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SENATE

Fripay, June 12, 1964

(Legislative day of Monday, March 30,
1964)

The Senate met at 11 o'clock am., on
the expiration of the recess, and was
called to order by the Acting President
pro tempore (Mr. METCALF).

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

O God, whose rule is law, but whose
name is love, Thou hast given us this
wide and wonderful earth where Thou
hast housed us as royal children.

Help us never to grow dull to all its
wonders, nor lose the mystic luster of
the changing pageant of earth and sky
and sea.

Join us, we pray, to the seers and
prophets of the past who have ever gone
ahead of the crowd, to climb the beck-
oning hilltops of humanity’'s highest
hopes. Keep us, we beseech Thee, from
absorption in our own selves and from
irritable haste as we face the tasks Thou
hast set before us, for us to accomplish.
Deliver us, and especially those who
stand above their fellows in posts of
public office, from the arrogance and
corruption which lurk in earthly power
and pedestals. Help us to know that
when we forget Thee, whatever we build
is labor lost; that only in Thy life is
our enduring life, and only in Thy will
is our peace.

In the name of Christ, our Redeemer,
we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. MansFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
June 11, 1964, 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. Miller, one
of his secretaries.

REPORT OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore laid before the Senate the follow-

ing message from the President of the

United States, which, with the accom-

panying report, was referred to the Com-

mittee on Agriculture and Forestry:

To the Congress of the United States:

I am sending for the information of
the Congress the report of the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1963, in accordance with
the provisions of Section 13, Public Law
806, Eightieth Congress.

LyNpowN B. JOHNSON.

TaE WHITE Housk, June 12, 1964.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

As in executive session,
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message

AUTHENTICATED
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from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
were referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

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

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Bartlett, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed a bill (H.R. 11049) to adjust
the rates of basic compensation of cer-
tain officers and employees in the Fed-
eral Government, and for other pur-
poses, in which is requested the con-
currence of the Senate.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED

The bill (HR. 11049) to adjust the
rates of basic compensation of certain
officers and employees in the Federal
Government, and for other purposes, was
read twice by its title and referred to
the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service.

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be a
morning hour for 15 minutes, with state-
ments therein not to exceed 3 minutes.

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

MONTANA DISASTER

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mryr. President, in
yesterday's Recorp, I am quoted as say-
ing, last evening, “We have lost 135
Montanans, who cannot be found.”

What I said was that we have lost 28
Montanans; 135 are missing; some of
them very likely will not be found; and
a good many of the dead and a good
many of the missing are members of the
Blackfeet Nation. This disaster is the
worst Montana has ever suffered; and
I say now, and say it sadly, that when
the dead are counted, the number will
exceed the number of those who died
recently in the Alaska quake.

At this time I wish to express, on be-
half of my distinguished junior colleague
from Montana, the Acting President pro
tempore of the Senate [Mr. METCALF],
and myself, our gratitude and thanks
to the officers and men at the Malmstrom
Air Force Base, at Great Falls, who per-
formed magnificently; also to the Air
Force and other personnel who came
from the Hamilton Air Force Base, in
California; also to the members of the
Montana National Guard, all of whom
have performed in exemplary fashion in
carrying out their duties; and also to
all the Federal officials and others who
have come to the assistance of our State,
at the request of its congressional del-
egation, Gov. Tim Babcock and Acting
Gov. Dave Manning.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, on be-
half of the people of Georgia, I extend
the people of Montana our profound
sympathy and regret because of the great
tragedy they have suffered. The people
of Georgia have experienced great diffi-
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culty with tornadoes, which have cost
more lives in Georgia than the total
number of lives lost in any floods which
any State has experienced.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the follow-
ing letters, which were referred as indi-
cated:

RerorT oF ExPoRT-IMPORT BANK oF WASH-
INGTON ON GUARANTEES OF CERTAIN TRANS-
ACTIONS
A letter from the Assistant Secretary, Ex-

port-Import Bank of Washington, Washing-

ton, D.C., reporting, pursuant to law, on the
issuance by that bank on June 4, 1964, of
guarantees with respect to certain transac-
tions; to the Committee on Appropriations.

REPORT ON ACTIVITIES UNDER MERCHANT SHIP
SaLes Act oF 1946

A letter from the Secretary of Commerce,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a report of
the Maritime Administration of the Depart-
ment of Commerce on the activities and
transactions of the Administration under the
Merchant Ship Sales Act of 1946, for the
period January 1 through March 31, 1964
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

REPORT oN UNNECCESSARY CosTs 1IN THE LEAs-
ING OF ELECTRONIC DaATA PROCESSING SYS-
TEMS BY GENERAL D¥YNamIcs CORPe,

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the unnecessary costs to the
Government in the leasing of electronic data
processing systems by General Dynamics
Corp., Fort Worth Division, Fort Worth, Tex.,
Department of Defense, dated June 1964
(with an accompanying report); to the Com-
mittee on Government Operations.

RepPorRT ON ERRONEOUS PAYMENTs MADE FOR
MiLiTARY PaY, LEAVE, AND TRAVEL AT Blces
AR FORCE BASE, TEX.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on erroneous payments made
for military pay, leave, and travel, at Biggs
Air Force Base, Tex., Department of the Air
Force, dated June 1964 (with an accompany-
ing report); to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

PETITION

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the petition
of Felicula Castaneda Vda de Palis, of
Santa Fe, Nueva Vizcaya, the Philip-
pines, praying for the enactment of leg-
islation to provide pension benefits to
surviving widows and children of native
scouts employed by the U.S. Army Ex-
peditionary Force to the Philippine
Islands before October 1, 1901, which
was referred to the Committee on Armed
Services.

REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

The following report of a committee
was submitted:

By Mr. MONRONEY, from the Committee
on Commerce, with an amendment:

5. 1719. A bill to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act and the Federal Aviation Act
of 1958 In order to exempt certain wages and
salary of employee from withholding for tax
purposes under the laws of States or sub-
divisions thereof other than the State or
subdivision of the employee's residence
(Rept. No. 1076) .
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BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. ATKEN (for himself, Mr, MANS-
FIELD, Mr. MunpT, Mr. MORSE, Mr.
SymincToN, and Mr, Dobp) :

8.2905. A bill to provide for the appoint-
ment of a Commissioner General for U.S. par-
ticipation in the Canadian Universal and
International Exhibition, and for other pur-
poses; to the Commitiee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Mr. HOLLAND:

8. 2006. A bill for the relief of Branko
(Bronco) Balic; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

8.2007. A bill for the relief of Jean Chen
Pan (Pan Chu Jean-Chen); to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MUSKIE:

S.2008. A bill for the relief of Simon Der
Simonian, his wife, Hossannah Der Simonian,
and their children, Enel Sebouh Der Simon-
ian, Rebecca Der Simonian, Haroutune Der
Simonian, and Nishan Der Simonian; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

INCOME TAX RELIEF FOR CERTAIN
DISABLED PERSONS—ADDITIONAL
COSPONSORS OF BILL

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, re-
cently I introduced a bill which was given
the number S. 1325, relating to income
tax relief for certain disabled persons. I
offered it as an amendment to the tax
bill when it was pending before the Sen-
ate earlier.

The Senator from New York [Mr.
KEeaTinGg] was a cosponsor of the amend-
ment and should be on this bill as a co-
sponsor,

I ask unanimous consent that he be
listed as a cosponsor at the next print-
ing of the bill.

I also ask unanimous consent that the
name of the Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. JouNsTON] be added as a co-
sponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BiBLE
in the chair). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. KEATING subsequently said: Mr,
President, I appreciate the courtesy of
the distinguished Senator from Alabama
[Mr. SparkMaN], He and I, along with
the able senior Senator from South Car-
olina [Mr. JomnsToN] collaborated on
this measure when it was last before the
Senate in the form of an amendment to
the tax reduction bill of this year. At
that time, it was approved by the Sen-
ate and sent to conference but unfortu-
nately was deleted from the bill by the
committee. In light of that history, I
have no hesitation in predicting its ready
approval again in the Senate the next
time an appropriate revenue measure
reaches us, and I will be happy to join
with the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SparEMAN] in that effort.

It is deeply regretted, of course, that
this bill did not find its way into the
Revenue Act of 1964. I should think that
in a tax reduction bill in the neighbor-
hood of $12 billion or more, there would
have been room for modest relief for the
physically handicapped and disabled.
For many of them, this measure can
spell the difference between enforced
idleness and the ability to pursue gain-
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ful employment opportunities, There is
no question that the latter goal is most
deserving of Congress support, and I am
hopeful it will finally be attained soon.

PROHIBITION OF USE OF MAIL
COVERS—ADDITIONAL COSPON-
SOR OF BILL

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, at its next printing, I ask unani-
mous consent that the name of the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. CaNNoN] may be
added as a cosponsor of the bill (S. 2627)
to prohibit the use of mail covers, intro-
duced by me, on March 11, 1964,

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

DISCRIMINATION AND 1973

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, in the
National Review magazine for October
1958, appeared what I assumed at the
time to be a parody on controversial
decisions of the Supreme Court of the
United States uproofing existing law
and changing time-honored constitu-
tional constructions by great jurists.
This parody is set out in the form of a
supposed decision by the Supreme Court
of the United States, ostensibly dated
May 20, 1974, in an imaginary case en-
titled “Rippling Creek Club, Inc., et al.,
petitioners, against United States of
America.” The alleged case deals with
the subject of the use of Federal power
against a social organization to enforce
social intermingling of the races and to
end forever the right of men to choose
their own associates.

I do not know who wrote this satire or
parody; but I will say that it goes beyond
satire, and shows that whoever wrote it
was endowed with a gift of prophecy
such as has not been known since biblical
times. The only error the prophet made
was in failing to realize that apparently
we are going to reach much earlier than
1974 the social order and police state
methods set forth in the suggested de-
cision.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that this satire or prophecy—it may
more properly be called a prophecy—be
printed in the REcorp.

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

RrpPLING CREER CLUB, INC., ET AL., PETITION-

ERS ¥. UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
[A satire from National Review magazine,
October 1958]

(Supreme Court of the United States, No.
867, October term, 1973, on writ of certi-
orari to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the

Fifth Circuit, May 20, 1974)

Mr. Justice Smith delivered the opinion
of the Court.

This case involves the construction and
constitutionality of certain provisions of the
Federal Discrimination Commission Act, 42
U.8.0., 9001 et seq., empowering the Federal
Discrimination Commission to issue cease-
and-desist orders against “any individual,
firm, corporation, unincorporated associa-
tion, or other entity whatsoever,” whenever
in the Commission’s opinion such entity “is
engaging, or is about to engage, in any dis-
criminatory action, practice, or course of
conduct” (42 U.S.C. 9004(b)).

The corporate petitioner is a nonprofit
corporation organized under the laws of the
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State of Alabama. Its organization and
functions are those usual in country clubs.
It maintains a clubhouse in which bar and
dining facilities are provided, and it oper-
ates a golf course, tennis courts, swimming
pool, and other customary amenities, It
has, and at all times relevant to this litiga-
tion had, a membership of less than the full
complement of 500 authorized by its con-
stitution. New members are admitted upon
the nomination of five regular members and
the approval of the individual petitioners, an
election committee of seven members ap-
pointed by the board of governors. An ini-
tiation fee and annual dues are charged. No
so-called Negro is or has ever been a member.

On this state of facts the Commission in-
stituted an Investigation into petitioners’
discriminatory practices, and, finding such
to exist, issued on March 27, 1970, an order
requiring petitioner to cease discriminating
in its selection of membership (13 F.D.C.
398). This order was duly affirmed, and an
injunction issued, by the Court of Appeals
for the Fifth Circuit (68 F. 3d 119). We
denied certiorarl (891 U.S. 917). More than
a year having passed, and there still being
no Negroes among petitioner’s membership,
the Commission initiated contempt proceed-
ings. Petitioners were adjudged in con-
tempt, and the statutory punishment of fine
and imprisonment was imposed. We grant-
ed certlorar! to reafirm basic principles in
the administration of the act (402 U.S. 833).

Petitioners’ primary contention is that the
act can have no application to, and the
Commission no jurlsdiction over, purely so-
cial organizations. Stripped of irrelevancies,
in one aspect this argument is in essence
that the 14th amendment, under which the
act was passed, applies only to State action,
and that the actlions neither of the corporate
petitioner nor of the individuals composing
its election committee come within the scope
of that amendment’s prohibitions. It is true
that only State action is inhibited by the
amendment; but to contend that action of
the kind here involved is not State action is
to revive the exploded fallacy of the Civil
Rights Cases, 109 U.8. 3. As we said in Saffold
v. Holder, 364 U.8. 221, 224, where the ghost
of those cases was laid to rest forever:

“To say that action of a corporation is not
‘State action’ in the instant context is to fiy
in the face of juristic reality. No corporation
has or can have existence of any legally sig-
nificant kind without the active consent of
the State, Whille its activities may in no
sense be governmental, the life which en-
ables It to carry on those activities was
breathed into its nostrils by the State. What
the State’s creatures do, the State does.”

