the approval of
three-fourths of the States before it ever
gets within the four corners of the Con-
stitution of the United States.

The point has been made here this
morning that these applications are in-
valid, because they date back, in some in-
stances, to 1963. I think the Supreme
Court demolished that argument pretty
well in connection with the 17th amend-
ment, in the case of Dillon against Glass.
That is the amendment that provided
for the direct election of Senators. It
was attacked because of section 3 in the
amendment, which allowed 7 years for
ratification.

Oh, the great to-do, the hue and cry
that was made, that that was out of all
reason. But when the Supreme Court
got through, they said 7 years was a rea-
sonable time.

If 7 years is reasonable for ratifica-
tion, is 4 years an unreasonable time
in which to initiate, by State application,
a convention for the purpose of amend-
ing the same Constitution to which they
have 7 years to approve an amendment?
I submit that the rule of reason applies
in every case.

It has been said that some of the ap-
plications are not valid as to form and
substance. Mr. President, the Constitu-
tion of the United States is completely
silent on that point. Since State legis-
latures must initiate, under article V,
that is a matter for them to determine.
All that is needed, by a rule of reason, is a
clear expression of intent by the legis-
latures. So what difference does it make
in what form the application for a con-
vention is made?

It has been said that some of the legis-
latures passed these resolutions when
they were malapportioned. If that made
this action invalid, then why not apply
this same rule to everything that those
legislatures did from the time they were
malapportioned? Why not strike down
the appropriations, strike down the vali-
dation of nominations to State courts
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and to State offices, strike down all the
policy legislation and statutes they may
have passed?

Besides that, 25 of those States which
are alleged to have been malapportioned
approved 25 amendments to the Consti-
tution, and we still accept them as valid.

I defy Senators to find anywhere, in
any decision, the word “illegal.” The
court has never said that a malappor-
tioned legislature is an illegal legislature,
They have been accepted in due course,

Can Congress limit or control the
convention? One of the reasons Alex-
ander Hamiliton wrote that article 85
in the Federalist was to make clear to
people that no hostile Congress could
thwart the will of the people, if they
wanted to amend their own organic law.
That makes good sense.

Now comes the great expression of
fear that people are going to run hog
wild, that a convenfion will run hog
wild. Well, you would have to have
either the legislatures or the conventions
in three-quarters of the States also run
hog wild before you could add one word
or one syllable to the Constitution.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, I am
so glad that the distinguished Senator is
making this speech, and particularly that
he refers to the fact that 25 amendments
to the Constitution have been adopted by
legislatures which under the present law
would have been held to be malappor-
tioned.

I recall many Supreme Court decisions
in which these amendments have been
followed, approved, and interpreted. As
late as the time of the Virginia poll tax
decision, the Court found occasion to
approve and to comment upon the 24th
amendment, which was ratified prior to
the amendment most recently adopted.

I wonder with the adoption of the 25th
amendment, if on any occasion when it
is exercised—and I hope there will not be
any occasion—somebody will raise the
question that the Vice President who
happens to come into office or the Presi-
dent, as the result of the functioning of
the 25th amendment is not really the
President because a malapportioned leg-
islature, or several of them, happened to
be among the 38 States that adopted that
amendment.

The whole argument seems to me to be
completely fallacious. I am glad that
the Senator is exposing it.

I hope that the Senator is successful in
his effort to have the legislatures, speak-
ing for the people of the State more
clearly than any other groups can speak,
demand action in this field.

We have recently had a horrible ex-
ample in my State of Florida of what
happens when the court reapportions.
I think our people are sick of it. For
instance, we have the coupling of Brow-
ard County, the county of Fort Lauder-
dale, in a circuitous route with Monroe
County, which is almost an independent
principality for the selection of senators,
so that all three State senators allowed
in that widely extended district have now
been named by Broward County. That
is a situation in which a citizen from Key
West has to come 169 miles to Miami,
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plus the 28 or 30 miles to Fort Lauder-
dale, before he can find a State senator

to discuss special or local legislation

which vitally affects him and his coun-
ty. There is no State senator who
knows what happens in his particular
county of Monroe.

I hope the Senator from Illinois will
continue to pursue this course of action
with the perseverance which has marked
his activity in the past. I hope that he
will be successful in his course of action.
So far as the senior Senator from Florida
is concerned, he proposes to cooperate
with him to the fullest possible extent in
any way in which he can cooperate.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I re-
mind the distinguished Senator from
Florida of the Supreme Court case in
which argument was finished yesterday.
It involved local districts, like towns and
cities. In the case of Houston County,
Ala., the board of revenue and control
administers 1,000 miles of highway dom-
inated by the city. As the attorney said
before the Court, the city could not care
less about country roads.

This is already simmering down. It
was estimated yesterday before the Court
that as many as 20,000 local political
subdivisions might be affected. They
would consist of school boards, park
boards, drainage districts, cities, and
counties. You name it, and it will come
within the purview. However, the Court
is trying to find out where to draw the
line, now that the damage has been done.

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. Iyield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if I
may revert again to the case I just men-
tioned, which is only one of the horrible
situations resulting in my State from a
court reapportionment, I can say from
some knowledge that many of the ques-
tions that will come up on a local basis
in Monroe County—the county of Key
West—have to do with marine or mari-
time matters—for instance, the stone
crab, which the distinguished Senator
knows of and loves so well as a table
delicacy. Shrimp are found there in
great profusion, as well as sea turtles
and other sea creatures which are har-
vested from the gulf or the Atlantic at
or near Key West.

Is it not rather ridiculous to have a
local legislator address himself to the
handling of problems such as these which
are decided in the Florida Senate by three
State senators from Broward County, on
the mainland of the Atlantic coast,
where none of these problems exists?
They have to handle matters concerning
which they have no knowledge, matters
like the Key West crawfish, which are of
vital importance to the people in that
far-off area which happens to belong to
the suzerainty of three Senators who live
up in the Fort Lauderdale area. There
could not be any more ridiculous situa-
tion than to expect those three State
senators to know, understand, and be able
to deal with the local problems affecting
Key West, or Monroe County.

I cite that as an illustration of where
we can go when we try to operate on an
arbitrary one-man, one-vote basls, par-
ticularly when we place jurisdiction and
authority in the courts, and have cases
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decided by men who have life tenure,
who do not care whether the people like
it or not, who do not care whether it
suits the desires of the people or not,
but simply decide questions on a mathe-
matical basis by a circuitous route, tak-
ing a course such as was adopted in that
case, by which they linked Key West,
through the little west coast county of
Collier, with the great county of Broward,
so that Broward, with its 10-to-1 voting
strength over both those counties—can
dominate the entire delegation.

It is not right. It is not democratic.
It is not sound. It ought to be corrected,
and I hope the Senator from Illinois will
persevere in his effort to have such situ-
ations corrected.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I say
to my distinguished friend, the senior
Senator from Florida, that we have per-
severed, and we shall continue to do so.

The votes of only seven other Senators
were necessary to adopt the resolution
that I offered in January 1965, to provide
the constitutional two-thirds. Only
seven other votes were needed. The vote
was 57 to 39, and we fell just a few votes
short.

The Senate should have passed that
resolution, and the House should pass it.
Then, let it go to the people and see what
they have to say. However, here we
have the expression: “I am afraid of the
people.”

All T can say, as was written on the
ancient parchment long ago: “O, ye of
little faith.”

I think that is a good place to stop,
and we will join in combat at some time
later. So, I leave it at that for the mo-
ment.

I shall fervently hope that, in a num-
ber of States where this resolution is un-
der consideration, they will see fit to ap-
prove it.

When we get the necessary 34—and we
require only two additional States—I
shall march in here, because this is a
matter of the highest privilege, with a
concurrent resolution and ask that it go
to the calendar so that it can be consid-
ered in due course.

Mr. President, I believe that will be the
end of the discussion for the moment.

There is much that I could add, but I
shall do that on a subsequent occasion.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

ExHIBIT 1
[From the Chicago Tribune, Mar. 9, 1967]
State Ser To Jomr ONWE-MaN, ONE-VOTE
FIGHT—SENATE EXPECTED TO APPROVE DIRK~
SEN PLAN
(By George Tagge)

SPRINGFIELD, ILL., March 8—Joining a revolt
against the “one man, one vote” dictation by
the United States Supreme court, the Il-
nois legislature today prepared to join the
leglslatures of 27 other states in demnding a
national convention to revise the federal
Constitution.

The Illinoils Senate gave every sign that
next week it will adopt a resolution to put
Illinois on record in the march toward action
by 34 states to achleve the national consti-
tutional covention.

SUGGESTED BY DIRKSEN

Last week the Illinois House adopted the
resolution and sent it to the Senate, as sug-
gested by United States Senate Minority
Leader Dirksen [R., Il.]. Dirksen for years
has been seeking means of restoring the right
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of states to follow the federal system in set-
ting up legislatures if their voters want it.

Until the Supreme court several years ago
upset the traditional rights of states in this
field, most of them followed the system of
having one legislative body based on popu-
lation, and the other chamber based also
on other factors.

WOULD ELECT JUSTICES

Illinois voters in 1854 overwhelmingly
adopted the federal system but they were
overruled by the supreme court headed by
Chief Justice Earl Warren, former governor
of California.

The anti-supreme court trend was sparked
here yesterday by introduction of a Senate
resolution aiming at election of justices of
the United States Supreme court, This
would also be the subject of a national con-
vention obtained by the same method as the
one on legislative apportionment.

The move toward abolishing Presidential

appointment of Supreme court members was
proposed by a freshman Republican, Sen.
Joseph J. Krasowski of Chicago’s southwest
side.
_ An ultra-liberal Democrat, Sen. Paul Si-
mon of Troy, sought to get a promise of delay
beyond next week from Sen. Hudson Sours
[R., Peoria], chief sponsor of the Dirksen
plan resolution,

CITES 14TH AMENDMENT SPEED

Sours replled that the 14th amendment
to the United States Constitution, on which
the Supreme court based its “one man, one
vote” rulings, was created in less time than
is belng taken in Springfield to try to modify
just one effect.

Sen. Robert McCarthy |D., Decatur] ob-
jected that the League of Women Voters
favors the pronouncements of the Supreme
court and has not had a chance to go into
action since the revolt started here last week.

One of the chief lobbyists for organized
labor today may have alded the movement
toward a national convention. He is John
Alesia, legislative spokesman for years for
the United Steel Workers and brother-in-
law of Joseph Germano, mid-west regional
director of the USW.

WILLING TO CHANGE SENATE

Sen. Everett E. Laughlin [R., Freeport]
asked Alesia, a witness before the senate
sitting as a committee of the whole, whether
his AFL-CIO organization would pursue its
“one man, one vote" theorles to the point
that each state would not be entitled to two
United States senators.

“We'll accept the United States Senate
on a population basis,” Alesia replied.

Surpised by the union lobbyist's answer,
other senators asked him similar questions
and obtained similar replies.

“We would support reapportionment of
the United States Senate on a population
basis,” was Alesia’s final version.

STATES CAN FORCE ACTION

Article 5 of the Constitution provides that
a convention to revise this basic law may be
had if two-thirds of the states agree on this

Simple majorities are sufficlent to adopt
the national constitutional resolution.

In contrast, two-thirds majorities in the
Senate and House here are needed to adopt
a pending resolution for a state convention
to revise the Illlnois constitution of 1870.

[From the Washington Post]
Hica Courr PonpERs ONE-VOTE ISSUE
(By John P. MacKenzie)

The Supreme Court searched yesterday for
a place to draw the line on the “one person,
one vote” principle for local government,

The Justices completed two days of oral
argument in four local reapportionment
cases. They heard warnings of a “political
thicket"” more dangerous than State lezis-
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lative reapportionment, and complaints of a
continuing “rural stranglehold” on cities at
the level of county government.

They were assured by lawyers for city dwel-
lers that the problem was manageable de-
spite the number and varlety of county and
city governing units. One lawyer said that
about 20,000 of the Nation’s 80,000 local
bodies would be affected.

ONLY 20,0000?

“Only 20,000?” asked Justice Byron R.
White. “That's a lot more than 50, Justice
William J. Brennan Jr. added, referring to
the number of state legislatures governed by
the 1964 equal-population decision.

Justice Abe Fortas saild the problem was:
“What is local government?” He demanded
in each case to know the specific govern-
mental powers the State had delegated to lo-
cal political units. In no case could oppos-
ing counsel agree.

Justice Department Attorney Francis X.
Beytagh, supporting extension of the equal-
population rule, said Fortas's functional ap-
proach would bog the Court down in details
not involved in the four cases. He said the
rule should apply whenever the State pro-
vides for elections by districts to a body with
any governmental powers.

At issue are the election processes for these
political units:

The school board of Kent County, Mich.
Grand Rapids has more than half the
County’s population, but its school district
is only one of 21 in the County, each district
having a vote in the annual selection of
school board members.

The Board of Revenue and Control of
Houston County, Ala. The City of Dothan,
which has more than half the County’s vot-
ers, is outnumbered by four rural districts.

The Board of Supervisors of Buffolk
County, Long Island. The County is com-
posed of 10 towns ranging in population from
1300 to 172,000 but each town is entitled to
one Board member.

The City Council of Virginia Beach, Va.
All its 11 members are elected at large, but
seven must reside in each of seven boroughs
that vary in population from 733 to 29,000.

MOST DIFFICULT CASE

Beytagh conceded that the Michigan case
was “the most difficult” of the four because
the school board is not elected directly by the
people. But he sald most school boards are
popularly elected and should be covered by
any equal population ruling.

School board attorney Paul O. Strawbecker
insisted that In Michigan, “education has
never been a part of local self-government.”
He insisted that fairly apportioned state leg-
islatures were "more competent than any
court” to distribute political power below the
state level.

Washington attorney Charles S. Rhyne,
who argued in the breakthrough 1962 case of
Baker vs. Carr, urged the Justices to extend
the rule because “it's a principle that you
Just can’t carve up.”

But Truman Hobbs, lawyer for the Houston
County board, Insisted that most of the
board’s work was administering 1000 miles of
rural roads. He sald the city “couldn’t care
less"” about county roads and rural residents
would suffer if the city dominated the county
board.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
hour of 1 o'clock having arrived, the
Chair lays before the Senate the un-
finished business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the in-
vestment credit and the allowance of
accelerated depreciation in the case of

certain real property.
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ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent, not-
withstanding the fact that the morning
hour has expired, there be a brief period
for the transaction of routine morning
business; and I ask unanimous consent
that statements during that period be
limited to 3 minutes.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R. 1574. An act for the relief of Bryce
A. Smith;

H.R. 1670. An act for the relief of Dr.
George H. Edler;

H.R.4566. An act for the relief of Mary
F. Thomas;

H.R.6167. An act to authorize the exten-
slon of certain naval vessel loans now in
existence :nd. & new loan, and for other pur-

y AN

H.R. 8569. An act making appropriation for
the government of the District of Columbia
and other actlvities chargeable in whole or
in part against the revenues of said District
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and
for other purposes,

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as in-
dicated:

H.R.1574. An act for the relief of Bryce
A, Smith;

HR.1670. An act for the relief of Dr.
George H. Edler; and

HR.4566. An act for the relief of Mary
F. Thomas; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

H.R. 6167. An act to authorize the exten-
slon of certaln naval vessel loans now in
existence and a new loan, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H.R.8560. An act making appropriations
for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of
sald District for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1968, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

REMOVAL OF INJUNCTION OF SE-
CRECY FROM EXECUTIVE I, 90TH
CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION, THE
CONSULAR. CONVENTION BE-
TWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND
FRANCE

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, as in executive session, I ask
unanimous consent that the injunction
of secrecy be removed from Executive I,
90th Congress, first session, the Consular
Convention between the United States of
America and France, together with a
protocol and two exchanges of notes re-
lating thereto, signed at Paris on July 18,
1966, transmitted to the Senate today by
the President of the United States, and
that the convention, together with the
President's message, be referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations, and
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that the President's message be printed
in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRUENING in the chair). Without objec-
tion, it is so ordered.

The message from the President is as
follows:

To the Senate of the United States:

With a view to receiving the advice and
consent of the Senate to ratification, I
transmit herewith the consular conven-
tion between the United States of Amer-
ica and France, together with a protocol
and two exchanges of notes relating
thereto, signed at Paris on July 18, 1966.

The convention deals with the conduct
of consular relations between the two
countries and the functions, privileges,
and immunities of their respective con-
sular officers. It covers such important
matters as the obligations of the two
countries to insure free communication
between a citizen and his consul, to in-
form consular officers of the arrest or de-
tention of their citizens, and to permit
visits by consuls to any of their citizens
who are in prison. It covers consular
functions and responsibilities in such
fields as the issuance of visas and pass-
ports, and the performance of notarial
services. It provides for the inviolabil-
ity of consular communications, docu-
ments, and archives, and the obligation
of the host country to protect consular
premises against intrusion or damage.

I recommend that the Senate give early
and favorable consideration to the con-
vention and give its advice and consent
to its ratification.

LynpoN B. JOHNSON,

TuE WHITE HOUSE, April 19, 1967.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
PearsoN in the chair), laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

AMENDMENT OF MARKETING QUOTA PROVISIONS
OF AGRICULTURAL ADJUSTMENT AcT OF 1938
A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture,

fransmitting a draft of proposed legislation

to amend the marketing quota provisions of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938, as
amended (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

AMENDMENT AND OCLARIFICATION OF REEM-
PLOYMENT PROVISIONS OF UNIVERSAL MILI-
TARY TRAINING AND SERVICE ACT
A letter from the Secretary of Labor, trans-

mitting a draft of proposed legislation to

amend and clarify the reemployment provi-
sions of the Universal Military Training and

Service Aect, and for other purposes (with ac-

companying papers); to the Committee on

Armed Services.

REPORTS OF COMPTROLLER GGENERAL

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on need to strengthen controls
over use of modified live virus vaccines In
the hog cholera eradication program, Agri-
cultural Research Service, Department of
Agriculture, dated April 1967 (with an ac-
companying report); to the Committee on
Government Operations.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on savings available to the Gov-
ernment through revision of the method of
supplying commercial rental cars, General
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Services Administration, dated April 1867
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

RerPoRT oN PROJECTS SELECTED FOR FUNDING
UnDER THE WATER RESOURCES RESEARCH ACT
oF 1964
A letter from the Secretary of the Interior,

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on

projects selected for funding under the Water

Resources Research Act of 1964 (with an ac-

companying report) ; to the Committee on In-

terior and Insular Affairs.

INCREASE OF APPROPRIATION FOR CONTINUING
Work IN THE MissoUrRI RIVER BasIN

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of the
Interior, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to increase the appropriation au-
thorization for continuing work in the Mis-
souri River Basin by the Secretary of the In-
terior (with accompanying papers); to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

REPORT 0N EXTRAORDINARY CONTRACTUAL AC-
TI0NS To FACILITATE THE NATIONAL DE-
FENSE
A letter from the Assistant Secretary of De-

fense (Installations and Logistics), transmit-

ting, pursuant to law, a report on extraordi-
nary contractual actlons to facilitate the na-

tional defense, for the calendar year 1966

(with an accompanying report); to the Com-

mittee on the Judiciary.

REPORT ON AUDIT OF FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS
OF THE NATIONAL SAFETY COUNCIL

A letter from the president, National Safety
Council, Chicago, Ill., transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report on audit of the financial
transactions of that council, for the year 1966
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

REPORT ON THIRD PREFERENCE AND SIXTH PREF-
ERENCE  CLASSIFICATION FOR  CERTAIN
ALIENS

A letter from the Commissioner, Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service, Department
of Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law,
reports on petitions approved according the
beneficlaries of such petitions third prefer-
ence and sixth preference classification (with
accompanying papers); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

REPORT OF ADVISORY COUNCIL ON STATE DE-
PARTMENTS OF EDUCATION

A letter from the Secretary of Health, Edu-
cation, and Welfare, transmitting, pursuant
to law, a report of the Advisory Council on
State Departments of Education, for the fiscal
year ended June 30, 1966 (with an accom-
panying report); to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate, or presented, and referred as in-
dicated:

By the PRESIDING OFFICER:

A resolution of the Legislature of the State
of New Mexico; to the Committee on Public
Works:

“RESOLUTION
“A joint memorial requesting the President
of the United States to restore the cut-
back and to oppose any future reduction
in New Mexico highway fund allocations

“Whereas, highway safety is of vital con-
cern to New Mexlico Citizens, and official state
figures disclose that an estimated one hun-
dred two lives have been saved on already
completed Interstate highways, and it is esti-
mated that completion of our Interstate sys-
tem in New Mexico will result in one thou-
sand elghty fewer accidents and two hundred
fewer deaths annually; and

“Whereas, large segments of New Mexico
have been declared economically depressed
areas with recent statistics disclosing that
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gain in per capita income in our state is the
lowest in the union, and curtailment or cut-
back in highway construction has already
resulted in the discharge of hundreds of em-
ployees directly employed by the industry
and its suppliers with consequent reduced
money flow, reduced tax revenue and a cha-
otic economic situation which is certain to
result; and

“Whereas, the state of New Mexico has, in
the past, expended the maximum amount of
available federal funds for highway construc-
tion and the imposition of the proposed cut-
backs will cause a sixty-one percent reduc-
tion of avallable funds in the last half of
1967, and moneys must be allotted for plan-
ning and preliminary engineering from the
remaining thirty-nine percent thus leaving
even less available for construction with the
result that grave delays will be encountered
along with the inevitable continued loss of
life and limb, together with increasing eco-
nomic depression for the citizens of our state;

“Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Legis-
lature of the State of New Mexico that the
president of the United States, the Honorable
Lyndon B. Johnson, is urged and implored to
immediately restore the cut-back in our New
Mexico highway fund allocations and to op-
pose any other future reductions; and

“Be it further resolved that a copy of this
memorial be transmitted to the president of
the United States, to each member of the
New Mexico congressional delegation, to the
president of the United States senate, and
to the speaker of the United States house of
representatives.”

A resolution of House of Representatives
of the State of New Mexico; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry:

“RESOLUTION

“A house memorial relating to certain pro-
visions in the cropland adjustments pro-
gram and requesting consideration of
them by the Secretary of Agriculture and
the U.S. Congress
“Whereas, the eighty-ninth congress of the

United States repealed the provisions of the

soil bank program and enacted the cropland

adjustments program; and

“Whereas, the soil bank program provided
for participation of parts of farms, and the
cropland adjustments program has been used
for retirement of whole farms; and

“Whereas, the limited amount of money
which the secretary of agriculture can now
expend on reserving farm acreage has re-
sulted in inequitable participation in the
cropland adjustments program:

“Now, therefore, be it resolved by the House
of Representatives that the secretary of agri-
culture and the United States congress are
respectfully requested to consider a more
equitable method of participation for pro-
ducers in the cropland adjustments program
by apportioning the farm lands held in re-
serve in such manner as to provide for
wider distribution of the benefits; and

“Be is further resolved, that copies of this
memorlal be sent to the secretary of agricul-
ture, the speaker of the United States house
of representatives, the president pro tempore
of the United States senate and to the New
Mexico delegation to the United States
congress."”

A resolution of the Senate of the State of
New Mexico; to the Committee on Armed
Services:

“SENATE MEMORIAL 28

“A memorial requesting the Congress of the
United States to amend the draft laws:
to allow a more equitable selection from
disadvantaged minority groups
“Whereas, the minority groups in the state

of New Mexico have been economically and

educationally deprived and few of the young
men in these groups can afford to attend col-
lege; and

“Whereas, without a college deferment
from the draft, these men are inducted into
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the armed forces, or to avoid the draft, vol-
unteer for other branches of the armed
forces; and

“Whereas, New Mexico's largest minority
group consists of Americans of Spanish de-
scent and constitutes some twenty-nine per-
cent of the population of the state; and

“Whereas, approximately sixty-nine per-
cent of all inductees from New Mexico are
of Spanish extraction; and

“Whereas, of fifty-eight New Mexicans
killed in Vietnam during 1968, twenty-five
were Americans of Spanish descent;

“Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Sen-
ate of the State of New Mexico that the
congress of the United States s requested
to amend the draft laws to allow a more
equitable selection from disadvantaged mi-
nority groups; and

“Be it further resolved that copies of this
memorial be sent to the speaker of the
United States house of representatives, the
president pro tempore of the United States
senate and the New Mexico delegation to the
United States Congress.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
Btate of Colorado; to the Committee on Com-
merce:

“SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 9
“Memorial memorializing the Congress of
the United States to designate or appoint

& committee to investigate the cancella-

tion and discontinuance of contracts for

the transportation of malls by rallroads,
and conditions resulting therefrom

“Whereas, The post office department of
the United States has pursued a systematic
program of replacing contracts for the trans-
portation of mail by the rallroads of this
nation with contracts for the transportation
thereof by other means; and

““Whereas, The National Transportation
Policy of the Congress of the United States
is to develop and preserve a natlonal trans-
portation system by rall adequate to meet
the needs of the commerce of the United
States, of the postal service, and of the na-
tional defense; and

“Whereas, One essential element for the
continuance of a sound, efficient rall system
in this nation is economic stability, which,
In turn, is dependent on contracts for the
transportation of mail; and

“Whereas, Many railroads have been and
will be forced by economic necessity to cancel
and eliminate many scheduled passenger
tralns across the nation, thereby depriving
many areas of this nation of year-round
transportation and mail facllities, as a direct
result of the discontinuance of such mail
contracts; and

“Whereas, The economic well-being of
thousands of citizens and of hundreds of
communities is being endangered by said
program of the post office department, thus
further increasing the manifold problems of
the President and of the Congress in the
current ‘War on Poverty’; and

“Whereas, In times of emergency, the
railroads are looked to and expected to pro-
vide safe, dependable transportation for the
nation and its citizens, and of its mail, when
other methods are ineffective; and

“Whereas, Previous efforts of the General
Assembly of the state of Colorado and inter-
ested citizens of this state have failed to
elicit any efforts by the post office depart-
ment to correct the problems resulting from
the cancellation of contracts for the trans-
portation of mail by rail; now, therefore,

“Be It Resolved by the Senate of the Forty-
sizth General Assembly of the State of
Colorado, the House of Representatives con-
curring herein:

“That the Congress of the United States
be requested to designate or appoint some
appropriate committee or subcommittee to
investigate the over-all effects upon the rail-
roads, in particular, and the whole trans-
portation system, In general, of the nation,
directly resulting from the cancellation and
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discontinuance of contracts for the trans-
portation of the malils by rail.

“Be It Further Resolved, That a copy of
this Memorial be transmitted to each of the
following: The President of the United
States, the President of the Senate of the
Congress of the United States, the Speaker of
the House of Representatives of the Congress
of the United States, the Chairman of the
Senate Post Office and Civil Service Commit-
tee, the Chairman of the House Post Office
and Civil Service Committee, and to each
member of Congress from the state of
Colorado.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of Washington; to the Committee
on Commerce:

“I, A. Ludlow Kramer, Secretary of State
of the State of Washington and custodian
of 1ts seal, hereby certify that according to
the records on file in my office

“The attached is a true and correct copy
of Senate Joint Memorial No. 23 as passed
by the 1967 Extraordinary Session of the Leg-
islature of the State of Washington now in
sesslon, praying that the Congress of the
United States take proper action necessary
to implement the intent of the Maritime Act
of 1936 so as to reestablish the United States
as a leading maritime power among the na-
tions of the world, In witness whereof I
have signed and have affixed the seal of the
State of Washington to this certificate at
Olympia, the State Capitol, April 12, 1967.

[SEAL] “A. LupLow EKRAMER,

“Secretary of State.
" 'SENATE JOINT MEMORIAL 23

“‘To the Honorable Lyndon B. Johnson,
President of the United States, and to
the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives, to the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States, in
Congress assembled, and to the Secre-
tary of Commerce:

“‘We, Your Memorialists, the Senate and
the House of Representatives of the State
of Washington, in legislative session assem-
bled, respectfully represent and petition as
follows:

“‘Whereas, The Merchant Marine Act of
1936 sets forth the intent of congress that
the United States shall have an American
flag ship merchant fleet capable of carrying
a substantial portion of our water-borne
commerce and of serving as a naval or mili-
tary auxiliary in time of war or national
emergency; and

“ “Whereas, Despite the intent of the 1936
Act, our American flag merchant marine has
continued to decline in number of ships,
and in terms of the percentage of our cargo
carried by these vessels; and

‘““Whereas, This decline is most strikingly
demonstrated in the current Viet Nam emer-
gency in which, as a result of increased
shipping needs, our government has turned
to foreign fiag ships, not only to fulfill its
commercial commitments, but to carry mili-
tary cargoes as well; and

“ “Whereas, The United States is now car-
rying about eight percent of our imports
and exports in American flag ships and holds
the fourteenth place in new shipbuilding
among nations of the world; and currently
Russia has five hundred sixteen vessels under
construction while the United States has
but forty-nine;

“‘Now, therefore, Your Memorialists re-
spectfully pray that the congress of the
United States take proper action necessary
to implement the intent of the Maritime
Act of 1936 so as to reestablish the United
States as a leading maritime power among
the nations of the world.

* ‘Passed the Senate April 3, 1967.

“ ‘A, HENRY,
“‘President of the Senate.

* ‘Passed the House April 7, 1987.

** ‘DoN ELDRIDGE,
“‘Speaker of the House."”

10117

A concurrent resolution of the General
Assembly of the State of South Carolina; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations:

“A CONCURRENT RESOLUTION EXPRESSING
STRONG OPPOSITION TO THE PROPOSAL THAT
THE UNITED STATES RELINQUISH ITs Sov-
EREIGNTY OVER THE CANAL ZONE AND THE
Panama CANAL

“Whereas, the Executive Branch of the
United States Government has publicly an-
nounced that it is in the process of nego-
tiating a treaty or treaties with the Republic
of Panama that could dilute the indispensa-
ble grant of sovereignty over the United
States-owned Canal Zone territory acquired
pursuant to law and purchase from individ-
ual property owners under the 1903 Treaty
with Panama for the construction, operation,
maintenance, sanitation, and protection of
the Panama Canal; and

“Whereas, any such proposed treaty or
treaties, if ratified by the United States Sen-
ate, could divest the United States of au-
thority where there is grave responsibility
and thereby render our government impo-
tent to maintain and operate the Panama
Canal in conformity with the provisions of
the 1901 Hay-Pauncefote Treaty with Great
Britain under which treaty the United States
is obligated to maintain, operate and pro-
tect the Panama Canal on terms of equality
for world shipping; and

“Whereas, the proposed new treaty or
treaties, if approved, could effectively destroy
all the indispensable rights heretofore ex-
ercised by the United States with respect
to the Canal Zone and the Panama Canal;
and

“Whereas, any withdrawal by the United
States could make easler a takeover by com-
munist authority and similar takeover of
governments throughout Latin America, as
in the case of Cuba, and imperil the security
of the United States and the entire Western
Hemisphere. Now, therefore,

“Be 1t resolved by the House of Representa-
tives, the Senate concurring:

“That the General Assembly opposes the
relinquishing by the United States of its
existing rights, powers and authority over
the Canal Zone and Panama Canal.

“Be it further resolved that a copy of this
resolution be forwarded to the President of
the Senate in the Congress of the United
States and the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and to each United States Sen-
ator from South Carolina In the Congress
and each member of the House of Represent-
aflves in the Congress from South Carolina.

“State of South Carolina, in the House
of Representatives, Columbia, South Caro-
lina, April 12th, 1967.

“I hereby certify that the foregoing is a
true and correct copy of a Resolution adopted
by the South Carolina House of Representa-
tlves and concurred in by the Senate.

“INEZ WATSON,
“Clerk of the House.”

A joint resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Alabama; to the Committee on the
Judiciary:

“REsoLvTIiOoN No. 11

“Whereas, The relationship that exists be-
tween the Federal Government and the gov-
ernment of the states is a matter of vital
concern; and

““Whereas, The states play an indispensa-
ble role in our Federal system of govern-
ment; and

“Whereas, Unless the trend toward restric-
tive categoric federal grants is reversed, these
grants will so entwine themselves that a
state’'s freedom of movement will be sig-
nificantly inhibited; and

““Whereas, There is a need and a justifica-
tion for broader unfettered grants that will
give states and localities more freedom of
choice, more opportunity to express their
own initiative which reflects their particular
needs and preferences, all within the overall
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direction of national purpose; now, there-
fore, be it

“Resolved by the Senate of the State of
Alabama, the House of Representatives con-
curring, That this Legislature respectfully
petitions the Congress of the United States
to call & convention for the purpose of pro-
posing the following Article as an amend-
ment to the Constitution of the United
States.

' ARTICLE—

“ ‘Beginning with the first full fiscal year
after ratification of this amendment by the
requisite number of states, there shall be re-
mitted to all of the states of these United
States, an amount determined by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to be equal to not
less than 5% of the aggregate total of indi-
viduals and corporate income taxes paid to
the United States during the preceding cal-
endar year. Such funds shall be remitted
to the States without restriction and this
remission of funds shall be in addition to
any other federal grant programs which may
be enacted by the Co . Each state
shall share in such remission in proportion
as the population of such State bears to the
total population of all of the States, a.ccord;-
ing to the last preceding Federal census’;
and, be it further

“Resolved, That if Congress shall have pro-
posed an amendment to the Constitution
identical with that contained in this resolu-
tion prior to July 1, 1969, this application
for a convention shall no longer be of any
force or effect; and, be it further

“Resolved, That a duly attested copy of
this resolution be immediately transmitted
to the Secretary of the Senate of the United
States and the Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States and to each
Member of Congress from this State.

“T hereby certify that the above is a true,
correct and accurate copy of Senate Joint
Resolution No. 11 by Mr. Cooper, adopted by
the Legislature of Alabama on April 5, 19617.

“McDOWELL

LEE,
“Secretary of Senate.”
A resolution of the Legislature of the State
of Nebraska; to the Committee on the
Judiciary:
“1,EGISLATIVE RESOLUTION 26

“Whereas, while prices pald to ranchers
for livestock have declined, retall prices
charged for meat have increased; and

“Whereas, the United States Department
of Agriculture Market News Summary of
January 17, 1967, shows that the spread
between wholesale and retail prices on beef
has gone from $18.50 per one hundred pound
carcass weight on November 6, 1965, to
$20.42 on November 12, 1966; on lamb from
$20.68 to $2698; and on pork from $15.72
to $20.59; and

“Whereas, one independent survey in-
dicates chaln stores are now realizing gross
profits in excess of $31.00 per hundred
weight or more than $180.00 per 600 pound
carcass; and

“Whereas, studies made in independent
surveys conducted by men of experience in
the production, finishing, processing, dis-
tribution, and marketing of beef suggest
that chain stores may be making excessive
profits from the sale of meats at retail while
others in the meat business, including
ranchers, farmers, feeders and packers, are
suffering from depressed prices for thelr
production in the face of increased costs of
doing business; and

“Whereas, the number of independent
retall outlets for meat has decreased drasti-
cally, so that chain stores are now market-
ing in excess of elghty per cent of the meat
sold at retall level;, and

‘“Whereas, prices charged by chaln stores
for meat are substantially the same in all
such chain stores; and

“Whereas, the simlilarity of pricing and
substantial monopoly of the retall sale of
meat seems to result in excessive profits to
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chain food stores In the sale of meats at
retall;

“Now, therefore, be it resolved by the mem-
bers of Nebraska Legislature in seveniy-
seventh session assembled:

“1, That the Attorney General of the
United States is hereby requested to conduct
a study of the marketing of meat by chain
food stores to determine whether or not
there is collusion among the chain food
stores in fixing prices, in establishing ex-
cessive markups in the retail prices of meat,
in establishing a monopoly in the retail sale
of meat, and of other practices which re-
strain trade in violation of the Sherman
Anti-Trust Act.

“9, That coples of this resolution be for-
warded to the Attorney General of the
United States, to the President of the United
States Senate and Speaker of the United
States House of Representatives, and to each
of the Senators and members of the House
of Representatives from Nebraska in Con-
gress.

“ELVIN ADAMSON,
“Speaker and Acting President of
the Legislature.

“I, Hugo F. Srb, hereby certify that the
foregoing is a true and correct copy of Legls-
lative Resolution 26, which was passed by
the Legislature of Nebraska in Seventy-
seventh regular session on the sixth day of
April, 1967.

“Hueo F. Srs,
“Clerk of the Legislature.”

A resolution of the Legislature of the State
of Colorado; to the Committee on Public
Works:

“House MEMORIAL 1008

“Memorial memorializing the Congress of
the United States to amend the Highway
Beautification Act of 1965

“Whereas, The Highway Beautification Act
of 1965 requires that states make provision
for the effective control of outdoor advertis-
ing adjacent to the Interstate System and
the primary system, and upon fallure of any
state to do so, after January 1, 1968, such
state's federal-ald highway funds shall be re-
duced by an amount equal to ten per cent
of that which otherwise would have been
apportioned to such state; and

“Whereas, The Secretary of Commerce of
the United States is given authority under
sald Act to promulgate national standards
regarding the effective control of outdoor ad-
vertising; and

“Whereas, It is felt by many that agree-
ment has not been reached upon workable
standards for the implementation of sald
Act; and

“Whereas, The legislatures of several states
find themselves nearing the end of their leg-
islative sessions without having taken the
action required under sald Act, and there is
little prospect that such legislatures will
meet again until after January 1, 1968; and

“Whereas, Sald Act, and the standards
promulgated pursuant thereto, severely limit
the possibility of state action in the field of
regulation of outdoor advertising, and par-
ticularly burdensome to the states are the
delay in formulating standards in commer-
cial and industrial zones, and the prohibition
in said Act against the use of the police power
of the state to control outdoor advertising;
and

“Whereas, Section 131(g) of saild Act is
particularly onerous to a state, where such
state has avallable to it, under its police
power, means to effect the removal of outdoor
advertising devices; now, therefore,

“Be It Resolved by the House of Repre-
sentatives of the Forty-sizth General As-
sembly of the State of Colorado:

“That this House of Representatives hereby
memorializes the Congress of the United
States to amend the “Highway Beautifica-
tion Act of 1965", In general, and, in par-
ticular, section 131(g) of sald Act, so as to
provide more workable standards for the
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implementation of said Act, and, further, so
as to provide a minimal invasion into the al-
ready dwindling police powers of the several
states.

“Be It Further Resolved, That a copy of
this Memorial be sent to each the President
of the United States, the President of the
Senate of the Congress of the United States,
the Speaker of the House of Representatives
of the Congress of the United States, the Sec-
retary of Commerce of the United States,
and the members of Congress from the State
of Colorado.

“JoHN D. VANDERHOOF,

“Speaker of the House of Representatives.

“HENrRY C. KIMEROUGH,
“Chief Clerk of the House of Repre-
sentatives.”

A jolnt resolution of the Legislature of the
State of Wisconsin; to the Committee on
Public Works:

“SENATE JoIiNT REsoLUTION 20

“Joint resolution memorializing the Con-
gress of the United States for the restora-
tion of highway alds to Wisconsin
“Whereas, Wisconsin’s highway accident

death toll reached staggering proportions in

1967 while establishing a new all time high

for highway deaths in a single year; and
“Whereas, the current limitation placed on

the federal aid highway program, in recogni-
tion of the Vietnam effort and inflationary
pressures, will reduce federal aid funds from

50 million to 25 million dollars and severely

hinder the state’s attempts to reduce the

wholesale slaughter taking place on the
highways in this state; and

“Whereas, the most critical highways in
need of improvement in the state are USH

12, between Eau Clalre and Tomah, a con-

gested 35 year old two-lane highway which

is carrying traffic in excess of 25,000 vehicles
per day during peak periods which serving as

a by-pass to the last unfinished portion of

I 94; and the last unfinished portion of I 94

extending from the Tomah bypass to the by-

pass located in the northern part of the city
of La Crosse; and the easterly approach to
the central exchange located in the heart of
the downtown area in the city of Milwaukee
which inveolves I 94, I 794 and USH 141; and

“Whereas, these critlcal areas were con-
sidered to be so urgently needed by this state
that the legislature during the 1965 session
authorized the first state bonding program
for highways in the state’s history and in-
creased the motor fuel tax to accelerate the
construction of state highways having a high
traffic demand; and

‘““Whereas, Wisconsin falls abnormally far
below its neighboring states in the allocation
of interstate highway mileage and has com-
pensated for this deficlency by constructing
routes which serve a similar function; and

“Whereas, the financing controls estab-
lished by the federal government has placed
the completion of such construction projects
in jeopardy and many millions of public
funds already invested in highway projects
will not be fully utilized until such comple-
tion; and

“Whereas, the current financing controls
appear to counteract the federal govern-
ment’s program on highway safety; now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved by the senate, the assembly
concurring, That the legislature of the state
of Wisconsin respectfully memorializes the

Congress of the United States to grant relief

from the general cut back in federal high-

way ald because of the severity of the re-
sults to highway users of this state; to grant
permission to utilize ACI financing in Wis-
consin to complete the interstate system; or
to grant permission to accelerate interstate
construction with state bond funds as passed
by the 1965 leglslature; and, be it further
“Resolved, That properly attested copies of
this resolution be sent to the President of
the United States, to the secretary of the
United States Senate and the chief clerk of
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the House of Representatives and to each
member of the Congress from Wisconsin,
“WiLLiam P. NUGENT,
“Senate Chief Clerk.
“Harorp V. FROEHLICH,
“Speaker of the Assembly.”

A joint resolutlon of the Legislature of the
State of Nevada; to the Committee on Rules
and Administration:

“ASSEMBLY JOINT RESOLUTION 4

“Assembly joint resolution memorializing the
Congress of the United States to enact
legislation that would provide that voting
polls close simultaneously across the
nation
“WaEeRreAs, It Is an inherent requirement

for the preservation of our form of govern-
ment that all citizens be permitted to make
consclentious evaluations of issues and can-
didates during election campaigns and to
vote accordingly; and

“WHEeREAS, Anything that tends unduly to
influence a person in the exercise of his right
to vote is contrary to the best interests of
the several states of the Union; and

“WHEREAS, Because of the difference in
time zones across the United States of Amer-
ica, polls in the western part of the nation
remain open for several hours after polls are
closed in the East; and

“WaEereAs, Nationwide television and radio
broadcasts reporting election results in the
East and predicting nationwide trends be-
fore the polls have closed in the West tend to
influence voting in the West; now, therefore,
be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and Senate of
the State of Nevada, jointly, That the Con-
gress of the United States is hereby memor-
ialized to enact legislation providing for a
plan of time zone voting wherein the polls
are required to close simultaneously through-
out the United States of America; and be it
further

“Resolved, That certified coples of this
resolution be prepared and transmitted forth-
with by the legislative counsel to the Speaker
of the House of Representatives, and the
Presldent of the Senate of the United States
of America, and to United States Senators
Alan Bible and Howard Cannon and to Repre-
sentative in Congress Walter S. Baring.

A petition of the 29th Legislative District
Club, of the State of Washington, praying
for the enactment of legislation authorizing
Federal payments to the totally disabled in
certain cases; to the Committee on Finance.

A resolution adopted by the members of
Lodge No. 1326, International Association of
Machinists and Aerospace Workers, Grafton,
Wis., remonstrating against the enactment of
legislation to levy additional taxes; to the
Committee on Finance.

A letter, in the nature of a petltion, signed
by the president, Colonial Willlamsburg,
Williamsburg, Va., praying for the enact-
ment of legislation relating to the commem-
oration of the 200th anniversary of the Amer-
ican Revolution; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by the board of gov-
ernors, Greater Tampa Chamber of Com-
merce, Tampa, Fla., praying for the enact-
ment of legislation relating to congressional
ethics; to the Select Committee on Standards
and Conduct.

RESOLUTION SUPPORTING TAX
SHARING IN FEDERAL-STATE
RELATIONS

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I have
received a House concurrent resolution
from the Iowa House of Representatives
in support of the tax-sharing approach
in Federal-State relations, and I ask
unanimous consent to have it printed in
the Recorp and appropriately referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
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concurrent resolution will be received
and appropriately referred; and, without
objection, will be printed in the Recorb.

The concurrent resolution was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance, as
follows:

House CoNCURRENT RESOLUTION 3

Whereas, the mobility of individuals and
the free flow of commerce have placed un-
foreseen demands upon state and local gov-
ernments in our federal system; and

Whereas, the vigor and responsiveness of
state and local governments are essential
elements of our governmental system; and

Whereas, existing categorical federal aid
programs in many instances impede state
and local governments from meeting priority
public needs in a manner effectively suited
to the varying problems and needs of in-
dividual state and local governments; and

Whereas, the principle of tax sharing
would allow state and local governments
more adequate revenue sources, now there-
fore,

Be it resolved by the House of the 62nd
General Assembly of the State of Iowa, the
Senate concurring:

That the Legislature of the state of Iowa
urge that the federal government adopt new
federal intergovernmental fiscal policies
which reflect a basic change in emphasis,
giving more discretion and responsibility
to state and local governments and moving
away from the over-reliance on national
controls under the very large number of
existing categorical federal grant-in-aid pro-
grams; and

Be it further resolved that the Legislature
of the state of Iowa specifically endorses the
principle of tax sharing and the principle of
block grants, consolidating existing federal
categorical grants-in-ald, to partially or
wholly offset federal categorical grant-in-aid
programs which now exist or may be de-
veloped in the future.

Be it further resolved that a copy of this
Resolution be forwarded to each of the mem-
bers of the Iowa delegation in Congress.

We, Maurice E. Baringer, Speaker of the
House of Iowa, and Willlam R. Kendrick,
Chief Clerk of the House, hereby certify
that the above and foregoing Resolution was
adopted by the House of the Sixty-second
General Assembly.

MAURICE E. BARINGER,
Speaker of the House.

WinLiam R, KENDRICK,
Chief Clerk of the House.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr, PASTORE, from the Committee on
Commerce, without amendment:

5.375. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1034 with respect to obscene or
harassing telephone calls in Interstate or
forelgn commerce (Rept. No. 189).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. TALMADGE:

5.1576. A bill to amend title II of the
Social Security Act to permit justices of the
peace and constables who receive compensa-
tlon on a fee basis to elect to have such
compensation covered by social security, as
self-employment income, if such compensa-
tion 1s not otherwise covered by social se-
curlty; to the Committee on Finance.

(See the remarks of Mr, TALMADGE when
he introduced the above bill, which appear
under a separate heading.)
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By Mr. FULBRIGHT (by request) :

5.1577. A bill to complement the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations; and

5.1578. A bill to authorize the appropria-
tion for the contribution by the United States
for the support of the International Union
for the Publication of Customs Tariffs; to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

(See the remarks of Mr. FULBRIGHT when he
introduced the above bills, which appear
under separate headings.)

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself and Mr.
MONRONEY) :

S.1579. A bill to provide for the disposi-
tion of funds appropriated to pay a judgment
in favor of the Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma in
docket numbered 803 of the Indian Claims
Commission, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

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

By Mr. COOPER:

S.1580. A bill for the rellef of John W.
Rogers; to the Committee on the Judiciary,

By Mr. CANNON:

S.1581. A bill to amend the Federal
Voting Assistance Act of 1955 (69 Stat. 584);
to the Committee on Rules and Administra-
tion.

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

By Mr. MUSKIE (for himself, Mr.
HART, Mr. McCARTHY, and Mr., Yagr-
BOROUGH) :

S.1582, A bill to foster high standards of
architectural excellence in the design and
decoration of Federal public buildings and
post offices outside the District of Columbia,
and to provide a program for the acquisi-
tion and preservation of works of art for
such bulldings, and for other purposes, to be
known as the Federal Fine Arts and Architec-
ture Act; to the Committee on Public Works.

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

By Mr. HOLLINGS:

S.1583. A bill to prohibit desecration of
the flag; to the Committee on the Judieiary.

By Mr. MILLER:

S.1584. A Dbill to create a commission to be
known as the Commission for Elimination of
Pornographic Materials; to the Committee on
Government Operations.

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

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, Mr.
Javits, Mr, PasTORE, Mr. HOLLINGS,
Mr. RIBICOFF, Mr. HART, Mr, EENNEDY
of Massachusetts, and Mr. MUSKIE) :

S.1585. A bill to provide the Coast Guard
with authority to conduct research and de-
velopment for the purpose of dealing with
the release of harmful fluids carried in ves-
sels; to the Committee on Commerce.

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

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, Mr.
CoTtToN, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. PAsTORE, Mr.
RiBIcOFF, Mr, KENNEDY of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. HarT, Mr. HoLrings,
Mr, MUSKIE, Mr. BARTLETT, MTr.
BREWSTER, Mr. PruL, and Mr.
TYDINGS) :

S.1586. A bill to give the President au-
thority to alleviate or to remove the threat
to navigation, safety, marine resources, or
the coastal economy posed by certain re-
leases of flulds or other substances carried in
oceangoing vessels, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Commerce.

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

By Mr. HRUSEKA:

S.1587. A bill to provide for the issuance
of a special series of postage stamps in com-
memoration of the 50th anniversary of the
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independence of Czechoslovakia; to the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service.

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

By Mr. HATFIELD:

S.J. Res. 75. Joint resolution to authorize
and direct the Secretary of the Interior to
conduct a survey of the coastal and fresh-
water commercial fishery resources of the
United States, its territories, and possessions;
to the Committee on Commerce.

(See the remarks of Mr, HATFIELD When he
introduced the above joint resolution, which
appear under a separate heading.)

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself and Mr.
ERVIN) :

8.J. Res. 76. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to issue a proclamation des-
ignating the 30th day of September in 1967
as “Bible Translation Day"; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

(See the remarks of Mr, Harris when he
introduced the above joint resolution, which
appear under a separate heading.)

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION

GEOGRAPHIC DISPERSION OF FED-
ERAL FUNDS AND ACTIVITIES

Mr. PEARSON submitted a concurrent
resolution (S. Con. Res. 22) to express
the sense of Congress on equitable geo-
graphie distribution of research and de-
velopment grants, which was referred to
the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare.

(See the above concurrent resolution
printed in full when submitted by Mr.
PEARsON, which appears under a separate
heading.)

PROVISION OF SOCIAL SECURITY
COVERAGE FOR JUSTICES OF THE
PEACE AND CONSTABLES

Mr., TALMADGE. Mr. President, I
introduce, for appropriate reference, a
bill to provide much needed social secu-
rity coverage for justices of the peace and
constables. This measure is voluntary,
and would allow these public employees
to come under the social security pro-
gram as self-employed persons if they
elect to do so.

Perhaps no greater problem faces older
citizens approaching retirement age than
the adequacy of their retirement income.
Far too many of our citizens cannot an-
swer how they are to supply their every-
day needs when their income is sharply
cut because of retirement.

Fortunately, a great majority of retired
workers, as well as those presently re-
tiring, have protection against loss of
their income because of retirement.
Mainly, this protection is provided to
them under the social security program.
Under the present social security system,
protection is afforded to 86 million cur-
rent workers and their families by pro-
viding income, disability, and survivor
benefits.

Thus, 92 out of 100 people now have
retirement income protection; 87 out of
every 100 persons under age 65 have dis-
ability protection; and 95 out of 100 chil-
dren and their mothers have benefits
available in the event of untimely death
of the husband.

In order to see that our State and local
governmental employees were also af-
forded the benefits of this protection,
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Congress in 1950 extended social security
to State and local employees who did not
have the benefit of a State retirement
program. Subsequently, State and loecal
employees who were covered under a
State retirement program were also per-
mitted the additional protection of social
security. All 50 States have entered into
agreements with the Federal Govern-
ment to insure that their workers will
have adequate retirement protection.
Nearly 6 million State employees now
have the benefit of social security protec-
tion.

However, more than 2 million State
and local government employees are still
without this benefit, and together with
their wives and children are denied this
necessary and essential security.

Justices of the peace and constables
fall into this category. Apparently States
have felt that in view of the type of
income that they receive, that is pay on
a fee basis, should not be included in the
State's agreement with social security.
Some States have permitted persons
serving as justices of the peace and con-
stables to come under their social se-
curity agreement, but many other States
have not afforded this privilege to these
public servants. Thus, for the most part,
justices of the peace and constables are
left in most instances with no retire-
ment program for their work.

To fill this gap and provide to these
fine public servants an opportunity to
have retirement income and survivor
protection for themselves and their
wives and children in the event of death,
I am introducing legislation which will
permit them to voluntarily come under
the social security program.

Under my bill, persons presently serv-
ing as justices of the peace and consta-
bles, who receive their salaries solely
from the collection of fees, and who are
not presently covered under a Federal-
State social security agreement, would
be able to freely elect coverage under
social security as self-employed persons.
They would have 2 years from the date of
enactment of the bill in which to exercise
the right to be covered. Persons who
become justices of the peace and con-
stables in the future would also be given
a 2-year period to provide themselves
with this coverage.

Of course, it is understood that as self-
employed persons, justices of the peace
and constables would be obligated to pay
the full amount required in order to
obtain coverage under social security,
which is presently one and one-half
times the amount an employee pays as
a worker. In addition, he must receive
at least $400 income from fees.

In coming under social security pro-
tection they would also be allowed to
participate in the medicare program.
Obviously, social security coupled with
this necessary hospital expense protec-
tion would go a long way in relieving the
almost impossible burden that is placed
upon them as they grow older and become
less able to cope with the demands on
their income and physical well-being.

There is certainly nothing new in pro-
viding an opportunity to a particular
segment of our workers to elect coverage
as self-employed persons. In 1954, Con-
gress chose this particular method in
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affording social security protection to
ministers. Clergymen who have taken
the opportunity and elected coverage are
now protected against loss of earnings
because of retirement, disability, and
death. Also, they have the further built-
in protection of the recent medicare pro-
gram against staggering and ever-in-
creasing hospital and medical costs.
Many of those who did not elect are con-
stantly requesting another chance to do
50.

I am hopeful that consideration will
be given to this measure and it is my
intention that this extension of coverage
to these public servants will be consid-
ered in connection with the administra-
tion’s bill when we have occasion to take
up this measure after the House has
completed its work.

I ask that the bill be inserted in the
REecorp at this point. ;

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

The bill (S. 1576) to amend title II of
the Social Security Act to permit jus-
tices of the peace and constables who re-
ceive compensation on a fee basis to elect
to have such compensation covered by
social security, as self-employment in-
come, if such compensation is not other-
wise covered by social security, intro-
duced by Mr. TALMADGE, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Finance, and ordered to
be printed in the REcorb, as follows:

S. 1576

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 211(c) of the Social Security Act Is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new sentence: “The provisions of
paragraph (1) shall not apply to functions
performed by an individual during the pe-
riod for which there is in effect a certificate
filed by him under section 1402(1) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954, if such
functions are performed as a justice of the
peace or constable and if all the compensa-
tion paid teo such individual for the perform-
ance of such functions is paid on a fee basis.”

Sec. 2. (a) Section 1402(c) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to
definition of trade or business) is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new sentence: “The provisions of paragraph
(1) shall not apply to functions performed
by an individual during the period for which
there is in effect a certificate filed by him
under section 1402(1i), if such functions are
performed as a justice of the peace or con-
stable and if all the compensation paid to
such individual for the performance of such
functions is pald on a fee basis.”

(b) Section 1402 of such Code is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new subsectlon:

“{1) JusTICES OF THE PEACE, AND CONSTA-
BLES.—

“(1) WAIVER CERTIFICATE—Any individual
who is a justice of the peace or constable
and who is compensated as such solely on
a fee basis may file a certificate (in such
form and manner, and with such official, as
may be prescribed by regulations made under
this chapter) certifying that he elects to
have the insurance system established by title
II of the Social Security Act extended to
functions performed by him as a justice of
the peace or constable and for which he is
compensated solely on a fee basis.

“(2) TIME FOR FILING CERTIFICATE.—ANY in-
dividual who desires to file a certificate pur-
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suant to paragraph (1) must flle such cer-
tificate on or before the due date of the
return (including any extension thereof) for
his second taxable year ending after 1967
for which he has net earnings from self-
employment (computed without regard to
subsection (c) (1), insofar as such subsec-
tion applies to the performance of the func-
tions of a justice of the peace or constable)
of $400 or more, any part of which was de-
rived from fees for the performance of such
functions.

*(3) EFFECTIVE DATE OF CERTIFICATE —A cer-
tificate filed pursuant to this subsection
shall be effective for the taxable year im-
mediately preceding the earliest taxable year
for which, at the time the certificate is filed,
the period for filing a return (including any
extension thereof) has not expired, and for
all succeeding taxable years; except that no
such certificate shall be effective with respect
to any month (or part thereof) with respect
to which the services, as a justice of the peace
or constable, of the individual filing such cer-
tificate, are covered under an agreement
under section 218 of the Soclal Security Act
entered into by the State in which such in-
dividual performs such services. An election
made pursuant to this subsection shall be
irrevocable.”

A BILL TO COMPLEMENT THE VI-
ENNA CONVENTION ON DIPLO-
MATIC RELATIONS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to complement the Vienna
Convention on Diplomatic Relations to
be known as the “Diplomatic Relations
Act of 1967.”

The proposed bill has been requested
by the Secretary of State and I am in-
troducing it in order that there may be
a specific bill to which Members of the
Senate and the public may direct their
attention and comments.

I reserve my right to support or op-
pose this bill, as well as any suggested
amendments to it, when the matter is
considered by the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be printed in the REecorp at this
point, together with the letter from the
Secretary of State to the Vice President
dated April 6, 1967, in regard to it, and
the sectional analysis of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be received and appropriately re-
ferred; and, without objection, the bill,
letter, and sectional analysis will be
printed in the RECORD.

The bill (8. 1577) to complement the
Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions, introduced by Mr. FuLBRIGHT, by
request, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

5. 1577

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Diplomatic Rela-
tions Act of 1967".

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

Sec. 2. The purpose of this Act 1s to pro-
mote the conduct of the foreign relations of
the United States by specifying the privileges
and immunities to which foreign diplomatic
missions and the personnel thereof are en-
titled and by authorizing the President to
regulate, consistent with treaties and other
international agreements of the United

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

States, customary international law and
practice, and this Act, the granting of such
privileges and immunities.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 3. As used in this Act, the phrase
“foreign diplomatic mission and the per-
sonnel thereof” includes—

(&) any permanent or special diplomatic
mission of a sending state accredited to the
United States, including special envoys, and
the members of the staff of the mission, the
members of the families of such members
of the staff, the private servants of the mem-
bers of the mission, and diplomatic couriers.

(b) the head of a foreign state or the head
of the government of a foreign state, and,
when they are on an official visit to or in
transit through the United States the foreign
minister of a foreign government, and those
members of the official party accompanying
such officials.

' AUTHORITY OF THE PRESIDENT

BEc. 4. (a) The President is authorized,
under such terms and conditions as he may
from time to time determine—

(1) to apply the treatment prescribed by
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions, or any part or parts thereof, to those
foreign diplomatic missions and the per-
sonnel thereof not otherwise entitled to such
treatment;

(2) to extend more favorable treatment
than is provided in the Vienna Convention
on Diplomatic Relations to foreign diplo-
matic missions and the personnel thereof
with respect to—

{A) exemption from Federal taxes; and

(B) immunity from eivil and criminal
Jjurisdiction of the United States or of any
State, territory, or possession thereof for
those persons defined in the Vienna Conven-
tion on Diplomatic Relations as the members
of the administrative and technical staff and
the service staff of the mission;

(b) The determination of the President
as to the entitlement of a forelgn diplo-
matic mission and the personnel thereof to
diplomatic privileges and immunities under
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions or under this Act, shall be conclusive
and binding on all Federal, State, and local
authorities.

(c) The President shall from time to time
publish in the Federal Register of the United
States a list of the permanent foreign diplo-
matic missions and the personnel thereof
entitled to diplomatic privileges and im-
munities pursuant to the Vienna Conven-
tion on Diplomatic Relations or this Act.

JUDICIAL MATTERS

Sec. 5. (a) Whenever any writ or process
is sued out or prosecuted in any court,
quasi-judicial body, or administrative tri-
bunal of the United States, or of any State,
territory, or possession thereof, against a per-
son or the property of any person entitled
to immunity from such suit or process under
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions or pursuant to this Act, such writ or
process shall be deemed void.

(b) Whoever knowingly obtains, prose-
cutes, or assists in the execution of such
writ or process shall be fined not more than
$5,000 or imprisoned not more than one year,
or both: Provided, That this paragraph shall
not apply unless the name of the person
against whom the writ or process is issued
has, before the issuance of such writ or

process, been published in the Federal
Register.
EXERCISE OF FUNCTIONS
Sec. 6. The President may exercise any

functions conferred upon him by this Act
through such agency or officer of the United
States Government as he shall direct. The
head of any such agency or such officer may
from time to time promulgate such rules and
regulations as may be necessary to carry out
such functions, and may delegate authority
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to perform any such functions, including,
if he shall so specify, the authority succes-
sively to redelegate any of such functions
to any of his subordinates.

EFFECTIVE DATE AND REPEALS

Sec. 7. (a) This Act shall be effective
upon the entry into force of the Vienna Con-
vention on Diplomatic Reiatlons with re-
spect to the United States.

(b) Section 4063, 4064, 4065, and 4066 of
the Revised Statutes (22 U.8.C. 252-254) are
repealed upon the effective date of this Act.

(¢) The repeal of the several statutes or
parts of statutes accomplished by this Act
shall not affect any act done or right accru-
ing or accrued, or any suit or proceeding had
or commenced in any civil cause before such
repeal, but all rights and liabilities under
the statutes or parts thereof so repealed
shall continue, and may be enforced in the
same manner as if such repeal had not been
made, subject only to the applicable im-
munities heretofore flowing from custom-
ary international law and practice.

The letter and sectional analysis, pre-
sented by Mr. FULBRIGHT, are as follows:

APpRIL 6, 1967.
Hon, HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate.

Dear MRr. Vice PReEsmENT: The Depart-
ment of State encloses a draft bill entitled
“Diplomatic Relations Act of 1967 The
draft bill has been prepared to complement
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions, signed April 18, 1961, which received
the advice and consent of the Senate to
ratification on September 14, 1965 (Sen. Exec.
H., 88th Cong., and Sen. Exec. Report No, 6,
89th Cong.), and which is presently in force
between fifty-seven countries A sectional
analysis of the draft bill and a copy of the
Convention are also enclosed.

The Vienna Convention on Diplomatic
Relations was prepared under United Nations
auspices and is a codification of the rights,
privileges and immunities of all members of
permanent diplomatic missions and of their
families and private servants, and of the
rights and obligations of the state on whose
territory they perform their functions. For
the most part, the Convention is a restate-
ment of prineiples so universally observed by
governments in their practice that they had
come to constitute international law. In
areas where practice was not uniform, or
where it appeared that existing practice
should be changed, the Convention estab-
lishes new rules. For example, the Conven-
tion provides that members of the adminis-
trative and technical staff of the mission and
their families who are not nationals or resi-
dents of the receiving state will have com-
plete immunity from ecriminal jurisdiction,
that sald members will have immunity from
civil jurisdiction only with respect to official
acts, and that diplomatic agents and their
families will no longer enjoy immunity from
civil jurisdiction with respect to certain pri-
vate matters, In the Department’s opinion,
these new rules are desirable in the light of
present conditions.

The present statutory basis for diplo-
matic immunity in the United States is con-
tained in Sectlons 4063-4066 of the Revised
Statutes (22 U.S.C. 252-254), which are de-
rived from an Act of Congress approved
April 30, 1780 (1 Stat. 117). Section 252,
which provides that any writ or process
whereby the person of any ambassador or
public minister, or any domestic or domestic
servant of any such minister, is arrested or
imprisoned, or his goods or chattels are dis-
trained, seized or attached, shall be deemed
void, has been held to be declaratory of the
law of nations. Sections 253 and 254 pro-
vide penalties for acts in violation of Section
252, with certaln exceptions relating to citi-
zens and inhabitants of the United States,
and domestic servants.

Sectlons 4063-4066 of the Revised Stat-
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utes have been interpreted as according
complete immunity from both criminal and
eivil jurisdiction to diplomatic agents and
their families and to members of the admin-
istrative and technical staff, and as not ac-
cording any immunity to the families of the
latter category of mission members. For
this reason the draft bill provides for the
repeal of these Sections, and the substitu-
tlon therefor of provisions of law which can
be applied in a manner consistent with the
Convention.

The Vienna Convention conforms sub-
stantially to the views of the Department of
State as to the standard of treatment which
a receiving state is or should be required by
international law and practice, as a mini-
mum, to accord to diplomatic missions and
the personnel thereof. The Convention is
self-implementing with respect to diplomatic
missions and the personnel thereof of states
parties to the Convention. Legislation is
necessary, however, in order to permit the
United States to accord this standard of
treatment to missions and personnel of states
not party to the Convention. In order to
assure that American diplomatic personnel
in the territory of a state not party to the
Convention will enjoy comparable privileges
and immunities, the draft bill accordingly
grants the President discretion to determine
which categories of such state's personnel in
the United States will be entitled to specific
privileges and immunities.

In two particulars, the proposed legislation
will assist the Department of State in ade-
quately meeting the needs of American dip-
lomatic missions and their personnel. In the
Department's opinion, all members of a dip-
lomatic mission, regardless of nationality
or residence, should have Immunity from
jurisdiction with respect to official acts, and
all members of the administrative and tech-
nical staff, other than nationals or perma-
nent residents of the receiving state, should
enjoy customs privileges throughout their
sojourn. The draft bill therefore authorizes
the President to accord, under such terms
and conditions as he may determine, to the
personnel of certain diplomatic missions
exemption from certain Federal taxes and
greater immunity from jurisdiction than is
required by the Convention. In the admin-
istration of this provision, consideration will
be given to reciprocity or other appropriate
quid pro quo.

The Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Re-
lations deals only with permanent diplomatic
missions and the personnel thereof, and
has no application to foreign heads of state
and heads of government and foreign minis-
ters. Such privileges and Immunities as have
been accorded these three classes of high of-
ficials on an ad hoc basls rest generally on
the law of natlons and custom and comity
and, when applicable, on the doctrine of
soverelgn immunity. While no serlous ques-
tions have thus far arisen with respect to
the status of these persons, the Department
of State is of the opinion that the matter
should be clarified by statute. There can
be no doubt that heads of state and heads
of government are entitled to no less con-
sideration than an ambassador or minister
who is the personal representative of the
head of state, and who receives his instruc-
tions from his head of government and his
forelgn minister. Accordingly, the draft bill
provides that for the purpose of the bill the
phrase “forelgn diplomatic mission and the
personnel thereof” includes foreign heads
of state and heads of government, and, when
they are on an officlal visit to the United
States, forelgn ministers, and members of
the official parties accompanying such per-
s0ns.

In summary therefore, the draft bill has
several purposes: (1) to provide statutory
authority for according the privileges and
immunities specified in the Vienna Conven-
tion on Diplomatic Relations to diplomatic
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missions and the personnel thereof of states
not parties to the Vienna Convention; (2)
to authorize according more favorable treat-
ment to foreign diplomatic missions in the
United States and their personnel; (3) to
clarify the status in the United States of
foreign heads of state and heads of govern-
ment and special envoys, and to specify the
privileges and Immunities to which they and
members of their officlal parties shall be en-
titled during their sojourn; and (4) to repeal
Revised Statutes 4063-4066, Sections 252-
254 of Title 22 of the United States Code.

The Department of State has been in-
formed by the Bureau of the Budget that
there is no objection from the standpoint
of the Administration’s program to the sub-
mission of this proposal to the Congress for
1ts consideration.

A letter similar in content is being sent to
the Speaker of the House of Representatives.

Sincerely yours,
DeAN RUSK.

SECTIONAL ANALYSIS

Section 1. Title: This may be clted as the
“Diplomatic Relations Act of 1867".

Section 2., Statement of Purpose: This
states the purpose of the bill, which is to pro-
mote the conduct of the foreign relations of
the United States by specifying the privileges
and Immunities to which foreign diplomatic
missions and the personnel thereof may be
accorded, and by authorizing the Preeident
to regulate, consistent with treaties and other
international agreements, customary inter-
national law and practice, and this proposed
legislation, the granting of such privileges
and immunities.

Section 3. Definitions: This defines the
phrase “foreign diplomatic mission and the
personnel thereof” as including not only
members of permanent diplomatic missions,
thelr families, and their private servants, but
also heads of forelgn states and heads of
foreign governments, whether in the United
States for official or personal reasons, for-
eign ministers when on an official visit to or
in transit through the United States, and
persons on speclal diplomatic mission to the
United States, together with the members of
the official parties accompanying all such
persons. The definition also includes diplo-
matic courlers. This broad definition is de-
sirable for several reasons. The Vienna Con-
vention on Diplomatic Relations has refer-
ence only to permanent diplomatic missions,
and, in limited respects, to diplomatic cou-
riers. The repeal of Sections 4063-4066 of the
Revised Statutes (22 USC 252-254) will re-
move from the books the present statutory
basis for according diplomatic immunity to
persons on speclal diplomatic mission. The
privileges and immunities whch are every-
where accorded to visiting heads of state and
heads of government should have some basis
in the statutory law of the United States.

Section 4. Authority of the President:
Paragraph (a) of this Section authorizes the
President, under such terms and conditions
as he may from time to time determine:

(1) to apply the treatment prescribed by
the Vienna Convention on Diplomatic Rela-
tions, or any part or parts thereof, to those
foreign diplomatic missions and the person-
nel thereof not otherwise entitled to such
treatment. The Articles of the Vienna Con-
vention which are particularly relevant to
this provision are those which define the
categories of mission personnel and specify
the privileges and immunities to be enjoyed
by persons in each category. These are Ar-
ticles 1, 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39,
and 47.

(2) to extend more favorable treatment
than is required by the Vienna Convention
on Diplomatic Relations to foreign diplo-
matic missions and the personnel thereof
with respect to (a) exemption from Federal
taxes; and (b) immunity from criminal and
civil jurisdiction for members of the admin-
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Istrative and technical staff and the service
staff of the mission. The taxes to which Sec-
tion 4 applies will be those imposed by or
pursuant to Acts of Congress. This provi-
slon will enable the United States to continue
to accord In return for an appropriate quid
pro quo by the sending state, (1) the exemp-
tion from Federal taxes presently enjoyed by
duly accredited diplomatic officers and mem-
bers of the administrative and technical staff
who are natlonals of the appointing state, (2)
complete immunity from criminal jurisdic-
tion to members of the service stafl who are
not nationals or residents of the United
States, and (3) immunity from civil and
criminal jurisdiction in respect of official acts
to members of the administrative acd tech-
nical staff who are nationals or residents of
the United States.

The draft bill does not contain specific au-
thorization to accord to members of the ad-
ministrative and technical staff exemption
from customs duties and internal revenue
taxes imposed upon or by reason of importa-
tion because statutory authority now exists
to accord such exemptions on the basis of
reciprocity (Tariff Schedules of the United
States, 19 USC foll. 1202, Schedule 8, Part 2,
headnote 1, Subpart C, headnote 4, and Item
822.30.) In the case of many countries, Sec-
tion 4(a) (2) of the draft bill, if enacted, and
the pertinent portions of the Tariff Sched-
ules would merely authorize the continuance
of long-existing arrangements where by cus-
tom or agreement subordinate personnel at
American diplomatic misslons are accorded
more favorable treatment than is required by
the Vienna Convention.

Paragraph (b) of Section 4 reaffirms the
primacy of the Executive Branch's deter-
mination with respect to entitlement of a
particular foreign diplomatic officer or em-
ployee to immunity from civil or criminal
Jurisdiction; the making of such a deter-
mination would presumably be delegated to
the Department of State pursuant to Section
6, and the certificate of the Secretary of
State or his designee would be transmitted
by the Attorney General to the appropriate
court.

Paragraph (c) of Sectlon 4 adopts the
notice feature of 22 USC 254, with these
changes: the names of all persons entifled
to immunity pursuant to the Vienna Con-
vention or the draft bill will be made of pub-
lic record, instead of just those persons pres-
ently listed in the so-called “White List™;
the names of entltled persons will be pub-
lished in the “Federal Reglster” rather than
posted in the office of the Marshal for the
District of Columbia; and the variable treat-
ment of forelgn diplomatic missions and
their personnel authorized in Section 4(a)
will be made a matter of public record for
the application of applicable laws and regu-
lations, and for immunity purposes.

Section 5. Judicial Matters: Paragraph (a)
provides that any writ or process sued out
or prosecuted against a person or the prop-
erty of any persen entitled to immunity
from such process shall be deemed vold.
Paragraph (b) provides that any person who
knowingly obtains, sues out, prosecutes, or
assists in the execution of such writ or proe-
ess may be fined or imprisoned, or both.
Similar provisions are contained in 22 USC
252-254.

Section 6. Exercise of Functions: This is &
standard delegatlon of authority provision.

Section 7. Effective Date and Repeals:
Paragraph (a) provides that the “Diplomatic
Relations Act of 1967" will be effective upon
entry into force of the Vienna Convention
on Diplomatic Relations with respect to the
United States. Paragraph (b) provides for
the repeal of Sections 4063, 4064, 4065, and
4066 of the Revised Statutes (22 USC 252-
254), upon the effective date of the above-
mentioned Act. Paragraph (c) is a clause
regarding legal acts done or rights accrued,
or proceedings commenced in any civil cause
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before the repeal of the several statutes re-
ferred to in paragraph (b) above,

A BILL TO AUTHORIZE AN APPRO-
PRIATION FOR THE SUPPORT OF
THE INTERNATIONAL UNION FOR
THE PUBLICATION OF CUSTOMS
TARIFFS

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, by
request, I introduce, for appropriate ref-
erence, a bill to authorize an increase
in the annual appropriation for the sup-
port of the International Union for the
Publication of Customs Tariffs and the
Bureau established to carry out its func-
tions.

The proposed bill has been requested
by the Under Secretary of State and I am
introducing it in order that there may
be a specific bill to which Members of the
Senate and the public may direct their
attention and comments.

I reserve my right to support or op-
pose this bill, as well as any suggested
amendments to it, when the matter is
considered by the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

I ask unanimous consent that the bill
may be printed in the REecorp at this
point, together with the letter from the
Under Secretary of State to the Vice
t'15‘01'ei|s:tls:lent dated April 12, 1967, in regard

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

The bill (S. 1578) to authorize the ap-
propriation for the contribution by the
United States for the support of the In-
ternational Union for the Publication of
Customs Tariffs, introduced by Mr. For-
BRIGHT, by request, was received, read
twice by its title, referred to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and ordered
to be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

S. 1578

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That there
is hereby authorized to be appropriated to
the Department of State such sums as may
be necessary, including contributions pur-
suant to the convention of July 5, 1890, as
amended, for the payment by the United
States of its share of the expenses of the
International Union for the Publication of
Customs Tarlffs and of the Bureau estab-
lished to carry out the functions of the
Union,

The letter, presented by Mr. FULBRIGHT,
is as follows:

The VICE PRESIDENT,
U.S. Senate.

Dear MR, Vice PresmpENT: There is en-
closed for the conslideration of the Congress
& draft bill which would authorize an in-
crease in the annual appropriation for the
support of the International Union for the
Publications of Customs Tariffs and the
Bureau established to carry out its functions.

The United States has, since 1891, been a
member of this Union, established at Brussels
by a multilateral convention of 18980 (26 Stat.
1518, see also 8 UST (pt. 2) 1671). The only
function of the Union and the Bureau is the
useful one of translating, publishing, and
distributing the tariff laws and regulations
of the various countries and other customs
territories throughout the world (art. 2, 26
Stat. 1519), The convention and supple-
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mentary documents (regulations and final
declarations) provide that contributions
shall be paid by the member countries to
defray the cost of the Bureau’s operation.
Because the small budget provided for in the
convention proved to be grossly inadequate,
steps were taken in 1949 for its increase.
As a result of such action the United States
now contributes $8,6568 annually, the author-
ization for the appropriation of which is the
original convention as modified.

In 1963 the President of the Bureau, in his
annual report, pointed out that the “growing
complexity and number of Customs tariffs
throughout the world”, and the growing de-
mand from both public and private sources
for its publications containing their texts,
Justified an increase in the Bureau stafl
beyond that which could be financed under
the existing arrangements,

The Bureau, through the Belglan Govern=-
ment, has requested the member countries,
including the United States to double the
contributions they make for the work of the
Bureau. Forty-nine of the seventy-three
member countries, including Canada, France,
and the United Kingdom and accounting for
well over 70% of the contributions according
to the prevailing proportional schedule, have
already agreed to double their contributions.

The enclosed draft bill would provide an
authorization, to permit the United States
currently to pay an additional $8,658, in a
somewhat broader manner than the draft
transmitted to you for the same purpose by
my letter of August 30, 1966 (8. 3827, 89th
Cong. 2d sess., on which no action was taken
by the 89th Congress). While the earlier bill
would merely have authorized an Increase of
$8,658 in the appropriation in addition to the
$8,658 now authorized by the convention
establishing the Union and the Bureau, the
enclosed draft bill is designed to constitute
a single authorization for the entire appro-
priation for the work of the Bureau. More-
over, in view of the need, twice within the
past twenty years, for increases in the modest
budget of the Union, this draft would in
general language authorize such sums as may
be necessary for payment of the United
States annual share.

The immediate United States contribution
of $17,316 under the bill would be less than
6% of the total contributions to the Union.

The various Executive agencles that have
responsibilities relating to forelgn trade,
especlally the Department of Commerce, find
the publications for foreign tariffs (partic-
ularly the English translations) of great
value in handling questions raised by ex-
porters and in preparing for negotiations for
the reduction of tariff barriers to United
States exports. The Bureau has translated
the new Tariff Schedules of the United States
into the four languages which 1t uses in addi-
tion to English—French, German, Italian and
Spanish.

It is recommended that the Congress
promptly enact legislation along the lines of
the enclosed draft bill to authorize a modest
increase in the United States contribution in
order to assist the Unlon and the Bureau in
the continuation of their most useful ac-
tivity.

The Bureau of the Budget advises that
there would be no objection from the stand-
point of the Administration program to the
enactment of this legislation.

Bincerely yours,
NicHoLAS DEB. KATZENBACH,

DISPOSITION OF FUNDS APPRO-
PRIATED FOR OTTAWA TRIBE OF
OKLAHOMA

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself, and my colleague, the
senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
MonronNEY], I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to provide for the disposi-
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tion of funds appropriated to pay a judg-
ment in favor of the Ottawa Tribe of
Oklahoma in docket No. 303 of the Indian
Claims Commission, and for other

purposes.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp a letter from As-
sistant Secretary of the Interior, Harry
R. Anderson, describing the bill, and a
document showing the present distribu-
tion of the funds.

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

The bill (S. 1579) to provide for the
disposition of funds appropriated to pay
a judgment in favor of the Ottawa Tribe
of Oklahoma in docket No. 303 of
the Indian Claims Commission, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. HARRIS
(for himself and Mr. MONRONEY), Was
received, read twice by its title, and re-
ferred to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

The letter and document, presented
by Mr. Harris, are as follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., April 12, 1966.
Hon. HuserT H. HUMPHREY,
President of the Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEear MR, PRESIDENT: Enclosed is a draft of
a proposed bill “To provide for the disposi-
tlon of funds appropriated to pay a judg-
ment in favor of the Ottawa Tribe of Okla-
homa in docket No. 303 of the Indian Claims
Commission, and for other purposes.”

We recommend that the bill be referred to
the appropriate committee for consideration
and that it be enacted.

On February 11, 1965, the Indian Clalms
Commission issued an Amended Final Award
granting the Ottawa Tribe $368,039.55, with
interest at 4 percent per annum from March
22, 1934, on $30,603.94 of unaccounted trust
land funds. The initial sum of $30,603.94
together with the interest thereon to March
22, 1934, has already been incorporated in
the final award. The recovery represents
additional payment for Ottawa lands in Ean-
sas ceded under the treaties of June 24, 1862
(12 Stat. 1237), and February 23, 1867 (15
Stat, 513, 517), and for other items such as
unaccounted treaty funds and expenses of a
commission established to mediate a settle-
ment between the United States and the Ot-
tawa Tribe for unsold lands and assets aris-
ing from the sale of school lands. These
funds were appropriated by the Act of April
30, 1965 (79 Stat. 81), and are on deposit in
the Unlted States Treasury drawing interest
at 4 percent per annum.

At the tlme of first European contact the
Ottawas were located on Manitoulin Island
and along the shores of Georgian Bay in what
is now southern Ontarioc. In the late 1640’s,
however, the Iroquois pushed them into the
area around Green Bay, Wisconsin. Subse-
quently, segments of the tribe returned to
their earller home while others settled along
the eastern shore of Lake Michigan, some
moving as far west as southern Wisconsin
and northeastern Illinois, and along the
southern shore of Lake Erie into Ohlo and
parts of Pennsylvania, In 1831 three bands
of Ottawas In Ohio, Blanchard's Fork, Oqua~-
noxa’'s Village and Roche de Boeuf, ceded their
lands to the United States and were granted
a reservation in what is now the State of
Eansas, They arrived there in 1836 but later,
under pressure for the opening and sale of
Indian lands, the Ottawas of Kansas, now
also known as the Ottawas of Blanchard’s
Fork and Roche de Boeuf, concluded the 1862




10124

and 1867 treaties whereby they sold their
lands in' Kansas and purchased a tract in
what is now Oklahoma.

The Indian Claims Commisslon has stated
that the Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma com-
prises and represents those bands of Ottawa
Indians parties to the above-mentioned
treaties. Although Federal supervision over
the Oklahoma Ottawas was terminated pur-
suant to the Act of August 3, 1956 (70 Stat.
963), to be effective three years later, the
termination Act provided that nothing in it
would affect claims previously filed against
the United States. The Ottawa Tribe of
Oklahoma had been organized under the
provisions of the Oklahoma Welfare Act of
June 26, 1936 (49 Stat. 1967), and its Con-
stitution was approved by the Secretary of
the Interior on October 10, 1938. A Final
Roll, prepared pursuant to the 1956 Act and
lsting 630 individuals, was published in the
Federal Register on August 13, 1959.

The proposed bill provides for a per capita
distribution of this award to those persons
whose names appear on the Ottawa terminal
roll, and their heirs and legatees, and gives
the Secretary authority to develop procedures
for the disposition of the shares of minors
or persons under a legal disability. Since
the relationship between the Ottawa Tribe
and the United States has been terminated,
the proposed bill does not provide for pro-
gramming of the judgment funds.

As there are several claims pending before
the Indian Claims Commission in which the
Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma might have an
interest, the proposed bill provides that in
the event the sum of money reserved by the
Secretary to pay the distribution costs ex-
ceeds the amount actually necessary, such
funds shall remain to the credit of the tribe
to be disposed of at the discretion of the
Secretary.

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us
that there is no objectlon to the presenta-
tion of this draft bill from the standpoint
of the Administration’s program.

Sincerely yours,
HARrRY R. ANDERSON,
Assistant Secretary of the Interior.

Ottawa (Docket No. 303) Judgment Fund—
Balance as of December 31, 1966

Net award—14 <7098 awards of

Indian Claims Commission,

Ottawa Tribe of Oklahoma._ ..

Abforney’s fees. . c-ocacceceana-

Attorney's expenses (none to

$4086, 166. 19
40, 585. 24

L e sy iinissvasm oy g e i iy g s gnow e
Interest as of December 31,

T e e e by e e 24, 022. 44
Balance as of December

e R e 389, 603. 39

AMENDMENT OF FEDERAL VOTING
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 18955

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a bill
to amend the Federal Voting Assistance
Act of 1955 (69 Stat. 584).

The proposed amendments are in-
tended to facilitate and improve the
process of absentee voting by members
of the Armed Forces and certain other
organizations and individuals serving
with them while outside the United
States, and for certain other purposes.

These amendments are procedural in
nature and do not substantially alter the
existing act.

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

The bill (S. 1581) to amend the Fed-
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eral Voting Assistance Act of 1955 (69
Stat. 584), introduced by Mr. CANNON,
was received, read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Rules and
Administration.

FEDERAL FINE ARTS AND
ARCHITECTURE ACT

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, on be-
half of myself and Senators Hart, Mc-
CarTHY, and YArBoroUGH, I introduce,
for appropriate reference, a bill to foster
high standards of architectural excel-
lence in the design of Federal public
buildings and post offices outside the
District of Columbia, and to provide a
program for the acquisition and preser-
vation of works of art for such buildings.

This bill is identical to a bill which
Congressman REeuss, of Wisconsin, will
introduce tomorrow in the House of Rep-
resentatives, and similar to S. 3521,
which I introduced in the 89th Congress.

Mr. President, too often Federal build-
ings outside the District of Columbia are
unimaginative, mediocre structures
which have been built to last, but not
to add esthetic beauty to their surround-
ings. Too often they bear little relation
to their sites or to architectural styles
around them. Frequently the works of
art in these buildings have been added as
an afterthought and not as an integral
part of the total design.

Sadly, many Federal buildings
throughout the United States stand as
monuments to bad taste for generations
to come, when they should be examples
of what is best in contemporary Ameri-
can art and architecture.

The proposed Federal Fine Arts and
Architecture Act seeks to upgrade the
quality and design of Federal buildings
and post offices outside the District of
Columbia and to provide for the acquisi-
tion of suitable works of art for such
buildings by establishing the Public Ad-
visory Panel on Architectural Services in
the General Services Administration.
At least 12 distinguished architects from
private life, including landscape archi-
tects and city planners; at least six rep-
resentatives from allied fields, including
painters, mural artists, sculptors, spe-
cialists in the decorative arts and crafts,
and interior designers; and Federal rep-
resentatives would be included on the
panel. The Commissioner of the Public
Buildings Service of GSA would act as
Chairman.

This provision would give statutory
recognition to the GSA Executive order,
revised on August 17, 1965, which estab-
lished a Public Advisory Panel on Archi-
tectural Services and whose membership
is substantially the same as that proposed
in this bill.

In appointing public members to the
Panel, the Administrator of GSA shall
choose from nominations submitted to
him by the Chairman of the National
Endowment for the Arts.

Mr. President, the proposed Architec-
tural Advisory Board would have four
main funetions. It would make recom-
mendations to the GSA Administrator
and the Postmaster General on criteria
for evaluating and selecting architects
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for public buildings and post offices out-
side the District of Columbia and on the
choice of artists for works of art to be
used in these buildings. It would be
authorized to review GSA design stand-
ards, guides, and procedures. It would
advise the Administrator and Postmaster
General on the selection of architects
and artists, and it would review and ad-
vise them with respect to the accepta-
bility of architectural designs or works
of art for individual projects.

Finally, this bill would authorize the
GSA Administrator and the Postmaster
General to spend an amount equal fo 1
percent of the total amount appropriat-
ed for the preceding fiscal year for the
design and construction of public build-
ings outside the District of Columbia in
order to acquire and maintain suitable
works of art for these buildings.

Mr. President, by improving the qual-
ity of the art and architecture of Fed-
eral buildings all over the United States,
I believe this bill would help to enhance
the environment of many of our towns
and cities. These buildings would re-
flect the dignity, vitality, and strength
of our Nation.

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

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

The bill (8. 1582) to foster high stand-
ards of architectural excellence in the
design and decoration of Federal public
buildings and post offices outside the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and to provide a pro-
gram for the acquisition and preserva-
tion of works of art for such buildings,
and for other purposes, to be known as
the Federal Fine Arts and Architecture
Act, introduced by Mr. Musk1E (for him-
self and other Senators), was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Public Works, and or-
dered to be printed in the Recorbp, as fol-
lows:

8. 1582

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That it is
hereby declared to be the purpose of this
Act to provide—

(1) for the maintenance of high standards
of architectural design and art for public

buildings and post offices outside the District
of Columbia; and

(2) a program for the acquisition and
preservation of suitable works of art for
public buildings and post offices outside the
District of Columbia,

Sec. 2. For the purposes of this Act—

(a) The term “Administrator” means the
Administrator of General Services.

(b) The term “public building"” shall have
the same meaning as is provided in section
13(1) of the Public Bulldings Act of 1059.

SEC. 3. (1) The Public Advisory Panel on
Architectural Services is hereby established
in the General Services Administration. The
Administrator shall appoint to the Panel at
least twelve (12) distinguished architects
from among persons in private life profes-
sionally engaged in architecture, landscape
architecture, or city planning, and at least
six (6) distinguished representatives of the
fields of art allied to architecture, including
painting (two members, of whom one shall
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be experienced in mural decoration), sculp-
ture (two members, of whom one shall be
experienced in sculpture related to the archi-
tectural environment), the decorative arts
and crafts (one member), and interior design
(one member), and such appropriate repre-
sentatives of the Federal Government as the
Administrator may desire to serve ex efficlo.
The Commissioner, Public Buildings Service,
General Services Administration, shall be
chairman of the Panel.

(2) The Administrator shall appoint the
public members of the Panel from nomina-
tions submitted to him from time to time by
the Chairman of the National Endowment
for the Arts, who shall recommend at least
three persons for each position in a profes-
sional field for which a public member is to
be appointed, The Chairman of the Endow-
ment, in preparing lists of nominees, shall
call upon the National Council on the Arts
and the Endowment's advisory panels cover-
ing the flelds of architecture, painting,
sculpture, the decorative arts and crafts, and
interior design, for advice and assistance,
and shall give due consideration to any nomi-
nations submitted to the Endowment by es-
tablished national organizations in the re-
spective professional flelds of art and
architecture.

(3) Each public member of the Panel shall
serve for a term expiring in one of the first
three years succeeding the year in which he
is appointed, as designated by the Adminis-
trator at the time of appointment, subject
to the limitation that not more than one
painter and one sculptor may have a term
scheduled to expire in the same calendar
year. No public member of the Panel shall
be eligible for reappointment for a term be-
ginning less than two years after the expira-
tion of his third consecutive term.

(4) Each public member of the Panel shall
receive compensation at the rate of $50 per
diem for each day on which he is engaged
in the performance of his duties as such, and
shall be reimbursed for travel, subsistence,
and other necessary expenses Incurred by
him in the performance of such duties,

(5) In order to insure that Federal public
buildings, outside of the District of Colum-
bia, and builldings leased to the United States
for use by the Post Office Department, out-
side of the District of Columbia, may be en-
hanced by beauty, dignity, economy, utility,
and sultable works of art, the Panel shall
have the following functions:

(a) Develop and make recommendations
to the Admindstrator and to the Postmaster
General as to criteria for the evaluation and
selection of, and contractual relationships
with, architects for public bulldings, and
post office buildings, and with artists for
works of art related to the total design con-
cept of such buildings.

(b) Review General Services Administra-
tion design standards, criteria, guides and
procedures and recommend to the Admin-
istrator and to the Postmaster General any
necessary or desirable changes to further the
objectives and purposes of this Act.

(e) Advise the Administrator and the Post-
master General in the selectlion of architects
for the design of natlonally significant
bulldings designated by the Administrator
or by the Postmaster General, and of dis-
tinguished artists recommended by the ar-
chitect of such bullding or by the Panel to
work with the architect at the early planning
stages.

(d) Review and advise the Administrator
or the Postmaster General with respect to
the acceptability of architectural designs or
works of art proposed for Individual projects
designated by the Administrator or by the
Postmaster General.

(8) Meetings of the Panel shall be at the
call of the Chairman or by request of three
or more public members. The Panel shall
maintain such records as are necessary and
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render such reports and submit such recom-
mendations as may be requested by the Ad-
ministrator or the Postmaster General or
otherwise considered by the Panel as neces-
sary to discharge its responsibilities under
this Act. With the approval of the Admin-
istrator or the Postmaster General specified
functions of the Panel may be performed by
subpanels designated by the Administrator
or by the Chairman of the Panel.

Sec. 4. The Administrator and the Post-
master General are authorized to acquire
and maintain works of art for public build-
ings or for post offices, respectively, outside
the District of Columbia. In addition to
any amounts otherwise authorized, there is
hereby authorized to be appropriated for
this purpose in each fiscal year, to remain
available until expended, an amount equal
to 1 per centum of the total amount appro-
priated for the preceding fiscal year for the
design and construction of public buildings
outside the District of Columbia. The Post-
master General shall endeavor to secure a
similar level and quality of works of art for
buildings, outside the District of Columbia,
leased to the United States for use by the
Post Office Department.

Sec. 5. The Panel shall provide recom-
mendations to the Administrator and to the
Postmaster General concerning the artists
and works of art under section 4. The
Panel may, where appropriate, recommend
to the Administrator and the Postmaster
General, respectively, the holding of compe-
titions for the selection of artists and of
designs or models of works of art.

INTRODUCTION OF PORNOGRAPHY
COMMISSION BILL

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a bill to create a Commission to
be known as the Commission for Elim-
ination of Pornographic Materials, and I
ask that it be printed in the Recorp and
appropriately referred.

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

The bill (S. 1584) to create a Commis-
sion to be known as the Commission for
Elimination of Pornographic Materials,
introduced by Mr. MILLER, was received,
read twice by its title, referred to the
Committee on Government Operations,
and ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

8. 1584

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

FINDINGS OF FACT AND DECLARATION OF POLICY
SecrioNn 1. The Congress finds that the

publication and dissemination of porno-
graphic materials is a menace to the moral
fiber of the American people. All levels of
government—Federal, State, and local—bear
a responsibility in ellminating this menace,
although it is recognized that this respon-
sibility can be effectively carried out only
through the cooperative efforts of all citizens.
It is the purpose of this Act to establish a
national commission to investigate the traf-
fie in pornographic materials, analyze the
laws and regulations relating to this traffic,
and make recommendations for improved
laws and other methods of control and
elimination of such materials, and provide
information needed to promote a coordinated
national effort to eliminate pornographic ma-
terials from our society.

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE COMMISSION FOR
ELIMINATION OF PORNOGRAFPHIC MATERIALS
Sec. 2. (a) For the p of ca

out the provisions of this Act, there is hereby
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created a commission to be known as the
Commission for Elimination of Pornographic
Materials (hereinafter referred to as the
“Commission").

(b) Service of an Individual as a member
of the Commission or employment of an in-
dividual by the Commission as an attorney or
expert in any business or professional field,
on a part-time or full-time basis, with or
without compensation, shall not be consid-
ered as service or employment bringing such
individual within the provisions of section
281, 283, 284, 434, or 1914 of title 18 of the
United States Code, or section 190 of the
Revised Statutes (56 U.S.C. 99).

MEMBERSHIP OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 3, (a) NUMBER AND APPOINTMENT.—
The Commission shall be composed of
twenty-five members, appointed by the
President, as follows:

(1) Two from the Senate (one from each
major political party);

(2) Two from the House of Representa-
tives (one from each major political party);

(3) One from the Post Office Department;

(4) Omne from the Department of Justice;

(6) One from the Department of Defense;

(6) Three from the clergy;

(7) One medical doctor who shall be
prominent in the field of psychiatry;

(8) One who shall be a prominent repre-
sentative of the book publishing industry;

(9) One who shall be a prominent repre-
sentative of the magazine and periodical
publishing industry;

(10) One who shall be a prominent repre-
sentative of the newspaper publishing indus-
try;

(11) One who shall be a prominent repre-
sentative of the motion picture industry;

(12) One who shall be a prominent repre-
sentative of the radio and television industry;

(13) One attorney who shall be a chief
prosecutor of a city or county government;

(14) One attorney who shall be prominent
in the practice of law;

(15) Three educators (one who shall be
prominent in the field of primary education,
one who shall be prominent in the field of
secondary education, and one who shall be
prominent in the fleld of higher education);

(16) Two parents serving actively in a
parent-teacher assoclation; and

(17T) Two judges from the State or local
benches.

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

(c) CONTINUATION oF MEMBERSHIP UPON
CHANGE oF STATUS.—A change in the status of
employment of any person appointed to the
Commission pursuant to subsection (a) of
this section shall not affect his membership
upon the Commission.

ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMISSION

SEec. 4. The Commission shall elect a Chair-
man and & Vice Chairman from among its
members.

QUORUM

Sec. 5. Thirteen members of the Commis-

sion shall constitute a quorum.

COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS OF THE
COMMISSION

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

(b) MEMBERS From THE EXECUTIVE
BrancH.—The members of the Commission
who are In the executive branch of the Gov-
ernment shall serve without compensation
in addition to that received for their serv+
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ices in the executive branch, but they shall
be relmbursed for travel, subsistence, and
other necessary expenses incurred by them
in the performance of the dutles vested in
the Commission.

{(¢c) MempeErs FroM PrIvATE LirE~—The
members from private life shall each receive
$100 per diem when engaged in the actual
performance of duties vested in the Com-
mission, plus reimbursement for travel, sub-
sistence, and other necessary expenses in-
curred by them in the performance of such
duties.

STAFF OF THE COMMISSION

SEc. 7. The Commission shall have power
to appoint and fix the compensation of such
personnel as it deems advisable, without re-
gard to the provisions of the civil service
laws and the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended.

EXPENSES OF THE COMMISSION

Bec. 8. There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, soO
much as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this Act.

DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 9. (a) INVESTIGATION, ANALYSIS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS —It shall be the duty of
the Commission—

(1) to explore methods of combating the
traffic in pornographic materials at the var-
ious levels of governmental responsibility;

(2) to provide for the development of a
plan for improved coordination between
Federal, State, and local officials in the sup-
pression of such traffic;

(8) to determine ways and means of in-
forming the public as to the origin, scope,
and effects of such traffic, and of obtaining
public support in its suppression;

(4) to secure the active cooperation of
leaders In the field of mass media for the ac-
complishment of the objectives and pur-
poses of this Act;

(6) to formulate recommendations for
such leglslative, administrative, or other
forms of action as may be deemed necessary
to combat such traffic; and

(6) to analyze the laws pertaining to traf-
fle in pornographic matters and materials,
and to make such recommendations to the
Congress for appropriate revisions of Fed-
eral laws as the Commission may deem neces-
sary in order to effectively regulate the flow
of such traffic.

(b) REPorT—The Commission shall re-
port to the President and the Congress its
findings and recommendations as soon as
practicable and in no event later than Janu-
ary 81, 1969. The Commission shall cease to
exist sixty days following the submission of
its final report.

POWERS OF THE COMMISSION

Sec. 10. (a) HearINGs AND Besstons.—The
Commission or, on the authorization of the
Commission, any subcommittee or member
thereof, may, for the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this Act, hold such hearings
and sit and act at such times and places, ad-
minister such oaths, and require, by sub-
pena or otherwise, the attendance and testi-
mony of such witnesses and the production
of such books, records, correspondence,
memorandums, papers, and documents as the
Commission or such subcommittee or mem-
ber may deem advisable. Subpenas may be
issued over the signature of the Chairman
of the Commission, or such subcommittee, or
any duly designated member, and may be
served by any person designated by such
Chairman or member. The provisions of
sections 102 through 104 of the Revised
Statutes of the Unlted States (2 U.S8.C. 182-
104) shall apply in the case of any failure of
any witness to comply with any subpena or
to testify when summoned under authority
of this section.
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(b) Aovisory ComMMITTEES—In carrying
out its duties under this Act, the Commis-
slon—

(1) may constitute such advisory commit-
tees within States composed of citizens of
that State, and

(2) may consult with Governors, attorneys
general, and other representatives of State
and local government and private organiza-
tions, as it deems advisable.

Any advisory committee constituted pursu-
ant to this subsection shall carry out its
duties without expense to the United States.

(¢) Omramning OFFiciAL DaTA.—The Com-
mission is authorized to secure directly from
any executive department, bureau, agency,
board, commission, office, independent estab-
lishment, or Instrumentality, information,
suggestions, estimates, and statistics for the
purpose of this Act, and each such depart-
ment, bureau, agency, board, commission,
office, establishment, or instrumentality is
authorized and directed to furnish such in-
formation, suggestions, estimates, and sta-
tistics directly to the Commission, upon re-
quest made by the Chalrman or Vice Chair-
man.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the pub-
lication and dissemination of porno-
graphic materials is a menace to the
moral fiber of the American people. It
is also a vexing problem to which leg-
islatures and courts have not yet found
an effective solution. The Commission
which I propose would be composed of
25 members, to be appointed by the
President from various walks of life. The
Commission would investigate the traffic
in pornographic materials, and provide
information needed to promote a co-
ordinated national effort to eliminate
pornographic materials from our so-
clety.

ISSUANCE OF SPECIAL SERIES OF
POSTAGE STAMPS IN COMMEMO-
RATION OF THE 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE INDEPENDENCE OF
CZECHOSLOVAKIA

Mr. HREUSKA. Mr. President, on
October 26, 1918, in Independence Hall,
Philadelphia, Pa., a document of great
importance was signed. The document
was the Declaration of Independence of
Czechoslovakia, and its signer was the
founder and President-liberator of the
first Czechoslovak Republic, the late
Prof. Thomas G. Masaryk.

The document and the man symbolized
then, as they do today, the belief of the
people of Czechoslovakia in the universal
principles of justice and right. The doc-
ument marked an end and a beginning.
The end of the old Austro-Hungarian
Empire and the beginning of a free re-
public, which rose from its ruins—the
stablest, strongest, and most prosperous
of the succession states.

In order to commemorate the 50th an-
niversary of the independence of Czech-
oslovakia, and in recognition of that na-
tion’s declaration of freedom on October
26, 1918, I introduce, for appropriate
reference, a bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a special series of postage stamps.

In introducing this bill, I am both
proud and sad. Proud of the accom-
plishments of the Czechoslovak people,
yvet sad that today, Czechoslovakia is a
captive nation. For 19 years it has been
enslaved and oppressed by a relentless
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power which seeks to fasten a similar
fate upon all nations and peoples the
world over.

However, this bill is to commemorate
an event that will continue to inspire op-
pressed people everywhere. For where
there abides a fierce love of liberty, as it
does in the hearts of Cgzechoslovakian
people, there will be a foundation for
eventual deliverance from bondage.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be printed at this point
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

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

The bill (S. 1587) to provide for the
issuance of a special series of postage
stamps in commemoration of the 50th
anniversary of the independence of
Czechoslovakia, introduced by Mr.
Hruska, was received, read twice by its
title, referred to the Committee on Post
Office and Civil Service, and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

S. 1587

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the
Postmaster General is authorized and di-
rected to issue a speclal series of postage
stamps commemorating the fiftleth anniver-
sary of the independence of Czechoslovakia,
and in recognition of that nation’s declara-
tion of its freedom on October 26, 1918, at
Independence Hall, in Philadelphia, Penn-
sylvania.

8Sec. 2. Such series of postage stamps shall
be first offered for sale to the public at Phil-
adelphia, Pennsylvania on October 26, 1968,
and elsewhere on the day following the first
day of sale, and shall be thereafter issued in
such denomination and design, and for such

period, as the Postmaster General shall de-
termine.

PROPOSED SURVEY OF THE COAST-
AL AND FRESH WATER COMMER-
CIAL FISHERY RESOURCES OF
THE UNITED STATES

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I in-
troduce, for appropriate reference, a
joint resolution to authorize and direct
the Secretary of the Interior to conduct
a survey of the coastal and fresh water
commercial fishery resources of the
United States, its territories, and pos-
sessions.

A similar resolution was passed by
the Senate at the last session of Con-
gress, but too late in the session to re-
ceive attention in the House.

A resolution identical to the one I am
introducing today has earlier this ses-
sion been introduced in the House by
Oregon Congressman WENDELL WYATT.

I ask that the joint resolution be
printed at this point in the Recorp.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be received and
appropriately referred; and, without
objection, the joint resolution will be
printed in the Recorbp.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 75) to
authorize and direct the Secretary of
the Interior to conduct a survey of the
coastal and fresh water commercial
fishery resources of the United States,
its territories, and possessions, intro-
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duced by Mr. HATFIELD, was received,

read twice by its title, referred to the

Committee on Commerce, and ordered

to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
S8.J. Res. 756

Whereas the United States has the richest
and most extensive coastal and inland fish-
ery resources of any nation but has failed
to develop, to utilize, and to conserve her
fishery resources to the fullest extent; and

Whereas the fishery resources of the
United States and of waters contiguous to
the United States have, by their variety and
abundance, attracted the fishing fleets of
many European and Aslatic nations and en-
couraged them to send fishing vessels to
these waters which are more numerous,
larger, and superior in capacity and equip-
ment to those of the United States and with
such enterprise and capabilities as to
threaten these resources with depletion or
extinction; and

Whereas the 1958 Geneva Convention on
Fishing and Conservation of the Living Re-
sources of the High Seas came into force and
effect on March 20, 1966, and the Conventlon
for the first time under international law
recognizes the dominant and speclal inter-
est and rights of a coastal nation to adopt
regulations to conserve fishery resources
adjacent to its coast under conservation pro-
grams based on scientific studles of the
resource; and

Whereas additional biologlcal data must
be gathered and sclentific resource studies
be completed to provide for an effective im-
plementation of our rights and obligations
to conserve our coastal fishery resources
under the 1958 Convention; and

Whereas the last comprehensive survey of
sald resources was conducted over twenty
years ago, and new, current information is
necessary for action in preservation and
utilization of our present and future na-
tional fishery interests: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the Secretary of
the Interlor is hereby authorized and di-
rected to conduct a survey of the character,
extent, and condition of the coastal and
fresh-water sport and commercial fishery re-
sources, including both those resources now
being utilized by United States and foreign
fishermen and those potential resources
which are latent and unused, of the United
States, its territories, and possessions, in-
cluding coastal and distant water fishery
resources in which the United States has
an Interest or right.

Sec. 2. The Secretary of the Interior is di-
rected to submit through the President a
report to the Congress as soon as practicable,
but not later than three years after enact-
ment of this Act, concerning the results of
the survey authorized and directed in the
preceding section, along with recommenda-
tions for legislation thereon.

Sec. 3. There is authorized to be appro-
priated, out of moneys in the Treasury not
otherwise appropriated, such funds as may
be necessary for the purpose of carrying out
the provisions of this joint resolution, but
not to exceed $3,000,000.

INTRODUCTION OF JOINT RES-
OLUTION PROCLAIMING ‘“BIBLE
TRANSLATION DAY"

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, for my-
self and the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. Ervin], I introduce for appro-
priate reference a joint resolution to au-
thorize the President to issue a procla-
mation designating the 30th day of Sep-
tember 1967 as “Bible Translation Day.”
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I am particularly interested in the
passage of this resolution because of my
admiration and respect for the Summer
Institute of Linguistics, which operates a
linguistics institute, among other places,
at the University of Oklahoma each
summer. This resolution is the same
one that passed the Senate last session.
It has the support of the various groups
active in Bible translation. I hope that
it will be passed again.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
joint resolution will be received and ap-
propriately referred.

The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 76) to
authorize the President to issue a procla-
mation designating the 30th day of Sep-
tember in 1967 as “Bible Translation
Day,” introduced by Mr. Harris (for
himself and Mr, ErviN), was recelved,
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

GEOGRAPHIC DISPERSION OF FED-
ERAL FUNDS AND ACTIVITIES

Mr. PEARSON. Mr, President, I sub-
mit today a concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the
executive branch of the Government in
awarding research and development
grants and in its decisions concerning
the location or transfer of federally
supported operations, take into account
the desirability of achieving a more
equitable geographic distribution of
these activities.

The imbalance in these types of Fed-
eral spending has long been recognized
and the need for its correction has been
extensively discussed here in Congress
and across the country. To date, how-
ever, very little corrective action has
been taken and the problem continues to
worsen. Thus, we must act now to in-
sure that our Nation’s educational and
economic development is not further
impaired.

One of the most serious imbalances,
Mr. President, concerns the allocation of
Federal research and development funds
to our institutions of higher learning.
A few examples will serve to illustrate.
In 1965, Federal obligations for the sup-
port of academic science and other edu-
cational activities in institutions of
higher learning totaled $2.3 billion.
Approximately 76 percent of this money,
or $1.7 billion, was allocated to student
aid and course improvements in science
education, grants for science research,
and support for current operating costs
and facilities of general research and
development activities. The remaining
24 percent went for other educational
activities consisting in large part of the
Office of Education's program for con-
struction and equipping of undergrad-
uate facilities.

Mr. President, approximately 40.4 per-
cent of the total $2.3 billion of Federal
support money was concentrated in only
25 universities. Moreover, these insti-
tutions are located in only 15 of the 50
States. For the most part they are con-
centrated in the Northeastern States of
New York and Massachusetts; the East
North Central States of Michigan, Illi-
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nois, Wisconsin, and Minnesota; and in
the Far Western State of California.

This concentration is even greater in
regard to Federal contract research cen-
ters, which are research and develop-
ment organizations exclusively or sub-
stantially financed by the Government,
but generally located at or near educa-
tional institutions. Approximately 60
percent of Federal support in fiscal 1965
went to centers in just two States—
California and Massachusetts. Indeed,
California alone accounted for roughly
49 percent of all such support money.

Furthermore, Mr. President, in 1965 of
the 2,237 universities and colleges in the
United States, only 1,458 received any
Federal support funds at all. Of these,
the first 100 institutions ranked in order
of magnitude of Federal aid accounted
for 85 percent of the $1.7 billion allocated
to science research and development, and
77 percent of the total $2.3 billion Fed-
eral support program.

In addition, of this elite college group,
schools in only four States—New York,
California, Massachusetts, and Michi-
gan—received 27.2 percent of the total
Federal support money going to higher
education.

This disparity is made even more strik-
ing when my home State of Kansas is
used as an illustration. Kansas received
only eight-tenths of 1 percent of the
total Federal allocation to higher educa-
tion, while California received 9.7 per-
cent, New York 8.5 percent, Massachu-
setts 5.4 percent, and Illinois 5 percent.

Purthermore, Kansas received less
than 0.05 percent of NASA prime con-
tract awards in fiscal 1966, while Cali-
fornia garnered 43.8 percent, New York
11.3 percent, Louisiana 8.2 percent, and
Alabama 7.7 percent.

Mr. President, I want to make it very
clear that I am not suggesting that
Kansas should receive the same amount
of educational aid as, say, California.
Given their great difference in popula-
tion such a distribution would be un-
justified and untenable. But the inequi-
ties of the present system are too great,
and I want to discuss some of the prob-
lems which inevitably flow from the
existing distribution patterns.

First, I would point to the impact that
Federal spending has on the structure
of the Nation’s system of higher educa-
tion. Competition exists in all areas of
higher education and the desire for Fed-
eral ald is universal. The great com-
petitive advantage with which large, es-
tablished research centers begin is com-
pounded as they receive more and more
Federal money with which to attract
more and more high quality staff.

This leads to a good deal of “raiding”
for top talent by the larger universities.
The resulting “brain drain” is severely
hampering the ability of smaller institu-
tions, not only to compete for Federal
funds, but also to offer rewarding educa-
tions.

The scope of this problem is readily
apparent when one considers the fact
that while the Midwest produces 40 per-
cent of all Ph. D.’s in science, it retains
only about 25 percent, the remainder
being attracted to the coastal States.
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But much more is involved than the
effect of these grants on the educational
institutions themselves, Mr. President.
We often overlook the tremendous im-
pact of these funds on the character and
vitality of the surrounding local econ-
omy.

As these concentrations of research fa-
cilities and intellectual talent begin to
build up the trend feeds upon itself and
provides its own momentum.

Much more than the immense $16 bil-
lion a year which the Federal Govern-
ment spends on research and develop-
ment is involved. Due to the enormous
complexity of our military defense sys-
tem and our space program, the Federal
Government has come to concentrate
much of its spending for these activities
in a few regions. Without a conscious
effort to achieve a more balanced distri-
bution it is not difficult to see why this
concentration has occurred. In award-
ing a Government contract, the admin-
istrators must keep the following ques-
tion foremost in mind: Can this institu-
tion, firm, or area meet the performance
requirements demanded? Thus, in the
absence of alternative centers, space and
defense related contracts tend to flow to
to a few choice areas.

For example, in fiscal 1966, one State—
California—received more money in
NASA prime contracts awards than 47
other States and the District of Colum-
bia combined. Furthermore, in fiscal
1965, about 50 percent of the Defense De-
partment’s $23.3 billion prime contracts
were concentrated in only five States—
New York, California, Texas, Connecti-
cut, and Massachusetts.

This in turn further encourages the
concentration of business and industries
geared to the production of highly
sophisticated products which are a by-
product of enormous proliferation of
space age technologies of the past dec-
ade Furthermore, private research
money tends to follow the Federal money,
thus compounding an already adverse
trend in a multiplier effect,

As concentration generates further
concentration the deficient communities
and regions are placed at an ever worsen-
ing disadvantage in the competition to
attract the highly technologically ori-
ented business and industries. With
general economic growth increasingly
tied to an ability to provide the techno-
logical expertise modern business and in-
dustry demands, the growth potential of
those communities deficient in research
facilities and related activities is seri-
ously, possibly irreparably, damaged.

This loss of economic growth poten-
tial, serious as it may be, Mr. President,
is not the only damage suffered by the
smaller communities who see their
highly educated citizens depart for other
areas. The quality of community life
also suffers—often greviously. The ad-
vice and counsel so often given freely
by experts in architecture, urban plan-
ning, engineering, and many other fields
is simply no longer available.

Mr. President, no one argues that great
imbalances have been deliberately
planned. Quite the contrary, they have
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occurred because there has been no con-
scious effort to prevent this occurrence.

There is, of course, no simple solution
to this complex problem. Certainly no
one proposes the establishment of a rigid
guideline which would distribute research
and development funds simply on a geo-
graphical basis. But the range of factors
used in the awarding of grants must be
greatly broadened.

The responsible Government agencies
must recognize that in the awarding of
these grants and contracts they set in
motion a chain of events which have
ramifications far beyond the immediate
concern of accomplishing the specific ob-
jective of the award.

Mr. President, there will be those who
describe this or similar proposals as being
born of narrow parochialism. And I am
the first to concede that the most vig-
orous support for proposals to correct
the current imbalance comes from those
communities and regions which are now
most disadvantaged and that the greatest
opposition will come from the States
which are now most favored.

Mr. President, my response to this is
of two parts. First, I want to make one
thing very elear; I do not propose that
we begin to deny Federal funds to those
communities and regions which are now
receiving the bulk of this money. All
recognize that such a policy would prob-
ably create more problems than it solved.

I do propose, however, that as new and
greater volumes of funds are made avail-
able they be distributed on a more equita-
ble basis.

Second, I would emphasize that the
fact that parochial interests are inevita-
bly involved does not obviate the fact
that this is a problem which has genuine
and highly important national implica-
tions.

Mr. President, it is not in the national
interest to pursue a policy that acceler-
ates the concentration of scientific tal-
ents and resources in a relatively few
localities.

Mr. President, it is in the national in-
terest to promote geographical disper-
sion whenever this can be done without
creating inefficiencies in federally spon-
sored research and development pro-
grams.

For example, Mr. President, a careful
analysis of all factors related to national
defense demands the conclusion that the
concentration of intellectual talent, re-
search facilities, and technological ca-
pacities into a few geographical areas is
militarily unwise.

A greater dispersal of the Nation's
brainpower and technological capacity
is good defense strategy.

Even more important, Mr. President,
is the fact that a broader geographical
distribution of intellectual talent and re-
lated facilities and activities simply
makes good sense economically, socially,
and culturally from both a regional and
national point of view.

Mr. President, in this connection, I
would like to refer to my statement of
April 17 on the crisis of the cities. At
that time I argued that if we are to deal
effectively with this crisis we must dis-
card the dogmas of the past and tap new
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sources of energies and ideas. I argued
the traditional view of massive urban
concentration as being inevitable and de-
sirable must now be questioned. I am of
the view that many of our metropolitan
areas have reached the point of dimin-
ishing economic and social returns;
where the possible advantages associated
with.urban concentration are more than
offset by increased economic waste and
social costs.

The Federal Government must under-
take measures to better control the in-
discriminant concentration of economic
resources and population if our cities are
to remain viable social units. A more
equitable distribution of Federal spend-
ing which I propose today is one such
measure of high priority, for the present
pattern inevitably leads to further con-
centration, with all its attendant prob-
lems.

The massive metropolitan areas are
already faced with enormous problems
of air and water pollution, inadequate
housing, crime control, education, and
poverty. The search for a solution to
these problems will require both time and
money. It certainly will not be made
any easier by encouraging a rapid influx
of people to areas already plagued with
overpopulation.

The allocation of Federal research and
development funds, sites for Federal ac-
tivities of all sorts, and the awarding of
immense contracts, have all proceeded
without adequate regard for the severe
economic, and social dislocation their
maldistribution can cause.

Mr. President, as a result of congres-
sional pressure and a series of hearings
held last year by the Senate Subcommit-
tee on Government Research, a start has
been made. NASA, the National Science
Foundation, and the Office of Education
are all making an effort to achieve a more
equitable balance in their spending pro-
grams. In addition, the Defense De-
partment has inaugurated Project Them-
is in an attempt to encourage the dis-
persion of research funds wherever fa-
cilities for new centers exist or wherever
existing centers are willing to make the
necessary effort.

It is encouraging to see some progress,
however small. But we must do more.
We must act now to achieve a reasonable
balance in Federal funding and contract-
ing.

Mr. President, a wise man once said,
“Be just before you're generous.” I
would amend that to read, “Be careful
before you're generous.” Be careful—
lest the Federal Government unwittingly
makes worse the very social diseases it
is attempting to cure. Be careful—lest
the goal of progress and prosperity be-
come the reality of poverty and paralysis.

I ask unanimous consent that the ap-
pended tables and the text of this con-
current resolution be printed at this point
in the REcoRD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
concurrent resolution will be received
and appropriately referred; and, with-
out objection, the concurrent resolution
and tables will be printed in the REcorp.

The concurrent resolution (S. Con.
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Res. 22) was referred to the Committee
on Labor and Public Welfare as follows:
8. Con. Res. 22

Whereas research and development funds
and contracts, made available or issued by
departments and agencies of the United
States to institutions of higher learning and
to other private and public research oriented
organizations, for sclentific or educational
purposes, are belng concentrated in certain
geographic areas and in certain institutions,
thereby creating inequities in the distribu-
tion of scientific and teaching skills and
capacities throughout the several States of
the United States; and

Whereas the location of sites for activities
of the United States and purchasing and
contracting of the United States, coupled
with the mobility of our population, have
strongly influenced regional and local con-
centrations of population; thus further
adding to the problem of inequitable dis-
tribution of highly trained manpower
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throughout the several States of the United
States; and

Whereas many geographic areas of the
United States, and institutions of higher
learning within those areas, possess human
and economic resources for development to
a much greater extent than has been util-
ized, and offer unparalleled opportunities for
progress and prosperity: Now, therefore, be
it

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That it is the sense
of Congress (1) that in the granting, lend-
ing, or otherwise awarding of research and
development funds avallable for scientific or
educational purposes to institutions of
higher learning, an important factor in mak-
ing any such grant, loan, or award by any
department or agency of the United States
shall be a more equitable distribution of
such funds to all qualifylng institutions of
higher learning, with particular considera-
tion being given to developing institutions
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of higher learning, for the purpose of avoid-
ing the concentration of such research and
development funds in certain geographic
areas and of insuring a continuing reservoir
of scientific and teaching skills and capaci-
ties throughout all the States of the United
States; and (2) that in any decision to lo-
cate or transfer an activity of the United
States, and in any decision to award a con-
tract or subcontract of the United States
(other than on a competitive bid basis), an
important factor entering into such deci-
sion by any department or agency of the
United States shall be the promotion of a
more orderly and equitable distribution of
the population of the States of the United
States and the areas within the several
States in order to avoid or minimize heavy
concentrations of population, and to provide
more opportunities for balanced economic
growth.

The tables, presented by Mr. PEARSON,
are as follows:

TasLeE 1.—100 universities and colleges receiving the largest amounis of Federal support, 1965

[In thousands of dollars]

Total support 1 Academic Total support ! Academic
\science support science support 1
Institution (ranked according to total Federal Institution (ranked according to total Federal
support) Per- Per- support) Per- Per-
Amount | cent | Amount | cent Amount | eent | Amount | cent
of of of of
total total total total
1. Massachusetts Institute of Teeh.nolos’y (Mas- 3. University of Kansas (Kansas). . 12,217 | 0.5 10, 036 0.6
sachusetts) - =l 89,601 | 2.6 59,410 3.4 5, University of California, Davis (LaIl[omia) 11, 931 b 9, 230 B
2, University of Mlchigsn (M[chigan .......... BO5| 2.6 50,289 2.9 556, University of Kentucky (Kentucky) . 11, 738 b @012 o6
3. University of California, Los Angules (Cn]l- 56. University of Arizona (Arizona) - 11, 507 5 9,514 e
fornia) . = 51,884 | 2.3 35,434 2.0 57. Georgetown University (Distriet of “Colum-
4. Columbia Univm'slt%(New York) -] ‘61,708 | 2.8 45, 681 2.6 RS, SRR S S R e e T 11, 494 B B, 566 .3
5. Cornell University (New York). .| 48,858 | 2.1 47,769 2.8 || 58. Unlvenlt{]or Georgia {Geoggia} 11, 206 .5 9, 304 .5
6. Univat'my ﬂl‘ Illluois (lllinols 892 | 2.0 40, 525 2.3 59. Syracuse University (New ork) 11, 250 B 10, 326 P
7. Universit Berkujey (California)..| 43,661 | 1.9 39,753 2.3 60, University of Hawaii (Hawaii) . ___...___._.__ 10, 985 .5 8, 165 .5
8. Stanford {Inlvarslty (California) - .- .-...._C 42,703 | 1.9 39, 101 2.3 61. University of Vermont and State Agﬁcultural
9. University of Minnesota, Minneapolis .- -] 43786 1.8 , 856 2.1 College (Vermont) . 10,718 5 h, 771 .3
10. Harvard University {\-fassachusetts] socewess]| 40802 -LB 39, 344 2.3 62, University of Nebraska (\IPhn}.bk.l} 10, 718 8 6, 656 4
11. University of Wisconsin, Madison (Wismnsinj- 30,780 | L8 33, 442 1.9 3. University of North Carolina State at Ra.'lelgh
12. New York University f New Ym'k] 36, 571 L6 29, 858 1 54 (North Carolina) . . oo 10, 493 o 9, 797 .6
13. University of Washington (Washin, or 36,082 | L6 33, 236 1.9 64, Oregon State Lmversity rOrﬂmn} _____ 10, 369 B 9,182 5
14. University of Chicago (Illinois) ... 35,602 | 1.8 34, 907 2.0 65. Louisiana State University and A, & M
Johns Hopkins University (Maryland 33,108 | L5 29, 402 L7 lege (Lonisiana) . . 9, 995 .4 8,152 .8
168. University of Pennsylvania (Pennsylvani 32,710 | 1.4 30, 500 1.8 66. Baylor University (Texas).- . 9,770 .4 9,466 .5
17. University of Texas ( hes o H T 32,400 | 1.4 26, 557 1.5 67. Boston University (Massachusetts).__._______ 9, 649 A 7,314 4
18. Yale University (Connecticut) . 26,488 | 1.2 24, 986 14 68. Iowa State University of Science an )
19, Ohio State University (Ohio)... 25,388 | 11 22, 642 1.3 nol TINWE) = e e e 9, 559 .4 9,114 .3
20. University of land ( land). - s 25192 11 17, 74 156 69. Wayne State Univea'sity (Michigan) .. .___.._. 9,420 .4 6, 704 .4
21. Western Heserve nlvsrsiti! Ohio) .- occeeeaen| 283,807 | LO 18, 520 L1 || 70. Emory University (Georgia). ... ..._.._______ 9,217 .4 6, 078 .4
22. University of Pittsburgh ( mnsylvania) _____ 22,825 | L0 17, 869 1.0 || 71. University of Alabama (Alabama)_...._.___._ 9,103 4 7,204 .4
23. University of Colorado (Colorado) . ..o 22,813 | L0 19, 705 11 72. University of Oklahoma (Oklahoma). ... ... 8, 986 .4 7, 800 5
24. Purdue University (Indiana)....... --| 21,575 .9 18, 238 1.1 73. Case Institute of Technology (Ohio)..___ 8,868 .4 8,743 .5
25, n.uh]nston University (Missourf) .- ..........| 20,316 .9 18, 900 1.3 74. Vanderbilt University (Tennessee)...... 8, 540 4 8, 001 B
75. Rice University (Texas) _____ S 8, 256 .4 7,003 .4
200 ] LNCIELL B O S e Sy 919,300 | 40.4 | 809,668 | 46.6 76. Brown Universit (Rhnde Island)_,__.__ el 8,244 .4 7,923 .5
26. Unlvetsit of Southern Cnﬁ.fomla (California).| 20,313 .9 15, 822 .9 77. Colorado State University (Colorado) - ..____. 8,231 .4 7,821 .4
27. Yeshiva University (New York) 19, 950 .9 17, 600 L0 78. Oklahoma State University of Agriculture
28, Indiana University (Indiana)..... 19, 513 .9 14, 061 .8 and Agpliod Boleoees_.. .o B, 024 A 6, 809 .4
29. Rutgers University (New Jersey).. 19, 107 .8 13,111 £ 79. Florida State University (Florida) 7,638 2] 5, 366 .3
30. Pm‘lnﬂyivmia State University {Pennsyl- 80, University of Arkansas (Arkansas 7,619 «3 7,100 .4
ia). . 18, 985 .8 14, 298 .8 81. University of Massachusetts (Massachusetts) . 7,494 =5 6, 349 .4
a1. ‘Unlvu‘sity ‘of California, San Diego (Ga]i- 82, West Virginia Uulvnrsjt (West Virginia)..... 7,228 .8 6, 407 v
for 18, 842 .8 10, 787 6 83, Georgia nstitute of Tet'. nology (Georgin)_ ... 7,164 .3 5, 703 3
32. Unlva'slt  of Rochester (New York) 18, 501 .8 17,925 1.0 84. G e Washington University (District of
33. Duke University (North Carolina) . 18, 422 8 16, 469 L0 umbla 7, 059 .3 6, 169 .4
34, Princeton University (New Jersey). 18, 158 .8 17,712 1.0 85. Auburn Unlvarqity (Alahama)_ _ 7,045 «8 6, 208 4
35. Univa'aity of I"lorlda (Flarida)- 153 .8 15, 414 .9 86. Tufts University (Massachusetts)_ ___ 3 7,080 .3 5, 731 3
36. University of Oregon reg 17,361 | .8 | 14,068 .9 || 87. State University of New York of B
37, California Instimte ot ‘echnology (Cali- 250 Ty AN s IS T TR 6, 828 = 1, 460 =
A e , 287 .8 17,172 1.0 88. Carnegle Institute of Technology (Pennsyl-
38, Northwestern University (Illinois)......-.... 17,175 -8 13, 696 .8 RAIY T o e i, i T e B T 6, 618 .3 6, 356 .4
39, Howard University (District of Columbia) 15, 648 ol 2 351 .1 89. Mississippi State University (Mississippi)._... 6, 577 .3 5, 342 .3
40, University of Missouri (Missouri) . ... ccooco.. 14,972 £ 12,278 o1 90. Kansas State University of Agriculture and
41. Unlvmlt%u: T i LT S P N 4,722 .6 12, 646 i { Appled Belence. o - . o oLt 6, 545 .3 5,013 .3
42, Michigan State University (Michigtm) ________ 14,415 .6 12,168 1 01, Temple Umwrsil.y (Pannsylvanla} ....... o 6, 401 - 5, 001 o
43. University of Miami (Florida). . cemane-ae| 14,384 5 ] 12,167 .7 92. University of New Mexico (New Mexico).____ 6, 480 -3 3, 606 2
44, Unlverslt of Tennessee (Tennessee }...... 14, 309 .8 12, 356 .7 93. New Mextoo State University (New Mexico). . 6, 202 .3 5, 808 3
45. Tulane University of Louisiana (I.au]si.ma)_ 14,218 .6 11, 321 .7 94, University of Mississippi (Mississippi)_....... 6, 046 .3 3,174 3
46. Loyola University (Iliinois)__._____ .l 13,385 .6 3, 602 .2 || 95. University of Connecticut (Connecticut)...... 6, 005 .3 3,078 i
47. University of Puerto Rico {(Puerto Rico)_ 13, 085 .6 9, 632 .6 96. University of Denver (Colorado)._._._________ 5, B89 = ] b, 301 o3
48, Lulliverslty of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 97. \’\rnshmgton State University (Washington)__ 5, BRO .8 5,274 3
(North Carolina c’} 13, 019 .6 11,128 .6 98, Virginia Polytechnic Institute (Virginia). ... 5, B78 .8 5, 507 .3
49, University of all!omia, “San  Francisco 99, Gal audet College (District of Columbia) 2. 5, B42 .8 M2
(Oalifomia)s s - e 12,997 .6 12, 661 .7 || 100. University of Houston (Texss)............_... 5, 747 A 1,852 2
50. University of Virginia (Virginia) - 12,502 .6 11,223 .6
51, Texas A. & M. University ( [‘exns) s 12,477 .5 11, 524 47 Total for 100 universities and colleges. .. ____ 1,759,850 | 77.4 |1,477,066 | 854
52. University of Iowa (Iowa). . T, 12,475 8 10, 378 .6

I The differences between “‘total sum}cn " and “academic science support’ are funds
ing in large part of the Office of Education’s
program for construction and initial equipping of undergraduate facilities.

for other educational activities cons

proj
B than 0.05 percent.

Source: NSF 66-30.

2 These obligations for Howard Universltr and Gallaudet College are Federal ap-
iations for the operation of the institut
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TABLE I1.—100 universities and colleges receiving the largest amounts of Federal support, 1965
[In thousands of dollars]

April 19, 1967

Total support ! Academic Total support ! Academic
science support ! sclence support
Institution (grou according to geographical Institution (grouped according to geographical
pugcatlon) Per- Per- location) Per- Per-
Amount w?t Amount wi;t Amount @'l}t Amount | cent
ol ol 0l
total total total mohii
Alabam Massachusetts
Universis' of Alabama. 9,103 | 0.4 7,204 0.4 Massachusel.ts Institute of Technology 59,601 | 2.8 59, 410 3.4
Auburn University.... 7,045 .3 6, 208 .4 Harvard University 40,802 | 1.8 39, 344 2.3
Boston University. . 9, 640 4 7,314 .4
Total 16, 148 7 13,412 .8 University of Massachi 7,494 =] i, 340 4
2 E 0| 0 0 0 Tufts University 7,030 .3 5,73 . |
Arizona, tF { Arizona ? 11, 597 .5 9, 514 8
Armsa.s University of Arkansas 2. __.___._._.___. 7,619 -3 7,100 .4 etk e s iy 124,576 | 5.4 | 118,148 6.8
California: Michigan:
University of California—Los Angeles._.____. 51,884 | 23 35,434 2.0 University of Michigan_____._ 805 | 2.6 50, 239 2.9
Unlverslty of California—Berkeley_ . 43,561 | 1.9 39, 7. 23 Michigan State University. . | 14,415 .6 12,168 7
Stanford s T i e D 42,703 | L9 39, 101 2.3 Wayne State University - ... . .. ... .. 9, 420 .4 8, 704 4
‘Univeralc:r ui Southern California.... 20, 313 .9 15,822 .9
University of California—San Diego. 18,542 [ .8 10, 787 6 T St U S S s F A PR ) e A O R S T 4.0
California Institute of Technology...... 17, 287 .8 17,172 1.0
University ol California—8an Francisco_ . 12,007 .6 12, 661 A Min.nnsotn University of Minnesota—Minneapolis-
University of California—Davis. . ... 11,931 .5 , 289 .5 M 1’ l ...................................... 41,765 | L8 35, 855 2.1
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University of Connecticut. 6, 005 3 3,978 22 New Hampshite’ EEC s P ) 0] 0 0 0
IO S Al Sl ek sasaerane] |00 08 6'5 33.9&3 %6 NewﬁTetmyU et daiet i
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Delaware Princeton University..___.._________________"| 18,158 | .8| anq2| 10
District of (‘o?umbia
Howard University - ............. 15,648 | .7 2,851 T g - TR i 1 ol O s =~ S 1 4T i I [
Georgetown University ... ... 11,404 B 5, 666 i3
SHorie Maa g ton UOIVeINY oo e M 4 4 B R Dot o Maxtio 6480 | .3| 3606
allaudet College?. ..o . niversity W MeElen. el h : " .2
= s ege = New Mexico State University. ... ooeeoeo oo 6, 292 3 808 B
T AL R SN o = e e S s 40, L8 14,428 .8
g Ttala S AT LSk oL e T o) 12,772 9,414
Florida:
University of Florida. oo oo memcee e 18,153 8 15, 414 .9 || New York:
University of Miami. .. __ Ml e ¥ .8 12,167 & DI e it ss i S 51,703 | 23| 45681 2.6
Florlda State University 7 .3 5 3 Cornell University ... _________________ 48,858 | 2.1| 47,760 | 2.8
New York University. 36,571 | 1.6 858 L7
AL L TR Ry S S s 40,125 | 1.7 | 32,M7| L9 Yeshiva University____ 19,950 .8| 17,600 L0
gniverslt o{ Roc;l{lester }i ggcll v g 17,025 | 1.0
G e University.._. i 10,326 .6
?Fmvméylor Gftorgla 1%%\13? 2 g,ggg 5 BUNYAB. -, -elens 6,825 | .3 6,460 [ .4
m nivers X . , 97 :
Goovgla Institute of Teahnology - ‘164 | 3| 53| 3 OtRIs e BT R o L] 103,748 | 8.5 | 175,610 | 10.1
__________________________ 27,677 | 1.2 | 21,085 | 1.2 || North Carolina: &
N of H: wa.il’_- L 4 10, 985 .5 8, 185 5 University of North Carolina—Chapel Hill____ 13,019 .6 11,123 .6
e e et S e ol o o| o University of North Carolina—Raleigh.... . 10,483 | 8 9 8
Illinois: g R e s e 23,512 | L1 20,920 | L2
University of inols.............ooooooneene| 408021 20| 08| 23 North Dakota®. ... 0 "o o
University of Cago. 4 H
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Uni P e e y . y . -- 11
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University of Eansas. ..o ... 12,217 .5 10,036 .6 || Pennsylvania:
Kansas State University...... ... 6,545 | .38 5,018 .3 University of Pennsylvania._. ceceeemeeodf 82,710 | 14| 30,500 L8
University of Pittsbargh____.__ .. ... ... 22,825 | 1.0 17, 869 L0
_______________________________________ 18, 762 .8 15, 049 .9 Pennsylvania State University_....__...._.._. 18, 985 .8 14, 208 .8
xanhmky Unlvemity of Kentucky ?.._._______... 11,738 = 9,012 .6
R R S L 74,520 | 3.2 62, 667 3.6
Loulsiana: Puerto Rico: University of Puerto Rico2..._.._...| 13,065 .6 9, 632 .6
Tulane Un.l of Louisiana_ . . ...oocoocean 14,218 | .6| 11,321 .7 || Rhode Island: Brown University2.._.._......_ ... 244 | .4 7,923 .5
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South Dakota ?....__ 0 0 0 0
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Maine 2. 0] 0 0 0 Tennessee:
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See footnotes at end of table,
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TaBLE I1.—100 universities and colleges receiving the largest amounts of Federal support, 1965—Continued
[In thousands of dollars]
Total support ! Academic Total support 1 Academic
science support seience support
Institution (grouped according to geographical Institution (grouped aceording to geographical
location) Per- Per- location) Per- Per-
Amount oe:l;t Amount mrllt Amount oerf:t Amount | cent
0 0 ) f
total total total tootal
Texas: Virginia—Continued
University of Texas: . . . ..ot .t 82,400 | 1.4 26, 557 1.5 8 o 2 SR A e Sy AT Ay e 5873 | 0.3 5, 507 0.3
Texas A. & M. University_ ... . .______ 12,477 .5 11,824 T
Baylor University 9,770 | .4 9, 466 .5 p vt TR SR T S T ) | 18,465 | .9 16, 730 9
Rioe Undverslty. .. commee o ia i aaca 8, 256 o 7,008 o4
University of Houston 5, 747 .3 1,852 .1 || Washington: 4
University of Washington _ .. __...._........... 36,082 | 1.6 33, 236 1.9
0 ekl St e A 68,650 | 3.0 56, 702 3.2 Washington State University_.......___.._____ 5, 889 3 5,274 23
Utah: University of Utah®._. ... _..__._....... 14,722 -6 12, 646 o
Vermont: University of Vermont & BAC..______. 10,718 B 5,771 .3 el e e e S e 0 41,971 | 19| 38510 2.2
Virginia: West Virginia: West Virginia University ?_ .. ....... 7,228 .3 6, 407 .4
University of Virginia. 12, 502 .6 11,223 .6 ¥INOMH: University of Wisconsin—Madison?..._.| 39,780 | 1.8 33, 442 1.9
b 1 R S A e i R Rl AR S 0| 0 0] 0

a

! The differences between “Total support’ and “A

ic seience t'" are
funds for other educational activities consisting in large part of the Office of Education’s
p m for construction and initial equipping of undergraduate facilities.

2 Figures shown represent totals.

4 Less than 0.05 percent.
Bource: NSF 66-30.

! These obligations for Howard University and Gallaudet College are Federal appro-
priations for the operation of the institutions,

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT—
AMENDMENTS

AMENDMENT NO. 168

Mr. INOUYE proposed an amendment
to the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the in-
vestment credit and the allowance of ac-
celerated depreciation in the case of cer-
tain real property, which was ordered to
be printed.

AMENDMENT NO. 168

Mr. LONG of Louisiana proposed an
amendment to the amendment proposed
by the Senator from Hawail [Mr.
InouyE] (amendment No. 168), to House
bill 6950, supra, which was ordered to be
printed.

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILLS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, on behalf of the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typingsl, I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the next printing
of the bill (S, 945) to abolish the office of
U.S. commissioner, to establish in place
thereof within the judicial branch of the
Government the office of U.S. magistrate,
and for other purposes, the name of the
Senator from New York [Mr. Javits] be
added as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, on behalf of the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typinesl, I ask unan-
imous consent that, at the next printing
of the bill (S. 1318) to provide improved
judicial machinery for the selection of
juries, and for other purposes, the names
of Senators BayH, KUCHEL, METCALF,
MiLiLeR, NELsoN, PELL, and WiLLiams of
New Jersey be added as cosponsors.

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

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr,
President, on behalf of the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Typingsl, I ask unani-
mous consent that, at the next printing
of the bill (S. 1319) to provide improved
judicial machinery for the selection of
Federal juries, and for other purposes,
the names of Senators BayH, METCALF,

MIiLLER, NELSON, PELL, and WiLLiAMs of
New Jersey be added as cosponsors.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, at
its next printing, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the name of the senior Sena-
tor from Michigan [Mr. HarT] be added
as a cosponsor of the bill (8. 858) to
amend the Interstate Commerce Act,
with respect to recovery of a reasonable
attorney's fee in case of successful main-
tenance of an action for recovery of
damages sustained in transportation of
property.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that, at its next
printing the name of the Senator from
Maryland [Mr. BREWsSTER] be added as
additional cosponsor of the bill (8. 998)
to provide for the collection, compila-
tion, eritical evaluation, publication, and
sale of standard reference data.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
names of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. HarT] and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YarsoroUGH] be added as cospon-
sors of the bill (S. 1282) to amend the
Internal Revenue Code of 1954 to
curb the tax-exempt financing of indus-
trial or commercial facilities used for
private profitmaking purposes, at its next
printing.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I also ask unanimous consent that
the names of the Senator from Michigan
[Mr, HarT] and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. YarBoroUGH] be added as cospon-
sors of the bill (S. 1283) to amend sec-
tion 103 of the Internal Revenue Code of
1954 to remove the tax exemption for
interest on State or local obligations is-
sued to finance industrial or commercial
facilities to be sold or leased to private
profitmaking enterprises, at its next
printing,

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

NOTICE OF HEARING ON S, 1352—
SILVER CERTIFICATES

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that the Committee
on Banking and Currency will hold hear-
ings on May 4, 1967, on S. 1352, a bill to
authorize adjustments in the amount of
outstanding silver certificates, and for
other purposes. The hearings will com~
mence at 10 a.m. in room 5302, New Sen-
ate Office Building.

Persons desiring to testify or to submit
written statements in connection with
this bill should notify Mr. Matthew Hale,
chief counsel, Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, room 5300, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.,
20510; telephone 225-3921.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 1542—
SAVINGS AND LOAN HOLDING
COMPANY AMENDMENTS OF 1967

Mr, SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that the Committee
on Banking and Currency will begin
hearings on Monday, June 5, 1967, on
S. 1542, a bill to amend section 408 of the
National Housing Act, as amended, to
provide for the regulation of savings and
loan holding companies and subsidiary
companies. The hearings will com-
mence at 10 am. in room 5302, New
Senate Office Building, and will continue
on June 6 and 7.

Persons desiring to testify or to submit
written statements in connection with
this bill should notify Mr, Lewis G. Odom,
Jr., staff director, Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, room 5300, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.,
20510; telephone 225-3921,

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON S. 1008
AND 8. 1156, BUREAU OF THE MINT
LEGISLATION

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
wish to announce that the Subcommit-
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tee on Financial Institutions of the Com-~
mittee on Banking and Currency will
hold hearings on Tuesday, May 2, 1967,
on S. 1008, a bill to repeal the prohibi-
tion against mint marks on coins of the
United States, and S. 1156, a bill to pro-
vide for the financing of the operations
of the Bureau of the Mint, and for other
purposes.

The hearings will commence at 10 a.m.
in room 5302, New Senate Office Bulding.

Persons desiring to testify or to submit
written statements in connection with
this bill should notify Mr. Matthew Hale,
chief counsel, Senate Committee on
Banking and Currency, room 5300, New
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.,
20510; telephone 225-3921.

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON 8. 1155 TO
AMEND THE EXPORT-IMPORT
BANK ACT OF 1945

Mr, MUSKIE. Mr. President, I wish
to announce that the Subcommittee on
International Finance of the Committee
on Banking and Currency will hold hear-
ings on May 16, 1967, on S. 1155, a bill
to amend the Export-Import Bank Act
of 1945, as amended, to shorten the name
of the bank, to extend for 5 years the
period within which the bank is author-
ized to exercise its functions, to increase
the bank’s lending authority and its
authority to issue, against fractional re-
serves, export credit insurance and guar-
antees, and for other purposes. The
hearings will commence at 10 a.m. in
room 5302, New Senate Office Building.

Persons desiring to testify or to sub-
mit written statements in connection
with this bill should notify Mr. Matthew
Hale, chief counsel, Senate Committee
on Banking and Currency, room 5300,
New Senate Office Building, Washing-
tion, D.C. 20510; telephone 225-3921.

NOTICE OF CHANGE OF TIME OF
HEARINGS ON SENATE BILL 1321

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I wish
to announce for the information of the
Senate that the hearings scheduled on
the North Cascades National Park pro-
posal, S. 1321, on April 24 will begin at
9:30 a.m., instead of 10 a.m. as previously
announced.

This schedule change has been neces-
sary because of a confliet in our commit-
tee program.

PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S LEADER-
SHIP FOR HEMISPHERIC PROG-
RESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the
Summit Conference at Punta del Este
has been the most important and produc-
tive meeting of its kind ever held in this
hemisphere. It has provided 250 million
Latin Americans with good reason to
feel hopeful about their futures. And it
has created closer understanding and
trust between each of the 20 Latin Amer-
ican ecountries and the United States.

The Congress and the American peo-
ple warmly applaud President Johnson.
The President demonstrated warm un-
derstanding and firm resolve in urging
the conference to embrace realistic goals
to meet hemispheric problems.
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The world has learned that summit
meetings often end in idealistic rhapso-
dies that inevitably prove to be disap-
pointing, if not meaningless.

But there was no such euphoria evi-
dent at Punta del Este. President John-
son, joined by the other Chiefs of State
of this hemisphere, led the way toward
realistic appraisals and objective goals
for the long, difficult road ahead.

President Johnson helped to provide
the keynote around which the work of
this conference revolved. This keynote
was based on a very uncomplicated
idea—namely, that progress is self-gen-
erating, and that Latin American self-
help, not American aid, will make the
difference in realizing progress for the
entire hemisphere.

The United States did not go to Punta
del Este as a rich uncle benevolently
meeting with poor relations. We went as
trusted and proven friends, strongly
committed to progress and security for
every nation in this hemisphere.

This administration is doing its share
in Latin America. President Johnson
has increased Latin American aid 35 per-
cent since assuming the Presidency.
And he is known in Latin America as a
trusted and loyal friend.

I believe that what Punta del Este
produced is exactly what the hemisphere
needs: that is, the means to achieve
equality in world markets, power sources,
and transportation systems—as well as
more food, education, and technology.

But, most important, the conference
took a giant step toward true hemi-
spheric interdependence and cooperation.
And this may be one of the most sig-
nificant occurrences in the long history
of Latin Ameriea.

The heads of state affirmed this vital
principle of interdependence. They de-
clared that economic integration is a
primary goal for the hemisphere.

They recognized the need for sustained
effort to build networks of interconnect-
ing fransportation systems, power sys-
tems, river basins, frontier regions, and
economic areas.

These multinational projects aim to
harness the vast and untapped human
and material resources of Latin America
for the common good of all.

These projects will bind the nations of
this great hemisphere in sharing trans-
portation, power, and water development.

These projects will help to expand
trade and intensify the modernization
of agriculture and education.

These projects will create new solidar-
ity and trust between Latin American
nations and will further create new so-
cial and political stability.

And they will pave the way toward the
development of a common market that
will be initiated by 1970 and will be func-
tioning by 1985.

For his part, President Johnson as-
sured the Latin American Presidents that
United States will do its share in assisting
hemispheric economiec integration.

He recommended additional support
for the Inter-American bank to help plan
multi-national projects. He affirmed our
readiness to explore with other indus-
trialized countries the possibility of tem-
porary preferential tariffs for developing
nations.
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And he declared our willingness to ex-
pand assistance to Latin American na-
tions, particularly in education, agricul-
ture, health, nutrition and technology.

The President rightly noted that the
second phase of the Alliance for Progress
is now underway. This phase seeks to
modernize Latin American industry and
bolster under-financed agriculture and
education.

I can assure the President that we all
stand with him in the work ahead for
Latin American progress. We are greatly
encouraged by what the Alliance has ac-
complished thus far. And we have
learned that serious and determined ef-
forts to promote Latin American progress
can succeed in creating new opportunities
for the entire hemisphere.

We know what we must do. The
agenda composed at Punta del Este is as
clear as it is formidable. At stake is the
welfare, freedom, and security of the
Latin American people. We must not,
and cannot, fail,

For as President Johnson told the con-
ference:

We no longer inhabit a New World. We
cannot escape from our problems—as the first
Americans could—in the vastness of un-
charted hemisphere. If we are to grow and
prosper, we must face the problems of our
maturity. And we must do it both bodily
and wisely—and we must face them now.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the REcorp a sam-
pling of editorial opinion on the success
of the Punta del Este conference.

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

[From Newsday, Apr. 13, 1967]
TOWARD A COMMON MARKET

A common market to serve the nations of
Latin America awaits the certain approval of
18 chiefs of state gathered with President
Johnson at Punta del Este. The deadline
date is 1970, with complete implementation
hopefully by 1985. Within the framework
of a common market, and with the financial
help of the US, Latin America may ulti-
mately achieve its dream of stable prices
for its raw materials and for its industrial
products. The U.S. should certainly achieve
what has long been its good neighbor goal,
& financially healthy, cooperative Latin
American community capable of standing on
its own feet.

The common niarket concept originated in
Europe in 1957 when Belgium, the Nether-
lands, France, Italy, Luxembourg and West
Germany pledged themselves to the gradual
establishment of a common tariff system, free
movement of labor and capital, and the de-
velopment of joint policies on labor, social
welfare, agriculture, transport and foreign
trade.

For Latin America, the concept will be
modified to make use of two existing agen-
cles, the Latin American Free Trade Area,
comprising all South American nations and
Mexico, and the Central American Common
Market, comprising all nations in that area,
The U.S. is in continuing contact with these
two agences, though the bulk of its $1.3-
billion annual Alliance for Progress ald 1s
distributed nation by nation.

There are bound to be delays and diffi-
culties in implementing the common market
principle over a multinational continent, and
patience will be needed to work out the prob-
lems that arise. Most Latin American coun-
tries are “one-crop” countries. Care will be
required to make their agricultural outputs
complementary. Similarly, industries will
have to be complementary. The market is
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not sufficiently big to permit the sort of
competition that exists in the U.S.

The main point, however, does not revolve
around the difficulties that may arise. The
main point is that a beginning has been
made, which may hopefully foreshadow the
end result, a hemisphere common market,
including the U.S. and Canada, devoted to
free trade.

[From the Chicago Dally News, Apr. 15, 1967]
CANDOR AT THE SUMMIT

The summit agreement reached at Punta
del Este is remarkably frank in its acknowl-
edgment that Latin America has far to go
before it can be counted among the de-
veloped regions of the world, The 18-year
timetable for the creation of the Latin Com-
mon Market emphasizes the magnitude of
the task and the patience that will be re-
quired to see it through.

In setting such long-term goals the con-
ferees were more realistic than those who
forged the Alliance for Progress at the plush
Uruguayan resort in 1961. The trouble with
the alliance is not that it has achieved unly
moderate success, but that it led too many
people to believe that a miracle might be
accomplished in a short time. Though Pres-
ident Johnson called upon his Latin counter-
parts to “declare the next 10 years the decade
of urgency,” he made it clear that he was
not setting a termination point on U.S. par-
ticipation.

The unmistakable impression he con-
veyed—that future U.S. aid would be based
on the performance of the Latins in meeting
their own economic and social problems—
did not encounter any significant resistance.
As President Fernando Belaunde of Peru ob-
served, it was only right that the United
States should desire to ‘‘see sacrifices here
parallel” its own.

What many Americans and Latins fail to
grasp is that U.S. aid, even at its most gen-
erous, has never surpassed more than 2 per
cent of Latin America’s gross national prod-
uct. It is not to be scoffed at and it does
at times play an important role, but it re-
mains only a drop in the bucket compared
with what the Latins themselves must pro-
duce for their development.

The willingness of the United States to
continue doing its bit should bolster the
resolve of the Latins to step up their own
pace to improve economic and social condi-
tions. So should the FPresident's pledge to
study the possibility—a rather remote one—
of granting the Latins preferential trade
treatment.

What the summit achieved concretely is
perhaps not as important as the spirit of
co-operation that it fostered among all of
the conferees. A few years ago, such a gath-
ering by Latin chiefs of state to discuss com-
mon problems among themselves and with
the President of the United States would
have been next to impossible.

A hopeful note has now been struck on
several sticky problems, but it has been
muted by the sobering realization that much
more remains to be done.

This applies not only to the items that
came up on the official agenda but to sev-
eral that did not. One of them is devising
ways and means to curb Latin America's
population explosion. Solving that problem
will call for the utmost co-operation between
the United States and Latin America.

[From the Washington (D.C.) Evening Star,
Apr. 15, 1967]
PunTA DEL ESTE SET A PRECEDENT
WorTH FOLLOWING
(By Max Lerner)

The heads of state of the American na-
tions, meeting at Punta del Este, set a prece-
dent worth following in the future, in Europe
and Asla as well as in the Americas. Re-
gardless of anything concrete achieved or
not, it 18 good for the men in the seats of
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power to meet as a group, and exchange
hopes and fears, headaches, gripes, insults
and likes. The foreign ministers can be
counted on to do the gritty bargaining,
including the headlocks and the grimy work
on the wrestling mat. The Presidents should
be specialized to spacious perceptives.

Maybe that's what President Eduardo
Frei of Chile meant when he called the
Punta del Este conference primarily a “philo-
sophical” one. In that sense, one muses,
the Presidents might have done better to
leave some of the swarming trade ex-
perts and security guards behind and take
some philosophers along with them.

For it becomes even clearer, despite the
brave words and hopes about the Alliance for
Progress, that the pace will have to be faster,
the thinking sharper, and the action more
drastic than it has been thus far in the 1960's
if the Latin-American countries are to move
into the last third of the century on
their own, not as dependents of the powerful
glant to the north of them.

To do this involves three things: The eco-
nomic means, the political will, the intellec-
tual working conceptions. Assume that the
economic means are there, in the form of
American aid, massively given thus far in the
history of the Alliance for Progress and also
committed for the future—despite the Ful-
bright shenanigans about having the Amer-
ican Senate play it coy.

The political will must come from the
heads of state and the new pgeneration of
politicians and technicians who they have
recruited as an elite. The remarkable thing
about the conference on this score is that
most of the heads of state attending it are
not caudillos or demagogs or stuffed shirts
(sadly there are exceptions to this), but
serious men—whether Left, Right or Cen-
ter—who know that economic ald does little
good unless it becomes part of a strong po-
litical and social fabric.

This brings us back to intellectual working
conceptions. It isn't enough any longer to
talk darkly about how the Communists will
take over if the democratic regimes don't
anticipate the reforms that the Communists
promise. This is true enough as a fact. But
the fear of the Communist specter, while
it may be a prod to action, doesn’'t furnish
a guide to action.

To formulate an adequate guide to action
the American heads of state will have to
face several hard facts of life. One is that
the Alliance for Progress has thus far used
up in economic aid a sum roughly two-thirds
of what the United States contributed to the
Marshall Plan in Europe, and with results far
short of the European results. Another is
that, however much the United States may
increase its aid, the fact of the massive power
and affluence of America remains as the
overshadowing fact of the hemisphere.

The final fact is that the effort of pouring
in aid is bound to be an empty and frustrated
effort so long as the growth of population
in the southern nations pursues the gallop-
ing pace that is true of it right now. If the
230 million people in the countries to the
south of the United States become, as the
present projection suggests, 600 million at
the end of the century, 1t may stir the pride
in sheer magnitudes on the part of some of
the Latin leaders. But it is also bound to
make any calculable economic growth an
empty thing, and consume the seed-corn of
social and economic advances.

What new working conceptions do these
harsh facts suggest? One certainly is a new
intellectual and moral climate which, with
the help of the Catholic church and the
medical profession, will make family plan-
ning the first order of business. The fact
that an international conference for popula-
tion control was being held in Uruguay
simultaneously with the conference of the
heads of state may be earnest of the will to
take this kind of action.

Another working conception is for the
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Latin-American intellectuals to stop think-
ing words and start thinking things. Words
like “socialism,” “capitalism,” “imperialism,”
have worn their usefulness thin. What is
needed is thinking about where new invest-
ment will come from, how it will be encour-
aged, what controls will be exerted over it.
This is what the Europeans have done since
the end of World War II in a hard pragmatic
way, and it has yielded results.

The final working conception is not so
much to get rid of nationalism, which is an
empty rhetorical flourish at a time when
there is so much pride in the new national
identity, but to find ways by which nations
can collaborate on common goals. Colombia
and Eucador are showing it can be done. The
United States is willing to help multinational
projects. The idea of a South American
Common Market, which won't take form for
Yyears, is another step in this direction. But
it is for the philosophers, even more than
for the statesmen, to create the climate in
which these new conceptions can flourish.
[From the New York World Journal Tribune,

Apr. 16, 1867]
HELP AND SELF-HELP

The American summit at Punta del Este
produced more generalities than concrete
results. But the generalities were important.

If there was a Key statement in the debates
among the American presidents, it was Mr.
Johnson's:

“The assistance of my natlon will be useful
only as it reinforces your determination and
builds upon your achievements—and only as
it 1s bound to the growing unity of our
hemisphere.”

This assertion met with general approval
among the heads of the Latin-American
states and was reflected in the final docu-
ments. Some of the presidents may have
had reservations, but only President Arose-
mena of Ecuador expressed them openly,
He wanted more assistance from the United
States, and fewer conditions, But this was
not only, as President Arosemena was bluntly
told by his colleagues, unrealistic. It was
wrong.

In the Latin-American countries, most of
them still in their industrial infancy and
bound by the habits of an agricultural
soclety, the United States could pour billions
without appreciably bettering the lot of the
average man.

And the billions of the United States are
not unlimited.

The whole idea of the Alliance for Progress
was help—and self-help. It calls for social
reforms, economic progress and political
equity. It calls, too, for global arrangements
about markets and tariffs.

The biggest forward step taken at Punta
del Este was the adoption of the idea of a
common market—a highly complex project,
given the diversity of Latin America and its
present reliance upon the sale of agricultural
and mineral commodities. This ldea may
never be realized In the integrated form that
the European common market has attained,
but something like it is essential if the whole
hemisphere is to prosper.

The sum of the discussions at Punta del
Este is that the United States cannot buy off
communism or chaos in Latin America. But
all the nations of the hemisphere can, by
working together, bring a new era to their
peoples.

[From the Atlanta Constitution,
Apr, 13, 1967]
CoMMON MARKET FOR LATINS

The 20 nations of Latin America have
agreed in principle on ways to establish a
functioning Latin-American common market
no later than 1985. Most of it will be accom-~
plished long before then, according to heads
of state meeting in Punta del Este, Uruguay,
site of the signing of the Alliance for
Progress.
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The agreement is likely to be the major
achievement of the conference, attended by
President Johnson. The President is faced
with Latin American demands which he has
to oppose because he lacks blanket approval
from the United States to Increase U.S. com-
mitments, a major blow to U.S. participa-
tion in the conference.

Agreement to form a Latin American com-
mon market during the coming decade was
reached by hemispheric forelgn ministers
last month at Buenos Aires. Barring last-
minute changes, the 20 chiefs of state are
expected to announce general agreement on
the need for a common market and on other
agricultural, educational, medical and scien-
tific reforms that the United States will sup~
port without specifically joining the trading
organization.

Measures that the chiefs of state are ex-
pected to approve include the creation of a
monetary union and perfection of a customs
process of free movement of capital in the
area and the realization of a common policy
on external commerce.

Economic integration has been in the back-
ground in Latin Amerleca since 1961 when
both the Latin-American Free Trade Asso-
ciation and the Central American Common
Market began operating. The latter has
been outstanding, laying the groundwork for
a similar development in the entire hemi-
sphere.

Out of the meeting is expected to come a
stepped-up timetable for economic cooper-
ation. At present, trade between Latin
America and nations outside the hemisphere
is greater than trade among themselves.
This the Latin Common Market is expected
to remedy.

Latin America, whose population growth
is the greatest in the world, is potentially
self sufficlent if economic growth can be ac-
celerated. It cannot be so, however, in a
continent divided into 20 more or less small
republics going their separate ways. That
is the really significant aspect of the Punta
del Este conference. Free movement of capi-
tal and labor between member countries and
ultimately a common currency are the urgent
objectives in achieving peace and prosperity
for the entire continent.

MILWAUKEE JOURNAL AND AIA
URGE WEST FRONT OF CAPITOL
BE RESTORED, NOT EXTENDED

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
recent report by the American Institute
of Architects, recommending that the
west front of the Capitol be restored, was
welcomed with open arms by many of
us who shuddered at the prospect of a
Rayburn building type of extension mar-
ring the beautiful facade of this historic
structure. As an excellent editorial in
the Milwaukee Journal of April 14, points
out, the report also recommends that a
permanent body of architects, engineers,
and planners be named, whose function
would be long-range planning on Capi-
tol Hill.

The alternative to this suggestion is
the continued leadership in architectural
matters of a man who already has spent
far too much of the taxpayer’s money on
Capitol Hill buildings of questionable
esthetic and practical value. As the
editorial indicates, George Stewart, the
Capitol Architect, who is not a qualified
architect in the accepted sense of the
word, was the guiding hand behind the
Rayburn Building—a castle on the Po-
tomac whose cost was originally esti-
mated at $20 million and which ended
up requiring one-tenth of a billion dol-
lars for final completion. A recent re-
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port by the General Accounting Office
indicates that 1,450 contract changes
costing approximately $8 million had to
be made in this structure. One such
change reduced the walking distance
from the Capitol end of the subway to
the elevators in the Capitol by about
80 feet at a cost of $665,000.

There is absolutely no doubt in my
mind that any attempt to extend the
west front would be a repeat perform-
ance. Estimated to cost $34 million at
this date, it would undoubtedly end up
costing well over $100 million, Further-
more, the cost in esthetic values de-
stroyed would be incalculable.

I hope that Congress will heed the ad-
vice of the AIA and the Milwaukee Jour-
nal. It makes good sense to put the
experts in charge of the historic struc-
tures in which we make the laws of the
land. By naming a special board of
architects, engineers, and planners we
would be letting the Nation know that
Capitol Hill construction and renova-
tion is too precious a charge to be left in
the hands of the amateurs.

I ask unanimous consent that the
Journal editorial be inserted in the
REcorp at this point.

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

Now CoME REAL ARCHITECTS

Stewart, who bears the title of
capitol architect without belng an architect,
has set some notable records even for Wash-
ington. His prize, perhaps, was the Rayburn
house office building. Original estimates
placed its cost at $20 milllon. When Stewart
and others got through, the best guess is
that it cost about 93 million.

Last year Stewart reported that the west
front of the capitol was in danger of falling
down, He wanted to rebulld it, extend it
44 feet and incorporate two restaurants, a
cafeteria, conference rooms, tourist rest
rooms and storage space, He got the strong
backing of House Speaker McCormack (D-
Mass.) and Senate Minority Leader Dirksen
(R~-I1l.), although another such wholesale
attack on the capitol had already destroyed
some of its original beauty on the east front.

Now the American Institute of Architects
comes forth. It had named a five member
task force, which spent five months going
over the capitol bullding “from attic to base-
ment.” Its conclusion: “The west front
should be skillfully restored as it now
stands.”” It can be restored at a cost tre-
mendously less than the project Stewart
says would cost $34 million. And it would
faithfully retain the capitol front in its orig-
inal beauty. If additional modern space ls
needed it should be provided elsewhere.

That all sounds sensible. And so does this
other comment of the institute report: “Cer-
tainly the capitol and nearby areas are of
sufficient import to justify a permanent body
of architects, engineers and planners whose
only function would be long range planning
of all construction on Capitol Hill, includ-
ing new bulldings that will probably be
needed.”

At least that would keep Stewart from
continuing to ride about In all directions
with plans to destroy heritage buildings.

AFRICAN COUNTRIES HAVE TAKEN
STRONG STAND BY RATIFYING
HUMAN RIGHTS CONVENTION ON
SLAVERY—LV

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the
Ad Hoc Subcommittee of the Committee
on Foreign Relations is presently delib-
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erating the Human Rights Conventions
on Forced Labor, Political Rights of
Women, and Slavery.

‘The proponents of Senate ratification
of the Human Rights Conventions are
hopeful that the subcommittee will soon
favorably report these three conventions
to the full committee. We all hope that
the full committee will then act with
dispatch and favorably report these
three conventions to the full Senate.

The Supplementary Convention on the
Abolition of Slavery, signed at Geneva
September 7, 1956, has never been rati-
fied by the United States.

The United States was party to a
treaty 105 years ago which had as its
objectives the elimination of the African
slave trade. Yet, in 1967, when slavery
is increasing rather than decreasing, the
United States has continued to ignore
our proud national record in the crusade
against slavery.

Sixty-eight nations have ratified the
Convention on Slavery. Every perma-
nent member of the Security Council has
ratified the Convention on Slavery—ex-
cept the United States. Every charter
member of the United Nations has rati-
fied the Convention on Slavery—except
Bolivia, Uruguay, the Union of South
Africa, and the United States.

Mr. President, Africa has been histor-
ically the bloodiest marketplace of hu-
man bondage. Men, women, and chil-
dren were sold as cattle or hogs were
sold, banished into centuries of servitude
through the cruel avarice of both men
of their own race and men of other races.

The newly independent nations of Af-
rica carry this tragic history with them
to the present. Slavery to them was a
gory reality. Their resolve is strong that
the last vestiges of human serfdom must
be totally eradicated.

Two or three days ago I put into the
Recorp the documentation of the in-
crease in slavery involving hundreds of
thousands of people—the substantial in-
crease in slavery in recent years and the
widespread existence of slavery today.

The following African countries have
ratified the Convention on Slavery: Al-
geria, Ghana, Malawi, Morocco, Niger,
Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Sudan, Tanzania,
Tunisia, Uganda, and the United Arab
Republic.

The United States should have no less
firm resolve to eradicate absolutely slav-
ery from.our world., The Senate can
strengthen our national record and re-
establish our national commitment by
ratifying the Convention on Slavery, af-
ter the treaty has languished in the Com-
mittee on Forelgn Relations for 4 years
now, without action.

TRUTH IN LENDING URGED BY
WISCONSIN ATTORNEY GENERAL
LA FOLLETTE

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, on
Tuesday, April 18, the brilliant and able
attorney general of the State of Wiscon-
sin, the Honorable Bronson La Follette,
testified before the Subcommittee on Fi-
nancial Institutions on 8, 5, the Truth
in Lending bill. There has been no more
convineing or persuasive statement on
this bill in the 6 years the committee
has held hearings on truth in lending.
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Attorney General La Follette indicated
why this legislation will benefit the
American people. He also established
beyond a doubt that there is no conflict
between Federal disclosure legislation
and the separate credit statutes and
regulations of the States. As one of the
ablest attorney generals in the country,
Mr. La Follette saw no problem with
Federal action on truth in credit and, in
fact, urged that S. 5 be speedily adopted.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Attorney General La Follette's
fine opening statement be inserted in the
RECORD.

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

STATEMENT BY BronsoN C. La FOLLETTE, AT-
TORNEY GENERAL OF WISCONSIN, BEFORE THE
FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS SUBCOMMITTEE OF
THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY, IN FavOor oF BILL S. 5, THE
TRUTH-IN-LENDING BIiLn, AprIL 18, 1967,
WasHINGTON, D.C.

President Eennedy, President Johnson and
the 1065-66 Consumer Advisory Council, of
which I was a member all have emphasized
the four fundamental rights of the consum-
er—the right to be safe, the right to choose,
the right to be heard and the right to be in-
formed. Enactment of Bill -5 would mate-
rially protect the consumer’s right to be in-
formed in the purchase of commercial credit.

The “poor pay more” is a phrase heard
with much urgency today. It is a truthful
phrase: low income families do pay more
for virtually everything and particularly In
credit costs for buying things on time or for
personal loans. Low income families have
no choice but to accept these abnormally
high costs for credit since they are either un-
able to qualify for credit from other sources,
especially commercial banks, or they simply
don't know what their other choices could
be. These facts alone demonstrate the
urgent need for the adoption of Bill S-5.

But low income families are not alone. The
average consumer does not have the in-
formation he needs to know if he is getting
the best buy for each credit dollar. The ab-
sence of basic Information about credit, par-
ticularly about interest rates creates confu-
sion in the mind of the consumer. Without
this basic information, he is seldom able to
determine what the interest rate is or to com-
pare the rate with other avallable rates.

The cost of credit, when the facts are
known, is shockingly high. Study after study
has shown that for most kinds of consumer
credit the equivalent annual interest rates
can be as high as 309, or more. There is
hardly a person in America who has not
bought something on credit: an appliance,
an auto, or a personal loan to pay off some
accumulated debt.

It is well-known that the growth of con-
sumer credit has been a new dynamic ele-
ment in the high level performance of the
American economy in the recent past. In
the past six years, (1960-1965), for example,
total consumer credit has increased from 856
billion to $87.9 billion, a 60% Iincrease in 5
years. Disposable personal income and GNP
increased by comparable amounts during the
same period. In 1945 consumer debt was 86
billion or 1/40 of the Federal debt. In 1965
consumer debt was 15 the size of the Federal
debt. In terms of disposable income, con-
sumer credit rose from 10% in 1950 to 18%
in 1965. In 1961 total consumer credit was
slightly above 10% of GNP and in 1865 13%
of GNP. It is clear that In recent years the
magnitude and importance of consumer
credit to the performance of the American
economy has been substantial. Few of our
citizens know what credit has cost them.
Purthermore, few of them knew what alter-
native credit opportunities were available.
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What is needed is a standard of compari-
son which consumers of credit can use so it
will be possible to “shop for credit” and to
get the most of a credit dollar. To “shop
for credit” requires that the Information on
credit costs given to the consumer be truth-
ful, standardized, and meaningful. Of equal
importance, the consumer must be made
aware of avallable credit opportunities and
their respective costs. We cannot fully ex-
pect that all consumers will make better
decisions if they have such information.
But with education and open publicity of
credit costs it is certain that many con-
sumers will for the first time “shop for cred-
it" in earnest. What is fundamental is that
the consumer have the option of being able
to compare credit costs and know what al-
ternatives are available. At this time our
citizens are denied these options.

In the spring of last year the state of
Massachusetts took the lead among the states
by enacting the first fully effective lending
disclosure law. The main argument that has
been raised against truth-in-lending laws has
been that they are unworkable; that they
will only create additional complexity in en-
gaging in the business of merchandizing
credit.

I am happy to be able to state that this
argument has been refuted by the experi-
ence in Massachusetts since their law be-
came effective. Mr. John P, Clair, Deputy
Commissioner of Banks and General Coun-
sel of the Massachusetts Banking Commis-
sion in a letter dated March 13 to the Special
Assistant to the President for Consumer Af-
fairs, forwarded to me, stated, and I quote:

“I am happy fo report to you that the im-
plementation of the legislative purpose ex-
pressed in the new Massachusetts statute on
Truth in Lending has met with an unusual
and unexpected measure of success. The al~
legations made by those who opposed the
principle of truth in lending, on the ground
that it was completely unworkable, have been
proved beyond doubt to have been in error.
We are encountering no difficulty from the
lending agencles of this Commonwealth. As
a matter of fact, the reverse is true. I think
it a fair statement to say that the banking
interests at every level are co-operating in
every possible way, and that as a result
thereof, the public interest is being sub-
stantially served.”

I am also happy to report that at least 9
states have either enacted or considered sim-
llar lending disclosure measures including
Arizona, Georgia, Maryland, Michigan, Rhode
Island, Vermont, Washington, West Virginia,
and Wisconsin,

Every Consumer. Advisory Council since
1962 has strongly endorsed Federal truth-in-
lending legislation. The Consumer Advisory
Councll for 1966 was no exception. We
adopted a resolution which read, in part, and
I quote:

“Whereas, widespread misrepresentation of
Interest rates, vaguely worded credit con-
tracts, unscrupulous repossession methods,
trick balloon payment clauses, high pressure
door-to-door selling tactics, unconscionably
kigh rates for credit, unregulated services by
debt consolidation companies, and severe
garnishment laws, to name but a few, all can
and do work severe hardships on consumers;

Therefore, be it resolved, that the Con=-
sumer Advisory Council again emphasize the
necessity of legislation to require Truth in
Lending as a part of any effort to correct the
Nation's credit ills.

To make effective comparisons of alterna-
tive credit opportunities consumers need to
know five things:

“1. the selling price of the commodity if
they pay cash or if they buy on credit.

“2. the dollar amount of finance charges,
service charges, add-ons, other fees, etc.,
should be segregated from the actual or pure,
interest charges.

“3. the size and number of monthly pay-
ments.
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“4. the computational method and the in-
terest rate used to calculate finance costs.

“5. the effective finance, or interest rate on
an annual basis.”

Each of these five types of information
make comparison of alternatives possible but
none by itself can serve effectively and effi-
ciently as a single standard.

A recent study by the National Bureau of
Economic Research examined each of the five
standards to assess thelr single usefulness.
The conclusion reached in the study was that
for some comparative uses one of the five
would be adequate but the exceptions were
80 great and the variance so wide that the
author of this study concluded that all five
sources of information were necessary as a
standard.

The unserupulous merchant and lender
will object to these disclosures however basic
they are to good decislons by consumers. But
clearly such lenders are in the minority in
America. Reputable lending institutions and
other businessmen should welcome the op-
portunity to deal with well-informed con-
sumers as they have in Massachusetts.

A Truth in Lending bill is necessary and
Just. It will assist materially in the elimi-
nation of deception and fraud in the every-
day transactions that affect all our citizens.
But Truth in Lending must be reinforced
by consumer education and the businessman,
consumer and state government should share
in this educational effort.

Consumers should be provided with in-
terest rate tables, conversion tables, pam-
phlets on the structure and availability of
credit opportunities, PFurthermore, all
lenders should be required to provide con-
sumers of credit with a synopsis of the Truth
in Lending bill, setting forth the procedure
for filing complaints,

Opponents of this bill will argue that any
lending disclosure legislation is an un-
warranted intervention in our markets and
a violation of our free enterprise system.

I totally and emphatically disagree. Our
open market—free enterprise system is predi-
cated on the principle that the most ef-
ficient allocation of our resources will be
made when buyers and sellers make their
decisions to purchase on the basis of their
own informed self-interest. If they are mis-
informed or uninformed then they cannot
glve their patronage to the most efficlent
producer. A misallocation of our natural
resources results.

In sum, the free-enterprise market theory
presumes and requires that all buyers and
sellers be fully informed in order that their
decislons to purchase or sell be made Intelli-
gently. It is entirely proper for government
to bolster our free-enterprise system by en-
acting legislation which will enable con-
sumers to make their purchasing decislons
intelligently. Bill 85 would require full
disclosure of lending costs and thus promote
the Intelligent purchasing of credit. Bill
S-51s fully in accord with our free-enterprise
system.

In conclusion, Bill S-5 will protect con-
sumers from fraudulent practices and enable
the consumers to intelligently shop for credit.
It will provide the consumer with a base
upon which to make intelligent purchasing
decisions. I give Bill S-5 my full support and
urge the committee to recommend its prompt
enactment.

WITH RUSSIA AND CHINA UNITING
CAN THE UNITED STATES WIN
THE WAR IN SOUTHEAST ASIA?

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, yes-
terday I placed in the REcorp two very
disturbing articles, one by Walter Lipp-
mann and one from U.S. News & World
Report, indicating that Russia and
China have gotten together at least for
a united effort in helping the Vietcong
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and their North Vietnamese allies in the
war against the forces of the United
States. This serious development fore-
casts to those of us who have been op-
posed to our military intervention in
southeast Asia and should also to those
who support that policy, a war of indefi-
nite duration at staggering losses, with
victory nowhere in sight.

For some time there have been differ-
ences of opinion among those who help
shape our policy between those who wish
to fight a limited war, as President John-
son has up to now advocated, and those
who want to go all-out for a so-called
win-the-war policy.

It has been my view that there is noth-
ing in this war that we can really win,
using that word in terms of the great
losses in blood and treasure which we
will inereasingly ineur for no good re-
sult but I have always been willing to
assume that our most powerful nation
on earth could mobilize enough strength
by sea, land, and air to annihilate most
of the peasant people we are fighting,
lay their country waste, transform it
into a desert and thereby achieve some-
thing that could be termed a military
vietory. But even that is now extremely
doubtful in view of the new Sino-Soviet
entente as far as the war is concerned.

It is noteworthy that so perspicacious
an observer and commentator as Joseph
Kraft, who is now in Vietnam, where he
has been before, in his column in this
morning’s Post, says:

I do not share, with so many of the pro-
moters of the war, confidence that a military
victory is in sight.

And he adds:

I still wonder whether a military decision
can be reached at all, short of means likely
to widen the war.

Widening the war still further would
undoubtedly mean the entry of China
and possibly of Russia and escalating
mankind into a third world war. For
those of us who oppose the folly of our
military intervention in southeast Asia
and have long forecast the probability
of such a disaster, it now looms up more
formidably and more menacingly in the
light of the news that Russia and China
have patched up their differences at last
to the extent of working together to sup-
port the Vietcong and their North Viet-
namese allies. It is a frightening pros-
pect and justifies far greater efforts than
have been made to put a stop to this
folly, and explore other methods of ex-
tricating ourselves from the mess into
which successive administrations have
needlessly gotten the people of the United
States.

Pertinent, too, to this discussion is a
perceptive column by Marquis Childs
which points out the essential differences
between U.S. intervention in Greece after
the close of World War IT, under the so-
called Truman Doctrine, which is fre-
quently cited by defenders of our course
in southeast Asia as an example to follow
and which justifies our military inter-
vention in Vietnam. Mr. Childs ex-
poses the fallacy of those analogies.

I ask unanimous consent that the two
columns, “Security in Doubt” by Joseph
Kraft and “Border Problems: Logic of

Restraint” by Marquis Childs, from the
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Washington Post of April 19, be printed
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the columns
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorp,
as follows:

SECURITY IN DoOUBT

Sarcon.—The first impressions of those of
us who keep coming back to Vietnam pro-
vide a continual reminder of the gap that
at all times separates the mood of Washing-
ton from the mood of Saigon. And this
time, I find the gap more sharply defined
than ever.

In Washington there has been a general
assumption that the military side of the
war here is manageable. It has been almost
& matter of form to pay tribute to the
steady progress of the security forces,

But in Saigon there have always been
doubts as to how much progress was being
made, or could be made, on the military side.
And now the emphasis here is heavily on
the dark aspect of the war.

Vietnamese officlals talk of a “grave situ-
ation.” Vietnamese civilians cite cases of
incipient panic in certain exposed towns.
The American military assert the need for
still more troops. And American civilians
talk of “‘deteriorating security.”

No doubt some of these worries are ex-
aggerated. They seem to flow in large part
from the spectacular success the other side
has enjoyed in such operations as the seizure
for several hours of the provincial capital
of Quangtri.

That kind of success depends upon an in-
crease of enemy forces in the area just
south of the demilitarized zone which di-
vides North Vietnam from South Vietnam.
And that is a condition which can be
remedied. Indeed, the balance has probably
been righted already by the dispatch of more
American troops to the beleaguered areas.

Far more vexing is a pattern of small night
actions too petty to prick the consciousness
of Washington but very much a subject of
concern in Saigon. Here are a couple of sam-
ples drawn at random from communigues
over the past two weeks:

“At 0540 hours the 25th Infantry in
Huanghia Province took about 40 rounds of
57 millimeter and 75 millimeter recoilless rifle
fire. Three infantrymen were killed and
20 wounded. A reaction force is pursuing.”

“At 2325 hours yesterday, the forward com-
mand of the 173rd Airborne Brigade, 27
kilometers southwest of Anloc in Binhlong
Province, was hit by 20-30 rounds of enemy
mortar fire. The enemy ended the attack at
2835 hours. Three troopers were wounded.
Enemy casualties are unknown."”

These operations represent classic exam-
ples of guerrilla action. They feature small
units launching, under cover of darkness, at-
tacks of 10 or 15 minutes and then melting
into the night.

While not spectacular, these actions are
significant because they define the limits of
what American troops can do. The fact is
that American troops have only got hold of
about half the war—the half that has to
do with daytime operations by relatively
large units.

Nighttime operations by small units
around low priority positions have to be the
work of South Vietnamese forces familiar
with local condifions. But it appears that
the more American troops undertake, the less
South Vietnamese forces do.

According to reports here, they are not
constantly patrolling through the night
hours. They are not defending many of the
hamlets assigned to their care. They are
leaving much of the fleld to the other side.

In those conditions, the loecal population
has great difficulty in resisting the pressures
and appeals of the enemy. And it is not sur-
prising that most of the recent success of
the other side, whether large or small, have
involved help from the local population.

But once again, the winning over of the
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local populace is not something American
forces can do. It is, almost of necessity, the
responsibility of the government and army
of South Vietnam.

Thus my first impression on this trip to
Vietnam is that basic security has still to
be established in much of the country—a
condition which leaves major elements of the
population open to the other side. I do not
share, with so many of the promoters of the
war, confldence that a military victory is in
sight. I still wonder whether a military de-
cision can be reached at all, short of means
likely to widen the war.

BORDER PROBLEMS: LoGIC OF RESTRAINT

The purple rhetoric pouring out of the 20th
anniversary of the Truman Doctrine for
Greece and Turkey conveniently ignored one
historic fact of the first importance. Ameri-
can military and economic ald and the 600
American military advisers who went to
Greece were vital in ending the Communist-
led rebellion,

But if Tito had not closed the Yugoslav-
Greek border beginning in the early summer
of 1949, the war would have gone on much
longer and at a much greater cost. It could
have been indefinitely prolonged with help
from the neighboring Communist powers
moving across a mountainous and ill-defined
boundary line. And lurking in the back-
ground as the war went on would have been
the danger of a wider conflict transformed
by the introduction of more American
“advisers.”

This is where ardent supporters of the
Administration's policy in Vietnam strain
historical analogy to the breaking point when
they equate the war in Vietnam with the
Greek war. There Is slight basis for
comparison.

In the Vietnam war two open borders are
a standing invitation to a larger war. How
either of these two borders can be closed to
a flow of military materiel is not foreseeable.

Across the first border, between North and
South Vietnam with the demilitarized zone
intervening, come regular North Vietnamese
units. Despite more than two years of bomb-
ing, this flow has been impeded but never
really checked. The units crossing the DMZ
and moving into South Vietnam have re-
cently taken part in some of the heaviest
fighting of the war, North Vietnam has one
of the best trained armies in Asia and only
a fraction of that Army is as yet committed.

The second border is that between North
Vietnam and Red China. This border takes
on added importance in view of reports that
Peking and Moscow have settled their differ-
ences over the transit of military materiel
from the Soviet Union. If these reports are
correct, shipments from the Soviet Union to
North Vietnam will increase. Chinese work
cadres up to a total of 50,000 are reported in
North Vietnam today.

The logic of the restraint applied by the
President and Secretary of Defense Robert
8. McNamara is plain enough with respect to
this second border. McNamara says that the
Mig bases in North Vietnam will continue to
be off limits for American bombers. If those
bases were destroyed the Migs would shift to
already prepared bases not far distant in
China. The pressures would quickly grow to
hit them there and the dimensions of an
open-end war would no longer be in doubt.
Glib assurances that China's internal trou-
bles are so grave Peking could not possibly
send in the same waves of “volunteers” as in
Korea must be regarded with suspicion.
An invasion of North Vietnam, called for by
South Vietnamese Premier Nguyen Cao Ky,
would be very likely to bring a massive re-
sponse from China.

Whatever weight may be given to the mili-
tary view, Yugoslavia's action announced by
Tito on July 10, 1949, was a political develop-
ment of inestimable importance. Prior to
that move the Greek guerrillas when hard-
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pressed could move into the Yugoslav sanc-
tuary for rest, regrouping and re-equipment.
Beginning in mid-1948 rumors of volunteers
from the Communist satellites constantly
circulated, although this threat was appar-
ently never carried out. Rebellious Greeks
were recruited and trained in camps in Bul-
garia and Albania.

Tito's bold, courageous action in publicly
breaking with the Cominform in 1948 pre-
pared the way for much that has happened
since. Even while the Stalinist grip was
harshest he showed that a declaration of in-
dependence did not necessarily mean anni-
hilation. American policy encouraged this
independence with aid.

American aid to Greece beginning in 1946
and through ’40 was $818,000,000 of which
$345,000,000 was military. Without that help
the odds were high that Greece would have
become another Soviet satellite. But with
the aid went a barrage of rhetoric on the
menace of communism and the familiar in-
voeation of freedom, so often equated as free-
dom for those in power. In Greece it was the
Royal family and the wealthy elite.

As for Vietnam, after the Geneva accords
in 1954, hope was held out that Ho Chi Minh
in the North would be another Tito anxious
to establish his independence from China.
But when John Foster Dulles proclalmed
South Vietnam a bastion of freedom to be
defended by the United States, that slender
hope vanished.

CHARLES F. LUCE'S FINE ADDRESS
ON ALASKAN MATTERS

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, an
extremely thoughtful and interesting
speech is being delivered today by Under
Secretary of the Interior, Charles F.
Luce, at the Anchorage Workshop of the
Pacific Area Travel Association.

I ask unanimous consent that this
speech be printed in the REecorb.

There being no objection, the speech
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,

as follows:

When John Black, Director of the United
States Travel Service, asked me to speak here
today, I accepted before you could say
“Alaska Centennial.” I bring to those of you
who make your home in the magnificent
40th State warm wishes and congratulations
on this anniversary year of the Purchase of
Alaska from Russla.

There is, I think, some inspired humor in
the name of one of your centennial attrac-
tions, “Seward’s Follies.” For Alaska soon
put to shame the originators of the Seward's
Folly libel. The fabulous wealth of Alaska—
scenic grandeur, land, water, mineral, timber,
fish and wildlife resources—hecomes Inore
apparent with every passing year.

You members of the Pacific Area Travel
Association and of the Alaska Travel Divi-
slon need no reminders of this. The State's
attractive and informative centennial bro-
chure is a real hit., The stack of folders in
the general inquiries office of the National
Park Service is a best seller.

Alaska's tourist economy, I understand,
owes much to the Pacific Area Travel Asso-
ciation. In the decades to come, PATA will
figure even more prominently in the travel
picture. The development of PATA since the
1940’s {llustrates two types of cooperation:
the cooperation of private enterprise and gov-
ernment and the cooperation among nations
of the Pacific community. This workshop is
an example of your vigor and vision. Ite
benefits will be reflected, I hope, in the 16th
annual PATA conference which the United
States is privileged to host this year at
Seattle, starting next Monday.

The Alaskan who sald this State is a king-
size Texas was not gullty of overstatement,
Here you have remarkable centennial cele-
brations going on in places separated not by
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hundreds but by thousands of miles—all in
the same State. I would llke to see them
all—in Anchorage, Juneau, Fairbanks, Nome,
Sitka, Barrow and a dozen other places, and
especially the reenactment October 18 of the
actual transfer ceremony at the old Russian
capital of Sitka.

To most people, Alaska means the clean
outdoors of the Far North, Arctic landscapes,
clear waters, Kodiak bears, Eskimos, and
magnificent scenery. Alaska has the ring
of adventure and romance, It is the last
frontier. Times have changed since James
Oliver Curwood, Jack London and Robert
Service wrote about Alaska and the Yukon,
but let's hope Alaska never loses its flavor
of romance and adventure.

Much of the charm of Alaska to the tourlst
lies in its naturalness—its wildness. And it
is imperative that Alaska retain the integ-
rity of its landscape and its native culture,

I do not mean to suggest that all of Alaska
should remain forever a wilderness. If
Alaska’s vast natural resources are to be
fully developed for the common good, there
must be some change in some parts of the
landscape. But Alaska does have a unique
opportunity to learn from the mistakes of
former frontier States. We would do well
to remember President Johnson’s counsel:

“The beauty of our land is a natural re-
source. Its preservation is linked to the
inner prosperity of the human spirit.”

Nature gave Alaska its wealth, its mag-
netic appeal and much of its charter. Its
people have given it strength, power, imagi-
nation and the progress of a free society.
Together, they make the 49th State the in-
comparable State.

When speaking of Alaska’s resources I can-
not fail to mention its two veteran Senators
in Washington. Senator Bartlett was the
long-time promoter of statehood as Alaska's
non-voting delegate in Congress during the
last fifteen years of the territorial period
and one of the principal architects of state-
hood legislation. In the field of substantive
law, Senator Bartlett has left his imprint
on the fisheries law which is so crucial to
Alaska's economy, most recently in securing
a seaward extension of our tferritorial Hmit
to protect against the intrusion of foreign
fishing operations. Senator Gruening served
fourteen years as territorial governor and has
used this vast store of experience to Alaska's
great advantage during his more recent serv-
ice as Chairman of the SBenate subcommittee
on mines and minerals. Acute in his analy-
sis of mineral development needs, Senator
Gruening has been a staunch advocate of
incentive techniques to increase production
of critical metals, many of which are found
in this State.

Protecting its natural heritage is not in-
compatible with the great things in store for
Alaska based on her enormous resources in
minerals, fisherles and timber—resources
that provide economic opportunity and in-
centlve for investment.

I have seen estimates, for example, that
Alaska's metallic and other mineral produc-
tion can be multiplied 100 times—to an an-
nual value of 821, billion at today’'s prices.
While there is less authoritative knowledge
of Alaska's mineral potentialities than for
any other State, and while available data on
Alaska minerals stems mainly from searches
for gold, petroleum and coal, there is strong
evidence that almost every mineral of com-
mercial value is located in Alaska and that
discovery of new major high value mineral
deposits can be anticipated. The develop-
ments just across the border in Canada give
evidence of the practicality of mining and
processing these mineral deposlts once they
are identified and evaluated. But this first
calls for a stepped-up program of collecting
resource data, including expansion of federal
mineral survey and research reports shaped to
inspire concurrent private, local and State
efforts. Rapldly expanding world demands
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for minerals of every sort assure a market for
any Alaska mineral resources and products
that can be developed.

Much of Alaska's mineral resources, of
course, lie north of the Railbelt Area. If in-
tensified exploration locates substantial
quantities of minerals that provide reason-
able expectation of rail traffic, the Alaska
Railroad should be extended—and although
it Is no longer under jurisdiction of the De-
partment of the Interior I will venture the
opinion that it will be. Water transportation
is seasonal and major road construction and
associated maintenance costs are expensive
and discouraging. Northward extensions by
the Canadian Government of its rallroad sys-
tem have contributed greatly to the develop-
ment of Canadian resources.

Turning to fisheries, the value of fish
caught in Alaskan waters already is greater
than in any other State. Yet much of the
fisheries potential of Alaska remains un-
tapped, particularly with respect to shrimp,
flounder, herring, hake, ocean perch and cod.
The coastal and offshore waters of Alaska
abound with species of great potential com-
mercial value which American fishermen
have been unable to harvest for a variety of
reasons. Chief among them are lack of tech-
nology to locate, catch and process these fish-
ery resources. Alaska is far removed from
markets and some fish species are of generally
lower per unit value than, for example, the
rich salmon catch. But a stepped-up fish-
erles research and development program for
Alaska, which is a long-range goal of our
Bureau of Commercial Fisheries, will add
greatly to Alaska'’s fishery wealth.

I have dwelled at some length on Alaska's
future economic development and expressed
a Federal Government concern w.th helping
Alaska achieve a higher rate of economic de-
velopment. Federal concern for Alaska was
demonstrated most dramatically in the weeks
and months that followed the tragic earth-
quake of Good Friday, 1964. In addition to
the normal disaster relief benefits, Federal
agencles committed other resources heavily
to the reconstruction task. Grants and
loans for replacement of homes, business
properties, public facilities, highways, bridges
and filshing vessels were authorized. En-
tirely new harbor facilities had to be cre-
ated at places like EKodiak, Seward and
Homer. In the Department of the Interior's
own case, the Alaska Rallroad was restored
to emergency service within days and a two-
year program for permanent repair of dam-
age required $27 million. This commitment
was made, not on the basis of calculated eco-
nomic return, but because the Federal Gov-
ernment could not in good conscience aban-
don a transportation artery so cruclal to the
State’s development potential.

Alaska has been conditioned to the hard-
ships of the frontier and her recovery from
disaster attests to the resulting community
vigor. Now Alaska’s eyes can once again
focus on the future.

Returning to matters of more immediate
concern to your Assoclation, John Black tells
me that PATA “is undoubtedly one of the
most important and beneficial” of the sev-
eral official and semi-official international
travel organizations of which the U.S. Travel
Service is a member. Your organization,
then, bears heavy responsibility of the type
Secretary of the Interior Stewart L. Udall re-
ferred to recently before the Creative Travel
Operators Association. Speaking on “Taste
in Travel”, he said:

“Much of what you sell is what you have
created. And your creation and marketing of
this product carries with it a responsibiilty.
That responsibility has a very real bearing on
the condition of our environment.”

The Secretary went on to say that travel
operators have a responsibility not to “give
people what they want” if what they want is
shoddy or inferior.

“If a tourlst comes home (the Secretary
said) from a travel experience only poorer
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in pocket and no richer in mind and spirit,
he has a feeling of being cheated . . . If we
wish the members of this increasingly
numerous and more affluent society to crave
excellence, we must present them with a
picture of it and a means of achieving it
with a degree of comfort and ease. I do
not mean to imply that excellence is easy
or that it is necessarlly even comfortable.
But in presenting attractively packaged
travel opportunities that stress the best in
our society, you are encouraging excellence
and its enjoyment. This is a distinct con-
tribution to our culture and one you are in
a favored position to render.”

The natural parks of Alaska and the rest
of our Nation afford some of the best oppor-
tunities for travel that enriches the mind
and spirit. They serve, Secretary Udall has
sald, “as a measuring rod for quality.” Any
time we lose sight of what constitutes a qual-
ity environment, we can take a look at the
measuring rod and be jolted back to reality.
As we look at Mount McKinley National
Park, we can say, “This is what can be pre-
served—at least, this iz what we can aim
for: purity of air and water, unscarred land,
uncluttered roadsides.”

The National Park Service is now planning
legislation which would raise Glacier Bay Na-
tional Monument to National Park status,
The Advisory Board on National Parks, His-
toric Sites, Bulldings and Monuments last fall
endorsed its 1959 proposal for a Glacier Bay
National Park, There are few places on earth
where scientists can study glacial activity
as satisfactorily as at Glacier Bay,

We in the Department share fully the Ad-
visory Board's conclusion that Glacier Bay
meets all of the criterla for National Park
status—a status reserved only for the jewels
in our national treasury of natural beauty
and sclentific fascination.

But before this proposal can become a
reality, we must resolve one of the conflicts
which inevitably arise between preservation
of nature's environment and man’s need for
resources and industry to bulld and sustain
his society. Out of laudable concern for
Alaska's economic welfare, the Congress in
1936 specified that Glacler Bay National
Monument should be open to location
and development of mining claims. From
long experience we know that uncontrolled
mining operations are totally incompatible
with National Park objectives as defined in
fundamental park law.

Much is already known about the loca-
tion and extent of the Monument’s mineral
deposits, Many of them are critically lo-
cated with reference to key points of sci-
entific and scenic interest, although actual
production has been minimal over the past
thirty years. Historically, the solution to
this conflict has been to eliminate mining
in National Parks; just a few years ago, for
example, the Department purchased, on be-
half of all the people of the United States,
the last operating mine in Grand Canyon
National Park.