The similar argument of the individual
petitioners can fare no better. In the firat
case under the act to reach this Court, Harri-
son v. United States, 380 U.S. 11, 19, we sald:

“Petitioner contends that even If the re-
peated pronunciation in public of this word
as ‘Nigra’ amounts to discrimination within
the meaning of the statute, the statute
cannot be applied to him, since this conduct
is not ‘State action.! The true bounds of the
concept of ‘State action’ have only recently
emerged. It is plain that, under the unitary
conditions of modern life, to limit the notion
of ‘State actlon’ to those activities carried
on by the legislature's express command or
implied permission is to empty it of all sig-
nificant content. The true teaching of
Marsh v. Alabama, 336 UB. 501, Terry v.
Adams, 845 U.S. 461, and Edgerton V.
Shockley, 861 U.8. 366, should by now be
plain. It is that ‘the State' cannot be dis-
sociated from the community; that action
which meets the approval of the community
and expresses its mood is as surely ‘State
action’ as 1s the most explicit statute.”

We have frequently reaffirmed, and indeed
broadened, this holding. Firemen’s Benev-
olent Society v. United States, 397 U.S. 225;
McCracken v. United States, 388 U.B. 408.
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Compare United States v. One Book Called
“Tales of Uncle Remus,” 31 F, 3d 922.

But the corporate petitioner’s constitu-
tional argument goes further than this; it
ralses the question left open in the Fire-
men’'s Benevolent case, supra, whether the
right of assembly guaranteed by the first
amendment ousts the application of the act
to purely social organizations, whose sole
raison d'etre is the gathering together of
congenial persons. We did not reach this
question in Firemen’s Benevolent. There
we held that the Commission had undoubted
power to prevent the production of the “min-
strel show” complained of, since the soclety
functioned as an insurer as well as a soclal
organization; but we intimated that this
question would be ruled by our decision in
States Rights Democratic Party v. United
States, 393 U.S. 1. In the latter case we held
that political assoclations could not hide
from the act behind the shield of the first
amendment, since such associations are by
their nature concerned with government,
and discriminatory action “is not reasonably
related to any proper governmental objec-
tive,”” Bolling v. Sharpe, 347 U.B. 497, 500.
Petitloners seek to avoid the impact of the
States rights decision by arguing that its
rationale is limited to political associations;
that it holds only that the protection ac-
corded political assoclations is restricted to
thelr governmental, or would-be govern-
mental, activities, But States rights can-
not be so restricted. Whether or not the
first amendment right is limited to the right
of political assembly, see Yamaguchi v. Wein-
berg, 370 U.S, 93, 99, we hold that the amend-
ment does not shield a mere social organiza-
tion from the Discrimination Act., It would
indeed be strange if it were otherwise. No
discriminations leave deeper or more last-
ing scars than do social ones, and it was
Congress’ particular intention in creating
the Commission “to forge a weapon capable
of dealing with this threat to our demo-
cratic soclety” (S. Rept. No. 316, 89 Cong.,
1st sess. 26) .

Petitloner’s other contentions are equally
devold of merit. It is settled that “the con-
tent of the term ‘discriminatory’ is suffi-
ciently rooted in the common conscience of
the American people to constitute a valid
standard with ascertainable criteria” (Harri-
son v. United States, supra, at 16). Thus,
the Commission’s condemnation of offensive
pronunciations of group names, Harri-
son v. United States, supra; of printing the
word “Negro"” without a capital initial,
United States v, 377 Copies of the London
Times, 236 F. Supp. 846; of advertising a
musical instrument as a “Jew's harp,” Apex
Piano Co. v. United States (44 F. 3d 619,
certiorari denied, 399 U.S. 924); and of em-
ploying the phrase “dirty Irish trick” (Ng
Yang Toy v. United States, 399 U.8. 772),
have all been upheld. We have approved, in
Northfield Aireraft Co. v. United States, de-
cided this day, Commission regulations for-
bidding prospective employers to inquire as
to the names of job applicants, since this
might reveal the applicants’ ancestry or na-
tional origin. At any rate, we are not here
concerned with the borderlines of the dis-
crimination concept. The flagrantly exclu-
slonary conduct of the petitioners is suffi-
ciently extreme to satisfy any definition.

Petitioners contend, finally, that the fact
that no so-called Negroes applied for ad-
mission to membership absolves them of any
responsibility for discrimination. This con-
tention is likewise without merit. Ever since
Barrett v. United States, 380 U.S. 585—in
one sense, indeed, ever since the New York
schools case, Hunt v. Board of Education,
355 U.8. 116—it has been clear that it is
no defense to a charge of exclusionary dis-
crimination that no members of the group
discriminated against have sought admis-
sion. As we pointed out in Barrett, ‘“the
lack of applications tends to show not apathy
but repression; to demonstrate good faith
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it is necessary that the party charged ac-
tively seek out members of other groups.”
It is urged that this confers irrebuttability
on the statutory presumption of discrimina-
tlon when no member of the minority group
is found in the group or organization in-
volved; but that this is not so should be ob-
vious from Northern Vermoni Driving
School, Ine. v. United States, 400 U.S. 33.

We hold, therefore, that the act is consti-
tutional as applied to petitioner; that social
organizations cannot discriminate agalnst
members of minority groups. There are lim-
its, of course, to the extent to which social
allnements can be regulated (see Gotlieb v.
New York, decided this day, holding invalid
the New York compulsory intermarriage
law). But those limits were not reached in
this case. They were not even approached.

Affirmed.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR RANDOLPH

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I call
attention to the fact that our well liked
and highly regarded colleague, the Sen-
ator from West Virginia, JENNINGS RAN-
poLPH, led the ticket in West Virginia in
the selection of delegates at large to the
Democratic National Convention. Sen-
ator RanporprH led the ticket of 50 can-
didates, with an unofficial total of 128,777
votes., I am sure this will please all
Members of the Senate; and it is of
especial significance in view of the fact
that Senator RanporrH has been a con-
sistent supporter of civil rights and civil
rights legislation.

ANTI-SEMITISM IN SOVIET
EDUCATION

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, there
is inecreasing concern throughout the
free world over mounting anti-Semitism
in the Soviet Union. Not only does the
new wave of action reflect anti-Jewish
sentiments among the Soviet peoples,
sentiments which contributed to the bru-
tal pogroms of the last century, but also,
Mr. President, it reflects deliberate dis-
crimination by the Soviet Government
against members of the Jewish religion.

We are familiar with the conspicuous
Communist actions against religious ob-
servances—the closing of synagogues,
banning of religious writings and publi-
cations, and the denial of rights to pre-
pare matzoth. We are also familiar with
the economic persecution of members of
the Jewish faith who frequently become
scapegoats for the economic failures of
communism. When harsh penalties, in-
cluding the death sentence, are imposed
on Soviet Jews for so-called private en-
terprise activities, then it is evident to
all the world that this is not justice but
persecution, tyranny, and brutality.

Fewer Americans, however, are aware
that even in more insidious ways, gov-
ernment diserimination against Jews is
a part of modern Soviet life. In the
field of education, for instance, a study
recently completed by Prof. Nicholas
DeWitt, of Indiana University, indicates
the unfortunate situation in Soviet uni-
versities. Under Soviet rule today only
3.22 percent of the student population
is Jewish. This compares with about 10
percent in 1918 within the Pale of Set-
tlement, 5 percent outside the Pale, and
3 percent in St. Petersburg and Moscow.
Dr. DeWitt sees strong evidence of the
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operation of a quota system that has
increased the extent of discrimination
against Jewish students. He points out,
for instance, that between 1935 and 1960
the total number of Soviet students in-
creased by 248 percent whereas the
number of Jewish students declined 39
percent.

Mr. President, this study leads, as
Will Maslow, executive director of the
American Jewish Congress, points out,
to a most depressing -conclusion—
greater education prejudice in the Soviet
Union today than in the czarist days of
pogroms and open violence.

Mr. President, in order that this out-
rageous state of affairs be fully revealed,
I ask unanimous consent to include, fol-
lowing my remarks in the Recorp, the
text of this remarkable and scholarly
work that documents for all the world
the latest evidence of the Soviet double
standard and of the campaign against
the Jewish religion being waged from
the Kremlin.

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

THE STATUS OF JEWS IN SOVIET EDUCATION
(By Nicholas DeWitt?)
FOREWORD
(By Will Maslow, executive director, Ameri-
can Jewish Congress)

A higher percentage of Jewish students
was permitted to attend universities in czar-
ist Russia than is enrolled in the US.S.R.
today.

This is perhaps the most depressing con-
clusion to be drawn from the study of Jews
in Soviet education by thls country’'s out-
standing authority on the subject, Prof.
Nicholas DeWitt, of Indiana University.

Professor DeWitt notes that approximately
3.22 percent of the student population in
Soviet universities is Jewish. Comparing
this figure with the official quotas imposed
on Jews in 1887 by the czarist Minister of
Education, we find that according to the
“History of the Jews in Russia and Poland,"”
by the Jewish Historian Simon Dubnow,
published in 1818, the Jewish university
quota was 10 percent of the Christian uni-
versity population within the Pale of Set-
tlement, 5 percent outside the Pale and 3
percent in St. Petersburg and Moscow.

The Soviet Government’s own statistics
on the enrollment of Jewish and other na-
tlonality groups in universities give the lie
to Soviet clalms that no discrimination ex-
ists agalnst Jews in Soviet education. The
study by Professor DeWitt, combined with
other extensive evidence of religious and
cultural discrimination against the Jews of
the U.S.8.R. deepens our concern for the
future of Soviet Jewry.

May 1964,

INTRODUCTION

Over the last 10 years one of the persistent
features of Soviet propaganda efforts has
been an attempt to convince the world that
the U.S.S.R.s policies toward all national
groups and especially toward Jews have been
equitable and just. The Soviet claim has

i1 Pormerly research associate of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and of the Rus-
sian Research Center, Harvard University;
currently assoclate professor, Russian and
East European Institute, Indiana University;
chairman, Department of International and
Comparative Education, School of Educa-
tion; director, Foreign Area Studies for the
State of Indiana; director, International
Survey of Educational Development and
Planning; and consultant to the National
Science Foundation.
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been that no discrimination, no Russifica-
tion, and no restrictions whatsoever existed
in the past or presently exist which would
impede the equal cultural development of all
national groups and all social strata in the
Soviet TUnion. The Soviet Government
claims that equality of educational oppor-
tunity is fully guaranteed by the laws and
the constitution of the U.S.S3.R. Any and all
statements to the contrary are denounced
simply as malicious lles and sinister
fabrications.

In order to support the pretention that
the problem of discrimination against Jews
in education does not even exist, Soviet
propaganda agencies in recent years—
through broadcasts, periodicals, embassy re-
leases, etc.—have issued a flood of state-
ments containing officlal facts and figures.
These statements, released piecemeal, are in-
tended more to confuse than to clarify the
basic issue: Is there or is there not dis-
crimination against Jews so far as the equal
right of access to education is concerned?

QUOTA SYSTEMS

When put together and examined in or-
derly fashion, the official statistics do permit
clarification of this basic issue. Since 1955,
there have been persistent reports on a “nu-
merus clausus"”—more simply, a quota sys-
tem—ifor determining the admission to
Soviet universities and other institutions of
higher learning of all nationalities, and of
Jews in particular.

In my earlier studles of Soviet education,
particularly in “Education and Professional
Employment in the U.S.S.R.” (especially pp.
8563-360 and 420—421), I dwelt at some length
on the operational features of the so-called
equivalent balances. These are admission
quotas by nationality, which stipulate that
the composition of students by nationality
should optimally be such as to give a pro-
portionate representation among students
approximately equivalent to the proportion
which a given nationality has in the total
population. This is a major policy directive,
but how this numerus clausus is used as a
direct discriminatory device against the ad-
mission of Jews to institutions of higher
learning in the U.S.S.R. can be easily seen:
If the share of Jewlish applicants is high, the
admissions are cut back and preferences are
glven to other nationals, though on strictly
competitive and nondisecriminatory grounds
most of the qualified Jewish applicants
should have been admitted.