Ideally frcm a park management stand-
point, this should also be a prerequisite to
the elevation of Glacier Bay to full National
Park status. But it is evident that the
consequences of such a step require care-
ful analysis and consideration. Perhaps oth-
er, less severe, avenues may be open to us,
such as boundary adjustments to exclude
significant deposits or zoning regulations
which would ban mining in or near areas of
primary scenic or scientific value. At this
moment, however, this is an issue that chal-
lenges the constructive statesmanship of Fed-
eral and State officials and the mining in-
dustry.

Travel agencies have performed valuable
service in helping to acquaint the public
with Glacier Bay's remarkable scenery and
sclentific significance. The trip from Juneau
by plane or boat is a trip of a lifetime for the
average tourist and represents some efficient
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teamwork on the part of the travel operators
and the Park Service. The Park Service, in-
cidentally, has added 16 guest cabins to the
lodge bullding that opened last summer at
Bartlett Cove, and has expanded the service
and maintenance staff accordingly.

At Mount McKinley the Park Service is
planning $241; million worth of improve-
ments over the next 10 years. And at Sitka
National Monument completion of a new
Visitor Center was timed to coincide with the
centennial; the Park Bervice expects Sitka
National Monument to have the most suc-
cessful year In its colorful history.

Sitka Monument serves the dual purpose
of commemorating the bravery of the Alaska
Indian in resisting the colonial expansion of
Czarist Russia and of symbolizing the artis-
tic heritage in native culture. Here, for ex-
ample, has been assembled one of the world’s
finest collections of totem poles. Eighteen
of these Indian art works including the tall-
est and most elaborately carved specimen
known anywhere, have been repaired, pre-
served and installed along the paths of a
majestic spruce forest slte.

This aspect of our national cultural history
is attracting much interest. We applaud the
efforts of those who want to seek out and
preserve other examples of the anclent totem
pole art and we shall provide assistance and
cooperation wherever it is possible and proper
for the government to do so. Meanwhile,
however, the Sitka Monument Visitor Center
provides space for extensive workshops where
native art and craft techniques may be dem-
onstrated and where native artists and
craftsmen may actually work toward the
broader development of traditional art forms.
This combination of paylng homage to the
old while providing facilities for contempo-
rary artistic development is unigue in the
National Park System.

Possibly you did not know that the Park
Service works closely with Alaska also to
preserve historic sites under State and local
ownership. The National Historic Landmarks
Survey has accorded appropriate recognition
to 16 historic sites in Alaska, including the
American Flag Raising Site on Castle Hill at
Sitka, the Anvil Creek Gold Discovery Site
near Nome, the Fur Seal Rookerles on St.
Paul Island, and White Pass of the Yukon
Gold Rush days. And now under the Nation-
al Historic Preservation Act of 1966, the Park
Bervice will act for the Secretary of the In-
terior in assisting local communities to save
and restore sites and bulldings of historic
eminence.

I cannot close without calling your atten-
tion to the expanded recreation opportunities
that the National Park System is offering this
year in our other Western States.

Besides the traditional—and, unfortu-
nately, traditionally crowded—super attrac-
tions such as Yellowstone, Grand Teton,
Yosemite, Glacler and Grand Canyon Na-
tional Parks, the Park Service now admin-
isters a growing number of Recreation Areas,
One of the most popular is Lake Mead, some
3,000 square miles of sun and fun in the
Nevada and Arizona adventure land near Las
Vegas. One of the newest s Whiskeytown
Lake Recreation Area in Northern California,
dedicated by President Kennedy in 1963, and
only a day's drive from San Francisco, Sac-
ramento and Portland. Others include the
Coulee Dam Recreation Area in the State of
Washington, Flaming Gorge in Wyoming and
Utah, Shadow Mountain and Curecanti in
Colorado, and Glen Canyon in Utah and
Arizona.

All of these Recreation Areas are rich in
low-cost camp sites, traller sites, boating,
and water-skilng. Lake Powell, behind the
Glen Canyon Dam on the Colorado River,
will stretch for 186 miles when it eventual-
ly fills, and already enables visitors to see
Rainbow Bridge National Moument by boat.

Your cllents should know about the great
parks and monuments and recreation areas
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of the West, and the National Park Service
will gladly provide you or your clients with
a price list of all the brochures available
from the Government Printing Office.

If I may make a suggestion, the park areas
in spring and fall are as beautiful as in the
summers when our parks, monuments and
recreation areas are most crowded, and if
your clients can plan their trips to avoid
the summer peak they will enjoy their visits
even more. A lot of people even go to Grand
Canyon, for example, for Christmas and New
Year's.

There's something to please almost every-
body In the National Park System, We're
proud of the way our parks represent the
best and most treasured of our scenic wealth
for the people of all lands to enjoy. You
are doing a service to international under-
standing in acquainting the peoples of the
Pacific Area nations with our National
Park System. We in the Department of the
Interior welcome the opportunity to work
closely with you.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a

quorum,
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be re-
scinded.

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

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia, Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent on
behalf of the Senator from Wiseconsin
[Mr. Proxmire], that Daniel Edwards,
staff economist for the Joint Economic
Committee, be given the privilege of the
floor during the session of the Senate
today.

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

CONFERENCE OF LATIN AMERICAN
LEADERS AT PUNTA DEL ESTE

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, we all
followed with considerable interest the
events of the past week at the Confer-
ence of Latin American Presidents at
Punta del Este. There, the American
Presidents pledged themselves to a far-
sichted program of action designed to
mobilize the resources of the hemisphere
for the welfare of its people.

The realization of this program of ac-
tion for a new America depends, in the
last analysis, on the vision, the courage,
and the statesmanship of the Latin
American leaders. Observers at the
conference were impressed by the real-
istic manner in which these leaders ac-
knowledged their own responsibilities in
the tasks which lie ahead.

We in the United States should take
satisfaction in our own country’s role in
the conference, and particularly, in the
skillful manner in which the President
directed our participation. Mr. Max
Frankel, distinguished journalist of the
New York Times, described the Presi-
dent's return from Punta del Este as a
“happy homecoming.” In an article
published in the Times of April 15, he
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cites some of the gains resulting from
the President’s quief diplomacy at the
summit.

I ask unanimous consent fto have
printed in the REecorp some excerpts
from Mr. Frankel’s article.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

OTHER LEADERS PRAISED

There were two main reasons for the Presi-
dent's evident high spirits or, as he put it
before leaving Uruguay, “good heart.” The
summit meeting convinced him, he sald, that
the hemisphere is led by men determined to
develop their nations and therefore worthy
of United States support.

Perhaps even more important was Mr.
Johnson’s pride in his own performance. His
departure statement described leadership in
the Americas as “a task not for sprinters but
for long-distance runners,” and with this
strange journey to Uruguay Mr. Johnson es-
tablished himself as sure-footed on the diplo-
matic track.

It was a strange journey because probably
no American President had ever before flown
so far to see so little and to be seen by s0
few. Five thousand miles from the White
House—as far away as the Kremlin—Johnson
and his hemisphere colleagues were confined
to a few seaside villas in the Uruguayan
beach resort of Punta del Este and to the
cramped and blazingly it conference hall, a
temporarily converted gambling casino.

The President saw neither the lively streets
of nearby Montevideo nor the sidewalk cafes
of Punta. He faced no crowds except those
that crushed around him at official recep-
tions. He strolled for three nights under the
southern sky and could look from his house
over the South Atlantic, but standing out
there were his country’'s ships keeping him
intimately in touch with his vast and per-
sonal communications net.

RHETORIC IN MANY TONGUES

The soaring rhetoric that came to Mr,
Johnson's conference earphones in Brazilian
Portuguese, Haitian French and Latin-Amer-
ican Spanish undoubtedly made this meeting
a “foreign' experience but he was no nearer
to a truly alien environment than the rhet-
orlc was to the everyday concerns of the
peoples represented.

Yet this very confinement helped to focus
the President’s objectives. Most of the rhet-
oric at this conference dealt in fact with the
necessity of turning good words into difficult
political and economic deeds.

Mr. Johnson was not distracted by at-
tempts to appeal to the Latin-American
masses and so he worked directly at his
personal contacts with the other American
leaders and at the cooperative ventures they
had come to design.

The success of the conference itself, how-
ever, was not predestined. Though thor-
oughly prepared, it could have been drowned
in words or suffocated by protocol or simply
torn apart by national rivalries.

None of this happened, in part because
President Johnson made sure it did not.
His two main speeches were models of brev-
ity, directly open and delivered as clearly and
forcefully as any he had ever made.

The atmosphere remained informal despite
tight security and the operetta pomp and
heraldry that attended the comings and go-
ings. And Mr. Johnson, together with Pres-
idents Eduardo Frel Montalva of Chile, Fer-
nando Belatinde Terry of Peru, Gustavo Diaz
Ordaz of Mexico and most of the leaders of
the larger countries overpowered the nation-
alism of some smaller nations by simply
ignoring 1t.

Besldes playing out the prearranged script
of the formal conference therefore Mr, John-
son and his colleagues came away with a
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higher respect for one another. Moreover,
some of the best diplomacy of recent hemi-
sphere history was said to have been achieved
among the Latin nations themselves operat-
ing under the summit umbrella—a canopy
that would not have stretched across all
without President Johnson's commitment to
the meeting for many months.

The President returns, therefore, In a
brighter mood than even he expected.

- - - - L

For an entire week the President was rela-
tively free not only of the direct burdens of
the war in Vietnam, which had been weigh-
ing more heavily on him each week, but
free also of the contention in Washington
that has come to surround the war.

Instead, he was deeply engaged In the
grand and daring design of a Latin-American
common market attended by new programs
of social welfare.

The emphasis at the summit on personal
diplomacy was a further boon, for Mr. John-
son, operating in shirt sleeves on his lawn,
could quickly overcome the formidable and
even forbidding reputation that preceded
him to South America and that the photo-
graphs of him in smoked glasses in blanch-
ing lights never completely erased.

Above all, however, was the success of the
tactics the President had evolved for the
conference: a heavy stress on the need for
the Latin Americans to take the lead in
their own economic development and po-
litical salvation; a refusal to buy their favor
or flatter thelr temporary humor with lavish
new promises of aid, and indeed, a firm
offer to help that was made contingent di-
rectly upon their readiness to help them-
selves through difficult and unpopular meas-
ures at home.

Generosity runs naturally through the
President’s temperament and also his polit-
ical philosophy of rewards and punishments.
But the priority requirements of Vietnam
left him with relatively little to offer in the
short run.

So his success lay essentially in his can-
dor, in his confession that he could offer only
modest help and in his opportune conver-
slon of that necessity into a call for self-
help that struck a responsive chord among
the Latin leaders. If the people beyond will
only value that contribution, Mr. Johnson
could undoubtedly elevate today’'s success
into a historic triumph.

REMARKS BY VICE PRESIDENT
HUMPHREY TO NATIONAL FARM-
ERS UNION ANNUAL MEETING,
MARCH 13, 1967

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, recently,
I attended the annual meeting of the
National Farmers Union which was held
in my home State of Oklahoma on March
13, 1967. At that time, it was our great
pleasure to have both as a visitor to our
State and as principal speaker of the
National Farmers Union annual meeting,
the Vice President of the United States,
the Honorable HUBERT HUMPHREY.

Vice President HumpHREY, of course,
has been a long-time friend of the
farmers of the Nation. His remarks at
the National Farmers Union annual
meeting point out very vividly his under-
standing of the problems and needs of
agriculture.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the remarks of the Vice Presi-
dent before the National Farmers Union
annual meeting be printed in the REcorbp.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the REcCORD,
as follows:
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REMARKS oF VICE PRESIDENT HuserT Hum-
PHREY, NaTionAL FarMeERs Uniow, OKLA-
HOMA Crry, OKLA., MARCH 13, 1967

It is good to be back among the people
I know so well.

I have been going to Farmers Union events
ever since the 1840's, when I was mayor of
Minneapolis. I think it's safe to say that
I've attended as many Farmers Union con-
ventions as anybody in Washington.

And I proudly display in my office the
award for Outstanding Service to Agriculture
you gave me twWo years ago.

I am not here today to tell you how well
off you are. I know you are concerned about
farm prices, credit, and income assurances
for added production, among other things.

I want to talk to you about all these
things.

Farm people—their problems, their set-
backs, their future prospects and their basic
importance to freedom in the world—have
been the concern of President Johnson and
Vice President Humphrey for many years.

We have seen farm depressions . .. and
huge surplus buildups ... and low farm
prices . . . and heavy migration of farm
people to our overcrowded citles. And we
have seen enough of them.

I know, from talking to Tony Dechant and
other leaders in Farmers Union, that you
have serious misgivings about producing a
lot more wheat and other grain because of
the possibility of over-production and low
prices.

The Johnson-Humphrey Administration is
fggnly aware of this price-income problem,
We want enough production to meet re-
quirements—both here and overseas, includ-
ing reasonable reserves, but with fair
prices—I repeat, with fair prices.

Government farm programs are as essen-
tial now as ever.

The voluntary feed grain program, for
example, has been a real success. About one
and a half milllon farms have been signed
up every year since 1961. With this program
we have Increased farmers' feed graln in-
come, Increased exports, and reduced the
price-destroying effects of the heavy sur-
plus we inherited.

No one knows what the weather will do to
this year’s wheat crop, particularly here in
Oklahomsa . . . and in Texas and Kansas. I
know how worrled George Stone and Jay
Naman and Bill Daniels must be over effects
of such a dry winter on the wheat crop.

With the indicated 400-million-bushel
wheat carry-over on July 1, 1967—200 million
bushels less than a desirable level—I am sure
there will be a real need for a higher 1867
wheat crop both at home and abroad.

Ever since the early 1850’s we have needed
better prices so farmers could earn enough
to generate some of their own capital re-
quirements. This must be accomplished or
the family farm system—the system on which
our efficlent agriculture 1s built—will neither
survive nor prosper.

And let us make it crystal clear to all
Amerlcans, Good farm prices are good for
America—good for American business . . .
good for American labor . . . good for the
American economy . . . and good for the
Amerlcan consumer,

American consumers have benefited—
usually with no thought of their benefac-
tor—from prices that at the farm level have
consistently been too low.

In no other nation do consumers have so
large a cholce of nutritious food. And the
percentage of disposable income that Amer-
iean consumers spend for food is far lower
than anywhere else.

Last year the American consumer needed
only 18 per cent of his pay for food.

Nowhere else is food such a bargain.

Yet the people responsible for this bargain
have been left behind the rest of our na-
tion.
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Farmers are hit year after year by higher
production costs . . . higher living costs . . .
higher interest costs . . . and higher ma-
chinery costs. Production costs alone last
year were up 2.6 billion dollars.

These are the reasons that farmers are
worried about farm prices.

It not only costs more to do business in
the city. It costs more to do business on
the farm.

And if a worker is entitled to a better
wage because of his Increased productivity
. « . because of an increase in living costs

. . and because of the profits of industry,
then who can deny the farmer the right of
a better price for his products—a price that
brings him a profit . . ., a price that makes
farming a rewarding way of life, not a sacri-
fice.

Farm income is far better than it was be-
fore 1861, but 1t is stlll not good enough.
We must do better.

Natural market forces will help us do bet-
ter.

With most of our surpluses gone, the mar-
ket is more responsive today to supply and
demand than anytime in the last 30 years.
Strong world demand, both in commerclal
markets and in countries receiving food aid,
means a good long-term income outlook.

Certainly demand is Increasing here at
home and in other developed nations.

But there is a far greater demand in the
developing nations,

World population is growing so fast that
we add the equivalent of a new India every
T years—and the increase is greatest in the
countries that are the hungriest.

As President Johnson has said: “. . , the
time is not far off when all the combined
production of all the acres, of all the agri-
culturally productive nations, will not meet
the food needs of developing natlons—un-
less present trends are changed.”

This is the setting in which we must sur-
vey the future. And it is the setting in which
we must formulate national farm policy.

This year’'s production expansion here in
the United States is therefore almed at meet-
ing our growing domestic needs . . . at meet-
ing requirements of expanding commercial
markets and food ald programs . . . and at
still having some left for strategic reserves.

Some day we're going to have a bad crop.
If we have a bad wheat crop this year, it
will be a major disaster.

That is why we need reasonable working
stocks as & minimum for normal business
operations. And we need a little extra for
emergencies,

I know you support national food re-
serves—provided they are insulated from the
market. That is a reasonable position and I
support it.

We took a step in December in boosting
prices for Commodity Credit Corporation
sales of government-held stocks. These
prices are now directly tied to carry-over
levels. Lower carry-over levels mean higher
resale prices of grain in government hands.

The government can't sell its wheat, corn,
barley, oats or grain sorghum now for less
than 115 per cent of loan value, plus carry-
ing charges. You fought for this. I fought
for this. And we were right.

In increasing these sale prices, we changed
the whole level of agricultural pricing. We
took the Commodity Credit Corporation of
the business of competing with farmers. We
want market prices substantially above the
loan levels.

We need a common sense level of “set
aside” reserves, clearly insulated from the
market, and understood by the public as “re-
serves” and not “surpluses.” We need your
help in developing this program.

When I come before a Farmers Union con-
vention I know I'm among the best friends
our Food for Peace program has ever had.
I want to thank you again for your loyal
support through all these years.

R S I
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Food for Peace, which once was a surplus
disposal program, now is a major construc-
tive force in the world. Since 19564 it has
accounted for over 15 million dellars in ex-
ports of farm products.

Some of the 100 or so countries we've
helped now are commercial markets for our
farm products . . . dollars markets. This
program deserves credit for much of the re-
cent increase in farm exports.

But let no one under-estimate the human-
itarian role of our food and technical as-
sistance in meeting the challenge of world
hunger.

Governments have risen or fallen on their
ability, or inability, to feed their people.
And political leaders in the hungry countries
are increasingly realizing that neither prom-
ises nor prestige can substitute for the
basic nourishment of their people.

We will save more lives in India this year
as a result of food aid than the total popu-
lations of North and South Vietnam.

President Johnson is showing forceful
leadership in insisting that we use our food
abundance and technical know-how to help
food-short nations help themselves. This
now is our policy—to use self-help to get
people to stand on their own feet and to
get other industrial nations to help us carry
the world food burden.

This Administration also is promoting
farm exports in commercial markets, No
other nation can even touch us in terms of
farm efficiency . . . and we must take full
advantage of this edge in world trade.

Agricultural exports last year reached a
new high of nearly 7 billion dollars. More
than 5 billion dollars of this was in dollars—
a4 major, constructive contribution to our
balance of payments problems.

The total should go higher. And it could
go very substantially higher if President
Johnson's proposals for increased East-West
trade are adopted and if the Kennedy Round
negotiation, now in progress, helps to keep
markets open around the world. I believe
the chances are good that it will.

A 'whole new generation of foreign con-
sumers s looking to us for its food require-
ments. We simply must wake up to this
new opportunity.

And the American farmer should share in
the hard currency markets created through
trade with the Soviet Union and Eastern
Europe. It is good international policy. It
is good economics. It makes sense,

Trade in farm products with these coun-
tries should be put on the same basls as
trade In other non-strategic commodities.

Food sales promote peace and understand-
ing. And why deny the American farmer a
good market for his production in the name
of anti-communism when it is our national
policy to build peaceful bridges and peace-
ful trade to this part of the world?

Now I want to talk briefly about farm
credit, which I know is one of your greatest
concerns, We talk about production expan-
slon . . . about greater efficiency in agricul-
ture . . . about adopting all the latest tech-
nologleal advances . . . and about higher
net farm income.

But to accomplish all this, we must pro-
vide financing with the terms and the in-
terest levels that farmers can handle,

Total investment in agriculture already
is more than 250 billion dollars—equal to
three-fourths of all the assets of American
corporations.

This is a tremendous burden for an indus-
try that has had a low profit history for the
past 15 years.

We must do more to insure a new, creative,
flexible system of financing farms and farm-
ing, or the farms of tomorrow will not be
owned by the farmers who work them. If
we fail, the family farm system that is the
envy of the world will simply disappear.

Adequate farm credit on reasonable terms
is the life-line of free-enterprise family farm-
ing.
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It is not in the interest of consumers, nor
is it sound national policy, to have American
agriculture so starved of capital that control
passes to non-farm owners.

The incentive for efficient production and
the ingenuity and efficiency of the family
farm is a previous national asset that we
must protect. And we intend to do so.

The world marvels at the strength and the
productivity of our American agriculture—
& productivity that has increased more than
100 per cent in less than 15 years.

We have powerful weapons—and so do
other nations, We have advanced science
and technology—and so do other nations.
We have large resources of capital—and so
do other nations.

But America has all of this and the extra
measure of strength that flows from an
abundance of food and fiber. It is this extra
measure which gives us unmatched resources
for world leadership.

Let me put it another way. JImagine what
Mr. Khrushchev would have been able to do
in the 1950’s with our reserves of food and
fiber. Imagine what Communist China
would have been able to do in the past—
and would be able to do today—with our vast
abundance of food and fiber.

If we see things in these terms, then how
can we ever permit anything to weaken our
agricultural economy?

Your President and your Vice President
know the importance of American agri-
culture, We come from farm people. We
come from rural America. We have lived
through a farm depression.

We have seen the American farmer vic-
timized by burdensome surpluses and delib-
erate economie policies that were unfair and
unjust.

I come here today with a promise and a
pledge—a promise of friendship and the
pledge of an Honest Deal.

It is time that the American farmer re-
ceived a fair share of our national prosperity.

He has earned it.

He deserves 1t.

And he will get it.

The gap between farm income and income
in other parts of our economy—the Prosper-
ity Gap—must be eliminated.

And the Johnson-Humphrey Administra-
tion will stand by its pledges that it shall be
eliminated.

Now, In conclusion, I should like to say a
few words about rural areas in a country
many thousands of miles away from us, but
very much in all our minds—I mean South
Vietnam.

In the last analysis, the struggle in Viet-
nam will be won or lost in the countryside,
where 85 per cent of the Vietnamese people
live and work.

The struggle will be won when the Viet-
namese peasant becomes convinced that dem-
ocratic government offers him—and his chil-
dren—a better future than communism.

It will be won when he ceases to think of
himself as a “peasant,” eking out a bare ex-
istence by back-breaking toll and deprived
of all human dignity.

It will be won when he ceases to think of
himself as a “farmer,” using his mind as well
as his hands, enjoying a decent standard of
living and being treated as a human being
rather than a beast of burden.

There is nothing more important in Viet-
nam than to offer its peasants a foretaste of
the better future that freedom can offer
them—a foretaste of being farmers rather
than peasants,

That is happening now.

And it is not just because of our material
ald—seed and fertilizer and pesticides.

It is even more because of the fine people
we have out there, good rural Americans like
yourselves, They are at work in every part
of Vietnam, and when I say ‘“‘work” I mean
“WOl'k."

They are out there in the mud and the
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heat, side by side with the Vietnamese farm-
ers, showing them how to grow more and
better crops—how to-achieve a higher stand-
ard of living.

I have met and talked with our people out
there.

Despite discomfort, disease, and ever-
present danger, they tell me it's a deeply

eager
apathy . . . little of the resistance to new
1deaa. that perslsts in some other developing

They are learning. They are putting what
they have learned to use. The results show
it. And we should know about those results.

Rice is the basle crop of Vietnam, account-
ing for four-fifths of the cultivated land. As
recently as five years ago, up to 600 varietles
were grown, many of them mediocre or down-
right poor.

These have all been screened, and a few
dozen superior varieties identified. Over 20
thousand tons of this improved seed are
being distributed every year—and planted.

Some thirty new varieties of vegetables—
legumes, grains, sugar cane and root crops—
are being grown, and they are proving 20 to
100 per cent more productive than the va-
rieties traditionally grown.

Within four years, the application of fer-
tilizer has mounted to over 250 thousand tons
annually—and there are still complaints
about the supply falling behind the demand.

Pesticides, almost unknown a few years
ago, are being used by half a million farm-
ers. Some 30 thousand sprayers are being
rotated among the farmers, and many have
bought their own.

New breeds of hogs have been introduced—
the scrawny, swaybacked hog of former times
is on its way out. As a result, hog produc-
tions is now running at three million 600
thousand annually, over double the level
three years ago—and the average hog going
to market weighs 220 pounds instead of 130

pounds.

New Hampshire Red chickens are grad-
ually replacing the native stock. This im-
proved poultry is catching on rapidly, and
there is a brisk market for their meat and

In every province, there are already farm-
ers who are ralsing purebreed piglets and
chicks for sale to their neighbors.

Thousands of farm demonstrations are be-
ing carried out each year to popularize the
use of fertilizer improved crops, and im-
proved breeds of livestock.

Some people ask: What will happen when
we pull out, once peace is restored? Will the
tempo of progress be maintained? Will it be
increased?

Indeed it will—because the people and
their government are far better organized to
maintain and step up agricultural progress
than they were.

Vietnamese farmers, in increasing number,
are joining together to help themselves by
helping each other,

Today—

There are over 20 thousand farm young-
sters in 700 4-H clubs.

There are 60 district farmer’'s associations
and 250 farmers’ and fishermen's coopera-
tives.

Agricultural credit assocliations have ex-
tended loans to thousands of farmers, and
will go right on expanding.

The first rural electric cooperation asso-
clation is in operation—and plans calls for
bringing electricity to 12 thousand rural
people by the end of this year.

Through these organizations of their own
making, Vietnamese farmers are gaining a
voice and a vote in their own economic fu-
ture, just as they will have their say in their
political future in the village elections be-
ginning next month and the national elec-
tions later this year.

This is very real progress. Progress made
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despite Communist subversion from within
and invasion from without.

The help we and other nations have been
privileged to give has not been wasted. On
the contrary, its effectiveness has been multi-
plied by the work and sacrifice of the Viet-
namese people themselves.

What is being done in the Vietnamese
countryside has a significance far beyond
Vietnam.

For Vietnam is only one developing coun-
try among many, and its millions of peasants
share the problems and the hopes of hundreds
of millions of other Asian peasants.

All have suffered in the past—and some
still do—from regimes which, to paraphrase
Tolstol, professed willingness to “lighten
(their) load by all possible means—except
by getting off (their) back.”

All of them are seeking to become farmers
rather than peasants . . . free citizens rather
than virtual serfs. In this surge forward to
freedom and well-being—this revolution that
is sweeping the hundreds of thousands of
Asian villages and the many millions of its
people—much that is being learned in Viet-
nam can be of incalculable value elsewhere.

And we shall do our part in seeing that
it is.

For, despite voices raised to the contrary,
I believe our own freedom will ultimately
depend on the freedom of nations else-
where—even those nations where the people
have unfamiliar languages and last names,

I believe, as President Harry Truman ex-
pressed it 20 years ago in another difficult
period of our national history: “if we falter
in our leadership we may endanger the peace
of the world, and we shall surely endanger
the welfare of the nation.”

We must not, and shall not, falter,

NO
E
GA.

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, the
Attorney General of the United States
recently assigned Federal voting exam-
iners to Terrell County, Ga., where they
are not needed, where they have no busi-
ness, and where their presence is a great
waste of the taxpayers’ money and an
affront to the local community.

The Terrell County Board of Regis-
trars is abiding by the law and there has
been no diserimination against any per-
son. If there are not as many citizens
registered as the Attorney General thinks
there should be, it is no fault of the
board.

As pointed out in an editorial by Carl
Rountree, the well-known and respected
editor of the Dawson News in Terrell
County:

The simple fact of the matter is that every
person able to walk into the courthouse and
is still breathing when he gets to the reg-
istrar's office can register to vote.

This states the case very well, and I
see no reason why Federal examiners
were sent into this county.

Mr. Rountree sums up the situation in
his editorial. I ask unanimous consent
that it be printed in the RecORrD.

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

A WasTE oF MONEY
(By Carl Rountree)

Probably no greater waste of the taxpayers’
money has been demonstrated by the federal
government than the assignment by the at-
torney-general of the United States of federal
examiners to Terrell County.

NEED FOR FEDERAL VOTING
XAMINERS IN TERRELL COUNTY,
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For four days now, three men, one from
Miami, Florida and two from Atlanta, have
been located in an office in the basement of
the Post Office building to list the names of
persons who allegedly are not reglstered to
vote in the county,

Under the law, these examiners cannot
register anyone. Their job s to simply list
the names, addresses and other specified in-
formation of applicants on a form which at
the end of the month is turned over to the
County Board of Registrars. It is the board's
job to actually do the registering.

On Monday, the three examiners r
listed the name of one person. They were
a little busier Tuesday. Fourteen persons
are sald to have called at their office. The
story 1s currently told that two of their
visitors Tuesday afternoon were hurriedly
brought in for TV benefit and that they were
called from automobiles bearing license tags
of neighboring counties.

Whether or not any one or all of the 15
persons who listed their names with the ex-
aminers have ever applied to actually register
could not be determined. The examiners
sald this question was not contained in the
printed form and that they do not ask it.

It does seem strange, however, that any
person should bother to walk to the rear of
the post office building, walk down steps into
the basement to get their names on a form
while all they have to do is simply walk
across the street from the front of the Post
Office building into the courthouse build-
ing where they could actually register.

Then why the attorney-general of the
United States has found it necessary to send
federal examiners into the county at this par-
ticular time must be regarded as somewhat
mystifying.

If there was any denial, allegedly or in
fact, of the right of negroes, or white persons
for that matter, to register his action would
be understandable, But such is not the case.

Even a spokesman for the attorney-general
has said there have been no specific com-
plaints from negroes in the county of a de-
nial of their right to register,

Furthermore, the board of registrars of
Terrell County have been under permanent
federal injunction for some time not to dis-
criminate against any person because of race
or color.

Admittedly, there are relatively few ne-
groes, comparatively speaking, on the voter
lists of the county. But that’s no fault of the
board of registrars or, in our judgment, any
reason for the assignment of federal exam-
iners to our county.

The simple fact of the matter is that every
person able to walk into the courthouse and
is still breathing when he gets to the regis-
trar’s office can register. We personally know
of instances where negroes who had business
at the courthouse almost every week if not
every day, who failed to register and then
complained they weren't registered to vote.
Yet they never made an effort to register.

We think the men who have been assigned
here have more important work to do and
that there should be a little more considera-
tlon given to the expenditure of the tax-
payers’ money than is evident in this case,

THE UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING DE-
BATES MOSCOW UNIVERSITY

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, two
students from the University of Wyoming
represented their State and Nation re-
cently in international debate competi-
tion held at the University of Toronto in
Canada. These two young men Wwere
members of the victorious U.S. team
which copped top honors in the York
University’s centennial debating tourna-
ment.

After winning a debate with eight
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Canadian universities they earned the
right to lock horns with a team from
Moscow University. They were coached
by the University of Wyoming instructor,
Wayne Callaway.

University of Wyoming students Mike
Anselmi, Cheyenne, a junior, and his
debate partner Patrick Hacker, a Rock
Springs sophomore, faced their Moscow
University counterparts on the proposi-
tion: “Resolved: The TUnited States
Should Immediately Withdraw Its Forces
From Vietnam.”

Although political considerations pre-
vented the naming of a winner in this
unusual debate—the first time the Mos-
cow team had ever debated a non-Com-
munist team—an account of the ex-
change carried in the April 16 Laramie,
Wyo., Daily Boomerang and television
film of the debate, graciously provided
me by the Canadian Broadcasting Co.,
leave little doubt that America and
Wyoming were splendidly represented by
Pat Hacker and Mike Anselmi,

I might add that the CBC film, a 90-
minute account of the United States-
U.S.S.R. competition, is en route to the
University of Wyoming.

I ask, Mr. President, that the graphic
account of the debate as reported in two
stories in the Laramie Daily Boomerang,
be printed in the body of the CoNGRES-
sIONAL REcoRD with my remarks,

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

I Was REPRESENTING THE UNITED STATES

(By Joseph T. Sample)

“I was nervous because I knew I was rep-
resenting not only the University of Wyo-
ming but the United States of America.

“I was afraid the Russians would resort to
name calling,” Mike Anselmi, UW junior
and half of the North American Interna-
tional Debate team, sald.

His debate partner, Pat Hacker, a 20-year-
old Rock Springs sophomore, the same as re-
peated Anselmi’'s fears of their recent bout
with the Moscow University debate team at
the York University (Toronto, Canada) de-
bate tournament,

The honor of debating the Russian duo
was accorded the winner of the international
invitational meet.

UW debate coach Wayne Callaway, a 15-
year veteran at the art, said the three of
them were in semi-final competition at Eu-
gene, Ore. when he recelved a call March 1
asking the UW team to partake in the Ca-
nadian-hosted event.

“I sald yes we would go,” Callaway re-
membered. In the same phone call, he
learned that UW President John E, King had
resigned.

“We didn't know how our trlp would be
financed, but we sure wanted to go,” he
continued.

WROTE LETTERS

Up to the March 1 phone call, neither Cal-
laway nor the two Cowboy debaters had ever
heard of the York University invitational.
After that, and from now on, none of the
trio will ever say “What and where is that"
when they hear of the tournament.

For they were competing against teams
from State Unlversity, Princeton,
Cornell, Columbia, Buffalo, Southern Colo-
rado, Rhode Island, Augustana and UCLA
from the United States and York University,
MecGill, Toronto, Alberta and McMaster from
Canada.

Time passed quickly the next 29 days as
Mike and Pat spent many, many hours in
thought, research and study on the assigned

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

toplc for the Canadian Debate: “Should Can-
ada Actively Support the United States In
Vietnam?"

Letters were written to Wyoming's Sen-
ators, Gale McGee and Clifford P. Hansen, to
President Lyndon B. Johnson's assistants and
others ferreting out information pro and con
on America's commitment in Vietnam and
why Canada should or should not support
it.

NO JOKE

“The thought never even entered our minds
that we might have a chance to debate the
Russian team,” Hacker, the six-foot, four-
inch debater revealed.

“We were just trying to win as many de-
bates as possible, We weren't even worrying
about the Russian duo,”” Mike, who is an
economlics major, added.

The invitational debate was broken into
four divisions with five teams to a sectlon.
UW competed with Southern Colorado, Rhode
Island, Buffalo and McGill in their division.

By Friday night, March 31, the UW two-
some had won two and a bye. “This Is where
you debate yourself and win,” Coach Calla-
way sald jJokingly. He went on to explain
that when the other four teams in the divi-
slon were debating each other, the fifth team
h;s no one to debate and this is called a
L yB."

April Fool's day dawned early for the tour-
ney-crown challengers. UW's debate coach
warned his team not to eat a hearty breakfast
as they would have to debate McGill Univer-
sity (Canada’'s most potent collegiate team)
and Buffalo University.

The duo lost to McGill 2-0 but blanked
Buffalo by the same score to qualify for the
semifinal round.

Lunch rolled around and Calloway warned
Anselmi and Hacker again,

“Now, don't eat very much lunch, Just
something light. We have to meet Prince-
ton this afternocon and I want you to make
a good showing,” Callaway, who has been at
UW three years, said.

UW VERSUS UCLA

Mike and Pat turned Princeton away 4-1
and turned their thoughts to the formal din-
ner and preparation for the UCLA event that
evening.

Callaway warned them for the third time
that day: “Now eat light at that formal din-
ner. We'll have a tough one with UCLA.”
And there was revenge at stake.

Mike ate most of his roast beef and Pat
polished off the Yorkshire pudding. That
was all. Then it was prepare, prepare, pre-
pare for the UW-UCLA debate Saturday eve-
ning.

The bout started at 7:30 p.m. and after 68
minutes of talking, challenging, questioning
and answering, UW took the match with a
3-2 decision.

York U. debate officials accorded them the
four-foot winner's trophy and declared them
champions of the North American Interna-
tional Centennial Debate tournament.

There wasn't much time for celebration
however, for in less than 24 hours, the team
would debate the Moscow University team
on “Resolved: The U.S. Should Immediately
Withdraw its Forces from Vietnam."”

The Russian debaters would be Alexander
Brychkov, 34, a doctoral candidate at the
University of Moscow and a Communist Party
youth leader, and Yevgeny Kubichey, 29, doc-
toral candidate enrolled at the Moscow In-
stitute of Literature who also serves as a
Pravda correspondent.

NO DECISION

The Russian team’s appearance would be
rare—one of the few times out from behind
the Iron Curtain and the first time in
Canada.

It wasn't "til 11 p.m. Saturday that the
three Cowboy-Staters realized they hadn’t
really eaten that day.

Next morning, Sunday, April 2, it was the
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the same old story about not eating too
much. So breakfast and lunch were light.

During the Sunday afternoon no-decision
debate, the Russians argued the afirmative
on what Callaway reflected was an emotional
level and gained sympathetic response from
the audience’s antiwar section.

Anselmi and Hacker defended the U.S.s
legal right to intervene at the South Viet-
namese request in a clinieal and dispassion-
a;t;mperiormmce before a studlo audience of

In its Monday edition, the Toronto Globe
and Malil re

“On a basis of debating skill, it appeared
as if the U.S, students had the edge. But if
the audience had voted, the Russians would
have been the winners.” It continued that
the debate was argued without heat by both
teams and noted the UW squad Immediately
crossed the stage to shake hands with the
Soviets at the debate’s conclusion.

In the last minute of the event, one of
the Soviet debaters produced a child’'s book
which was scorched and, so the Russian said,
covered with blood. It was an old paper-
back book, pages yellowed. Callaway said
it was approximately six by nine inches—
about the same size as an old McGuffey
reader.

UW's team thought bringing out the visual
ald in the last minute of the debate unfair
as they had no chance for rebuttal. They
could have objected, but as Anselmi sald:

“We did not feel llke we had been dealt
a low blow.”

WELL PREPARED

Coach Callaway said he was asked on
several occasions whether or not his team
had been briefed by the Central Intelligence
Agency or the U.S, State Department.

“We had been in no contact whatsoever
with any U.S. agency prior to the tourney
and so our answer was ‘no’, of course. The
debaters were so well prepared, however, the
CBC personnel and a number of debate
coaches had difficulty believing the team had
no outside help,” he said.

“We later found out,” Hacker added, “from
the American Consul in Toronto, that our
stand identically matched that of the United
States.”

Needless to say, Sunday night, the Inter-
national Champlions and the Russian op-
ponents ate a hearty meal. “We didn't spare
anything,” 220-pound Hacker said grinning
broadly.

THE DEBATE

Films of the debate between the University
of Wyoming and the University of Moscow,
Russia, have not been made avallable yet.

However, Warren Gerard of the Toronto,
Canada, Globe and Mail, did cover the Sun-
day afternoon debate at York University in
Toronto.

In his article, he mentions that some per-
sons wore “Stop the War In Vietnam” but-
tons and hissed as well as applauded the
US. students while the Russians received
only applause.

Gerard's account of the debate starts with
Alexander Brychkov opening.

He (Brychkov) sald U.S. involvement in
Vietnam has no legal basis and cannot be
explained or defended with the argument
that the United States is being threatened
by Communism.

“The war is immoral because it is being
fought against the will of the people. It
was the U.S. that invaded this country: it
is the U.S. that should withdraw."

He was cross-examined by Mr. Hacker. Do
you think U.S. action in Vietnam is aggres-
sion?”

Mr. Brychkov replied: “They are trying to
impose their will on the people.”

“Has the U.S. made any efforts to nego-
tiate a settlement in Vietnam?" Mr. Hacker
asked.

“Declarations and actlons are different,”
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Mr. Brychkov replied. He added that he
would give the United States no credit for
any efforts to negotiate.

Mr. Anselmi said that the United States 1s
fully justified to fight the war in Vietnam
and the U.8. position in Vietnam is advan-
tageous to the Russians.

Mr. Anselmi argued that under interna-
tional law the United States was legally jus-
tified to intervene in Vietnam as soon as
South Vietnam asked for help.

“We feel our position is justified,” Mr.
Anselmi sald. “North Vietnam has deliber-
ately supported and incited the Viet Cong.”

He was cross-examined by Mr. Brychkov.
“Do you think the American publiec is accu~
rately informed on the war?”

Mr. Anselmi replied: “They are more in-
formed about this war than any other war.”

Mr. Brychkoy asked him If the war in
Vietnam is humane?

“War is never humane,”
replied.

It was Mr. Kubichev's turn. He said that
the economic factors are the least known
to the general public, but are the under-
lying force for U.8. involvement in Vietnam.

“Vietnam is a large resource area. It is
the war of American big business with (Pres-
ident Lyndon) Johnson as the chlef repre-
sentative of big business. Americans are
building on the ruins of Vietnam.”

He was cross-examined by Mr, Anselmi.
“Do you feel the war is Inhumane?” he asked.

“Certainly,” the Russian replied.

Mr. Kubichev added that war is inhumane
if it 1s aggressive but the Soviet Union, which
he said is sending trucks and rockets to North
Vietnam is supporting the defensive side
therefore the humane side.

Mr. Anselmi asked what Mr. Kubichev
would consider as economic stability in Viet-
nam,

When there is no inflation, when workers
are properly paid, and when the budget is bal-
anced, Mr. Kubichev replied.

Mr. Anselmi said there is inflation in the
United States, Canada and Russia but each
country is economiecally stable. Mr., Kubi-
chev denied there is inflation in Russia.

But you have a food shortage, Mr. Anselmi
sald. Mr. Eubichev denied this. Mr. An-
selml then asked him what Russia has done
with the wheat that it purchased from Can-
ada. "You know what,” Mr. Kubichev re-
plied.

When Mr. Hacker's turn came he said it
was in Russia’s best interests for the United
States to stay in Vietnam.

Russia wants a negotiated peace and China
wants war, Mr, Hacker said. He sald China
and Russia are in conflict for the supremacy
of the Communist world. Russia wants
peaceful co-existence and China wants na-
tional wars of independence.

“Then we are to understand that the U.S.
is helping peaceful co-existence?' Mr. Kobil-
chev asked.

“If the U.S. loses that war, peaceful co-
existence will really get a slap,” Mr. Hacker
replied.

In rebuttal, Mr. Anselmi said the United
States was legally justified in being in Viet-
nam, and added that the Russians could not
and had not argued the point.

He denied that children had been killed or
maimed by napalm dropped by U.S. planes.
He referred to a report in The New York
Times which said a reporter could find no
napalm victims. The audience hissed.

In his report, Gerard at no time mentioned
the Russians producing the book which was
supposedly blood-stained.

Mr. Anselmi

WAR AND PEACE IN VIETNAM AND
THE CHURCH'S MESSAGE
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the
Reverend Edward L. R. Elson is minister
of the National Presbyterian Church of
Washington, D.C.
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Dr. Elson is an able and outstanding
minister. He is a dedicated American;
a man of strong convictions and deep
faith. His loyalty to his church, the peo-
ple of his church, and the Nation is su-
preme. He is possessed of a sensitive
conscience and a courageous soul.
Above all, he is a man of mature judg-
ment and thoughtful wisdom which he
applies to everything he undertakes.
Such leadership is needed in our time,
and it is found in the sermons of Rev-
erend Elson.

Last Sunday, Reverend Elson delivered
an elogquent sermon on “War and Peace
in Vietnam and the Church’s Message.”
It is remarkable for its thorough analysis
of this vital issue. It is instructive, and
it is encouraging. This message has
spiritual strength. I commend it to the
careful study of all those who are con-
cerned with this crisis and seek wise
counsel and spiritual guidance.

I ask unanimous consent that the com-
plete text of the sermon be included in
the body of the Recorbp.

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

WaAR AND PEACE IN VIETNAM AND THE CHURCH'S
MESSAGE

(By The Reverend Edward L. R. Elson, Min-

ister, the National Presbyterian Church,

Sunday, April 16, 1967)

“Thou wilt keep him In perfect peace,
whose mind is stayed on thee; because he
trusteth in thee.” (Isaiah 26:3.)

“Seek peace and pursue it.” (Psalm 34: 14.)

The sermon topic for today had already
been announced before the regular monthly
meeting of our Session on Wednesday eve-
ning at which a resolution was adopted ask-
ing me to repeat In today’'s services the re-
marks which I made at the meeting of the
Presbytery of Washington City last Tuesday,
April 11, when the Presbytery was asked in a
resolution to petition the President of the
United States: '(a) to bring to a halt im-
mediately aerial bombing of North Vietnam,
(b) to enter immediately into negotiations
with the Government of North Vietnam for
withdrawal of armed forces of both sides to
a predetermined place, as two signals of our
desire for participating in a peace confer-
ence for the reestabllshment of interna-
tional justice.”

In fidelity to my Christlan faith, to my
vows as a presbyter, to the highest insights
of my conscience, and out of a genuine desire
to find constructive efforts to lasting peace
with justice in the whole world, I could not
have remained silent. As you have learned
through the press, the comments made by
the Pastor of this Church and supported by
several dedicated and thoughtful Ruling El-
ders (one an accredited White House
reporter, another a State Department official,
a third a military officer) led to the emphatic
and overwhelming rejection of the resolu-
tion by the Presbytery.

It is clear to many of us here today, as it is
clear to many of our leaders in government,
and was clear to most of the Commissioners
to the Presbytery that the adoption of that
resolution by the Court of a great Church
in the Capital City of the United BStates
would have been tragic and calamitous, post-
poning peace consultations, imperiling Amer-
ican fighting men and their allies, and deny-
ing maneuverability to our President and
our diplomats.

But it is not enough Just to reject an
unwise and unstatesmanlike resolution, It
is important that all of us bring the best
Christian insights to bear upon the total
problem of the South Pacific and find crea-
tive ways to help all of the people of that
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vast area come to self-fulfillment, self-
realization, national dignity and interna-
tional friendship.

I want to make it as clear as possible that
I believe now, as I have always believed, that
there are times when the Church of our Lord
should speak clearly and resolutely about
idolatrous and immoral situations in the
world. The Church should speak when in
loyalty to God, under guldance of the Holy
Spirit and an enlightened conscience, the
Church is certain it speaks for God. I de-
cline to be chaplain to the “status quo” or
to say “ditto” to the Amerlcan government.

Whenever a nation absolutizes some aspect
of its reality, invests it with qualities of
divinity, and claims for it a higher allegiance
than the Christian glves to the transcendent
God who is made known in Jesus Christ our
Lord, then that is idolatry. And whenever
a people glorifies or worships the man-God
instead of the God-man, as happened in Nazi
Germany, then this is paganism as blatant
and blasphemous as the world has known
which is to be condemned by Christians in
all generations. Should that ever appear In
this nation I would join with others, under
the Lordship of Jesus Christ, to condemn and
to resist it with all the powers of my being.
And I am ready to die should that be a neces-
sary witness. Honest moral judgments obli-
gate us to keep relevant facts in proper
perspective. Thus when it is implied that
the United States is participating in an
action in Vietnam that is something akin to
the diabolical fiendishness of the Nazis pro-
gram ln Germany, then we must reply that
such' implications falsify history, distort
moral perspectives and are an affront to the
good name and the sensitive consciences of
those who lead the American people and of
the American people themselves.

In our country today everybody desires the
end of hostilitlies in Vietnam and the
achievements of an hongprable peace followed
by a stabilized economic and political order
in the South Pacific. We all hate war,
abominate its ruthlessness, its destructive-
ness, its squandering of wealth and life.
Those persons who know its flendish fury
and its colossal manifestation of sin in
man's individual and collective life are most
revolted by it and pray fervently for its cessa-
tion. But to hate war is not enough. Today
it is becoming increasingly clear that too
many people are coming to dogmatic conclu-
slons and easy panaceas from limited data.

Not long ago a large company of clergy-
men came to this city from across the coun-
try for the purpose of petitioning the Presi-
dent to do what the resolution in our Presby-
tery would also have asked him to do. These
persons arrived with a pre-cast indictment
of American gullt as though we were the
sole offenders for the predicament in which
the world finds itself. With an arrogance
of conscience and a pretension to a higher
morality than others, they had the formula:
America is the guilty culprit and the crim-
inal nation and therefore must abjectly re-
pent and run. The truth is that America
and Americans are gullty, but it is a gullt
inherited and shared with other peoples and
nations, and to indict America as bearing the
sole guillt, or even the major guilt, at the
very time we carry heavy responsibilities for
the well-being of the whole world provides
nelther moral guidance nor practical states-
manship. Instead, such procedures provide
propaganda weapons for the opposition.
And you do not make peace by furnishing
weapons to an enemy.

In Presbytery I took the floor to ask the
Presbytery to defeat this ill-timed, harmful
resolution emphatically, resoundingly, un-
compromisingly, and overwhelmingly. This
the Presbytery did. Under similar circum-
stances I should do it again. It is one
thing for an individual minister, or the pro-
fessional pacifists, or the chronic protesters,
or the convinced or concealed Marxists, to
assembly unofficially and make demonstra-
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tions and exhibitions. It is quite another
thing for the offictal Court of the Church
in the Nation's Capital to be the conduit
of such sentiments to the President and his
assocliates.

What we have seen and heard from some
of the protesters about Vietnam does not
encourage their trustworthiness as concilia-
tors, makers, and statesmen. We
found, at the Conference of Clergy held here
several weeks ago, guidelines on how to
counsel conscientious objectors and draft
card burners and law breakers and evaders,
but no handbook on how to counsel a devout
Christian who has some honor and patriot-
istn and believes he owes his country his
military service. At that Conference could
be seen pictures of civilian casualties alleged
to have been the results of American action,
but we have had no exhibitions of the Viet
Cong torturing and killing in every con-
ceivable brutal manner 11,900 village chiefs
and community leaders in order to terrify
the population. Nor is there any reference
by these unctuous protesters about what we
see at Walter Reed Hospital and every other
military hospital—the broken and maimed
bodies of American men.

We are asked by the chaplain of a great
university “to be angry and sin not.” This
was his text in a devotional service in a
Presbyterian church during one of the pro-
test meetings. Yet the sin of self-assumed
moral superiority and arrogance of con-
sclence has seldom been more extravagantly
demonstrated than in his own hysterical
running off in all directions.

Presbyterian young women attending East-
ern women's colleges are led by this same
university chaplain to demonstrations in
Washington. Then when the daughters of
Presbyterian homes are reported to be jailed,
the pastors call me while the distraught
parents importune me to rescue the young
women. Fortunately this is a service I have
been able to render to some out-of-town
Presbyterians who were sucked into this
irresponsible thing some months ago. And
I am glad to say that through the years I
have been helpful to honest consclentious
objectors who were Presbyterians.

Wisdom is learning what the past has to
say to the present. We are now hearing the
same addresses, sometimes by the same peo-
ple who were making the pacifist speeches
and supporting soft policies in the 1930’s.
It is now a fact of history that the pervasive-
ness of religious and secular pacifism and
the presence of pacifists in public office in
Great Britain contributed to the daring
movements of the Nazis in the late 1930’s.
German intelligence officers taking readings
of British life reported to their government
that pacifism was so widespread and so
highly placed that the British would not
reeist their military movements. In any case,
the intelligence was to the effect that paci-
fistn had so laid hold on Britain that military
action was worth risking. Then came the
German reoccupation of the Rhineland, the
penetration and union of the Sudetenland,
the political Anschluss of Austria, the pene-
tration of other areas, until finally in Sep-
tember of 1939, when German intentions be-
came clear, the whole European continent
was imperiled, belatedly and without ade-
quate forces a choice was made to resist.

The lessons of history are also clear that
when strength has been exercised and there
is a resolute readiness to employ military
force there have been turning points in his-
tory. We saw it by the action of the United
States in Greece, in Turkey, with the Berlin
airlift, in Korea, in the Suez, in Lebanon
and on other occasions, Salutary and peace-
ful results, preventing anarchy and wide-
spread warfare, have come about with the
willingness to exert force at the proper time,
in the proper manner, and in the proper
place.

Military force as such is neither morally
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right nor morally wrong. It is the uses of
which it is put—the times, the places, the
amount and the purposes—which determine
the moral or immoral use of force. And in
this stage of the development of mankind,
failure to use military force in the proper
time and place and for the proper purpose
can be disastrous and highly immoral. The
highest form of diplomacy and statecraft in
relation to military force is to perceive when
to exert force and when to withdraw It in
the service of achieving justice and
righteousness.

The relevant morality is the cost of an ac-
tion in relation to the political objectives to
be achleved. In the South Pacific the rele-
vant and determinative factors are not sim-
ply South Vietnam nor even the welfare of
this people and the stability of its govern-
ment, though this iz included in every
thoughtful and compassionate man’s objec-
tives. But this operation is related to the
whole South Pacific and to the forces at work
in the world as a whole. The American pres-
ence in South Vietnam has had some bear-
ing upon the dislocation of Sukarno in In-
donesia. It affects the well-being of Hong
Kong and the stability of Thailand, to say
nothing of Cambodia and other areas. Ask
a Fillpino and he is appalled at the suggestion
of diminishing American strength. Ask any
citizen in New Zealand or Australla how he
would like American withdrawal, and he will
answer you that by all means America's pres-
ence is absolutely essentlal to the welfare of
the whole area. Moreover, when the ordinary
people of South Vietnam are asked their
views in an objective manner, it is quite clear
that they overwhelmingly desire the assist-
ance and the presence of American forces,
technicians and our economic resources.
This has been attested by the latest CBS
survey.

Look with me then at the Resolution which
was proposed in our Presbytery, and let me
indicate to you point by point why I believe
it to be defective and why the Presbytery re-
Jected it:

“Belleving that modern war cannot be
equated with the classical Christian defini-
tion of a just war,

“Believing that the present so-called police
action in Vietnam is in danger of escalating
into a genocidal war,

“Bellieving that the present conflict in Viet-
nam is compelling our armed forces to par-
ticipate in a conflict that does grave harm to
the image of respect for persons and interna-
tional justice which are at the core of our
foreign policy,

“This Presbytery petitions the President of
the United States (a) to bring to a halt im-
mediately aerial bombing of North Vietnam,
(b) to enter immediately into negotiations
with the Government of North Vietnam for
withdrawal of armed forces of both sides to
a predetermined place, as two signals of our
desire for participating in a peace conference
for the reestablishment of international
justice.”

Take the phrase, “Believing that modern
war cannot be equated with the classical
Christian definition of a just war,"” the truth
is that there have been many definitions of
a just war, and this particular war is differ-
ent from any other war which preceded it.
The first Christians bore no responsibility for
government or world destiny. They were a
tiny minority in a vast empire. Non-resist-
ance, pacifism and use of force for Christians
had different relevant connotations then
than now. Beginning with the fourth cen-
tury, the church fathers developed a series
of definitions of a just war and the respon-
sible use of political and military power by
Christians. From then on the classical view
was never that of “absolute pacifism" al-
though pacifist minority sects continued to
exist in every age.

In our world today the terrible potential
threat of nuclear war has made the world
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safe for the limited war. Never before on
such a scale have we witnessed a war where
the combatants were indistinguishable from
civilians, where the hostile force appears as
though it were civilian, where the hostile
force makes civilian populations its deliber-
ate target and calculatedly shields itself be-
hind eclvillans. We may never know how
many American soldiers and allies have lost
their lives because our commanders have
paused to warn civilian populations in or
near valid military targets.

Take the second sentence about a gen-
ocidal war.

This presents a colossal oversimplification
of the realities. It Is tragic that the very
persons who accuse other people of over-
simplifying the world situation by dividing
everything Into communist and anti-com-
munist now fall into the mistake of declar-
ing that the South Pacific action is simply
a4 white versus a yellow man’s war. It is
more than that—vastly more than that, as I
have already pointed out.

Concerning the dignity and value of per-
sons:

Look at that—which persons are being
talked about? The people of the whole
South Pacific? Or the whole free world, in-
cluding our troops? Or just Ho Chi Minh
and his people. And what kind of justice are
we talking about when it is applied to inter-
national relations?

So the resolution would have petitioned
the President of the United States to bring
to a halt aerial bombing of North Vietnam.

This is telling the President to limit our
targets and restrict our weapons.

Again, it is proposed to enter immediately
into negotiations with the Government of
North Vietnam for withdrawal of armed
forces of both sides to a predetermined place.

Do we really want the President to do that?
Five times, for various lengths of time, the
bombing has ceased only to find the period
exploited for moving troops and weapons.
Thirty letters have been sent to the ruling
powers of North Vietnam by our President.
Every American diplomat is on the alert for
signals that might lead to a helpful negotia-
tion, and the good offices of many foreign na-
tions have also been sought by our own Gov-
ernment. These two proposals are precisely
the pre-condition to negotiation which the
adversary has set down.

I ask you today, as I asked the Presbytery,
has there ever been a more sensitive and
magnanimous people in the use of power
than Americans? Compassion in time of war
is to bring the war to a decisive conclusion
which will lead to a just and honorable peace
based upon real justice, real human dignity,
and a stabilized soclal and political order
which benefits all the people. Hostilitlea
should terminate when we can negotiate from
a position of strength consonant with the
responsibility we carry in the world today.

I have not found a single responsible offi-
cial in this city who feels that such a reso-
lution from a church body would be helpful
in contributing to peace. Instead it would
further emphasize a divided people, it would
delay concluding the conflict, imperil Ameri-
can fighting men, deny maneuverability to
our Government officials and, above all else,
would lead the North Vietnamese to belleve
they could accomplish by disunity and by
propaganda what they cannot hope to achieve
by weapons and by honorable negotiations.

Let me say something else today. You do
not make for peace by providing the enemy
with his propaganda weapons, And that is
what the performance of some people does
at this very hour. Is it not utterly repug-
nant to every respectable citizen, does it
not wound the national spirit and offend the
spiritual nature of people to see on the front
page of our papers today an American flag
burned by alleged Americans in an American
city with the eyes of the whole world gazing
on the scene?
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Some people this very day must bear a
hideous guilt for that ignominious act.
Shame on them from all of us—and may God
pity them.

I join with my fellow Christians every-
where in hating war. I have been exposed to
it, seen it with my own eyes, and have lived
through the turbulent and anguished hours
of combat and carried home a disabllity from
war. I have gathered up the crushed bodles
of young Americans, have ministered to the
wounded, the dying, and have performed the
last offices for the dead. With every deeply
sensitive Christian I loathe war as the most
fiendish and most diabolical manifestation
of sin in human society.

But the solutions to complicated inter-
national problems do not lie in a simple
antipathy to the suffering caused by war.
The overt expression of war is only part
of its meaning and reality. The absence of
violence does not mean that we are at peace.
War is the tragic alternative to cultural and
diplomatic—yes, and religious—failure in
the world.

But when it comes and complicated prob-
lems arise in the crucible of war, we are not
helpful by making wild declarations, pro-
posing naive or simple solutions which de-
prive maneuverability, restrict weapons, lim-
it targets and leave us without a long-range
plan for rehabilitation and reconstruction.

Most people here know that I have a son-
in-law and two daughters who have lived in
Saigon, that one now teaches in Salgon,
that I have a son-in-law In the Army and
a son about to enter military age. I do not
want my sons commanded by officers whose
targets are limited by a resolution, or whose
weapons are restricted by an irresponsible
resolution adopted by a church body, how-
ever well-meaning the intent, especially
since the agitators do not have access to
all the facts and also lack expertness in
diplomacy.

How shall we lve and work at this mo-
ment of history?

(1) Let us keep our personal lives Iree
from hate and full of love for all peoples.
We should do our best to keep our lives free
from inflammatory, hysterical and irrespon-
sible hostility. Pacifists, in their zeal, some-
times become very bellicose. And the non-
pacifist Christian can become both impa-
tient and intolerant of the pacifist whom
he regards as the prescriber of easy and
oversimplified solutions for complex prob-
lems and hard realities, It is important to
preserve the solidarity of the Christian fel-
lowship and this is based upon the loving
heart and attitude,

(2) We need to think creatively about the
whole world. Our first love is for God, then
for our family, then for our church, then
for our nation—followed in that order by
an outreach into the whole world. Patriotism
is not a “dirty word as is so often implied
today. And there is no incongruity between
loving God and country and striving to find
constructive ways of helping other people
achieve self-fulfillment, real dignity, and a
national destiny. No people in history have
been more sensitive, more lavish in their
assistance to other people than have Ameri-
cans., I have an inner joy about that. And
I think we need not panic if now and then,
because of the lack of skills or maturity in
management, a little of it is squandered!
There is so much more that has been help-
ful. But in our thinking and acting in the
South Pacific we need to keep our vision
on the whole area and the relation of that
entire area to the remainder of the world.

(3) We need to pray. Prayer should not
be a substitute for thinking, planning and
acting. But we need constantly to humble
ourselves before the transcendent, sovereign
God to whom men and nations are account-
able. We need to ask His forgiveness, His
cleansing, His renewal of life. We need to
open our lives to the light of His presence,
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to ask for and wait for His higher illumi-
nation and guidance. Even amid the tumult
and violence of war there is a peace which
belongs to those whose “mind is stayed"” on
God.

THE CASPER, WYO., STAR-TRIBUNE
EDITORIALIZES ON MARTIN
LUTHER KING

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, the
Casper Star-Tribune, in its April 13 edi-
tion, took editorial note of the shock-
ingly irresponsible speech of the Rev-
erend Martin Luther King, in which Mr.
King said in part:

The American government is the greatest
purveyor of violence in the world today.

The Star opined:

That is straight out of the Communist
lexicon.

The Casper, Wyo., newspaper asserts
further:

The proposal . . . could not be a greater
disservice to this country if it were written
in Peking, Moscow and Hanoi.

Being in complete agreement with the
Casper Star-Tribune's comment, I ask
that the editorial be printed in the Con-
GRESSIONAL REcorDp, together with an
April 13, 1967, article from the Rocky
Mountain News by Inez Robb covering
the same subject.

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

[From the Casper (Wyo.) Star-Tribune, Apr.
13, 1967]
BOoYCOTTING THE WAR

The proposal that Negroes and ‘“‘all white
people of goodwill” join together to boycott
the Vietnam war by becoming conscientious
objectors to military service made by the
Rev. Martin Luther Kirg could not be a
greater disservice to this country if it were
written in Peking, Moscow and Hanoi.

Taken at face value, it would bring to a
halt any further bulldup of United States
forces at the front, if the youth of America
took seriously the advice of Dr. King, the
civil rights leader who became a Nobel Peace
laureate. And if the Government recognized
such artificial conscientious objectors. We
are certain neither of these eventualities will
occur, not even among a significant number
of Negroes, who are proving their valor in
Vietnam as they have done in the other wars
of this century in which the United States
participated.

We say that Dr. King's speech might have
been written in Peking, Moscow and Hanol
advisedly. Listen to this statement in his
prepared address: “The American Govern-
ment is the greatest purveyor of violence in
the world today.” That is straight out of
the Communist lexicon. It overlooks the
treacherous violence that has decimated
village leaders, teachers and others by as-
sassination in South Vietnam by orders of
the Communist aggressors. It disregards the
Vietcong terrorism and sabotage that kills
civilians in the streets. It makes no men-
tion of the booby traps set up in the jungles
by the guerrillas that have taken a fearful
toll of Americans, both white and black.
Dr. King made no mention of these atrocitles
when he denounced violence.

President Johnson has enough troubles di-
recting a war that involves nearly a half
million Americans fighting for human rights
in Southeast Asia, without anyone here, no
matter how prominent, sabotaging his effort.
There iz no other word for this proposed boy-
cott of the war.
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[From the Rocky Mountain News, Apr. 13
1967]

KinG's BELIEFS HurT His IMAGE
(By Inez Robb)

No other condition on earth causes such
swift, fatty deterioration in a prominent pub-
lic figure as belief in his own publicity re-
leases. (It has always been a condition
common to Hollywood.)

It is now sadly, tragically obvious that Dr.
Martin Luther King Jr. is intoxicated by his
own publicity, and that he has listened too
long and too lovingly to the hypnotic sound
of his own pronunciamentos,

During the past 18 months, in Dr. King's
constant appearances on television, he has
appeared to confuse himself more and more
with the Messiah. More recently he has
coupled his messianic strictures with the in-
tellectual content of a Cassius Clay.

But Dr. King has outdone himself with his
charge that the use of “new” American weap~-
ons on the peasants of Vietnam 1is a counter-
part of the Nazl use of “new medicine and
new tortures in the concentration camps of
Europe.”

The Constitution of the country that Dr.
King thus assalls guarantees him the right of
such free speech and protects him from the
concentration camps he charges her with
duplicating in spirit, if not in fact,

The messianic monkey on his back enables
Dr. King to leap about among the oratorical
crags at will. Only a week before he likened
his fellow countrymen to Nazis. He was op-
posing the war in Vietnam on the purely
pragmatic ground that financially the United
States could not fight both the war in Viet-
nam and advance the cause of racial justice
simultaneously.

There is a great number of Americans
who believe the war in Vietnam is absorbing
money needed at home to eradicate racial
inequities, to improve the quality of educa-
tion for everyone, to create economic op-
portunity and to rebuild the nation’s cities:

Dr. King could have expected sympathetic
support from many quarters for the expendi-
ture of more and bigger sums to improve
the quality of life in the United States. He
is not the only American who fears that
the increasing cost of the war in Vietnam
means decreasing sums avallable for vital
projects at home,

But Dr. King errs grievously in his esti-
mate of American sensibilitles when he per-
mits himself to be carried away by the sound
of his own volce into a hysterical denuncia-
tion of American tactics in Vietnam as
“Nazl.”

On the same day that Dr. King accused
the United States of following Hitlerian
tactics, he deplored the fact “that Negroes
and poor people generally are bearing the
heaviest burden of this war” and that Ne-
groes are “dying in disproportionate numbers
in Vietnam.”

Again, Dr. King spoke to a point that dis-
turbs great numbers of his fellow citizens,
It is the pressure of this widespread dis-
content with the draft and the way it works
that is leading to the first projected overhaul
in the draft law in years.

Americans are far from insensitive to the
fact that the draft has fallen heavily on the
poor, both white and Negro.

But for Dr. Eing to suggest that the poor,
both black and white, now fighting the war
in Vietnam are emulating the Nagzis is to put
a further indefensible burden on them.

Like other opponents of the Vietnam war,
such as Lord Russell, Dr. King cannot hear,
see or speak evil of the North Vietnamese.
Only Americans, black and white, are bestial,
commit atroeities, and torture for fun. The
Viet Cong are happy, innocent warriors
armed only with peashooters.

His fellow citizens do mnot exult in the
war in Vietnam. In this country there is
no war hysteria, except that which Dr. King
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and his confreres are attempting to whip
up and exploit.

INDIANAPOLIS STAR REPORTER
RECEIVES CHRIS SAVAGE AWARD

Mr. HARTKE. Mr, President, the
journalism alumni of Indiana Uni-
versity recently presented the 1966 Chris
Savage Award for professional news-
papermen to Harrison J. Ullmann, a
staff reporter for the Indianapolis Star.

The award is presented each year to
the Hoosier newspaperman who most
nearly achieves the professional ideals,
ethics and standards which Chris Sav-
age gave to a generation of Indiana
journalists. His years of dedication on
the Indiana University journalism fac-
ulty contributed much of what is good
in Indiana journalism.

Mr. Ullmann, who is now studying in
Washington on an American Political
Science Association fellowship, is a
worthy recipient of the Chris Savage
Award.

He has written with great depth, in-
sight, and fairness about business and
economics, education, medicine, and
health care, and a variety of urban
problems.

He has helped his readers understand
some of the critical problems which con-
front their city, State, and Nation, and
he has promoted a calm and rational
discussion of these problems.

I congratulate Mr. Ullmann and I
wish him well in his career. But I hope
that his career does not take him from
Indianapolis and Indiana. His work
there has been valuable for the progress
of the State.

THE ITT-ABC MERGER CASE

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
the proposed merger of the American
Broadcasting Co. with the International
Telephone and Telegraph Co. is one of
the most important merger cases in
years.

In his dissenting opinion to the De-
cember 21, 1966, order of the Federal
Communications Commission, Commis-
sioner Nicholas Johnson offers a brilliant
discussion of the issues involved. Com-
missioner Johnson's dissent is vital to a
full understanding of the case. I ask
unanimous consent that it be printed at
this point in the REcorb.

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

THE ITT-ABC MERGER CASE
(Abridged version of dissenting statement of
Commissioner Nicholas Johnson)

I. SUMMARY AND INTRODUCTION

My divergence from the path of the ma-
jority in this case is so fundamental that I
feel compelled not only to offer a relatively
substantial analysis of the merits, but to
preface it with a few words of explanation
and summary.

The majority opinion contalns a thorough
statement of the procedural detail of the
case (such as when pleadings were filed and
hearings held), and I will not repeat it. It
is sufficient for my purpose to characterize
generally the case before us.

The Communications Act of 1934 vests
this Commission with responsibility for eval-
uating, among other things, all proposed
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transfers of title to licensed broadcast prop-
erties. No broadcasting station license can
be transferred, assigned or disposed of with-
out our permission. Our refusal prohibits
the transfer. In passing upon applications
for transfer the Act provides that we must
consider whether “the public interest, con-
venience, and necessity will be served there-
by.” Unless we can make such a finding the
application for transfer must be denled.

The present case, characterized as a
“merger” of International Telephone and
Telegraph Corporation (ITT) with the
American Broadcasting Companies, Inc.
(ABC), comes before us because of the trans-
fer provisions of the Act. Under the merger
agreement ABC will transfer title of its
seventeen radio and television stations to an
ITT subsidiary. Ironically, the properties
of greatest public significance, the ABC net-
work and its affiliated stations, are not li-
censed property of ABC, and thus comes
within our jurisdiction only by virtue of
their relation to the ABC-owned and licensed
stations. In order to “approve the merger,"”
the Commission must find that the transfer
of the seventeen ABC-owned stations to ITT
will serve the “public interesi, convenience,
and necessity.”

A. The Majority’s Procedural Approach
Would Have Been Generally Questionable in
Any Case, But Has Been Especially so in Light
of the Significance of This Merger.

It is deeply relevant to note at the outset
that this particular transfer of broadcasting
properties is the largest in history, and the
largest this Commission is apt to encounter
for some time to come. What is the Com-
mission’s role and responsibility in such a
case? My disagreement with the majority
over the answer to that question is far more
fundamental than any differences with re-
gard to the merits. For the majority's treat-
ment of this case, in my judgment, makes a
mockery of the public responsibility of a
regulatory commission that! is perhaps un-
paralleled in the history of American ad-
ministrative process.

From the time the merger application was
first flled, the outcome of this case has been
a foregone conclusion. At one point no
hearing at all was to be held. Then, as a
compromise to Commissioner Bartley's in-
sistence on "“a full evidentiary hearing,” the
Commission proposed- an unprecedented,
bobtailed “oral” hearing. It was anticipated
the Commission would merely meet infor-
mally en bane with the principals of ABC and
ITT and hear thelr side of the case. Only
the questioning of the three dissenting Com-
missioners extended the case to a scant two
days. The questioning of three of the four
Commissioners in the majority oeccupied
scarcely eleven full pages in the 607-page
record. The fourth Commissioner's ques-
tioning was directed principally toward dis-
crediting an FCC staff member, and assist-
ing ITT counsel’s effort to demonstrate the
absence of any possible antifrust implica-
tions of the merger.

The most notable peculiarity of the *“oral
hearing” was the total absence of any party
whatsoever representing the public. There
were no intervenors, (Indeed the absence
of intervenors is sometimes read by the Com-
mission as evidence that the public interest
coincides with the economic interest of the
applicant. Needless to say, I do not abide
such logic.) More shocking, particlpation by
PCC staff was barely evident. One employee
of the Broadcast Bureau presented a very
brief recitation of some issues that should
be of relevance to the Commission. Most
had already been noted by Commissioner
Bartley in his dissent to the *“oral hearing”
procedure. There was no cross-examination
by the staff of a single spokesman for the
applicants. There were no witnesses what-
soever presented by the staff. The applicants
came with able lawyers, economists, busi-
nessmen and distinguished citizens. The
Commission had none.
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To say that the individual Commissioners
attended the hearing to represent the public
is to totally miscomprehend the administra-
tive process of this Commission. A Commis-
sloner has but one legal and one engineering
assistant. Between them they must pass
upon a caseload that last year produced 3,030
pages of printed opinions, attend numerous
meetings and hearings, and otherwise attend
to the awesome business of government in-
volvement in this nation’s communications
system—a system which includes, In addition
to the American broadcasting industry, such
matters as telephones, satellites, microwave
and mobile radio. ITT and ABC combine
financial resources represented by total rev-
enues as well in excess of $2 billion annually.
It is questionable whether the entire staff
of the FCC (with annual budget of $17 mil-
lion) would be adequate to deal with such
corporations, even if engaged in nothing else.
Clearly a single Commissioner's office is not.
For that reason I make no representation
that this opinion, and my own role in the
hearing, are in any way adequate to serve
the substantial public interest involved in
this case.

After the hearing things only got worse.
I disclose no confidences when I say there
has been considerable urgency within the
Commission associated with the disposition
of this case. There have been numerous ref.
erences in the trade press to the fact that a
substantial minority of this Commission has
been fully prepared to decide the case with-
out even waiting to hear from the Assistant
Attorney General (Antitrust).

Assistant Attorney General Donald F,
Turner wrote FCC Chairman Rosel H. Hyde
on November 3, 1966 that:

“Our analysis to date now indicates a
sufficient possibility of significant anticom-
petitive effecta to indicate that substantial
antitrust questions are present.” Only last
evening (December 20, 1966) he advised us
once again by letter that,

“We belleve the possibilities of adverse
effects are significant enough that we should
call them to your attention, and that they
deserve full and serious consideration by the
Commission in making its determination
whether, In light of these and other perti-
nent factors, the acquisition of ABC by ITT
would serve ‘the public interest, convenience
and necessity."”

Mr, Turner’'s five-page single-spaced letter
thoughtfully presents facts and analyses
substantially at variance with the evidence
presented to this Commission and, if true,
leaves the majority’s opinion in shreds. I
am simply stunned and bewlldered that the
majority of this Commission could receive
such a letter after 6:00 P.M. one evening and
resolve a case of this magnitude before 10:00
A M. the next morning.

I would think it appropriate to at least
read Mr. Turner’s letter slowly. Having
done so, it seems to me essential that this
Commission consider the information the
Department of Justice apparently has avall-
able to it. Obviously, the majority has pre-
vented that possibility. Accordingly, Isimply
set forth Assistant Attorney General’s letter
in full as an Appendix to my opinion.
Matters raised by the Justice Department
were not the only areas where information
was clearly lacking. After cursory investiga-
tion it became obvious that the record was
woefully inadequate with regard to ITT's
forelgn operations. When It was suggested
that the Commission might write the appli-
cants for additional informatlion, the present
majority actually refused to sign the letter
which was sent.

Substantial quantities of information were
filed in response (although partly evasive of
the questions asked). Again questions were
posed (again over the majority’s abstention),
and again quantities of Information were
supplied. None of us has had adequate op-
portunity to consider this bulky materlal—
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most recently received on December 8, 1966—
anymore thoroughly than the issues under-
lying last evening's letter from the Assistant
Attorney General.

Why this rush? Surely it is praiseworthy
for an agency to attempt to dispose of its
workload expeditiously, especially for an
agency that is repeatedly cited as an example
of delay and indecision. No one would de-
fend processing cases for five and ten years,
though examples of such abound at the FCC.
But on what grounds can one charge “delay”
by such an agency for taking more than
ninety days to dispose of the largest case in
its history?

And now the majority's opinion is bathed
in public light. Reading it one is prompted
to ask if those four Commissioners even be-
lieve the merits relevant to their decision.
I make no brief for the analysis I have
attempted to provide in this dissenting opin-
fon, But at least I have attempted to iden-
tify issues and bring some rational analysis
to bear. The Commission’s opinion seems to
me to have forsaken any such attempt.

The majority appears to be saying that a
merger serves the public interest unless indi-
vidual Commissioners are willing and able to
bear the burden of coming forward with evi-
dence, and proof, that it does not. (Indeed,
on occasion during the hearing, the appli-
cants were almost hostile in their suggestion
that Commissioners were acting with impro-
priety in even questioning the public benefits
from the merger unless armed with proof
that potential evil would become reality).
The majority appears to believe that some
disservice to the public interest can be tol-
erated if it is not too severe.

Let me simply note briefly my disagree-
ment with such propositions, for within these
differences may lle some basis for logical
understanding of the very wide variance be-
tween my approach and that of the majority.

Congress has provided that, “No ... station
lcense . . ;, shall be transferred . . . except
... upon finding by the Commission that the
public interest, convenience, and necessity
will be served thereby” I belleve such lan-
guage contemplates that some transfers
would not serve the public interest. I be-
lieve such language presumes that this Com-
mission must seek and examine evidence that
the public interest will be served by a given
transfer. I believe the burden of coming for-
ward with such evidence is on the applicants.
I believe the burden of proof is on the ap-
plicants. I belleve that without such evi-
dence a proposed merger must be disap-
proved. I believe credible evidence of proba-
bility that the public interest will be dis-
served by a merger precludes our finding that
it serves the public Interest.

If these assumptions be accepted, then the
dissent which follows flows logically. If they
be rejected, much of my opinion falls. In it
the following arguments, here summarized,
are expounded and documented at greater
length,

B. The Majority’s Substantive Analysis
Falls to Take Account of the Absence of
Evidence to Support the Applicants’ Case,
and the Substantial Evidence of Probable
Harm to the Public Interest.

The merger was conceived in pursult of
personal and corporate interests wholly un-
related to the public interest. ABC Presi-
dent Goldenson wished to retain control of a
corporation threatened by a dissident minor-
ity. The value of his personal stockholdings
has increased by about $3 million since the
merger was announced. ITT President Ge-
neen .sought to promote further growth
through acquisition, and favored American
corporations over foreign because of the pres-
ent foreign-American balance in ITT's hold-
ings. Prior to its merger with ABC 60 per-
cent of ITT's income was from foreign
sources. ABC wlll be one of ITT's largest
subsidiaries. Such motivations are, of course,
not necessarily inconsistent with serving the
public interest in American broadcasting.
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But this explanation certalnly puts the case
for “the public interest” in unique perspec-
tive. And presumably no one would contend
that these reasons, taken alone, are adequate
to sustain the majority's approval of the
merger.

The public interest in broadcasting will be
significantly harmed by the merger. It will
place one of the largest purveyors of news
and opinion in America under the control
of one of the largest conglomerate corpora-
tions in the world, a company that derives
60 percent of its earnings from foreign
sources and 40 percent of its domestic income
from defense and space contracts. The pos-
sibility that the integrity of the news judg-
ment of ABC would be affected by the eco-
nomic interests of ITT is a real threat, with-
out regard to the character of the present
management of ITT and ABC and their
protestations that no possibility of harm ex-
{sts. ITT's economic Interests are daily af-
fected by what American citizens know and
think about what is going on in their coun-
try and the world. Moreover, to permit ITT
to take over ABC tends to inhibit competitive
forces in the broadcasting business. It per-
mits self-serving understandings between
ITT's subsidiaries and ABC's advertisers. It
removes ITT as a potential owner of a new
network, or broadcast properties not asso-
clated with a network. It makes it more
difficult for a fourth network to come into
existence. It tends to remove ABC as a party
of protest to the international communica-
tion common carrier rates charged by ITT.

These reasons, standing alone, should leave
little doubt in anyone's mind that the merger
should not receive a blithe imprimatur from
this Commission.

But there is another side to this case. The
parties’ side. What have ITT and ABC
argued in support of the *“public interest”
served by the merger? Does it make sense?

The principal argument of the applicants,
and the majority, is that the merger will
permit ABC to become a stronger, more com-
petitive network. Each proposition advanced
in support of this argument, however,
simply fails to withstand analysis. ABC is
substantially competitive with the other two
major networks today. To the extent it is
not, the evidence supports “he view that the
public is benefited by ABC's more innovative
programming, not harmed. Certainly no
one offered any evidence that ABC’s pro-
gramming is inferlor to *hat of CBS and
NBC—quite the contrary. The company is
in good shape financially. Its earnings con-
tinue to increase. It has plans for expan-
slon—made before proposal of the merger,
and perfectly capable of execution without
assistance from ITT. Moreover, ITT has
made no specific commitment of funds to
ABC. Indeed, Mr. Turner has advised the
Commission that,

“ITT's estimates indicate that ABC's earn-

ings growth rate over the next five years
would be 16¢;,. More importantly, it was
anticipated that after capital expenditures
and debt repayment, and assuming ABC con-
tinues in third place, it would yield a cash
flow approaching $100 million between 1966
and 1970, almost all of which was thought
by ITT to be available for reinvestment out-
side the television business.”
But most fundamental is that, to the extent
ABC is not fully competitive, the reasons
lie wholly in the number and competitive
position of its affiliated stations. The mer-
ger can in no way affect that fact. The
growth of UHF television can—and will.

Thus, even ignoring the substantial pub-
lic detriment that will be caused by this
merger, the Commission is not warranted in
approving it in my judgment. The applica-
tions have simply failed in sustaining their
burden of proving that at least some public
benefit will be derived from their merger.

And so I am brought to the substance of
my dissent. But before I begin my analysis

10147

of the merits I wish to add one final word.
That feelings about this case run high is ob-
vious—and irrelevant to my evaluation of the
issues. I think highly of both Mr. Geneen
and Mr. Goldenson, the Presidents of ITT
and ABC. Each has rightfully made a repu-
tation for himself as one of the ablest men
in American business today. We are fortu-
nate to have them, I think it probable
America would be more benefited from their
continued individual, than from their new-
found collective talents. We shall see.

A. ITT's Foreign and Defense Interests are
Potentially Inconsistent With the Integrity
of ABC's News Reporting.

The principal danger which Inheres in this
merger is not difficult to comprehend. Even
the majority recognizes it. It is the poten-
tial confliet of interest between the business
interests which comprise ITT and ABC’s
broadcasting responsibility to the public,
especially in news and public affairs,

The ITT system represents a unigque mix-
ture of foreign interests and domestic com-
panies involved in defense and space work.
It is probably the outstanding example of an
American corporation with inherent struc-
tural impediments to the wholesome, inde-
pendent operation of a radio and television
network and seventeen broadeasting stations.

Congressional concern with forelgn in-
volvement in American broadcasting com-
panies s strongly evidenced in the Commu-
nications Act of 1934. In fact, the irony in
today's decision fairly seethes when one
realizes that the Congressional hearings on
the 1934 Communications Act reveal that
Section 310(a) was the product not alone of
legitimate generalized concern. It was
aimed at one company in particular: Inter-
national Telephone and Telegraph—the very
company which now seeks to control ABC.

A hint of the involvement of ITT officlals
in foreign affairs is conveyed by the fact that
three of them are members of foreign leg-
islative bodies, two of the British House of
Lords and one of the French National Assem-
bly. Another is a former premier of Bel-
glum. And several have positions with min-
istries of foreign governments or as officials
of government-owned industries. Three
directors of the Chilean telephone subsidiary
are appointed by the Chilean government,
and that number will increase progressively
until seven members of the fifteen-man
board are appointed by the government,

ITT is bound by contract, once approved
by the Chilean Congress, to sell 49 percent of
the stock In the telephone subsidiary to the
government and other Chilean interests.
ITT owns 13 percent of the shares of Indian
Telephone Industries, Ltd., of which the In-
dian government owns more than 75 per-
cent. ITT owns 20 percent of a French tele-
communications research company of which
the French government is the majority
stockholder, and 5.5 percent of a Swedish
company in which the Swedish government
is a 650 percent stockholder.

Such example are provided merely to
{llustrate the character and depth of ITT's
close ‘involvement with the governments of
foreign countries. They do not begin to
exhaust the matter. Any company which
derives 60 percent of its income from foreign
sources, and has subsidiaries in more than
forty countries, obviously will develop an
almost unlimited number of relationships
and responsibilities in those countries.

Certainly ITT is aware, even if a majority
of this Commission is not, that such an in-
ternational corporation must involve itself
closely in the affairs of forelgn governments.
At the last annual stockholders' meeting,
ITT's president reported,

“On all fronts today, ITT is expanding its
activitles and responsibilities. We now em-
ploy over 200,000 persons in more than 50
countries, representing an extensive involve-
ment and responsibility in the economies and
societies of the countries in which we oper-
ate.” (Emphasis added)
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The company has often aroused the enmity
of foreign governments and peoples. There
were rlots directed against ITT in Spain in
the early 1930’s. ITT property has been ex-
propriated in eight countries, including
Brazil,

Nor are ITT's problems in this respect a
thing of the past. Only two weeks ago, there
were reports of the almost unanimous op-
position of the Peruvian Senate to an in-
crease in telephone rates negotiated by the
ITT-owned telephone company and the gov-
ernment of Peru.

Policies of the United States government
are of no less concern to ITT, hecause of the
effects they may have on ITT’'s forelgn in-
vestments. At annual meetings of ITT's
stockholders reports often are given on for-
eign affairs. In 1964, doubtless referring to
the aftermath of the Brazilian expropriation,
when ITT was able to exact much better
terms of compensation than were originally
offered, President Geneen told the gathering:

*. .. during the year 1963 the security of
all our operations in underdeveloped coun-
tries was considerably strengthened by bet-
ter government-to-government understand-
ing on the part of our own government and
the governments of other countries, particu-
larly in Latin America.”

That ITT has been very active in advocating
self-serving policies to our government was
quite clear,

The conflicts which necessarily arise when
a company so heavily involved in foreign af-
fairs owns a radio and television network are
innumerable and continuous. Only the fu-
ture can provide specific examples, but it is
not difficult to imagine quite plausible pos-
sibilities.

Chile, Peru, Brazil or India might someday
wish to nationalize the telephone companies
which ITT now owns in whole or in part.
It has hapepned to ITT in the past and
could easily happen again. ABC news and
public affairs personnel would have to com-
ment on the nationalization and might wish
to editorialize or treat the affair at length.
If one admits the possibility that such na-
tionalizations could be put in a favorable
light, the potential for conflict with ITT's
economic interests is obvious.

Even less confiscatory actions, such as
higher taxes, might prompt ITT to encour-
age retallatory policies by the United States.
ITT had done so in the past by encouraging
the Hickenlooper Amendment and might do
so again. If the ABC News staff felt retalia-
tion unwise, again a conflict would exist.

The number of potential conflicts is end-
less. One extreme, but not implausible ad-
ditional example might be offered. A dissi-
dent rebel movement could develop in a
country where ITT had large investments.
Brazil is the scene of recurrent anti-Gov-
ernment agitation, and ITT is heavily en-
gaged in that country. Suppose ABC News
wished to produce a documentary pleturing
the rebellion as justified, and the government
of Brazil insisted that the program not be
shown? Would anyone in ABC News be in-
clined or feel free to propose the show in the
first place? Would they be able to withstand
suggestions from within or without ITT that
ABC News' resources might better be used
on other assignments? The added leverage
which the government of Brazil could exert
because of ITT's Brazilian holdings would be
substantial.

If such a situation seems unlikely, one
need only think of the boycotts by Arab
countries of companies which do business
with Israel. In Spain, where ITT has very
large holdings, the Government has been
boycotting a motion picture company since
1964 because one of its movies, “Ride a Pale
Horse,” dealt with the Spanish Civil War in a
manner displeasing to the government.

With all the inherent difficulties in ob-
taining accurate information from abroad,
why risk even the remote possibility that
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news judgments presented to the American
people might be distorted to serve ulterior
corporate economic interests? What con-
ceivable justification could there be for
government's participation (through today’s
action by this Commission) in the creation
of a corporation that constantly will be con-
fronted with a conflict between its own best
economic interests and the needs of our
people, and our government, for broadcasting
journalism of completely unimpeachable in-
tegrity from around the world?

Forelgn relations provide a dramatic but
by no means exclusive source of conflict be-
tween ITT's business interests and its duties
as a broadcaster,

ABC might want to run a documentary
favoring the use of domestic satellites for
broadcasting. (Indeed, it happens to have
been ABC that first proposed such a use,
leading to the FCC hearing that produced
the now famous Ford Foundation proposal
for financing educational television with the
money saved by broadcasting via satellite).
ITT might have opposed this proposal be-
cause of 1ts interest in the Communications
Satellite Corporation.

ABC might want to criticize the high level
of defense spending, or the large sums being
expended in the space effort, or even present
programs which discuss conflicting views.
Because of ITT's interest in both defense
and space work, such positions would jeop-
ardize ITT's economic interests.

ABC might editorially favor truth-in-lend-
ing legislation, while ITT finance subsidi-
aries would presumably be opposed.

In these and countless other ways ITT,
as the owner of ABC, constantly will be faced
with the conflict between its profit-maxi-
mizing goals—indeed, obligations to share-
holders—which characterize all business
corporations, and the duty to serve the pub-
lic with free and unprejudiced news and
public affairs programming. The issue is
both whether anything damaging to ITT’s
interests is ever broadcast, as well as how
it is presented.

The best we can do is try to provide as
much insulation as possible for the indus-
try’s programming from extraneous eco-
nomic considerations. The worst we can do
is to encourage mergers like this, which ex-
pose businessmen to the daily temptation to
subvert the high purpose and indispensable
role of the broadcast media in a free society.

Subtle pressures on ABC officials to serve
ITT interests cannot be eliminated by the
most serupulous adherence to formal inde-
pendence for ABC and its editorial staff.
ABC personnel will, on their own initiative,
consider ITT's interests in making program-
ming decisions. Institutional loyalties de-
velop. These are often reinforced by the
acquisition of stock in the employing com-
pany—now ITT stock, not ABC. And most
important, it will be impossible to erase from
the minds of those who make the broad-
casting decisions at ABC that their jobs and
advancement are dependent on ITT.

If ITT is like most major corporations, it
spends vast sums to influence its image and
its economic relations—through advertising,
public relations, and Washington represen-
tation. I am afraid I must concede that the
assurances we have been provided—that ITT
will be totally oblivious to the image created
for it by its own mass medla subsidiary,
ABC—simply strain my credibility beyond
the breaking point. Are we to accept, on the
parties’ own self-serving assurances, that al-
though ITT may continue to exert pressure
as an advertiser on the programming of
CBS and NBC, it will exert none as an owner
on the programming of ABC? Whether it be
the product of realism or cynieism I simply
must part company with what I belleve to
be the majorlty’s naive and unreasoning faith
in the parties’ “‘express, positive and binding
representations as to future performance.”

If the majority could point to any sig-
nificant action which this Commission has
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taken in the past to assure the integrity
of the news I might have greater faith in its
“continuing serutiny.” In fact the examples
are rare and trivial. There is neither moni-
toring nor preservation of the broadcasting
product. Thus the raw data does not even
exlst from which to determine how licensees
treated subjects which affected their other
business interests should some future “eter-
nal vigilance” require such information.
Moreover, too close a scrutiny could be mis-
taken for censorship or intimidation, which
our laws and Constitution forbid. No, the
only practical way to combat untoward use
of broadcasting facilities by conglomerate
corporate ownership is in providing the
proper structure for the industry in the first
place. When the majority rejects that truth
it thereby effectively abdicates responsibility
for this most “vital element of broadcast
service."

THE WYOMING STATE TRIBUNE
EDITORIALLY SUPPORTS BAT-
TLESHIPS FOR VIETNAM

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, my re-
cent Senate speech, in which I proposed
that two battleships be withdrawn from
our inactive fleet and recommissioned
for employment in destruction and inter-
diction activities off the coast of North
and South Vietnam, drew the editorial
attention of the Cheyenne, Wyo., State
Tribune.

Editor James M. Flinchum, in allud-
ing to my remarks, notes that—

The battleship is made to order for use in
the Vietnam war, and the wonder is that it
hasn't been employed before this time.

Mr. Flinchum suggests further that:

The Johnson Administration and the De-
fense Department owe it to our Air Force
and naval pllots and plane crews; to the
ground forces in action, to their families and
most of all, to this country, to conduct this
war as if it were a war and not a political
Indian-wrestling match. This requires using
all of the effective weapons at our command
including obsolete battleships which, consid-
ering the present aspects of this war at least,
may not be so obsolete after all.

Mr. President, I request that the April
13 editorial from the Wyoming State
Tribune be printed in the body of the
Recorp with my remarks.

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

Bring Up THosE Blc GUNS

Cliff Hansen had been studylng the idea
of recommissioning battleships for floating
offshore firepower in Vietnam, for some six
weeks before he broached it on the Senate
floor yesterday. While it may seem Incon-
gruous to some that an inland senator should
make a naval proposal, it must be equally
apparent that some of our sea-faring
notables came from places far removed from
the U.S. coastal regions.

The Wyoming Republican did not say so in
his speech to the Senate, but there is some
divided opinion within the Navy about the
employment of battleships as floating gun
platforms off Vietnam. Naval commanders
in Vietnam waters and especially some
ground force representatives of the Navy, in-
cluding Lt. Gen. Lewis Walt (from Fort Col-
lins), the top Marine field commander in
Vietnam, favor using the huge battlewagons
to supplement present cruiser and destroyer
fire support missions delivered to ground
troops.

But the top echelons of the Pentagon
naval brass, which probably reflect ideas of
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Secretary McNamara, are reported to be op-
posed to recommissioning the battleships.

Their thinking is reported to follow the
line that taking the great battleships that
played such an important role in World War
II and the Eorean War, out of mothballs and
putting them back into service, would
amount to an act of escalation by saying, in
effect, we have no hopes of peace within
the next year, since it will take approxi-
mately that long to put one of these huge
ships into service.

But this is precisely one of Senator Han-
sen's arguments why we should take this
step, because it would serve notice on the
North Vietnamese and their not-so-shadowy
allies, the Communist Chinese and the Soviet
Union, that this country is moving to settle
the war in Vietnam. So long as the Johnson
Administration fitfully pursues the will-o-
the-wisp of peace, or at least a ceasefire, so
long shall Hanol and its friends be encour-
aged to continue the struggle.

From a purely tactical concept, however,
nothing appears so reasonable as the use of
the firepower of ships like the Iowa, Missourl,
Wisconsin and the like. These huge vessels
have batteries of nine 16-inch guns, each of
which can throw a shell weighing 2,700
pounds & maximum of 24 miles.

As anyone can testify who has ever op-
erated under the cover of offshore naval fire
support, the destructive capability of such
firepower, its accuracy and its efficiency are
wonders to behold compared with other
forms of conventional military weaponry.

The aireraft bomb usually is advertised in
advance even with today's jet planes;
furthermore, it is dropped in a free fall from
a swiftly moving vehicle, whereas the artil-
lery explosive is hurled with terrific force so
that depending on the type of shell, it can
burst above, at, or beneath the ground where
its impact is desired. A 16-inch shell at
2,700 pounds packs a terrible destructive
force compared with our aerial bombs at
750 pounds.

Not only this, but operating at the direc-
tion of a naval forward observer team on the
ground or in the air, the battleship can per-
form its task within its 20 to 24-mile range
more efficlently (less chance of mistaken
bombing of friendly troops or of civilians)
and at virtually no hazard to the dellverers
of this firepower.

The battleship is made to order for use in
the Vietnam war, and the wonder is that it
hasn't been employed before this time. How
many Navy and Air Force pilots’ lives would
have been saved by its use along the Vietnam
coastal region is classified, although Hansen's
office says the Pentagon has furnished it
with a map showing & line within which 16-
inch naval gun support could have been de-
livered during the past two years, in South
Vietnam alone. Within that area an un-
disclosed number of U.S. planes have been
shot down or lost in combat action, with a
monetary loss alone equivalent to the cost
of recommissioning of three battleships.

Hansen is suggesting that only two battle-
ships be refurbished and put back into use
for this purpose. This, he says, would cost
the equivalent of a half day's expenditures
by this country on the Vietnam war.

So it 1s clear from this casual glance, that
this country is overlooking a chance to save
many lives of our pillots in the future, to
say nothing of the aircraft that may be lost
on ground support missions alone within
the 20-mile inshore line stretching along the
Vietnamese coastline and including naviga-
ble waters in which the battleships may
operate.

The Johnson Administration and the De-
fense Department owe it to our Air Force and
naval pilots and plane crews; to the ground
forces in action, to their families and most
of all to this country, to conduct this war as
if it were a war and not a political Indian-
wrestling match. This requires using all of
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the effective weapons at our command in-
cluding “obsolete” battleships which, con-
sidering the present aspects of this war at
least, may not be so obsolete after all.

NEGOTIATIONS ON AMERICAN
GRAINS IN THE KENNEDY ROUND

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President,
I am pleased to serve on the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee with Congressman
THoMAs B. Curtis, of Missouri, who is
our ranking Republican member. Mr.
CurTtis also is second ranking Republi-
can on the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee and in this capacity he has been
appointed by the Speaker of the House to
be a congressional delegate for trade ne-
gotiations.

Congressman CurTis has fulfilled his
responsibilities as a congressional dele-
gate in an unusually thorough way and
he has reported periodically to the House
of Representatives and the American
people on the difficult and delicate inter-
national trade negotiations taking place
in Geneva.

On Monday, April 10, Mr. CURTIS re-
ported on the critical negotiations on
wheat and feed grains. In his analysis,
he explored the important issues at stake.
He described the trade interest of the
United States in maintaining its Euro-
pean wheat and feed grain markets and
the potentially damaging effect on our
grain exports of the European Economic
Community’s common agriculture poli-
cies. In this context, he outlined the ef-
forts being made in the Kennedy round
to maintain U.S. markets and at the
same time to agree on a means to share
the burden of supplying wheat to needy
undeveloped countries.