I feel deeply honored that, by calling at-
tention to this policy directive, and espe-
cially for interpreting its operational fea-
tures, I have recently been denounced by
the Soviet Government for the “lunatic hal-
lucinations of an American professor.” I
was pleased indeed to see that the research-
ers of the Institute of Economics of the
Academy of Sclences of the U.S5.S.R., a mem-
ber of the state planning committee, and a
member of the Ministry of Higher and Sec-
ondary Specialized Education all joined
forces in their recent review of my book (in
“Vestnik Vysshel Shkoly,” December 19683,
Pp. 75-79). Their greatest vehemence was
directed against my statements that such a
quota system exists. For though It is
guarded as a state secret in the Soviet Union,
it is common knowledge in the West. In my
judgment, and I think the factual evidence
presented later will corroborate it, this de-
vice is deliberately used in the U.S.S.R. as a
means of discrimination against Jews in edu-
cation by the tacit exclusion or limitation
of Jewish applicants from admission to in-
stitutions of higher learning in the light of
intensified competition for places.

I would not have focused attention on this
item were it not for the fact that in the very
same review the Soviet officlals explicitly ad-
mit that the “Soviet national republics, fur-
thermore, have a special right to assign to
the central major higher educational estab-
lishments a certain number of nationals
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for preferential admissions without com-
petitive entrance requirements. * * * These
preferential quotas * * * expand the edu-
cational opportunities. * * * These annu-
ally planned preferential admission quotas
are not a hindrance and diserimination (as
claimed by the author), but measures of
direct benefit for the national development.”

It is worth rereading statements of this
sort in order to grasp their full meaning.
The quotation above raises other guestions.
First, is there or is there not a nationality
quota? There is, and it is annually planned
for all key institutions. As a student of edu-
cational development, I would say that any
quota system is bad, but racial or national
quotas in eduecation are utter folly.

The second question then becomes one of
mere logic. If someone is admitted to an
institution of higher learning on the basis
of a preferential nationality quota, there
must, be definition, be someone else who is
excluded from admission either because he
does not fall within such a quota or because
there are only a limited number of admis-
sion places left after the preferential quota
has been filled. Who, then, is excluded?

The final question which must be ralsed in
regard to the equality of educational oppor-
tunity for Jews in Soviet education is this:
Which of the Soviet national republics could
nominate Jews for preferential admission
quotas? I do not know of any.

THE STATISTICAL JIGSAW PUZZLE

I hope that this brief diversion to these
questions may have served as a supplemen-
tary example of what I like to think of as
Soviet tactics of deliberate confusion. Not
infrequently the Soviet Government denies
something merely in order to admit it. Such
tactics of confusion are equally applicable
to recent statistics which the Soviet infor-
mation services have released as proof that
something does not exist.

It is common knowledge that for almost
20 years, beginning with the late 1930's, the
word “Jews" as a statistical category in the
U.S8.5.R. did not exist in any type of current
reporting of national composition, be it of
population, students, language of newsprint,
native tongue, etc.

Not until the late 1950's did figures identi-
fying Jews as Jews begin to appear in offi-
cial sources. In the statistical breakdowns
by nationality prior to that time, Jews were
relegated either to the other nationalities
category or to a residual category; that is,
after all identified nationalities in a given
tabulation were counted, there was invariably
some officlally unexplained remainder.
Since 1956, however, piecemeal figures or
tabulations specifically identifying Jews as
Jews have appeared from time to time, al-
though the reporting practice of using the
word “other” or “remainder” is still quite
common, From these piecemeal releases,
facts on Jews are quoted in Soviet infor-
mation sources. Usually these are used as
illustrations, such as: 36,173 Jews were work-
ing in 1962 among research and academic
workers; or 290,707 Jews had completed high-
er education as of December 1, 1960; or 143,-
146 Jews had completed secondary specialized
education as of December 1, 1961; or 77,177
Jews were enrolled in Soviet institutions of
higher learning as of October 15, 1960.

Many other isolated figures can be cited.
However, the problems cannot be meaning-
fully understood without an analysis of the
trends rather than statistical quotations in
isolation. This paper, accordingly, will de-
vote itself to an analysis of trends on the
status of education of Jews as they can be
ascertained from official Soviet statistics re-
leased since the mid-1950’s and particularly
in conjunction with the 1959 census of
population,

POPULATION

It is well nigh impossible to discuss the
question of educational opportunity without
reference to some base, such as population,
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the degree of its linguistic identity, or the
degree of urbanization.

First consideration for our purposes must
be given to the overall size of the Jewish
population in the Soviet Union.2 Over the
years, this Jewlsh population has been as
follows: 1926 census, 2,646,000; 1037 census,
no data published, declared not valid; 1939
census, data not released; 1939 estimates (in
prewar U.S.8.R. boundaries), 3,021,000; 1940
(in postwar U.S.S.R. boundaries absorbing
Jews from annexed territories), about 5 mil-
lion; 1959 census, 2,268,000.

Largely because of the calamities of the
Second World War, the Jewish population in
the Soviet Union was some 17 percent smaller
in 1959 than three decades earlier. Ob-
viously, the change in the size of the popu-
lation is relevant to the numerical trends
in education.

LINGUISTIC IDENTITY AND URBANIZATION

Table 1 summarizes 1959 census data on
the linguistic identity of the total Soviet
population and of Jews within it. Two im-
portant observations become evident from
these data in regard to the status of Jews in
Soviet education:

1. No other national group shows a higher
level of urban concentration than the Jewish
population (95.3 percent were urban resi-
dents as compared with an average of only
47.9 percent for the total population).

2. Except for the Russians proper as a
national group, no other national group in
the Soviet Union declared Russian as its
native language to the extent so declared by
the Jewish population—764 percent. In
other words, while for the total population
93.4 percent declared the language of their
nationality as their native language, only
21.5 percent of the Jewish population de-
clared the language of their nationality as
their native language.

These two major observations call for fur-
ther comment. One is that the meaning of
the census gquestion—"*Which language do
you consider your native language?"—is ob-
viously liable to a great many subjective
interpretations. This is not a mere exercise
in semantics; aside from the potentially
biased phraseology of the census question,
the major fact remains that the Jews, either
by choice or by compulsion, appear linguisti-
cally the most Russified nationality in the
U.SS.R.

The implication of this trend 1s particu-
larly significant in historical perspective.
While in the 1926 census about 75 percent of
Jews declared Yiddish as their native lan-
guage, less than 20 percent (about 400,000)
probably made such a declaration in 19568.
This linguistic shift has a direct bearing
upon the education of Jews, particularly
when it is coupled with their high degree of
urbanization.

Putting the two together—linguistic
homogeneity and urban concentration—we
can reasonably assume that the levels of
educational attainment among Jews, and
thus their potential suitability for higher
education (postulating random intellectual
ability), must be substantially higher than
that of the population at large.

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

This assumption is indeed reflected in the
demographic data. The substantially high-
er levels of educational attainment for the
Jewish population are clearly evidenced by
partial data from the 1959 Sovlet census of
population. Table 2 presents data on the
number of persons with 7 or more years of
education per 1,000 population. In 1839
there were 3 to 4 times as many
Jews per 1,000 population with 7 or more
years of education as there were among the
population at large. In 1959, although this
difference narrowed, the Jewish population
still had 1.6 to 2.5 times more persons per

2 Bource 3.
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1,000 population with 7 or more years of education attendance is above the national

education. Unfortunately, the 1959 Soviet
census falled to release these data for the
U.SS8.R. at large and for most republics,
which would permit comprehensive compari-
sons.
Parenthetically, it might be noted that
the educational attainment level (7 or more
years of education) over the 20-year period
1930-59 improved for the Soviet population
at large by a factor of 3 to 3.5, while for
the Jewish population by a factor of only
1.5 to 2.5. The implications of this are ob-
vious: The expansion of educational oppor-
tunities for the population at large pro-
ceeded at a more rapid rate than for the
Jewish population. In fact, the rates of
completion of secondary schooling (le., 7
or more years of education) probably went
down for Jews during these two decades,
while for the population at large they rose.
Nevertheless, the generally higher level of
educational attainment of the Jewish popu-
lation is important for judging their rates
of access to higher education. The general
rate of completion of secondary education in
urban schools of the U.S.8.R. (which most
Jews attend) is about twice as high as that
for rural schools. Further, most instruection
(about 80 percent) in higher education is
conducted in the Russian language. Both
these factors are obviously relevant to the
problem of continuing studies in higher edu-
cation if there was merely a random selec-
tion, based on ability, for such studies.

HIGHER EDUCATION ENROLLMENTS

In the postwar period the only comprehen-
sive set of figures for the enrollment of Jews
in higher education was released by the
Soviet Government for the fall of 1960. A
summary tabulation, by type of program and
union republic, 1s presented in table 3.

The data in table 3 indicate that there was
substantial variation in the distribution of
students by type of program for the different
republics. On the average, the proportion of
Jewish students enrolled in full-time day
programs was slightly lower (4456 percent)
than the proportion of all students enrolled
in such day programs (48.2 percent). On the
other hand, there was a slightly higher pro-
portion of Jewish students enrolled in eve-
ning programs than the proportion of all
students enrolled in such programs.

The data in table 8 are of particular inter-
est, however, when subjected to further anal-
ysils. Table 4 presents data on the Jewish
population in relation to the total population
and on Jewish higher education enrollment
In relation to total higher education enroll-
ment for all natlionalities. On the basis of
these two sets of data, the index of Jewish
representation in higher education has been
calculated for the different republics (col-
umn G). This index shows the relationship
between the number of Jewlsh students to
the Jewish population as compared with the
number of students of all nationalities in
relation to the total population. This index
is simply indicative of the differential rates
of access to higher education for the Jewish
population and for the population at large.
The very pecullar behavior of this index by
republic must be noted.

While the proportion of Jewish population
(col. C) in the total population varies
substantially, and while the share of Jewish
students (col. F) among all students also
shows a strong variation, the index of
representation (col. G) shows less varia-
tion. Generally speaking, depending upon
republic, there is a deviation of about one-
third from the national average. A further
peculiarity of this index is that in the
republics with a high proportion of Jewish
population, the index of representation of
Jewish students in higher education is below
the national average, Conversely, in some
republics with a smaller proportion of Jews
in the total population, the index of higher

average.

Such behavior of the index of representa-
tion is conceivable only in the presence of
normative regulations concerning admis-
silons of Jews to higher education. If there
were no restrictive regulations, a far greater
geographic variation in the index would be
observed. Furthermore, those republics with
a greater proportion of Jews in the popula-
tion would obviously have higher rates of
Jewish representation among higher educa-
tion students.

An examination of the data along similar
lines can be carried further if the urban pop-
ulation is related to higher education attend-
ance. These data are presented in table 5.
Since the Jewish population is almost ex-
clusively urban, it is obvious that the mean-
ing of the index of representation (in this
case, the ratio of Jewish students per Jewish
urban population to students of all
nationalities per total population) is that in
a number of republics—Byelorussia, Uzbeki-
stan, Georgla, Lithuania and Moldavia—the
access of Jews to higher education is far
below the proportionate representation of
Jews in the urban population of these re-
publics. Again, note that there is a con-
verse relationship between the proportion of
Jews in the urban population and the index
a:lf representation of Jews in higher educa-

on,

To sum up, the examination of regional
data relating higher education enrollments
to the population for all nationalities and
for Jews Indicates:

1. There is a pattern strongly suggest-
ing the presence of normative regulations
(1.e., a quota system) ; .

2. The Jewish representation among all
students in relationship to the Jewish popu-
lation as a whole is about three times high-
er than the rate of higher education attend-
a.nge in relation to the total population;
an

3. If, however, the ratio of Jews in the
U.5.8.R.’s urban population is compared with
the Jewish representation among all stu-
dents, it is evident that in those republics
where Jews constitute an above-average pro-
portion of the urban population, their repre-
sentation among university students is well
below the rate of the general population’s
access to higher education. In only three
of the Soviet Union’s 156 republics is the
Jewish university representation significant-
1y above average.

HISTORICAL DATA ON HIGHER EDUCATION
ENROLLMENTS

During the last three decades Soviet high-
er education enrollments have multiplied
about five times, What happened to the en-
rollment of Jewish students during this
period?

Table 6 presents data on enrollments in
Soviet higher education in full-time day and
evening programs (l.e., excluding extension-
correspondence students). For recent years
the only available data specifically identify-
ing Jewish students were released for 1960
only., For all other years Jewish students
have been included in the *“unaccounted”
residual.