Congressman CURTIS’ exposition on this
extremely complex aspect of the ex-
tremely complex trade negotiations at
Geneva are a thought-provoking con-
tribution to an understanding of the vital
issues involved in the current talks in
the Kennedy round. I commend them
to my colleagues in the Senate for their
consideration. I ask unanimous consent
that Congressman CurTIis’ report be
printed in the REcorb.

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

THE KEENNEDY ROUND AND THE FUTURE oF U.S.
TRADE Poricy: AN EVALUATION OF PROGRESS
AND ISSUES IN THE SIXTH ROUND OF TRADE
NEGOTIATIONS UNDER THE (GENERAL AGREE~
MENT ON TARIFFS AND TRADE

(By Hon. THoMAS B. Curtis, of Missouri)
The “EKennedy” Round of trade negotia-

tions has now reached the period of ultimate

decision. Less than three months remain
until President Johnson's authority to nego-
tiate under the 1962 Trade Expansion Act
expires. Only a few weeks remain until the
April 30 agreed deadline for completing the
package of bargains. This report, given to
fulfill my function as a Congressional Dele-
gabe for trade negot.iat!ons appoln-ted under
the Trade Expansion Act, 1s an evaluation
of the progress of these important interna-
tional negotiations at their most critleal
juncture. It is my third such report, the
first having appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL

RECORD, volume 111, part 9, pages 12360-123686,

and the second in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD,

volume 112, part 14, pages 11856-118689. Yet
another report, on cotton textiles, that dis-
cussed many related issues, appeared in the
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 112, part 16,
pages 20966-21003.

Because what is achieved or not achieved
in the Kennedy Round will shape the fu-
ture of international trade and trade nego-
tiations, this report will hopefully also pro-
vide a basis for future discussion. I have
prepared it in the thought that it may be a
a reference source for those citizens and
public officials, including members of Con-
gress, who wish to examine Into and under-
stand the forces at work in this important
area of U.S. foreign economic policy. In-
ternational trade—exchanges of goods and
services—affects the economic well-being of
all Americans. And it is also important as
part of an integrated foreign policy which
understands and uses trade as a means to
promote peace and prevent war.

This evaluation and report will be de-
livered in successive sections, discussing first
the major agriculture sectors, with emphasis
on gralns and dairy products. I will then
describe the industrial negotiations, includ-
ing iron and steel, cotton textiles, chemicals,
aluminum and pulp and paper. I will con-
clude with a discussion of other-than-tariff
trade barriers, including anti-dumping. The
problems providing means whereby the
developing countries can improve their trade
earnings will be treated in a discussion of
tropical agriculture products, and cotton
textiles.

For five years the Eennedy Round has pre-
occupied the attentlons of Americans in-
terested in foreign affairs and trade. For
Atlanticists the Kennedy Round has held
the promise of a more tightly-knit Atlantic
Community. For those essentially con-
cerned with Communism, the Atlantic
solidarity and prosperity promoted by the
EKennedy Round might strengthen the
“West's" ability to oppose the Communist
“East.” For those who belleve in the im-
portance of integrating the world's develop-
ing economies more closely with the indus-
trial economies and establishing the condi-
tions for their faster economic development,
the Kennedy Round has held great promise.
To those doctrinally committed to “free
trade” the Eennedy Round has promised the
longest step forward in two decades, while
the anxiety of those who believe that the first
duty of an American is to favor American
industry has been lessened in respect to
the Kennedy Round by the evidence of U.S.
negotiators’ emphasis on reciprocity.

KENNEDY ROUND IN A NEW CONTEXT

One importance of the Kennedy Round
is its promotion of fair competition as one
of the factors in promoting trade expansion.

The concentration of high rates of trade
growth in speclalized industrial manufac-
tures is said to give foreign trade an im-
portant, or “leading,” role in economic
growth. The explanation seems to reside
in increasing specialization and exploita-
tion of economies of scale. Harold Van B.
Cleveland in “The Atlantic Idea and its
European Rivals” published for the Council
on Foreign Relations in 1966, summarizes
this idea as follows:

“Most of the advanced industrial nations
are at a stage of development where, for
a growing part of their industrial output,
a8 high rate of growth depends on an ex-
pansion of output more rapid than is pos-
sible within domestic markets. Growing
international specialization has become a
condition of maintaining a high rate of in-
dusfrial growth. . . . Specialized products
account for a growing proportion of indus-
trial output and play a ‘leading’ role in
economic growth.”

This conclusion is borne out by data that
compare the of world output of goods
and services In relation to world trade in
goods and services.

Trade analyses agree that before World
War I, when relative freedom of exchanges
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of goods and services and payments pre-
vailed, output grew at annual rates of about
4%, and world trade grew faster than output.
But between 1828 anc 1949 the average
growth in trade fell drastically as a result
of the economic and political effects of the
Great Depression and the Second World
War, and annual rates of growth of output
also declined.

DYNAMIC GROWTH IN THE FIFTIES AND SIXTIES

But the experience of the 1950's, and of
the first half of the present decade, showed
that the rate of !ncrease in manufacturing
output was much larger even than in the
booming decades before World War I, and
that the growth of world trade was even
greater, reaching a compound rate of 6.6%
a year for manufactured and primary prod-
ucts combined, Much of this trade expan-
sion is considered the result of trade barrier
reductions during the 1850's.

Given these underlying foreces it is diffi-
cult to understand how a highly advanced
economy such as the United States’ can
suffer in world trade as long as it remains
aggressively competitive—devoted to im-
plementing market-place economics. A
central goal of economiec policy should there-
fore be to maintain a strongly innovative
economy. This goal requires a combination
of policy tools. One of them is foreign trade
based on fair competition. A trade policy
seeking to allow competitive forces to play
is healthy not only for the United States but
for the world economy.

In this new context is found the impor-
tance of the EKennedy Round and future
trade negotiations. Against this background
I will discuss below the major issues in all
the important sectors of the Kennedy Round.

ASSESSMENT, BALANCE, WITHDRAWAL—SOME
ELEMENTS OF TACTICS

Since my Report to Congress on the prog-
ress of the negotiations on May 31, 1966, and
my report on the trade policy issues raised
by the Long Term Cotton Textile Arrange-
ment on August 29, 1966, some major tactical
moves have been made. The most important
of these has been the assessment of offers of
the 18 so-called “linear” participants in the
negotiations. [Linear participants are those
which have agreed in principle to an across-
the-board or *“linear” percentage cut In
tariffs on all but a bare minimum of traded
items.] The assessment effort was part of
the negotiating plan devised by GATT Di-
rector-General Eric Syndham White, and the
date set for the presentation of assessments
was November 30. This could not accom-
plish precise balancing because it was based
on some assumptions about the outcome of
the negotiations. But it was valuable be-
cause it recapitulated the negotiations to
date. All negotiants except the EEC met
the November 30 deadline.

For the United States this was a two-part
exercise of great importance, The assess-
ment of offers was undertaken during the
fall by economists of the Office of the Speclal
Representative for Trade Negotiations in
order to determine the “balance” (or im-
balance) of other nations' offers. The Com-
merce Department also made an independent
assessment of the “gap” between what the
United States is offering and what we are
offered by others. Both estimates of im-
balance with all other negotiating countries
come near to about $2 billion total deficit for
the United States.
~ At the same time, through extensive study
and decision by the Interagency Trade Staff
and Trade Executive Committees, a with-
drawal list was being  determined. The
Trade Executive Committee (TEC) includes
representatives at Assistant Secretary level
from the Departments of State, Commerce,
Interior, Labor, Agriculture, Treasury and
Defense, chaired by Ambassador Willlam
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Roth, Special Representative for Trade Nego-
tiations.

The TEC instructed its subsidiary com-
mittee, the Trade Staffi Committee (TSC)
(composed of senior policy officials of the
departments represented on the Trade Exec-
utive Committee) to draw up a list of items
that would be the most appropriate to be
withdrawn if necessary. Items chosen were
to be those economically “sensitive” to tariff
cuts, other than those items not already on
the U.S. exceptions list.

The Trade Executive Committee met in
late November in Geneva where the difficult
final decisions on possible withdrawals were
made. The result was a listing of items in
these categories of priority: first priority
were ltems “certain” to be affected by cuts;
second priority were those that likely would
be affected; third were those likely to be
only marginally affected.

ASSESSMENT AT GENEVA

Then, in bilateral meetings with the major
participants in the negotiations, the Deputy
Special Representative in charge of the nego-
tiations at Geneva, Ambassador Michael Blu-
menthal, presented the U. 8. assessment of
offers. In his presentations the Ambassador
explained to the foreign representatives oppo-
site him the several methods by which the
United States had calculated the balance of
offers as a part of the assessment exercise.
Among these methods were: 1) an evalua-
tion of offers on the basis of welghted trade
in items subject to cuts; 2) an analysis of
the trade creating or diverting effects to try
to determine, using three sets of elasticities,
whether U. 8. exports would increase or de-
crease; 3) a calculation of losses of duties
collected; and 4) a calculation of the volume
of imports on which offers were made.

Ambassador Blumenthal also submitted a
list of concessions the United States would
like to obtain from each country, and, fi-
nally, a select list of items for withdrawal to
indicate hypothetically what the United
States will likely withdraw if new offers suf-
ficient to achieve balance are not put on the
table. The U. S. intention during these as-
sessment meetings was to make clear that
full U. S. offers would remain on the table
if the offers of certain other participants
were improved sufficiently to achleve reci-
procity.

The participants with whom the United
States determined an unfavorable. balance
were primarily Japan, Canada, and the EEC.
With the United Kingdom there was also a
slight lack of balance, each side, however,
assessing its imbalance with the other at
nearly the same dollar value. The items in
dispute could be sald to be mainly tobacco
and whiskey of Scottish origin., Of these
assessment meetings I attended those with
the representatives of Japan, Canada and
the United Kingdom.

THE UNITED STATES, THE EUROPEAN COMMUNITY,
AND THIRD COUNTRIES

But clearly the most important such as-
sessment or balancing exercise was that held
with the EEC. On the EEC offers depend
the offers of many other participants, all of
whom have indicated that those of the EEC
are insufficient. If each one of these coun-
tries were to act on its decision that EEC
offers were not sufficlently in balance with
its own, and were to retract offers, such coun-
try would of course attempt to withdraw
from negotlation those offers that were of
principal importance to the EEC, and to
maintain those of interest to others. But,
inevitably, many such withdrawals would

affect third countries, including the United

States, simply because they are subject to
the most-favored-nation (MFN) rule, which
in essence requires that a concession made
to one country must apply to all,
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The focus of U. 8. and third country
diplomacy and negotiation thus continues
to be to improve EEC offers where they are
insufficient. By Increasing these offers the
maximum results can be obtained for every-
one, particularly third countries such as the
members of the European Free Trade Asso-
ciation, which have made very generous of-
fers. Developing countries will also benefit
from deep cuts in EEC tariffs.

A GROWING DISTORTION IN EUROFPEAN TRADE

The growing economic chasm between
EFTA and the EEC, creating as it does an un-
natural division of Europe into two trading
blocs of unequal size, is cause for alarm to
certailn EFTA members in particular. As a
customs union the EEC prefers its members
by creating a duty-free internal market. At
the same time it necessarily discriminates
against non-members by excluding them
from the union by means of a uniform com-
mon external tariff (CXT), and other de-
vices.

Thus traditional markets of non-members
are often absorbed by union members be-
cause of their new specially-favored access
to the Common Market. The creation of a
common external tariff applicable to all
members has the special effect of raising
duties on some countries' exports while low-
ering duties on others. Thus a traditional
supplier may find that the dutles on a
major export item to a low-tariff country are
increased by the averaging of tariffs to create
a CXT.

A case In point 1s butter from Denmark,
which used to supply the German market in
large quantity. As tariffis among EEC mem-
bers have fallen relative to external tariffs,
the Netherlands has increasingly supplanted
Denmark in provisioning Germany with but-
ter. This “Danish dilemma” is illustrated by
the fact that the former largest single Danish
export, shipments of cattle and beef to the
EEC worth more than $100 million in 1965,
has virtually come to a stop.

These factors impel Denmark, and other
countries in much the same plight, to seek
association or membership in the EEC. Even
West German “lands,” or states, are suffer-
ing. Formerly linked by trade ties to areas
including non-EEC members, two lands in
particular, Bavaria and Schleswig-Holstein,
find the trade creating effects of the EEC
unable to balance the trade diverting effects
of the separation from their old economic
ties with EFTA countries. These are the
reasons why the EEC’'s common external
tariff must either be negotiated down, or
excluded countries like Denmark must join
the larger grouping.

EFTA as & group would eventually like to
form a union with EEC; Spain and Israel
would also ke to become associated, Tur-
key and Greece have already been blessed by
assoclation agreements. The line grows
longer while, ironically, the ability of the
EEC to achleve the needed internal con-
sensus successfully to integrate new mem-
bers diminishes.

The EKennedy Round was conceived as a
principal means of reducing the growing
chasm between European economic bloes.
If it does not bring that result, 1t will have
been a fallure in a major sense.

NORDIC COUNTRIES BARGAIN TOGETHER

The division of these two major European
trading areas and its economic side effects,
and the imbalance between EEC offers and
other natlons' offers, have led several EFTA
members to attempt a new negotlating ap-
proach. Denmark, Finland, Norway and
Sweden have jolned in a “Nordic front” to
negotiate single agreed lists of tariff offers
and withdrawals. The joint Nordic approach
was necessitated by the insufficlency of EEC
offers, and therée are now signs that it has
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been effective. At its January 10 meeting the
EEC Council of Ministers improved its offers
to the Nordic countries somewhat. These
improvements will fortunately also benefit
the United States under the most-favored-
nation rule.

So much for this sketch of some major de-
velopments in the scheme of the negotia-
tions. These extremely complex negotiations
are commonly divided into four maln groups,
each with its own subdivisions. The main
groups are agriculture negotiations, indus-
trial negotiations, negotlations in the area of
non-tariff barriers, and negotiations with de-
veloping countries.

Within the agriculture sector, which I will
discuss first, negotiations are carried out in
several committees for varlous products:
cereals, meats, dairy, other temperate prod-
ucts, and tropical products. Within the in-
dustrial sector five large areas with special
problems, steel, chemicals, textiles, paper and
pulp and aluminum, have been treated indi-
vidually. In the area of non-tariff barriers
antidumping has become preeminent, and
while other non-tariff barriers find their way
into the negotiations, notably the American
selling price issue and the European “road
tax,” they do so largely in the context of in-
dustrial bargaining.

AGRICULTURE AND INTERNATIONAL TRADE NEGO=
TIATIONS

Agriculture negotiations in the context of
the Eennedy Round are best understood as a
beginning—a beginning in reconciling con-
flicting natlonal agriculture policies almost
predestined to create clashes of national in-
terests. These clashes of interest have now
become acute because nations generally have
falled to develop economic principles to deal
with agriculture. Instead they have de-
veloped multitudinous political mechanlisms
to control domestic agriculture sectors,

The tools of national agriculture control
have not been the traditional tools used to
control trade in industrial sectors, namely
tariffs. Rather, the tools have been direct
intervention in markets to buy and sell com-
modities, with the objective of maintaining
prices and guaranteeing to farmers a certain
level of income deemed to be “falr" without
relation to real economic forces.

Particularly since the war, during which
U.S. agriculture had expanded so greatly,
policies of price maintenance for current
production have created a world agricultural
surplus, acute in many countries, in periods
when world commercial demands had not
grown sufficiently to absorb it. But for tra-
ditional exporters of agricultural products,
like the United States, the problem of sur-
plus was not unusually serious until the
buyers of their output began to produce farm
commeodities in sufficlent quantity to begin to
approach self-sufficiency.

TRADITIONAL TU.S. AGRICULTURE MARKETS
CHALLENGED

In the 1960’s the United States found that
its traditional largest purchasers in Europe
were beginning to adopt farm policies which
would result in increased domestic output.
To justify such policles of agricultural au-
tarchy were adduced balance-of-payments
arguments and the real need for reconstruc-
tion of agriculture sectors damaged and
retarded from technological development by
the war. Also Important, however, was the
feeling that a strong agriculture sector is
necessary for national security in time of
emergency, This argument, understandable
in the context of the post-war period, is
cited today as an important motivation for
EEC farm policy. ¢

In pursuit of policles of agricultural self-
sufficiency and balance of payments equi-
librium, and in order to implement the
requirement’ of the 1857 Treaty 'of Rome
establishing the Common Market that agri-
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culture policles of the Six be harmonized,
the EEC began to formulate its common
agriculture policies (CAP’s). The first
United States encounter with these revo-
lutionary new policles came during the
Dillon Round—or the fifth round of negotia-
tions under the General Agreement on Tar-
iffs and Trade—which took place in 1960-62.

CONFRONTATION ON EEC AGRICULTURE POLICIES
AT THE DILLON ROUND

Recounting some of the history of the
Dillon Round and agriculture gives a better
perspective of the present agriculture nego-
tiations. The United States has in fact been
involved in negotiations on the EEC’'s com-
mon agriculture policies for far longer than
many of us think. But it is accurate to say
that in fact the full portent of the EEC's
policies did not come home to us until in
1960 the EEC explained its agriculture poli-
cles at annual GATT agriculture consulta-
tion meetings.

In the Dillon Round, the Community with-
held certain Items such as grains, rice, poul-
try, dairy products and meat from the nego-
tiations because for these products they
planned to establish common agriculture
policies based on variable fees. In many of
these products the United States had pre-
viously obtained duty reductions and even
zero bindings at GATT negotiations, The
Community's intention to adopt common
agriculture policies meant that it would have
to negotiate with the United States and
other countries any alterations in GATT
obligations which other member countries
had made previously. In some products,
like soybeans and variety meats, satisfactory
alterations were agreed upon. But for many
products, such as grains and other products
named above, the Community refused to ne-
gotlate satisfactory bargains that would as-
sure us the same treatment under the com-
mon agriculture policles as we had had
previously.

HISTORY OF THE VARIABLE LEVY IN TRADE
NEGOTIATIONS

The effect of the common agriculture pol-
icy if based on the variable levy system was
to establish a system of import charges that
fluctuated day to day and was therefore not
the result of international tariff negotiation
but of determination by an administrative
authority. Under the rules of GATT, spe-
cifically Article XXIV (5) (a), average levels
of protection of a customs union cannot be
higher than those of its component members.
But the General Agreement has never been
specifically interpreted to disapprove variable
levies in the same way that it disapproves
of quotas,

The new EEC agricultural poliecy had not
been formulated in detail nor had it been
agreed upon by 1961, but its outlines were
clear. Also quite clear was that a common
agriculture policy on these lines would be
demanded by France as the price of progress
toward more complete economic union and
finally political integration of the Common
Market. :

THE IDEA OF GUARANTEED ACCESS

Instead of opposing inalterably the vari-
able levy system at the Dillon Round, the
United States proposed as compensation for
the violation of GATT rules a type of “guar-
anteed access” to the European market in
commodities of which the United States was
even then a large supplier, In addition it
sought cuts in tariffs on agriculture items
not to be covered by the variable levy system.

In response to American demands EEC
negotiators would only, however, offer assur-
ance that the variable levy system would not
be operated in such a way as to damage U.S.
exports. BSuch assurance of course contra-
dicted the intent of the variable levy sys-
tem, which when in full operation was in
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fact intended to prevent competition from
outside the market—that was simply the ob-
Jjective of the system.

Thus the United States in 1961 chose not
to oppose the variable levy system per se.
The President and his advisers decided that
the variable levy would be the price the
United States would pay for the growth of
the EEC and for other concessions in the
Dillon Round.

The Dillon Round agriculture stalemate
was broken when the United States assented
to complete negotiations without resolving
satisfactorily the deep problems created by
the emerging common agriculture policy on
wheat, feed grains, poultry, meat and rice.
But the U.S. acquiescence was considered
only the end of the first round: the Trade
Expansion Act contained a requirement that
the next negotiations under its authority be
concerned equally with agriculture. It was
t0 be the forum in which the agriculture
problems left unresolved by the Dillon Round
would be rectified.

THE LEGACY OF THE DILLON ROUND

In retrospect it is now easy to observe that
the United States indeed paid a very high
price for this decision of the Dillon Round.
Though we maintained our option to con-
tinue to seek satisfactory compensation for
the violation of GATT obligations after the
Dillon Round we did so in the context of
the common agriculture policles themselves.
We have therefore only in a sense “‘accepted”
those systems, but only in that we have
agreed to try to modify them until they be-
came compatible with sound trade prin-
ciples. =

A more effective approach might have been
steadfastly to refuse to accept the common
agriculture policy as we saw it developing,
and to have demanded compensation in
terms of the previous levels of duties. The
price of this position may have been the
fallure of the Dillon Round and perhaps also
the fallure of the European Community.
But the result is that the United States, in
the absence of a recourse under a GATT
rule prohibiting variable levies, and having
dealt with the EEC common agriculture pol-
icles for six years, would now find it difficult
to obtain through GATT compensation for
the changes or ‘‘unbindings.” In cases
where the CXT rates were negotiated in the
Dillon Round, and therefore bound in GATT,
& variable levy or other fee that brought the
total fees above the bound level could be
legally questioned in GATT.

In a speech in December 1966, titled “New
Challenge in International Relations” Alf
Landon sald: “In October, 1961, when the
White House was divided on whether to sup-
port the fledgling Furopean Economic Com-
munity, or whether to request a year’s ex-
tension of the Reciprocal Trade Act, I urged
support of the EEC as the most realistic step
toward economic and political stability, and
hence world peace. Why? Because the EEC
was founded on the simple principle of re-
m:dving nationalist barriers to international
trade.” ]

THE EENNEDY ROUND A SEQUEL TO THE DILLON
ROUND

Thus the “Kennedy"” Round was to be both
the focus of the clash of national policles
resulting when a traditional exporter finde
its customary markets being closed by agri-
culture policies which have the effect of over-
stimulating production. It is alsg the focus
of the conflicts of trade poliey left over from
the Dillon Round. 3

Agriculture negotiations in the Kennedy
Round are therefore, from one point of view,
an attempt to reconclle the international
effects of Iirrational, uneconomic, national
farm policles. We are right in attempting to
deal with them internationally, but the base
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from which the negotiations have begun is
at best faulty.

This background strongly suggests that
the international negotiations in the agri-
culture area are bound to be disappointing.

This is shown by EEC reaction to U.S, agri-
culture offers. The United States in fact
offered 509 cuts in its tariffs on an immense
range of items in the U.S, Tarif Schedules
relating to agriculture. These offers were
not, however, sufficient to bring meaningful
offers from the EEC—and the result has been
threatened U.S. withdrawal of a list of offers
that, one would think, are very attractive
to the EEC. But the enticement does not
seem to be sufficient to cause the Community
to alter the farm policles it spent years forg-
:'E:lg through political and economic compro-

se.

THE NEGOTIATING SCHEDULE IN AGRICULTURE

In evaluating the progress of the agricul-
ture negotlations a review of the steps by
which the negotiations have developed to
the present is useful: it is testimony to the
sense of frustration we now experience.

The Ministerial Resolution of May 19683,
reaffirmed by the resolution of May 1964,
agreed that the negotlations would include
all items, agricultural as well as industrial.
Both resolutions said that for agriculture
products the mnegotiations would provide
“acceptable conditions of access to world
markets in order to significantly develop and
expand world trade in such products.”

The United States has officlally committed
itself to the position that there can be no
industrial bargains without meeting the
above criteria for agricultural products: a
final package must contain both. This com-
mitment, which is not required by the letter
of the 1962 Trade Expansion Act, has been so
frequently reiterated in official statements
that it is impossible now to breach it without
dishonor. And it is clearly the spirit of the
Act and is evident in its legislative history.

BINDING THE MARGIN OF SUPPORT AND DIS-
PARITIES—MAJOR EEC FPROPOSALS

Though the Ministerial Resolution of May
1964 announced the Sixth Round’s formal
opening, the year between May 1063 and
May 1964 had been fllled with tedious dis-
cussions about the ground rules of the
negotiations both in the industry area and in
agriculture. During this period emerged the
two great bugaboos which have haunted both
agricultural and industrial negotiations to
this day. In agriculture the Community de-
veloped and presented the idea of binding
the margin of support, the “montant de
soutien,” while for industrial items it evolved
the concept of “disparities.”

THE MONTANT DE SOUTIEN

The binding of the montant de soutien
would, in the EEC plan, have been part of a
world market organization system based on
the internal EEC farm system itself. Under
the ECC proposal each country would de-
termine the level of its own domestic price
supports for each product. World reference
prices would be negotiated with other coun-
tries for each product. Each country, in-
cluding the EEC, would then offer to freeze
the margin between domestic support prices
and these world reference prices. If the
price of the imported article was below the
reference price, a supplemental or variable
levy would be collected equal to the dif-
ference between the offering price and the
world price. Thus, for an importing country,
the reference price would become a minimum
world price.

The response of the United States and
others was to propose instead an approach
according to which, where fixed tariffs were
the only form of protection, the alm would
be to seek 50% cuts as would be done in
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the case of industrial items. Where meas-
ures other than fixed tariffs were barriers,
the alm would be a significant liberalization
in these forms of protection equal to 50%
in traditional barriers. In a statement to
the Foreign Economic Policy Subcommittee
of the House Foreign Affairs Committee as
late as August 10, 19668, Governor Herter
again reiterated the U.S. position that *“the
objective of the agriculture negotlations
should be trade liberalization equal to that
achieved in the non-agricultural sector,
meaning 50% tariff cuts where tariffs provide
the effective protection, and where other
forms of protection are employed, such as
variable levies, liberalization equivalent to
a 50% cut in fixed tariffs.,” Thus we can
clearly see the pragmatic manner in which
the United States has responded to the
problem of adapting EEC farm policies to
make them acceptable.

DISPUTE ABOUT GROUND RULES FORGOTTEN

By the summer of 1964 both the United
States and the Community agreed to proceed
with the negotiations pragmatically, and to
forget arguments of principle. The parties
agreed to table lists of exceptions to their
industrial offers (which they had agreed
would be substantially all items traded) hy
November 17, 1964. Then, early in 1864,
efforts to reach agreement on the ground
rules for agriculture were abandoned. It
was agreed that grains offers would be made
on May 17 and that all other agriculture
offers would be tabled on September 16, 1965.
The delay in tabling the non-grains offers
was requested by the EEC, which took the
position that it could not make offers on
agriculural products in the Kennedy Round
until it could take major internal decisions
on the levels of price supports and the ele-
ments of the common agriculture policy reg-
ulations for all major products.

Like other deadlines, however, the Sep-
tember 18, 1965 tabling deadline fell by the
wayside. This time the cause was the Com-
munity crisis precipitated by France that
emerged on June 30, 1965. Ostensibly based
on the issue of Community financing, the
roots of the ‘crisis" reached to the deepest
arguments about the future political devel-
opment of the Community. I have discussed
the cause and issues of this crisls in the
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, volume 111, part 13,
pages 18133-18134.

THE DECISION TO TABLE LIMITED AGRICULTURE
OFFERS—SEPTEMBER 1965

The result was that the United States and
the other major negotiating countries, par-
ticularly the EFTA countries, were faced
with the decision how to maintain some
momentum in the negotiations. It was de-
termined by these participants that the best
way to proceed would be to table agriculture
offers of interest to each other—that is, to
exclude offers that they would have made
to the EEC had it been able to table its own
offers.

In the United States this limited tabling
strategy required Presidential decision
largely because of the refusal of the Agri-
culture Department to accept the theory of
negotiations proposed by the Special Rep-
resentative for Trade Negotiations, Governor
Herter. This theory was that by allowing
pressure to ease on the EEC we would
weaken the will of the Community to make
internal decisions and thus decrease the
momentum of the negotiations. As a mini-
mum, limited tabling would permit us to
make significant ba.rgalns with other coun-
tries.

The Agriculture Department argued that
the United States should walt until the EEC
could table its offers before tabling even
limited offers. The Department’s theory was
that maintaining such pressure on the Com-
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munity could result in hastily made deci-
sions which might be more harmful to U.S.
interests than less hurried decislons not
taken in a context of crisis, Underlying this
position was the fear that tabling even lim-
ited offers would make more difficult the ne-
gotiation of acceptable conditions of access
in furtherance of a significant development
and expansion of agricultural trade.

SOME PROGRESS IN GRAINS IN 1965

Progress in agriculture negotiations dur-
ing 1865 was limited to the area of grains.
There the Community, along with other par-
ticipants in the grains discussions, was able
to table initial offers on May 17, 1965. These
offers were largely in terms of the binding of
the montant de soutien. The May meetings
were followed by further exploratory discus-
slons. But the EEC crisis on June 30 also
caused progress in grain negotiations to come
to a halt.

It was only in February and March, 1966,
that the EEC was able to resume agriculture
and Industrial negotiations in the Kennedy
Round. The Community tabled somewhat
improved grains offers early in August, 1966,
when it tabled most other agriculture offers,
thus enabling negotiation in the agriculture
sector to begin in earnest for the first time.

THE U.S, STAKE IN GRAINS EXPORTS AND THE
COMMUNITY MARKET

Gralns have been a focal point of the ne-
gotiations because of the size of the actual
and potential U.S. trade in these commodities
and because it is the area of perhaps the
greatest potential damage from the Commu-
nity’s common agriculture policy. Partly
because of the commitment remaining from
the Dillon Round, partly because of the trade
importance of the grains area, partly because
of the willingness of the French to obtain
higher world prices for their own grains ex-
ports there has been progress in this area.

FACTS ABOUT U.S. AGRICULTURE TRADE

The following table demonstrates the value
of U.8. agricultural exports from 1955 through
1966, separating sales for dollars from Public
Law 480 and other government financed ex-
ports. Total agricultural exports according
to this table were $6.68 billion in 1966. Total
agriculture exports excluding specified gov-
ernment financed programs, or commercial
exports, were $5 billion. [The data referred
to will appear in the text as printed in the
Congressional Record.]

Of total agriculture exports (both commer-
cial and government financed) of over $6
billlon the major components, according to
the following table prepared by the Agricul-
ture Department, were wheat and feed grains.
[Data referred to will appear in the text as
printed in the Congressional Record.]

SIZE OF EEC MARKETS FOR U.S. AGRICULTURE
EXPORTS

Of total agricultural exports of over $6
billlon in 1966, agriculture exports to the
EEC were $1.5 billlon, and grains exports
were about $650 million of that amount.
The following table presents U.S. agricul-
tural exports to the EEC from 1862-1966 by
major commodities, and thus shows the im-
portance of the EEC as a8 buyer of the whole
range of U.8. agricultural exports. [Data
referred to will appear in the Congressional
Record.]
EVEN WITHOUT EEC SOME GOOD BARGAINS ARE

POBSIBLE

The above-demonstrated importance of the
EEC as a market for our products glves 1t
the central place in the negotiations. But
even so, we have other markets of great im-
portance, with whom it will be possible to
make some bargains even in the absence of
suitable offers from the EEC. Seventy per
cent of our farm exports were bought by
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other countries. At the end of fiscal year
1966 Japan was our biggest single country
market (other than EEC), accounting for
trade worth about $900 million. Canada
bought $629 million, and the United King-
dmt: $432 million, of our agriculture prod-
ucts.

‘While it would be possible to conclude bar-
gains with other countries, such bargains
would be very limited in scope because of
the extreme selectivity which would have to
be used in making them. Given a failure
of negotiations with the all-important EEC,
other countries would be very careful indeed
not to allow tariff cuts to each other that
under the MFN rule would benefit the EEC
also, This would mean a minimization even
of the bargains possible without the EEC.

COMMON AGRICULTURE POLICIES AND U.S.
AGRICULTURE TRADE

It is very difficult to comprehensively ex-
plain the workings and ramifications of the
common agriculture policies (CAPs) with-
out becoming tediously detailed and lengthy.
But it is important to try to understand how
the CAPs actually affect the U.S. national
interest, rather than to be content simply
with more flat assertions that EEC policy is
outright harmful and illegal.

There are many EEC common agricultural
policies, which makes the job of explanation
even harder. In creating a common policy
for each product it has been necessary prag-
matically to reconcile the different sectoral
interests in compromise arrangements. Thus
the CAP for each product group is some-
what different from the other. And in many
cases the common policy is the highest com-
mon denominator of protection and ineffi-
clency—it takes account of the agriculture
problems of the least efficient and most pro-
tected producer.

To understand the great grains muddle
created by EEC policy it is particularly im-
portant to understand the variable levy sys-
tem. It is the backbone of the EEC protec-
tive device—the other systems, known as the
slulcegate price system, reference price sys-
tem and guide price system, are only embel-
lishments of the true variable levy concept.
The central idea of each is that the margin
of protection shall always raise the price of
the import to a level above domestic prices
1:;} the least efficlent community market cen-

8.

THE TRUE VARIABLE LEVY

The variable levy system when completed
will apply to wheat and feed grains, rice,
dairy products, olive oil, and sugar, or to
about 20% of the EEC's total agricultural
imports. But it is possible, even likely, that
the system will be extended to other seg-
ments of agriculture. For several of the
above products the system is not yet entirely
in effect.

The “true" variable levy is based essen-
tlally on three prices: target price, threshold
price, and clf. (or “landed”) price. The
objective of the variable levy system is to
bring the price of the import up to the target
price when that import reaches its final desti-
nation in an interior EEC market center.

Target prices are fixed seasonally by the
Community. They are the EEC prices for
the product in those marketing centers of
the Community with the least adequate
domestic supplies (or greatest scarcities and
therefore highest prices).

From the target price, or what is in effect
the theoretical “support” price in the need-
fest Interior marketplace, are deducted all
the costs of getting the product to the deficit
market center. These costs are: transporta-
tion, importer's margin, quality adjustment,
and sales tax, When these costs are sub-
tracted from the target price the remainder
is the “threshold price.” 3

Thus the threshold price is the price at
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a port of entry up to which the landed price
of an import must be raised. And the device
for raising the price is the variable levy. The
amount of the levy is simply the difference
between the landed (cd.f.) price of the im-~
port and the threshold price, and it can be
and is adjusted daily always to reflect this
price differential.

The magnitude of the variable levy in
terms of dollar equivalent is shown by the
following data on EEC levies on wheat and
corn as they were on February 1, 1967. It
will be seen that the amount of the levy is
in some cases almost as much as the landed
(eci.1.) price of grain. [Data referred to will
appear in the text as printed in the Con-
gressional Record.]

AN INVINCIBELE BARRIER

Naturally there are many objections to
the external suppller, he can never under-
accepted means of taxing imports. Most
important is the sheer invincibility of the
barrier it creates. No matter how efficient
the external supplier, he can never under-
sell EEC producers. In addition, the com-
plexity of the daily changing variable ievy
makes it difficult for sellers to know costs,
thus the system itself is a non-tariff barrier
to trade. The importer becomes merely a
“residual supplier” standing by to sell only
when shortages occur.

The refinements of the system make it
even more “invincible.” The amount of the
variable levy is set each day on the basis of
the lowest price of the landed product, mean-
ing that all higher-price sellers pay a levy
which brings the price of their product above
the threshold price. The target, and hence
the threshold, price is set on the basis of
the least efficient (greatest defieit) internal
markets, which means that the highest pos-
sible threshold price is arrived at. Prices
are at thelr highest in areas with greatest
deficits. Thus the protective effect of the
system is maximized.

It is economically evil in that it pre-
vents a very large number of consum-
ers from obtaining cheaper food products
because it sets high prices in order to support
the least efficlent domestic producers. And
it prevents truly efficlent producers from en-
joying the proper fruits of their economic re-
sources and ingenuity.

THE EEC STAKE IN GRAINS

I have shown above the United States’ dol-
lar interest in maintaining and expanding its
exports of grains to the European Commu-
nity. The United States is a relatively efii-
clent producer of grains. We feel that this
relative efficiency of production should be al-
lowed to compete in a traditional market,
partly on the basis of the rights that were
ours in GATT, before the common agricul-
ture policy for grains. But the difficulty we
have encountered in pressing our claims has
an economic and political motivation that is
very clear: the EEC has & big stake in grains
production as & major element of its agricul-
tural activity.

More than 59% of EEC plowhand is In
grains; output of grain accounts for one half
of the total value of farm production in the
EEC; and grains are important as feed to pro-
duce poultry and red meats, consumption of
which has been increasing rapidly.

Total EEC wheat production was nearly 1
million metric tons higher in 1965 than in
1964, a very large increase, even though part
of the crop was below average because of a
wet harvest. Increased production in the
EEC, combined with EEC export subsidies,
has affected U.S. wheat exports both to the
Community and to third countries.

Europe largely produces soft wheat, there-
fore it will likely always import hard wheat
in order to mix with the soft to make flour of
acceptable quality. Canada is the biggest
producer and exporter of hard wheat by far,
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but Communist countries have in the past
absorbed so much Canadian hard wheat that
U.S. hard (northern plains) wheat exports
had less competition in EEC markets.
Though Communist China will remain a
Canadian cash customer, it became clear at
the end of 1966 that the USSR would likely
be self-sufficient in grains, and may again
emerge as an important exporter. This makes
the world commercial demand picture for
U.8. hard wheat sales less bright than even
& year ago.

At the same time, markets for U.S. soft
wheat exports have been threatened because
the French have been subsidizing the export
of their surplus soft wheat by $1.356 a bushel,
compared to our own February 1967 export
payment of about $0.05 for a representative
grade. In fact the French have been per-
mitted by the Community to use money col-
lected by means of the variable levies to fi-
nance French export subsidization and farm
subsldies.

WHAT FUTURE FOR U.S. GRAINS EXPORTS
TO EEC?

But the worst is still to come, according to
students of the EEC farm systems and the
world grain trade.

On July 1, 1967, common prices for 90%
of EEC farm commodities will come into
effect. The remainder will be covered by
July 1, 1968. As Farm Journal Editor Carroll
P. Streeter wrote in the March issue of the
Journal “French farmers will suddenly see
their prices go up 109 while German farmers
will swallow hard and take 109 to 15% less.
As a group, prices will shoot up 7% to 80%,
depending on the commodity and the coun-
try”.

Until now the French have used a tax to
discourage the increased production resulting
from the gradually higher price, a tacit signal
that even they believe the final (July 1, 1967)
price will stimulate greater production.
This is significant because the Community
has argued that the final price will not ac-
tually cause much more grains production—
for one reason because there is very little
additional land to be used. But at the new
high price it is believed that land will be
“found” In quantity and production will
sharply increase. More importantly, through
use of unproved fertilizing techniques stim-
ulated by higher prices, output from existing
acreage will likely rise substantially, This,
in any case, is the basis of U.S. planning.

THE EFFECT OF THE COMMON GRAINS POLICY
ON U.S. GRAINS EXPORTS

Estimating future EEC grains production
and demand has been difficult and estimates
differ. Within the U.S. Administration the
effort to agree on a projected effect of the
CAP on U.S. grains sales has been abandoned,
as different agencies tended to develop their
own statistics to support their own argu-
ments,

COMMUNITY PROJECTIONS

If one accepts data compiled by the EEC
Commission itself, it would appear that the
continually increasing demand for feed grains
cannot be met by internal production. As-
suming that Community per capita income
increased by 5% per annum, but not taking
into account price rises resulting from the
CAP, there will be greatly increased demand
for wheat. Due to inelastic Community
supply, it 1s estimated that EEC net import
requirements in 1870 will be 10 million tons,
about the same as in 1950-52. However, the
Community’s import requirements would be
almost entirely for coarse grains, whereas in
1950-52 wheat imports exceeded coarse grain
imports.

Explained in terms of “self-sufficiency”,
the EEC estimates that it will be only 86%
self-sufficient in all grains by 1969-70, but
will be entirely self-sufficient in wheat. In
fact, by 1970 it is projected that the EEC
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will have & large surplus of exportable wheat.
A July 1966 study by the EEC Commission
showed that wheat consumption will dimin-
ish further than expected as European con-
sumers shift to more diverse and expensive
foods. The study thus expects the Com-
munity to have from 310,000 to 460,000 tons
of wheat avallable for export in 1970 even
if its future production estimates are not too
low, which is doubted in this country. The
Community estimate shows that the total
degree of EEC self-sufficlency in all grains
will be the same in 1970 as it was in 1957-
1960, and that imports will therefore remain
at previous levels.

PRIVATE PROJECTIONS DIFFER

A much more pessimistic projection was
made in 1965 by an independent Dutch re-
search organization, the Agricultural Eco-
nomics Institute. The conclusion of the
study is that EEC production of grains by
three projections will be 68.1 million metric
tons by 1970. It estimates that under an
assumption of constant EEC graln prices,
only 7.6 million metric tons will be imported
in 1970; that under the assumption of a 15%
grains price increase only 6.3 million metric
tons will be imported, compared to the 10.8
million tons needed in 1962. This independ-
ent projection of future EEC grains import
demand is indeed sobering.

Finally, Dr. FEric Thorbecke and Alfred
Field, In an article in Farm Policy Forum,
Vol. 17, No. 4 for 1964-65, made projections
which, like those of the Dutch research or-
ganization, are also pessimistic: “Given the
agriculture protection in Europe even before
the advent of the EEC, and the relatively low
income elasticities of demand for most farm
products, the leveling off of demand for U.S.
farm imports would have come about inde-
pendently of the CAP, At the same time,
it is clear that the CAP will further con-
tribute to the worsening of U.S. prospects for
agricultural exports to the EEC.”

A table follows showing the conclusions
of these authors about future demand. They
employ two assumptions. The first is that
the EEC will by 1970 be totally self-sufficient
in wheat, The second is that the EEC will
continue to import high quality (hard)
wheat, [The data referred to will appear
in the text as printed In the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.]

U.S. GRAINS EXPORTS TO THE COMMUNITY
WILL SHRINK

I cannot endorse any of these projections
of future EEC demand for U.S. gralns. But
I would draw the conclusion from them
inter alia that by 1970 the CAP for grains
will have been the major cause of a serious
drop in U.S. gralns exports.

As a nation we are compelled then to find
ways of preventing thls event—an Iimpor-
tant element of our national interest, worth
millions of dollars of export trade, is clearly
at stake. I have explained above that the
arrival at a common agriculture policy was
the essential price of the formation of the
Community—the U.S. long ago made the
policy decision to accept the price, and to try
to modify the system to make it compatible
with our own economic interest as well as
sound economic prineiples.

THE NEED TO PROTECT U.S. COMMERCIAL
INTEREST

Indeed, we did assume that the EEC would
essentially be “outward looking", and that
modification of the agriculture systems
would not prove too difficult. The EEC may
well become “outward looking" after the
storms of the present period of economic
and political adjustment are weathered, but
in the interim period we are forced to devise
means of protecting our commercial interest,

Our attempt at a solution in the grains
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area has been to seek International agree-
ment along the lines of a gralns agreement.

A GRAINS AGREEMENT DELINEATED

A grains agreement as now proposed would
establish market access for wheat and feed
grains but would distinguish between the
two in one respect. For wheat the agreement
would establish minimum prices as well as
market access. There are about 200 classes
and grades of wheat. A class 18 a genetic
type of wheat. “Grade” of wheat refers to
protein content. Prices would have to be
set for each class and grade, according to
current proposals, thus establishing a set of
“fixed differentials” among the types and
grades of wheat.

For grains other than wheat (corn, barley,
oats, sorghums) there would be no world
price scheme, Instead (according to the ex-
porters’ initial proposals) there would only
be access commitments by the EEC. Rice is
not included in the grains agreement.

The grains negotiations have been taking
place in the forum of the GATT Cereals
Group, a subcommittee of the GATT Trade
Negotiations Committee, which is itself in
charge of the overall negotiations. Cereals
Group members are Canada, Australia,
Argentina, EEC, Japan, Switzerland, Norway,
Sweden, the U.K. and the U.S. Other coun-
tries may join if an agreement is worked out.

The main elements of the package now
under negotiation in the Cereals Group at
Geneva were declded in meetings among the
United States and the three other major
exporters, Australia, Canada, and Argentina.
Representatives of these countries met in
Washington during September, 1966, and de-
cided on a common position which they have
since been discussing with the major import-
ing countries. These discussions began on a
sustained basis in the second week of Febru-
ary, 1967, and have continued since. Major
importers are the United Kingdom, Japan,
Norway, Switzerland, and Denmark. Some
Aslan and African countries also have com-
mercial interest in grain imports.

There are essentially four major elements
to be considered in a gralns agreement as
now conceived: access commitment, mini-
mum world prices, market sharing, and
donable food programs.

“IRONCLAD"” SELF-SUFFICIENCY ASSURANCES

The concept of self-sufficiency is really
the reverse of the earller U.S. request for
access commitments. For the U.S. it is the
most important element in: the exporters’
proposal. It is thought that the EEC chose
to look at the access idea from the reverse
side in order to save face: it did not “accept”
market access, it will instead “offer” to main-
tain a certain restricted level of internal
self-sufficiency.

The exporting countries have requested
that the EEC adopt a standard of about 86%
or 87% self-sufficiency in all grains. The
EEC has proposed 90%, but a 80% self-suffi-
ciency limit seems too high on the basis
even of the EEC's own projections of its
self-sufficiency by 19870. As a key element
of a self-sufficiency agreement, there must
be absolute assurances that any surpluses
generated by the EEC over the self-sufficiency
ratio will not enter commercial markets.

PRICE RANGES

Agreement on a range of world prices for
wheat is a major goal of the proposed grains
agreement and it is also a principal point of
attack of certain American farm organiza-
tions. There is precedent for such price-
setting in the International Wheat Agree-
ment (IWA), which has been in effect since
1954, but expires July 31, 1967. American
experience under the IWA has shaped think-
ing about the nature of future international
price commitments.

The IWA sets a price range for the highest
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quality class of wheat, Manitoba #1 delivered
at Fort William, Port Arthur, Canada. The
minimum price is $1.625 and the maximum
$2.02 per bushel, Differentials between this
class wheat and lower classes have in the past
been established by tacit agreement between
Canada and the U.S., the largest exporters.
The U.S. is sald to have consistently ob-
served the differentials and not priced its
wheat below them until a change in policy
about two years ago, when cooperation among
exporters broke down completely and U.S.
pricing policy became more aggressive. Ca-
nadians and other exporters had been more
flexible than the U.S., sometimes setting
prices through their International marketing
boards at levels below the tacitly agreed dif-
ferentials, therefore keeping their wheat
“competitive” in world markets. Thus we
used to hear the complaint of U.S. wheat
growers that the U.S. did not price “competi-
tively” in world markets.

In the organized world of the international
wheat trade the IWA seemed to be but a
token. In a new grains agreement the ob-
Jective seems t0 be to try to set minimums
for all the classes of wheat and make these
minimums meaningful. If achieved, the U.S.
could avold being caught in the position of
alone observing minimum prices while others
supply markets the U.S. might have had.

This is the logic behind the argument that
in a new grains agreement there must be
meaningful commitments requiring other ex-
porters not to engage in cut-throat pricing.

Thus another key issue is the levels of the
minimum prices themselves, High mini-
mums would narrow commercial markets in
poorer countries and tend to deprive those
purchasers willing to buy more wheat at low-
er prices. But the level of the minimum
price range is very important for another rea-
son related to the concept of “market shar-
ing".

3 MARKET SHARING

Market sharing as initially conceived in the
grains negotiations would come into effect
when world wheat prices fall below the fixed
minimums. Then each exporter would divvy
up the market according to shares in a “very
recent representative period”. The U.S. mar-
ket share proposed hypothetically would be
about 32 %, it is known.

Obviously, If the agreed minimum prices
were high, market sharing would come into
force often. If the minimum price is set so
high as to become the effective world trading
price, there is no practical way of avolding a
constant condition of market sharing.

The present minimum price proposal of
the exporting group, based on a new basing
grade and basing point of No. 2 hard red win-
ter wheat basis f.o.b. gulf ports of 8#1.85 a
bushel, is quite high indeed. It is higher
than the average monthly world price for the
same wheat for every month at least since
the 1062/63 crop year. Were this price to
be agreed on, market sharing would be in
effect the bulk of the time, and world wheat
trade would be controlled utterly.

Such a situation 1s not acceptable. If a
grains agreement were to be negotiated, the
minimum price will have to be reasonable
and realistic. If it were not, importers like
Japan and other industrial importing coun-
tries will not be able to afford an agreement,
and poorer importing countries would be de-
prived.

Ideally, a minimum price should be suffi-
clently low that it would only serve to pre-
vent distress selling and deliberate price
under-cutting—so that its very existence
would actually discourage wheat marketing
agencles from selling below the minimum,
in order to avold the nolsome controls that
would then come into effect., Perhaps the
most positive result from the pricing provi-
slons of the agreements would be to discour-
age cutthroat competition.
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The current grains agreement proposal also
includes commitments about food ald—
means of sharing the burden of donable food
programs now borne almost exclusively by
the United States. In the past several weeks
of the negotiations, the food ald proposals
of the agreement have become its most con-
troversial element. On “food ald" therefore,
could hinge the fate of a grains agreement,
and on the fate of the grains agreement
hinges the Kennedy Round.

Food aid has come into the grains agree-
ment discussions almost inadvertently,
largely as a corollary to the self-sufficiency
problem discussed above. The real problem
is how to guarantee that EEC grains produc-
tion in excess of the agreed ratio of self-suffi-
clency will not enter commercial markets.
The answer has been to try to commit the
EEC to undertake to give the food away,
store it, or destroy it. We would prefer that
it be given away, so that part of the U.S. obli-
gation to donate food will be removed and
shared among those able to do so.

Public Law 490 food programs were the
children of opportunism and bad planning.
U.8. donable foods are simply the result of
excess production resulting from price fixing.
In the name of brotherhood and economic
development the U.S. put developing coun-
tries on the dole to recelve our unwanted sur-
pluses. The effects of this expedlent policy
have been almost unquestionably harmful
to the recipients. Because he so clearly de-
scribes the effects of such forelgn “aid”, I
quote from page 53 of John O. Coppock's
book for the Council on Foreign Relations
titled “Atlantic Agricultural Unity, Is It
Possible”:

“Gift food is sold by the recipient govern-
ments, usually through regular distribution
channels, The normal state of the recipient
countries, particularly if their development
programs are progressing, is one of incipient
or active price inflation. Frequently, low-
price imports are used in an attempt to stem
the price inflation, at least for food sales.
To the extent that such efforts are success-
ful, they act as a depressant to prices of
domestically produced food stuffs relative to
the prices of other goods. Local growers are
thus ‘taxed’ as a speclal group by this means;
not only are their incomes reduced relatively
by this disparate rise in prices, a disincentive
to private investment in agriculture is an
even more serious consequence.

“It is generally argued that such donated
imports ‘provide resources' for the develop-
ment program ... In fact this claim is
valld only to the extent that such free im-
ports substitute for imports that would
otherwise have had to be purchased com-
mercially and paid for in foreign exchange.
This argument is never made, at least to
farmers and others interested in the export
trades. In general, the developmental re-
sources in these countries which are in short
supply are either goods which have to be im-
ported or insufficlent technical and manage-
rial skills and proper institutional organiza-
tion. None of these can be expanded in sup-
ply by importing free food that is additional
and not substitutional.”

But once having created such dependency,
it would be cruel and immoral to terminate
it suddenly. Thus, at a time when the U.S.
finds itself out of its former surplus position,
and at a time of growing cash markets, our
objective is naturally to want to share the
burden of the dependency we have furthered
by our own policies. It should be hard for
Europeans to deny the U.S. attempt to share
the obligation to feed the starving.

UNITED STATES AND EEC SHARES OF A FOOD-

AID AGREEMENT

The level of contribution of industrialized
countries annually to world food ald has
been set at about 10 million tons. The con-
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tribution would be divided among grains
agreement participants—the U.S, share might
be about 40%, the EEC share about 25%.
This raises the problem of the burden on
food deficit (importing or non-producing)
industrialized countries. The Japanese, for
example, are concerned because their food
ald contribution might cost them about $100
million of foreign exchange each year. They
would have to buy wheat to ship to poorer
countries. This, on top of a high world price,
makes the grains agreement wvery difficult
for Japan to swallow. The British are in
much the same position, and are joined by
West Germany and the Netherlands.

At Geneva on March 30 Sir Richard Powell
indicated Britain might accept a food ald
commitment. By the logic of negotiations
therefore the U.S, would have to pay a suit-
able price. This price could be very high.
It could mean a reduction in something we
want from the negotiations, or it could mean
an increase in something we can offer. The
price might even be too high to pay. For this
reason the U.S. may well have to drop the
food ald provision from the agreement.

Were they to do so, the U.S. negotiators
would have to find some other suitable means
of disposing of EEC surplus production. The
food ald ldea still appears to me to be the
most loglcal means of dolng so.

Thus a food aid understanding should
be part of an eventual agreement. It seems
the only practical way of negotlating an
access commitment when the EEC, and per-
haps also the United EKingdom, have refused
to negotiate the level of their domestic sup-
ports, and apparently are also unwilling
to continue even the modest efforts the
French have made to limit the quantity to
which price supports apply. The resulting
surpluses cannot be stored easily as storage
facilities do not exist except at European
ports, and these surpluses will not likely
be destroyed. It would seem that they must
therefore be given away.

The donable food aspect of the proposed
grains agreement is important then for three
reasons: it would help get the U.S. off the
hook of having to feed starving people by
itself out of dwindling or non-existent sur-
pluses, it would have considerable appeal
when the Senate considers ratification of an
agreement, and it would make an EEC self-
sufficiency commitment realistically work-
able.

BIG OPPOSITION TO A GRAINS AGREEMENT

The proposed grains agreement has drawn
heavy fire from organizations on both doc-
trinaire and practical grounds. In the last
several months it has been one of the most
hotly discussed trade issues. The American
Farm Bureau Federation, the Grain and Feed
Dealers' National Association, and the U.S.
Feed Grains Council have expressed opposl-
tion, as have other groups. These organiza-
tions and others have been extensively briefed
by the Agriculture Department about the
grains agreement as first proposed and are
well informed about its provisions. The Na-
tional Grange, on the other hand, is among
the groups in favor of an agreement.

A key element of the arguments put for-
ward by opponents is that by entering a
grains arrangement along the lines described
above the United States will ellminate com-
petition in the wheat market and thus de-
crease the competitiveness of U.S. grains in
world markets.

Unless one knows the grains trade, one
might think that a free market does in fact
exist in wheat, but this is not the case.
Australia, Argentina, and Canada, our big-
gest grains competitors, sell through govern-
ment wheat boards or trading authorities,
The United States Itself subsidizes each
bushel of exported wheat: an exporter must
obtain a US. Department of Agriculture
license for all exports. The USDA deter-
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mines the subsidy. The domestic price of
No. 1 hard red winter wheat ordinary f.0.b.
gulf, a standard type of wheat, was #$1.95
a bushel in February 19687. The export
payment, or subsidy, is $.09 and therefore
the world price i1z $1.85. $1.96 was In effect
the U.S. support price for that type wheat.

To make U.S. grains more ‘“competitive”
in world markets would require increased
subsidy to lower the price. “Competition”
in this context has thus a shaded meaning
at best.

The element of artificlality in this “com-
petitive” U.S. approach would be eliminated
were the United States to remove subsidies
and controls from grains production, and
permit the market to operate freely rather
than to manipulate it.

U.S. PROPOSAL FOR TUNSUPPORTED DOMESTIC
POLICIES

The United States actually proposed in the
grains group that all producing nations
should establish conditions of free agricul-
tural trade. This formal proposal was made
in the cereals group discussions beginning
May 17, 1965. It was rejected.

But perhaps now is the time for the United
States to act unilaterally in the grains area.
It seems to me that the conditions are now
present that make possible such a shift from
the domestic policles of past years. Were it
possible to do so we could begin from a new
base in Iinternational efforts to establish
world agricultural trade on more economic
lines.

UNSHACKLING AMERICAN GRAINS FPRODUCTION
UNILATERALLY

American agriculture has for years suffered
from production surpluses resulting from
the demands on the American farmers to in-
crease his production during World War II,
The farmer responded to government re-
quests by enlarging his plantings and in-
vestment in order to feed the world at v-ar.
Government price support and subsidy pro-
grams at the end of the war were properly
intended to be a means of tapering off grad-
ually from high war-time production levels,
But the purpose of these readjustment
measures was never realized. Production was
not tapered off, rather it was maintained at
high levels throughout the postwar period,
with resultant huge surpluses.

The present alleviation of our gralns sur-
plus problem has come not from a success-
ful effort finally to control production, but
from a steady rise in total demand, both
forelgn and domestic, to the point that there
is now nearly a balance between demand and
supply.

The new balance between supply and de-
mand for grains is evidenced by the narrow-
ing differential between domestic and world
market prices, Encouraging increases in
commercial exports of wheat and especially
feed grains are additional evidence of favor-
able market conditions, Increased demand
is reflected in decreased Commodity Credit
Corporation (CCC) stocks of wheat and feed
grains, In 1965 total CCC wheat stocks were
753 million bushels and, by December 1966,
stocks were 369 milllon bushels. CCC stocks
of feed grains have declined from 1.7 billion
bushels in 1965, to 1 billion bushels in 1966,
which equalled about 42 million tons. 600
million bushels of wheat 15 consldered a
satisfactory reserve stock. About 40 to 50
million tons is considered an adequate re-
serve for feed grains.

AN OPPORTUNITY FOR FUNDAMENTAL CHANGE

Thus there presently exists an ideal op-
portunity to eliminate subsidy and control
programs for grains—an opportunity that
should be seized by those interested in the
most rational use of economic resources, the
welfare of the farm community and the na-
tional economy. Congress, after full publie
debate and deliberation, should repeal all
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authorities permitting the Executive to deal
directly in grain markets through buying and
selling crops in order to control prices, by
specifying acreage allotments, marketing
quotas, and through hiding a substantial
part of the cost of the wheat program by
taxes on millers,

At the same time, Congress should enact
legislation that will make certain that re-
course loans are available to American pro-
ducers of wheat and feed grains., Such in-
sured resource loans should be made through
banks and other private financial institu-
tions with government standing in the back-
ground as loan insurer.

Such leigslation would be consistent with
a national economic policy intended to allow
market forces to determine production and
prices and thereby promote greater efficiency,
and ultimately greater income, in the farm
sector. Market conditions now permit such a
step. It would benefit the consumer. And
it would eliminate Federal Government ex-
penditures that cost the public about $2 bil-
lion in fiscal year 1966.

TOWARD FUTURE SUCCESSFUL NEGOTIATIONS IN
AGRICULTURE

But this step is particularly advisable for
reasons relating to the Kennedy Round. In
these difficult negotiations the United States
and other nations have for the first time
attempted to deal with the full scope of world
agriculture trade problems. In large part the
difficulty of these negotiations stems directly
from the fact that world trade in most im-
portant agriculture products is impeded and
confused by national economic policies that
have created highly artificlal conditions in
domestic farm sectors.

These conditions exist in almost all indus-
trialized counfries. It is convenient and
easy now to single out the extraordinary sys-
tems of agriculture support and protection
being finalized and effectuated by the Euro-
pean Economic Community under common
agriculture policies that will apply to al-
most all EEC farm commodities. Other
countries also have uneconomic agriculture
policies, including the United Kingdom and
the United States. These domestic eco-
nomic policies so distort the economies of
production of agriculture commodities that
it is very difficult to deal with them through
international action.

The cures, in many instances, must start
at home. That is why the United States
effort in dealing with the EEC must be to
continue to attempt over the long term,
however difficult that may be, to change the
fundamental domestic pricing and support
system and the border protection devices
now being established by the Community.
It may well be that these systems will col-
lapse both of their own inefficiency and after
continued U.S. efforts to change them.

In international agriculture trade, there-
fore, the fundamental cures must be domestic
cures, and they must be in the direction of
removing government subsidies and controls
from the agricultural marketplace. U.S. ae-
tion to reestablish the conditions of the do-
mestic marketplace in wheat and feed grain
would prepare the way for more successful
international efforts to improve marketplace
conditions in world trade. Were it to elimi-
nate government controls the US. would re-
move any possible criticism from our grains
trading partners, the EEC and other coun-
tries, that we subsidize production and ex-
ports.

THE WHEAT AND FEED GRAINS ACT OF 1967, A
MEANS TO THIS END

Therefore on March 16 I introduced a bill
in the House, H.R. 7326, the Wheat and Feed
Grains Act of 1967, to repeal all authorities
for the current Agriculture Department
wheat and feed grain programs and to au-
thorize programs that will permit the mar-
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ket system to work more effectively for Amer-
ican grains.

The approach I suggest is, I belleve, the
fundamentally correct one. If adopted it
will do much to sort out world grain trade
problems and it will make eventual agree-
ment with the EEC easier,

ADDRESSING THE PROBELEM AT HAND

Responsible persons cannot but be con-
cerned that, in less than three months the
EEC will have completed a system that with-
in only three years will, by several estimates,
result in serious shrinkage of one of our
most important agricultural markets. These
persons understandably want to arrive at
commitments to prevent this damage to our
commercial interest, and perhaps they are
correct in thinking that an international ar-
rangement is the only possible means of pre-
venting such damage.

Criticism concentrates first on the idea
of an access agreement, then on the height
of the proposed minimum price and on mar-
ket sharing.

WHY AN ACCESS AGREEMENT RATHER THAN
CHANGE THE VARIABLE LEVY SYSTEM

U.S. officials are attacked by opposing
groups because the U.S. has concentrated on
obtaining an access agreement rather than
on modifying the threshold or target prices
so as to strike at the root source of EEC
agriculture protection, its pricing systems.

Is this a valid complaint? Is it realistic?
The data adduced above show how essential
the grains CAP and its pricing system is to
the political development of the Community.
Experts here and in Europe have stated that
the pricing system itself cannot be modified
through negotiation at this time. If, as
seems possible, the EEC market for U.S.
wheat shrinks to next to nothing by 1970,
and there is no gralns access agreement,
would there be enough world demand to ab-
sorb U.8. wheat and feed grain production?

One answer expressed by the Grain and
Feed Dealers National Association is that
the United States “can best retain and im-
prove its position in other world markets
and keep strong pressure on the costly EEC
common agricultural policy by maintaining
a system of competitive prices in the world
cereals market”.

THE ESSENTIAL FLAW—MINIMUM PRICE

But the focal point of opposition is jus-
tifiably the minimum price and market shar-
ing. Farm groups know that the minimum
high price set in the initial bargalning was
a compromise. The prinecipal U.S. interest
is an access commitment principally for its
soft wheat. The Canadian interest is a high
price for its hard wheat, which will always
be demanded in Europe because Europe can't
grow enough of its own. The result was U.S.
agreement on a high initial price in return
for Canadian agreements to press for access.

Farm groups know this and their expres-
slons of disapproval are healthy. They in-
dicate to other exporters that it will be dif-
ficult to obtain U.S. ratification of an agree-
ment that sets too high a price. The fact
is that the negotiating price for the basic
wheat—No. 2 hard red winter gulf ports—
is higher than the world price has been in
every year but 1967. The proposed minimum
would be too high by far.

The real U.S. attitude may be ambivalent.
Omne report has it that Australian Prime Min-
ister Holt asked President Johnson, during
the latter's trip to Australia last fall, to con-
sider that high grains prices would cause
Red China to spend all Its foreign exchange
on food, What it might in fact succeed in
doing is simply to drive the Communist Chi-
nese back into the arms of the Soviets, who
last year had a wheat surplus, a small por-
tlon of which they gave to India.

We can no longer count on the Soviet
Union as a large cash buyer of wheat. Be-
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cause of fundamental reforms introduced
by Khrushchev, but concealed by two sea-
sons of very bad weather, the Soviet Union
now ap; to be a self-sufficient producer.
In fact, if Soviet surpluses continue, we may
very well find it selling below any high mini-
mum price to developing countries, whom we
see as future commercial buyers. Such sales
would have obvious political importance.

Obviously if a minimum price must be
agreed to at all, it is important to set a rela-
tively low price.

WHAT IS THE BALANCE OF U.S. ADVANTAGE?

Where does the balance of U.S. advantage
lie? Some claim that because a grains agree-
ment as now .conceived is not going to
achieve substantial modification of the vari-
able levy pricing system itself, there should
be no Kennedy Round agreements of any
kind. This view is based on the idea that,
once having made Industrial bargains in the
Eennedy Round, future leverage to modify
the variable levy through industrial bargains
is lost. This argument has real merit.

But there is another consideration that
must be given thought. It has been statis-
tically shown that world economic expan-
sion itself results in correspondingly greater
exports of agriculture products. Were sig-
nificant industrial bargains to be made with-
out industrial bargains it is still likely that
agriculture exports will increase. On this
economic argument a case could be made for
accepting something less in agriculture than
we had hoped to get, on the grounds that
significant industrial cuts could cause the
increased  agriculture trade that we seek
Anyway.

It can be argued that the grains agreement
now envisioned is the best the U.S. can do
after a very hard “college try”. They say that,
because grain represents a very substantial
portion of actual and potential U.S. exports,
and because the EEC's grains CAP will have
a profound effect on U.S. grains sales in
Europe, the grains access agreement will have
utility and important dollar value.

What meets the terms of the 1962 trade
act and the ministerial resolution calling for
acceptable conditions of access in further-
ance of significant expansion of trade?
Opinions vary. A grains agreement that had
a very low minimum price and iron-clad as-
surances that surplus EEC production in
excess of 86% of its internal needs would
not be sold commercially, would probably
meet the test because it might ensure con-
tinuation of grains exports now worth about
$650 million, and possibly much more.

But there certainly are disadvantages in
any such scheme—distasteful ones. It would
be far better to achieve a modification of the
EEC pricing system itself.

PROPOSALS TO MAKE A GRAINS AGREEMENT MORE
PALATABLE

An element should be added to the agree-
ment to make it far more acceptable to those
who reject it as an acceptance or “legitimiza-
tion” of the EEC pricing system, and to those
who see it as a poor substitute for modifying
the variable levy itzelf.

The grains agreement should not legit-
imize the protective devices of the EEC by
making clear in a preambulatory passage
that it is not. There should be an agree-
ment in principle in the document that by
1970 at the latest the EEC would begin to
bind the variable levy, with the goal of con-
verting it into a fixed tarif by a future
date.

Certainly, at the very least, the United
States should, when signing and ratifying
any such agreement, make clear its objec-
tions and its future goals. Bu if at all pos-
sible the agreement itself should contain a
provision permitting the reopening of nego-
tiations on the variable levy at some specific
future date.
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The United States has been and should
remain essentlally sympathetic in a tough-
minded way to the EEC agriculture prob-
lems. The variable levy is in principle an
illegal device in GATT, that it creates eco-
nomic inefficiencies very costly to the EEC
when it is linked to high target prices. It
has equally onerous effects on the world
economy. A gralns agreement that does not
express the concept that competition must
some day be established In world agricul-
ture trade and that access and price agree-
ments are at best minimal assurances should
be rejected and the industrial negotiations
should be scrapped until another day—in the
hope that another opportunity will in fact
come to use authority such as that Congress
gave to the President in the 1962 trade act.

A HARD POLICY CHOICE

The New York Times in an editorial on
January 20 giving a well-reasoned judgment
of the advantages and disadvantages of a
grains agreement, said in part:

“A grain agreement alone would be a sig-
nificant accomplishment. It would ease the
way toward a successful conclusion to ne-
gotiations on industrial goods. It also would
give American grain producers assured export
markets and it would make for a fairer and
more rational sharing of the burden involved
in distributing food to the poor countries of
the world.”

These are the factors that must be con-
sidered first by the U.S. negotiators when
making an agreement, and second, by the

U.S. agricultural exports under specified Government-
agricultural exporis—Value and percent of lol
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United States Senate when ratifying it, and
by both Houses of Congress should the agree~
ment require implementation. Though the
objective as expressed by the Special Repre-
sentative for Trade Negotiations in Senate
Forelgn Relations Committee hearings on
February 27 is to make a package of agri-
cultural and industrial bargains that is sub-
stantial even independently of a grains agree-
ment, in fact a satisfactory grains agreement
is indispensable to achieving the initial and
still important goal of providing “acceptable
conditions of access to world markets in
order to significantly develop and expand
world trade in such products.”

BEHIND RECENT REPORTS FROM GENEVA—NO

DECISIONS YET

During the week of March 27 in Geneva
a ministerial level meeting, though without
ministerial level meeting fanfare, resulted
in press reports of more optimistic tenor
than earlier. The “log jam” is said to be
“breaking”; new “initiatives’ are being pro-

posed.

It is true that there is a new spirit of fer-
ment in Geneva. It is the feeling in the
air that Mr. Peter Dreyer, the perceptive
Journal of Commerce Brussels correspondent,
reported on March 22 when he wrote:

“The prevalling moderate optimism, point-
ing to modest but generally acceptable re-
sults, has two main roots. There is for one
the feverish activity now displayed by all
principal delegations and their staffs. There
is, for another, the near universal assump-

nanced programs,
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tion that so strenuous an effort cannot but
be successful.”

But important decisions have not yet been
made, and so many remain to be made—not
just in grains, but also in the other areas
of temperate agriculture negotiations, and
of course in the intensely complicated indus-
trial sectors. We can shortly expect an-
nouncement that an antidumping agreement
has been fundamentally agreed upon. As an
initial advocate of such an agreement, con-
crete achlevement in even this limited area
is encouraging. But there is much left to
accomplish,

The scheduled meetings of the EEC Coun-
cil of Ministers for April 10 through 12 will
be the ldeal opportunity for making the
decislons that will spell success or failure
for the Eennedy Round.

NEXT SECTION OF REFORT

I belleve it very important that there be
a much wider public understanding of the
specific nature of our own trade policy and
of EEC agriculture policy., Thus I will dis-
cuss in the next section of this evaluation
the other product groups for which special
negotiating teams have been established:
meat and dairy products. I will also discuss
poultry and fruits and vegetables, important
U.S. trade items, and the problems posed by
expanding developing-country exports of
tropical agriculture products. This section
will follow on Thursday, April 13. It will be
followed by a discussion of the industrial
negotiations.

Jorts outside specified Government-financed programs, and lotal
years ending June 30, 1855, through 1966
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Type of export 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 1960 1961 1962 1963 1964 1965 1966 thll'gg'gh
Public Law 480:
Title I, sales for forelgn COIrTeNCY -« oo ocoooomocooicmaan 73 439 909 650 725 826 952 | 1,024 | 1,085 | 1,064 | 1,135 864 9,755
Title 11, disaster reliel. . 83 91 88 02 56 65 146 176 150 150 T2 150 1,328
Title ITI, donations_ . 135 184 165 173 131 105 144 169 170 189 179 171 1,015
Title 11T, barter.____ 125 298 401 100 132 149 144 198 60 112 130 27 2,076
Title IV, long-term supply d dollar credit sales. . S e T e ST s e WIS o el RS 19 58 47 151 161
Total, Public Law 480.. 416 | 1,002 | 1,563 | 1,024 | 1,044 | 1,145 | 1,386 | 1,886 | 1,532 | 1,562 | 1,667 | 1,573 15, 510
Mutual security (AID), secs, 402 and 550, ssles ror foreign
currency and eoouom.fe ) g £ 450 356 304 227 210 167 186 4 14 24 26 42 2,160
Tutal exports under specified Government-financed
TORIrams. 866 | 1,367 | 1,857 | 1,251 1,254 | 1,312 | 1,572 | 1,660 | 1,546 | 1,586 | 1,608 | 1,615 17,679
Total sxPorts outside speetﬁed Govsmmant—ﬂnanced pn:»
grams P =l e 2,278 | 2,128 | 2,771 | 2,752 | 2,465 | 8,205 | 3,374 | 3,482 | 3,532 | 4,481 | 4,404 | 5,066 39, 930
Total, agricultural eXports. ... - oo 8,144 | 3,406 | 4,728 | 4,008 | 3,719 | 4,517 I 4,046 | 5,142 | 5,078 | 6,067 | 6,007 | 6,681 57,618

! Values shown are disbursements for exports.
? Ex “outside specified Government programs™

ports
addition to unassisted commercial transactions, shipments of some commoditi
governmental assistance in the form of (1) extension of eredit and credit guarantees for

relatively short periods; (2
(sales for dollars) include, én domestic market prices; an

Agriculture, November 1!

sales of Government-owned commodities at less than
(8) export payments in cash or in kind.

Source: * Foreign Agri%t;g.nm] Trade of the United States,” U.S. Department of

Total U.S. agricultural exports including Government-finance programs—Value by commodity, calendar years 1965 and 1966

[Dollars in millions]

Community 1965 19661 Change Community 1965 1966 ¢ Change
(percent) (percent)
Animals and animal products: Oilseeds and produc
Dairy ucts. ... $196 $126 —38 Cottonseed and suybean olls. i $241 §153 —37
Fats, oils, and gr 226 190 —16 Sovbegns_ .. i ~ 650 760 +17
Hides and skins. 100 155 +42 Protein meal____ 187 226 21
Meats and meat products. ... 112 116 +4 SR AR R AL TR i 88 11
Poaltry prodaots s eea 70 67 —4
7 e A R S RS A R LR R ey 75 T —& Totai oilsaeds, oL e 1,157 1,227 -+6
..... 383 482 -+26
Total, animals, ete. ... .. ._._____ 788 725 —8 tablesand prepa:stions 155 176 +14
Cotton, excluding linters__ 486 432 —11 || Other. 815 336 +7
Fruits and preparations._ . ___ 313 315 +1
Total exports. .. _-.._.... 6,220 6, 885 +11
1,134 1,330 +18
243 228 —6
1,183 1,535 +30
72 90 +25
2,632 3,192 +21

1 Preliminary.
CXIII——642—Part 8

Source: U.8. Department of Agriculture,
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U.8. agricultural exports to the European Economic Communily—Value by commodity, calendar years 1962-661
[In thousands of dollars)
Commodity 1062 1963 1964 1965 1966 Commodity 1962 1063 1964 1965 1966
Variable levy commodities: * Nonvariable commodities: ¢
Feed grains 275,258 | 325,072 | 471,472 | 478,430 Canned poultry ¢ .______.. 1,080 1,007 | 3,002 8325 2,351
13,300 | 15,878 [ 10,140 823 Cotton, excluding linters. | 105,973 | 131,557 | 189,143 | 70,258 | 65,885
13, 700 5, 676 , 463 4,417 Fruits and vegetables....._._ 91,160 | 07,314 | 84,525 | 90,615 87,001
63,655 | 560,228 | 67,674 | 107,006 Hides and skins___ 20,560 | 16,426 "433 | 81,601 28, 384
3,200 1,662 L 207 1,358 Oilcake and meal 46,020 | 61,520 | 76,637 | 110,736 | 143,098
Soybeans. 162,320 | 150,436 | 213,867 | 226,201 | 278,678
160 1,326 2,623 200 Tallow 4. 26,375 | 25,021 | 34,080 | 37,222 | 34,660
22,551 | 54,398 | 80,473 1,211 Tobacco, unmanufactured._| 105 543 | 104,216 | 105,824 | 106,815 | 119,017
2,134 2, 543 2, 489 1,062 1,106 Variety meats, fresh,

Pork (excluding variety frogetr v JEAVIOT Sy ) 16,327 | 21,087 | 32,280 | 343N 35, 051
meats) and swine.___..___ 341 2,087 8,631 377 1,330 Vegetable oils, expressed____| 13,161 | 18,405 | 33,083 | 35,500 15, 851
Food for relief or charity....| 14,360 10, 164 6, 354 4, 656 4, 555
Other. 70,640 | 74,881 | 74,562 | 82,156

1,388 , 050 1, 380 1,496
10,608 | 19,615 6, 306 5,415 Total 718,682 | 882,018 | 834,452 | 808,575

6, 092 , 344 2,710 758 -

8,766 | 11,060 | 17,491 13,523 Total, EEC. - —o.o.....|1,150, 731 [1,171,411 |1, 415,877 |1, 476,453 | 1,561, 232

338 669 038 304

3,331 1,880 1,922 1,710

30,613 | 81,676 | 30,747 23, 206

25,864 | 26,523 | 24,463 26, 763

452,720 | 532,950 | 642,001 | 662 657

1 Compiled from U.8, Bureau of the Census data.

* Graing, poultry, and
rice on Sept. 1, 1964; and beef and

assification is designed to show ove
impact of the variable levies.

Common Market levies on wheat and corn of Feb. 1, 1967

[Per bushel]

k were subject to variable levies beginning on July 30, 1062;
products on Nov. 1, 1864,
1 changes in exports rather than to measure the

he v U.8, lard is for food use,
4 Although canned

the import duties are

able levy

¥ Lard for food is a variable levy commodity while lard for industrial use is bound
in the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) at 3 percent ad valorem.

m tallow, and variety meats are subject to variable levies
{n GATT,

U.8. exports of selecled agricultural commodities to the EEC

[In thousands of metric tons]

Cif, U.S. No.3corn...._.....
Levy as percent of landed value._.._.
ce:

)7 e b S e i S O S e R C T8 P I T R
Bince France is an exporter of both wheat and corn, ¢.Lf.

prices are not readily available,

Ital
oV
C.i.{.
C.it., U8B, Corn
Levy as percent of landed valu
Belgium:

C.if., U.8. Hard Winter Ordinary...

C.1.1., U.8, No. 3 corn

Levy as percent of landed value
Luxﬂ‘?nmg:

C:l.z. U.8. Hard Winter Ordinar

C.if1., U.8. No.3corn.....--

Levy as percent o
Netherlands:

v

C.i.z, U.8. Hard Winter Ordinary...
C.i.1., U.8. No. 3 corn
Levy as percent of land

ed value

flanded value. ... ..-.-.. ...

Wheat Corn Year 1970 projections !
Commodity 1957-58 | 1961 =
Low High
$1.77 $L.07
) AP
......... 1.64 ASSUMPTION T .
48 30 Cereals........ooooooioioiioo.o..| (4,000)| (6,327)| (2,920-4,190)| (3,480-4,880)
Of which:
bl 1L22 65 Wheat and wheat flour________ 1,100 | 2,577 0 0
Feedgrainge..._._ . ... 2, 8,750 | 2,020-4,190 | 3,480-4,050
ASSUMPTION 1
B0 ORI L5 o i e e U i L (4,000)| (6,327)| (3,270-4,808)| (3, 830-5, 503)
1,100 | 2,577 350~ 613 350~ 613
i 3,7 2,020-4,100 | 3, 480-4, 980
97 9~ 24 34~
ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ 1,667 | 1,906 | 1,184-1,722 |... ... ..Q
50 95 43-67
435 518 200~ 400 . 230- 460
1.49 .43 1 For cereals “low" refers to an annual rate of Emwth of 4 pereent in private consump-
Lol e tion expenditures per capita between 1958 and 1970, whereas under the high-income
__________ L.60 hypothesis, it is assumed that the latter will grow at 4.9 percent over the period.” For
........ 44 21  all other commodities “low’ refers to an annual rate of growth of GNP of 4.7 percent
and “high” to a growth rate of 5.7 percent. The 2 ahove hypotheses are mugﬁ!
........ 1.39 .67 equivalent. The above projections are based partially on studies by FAO, EEC,
g L0 e e, and the authors,
........... 1,60 T
________ 42 30

FARM SHARE OF THE FOOD DOLLAR

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, last

summer's administrative steps to depress
farm prices, or to prevent them from ris-
ing, if they were motivated by a priority
interest in consumer demands for low-
cost food, made it clear that one of the
greatest long-range challenges facing
farmers is in the area of communica-
tions.
Parity prices will benefit not only
farmers and the rural economy; they will
also assure continued abundant supplies
of food for the consumer. This is one
simple fact that must have national
attention if our efforts to improve agri-
cultural returns are to succeed.

But we can go beyond this and show
how insignificant the farmer’s share of
the consumer food dollar really is and
how it has actually declined while retail

prices have been rising. I am convinced
that if this relationship were broadly
realized there would be little objection
to treating farmers fairly. In a capsule,
parity prices would be inexpensive as
well as equitable.

The highly respected economic com-
mentator, Sylvia Porter, has this week
performed a great service in connection
with these points on farm and food
prices. Because they are written on
matters of direct personal interest to
millions of Americans and because their
style is so direct and concise, I know
that Sylvia Porter’s columns are both
widely published and, more importantly,
widely read and understood.

I therefore heartily welcomed Miss
Porter’s column of April 17, which dis-
cussed the factors behind farmers' de-
mands for better prices. I ask unani-

mous consent that it be printed at this
point in the RECORD.

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

McGoveErN'S Move To HELP FARMER
(By Sylvia Porter)

Democratic Senator George McGovern of
Bouth Dakota, has seriously proposed a new
food labeling system under which each pack-
age of food we buy would bear a label stating

how much of the price is going to the U.S.
farmer.

Agriculture Secretary Orville Freeman has
called for new restrictions on imports of
dairy products, at a time when quotas could
have explosive political-economic implica-
tions.

Infuriated U.S. dairy farmers have tried
milk-dumping campaigns in an attempt to
drive up the prices they receive for milk.

Just these three news items dramatize the
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fact that the American farmer again is in a
tlght.emng economic squeeze—Tfor although

ble strides in catching up
to t.he non-farm worker last year, the level-
ing off of food prices plus continually sky-
rocketing costs of operation are hitting him
hard in 1967.

Just since 1059, farm machinery prices
have risen a full 24 per cent and labor costs
are up 35 per cent.

In addition, he's fighting severe farm labor
shortages, Intense local competition and
growing competition from food imports from
abroad. Last year alone, dairy imports
jumped 300 per cent.

Despite all the progress the farmer has
made during this decade, consider these
facts:

Even with last year's overall 16 per cent
income boost, the farmer still nets only a per
capita average of $1,731 in yearly earnings, a
full 60 per cent below average earnings of
the non-farmer.

Even though retail food prices last year
rose to 85 per cent above the 1947-49 aver-
age, prices paid to farmers for the food we
bought actually were 2 per cent below those
paid in 1947-49, Today, the farmer receives
only 653 per cent of the U.S. consumer's total

“after-tax income for his products—one-half
the share he received in 1947.

Even though our spending for farm-orig-
inated foods has soared $40 billion since
1947-49, less than one-fourth of this increase
has gone to the farmer. For every food dol-
lar you spend today, the farmer gets only 40
cents—10 cents less than he recelved two
decades ago.

Even though a significant number of big
U.S. farmers are making record profits to-
day, a far more significant number are being
pushed over the brink of poverty. Just in
the past eight years, the number of U.S. dairy
farms has dwindled from 770,000 to 500,000.

Here's what the farmer gets for each dol-
lar you spend for food:

Farmer’s share of $1 spent
Item
(% T 0 - A = S £0. 08
Corn flakes_ .09
Canned peaches .18
b VT e T S I .17
Spinach A .22
Oranges =
Potatoes st clovs BO
Fresh milk .49
Beef, choice_ .59
Eggs, grade A large .65

This table explains the background for
the farmer's demands more than a treatise
could. With his price pressures on top of
the generally rising costs of food production,
processing, packaging, there's only one direc-
tion for the price of your food marketbasket
in the months ahead: up.

NEBRASKA EDUCATIONAL TELE-
VISION SYSTEM

Mr, CURTIS. Mr. President, we have
in Nebraska a statewide educational tele-
vision system which is a model for the
Nation, and I am pleased today to invite
the attention of the Senate to some of
the details of this system.

The general manager of the Nebraska
Educational Television Network is Mr.
Jack G. McBride, of Linecoln, Nebr., a
capable young man who provided much
of the leadership for establishing this
system. Mr. McBride also is director of
television and general manager of the
University of Nebraska’s educational
television station, KUON-TV.

The statement was made by Mr. Mec-
Bride in person before the Subcommittee
on Communications of the Senate Com-
merce Committee, He spoke as a repre-
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sentative of the National Association of
Educational Broadcasters, and he de-
scribed in some detail the direct gains
which have been made for education in
Nebraska as a result of the establishment
of our statewide ETV network.

I commend the statement to the Mem-
bers of the Senate as the testimony of
an expert worthy of their most serious
consideration in deciding the future ac-
tion of this body on matters pertaining
to the development of educational tele-
vision.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp the statement by
Mr. Jack G. McBride.

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

STATEMENT BY JACK G, McBRIDE, DIRECTOR OF
TELEVISION AND GENERAL MANAGER OF THE
UNIVERSITY OF NEBRASKA’S KUON-TV, GEN-
ERAL MANAGER, NEBRASKA EDUCATIONAL TELE~
visIoN NETWORK, BEFORE THE SUBCOM-
MITTEE ON COMMUNICATIONS OF THE SENATE
CoMMERCE COMMITTEE, ON S. 1160, APRIL
13, 1967

My name is Jack G. McBride. I am Direc-
tor of Television and General Manager of the
University of Nebraska's Station KUON-TV,
General Manager of the Nebraska Educa-
tional Television Network, and Executive
Consultant to the Great Plains Instructional
Television Library. I have been honored to
serve as a consultant on a number of occa-
sions for various states, institutions, and na-
tional and international agencies and indus-
tries. I am Vice Chairman of the Television
Sub-Committee of the North Central Asso-
ciation of Colleges and Secondary Schools,
an elected member of the Affillates Commit-
tee of National Educational Television, and
a member of the Board of Directors and of
the Executive Committee of the National As-
soclation of Educational Broadcasters.

I appear today as Chairman of the Board
of Directors of the Educational Television
Stations division of the National Association
of Educational Broadcasters. With me are
three distinguished gentlemen who will dis-
cuss various aspects of the bill and their ex-
perience related to it: Mr, Devereux Josephs,
Mr. Newton Minow, and Mr. C, Scott Fletch-
er. Each of us will submit a prepared state-
ment for the record, speak brlefly about it,
and then answer your questions.

Educational Television Stations is that di-
vision of the NAEB which concerns itself
with appropriate national matters relating
to educational television stations. Repre-
sentatives of the licensees elect the ETS Di-
rectors, of which there are six. Serving with
me on the ETS Board of Directors this year
are Mr. Hartford Gunn, General Manager,
WGBH-TV, Boston, Massachusetts, Mr, James
Robertson, Director, WHA-AM-TV, Unlver-
sity of Wisconsin, Madison, Mr. Robert
Schenkkan, General Manager, ELRN-AM-TV,
Austin, San Antonio, Texas, Mr, Loren Stone,
Manager, KECTS, University of Washington,
Seattle, Washington and Mr. Donald Tavern-
er, President, WQED-WQEX, Pittsburgh,
Pennsylvania. The Directors then elect their
own chairman and I am that chalrman for
this year.

Our organization has given a great deal of
attention to the bill before you—S. 1160. It
was discussed particularly as it related to
the recommendations of the Carnegie Com-
mission on Educational Television at our
Second National Conference on the Long
Range Financing of ETV Stations, March 5,
6, and 7, 1967, at which 350 station managers
and governing board members were present
here in Washington. Mr. Fletcher will dis-
cuss the Conference reactions to it later. Our
Board of Directors met here in Washington
in recent weeks again to consider the hill in
detail and we have discussed it with our own
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local organizations. Our conclusion is that
we come to you in complete accord with S.
1160 as it stands. We think it is a good bill
and we urge its passage. We were grateful
to President Johnson for his reference to
ETV in his State of the Union message, and
for his education message to the Congress
which led to the bill we discuss with you
today.

Before discussing the bill in detail, I would
like to note a few general facts about edu-
cational television stations (for details see
attached Facts About Educational Televi-
sion). There are over 130 educational tele-
vision stations mow broadcasting, and they
exist in areas throughout the United States,
Puerto Rico, and Samoa. The typical ETV
station broadcasts about 50 hours a week,
with an average annual operating budget of
about $260,000. Most of the program sched-
ules are quite similar. About one-half of a
typical station schedule is devoted to class-
room instruction for elementary and sec-
ondary schools as well as for college credit,
and about half of their programs are what
the Carnegie Commission on Educational
Television has so aptly called Public Tele-
vigion. Stations normally produce about
one-fourth of their own programs, and get
the remainder from diverse sources including
National Educational Television in New York,
the ETS Program Service, regional networks
and other sources. (A summary “ETV Pro-
grams and Audlences” is attached.)

ETV stations are licensed by the Federal
Communications Commission to operate
noncommercially and to serve the education-
al needs of their own communities. None
may accept commerclal advertising. Each
is responsible for its own program schedule,
The stations are licensed about equally in
number to four general categories of licens-
ees: universities, State Commissions and De-
partments of Education, public school sys-
tems, and community  organizations
established specifically to operate ETV sta-
tions. All are tax-exempt organizations
under 501(c)(3) of the Internal Revenue
Code and contributions to them are tax
deductible.

I would like now to turn my attention to
specific provisions of the bill and our con-
cern about them. Title I of 8.1160 is con-
cerned with construction of facilities, an
extension of the excellent program of the
Educational Television Facilities Act of
1962. We applaud this extension. Educa-
tional television has taken glant steps ahead
as a result of the Educational Television
Facllities Act. That progress should be con-
tinued for much remains to be done. You
have heard other witnesses testify to the con-
siderable number of stations and increase in
public service to the citizens of the United
States which the ETV Facilities Act has en-
abled over the last five years. Mr. Minow
here with us today was present, as were
many of you on this Sub-Committee, on the
occasion of the hearings and passage of this
important Act. The Congress can be proud
of that Act.

As we look back over the past years of
success with the Educational Television Fa-
cilities Act, however, success is not measur-
able in terms of numbers of stations and
dollars alone. Let me cite certain Nebraska
examples which in many ways are typical
of national ETV development. Were it not
for the ETV Facilities Act the Nebraska ETV
Network would not be providing a 7:30 a.m.
to 11:00 p.m., 90 hours per week, year round
statewide educational service. Were it not
for the ETV Facilities Act, student nurses
would not have recelved quality instruction
in anatomy and physiology by television;
law enforcement officers throughout the
state would not be recelving timely in-school
instruction in arrests and bookings; teach-
ers, the latest In elementary science and
math teaching methods; farmers and ranch-
ers would not see demonstrations in corn
root-worm control and cattle feeding; pu-
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pils in Scottsbluff and Weeping Water would
not regularly see and hear the Boston sym-
phony and other metropolitan symphony or-
chestras; college students in Hastings and
Peru, a chance to see great drama, pre-
schoolers in Alllance and Grand Island, to
wateh Television Kindergarten and What's
New. For the first time we have the mech-
anisms to bring the educational, cultural
and historical resources of America’s major
metropolitan centers direct into the homes
of the less populated areas which form a
large part of our country.

We believe the future accomplishments of
this Title will be even more far reaching than
the obvious accomplishments ¢f the Educa-
tional Television Facilities Act have been to
date. Our Directors and staff prepared a Five
Year Projection last year which predicted the
growth of ETV in rather specific terms. We
have appended a copy of this study to this
testimony in the bellef that it will prove of
some guidance in planning the orderly
growth of educational television stations and
services in coming years. The Carnegie
Commission on Educational Television ar-
rived at much the same conclusions as did
we regarding the future size and shape of
educational television broadecasting in the
United States. We respect the Carnegie
Commission analysis and have made a com-
parison of their analysis and our plans.
This is also attached to our testimony, as is
a projection of the programming we think
likely in the next five years,

In view of the current needs which can
be so abundantly documented, we endorse
the wisdom of continuing it for an addi-
tional five years and adding additional dol-
lars to it. S. 1160 would add 103% million
dollars for the next fiscal year to carry out
the purposes of this Title. These dollars are
vitally needed if ETV is to continue to grow.
That the present Act has been a success can
be judged in one measure in that all funds
authorized for grants have been committed.
A new applicant today will find no federal
assistance avallable to him under this Act.
And we are aware that applications for more
than that amount—indicating dire need from
throughout the United States—are already
on hand in the Office of the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare.

We have further conducted inquiry
among ETV stations to ask what plans they
would have in the future for applying for
additional matching funds under such a
Title. From 40 existing stations, we have
recelved anticipated 1967-68 applications for
federal funds of over $28 million. Planned
projects include establishing a second ETV
station, conversion to color, adding mobile
and film equipment, new studio, and, with
the proposed new legislation, building an
educational radio station, plus expanded ra-
dio and TV networking. We regard this as
ample confirmation of the intent of the bill,
and the need exists and will be well served
by this Title.

A report we made last year to Senator War-
ren Magnuson showed that for every dollar
expended in the Facilities Act at least 82 or
$3 resulted locally In operations and capital
matching funds. Thus have the federal
funds also generated continuing and grow-
ing local support as a result.

In terms of other provisions of this Title
we note that the maximum sum to be granted
to any single state has been railsed from $1
million per state to 121; % of the total ap-
propriation for any year. We think this is
a good provision. As long as two years ago,
responding to an inquiry from the Office of
the Secretary of HEW, our organization spoke
to the need for lifting of the previous $1
million ceiling in the Act. Even then, a
number of states which had experienced
rapid and healthy development in educa-
tional television had reached their $1 mil-
lion ceiling, and were unable to proceed fur-
ther in terms of federal assistance.
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The State which I am privileged to repre-
sent, Nebraska, is a good case in point. In
1963 the Nebraska Legislature authorized de-
velopment of a State ETV network to serve
all the schools, colleges and homes of our
State, which is almost 500 miles wide. To
date, 5 full-power, tall-tower stations have
been activated and the 6th and Tth are un-
der construction. But we consumed our 1
million limitation under the Facilities Act
before the 6th station was completed and we
still have additional stations to activate, and
dark areas to cover to bring the many in-
structional and cultural benefits of ETV to
the more sparsely populated areas. For
these reasons, our Nebraska ETV Commission
has requested from our legislature currently
in session additional funds to match addi-
tional appropriations contemplated in S. 1160.
There is still much to be done; more chan-
nels, interconnection, colorizing, updating
production origination facilities. Nebraska's
needs are paralleled in many other states.

We note with considerable pleasure the
inclusion of educational radio stations as
eligible recipients under terms of the Act.
Our Directors, long ago urged that educa-
tional radio stations be made eligible for
these grants. Again last year we submitted
a report to Senator Magnuson in which we
confirmed this recommendation. About 14
of our educational television station licensees
are also licensees of educational radio sta-
tions. We expect this proportion to increase
in future years as the two media are used in
joint support for educational service in their
communities. Each has a definite role to
play in education and community service.

In another provision of this Title we are
pleased that federal participafion may be
increased up to 75% to each applicant. We
believe this to be a good change in the pro-
cedures of facilities grants. This change
will allow the Secretary of HEW flexibility
to meet a wide variety of local needs. This
is entirely consistent with the recommenda-
tions we have made over the past two years in
this regard.

We are pleased at the inclusion of the
Virgin Islands, Guam, American Samoa and
the Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands
as eligible recipients. We have long urged
the inclusion of these important developing
areas. Our own organization, the NAEB, has
played a major role In the development of
educational television in American Samoa
as has become well known througout the
nation. We think that the techniques there
can be applied to these other areas with
equal benefit.

We appreciate that planning for these ac-
tivitles is also eligible under the new twrms
of 8. 1160, An educational televisicn or
radio station is a complex enterprise r=quir-
ing a high degree of planning for its proper
development.

I would turn now to the second ‘Title of
the Act which calls for the establishment of
a non-profit educational broadcasting cor-
poration. It is this Title which is the exciting
new proposal we face today. My colleagues
Mr. Fletcher and Mr. Josephs and Mr. Minow
each have specific comments about the or-
ganization and functions of this Corpora-
tion and the valuable programming services
it can generate in each community as well as
nationally. I would add specific comments
of my own. Speaking for the ETV stations,
we concur absolutely in the aims of this
Title., We belleve it is in the public interest
for the Congress to encourage the growth and
development of noncommercial educational
radio and television broadecasting. We
heartily endorse the policy aims of freedom,
imagination and initiative which we know
from direct and long experience are the
cornerstones on which public television must
be bullt. Our aim has always been to achieve
diversity and excellence, although, heretofore,
we have seldom had the means at all levels
to accomplish it. We have studied the rec-
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ommended Corporation and we believe that
this is an appropriate agency for the Congress
to establish, and that it can be of extremely
vital service in assisting the continuing de-
velopment of educational broadcasting
throughout the United States.

There are several important aspects of
this Corporation to which we would speak.
We concur with the objective of the Presi-
dent of the United States when he spoke in
his message on education to the Congress
that this Corporation must be free from
any undue outside influence. We believe the
Corporation as described and established
by the bill will accomplish that purpose.
I can state categorically that no educational
broadcasting licensee desires interference
with his own local authority or with his pro-
gram schedule. We do not permit it now;
we cannot permit it in the future. The
licensee’s responsibility is total for his own
program schedule. I can assure you that
the institution and agency which employ
me and those licensees of all other educa-
tional television stations concur absolutely.
We can tolerate no interference with the
autonomy of our program schedules today
or in the future. These are our credos in
educational broadcasting.

We recognize that one of the major meth-
ods of appropriately insulating this Cor-
poration from undue government influence
is provided through the appointment of its
Board of Directors. We believe that the
appointment method proposed in S. 1160
is entirely consistent with these aims., In
our opinion, Board members appointed by
the Chief Executive of the United States,
with the advice and consent of the Senate
of the United States, under the conditions
established in the bill, is a satisfactory
means of securing the highest possible lead-
ership for these policy-making positions, as
well as insuring adequate responsiveness to
the people of the United States in their
selection. I am sure that my other col-
leagues here will also express themselves to
this point.

I should add that it is the unanimous
opinion of the ETS Directors that no staff
or Board member of any ETV licensee should
at the same time serve as a Board member
of this Corporation.

We note the wisdom also of the particular
directives in the selection of the Board
members that there should be no political
test or qualification used in their selection,
and we, of course, support strongly the
position that the Corporation may not in
anywise be a politically active Corporation.
This is certainly consistent with our own
operations as nonprofit tax-exempt organi-
zations.

In terms of the specific activities of the
Corporation we applaud the establishment of
the Corporation itself as essentially a non-
operating entity. We believe it just as im-
portant that the Corporation be insulated
itself from the day to day activities of a
broadeast statlon or network as it is from
political control in its selection of staff and
Board members. We think it an important
part of this insulation that this Corporation
be essentlally a grant-making organization
for the improvement of a wide variety of
educational broadcasting tasks, and not it-
self a contract-making agency, and thus the
creator and broadcaster of the resulting pro-
grams, We think this is a further insurance
of objectivity and separation from the pos-
sibility of improper government influence.

We support the broad activities to which
this Corporation would offer encouragement.
Extremely critical is the operational support
of some of our stations. We have too great
a number of ETV stations today which oper-
ate with budgets far below any level of ef-
fectiveness in their own communities. A
majority of ETV stations operate annually
on less money than the cost of 1 hour of a
prime time program on a commercial net-
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work. Despite these limitations, we are
proud of the achievement to date of our ETV
statlons. We longingly look to a future of
vastly improved and increased service.
Therefore, we are pleased that the Corpora-
tion in such situations can assist in the di-
rect operational support of those stations.

We are painfully aware too that many local
program opportunities exist which cannot be
met because of inadequate local financing.
The ETV stations in Nebraska would wel-
come the opportunity to produce timely doc-
umentaries dealing with publie affairs and
issues facing Nebraskans. We look forward
to producing local out of school general edu-
cational programs for children; but these
productions take a full complement of pro-
fessional, not part-timers or the inexperi-
enced, or even capable professionals who
must perform 2 or 3 different production
tasks. Again we are pleased to note the
Corporation can assist.

We are aware of the growing development
of reglonal networks for the pooling of re-
sources in any number of regions. The East-
ern Educational Network has long been a
successful model in this regard and we note
the growth of other such systems in the
middle west, west and south. We encourage
them, and we agree that the Corporation
should assist them.

At the national level, the excellent record
of National Educational Television, with
which most of our stations are affiliated,
clearly shows what can be accomplished in
ETV when adequate resources are available.
NET deserves and should get additional sup-
port from the proposed Corporation. In
this respect also our own organization has
fostered the development of the ETS Pro-

Service in Bloomington, Indiana,
which exchanges the best programs of the
stations themselves. However, the ETV sta-
tions themselves cannot yet afford all the
costs of exchanging programs themselves.
Thanks to grants from the National Home
Library Foundation and the W. K. Kellogg
Foundation, the ETS Program Service has
already had a year of rapidly expanding
service to the ETV stations. We believe the
ETS Program Service is an obvious develop-
ment activity which the Corporation for
Public Television should support in order to
continue and expand its effective distribu-
tion of good ETV programs throughout the
Nation. (We assume that this kind of na-
tional program service is not to be confused
with the kind of archival library proposed
that the Corporation itself could establish.)

We are also happy to see that the Corpo-
ration could assist organizations like ours
to continue development of adequate pub-
lications for the continuing education of
those in educational television. Our own
NAEB Journal is certainly a publication
which should merit support by the Corpo-
ration for Public Television in order to im-
prove its development.

We note with great interest the mention
of common carrier rates with respect to ac-
tivities of the Corporation. It is no secret
that the relatively high rates in terms of
educational televislon operation have pre-
vented the full development of regional and
national ETV interconnection services. Thus
do we encourage by the FCC and the Con-
gress exploration of the means by which
either free or reduced rates for these inter-
connection services could be granted to non-
commercial educational broadcasting sta-
tions.

Regarding the financing of the Corpora-
tion itself, we think that diversity of income
sources insures freedom and autonomy for
local stations; and we assume that diversity
of income sources will accomplish the same
ends for the Corporation for Public Televi-
slon. We note with great pleasure the al-
ready-pledged sum of $1 million from Colum-
bia Broadcasting System to the Corporation
for Public Television. We hope that other

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

corporations, foundations and individuals
may be inspired to do likewise by this gen-
erous contribution.

Insofar as the specific amount appropriated
for the Corporation and the limits to any
project or statlon grant in this beginning
year, we know of no reason why this would
not be satisfactory.

(We must note the ironic fact that at the
same time this Sub-Committee is consider-
ing how to add modest assistance to ETV’s
strained budgets, other pending legislation—
the proposed Copyright Act revision—would
add such restrictions to ETV programming”
as to increase our program costs considerably.
A study released by our organization esti-
mates this cost at almost $50,000 per station
annually, with most of the increased costs
going for new station staff needed to cope
with the administration of the proposed re-
visions in the Copyright law. We would hope
that this search for the appropriate national
policy for ETV can be related to the develop-
ment of realistic conditions for ETV opera-
tion under any changes in the Copy-
right law.)

Turning to Title III, which authorizes a
comprehensive study of instructional tele-
vision and radio, we certainly approve. Just
as has been done for Public Television by the
historical Carnegie Commission study, we feel
a study of similar stature with similar out-
standing citizens serving it, should be applied
to the field of instructional television. It
was quite proper that the limited time staff
and funds of the Carnegie Commission on
ETV be devoted to a single aspect of ETV,
Public Television. It is equally appropriate,
indeed necessary, that similar attention be
given to the companion service of ETV—in-
structional TV.

Instructional TV in Nebraska is a major
factor In our schools. Our elementary and
secondary students are regularly receiving
instructions in French, English literature,
soclal studies, science and other subjects
through our state network. Last week, for
example, through the Nebraska ETV Com-
mission for Higher Education, students on
Nebraska public and private college and uni-
versity campuses throughout the State—
from Omaha on the east border to Chadron
in the west—saw a special interview with a
contemporary poet in her home here in
Washington; filmed for us by the Washing-
ton ETV station.

Nationally, the potential for instructional
television is great. Progress is being made.
National TV class enrollments have tripled
in the past 5 years, according to figures re-
cently released by the National Center for
School and College Television. (See attach-
ment: The Size and Growth of the School
TV Audience.) But problems persist—prob-
lems such as quality improvement, increase
of services and financing. Answers to these
problems must be found or the full poten-
tial of instructional television will never be
reached, and American education will be
the loser.

We are all aware of the considerable stud-
ies that have been done by the U.S. Office of
Education and the Ford Foundation in the
past as to specific problems in instructional
TV. We are sure these will furnish a valu-
able foundation on which the proposed study
can be built. As with others we would look
to the future for the time when other non-
broadcast media can get equal emphasis, al-
though we recognize that the funding of
Title III would not permit such a broad
study at this time. We are certain that our
ETV station constituents will give full sup-
port to this study as it proceeds, as we were
pleased to do with the staff and Commis-
sioners of the Carnegle Commission on ETV.

WATER POLLUTION CONTROL

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
American people and the national econ-
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omy are totally dependent on assured
supplies of fresh, wholesome water. It
is an absolute necessity. We know of no
substitute.

Yet all too often our use of this vital
commodity has been a process of ex-
ploitation with little or no concern for
future needs. We have been rendering
unusable more and more of our limited
water resources, and the day is not far
off when we will not have enough even
to sustain our current requirements, let
alone to supply a growing population
and an expanding economy.

The prospect of a stagnant Nation,
crippled economically and physically by
pollution, demands that we turn our full
energies toward means of protecting and
preserving water supplies.

In a recent interview for the Chicago
Tribune, Consulting Economist Eliot
Janeway dquestioned one of our most
foresighted and authoritative congres-
sional spokesmen on the issue of water
pollution control, Senator Ga¥YLorD NEL-
son, of Wisconsin. Senator NELsoN sup-
plied a concise description of the urgency
of our task and of methods that might
be used to deal with it. I ask unanimous
consent that the interview be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

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

CowcrEss To WEIGH PoLLUTION PROBLEMS
(By Eliot Janeway)

New Yorx, April 5.—Overnight, pollution
has surfaced as a major American social dis-
aster area. The acuteness of the problem is
a standing criticism of the way we have spent
our money in this age of afluence. A study
Just released by the Chase Manhattan bank
projects early costs for air and water pollu-
tion control at 5 billion dollars annually now,
and assumes a steady annual rate of 10 bil-
lions by 1970. But Congress strikes the bal-
ance between national requirements and na-
tional expenditures, Accordingly, this col-
umn interviewed Sen. Gaylord Nelson, Demo-
crat, of Wisconsin, a veteran student of con-
servation problems.

Q.—Is the pollution problem really as
grave as we are led to believe?

A.—Indeed it Is, and public pressure all
the way from the top sclentific levels to the
grass roots is growing every year for some-
thing to be done about it. Our national
avallable supply of water in this country is
600 billion gallons a day, and there’s no way
to increase that amount appreciably., We
now use 35 billion gallons a day. But by
1980 our best estimate is that we will be
using 600 billion, and by the year 2000, 1.2
billion, or twice the national daily supply.
This means that we will have to use the same
water over and over agaln. And, since the
time and cost involved in repeated cleaning
are absolutely prohibitive, we'd better find
ways to clean up our fresh water and keep it
clean.

HAS PROVED EFFECTIVE

Q.—What federal legislation is now opera-
tive in pollution control?

A.—One law that has been on the books
for several years has proved quite effective.
It provides that, if there is provable pollu-
tion of interstate waters, the secretary of the
interior may convene a conference of the
States involved. Once the conference ma-
chinery is set up, each municipality and each
industrial installation in the watershed is
checked out; samplings of the water are
taken and examined; the sources of con-
tamination are identified; and offenders are
required to install adequate anti-pollution
equipment. About a year ago, for example,
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some 50 companies a.ung the Detroit river
undertook such a program. Any company or
muniecipality that refuses to comply with the
recommended corrective measures faces fed-
eral court action,

Q.—You, I understand, are the sponsor of
some new legislation. Will you describe 1t?

A—T have several bills providing for fed-
eral assistance. Of course, no matter how the
program - is financed, the American public
will foot the bill, whether as taxpayers or as
consumers. My industrial bill provides for
low interest loans, matching fund grants
from the federal government, flexible de-
preciation schedules, and fast tax writeoffs
on anti-pollution expenditures by industry.
A municipal bill provides for the same fi-
nancing as that applied to the interstate
highway system. 90 per cent federal funds
for a matching 10 per cent in state and mu-
nicipal funds. Another bill proposes con-
tracts with universities, nonprofit corpora-
tlons, and private corporations for research
and development In hardware and processes
for the neutralization and disposal of wastes.
Some rather remarkable progress in new
‘equipment development is being made. I re-
cently visited a plant in my home state where
they're making the first effective low-cost
marine sewage treatment plant for installa-
tlon on ships. It will be priced within ready
reach of all ship operators. Equipment like
this could take a long step toward solving
pollution of harbors and in the Great Lakes.

ASKS CONGRESS INTENT

Q—Is Congress of & mind now to appro-
priate the needed funds?

A —The Viet Nam war is undoubtedly de-
terring some congressional action, but once
that’s over the program ls certain to accel-
erate fairly rapidly. Actually, altho the total
cost of cleaning up our air and water over the
next 20 to 30 years adds up to quite a bit of
money, it is only about the equivalent of two
years of defense spending at the present rate.
It seems rather tragic that this dramatic in-
crease in awareness of the serlousness of the
problem has come so late—considering that
Theodore Roosevelt, as far back as 1908, pro-
claimed conservation the most important
American domestic problem. It was then,
and the need to solve it is even more urgent
now. We can’t afford a stop-go approach that
fluctuates with the ups and downs of the
economy. We need a continuously expand-
ing program at a steady rate of increase—
beginning now.

ON WIRETAPPING LEGISLATION—
STATEMENT OF REPRESENTA-
TIVE CLAUDE PEPPER BEFORE
HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, Congress has no abler opponent of
wiretapping and eavesdropping than
Representative CrLaupE PEPPER, of Flor-
ida. = As a Member of the Senate he held
a most important investigation into
wiretapping 15 years ago. Two years
ago he testified before my Subcommit-
tee on Administrative Practice and Pro-
cedure when we held hearings in Miami,
Fla. He has consistently urged Federal
legislation to protect the American citi-
zen from invasions of privacy by Federal
and private agents.

Mr. President, today, before the House
Judiciary Committee, Mr. PerPER made
an eloquent statement in support of the
Right of Privacy Act of 1967 which I in-
troduced in the Senate and which he
and Representative CELLER introduced in
the House. In his statement he said:

If we concede here that we are so helpless
in our fight against crime that we must in
essence open the doors and windows of every
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home and office building in the United States
and submit the people to the possibility of
an unreasonable search, anytime, anyplace,
and anywhere; then gentlemen, we have
indeed fallen into a sorry state. But I do
not believe that this country has reached
such depth.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Representative PEPPER’'s fine
statement be printed in the Recorp. I
commend it to all Members of the Sen-
ate.

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

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CLAUDE PEP-
PER, BEFORE THE HOUSE JUDICIARY COMMIT-
TEE, REGARDING H.R. 5470 axp H.R. 5386, THE
RicuaT OF PRIVACY AcT OF 1967, APRIL 19,
1967

Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-
committee, I would first like to thank the
member of this subcommittee for allowing
me to present my views on my bill, HR. 5470
and that of the able Chairman, Mr. Celler’s,
H.R. 5386, The Right of Privacy Act of 1067.

My interest in wiretapping legislation is
not new. Fifteen years ago I headed a Sen-
ate Subcommittee which investigated wire-
tapping here in the District of Columbia. At
that time the devices with which we were
confronted had not approached the sophisti-
cation of the present devices, but even then
we recognized wiretapping as a ‘problem
which must be faced if we were to protect
the citizens of our nation from unwarranted
intrusions which go far beyond anything
the framers of our Constitution could have
imagined when they prohibited unreason-
able searches and seizures.

The problem of wiretapping and eaves-
dropping, to my mind, falls into two distinct
and separate categories; intrusions by gov-
ernment officlals and the intrusions by pri-
vate persons. In the case of wiretapping or
eavesdropping by government officlals
whether they be federal, state or local, an
argument can be made in favor of controlled
wiretapping and eavesdropping; to deny that
would be to shirk the responsibilities with
which we in Congress are endowed. How-
ever, I believe that a review of all of the
cilreumstances and all of the arguments in
favor of such action by government officials
falls far short of sufficient justification to al-
low such action, except in the most serious
national security cases. What we are deal-
ing with here is that most basic of rights
with which the American people are blessed,
the right to be let alone. If we concede here
that we are so helpless in our fight agalnst
crime that we must in essence open the doors
and windows of every home and office bulld-
ing in the United States and submit the peo-
ple to the possibility of an unreasonable
search, anytime, anyplace, and anywhere
then, gentlemen, we have indeed fallen into
a sorry state, but I do not believe that this
country has reached such depth. My faith
in the American people and in the govern-
ment of the United States will not let me
belleve it. Not for one moment will I admit
that we must authorize such intrusions by
the government into the private lives of our
people for reasons invelving anything less
than national security.

Along every front and in almost every con-
celvable way our privacy is being eroded by
the course of progress and the growth of
country, and to the extent that such ero-
sion is natural, it is unavoldable in a grow-
ing nation. But we have a duty to protect
the people from an unnatural growth of this
process and, to my mind, sanctioned wire-
tapping and eavesdropping is an enlarge-
ment of the natural erosion of privacy most
unnatural,

Wiretapping and eavesdropping by private
individuals presents a somewhat different
problem. Here we have actlons that, by
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any name, are so at odds with the ideals of
this country that they never should have
been allowed to start. As I stated before, an
argument can be made for wiretapping by
government officials but I submit, gentle-
men, that no argument, however tenuous, can
be made which would justify the use of wire-~
tapping and eavesdropping devices by private
persons.

Presently the situation is deplorable and
only the high cost of the devices available
to the public limits their use. However, the
devices are avallable to any and all who have
the money. I do not believe that it would
serve any purpose for me to go into lengthy
description of all of the devices which are
avallable to the general public. Suffice it to
say that they are numerous and most in-
genious. So ingenlous, in fact, as to repre-
sent a threat to the privacy and the secu-
rity of every American.

The Right to Privacy Act will protect us all
from these devices, no matter in whose hands
they are, and it behooves us to act now to
enact this bill for time is of the essence.

The power of the Congress to enact this leg-
islation is clear. The “Commerce Clause” dic-
tates a clear grant of authority to prohibit
the interception of interstate and intrastate
messages because they both use the same wire
and to prohibit the interstate shipment of
wiretapping and eavesdropping devices and
the use of such devices which have been
shipped whole or in part in interstate com-
merce. The need is clear, the power to act
is clear, and I wholeheartedly support this
measure which responds to this need.

This measure which is before the subcom-
mittee brings into focus the crime aspect of
the wiretapping dilemma and I feel should
be given further attention. Law enforce-
ment officers have, time and again, declared
a need for the power to wiretap in order to
fight crime effectively and, while I respect-
fully dissent from thelr position on this issue
and have done so, I feel that I must speak
up on their behalf and recognize that they
are Indeed faced with an almost unsur-
mountable but not insoluble problem,

Crime in this country has, in recent years,
been growing at a rate which staggers the
imagination and the trend continues. In
1965 two milllon seven hundred and eighty
thousand serious crimes were reported to the
police and the first nine months of 1966
showed a ten percent increase during that
period. In terms of crimes per one thousand
inhabitants the 19656 figure represents a
thirty-five percent increase over 1960. The
growing concern of Congress with the crime
problem is clearly reflected in the Congres-
sional Record index where the number of
items concerning crime has grown with the
crime rate. This growing crime rate with
which we are faced has spread alarm
throughout the country and I believe that we
must act now to attack the problem on its
many fronts.

We are all aware of the menace of the Cosa
Nostra, or Mafia, as it is more generally
known, and we are aware of the unrest and
unsettled condition in our great metropolitan
areas. And, as we are aware, so are the cit-
izens whom we represent and our duty to
them ‘demands that we act now and use the
full extent of our powers to alleviate this
problem. If we allow the situation to con-
tinue on its present course, unabated and
unchecked, the reaction of law-abiding eciti-
zens to the situation may well exceed all con-
stitutional lmitations. In my home state
of Florida the governor has taken it upon
himself to hire a private police force answer-
able only to him for its actions and operating

‘well outside the framework of the constitu-

fional government of Florida. If we do not
act against crime in & manner more respon-
sive to the situation such private police
forces, abhorrent though they may be, may
become the order of the day. We cannot dis-
miss lightly this possibility which, if it came
to pass, would place in dire jeopardy all of
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our precious rights and liberties. We have
many means of fighting crime, but we are
sorely lacking in knowledge of how best to
approach the situation. Owur past history in
the fight against crime shows that, by and
large, we have chosen a piecemeal approach to
the problem rather than a comprehensive,
overall approach which would attack the
problem at its many roots.

We have come to realize, however, in re-
cent years, that crime must be fought on
two levels: (1) the present crime problem
and how to reduce it and (2) the causes of
crime and how to eliminate them. One is a
short range goal, the other a long range
goal,

However, before any action is taken on a
broad scale, we must have more informa-
tion so that we may be surer that action
has concrete results and does not simply
evolve into just another funding effort on
the part of the Federal government,

In the area of combatting crime we must
first admit our limitations. We cannot
create a national police force. The primary
responsibility for law enforcement is upon
state and local governments, Therefore, we
must investigate in depth the means which
we can employ and the methods whereby
these means may be most effectively put
into use. The President’'s message on crime
represents an important effort in this direc-
tion. Contained in it are numerous pro-
posals of great merit, including the Safe
Streets and Crime Control Act of 1967, law
enforcement hearings, and proposed legisla-
tion to act in the fight against organized
crime. The number of presidential propos-
als reinforces my view of the enormity of the
problem,

I believe that we here in Congress can act
in a more efficlent and responsive manner to
the terrible problem of crime in the United
States if we create either a joint committee
to investigate crime or a select committee in
the House to deal exclusively with the prob-
lem of crirme and I have introduced legisla-
tlon which would accomplish this. House
Joint Resolution 1 would create a Joint Com-
mittee to investigate crime and would be
composed of seven members of the House
and seven members of the Senate and em-
power the joint committee to make continu-
ing investigations and studles of all aspects
of crime in the United States including, and
I am here guoting from the joint resolution;
(1) its elements, causes, and extent; (2) the
preparation, collection, and dissemination of
statistics thereon, and the avallability of
reciprocity of information among law en-
forcement agencies, Federal, state and local,
including the exchange of information with
foreign nations; (3) the adequacy of law en-
forcement and the administration of justice,
including the constitutional issues pertain-
ing thereto; (4) the effect of crime and dis-
turbance in the metropolitan urban areas;
(5) the effect, directly or indirectly, of crime
on the commerce of the natlon; (68) the
treatment and rehabilitation of persons con-
victed of crimes; (7) measures for the re-
duction, control, or prevention of crime; (8)
measures for the improvement of (a) detec-
tion of crime, (b) law enforcement, includ-
ing increased cooperation among the agen-
cles thereof, (d) the administration of jus-
tice; and (9) measures and programs for
increased respect for the law. House Res-
olution 16 which I introduced contains the
same powers for the House Select Commit-
tee.

These powers I believe must he em-
bodied in one speclal committee so that it
may examine the problem of crime in this
country in its entirety. As I stated before
we are in dire need of knowledge throughout
the broad spectrum of crime and I am firmly
convinced that it 1s only through the crea-
tion of a special committee that we can
obtain this knowledge and thus obtain an
effective tool to use in enacting effective
legislation,
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If such a committee is created it can pro-
vide us with Invaluable information which
otherwise might not come to our attention.
The committee could weigh the pros and
cons of the numerous proposals to combat
crime which are made almost daily by ex-
perts in almost every field of human en-
deavor. We should, I believe, hear in full
everything that the best thinkers in psy-
chology, soclology, penology, law enforcement,
étc, can tell us about the many faces of
this problem.

The committee would act as a repository
of information on erime and all of its aspects
s0 that we, acting in our individual capacities,
and as members of our legislative committees,
could draw upon Iits expertise and in-
formation in preparing remedial and imagi-
native legislation proposals.

We must concede that crime is a problem
of almost unimaginable complexity and that
information in depth on the subject is most
difficult to obtain and assess, and once we
make this concession our course of action
becomes clear. We must develop within the
Congress the means of obtaining and assess-
ing information on crime and all of its com-
plexities and ramifications. The most effi-
clent way, I believe, to accomplish this end
would be to create a continuing body with
Congress to provide this service. Without
this service we must continue to respond to
piecemeal proposals and relinquish to the
Executive Branch the initiative and the real
power to act on this vital social problem.

Thank you very much.

THE THREAT OF OUR EXPLODING
POPULATION

Mr. GRUENING. Mr, President, this
past Saturday the New York World
Journal Tribune commented on the pop-
ulation problem, and correctly pointed
out that AID “is still just dabbling with
the problem. Many more doctors,
nurses, demographers, administrators,
and educators, and much more high-
level fervor will have to be put into the
effort if the population challenge is go-
ing to be tackled in time.”

I ask unanimous consent that the full
content of this excellent editorial be in-
serted in the ReEcorp at the conclusion of
my remarks as exhibit 1.

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

ExHIBIT 1
THE POPULATION THREAT

Population growth is climbing right
through the ceiling.

British-ruled India, 20 years ago, had 380
million people; today that subcontinent
holds 610 million. Indonesia had 56 million
people in 1947; today the total is 106 million.
The Philippines’ population in 1946 was 19
million; today it's 84 million. Brazil had
47 million people in 1946; today the figure is
85 million.

Population growth on that scale is just too
much. If the present trend continues, the
world’s 3.6 billion people will double by the
year 2000 and there will be mass starvation,
misery and political turmoil the likes of
which the world has never seen. Some ex-
perts think as early as 1976 some nations
will see widespread famine, despite the best
efforts to increase the world’s food supply.

The United States led the fight in World
War II against the forces of aggression; we
led the world in forming the United Nations;
we have defended freedom in the great tests
of the postwar world; we have led the way
in improving the lot of peoples through eco-
nomiec ald. But we cannot seem to act as
leaders in this great, on-rushing population
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problem that is second, in President John-
son's phrase, only to war itself.

The Agency for International Development
is at last waking up to the need for action.
Director William Gaud has told congressmen
that AID will go beyond the studies, research
and timid advice to which it has limited it-
self and now will provide family-planning
contraceptives, notably birth-control pills,
to friendly governments requesting them.

Gaud asked for $20 million for the popu-
lation project in the new fiscal year. But
AID is still just dabbling with the problem.
Many more doctors, nurses, demographers,
administrators and educators, and much
more high-level fervor will have to be put
into the effort if the population challenge is
going to be tackled in time.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, is there further morning
business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further morning business? If not,
morning business is closed.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the
investment credit and the allowance of
accelerated depreciation in the case of
certain real property.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that
the order for the quorum call be
rescinded.

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

MEAT IMPORT LIMITATIONS

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the desk and I
ask that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to read the amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that further
readlnth g of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered; and the
amendment will be printed in the Recorp
at this point.

The amendment submitted by Mr.
McGovERN, is as follows:

At the end of the bill, add a new section,
as follows:

“Trr.e II—MEAT IMPORTS

“Sec. 201. Strike all of Sectlon 2 of P.L.
88-482, approved August 22, 1964, (78 Stat.
594) and substitute the following:

“Sec. 2. (a) Itls the policy of the Congress
that the quantity of the articles specified in
Items 106.10 (relating to fresh, chilled, or
frozen cattle meat); Item 106.20 (relating to
fresh, chilled or frozen meat of goats and
sheep (except lambs)), and Item 106.30 (re-
lating to lambs), of the Tariff Schedules of
the United States, which may be imported
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into the United States In any calendar year
beginning after December 31, 1966, should
not exceed the average quantity imported
during the years 1958 to 1862, inclusive;
except that this quantity shall be increased
or decreased for any calendar year by the
same percentage that estimated average an-
nual consumption of these articles in that
calendar year and the two preceding calendar
years increases or decreases in comparison
with the average annual consumption of
these articles during the years 1958 thru
1962, inclusive, It is further the policy of
the Congress that the quantity of importa-
tion of each Tariff Schedule item separately
should be so limited.

“(b) Before the beginning of each calen-
dar year after December 31, 1966, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall estimate and pub-
lish the gquantities prescribed for such a cal-
endar year by subsection (a).

“(c) Before the beginning of each quar-
ter in each calendar year after 1966, the
Secretary of Agriculture shall estimate the
quantity of each item described in subsec-
tion (a) which (but for this section) would
be imported in such subsequent quarter and,
if the quantity thus estimated by him is in
excess of one-fourth of the quantity pre-
scribed in subsection (a), and estimated
under subsection (b), the President by proc-
lamation shall limit the quantity of the
articles described in subsection (a) to one-
fourth of the quantity estimated for such
calendar year by the Secretary of Agriculture
pursuant to subsection (b).

“(d) The Secretary of Agriculture shall
determine at least quarterly quantities of
commodities being imported into the United
States under Items 107.40, 10745, 107.50,
107.55 and 107.60 (relating to beef and veal,
prepared or preserved (except sausages)),
and if he determines that there is an ab-
normal increase in such importations as a
consequence of limitation on items described
in subsection (a), the President shall by
proclamation limit the total quantities of
such items which may be entered, or with-
drawn from warehouses, for consumption,
during any calendar quarter to a quantity
based on the average importation during the
years 1958 thru 1962, inclusive, plus a pro-
portionate share in the growth of Unlted
States consumption of such items.

“(e) In calculating the quantity of any of
the items described in subsections (a) and/or
(d) and imported into the United States the
quantity of any such items purchased by
the Department of Defense for use by its
forces abroad shall be included in the total
of importations.

“(f) The Secretary of Agriculture shall al-
locate the total quantity proclaimed under
subsections (¢) or (d) among supplying
countries on the basis of the shares such
countries supplied to the United State mar-
ket during a representative period of the
articles described in subsections (a) and (d),
except that due account may be given to
special factors which have affected or may
affect the trade in such articles. The Secre-
tary of Agriculture shall certify such alloca-
tions to the Secretary of the Treasury.

“(g) The Secretary of Agriculture shall
issue such regulations as he determines to
be necessary to prevent circumvention of the
purposes of this section.

“(h) All determination by the President
and the Becretary of Agriculture under this
section shall be final.”

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the
amendment I am proposing to H.R. 6950
amends Public Law 88-482, approved
August 22, 1964, to put a limitation on
importation of certain meat and meat
products in the United States.

Mr. President, I have discussed this
amendment with the Senator in charge
of the bill and the chairman of the com-
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mittee, the Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
Loneg], and he has expressed his willing-
ness to accept the amendment.

For the purpose of clarity, the amend-
ment strikes section 2 of the act of 1964
and revises it to accomplish the follow-
ing purposes:

1. To remove an allowance of 10 percent
above the quota to be imported before the
limitation is triggered.

2. To divide the annual quotas into quar-
terly quotas for each of the meats involved
80 the United States market will not be
flooded in one month or one quarter with a
disproportionately large share of the total
annual quota.

3. To base the quotas on the average im-
ports of 1958-1962, inclusive, plus a propor-
tionate share of the increase in domestic
consumption, instead of production as pro-
vided in the 1964 Act. This seems to me
appropriate since over-production in the
United States should not become the basis
for swelllng import quotas, and worsening
any oversupply problem.

4. Inclusion of lamb, under the quota
system.

5. The inclusion of U.S. purchases from
foreign suppliers by the Defense Department
for consumption by U.S. armed forces abroad
in any calculation of total imports.

6. To give the Secretary of Agriculture
discretion to bring canned, cured, and pre-
served beef, mutton and lamb under similar
controls. There is evidence that these cate-
gories in the Tariff Schedules may be used to
escape fresh meat limitations.

Livestock producers are wrestling with
low prices resulting from an error in
cattle numbers reports and excessive ton-
nage in the markets. They are entitled
to an assist from the Government, which
is at least partially responsible for the
oversupply.

The Department of Agriculture made a
serious error in its reporting on cafttle
numbers in the United States and, until
January, reported cattle numbers to be
over 3 million head less than the actual
number. When the numbers error was
corrected, and the recognized number in
the United States increased, the markets
weakened sharply.

It is continuing to decline and I am
told it dropped 25 cents today although
it is already far below a break-even price
to producers.

In my opinion, this amendment plus a
special purchase program of 200 million
pounds or more of beef are, under the
circumstances, fully justified.

Greater protection for both the cattle
and sheep industry is essential. The
present prices for cattle, mutton, lamb,
and for wool are so low liquidation of
many livestock operations is occurring
and more are imminent. This will injure
the eonsumers of this Nation as seriously
as the producers themselves.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. Iyield.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Would
the Senator allow me to add my name
as a cosponsor of the amendment?

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr., President, I
ask unanimous consent that the name
of the distinguished Senator from West
Virginia be added as a cosponsor,

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

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

April 19, 1967

Mr. McGOVERN. Iyield.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the
State I represent, the State of Okla-
homa, has the second largest number of
cattle of any State in the United States.
I want to commend the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota for offering
this much-needed amendment. It does
not change the basic philosophy of the
imports quota law. In my judgment,
it merely makes rather minor but very
important changes in the basic law.

I ask unanimous consent that I may
be added as a cosponsor of this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
am delighted to have the support and
cosponsorship of the Senator from Okla-
homa, who has provided needed leader-
ship in this field.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As the Sena-
tor so well knows, I ordinarily would not
accept the amendment; I would oppose
it, because it is irrelevant to investment
credit; but in view of the fact that we are
considering legislation in the general
area of revenue, I shall not oppose it.
We started out legislating on campaign
funds. Then we decided to get into the
field of corrupt practices, of which, inei-
dentally, the Finance Committee has no
jurisdiction, but we now have a couple
of corrupt practices laws in the bill.
Then we wandered over into the social
security area and legislated in that field
for a couple of days, and I think effec-
tively, because we rejected amendments
that should have been rejected, and we
took amendments which had been
studied and which should have been
adopted. Then we are going to go into
the oil depletion field after a while and
legislate in that area.

I am glad the Senator is thinking of
the cattle producers. Perhaps the for-
eign aid law applies. I wanted the Sen-
ate to know how flexible the Senator
from Louisiana can be.

May I say to the Senator from South
Dakota that I am no longer in the beef
business. I had a run at the cattle busi-
ness some time ago. I bought a farm, and
found some cattle on it. It seemed to me
that there must be an easier way to lose
money than in the cattle business, and
I decided to get out of it. The Senator
is welcome if he can help some people
make a living in cattle in South Dakota.
I am glad to see him propose an amend-
ment to help them make a living.

About the only man I know of who
makes money in cattle is the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel. He raises
fine, prize cattle, fine bulls, and people
have to pay $1,000 to have their cows
make the acquaintance of one of his
bulls. So I hope somebody may make a
few dollars in that business. I applaud
the Senator for taking this action. I
think the average cattle producer is in
worse shape than I am, and I got out of
that business. I found there are better
places to lose money.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sen-
ator for his compassion.

Mr. Presi-

B
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Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yleld?

Mr. McGOVERN. Iyield.

Mr. GORE. Customarily I pay a great
deal more money in the course of a year
to get advertising that is not nearly as
good as the one that I have just received.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment being offered by Senator McGOVERN
to cope with the seriously high level of
domestic beef imports. As the Senate
is aware, on several occasions within the
past decade imports of foreign beef have
been so high as fo cause emergencies
and severe losses to our American cattle
producers.

Present law establishes quotas for
certain types of meat, specifically fresh,
chilled, and frozen beef, veal and mutton
based on a formula established by the
base of domestic production during the
years 1959 through 1963. Import re-
strictions are not triggered until imports
are estimated fto reach 110 percent of
the adjusted base quota.

The amendment offered by the dis-
tinguished South Dakota Senator would
provide badly needed relief for our
domestic producers. Present conditions
in the industry are not conducive to a
healthy growth of this vital industry.

As I stated last fall before the General
Subcommittee on Labor of the House
Committee onn Education and Labor:

Greatly increased imports of beef have re-
sulted in reduced employment in the cattle-
raising industry.

I introduced legislation in the 88th Con-
gress, along with a number of other Senators,
which would have curbed the increased beef
imports, but the Administration was success-
ful in killing the legislation in committee.
Since that time, cattle raisers in my state
and throughout the nation have done their
best to adjust to the problem, but it is still
obvious that imports will have to be curbed
if we ever expect the Industry to return to
full capacity operations.

While we open our own markets to vast
quantities of foreign beef, at the same time
we act against our own best interests by cur-
tailing our exports. I am referring to the
recent actions of the Commerce Department
in imposing quotas on the export of cattle
hides. I realize it is not the purpose of these
hearings to go into an analysis of our export
policies, but I bring this up to show that
there should be a quid pro quo in formu-
lating cur export policies. Cattle raisers had
gone to considerable trouble and expense to
open up export markets for hides to recoup
some of their losses in response to greater im-
ports of beef. When the markets were es-
tablished, the Commerce Department turned
around and clamped a low quota on the
number of hides which could be exported.

If we are to make our markets available to
imports, steps should be taken to cushion the
impact on our domestic labor market, and
we should pursue a policy of freely allowing
American producers to export where they are
able, and to demand market concessions
from countries which are allowed access to
sell on American markets.”

Mr. President, I urge the acceptance of
the McGovern amendment to limit beef
imports. I hope the Senate will agree to
this amendment.

I also ask that the text of a letter I
wrote to the Secretary of Agriculture
earlier this year urging administrative
action to grant relief to the domestic beef
industry be reprinted at this point in the
RECORD.
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There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

U.SB. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,
February 15, 1967.
Hon. ORVILLE FREEMAN,
Secretary of Agriculture,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mer. SECRETARY: I am writing in re-
gard to the serious price declines presently
being experienced in the cattle feeding in-

dustry.
In view of the increasing high level of beef

imports and the unusually low returns going
to United States cattlemen, I urge that the
Department act as soon as possible to resume
its purchase of choice beef for use in the
school lunch program. Present price levels
present an opportunity for the program and
would strengthen the market.

I would appreciate a report on the Depart-
ment’s intentions in this regard.

Sincerely yours,
JoHN G, TOWER.

Mr. HRUSKA. I am in support of the
amendment of the Senator from South
Dakota. I hope it will be adopted. I
wish to ask his indulgence and ask
unanimous consent that I may become a
cosponsor of the amendment, if it is
agreeable to him.

Mr. McGOVERN. I am glad to have
the Senator from Nebraska and the Sen-
ator from Texas join as cosponsors. I
ask that their names be added to the
amendment, as well as the names of the
senior Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SymineTon] and the senior Senator from
Idaho [Mr. CHURCH].

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

Mr. HRUSKA. I am glad the Senator
is taking this action in an effort to
relieve the problems facing the major
industry of the Midwest. It certainly is
in our respective States and our neigh-
boring States. The Senator has demon-
strated an interest in the well-being of
an industry which is so pivotal in our
area.

Last Friday it was my privilege to ad-
dress the Senate on this subject. At
that time I outlined the principal points
that would be embraced in a bill which
was then in process of preparation and
which I expect to introduce when the
Senate convenes tomorrow. I invite
Members of the Senate to participate in
colloquy at that time, if they are so
disposed.

The principal points which I outlined,
I understand from the Senator from
South Dakota, are embraced in the
amendment he proposes today. I have
not had the opportfunity to read it in
detail but from his description of it, it
seems to get at the problems which were
spelled out in my speech of last Friday.

Mr. McGOVERN. If the Senator will
permit, I want to compliment him for
the statement he made on the floor of
the Senate a few days ago and also for
the leadership he took in this area in
1964 as one of the principal proponents
of import quota limitations.

The proposals in the amendment now
before us follow generally the outline
which the Senator suggested last week.
There is one substantial difference. I
have included lamb and lamb products
in the import quota legislation on the
same basis as beef and mutton. As the
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Senator knows, the sheep industry is in
very serious need. Lamb, mutton, and
wool prices are at disastrously low levels.

By including lamb in the legislation,
which was not included in 1964, I think
we have materially strengthened the
legislation.

As a matter of insurance, I wish, when
the Senator introduces his bill, he would
list me as a cosponsor.

Mr. HRUSKA. I shall be very pleased
to have the junior Senator from South
Dakota as a cosponsor on this bill. I
recall very well that the Senator was
helpful and ultimately lent support on
the proposal which I introduced which
resulted in the progress we were able to
make 3 years ago.

In the bill to be introduced tomorrow
lamb is treated in a little different way.
It is in that category of imports as to
which the President would have discre-
tion to impose a limitation on imports
in case of a demonstrated need for it.
Pork would be in the same category.

I am aware of the concern of the in-
dustry, which has experienced a marked
decline. It will be included in the man-
ner described above.

Notwithstanding the Senator’s amend-
ment, I believe it will be well to intro-
duce the bill and ask for early consid-
eration by the Finance Committee. It is
in the general field of a tariff measure
and is a very technical subject.

Mr. McGOVERN. The Senator is cor-
rect. It is a good insurance policy.

Mr. HRUSKA. That is fine. Again I
commend the Senator from South Da-
kota, and also commend the sound judg-
ment of the chairman of the Committee
on Finance, in the decision he has made
with regard to the pending amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sena-
tor from Nebraska. I yield now to the
Senator from Wyoming.

Mr, HANSEN. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator from South Dakota if I, too,
may become a sponsor of his hill?

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

Mr. McGOVERN, I shall be happy to
have the Senator as a cosponsor, and to
have his strong and effective support.

Mr. HANSEN. I happen to come from
a State that is very dependent on the
livestock industry. Next to coal and as-
sociated minerals, agriculture, repre-
sented primarily by livestock, produces
the second largest share of our income.

‘We happen to be a State that is char-
acterized by a short growing season and
a high altitude; and were it not for
the fact that we have livestock, both
cattle and sheep, in our State, there is
much of Wyoming that could not be put
to beneficial use, Because of that fact,
it is particularly important that we keep
our livestock industry viable and healthy.

I look forward to the early passage of
the legislation introduced by the dis-
tinguished Senator from South Dakota
as bringing a necessary measure of re-
lief to an industry that is really hard
pressed. Just a few days ago, I was told
that parity now stands at 73 percent—
the lowest it has been, I think, in some
30 years. We cannot longer remain
oblivious to what is happening to the
sheepman and the catileman in this
country of ours. If we do so, we run the
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risk of having a great many of them go
out of business.

Mr. McCARTHY and Mr. YAR-

BOROUGH addressed the Chair.

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield next to the
Senator from Minnesota, as I have told
him I would do.

Mr. McCARTHY. I, too, wish to ask
the Senator from South Dakota if I may
join as a cosponsor of his amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. I ask unanimous
consent that the name of the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. McCARTHY] be
added as a cosponsor. I am pleased to
do so.

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

Mr. McCARTHY. I agree with the
chairman of the Committee on Finance
in his decision. I hope he will strive to
carry the matter through the conference,
and to final action by Congress.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I do not want——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from South Dakota yield to the
Senator from Louisiana?

_ Mr. McGOVERN. I am happy to yield
to the Senator.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I say to
the Senate, I do not want people to get
the impression that at the time of the
consideration of the Senator’s amend-
ment only cattlemen were present on the
floor of the Senate. Therefore, at such
time as the Senator from South Dakota
is prepared to yield the floor, I intend to
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President,
will the Senator from South Dakota yield
to me?

Mr. McGOVERN. I am pleased to
yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. YARBOROUGH, Mr. President,
I request that the distinguished Senator
from South Dakota add my name as a
cosponsor of his amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN., I shall be happy to
do so.

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I commend the
Senator for his leadership in this area.
I represent a State which has more cattle
in it than any other State in the Union,
the greatest beef producer, in volume, in
the United States. This is of vital inter-
est to my State. Texas is third in agri-
cultural production per year. Our agri-
cultural production has an annual value
of about $2.5 billion; and, while cotton
is the leading field crop and grain sor-
ghum is not far behind, the meat produc-
tion of the State accounts for $1 billion
each year of the total of $2.5 billion of
agricultural production. It is the most
important single item in our agricultural
production.

We have more than 300,000 farm fam-
ilies in my State—more than any other
State in the Union. Texas is a strong-
hold of the small farm family. We have
not yet gone to corporation farming on
a great scale, as have some of the other
States, and I hope that we never shall.
But the stock farmers and the small
landowners are vitally interested in this
measure, because while our rainfall be-
gins at 60 inches a year on the eastern
border, it zoes down to 8 inches at El
Paso, and vast areas of our State—per-
haps half of it—could not sustain them-
selves with fleld crops. Those areas are
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dependent upon ranching for their live-
lihood. In fact, of our 254 counties, 92
are in the Great Plains area, which is, as
the Senator knows, an area greatly defi-
cient in rainfall, and we have some coun-
ties which do not even have enough rain-
fall to be classed within that area, among
the 92 counties of the Great Plains area
as such. So this is a measure of vast
importance to at least half of my State,
where ranching is the most important
industry. I am happy to join the Sen-
ator from South Dakota as a cosponsor.

Mr. McGOVERN. I thank the Sen-
ator for his remarks.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, is the Senator from South Dakota
prepared to yield the floor?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield the fioor.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr.
President, I ask unanimous consent that

the order for the quorum call be re-

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

THE DEATH OF EONRAD ADENAUER:
A LOSS TO THE WORLD

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I call the
attention of the Senate to the passing
of Konrad Adenauer, one of the great
men of our time.

More than any other man, in the At-
lantic community, Konrad Adenauer led
the way to a new role for Germany in the
postwar world.

Domestically, he did much to bring
about the West German constitution and
the democratization of its politics. A
strong personality himself, he neverthe-
less knew that the best path for Ger-
many was through freedom and equal-
ity, not authoritarianism.

Internationally, he recognized that
Germany must not succumb to the temp-
tation of trying to be the dominant power
in Europe by playing off Eastern against
Western Europe. On the contrary, he
firmly planted West Germany in the
orbit of Europe and the Atlantic com-
munity and made it the most Pan Euro-
pean nation in Europe, For this all Ger-
man youth rallied to Der Alte, as he was
known. The European Common Market
and NATO became the hallmarks of Ade-
nauer’s foreign policy. These will stand
as monuments to his foresight and his
place in history.

Mr. President, I had the privilege of
knowing Konrad Adenauer personally
over many years, and I saw him fre-
quently both at home and abroad.

I know his son and I have met others
of his close associates.

I extend my condolences to them and
to the German Federal Republie on the
loss of such a distinguished ecitizen as
EKonrad Adenauer.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I was sad-
dened to learn today of the passing of
Eonrad Adenauer at the age of 91. I
have fond personal recollections of this
great gentleman, having had the honor
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and pleasure of meeting and conversing
with him on several occasions.

We all recall with admiration the
spirit and strength of this towering
figure who dominated the scene in post-
war Germany. He is fittingly known as
the father of free Germany.

He was the founder of the ruling
Christian Democratic Union and was
elected the first Chancellor of the West
German Federal Republic in 1949, For
the next 14 years he guided his nation
from the rubble of Hitler's dreadful
Third Reich to a position of stability and
respect in the community of free nations.

EKonrad Adenauer made democracy a
reality in a nation where the democratic
process of government was only a text-
book concept. He built Germany from
a defeated nation, its cities largely de-
stroyed, into one of the world's leading
industrial powers—a feat which has been
described as a modern economic miracle.

To the Adenauer family, the Govern-
ment of the Federal Republic, and the
people of West Germany, I wish to ex-
tend my sincere sympathy. We all suffer
a severe loss in the passing of this great
statesman,

TAX BENEFITS FOR UNMARRIED
INDIVIDUALS

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I have
become a cosponsor to the bill S. 35,
which was introduced on January 11,
1967, by the distinguished Senator from
Minnesota, EvGENE J. McCARTHY. The
bill amends the Internal Revenue Code
of 1954 to extend the head-of-household
benefits to certain unmarried individuals
for Federal income tax purposes. The
groups benefiting would be unremarried
widows and widowers, and individuals
who are at least 35 years of age and have
either never been married or have been
legally separated for 3 years or more and
maintain their own household.

The bill is designed to imprcve the
horizontal equity in our tax structure.
It would apply the same tax to individ-
uals in similar economic circumstances.
Under present law, certain individuals
qualify as heads of households for in-
come tax purposes. They include un-
married individuals who support another
qualifying member of the household. For
example, a taxpayer who supports a child
would usually qualify as a head of house-
hold. What this means in practice is
that the taxpayer computes his income
tax under a special rate schedule, which
provides half of the benefit that a
married couple enjoys by filing a joint re-
turn. In addition, the taxpayer is al-
lowed a $600 personal exemption for the
child.

There are instances, however, when a
single individual is contributing to the
support of another person; but because
of the restrictive language of the law, he
does not qualify for the special head-of-
household rates. For example, in order
for a taxpayer who supports a parent to
qualify as a head of household, the par-
ent must be a dependent—as defined by
tax law—and must live in a home that
the taxpayer maintains for him or her.
It is not necessary for the parent and
taxpayer tolive in the same house. How-
ever, maintaining a parent in a home for
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the aged is not maintaining a household
for the parent.

It is certainly justifiable for a tax-
payer to be allowed a head-of-household
status if a parent, for example, is living
under the same roof as the taxpayer.
However, to deny this status for a tax-
payer who must spend, in most cases,
substantially more to maintain a parent
in a home for the aged or in a nursing
home is grossly unfair. These institu-
tions are very expensive and are usually
a heavy financial drain on the person
making payments to the institution.

I cite this example—which inci-
dentally appears in the Internal Revenue
Service’s publication, “Your Federal In-
come Tax”—to illustrate the irrational
‘treatment that often results from cer-
tain arbitrary requirements of the head-
of-household provision.

Thus, one purpose of 8. 35 is to pro-
vide remedial legislation which will re-
move hardships and inequities that re-
sult from the complicated and arbitrary
rules set forth for qualifying as a head
of household. The broader purpose of
the bill, however, is to extend the bene-
fits of the head-of-household provision to
individuals who do in fact mainfain a
household even though they do not main-
tain a dependent.

Under present law if a widow or a
widower does not support another quali-
fying dependent, such as a child, that
surviving spouse is taxed as a single per-
son. In many instances the surviving
spouse maintains essentially the same
household as he or she did when the
deceased spouse was living. Household
expenses’ continue at pretty much the
same level. In any event, living costs
certainly do not diminish in the same
magnitude as the tax liability increases
as a result of losing the benefit of the
split-income provision. In fact, in many
cases, especially for a widower, costs in-
crease. He must pay hired help to per-
form many of the domestic tasks that
were previously taken care of by his wife.
In the case of a widow, income usually
declines drastically.

Similarly, individuals who are legally
separated face economic setbacks affer
their divorce or separation. It means
maintaining two separate households
instead of sharing only one. Thus, al-
though total expenses are usually in-
creased, income remains the same. Yet
each of them is treated as a single per-
son for tax purposes. S. 35 provides that
individuals at least 35 years of age and
legally separated under a decree of
divorce or separate maintenance for
more than 2 years would be entitled to
the head-of-household rates.

The remaining group of individuals
covered by S. 35 are individuals who are
35 and have never been married. Most
individuals by the time they have
reached 35 years of age and have never
been married maintain a household for
themselves. Some do this out of neces-
sity, because their parents might be de-
ceased or live in a different geographic
area. Others have established a pattern
of life which closely parallels the living
conditions of other individuals who
qualify under either the head-of-house-
hold or the split-income provision of
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present law. They will usually have an
apartment, or perhaps a house, furni-
ture, and furnishings just as a married
couple or a head of household who sup-
ports & qualifying dependent usually has.
Thus, the expenses of these unmarried
individuals are largely the same as for
others who are entitled to take advan-
tage of the lower rates applicable to a
joint return or to the head of household.
In the interest of equity, these individ-
uals should likewise be entitled to at
least the head-of-household tax rates.
Recent data show that there are about
22 million unmarried persons in the
United States who are 35 years of age
or over. This includes single individuals
who have never been married, surviving
spouses, and individuals divorced and
separated. Nearly three-fourths, or 16
million, of these are women. S, 35 would
extend the head of household fo certain
unmarried individuals who do not cur-
rently qualify for the head-of-household
provision—or for the joint return which
is applicable to some surviving spouses
under limited circumstances. The bill
will give necessary relief to those who
are now inequitably taxed at rates ap-
plicable to single persons. It will also
add strength to our tax system, since it
will be an important step in providing a
more equitable tax structure. I earnestly
hope that other Members of the Senate,
who have not already done so, will sup-
port the proposal embodied in S. 356 and
that this Congress will enact it into law.

HOW TO ORGANIZE A DURAELE
PEACE—THE GREAT CENTRAL
QUESTION OF OUR DAY

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
the New York Times of April 19 contains
a perceptive and profound article en-
titled “The Great Central Question,”
written by James Reston.

In this brief, penetrating article Mr.
Reston has concisely presented the es-
sential difference in judgment between
the view of the administration and my
view. He asks precisely the right ques-
tions.

In a few words, I believe that the ac-
tions of the administration in Vietnam
are obstructing and preventing the
achievement of the announced objective
of the Secretary of State; that is, the
organizing of a durable world peace.

As Mr. Reston correctly states, this in-
yvolves a difference in judgment as ap-
plied to the circumstances of the war in
Vietnam. Irecommend a reading of the
article to all Senators.

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be printed in the REecorb.

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

THE GREAT CENTRAL QUESTION
(By James Reston)

WasHINGTON, April 18—In his private con-
versation and inereasingly in his public
statements, Secretary of State Rusk has re-
cently been complaining that the world is

losing sight of what he calls “the great cen-
tral question of our day.”

This is the question of how to organize
a durable peace, how to establish rational
rules of conduct for the peaceful settlement
of disputes between nations and, specifical-
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1y, how to abolish war as a means of achiev-
ing political objectives.

1S HE RIGHT?

Mr. Rusk sees the formation of the United
Nations, the creation of the inter-American,
European, Southeast Asian, and Middle
Eastern security pacts, the negotiation of the
defense treaties with Japan, the Philippines,
Australia and New Zealand as interconnected
parts of a worldwide security system which
will eventually bring order into interna-
tional relations, if maintained, and leave
the world in chaos if repudiated.

This is his central theme. This is his
main defense of the Vietnam war. He
thinks the system rests on the punishment of
aggression, on the fulfillment of American
commitments to oppose aggressors, with al-
lies if possible, without them if necessary.
His sincerity about this is plain, but what
about his judgment?

HONEST DIFFERENCES

Is the Vietnam war really helping to “or-
ganize a durable world peace,” or is it weak-
ening the very peace structure Mr. Rusk
hopes to sustain and develop? This is the
question that is dividing the Secretary of
State from his Vietnam critics. The prob-
lem is not that everybody except the Johnson
Administration has forgotten “‘the great cen-
tral question of our day,” but that honest
men differ fundamentally about whether
Vietnam is promoting peace and order or war
and disorder.

Is the war strengthening or weakening the
United Nations? Is it fortifying or fractur-
ing U.S.-Soviet relations, on which any dur-
able world order so largely depends? Is it in-
creasing or weakening Vietnam’s capaeity to
block the expansion of China, which is a
main objective of our policy? Is it strength-
ening or weakening the organization of peace
in the NATO or any other alliance? 1Is it
widening the split between Moscow and
Peking or bringing them closer together?

Finally, what happens to the organization
of a durable peace if Vietnam leads to a war
with China as in Korea? Secretary Rusk is
quite right In fearing that people will get so
deeply involved in the day-to-day tactics and
arguments of the war that they may forget
the larger dangers. One of these is un-
doubtedly the danger of successful Com-
munist aggression, but another 1s the danger
of opposing the aggression so violently that
it will bring China into the war.

The situation at the moment is that the
United States is increasingly backing South
Vietnam, and the Soviet Union and China
are Increasingly backing North Vietnam—
even overcoming other differences to ship
arms via China—and the prestige of the great
powers 1s getting more and more deeply in-
volved in avolding defeat.

This is not a situation that can be dis-
missed by blaming the Vietnam critics for
short-sightedness, or frying to silence them
by charging them with prolonging the war
and Increasing the deaths. The argument
between Mr. Rusk and his opponents i{s bitter
precisely because there are at least two con-
tradictory sides to the question, both fiercely
defended.

THE CONFLICTING JUDGMENTS

The Administration’s policy of opposing
the threat or use of force in Germany, Cuba,
the Congo, KEorea and Vietnam has undoubt-
edly maintained some kind of balance in
these places and at the same time probably
discouraged other aggressions by Sukarno in
Indonesia, Nasser in Egypt and other ad-
venturers elsewhere.

In this sense, 1t has helped “organize a
durable peace.” But pushed too far in Viet-
nam, it could easily destroy what it hopes
to create. This is the point of Mr. Rusk’s
critics. They share his yearning for a world
order, but are afraid he will lose it rather
than gain it in Vietnam.
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THE FARMER'S TIGHTENING
ECONOMIC SQUEEZE

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President,
there is a great lack of understanding,
particularly among the nonagricultural
segment of our society, about farmers’
income and the amount he actually re-
ceives from the product he produces and
markets.

The truth is, the American farmer,
with rising production costs, labor prob-
lems, and competition from foreign im-
ports, is in the midst of a very difficult
situation. As Sylvia Porter so accurately
pointed out in one of her recent columns:

The American farmer is again in a tighten-
ing economic squeeze.

The long and short of the situation is
this: the American farmer still is not
receiving his fair share of the national
income as he should be, and the public
should undérstand this.

Miss Porter’s column, which was pub-
lished in the Atlanta Journal of April 17,
1967, graphically demonstrates this
situation by enumerating what the
farmer actually gets out of each dollar
spent for food produets. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

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

U.S. FARMER AGAIN IN MONEY SQUEEZE

(By Sylvia Porter)

Democratic Sen. George McGovern of
South Dakota has seriously proposed a new
food labeling system under which each
package of food we buy would bear a label
stating how much of the price is going to
the U.S. farmer.

Agriculture Secretary Orville Freeman has
called for new restrictions on imports of
dairy products, at a time when quotas could
have explosive political-economic implica-
tions.

Infuriated U.S. dairy farmers have tried
milk-dumping campaigns in an attempt to
drive up the prices they receive for milk.

These three news items dramatize the
fact that the American farmer again is in a
tightening economic squeeze—for although
he made unmistakable strides in catching
up to the non-farm worker last year, the
leveling off of food prices plus continually
skyrocketing costs of operation are hitting
him hard in 1967.

Just since 1959 farm machinery prices
have risen a full 24 per cent and labor costs
are up 35 per cent. Feed grain prices also
have been in a sharp upswing.

In addition, he's fighting severe farm labor
shortages, intense local competition and
growing competition from food imports from
abroad. Last year alone, dairy imports
jumped 300 per cent.

Despite all the progress the farmer has
made during this decade, consider these facts:

Even with last year's overall 15 per cent
income boost, the farmer still nets only a
per capita average of $1,731 in yearly earn-
ings, a full 60 per cent below average earn-
ings of the non-farmer.

Even though retall food prices last year
rose to 35 per cent above the 1947-49 aver-
age, prices paid to farmers for the food we
bought actually were 2 per cent below those
paid in 1947-49. Today, the farmer receives
only 515 per cent of the U.S. consumer’s total
after-tax income for his products—one-half
the share he received in 1947.

Even though our spending for farm-origi-
nated foods has soared #40 billion since 1947—
49, less than one-fourth of this Increase has
gone to the farmer. For every food dollar you

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

spend today, the farmer gets only 40c—10c
less than he received two decades ago.

Even though a slgnificant number of big
U.S. farmers are making record profits today,
a far more significant number are being
pushed over the brink of poverty. Just in
the past eight years, the number of U.S. dalry
farms has dwindled from 770,000 to 500,000.
More than 95 per cent of farms in this coun-
try today are family farms and among these,
poverty is still a tragically pervasive fact of
life.

Here's what the farmer gets for each dollar
you spend for food:

Farmer's share of §1 spent

Item: Cents
Canned oot ... L i sl S ksl
pomifiaken . i el et ab s aane 9
Canried peaches. oo ncor—aroneaeat. 16
WEITS Bl o o hsr e e 17
T A S SR SRR TR R 22
(67t P e e TR el 24
POWRIOM | < o s L Ty CaCa Sor 30
g AR D R At 35
fays 1o et} RS R S e e RS 49
L P ST (T R A R SR ST RS 59
Eggs, Grade A large_ - oo 65

This table explains the background for the
farmer’s demands more than a treatise could.
‘With his price pressures on top of the gen-
erally rising costs of food production, process-
ing, packaging, there's only one direction for
the price of your food market-basket in the
months ahead: UP.

BATTLESHIPS FOR VIETNAM

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I was
pleased to note in last night's Washing-
ton Star the headline that “U.S. Ponders
Reactivation of Battleship.” The article
which followed quoted Adm. Ulysses S. G.
Sharp, commander in chief, Pacific
Fleet, as saying in a news conference
that a battleship would be “very useful”
because of its many advantages over
other lesser Navy ships with smaller
guns.

Several Senators have advocated the
recommissioning of the largest of our
Navy ships for destruction and interdic-
tion missions off the coasts of North and
South Vietnam.

I made such a recommendation in a
speech April 12 in which I said that the
big ships with their long-range, heavy
armor and all-weather staying power
could save American lives on the ground,
in the air, and on the seas.

I reiterate, as I stated on the Senate
floor, that we have lost enough planes
and airerews already in strikes against
targets that could have been hit by
battleships, to have more than compen-
sated for the recommissioning and em-
ployment in southeast Asia of not one,
but three of these “Sunday punchers.”

The Star article quotes “Navy sources”
as saying that a decision on the battle-
ships “probably will be reached by the
Navy within a relatively short time.”

I also ventured the opinion that the
psychological effect of a policy decision
to use such weapons would have a
powerful impact in Hanoi.

As the Star article phrased it:

The decision to spend the amount needed
to get a battleship ready for service could...
also be a signal to Hanoi that the United
States was settling down for a long war and
that Communist hopes that the United
States would lose its desire to fight were
groundless.

April 19, 1967

With this I thoroughly agree and I
ask that the article to which I have re-
ferred be printed in the Recorp.

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

UNITED STATES PONDERS REACTIVATION OF

BATTLESHIP

The Navy may reactivate at least one World
War IT battleship for bombardment of North
Vietnamese shore targets.

Adm, Ulysses S. G. Sharp, commander-in-
chief, Pacific, told a news conference yester-
day that a battleship would be “very useful”
because of the accurate fire from its big guns
and because it would be less vulnerable to
enemy fire than cruisers and destroyers.

He declined to say whether he had rec-

ommended reactivation of a battleship.

But it was learned from other Navy sources
that high-level officials are impressed with
the arguments in favor of taking a battleship
out of mothballs. A decision probably will
be reached by the Navy within a relatively
short time.

STILL UP TO M'NAMARA

If the Navy recommends such a move, it
would still be up to Defense Secretary Robert
S. McNamara to decide whether or not to go
ahead.

The Navy now has four battleships in
mothballs—the Iowa, the New Jersey and the
Wisconsin at Philadelphia and the Missouri
at Bremerton, Wash.

Getting a battleship out of mothballs and
into combat would be an expensive and time-
consuming procedure.

The Pentagon estimates that “de-moth-
balling” and modernizing of one of the big
ships would cost from $11 million to $20
millilon, And there would be additional
costs to supply the ship and train a crew.

Sharp estimated that it would take at least
six to eight months to get one of the ships
into combat. Other estimates have ranged
up to twice that long.

Once a battleship had been returned to
active service, operating it would cost from
$12 to $16 million a year,

COULD BE INDICATION

A decision to reactivate a battleship could
be taken as an indication that U.S. officials
are convinced the war in Vietnam is going to
go on for many months, perhaps years.

However the decision to spend the amount
needed to get a battleship ready for service
could, according to Navy sources, also be
used as signal to Hanoi that the United
States was settling down for a long war and
that Communist hopes that the United
States would lose its desire to fight were
groundless.

THE OIL SLICK DANGER

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the re-
cent Torrey Canyon disaster which re-
sulted in the despoilation of many of
Great Britain's southern coastal water-
front areas by thousands of tons of crude
oil points up the need to examine just
what action might be taken by our own
authorities if a similar situation should
arise off the shores of Cape Cod or of
Long Island or some other U.S. coast-
line. I think that it is essential not only
to protect our shoreline, but to assure the
many businesses dependent upon shore-
line recreational facilities that our Gov-
ernment is taking steps to prevent such
occurrences, or at the very least, that it
is prepared to act quickly in case of such
an emergency. Frankly, I do not now
know whether we need to make changes
in our shipping routes—as has been done
in Great Britain—or whether we need
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to step up our scientific research in the
dissolution of oil slick. I feel strongly,
however, that we must determine now
who is responsible for making decisions
in such emergencies—quick decisions
that cut through intergovernmental red-
tape.

I am determined that we set this re-
sponsibility and find the answers to these
questions now and that Congress be told
what legislation may be necessary to pre-
pare us to act swiftly if our shoreline is
threatened by oil slick.

In letters to Transportation Secretary
Boyd, Interior Secretary Udall, and
Maritime Administrator Gulick, I have
asked for a report on present proce-
dures, and for any suggestions they
might have to prevent such occurrences
in the future.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the in-
vestment eredit and the allowance of ac-
celerated depreciation in the case of cer-
tain real property.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr,
McGoverN] obtained the floor.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from South Dakota yield?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I had in-
tended to ask for a live quorum, but in
view of the fact that the roll has been
called and all Senators are alerted to the
fact that the amendments are proposed,
I shall not ask for a live quorum.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that the names
of the following Senators be added as
cosponsors to the pending amendment:
The Senator from New Mexico [Mr.
MonTovYal, the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Towerl], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Jorpan]l, the junior Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. DominNick], the senior Sen-
ator from Colorado [Mr. Arrorr], and
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER].

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

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I am
beginning to think that we have now
reached the point on this 7-percent in-
vestment tax credit where all of us are
beginning to have a lot of fun, and we
are losing sight of the very objective and
the importance of this legislation to the
business cofhmunity of the country.

I am not opposed to this amendment,
because I know that it will not survive
conference. I, too, believe in the philos-
ophy of this amendment, because I be-
lieve the time is fast coming when the
President of the United States and this
administration will have to recognize
the fact that certain industries in this
country are being disrupted because of
the voluminous imports. This situation
is not only true of the cattle industry.
I have nothing against the cattle indus-
try. But what can be said about cows
and sheep and bulls can be said about
textiles as well.

For a long time we have been trying
to do something about the astronomical
increase of imports. As a matter of fact,
insofar as the woolen industry in Amer-
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ica is concerned, the imports have now
reached a point of 22 to 25 percent of the
entire American consumption. The re-
sult has been that we are beginning to
liquidate the textile industry in this
country. And I have no doubt whatso-
ever that the cattlemen have their prob-
lems as well.

I should like the Recorp to show that
I was on the floor when this matter came
up, because this will be a voice vote, and
every Senator on the floor, with the pos-
sible exception of the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. WiLLiams] is interested
in cattle. For that reason, this amend-
ment could be agreed to by a voice vote.
I know it will not go further than the
conference, and all of us are beginning
to have a lot of fun.

This bill has been on the floor for more
than 22 days. The business community
of this country is looking at the Senate,
and we are beginning to act like a lot
of schoolboys. The business community
would like to know, yes or no, “Are you
going to do anything about the 7 percent
investment tax credit?” Nothing is hap-
pening.

I say this with all due deference to
the leadership: A long, long time ago, the
leadership in the Senate should have
admonished the Members of the Senate
that it would not entertain any extrane-
ous matters in this bill, that it would
vote to lay them on the table and ask
for the cooperation of the Senate, and I
believe that cooperation would have been
forthcoming.

But we have allowed this matter to
drift and drift, and here we are. Now
we are without sail and without rudder,
and the Senate is going to act on this
amendment this afternoon; and I be-
lieve that any Senator who submits an
amendment of any kind can get it passed.
This is a distressing situation.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I yield.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. May I say

to my distinguished friend, the Senator
from Rhode Island, that I stood at the
majority leader’s chair all the time we
voted on the Gore-Williams amendment,
and I said that amendment had nothing
whatever to do with the bill. Part of
that amendment related to the corrupt
practices law, over which my committee
has no jurisdiction, and the other parts
of it had to do with financing presi-
dential campaigns, which is not relevant
at all to the investment credit restora-
tion bill.

I concluded that if they were going to
put this amendment on, then, so far as I
was concerned, Senator Gore and Sena-
tor WirLLiams are not the only Senators
who have a right to offer completely ir-
relevant and extraneous amendments.
So far as I am concerned, every Senator
has the same right as any other Senator.

Mr. PASTORE. And I am not chal-
lenging that right. I am not challeng-
ing that right for one minute. However,
had the leadership taken the position
from the beginning that it would move to
lay on the table—naturally, if a Senator
introduces any amendment that is tanta-
mount to the Ten Commandments, who
will vote against it?

But if you are going to make the point

10169

that it does not belong in this bill, that
it is untimely, the leadership should have
admonished the Senate a long time ago
that it would move to lay on the table,
any such amendment then perhaps the
Gore amendment would have been laid
on the table, and everybody would have
been treated alike. I am not getting into
the merits of the Gore amendment.

The other day, a Senator brought up
the question of lowering the social se-
curity age. Who would vote against that
proposal? The Senate has not yet for-
gotten that in order to be a Senator,
first you must be elected.

We are now in the 23d day of this hill,
and we are no better off than we were at
the beginning. By the time this matter
gets to conference, the whole bill will
look like a colossal sieve.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PASTORE. I wish to make an-
other statement, and then I shall yield.

OIL SPILLAGE AT SEA

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, later
today, Senator WARREN Macnuson and I
intend to introduce two bills which we
have worked on together and which I
consider of vital importance.

The Oil Disaster Tanker Act of 1967
is the first of the two, and the second bill
would provide authority to the Coast
Guard to conduct extensive research in-
to methods for eliminating major oil
spillage in the ocean before it destroys
our coastline and beaches.

For years now, people in my State who
live along the coast and who depend upon
the tourist trade for their livelihood have
lived in fear of oil contamination. The
crisis of the SS Torrey Canyon has dra-
matically demonstrated to these con-
stituents in Newport and Middletown,
Little Compton, Narragansett, and South
County, and to me the need for these two
bills.

Last month the Torrey Canyon, a ves-
sel nearly 1,000 feet in length and carry-
ing over a million gallons of oil, ran
aground and broke apart off the coast of
Cornwall in the United Kingdom.

A blanket of black oil from the Torrey
Canyon soon covered those beautiful
beaches of Cornwall. Bunker oil car-
ried in by the tide decimated wild and
sea life and destroyed the tourist indus-
try, at least for this season. Financial
loss from this one aet of negligence—
this one grounding—will be measured in
the millions of dollars.

The Torrey Canyon incident is more
than a foreign tragedy to Rhode Island-
ers. We are subject daily to the possi-
bility of disasters of even greater magni-
tude. Jumbo oil tankers, some twice the
size and capacity of the Torrey Canyon,
ply the shipping routes off our coast at
this very hour.

In this morning’s Washington Post, on
the front page, we read of the effects of
the oil slick from a sunken tanker off the
coast of Cape Cod. Beaches and wild
fowl are in terrible danger if the pollu-
tion remains unabated.

One incident makes the Torrey Can-
yon disaster very real to us. At 12 noon
on September 1, 1960, the P. W. Thirtle,
an oil tanker, while steaming up the east
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passage of Narragansett Bay with a
cargo of 336,000 gallons of bunker oil,
went aground off Fort Wetherill in
Jamestown and exploded like a bomb.
A black mat of oil spread over the entire
waterfront in Newport, staining our
beautiful, white beaches. The shore-
line of summer homes—including “Ham-
mersmith Farm,” owned by the family of
Mrs. Jacqueline Kennedy—and all the
beaches and waterfront were covered
with black tar. Property damage
amounted to millions of dollars.

We in Rhode Island know what the
Torrey Canyon means to the people of
Cornwall. It means the loss of jobs de-
pendent upon the tourist industry—and,
in faet, the loss of the industry itself
upon which a large segment of our econ-
omy depends—until the black mat of oil
can be removed.

This is why we are interested in these
two bills. Under present law, a ship-
owner who pollutes our beaches with oil
is eriminally responsible only if the act
was grossly negligent. Provisions of the
0il Disaster Tanker Act will eliminate
this gross negligence requirement and
hold the shipowner responsible for ordi-
nary negligence, The test will be ordi-
nary negligence as far as the criminal
law is concerned.

On the civil side, the shipowner will be
held strictly liable for damage caused by
pollution. This is only fair and equita-
ble. Shipowners must be held strictly
accountable for the disasters caused by
oil spoilage from their ships.

Meanwhile, there is a pressing need
for research to develop new techniques
for disposing of the oil once the spillage
oceurs. Our present methods are inade-
quate. T am a cosponsor of both bills
which Senator Macnuson will introduce
today, and I intend to work hard for
their passage.

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I believe
that there is something psychic about
the statement that the Senator has
made. Within the last 5 minutes, before
the Senator made his speech, I made a
similar speech. I appreciate very much
the intelligence about these bills.

Wwith leave of the Senator, I wish to
request of the Senator from Washington
[Mr. Macnuson] that I, too, may be
added as a cosponsor.

Mr. PASTORE. I thank my good
friend from New York. I was not in the
Chamber to hear his speech. I hope it
was as good as mine.

Mr. JAVITS. That is an admission
against interest, as we lawyers say.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the in-
vestment credit and the allowance of
accelerated depreciation in the case of
certain real property.

Mr. JAVITS. I was very interested in
the Senator’s remarks in connection
with the meat amendment. I have read
it. I came upstairs because I heard it
was pending. I do not intend to let it
go by.

I wish to ask the Senator this ques-
tion. Is it not a fact that the situation

with respect to these additions, making
this a “Christmas tree” bill, is not the
fault of the sponsors, but it is our fault?
We could vote down every amendment.
We could table every amendment. We
do not have to do what we do not wish
to do.

I wish to point out, in connection with
this “Christmas tree” bill—I do not know
how the Senator voted, but is is imma-
terial—and specifically in connection
with the tax credit to parents with chil-
dren in college, 20-odd Senators voted
against it. That measure is extremely
popular. I have received an enormous
amount of mail on it, and I may vote
for it.

The Senator, as well as other Sena-
tors, has voted against other amend-
ments. The minority leader, the ma-
jority leader, or any of us could move
to table amendments. Why are we so
helpless to deal with the situation which
confronts us in connection with this
bill? Two-thirds of Senators can en-
force cloture. There is no question
about the fact that the bill has been
debated to death.

I am willing to sign a petition today
to have cloture invoked in connection
with the bill, and we could have cloture
in 2 days. Why are we so powerless?

Mr. PASTORE. It is not a question of
being powerless. It is a matter of discre-
tion, it is a matter of tact, it is a matter
of practicality, and it is a matter of com-
monsense and maturity. That is all it
amounts to.

I am very surprised that the leader-
ship at some point did not say, “Gentle-
men, let’s cut out the comedy. This is an
important bill. Anyone who raises an
extraneous amendment, and I do not
care how good it is, I am going to move
to lay it on the table.” That would be
the end of the comedy. I still think that
I am right.

Mr. JAVITS. I think that the Senator
is correct. I did not rise to challenge the
Senator. I rose to back up his argu-
ment because I do intend to question this
amendment.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
;mﬁt that I be recognized in my own

ght.

Mr. PASTORE. I had told the Sena-
f-ﬁfn from Pennsylvania I would yield to

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I suggest
that the Senator has put his finger on
something I have been saying privately
for some time, and now I am glad that he
has said it publicly. We should use the
tabling motion more often.
~ We have engaged here in a perfectly
scandalous waste of time, loading a bill
for the purpose of killing it, and general-
ly performing in a way which does nof
particularly reflect on our ability to leg-
islate.

I suggest if the distinguished Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr, PASTORE] pre-
sents a tabling motion I shall be glad to
support it. If we can get more Senators
who are of the same mind we might be
able to get some business done in this
august and highly deliberative body.

Mr. PASTORE. I am not trying to
defy the leadership or to take over the
leadership. I have enough to do without
adding that responsibility.
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Mr. SCOTT. The Senator might help
the leadership.

Mr, PASTORE. I suggest that they
should cut out the comedy and frivolity,
or whatever it might be called. Every-
body knows that when this matter gets
to conference all of this waste of time will
be deleted from the bill. I do not know
why we punish ourselves the way we do.
We have been here day in and day out,
engaged in an exercise in futility, I sug-
gest we cut out the comedy and get down
to business.

Mr. SCOTT. The Senator is correct.
It is a frivolous waste of time.

Mr. PASTORE. I thank the Senator
from Pennsylvania.,

Mr. HOLLAND. I hope the Senator
will let me pour a little oil on the
troubled waters.

Mr. PASTORE. I yield to the Senator
from Florida.

U.S, NAVY SEABEES

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr, President, one of
the finest military construction organi-
zations, the U.S. Navy Seabees, came
into being early in World War IIL.

Last month this great group of men
marked their 25th anniversary in the
jungles of Vietnam. With weapons al-
ways at the ready these fine men, 20,000
strong and of which 10,000 are in Viet-
nam, are working around the clock in
temperatures as high as 130 degrees in
the baking sun with perspiration stream-
ing down their salt-caked backs, carving
out roads and maintaining them, con-
structing bridges, hospitals, harbors,
storage areas, airstrips, and military sup-
port structures in the forward areas.
They are carrying on a time-honored
tradition, “the difficult we do immedi-
ately, the impossible takes a little
longer.”

Mr. President, while much of the work
of the Seabees is in the forward fight-
ing areas, eight Seabee teams of the ver-
satile group of men are engaged in civil
action in Vietnam'’s interior, helping the
villagers toward a better life today and
a future in a land of peace.

Mr. President, I salute this fine or-
ganization, the U.S. Navy Seabees, on
their 256th anniversary, and I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
REecorp a proclamation by the Governor
of Florida, the State I have the honor to
represent, in part, proclaiming the
month of March 1967, “SeaBee Month”
in recognition of the 1967 Seabee silver
25th anniversary,

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

A PROCLAMATION BY THE STATE OF PFLORIDA,
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT, TALLAHASSEE

Whereas, The Civil Engineer Corps, United
States was founded by Congressional Act of
2 March 1867 to provide engineering and con-
struction support to the Navy and the Na-
tion, and

Whereas, Early in 1942, at a time when the
future security and life of our Republic were
in critical danger, the Civil Engineer Corps
officers organized the Construction Battalions
to provide the Navy with uniformed con-
struction forces, and

Whereas, Throughout the long months of
World War II nearly a quarter of a million
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BSeabees worked night and day to provide
roadways, airstrips, ports and shore instal-
lations which enabled the armed might of
our nation and its allles to prevail over the
tremendous force of our enemies, and

Whereas, In the Korean action as well, Sea-
bees were actively engaged in stemming the
tide of Communist aggression in that part
of the world, and

Whereas, Today, In Vietnam, Seabees build
by day and guard their camp perimeters at
night, and

Whereas, Today, wherever the interests of
our nation require, the knowledge and ability
of the Navy's Civil Engineer Corps officers
and Seabees are being used for the protection
of the American people, and

Whereas, On this the One Hundredth Anni-
versary of the founding of the Navy's Civil
Engineer Corps and the Twenty-Fifth Anni-
versary of the formation of the Seabees, it is
fitting that we pay tribute to the gallantry
and accomplishments of the Navy Seabees;

Now, Therefore, I, Claude R. Kirk, Jr., by
virtue of the authority vested in me as Gov-
ernor of the State of Florida, do hereby pro-
claim the month of March, 1967, as Seabee
Month in the State of Florida and call the
attention of our citizens to the proud record
of the Navy's Civil Engineer Corps and Sea-
bees and extend best wishes of all Floridians
for & most happy birthday to all active, re-
serve, and veteran Seabees.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the Great Seal of the
State of Florida to be affixed, at Tallahassee,
1:1;; Capitol, this 28th day of February, AD,,
1967.

CrAupE R, Emg, Jr.,
Governor.
Attest:

Secretary of .étate.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the in-
vestment credit and the allowance of ac-
celerated depreciation in the case of cer-
tain real property.

Mr., JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
read an amendment at the desk which is
a tariff amendment. It does not have
anything to do with taxes. I do not have
the remotest notion with respect to it. I
propose that we should find out from
the author of the amendment what it
would do fto the Kennedy round nego-
tiations in Europe.

I do not think it is a frivolous matter
for the Senate to pass anything. Even
though a measure may be eliminated in
conference, a majority has declared
itself as favoring a certain proposition.
When the measure is brought up again,
many Senators will have committed
themselves, and they will feel that they
must vote the same way in order not to
be inconsistent or look ridiculous in con-
nection with whatever a Senator may
think will influence his position.

I do not think that we can treat these
votes as a joke. Knowing that proposals
will be stripped from the bill, those who
like a provision will say that they knew
it would happen that way and those who
do not like an amendment can say it is
all good clean fun.

Mr. President, I take every amend-
ment seriously. I have not been able to
be present for each vote. This has been
a protracted situation and there are
many other matters that I must attend
to. I have been here for most of these
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proposals and I have voted yea or nay as
I felt deeply convinced was dictated by
the situation.

I feel the same way about this situa-
tion. I do not know what it would do to
the Kennedy round. I do not know
what the State Department, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture, or the President
think about it. I am not prepared to
stand here and let the measure go by on
a voice vote. I want to know something
about it before voting on it, or before I
permit it to be voted on by voice vote.

I would greatly appreciate it if the
Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
McGovern] would explain this provision
to the Senate. But, in conscience, I
would greatly appreciate it if the author
of the amendment would perhaps take a
minute or two to allow us to hear from
him as to how he considers this justified;
one; and, two, how he considers it justi-
fied at this time and in this bill.

Let me say to my colleagues, before I
yield the floor, that I will have to ask for
a quorum call for about 3 minutes, as I
have a large group waiting—I have kept
them waiting for over an hour—I will be
back in 3 minutes. If the Senate will
indulge me, I should like very much to
listen to what the Senator from South
Dakota has to say.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

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

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

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive
business to consider nominations on the
executive calendar beginning with nomi-
nations in the United Nations.

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

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be-
fore the Senate a message from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting sun-
dry nominations, which was referred to
the Committee on Armed Services.

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

EXECUTIVE REPORT OF A
COMMITTEE

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. ELLENDER, from the Committee
on Agriculture and Forestry:

Jonathan Davis, of Massachusetts, to be
a member of the Federal Farm Credit Board,
Farm Credit Administration,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
nominations will be stated, beginning
with'the United Nations.
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UNITED NATIONS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the United
Nations.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nomi-
nations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations will be con-
sidered en bloc; and, without objection,
they are confirmed.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRA-
TION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Albert Scheffer Lang, of Minne-
sota, to be Administrator of the Federal
Railroad Administration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection the nomination is confirmed.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE
COMMISSION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of George M. Stafford, of Kansas,
to be an Interstate Commerce Commis-
sioner for the term of 7 years expiring
December 31, 1973,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE
CORP.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of William W. Hagerty, of Pennsyl-
vania, to be a member of the board of
directors of the Communications Satel-
lite Corp. until the date of the annual
meeting of the corporation in 1970.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of James F. Fanseen, of Maryland,
to be a Federal Maritime Commissioner
for the term expiring June 30, 1971.

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION
SAFETY BOARD

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the National
Transportation Safety Board.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that these nomi-
nations be considered en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations will be con-
sidered en bloc; and, without objection,
they are confirmed.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN
SERVICE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Diplomatic
and Foreign Service, which had been
placed on the Secretary’s desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, these nominations will be con-
sidered en bloe; and, without objection,
they are confirmed.
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Presi-
dent be immediately notified of the con-
firmation of these nominations.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

On motion by Senator MANSFIELD, the
Senate resumed the consideration of leg-
islative business.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the in-
vestment credit and the allowance of ac-
celerated depreciation in the case of cer-
tain real property.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, now, may
I ask the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota [Mr, McGovern] if he
would be good enough to enlighten us
a little bit about his amendment.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, let
me say to the Senator from New York
that I will be happy to summarize the
highlights of the presentation which I
made earlier today. With the Senator’s
indulgence, I will not wish to repeat all
details, other than to say that the
amendment goes to legislation which was
carefully considered by the Senate 3
years ago, which had hearings before the
Finance Committee, the same commit-
tee which now has jurisdiction over the
pending bill.

The basic thrust of the amendment is
to tighten up some of the provisions on
present livestock import quota legisla-
tion, in order to do something about the
collapse of prices in the livestock in-
dustry.

As the Senator knows, there are some
33 States across the country, including
the Senator's State, where livestock and
livestock products are an important part
of the economy. That industry today
is in very, very serious condition, brought
about in part by the sharp increase in
beef imports which have climbed several
hundred million pounds in the years
since Congress last acted on this
problem.

I think the amendment which I have
proposed is a moderate and a construc-
tive one. It does not curtail or end im-
ports of livestock and livestock products,
but merely puts it at the 5-year aver-
age of the period from 1958 through 1962
when the level of imports was more in
line with what the economy can absorb.

I must say, with reference to the Sen-
ator’s inquiry about the impact on the
Kennedy round negotiations, which are
now in progress that, in all candor, no
one can answer that question with cer-
tainty. Itis my understanding, however,
that our negotiators have been trying to
make the point at Geneva that we are
concerned about our agricultural indus-
try. One of the troublesome points in
the negotiations has been to get more
favorable consideration for the agricul-
tural industry in this country. My judg-
ment is that action on the part of the
Senate today will underscore the points
our negotiators have been making at
Geneva, that we do have serious agricul-
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tural problems in this country which the
rest of the world must take into consid-
eration, along with their own problems.

My amendment would help accomplish
that purpose and I hope that the Senator
from New York will support it.

Mr. JAVITS. May I ask the Senator
from South Dakota whether this prob-
lem has had any hearings at all during
the past 3 years?

Mr., McGOVERN. This particular
amendment has not had hearings. It
has been discussed on the Senate floor,
and there has been some informal dis-
cussion about it in committees, but this
particular amendment has not had any
hearings.

Mr. JAVITS. Has
ment—-—

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield right
there?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I have
the floor. Mr. President, I have the
floor, do I not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To whom
does the Senator from South Dakota

any Govern-

yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry—I sought the
floor-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc-
Govern] has the floor.

Mr. JAVITS. I think I still have the
floor.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. To

whom does the Senator from South Da-
kota yield?

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York will state it.

Mr. JAVITS. Who has the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota has the floor.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I
yield to the Senator from New York.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should
like to ask the Senator whether any
Government department has given an
opinion upon this measure.

Mr. McGOVERN. No department
has, to my knowledge, reported on this
amendment.

Mr. JAVITS. May I ask the Senator
whether this will reduce, in his judg-
ment, as he presents the matter—and
can he tell us by how much—the current
rate of imports of the commodities af-
fected?

Mr. McGOVERN. It would reduce the
allowable level from a billion pounds to
approximately 750 million pounds. In
other words, about a one-fourth——

Mr. JAVITS. Reduction.

Mr. McGOVERN. Reduction.

Mr. JAVITS. May I ask the Senator
how that would have any effect upon the
prices paid by the consumer?

Mr. McGOVERN. I think that it
would have a small impact so far as the
consumer is concerned. It should re-
sult in a better price for the livestock
producer. As the Senator knows, the
producer of a pound of beef receives less
than half the consumer’s dollar which is
spent for beef. I think it is somewhere
around 45 cents out of the dollar, which
the Senator and other consumers pay
for beef, which would actually go to the
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farmer; so that if we add a small per-
centage increase in the price of cattle in
this country, there might be—and prob-
ably would be—some small increase in
the price of retail beef. I will say to the
Senator that it is my best judgment it
would be a very small increase, and if it
ends the losses and threatened bankrupt-
cies in the livestock production business
it will be well worth it to the consumers
themselves.

Mr. JAVITS. Therefore, may I ask
the Senator, finally, whether he does se-
riously present the amendment and se-
riously proposes to have it adopted, and
whether, if the House should pass it, he
seriously proposes to lock it into law?
He is serious about it; is he not?

Mr. McGOVERN. Yes, indeed. I
hope the conference comittee will accept
it. The Senator from Louisiana indi-
cated earlier that he was somewhat skep-
tical as to how far it will go in confer-
ence. It is my personal hope that it will
be approved. I know this proposal has
substantial House support. I am cer-
tainly serious about it. I think the eco-
nomic problems in the livestock industry
are a serious matter. I believe the Sen-
ator from New York shares this view. I
would not proceed in this way if I did
not believe there is a real possibility of
writing this amendment into law.

Mr. JAVITS. Does not the Senator
feel that if this is a deliberate matter on
which we intend to get action, and if it
should pass, at least we ought to have a
roll call vote on it?

Mr. McGOVERN. I have no objection
to that. The Senator from Rhode Island
and other Senators took the floor and de-
plored the amount of time we were using
on this measure; but if other Senators
want to take more time on it, and have
a roll call I am perfectly willing to do
that.

Mr. JAVITS. It seems to me this is
introducing a new subject about which
we have not heard from the Govern-
ment departments. We are in the Ken-
nedy round of negotiations. I do not
know how this amendment would affect
the Kennedy round. Should we pass it,
it would certainly have an effect on our
negotiators who are negotiating on it,
because it relates to a very important
commodity.

There is nothing in the world to pre-
vent the Senate from acting on it or the
Senator from pushing it, but it seems
to me that if we are to do that we should
do it in a deliberate way. I certainly
would like to find out what our State
Department thinks of it with respect to
the Geneva negotiation. My own State
is involved in $3 or $4 or $5 billion worth
of exports of all types a year. I am sure
the livestock business in my State does
not begin to approach the total of gen-
eral exports from my State. I certainly
would want to know the effect of this
measure, because I must assume, if I
vote for it, that that is it.

I would like to know what effect this
measure will have on the general exports
and imports of the United States and the
ability to conclude the Kennedy round.
We have no idea on it. Personally, I
would consider it most improvident to
vote affirmatively unless I did know. I
cannot at all see letting this amendment
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slide through without a rollcall, on the

assumption that it is just attached to the

bill and what difference does it make?
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the

Senator yield?
Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.
Mr. MILLER. I share the Senator

from New York's concern with respect
to the outcome of the Kennedy round
of negotiations, but I am persuaded that
the adoption of the amendment by the
Senate would in no way interfere with
the Kennedy round of trade negotia-
tions. This relates to quotas and has
nothing to do with discriminatory tariffs
of any kind, and negotiations with re-
spect to reciprocal tariffs or trade bar-
riers, and especially tariffs and variable
import duties that are giving us so much
trouble in the Common Market, will con-
tinue regardless of what happens on this
amendment.

Furthermore, this amendment takes
the very same approach that we have
been taking during the Kennedy round
of negotiations and the other negotia-
tions in GATT, namely, that we have not
asked for a percentage increase in the
period covered by amendments, and are
satisfied that increased consumption will
grow as the population increases and
that tonnage will increase. So we are
not asking for any more here than in the
Rennedy round of negotiations. I think
it is entirely consistent with the Ken-
nedy round, and that it will strengthen
our position in the Kennedy round.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. JAVITS. Ihaveno desire toargue
a matter on which I am not prepared to
debate the merits. I assume the Sena-
tor is, because he proposes it.

I should like to ask the Senator a very
frank question as a colleague of the most
friendly kind. I think many of us are
not prepared at the moment. Sometimes
one has to fish or cut bait. May I ask the
Senator if he would consider it un-
friendly if I moved to table the amend-
ment, having a test on whether the Sen-
ate does or does not wish to consider the
maftter at this particular juncture?

Beyond that point, I could not do any-
thing about it if the Senate wanted to
proceed. I have to make up my own
mind on voting, but I do not believe the
Senate is in a position to controvert or
adopt a measure on its merits, as a mat-
ter of first impression, which I see in a
typewritten amendment, walking into
the Chamber, and which may have an
effect—because I know how sensitive the
foreign trade situation is, especially at
this moment—far beyond what we may
dream of. We—except the Senator from
South Dakota and the Senator from
Iowa—do not know what this means. I
ask the Senator that question.

Mr. McGOVERN. Let me say that I
would not regard a tabling motion as un-
friendly, but as unwise. I hope the Sena-
tor would not ask for delay, because the
livestock industry is in serious condi-
tion, If the administration wants to
raise questions about the impact of this
action on the Kennedy round, there will
be time to make its position known.

I would hope the Senator would with-
hold his tabling motion, and if he wants a
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straight-up-and-down rollecall on the
merits of the amendment, that is fine
with me,

Mr. JAVITS. The situation is such
that I think a motion to table is the
only thing that is appropriate to the oc-
casion, but I do not want to cut off de-
bate. If the Senator wishes to debate
it further, I will stay my hand further.
It seems to me that, with this approach,
we are getting into thick ground and we
do not know what may come out of it.
This is a tariff measure. We have had
many tax amendments considered. I
suppose that could be justified on the
ground that this is a tax measure. Now
we are into tariffs. I do not know what
more critical area we could get into.

I am not the policeman of the Senate,
but since it is a measure which affects
consumers and foreign trade, it has
given me cause to raise these questions,
because I have a great interest in those
two matters. I think an effective way to
deal with it would be to move to table
and let the Senate decide the question,
and see if it wants to stop the charade
which the Senator from Rhode Island
has called this action, or whether it pro-
poses to take this kind of action.

Mr. McGOVERN. More time has
been taken up by those who have been
deploring the amount of time taken up
than by those who have been urging this
amendment. The Senator from South
Dakota was ready to have a vote an
hour ago. If the Senator wants to offer
a motion to table, I have no way to stop
him.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. As the Senator from
South Dakota well knows, the Senator
from Florida is a member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry,
which would have primary jurisdiction
over most matters affecting the impor-
tant livestock industry, which is the big-
gest single agricultural industry in our
Nation.

Has this matter been referred to the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry
by the livestock industry? I do not re-
call its having been submitted to the
committee. I do not recall its having
been discussed in any way by the com-
mittee. Does the Senator have any such
recollection?

Mr, McGOVERN. The Senator is cor-
rect. I do not have to remind the Sena-
tor that as an import quota matter, it
would go to the Committee on Finance
rather than to the Committee on Agricul-
ture, on which the Senator and I both
serve,

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, while
it is true that the Finance Committee
and the Ways and Means Committee
would have primary jurisdiction, I re-
member many matters affecting agricul-
tural products that lie in this general
field which have come before our com-
mittee.

I must say that though I am person-
ally acquainted with the officers of the
National Cattlemen’s Association, I have
not heard from any of them on this
matter, I have heard plenty about the
fact that the market is not in good shape.
My own State, as the Senator knows,
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while it is not one of the most important
cattle States, is an important cattle-pro-
ducing State, and it would seem to me
that we should know beyond any per-
adventure what the facts are in this
matter, and what the attitude of the pro-
ducers may be. We should give the
packers, also, a chance to be heard,
though on a secondary basis; I would put
the producers first. We should hear
from the consumers.

I hope that the distinguished Senator
will not insist upon his amendment. In
the first place, I think it would be futile,
even if we agree to it. In the next place,
the Senator from Florida adopted the
policy several weeks ago that he would
oppose all of these amendments, because
it seemed to him they were simply clut-
tering up a badly needed bill, in a field
that we had acted upon too precipitately
last fall—at least that is my opinion—
and I have, therefore, been voting nay on
8 host of amendments where I had
some interest in the subject matter, and
where had the proposals been presented
otherwise, I would probably have voted
otherwise.

It seems to me that the Senate makes
itself look a little bit ridieculous when a
tax bill comes up, because, whether from
frustration because it has to originate on
the other side, or for what reason I do
not know, we always have a large num-
ber of amendments coming in here—gen-
erally for the reduction of revenue, al-
though that is not the purpose of the
amendment of the distinguished Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

We have had this amendment, we
have had social security amendments,
we have had welfare amendments, we
have had divers amendments for reduc-
ing revenue, we have had the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Tennessee, which certainly
had very much merit to it. I am not in
favor of the plan now on the books.
The question was which was the best way
to proceed from now on.

But I think we are either wrecking the
chance for passage of a good act, or at
least encumbering it badly, if we put a
group of such amendments on this bill.
For that reason I could not, in con-
formity with the policy I have been fol-
lowing, vote for the amendment, though
I have a great deal of sympathy with
what the Senator is trying to do.

I should like to see this subject heard,
explored, and debated in committee. I
should like to see the attitude of the af-
fected people procured, and then see if
we can take some action. But for us to
act here while considering on the floor
another matter, on an amendment which
vitally affects the biggest agricultural
industry in the Nation, it seems to me,
would be unwise. Therefore, I must say
I should have to vote against the amend-
ment, though I have much sympathy
with the objectives of the Senator from
South Dakota.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

Mr. McGOVERN. I know of the Sen-
ator's long-time and consistent interest
in doing whatever he could to strength-
en the livestock industry. I say to the
Benator, with reference to his question
about the National Cattlemen’s Associa-
tion, that the amendment which I am
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offering here now, and which now has
the cosponsorship of a good many Sen-
ators in States that are deeply interested
in the livestock industry, that we did
discuss this matter with the legislative
committee of the National Cattlemen's
Association, who were in the city last
week, and the outline of the amendment
was worked out in consultation with
them.

I agree with the Senator from Florida
that this is not the most ideal way to
deal with the very serious problem in
the livestock industry. But we are up
against what I regard as an emergency
situation. People in my State and a good
many other parts of the country are sell-
ing out, which is not only against their
interests but, in the long run, it is against
the interests of consumers across the
country, in all 50 States.

We are dealing with an emergency sit-
uation. The matter now before us is one
that falls within the purview of the Com-~
mittee on Finance. Legislation affecting
imports is within the jurisdiction of that
committee, not Agriculture. We have
consulted carefully with representatives
of the livestock industry on this pro-
posal. It has their strong support. It
has the cosponsorship of a large num-
ber of Senators on both sides of the aisle
who are knowledgeable in this field, and
have given much thought to it over the
years. I hope that the motion to table
will be defeated, and that the pending
amendment will be agreed to.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. Did the Senator
from South Dakota submit this amend-
ment to the Committee on Finance when
it was considering the bill, and was it
considered by the Committee?

Mr. McGOVERN. I discussed it with
the chairman of the committee only in
the last few days, but the situation in
the industry has worsened very sharply
in comparatively recent days, as the
Senator knows. We did not have a lot
of time to consult with all members of
the Committee on Finance, but the mat-
ter has been discussed with the chair-
man, and he has agreed to accept the
amendment and take it to conference.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Nebraska,

Mr. HRUSKA. I should like to con-
firm what the Senator from South Da-
kota has stated about the National
Cattlemen’s Association. They did have
an executive committee meeting of that
association here in Washington during
the course of the past week, and there
were a number of informal conferences
by the officers of the association and
their legislative men, their executive
secretary, Mr. McMillan, and others,
with a number of Senators from the
Middle West.