The full implications of these data are ob-
vious. In the late 1950's and the early 1960's
there were actually fewer Jewish students
in Soviet higher education than there had
been in the early 1930’s. The historical trend
in a nutshell is as follows:

Trend

(percent

1035 1060 up (+)

or down

(=3)
Day and evening stu-
dents:

n e SRS R T 563, 500 |1, 400, 000 +248
[T S RS 74, 900 45,800 -39
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Figures for residual enrollments in the
late 1850’s indicate that there has been
hardly any change and thus the number of
Jewish students has not changed either.
In the early 1960's the maximum increment
possible (allowing enrollment increases for
other nationalities) would be 10,000 to
15,000 Jewish students. This is an exagger-
atedly optimistic figure. But even if it were
true, the enrollment of Jewish students in
day and evening programs in 1960 would still
be substantially below that of 1935.

Soviet censorship has prevented the re-
lease of data for the late 1930's, when the
number of Jewish students was probably
even higher than in 1835. But if we take
1935 as a base and compare that year's figures
with the total enrollment of 77,177 Jews in
1960 in Soviet higher education (including
extension-correspondence students), It 1is
evident that the current total figure is just
about the same as the 1935 figure for Jewish
student day and evening enrollment only.

PROFESSIONAL HIGHER EDUCATION GRADUATES

Table 7 presents figures on the total num=-
ber of higher education graduates and the
number of Jews among them. It is to be
noted particularly that these data refer to
the current stock of employed graduates and
thus reflect past trends in training. These
data are highly revealing if we compare them
with the present situation in higher educa-
tion—i.e., the current percentages of Jewish
students to total enrollment. This is done
in table 8.

It is obvious that the proportion of Jewish
students currently enrolled in higher edu-
cation 1s substantially smaller than the
proportion of Jews who enjoyed higher edu-
cation in the past.

Table 9 presents data on the number of
higher education graduates employed in the
national economy, the total for all nationali-
tles, for “accounted” nationalities and for
the “residiual.” Again, the only year for
which Jews are identified properly is 1960.
On the basis of these data, however, esti-
mates (approximate through reasonably re-
liable) as to the total number of Jews among
professional higher education graduates for
other years are possible, as follows:

Number of Jews among professional higher
education graduates (approrimate)

Year:
1941 === 170, 000.
1954 —---- 250, 000 to 270, 000.
1960 -—== 200, 000.
p G o RS LA e e 310, 000.

The implication to be drawn from these
figures is that, on the average, Soviet insti-
tutions of higher education in the late 1960's
were graduating annually about 10,000 Jews,
which is about the same as annual output of
Jewish graduates in the late 1930's. It must
be recalled, however, that in the meantime
the number of graduates for all nationalities
combined had increased from about 100,000
annually in 1940 to about 330,000 in the early
1960’s.2

As a result of this trend, the proportion
of Jews who had completed higher educa-
tion among all Soviet professionals declined
from about 18 or 19 percent in 1941 to 82
percent in 1960.

RESEARCH AND ACADEMIC PERSONNEL

Among the figures cited most frequently
by the Soviet Government in its denials of
diserimination against Jews in education are
those for so-called scientists. In reality,
these figures do not refer to scientists as we
understand the term, but rather to personnel
employed as teachers in higher education
and as researchers In various institutions
conducting research (academies, as well as
industrial, agricultural, medical and other
institutes). Usually, the Soviet sources state

2 See source 6 for a discussion of general
trends in education.
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the latest avallable figure, but if one takes
care to consider the trend, the current situ-
atlon regarding Jewish representation
among Soviet academic and research profes-
sionals is markedly different from that two
decades ago. Table 10 summarizes this trend.

‘While it is true that their absolute number
increased (in fact, about doubled in 20
years), the proportion of Jewish profession-
als in the research community declined dras-
tically. It was, in truth, cut in half. It does
not seem unreasonable to conclude, there-
fore, that even at this high level of profes-
glonal certification there were outside forces
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in operation responsible for this drastic
change.
SUMMARY

In accordance with their heritage and his-
tory, Jews living in the lands now comprising
the Soviet Unlon have traditionally sought
opportunities for education, including uni-
versity training, in numbers far exceeding
thelr proportionate representation in the
total population. This holds equally true
today. Officlal government statistics, how-
ever, demonstrate clearly that Soviet author-
ities are now employing a quota system to re-
duce the proportion of Jews enjoying oppor-
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tunities for higher education—this despite
the high degree of urbanization of the Jews
of the U.S.SR. and the high percentage of
Jews who speak Russian, the language used
in most Soviet universities.

While Soviet Jews still attend universities
in the U.8.8.R. in a proportion exceeding
their statistical representation in the coun-
try at large, the evidence shows that this pro-
portion is steadily and rapidly decreasing.
According to all avallable figures, the Soviet
Government is succeeding in its effort to
limit the number of Jews in higher edu-
cation.

TasLe 1.—Total population and Jewish population in the U.S.8.R. as of 1969, by language, sex, and rural-urban composition

Total Boviet population (millions) Jewish population (thousands)
Total Males Females Total Males Females
Declared their native language as that of their nationality:
Total. . & 4 106. 9 88.2 108. 7 1487.8 214.9 273.8
L1 R T 91 41.2 50. 5 454.7 198.3 266, 5
Rural___ 7 + 105.2 47.0 58.2 33.0 15.7 17.3
Declared Russian as their native language:
Total__ 10.2 5.0 5.2 1,733.2 T93.1 040.1
Urban. T 3.8 4.0 1,671.4 760.9 910.5
Deel m(‘;"ﬁ;;" T AR Rt e et d 2.4 1.2 1.2 61.8 32.2 20.6
eclared other language as their native language:
Total.. ngfa"“ 17 .8 .9 246.8 2.5 23.3
R e e R s s F e L e e S T e e .5 o .3 35.6 17.9 1.7
Rural 1.2 .6 8 11.2 5.6 5.6
Total lation
DI:;?P 208.8 94.0 114.8 2,267.8 1,080.6 1,237.2
3] A e 100.0 45.2 5.8 2,161.7 977.0 1,184.7
B e R R R P P R R S TR LR T R 108. 8 48.8 60.0 106. 1 53.6 52.5
1 Inclu: Jews who speak as a native language an (35,700), Tadzhik (20,800). ? Including Jews who use as a native language Ukrainian (24,800) and Tadzhik
and Tatar (25,400). ted (5

for the “residual”—some

(Ap: tly, “other languages,” including ¥Yiddish, aceoun
400,000, ;

g Bource: Bource 1, pp. 184-202,
TaBLe 2.—Number of persons with 7 or more years of education per 1,000 in the tolal population of the Soviet Union, and among Jews,

1839 and 1959
[Persons with such education per 1,000 population]

Total Urban

Population

Population

Jews Population

1939 1959

1959 1939 1959

ZERERES

BREEEEE

Bource: Source 2 (page number indieated in parentheses).