Obviously, in the short time they had,
they could not establish contact with all
Senators from all the States. But they
did approve in general the outline, and
in fact quite particularly, quite specif-
ically, the points covered in the Sena-
tor’s amendment; and they indicated
that they would, in due time, formalize
their approval of that approach, though
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not necessarily the procedure which the
Senator has undertaken today, because
it was not envisioned at that time, I do
not believe.

Mr. McGOVERN. That is correct.

Mr. HRUSKA. Nevertheless, I wish
to assure the Senator from Florida that
there was consultation and a series of
conferences, and that it is a piece of
legislation which does meet the approval
of this very effective Association, the im-
mediate past president of which is one
of the constituents of the Senator from
Florida.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Florida.

Mr. HOLLAND. This immediate past
president to whom the Senator from Ne-
braska refers is one of my very dear
friends. I have not heard anything from
him.

Mr. HRUSKA. The Senator will in
due time, I assure him.

Mr. HOLLAND. Ihave not heard any-
thing from the president of the Florida
Association. I have heard no word from
any member of the cattle industry.

I think the cattlemen in my State
would much prefer to have a matter of
this importance to them considered in
the regular way. I would like the priv-
ilege of calling up some of the people
from that industry in my State, to be
heard before the Committee on Finance,
on a matter of this great importance.

The precipitate method of handling
the discussion, with the fact that at one
time we had 17 amendments on the desk
here, and have considered most of them
now, chipping and whittling away at our
tax structure, makes me think we have
been following a very unwise course, and
that the authors of this amendment,
whatever its merits may be, are making
themselves a party to the great group
of Senators who have rushed in with
their favorite ideas, to try to tack them
on to this tax bill.

I am not criticizing anybody. I am
smiling at both of my distinguished
friends. But every time we have a tax
bill, it looks as though every Senator
wishes to express, here on the floor, his
regret at the fact that the Senate does
not have coequal power in originating
such measures, because many a Senator
sooner or later comes in here with an
amendment that he tries to tack on to a
tax bill, and it makes us look sort of bad
in the public eye, if the distinguished
Senator will permit me to say so.

I remember going away from here one
day on a mission for the Senate to Mon-
treal, Canada, with the assurance that
there would be no votes that day. Some-
body got started on a series of tax-cut-
ting amendments to a pending tax bill,
and they had 14 rollcall votes that day
before I could get back. That is but an
indication of how this thing spreads like
wildfire.

We do not all have to offer amend-
ments to a tax bill in order to make it
clear that we are active for our people.

The distinguished Senator from South
Dakota [Mr, McGoverN] has been ex-
tremely active for his people in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry. He
knows that I know that.
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The distinguished Senator from Ne-
braska [Mr. Hruskal has been extreme-
ly active in the Judiciary and Appropria-
tions Committees. He happens to serve
on the same subcommittee where I serve
for agriculture. No man has been more
avid in his support of agricultural ob-
jectives than he.

We do not have to show our interest
by taking an unwise course of action on
the floor, and that is what I think we
would be doing if we were fo tack on an
amendment which would affect all con-
sumers in the country except vegetarians.

I do not think that it is good policy
to follow that sort of course. It is for
that reason that I oppose the amend-
ment. The matter should come up on
its own merits later. Undoubtedly it has
some merits.

It is for that reason that I shall oppose
the amendment, whether it comes up
now on its own merits—and undoubtedly
it has some merits—or whether it comes
up, as suggested by the Senator from
New York, on a motion to lay on the
table,

I do not think it is wise procedure. I
hope that the distinguished Senators, so
wise in most things, will not allow their
eagerness to serve their cattle people—
who are many in the States represented
by both of my distinguished friends now
on their feet—that they will, as it seems
to me at least, violate sound procedure
by insisting upon this kind of an amend-
ment being tacked to this bill.

I have said more than I intended to
say, but it is my philosophy. After all,
I do not think we reflect credit upon our-
selves or our States by coming in with
this great horde of amendments every
time a tax bill is being considered.

I thank the Senator for yielding.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
wonder if we could get this matter to a
vote if we could agree on some limitation
of time on the amendment.

I intend to vote with the Senator and
to join the distinguished Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Hrusgal in cosponsor-
ing the bill which he will introduce to-
morrow afternoon.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, is the
Senator introducing a bill on the sub-
ject?

Mr.HRUSKA., Iam.

Mr. HOLLAND. I would be delighted
to have my name added as a cosponsor.
I am interested in that objective. I am
not interested in doing it in this way. I
do not think this would be a construc-
tive way to do it.

Mr. HRUSEKA. The Senator has as-
signed good reason. I did explain when
the amendment was offered earlier that
I had a bill highly similar in almost all
respects. It is my purpose to introduce
it tomorrow afternoon.

If the Senator would be so kind as to
join in the colloquy at that time, I would
be happy. I would be most happy to
have him as a cosponsor.

Mr. McGOVERN. I have also asked
to be listed as a cosponsor on the bill
of the Senator from Nebraska.

Mr. HOLLAND. That makes it clear
that our distinguished friends are not




April 19, 1967

too confident that the pending amend-
ment, even if it were tacked on the bill,
would become a part of the bill that goes
to the White House for approval by the
President.

Mr. McGOVERN. The bill of the
Senator from Nebraska is a good insur-
ance policy.

Mr. HOLLAND. I would be glad to
be a coinsurer and to be a cosponsor of
the bill.

The Committee on Finance has other
tax measures that will be before the
Senate. There will be other hearings.

The committee will give us a chance,
as cosponsors of such measures, to ap-
pear and argue our cases.

That will give me a chance to hear
from some of my cattle people and get
some of them up here as witnesses.

I think it will help to show that the
cattle people all over the country are
interested in this subject. I think my
Florida people will testify intelligently
from the standpoint of a medium-sized
cattle State, an area which has a little
different problem geographically per-
haps from most of the other States.

That is the way I think we should
proceed.

I thank the Senafor.

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

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I point
out to the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota that what he is doing is
supported by all the recent hearings and
actions of the Committee on Finance.

Approximately 3 years ago, the situ-
ation with respect to beef imports was
acute, and there were a number of
amendments and actions in Congress.
My distinguished colleague, Senator
Hruska, offered an amendment to an
agricultural bill that came within two
or three votes of being agreed to. As
a result of that, hearings were called by
the Committee on Finance.

The distinguished majority leader
introduced a bill, and the hearings were
based on that amendment and another
bill, and in the Finance Committee, by
a majority vote, they adopted a measure
with objectives identical with the meas-
ure now sponsored by the distinguished
Senator from South Dakota and the
objectives of the bill to be introduced
by my colleague from Nebraska on fto-
mMorrow.

The committee adopted not the bill
that was introduced, but a proposal spon-
sored by the various segments of the cat-
tle industry at that time. By a majority
vote, that measure prevailed in tht
Finance Committee. It was brought tu
the floor. The Senate supported it.

Unfortunately, it did not prevail in
conference, and a less restrictive meas-
ure became the law.

We are now discovering that the less
restrictive measure is not doing the job.
We are again facing a crisis. However,
instead of what is proposed here—a fur-
ther restriction on the importation of
meat products—being out of step with
the Finance Committee, it is in accord
with the majority vote the last time
action was taken.

I further call attention to the fact that
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extensive hearings—lasting, as I recall,
approximately 10 days—were held at that
time. A voluminous record was made by
the Finance Committee.

That record supports the objective of
the pending amendment.

I also call attention to the fact that,
within the last 30 days, the Finance
Committee held a 1-day hearing in con-
nection with trade policy and had before
it Mr. Roth, who was the negotiator for
the United States. Although this meet-
ing was called to discuss with him gen-
eral policies, the record will show that
the greater portion of the discussion that
day related to agriculture and the plight
of agriculture. The record of the
Finance Committee, made within the last
30 days, will reveal the concern of many
people concerning the importation of
beef, dairy products, and other agricul-
tural commeodities. So, what is being
done today is not a revolt against com-
mittee action. It is in line with the last
committee action taken.

I thank the distinguished Senator for
being so gracious as to yield for so long a
time.

Within the last 30 days, at least two
delegations representing the cattle in-
dustry, producers and feeders, have
called at my office, very much concerned
about this matter, and urged that some-
thing be done now.

It has been suggested that the Secre-
tary of Agriculture should move for a
90-day embargo of all meat products on
the ground that that would just about
make up for the error that was made in
estimating the number of cattle on hand,
which error adversely affected the agri-
cultural economy.

I believe, since we are not proceeding
under a closed rule and since other
amendments have been offered and
agreed to, that it is very much in order
that the Senate take action on this.

I believe the situation is so critical that
the committee and the Senate should
proceed with the bill that will be offered
by my colleague on tomorrow and that
we leave no stone unturned until some
relief is granted.

Mr. McGOVERN. I appreciate the
Senator’s clarification. He is a senior
member of the Committee on Finance,
and is in an excellent position to apprise
the Senate of the procedures that the
committee has been following with ref-
erence to this issue. He and his col-
league, the Senator from Nebraska [Mr.
Hruskal, not only are from great live-
stock-producing States, but also are ex-
tremely knowledgeable about this issue.
So I think that the Senator’s clarifica-
tion is most helpful to our understand-
ing of the problem.

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

Mr, McGOVERN. I yield.

Mr. McCARTHY. Asa member of the
Committee on Finance I say this with re-
spect to the bill: We have adopted
amendments on the floor which I believe
should not have been adopted, because
they were not particularly relevant, be-
cause in other cases inadequate hearings
had been held, and also because in some
cases the implications of the amend-
ment, in my judgment, were not fully
understood by the Senate when it voted.
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However, as to the proposed amend-
ment, there are several things which
argue in favor of our adopting it. One
is the simplicity of the substance of the
amendment. The subject matter is
understood in the Senate. It has been
the object of hearings by the Commit-
tee on Finance in recent years. It is my
judgment that even though we postpone
action and hold hearings, any bill the
Committee on Finance might report
would be very close to what is in the
amendment offered by the Senator from
South Dakota. Because of this it seems
to me that we could adopt the amend-
ment today and go to conference.

This amendment would not compli-
cate the conference very much. There is
no great pressure for quick action in the
conference, especially since the House
version of the repeal of the suspension
of the investment tax credit has what in
effect is a retroactive feature, which car-
ries it back almost to the time when the
investment tax credit was first sus-
pended. Thus there is no great pres-
sure for immediate action, if we assume
that what comes out of conference will
probably be a compromise between what
the Committee on Finance reported, with
a cutoff date, and the indirect retro-
active features which are in the bill
passed by the House of Representatives.
It means that we would have time—a
week or 10 days, if necessary—during
which we could work out in conference
any particular inadequacy that might
show up in the proposed amendment.

Therefore, I believe it would be wholly
in order to have the proposed amend-
ment—more deserving than any other
we have adopted—added to the invest-
ment tax credit bill before it goes to con-
ference.

An additional consideration is that we
are dealing with what amounts to an
emergency condition in the livestock in-
dustry of this country. This is an un-
usual industry, in that you can maintain
prices up to a certain level, but when the
supply goes beyond that point, you do not
have a gradual drop but rather a sudden
drop. At this point the livestock pro-
ducers, who have to ship their cattle be-
cause the cattle have reached a shipping
weight, are not given the advantage of a
slow and gradual price decline, but suf-
fer from a sudden drop in prices. Cattle
cannot be put in cold storage on the farm,
nor can they be put on short rations.
They must continue to be fed, and they
must be kept in prime condition. At a
given point they must be sold and if they
have to be sold at depressed prices, the
livestock producers suffer.

These, then, are three arguments for
including the proposed amendment in
the bill: one, the simplicity of the amend-
ment—the fact that the Senate under-
stands what is in it; two, the emergency
conditions; three, the fact that the con-
ference would not be complicated by this
amendment as it will by other amend-
ments which are much more difficult
and much more involved, and which are
less related to the action we are taking.

Mr. McGOVERN. I appreciate the
Senator's contribution, particularly be-
cause he now serves as a member of the
Committee on Finance, formerly served
for a period of years on the Committee on
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Agriculture, and has also served for many
years as a member of the House Ways
and Means Committee, which has juris-
diction over issues of this kind. So I
believe that what the Senator from Min-
nesota has to say carries special weight.

Mr. President, I hope that we can
vote at this time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I cannot
recall whether I have ever made a tabling
motion. I do not believe I have, to my
best recollection. However, I am about
to make one in this matter, because I be-
lieve it uniquely lends itself to precisely
that treatment, as a matter of procedure.
I have no doubt, myself, as to the merits
or demerits of the pending amendment.
We are now adventuring, with respect to
this bill, into a totally new field of tar-
iffs, not even taxes. Whatever connec-
tion that may have with this bill, it cer-
tainly is at least programmatic.

For those reasons, and without in the
least desiring to be unfriendly, and I as-
sure the Senator from South Dakota that
if my motion to table is voted down, that
is all I can do, and I will do no more——

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

Mr. JAVITS. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Before the Sena-
tor yields to the Senator from Iowa, will
he yield to me?

Mr. JAVITS. 1 yield to the Senator
from Montana.

TUNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that if the ta-
bling motion does not carry, the vote on
the pending McGovern amendment take
place within 10 minutes of the tabling
vote, the time to be equally divided be-
tween the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr. McGoverN] and the Senator from
New York [Mr. Javits].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I hope
that my friend, the Senator from New
York, will not push his tabling motion.
I believe it would be most unfortunate,
after sitting through the many amend-
ments which have been offered to this
bill, if this would be the one amendment
to which my colleague, the Senator from
New York, would offer a tabling motion.

This is an emergency situation. I
voted against practically all the other
amendments that have been offered be-
cause they are not emergency-type
amendments and they are, of course,
quite extraneous to the investment tax
credit. But now we have an emergency
situation, in which many people will be
hurt, not only in the State of New York
but also in other States.

It is very well to talk about having
hearings and extended deliberations, but
I assure Senators that the livestock
growers do not need any hearings. They
have made their views known for a long
time. 3

I think that this amendment would
be supported overwhelmingly by anyone
in the livestock business. I see no need
to have any further hearings on such a
proposal as this. An emergency exists,
as the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
McCarTHY] has pointed out. If, indeed,
there should be a bug or two in the
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amendment, that problem can be solved
in conference. If any amendment has
been offered that might have a chance
of standing up in conference, I think it
is this amendment.

If the Senator from New York wishes
to pick any amendment to which to offer
a motion to table, I hope he will not pick
one that relates to the emergency situa-
tion we are trying to deal with.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I did not
“pick” this amendment. It merely ap-
peals to me as almost a classic case for
a tabling motion. As I have said, my
recollection is that I have never made a
tabling motion before.

I think that what is overlooked is that
an emergency has not been proved; only
an assertion has been made that there
is one. On the other hand, the interests
of millions of consumers have not been
considered. Eighteen million of them
live in the State of which I have the
honor to share representation with the
distinguished Senator from New York
[Mr. KENNEDY], Who is now occupying
the chair. Those consumers have not
been heard from or consulted about the
proposal, and I cannot consult with them
in the time which is allotted to do so.

In all conscience, and not in an un-
friendly degree whatsoever—I have al-
ready agreed to a limitation of debate—
I move to table the amendment.

Mr. HOLLAND., Mr. President, on
that motion, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. KEN-
NEDY 0of New York in the chair). The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from New York [Mr. JaviTs]
to table the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. McGOVERN].
The yeas and nays have been ordered,
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. PELL (when his name was called).
On this vote, I have a live pair with the
junior Senator from Montana [Mr. MET-
carrl. If I were permitted to vote, I
would vote “yea.” If he were present
and voting, he would vote “nay.” Ithere-
fore withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. CLARK (after having voted in the
affirmative). On this vote I have a live
pair with the senior Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. SymincToN]. If he were pres-
ent, he would vote “nay.” If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote “yea.” I
therefore withdraw my vote.

Mr. RIBICOFF (after having voted in
the affirmative). On this vote I have
a live pair with the senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr, Morsel. If he were present
and voting, he would vote “nay.” If I
were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“yea.” Therefore, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana [Myr.
Bavn], the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsTER], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrp], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CrurcH], the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. JorpAn], the Senator from Ohio
[Mr, LauscuHE]l, the Senator from Wyo-
ming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator from
Montana [Mr. Mercarrl, the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. MonNroNEY], the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS],
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the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SYMING-
TON], the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
Typingsl, and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Younc] are necessarily absent.

I also announce that the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. HiLL], the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. Haypen]1, the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel, and the
Senator from Mississippi [Mr, STennis]
are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
Bayn], the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsTER], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrpl, and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Younc] would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonroNEY] is paired with the
Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Oklahoma would vote ‘“nay” and the
Senator from Florida would vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CarLsoNn] is
absent on official business.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. Hat-
FIELD], the Senator from California [Mr.
MurprY], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. TowER] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dirk-
sSEN] is detained on official business.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HATFIELD], the Sena-
tor from California [Mr. MurrHY], and
the Senator from Texas [Mr. Tower]l
would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. DIrkSEN] is paired with the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson]. If present
and voting, the Senator from Illinois
would vote “yea’” and the Senator from
Kansas would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 16,
nays 58, as follows:

[No. 86 Leg.]
YEAS—16
Baker Ellender Percy
Boggs Grifin Scott
Brooke Hart Williams, N.J.
Case Holland Williams, Del.
Cotton Javits
Dodd Eennedy, N.Y.
NAYS—58
Aiken Harrls Montoya
Allott Hartke Morton
Anderson Hickenlooper Maoss
Bartlett Hollings Mundt
Bennett Hruska Muskie
Bible Inouye Nelson
Burdick Jackson Pearson
Byrd, W.Va Jordan, Idaho Prouty
Cannon Kennedy, Mass. Proxmire
Cooper Kuchel Randolph
Curtis Long, Mo. Russell
Dominick Long, La. Smith
Eastland Magnuson Sparkman
Ervin Mansfield Spong
Fannin McCarthy Talmadge
Fong McClellan Thurmond
Fulbright “McGovern Yarborough
Gore McIntyre Young, N. Dak.
Gruening Miller
Hansen Mondale
NOT VOTING—26
Bayh Hil Pell
Brewster Jordan, N.C. Ribicoff
Byrd, Va. Lausche Smathers
Carlson McGee Stennis
Church Metcalf Symington
Clark Monroney Tower
Dirksen Morse Tydings
Hatfleld Murphy Young, Ohio
Hayden Pastore

So Mr. Javirs’ motion to lay Mr. Mc-
Govern's amendment on the table was
rejected.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous unanimous-consent agree-
ment, 10 minutes’ debate on the amend-
ment will now proceed.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator from South
Dakota yield himself?

Mr. McGOVERN. I want just half a
minute to ask for the yeas and nays on
the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President——

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield 1 minute to
the Senator from Arkansas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas is recognized for 1
minute.

CRISIS IN THE MISSISSIPPI DELTA
REGION

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, on
April 12 I placed in the Recorp a letter
from the Governor of Arkansas to Secre-
tary of Agriculture, Orville Freeman, and
memoranda which had been prepared for
the Governor by various department
heads, concerning a very critical condi-
tion which now exists in the Mississippi
Delta region in my State of Arkansas.

As I pointed out in my statement then,
the situation has arisen as a direct result
of the minimum wage bill which was
enacted into law last year. At that time,
warning was given that the net effect of
the extension of minimum wage to agri-
cultural employees would be a detrimen-
tal one. This statement has already
proved to be true, and the conditions are
apparently even more severe than we had
predicted.

Mr. President, the situation was dis-
cussed in an article which was published
in the Wall Street Journal on April 19.
I ask unanimous consent to have this
article, and a copy of a letter which I
have written to Secretary of Agriculture
Freeman, printed in the Recorb.

There being no objection, the article
and letter were ordered to be printed in
the RECORD, as follows:

MINIMUM WAGE CAN MEean MiNiMum JOBS
(By Jim Hyatt)

DENwWOOD PLANTATION, ArRKE.—Richard Bo-
gen, a 62-year-old Negro farm worker, sits in
the plantation store with cap in hand and
tears fllling his eyes. “Right now I've got
Jjust two pennies in my pocket,” he says.

He and his family made $1,778.97 last year,
chopping and picking cotton and performing
odd jobs on this farm in the delta area of
eastern Arkansas. But this year, thanks
ironically to the new Federal minimum wage
almed at boosting farm workers' income, Mr.
Bogen and his family face unemployment
along with thousands of others in the delta.

Mr. Bogen Is worried that his employer
won’t be willing to pay him the $1 an hour
wage required as of Feb. 1, and he’s almost
certain that his wife, Annie Mae, 58, and the
couple’s two children won't be employed any
longer.

C. L. Denton Jr.,, owner of this 4,000-acre
farm, says he hopes to keep Mr. Bogen on the
payroll, but probably not his family. “He's
been here almost all my life,” Mr. Denton, 50,
says. “I can't turn this poor fellow out just
because they passed a law.”

For Mr, Bogen, whose second-grade educa-
tion severely limits his job choice, the future
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is bleak. He says he can't sleep nights,
worrying about the $337.70 he’s already
borrowed from his employer to buy food and
other necessities, much of it from the planta-
tion store. “That’s the most money I've ever
owed him in my life,”” he adds.

ONE-THIRD OUT OF WORK

Whatever happens to Mr. Bogen, other
families on the plantation face certain un-
employment. Mr. Denton estimates that a
third of the 25 families living here will have
to seek other work. The income of the re-
maining families, too, will be sharply cut:
The labor of many women and children, he
maintains, simply isn't worth $1 an hour.

The new law may spell the end of share-
cropping and tenant farming, already dying
practices in the south. Federal officials
insist that all farm laborers, including those
who agree to share their crop with a land-
owner or pay rent to him, must earn the
minimum $1 an hour.

Officials in the delta, in turn, are worried
over the problem of providing food and work
for the untrained, jobless workers. Fumes
one Arkansas economist: “Federal Govern-
ment agencies have known this was coming
for months, but right now they don't even
know where to start helping these people.”

In a letter to Secretary of Agriculture Or-
ville Freeman, Arkansas Gov, Winthrop
Rockefeller has called the situation “urgent.”
His state welfare director estimates that at
least 1,000 farm families in 12 eastern Arkan-
sas counties will be out of work by the end of
the year. *The food problem is most critical,
and requires immediate action,” adds a pov-
erty war official.

Some delta farmers think the impact is
even wider. “At least 6,000 or 7,000 Arkansas
families will be hurt by the minimum wage,
which covers many farm workers for the first
time,"” says Harold F. Ohlendorf, president of
the Arkansas Farm Bureau Federation. “In
my opinion, thousands of Mississippi families
won't have any income at all, except what
the Government gives them,” adds Boswell
Stevens, the Mississippl Farm Bureau presi-
dent. Other pockets of unemployment are
developing in parts of Louislana and in
southeastern Missourl.

Not all farm workers are upset over the
minimum wage, naturally. Such farm cover-
age has been a goal of labor unions for
years, and workers in the Rio Grande Valley
of Texas have been striking for several
months seeking $1.256 an hour for their
harvesting efforts.

But in the delta on both sides of the
Mississippl River, says B. F. Smith, executive
vice president of the Delta Council, an area
economic development organization, the
minimum wage ralses these questions:

“Can you eliminate poverty by eliminating
jobs? And can the unskilled be benefited by
laws that discourage employers from hiring
them?"

The affected workers see the problem in
more direct terms. “I ain't hit a lick since
November,” says Hibbler Adams, 64, who has
lived on Mr. Ohlendorf’s 6,000-acre farm since
1983. And his prospects for a job in nearby
Osceola, Ark., are slim Indeed: “They
wouldn’t have me uptown,” Mr. Adams ad-
mits. “There ain’t nothing I could do except
rake the g

John Porter, 56, a worker on Denwood
Plantation, complains that the ruling will
keep his five youngsters and wife from work-
ing. “They actually earn about as much as
I do,” he says. “But if they don’t work, I
won't be able to clothe my kids proper. And
they won't learn to do a good day’s work."”

Dwindling farm labor isn't new. Here in
Mississippi County, Ark., for example, the
farm population has dropped from more than
60,000 about 2 years ago to 33,000 today.
Farmers have been turning to fertilizers and
more powerful machinery for years. Faber
White, 61, a John Deere Co. dealer in Osceola,
estimates that the county’'s implement busi-
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ness volume has increased 83% to 40% in
four years: The county has 30 implement
dealers now, three times the number 10 years
ago.
But the minimum wage, say the farmers,
will be the final catalyst to force the thou-
sands of remaining marginal farm families
out of work. “We knew five years ago we
could mechanize,” says Larry Woodard, 29,
a Lepanto, Ark., farmer, “But we attempted
to keep these people working. We had moral
obligations. Now with the minimum wage

. ." And his voice trails off at the prospect
of telling workers they're now unemployed.

Mr. Woodard’s operation, perhaps, is typi-
cal of the trend in mechanization. Last year
he used 33 tractors to farm the 6,000 acres he
rents. This season he’'ll use only 12 tractors,
all eight-row equipment. His capital invest-
ment has doubled in the last two or three
years to $400,000, he says. Half of the 37
families on his place won't be working this
summer, he adds.

The welfare and unemployment problems
that will accompany the transition of the
marginal workers off the farm have state and
Federal officlals worried.

“We're just causing problems with the
minimum wage,” observes one Louisiana farm

expert. ‘‘These people will be off the farmer’s
payroll, but in another way, they'll be put on
the taxpayer's payroll, through welfare."

EMERGENCY FOOD

A. J. Moss, the Arkansas state welfare di-
rector, says he’s been asking Department of
Agriculture officials for months to arrange
emergency food supplies for delta workers.

Eight Arkansas Delta counties, he notes,
use the food stamp program instead of raw
commodity distribution. Workers must pur-
chase some stamps to qualify for additional
coupons. Mr. Bogen, for example, pays $42
a month to get stamps worth $60. The
stamps are used like cash at participating
grocery stores.

But regulations, Mr. Moss says, don't per-
mit the counties to give away food stamps.
He wants permission to establish commodity
distribution for these stranded workers in
food stamp counties, or a new regulation per-
mitting issuance of free food stamps.

An Agriculture Department official, how-
ever, says, “We can't see any sense in run-
ning the two programs in the same county.”
And minimum food stamp purchases, he be-
lieves, are so low that any family could af-
ford the fee.

Families with extremely low income must
pay only 2 a person a month, up to $12, to
recelve food stamps. “Presumably, a couple
of odd jobs could supply that minimum pur-
chase requirement,” he adds.

One 44-year-old farm hand on Mr. Wood-
ard’s place, with a wife and eight children,
pays $12 a month for stamps worth $90. He
has to borrow the food stamp money from
his boss, and at the moment owes him $481.

Mississippi witnesses shocked a U.S. Sen-
ate subcommittee holding hearings in Jack-
son April 10 by reporting of “people going
around begging” in the delta because they
couldn’t afford money to purchase food
stamps.

AN INVESTIGATION

One of the committee members, Sen.
George Murphy of California, sald the group
should ask President Johnson to 'declare an
emergency exists in these areas” and to send
investigators and emergency ald.

At the subcommittee’s request, the Secre-
tary of Agriculture has sent a team ‘““to look
into the hunger problem. They're following
up on some of the things we saw, and trying
to determine whether an emergency situation
exists,” says a staff member.

In any event, the food shortage is only an
immediate consideration. “It represents only
a small bite of the whole cake,” Mr, Moss ob-
serves, for many of the workers are too old
for retralnng. And others are able to perform
only simple tasks.



10178

State employment experts at this point
have no exact information on the numbers or
needs for potentially unemployed workers.
“Before Feb. 1 there was no way to know
how the farmers would react to the minimum
wage,” says Fred D. McKinney, administra-
tor of the Arkansas employment security
division.

He has surveyed one delta county, and
found that 400 hand laborers wouldn't be
employed this year. He is seeking additional
funds to conduct a comprehensive survey of
the whole region, to pinpoint how many peo-
ple are involved, and what they require.

“Most of the farmers say the workers can
live on the farms for an indefinite perlod,”
says Lane Hart, Mississippl employment
service director, “so the minimum wage
doesn't mean there'll be an immediate exodus
to the cities. We're going to try to reach
these people where they're mow living, and
get down to what the needs are.”

Adds a farm labor service official in Dallas:
“Tt seems like there’s not much you can do
about the old folks. But what about the
kids of school age on those farms? Will they
stay in school?"”

In the meantime, the workers will be out
of jobs “and will have to do something beside
the things they've been doing,” says Mr.
Stevens, the Mississippl Farm Bureau presi-
dent. “I think theyll go on Government
rellef.”

Aprin 12, 1967.
Hon, OrRvILLE L. FREEMAN,
Secretary of Agriculture, Department of
Agriculture, Washington, D.C.

DeAR Mgr. SECRETARY : It has recently been
called to my attention that a very critical
situation has arisen in the Delta Reglon in
my State of Arkansas. This has occurred
because of the permanent displacement of
approximately 1,000 family heads and as a
direct result of the inclusion of certain agri-
cultural workers under the Falr Labor Stand-
ards Act. .

1 understand that you have been con-
tacted by the Governor of the BState of
Arkansas and that he has submitted to you
information with regard to the problem.

I will appreciate your immediate attention
to what is fast becoming an economie crisis
in the agricultural sections of my State.

With best wishes and kindest regards, I

Sincerely yours,
JoaN L. McCLELLAN,

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the in-
vestment credit and the allowance of
accelerated depreciation in the case of
certain real property.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized.
How much time does he yield himself?

Mr. JAVITS. Five minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized for
5 minutes. !
| Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think
that the Senate has manifested its clear
desire to 'deal substantively with this
matter and has indicated its disposition
to approve it.

As I said when I raised the matter and
made the motion to table; I have no in-
tention to impede the proponents of the
amendment in'their progress if a ma-
jority felt prepared to vote for it.

I did not, because I thought it was too
important and had too many ramifica-
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tions, quite apart from its own merits, to
justify Senate action on it now.

I should like to repeat very briefly
these points, because Senators may wish
to consider them in respect to voting on
the substantive guestion.

The points are briefly, as follows:

First, there have been no hearings on
this particular amendment.

Second, there has been no opinion on it
by any Government department.

Third, as we all know, it is not particu-
larly relevant to this bill. Therefore,
some crisis or emergency must be shown.
None has been shown, beyond the asser-
tion that one exists.

Finally, the amendment affects the
consumers of the United States. The
proponent of the amendment says it may
have some impact on prices; namely, that
there will be a price increase. He does
not consider it would be a material in-
crease, but that is a matter of judgment.
I do not know. I doubt if anyone does.
It will result in a material reduction in
imports, by one-third, and the proponent
of the amendment says so.

Finally, a crucial stage in negotiations,
the so-called EKennedy round, hinges
upon the matter of agricultural duties
and import quotas. In my judgment, it
seems improvident for the Senate to vote
on this matter on this bill with such
insufficient information and with no
opinion from our negotiators as to what
it means, and especially with no crisis
having been shown, but which has merely
been asserted.

It seems to me most ill advised to sail
into this thing at this time, but, ob-
viously, the Senate has put the bit into
its teeth at this time.

I wish to say, in closing, that the idea
that this is just some pleasantry, that
it is just tacking it on to a bill from
which all the amendments will be
stripped in conference, personally is not
very flattering for the Senate of the
United States. It is very demeaning.
I assume, whenever a Senafor votes, he
does so with conviction and determina-
tion to do everything he can to make law
out of an affirmative vote he has cast for
a particular measure.

As I obviously am unacquainted with
the merits of this measure, I shall be
constrained to vote against it. If I had
the remotest opportunity to dig deeply
into the merits and get the views of offi-
cials which are essential on this measure,
I might very well vote yea. However, I
must vote nay in good conscience, which
I shall accordingly do.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from South Dakota yield me
some time?

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER, Mr, President, the Sen-
ator from New York suggests that there
has been only an assertion that there is
an emergency situation here. I invite
his attention to yesterday’'s issue of the
Wall Street Journal, in which it states
that cattle prices are off 10 percent. The
article is entitled “High Costs, Low In-
come Dash Farmers' Hopes for 1967, Stir
Anger.” :

I ask unanimous consent that the arti-
cle be placed in the Recorp at this point.
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There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

RuranL Unrest—HicH Costs, Low INCOME
Dasx FarMERS' HoPES For 1867, STmm
ANGER—ProFITS Ma¥y Dror #1 BiLriow, So
FARMERS PLAN To SHUN NEwW GEAR, LiMIrT
ACREAGE—CALLING OFF A TriP TO EUROFPE

(By Peter H. Prugh)

CHICAGO.—The farmers are fuming.

For nearly two years there has been glow-
ing talk of a golden new era for U.S. agricul-
ture as it is called upon to meet the world’s
insatiable demand for food.

So what's happening?

Farmers' total net income this year may
plummet more than $1 billlon from last
year's near-record $16.3 billion,

Dairy farmers have been dumping milk
in efforts to get dairies to raise their buying
prices.

Farm groups are urging farmers to hold
off purchases of equipment because of price
increases by makers of farm implements.

Farmers are rebelling against suggestions
by Federal farm planners that they sharply
increase their planted acreage in some crops.

“There's an uneasiness and restlessness
that I haven't seen in a number of years,'
says Tony T. Dechant, president of the 250,-
000-member National Farmers Union.

OUTRUNNING DEMAND

Actually, farmers have themselves to blame
for at least part of their current woes.
Antleipating the rising demand for food, they
increased their production. But, in many
instances, they increased it so much that
supply is outrunning demand. As a result,
they can't maintain high—or what they con-
sider adequate prices. At the same time,
their costs keep climbing.

Farmers are especlally upset about their
current plight because they had been ex-
pecting lush times. Max Townsend, a 54~
year-old hog raiser near Marion, Ind., had
planned to take his wife to Europe for three
weeks this year. But he just canceled the
trip. “We can't afford it,” he says.

Stephen Rice, a Ford dealer in Milford, IIl.,
a town 80 miles south of Chicago in the
midst of the farm country, says that farmers
are buying as many cars as they bought a
year ago, but they're going for the cheaper
models. “They just don't have that sort of
money now,” he says.

A banker in a small town in central Iowa
says more farmers are belng forced to seek
loans to meet operating expenses this year.
Dean H. Quin, president of Citizens State
Bank in Milford, says big farmers aren't
hurting but “the small operator is having
a heck of a scrape.”

TROUBLE IN DODGE CITY

Even some farmers with big operations are
hurting. Solomon Deines, who has 1,100
acres in wheat south of Dodge City, Kan.,
says he is in bad shape. "“Back in 1951, I
bought a new combine and tractor for $4,200
and paid for it easy off my 400 acres,” he
says. “Now I've got 1,100 acres, and I can't
buy anything." He estimates the cost of
new equipment comparable to his purchase
16 years ago now is $16,000.

The current average U.S. market price for
wheat s about $1.60 a bushel, but farmers
can get about $2 with Government subsidies.
But they also were getting $2 way back in
1951, farmers note, when costs were lower for
farm machinery, labor, land and interest,

‘Wheat, however, is selling at above a year-
ago prices, while prices of many commodities
have been declining, sometimes rather
sharply. According to mid-March Agricul-
ture Department figures, egg prices are off
17% from a year ago, poultry 18%, cotton
26% and tobacco 8%. Beef cattle prices are
off about 10%, and hog prices are off as
muech as a third.




April 19, 1967

Mr. Townsend, the hog farmer, says he
recently marketed hogs at $18.25 a hundred
pounds, off from as high as $28.75 a year
ago. At the same time, he says, “all our
costs are going up.” He says he now is down
to the break-even point on hogs.

BELLING THE COWS

“Good hog farmers can barely make it
pay, and poor ones are probably losing
money,” says L. S. Fife, agricultural econ-
omist for International Harvester Co.

Until recently, milk prices were as much
as 109% above a year ago, but now these
prices, too, have started falling. This drop,
coupled with rising costs, is causing some
farmers to retrench. Alton Rosenkranz, a
dairy farmer in the lush country of south-
eastern Wisconsin, says he has cut his herd
to 80 cows from 40 and has to let go his
one employe. He says feed prices have risen
256% to 30% in the past year. "“This puts
me in a bind,” he says.

Paul Fowler, a young dairy farmer in
northeastern Wisconsin, says: “We're work-
ing hard and getting nowhere.”

The dairy farmers who have been dumping
their milk in the streets rather than sell it
at what they consider low prices are mem-
bers of the militant National Farmers Orga-
nization. They are trying to force the proc-
essors to lift their buying prices.

At the same time, many other farmers are
refusing to go along with the Federal sug-
gestions that they Increase their plantings
sharply. The department has in-
creased plantings because of dwindling sur-
pluses of grain. Total acreage for all crops
this year is estimated at 316 million, up 18
million from 1866 but well below early Agri-
culture Department estimates of a 30-
million-acre rise.

All this chafing is arousing the sensitivities
of the Johnson Administration. Federal
farm planners aren't unaware that 1968 is
an election year, In reaction to the recent
dalry-farmer protests, Agriculture Secretary
Orville Freeman has called for curtailment
of imports of dairy products, and there are
rumors of impending increases in Govern-
ment price supports for milk. Yesterday it
was announced in Washington that the Ad-
ministration is sending Mr. Freeman to the
Midwest this week to offer reassurances to
farmers troubled over declining farm prices.

The Government also has stepped up pur-
chases of meat in an effort to bolster sagging
lvestock prices. Bo far, however, this at-
tempt has been futile.

(Though the Agriculture Department sym-
pathizes with the dairy farmers, the Justice
Department stepped into the milk strike and
filed an antitrust suit against the National
Farmers Organization. The Government
charged the NFO used violence and threats
to coerce nonmember farmers, carriers and
processors into joining its campaign to keep
milk off the market. Retorts NFO president
Oren Lee Staley: “The Johnson Administra-
tion has turned its back on the American
farmers and left them as the forgotten part
of our nation's economy."”)

BOYCOTT IS PROPOSED

If farmers are miad about their declining
recelpts, so are they furlous about the rising
prices of things they buy. Farm equipment
prices have been rising about 5% a year for
several years, and farmers are beglnning to
do more than just complain,

At Its March convention, the National
Farmers Union called for a *“natlionwide
voluntary moratorium on buying new farm
equipment, including new  tractors, com-
bines, ' pick-ups, trucks and automobiles,
until there is constructive action to bring
substantial improvement in farm income."

' So far, the move: hasn't had much impact
on sales. International Harvester says lts
farm equipment sales are running at a record
high, and a spokesman for Deere & Co., an~
other major equipment maker, says: ‘We're

&
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sure the called-for boycotts haven't done us
any good, but we're not aware of any specific
impact.”

Mr. Dechant of the Farmers Union esti-
mates that the latest round of eguipment
price increases would add $200 million to
farmers' costs this year if they purchased at
their usual pace.

DROP IN INCOME PREDICTED

Because of lower prices and higher costs,
the Agriculture Department is predicting
that U.S. farmers' net income may fall 5%
from the $16.3 billion of 1966; some agricul-
tural economists, however, feel the drop may
be closer to 10%. This would shrink farm-
ers’ earnings more than $1.5 billion.

In efforts to boost prices, the American
Farm Bureau has organized marketing units
involving a total of more than 10,000 farm-
ers to bargain with processors on contracts
for poultry, fruit and vegetables. Various
state units of the Farm Bureau have formed
other marketing groups. This kind of ac-
tivity in the past 12 months has expanded
greatly, a Farm Bureau spokesman says, and
Federal legislation has been introduced to
make it illegal for processors to discriminate
against farmers who try to bargain collec-
tively for higher prices,

The shock of lower profits for farmers has
been made all the worse, observers say, be
cause of last year's euphoria about the agri-
cultural situation. The current discontent
is partly a natural reaction to “the very bull-
ish sentiment” generated last year by state-
ments of Government officials and others on
the world food situation and the demand for
U.S. agricultural products, comments Gene
Futrell, farm economist at Iowa State Uni-
versity.

Parts of the world are still “erying for
food,” says Roby L. Sloan, agricultural econ-
omist for the Federal Reserve Bank of Chi-
cago. But he notes that some of these areas
lack funds to purchase U.S. products. De-~
spite huge deliveries of grain to Indla, there
has been “far too much optimism' about the
amount of U.S. grain shipments to be sent
through U.S. foreign aid programs, he adds.
Good grain crops in other agricultural na-
tions last year and the fact that underdevel-
oped nations (with a great many farmers of
their own) are more interested in agricul-
tural self-help projects than huge U.S. grain
shipments also has helped limit demand for
U.8. farm products, observers say.

Another factor in the current unrest
among U.S. farmers is the worsening plight
of the hundreds of thousands of marginal
farms. Even if farm prices were doubled,
one-half of the mnation’s farmers still
wouldn't have income comparable to the
average U.S. nonfarmer, says the Federal Re-
serve Bank's Mr. Sloan. In a recent speech,
Secretary Freeman. indicated that an “ad-
equate sized” farm should have more than
$10,000 in annual gross sales. By this defini-
tion, about one million of the nation's two
million commercial farms would be con-
sidered substandard.

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr, President, I
yield myself such time as I may need.

This legislation, very simply, does deal
with a crisis in the American livestock
industry. In some 33 of our 50 States, the
livestock industry is a major part of farm
income in those States.

There is no question at all that our
livestock producers are in a serious eco-
nomic condition at the present time. A
recent issue of the Fargo Forum of North
Dakota, which came to my attention some
time ago, carried ads for 61 farm sales.
In most instances, livestock producers
were liguidating their herds and selling
out because of low prices. I suppose
many of them were broke.
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I cannot think of any single thing
Congress could do which would bring
sharper or quicker relief than to do
something about the large imports which
are depressing prices across the industry.

The amendment, as the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. McCarTHY] said a few
minutes ago, is a very simple one. In a
nutshell, it would have the effect of roll-
ing back livestock imports, which are
now estimated at over 900 million pounds
a year.

It is true that if we had all kinds of
time to deal with this problem, we might
do it with a little different procedure
than the one which we are using here
this afternoon, but this is an emergency
situation. We are dealing with it in an
emergency way.

There is nothing complicated about
this amendment. The Senator from New
York has suggested it might disrupt ne-
gotiations in the so-called Kennedy
round. Actually, one of the things that
our negotiators at Geneva have been try-
ing to get across to the other countries
is that we do have a serious agricultural
situation in our country to which they
must give consideration. This is one way
of underscoring to the whole world that
we are concerned about it.

So I hope the Senate will give this
amtgndment a resounding affirmative
vote.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr., President, before
vielding back the remainder of my time,
I merely would like to say——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York has 1 minute re-
maining

Mr. JAVITS. I had 10 minutes, and
I have used only 5.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
were 5 minutes on a side to the amend-
ment. The Senator from New York has
1 minute remaining.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have 1
extra minute.

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

Mr. JAVITS, I merely wish to answer
two points.

The first is.the idea that because there
has been a diminution in prices or be-
cause people whose prices have suffered
a diminution are angry, that indicates
a crisis. That is not a crisis based on
supply or a natural disaster or otherwise
or a price break which puts people out
of business or jeopardizes their inven-
tories.

Second, as to the assertion that the
amendment will not interfere with the
Kennedy round, there I can say flatly
that it will, if this amendment becomes
law, tie the hands of the negotiators by
the adoption of the amendment to this
bill in the Trade Expansion Act of 1962,
coming at this time, at the most sensi-
tive point of negotiations.

I could not think of anything more
disastrous. I predict that if we adopt it
we will -hear about in tomorrow’s news-
papers from a half dozen sources as to
what a disaster this is to the negotia-
tions at Geneva, because the Senate of
the United States has indicated a pro=

!
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tectionist point of view; so what is the
use of going into a deal when this only
promises that, at such a sensitive time
as this is, we have not enough sensitiv-
ity, ourselves, to know how important
this action is. I think we are making a
grave mistake.

Mr. President, I have said my piece.
I shall vote “nay.” Whatever the Sen-
ate does or whatever individual Senators
do is in their sole discretion.

I yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER., Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senate.

Mr. President, I shall join the Senator
from New York in voting “nay.” If we
are the only two voting “nay,” I will
have the conviction that we shall be
right.

We have here a measure affectine the
largest agricultural industry in the Na-
tion. The matter has not been heard by
committee. We do not have the views of
the departments of Government affected,
and more than one is affected. We do
not have the views of the producers or
the consumers of the country, and that
includes all our people except vege-
tarians. We do not have the views of
anybody except the ardent desires of the
sponsors of the amendment. I suspect
this amendment will be put on this “can
of worms” that we have before us. If
they think this will speed getting done
what they want done, I remind them
that we have on the books procedures for
quotas in which the executive is recog-
nized, procedures for quotas in which the
Tariff Commission is recognized, a course
of procedures which it is proposed to by-
pass by the adoption of the amendment.
I think the whole procedure is as unwise
as it can be.

I join the Senator from New York in
opposing the amendment. Very rarely
do we march together, but this is one
time when we do.

I have not been approached by any-
body in the cattle industry. I have of-
fered to be a sponsor of a bill on this sub-
ject. I hope to be able to do that. But
the matter should be studied and re-
ported upon, and the people affected, who
number in the millions in this country,
should have a chance to be heard. If we
proceed precipitately on a matter of this
importance, I think we will be showing
a lack of wisdom.

Believing that, Mr. President, I shall
vote nay.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
having expired, the question is on agree-
ing to the amendment of the Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. McGOVERN].
On this question, the yeas and nays have
belel.n ordered, and the clerk will call the
o]

The assistant Iegmlative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll

Mr. CLARK (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a pair with
the Senator from Missouri [Mr. SyMING-
Ton]. If he were present and voting, he
would vote “yea”; if I were permitted
to vote, I would vote “nay.” Therefore,
I withhold my vote.

Mr. PELL (when his name was called).
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On this vote, I have a pair with the junior
Senator from Montana [Mr. METCALF].
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea”; if I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” Therefore, I with-
hold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. MUSKIE (after having voted in
the negative). On this vote, I have a
pair with the distinguished senior Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY].
If he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea’; if I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” Therefore, I with-
draw my vote.

Mr. RIBICOFF (after having voted in
the negative). On this vote, I have a
pair with the senior Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morsel. If he were present and
voting, he would vote “yea”; if I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.”
Therefore, I withdraw my vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce
that the Senator from Indiana [Mr,
BayH], the Senator from Maryland [Mr.
BrewsTER], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrp], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CHURrCH], the Senator from North Caro-
lina [Mr. Jorpan]l, the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. LauscHE], the Senator from
Wyoming [Mr. McGeel, the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MeTcaLrl, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma [Mr. MONRONEY],
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SmaATH-
Ers], the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
SymineTon], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. Typings]l, and the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Younc] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that the Senator
from Alabama [Mr. Hitrl, the Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HavpEN], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. Morsel, the Senator
from Rhode Island [Mr. PasTorel, and
the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
SteENnIs] are absent on official business.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. BayHu], the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. BREwsTER], the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. Byrpl, the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastorel, and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youwc]l would
each vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Kansas [Mr. CarLsoN] is
absent on official business.

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. HAT-
FIELD], the Senator from California [Mr.
MurpHY], and the Senator from Texas
[Mr. Tower] are necessarily absent.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Kansas [Mr. CarLson], the Senator
from Oregon [Mr. HarrieLpl, the Sena-
tor from California [Mr. MurrHY], and
the Senator from Texas [Mr. Towerl
would each vote “yea.”

The result was announced—yeas 55,
nays 19, as follows:

[No. 87 Leg.]
YEAS—BB

Aiken Fannin Kuchel
Allott Fong Long, Mo.
Baker Fulbright Long, La.
Bennett Gore Magnuson
Bible Gruening Mansfield
Brooke Hansen McCarthy
Burdick Harris McClellan
Byrd, W. Va. Hartke vern
Cannon Hickenlooper Miller

Hollinga Mondale
Curtis Montoya
Dominick Inouye Mnrwn

Eastland Jackson
Ervin Jordan, Idaho Mundt
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Nelson Russell Thurmond
Pearson Smith Yarborough
Prouty Sparkman Young, N, Dak,
Proxmire Spong
Randolph Talmadge
NAYS—19
Anderson Ellender McIntyre
Bartlett Grifiin Percy
Boggs Hart Scott
Case Holland Willlams, N.J.
Cotton Javits Williams, Del,
Dirksen Kennedy, Mass.
Dodd Eennedy, N.Y.
NOT VOTING—26
Bayh Jordan, N.C.  Pell
Brewster Lausche Ribicoff
Byrd, Va. McGee Smathers
Carlson Metcalf Stennis
Church Monroney Symington
Clark Morse Tower
Hatfield Murphy Tydings
Hayden Muskie Young, Ohio
Hill Pastore
So Mr. McGoverN's amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I of-
fer an amendment and ask unanimous
consent that reading be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to state the amendment.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with. I
shall explain the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered, and the
amendment will be printed in the Recorb.

The amendment, ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill insert
the following new section:

SECc. —. Section 613 of the Internal Reve-
nue Code of 1954 (relating to percentage de-
pletion) is amended—

(1) by striking out, in subsection (a),
“specified in subsection (b)"” and inserting
in lieu thereof “specified in subsection (b)
and (d)";

(2) by striking out paragraph (1) of sub-
section (b) and inserting in lieu thereof the
following:

“(1) Ol and gas wells.—The percentage
applicable under subsection (d) (1)."; and

(3) by redesignating subsection (d) as (e),
and by inserting after subsection (c) the
following new subsection: “(d) OIL AnD Gas
WELLS.—

‘(1) PERCENTAGE DEPLETION RATES.—In the
case of oll and gas wells, the percentage re-
ferred to in subsection (a) is as follows:

“(A) 27% PERcENT—If, for the taxable
year, the taxpayer's gross income from the
oll and gas well property, when added to
(1) the taxpayer's gross income from all other
oll and gas well properties, and (i1) the
gross income from oil and gas well prop-
erties of any taxpayer which controls the
taxpayer and of all taxpayers controlled by
or under common control with the taxpayer,
does not exceed $1,000,000.

“(B) 21 pErcENT.—If, for the taxable year,
the taxpayer’'s gross income from the oil and
gas well property, when added to (i) the
taxpayer's gross income from all other oil and
gas well properties, and (i1) the gross income
from oil and gas well properties of any tax-
payer which controls the taxpayer and of
all taxpayers controlled by or under com-
mon control with the taxpayer, exceeds
$1,000,000 but does not exceed $5,000,000.

“(C) 15 pErcENT.—if, for the taxable year,
the taxpayer's gross income from the oll and
gas well property, when added to (i) the
taxpayer's gross income from all other ofl
and gas well properties, and (il) the gross
income from ofl and gas well properties of
any taxpayer which controls the taxpayer
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and of all taxpayers controlled by or under
common control with the taxpayer, exceeds
$5,000,000.

“(2) CoNTROL DEFINED.—For purposes of
paragraph (1), the term ‘control’ means—

“(A) with respect to any corporation, the
ownership, directly or indirectly, of stock
possessing more than 50 percent of the total
combined voting power of all classes of stock
entitled to vote, or the power (from whatever
source derived and by whatever means ex-
ercised) to elect a majority of the board of
directors, and

“(B) with respect to any taxpayer, the
power (from whatever source derived and by
whatever means exercised) to select the man-
agement or determine the business policies of
the taxpayer,

“(3) CONSTRUCTIVE OWNERSHIP OF STOCK.—
The provisions of section 318(a) (relating to
constructive ownership of stock) shall apply
in determining the ownership of stock for
purposes of paragraph (2).

“(4) APPLICATION TUNDER REGULATIONS.—
This subsection shall be applied under regu-
lations prescribed by the Secretary or his
delegate.”

(b) The amendments made by subsection
(a) shall apply only with respect to taxable
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. MANSFIELD, Mr. President,
would the Senator consider the possibil-
ity, in view of the fact that the hour is
getting a little late and some Senators
wish to leave, of having a time limitation
on his amendment?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. I in-
tend to do so, but I prefer to wait a few
minutes until I talk with another Sen-
ator on this matter before I give consent
to a time limitation.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Could the Senator
give the Senate an idea as to how much
time he would be willing to limit his
amendment to if agreement is reached?

Mr. PROXMIRE, Thirty minutes to
& side would be agreeable, but I have to
reserve that matter until I discuss it
with another Senator.

Mr. MANSFIELD. That is perfectly
satisfactory.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, my
amendment would reduce the existing
27.5-percent depletion allowance, but not
for all people who own oil property.

For those who have gross income from
oil and gas properties of less than $1 mil-
lion a year, it would not affect their de-
pletion allowance at all.

For those who gross between $1 mil-
lion and $5 million, it would reduce their
depletion allowance from 27.5 percent to
21 percent.

For those individuals and firms with
gross income from oil and gas properties
of more than $5 million, it would reduce
their depletion allowance from 27.5 to
15 percent. That would not be an
elimination of the allowance, but merely
a reduction.

This amendment has been before the
Senate two or three times in the past
years, the last time being, I think, 3 or
4 years ago.

The administration is still talking
about introducing a tax surcharge bill
during the last half of this year, a sur-
charge that would increase the income
tax by 6 percent on corporations and
individuals.
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My proposal would eliminate an in-
equity and would reduce a possible large
fiscal deficit. As a matter of fact, this
reform could increase the revenue of the
Treasury by $450 million, according to
the staff of the Joint Committee on In-
ternal Revenue Taxation,

Mr. President, I have been very re-
luctant to bring up the amendment I am
offering today to reduce the depletion
allowance moderately for some but not
for all operators, because the time did
not seem to be right.

But, Mr. President, this bill had be-
come the vehicle for a review of tax in-
equities. A number of persons have
asked me why few if any amendments
have been introduced to raise revenues,
and furthermore why no one has pro-
posed an amendment to plug the biggest
loophole of all—the oil depletion amend-
ment.

It has been said that this oil depletion
loophole is so glaring, so unfair, so dis-
criminating, and so loaded with advan-
tage for the special interests that until it
is modified, other meaningful tax reform
will not be possible.

Mr. President, I think that statement
is true. This is the single biggest loop-
hole in our tax structure. It is one that
must be eliminated.

Whenever a reform is advanced, the
person whose taxes would be increased
by the reform points to the oil depletion
allowance and says: “After all, why in
the world do you want to increase my
taxes, even though my loophole may be
inequitable and unfair, when that big oil
company or operator is able to get away
with murder?” And I mean murder, and
I can document that statement. The oil
depletion allowance is a huge loophole
in our tax structure,

Why, Mr. President, in the light of all
this have we made such little progress
in at least a modest reduction in this
gaping giveaway, this immense oil-de-
pletion loophole.

The answer, Mr. President, is twofold,
first; and frankly I think most impor-
tant, the defenders of the oil depletion
allowance are not only very powerful in
the Government of the United States,
but they are also very able. And they
are completely sincere in their opposi-
tion to any reform in the depletion al-
lowance. No States are more powerfully,
effectively, eloquently represented than
the oil States in this body: Senators like
Mixe MonroNEY and Frep Harris, of
Oklahoma, RaLPH YARBOROUGH and JOHN
Tower, of Texas, JoHN McCLELLAN and
Winriam FuLBriGHT, of Arkansas, ALAN
ELLENDpER and RusseLL Lowg, of Louisi-
ana, THoMAS KUcHEL and GEORGE
MurpHY, of California, JAMES PEArRsoN
and Frank Carrson, of Kansas, fo name
only a few.

These are all men who have great
force and influence and feel very deeply
and sincerely about this matter. They
have been most effective in preventing
the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives from moving ahead in clearing up
this most gaping and serious loophole
that we have in our tax laws.

As Vice President HuserTr H. HUumMm-
PHREY sald a few years ago when he was
in this body:
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~The percentage depletion is the first and
most important tax loophole that should be
corrected.

I would like at this time to go back and
paraphrase his words which appeared in
a Public Affairs Institute publication en-
titled “Tax Loopholes.,” It reads:

Depletion comes from the word “deplete.”
When an operator of an oil well sells oil from
his well, or the owner of a mine sells coal
from his mine, he is depleting or exhausting
his capital, Similarly, when a factory owner
uses up his equipment in manufacturing his
product or a cab driver runs his cab down
while driving customers, capital is being used
up. In the case of the factory owner or cab
driver, the tax laws permit the individual to
deduct from his profit an amount which is
equivalent to the capital used up during the
year in computing his net profit which is
subject to income tax., This deduction is
called depreciation. The corresponding de-
duction allowed to the owner of an oil well
or a coal mine is called depletion,

If depletion were computed in the same
manner as depreciation, there would be
nothing wrong. Income tax is a tax on in=
come, not on capital. Consequently, a de-
duction for capital used up is appropriate.
The trouble is that in the case of oil and
coal and most other minerals, the deduction
is far in excess of the capital used up. Asa
maftter of fact, the deduction has nothing to
do with the capital used.

For the factory owner or cab driver, de-
preciation is computed by dividing the total
investment by the number of years the in-
vestment is used. If a factory building costs
$100,000 and is expected to last 50 years the
factory ownmer Is allowed to deduct $2,000
each year for depreciation; after 50 years he
has deducted the entire $100,000 investment
from his profits.

Not so with the owners of oil wells or of
coal mines. For them, the law permits a
deduction which is called “percentage deple-
tion.” This deduction is a stated percentage
of gross income, not of the amount invested
in the property. For oil, the deduction is
2715 percent; for sulphur, 23 percent; for
coal, 10 percent; and for other minerals 15
percent or § percent.

Why does this method of computing deple-
tlon result in excessive deductions? Take
the case of an oil well in which $1,000,000
was invested. Suppose the well produces
$6,000,000 of oil for each of 10 years. The
owner can deduct 271 percent each year, or
$1,375,000. In the ten years, he deducts a
total of $13,760,000 or almost 14 times the
amount he actually invested.

The Treasury recently disclosed that
the example I have just given from Vice
President HvumMpPHREY’s article is an
understatement of the average advan-
tage that depletion allowances provide.

On the average the cost of an oil well
is deducted not once or twice, or, as in
this example, 13 or 14 times, but 19 times
over.

It would be nice if, when one purchases
a factory or piece of equipment as a small
business man, he could write the amount
off 19 times.

This is how the law works, as a prac-
tical matter, to help the owner of oil
property.

In his 1950 tax message, President Tru-
man said of depletion allowances:

I know of no loophole in the tax laws so
inequitable as the excessive depletion exemp-
tlons now enjoyed by oil and mining in-
terests.

The President further commented:
I am well aware that these tax privileges
are sometimes defended on the ground that
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they encourage the production of strategic
minerals. It Is true that we wish to en-
courage such production. But the tax boun-
tles distributed under the present law bear
only a haphazard relationship to our real
need for proper incentives to encourage the
exploration, development and conservation
of our mineral resources. A forwardlooking
resources program does not require that we
give hundreds of millions of dollars annually
in tax exempilions to a favored few at the
expense of the many.

The Treasury has made an exhaustive
study of percentage depletion and has
produced these startling fizures.

First. In 1947, oil companies were able
to deduct 13 times more through per-
centage depletion than they would have
been allowed to deduct if they had been
required to use ordinary depreciation
methods.

Second. Twelve millionaires owning
0il wells paid an average income tax of
only 2215 percent on their incomes in
the period 1943-47, just one-half of 1
percent less than the wartime rate on the
first $2,000 of taxable income,

Third. One oil operator was able to
develop properties yielding $5 million in
a single year and he did not pay a cent of
income tax in that year.

In total, oil and mining interests bene-
fit to the tune of about three-quarters of
a billion dollars from percentage deple-
tion. Eighty-five percent of this huge
subsidy goes to the oil companies. No
wonder President Truman called this the
most glaring loophole in our tax laws. If
percentage depletion had been elimi-
nated, the entire tax increase on people
earning less than $4,000 a year could
have been dropped from the last tax bill.

Percentage depletion was once the pre-
rogative of oil and gas, supposedly an al-
lowance to cope with the hazards of ex-
ploration and drilling. Before the war
it was extended to coal, sulfur, and the
metallic minerals. During the war it was
extended to many nonmetallics. In the
Revenue Act of 1951, besides raising the
depletion rate of several minerals al-
ready in the law, many new minerals
were added to the list of those benefiting
from percentage depletion. If there is
any substance found in a natural state
which has been omitted from this most
recent list, I cannot think of it. If there
is one, I cannot conceive of why it should
be denied a privilege which is now
granted sand, gravel, stone, clay, oyster
and clam shells, and salt.

If this trend continues, every element
and compound known fo the chemical
laboratory will be given percentage de-
pletion. In the meantime, the average
wage earner, farmer, and businessman
will be required to pay taxes which the
depletion interests are better able to pay.

I might add, Mr. President, that the
amendment I have offered would exempt
the wildcatter, would exempt the man
who grosses less than a million dollars.
He would still have his 27.5-percent de-
pletion allowance. There is no question
that he is the only one who really needs
it, because the big boy is in a position
where he has computers, where he knows,
to a gnat's eyelash, precisely how many
of his wells will come in dry. He can do
it on the basis of long experience and on
the basis of the most expert geological
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advice. He can make these computa-
tions, and he can make them accurately.
The little man cannot do this, and he is
at a serious disadvantage because he can-
not.

Obviously, when the farmers, small
businessmen, and consumers are bearing
their full share of the taxes, it is wrong-
ful for the oil companies, who are the
most privileged by our outmoded tax
laws, to escape. They should bear their
fair share. The tax giveaway enjoyed
by the oil companies is tremendous. In
the March 21, 1966, edition of the Gaso-
line Letter appeared an article contain-
ing some figures that are most revealing
and I ask unanimous consent that the
article be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

Tax Fioures CoNCEAL ReAL U.8. INcOME TAXES

If you read the official oil company income
tax figures it looks as if Standard Oil Co.,
(N.J.) is paying more than half a billion dol-
lars a year in Federal income tax.

In reality the total U.S. income tax burden
of the 22 top refiners was only $240 million
in 1964, the latest year that figures are avall-
able in the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission files.

Lumping foreign and U.S. taxes together
has led to public statements by oil company
foundations and Senators who support the
big refiners that the oil companies pay as
much tax as anyone else.

Page 28 of Texaco's annual report shows
“provision for income taxes” for 1964 as $83.4
million,

But if you check with SEC you learn that
$5.5 million went to Uncle S8am and $77.9 mil-
lion went to foreign governments and some
states.

Figures for 1968 and 1964 presented In our
tax table on pages three and four, here com-
plied for the first time as far as we know,
show that the 22 refiners paid 4% of their
gross income as U.S. income tax while
the rate for working people and small busi-
nessmen is about 20%.

The table also reveals for the first time
that the 22 retalned after U.S. and forelgn
taxes an average 74% of their gross profit.
But some campanies retained 100% or more.

The figures reveal that the oll companies
pald almost a quarter million to the U.S,
but over $1 billlon to other governments.
While 4% of their gross profit went to
the U.8. Treasury, over 20% went to foreign
governments and States,

The provisions allowing oil companies to
pay so little are the 27.6% depletion
allowance, Intangible drilling costs provision,
and being able to classify certain royalty
payments on oil as income tax to a foreign
government and thus subfract the royalties
from thelr tax payment due the U.S. affer
caleulating tax due.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I
would like to submit for the considera-
tion of my colleagues, another article
which reveals more clearly how 1,900
firms beat the Federal tax problem—a
problem with which the average Ameri-
can has just been faced and required to
resolve:

IRS REevEALs DEPLETION ErFFEcT—How 1,900
FirMs BEAT FEDERAL TAX PROBLEM

The Internal Revenue Service, with its
characteristic lack of humor released last
week a detalled study of the depletion al-
lowances and how they lower income taxes.

While many were racing to ready thelr re-
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turns for the Apr. 15 deadline, IRS gave de-
talls on the $2.5 billlon subsidy Congress en-
acted allegedly to encourage exploration for
minerals,

By far, corporations account for the biggest
chunk of the depletion boom, about 90%.

Integrated refining companies accounted
for more than $1.6 billion of the depletion
claimed, well over half the total.

BIG REFINERS GOT LARGE BITE

But of the $1.6 billion, #435 million was
claimed by the 22 oil refining companies for
production from foreign properties.

This tax subsidy is aimed at encouraging
international corporations to find new
sources of oil in the middle east and other
areas where it can help the U.S. in time of
emergency, while tending to unbalance our
international payments.

One of the best features of depletion sub-
sidies is that some firms can do away with
paying income tax altogether.

The report shows that 1900 tax returns in
1960 had no taxable income at all.

But depletion only accounted for $880
million while depreciation cut the taxable
income another $5672 million for these firms.

APPLIED TO $10 BILLION

In the oil and gas industry alone deple-
tion was applied to almost $10 billion in
gross income from properties.

Here's the breakdown:

Number of returns_ . ______ 7,183
[In thousands of dollars]
Gross Income from mineral prop-

B - e e e e i 9, 433,618
Deductions exclusive of depletion,
_______________________ , 326, 810
BEDIOZAHON e o i e o b
Development oo-oocooaao oo 1,036, 845

Dry hole deductions for oll and

Net income less loss before deple-

tion .- Cel 5, 106, 808
Percentage depletion at statutory
o e X il o B0 i e 2,594, 114
Allowable depletion, total ______ 2, 630, 235
Percentage depletion__________ 2, 251, 470
Cost depletion. oo 278, 7686
Deductions on  nonproducing
properties ool 1, 464, 762

Curiously some of the depletion benefits
were taken by wholesale and retall firms with
producing properties.

Marketing firms with depletion, 618 of
them, toock $26.56 milllon In depletion on
gross income from production of $161.9 mil-
lion, but these figures include nonoil indus-
try depletion statisties.

The word gets around in financial eircles.

GETTING IN ON ACT

‘While the general public may not be aware
of the effects of the depletion allowance, 392
manufacturing firms not in oil refining took
advantage of oll and gas depletion in 1960
as did 475 nonpetroleum wholesale and re-
tall firms.

Another 2,500 firms, in insurance, finance,
and real estate dipped Into the depletion
cooky jar In the same year through ofl
property holdings.

One big distinction made in the report
is between cost depletion and percentage or
statutory depletion.

Cost depletion refers to the actual amount
by which the value of property drops when
minerals are removed.
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U.8. income tazes of 22 largest oil refiners (1962, 1963, 1964) !

Rank in slze Year Gross profit Federal tax | Percent | Forelgn, some | Percent | Income after | Percent

Btates tax tax of gross
Btandard (New Jorsey) .o - ccooeeooooiaiom i tcenim e nmenaaaa 1062 $1, 271, 903, 000 £8, 000, 000 0.6 $423, 000, 000 33 , 908, 000 [}
1963 1, 584, 469, 000 69, 000, 000 4.3 406, 000, 000 a1 1, 019, 469, 000 64
1064 1, 628, 555, 000 29, 000, 000 L7 549, 000, 000 a3 1, 050, 555, 000 64
1 v T T e S L L e SR e 1062 546, 371, 000 13, 000, 000 2.3 &1, 700, 000 9 481, 671, 000 88
1963 615, 768, 000 10, 250, 000 16 58, 850, 000 12 545, 668, 000 B8
1964 660, 761, 000 &, 500, 000 8 77, 800, 000 11 577, 361, 000 87
Gulf. 1962 488, 351, 000 19, 389, 000 3.9 128, 871, 000 26 340, 081, 000 70
1063 450, 065, 000 30, 870, 000 6.7 137, 842, 000 25 371, 353, 000 63
1964 607, 343, 000 52, 443, 000 8.6 159, 781, 000 26 396, 118, 000 65
Bocony Mobil. 1062 379, 339, 000 8, 300, 000 2.1 128, 700, 000 33 242, 339, 000 63
1963 437, 352, 000 23, 000, 000 5.2 142, 500, 000 32 271, 852, 000 62
1964 464, 660, 000 27, 700, 000 59 142, 800, 000 30 204, 160, 000 a3
Btandard (California) 1962 348, 181, 000 5, 800, 000 16 28, 600, 000 8 313, 781, 000 90
1963 356, 568, 000 2, 900, 000 .8 381, 600, 000 8 322, 068, 000 00
64 803, 188, 000 8, 300, 000 1 39, 600, 000 10 345, 288, 000 87
Shell 1962 173, 555, 000 7,200, 000 4.1 8, 680, 000 5 157, 675, 000 a1
1963 211, 575, 000 19, 100, 000 9.0 12, 623, 000 5 179, 852, 000 85
1664 213, 575, 000 2, 800, 000 1.3 12, 585, 000 5 198, 190, 000 92
Standard (Indiana) 1962 168, 843, 000 8, 105, 000 1.8 3, 381, 000 2 162, 420, 000 06
1963 208, 022, 000 22, 182, 000 10.6 2, T48, 000 1 183, 092, 000 88
1964 204, 817, 000 8, 486, 000 4.1 1, 480, 000 T 194, 851, 000 05
Phillips 1962 158, 320, 000 48, 000, 000 80.3 3, 365, 000 2 106, 855, 000 67
1963 160, 954, 000 52, 000, 000 26.2 3, 491, 000 2 105, 463, 000 66
1964 152, 197, 000 382, 229, 000 2.2 4,950, 000 3 1185, 018, 000 74
Cities Service. 1062 84, 143, 000 20, 773, 000 247 3, 185, 000 3 60, 185, 000 7
1063 101, 976, 000 20, 188, 000 21.4 4, 283, 000 4 77, 5085, 000 74
1964 113, 405, 000 27,925, 000 24.7 967, 000 .8 84, 513, 000 74
Continental. ... 1062 73, 477, 000 1, 065, 000 1.4 3, 335, 000 5 69, 077, 000 94
1963 99, 665, 000 9, 143, 000 9.2 3, 157, 000 3 87, 365, 000 88
1964 112, 009, 000 % 725, 000 .7 38,175, 000 2 100, 109, 000 89
Bun_._ 1062 66, 395, 000 200, 000 0 13, 400, 000 20 53, 195, 000 80
1963 79, 978, 000 1,300, 000 19 17, 460, 000 22 61, 216, 000 7
1064 88, 577, 000 2, 400, 000 2.7 17, 670, 000 20 68, 507, 000 7
Union 1962 59, 421, 000 8, 000, 000 13.5 5, 500, 000 9 45, 921, 000 7
1063 73, 028, 000 13, 100, 000 17.7 6, 000, 000 8 53, 928, 000 74
1064 87, 564, 000 13, 300, 000 15,2 7, 200, 000 8 67, 064, 000 7
Standard (Ohio) i 16062 37, 235, 000 9, 275, 000 25.0 3, 738, 000 10 24, 222 000 65
1963 54, 008, 000 15, 225, 000 28.1 4, 806, 000 9 33, 887, 000 62
1064 70, 252, 000 21, 150, 000 30.2 5, 334, 000 7 43, 768, 000 62
Binelair, 1962 57, 936, 000 0 0 10, 586, 000 18 47, 350, 000 83
1963 71, 038, 000 1, 200, 000 0 9, 532, 000 13 62, 704, 000 8
1064 66, 444, 000 3, 1189, 000 0 10, 531, 000 16 B8, 736, 000 88
Marathon o 1962 35, 894, 000 42, 200, 000 0 206, 000 ] 37, 889, 000 1056
1963 50, 058, 000 0 933, 000 L8 49, 125, 000 8
1064 63, 220, 000 ] 0 2, 844, 000 4.4 60, 376, 000 95
T T R L T S T S A T 1962 61, 110, 000 0 0 14, 844, 000 24 46, 266, 000 75
1963 58, 747, 000 0 0 12, 734, 000 22 44, 013, 000 78
1064 61, 081, 000 0 0 14, 005, 000 22 47, 076, 000 7
Tidewater. .| 1082 85, 191, 000 228, 000 .6 2, 387, 000 [ 32, 576, 000 93
1963 42, 705, 000 1 63, 000 0 3, 884, 000 8 39, 474, 000 92
1064 40, 508, 000 377,000 13.7 4, 428, 000 11 35,705, 000 |-aceeaenas
A d 1962 24, 324, 000 6, 201, 000 25,8 2, 798, 000 11 15, 324, 000 63
1063 28, T69, 000 10, 556, 000 37.7 104, 000 .3 18, 108, 000 64
1964 36, 385, 000 9, 672, 000 26.8 2,977,000 8 23, 735, 000 65
I s s S SR T WO R B SR o (T SR e 1962 41, 203, 000 8, 850, 000 9.3 1,152, 000 2.8 36, 201, 000 88
1963 49, 727, 000 6, 533, 000 13.3 1, 328, 000 2.7 41, 866, 000 85
1964 290, 357, 000 27,115, 000 0 1, 280, 000 3.6 35, 182, 000 100
A e b e e ma i bl S N e o 1062 27, 680, 000 22, 546, 000 0 1, 276, 000 4 28, 950, 000 107
1963 28, 582, 000 21,212, 000 0 27, 000 .01 29, 767, 000 108
1964 32, 282 000 600, 000 .01 164, 000 .5 31, 518, 000 98
C 0 e f LU T FT o U B Sl VSO T ST 1962 22, 674, 000 1, 260, 000 5.7 250, 000 1 21, 164, 000 926
1963 27, 479, 000 3,025, 000 7.7 275, 000 4 24,179, 000 89
1964 26, 601, 000 785, 000 1.2 275, 000 2 285, 551, 000 98
Richfield..... --e| 1962 36, 615, 000 6, 000, 000 16.8 0 0 30, 615, 000 83
1963 29, 767, 000 1, 300, 000 4.4 778, 000 2.6 27, 804, 000 04
1064 26, 255, 000 ‘629.000 0 5, 429, 000 20.8 21, 455, 000
TS e O W VT et O [T S T .| 1062 4,198, 161, 000 164, 500, 000 4 838, 891, 000 20 3, 194, 770, 000 76
1663 4, 008, 386, 000 2486, 660, 000 5 540, 19 3, 640, 840, 000 74
1964 5, 179, 036, 000 240, 529, 000 4 1, 064, 383, 000 20 3, 873, 836, 000 T4

1 Compiled from records of the U.B, Securities Exchange Commission by the

staff of the Gasoline Letter,
asoline Letter and may not be reproduced b:

a Federal offense

This real depletion reflects the declining
value of a property related directly to the
amount of oll produced.

TAKE HIGHEST FIGURE

But Congress decided to give oil and gas
producers a 27.5-percent boon.

No matter what the real depletion is, pro-
ducers can deduct 27.5 percent of thelr value
of production up to 50 percent of the prop-
erty’s net income before depletion.

Look how it works out when applied to
forelgn producers and refiners:

[In thousands of dollars]
0il and gas 0il
producers | refiners

Net Income. ..o cccmmeaveaa 473, 760 1, 370, 331

and
Warning—this table is part of the Mar. 21,1966, issue of
the G ¥ any means—inclu
in%sqgﬂpment-—without prior written permission of the %lblisher. Violation of copy-
t ¥
ﬁ% < carrying pmn?tlee from $500 to $2,600.

including offlce copy-

income taxes in the Becurities and Exchanée Co P
Jetton, Marathon's tax chief and asked the U.8. figure, but he said it's a secret. Since

3 Marathon is the only oll company that has been able to conceal its domestie
mmission

files. We phoned Girard

the firm probably doesn’t want to keep secret the smallness of its taxes, it's
assumed the U.8, tax is small and all of Marathon's income taxes are listed here as
[In thousands of dollars] Representatives on February 3, 1950. It
contains some very interesting figures
Oljioﬁ';‘fwg’ rehs  Which indicate that three-quarters of
&l-cl'e allv?iw;nces gere received by corpora-

ns with assets over $100 million.
i bl i One of the reasons why the proposed
sig»g; 1.357;1;:% amendment would raise such a large
: amount of money, although it exempts
220, 257 434, 920 g.h la:r%ﬁ numbe;d of small wildcatters, is
215, 974 410,849 othat the real advantage is for the very
inss 132071 big firm, and almost all the big firms,
132, 901 00,624 85 indicated, gross over $100 million.
These are the firms which have the ad-
lﬁ';:g %ﬁaﬁg vantage of the depletion allowance. The
smaller firms do not have this advan-

Mr. President, although it is some 17

pro

437, 078 969, 613
495, 702

225,842
1,321,362 | 5,419, 552
886 B89, 757
2?2:4?0 g’mm

years old, one of the best statements I
have ever seen with respect to this sub-

ject was made by former Secretary of
the Treasury Snyder before the Ways
and Means Committee of the House of

tage.

Mr. President, I should like to point
out that the oil depletion allowance,
while it is the most notorious and the
most frequently cited, is far from the
only special privilege and special advan-
tage that the oil property owners have.
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There are other advantages that many
people feel are more important, and we
are touching upon those in the proposed
amendment. These are some of the tax
allowances they have.

The first applies to everybody—oper-
ating costs. This is necessary and de-
serving and should be permitted.

In addition to operating cost deduc-
tions, they are permitted to subtract in-
tangible drilling and development costs.
These can be written off in the year in
which they occur. They are not spread
over a period of years, as is the case in
other industries

It has been estimat.ed that between 75
percent and 90 percent of all costs can
he written off in 1 year in this manner.
We have, therefore, accorded to this in-
dustry virtually the ultimate in acceler-
ated depreciation and fast tax writeoffs.

This is very important to realize. We
speak of accelerated depreciation write-
off amounts in 5 years or 10 years. Here
is a case in which from 75 to 90 percent
of the investment can be written off in
1 year. Some persons say depletion is
simply depreciation, but it is not. De-
pletion is in addition to depreciation and
in addition to the intangible drilling and
development costs.

Unsuccessful or dry holes, of course,
can be written off.

Also, there is the 14-point reduction in
the tax itself—or a reduction from 52

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

percent to 38 percent on taxable in-
come—for income derived from opera-
tions abroad in the Western Hemi-
sphere—that 1is, Venezuela, Canada,
Mexico, and so forth.

Thus, the companies which operate in
Venezuela—that is a rich oil country—
pay only 38 percent upon their taxable
income, instead of, I believe, what is now
the 48 percent and what has been the 52
percent paid before. When I say they
pay only 38 percent upon their taxable
income, I mean the limited income which
is taxed after all deductions, including
depletion allowance, have been sub-
tracted.

Another item is royalty payments
abroad, particularly in the Near East,
which may be disguised as income tax
payments for which the foreign fax
credit is then available. This is the
golden gimmick. A company can there-
fore escape liability for the U.S. tax by
being allowed to take a tax credit for
payment which a domestic taxpayer
would be permitted only to deduct from
gross income rather than to take as a
credit against tax. This, of course, is an
extremely valuable advantage.

It is well known that some of the big
American companies have the exclusive
rights to drilling in Saudi Arabia and
other sections of the world. It is well
known that, in general, royalty payments
are approximately 50 percent of the gross
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revenue, The interesting point is that
this is called a tax, and it can be applied
against tax which these corporations
otherwise would pay on the income. So
in some cases they pay no U.S. income
taxes at all.

So far as I know, and it has never been
denied—although certain testimony
taken in executive session by the Com-
mittee on Finance has been sealed as
confidential and not to be published—I
have never heard any representative of
these oil companies in Saudi Arabia deny
the statements which were made by for-
mer Senator Douglas, by me, and by oth-
ers on the floor of the Senate. All these
arrangements are extraordinarily gen-
erous, but, in addition, there is the other
allowance which is called percentage
depletion, and I have described that.

Mr. President, I should like to point
out the enormous advantages that are
provided by depletion and the other spe-
cial tax privileges to oil companies.

I ask unanimous consent that a table
of selected corporate business deduc-
tions, showing the deductions of all cor-
porations, and a table of corporate
depletion deductions by total asset
classes be printed at this point in the
RECORD.

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

TasLe 1.—S8elecled corporate business deduciions, all corporations, 1946-567

[Dollar amounts in millions]

Deduction 1048 1947 1048 1040 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957
$6,733.3 | $6,743.0 | $7,606.8 | $8,122.0 | $8,430.0 | $8,776.7 | $0,113.2 |$10, 480.7 [$11,045.1 | §11,820,8

2,758.7 | 8,045.1 | 8,219 | 3,700.5 | 5,013.2 | 5680.0 | 6,270.6 | 7,068.4 | 8 281.0 | 10,004.5

74317 | 83613 | 9,013.2 | 11,080.8 | 11,606.8 | 12,1940 | 12,476.9 | 14202.6 | 15,088.5 | 16 303.0

2303 | 2226 262.4| '843.0| '398.6|  494.5| 813.8| d148| 4180 7.3

1,713 | 1,476.2 | 1,709.3 | 2,085.1 | 2,126:5| 2,801.8 | 2,358.6 | 2,805.5| 3,043 | 33468

8208.6 | 7,190.5| 7,868.1| 8829.0 | 90,6044 | 10,4106 ]13 eoL.5 |[18.418.8 | 1£052.0 | 16,0083

38,0 0.6 43.3| ‘2010 ‘8313 | 1,515.3 [f1309L5 15" sa0'3 2089 | 24630

8,466.0 | 3,772.7 | 4,007.0 | 4,562.0 | 5,026.8 | 5,480.0 | 5,770.2 | 6,601.8 | 7.061.6 | 7 666.1

551.8 | 2,036.3 | 2,840.3 | 3,206.2

1,16.5 | 1,216.1) 1,600 | 2,860 { 3560 | F2803 | 35103 !g:uu .i‘:ﬁg :?’ﬁg

8,062.8 | 7,008.7 | 8,878 | 9,700.7 | 10,4936 | 11,520.5 | 11,445.5 | 12,0601 | 14,325.4 | 15, 476.4

Total selected deductions. ...._.._.._._. 27,0386 | 83,560.1 | 37,044.1 | 40,066.8 | 43,824.2 | 50,001.5 | 56,803.4 | 62,278.5 | 65,1912 | 74,075.1 | 81,7811 | 90,235.1

I Deductions claimed under sec.
omtr[bnhd by smploym under

23(p) of the Internal Revenue Code for amount
, annuity, stock-bonus, or profit-sharing

3 Includes bad debts, repairs, and rent paid on business property.

‘or other deferred co Source: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income, Corporation Income Tax

les, Contributions under amployoe wu]grep Returns,

TaBLE 2.—Corporate depletion deductions by total assets classes, 1946-57 1
[In millions of dollars]
Assets classes 1048 1047 1048 1049 1950 1951 1952 1953 1954 1955 1956 1957
Und R S 7 TR S e 3.3 3.9 4.9 8.7 4.0 3.5 8.1 4.7 4.2 5.7 8.6 12.5
nl]gtﬂn,u under $100,000. - 3.7 4.6 5.5 4.0 4.4 a.7 5.2 3.7 4.3 5.2 6.9 6.4
100,000 and under $250,000.. . 10.8 14.7 16.1 1.9 12.8 12,1 13.5 13.5 15,7 27.2 2.1 2.7
£250,000 and under $500,000___ 12.8 18.9 21. 4 16.1 17.1 214 21.2 21.4 22.6 26.0 2.5 33.8
000 and under $1 D00.. . .~ 23.2 818 40.8 21. 4 31,5 41.4 36,1 38.6 382.2 45,1 43.1 47.0
$1,000,000 and under A 713 108.3 126.1 101.0 120.8 160.8 50.3 15.0 147.4 101.5 18L.6 174.1
000,000 and under $10,000, 38.3 54.3 72.5 57.5 68,5 83.8 85.7 83.3 73.7 80.0 6.7 1248
000 and under 130.7 165. 5 245.2 213.1 278.9 318.9 2097.7 308, 1 200.3 351.2 330.9 358.3
o%ooomdnnﬂ'ar $100,000,000___ - "7 8.6 85.7 89.7 92,8 115.2 120.8 131.2 119.8 134.0 178. 1 249, 0 241.6
,000 or more. J| 4480 713.8 | 1,076.5 895.1 | 1,038.8 | 1,200.3 | 1,870.0 | 1,530.3 | 1,517.0 | 1,800.0 | 2,082.5| 2, 3080
~ Total. 777.7 | 1,200.4 | 1,608.9| 1,426.5| 1,601.8 | 2,066.8 | 2,112.0 | 2,284.3 | 2,242.4 | 2,779.0 | 3,0%6.7| 3,3%.7
Percentage distribution

VDA BRLOI0. ettt f mmfym i amaamst 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.4
uo,oaomdunwsm,mu_----._; ............. .5 4 .3 .3 2% .2 i3 .3 .2 i .2 2
$100,000 and under $250,000. .- LT 1.4 1.2 2] .8 LT .0 .6 .6 T Lo ot T
000 and under 000 ..o bk 1.7 1.6 13 =l LO 10 10 .9 1.0 0 .9 L0
000 and under $1,000,000. .. Sferl 3.0 2.6 2.4 B 1.9 2.0 L7 1.7 1.4 16 1.4 1.4
1,000,000 and under $5,000,000- . .._....... 9.2 9.0 T.4 7.1 71 7.8 7.1 6.7 6.6 6.9 5.9 52

See footnote at end of table,
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TasLE 2.—Corporate depletion deductions by total assets classes, 1946-67 —Continued

Assets classes 1946 1047 1948 1049 1950 1951 1952 1953 1054 1955 1056 1957
Sﬁbm,llll and under $10,000,000_ - ... __. 4.9 4.5 4.3 4.0 4.1 41 4.1 3.6 3.3 2.9 3.2 3,7
$10,000,000 and under - 16.8 13.8 14.4 14.9 16.5 15.4 14.1 31.4 12.9 12.6 L1 10.8
$50,000,000 and under §1 5.0 7.1 5.3 6.5 6.8 5.8 8.2 5.2 6.0 6.4 8.1 7.3
$100,000,000 0r more . .. ... 57.2 5.4 63.4 62.7 61.4 62.9 64.8 67.4 67.7 67.8 68.1 60.3
2 bt e e e s ey Sl ST 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 00.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
1 All returns with balance sheets. Source: Internal Revenue Service, Statistics of Income, pt. 2.

Nore.—Detafl may not add to totals because of rounding.
centage of the depletion which was used There being no objection, the table

Mr. PROXMIRE. I also ask unani-
mous consent that a table showing cor-
porate depletion deductions and net in-
come by total assets, showing the per-

TasLe 3.—Corporale

by firms in various categories of income,
from $50,000 up to $100 million or more,
be printed in the REecorp at this point.

was ordered to be printed in the RECorD,
as follows:

depletion deductions and net income by tolal assets classes, 1952-567

[Dollar amounts in millions]
1952 1953 1954

" Assets classes Depletion Depletion Depletion

Net income | Depletion deductions | Net income | Depletion® | deductions | Netincome | Depletion | deductions
deductions | as percent of deductions | as percent of deductions | as percent of

net income net income net income
Undee $00,000.. . oo - ooovmis s mnimnmmsmmnin $382.6 $2.8 0.7 $370.6 $3.2 0.9 $354.9 $3.3 0.9
£50,000 and under $100,000. . 577.0 4.7 .8 530.3 3.1 .6 518.1 2.9 .8
$100,000 and under $250,000. . 1,864.9 1.2 .B 1,251.1 IL2 .9 1,281.3 15,3 1.0
$250,000 and under £500,000. .. 1,336, 0 17.5 13 1,228.0 18.0 LB 1,252.2 17.5 L4
.Oﬂﬂmduﬂderﬂodom{l ..... 1,644, 7 27.4 1.7 1,473.2 28.8 2.0 1,450,3 23.9 L6
'$1,000,000 and under ‘5.!163.000. 4,716. 4 129, 2 2.7 4,331.5 120.1 2.8 4,172.5 120.8 29
,000 and under $10,000,000. .. 2,319.1 64.6 2.8 2,188.6 70.2 3.2 2,025. 7 59. 6 2.9
$lb.m,l‘.m and under $50,000,000.. 6,105, 7 250.9 4.1 6,123.9 263.6 43 5, 566.0 245.0 4.4
1,000,000 and under $100,000,0000......... 2,806, 5 122. 4 4.4 2,854. 4 1086. 5 3.7 2,813.8 113. 4 40
00,000,000 or more ; . 19, 105, 5 1,350. 5 7.1 21,884.2 1, 515. 6 | 20, 085. 6 1,489.9 7.4
Total... 40,858, 3 1,980.9 4.9 41,750, 9 2,140.3 5.1 39,518. 4 2,089.3 5.3

Mr, PROXMIRE. It can be seen that
the big boys are really benefiting—the
big ones; that the small firms, the
medium-sized firms, get almost no bene-
fit at all. Before you get much out of
this depletion allowance, you have fo get
into the large category, and before you
get most of the benefit, you have to get
into the $100 million class or more.

Mr, President, there is another im-
portant fact to be noted from these
tables, and that fact is how the depletion
allowance has grown through the years.
I refer to all forms of depletion and not
Jjust these instances. In 1946 the figure
was $798 million; in 1947 it was $1.2 bil-
lion; in 1948 it was $1.7 billion; and by
1951 it was just over $2 billion.

I have an estimate from the staff of the
Committee on Internal Revenue Taxa-
tion. They estimate that as of 1967 it is
over $4 billion. In other words, this is
something that has grown fourfold. The
depletion allowance writeoff against in-
come has grown not double, not triple,
but four times in the last 20 years. I do
not know of any other item of income or
taxes that has grown by such an enor-
mous amount, especially when there is
recognized the fact that 90 percent of the
benefits go to about 20 huge corporations.

When Senator Douglas was in this
body and leading the fight for the oil de-
pletion allowance, he collected facts and
figures on the taxes paid by oil- and gas-
producing companies. I shall refer brief-
ly to these facts and figures, and I shall
not take more than 3 or 4 minutes to refer
to them. They show for 27 companies
since 1945, the taxes paid, as compared
with the taxes that the rest of us pay.

As we all know, since World War II,
taxes for most corporations have been
47 to 52 percent. However, oil and gas

companies pay. taxes lower than the
amount others believe they should pay.

I shall call these companies company
A, company B, company C, and so forth,
because they have done nothing illegal.
I do not condemn them but only the
principle of percentage depletion.

Consider company W. In 1956-58,
this company had net income after taxes
of about $40 million and paid only
$175,000 in taxes during this time. That
tax was a foreign income tax. The
company paid no domestic income tax.
It paid nothing in 1957, 1956, or 1955.
From 1953 to 1958 the net income after
taxes was approximately $65 million. It
paid no income tax. It actually re-
ceived a net refund of $425,000. They
paid no taxes. They had income of $65
million and they got money back from
the Treasury. The Treasury paid them.
How Mr. Average Taxpayer would like
to earn $65 million and then have the
Internal Revenue Service charge him no
taxes, none and actually pay him
$425,000.

Mr. President, this is company 8. In
1964, the income was $5,198,000. The
company paid $43,000 in taxes, or less
than 1 percent. In other years, it paid
between 5 and 7 percent in income taxes.

There are many other lurid cases
which are designated companies O, X,
Y, and U.

A man with a wife and three children,
earning $4,000 a year, paid more taxes
than company W with net profits over
b years of $65 million. When these facts
become known, as they should be, how
long will the American people be happy
under these conditions?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that tabulations in that connection
be printed at this point in the REcorbp.

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

Company A

Percent

Net income Net income | of in-

before Income after come

Year income taxes income taxes to
taxes taxes income

before

taxes
1958 .| $22, 485,135 (' 22,485,185 |.coeonan
1067. . 85,208,079 85.2&;,000 20, 048, 979 .4
1056__| 20,523,305 | 3,024,000 | 26,400,305 10.24
19565. .| 28,143,673 | 2,780,000 | 25,363,673 9.88
1964 _| 21,029,684 | 1,252,000 | 19,777,648 5.05
1953. .| 18,812,600 367,000 | 18, 4456, 500 1956
1052_ _| 186, 550, 361 654,000 | 15,806, 361 3.95
1951. .| 17,360,652 | 1,073,000 | 16,296, 652 6.17
1950_ .| 18,467, 607 068, 000 | 15, 309, 607 16.61
1940_ .| 14,750,193 375,000 | 14,384, 103 2.54
1048 _| 27,367,252 | 4,725,000 | 22 642, 252 17.27
1947. .| 17,740,626 | 2, 830,000 | 14,919, 626 15.94
1046_.) 10,130,975 | 1,275,000 8, 855, 975 12,59
1945. . &5, 611, 770 215, 000 5, 396, 770 3.83

I Not available.
Company B

Percent

Net income ! | Net income | of in-

before Income after come

Year | income taxes income | taxes to
taxes taxes income

before

taxes
1058. .| 4,371,004 |  §525,000 | $3,846,004 12.01
1957 - 5, 392, 505 150, 000 5, 242, 505 278
1956_.| 6,075,382 | 1,005,000 | 5,880,382 15.70
1955_.| 5,075,382 485,000 | 4,965, 220 0. 00
1054__| 8,201,733 38,172 3, 258, 561 1.16
1953_.| 5,504,074 | 1,552,500 | 4,441,574 27.786
1952__| 4, 436, 080 660,500 | 3, 766, 530 15.09
1951. - 5, 561, 770 714, 880 4, 846, 890 12,85
1950..| 5,700,537 | 1,023,800 4, 685, 637 17.93
1940_.| 3,259,928 163, 040 3, 096, 888 5. 00
1048__| 6,205,858 808, 800 5, 306, 9058 14.28
1047 . 4,011,073 | 1,023, 126 2, 987, 047 25. 51
1046 _ 2, 089, 932 417, 000 1, 672,932 19.95
1045 . 2, 321, 605 205, 908 2,115, 697 8.87
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Company C Company G Company K
Percent Percent Percent
Net income Net income | of in- Net income Net income | of in- Net income Net income | of in-
lore Income come Income come before Income after come
Year income taxes income | taxes to Year income taxes income taxes to Year income taxes income taxes to
taxes taxes income taxes taxes income taxes income
before before before
taxes taxes tax
1058 .| 5,402,804 | $481,413 | $4,021,481 8.91 $804, 716 $50, 000 $754, 716 $14, 145,331 | $2,300,000 | $11,845, 331 16.23
1957_ .| 5,561,652 640, 4,921, 017 11,52 1,167, 546 115,000 | 1,052, 546 , 038,378 | 3,400,000 | 14,538,378 18,05
1956.-| 4,770,495 261,837 | 4, 508, 658 5.49 560, 560, 753 16,316, 268 | 2,500,000 | 13,816, 268 15.32
1056 .| 4,826,687 417,388 | 4,409,299 8.65 832, 765 832, 765 15,509,264 | 1,900,000 | 13,699,264 12,18
1054__| 4,625 750 336,880 | 4,288 870 7.28 785, 624 785, 624 11,541,464 | 1,278,154 | 10,263,310 10. 01
1053__| 4,391,404 179,114 | 4,212,290 4.08 730,699 |- omeeooiaan 730, 699 11,762,519 | 1,500,080 | 10,172,439 13. 52
1952_ .| 3,588,107 01,660 | 3,496, 447 2,55 968, 287 69, 022 899, 265 0,218,224 | 1,875,000 | 7,343,224 20. 34
1051_.| 8,034,107 390,397 | 3,534,710 10.15 935, 134 187, 220 797,914 10,327,002 | 2,400,000 | 7,927,002 23.24
1050-.| 3,006, 584 847,072 | 2,840,412 22.01 802, 552 147, 275 745, 277 8,723,484 | 2,000,000 | 6,723,484 22,93
1049__| 8,373,448 , 558 | 2,603,805 20.14 969, 991 204, 860 765, 131 8,716,231 | 1,800,000 | 6,916,231 20, 65
1048 .| 4,542,842 982, 540 | 3, 560, 302 21.63 872,710 150, 367 722, 852 17,245,547 | 4,000,000 | 13,245, 547 23.19
1047 | 2,284,100 529,781 | 1,754,328 23,19 654, 922 160, 452 494, 470 9,301,386 | 2,300,000 | 7,001,386 24.73
1046 . 161, 816 212 161, 604 .13 471,923 135, 664 336, 250 5,321,560 | 1,010,000 | 4,311, 560 18,98
1045, . 33,895 256 33,630 .76 461, 448 180, 808 280, 640 4, 235, 097 257,000 | 3,978,097 6.07
Company H
Company D Bany Company L—Liguidated Apr, 11, 1957
Percent Percent
Percent Net income Net income | of in- Net income Net income | of in-
Net income Net income | of in- L before Income after come belore Income al come
before Income after come Year income taxes income taxes to Year income taxes income taxes to
Year income taxes income | taxes to taxes taxes income taxes taxes income
taxes taxes income before
before taxes taxes
taxes
1058_ .| §1, 760, 704 0| $1,760,794 0 1054 .| $7,762,785 | $1,275,000 | $6,487, 785 16.42
1958. $156,130 | 1 $13, 000 $169, 130 0 1957..| 2,176,226 | $160,000 | 2,016,226 7.85 1963..| 8,404,844 | 1,785,000 | 6,700,844 21.01
1057 272, 515 5, 000 266, 515 1.84 1056_.| 2 647,058 03,000 | 2 554,058 8.51 1862._| 7,844,067 | 1,500,000 | 6,344, 057 19,12
1056. 476, 556 35, 000 437, 556 7.41 1955..| 1,994,072 86,000 | 1,608,072 431 1051..| 8,553,640 | 1,500,000 | 7,053,640 17.54
1955... 549, 093 15, 000 534, 093 2.73 1054__| 2,276,415 238,820 | 2,088,086 10.47 1050_.| 8,086,702 | 1,983,000 | 6,103,702 24.52
1054 809,408 |- -l _ 300,405 |- 1953..| 1,809,343 156,039 | 1,743,304 8,22 1040__| 7,805,345 | 1,000,000 | 5,005,345 24.34
1953_. 303, 453 11, 332 292, 121 3.78 1952..| 1,908,758 370, 201 1, 628, 467 1853 104807\ 70512738 | 1,726,006 | 5,786,727 22,97
1952_.. 159, 084 25, 636 133, 308 16.15 1951..| 1,992, 234 11,166 | 1,581,068 20.64 1947..| 7,667,536 | 1,575,000 | 6,002, 536 20. 54
1951 415, 948 8,234 407, 714 1.98. 1850 1,270,271 72,843 | 1,197,428 5.73 1046__1 5,146,004 | 1,100,000 | 4 046,004 21.38
1950..... 277, 514 1, 500 276, 014 54 1945..| 3,200,359 831,500 | 2 877,859 25.91
1049 177,187 1. 000 176, 187 .56 1044_.| 3,519,208 | 1,068,760 | 2, 450,448 30.37
1048 526, 061 35, 000 491, 061 6, 65 Nore.—Records avallable only for last 9 years.
e el R omem) on Company 1
1045 140,101 1500 | 138601 107 qampany M
Percent Percent
1 Oredit. Net income Net income | of in- Thootib 5
Lisadd Tncame s corno Nelgefm Income Nﬂ:lmr ?Iougla
Company E Year | income taxes income |taxest0  year | income income | taxes to
1 taxes taxes income taxes tazed icome
hakee before
Percent 63 taxes
Nelt:e igoomo 5 Net }g!croms of in-
ire neome al come
Year | income taxes income |taxesto 19981.| §7,076,455 | 28523,352 | $7,000,807 9 1958...{$152, 543, 223
s o [ 7| Csomoe| e Wakam | 0 RE-NBHE sacom smas| o
before  1857--| 9,078,922 By 800 |20, 064, 863 @ 1956....| 212,961, 000 | 34, 000,000 | 178, 961, 000 15.97
taxes  1960..| 5,886,172 ) 151,000 | 8,735,172 | 189 jgs5 | 15 097000 | 41,000,000 | 174,997,000 [ 18.98
1955__| 8,106, 746 420,075 | 7,677,671 5.290 1954 7| 174' 803,000 | 28 500, 000 " 303 000 1% 50
1054__| 6,769,145 | 106,335 | 6,572,810 2.90  10s37"7| 207,757,854 | 43, 500,000 | 164,257,854 | 20,4
1958...| $8,108,706 |  $800,000 | 7,308, 706 9.87 1053..| 5,414,053 26,1 5, 387, 807 -48  j9s2._| 175,702,000 | 30,500,000 | 145,292,000 |  14.68
1957-.-| 11,308,747 | 1,600,000 | 9,703,747 14.15 1952_.| 5,067,243 | 410,539 | 4,656,704 8.10  jg51_"_| 220,981,000 | 51,500,000 | 160,481,000 | 2330
1956 11,379,241 | 1,000,000 | ©0,479:241 | 16,69 1951..| 4,477,673 4,477, 269 -01 -~ 7g50_7"| 161,360,000 | 32,000,000 | 129, 360, 19.83
1955...| 8,509,138 | 1,500,000 | 7,000,136 | 17.63 1950-.) 3,456,001 | = 202,087 | 3,253 914 5.85 104 | 138,480,000 | 18,000,000 | 120,480,000 |  13;00
1054 .. 5,320,750 |..__________ 5,320,750 (... . 1049. | 2,949, 585 72,028 | 2,876, 057 2.46  joug " 240, 069, 000 | 54, 000, 000 | 186, 069, 000 2940
1953_| 6,420,968 | 1,048,000 | 5 372, 068 10,32 1948__1 2,774,070 | 201,176 | 2,572,008 T.25 19477 ""| 153,207,000 | 29,100,000 | 124,107,000 |  18.90
196... g,‘ggé:% iﬁ% &%.ﬁ 2.5 e | Ao Sedst| QLA 1890 1ede.f 79332000 | 7,500,000 | 71,832 000 9.45
1Y ) == s ) 1945...| 80,395 5, ;
1050 4951476 | 1,500,000 | 3[d51476 | 30,20 1946-_| 102,860 | 65066 046 | 6413 S0, 003,11 9:000,000 | : 70,898,000 |, .82
B i i imdl RO
- 'y 1
1947 B650,374 | 600,000 | 3,050,374 | 16.44 (o, ma0ntha ended June30. Company N
1946 3,248,813 200,000 | 3,048,813 6,18 3 Crodit taxes.
Note.—In total analysis 1956 equals 1957 on this com- Percent
Company F pany, ete. Nege income | Net income | - of in-
come come
Company J Year income taxes income taxes to
taxes taxes income
Percent Percent before
Net income Net income | of in- Net income Net income | of in- taxes
" 1befwe I:::?na ; after " wm?;o ¥ 1belicnra I:z::ma 1:““ tae:mto
ear neome 88 necome axes ear neome 23 come s
income taxes taxes income  1988...| 85,378, 973 0| $5 378,073 0
before before  1967'-.| 7,072,558 | $1,727,910 | 6,244, 648 21. 67
taxes  1050..| 5,378,094 | ~ 690,000 | 4,679,904 |  13.00
1956...| 2,502,867 18,000 | 2, 484, 867 .72
haClopmE | Lmm) L
$54, 865,371 | $7, 400, 000 | $47, 465, 371 13.49 1958__| $2,950,700 $00,000 | $2,860, 700 .05 2 | s , 072, .15
61,273,749 | 4,550,000 | 46, 723, 740 8.87 1057__| 3,154,900 20,000 | 3,134,900 .63 1052.__| 2,334, 532 99,844 | 2,234, 688 4.28
67,517,000 | 15,700,000 | 51,817, 000 23,25 1956__| 3 168, 549 75,000 | 3,003, 540 2,37 18511 1,200,045 31,250 | 1,177,795 2.58
56,250,000 | 9,900,000 | 46, 359, 000 17.60 1955..| 3,656,274 150,000 | 8, 506, 274 410 1950___ 282, 202 49, 750 232, 452 17.63
50,383,000 | 8,700,000 | 41,683, 000 17.27 1954__| 8,570,162 360,000 | 3,210,162 10.08 1049, 1,225 576 6,040 | 1,218 627 . 57
86, 775, 000 | 14,900,000 | 40, 875, 000 26,71 1953-.| 3,363,064 500,000 | 2,863, 964 14.86 1048 1,305 517 20,053 | 1,366, 464 2.08
52,488, 000 | 14,400,000 | 38, 088, 000 27.48 1952..| 2 561,162 267,461 | 2,298,701 10.44 1047 ’359'003 15, 000 344, 908 4.17
58, 593, 000 | 17,300,000 | 41,293, 000 20,53 1951__| 8,071,370 956,230 | 3,006, 140 24.30 1946._. 108, 098 200 2106,298 [...o.oon.
57,407, 000 | 15,000,000 | 42, 407, 000 26.13 1950 _| 2,302,720 510, 263 1, 783, 466 22,55 1946...) 1,537,551 406, 500 1,131, 051 26. 44
46, 487,000 | 10,390,000 | 36, 097, 000 22,35 1940__| 1,551,586 104,000 | 1,447, 536 6.70
74,080, 000 | 19,863,000 | 54, 217, 000 26.81 1948 _| 1,344,021 150,000 | 1,194,921 11.16
40, 655,000 | 9,208,000 | 81,357,000 22.87 1047 _| 1,230,364 50, 000 730, 364 4,08 1 12 months ended June 30.
22,509,000 | 3,585,000 | 19,014, 000 15.86 1946 00171 | o 409,171 |.oceoo - ¥ Defleit.
16,371,000 | 1,228,000 | 15, 143, 000 7.50 1045.. 828,260 | ... 828,260 |...... 3 tgfmx.—ln totals analysis, 1056=1957 on this company,
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Company O Company R Company V—Liquidated
Percent Percent
Nega I}l;gme Y P Net income 3&’3‘; Nelt;e glgme R Net income gtl; in- Neéei?como 4 Net income PS ?:]-lt
after ore after
Year i%:ggo taxes int::me tigms to Year income taxes income taxes to Year income 1:::3& income t::g%o
es come taxes taxes income taxes taxes income
before before
taxes taxes taxes
1988 _ ® ® ) $3,620,312 | 1$068,000 | $4,588,812 [ _______ 1954... $4,173,767 |...._._. $4,173, 767
b M B R RS 3}-5%}& el eI SEuSw | 1277 AEB..| #6107 | 860,000 601,367 | 8.86
1955__| 1,006,718 1,006, 718 SoRmE | Tioeoos| caim| iid om b s W2 toin
1054 1,600,567 180 | 1,648,437 2040 195400| 8,305 561 | 1,636,500 | 6,750, 061 166 1950 1004 806 | B Wi | T e | E e
1953._| 1,873,226 50,000 | 1,823,2% 2,67 1983 .| 11,536 B477.350 | B.090.078 | 30.14 1040 1802448 < 7.600| sskos| a.96
1952..| 1,602,077 40,000 | 1,462,077 2,66 1052__| 13,532,005 | 3,884,000 | 9,648,005 | 28,70 1045._.| 461,640 2,400 459, 24 3
1051_| 2,714,277 80,000 | 2,684,227 1.11 1951__.| 14,040,795 | 4,645,000 | 10,205,705 30,11 4 P o
1950 2,692, 047 40,000 | 2,652,947 1.40 1950__| 10,850,226 | 2,351,801 | 8,498, 3y S R~ e e i
o] Fasta0| 42493| 20| 125 ioas-| 6470610 | 2902 | 6170887 B S UEBOR AR ST L8
19480_| 4,236,067 | 348,000 | 3,887,157 8.24 1948__| 8,220,656 | 1,635,000 ool oo | 10.87 g Y v Sarar e
1047.0| 1517480 | 48,019 | 1,468,561 322 1947..| 47iaged| 76444 | 410742 | 107 18| 2580 LR A3 200
19463 689, 600 10, 241 670, 368 151 1946__| 2,475,230 | 370,000 | 2,105,280 | 14.05 ;
1045 :- 664, 526 4,103 660, 423 .62 1945._| 1,083,250 252, 500 1,730, 750 10,27 1 Before $653,408 loss on wells abandoned.
{% b g mg{ g. }% 2,168,707 L g; 212 months ‘ended Apr. 30. In lmfam com
ity 2:%885 40:000 %llsgg:sa; 1'81 1 Credit mthm;:acalmdaryearbaslssolm xes are shown
10613.| 2,623,101 30,000 | 2,508,191 1,14 Company S ’
10508°| 3,744,852 40,000 | 3,704,852 1.01
10499_| 4,158,672 42, 4,116,350 1.00 Poroant
10483_| 4,353,435 | 348,000 | 4,004,535 8.01 N“ﬁ;’,—“":‘“ v Net income | of n-
or:
N Year! L] taxes income t::?g 1
2 Ngt ?Bvaltsb!e taxes taxes income
% for 106448 restated as esult:of revision of i
estimates of recoverable oil and gas revenues. Company W
Note.—Com O felt not liable for Federal income
ta:mthisperlo%s.ny 10581 | $3,337,324 | 2$236,642 | $3,100,082 7.0
1967 17| 4,712,841 | 380,000 | 4,382,841 7.00
10677 4712841 330,000 | 4,382 841 7.02 Percent
1056, .| 4 708 3 800, 7 Net income Net income | of in-
060, 260,000 | 3,800, 708 6.40
108501 4,284,591 | 220,000 | 4,064,521 5.13 : dncars After o0mg
i%" %g% m 43, 000 5,198, 179 gy Year income taxes income ?:xes to
| 55 553, 000 042,048 | 1055 taxes taxes come
1952._| 5,618,762 | 1,425,000 :‘ng',m 25.36 before
1951, 5.280,578 | 964,000 | 4,316,578 | 18.26 taxes
pacl s me) dmm) es :
Company P ol tBvon | He0o| ANy | &3 s si6720837 | 26175,000 | 316,561,337 1.05
1047 3, 200, 034 160, 000 3 D‘D: 034 499 1857 1 18, 877, 389 0 18, 877, 389 0
percent 1M6—| LB0BADE | 30,000 1779404 | 166 Yoo| Lok s |- b
ercen! e - -——
Net income Net income | of in- 1056 4. () 1 ' ()
Fnactas ivar el 112 months ended June 30, 1955...| 3,395, 446 3, 395, 446
Year 1%::0,“ 1,1gme 11;&“5 to ;Ilncluda:n aadt;tl of $171,642 prior years’ tax adjustment. {% A i?, ﬁ, % }g: m gg
es L] neome OTE— = - »
i WY total analysis 1056=1057 for this company, {35‘"?‘ iﬁ: %35“' é,% i m ﬁ
taxes e iy 13,
TR i) Gimue o
Percent 3 'o17, g
e minen| e SI0H| 18 | Nemewe| | vemess S B0 300 e
1986, 627007 | 47%.000| 8 7907997 781 before Income after come 1946 | 1,844,156 1,844, 156
1955 6,211,916 | 470,000 | 5,741,916 7.56  Year | income taxes income |taxesto 1045...| 5,422,254 4,072, 254 8.29
1954 6,200,385 |  470.000 | 5,739,385 7.57 taxes taxes | income
1953_..| 6761834 515,000 | 6, 246, 834 7.62 before
| pi| e b f2 e et
i g 4 3 473, 5 ‘ore neome es,
g/ 3
) LRG| e SBLE | 08 o | | g i o sd compey o
1048 | 5,679,055 333, 000 5" 346, 055 5 85 1947 701, 3 701, 822 0 § Same.
1947 | 2.827.894 | 150,000 | 2,668,824 5.62 4. ¢ Credit.
1046 2,582,718 | 151,000 | 2381, 718 5.96 3 7 Credit taxes.
1045... 2,522,301 157, 075 2,365,226 6.2 < LEOTE.—I:‘I total analysis, 1056=1957 on this company,
ale.
P
Company Q Ne}t) i%enme oo Net income | of in- Company X
elore after come
Year income income taxes to
Percent taxes taxes income Percent
Net income Net income | of in- i Net income Net income | of in-
hefors Income after come ' befor Income after come
Year ineome taxes income taxes to Year income taxes income taxes to
taxes taxes hl}?loﬁ 1058, m o) ) (o taxes taxes income
e syiem | ssous| syl UL s
e e Wi w1
s sz | oo |spem | m G SN GRAR| LHLN| AR e | wesen| wmen| memas) us
1056, 10,500,047 | 2703000 | 7,887, 5o g 108227 7715501 | 1,000,000 [ 6,715 501 12.98 105677  glos7708 | 4000000 | 5 657 708 8 60
1955 13,034,071 | 1862000 | 11182071 | 14,71 1961..) 10,206,600 | 2,900,000 | 7,306,000 |  28.82 1955 0| 6,720,020 | 400,000 | 6,320,029 | 5.95
1954, 14484813 | 1,967,000 | 12,517,813 [ 13.58 1980-| 7,850,000 1,200,000 | 6,489,000 | 15.67 1054 7| 6,245,527 5, 245, 527
1053| 12,815,686 | 1,143.000 | 11672586 | 8.0z 1040-.| 6656347 | 875,000 | B578L347| 1315 1955771 4,470,650 | 240,000 | 4,230,659 | 537
1052 9.570.934 | 602000 B9s034| 620 1948..| 0,030,713 | 2,250,000 | 6,780,713 | 2481 o5 7| 3635408 | 450,000 | 3185498 | 1238
1051...| 8190,680 |  385.000 | 7,805, 680 470 1047__| 7,101,002 | 1,250,000 | 5941002 | 17.38 o951 7| 3,702,765 | 550,000 | 3,152,765 14.85
o LRSS M) pRS| §f | Ges] ee] SeW) N6 e i3l i) dmm)| ad
e W AR o R T 0. g mEl AR B
e y , 811, ? Restated to conform with accounting practice effec- .- s 20,
1046 1,614,888 65,000 | 1,540,888 402 tive Jan. 1, 1956—method of ch Intangible develop. 104822( 1,304,512 163,973 | 1,230, 530 1L75
1045 OoT.oT5| 40000 | | SOT.OTB| 401 e da e e Clots et Income would have 1946.-| 008807 | ... ivios 006,067 |- oo
been $1,470,000 less without such change.
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Company ¥
Percent
Net income Net income | of in-
before Income al come
Year income taxes income | taxes to
taxes taxes income
before
taxes
1058 _| $6,231,481 0| $6,231,481 0
1957 - - 7,802,218 $570, 000 7,282,218 7.81
1956 | 7,859, 604 650,000 | 7,200, 694 827
1055 . 8,440,374 500, 000 7,040,374 5. 92
1054 _ . 8, 256, 034 400, 000 7, BG6, 034 4.85
1953 _ _ 8,874,068 | 1,275,000 7, 509, 068 14. 37
1952_ | 8,101,835 | 1,255,000 | 6,846,335 15. 49
1951 . 8,000,124 | 1, 185, 000 6,824, 124 14.79
1050 . 7,047,367 | 1,050,000 5, 997, 367 14, 89
1040 . 7,048, 753 710, 000 6, 338, 753 10. 07
1048 _ . 9,186,038 | 1, 725, 000 7,461, 038 18.78
1047 4, 883, 907 760, 000 4, 123, 007 15. 56
1946 _ 2,428, 49 315, 000 2,113, 240 12.97
19450, 1, 034, 850 175, 000 1,759, 850 9.4
Company 2
Percent
Net income Net income | of in-
fore Income after come
Year income taxes income taxes to
taxes taxes income
before
taxes
1958. .| $2,065,816
1957 .| 2,215,200
1056 2. 746, 447
10668 1,602,088
1086 .| 1,202,177
1054 . 1,720, 086
1953..| 1,508,988
1952 _ 1, 547, 048
1061, 708, 747
1950. . 151, 488
1040 _ 154, 707
1048~ 134,881
1 Adjusted.
17 months ending Dee. 31.
3 In totals analysls, May 31 ending years used.
Norte.—Years end May 31 prior to 1057,
Company A-Z
Percent
Net income Net income | of in-
before Income after come
Year | income taxes income | taxes to
taxes taxes income
before
taxes
1958... $900, 682 0 , 982 0
1967... 801, 025 801, 025 0
1056... JT88, 0B2 | ooicccais 783,082 | ...o.aae
1856..... 081,004 |..o......... Lo |_........
1954___ 647,516 | ... ... 647,516 |.-_...._.
1063... , D08, 416 £80, 000 928, 7.93
1952_.. 768,604 | ... ... T68, 664 | __......
1951 | 1,143,004 283, 000 860, 24.76
1950. .. 060, 156 264, 774 704, 382 27.32
1040 ot B o ] PR 804,227 | e
1048 . 874, 306 173, 000 701, 806 19.79
1047 655, 280 73, 582, 280 11. 14
1046.___ QTR0 | o ees s 227, T80 | i
1045, 822,232 | e 832,282 | ........
Company B-Z
Percent
Net income Net income | of in-
‘before Income after come
Year | income taxes income | taxes to
taxes taxes Income
before
1058 - . [1$31, 647, 420 (984, 074,002 | $33, 825, 276 |-neueuevn
1967. . 503 |*1,827,610 | 35,669,760 |.eeeeen-n

1 State and forelgn Income taxes included.
3 Credit.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr, President, I do
not mean to contend that the oil industry
does not contribute greatly to the coun-
try. It does. Itisan essential industry
and it produces a product which is essen-
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tial to our security as well as our abun-
dance, our commerce, and well-being. It
is a source of substantial employment in
the Nation and a director of massive
investment capital.

Exploration is needed in raw material
to convert into production. Also it is
composed of some individuals for whom
I have a particularly warm spot, the
small businessman. It has been char-
acterized by the small operator who takes
a chance for a long return. Such men
typically operate best in small units and
this has been the nature of much of the
industry.

Mr. President, I think we should recog-
nize that the industry is not operating
in the best interests of the American
consumer or the economy, or, in the last
analysis, individual producers of the oil
industry itself. It is operating under
State and local regulations and laws that
encourage inefficiency.

Mr, President, this amendment would
do something to correct and rectify that
situation by giving the small operator,
the man grossing less than $1 million a
year, an opportunity to continue to op-
erate with some advantage because he
deserves it since he is taking a big risk.

As I say, the big operator does not
have any risk at all, to speak of. Fur-
thermore, I have heard it said that no
one who has an income that puts him in
the 60-percent tax bracket or higher can
afford to stay out of oil because of the
depletion advantage, the intangible drill-
ing advantage, the dry well advantage,
and all the other advantages included in
the revenue act in favor of oil investors,
in the hope that someone in that income
tax bracket is going to find all kinds of
ways to write off his other income, re-
ducing his taxes and getting that amount
returned. This has resulted in great
overinvestment in the oil industry and
one of the reasons why we have to have
s0 many restrictions, because it has been
so attractive for people to go into oil.

The oil industry has gone into re-
sources more than it should, perhaps,
and this is bad for the economy as well
as for the general taxpayer.

I also view the oil industry as a tax-
payer. Here we find the final insult to
the national economy. Despite all the
monopoly protection the oil industry has
provided for itself, and despite all the
protection it has obtained in the
name of national security, the oil indus-
try has also consistently demanded and
received special tax concessions available
to no other group in the Nation.
Through these concessions, the oil in-
dustry sharply reduced its financial sup-
port of the Government. Through its
tax concessions alone, it has become a
national example of the most notorious
loopholes, recognized as such even by
Fortune Magazine,

The tax structure upon which our
Government depends is largely self-en-
forcing. When individuals and com-
panies generally pay their taxes, they
must have confidence that everyone else
is paying his “fair share”, to use a term
we know so well. When it becomes gen-
erally known that one group fully ca-
pable of paying taxes is not paying taxes,
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the individual taxpayer feels resentful—
with complete justification—and is less
willing to pay his own taxes. Not only
is the oil industry not carrying its fair
share—it is also encouraging others to
avoid their fair share.

Does the oil industry pay taxes? Let
us look at the ugly facts. We had a
Federal corporation tax rate of 52 per-
cent in 1963. Yet the seventh largest
industrial corporation in the country,
Texaco, with a net income of over $500
million made provision for income taxes
in 1963 of only 13 percent. Standard
of Indiana, the 14th largest corporation,
with a net income of over $180 million,
paid in all income taxes, Federal and
other, only 14 percent of its net income.
Shell, the 16th largest corporation, paid
only 18 percent in all income taxes.
Continental Oil paid only 10 percent in
Federal income taxes. Tidewater, in
1962, paid only 8 percent in all income
taxes. Atlantie, in the same year, had
over $46 million in net profit and yet paid
no income taxes and has apparently not
paid any income taxes between 1956 and
1963. I do not have the figures after
1963. Pure Oil ended up 1963 with vir~
tually $30 million in net profit and yet
had a net tax credit. It received several
hundred thousand dollars in refunds.

But what of individuals in the oil in-
dustry? The lowest individual tax rate
in 1963 was 20 percent on taxable in-
comes from 0 to $2,000 or $4,000 for mar-
ried couples.

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Wisconsin yield at that
point?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr. MILLER. I was wondering, in
connection with some of those figures to
which the Senator is referring, with re-
spect to one oll company which had a
$46 million net income yet paid no
taxes——

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is right.

Mr. MILLER. I was wondering
whether the Senator is claiming that the
reason no income tax was paid was due
to the percentage depletion deduction.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have made it as
clear as I can that this is only one of
a series of advantages which the oil com-
panies enjoy. This is a most conspicu-
ous one, It is one which is most signifi-
cant in reducing the level of taxes they
have paid. In this case, I am positive
that this particular company not only
reduced its tax obligations through the
depletion allowance but also through the
intangible drilling provision. I think
that this company—I am not positive—
had foreign investments and used the
“golden” gimmick and a number of other
devices for the depletion allowance in
the central markets.

Mr, MILLER. I should like to suggest:
to the Senator——

Mr. PROXMIRE. Which, I might
say, is the least justifiable.

Mr. MILLER. I would suggest to the
Senator that he beware he does not fall
into the same error which our former
Chairman of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee, the former Senator from Illi-
nois—Mr. Douglas—used to fall into——
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- Mr. PROXMIRE. There were very
few if any errors which Senator Douglas
fell into on this subject,

Mr. MILLER. In citing these figures,
because intangible drilling and develop-
ment costs are deducted in arriving at
net income, It is to the gross income
figure that the percentage depletion is
applied. I am sure the Senator under-
stands that the percentage depletion is
27.5 percent of gross income and in no
event exceeds 50 percent of the net in-
come so that the——

Mr, PROXMIRE. Gross income.

Mr. MILLER. No, net income. In
other words, if the net income is $100
million, the most the percentage deple-
tion deduction can be is $50 million. So
that failure to pay an income tax would
have to be attributable to some other
kind of deduction which is available to
taxpayers in general.

I would wager, if the Senator would
check, that he would find the net op-
erating loss deduction, either carryover
or carryback, which is available to oil
companies, manufacturing companies,
individuals—anyone—would be responsi-
ble for the failure of that company to
pay any income tax.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am positive, as I
say, and repeat, that there are many rea-
sons why oil companies are able to reduce
their tax liability. I point out the fact
that they can write off 75 percent to 90
percent of their intangible drilling costs
the first year.

That is one of the reasons for it. I
am not saying that if we provide this
change in the oil depletion allowance
it would end oil privileges, but I think
I am being moderate—and the Senator
from Iowa is being helpful in making my
point for me—that these other advan-
tages would be continued and yet we
would increase Federal revenues by $450
million. That is why the oil industry is
a privileged industry, leaving it with a
very much lower tax on net income than
virtually any other industry.

I wish to say, furthermore, that we
would be putting them into closer equal-
ity with other minerals whose depletion
allowance is less.

Finally, I point out to the Senator
from Iowa that this does not eliminate
the oil depletion allowance itself. We
keep it. We keep it mostly for the big
fellow, and not all of it for the little one,

Mr. MILLER. I will respond to that
later. But the point I wish to make is
that when the Senator from Wisconsin
comes out with these statistics showing
that some oil company has a very large
amount of net income but pays no in-
come taxes, it should be made clear that
it can come not just from the percentage
on oil depletion, but from deductions
which are available to all other taxpay-
ers, The net operating loss and carry-
back is the major one.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think the Senator
from Iowa is right, that there are many
loopholes in the law. One of the reasons
I am making this speech is that many ex-
perts on tax reform say, “You will not
make any real progress politically until
you do something about this excessive
oil depletion allowance.” Once that is
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out of the way, some of these other privi-
leges to which the Senator from Iowa
properly referred would also be changed,
modified, and improved so that we would
have something like a more equitable tax
system.

But it is ridiculous to have a tax sys-
tem in this country allowing such things
as were exposed by the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr, Gore]l and other Sena-
tors in this area, concerning those sev-
eral hundred Americans with incomes of
over a million dollars a year who, on the
average, pay something like 16 percent or
18 percent in taxes to the Federal Gov-
ernment. Also, that some of those peo-
ple with incomes each year of more than
a million dollars pay no taxes at all.
This is true in many cases—not in all
cases, by any means, but in many cases.
It is in large part because they have
investments in oil.

Mr. MILLER. On that point of indi-
viduals having as much as $1 million in
net income, and only paying a 16-percent
rate, let me point out to the Senator
from Wisconsin, that as a former prac-
ticing tax lawyer, I well know how this
could happen because oil clients of mine
in a similar situation, making a lot of
money as small manufacturers, can re-
duce that by his losses which he pours
inlgg dry holes. That is one reason
w. e—

Mr. PROXMIRE. Right.

Mr. MILLER. Those people are will-
ing to invest, because if it is a dry hole
he can get a deduction.

Mr, PROXMIRE. That is why there
is this overinvestment in the oil indus-
try. That is why a reduction in the oil
depletion allowance would put our re-
source investment on a more rational
basis.

Mr, MILLER. I will respond to that
later, but the point I want to make now,
in response to the Senator’s comments, is
that I think the statistics of someone
making $1 million a year and paying
a tax rate of only 16 percent, I will wager
that even in those cases where they pay
no tax, the net operating loss, carryover
or carryback deduction is involved.

This is a very important thing, and it
is available to any business—oil, manu-
facturing, farming, ranchers, or any
other business.

Mr. PROXMIRE., Take these com-
panies, not over a period of 1 or 2 or 3
years, but over a period of many years.
That is what we have done in the tables.
Taking these companies over a period of
15 or 20 years, in no year do many of
these companies pay more than 10 or 15
percent of their net income in taxes, If
it were a matter of a loss or carryback,
the companies would be able to reduce in-
come taxes in 2 or 3 years, but they can-
not do it for 15 or 20 years. Over the
years, the entire oil industry has aver-
aged one-third of the taxes paid by other
industries. That cannot be done on the
basis of a loss carryover or loss carry-
back.

Mr. MILLER. No, but if the Senator
is using intangible drilling and develop-
ment costs, on which no income tax was
paid, I remind him tha it takes money
to carry on that intangible drilling and
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development cost, and that work cannot
be carried on without paying the driller.

Mr, PROXMIRE. Of course not. We
are talking about the way that cost is
written off. It is written off in a way
that other businessmen do not write off
their capital costs.

Mr. MILLER. But the fact is that in
any year drilling and development costs
must come out of the bank., If these
costs are not allowed to be deducted,
wh:re are they to get the money to carry
on

The Senator from Wisconsin has re-
ferred to this provision as a loophole.
I am sure he recognizes, if he wishes to
use the word “loophole,” that these pro-
visions are deliberate and calculated
“loopholes.”

To me, as a tax lawyer, a loophole
is a tax avoidance device which someone
has been able to figure out because of a
gap in the thinking of the Congress. It
is an oversight.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I say to the
able Senator from Iowa that the gap in
the thinking of Congress goes back to
1926, when the corporate income tax was
13 percent. The depletion allowance was
written in at 2714 percent, When the
corporate income tax was raised to 52
percent, the depletion allowance in-
creased fourfold in value.

If my amendment were to place the
depletion allowance at the same level of
value as oil companies enjoyed in 1926,
I would go back not to 271 percent, but
to 7 percent to one-quarter of what it is
at the present time.

So the loophole developed from the
fact that when the increase in the cor-
porate income tax was made, the deple-
tion allowance was left at this excessively
high level.

Mr. MILLER. And since that time
the Senator and some of his colleagues
have brought this matter to the atten-
tion of the Congress.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, and what a
Congress we have had.

Mr. MILLER. And the Congress has
year in and year out recognized it and
left it alone. When that happens, it is
no longer a loophole.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Why has the Con-
gress done that? It is because we have
had the powerful Members of Congress—
sincere people, honorable people—Mem-
bers of Congress from oil States who
have been at the crux, the center of
power in our Federal Government. They
include the Speaker of the House of Rep-
resentatives, the majority leader of the
Senate—not the present one but the
preceding one—the President of the
United States. I am not accusing them
of being self-serving at all. They are
conscientious men. They are good and
decent people. But they represent the
point of view of their particular States,
the point of view with which they have
been associated most of their lives. The
Senator from Iowa knows that is true.

Just let a Senator try to get on the
PFinance Committee if he is a dedicated
and outspoken critic of the oil industry.
Maybe it is different now, but I wanted
to get on the Finance Committee year
after year after year, and year after year
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after year Senators with less seniority
were put on it before me. I was told con-~
fidentially by Senators from oil States
that my oil depletion views was the rea-
son. They said this was a fact of life in
the Senate. This is why the Senate has
not acted on the oil depletion allowance.

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Iowa
well knows that there are some people
who are concerned about the oil indus-
try who are very knowledgeable and are
influential, and quite properly so——

Mr. PROXMIRE. Of course, they are;
not only influential, but they are the
most influential.

Mr. MILLER. Just as there are Mem-
bers who represent the manufacturing
interests who are influential; just as
there are Members who represent the in-
terests of organized labor who are in-
fluential. But the point is that under
the seniority system in the Senate, it is
very clear that when a vacancy occurs
on the Finance Committee, a Democrat
or Republican with the necessary senior-
ity will be put on the committee.

I invite the attention of the Senator
to the fact that the ranking Republican
member of the Finance Committee has
on several occasions introduced amend-
ments similar to that of the Senator from
Wisconsin.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, and I admire
the Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
L1ams] very much, who has the same
feeling in this regard. I am saying that
the majority party—the party I love, and
support—has simply had a policy which
has favored this particular loophole, the
oil depletion allowance. I think we
ought to change it. We ought to have
a look at it. We have not considered it
for a long time, I think we should con-
sider it at a time when it seems that
almost every other provision in the In-
ternal Revenue Code is being considered,

Mr, MILLER. The Senator knows
that I do not for one moment question
his sincerity. I would be the last one to
say that all tax deduections should not be
scrutinized. Every once in a while we
should see whether they are achieving the
purpose for which they were enacted.
But the Senator from Iowa does not
come from an oil State——

Mr. PROXMIRE. That istrue.

Mr. MILLER. I had the opportunity
to serve in the Internal Revenue’s Chief
Counsel’s office, where I had an oppor-
tunity to work on oil cases, and I think
I know something about taxation of oil
companies.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is correct.

Mr, MILLER. Iam not saying the law
is perfect, but when we talk about glar-
ing “loopholes” in the tax law, they are
there, not because of oversight, but be-
cause Congress intended very definitely
that they remain there.

The investment tax credit has been
called a “loophole” by some, but the
Senator from Wisconsin and the Senator
from Towa were here when it was adopt-
ed, and it was clearly put on the books
by deliberate action of the Congress.

So I think we have to be a little careful
when we use the word “loophole.” It
may sound good to some people, but it
really is not a loophole in the true sense
of the word.
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Speaking with reference to the deple-
tion allowance, I want to respond to the
statement to the effect that so much in-
come has been earned and so little tax
paid on it. While it is true that there is
a depletion allowance, there are other
deductions of various kinds for many
other types of corporations and busi-
nesses in this country.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor from Iowa. There isno question that
this is not the only loophole in the law.
I still insist on calling it a “loophole.”
It may be a matter of semantics, but I
view it as that. This is the view shared
by many commentators on our tax laws.

Believe it or not, our Nation is made
up of persons who actually pay this rate.
Imagine 20 percent, $800, on the first
$4,000 of net income. In the oil indus-
try, and in the oil industry alone, you
have an entirely different type of per-
son—men from another world, who take
but do not pay for taking.

Your industry has a man who made
over $28 million in 1960. How much did
he pay in taxes? Nothing. Your in-
dustry has a man with an income in 1960
of over $4 milllon. How much did he
pay in taxés? Nothing. Your industry
has a man with an income in 1960 of $1.5
million. How much did he pay in taxes?
Nothing.

The rest of the world, the world of tax-
payers, is beginning to learn about this
other world—the world of nontax-
payers. Its boundaries are identical
with the boundaries of the oil industry.
We get glimpses into this other world,
although we are not allowed to enter,
We assume, from outward appearances,
that the oil industry is a world inhabited
by people exempt from taxes. Isthisad-
vantage good for your industry? Is it
good for our Nation to contain such a
tax exempt world?

The effect of this special privilege is to
rob the rest of the Nation. The robbery
occurs, first, because Government ex-
penses, whether the oll industry recog-
nizes it or not, must be paid. Therefore,
since the oll industry is legally enabled
to reduce its taxes sharply, other indus-
tries, small businesses, and individuals
must make up the difference through
higher taxes than they would otherwise
pay, if the oll industry carried its fair
share.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
President, will the Senator yleld?

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yleld
to the Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. As
a point of clarification for the Senator
from Massachusetts, I wonder whether
the Senator from Wisconsin feels there
is really a very legitimate use for this
kind of special privilege, to use the words
of the Senator from Wisconsin, for ex-
ploration by the small, independent kind
of wildcatter?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
believe, looking over the history of the
Proxmire proposal, which I have referred
to in a number of speeches I have made
in the past, in my own State of Massa-
chusetts and on other occasions, and
which I know President Kennedy sup-
ported, that there is reason for providing
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the special privilege for the small, inde-
pendent kind of wildcatter, who 1is legiti-
mately trying to find areas of oil produc-
tlon. Does the Senator from Wisconsin
not agree?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. He is
the man who deserves and needs this as-
sistance, because his risk is so great. He
is the man who, if he does not have this
kind of incentive, cannot afford to stay
in the business.

On the other hand, the large operator
is in a position to write off his losses
against his gains, and when it gets to the
corporations which receive three-quar-
ters to 90 percent of the depletion allow-
ance, these are the firms that have in-
comes of $100 million or more, they can
compute precisely—they have computers
to do it—and know what proportion of
their wells will be dry, how many will
yield and how much. So they do not
need this kind of incentive.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. So
when we think of the wildcatter in the
traditional sense, looking back over the
history of the development of the oil in-
dustry, realizing the very useful contribu-
tion of these who have gone out and
taken their chances in the wild areas of
the West and the Southwest, and were
truly interested in the development of
the oil industry, we must conclude that
they ought to be accorded the kind of
special privilege to which the Senator
refers.

As I understand it, the position of the
Senator from Wisconsin is that this kind
of special privilege should be continued
for the small, independent wildcatter, in
order to protect the national interest
and to protect the small businessman,
the individual, small company, or small
corporation which is interested in the
exploration and the development of oil
resources?

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. That
brings to mind an even more telling
point, which is that because of the pro-
vision of the oil depletion allowance, the
industry suffers from overinvestment,
and from people who get into if, even
with the notion that they may lose
money in it, because they are in a po-
sition to write off such losses against
their other income.

What does that do the small man for
whom his modest oil business is all he
has, and for whom his income is rela-
tively modest? It means he has to com-
pete with people who can afford to stay
in the oil business to take losses. It
seems to me that this overinvestment is
most discouraging for him. It probably
diminishes the exploration we would have
if we had a depletion allowance scale of
the kind I am suggesting in my amend-
ment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. As
I understand—and I ask the Senator
from Wisconsin to correct me if I am
wrong—what the Senator from Wiscon-
sin is really proposing to the Senate is
that the small, independent wildeatter,
who is truly risking a substantial part of
his capital in trying to develop and ex-
plore oil resources would receive the full
benefit of the oil depletion allowance,
but that the larger independent operator,
company, or corporation, which is able
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to spread the risk over a greater number
of wells and a larger amount of capital
would receive less and less of a deple-
tion allowance on a sliding scale basis.

Mr. PROXMIRE. They would.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. And
‘the largest companies and corporations,
if I understand the Senator from Wis-
‘consin correctly, would still be able to
deduct their losses in a way which is not
dissimilar to that afforded larger com-
panies and corporations in other Ameri-
can industries, and would still have some
allowance for depletion, and the small
‘independent operator would get an al-
lowance appropriate to his situation, with
the result that the interests of oil dis-
covery and of the oil industry would be
fully protected.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. I think the
‘Senator from Massachusetts has ex-
pressed it very well. What the amend-
‘ment does, by a sliding scale method, is
to provide that the smallest operators,
those who gross $1 million or less, would
receive the same depletion allowance
they do now. Those in the middle posi-
tion, grossing between $1 and $5 million,
would have their depletion allowance re-
duced to 21 percent; and the big man
would not have his depletion allowance
wiped out, or even reduced 50 percent but
would have it reduced from 27% percent
to 15 percent, so he would still have the
special benefit, but there would be the
opportunity for the small and middle-
sized man to continue to exist along with
those who have great income from other
sources, and who get into the oil industry
with their enormous advantage and tend
to drive the little man out.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetfs. As
I understand the proposal of the Senator
from Wisconsin, he really proposes to
update to the modern economy the
strong feeling of the Senator from Wis-
consin, which I share, that to the greatest
extent possible, we should help and assist
the small, independent wildcatter, the
small company, and the small corpora-
tion; that the real initial reason that the
oil depletion allowance was established
was for exploration, and was in recogni-
tion of the fact that there were extraor-
dinary kinds of risks involved in such
exploration, but that actually today, in
looking at the oil industry, there is very
legitimate reason to reexamine in all its
complexity what those in the industry
are involved in, and that we should re-
consider appropriate steps which we as
Members of Congress can take in order
to eliminate some of the inequities
which currently exist.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, indeed. It is
very interesting, the way the Senator re-
ferred to the exploration. I think he
made a most imporfant point.

Look at the effect that the depletion
allowance has had in Texas and in some
of the other areas. They do not pump
30 days a month, they do not pump 20
days a month, they do not usually even
pump 10 days a month; usually they
pump something like 6, 7, or 8 days a
month. That means they have an artifi-
cial restriction on the amount of pump-
ing they can do, because we have too
much ofl, not too little. Overinvest-
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ment in the industry has resulted in real
problems of price fixing and limitation of
production, that plague the industry.

So the argument that could be made
40 years ago, when the oil depletion al-
lowance was provided, that we desper-
ately need more of this resource, it seems
to me, cannot be supported by the facts
today.

Mr. KEENNEDY of Massachusefts. I
welcome the discussion of the Senator
from Wisconsin, because I think he has
made an extremely important and con-
structive observation today.

In his statement this afternoon, as in
years gone by, he has updated those of
us in the Senate who are attempting to
provide for the legitimate interests of the
oil industry, and who are seeking to
eliminate the kinds of inequities which
some of us believe have multiplied be-
cause of the oil depletion allowance that
is now in effect.

I believe that the proposal which has
been made by the Senator from Wiscon-
sin is extremely useful, and I indicate my
complete support of it.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I sincerely thank
the Senator from Massachusetis.

Mr. President, since the oil industry
is legally enabled to reduce its taxes
sharply, other industries, small busi-
nesses, and individuals, must make up
the difference through higher taxes than
they would ‘otherwise pay if the oil in-
dustry carried its—to use the term
again—*"fair share,” because of the ex-
emption-status of the oil industry.

But the robbery goes even further
than this. This Nation grows and
prospers because of increased invest-
ment and the increasing effectiveness
of the use of our resources, The oil
industry, however, represents another
world that Ilures investment funds.
Therefore, instead of investment funds
being used for the greatest gain of the
Nation, these investment funds are at-
tracted away from their most effective
uses and toward the oil industry, which
already has an excess of investment
funds. This robs the Nation of a part
of its economic growth.

It is not an accident that the greatest
economist who ever served in this body,
a former president of the American Eco-
nomic Association, the man who wrote
the definitive work on wages, former
Senator Paul Douglas, was the prinecipal
Senate opponent of the present level of
depletion allowance. It is no accident
that he is the man who sponsored the
amendment I now offer, in the past.
He is a profound scholar and an ex-
traordinarily able economist. He rec-
ognized not only the tax inequity, but
also the waste of resources in allowing
to exist a situation in which resources
are poured into the industry excessively.

Again, Iet me make myself clear. Ev-
ery businessman should be able to de-
duct his costs. Oil men, together with
all businessmen, should do so. When
the oil industry incurs depletion costs,
it should deduct them. But businessmen
in the oil industry, and in that industry
alone, know that for every dollar of
costs, they can obtain an average of $19
of deductions, according to Treasury De-
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partment statistics. By that I mean they
write off oil wells, according to Treasury
estimates, not once, not 10 times, but 19
times. It is like saying that a man who
owns a piece of equipment for which he
paid $1,000 can deduct $19,000 for de-
preciation.

I sincerely hope that the Senate will
consider this amendment. As I have
said, it has been offered in the past. But
it is the kind of amendment, I think, that
has particular merit because it repre-
sents an effort to break through the prin-
cipal barrier against effective tax reform.
That is the conspicuous injustice of the
oil depletion allowance. This is making
it difficult for Congress to close many
other loopholes.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I would
like to respond briefly to the point of the
Senator from Wisconsin concerning the
depletion allowance itself.

I note that the pending amendment—
and if I am wrong, I hope the Senator
from Wisconsin will correct me—pro-
vides that the 27.5-percent percentage
depletion will be continued in the case
of those individuals or companies whose
net profit is $1 million a year or less.

Mr. PROXMIRE. It would be con-
tinued for those who gross $1 million a
year.

Mr. MILLER. And the 21-percent per-
centage depletion deduction would be al-

«dowed for those who gross between $1
million and $5 million. The 15-per-
cent depletion deduction would be pro-
vided for those who gross more than $5
million. :

First of all, I think that the gross in-
come approach is terribly unfair.

The Senator from Wisconsin must cer-
tainly appreciate the fact that many dis-
tinctions exist among oil companies.

Mr. PROXMIRE, If the Senator will
yield, certainly the net ingome approach
would be impractical.

I pointed out that some of these firms
have profits of $40 million, $50 million,
and $60 million a year and do not pay
any taxes because of the manner in
which they are allowed with depletion al-
lowances to compute their net income.
They have all of these allowances and
privileges. Unless we tie it in with the
gross income, it would not be very mean-
ingful.

Mr. MILLER. If I could suggest to the
Senator from Wisconsin, he would not
have to use the gross income approach,
which is terribly inequitable. He could
use the net income approach before the
claimed depletion deduction.

This is what we have to do in order to
compute a limitation of percentage de-
pletion, which is 50 percent. I know, be-
cause I used to work out these schedules
in my office.

I would first of all compute the net in-
come of the corporation or the individual
before the percentage depletion. I would
then take half of that, 50 percent. I
would then take 27.5 percent of the gross
income—which is the approach of the
Senator—and see which was lower.

Mr. PROXMIRE. May I ask the Sena-
tor what the depletion allowance is
usually computed on, gross or net in-
come,
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Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, I would
appreciate it if the Senator would let
me complete my statement.

If the 50-percent figsure were lower
than the 27.5-percent figure, that is the
deduction that we could take. The tax
law specifically says that the deduction
cannot exceed more than 50 percent of
the net income.

The Senator would be far more fair
if he would use a modified method of
gross income approach rather than the
straight gross income approach.

Mr. PROXMIRE. That would really
complicate it. What is a depletion allow-
ance based on? If is based on gross
income.

Mr. MILLER. It is based on gross in-
come up to a point.

Mr. PROXMIRE., That is true, but the
depletion allowance is based primarily
on gross income. It is based on gross
income, with a formula that ties in to a
modified extent, to the basic figure taken
as the gross income figure.

Mr. MILLER. I would have to differ.
In my experience there are innumerable
instances—I would not say 50 percent
of them, but at least one-third of them—
when 50 percent of the net income was
the formula we would use.

Mr. PROXMIRE, After all, then, does
it not follow that we take the usual
method which is, as the Senator has just
stipulated and agreed in his debate, what
prevails in two-thirds of the instances?
Why not take the gross income as the
true measure, the measure used in two-
thirds of the cases, not one-third?

Mr. MILLER. That is done because
the tax law has long recognized that
such approach can work out to an in-
equitable amount of deductions. That
is why 50 percent of the net income was
put on the books by Congress.

I think that the Senator must recog-
nize that the gross income approach,
whether it be $1 million, $5 million, or
more, is a very unfair approach to take,
whether it involves oil companies or in-
dividuals.

For example, I wonder if the Senator
realizes how much it costs to drill a
10,000-foot well. It costs at least $200,-
000 to $250,000 to drill such a well. Cer-
tainly those expenses ought to come off
the gross income if we are going to try
to do equity among corporations.

I could visualize a corporation with a
$5 million a year gross business drilling
several of these 10,000-foot wells and
ending up with considerably less operat-
ing capital than a corporation doing a
gross annual business of $3 million a year
and not drilling any of these deep wells.

I suggest that the gross income ap-
proach to depletion allowance that de-
cides whether a corporation or individual
can take 15 percent, 21 percent, or 27.5
percent depletion allowance would be
economically unsound.

The second point I make is that the
Senator from Wisconsin deplores the
fact that because percentage depletion
deductions result in savings in income
taxes for oil corporations and operators,
it is for the general taxpayer
to pick up the tab and pay the difference.

We could make the very same argu-
ment with respect to the pending invest-
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ment tax credit bill. We could make the
very same argument with respect to the
retention of percentage depletion deduc-
tions provided by the amendment of the
Senator—15 percent, and 21 percent.

If we were fo confinue to allow such
deductions, somebody would have to
make up the difference.

I think that is a point that should not
be overlooked.

I would like to point out that we are
not operating in a vacuum here. These
oll operators and U.S. corporations are
not operating merely in the United
States.

One of the major aspects of our for-
eign trade is our international petroleum
operations. The major competitor in
those operations is the Soviet Union.

How are we going to have our people
meet that competition if we do not give
them some kind of tax advantage? They
do not have taxes on oll operations in
the Soviet Union.

I venture to say that if the Senator
from Wisconsin would explore this mat-
ter and see what the impact would be
on our world competitive position, he
would find that it would be disastrous.
There are thousands and thousands of
people who work for these oil companies
and who would be thrown out of work
if we were not able to meet the competi-
tion of the Soviet Union in the world
petroleum market.

For that reason, I certainly think that
this matter has to be gone into in much
greater depth, and especially on the in-
ternational scene, than the Senator
from Wisconsin has seen fit to do in his
argument.

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

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield.

Mr. PEARSON. Mr, President, I ree-
ognize the uniqueness of this particular
amendment. It is quite different from
the traditional Willlams amendment
that is offered.

I do recognize the uniqueness of the
amendment.

In its unique form it is generally and
specifically an attack on the depreciation
allowance. I am sure that the Senator
is honored when I call it that.

Mr. President, as we consider the re-
institution of the investment tax credit
we have a paradox with an amendment
to this bill. One the one hand we would
return to general industry a T-per-
cent credit on new investment and with
this amendment we would deny the oil
industry a similar type investment credit.

The 27%-percent depletion allowance
has been a part of our basic tax law for
some 40 years. When Congress first pro-
vided for the depletion allowance in 1928
they recognized that capital assets are
consumed in the production of petro-
leum. The 1926 provision was a change
over earlier more complicated regula-
tions for depletion allowance and estab-
lished a deduction of 2714 percent on the
gross sum received from the sale of crude
petroleum.

Exploration and the discovery of new
reserves has been declining in this coun-
try during the past 5 years and to elim-
inate the depletion allowance at this
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time would further tend to destroy what
reserves we now have.

While independent producers as a
group invested some 79.6 percent of the
wellhead value of their production in ex-
ploration-development expenditures in

1951-55, this ratio dropped to only 45.3

percent in the 5-year period from 1961
through 1965. Even with this decrease,
some $38 billion went into seeking, find-
ing, and producing oil and natural gas
in the past 10 years.

Profit margins have been dropping in
recent years and although the depletion
allowance aided somewhat in recovery
of investment capital, the incentive was
not there to drill on an active basis.

‘When this amendment comes to a vote,
we must decide whether we are actually
improving the Federal tax structure by
reducing a tax deduction or whether we
are actually voting on an amendment
which satisfies someone’s political philos-
ophy.

There is no evidence to justify a change
from the present 271 percent depletion
allowance. The political philosophy
which would change this allowance seeks
only to reallocate income.

A decrease in the depletion allowance
would actually mean an increase in taxes
for oil companies and independent pro-
ducers. These increased taxes would de-
crease the supply of capital available for
finding new reserves resulting in inade-
quate supplies of oil and gas in this
country.

The cost of exploration and develop-
ment of oil companies in the United
States presently amounts to $5 billion
annually. As the exploration drops, how-
ever, the demand continues. It is esti-
mated that by 1980, the Nation’s petro-
leum consumption will be 17.5 million
barrels daily or some 66 percent more
than 2 years ago.

Exploration will be one of the most im-
portant keys in the availability of these
new petroleum products for this antici-
pated increased consumption. Econ-
omists report that it will be necessary
to locate in the period 1967-80 new oil
fields which will provide as much oil as
has been produced in the United States
in the last century.

Such requirements cannot be met if
the only capital investment incentive re-
maining to the oil industry is struck a
mortal blow.

To maintain a discovery rate, those
familiar with the oil business know the
risks involved. Due to the circumstances
involved in exploration and development,
the investment process in petroleum pro-
duction is quite different from that en-
countered in manufacturing enterprises
and trade. For example, the average
profits of oil companies in 1965 were only
11.9 percent of investment which is
somewhat lower than the 13.8 percent
average return on investment for manu-
facturing companies.

To replace the oil which has been dis-
covered in the past 100 years in this
country will require tremendous explora-
tion on the part of all oil companies and
independent producers as well.

While oil is found in one out of every
nine wildcat wells drilled, if the marginal
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and unprofitable discoveries are excluded,
the chance ratio drops from one in nine
to about one in 32 wells drilled.

Only one out of 600 exploratory wells
finds a field as large as 50 million barrels
of oil or the equivalent in gas. And we
must remember that present weekly con-
sumption of oil amounts to more than 50
million barrels.

Mr. President, we must recognize that
the petroleum producing industry is in-
deed a unique industry, and we must
continue to recognize this faet in the
adaptation of tax laws such as the 27%
percent depletion allowance.

This allowance is so infinitely deployed
throughout the oil industry that any
manipulation of present tax structures
could create depressed conditions and a
poverty in petroleum never before
realized.

I must strongly urge therefore, that we
defeat this amendment to reduce the de-
pletion allowance on oil and gas invest-
ments and refrain from any attempt to
create imbalances in an intricate finan-
cial structure which has served this
country for years by providing the neces-
sary petroleum products to keep trans-
portation and machines in operation.

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this
is not an attack on the depletion allow-
ance. It would reduce the allowance.

If I felt the allowance was a com-
pletely bad thing, I would put in an
amendment to eliminate that allowance,
but I am not doing so.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I wish to
say to the Senator from Wisconsin that
I am sympathetic to what he is trying
to do. We all realize it may not be done
now, but the Senator renders a great na-
tional service in fixing attention on the
validity of the depletion allowance in
oil, as matters stand now.

Every time you ask people about an
unfair tax break, in almost any direc-
tion, they will immediately throw up to
you the fact of the several billion dollar
oil depletion which has been on the books
for so long and which is so unfair. It
sort of opens the door to anything, if that
is what you are going to pull in the na-
tional establishment.

Undoubtedly, that is too sweeping, but
nonetheless it does indicate a deep na-
tional disquiet as to the validity of this
particular operation in taxes.

I believe the situation needs to be
changed, and I believe that the Senator
from Wisconsin has rendered us all a
fine service in studiously calling atten-
tion to the fact that this is unfinished
business for the Nation.

I have no doubt that if this kind of
situation continues, we will, in much less
time than it has existed so far, make a
change.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. WiL-
riams] has been a leader in this field
for a long time. I have always voted
with him, and I express my sympathy
with what is the educational activity
being undertaken.

Mr. PROXMIRE. I greatly value the
support of the Senator from New York.
He is the ranking minority member of
the Joint Economic Committee. He has
again and again shown his superb knowl-
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edge of economics, and his support in
this matter is most encouraging and most
helpful.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I join
the Senator from New York in paying
respect to the Senator from Wisconsin
for the job he has done this afternoon.

I believe the time is rapidly approach-
ing when there will be a revision in the
present depletion rates of some of these
industries. It is long overdue. At the
appropriate time—perhaps today may
not be the time—I shall be glad to join
the Senator from Wisconsin and others
in an effort to try to get some basis of
equality in the method of taxation.

Mr. PROXMIRE, The Senator from
Delaware is the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Finance. He
does a remarkable job again and again
on all matters that come before the Sen-
ate on taxes and on finance, and I great-
ly value his support.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I rise to
speak for my State and its interests, as
does the Senator from Wisconsin when
he talks about the interests of the dairy
industry and as does the Senator from
Massachusetts when he speaks for the
shoe industry.

If percentage depletion is wrong, then
it is wrong for every company and in-
dividual now coming under this tax
provision—whether the gross income is
$1 million per year or $5 million per
year. If percentage depletion is wrong,
then it is wrong for every company and
individuals, and any industry now en-
titled to this provision—whether it be a
producer of oil in Oklahoma or of iron
ore in Minnesota or Wisconsin or of lead
in Missouri or zine in Tennessee. There
is no need to dwell on the simplest dis-
tortions that this amendment would
produce, as, for example, the fact that
an oil compnay in one arbitrarily chosen
income bracket would have its depletion
deduction scaled down to 15 percent—
below the level for some 40 other min-
erals like lead, zine, bauxite, and a num-
ber of clays.

We are not playing games with trifies
here, Mr. President. This measure
would effect the fuels—oil and natural
gas—that provide fully 75 percent of
this Nation's energy. These are the fuels
that are basic to our national defense
and to the free world security. These
are the fuels that we know will be needed
in tremendous quantities for as many
decades as we can see in the future.

Responsible national policy would call
for doing all we can to encourage, to
stimulate the needed, intensified search
for oil and natural gas.

Why did Congress adopt percentage
depletion, and its immediate forerunner,
discovery depletion? We know there
were two basic motives:

First, Congress was recognizing that
the oil in the ground, as well as any other
mineral deposit, constitutes the produc-
er’s capital, Congress wanted to avoid
taxing that capital as if it was part of the
producers income. And this principle
of not taxing capital as income stands
as just, regardless of the producers gross
income.

Second, Congress also knew that by
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this treatment of mineral producers it
wotuld be letting them retain some of the
funds they need to take the high risks of
searching for new reserves to replace
those being depleted by production.

In the case of oil and gas, Congress
recognized that this was especially of
importance because of the extraordinary
risks involved in the search for new re-
serves. This risk is present whether the
company doing the hunting is a major,
nationally known petroleum corporation,
or a one-man wildcatting adventure.
It is just as hard for the biggest company
to find oil as it is for the smallest and
no amount of money can eliminate that
risk. Oil in the ground shows no favorit-
ism. It plays “hard to get” for the big
company as well as the small.

And the fact stands—whether this
amendment recognizes this fact or not—
that of every 100 wildcat wells drilled in
search of new fields, only three—on the
average—will find oil or gas in commer-
cial quantities. These are the basic sta-
tistics. They apply regardless of how
much money the wildcatter may have in
the bank,

Congress recognized these facts when
it adopted the depletion laws—first the
discovery value law and then the more
workable and efficient percentage deple-
tion law we have today.

Here is another fact about the oil in-
dustry which this amendment does not
recognize: Even when a small company
does the actual exploratory drilling, very
often a significant part of that com-
pany’s costs have been borne by a major
firm. A smaller company goes down on
the record as a wildeatter, but the larger
firm puts up a big part of the financing
which would not be available from any
other source. Banks do not lend money
for wildeat wells.

The amendment would also discourage
an Iimportant conservation activity:
Unitized operation of properties. In
such operations, under this amendment,
the various participants would have dif-
ferent depletion rates—rates that had no
logical or equitable basis. These dis-
criminatory variations would make it
uneconomic for many firms to partici-
pate in such unitized programs—and
the Nation and the consuming public
would be the big loser.

Mr, President, the distinguished senior
Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Mox-
RONEY] has done much research work
in this important field during the 20-
odd years that he has served as a Mem-
ber of Congress. A statement prepared
by him for this occasion points out that
our natural resources policy does not
single out oil and gas for unique privilege
and that there are over 100 other ex-
tracted minerals to which the present
depletion allowance law applies, and he
lists them in the statement he has pre-
pared,

Furthermore, Senator MoNrRoNEY calls
attention to a recent speech by Secretary
of the Interior Udall, in which it was said
that the United States would consume
more pefroleum hydrocarbons during the
next 14 years than it had in all the 107
years of the oil industry’s existence.

The statement by Senator MoNRONEY
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further calls to the attention of Mem-
bers of the Senate that the amendment
under consideration imposes a penalty
for success and is a depressant to new
growth and development,

Senator MoNRONEY states:

The #1 million gross income figure, on 1ts
face, seems very large and would appear to
allow many producers to retain the benefit
of the current 27% % rate. But at 83 a
barrel, it would take only about 333,000 of
ofl to throw a small producer over the $1
million gross income mark and thereby re-
duce his depletion rate to 21%. The net
profit which would be required to exceed the
$1 million figure would amount to only
$83,000, since the average net profit on a
barrel of oil is 25¢.

I ask unanimous consent that the en-
tire statement of Senator MoNRONEY and
the attachments thereto be printed at
this point in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and attachments were ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MONRONEY

The depletion allowance has in one fashion
-or another been a part of our basic national
policy on natural resources since the impo-
sition of the federal income tax; a policy de=-
signed to develop and conserve our natural
resources; & policy recognizing the necessity
to maintain self-sufficiency in energy min-
-erals; a policy designed to provide cheap and
readily avallable petroleum products and
other sources of energy to the American
publie.

The depletion allowance assigns a value
to the capital which is being used up and
cannot be replaced. It has been in effect
continuously through the administrations of
nine presidents. Both Republican and
Democratic Congresses over the years have

its importance.

The depletion allowance provides the in-
centive which investors need for taking the
substantial risk of investing in an oll and
gas venture, The depletion allowance Is
higher than the allowance on other minerals,
because the risk of failure Is greater and the
capital required is higher. Only one out of
every 32 domestic exploratory wells drilled
produce oil or gas in profitable quantities.
Nine out of every 10 wildcat wells drilled still
result in dry holes,

Our natural resources policy does not
single out oil and gas for unique privilege.
There are over 100 other extractive minerals
to which the depletion allowance applies.

PERCENTAGE DEPLETION RATES FOR MINERAL
PRODUCTION

Since 1926, the Internal Revenue Code has
authorized percentage depletion at a 272 %
rate for oll and gas wells. This rate is applied
to the gross income from the wells, subject
to a 50% of net income limitation.

During the decades that percentage deple-
tion has been a part of the revenue laws, it
has been extended to almost all other U.S.
minerals at rates ranging from 5 to 23% of
gross income from the mineral producing
property, as follows:

Twenty-three percent depletion applies to
these minerals

Antimony Celestlite

Anorthosite (to ex- Chromite

tent alumina and*Clay (to extent alu-
aluminum com- mina and alumi-

pounds extracted num  compounds
therefrom) extracted there-
Asbestos from)
Bauxite Cobalt
Beryl Columbium
Bismuth Corundum
Cadmium Fluorspar
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Twenty-three percent depletion qpplies to

these minerals—Continued =
*Graphite Olivine
Ilmenite Platinum
Kyanite Platinum Group
Laterite (to extent Metals
alumina and alu- Quartz Crystals
minum compounds (Radio Grade)
extracted there- Rutile
from) Block Steatite Talc
Lead Sulphur
Lithium Tantalum
Manganese Thorlum
Mercury Tin
Mica Titanlum
Nephelite Syenite (to Tungsten
extent alumina and Uranium
aluminum com- Vanadium
pounds extracted Zinc
therefrom) Zircon
Nickel
Fifteen percent depletiion applies to these
minerals :
Aplite Marble
Barite Metal Mines (not
Bentonite otherwise named)
Borax *Mollusk Shells (when
Caleium Carbonates used for chemical
*Clay, Ball content)
*Clay, China Molybdenum
*Clay, Refractory & Phosphate Rock
Fire Potash
*Clay, Sagger Quartzite
Copper Rock Asphalt
Diatomaceous Earth Siiver
Dolomite *Slate
Feldspar Soapstone
Fullers Earth *Stone (dimension or
Garnet ornamental)
Gilsonite Talc
Gold Thenardite
Granite Tripoli
*Graphite (Flake) Trona
Gypsum Vermiculite
Iron Ore Other minerals not
Limestone covered elsewhere
Magnesite

Magnesium  Carbo-
nates

Ten percent to these minerals

Brucite Perlite
Coal Sodium chloride
Lignite ‘Wollastonite

Five percent to these minerals
*Clay (used for drain- Scoria
age and roofing tile, *Shale

flower pots, ete.) *Stone
Gravel If from brine wells—
*Mollusk shells bromine, calcium,
Peat chloride, magnesi-
Pumice um chloride
Sand

Seven and one-half percent to these minerals
*Clay and shale

(used for sewer pipe or brick)
*Clay, shale, and slate

(used as lightwelght aggregates)

DEMAND FOR PETROLEUM PRODUCTS

Petroleum production still supplies 75 per-
cent of the energy used in the United States.

In order to maintain a safe ratio of crude
oll reserves to consumption of 12 to 1, a 1965
Interior Department study estimated that 90
billion barrels of lquid petroleum must be
added to proved reserves between 1964 and
1980. At least 584 trilllon cuble feet of nat-
ural gas will have to be added.

BSecretary Udall in a recent speech sald
that the United States would consume more
petroleum hydrocarbons during the next 14

*Note differing rates, depending on use.
Except for sulfur and uranium, all minerals
in the 23 percent bracket have a 15 percent
depletion rate for forelgn productlion.
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years than it bhad in all the 107 years of the
oll industry’s existence.

The February 1967 issue of the Chase Man-
hattan Bank's Oll Report had the following
comment on Secretary Udall’s statement:

“In an appearance before the National
Petroleum Counecil—the Secretary of the In-
terior outlined the Natlon's future needs for
petroleum. The domestic Industry, if It
maintained current reserve-production ra-
tios and did not resort to proportionately
more oll imports, would need to find between
1965 and 1980 an annual average of 5.5 bil-
lion barrels of new oll reserves and 30 trillion
cubic feet of natural gas, he sald. Our own
studies confirmn these projections. But, as
the SBecretary further stated, the industry
has never before found that much. Indeed,
over the past decade it has found little more
than half as much. And, as a result, re-
serve-production ratios have fallen. Why
has the Industry not found more? WVarious
economic factors might be eited, but for the
most part they fall under one heading: a
lack of financial incentive. This is foree-
fully demonstrated by the industry's pattern
of capital spending. There is a definite re-
lationship between the money spent to find
new reserves and the amount actually found.
To find more obviously calls for higher cap-
ital expenditures. But the Industry has not
increased spending in line with indicated
requirements—it has actually reduced its
outlay instead. Clearly, the incentive to
spend more was lacking.” ;

In 1958 recoverable reserves of liquid hy-
drocarbons (erude oll plus natural gas lig-
ulds) equalled 1314 times annual consump-
tion. At the end of 1965 the ratio was 12.1.
By the end of 1866 it had dropped to 11.5.
If crude oil reserves alone are looked at, the
decline between 19656 and 1966 is even more
severe. The crude oil reserve ratio dropped
from 11.7 at the end of 1965 to 8.8 at the
end of 1966.

I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp an excellent article which
appeared in the April 3 edition of the Chris-
tlan Sclence Monitor, entitled “U.S. Re-
minded To Reconsider Ol and Gas Pollcies™:

“[From the Christian Sclence Monitor, Apr.
8, 1967]

“ImpoRT QUOTAS, Tax INCENTIVES NOTED:
UniTED STATES REMINDED TO RECONSIDER
Om. aND Gas POLICIES

“(By David R. Francls)

“New Yorx.—Within the next few years,
the United States will need to reconsider its
crude-oil and natural-gas policies. Indeed,
in the view of some oill economists, the
sooner the better.

“In the political furnace, oil and gas burn
at a high temperature. The power of do-
mestic crude producers to influence Con=
gress 1s well known.

“However, the economic facts are pressing
for reexamination of such touchy matters
as import quotas, tax incentives, and com-
pulsory unitization of oil fields.

“Figures on oil and gas reserves at the end
of 1966, just released by the American Pe-
troleum Institute and American Gas Asso-
clation, confirm this need.

“The nation’s proved recoverable reserves
of liquid hydrocarbons at the end of 1966
are estimated at 30.781 billion barrels. This
is an increase of 405 million from 1965.

“That looks healthy. But a closer look
shows a trend of long-range concern.

“Much of the gain in crude reserves oc-
curred on the West Coast and Alaska. These
form a separate oll market from the area
east of the Rockles. Not much oil flows over
the mountains,

“RESERVES DROP

“East of the Rockles, the crude reserves
dropped 100 million barrels. !
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“In addition, the ratio of annual produc-
tion to reserves has been declining.

“In 1958 the United States had enough
proved recoverable reserves of liquid hydro-
carbons (crude oil plus natural-gas liquids)
to last 13.5 years at the then current rate of
production. By the end of 1966, this ratio
had dropped to 11.5. Reserves had gone up.
Production, though, went up even faster.

“At the end of 1965, the ratio was 12.1,

“The decline between 1965 and 1966 is even
worse looking at crude-oll reserves alone.
There the ratio dropped from 11.67 to 9.8.

“This doesn't mean that in 11.56 years the
United States will run out of crude and hy-
drocarbons, New wells will be drilled, new
discoveries made, new reserves established.
It is unlikely that all wells, present and
future, will dry up within the current aver-
age life span.

“SIMILAR PICTURE

“The decline in the production-reserve
ratios does mean that new energy policles
will become necessary.

“Adds John H. Lichtblau, research direc-
tor of the Petroleum Industry Research
Foundation, Inc: ‘There is no evidence that
this decline has come to a halt.'

“In natural gas, the picture is similar.

“‘Gas reserves advanced to 289.3 trillion
cubic feet during 1966. This is up only 2.86
trillion cubic feet.

“Production increased a trillion cubic feet
to 17.49 trillion cubic, a larger gain than in
any previous year.

“This meant that the ratio of production
to reserves dropped from 17.6 at the end
of 1965 to 16.5 at the end of 1966. It was
22 in 1958 and has been declining ever since.

“If it were to decline much more, investors
might become chary of making long-term
investments in pipelines.

“A recent study by Mr. Lichtblau clarifies
the problem for crude oil.

“Between 1965 and 1980, the study finds,
United States oll producers must 1ift 61 bil-
Hon barrels of crude oil out of the ground.
This is necessary to meet an annual growth
rate in oil demand of 2.7 percent in those
years. Total United States energy require-
ments are projected to grow slightly faster
at 3 percent.

“PRODUCTION TARGET SET

“Simultaneously, oil firms must develop
gross reserves of almost 80 billion barrels
just to stay even with the production-reserve
ratio of 1965. They fell behind last year.

“By 1080, this means dally erude-oil pro-
duction of 13.2 million barrels a day. By
comparison, 8.9 million barrels were pro-
duced each day last year.

“In short, the United States is faced with
a 51 percent hike in its total crude-oil re-
quirements above and below ground for the
next 15 years just to hold its own.

“Some idea of the magnitudes involved
can be seen from history. In the 107 years
since the drilling of the first oil well at
Titusville, Pa., the United States has pro-
duced about 80.6 billion barrels. To stay
even over the next 156 years, new reserves of
the same amount must be found.

“It won't be easy. It may not be wise.

“Costs of finding and getting oll out of the
ground have been rising. Oil reserves found
per wildeat well drilled have declined stead-
ily in recent years.

“IMPORTED CRUDE LIMITED

“In 15 years, the electric car is unlikely to
replace the gasoline-powered vehicle, Nor
are the huge reserves in the oil shales likely
to become & major factor in that period.

“Possible solutions may be unpopular in
Congress.

“For one thing oil-import quotas could be
hiked. Imported crude now is limited to 17
percent of total refinery production.
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“If more crude was imported from the
Middle East, where production-reserve ratios
may run as high as 40 years, domestic pro-
duction wouldn't have to grow so fast. But
domestic wells are already restrained from
producing at full capacity. And the domes-
tic ollmen don't lke it. It might depress
prices as well,

“At some polnt, too, the matter of national
security enters. If imported oil becomes a
larger factor in the supply, what 1s the dan-
ger of its being cut off?

“This danger is not so real in the case of
Canadian oil. It is not included in the
quotas. But the growth of Canadian Im-
ports is limited informally.

“The Athabaska tar sands and the recent
new Rainbow field offer huge North Ameri-
can reserves., Domestic United States pro-
ducers, however, again don’'t want Canadian
crude imports to expand rapidly.

“Another possible solution would be to Im-
prove further the economic incentives to
finding more oil In the United States. These
are already extraordinary because of speclal
tax advantages. The oil industry, though,
would like even more encouragement to wild-
cat for oil.

“A final possibility is to improve the efil-
clency of present flelds, Too many wells
often reduce the amount of oll that can be
extracted from a fleld. Compulsory unitiza-
tion could improve yields in some cases.

“Perhaps a mixture of all these measures
may be required. Nor should the govern-
ment wait too long.

“If it procrastinates, the United States
will have to launch what Mr. Lichtblau de-
scribes as a ‘crash program' to get the oll
needed.”

The article points out the serious problems
facing the petroleum industry today and
concludes that our present oil and gas poli-
cies must be reconsidered. One solution to
the current crisls mentioned by the corre-
spondent, and I quote, “would be to improve
further the economic incentives to finding
more oll in the United States.” This is
hardly the time to decrease the present
incentive.

Investment capital in excess of $6 billlon a
year will be needed for exploratory drilling
to find these needed reserves.

___PETROLEUM INDUSTRY EARNINGS

" Even with the depletion allowance oil com-
‘pany earnings have been less than that of
other United States industries.

In 1964 the petroleum industry had a rate
of return on invested capital of 11.6%.
Manufacturing companies for that year had
a return of 12.7%. In 19656 the rates of re-
turn were 11.9 and 13.8, respectively.

This has been a historical trend. During
the time span between 1956 and 1965 the
petroleum industry rate of return was 9.6%,
while the return for the manufacturing in-
dustry was 10.6%. Oill earnings were lower
in each of the 11 years.

During the economic boom of the late
50's and throughout the 60’s the petroleum
industry has not fared as well as the economy

as a whole. Using the 1957-59 time span
as the base:

Percent
Industrial production was up--_—_____ 56.8
Employment Was UP-cwere-memcmcmaaax 14.2
Wholesale prices were Up————————————_~ 6

At the same time In the petroleum in-
dustry:

Oil prices were doWn - oo ccmeeeeaa 2

Employment (in producing) was down. 15

Drilling exploratory wells was down.._. 25
OIL AND GAS EXPLORATION

In 1957 we had a high water mark in ex-
ploratory drilling—with 14,707 wells. The
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next year the figure was down to 13,199 wells
and the decline continued. In 1963 it was
down to 10,664, and in 1955 down again to
9,466, Last year showed a slight pickup—
with 10,188 exploratory wells drilled. We
hope this upward trend will continue—and
even show a really sharp rise. But, of course,
if this amendment should be adopted, ex-
actly the opposite would happen. Explora-
tory drilling would go into a real tallspin,

And that would hurt the oll industry, to be
sure. It would hurt the economies of the
oil producing states, to be sure, It would
hurt employment. It would hurt the indus-
tries that do business with oil producers—
steel, cement, chemical, and others. But the

le who would be hurt most over the long
run would be this nation’s consumers—the
men and women who depend on oll pro-
ducers—on the outcome of exploratory drill-
ing—for their future supplies of petroleum
products and natural gas,

I ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp at this point a table showing
the number of exploratory wells drilled from
1957 through 1966.

Number of exploratory wells drilled by years

1087 ce i Shis ps ia Ss s 14, 707
BB i i 13,199
1959 __ 13,191
080 e S 11, 704
1081 T lais e T B 10,992
SD8% FHCcr v ToE e 10, 797
1068 Seciiceasata o lo o andy i 10, 664
1664 Zusaodgaal 10, 747
1008 v cistis i O s g s 9,466
T O S ---10,118

The figures on total well completions are
also revealing. They show that the petro-
leum industry is in no position economically
to be the target of a measure that would
retard its activity.

In 1957 well completions reached a high
of 55,024, The next year this figure had
dropped to 50,039, By 1962 it was down to
46,179 and in 1963 it slid still further to 43,-
653 wells. After a slight pickup from that
drop, well completions went into a new low
for the period last year—with a total of only
36,628 wells,

Mr., President, I ask unanimous consent
to have printed in the Recorp at this point
tables showing the number of total well
completions from 1957 through 1966, the
decline in the number of employees in the
crude petroleum and natural gas produc-
tion industry during the same period of
time, and the decline in the geophysical ac-
tivity in the United States from 1960 to
1965.

Total well completions by years?

1957 = 55, 024
1958 50, 039
L e L 51, 764
1860- - = 46, 751

46, 062

486, 179
1963 > 43, 653
a $ 70 TRIEROIERT - o LR s TR 45, 236
1965- saate Faldaa s fe koo 41, 432
E L s S 36, 628

Employees in crude petroleum and natural
gas production industry

T 344, 000
e e 827, 500
19560 e e 829, 500
O e e e L 309, 200
I et e 803, 100
1962. - 208, 000
O o e s o e e e 289, 200
1964 -—-- 291,100
1965. - e LR 288, 100
b e e U T L S 283, 600

. Bureau of Labor Statistics.
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Geophysical activily in the United States, 1960-65, crew-months worked
1960 1061 1962 1963 1964 1965 1860 1961 1062 1963 1964 1865
26,0 41.0 56.0 36.0 45.0 84.8 || New Jersey _......... 0] 0 (0] L0 ®
56.0 83.0 67.6 108.0 113.0 60,5 || New Mexico. . 19,0 311.0 208.6 302.3 213.0 134.9
38.0 20.0 15.0 34.3 9L.0 14.9 || New York._. é 16.0 20.4 6.9 8.0 10.9
23.0 60.0 43.9 7.5 36,0 30.2 || North Carolina. (U] (1) (&- 0.0 (0]
146.0 119.0 04.0 80.0 112.0 118.5 || North Dakota_. Bl. 4.0 47.5 7 36,0 54.3
159.0 154.0 120.0 89.7 30.0 33.6 7 gl Q) 9.0 3L2 97.9 337.0 154.8
1.0 8.0 4.6 7.0 13.0 42.7 || Oklahoma._. 253.0 286.0 226.5 2515 224.0 197.3
13.0 1 m m 0] (0] Oregon....... 7.0 25.0 11.0 15,0 20,0 2.5
o | .5 1.2 3.0 7.3 || Pennsylvania........ 2.0 80.0 23.1 18.8 25.0 16.3
7.0 i O] 3 5.0 11.0 || SBouth Dakota... = 12,0 4.0 0.9 19.2 8.0 2.5
m (1 0] (0] 2.0 0] Texas. ... 1,858.0 | 1,888.0 | 1,664.4 | 1,644.4 | 1,633.0 | 1,411.3
123.0 85.0 27.9 48.8 50.0 17.5 tah. . 302.0 228.0 146.9 195.3 56.0 42.5
") 8.0 3.5 1.5 3.0 15.7 || Virginia El 6.0 2.0 3.5 27.0 6
816.0 785.0 644.0 626.0 746.0 728.3 Washini v 8.0 8.5 8.0 5.0 ®
) [0 2.0 1.0 3.0 2.3 || West V: 1.0 20.0 24.5 23.3 [0) 25.1
101.0 40.0 37.6 20.3 23.0 34.2 W& 229.0 240.0 221.6 172.5 140.0 156. 6
415.0 253.0 203. 5 230, 5 257.0 186.4 || Other.... .ccceanensan 19.0 9.0 (0] 1.5 9.0 12.0
97.0 120.0 118.7 180. 5 102.0 108.8
43.0 76.0 48.7 5.6 L0 L0 Total United
® 21.0 Le| 11.0 4.0 States.._____. 5,207.0 | 5,024.0 | 4,231.0 | 4,174.0 | 4,406.0 | 3,700.3

1 Not available.

BENEFITS TO THE CONSUMER

An hour’s work today will buy 814 gallons
of gasoline—314; times as much as in 1926
and 30% more than in 19566, This is in-
cluding gasoline taxes, both federal and
state, which have risen substantially in the
past 20 years.

Excluding gasoline exclse taxes, an hour's
work today will buy five times as much as
it would in 1926.

Yet the average price which oil companies
get for a barrel of crude was down to $2.86
in 1965 from §3.01 in 1958.

A study by the Chase Manhattan Bank
shows that the cost of gasoline to the aver-
age American costs only 38¢ per day In
1066, This was actually lower than the
price of gasoline 10 years earlier. Other
consumer prices rose by 20% in that decade.
State and federal taxes on gasoline increased
27%.

If gasoline prices had risen in line with
consumer prices, gasoline would be four
cents per gallon higher than it was in 1966.

PETROLEUM INDUSTRY TAXES

The petroleum industry pays roughly 6%
of its total gross revenue in federal, state
and local taxes. This compares to a 414 %
average for other U.S. corporations.

The total tax bill of the petroleum in-
dustry is $2 billlon a year, broken down as
follows:

[In millions]
Federal income $490
State 630
Local 480
Other ____ e 400
Total --- 2,000

In addition to these direct taxes, motor
fuel sales and excise taxes are $6.5 billion a
year. This results in a total tax burden on
oll and gas of $8.56 billlon a year—24% of
total gross revenues.

CONSEQUENCES OF DEPLETION REDUCTION

The facts prove that an increase in invest-
ment in the oill industry is desperately
needed, not a reduction in investment. The

ing amendment would drastically re-
duce the amount of new capital funds avail-
able for investment. It would amount to a
flat cut in the 2714 % rate because the low-
est rate of 169 would apply to about 95%
of the total oll and gas production. This is
a reduction of 4614 % in the amount of de-
pletion allowable.

Probably the greatest objection to the
amendment is that it would allow the 2714 %
rate to the very taxpayers who are least
likely to reinvest in new exploration—those
taxpayers whose income from oil and gas
is less than 81 million. It would reduce to
159 the depletion to the very taxpayers who
reinvest not only the funds available from

Source: Bociety of Exploration Geophysicists.

depletion, but twice as much again. It can
result in only one of two things—in a re-
duction in the investment for new explora-
tlon, or a substantial increase in the price
of petroleum products. Neither alternative
is acceptable, for we must find the new re-
serves so lmportant to our country, and we
must continue to make petroleum products
avallable for the people at the lowest possible
cost, Our strength as an industrial nation
rests heavily on our adherence to these two
objectives. We must remain self-sufficient
at home and never have to depend upon for-
eign sources for our energy requirements.

The amendment imposes a penalty for suc-
cess and is a depressant to new growth and
development. The $1 milllon gross income
figure, on its face, seems very large and would
appear to allow many producers to retain the
benefit of the current 274 % rate. But at
$3 a barrel, it would take only about 333,000
barrels of oil to throw a small producer over
the $1 million gross income mark and there-
by reduce his depletion rate to 21%. The
net profit which would be required to exceed
the $1 million figure would amount to only
$83,000, since the average net profit on a bar-
rel of oll is 26¢. The amendment will reduce
the depletion rate for a substantial number
of the small independent producers upon
whom the major oil companies rely for most
of the drilling and. exploration work neces-
sary to the discovery of new deposits.

It will result in complete confusion and
uncertalnty with respect to those small in-
dependent producers whose annual gross in-
come borders on either $1 million or $5 mil-
lion a year. These producers will never
know at the beginning of a year what per-
centage rate of depletion will be applicable
to them based on the earnings they will
make during the year, which will not be
known until after the end of the year. Tax
considerations are vitally important in busi-
ness decisions. These small producers can-
not make sound business judgments when
the tax effect on such judgments is com-
pletely unknown.

Mr. President, I am firmly convinced that
the adoption of any of the proposals to re-
duce the depletion allowance will result in
an increase in the price of petroleum prod-
ucts to the consumer and a drastic reduc-
tion In the capital funds expended In the
search for new reserves. This would be con-
trary to our historic policy on natural re-
sources, which has provided cheap and abun-
dant sources of energy to the citizens of this
nation. The strength of this nation has
been built on that policy. Unless our re-
sources are taken out of the ground, they
have no value to us, and unless we find new
deposits of resources and make them avail-
able at low ‘cost, our strength will decline.
Our natural resources policy has served us
well in peacetime and in war. The proposals

to amend the depletion allowance represent
a fundamental change in that policy, and if
adopted, would be detrimental to the na-
tional interest and the individual interest of
every citizen of the United States. It is a
tribute to the Congress that it has rejected
these proposals in the past. I am confident
that it will do so again.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I cannot see
how the Senate can act to reverse a policy
which has been so successful. Forty-one
years ago after much frustration Congress
determined exactly how the rate of the deple-
tion should be calculated. This was a result
of the House-Senate compromise. One body
wanted 80% and the other 25%. They split
the difference and we have had the 271, %
depletion allowance ever since.

This proved to be a happy cholce. Under
this the United States has become pre-
eminent in the discovery and production of
oil and gas. Our exploration here at home,
and more recently abroad In foreign lands,
has proven the wisdom of making this al-
lowance. At the present time this allowance
provides the $1 billlon a year needed to sup-
port 84 billion in new exploration activity.

At the time when our reserves are declin-
ing and our exploratory activity has been
drastically reduced, the cost of drilling has
risen substantially. The amendment pro-
posed today would have the simple effect of
raising drastically another cost—taxes—on
an industry that now is in a domestic re-
cesslon. Today we have to drill deeper to
get less. We have to spend more to get less
profits back.

It is strange than an attempt Is being made
to tag this amendment on a bill designed to
encourage Investments., The amendment
would strike a body blow to the most im-
portant and needed fuel resource in the
United States.

We have fought two world wars and two
lesser wars in this century with power sup-
plied by oll. We have been able to satisfy
the energy requirements of a record break-
ing productive economy.

Now oil industry costs are b to
outrun oil production gains. Thin oil sands
at deeper strata have resulted in scarce pro-
duction. We have become increasingly
reliant upon imported oil, much to the peril
of our domestic producing industry.

Today we are asked to make a major
change in our 41-year old natural resources
policy on the floor of the Senate without
committee hearings, committee study, or
committee recommendations. This is not
the manner in which to arrive at sound legis-
lation.

Every year for the 20 years I have been In
Congress, depletion has been attacked in one
form or another. I defend it today as I have
every time it has been attacked and will
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Mr. HART. Mr. President, I ask unan-
REecorp, a table prepared by the Gaso-

line Letter.
20 largest oil companies Federal lax, 1962-65
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The PRESIDING OFFICER, The imous consent to have printed in the There being no objection, the table was
Rank in size

continue to do so as long as I am permitted The

to remain in this body.

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin.

April 19, 1967

Btandard (New Jersey)-

Texaco.

N

d (Ohio)

Gulf.

a

SBocony Mobil
Standard (California)
Btandard (Indiana)
Phillips.

Citles Service
Continental
Union.

Sinelalr.

Atlantie

Ashland

Sunray -

Shell.

Bt

Bkelly

honed Girard

d it's a secret.

f

but he sa

the smallness of its foreign taxes,

Commission files. We
it’s assumed the U.S. tax Is small and all of Marathon’s income taxes are listed as foreign.

e U.B, figures,

th
t want to keep secret

probably doesn’

the firm

income taxes in the Securities and Exchan
Jetton, Marathon’s tax chief and asked for

Since

credit.

e only large ofl company that has been able to conceal its domestic

000

h

million investment credit.
ot

Total.
redit.

3 kt least 9,
4 Marathon




10198

Mr. HART. Mr. President, briefly, this
is an analysis of the 20 largest oil com-
panies in this country. It reflects the
net income for the years 1962 through
1965 of each of these 20 companies and
the percentage of that income paid in
Federal taxes.

Then it takes the Federal taxes paid
by each of these companies along with
some of the State taxes which they have
paid, and reflects the percentage of that
tax payment to income.

Then it shows the income after taxes
for each of these 20 companies and the
percentage it bears to net income.

Interestingly enough, we find that in
the summary for 1965, the 20 companies
paid 6.6 percent of net income in Fed-
eral taxes.

I wish very much that the Proxmire
amendment had been agreed to. I voted
in support of it. I think that this ma-
terial which, as I say, comes from the
July 25, 1966, issue of the Gasoline Let-
ter, may be of interest to Senators.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President——

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

Mr. MANSFIELD, I yield.

Mr. HOLLAND. Does the Senator an-
ticipate any further voting this after-
noon?

Mr. MANSFIELD. I do not.

Mr. HOLLAND., A good many Sena-
tors have business elsewhere, but they
will stay here if necessary.

Mr. MANSFIELD. There will be no
further votes today.

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the distin-
guished majority leader.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL
11 AM. TOMORROW

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
Senate adjourns tonight, instead of com-
ing in at 12 o’clock noon tomorrow, it
come in at 11 o'clock a.m.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I ask unanimous
consent that following the approval of
the Journal tomorrow, the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. Hrusxal be recognized
for not to exceed 1 hour for the purpose
of introducing a beef import bill and a
round robin following that with his col-
leagues on the floor.

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. That then we have
the morning business, and then the time
allocated to the distinguished Senator
from Illinois [Mr. PErcY].

Mr. HOLLAND. 1Is all this in the
unanimous-consent request?

Mr. MANSFIELD. If is.

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
TOMORROW UNTIL FRIDAY

Mr, MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent, if I have not
already done so, that when the Senate
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completes its business tomorrow, it stand
in adjournment until 12 o’clock noon
Friday.

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
FRIDAY TO 11 AM. MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that at the com-
pletion of business on Friday the Senate
stand in adjournment until 11 o'clock
a.m. on Monday next.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATOR TYDINGS ON MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that on Monday
next, after the approval of the Journal,
the distinguished Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. TypiNGs] be recognized for not
to exceed 1 hour, following which there
shall be a period for the transaction of
routine morning business.

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

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT FROM
MONDAY TO 11 AM. TUESDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that at the con-
clusion of business on Monday the Sen-
ate stand in adjournment until 11 a.m.
Tuesday.

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

ORDER FOR RECOGNITION OF SEN-
ATORS McGOVERN AND RAN-
DOLPH ON TUESDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD., Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that on Tuesday
next, following the approval of the Jour-
nal, the distinguished Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. McGoverN] be rec-
ognized for not to exceed 1 hour, to be
followed by the distinguished Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanporrH], who
is to be allotted not to exceed one-half
hour, following which there shall be a
period for the transaction of routine
morning business.

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

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (HR. 6950) to restore the
investment credit and the allowance of
accelerated depreciation in the case of
certain real property.

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
McGee], who is very knowledgeable in
the fleld we have been discussing in-
volving oil depletion allowances, has
asked me to have printed in the Recorp
a statement by him,

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp the statement of
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.

McGeel, prior to the vote on the Prox-
mire amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.
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STATEMENT OF SENATOR McCGEE
IMPORTANCE OF OIL DEPLETION ALLOWANCE

Mr. McGeE. We are beginning the first ses-
sion of the 90th Congress which I believe will
be recorded as a most important Congress in
the development of and improvement on our
many national policles which will mean so
much in charting the future course and
success of this nation.

My colleagues, during this important ses-
slon, I am sure, will recognize and bear in
mind that this nation, in assuming its posi-
tion of world leadershp in our attempt to
improve on and maybe solve some of the
problems facing the world today, must work,
speak, and act from a position of strength.
This strength, of course, is based on many
and varied foundations.

Foremost among the ingredients that con-
tribute to this necessary national strength to
do the job before us is that of a strong en-
ergy base.

Today’s world depends more and more on
inanimate energy as a means of making avall-
able to all peoples the sinew for making more
and better things for more people at a rea-
sonable cost.

This is true in America as well as the rest
of the world.

In America more than 756 percent of this
important energy base is dependent upon
petroleum—petroleum that comes from 32 of
our 50 United States.

I am pleased to note that one of the
greatest sources in America for this vital
commodity—and energy source—is the
Rocky Mountain area. Tops in oll and gas
production in this area is my own State of
Wyoming. In fact, Wyoming now ranks
seventh in production of oil and gas among
the 32 states having petroleum production.

Wyoming recorded its first production of
petroleum back in 1894, having produced
2,000 barrels during that year. In contrast
to this in 1963, we reached our peak thus
far and produced 144,407,000 barrels of crude
oll. Since 1804, Wyoming has produced
petroleum valued at $6,000,000,000, and in
1966 alone, the production of oll and gas in
my State amounted to §350,000,000.

Today over 10,600 employees, a significant
percentage of our state’s population, are de-
pendent directly on the search for, produc-
tion, and marketing of petroleum and its
products.

This is a most important factor in the
economic welfare of the cltizens of my State,
as well as the Rocky Mountain area and the
nation as a whole.

Now, what has brought this about? Was
it the need for petroleum—not necessarily—
many parts of the world need petroleum
and still don't have it. Was it the fact we
had potential petroleum reserves? Not nec-
essarily, because today and for a long time,
there have been, and are, many potential
areas all over the world capable of finding
and producing petroleum. Then, what is
the reason? There are many reasons,
among which is the know-how and the ven-
turesome spirit of the American cltizen,
But most important of all is the incentive for
men to risk much in the hope of success.

Foremost in the creation of this necessary
incentive is percentage depletion which was
written into this nation’s tax laws over forty
years ago after Congress had thoroughly
studied the problem.

In 1926 Congress set a 271, percent
depletion rate for oil and gas and a per-
centage depletion rate for almost a hundred
different minerals slnce that time in an
effort to encourage the discovery and de-
velopment of the basic and vital minerals
which this country needs,

From first-hand knowledge, I know what
these important tax provisions have meant
to my State, my Rocky Mountain Reglon and
my country.

I think the importance of this vital tax
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provision can be summed up by saying per-
centage depletion has helped to establish
and maintain the United States as the
world's greatest producer and user of
petroleum products. Reduction in the ef-
fectiveness of this time-tested tax provision
would weaken the petroleum industry and
result in an impairment of our national
security and add increased burdens on the
consuming public through increased prices.

I hope and trust that throughout this
90th Congress we will not lose sight of these
important facts.

REDUCTION OF THREAT TO SEA-
SHORES RESULTING FROM RE-
LEASE OF OIL AND OTHER SUB-
STANCES BY TANKERS AND
OTHER VESSELS

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as
I stated earlier in the day, when the Sen-
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE]
and others were discussing this matter,
the Committee on Commerce has in-
formally drawn up two pieces of pro-
posed legislation for appropriate refer-
ence which I shall introduce at this time
which will aid in reducing the threat to
our Nation’s seashores resulting from the
release of oil and other substances by
tankers and other vessels.

Mr. President, the Torrey Canyon dis-
aster of a few short weeks ago is still
fresh in our minds. We have seen the
beaches and shorelines of Cornwall in
the United Kingdom polluted and eco-
nomically damaged. We have witnessed
destruction of water birds and fish along
that beautiful coastline. We are pres-
ently witnessing the contamination and
destruction of the oyster beds along the
French coast. All of these coastal areas
will, in addition, suffer a large loss of
tourist trade during the coming vaca-
tion months. Economic losses attributed
to the Torrey Canyon grounding will run
into the billions of dollars.

‘While the oil from the Torrey Canyon
is still spreading along the French coast,
we have received reports this week of ofl
slicks off our own east coast, including
actual oil pollution of the beaches of
Cape Cod. This morning’s Washington
Post contains a front page picture which
vividly portrays the damage to our wild-
life along this important section of the
New England coast.

In the past, portions of the Nation’s
west coast have also been contaminated
by the release of large quantities of oil.
In March of 1964, for example, an oil
barge broke loose from its towline and
ran aground near Moclips, Wash., caus-
ing widespread damage when its oil cargo
was released.

I understand from reports by the
Coast Guard that off the coast of the
State of Washington there are approxi-
mately 17 tankers that have been sunk
at various times, in which the oil prob-
ably has not been released. I shall ob-
tain the exaet figures. I believe this
situation may exist off the shores of
California and Oregon, as well as off the
coast of North Carolina and South
Carolina.

Mr. President, the Torrey Canyon dis-
aster has brought us to realize the in-
herent danger which construction of
large oil tankers hold for the environ-
mental quality of our Nation's seashores
and coastlines. When originally built,
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the Torrey Canyon was 810 feet in
length, drew 45 feet of water and had a
deadweight capacity of about 60,000
tons. Later the vessel was “jumboized”
in Japan and the length was increased
to 974 feet and the deadweight tonnage
to 117,000 tons.

Yet, the “jumboized” Torrey Canyon
was not a large vessel when compared to
some of the modern oil tankers which
are under construction in Japanese ship-
yards. Some of the oil tankers in the
yvards are nearly triple the size of the
Torrey Canyon, running well over 300,-
000 deadweight tons.

But, not only are the world’s oil tank-
ers inecreasing in size, they are also in-
creasing tremendously in number. Total
tonnage has doubled in the last 10 years.
This expansion will continue and with
it will come an increasing threat of oil
pollution.

Mr. President, I shutter when I think
of what the calamitous effects would be
if one of the modern oil tankers were to
go aground or be involved in a collision
while in the waters of my own State of
Washington. It is difficult for me to
visualize the resulting destruction of the
shellfish industry in Puget Sound, the
fishing industry of the Columbia River,
or our beautiful Northwest recreational
beaches. A large oil discharge would
certainly ruin miles and miles of some
of our greatest coastline. It could hap-
pen in the Great Lakes area, as well.

However, it is not just the Pacific
Northwest which is vulnerable to oil spill-
age, it is the coastline of the entire
United States. Only a few miles from
Washington, D.C., is located Chesapeake
Bay and I am sure that all my colleagues
will realize the total devastation in those
waters which would occur from a Tor-
rey Canyon type oil spill. The oil would
cover the entire bay.

The time has come when we must take
immediate action through both domestic
legislation and international agreement
to minimize the potential damage which
oil pollution can cause to our environ-
ment.

I intend to comment at a later date on
the search for an international solution
to this important oil pollution problem.
But there is also much that Congress can
do to protect the coastline of the United
States without international agreement.

We can immediately take steps to
establish a research and development ef-
fort in combating oil pollution particu-
larly with respect to those tankers we
know are sunken and lying at the bottom
of waters along the coastline of the
United States. There may be some tech-
nical way to reach them and neutralize
their contents with chemicals. Some re-
search should be done. The first of the
bills which I am introducing today would
provide the Coast Guard with authority
to conduct research and development in
dealing with the release of harmful
fluids carried in vessels. Under this bill
the Coast Guard would be authorized to
develop, test, and evaluate systems and
procedures to control and regulate the
movement of vessels carrying oil and
other petroleum products which would
have a contaminating effect. In addi-
tion, the Coast Guard would be able to
develop procedures to effect the collec-
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tion, removal, or disposal of oil and
petroleum products after they have been
spilled or discharged in the high seas or
navigable waters of the United States.

My second bill, the Tanker Disaster
Act of 1967, will give the President of
the United States the authority to al-
leviate or remove the threat to naviga-
tion, safety, marine resources, and the
coastal economy posed by certain re-
leases of contaminated fluids carried in
oceangoing vessels. Under this act, the
Commandant of the Coast Guard and
the Secretary of the Department of In-
terior, acting jointly, would have the
power to determine whether the release
of fluids poses a threat within the ter-
ritorial waters of the United States. If
they make such a determination then the
bill would require that the President be
informed. The President may take mea-
sures to remove such a threat, including
the destruction of the offending vessel.

Many of the sunken tankers are under
the waters bordering the United States,
and particularly along the Atlantic coast
line, The bill would go further than
similar legislation pending in the other
body.

My tanker vessel disaster bill goes fur-
ther than similar legislation presently
pending in the House of Representatives.
Under this Senate bill, the Oil Pollution
Act of 1924 would be amended to pro-
hibit the negligent or accidental dis-
charge of oil into navigable waters.
This was the original intent of the 1924
act, but it has been rendered meaning-
less by amendments limiting enforce-
ment to those cases involving willful or
grossly negligent discharge of oil. Any
lawyer in this body knows how difficult
it is to prove gross negligence.

My Disaster Act would also amend the
Oil Pollution Act of 1924 by imposing
absolute civil liability for damages re-
sulting from an oil spill within the navi-
gable waters of the United States. The
resulting damages from oil discharge are
potentially so destructive that the vessel
discharging oil should be held liable
without the need to show negligence.
Both of these additions are necessary for
the protection of our coastal economic
interests.

Mr. President, our coastlines need
protection now., No one knows better
than Senators, and those who spend a
great deal of time in conservation work,
how much our coastlines need other
protections as well.

I urge early enactment of these two
vital bills.

I ask unanimous consent that the text
of the two bills be printed in the REcorb.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bills will be received and appropriately
referred; and, without objection, the
bills will be printed in the Recorp.

The bills, introduced by Mr. MacNU-
son (for himself and other Senators),
were received, read twice by their titles,
referred to the Committee on Commerce,
and ordered to be printed in the ReEcorp,
as follows:

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, Mr.
CorroN, Mr, JAVITS, Mr, PASTORE, Mr.
Horrines, Mr. Risicorr, Mr, HART,
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts, and
Mr. MUSKIE) :

8.1585. A bill to provide the Coast Guard
with authority to conduct research and de-
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velopment for the purpose of dealing with
the release of harmful fluids carrled in ves-
sels: :
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That chap-
ter 5 of title 14, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end thereof a new
section 95 as follows:

“§ 95. Polution control N

“(a) The Coast Guard shall make long-
range plans for the control and amelioration
of any major spillage or release of oil, petro-
leum ucts, or other contaminants, solid
or fluid, into the high seas or navigable
waters of the United States, whether occur-
ring inside or outside of the territorial waters
of the United States and however caused.
The Coast Guard shall develop, modify, test,
and evaluate systems, procedures, facilitles
and devices to—

“(1) control and regulate the movement
of vessels carrying oil, petroleum products,
and other contaminating flulds;

“(2) effect the collection, removal, or dis-
posal of oil, petroleum products, or other
contaminating flulds either after they have
been spilled or otherwise discharged into the
high seas or navigable waters of the United
States or if, because of hazard suffered by the
vessel, spillage or discharge is threatened or
imminent;

“(3) reduce, insofar as possible, the con-
taminating effect or influence upon the sea-
coast of the United States, its territories and
possessions, and the resources over and upon
the Continental Shelf of the United States
caused by a major discharge of oil, petroleum
products, or other contaminating flulds
transported in vessels; and

“(4) provide for adequate warning o any
area of the United States which may be
threatened with harm from the results of a
major discharge, oll, petroleum products, or
other contaminating fluids Into the high
seas or the navigable waters of the United

States.

“(b) Contracts may be entered into under
this section without regard to section 529 of
title 31, United States Code.”

Sec, 2. The analysis of chapter 5 of title
14, United States Code, is amended by add-
ing at the end thereof the following new
item:

»gp, Pollution control.”
By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, Mr,
Javrrs, Mr, PasTORE, Mr. RIBICOFF,
Mr. Kennepy of Massachussetts,
and Mr. MUSKIE) :

8. 1586. A bill to give the President au-
thority to alleviate or to remove the threat
to navigation, safety, marine resources, or
the coastal economy posed by certain re-
leases of fluids or other substance. carried
in oceangoing vessels, and for other pur-

Be it enacted by the Senate and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Tanker Disaster
Act of 1967."

SeEctioNn 1. Whenever, as a result of ma-
rine disaster within or without the terri-
torial waters of the United States, an ocean-

vessel shall release substantial quan-
titles of fluids or other substances, which
may tend to contaminate the oceans or the
ghoreline or the atmosphere, the Comman-
dant of the United States Coast Guard and
the Secretary of the Department of the In-
terlor, acting jointly, shall have the power
to determine whether such release of fluids
or other substances poses a threat within
the territorial waters of the United States
to navigation, safety, marine resources, or
the coastal economy, and if the Comman-
dant and the Secretary do determine that
such a threat exists, they shall so inform the
President.

Sec. 2. The President, upon being In-
formed by the Commandant of the Coast
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Guard and the Secretary of the Department
of the Interior that a threat to navigation,
safety, marine resources, or the coastal econ-
omy does exist, may take measures to re-
move or alleviate sald threat. In removing
that threat, the President shall have the
power to take such steps as he may deem
necessary, within or without the territorial
waters of the United States, including the
destruction of the offending vessel and its
Cargo.

Sec. 8. The President shall immediately
take such steps as he may deem advisable
to promote international agreements and
conventions for the purpose of alleviating
the dangers to navigation, safety, marine re-
sources, and coastal economies caused by the
release of hazardous substances as a conse-
quence of marine disasters on the high seas.

Sec. 4. Section 2(3) of the Oil Pollution
Act, 1924 is amended to read as follows:

“(8) ‘discharge’ means, except for the pur-
poses of section 6, any accidental, negligent
or willful spilling, leaking, pumping, pouring,
emitting, or emptying of oil;”

Sec. 5. The Oil Pollution Act, 1924 is
amended by redesignating sections 6 and 7
as sections 7 and 8, respectively, and by in-
serting after section 5 a new section as
follows:

“Segc, 6. (a) Any person who discharges
or permits the discharge from any boat or
vessel of oil by any method, means, or man-
ner into or upon the navigable waters of the
United States or the adjoining shorelines of
the United States shall be liable for any
damage caused by such oll.

“(b) For the purpose of this section ‘dis-
charge’ means any spilling, leaking, pumping,
pouring, emitting, or emptying of oil, wheth-
er or not willful or negligent.”

Mr., MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
am joined in sponsorship of the bills
by Senators who are not members of the
committee itself; namely the Senator
from New York [Mr. JaviTs], the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY],
the Senator from Maine [Mr. MUSKIE],
the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Pastore], and the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. RIBICOFF].

Mr. President, I can assure Senators
that the Committee on Commerce will
proceed expeditiously in this matter.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Washington yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iam happy to yield
to the Senator from Michigan who has a
very pertinent question to ask as to
whether the bills cover the Great Lakes
area., I am sure that they do, because
we are talking about navigable waters
of the United States. If they do not
cover it, it will be. We will see that the
bills include the proper language so that
the Great Lakes will be covered. Es-
pecially there, it could be even worse,
bﬁ:ause the Great Lakes do not have any
tides.

Mr. HART. I am grateful to my
friend, the Senator from Washington,
for anticipating my question. I knew
that he would sense immediately the
concern of the people in the Great Lakes
area over this problem, and I am de-
lighted that he has shown such fine
leadership in this fleld.

I, too, should like fo be a cosponsor
of his bills.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the name
of the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
Hart] be added as a cosponsor to these
two bills.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The fine people in
the Great Lakes area have a much
larger problem than we who live on the
seacoasts, because of the lack of tides.
This is a problem which we must take
a look at, I think particularly because
of the building of huge tankers of 300,-
000 tons deadweight. They are tankers
which hardly any dock of largest size
can take. They call them jumboized
—they take a smaller tanker, spread it
out, and put all these tanks in between.

I saw my friend from Oklahoma in
the Chamber. I do not know how much
research the oil industry has done, but
it is possible chemically to neutralize oil
and petroleum products with the right
kind of chemicals. I am sure that re-
search is being carried on today in the
great chemical plants in West Virginia
on this problem. It would be disastrous
to let this problem go unchallenged.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the name of the Senator from
South Carolina [Mr. HorrinGgs] be
added as a cosponsor to these two bills,

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

THE LATEST PROPOSAL BY SENA-
TOR LONG OF LOUISIANA

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, the amend-
ment to the pending bill introduced yes-
terday by the distinguished junior Sena-
tor from Louisiana proposes fo add a
new title to the bill before the Senate.
From such limited opportunity as I have
had to study the amendment, it would
appear that its purpose is to reenact,
effective July 1, 1967, a somewhat
amended version of the Presidential
Election Campaign Fund Act, which the
Senate voted on last Thursday to repeal,
effective July 1, 1967.

In offering the amendment, the junior
Senator from Louisiana obviously seeks
to reverse or circumvent the action of
the Senate when it adopted the amend-
ment of the Senator from Delaware as
modified. Though this raises questions
concerning the finality of action taken by
the Senate during deliberations on a bill,
the junior Senator from Louisiana is en-
titled by such parliamentary procedure
as may be available to him, to seek to
prevail on this issue. It does seem to me,
however, that in the interest of orderly
procedure and in the interest of the or-
derly transaction of legislative business,
the Senate may wish to consider the ad-
visability of returning again and again
to an issue already decided by a rollcall
vote involving 90 Senators.

There has been little opportunity for
Senators to study or read the pending
amendment. An issue so complex, par-
ticularly from the standpoint of legisla-
tive drafting, as is the subject of cam-
paign financing, requires and deserves
the most deliberate and painstaking
study of the language used.

From my initial study of the newly
proposed Long act, it would appear that
the bill now proposed is in some respects
a modest improvement of the act which
was passed so hastily and so unwisely
last year, yet the major inherent defects
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of the Long act of 1966 are retained in
the proposal now offered by the junior
Senator from Louisiana, While much
more study would be required to deter-
mine the precise effect of some of its pro-
visions, I wish to call to the attention of
the Senate the following:

First. The measure now offered con-
tinues the taxpayer checkoff approach
contained in the act which the Senate
has voted to repeal. There has already
been considerable debate on this point.
In my view, such an approach is un-
sound, unwise, and unworkable. It con-
stitutes a dangerous precedent which, if
extended to other programs, would se-
riously undermine the function of the
Congress in determining the level of au-
thorization for programs and the con-
gressional appropriations process. The
expense involved in examining 70 million
tax returns, together with other expenses
of administration, is a matter upon which
we have no estimates, but which surely
would be disproportionate to the sums
involved. I note also that the pending
measure reverts to $1 per taxpayer, al-
though the Senate voted last week to re-
duce the amount to 50 cents per taxpayer
for the 1968 elections.

Second. Under the pending proposal
there would be no ceiling whatever on
the amount that could be spent in the
presidential campaign. Up to $30 million
would be available to each major party
for certain expenses listed in the amend-
ment. In addition, this $30 million could
be augmented by whatever amounts that
might be raised and spent from private
contributions by individuals or organiza-
tions not under “control” of the presi-
dential candidate. Last week I called to
the Senate’s attention that this kind of
so-called restriction would be an even
bigger loophole than is the provision of
the Corrupt Practices Act relating to
senatorial and congressional campaigns.
That act provides that a candidate must
report all contributions received by him
or “by any person for him with his
knowledge or consent, from any source,
in aid or support of his candidacy for
election, or for the purpose of influenc-
ing the result of the election * * *.”
This is a farce, because candidates in-
variably simply have no specific knowl-
edge of contributions to pay for television
programs on which they appear. Under
the pending amendment, the expendi-
tures would be outside the so-called re-
striction as long as the candidate had no
“control” over the organization, and lack
of “control” is very easy to manage.

Thus, there is no real effective prohibi-
tion against privately financed expendi-
tures, even for the purposes listed in the
amendment. There is no prohibition
whatever against the soliciting, receipt,
and expenditure of private contributions
for purposes other than those listed in
the amendment. Incidentally, the items
specified in the pending amendment are
similar to those contained in the amend-
ment previously offered by the Senator
from Connecticut, except that it does not
include salaries for campaign personnel
and overhead expenses for maintaining
headquarters, including headquarters in
State and local areas, as did the amend-
ment of the Senator from Connecticut.

Third. The pending amendment con-
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tains no limit whatever on the amount
that may be raised and spent from pri-
vate sources in the conduct of a presiden-
tial campaign. It contains no safe-
guards concerning the solicitation of
funds from questionable sources or in
questionable amounts from what other-
wise would be a legitimate source of
campaign funds. Conduct of a presi-
dential campaign under the pending
amendment would inevitably involve the
commingling of public and private funds.
All of the evils now associated with the
financing of presidential campaigns
would be continued and, in fact, com-
pounded by the availability of up to $30
million for each of the major parties.

Fourth. The amendment contains no
limit whatever on the amount which any
individual or group might contribute to
a presidential campaign. This is one of
the basic defects of existing law which
would be continued, intact, under the
pending amendment.

Fifth. Under the pending amendment
there are no safeguards whatever con-
cerning the expenditure of funds received
from private contributions. With the
availability of up to $30 million in tax
funds a party might solicit and raise
funds sufficient to pay all its campaign
expenses including those which are ac-
tually paid from public funds. The
party could thus wind up the campaign
in the happy circumstances of a substan-
tial surplus of money in the bank, with
such funds available to finance such ac-
tivities as the party bosses might deem
desirable for the ensuing three years
until the next presidential election, in-
cluding expenses associated with the next
national convention and activities related
thereto.

Sixth. The pending amendment con-
tains no guidelines or criteria from which
those administering the law could deter-
mine whether a given expenditure was
associated with the presidential cam-
paign, a campaign for some other office,
or both. Thus, if a presidential candi-
date made an appearance at which his
party’s candidate for Senator, Congress-
man, Governor, or sheriff appeared on
the same platform, the question would
arise as to whether expenditures asso-
ciated with that appearance qualified for
reimbursement from public funds. Iam
frank to say it would be most difficult to
isolate completely a presidential cam-
paign from other campaigns conducted
in the same election. Indeed, I question
whether it would be advisable for a presi-
dential candidate to run his campaign in
a vacuum, so to speak, disassociating
himself from all other candidates of his
party. This illustrates, Mr, President,
the difficulties which are encountered
when one undertakes to approach the
question of campaign financing on a
piecemeal basis. It really makes no
sense to try to legislate in the area of
presidential campaigns while leaving
completely untouched all the questions
that cry out for reform in the law as it
relates to campaigns for other Federal
offices.

Seventh. The pending amendment
does not resolve in any way the serious
questions raised by many Senators dur-
ing debate over the past 2145 weeks about
the danger of centralized control of po-
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litical party structure in this country.
Under the pending measure political
party leaders in Washington would have
available not only up to $30 million of
tax money but also whatever unlimited
amount they could raise privately. The
availability of tax funds for basic ex-
penses for the presidential campaign
would give to such political leaders al-
most complete freedom to use privately
raised funds to influence the campaigns
of Senators and Members of Congress
whom these leaders might select for
favor or disfavor. For that matter, such
funds, raised nationally, would be more
readily available even to influence a race
for mayor or sheriff. As has been
pointed out earlier in the debate, the
avallability of funds in amounts without
any practical limit would give tremen-
dous power to those in a position to allo-
cate or expend them. This would pose
great dangers to our presently decen-
tralized political party structure.

Eighth. The pending amendment suf-
fers from the inherent defect of the act
which the Senate has voted to repeal in
that it does not undertake general reform
of existing law in the area of campaign
contributions and expenditures. When
all has been said that can be said about
fhe pending amendment, if its provisions
should become law, the practices which
are now prevalent with respect to the
soliciting, the contributing, and the ex-
penditure of campaign funds would be
unaffected. There would still be no ef-
fective limit on how much could be given,
how much could be received, how much
could be spent, for what it could be spent,
where it could be spent, or when it
could be spent. Should the pend-
ing measure become law and become
operative, all we would have done
really is to provide up to $30 million to
each major political party from public
funds for use in addition to whatever
amounts can be raised privately.

Ninth. As a matter of particular in-
terest to the members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, I note that the proposal
contains a permanent appropriation, in
such amount as may be determined by
individual taxpayers and those who
spend the money.

Mr. President, I emphasize once again
that basic reform is urgently needed. If
this reform is to be achieved, it must be
accomplished in the same measure in
which the use of public funds is author-
ized. If we start writing checks without
first legislating reforms, we simply will
not achieve those reforms. This is why
I believe so strongly that the Long Act
of 1966 was a step backward instead of
a step forward; this is why, among other
reasons, I believe it made matters worse
rather than better; this is why I fought
against its enactment and why I have
fought for its repeal. These reasons ap-
ply equally strongly to the measure now
offered by the junior Senator from Loui-
siana. !

Mr. President, the foregoing observa-
tions are based upon a very limited op-
portunity to study the amendment of-
fered by the junior Senator of Louisiana.
It is, as I have said, somewhat differ-
ent in some details but quite similar to
the measure the Senate approved with-
out adequate study last year. The Sen-
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ate has spent 2 weeks undoing that
mistake. With the offering of the pend-
ing amendment, we are right back where
we were last October. The Senate has
a bill before it which has received no
committee consideration, which deals
with a subject as complex as it is impor-
tant, and which the Senate ought not in
my view to act upon without the fullest
study and consideration possible. This is
simply a matter upon which we ought not
to undertake to write law on the floor of
the Senate.

ADDRESS BY SENATOR BARTLETT
BEFORE REGIONAL MEETING OF
ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL TRANS-
PORT AIRLINES

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, in a
recent speech before a regional meeting
of the Association of Local Transport
Airlines, the Senator from Alaska [Mr.
BArRTLETT] made some important points
in the debate on the expansion of East-
West trade. He rightfully, I believe, calls
for a more flexible policy which will “en-
courage these nations to act as indi-
vidual countries.”

I ask unanimous consent that the com-
plete text of these important remarks by
the distinguished Senator from Alaska
be printed in the REcorb.

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

THE YEAR 1967—A BENCHMARK IN HISTORY
(Address of Senator E. L, “Bob"” BARTLETT,
at spring quarterly regional meeting of
the Assoclation of Local Transport Airlines,

Phoenix, Ariz.)

It was Joyce Kilmer who wrote that life
1s a highway and its milestones are the years,

To carry that thought a bit further, some
milestones are more important than others.
They are benchmarks in the highway of his-
tory, observing an anniversary of the past or
making Important new departures.

Nineteen sixty-seven 1s one of those years.

It is the 10th anniversary of the founding
of the Assoclatlon of Local Transport Air-
lines, and even more important, it is the
year the CAB has proposed new nonstop au-
thority on high density routes served by
ALTA members.

If I may be excused a bit of parochial
pride, it is the year of the Alaska Centennial,

In Alaska it is also the year of the consoll-
dation of airlines.

The consolidations involve five members of
the assoclation. To review the proposed
mergers, Northern Consolidated Alrlines and
Wien Alaska Ailrlines will combine to form
one company, and Alaska Coastal and Cor-
dova Airlines will merge with Alaska Airlines.

As in all things, there is more than one
way to look at these consolidatlons. I am
not familiar with ALTA’s rules considering
payment of dues, but I suppose the loss of
three members might cut the association’s
budget—don’t cry Joe—or result in an in-
crease In dues, This obviously would be a
negative reaction to these moves, and as
misleading as an interpretation that because
ALTA has three fewer members the local
transport airlines industry must be in a
bad way. But you and I know differently.
In the 10 years of ALTA's existence transport
revenues, not counting subsidies, of the 21
firms now in ALTA have climbed from $69
million to $300 million. Passenger miles
have jumped from 821 million to 3.3 billion.

Clearly, the local transport airlines in-
dustry is healthy, growing and modernizing.
Where their firms once flew principally
DC-3s, they are now in the jet age with such
planes as F-27s, Convalrs, and Boeing 727s.
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In Alaska, the state where everyone flles,
it would be most surprising if local airlines
were not experiencing similar growth. Well,
I have no surprises for you on that score. The
alr industry in Alaska is healthy, growing and
modernizing. The correct way to look at
these consolidations is that they will speed
growth and modernization of the airlines
Involved, and that is good for Alaska and for
all local transport airlines.

However, progress does have Its victims,
New highways replace old landmarks. Mile-
posts of the past fade from memory, ob-
scured by the changes of present.

At one time, medical supplies were rushed
to remote areas in Alaska by dogsled. Today
they are flown in by scheduled airlines and
by bush pilots.

At one time, bush pilots were responsible
for most of the transport miles flown in
Alaska. Now, while the bush pilots are still
most important to the transportation in-
dustry in Alaska, most of the fiylng public is
served by regularly scheduled airlines.

Gone are the days when a man could as-
semble a World War I plane, equip it with
floats, teach himself to fly and then form
his own air transport company. That's how
Shell Simmons, president and chairman of
the board of Alaska Coastal Alrlines, got into
the business.

Gone are the days when the head of an
airline, who doubled as pllot and what have
you, could enlist the ald of four passengers
for two days of shoveling snow off a runway
s0 the plane could take off and then collect
their full fares when reaching the final des-
tination. I don't think you can find cus-
tomers like that any more, but that is a true
story about Merle K. Smith, chief executive
officer of Cordova Airlines.

I think it is interesting to note that most
of Alaska's local airlines grew out of bush-
pilot operations. For example, Alaska
Coastal is the result of the consolidation,
purchase or merger of nine separate bush
pilots and scheduled airlines. The merger
of Wien Alaska and Northern Consolidated
brings together two other former bush pilots
—Sigurd Wien and Raymond I. Peterson.
So If some of the milestones forged in the
past by these men are obscured by the
dust of time, these healthy growing airlines
are their monuments which will continue to
mark the highway of history in Alaska.

I am convinced, too, that a bright future
awalts all members of this association. The
need for swift and convenient transportation
will grow as our population grows. There
will always be an important place in this
nation's transportation pieture for local air-
lines, serving the public along with long-
range airlines and modern mass transit sys-
tems. I wish I could be as certain that the
future included a modern merchant fleet,
but any of you familiar with the hearings I
conducted this week would, I'm sure, share
my uncertainty if not my concern over the
future of this nation’s merchant marine.

I am not about to belabor this audience
with a discussion about the poor condition
of that portion of this nation’s highway to
history which stretches over the seas. How-
ever, before moving on, I do want to say
that the question of the future of our mer-
chant marine is of national importance, of
importance to you as part of an effort to
build a well-balanced transportation com-
plex. Transportation is a form of com-
munication, and air travel, even as modern
telephones, radio and television, has helped
draw together the many sectlons of this
large nation, has helped bring a unity of
purpose among our people. In the face of
a number of bitter debates now raging in
the nation I do not want to overdraw the
concept of unity of purpose, but I think that
behind these disputes, which have more to
do with means than ends, the great majority
of Americans share common aspirations and
goals. This is not true of all nations, has
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not always been true of this one, but the
mobllity of our population and our commu-
nications, has helped alleviate misunder-
standing among the various regions of this
country.

A well-balanced transportation industry
also can help alleviate misunderstandings
among natlons—through trade and tourism.

For just a few minutes I would like to dis-
cuss the concept of trade among nations,
particularly among nations on opposite sides
of the so-called iron-curtain. I say so-
called, because I believe that old curtain is
rusting a bit.

Let's return a moment to my opening fig-
ure of speech. I sald that 1967 was one of
those benchmark years in history which ob-
serves an anniversary of the past or marks
important new departures.

Nineteen sixty-seven has already seen
what may be an important departure in cold
war relations—ratification of the consular
treaty with the Soviet Union. This treaty
was opposed strongly and sometimes hysteri-
cally by certain groups. I do not gquestion
the right to dissent, but I do regret that too
many of them sought to confuse the ques-
tion with irrelevant or untrue statements.
This treaty is not of major importance, but
it can be a small step, a start in easing world
tensions,

Because of the nature of the campaign
launched against the consular treaty, I will
not be surprised to see a similar campaign
directed at the East-West trade relations bill,
& proposal designed to help build bridges be-
tween East and West, to help construct a
highway which leads to understanding
among people and nations. If we can make
such a start this year, then 1967 will truly
be a benchmark in history.

My intent tonight will not be so much to
persuade you one way or the other, but to
discuss the issue, for it Is important that
men such as you, leaders of an Industry
which thrives because travel and trade are
economically and educational profitable,
should be aware of what the proposal entails.

Briefly, the bill authorizes the President to
enter into commercial agreements with cer-
tain communist countries when such agree-
ments will be in the national interest. The
bill outlines some of the benefits we might
hope to obtain from such agreements, in-
cluding protection of industrial rights and
processes and satisfactory settlement of fi-
nancial and property claims. No agreement
could run longer than three years, which
rules out any long-term credit which might
be construed as aid rather than trade, The
bill prohibits any agreements with Red
China, North Vietnam, North Korea, Cuba
or the Soviet zone of Germany. It also pro-
hibits any transactions involving material
controlled by the Export Control Act of 1949
and the Mutual Defense Assistance Control
Act of 1951.

There are several facts of international life
which must be recognized in judging the
effect and purpose of this act.

Pirst, refusal of the United States to deal
with the communist governments of eastern
Europe will have little effect on the economic
development of those nations. If those na-
tlons do not get what they want through
trade with this country they wlill get the
goods from other western nations. So ac-
tually, the principal result of a no-trade
policy with the communist nations of east-
ern Europe is a denlal of markets to U.S.
businessmen.

Another fact that should be recognized is
that the amount of trade between the United
States and the countries in question prob-
ably will not be a substantial percentage of
the forelgn commerce of any of the parties
involved, although the economic value of
East-West trade potential should not be dis-
missed. However, the main reasons for
bullding bridges through trade are political.

I do not mean we should expect great po-
litical changes in these natlons because of
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any trade agreements reached. Rather, I
mean we must answer two questions:

One, do we want to do all we can to en-
courage independence among the communist
natlons of eastern Europe?

Two, do we wish to continue an unsuc-
cessful policy which adds more strain to.our
already difficult relations with the govern-
ments of western Europe?

Let me answer the questions in order.

If by some chance we could impose mean-
ingful restrictions on all East-West trade,
which we cannot, we would force the nations
of eastern Europe to seek even closer eco-
nomic ties with the Soviet Union., We would
in fact, be working to strengthen the so-
called Soviet monolithie bloe. Clearly, that
bloc is cracking. Recently Yugoslavia has
taken further steps in decentralizing her
government, another move away from the
Soviet way of government. I, for one, think
such moves are in the interests of this coun-
try and should be encouraged.

As for my second questlon, it has been
shown that despite the polliey of the United
States, western Europe is going to trade with
the Soviet Union and eastern Europe. By
seeking to limit that trade we merely add one
more item to the already too long list of
disagreements we have with our allies in
western Europe.

It seems to me that what we need in the
area of East-West trade is a policy which
gives this nation a degree of flexibility in
reaching and suspending trade agreements
and a degree of flexibility in reaching differ-
ent agreements with different natlons.

I do not believe we should do more than
establish normal trade relations. There is
no need to consider long-term agreements.
Our government should have the authority
to make such agreements not just for the

sake of such agreements, but when they are.

in the natlonal Interests., Our government
should have the authority to suspend such
agreements for good reasons, such as failure
to protect American property. And certainly
our government should have the authority
to establish, for example, one policy toward
the Soviet Union and another toward Yugo-
slavia, for what we are trylng to do is en-
courage these nations to act as individual
countries,

Perhaps I have strayed too far from my
opening sentences, but it is important that
you people, leaders of a growing transporta-
tion industry, consider the question of East-
West trade. For you, 1967 is a benchmark
year in history In that 1t marks the 10th
anniversary of ALTA and holds promise for
better routes. With the enlightened lead-
ership of such people as yourselves 1967 can
be a benchmark year for marking a new
departure in our relationship with eastern
Europe, for building new important bridges
on the highway of history.

THE SUPERSONIC TRANSPORT
PLANE—A LETTER FROM MR. C. R.
SMITH, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD
OF AMERICAN AIRLINES

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, one
of America’s outstanding aviation leaders
wrote me the other day. He spoke for
his company, its stockholders, its pas-
sengers and, in fact, for our Nation.

He is C. R. Smith, chairman of the
board of American Airlines. He dis-
cussed the supersonic transport plane.
He wanted to know how soon his airline
could obtain the plane and fly it so
America’s aviation superiority might be
maintained.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp Chairman Smith's
letter.

There being no objection, the letter

was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:
AMERICAN AIRLINES,
New York, N.Y., March 31, 1967.
Senator W. G. MAGNUSON,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DeAr SENATOR MagNUsonN: I hope that you
will vote for a “go ahead" when the program
for the development of the United States
supersonic prototype comes before the Sen-
ate. The reasons for this recommendation
are these:

It is no longer debatable that we will soon
have supersonic air transportation. The
question is the extent to which the United
States will participate in this new develop-
ment and benefit from it. The British-
French have a government-sponsored super-
sonic airplane on the assembly line and it
will be flylng soon. The Russians have an-
nounced a similar government-sponsored
transport and predict that it will be filying
at least as soon as the British-French model.
There is reason to believe that the Russians
will have their airplane; they have the basic
capability to design and build it, they have
incentive to do so and their announcements
in the past about air and space plans have
usually been followed by performance.

Russla has been glven authority to operate
its airline to the United States. Both the
British and the French have long had such
rights. We should anticipate that British-
French and Russian supersonic airplanes will
be operating from EKennedy Airport before a
United States airplane is available.

International air transportation is highly
competitive. It directly affects the economy
and the prestige of the nations involved.
The alir carriers of the United States must be
able to operate supersonic airplanes if for-
elgn-flag airlines do so. If the United States
carriers cannot buy airplanes built in the
United States, they must, for competitive
reasons, buy them elsewhere. If this comes
about, we lose both prestige and dollars. "We
also lose employment for our skills and work
for our people.

We should be concerned about our posi-
tlon in world aviation. The United States
has usually been first in the production, use
and sale of better airpalnes. In the main,
the airlines of the world, although they are
usually owned by the nation whose flag they
fly, are now equipped with airplanes built
in the United States. The United States is
the world leader in aviation today. We be-
came the leader because we were willing to
lead. We have not hesitated to bulld, use
and sell better airplanes once it has been
proven that they were feasible, usable and
salable.

Will the United States model be feasible,
usable and salable? That would have been a
realistic question some years ago. But, dur-
ing recent years, we have devoted our atten-
tion to the potential of supersonic air trans-
portation; we have worked hard and learned
much, There is now no reasonable doubt
that the United States has the technology
needed to design and build the best super-
sonic airplane; no other country in the world
has quite so much knowledge, skill and
experience. We hesitate, not because we
doubt our ability to produce, but because the
investment will be high.

There may be nostalgic value in recalling
the time when aircraft development pro-
grams cost much less. Buf, now, we are in
a different league. If we want to retaln
leadership in aviation, in competition with
other governments willing to support super-
sonic development, we must be willing to
make the necessary investment.

It has been suggested that we might re-
duce our risk if we would be willing to settle
for a Mach 2 airplane, believing that the
total of the unknowns would be smaller.
We know, of course, that the number of the
unknowns has been steadily diminishing
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during recent years. Much of the mystery
in designing a suitable supersonic airplane
has already gone down the wind tunnel. An
efficlent, economic Mach 3 airplane can be
bullt. Experts in the service of the govern-
ment belleve this and say so. Competent
manufacturers are willing to share in the
risk of the project. Experlenced airlines ex-
pect to operate supersonic airplanes and
they have protected delivery positions with
substantial deposits.

We would increase our risk with a Mach 2
airplane, rather than decrease it. We would
be extending the frontiers no farther than
airplanes now under way. Our Mach 2 air.
plane would compete directly with other
Mach 2 airplanes and we would have little
advantage to offer. More important, the
Mach 2 airplane will be obsolete much earlier
than the Mach 8 airplane. There is little
merit to a proposal that we rest at Mach 2
because other nations are willing to do so,
They may be reaching the limit of their
technology; we are not. If we stop at the
intermediate point, we dissipate our superior
technology and surrender our leadership.

Another way to reduce the risk, it is sald,
would be to build the new airplane of
aluminum, because more is known about
working aluminum. This would, in itself,
reduce our airplane to Mach 2 because that
is the limit for aluminum. A decision to
prefer aluminum, if made several years ago,
might then have been tenable, although it
would have turned out to be wrong. But a
decision now for aluminum would not be
tenable; we can build a better airplane and
should do so.

Titanium is a superior metal. It has
many advantages, including better heat re-
sistance and better resistance to corrosion.
With titanium the airplane can be lighter,
although no less strong, giving us an in-
crease in payload, which can be translated
either into more range or more passengers,
or both. Those who believe that we should
“go back” to aluminum are just not well
acquainted with what can be done with a
better metal. We have learned to work
titanium; there are few mysteries remain.
ing. Military machines bullt of titanium
prefer aluminum, if made several years ago,
several years. The supersonic airplane, with
its problem of heat production, must be
designed for titanium.

There are hesitations in other areas. Some
would be willing to support the project if
they were promised that it would go slowly,
learning as we go, as they put it. There 1s
a mirage of appeal in a stretched-out pro-
gram because annual appropriations might
be smaller. We should realize, however, that
this pr has already been delayed.
There is no justification for a planned slow-
down.

We want this to be a good airplane, able
to earn its way and repay its investment. To
get that, we must have a fair total cost. The
Air Force learned, long ago, that there are
two methods which will certainly add to total
cost. One Is to slow down the development
and stretch it out. The second is to insist
on an “accelerated” or ‘crash"” program.
There is no need for us to make either of
these mistakes.

What about the sonic boom? Nearly
everyone who knows anything about air-
planes is willing to discuss the sonic boom.
That willingness may more often be found
among those who have chosen to take a po-
sition against the program; it is a subject
upon which strong convictions can be ex-
pressed without certainty that they will be
successfully contradicted.

No one really knows enough about the
boom. There will be a boom and it will bring
problems, But actual experience with booms
produced by large, fast airplanes is confined
in the main to experience with the B-TO0.
Only three of these alrplanes have been pro-
duced and their total fiylng time is not much,
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For the sake of discussion, let's assume the
pessimistic point of view. Assume that the
problem of the boom will not permit the
Mach 3 airplane to operate at that speed
over populated land areas., If so, that would
reduce its immediate area of opportunity to
the overseas routes, water routes, with the
land portion at subsonic speeds.

Even with this hypothetical limitation, we
still would know that other nations will be
operating supersonic airplanes on their
routes. If we intend to operate on the same
routes with a fair opportunity for competi-
tion, we must also have supersonic airplanes.
We then come back to the earlier conclusion,
that supersonic air transportation is rela-
tively “just around the corner,”” The prinei-
pal question remains, to what extent do we
intend to participate?

Aslde from direct dollar economics, alr-
planes bullt in the United States have been
“showing the flag” along the alr routes of
the world for a long time. These airplanes
speak of industrial efficlency and of products
of good quality. They affect the image of
the United States and affect it favorably.
This contribution to national prestige needs
to continue.

Finally, this is the land of private enter-
prise. Why cannot the United States manu-
facturers and the airlines get together and
finance the airplane without government aid?

Mathematically, it becomes obvious upon
examination that total resources avallable
to the United States firms are not sufficlent
to bear the risk of the enterprise, But there
is more. Both the Britlsh-French and the
Russian alrplanes are government enter-
prises. The government provides the capital
and takes the risks. The manufacturers and
the airlines of the United States are efficlent
and relatively strong. But they are not
strong enough to compete with the national
treasurles of other governments without aid
from their own government.

Unless the United States Government is
prepared to participate in the development
program, in a very substantial way, we have
the prospect that other countries will have
& supersonic airplane but we will not have

Sincerely yours,
C. R. SmiITH,
Chairman of the Board.

ORIENTAL EXPORTERS, INC. EVI-
DENCES CONFIDENCE 1IN THE
FUTURE OF THE AMERICAN MER-~-
CHANT MARINE

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
was extremely pleased fo read in the
Journal of Commerce of April 17, 1967,
that Oriental Exporters, Inc., one of the
leading operators of American-flag bulk
carriers and tankers, has evidenced its
confidence in the future of the American
merchant marine by placing orders for
the construction of two 37,000 dead-
welght tankers with Bethlehem Steel
Corp. These vessels will be built with-
out construetion-differential subsidy.
Applications for title XI construction
loan and mortgage insurance are now
pending before the Maritime Adminis-~
tration.

. The article announecing this new con-
fsrljt!tion. in the Journal of Commerce,
as follows:

BErHLEHEM GETS ORDER FOR TANKERS

Oriental Exporters, Inc., one of the leading
operators of privately-owned U.S. flag bulk-
carriers, and Bethlehem Steel Corp., an-
nounced at the weekend an agreement cov-
ering the construction of two 87,000 dead-
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welght ton tankers to be bullt at Sparrows
Point, Md., yard.

Michael Elebanoff, vice president of Orien-
tal Exporters, and Aniel D. Strohmeler, vice
president of Bethlehem in charge of ship-
building in making the joint announcement
said that the agreement is covered by a let-
ter of intent and. is subject to the U.S. Mari-
time Administration approval for Title XI
insurance on construction and mortgage.

DELIVERY SLATED FOR 1969

The tankers are to be owned by Wabash
Transport, Inc., and Willamette Transport,
Inc., affiliates of Oriental Exporters. Mr.
Klebanoff is president of the two corpora-
tions.

Scheduled for delivery in 1869 the two
single-screw tankers will feature advance de-
sign with the bridge aft. They will have an
over-all length of 660 feet and beam of 90
feet and will be powered by steam turbines
developing 15,000 horsepower capable of pro-
viding a service speed of better fhan 16 knots.

The Bethlehem yard also has on order four
other ships of similar design and size—three
of them for companies in which Maritime
Overseas Corp. acts as managing agents and
brokers.

COSTING MILLIONS

Although no official price for the ships
has been confirmed industry sources esti-
mate that each should cost in the neighbor-
hood of $11 million.

Although none of the tankers are believed
to have a specific charter arrangement at
this time, the government's Military BSea
Transportation Service usually shows a pref-
erence for petroleum carriers in the 30,000~
ton class owing to limited draft conditions
at most U.S. sea-based facllities.

Oriental Exporters also operates a 36,000~
ton U.8. flag tanker the Connecticut, and
serves as agent for the NSA, the government
agency handling reserve ships.

Bulk Transport Inc., an affillate of Orlental
Exporters, recently was awarded a C-4 troop-
ship by the government, and the vessel is
presently being converted to a cargo ship.

This is a rare case where a company
engaged in this activity has decided to
build American and fly the American
flag. They are to be commended.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I believe
it is particularly applicable to draw at-
tention to this report because of the ac-
tion taken by the Senate this afternoon
in adopting the amendment of the Sen-
ator from South Dakota [Mr. MCGOVERN]
relating to meat and meat products.

INVESTMENT TAX CREDIT

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 6950) to restore the
investment credit and the allowance of
accelerated depreciation in the case of
certain real property.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Pres-
ident, with reference to the Proxmire
amendment, I have asked that certain
charts be brought into the Chamber to
demonstrate the problem as I see it.

First, some persons have the impres-
sion that oil companies do not pay as
much in taxes as do other industries.
One of the charts in the rear of the
Chamber is entitled “Taxes on Oil.” I
ask unanimous consent that a facsimile
of the chart be printed in the Recorp to
show the amount of taxes that the oil
companies pay.

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

April 19, 1967
Yearly tazes on oil
[In millions)]

Direct taxes:
Federal income $490
State taxes 630
Local taxes 480
Other 400
Total 12, 000
Excise taxes 6, 500
Total taxes 8, 600

15 percent of total revenue.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, the important point is that oil
companies pay $490 million a year in
Federal income taxes; $630 million a
year in State taxes; $480 million a year
in local taxes; and $400 million a year
in other taxes; a total of $2 billion, or 5
percent of their total revenue.

That is the amount, or is almost the
amount, of taxes that the average man-
ufacturing industry pays. So the oil
industry is not a lightly taxed industry;
it is a heavily taxed industry., It istaxed
as heavily as manufacturing industries.

Some companies pay most of their
taxes as Federal income taxes. The oil
companies pay the biggest portion of
their taxes as State taxes. Those who
would raise the Federal income tax on
oil companies seldom point out that this
industry is particularly vulnerable to
State and local taxes, because it must
pay taxes to a State in order to produce
the oil that is in the State.

As one who has worked with State
legislatures in years gone by, I have
urged that the eyeballs be taxed off com-
panies operating in Louisiana because
they had money, and Louisiana was a
relatively poor State and had to get the
revenue. I see the Senator from Okla-
homa [Mr. Harris] nodding in agree-
ment. Oklahoma did the same thing.
Oklahoma did not want to tax everybody,
but it was necessary to have money, so
they bore down and squeezed out every
nickel they could get.

Look at the local taxes, a full $480 mil-
lion. Some industries have no local
taxes,

For example, the electronics industry
can go to almost any State it wants to
and not have to pay any State taxes,
because all 50 States are competing for
its location there. On the other hand,
the oil industry in Louisiana is there
and it is taxed 25 cents a barrel, which
is approximately 10 percent of the prod-
uct, and the industry must pay it whether
it makes a profit or not.

The same is true of local and other
taxes. :

While it is true that this industry does
not pay as much in Federal income taxes
as some other industries do, it makes
up for it by paying more in taxes to State
and local governments. Somebody has
to support State and local governments.
If one is a businessman, looking at his
profit-and-loss statement, or his report
to the stockholders, he must set out the
taxes. It does not make any difference
to a stockholder whether the money is
paid out in local taxes, State, county,
city, or Federal taxes. He wants to
know how much money is made after
taxes, and on that basis the oil industry
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pays as much as the average for other
manufacturing industries.

In addition, this industry carries a
heavier burden on its product than any
other industry does on any other prod-
uct except whisky, cigarettes, and beer,
all of which bear a moral connotation.
Gas and oil do not, or should not. This
industry carries a burden of $6.5 billion
on its product in terms of excise taxes,
more than any other industry other than
those just mentioned. I repeat, $6.5 bil-
lion.

Some people say that this is a fax
which the consumer pays. That may be,
but it is a burden on the product. The
reason I say that is that, the last time
the tax was raised, the oil industry tried
to raise its price to get back the cost of
the highway tax. There was too much
consumer resistance and too much com-
petition from foreign imports, so the in-
dustry could not raise the price of its
product to get back the cost of the in-
creased tax, It had to absorb that tax.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the next chart may appear in
the RECORD.

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

0il's profits—Rate of return on invested

capital

[Eleven-year average, 105656-65]
Percent
All manufacturing industries......--- 10.6
U.8. petroleum Industryaeeccacacna.- 9.5

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, here is a chart to show the average
rate of return on invested capital in the
oil and gas industry and all manufactur-
ing industries during the 11-year period
1955-65. For all manufacturing in-
dustries the rate of return after taxes
averaged 10.6 percent.

Now, this is figured the way a banker
looks at it, not on a basis of 27, percent.
It is figured on the cost depletion. That
is the way a banker looks at it when some-
one goes in to borrow money and the
banker has to decide whether he wants
to invest the bank’s money in that in-
dustry.

So, on a cost depletion basis, the
petroleum industry’s rate of return was
9.5 percent—less than the 10.6 percent
which all manufacturing industries re-
ceived.

Those figures make a poor case to show
that the oil industry should be taxed
more heavily, when it makes less profit
than the average of all manufacturing
industries.

Let us take production from 1957
through 1965. The entire industrial pro-
duction went up about 66.3 percent, Em-
ployment went up 14 percent. Total
sale prices went up 5.8 percent.

Now let us look at the oil industry.
Crude oil prices went down 2.5 percent.
Employment went down 15.3 percent.
The number of exploratory wells went
down 24.7 percent. So the industry is
drilling one-quarter less wells today than
it did in 1957-59.

The industry is suffering., This is a
depressed industry.

I ask the staff members to pick up the
chart on oil reserves and move it over
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to the chart showing the general econ-
omy.

Mr. GORE. That is where it belongs.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, the reason for the oil quotas and
the 27.5 percent depletion allowance is
that this Nation hopes that our survival
does not have to depend on the whims
of Mr. Nasser and whether he is going
to close the Suez Canal, or on whether
the Shiek of Kuwait is going to shut off
the oil supply of Kuwait, or whether the
head of Arabia might decide that he
likes the Japanese better than he likes
Americans and terminate our concession.

We would like not to have our survival
depend on a democratic government in
Venezuela. In the event it might have a
Communist government that would af-
fect our survival.

That is the reason why we provided an
incentive of 27.5 percent and the fast
write-off. That is why we offered the
incentive of some protection against oil
imports.

Looking at the chart which indicates
our needs and our reserves, we required
in the previous 17-year period 59 billion
barrels of oil reserves. We require 90
billion barrels of oil to supply the Na-
tion’s needs for 17 years.

Now let us see how the consumer has
fared with respect to buying this prod-
uct. If a man drove up to a gasoline
station in the 1920’s and bought a gallon
of gas, he paid 20 cents a gallon. Today
he pays about 32 cents a gallon.

Do Senafors know where the differ-
ence comes? The difference is repre-
sented 100 percent by State, local, and
Federal taxes. The 12-cent increase is
due to the increased taxes imposed to
build highways. The Federal Govern-
ment has put taxes on oil products. The
State government has imposed taxes.
Cities have imposed taxes. They have
been imposed for roads and other pur-
poses.

If one considers the price of gasoline
at the refinery gate—what the oil com-
pany gets for its product—he will find
that the consumer is getting a betier
product, a product which has more
power in it, and which is being sold at
the same price as it was 20 years ago.

What other product can anyone point
to which has the same record? None
comes to my mind. Buf that product
sells for the same price, so far as the
industry is concerned, as it did 20 years
ago. It is not the producers’ fault that
the Federal Government has imposed
extra taxes. If is not his fault that the
State has imposed a tax of anywhere
from 7 to 12 cents a gallon on that prod-
uct. We cannot blame the producer for
the big taxes that the Federal Govern-
ment, the State, and the cities have im-
posed on gasoline.

If we deducted the State and Federal
taxes on the product, the product, which
has more power in the package, would be
selling for the same price that it did 20
years ago, or before World War II,

What does a working man today pay
for a gallon of gas in terms of hours of
work? For the average hour of work,
the working man gets 8% gallons of gas-
oline today. In 1956, just 10 years ago,
he got 6.6 gallons of gas for 1 hour’s
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work, In 1926 he got 2.4 gallons of gas
for 1 hour’s work.

Those figures include the tax.” When
you buy a gallon of gasoline, 50 percent
of what you are paying is for taxes, not
gasoline. Even so, you get almost four
times as much for an hour’s work today
as you did back in 1926, What other
industry can make that statement?

I say, Mr. President, the oil industry
is not making any excessive profits.
They are being taxed as heavily as the
average for all manufacturing. They are
making less profit. They are a depressed
industry. This Senator is one of the
people in the process of getting out of
the oil business, just like I got out of the
cattle business—I found I could find
better ways to lose money.

The oil industry deserves better treat-
ment than to be pilloried and erucified
merely because; on one item, Federal in-
come tax, they do receive considerate
treatment by their Government in rec-

‘ognition of what their problems may be.

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I send
to the desk an amendment, and ask that
it be read and made the pending busi-
ness.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The AsSSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK.
The Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INouYEl
proposes an amendment as follows:

AMENDMENT NO, 168

At the end of the bill add the following
new section:

“Spc, —. Section 803(c) (2)(B) of the
Presidential Election Campalgn Act of 1966
is amended by striking out '6,000,000' at each
place it appears therein and inserting in lieu
thereof ‘2,000,000".”

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I suggest the absence of a
quorum,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. No, no; will
the Senator withhold that for a moment?

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I just
wanted to find out when we were going
to have a vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, I send to the desk an amendment
with certain modifications, and ask that
it be considered as an amendment to the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The AsSISTANT LEGISLATIVE CLERK,
The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LonNG]
proposes an amendment, No. 167,

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, do I understand this is an
amendment to the amendment just of-
fered?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As a sub-
stitute for it. Let me explain what I
have in mind here.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I insist
that the amendment be reported.

Mr, WILLLAMS of Delaware. Would
the Senator withhold that for just a
moment? I want to help the Senator
get to a vote tomorrow, and it would
be easier if we could tell the Members
of the Senate that there would be a vote.
I was wondering if we could get the yeas
and nays ordered on the Senator’s
amendment so that Senators would
know there will be a record vote. Would
the Senator from Louisiana object to
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that? I thought perhaps we could arrive
at an understanding on that point.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator will just permit me
to talk a moment, I believe we can make
better headway.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana has the floor.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is all I
am trying to do. I am not trying to
breach anyone’s rights at all. I promise
everyone that, and I will be completely
helpful in that respect.

Mr. President, the amendment I have
sent to the desk has certain perfecting
modifications of my own proposal, and 1
would prefer not to order the yeas and
nays at this moment. We have a very
highly competent staff on the Joint Com-
mittee on Internal Revenue Taxation,
and also on the Committee on Finance,
and we have available to us the extremely
able assistance of the Legislative Coun-
sel. Since the staffs and the Legislative
Counsel drafted what I thought I wanted
to offer as an amendment, they have
studied it over, and have found certain
material that I felt should not be a part
of it. For that reason, I have modified
the amendment. I would like for it to
be printed, and to be at the desk. I would
be happy to have the yeas and nays
iordered at that time, before we vote on
t.

Mr. WILLTAMS of Delaware. I un-
derstand the Senator wanted to vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. But may I
say to the Senator, I would be happy to
agree to vote, and I do not think I will
need to modify the amendment again
before doing so; but if someone finds
any technical error in it between now
and noon tomorrow, I would like to have
the right to modify my amendment, in
the event I find I need to change a period
to a semicolon, or take a word or two
out, or delete something that might be
in error.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, we would not be able to get
consent to vote on an amendment if we
do not know what the amendment is.
I am trying to work with the Senator
and expedite a vote. The suggestion
has been made that we try to arrive at
a vote at 3 o'clock tomorrow, and I am
trying to work that out; but we cannot
do so unless the Senator cooperates.

If we could get the yeas and nays
ordered we could call the staffs to tell
them if there is going to be a record vote
on the proposal, and then Senators will
know they had better get here for the
vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is my
suggestion that the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Finance
contact his minority leader [Mr. Dirg-
seEn], and I would urge that the majority
leader be urged to come into the Cham-
ber, because the leadership have an
obligation to protect the rights of Sena-
tors. If the Senator from Delaware is
in a position to speak for the minority
leader, besides himself, that will not be
necessary.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. I have
talked to the minority leader, and he
wants to know when it will be laid down;
and once it is laid down will there be a
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record vote or will it be withdrawn?
When we know that, we can make our
plans.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. There will
be a vote.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. Then
we can get the staffs on the telephone
lines immediately. That is the reason
I asked if the Senator would not want
to order the yeas and nays tonight, and
then we can tell them there is to be a
vote.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I would be
willing to do it, if I might have some
understanding that in the event I find
there is some technical defect in my
amendment that needs to be modified
tomorrow, the Senator would be sympa-
thetic toward a unanimous-consent re-
quest to modify the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If they
were strictly technical amendments I
would have no objection,

Mr. LONG of Louisiana, Without
changing the substance.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. But if
there was a change in the substance it
would be a different story.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana has the floor.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. If we could
have that understanding, then I would
be willing to have the yeas and nays
ordered.

Mr. GORE. Will the Senator yield for
a parliamentary inquiry?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, has the
amendment been reported?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The amend-
ment is the amendment which is at the
desk, and is also at the Senator's desk.

Mr. GORE. I was submitting an in-
quiry to the Chair, Has the amend-
ment of the junior Senator from Loui-
siana been reported?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment has been reported, but has
not been read in full.

Mr. GORE., Mr. President, I insist
that it be read.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Please do
not do that. It is a fairly long amend-
ment.

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, reserving
the right to object to waiving the read-
ing of the amendment, which I have
sought to have done, the able junior
Senator from Louisiana presented at this
time yesterday a bill of 17 pages which
he proposes to offer as a new title to
the pending bill. My staff and I have
spent considerable time analyzing that
bill and studying it. I must acknowl-
edge to my friend from Louisiana that
I have found several utterly incom-
prehensible provisions and sections in
it; evidently the typist must have picked
up the wrong sheets. So it surely
needed modification. But it was offered
seriously as a 17-page hill, to solve our
problems of election reform, 4 hours ago.

Now we have another bill of equal size
introduced, and I insist that it be read.
I do not want to have to wait until to-
morrow morning to know what amend-
ment is to be called up.,. So I object to
dispensing with the reading of the
amendment.
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I will withhold offering of the
amendment for a moment.

Mr, GORE, The amendment has not
been offered, and the request has been
made to dispense with the heading; and
I object. The Senator may withdraw it
if he likes.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Will the
Senator be kind enough to just give me
unanimous consent to respond to what
the Senator said? I yielded to him to
hear him talk.

Mr. GORE. Sure.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, the amendment which I have at
the desk is the same amendment that I
presented yesterday, with these excep-
tions——

Mr. GORE. Mr, President, I still re-
serve the right to object.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana., I under-
stand, but I am modifying the amend-
ment to provide that a minor party
would have to agree that it would not
expend for the specified purposes more
than a major party could get under the
Presidential election fund for those pur-
poses.

The next modification relates to minor
party candidates, a third party candi-
date, such as former Governor Wallace or
Martin Luther King or whoever it might
be—if someone loaned him some money
for his campaign, that person could no-
tify the Comptroller General that this
party owed him money. In the event
that candidate were to secure more than
2 million votes, the person loaning him
the money would, in effect, have a sort
of lien against the first amount that
might be coming from the fund.

The amendment would also be
modified to provide that if any money
remains in the presidential election cam-
paign fund after the election, it would go
into the general fund of the Treasury.

If the Senator will listen for a moment
longer——

Mr. GORE. I am listening.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The next
modification would then assure that if
a single State or local committee is sup-
porting a presidential candidate, that
committee would be subject to the re-
porting requirement of the Corrupt
Practices Act—as is the Williams amend-
ment to the Corrupt Practices Act—but
this does not apply to a State or local
committee engaged purely and simply in
supporting a congressional candidate.

The reason I offer that modification is
that in seeking to set up a presidential
campaign fund, I am not proposing to
extend it or any related provisions to
congressional and senatorial elections.

I am trying to do something about the
presidential campaign. I am not per-
sonally trying to regulate the con-
gressional campaigns.

I am not seeking to strike out the
Williams-Gore amendment. I am mere-
1y seeking to provide what the law would
be after the expiration on July 1 of this
year, of the so-called Long Act. I am
seeking to provide what the law would
be thereafter. Under those conditions,
I simply would modify the amendment
in the fashion suggested.

The Senator can insist on the reading
of the amendment if he wants to. It
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would be about 20 pages long. My sug-
gestion is that we lay it down over night.
If the Senator wants to have it read, I
am going to leave somebody to adjourn
the Senate and I am going to go to the
party of the American Society of News-
paper Editors and the Senator can sit
here and listen to the reading of the
amendment to his heart’s content.

I do not see any purpose to be served
in sitting here and listening to it.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, further
reserving the right to object, we are deal-
ing with a most vital function of our
Government, the election of its public
officials.

We are asked here to accept, with this
explanation of the modification that has
taken several minutes to briefly explain,
an effort that is being made to vote at
3 o'clock tomorrow on an amendment
which no one has as yet read, which has
not yet been printed. Yet, the plea is
made that it should not even be read.

It is difficult to prepare a responsible
and reasonably authentic analysis of
these measures, 20-page documents, with
such a brief period of notice.

If the Senator wishes to have a rollcall
as it is, then I would yield and feel con-
fident that I could take an early start
at it tomorrow morning and know that
this was the measure and I could make
my statement a little later on.

The Senator has suggested modifica~-
l;llgns that are really important modifica-

ns.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, tomorrow morning the amendment
will be printed in one piece and the
Senator can read it consecutively in ex-
actly the order in which it should be.
I have a 19-page speech to explain the
amendment. I could give that speech
this evening or tomorrow, but I do not
see any point in having the amendment
read for half an hour when the amend-
ment will be available to everybody and
everybody can read it overnight and
study it and look for any flaws in it.

It was not my idea to have the yeas
and nays tonight. The Senator from
Delaware thought it would be a good
idea. We are willing to go along with it.

I would have asked for the yeas and
nays tomorrow, but I wanted to modify
my amendment. We have been working
on the amendment for several hours to
check all the little details.

I would be willing to take a chance
that we have it precisely the way we
want it.

I am trying to be agreeable. It would
be a waste of time to sit around and have
the amendment read when only six or
eight Senators are present on the floor.
We want to study the amendment any-
way.

I am sure the Senator and his staff
would like to study it even after we get
through with the reading of the amend-
ment. They would still want to talk with
the Finance Committee staff and the
Joint Committee on Taxation staff and
the legislative counsel. They will want
to know all about it.

Under the circumstances, what does
the Senator want to do? If he wants to
have the measure read, all right. I will
wait.
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Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
Senator has a right to modify his amend-
ment. It would help to expedite the vote
if we could have the yeas and nays or-
dered tonight.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. With those
modifications, I am willing to have the
yeas and nays ordered.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I further
reserve the right to object.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope the
Senator will not insist on having the
amendment read now.

Mr. GORE. If the Senator will supply
me with a copy and agree to have the
yeas and nays ordered on his amend-
ment——

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. As modified.

Mr. GORE. As modified, then I would
not insist. Can the Senator furnish me
with a copy?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Yes, I can.

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I with-
draw my objection to dispensing with
the reading of the amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, there has been some discussion of
when we will vote on the Long amend-
ment tomorrow. Iunderstand that there
has been some discussion about the possi-
bility of a unanimous-consent request so
that Senators can make their plans.
We have been exploring the possibility of
setting a vote at, let us say, 3 o’clock
tomorrow and dividing the time equally.
I believe we have an agreement that
E;re will be two speeches in the morn-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We can
come in at 10 o’clock tomorrow.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We al-
ready have a unanimous-consent agree-
ment for 11 o’clock and for two speeches
to be made. .

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We can di-
vide the time and start at 1 o’clock and be
able to vote at a later hour.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr.
President, I always try to work with the
Senator from Louisiana to expedite a
vote. Now that we have the yeas and
nays ordered we can make our plans.

Mr, President, a parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr., WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
amendment, offered by the Senator from
Louisiana is an amendment to the
amendment offered by the Senator from
Hawall [Mr. InouyE]l, which makes his
amendment an amendment in the sec-
ond degree and that is not subject to an
amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. A sub-
stitute would be in order, but the vote on
the substitute would not come prior to
the vote on the Long amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The per-
fecting amendment takes precedence,
and the substitute would not be in order.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
correct. The Long amendment would be
offered as a perfecting amendment,
would it not?
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Mr. LONG of Louisiana. That is not
correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I mean
to the Inouye amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Long amendment is a perfecting amend-
ment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is a sub-
stitute for it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I beg
the Senator’'s pardon. It is not offered
as a substitute. It is offered as an
amendment to.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. It is offered
as a substitute for it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is
not. It is offered as an amendment. I
specifically spelled it out in my inquiry.

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask that
the reporter read the record.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana offered his
amendment as an amendment to the
Inouye amendment, or as a perfecting
amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. He has
offered it, and the yeas and nays have
been ordered.

Mr., GORE. Mr. President, the order
of business cannot be changed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Louisiana has offered it as
a perfecting amendment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I offer a substitute for the Inouye
amendment.

Mr. GORE. Point of order.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. Point of
order.

Mr. GORE. The amendment has al-
ready been offered, and the yeas and
nays have been ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I understand
it. It is still in order for me to offer a
substitute for it.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No, it is
not. We vote on that.

Mr, LONG of Louisiana. The Senators
may think they have me in a trap.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do not
believe I have the Senator in a trap. I
am trying to help him.

Mr. GORE. We are not trying to get
the Senator from Louisiana in a trap.

Mr. LONG of Lousiana. I simply
want a straight vote on my amendment,
and I desire to use the same approach
that was used by the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. WiLriams] and the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. Gorel.

Mr, WILLIAMS of Delaware. The
amendment of the Senator from Louisi-
ana is in a position now, as I understand
it, in a parliamentary position where we
could not amend it if we wished to.

Mr. LONG of Lousiana. The Senator
is correct.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is
my understanding of what the Senator
from Louisiana desired. However, it is
in a parliamentary position where a
substitute for the whole package would
be in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. First
there would have to be a vote on the Long
amendment, the perfecting amendment,
and after that has been voted on, a
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substitute for the Inouye amendment, as
amended would be in order, if the per-
fect.l.ng amendment had been agreed to.

of Delaware. That
was my understanding. I believe that
we understand the position.

Mr. GORE. That is the way it was in
the first place.

Mr. LONG of Louislana. I thought
I was offering it as a substitute. But
having thought about it, I am in a better
position the way it is. Having thought
about it, I am happy I did it that way.
I had more wisdom than I thought I had.

Mr. GORE. We are trying to help the
Senator.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I appreciate
all the help.

Mr. GORE. To keep the parliamen-

tary procedure straight.
-~ Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I did not
realize how wise I was when I did it.
Now I realize that I am wiser than I
thought, and I am happy about the mat-
ter.

It shows that when one tries to do the
right thing, he seems to land on his feet,
even when he starts out with his weight
on the wrong foot.

So, Mr. President, if Senators will in-
quire about the possibility of a unani-
mous-consent request, I shall be glad
to discuss it with them any time today
or tomorrow.

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I

should like to get this vote over with as
soon as possible, but we are not in a
position to do so tonight.
_ Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I am of the
opinien that the longer we drag this
matter out, the better it is for me. I be-
lieve that time is on my side.

This reminds me of a story that former
Senator Ashurst used to tell. He sald
that he used to be a prosecuting attor-
ney in Arizona. The sheriff caught a
man who had stolen a boxcar full of
butter.

The defense counsel came into court
and asked for a delay. The district at-
torney, Mr. Ashurst, agreed to the delay.
A trial date was set, and then the de-
fense counsel came into court and asked
for another delay. The district attorney
agreed to the delay. When the district
attorney got ready to try the case again,
the defense counsel asked for another
delay. The prosecuting attorney said:

I'll give you all the delays you want, be-
cause I'm satisfled that the longer this thing
goes, the stronger my evidence will bé.

I am satisfied that the longer this
matter is dragged out, the stronger my
case will be. I am happy that the word
_is beginning to get to the American peo-
ple about the Honest Election Act of
1967, and that we are fighting in the
Senate to see that every mother’s son
can run for President, even if he is not
a millionaire.

I am satisfiled that the longer this
matter takes, the better it will be for me.
But in the spirit of cooperation, loving
those who wish to get on with the busi-
ness and pass the investment tax credit
and help business, I am willing to agree
to a limitation to vote, even though I
enjoy discussing this subject. One thing
people love to do is talk about something
that they understand; and I believe I
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understand this measure because I have
been working on it for some time.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield to the
distinguished and beloved minority
leader.

May I say to the Senator from Illinois
that it was not until the last weekend
that I heard the record “Gallant Men”;
and I say to the Senator that he did a
magnificent job. It is a credit to him
and a credit to the Republic. If is &
credit to the Republican Party, and it is
a credit to America. I enjoyed it very
much.

I do not believe the Senator from Illi-
nols was at his best on the Gettysburg
Address, but his rendition of “Gallant
Men” itself was magnificent, and his
part about how the battle was actually
fought at Gettysburg was impressive.

Mr. DIRKESEN. I thank the Senator.
Now will the Senator yield?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield to
the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, in the
spirit of cooperation and in the tradition
of “Gallant Men,” and to make sure that
our distinguished friend, the Senator
from Louisiana, will have the fellowship
of his editors, could I respectfully sug-
gest that we now adjourn?

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-

-dent, I have a wonderful speech to de-

liver. I shall try to present my views on
this matter in very short order, and then
I shall move to adjourn.

In the meantime, if the Senator would
like to attend the reception for the Amer-
ican Society of Newspaper Editors,
which I believe is now in full swing at
the Shoreham Hotel, he can be on his
way; and I will promise him that noth-
ing will happen between now and the
time we meet tomorow.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Regretfully, I cannot
attend that reception.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. For the past
2145 weeks a small band of Senators have
been directing all sorts of criticisms at
the Presidential Election Campaign Fund
Act of 1966. Some said the act went too
far, Others said it did not go far enough.
Some of the objections were invalid; oth-
ers were petty.

By the end of last week those Senators
had convinced themselves that all the
bad things they had said about the act
were true and it had to go. So far as this
Senator is concerned, the only bad thing
some of those Senators saw about the
act was its objective—honest, clean cam-
paigns for the highest office in our land,
the office of President of the United
States. Apparently, from those Sena-
tors’ standpoint, the fault of the act was
that it put us too far down the road of
honesty in elections—it did too much to
equalize the chances of a principled poor
man being elected President with those
of either a puppet of vested interests or
a wealthy son of a billionaire.

That is the real fault in last year’s act.
Of all the Republican Members of the
Senate, only the junior Senator from
Kentucky was courageous enough to
stand and be counted in favor of clean
financing of presidential elections. I ap-
plaud him for heeding his conscience.
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Some of the 15 Senators on this side
of the aisle who voted to repeal last year's
law probably were trying to perpetuate
the present system which favors the can-
didacy of a wealthy man.

I have carefully studied the debates
over the last 2 weeks, analyzing all the
objections, both real and fancied, which
were voiced against the Presidential
Election Campaign Fund Act. I have
listened to all the arguments and I have
studied the record. My study convinces
me that despite all the talk, a majority
of the Senate wants to provide for a
presidential election free of the suspicion
of improper influence which accompanies
reliance on large private contributors to
pay the tremendous costs of today’s po-
litical campaigns. A majority of the
Senate wants to provide for the kind of
campaign in which any candidate who
has the ability can run for President,
knowing his chance is not prejudiced be-
cause he has no great personal wealth.
A majority of the Senate wants to sep-
arate commitments from contributions.
As I said the other day, my analysis of
the vote that occurred on this question
indicates that had every Senator been
in his seat, the vote would have been in
favor of the side I advocated; it would
not have been in favor of the other side.
‘When the so-called Gore-Williams
amendment prevailed on a close vote, T
was unable then to reverse it; but I re-
served the right to try again sometime in
the future to prevail on this question by
other means.

I shall now exercise that right to try
again.

The amendment which I have just of-
fered—placing in H.R. 6950 a title II,
the Honest Election Act of 1967—would
undo the wrong that I believe was done
by the Senate last week when it adopted
the Gore-Williams amendment to repeal,
as of July 1, 1967, the Presidential Elec-
tion Campaign Fund Act of 1966. My
amendment uses last year’s act as a basis,
but blends into that statute many im-
portant reforms which cure the criti-
cisms of last year’s law that many Sen-
ators have expressed during the pend-
ing debate. Here is how the Honest
Election Act would work.

EXPLANATION OF HONEST ELECTION ACT OF 1967

The fund: Every individual taxpayer
may designate on his tax return that $1
of his tax is to be paid into a presiden-
tial election campaign fund. The presi-
dential election campaign fund would be
made up exclusively of the $1 amounts
designated by taxpayers. The amounts
so designated would be appropriated by
Congress to be paid to presidential can-
didates in accordance with the formula
specified in the act. This formula is
described below.

The formula: Under the act, payments
to major party candidates would be de-
termined solely on the basis of votes cast
at the last presidential election for major
party candidates. Payments to minor
party candidates would be determined
on the basis of their performance at the
last election or the current election,
whichever produced the larger payments.

First. Major party candidates: A ma-
jor party would be one whose candidate
for President received at least 15 mil-
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lion votes in the preceding election. The
candidate of such a party would be en-
titled to reimbursement for certain of
his presidential campaign expenses up
to an amount equal to 50 cents for each
vote received by all major party candi-
dates in the last election, reduced by $5
million for each major party. This
would be so because the major party
candidates would share equally in the
fund made up of $1 tax checkoffs after
a $5 million reduction for each major
party—there were two such parties in
the 1964 election.

Second. Minor party candidates: A
minor party would be one whose candi-
date for President received at least 2
million but less than 15 million votes
in the preceding election. The candi-
date of such a party would be entitled
to reimbursement for certain of his pres-
idential campaign expenses up to an
amount equal to $1 for each vote he re-
ceived in excess of 2 million votes in
either the preceding or the current pres-
idential election, whichever produced the
larger payment.

Creditors of minor party candidates:
Individuals who advance funds to presi-
dential candidates of minor parties would
be permitted to register with the Comp-
troller General. This registration would
determine their place in line for the pur-
pose of receiving repayment of the
amounts they had advanced for the cam-

The creditors would receive pay-
ment up to the amount allocated to the
minor party candidate through the tax
checkoff.

Short falls and excess funds: After
each presidential campaign, money not
needed for payment to presidential
candidates would be restored to the
Treasury. If the fund were not sufficient
to pay fully the candidafes in the pres-
idential election year, payment would be
made pro rata and the difference would
be paid in the following years as the fund
lsﬂreplentshed through new tax check-
offs,

Campaign expenditure guidelines:
Payments received by a candidate from
the fund have to be used solely for the
following kinds of expenses incurred af-
ter August 31 of the election year: travel
and transportation; radio, television, and
motion pieture production and time;
newspaper and periodical advertising;
preparation, printing, and distribution of
campaign literature, including posters
and billboards; postage, telegraph, tele-
phone, and expressage; and research and
analysis, including polls, surveys, and
data processing.

Authorized agent: Under the act, all
expenditures for the specified purposes
would have to be approved by the candi-
date or an “authorized agent” he would
specifically designate for that purpose.
In addition, expenditures for radio, tel-
evision, and motion picture time and
production, and for newspaper and
periodical advertising would have to be
approved either by the candidate or his
agent in advance of the incurring of the
expense. This authorized agent would
not be part of the regular party orga-
nization. If he were serving as officer,
employee, or member of the national
committee of a political party or of a
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State or local committee of a political
party, he could not serve as the candi-
date’s agent to receive and disburse pay-
ments from the fund.

Private contributions: A major party
candidate would have to elect to have all
of the specified campaign expenses paid
either from the presidential election
campaign fund or from private contri-
butions. No payment from the fund
could be made to a major party candi-
date unless he certifies that he has not
accepted or spent any contribution for
the specified items in connection with his
presidential campaign. A minor party
candidate could receive contributions for
his presidential campaign in addition to
any fund payment to which he was en-
titled, but he could not spend from the
combination of contributions and fund
payment for the specified items more
than the fund payment to which a major
party candidate was entitled. Individu-
als or organizations controlled by a
major party candidate would not be al-
lowed to receive contributions with re-
spect to items for which reimbursement
is provided under this act.

Administrative features: The Comp-
troller General would determine the pop-
ular vote and certify amounts payable
to any candidate to cover qualified ex-
penses actually incurred in the presiden-
tial campaign. An advisory board would
be established to assist the Comptroller
General in his duties under the bill. It
would have two members from each of
the political parties to protect their in-
terests. There would be three members
to represent the public interests.

Audits and repayment: After each
presidential election, the Comptroller
General would conduct a thorough ex-
amination and audit of all presidential
campaign expenses of each presidential
candidate to whom fund payments were
made. If the Comptroller General were
to determine that the fund payments ex-
ceeded the qualified presidential cam-
paign expenses of the candidate or what
the candidate was entitled to, the can-
didate would have to repay the excess
fund payment. If the fund payment was
used for personal purposes Or purposes
other than a qualified presidential cam-
paign expense, then, unless the candidate
could show the misuse was due to rea-
sonable cause and not to willful neglect,
he would have to pay an additional 25
percent of the amount misused.

Disclosure: The Comptroller General
would be directed to file a detailed re-
port to Congress of the fund payments to
each candidate, the expenses of each
party for which payment was made, and
any repayments which a candidate might
be required to make. This report would
become a public document.

Criminal penalty: A fine of up to $10,-
000 or imprisonment of up to 5 years, or
both, would be imposed for a willful mis-
use of funds received under the act, in-
cluding the use of such funds for per-
gonal purposes or kickbacks. In the case
of kickbacks, the penalty would apply
boih to the person who paid it and to the
person who received it. In addition, the
person receiving the kickback would be
required to pay to the Treasury an
amount equal to the kickback plus a 25-
percent penalty.
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Corrupt Practices Act: Reporting re-
quirements of the Corrupt Practices Act
would be extended to committees sup-
porting presidential candidates. The act
would apply not only to multi-State
committees, but also to committees oper-
ating solely within a single State.

Effective date: The act would become
effective July 1, 1967. The tax check=-
offs provided under this act would apply
with respect to taxable years ending
after June 30, 1967. For most taxpayers
this would mean the checkoffs could be
made on tax returns they file by April
15, 1968, for the calendar year 1967.

AMENDMENT ANSWERS ARGUMENTS OF
OPPONENTS

This amendment answers the argu-
ments of the critics of the Long act and
incorporates many of the suggestions ad-
vanced by my colleagues during the
recent debate. For example, it repels
the attack of the Long act’s most vocal
opponents, the senior Senators from
Tennessee and Delaware, with regard to
a lack of guidelines as to how the money
available from the campaign fund could
be used. The guidelines provision of my
amendment is derived from the amend-
ment of the junior Senator from Con-
necticut which was adopted by the Sen-
ate by a vote of 756 to 12, but which will
be repealed July 1, 1967, under the Gore
amendment.

The amendment of the Senator from
Connecticut provides that 75 percent of
the payments from the fund are to be
used only for the following kinds of pres-
idential campaign expenses: reasonable
allowances for salaries of presidential
campaign personnel; reasonable allow-
ances for rent and overhead; television
and radio production and time; news-
paper and periodical advertising; print-
ing, postage, and distribution of cam-
paign literature; telephone and data
processing; travel and transportation.
It provides that the remaining 25 percent
of the payments from the fund can be
used for any purpose, including the items
just mentioned, determined to be proper
by the Comptroller General and his Ad-
visory Board.

However, in response to the thought of
the Senator from Tennessee that prac-
tically all of the campaign expenditures
of a presidential candidate are covered
under the categories listed, in the amend-
ment I offer today, 100 percent of the
fund payments must be used for expendi-
tures that fall into one of the categories
named. However, salaries of campaign
personnel and overhead would not
be payable from the fund. This use of
all of the fund money for certain, limited
purposes, the kind that can be more
easily verified, goes in the direction
desired by the junior Senator from
Maryland. And taking the suggestion
of the Senator from Maryland, this
amendment would prohibit private con-
tributions from being obtained or spent
by a major party candidate for any of
the items for which the fund payments
were used. If a major party presidential
candidate elected to use any fund money
at all, not only could he not, but also
any organization he controls could not
receive or spend private contributions for
the enumerated purposes. Thus, if the
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major party candidate elected, no money
other than from the presidential election
campaign fund could be used and all
of the money from the presidential elec-
tion campaign fund would have fto be
used in a presidential campaign for these
purposes: traveling and related expenses
of the presidential and vice-presidential
candidates and their campaign person-
nel; radio, television—and I would also
say motion picture—production and
time; newspaper and periodical adver-
tising expenses; expenses for the prep-
aration, printing, and distribution of
campaign literature, including posters
and billboards; expenses for postage,
telegraph, telephone, and expressage;
and expenses for research and analysis,
including contracts for polls, surveys, and
data processing.

Considering another criticism, there
was the junior Senator from New York
who seemed most upset that the fund
payments would give too much power to
a national committee. He indicated a
national organization could wuse the
money to effectuate party nomination of
one presidential candidate over another
and to bring recalcitrant members of
the party into line, such as Senators and
Representatives whose votes and loy-
alty would be insisted upon in return for
judicious use of the money in their
States and districts.

The amendment which I offer today
overcomes that problem by requiring
that disbursement of the fund payments
be made not to a political party as in
last year’s law, but to the presidential
candidate of an eligible party or to an
agent that the presidential candidate
specifically authorizes to receive the pay-
ments. Thus, there could be no fina-
gling by a party’s national committee be-
fore the payments were made, on the
assumption that the national commit-
tee was going to get the money. The
payments would go to the candidate
who would decide how and where to use
the money best to win the election.
Since he is the person most affected, he
should have the responsibility of receiv-
ing the payments and deciding on their
use.
An authorized agent appointed by a
candidate to handle the fund payments
cannot be any party committee officer,
member, or employee. This insures
that there can be no divided loyalty be-
tween candidate and party over use of
the fund money. It is the candidate’s
to use, as he will, for the qualified ex-
penses. He or his agent must approve
every expense incurred on his behalf and
his approval must be in advance of in-
curring expenses for radio, television,
motion pictures, newspaper, and periodi-
cal advertising,

Another criticism expressed over and
over again since last year’s Long Act was
passed has been that parties other than
the Republican and Democratic were
treated unfairly and, in effect, were pre-
vented from ever becoming significant
influences in presidential elections. The
senior Senator from Wisconsin offered
an amendment to the Williams amend-
ment to H.R.6950 which I supported
and thought did a great deal to help any
significant third party that might arise.

This Honest Election Act I now pro-
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pose contains a provision patterned
along the lines of that of the Senator
from Wisconsin. If is designed to rec-
ognize more properly the emergence of
a strong third party or the realinement
of the existing parties and to provide
rules for reimbursing candidates of such
parties on the basis of their showing in
the current election. Last year's Long
Act limited its payments to parties which
received more than 5 million votes in the
preceding presidential election. In
1964, there were only two parties which
obtained more than 5 million votes—the
Democratic Party and the Republican
Party. It has been argued that, because
only these two parties will be eligible for
reimbursement in 1968, the new law dis-
criminates against other parties and
their candidates.

In my present amendment, however,
I would define a minor party whose can-
didate would be entitled to a fund pay-
ment as one which received more than
2 million but less than 15 million votes
and I would permit reimbursement to
candidates of such a party on the basis
of the current election results, if in that
election the party had obtained more
votes than in the previous election. Ma-
jor party candidates—those who receive
15 million or more votes—would continue
to be paid only on the basis of the prior
election results.

It is extremely unlikely that a third
party in one election could increase its
vote enough so that based on a dollar a
vote in excess of 2 million in that election
its candidate could receive from the fund
more than that due the major parties
whose payments were calculated on the
vote in the preceding election. But it
is possible that a new party arising from
the remnants of a dying major party
might pick up the vote that previously
had gone to the deceased major party
plus other votes and its candidate might
be in a position as a result of one election
to receive a larger payment than candi-
dates of existing major parties were en-
titled to. Thus, the amendment would
prohibit the candidate of a minor party
on the basis of its showing in the current
election from receiving payment larger
than that to which the candidate of a
major party was entitled. The payment
based on a current election, of course,
could not be paid until after the election
and would still be limited to the qualified
expenses which the candidate actually
paid or incurred in the presidential elec-
tion campaign.

Because of the post-election payment,
if any, to a candidate of a party which
failed to receive 2 million votes in the
preceding election, private contributions
could be received and spent by such a
candidate for the qualified expense items
as well as for other items not considered
qualified expenses under this amend-
ment. Major party candidates could
only use contributions for other than
qualified expenses if they took any pay-
ments from the fund. Of course, minor
party candidates could not use fund
money to pay expenses for which con-
tributed money had been used.

In addition to contributions, it is
probable that pending a post-election
payment from the fund, a third-party
candidate would borrow money to pay
qualified expenses and then would repay

April 19, 1967

such loans from any fund payments re-
ceived after the election. Therefore, so
as not to inhibit lenders from making
money available to third-party candi-
dates, the amendment would permit
lenders to register with the Comptroller
General who would then, if any fund
payments were due the candidate after
the election, reimburse the lenders from
such fund payments in the order in
which they had registered.

Prior to the Gore amendment’s repeal
of all Presidential Election Campaign
Fund Act provisions, effective July 1,
1967, I offered an amendment to H.R.
6950 to provide a specific eriminal pen-
alty for the misuse of funds received
under the act. My amendment was
passed on a rolleall vote of 89 to 3.

The plan I now offer would contain a
similar penalty provision. As I said
when the Long Act was being debated
last fall, I am convinced that the present
Federal criminal law, particularly sec-
tions 1001 and 1002 of title 10 of the
United States Code, adequately provide
for any violations of this act. But to
soothe those who want to see a penalty
specified in the campaign financing law
itself, I have included a provision to im-
pose a fine of not more than $10,000 or
Imprisonment of not more than 5 years,
or both, for any violation of the act, such
as the willful and knowing misuse of
fund payments, the furnishing of any
false information to or the failure to
furnish information to the Comptroller
General required by the act, the failure
to repay to the Treasury excess fund
payments or the willful and knowing giv-
ing or accepting of a kickback or other
illegal payment in connection with a
qualified expense. The penalty would be
identical to the penalty now provided
under sections 1001 and 1002 of title 18
of the United States Code for fraud
against the Government.

As a part of the amendment that the
Senate adopted putting eriminal penal-
ties in the Long Act was a section spelling
out that payments under this act were
not to be considered contributions in
applying that limitation in the United
States Code which restricted contribu-
tions and expenditures by “political
committees” by $3 million. Such a pro-
vision is also in the Honest Election Act
I present today. I stated categorically
last year that the $3 million limitation
would not apply with respect to pay-
ments under the Long Act. Those who
question this cannot have examined the
law very closely. Title 18 of the United
States Code refers fto contributions to
political committees. The Long Act, as
well as this new one I am presenting, on
the other hand, actually have nothing to
do with contributions. The term “con-
tribute” means to give or supply in com-
mon with others; to share in a joint ef-
fort. The financing of presidential elec-
tions with Federal tax revenues is not a
voluntary, joint effort to give funds.
Rather, it is an appropriation of funds
by Congress to which the candidates
have a statutory right. Moreover, it is
not part of a joint effort. As a result,
it is not a contribution, and therefore,
does not come under the limitation of
present law. In addition, under my
amendment today, what is involved
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is a payment to candidates of political
parties, not payments to political com-
mittees. As a result, it should be clear
the present $3 million limitation does not
apply. But a provision of my amend-
ment today would place it in black and
white in the law that the $3 million lim-
itation is inapplicable to payments from
the presidential election campaign fund.

Other provisions in my amendment to-
day which strengthen last year's Presi-
dential Election Campaign Fund Act,
which resolve problems various Senators
may have had with last year’s law, and
which are included in S. 1407, the bill I
introduced to amend last year's law and
on which I had hoped the Finance Com-
mittee would hold hearings are pro-
visions directing audits of campaign
spending, calling for repayments by can-
didates of money not used for proper
presidential campaign expenses, clarify-
ing that presidential expenses include
those of vice presidential candidates, and
requiring public disclosure of all fund
payments and the uses to which they
were put.

The audit provision would direct the
Comptroller General to conduct after
the presidential campaign a thorough
examination of the expenses incurred by
each candidate in carrying on the presi-
dential campaign and to require a repay-
ment from the candidate if any of the
fund moneys were found to have been
used for other than presidential cam-
paign expenses or if the fund payments
were in excess of what the candidate was
entitled to. If the Comptroller General
should find that the candidate knew that
he was using money from the fund other
than for a qualified expense of the presi-
dential campaign or if he spent more
fund money than he was entitled to,
there would be exacted upon him a civil
penalty of an additional 25 percent of
the amount misused or of the overex-
penditure.

As part of his general duties and func-
tion, the Comptroller General probably
already has authority to conduct the
postelection audit, but it will not hurt
to vest this authority specifically under
this act. And there should be provisions
in the law in the event it is discovered
that payments from the fund have been
mishandled.

A definitional provision clarifies an-
other point that has been raised about
the 1966 Long Act. Payment would be
assured for the campaign costs of a vice
presidential candidate as well as of a
presidential candidate. I believe that
last year’s act and legislative history fully
provided for payment of expenses con-
nected with vice presidential candidates.
But for those purists who desire to see
such matters spelled out in the act, I
have included the appropriate clarifica-
tion.

Finally, my amendment today would
call for the Comptroller General to file a
full and detailed report to Congress after
each presidential election of the pay-
ments from the fund made to each can-
didate, the expenses of the candidates
for which payments were made, and the
repayments, if any, which the candi-
dates were required to make to the fund.
This report would be printed as a Sen-
ate document. I stated in the Senate
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last year that the Comptroller General's
findings and actions would be a matter
of public record, but again it may be
preferable to assure such a result by re-
quiring it in the statute.

As can be seen, the Honest Election
Act of 1967 is a composite of thoughts
expressed by a great many able Senators
who are expert in the operations of polit-
ical parties. It contains the best
thoughts of a lot of people. For this
reason, it deserves the best thoughts of
the Senate.

By placing this amendment in the law,
we would have a strong, honest method
of financing presidential campaigns. I
urge that it be adopted. However, I do
regret that it is necessary to force this
issue to be decided on the floor of the
Senate. If the courtesy that is normally
present in the Senate had been extended
in this case, there need have been no such
legislating on the floor. The matter
could have been handled in the proper
and orderly manner of being studied and
decided upon in committee.

As I have said before, I want the very
best election and campaign financing
laws possible and toward that end the
Senate Finance Committee would have
conducted a thorough, comprehensive
hearing, if I had my way, and would have
brought back to the Senate solid legisla-
tive recommendations. I would still ap-
peal for that solution to our dilemma.
But if that is not possible parliamentary-
wise because of the adoption of the Gore-
Williams amendment, then I am pre-
pared to conduct the searching analysis
here on the floor that we would have done
in committee. I believe that the amend-
ment I have introduced today can with-
stand that analysis and emerge as a
sound piece of legislation needed on our
statute books.

After it has been accorded due con-
sideration here in the Senate, I hope the
amendment will be adopted and enacted
into law so that we can proudly proclaim
for all to hear that the Presidency of the
United States is not for sale.

UNTIL 11 AM.
TOMORROW

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr, Presi-
dent, if no other Senator desires to make
a speech or introduce bills, I move, in
accordance with the previous order, that
the Senate stand in adjournment until
11 a.m, tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o'clock and 10 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned until tomorrow, Thursday,
April 20, 1967, at 11 a.m.

ADJO

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate April 19, 1967:

IN THE NAvVY

The following-named officers of the Navy
for permanent promotion to the grade of rear
admiral:

LINE

William C. Abhau John J. Lynch
Walter V. Combs, Jr. David B. Bell
Earl R. Crawford Donald M. White
Walter F. Schlech, Jr.Roger W. Mehle
Thomas S. King, Jr. Frederick H.

Ed R. Eing Schneider, Jr.
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Vincent P. de Poix
Thomas J. Walker IIT
Eugene P. Wilkinson
Walter L. Curtis, Jr. Frederic A, Bardshar
John E. Dacey Lawrence R. Gels
Woodrow W. McCroryC. Edwin Bell, Jr.
Philip A. Beshany Frank C, Jones
Robert W. McNitt Paul A. Holmberg
Raymond F. Du Bois Donald M. Showers
Ralph Weymouth Harry C. Mason
Evan P, Aurand Jamlie Adalr

MEDICAL CORFS

Frank T. Norris. Harry 8. Etter
John 8. Cowan

: SUPPLY CORPS
Eenneth R. Wheeler George E, Moore II
CIVIL ENGINEER CORPS
Robert R. Wooding

Ralph W, Cousins
Donald “G' Baer
Richard G. Colbert

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate April 19, 1967 :

UNITED NATIONS

The following-named persons to be rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
to the fifth speclal session of the General
Assembly of the United Nations:

Arthur J. Goldberg, of Illinois.

Willlam B. Buffum, of Maryland.

Richard F, Pedersen, of California.

Mrs. Eugenle Anderson, of Minnesota.

Bamuel C, Adams, Jr., of Texas,

The following-named persons to be alter-
nate representatives of the United States of
America to the fifth special session of the
General Assembly of the United Nations:

Garland R. Farmer, Jr., of California.

Michael Iovenko, of New York.

FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION

Albert Scheffer Lang, of Minnesota, to be
Administrator of the Federal Rallroad Ad-
ministration.

INTERSTATE COMMERCE COMMISSION

George M. Stafford, of Kansas, to be an In-
terstate Commerce Commissioner for the
term of 7 years expiring December 31, 1973.

COMMUNICATIONS SATELLITE CORP,

William W. Hagerty, of Pennsylvania, to be
a member of the board of directors of the
Communications BSatellite Corp. until the
date of the annual meeting of the corpora-
tion in 1970.

FEDERAL MARITIME COMMISSION

James F. Fanseen, of Maryland, to be a
Federal Maritime Commissioner for the term
expiring June 30, 1971.

NATIONAL TRANSPORTATION SAFETY BOARD

Francis H. McAdams, of the District of
Columbia, to be a member of the National
Transportation Safety Board for the term
expiring December 31, 1967.

Louis M. Thayer, of Florida, to be a member
of the National Transportation Safety Board
for the term expiring December 31, 1968.

Joseph J. O'Connell, Jr., of Maryland, to be
a member of the National Transportation
Safety Board for the term expiring December
31, 1969,

John H. Reed, of Maine, to be a member of
the National Transportation Safety Board
for the term expiring December 31, 1970.

Oscar M, Laurel, of Texas, to be a member
of the National Transportation Safety Board
for the term expiring December 31, 1871.

IN THE DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

The nominations beginning Dr. Charles E.
Klontz, to be a Forelgn Bervice officer of class
1, a consular officer, and a secretary in the
diplomatic service of the United States of
America, and ending Edward H. Wilkinson,
to be a consular officer of the United States
of America, which nominations were recelved
by the Senate and appeared in the CONGRES-
s1oNAL RECORD on March 9, 1967; and
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The nominations beginning Delmar R.
Carlson; to be a Foreign Service officer of class
1, and ending John M. Yates, to be a Foreign
Service officer of class 6, and a consular offl-
cer of the United States of America, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
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appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on
March 22, 1967; and

The nominations beginning Alan W. Ford,
to be a Foreign Service officer of class 8, a
consular officer, and a secretary in the diplo-
matic service of the United States of Amerl-
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ca, and ending Russell M. Winge, to be a con-
sular officer of the United States of America,
which nominations were recelved by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the CONGRESSIONAL
REecorp on March 23, 1967,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Voice of America

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JAMES KEE

OF WEST VIRGINIA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 19, 1967

Mr. KEE. Mr. Speaker, under leave
to extend my remarks in the Recorp, 1
include last week’s public service tele-
vision and radio newscast, “The Kee Re-
port.” The subject discussed is the Voice
of America.

The report follows:

This is Jim Kee, bringing you. the Kee
Report.

Most Americans are aware that Soviet
Russia and Red China will employ military
force to advance the aims of Communism
whenever they get a chance. However, there
is another form of Communist aggression,
equally dangerous, which people in the free
world do not fully realize,

This second form of aggression is a form
of intellectual warfare waged every day of
the year by the masters of Moscow and
Peking against the free institutions of de-
mocracy. The purpose of this campaign 1is
to mislead people everywhere for their ex-
pected Communist take-over. In this cam-
paign of falsehood, special programs are tai-
lored for every country on earth,

The power of modern mass communica-
tion is employed to advance the cause of
Communism and to sow fear and distrust of
democratic government, There are radio and
televislon programs, mnewspapers, leaflets,
magazines and books—with special emphasis
on carefully doctored textbooks, which are
furnished at very low cost to poor govern-
ments, Taken in the mass, this worldwide
propaganda carried on by the Communist
countries is the most extensive campalign of
falsehood and slander the human race has
ever known.

If the free governments had let this go
unanswered, the cause of freedom would be
In a bad way indeed. Fortunately, right
after World War II, the officials of our Gov-
ernment recognized this special form of Com-
munist aggression and set up a practical
program to nullify its effects.

The agency charged with this task is popu-
larly known as the Voice of America. Actu-
ally, this is the name given to American
broadcasts in foreign countries, But the
work of the United States Information
Agency s far more extensive than just broad-
casting, Every Communist lle is tracked
down to its source, and answered. Every as-
sault upon free institutions is exposed, and
repulsed. Around the clock on every con-
tinent, in nearly 40 languages, the men and
women who conduct our information service
are using the healing balm of truth to offset
the poison of Communist propaganda.

The Information Agency employs every

form of publication, motion pictures and ex-
hibits to tell the story of democracy and
freedom to foreign audiences.

There are now millions of people on this
planet who depend for thelr daily news re-
ports upon the special news service prepared

and broadcast by our Government. These
listeners include untold thousands behind
the Iron Curtain who realize that all news
reports in their own country are distorted
by official propaganda.

The preparation of this dally report is a
fascinating story in itself. The basic facts
are put together here in Washington with
scrupulous regard for truth and objectivity.
These news reports are then beamed overseas
by 85 transmitters in the United State and 57
more on forelgn soll with total power of 15
million watts. Translators then convert
them into foreign tongues for broadcast to
local audiences.

Today Uncle Sam operates one of the great-
est news agencles in the world. Unfortu-
nately, there are two others which are even
larger. One is operated by Soviet Russia
and broadcasts nearly twice as much as we
do. The other is operated by Red China.
This gives you some idea of the massive job
which must be done.

On Release of Nickel

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. RICHARD L. ROUDEBUSH

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 19, 1967

Mr. ROUDEBUSH. Mr. Speaker, this
week the House of Representatives has
an opportunity to help thousands of in-
dustries throughout our Nation.

Thursday, we will consider H.R. 5786,
the bill which will release Government
stockpiled nickel. This measure will re-
lease 60 million pounds of nickel and will
alleviate to a great extent the problems
of our industries which have been hurt
by the nickel shortage.

I certainly support the necessity of
stockpiling strategic metals and other
commodities for use in case of emer-
gency.

However, on this particular bill, the is-
sue is one that is easily solved.

If we do not need the nickel for emer-
gency use then it should be given to in-
dustry which does need it.

A majority of the Armed Services Com-
mittee say that the 60 million pounds is
not needed by the Government.

Industrial leaders say that the 60 mil-
lion pounds is needed for industry.

Therefore, the obvious conclusion is
that the nickel should be released from
the stockpiles.

Unless the pounds of nickel are released
industrialists will continue to pay exor-
bitant prices for the metal if they can
afford to operate at all, and if they do,
these high nickel prices will boost the
cost of essential products to other seg-
ments of the economy.

This will then contribute in a great

degree to inflationary problems we now
have, and drive the cost of living to even
higher scales, to say nothing of the detri-
mental effect of unemployment caused by
layoffs and shutdowns.

This is important legislation, needed
legislation and legislation which will in-
deed help our country.

I strongly urge that this measure, HR.
5786, be passed by this body and sent to
the Senate.

Antipollution Standards for Detergents

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
HON. RICHARD D. McCARTHY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, April 19, 1967

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, water
pollution caused by detergents has long
been a serious problem. Progress has
been made in lessening this threat to our
waters, but, it is still a major problem.

I have today introduced a bill calling
for the restraint of water pollution
caused by the various ingredients in
detergents.

Synthetic detergents impair sewage
processes, encourage the undesirable
growth of algae and hinder fish and
plant life. Under the bill I have in-
troduced today, first sponsored by Sen-
ator NeLsoN, of Wisconsin, a committee
of experts would be established to draft
antipollution standards that detergents
would have to meet. Research moneys
would be provided for the development of
detergents that would disintegrate rap-
idly, not harming sewage processes, fish
or plant life or stimulating growth of
algae.

The bill, also called the “Detergent
Pollution Control Act of 1967,” would
further foster research into the improve-
ment of sewage treatment and the de-
velopment of new sewage processes.

Much progress has been made already
in reducing detergent pollution but it
is still a major problem. Synthetic de-
tergents involved include such common
items as water softeners, brighteners,
dyes and perfumes which come in liquid,
bar, spray, flake, or powder form.

Both public and private agencies and
organizations would be funded under the
provisions of this bill in a comprehen-
sive effort to continue the campaign to
effect improved detergents and combat
detergent pollution.

Not enough is known yet about the
latest detergents beyond the fact that
they are an improvement over the
earliest ones. If the 90th Congress sees
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