TaBLE 3.—Enrollment in Soviet institutions of higher education, total enrollment and Jewish enrollment, by type of program, distributed

by Union Republic, fall 1960

Total students of all nationalities (th ds) Jewish students (units)
By type of program By type of program
Union Republic
Total Total
Full-time Extension- Full-time Extension
day Evening correspond- day Evening correspond-
ence ence
1, 406, 699, 2 167.1 620.8 46, 555 21, 483 6, 268 18, 804
417.8 199.0 4.1 174.7 18, 673 7,007 3,545 8,121
50.3 32.3 5.6 2L.5 3, 020 1,416 660 935
101. 3 5L3 =1 42.9 2,902 1,238 317 1,847
7.1 42,7 3.4 3L0 837 495 84 258
56.3 25. 2 4.9 26.2 910 a7z 105 433
6.0 18. 5 3.4 14.1 906 417 148 341
26. 7 16. 6 L9 9.2 413 270 T 66
10.2 10. 4 5 8.3 1,225 570 13 542
2.6 12.6 1.9 1 00 513 61 226
17.4 10.8 .9 56 263 180 33 50
19. 9 1.4 L1 7.4 391 219 60 103
20.2 10.9 1.8 7.5 52 2 12 12
13.2 8.0 o1 4.5 104 53 6 45
id 13.5 7.8 B 5.4 126 mn . 13 42
OaaR. total. .. . . e 2,805, 5 1,155. 5 244.9 995. 1 7,177 34,332 11, 520 31,325
Distribution by program (in percent) . ... ... ... 100. 0 48,2 10.3 415 100. 0 4.5 14.9 40.6

Source: Source 4, pp. 125-1567.
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TaBLE 4.—Soviel population and higher education enrollments for all nationalities and for Jews, and indez of representation
Population as of 1950 Higher education enrollments as of 1960
Union Republic Index of
All nationalities Jews Percent All nationalities Jews Percent representation
(thousands) (thousands) (thousands) (thousands)
(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) (@)
Russian 8.F.8.R 117,534.3 875.3 0.745 1, 496, 074 555 3.11 417
Ukrainian 8.8.R__ 41,869, 0 840.3 2.007 417, 748 18,673 4.47 223
Byelorussian 8.8.R &, 054, 6 150.1 1.863 59,208 3,020 5.09 273
Usbek EI.S.R. 8,105.7 94.3 1.163 101,271 2,902 2.86 246
h 8.8 9,300.8 28.1 .301 1135 837 1.08 350
an S.8.R. 4,044.0 51.6 1.276 322 910 1.62 127
Azerbaidzhan 8 8. 3,697.7 40.2 1.087 36,017 906 2.52 232
Lithuanian 8.8.R__ 2,711, 4 24.7 .911 26,713 413 1.55 170
Moldavian 8.8.R 2,884.5 95.1 3.207 19,217 1,225 6.37 103
Latvian 8.8.R 2,003. 5 36.6 1748 , 568 800 3.71 212
KlTx S8.R... 2,065, 8 8.6 .416 7,879 263 1.51 363
Tadzhik 8.8.R_ 1,879.9 12.4 .626 19, 050 301 1.96 313
Ar ian 8.8.R 1,763.0 L0 . 056 20, 165 52 .28 458
Turkmen 8.8.R 1,516.4 41 .270 13,151 104 .79 292
Estonian 8.8.R 1,196.8 5.4 .451 3, 507 126 .03 206
TU.8.8.R. total 208, 826. 4 2,267.8 1.086 2,395, 545 7,177 3.22 207

Sources: Table 3 above and source 1, pp. 184-185.

TapLe 5.—Jewish population in the Soviet urban population and Jewish students in relation to total higher education enrollment, and index

of representalion

Urban population, 1959 Higher education enrollments as of 1960
Index repre-
TUnion Republic All nationalities Jews Percent All nationalities Jews Percent sentation
(thousands) (thousands) (thousands) (thousands)
(A) (B) (©) (D) (E) (F) (G)
Russian 8.F.8.R 61,611.1 875.3 1.42 1, 406, 074 555 EB 219
R B R RS L TS St S G SRR T 19,147.4 840.3 4,39 417,748 18, 673 4.47 102
Byelorusstan 8B.R. . __ 2,480.5 150.1 6.05 , 206 3,020 5.00 B4
Uzbek B.8.R 2,728.6 94.3 3.46 101,271 2,902 2.86 83
8.8.R 4,067.2 28.1 .69 77,135 837 1.08 166
G B RS e e OE S 1,712.9 51.6 3.01 56, 322 910 1.62 b4
DL PR TR L N A e 1,767.3 40.2 2.27 36, 017 006 2.52 111
Lithuanian 8.8.R____ 1,046.0 247 2.36 26,713 413 1. 556 66
Moldavian 8.8.F 642. 2 95,1 14.81 19,217 1,225 6.37 43
Latvian 8.8.R 1,173.9 36.6 3.12 21, 568 800 3.71 119
8.8.R. 606, 2 8.6 1.24 17,379 263 1.51 121
ik 8.8.R 646. 2 12.4 1.92 19, 959 391 1.96 102
Armenian 8.8.R 881.8 1.0 L1 20, 165 52 .26 236
Turkmen 8.8.R 700. 8 4.1 .58 13,151 104 .79 136
Estonian 8.8.R 675. 5 5.4 .80 13, 126 .93 116
U.8.8.R. total 99,977.7 2,267.8 2,27 2,305, 545 ™7 3.22 142

Bources: Table 3 above and source 1, pp. 184, 185,

TasLe 6.—Soviei higher education—enrollmenis in full-time day and evening programs (

total, by nationality, and Jewish stu

dence students),

[In thousands)
Total of | Number of Total of | Number of
Year (ﬁﬂl-;m mstudauts gu?ﬁ?d (s Jag:all Year (I&m-;‘med smdmt:.l Unat(:d (s e ¥
¥, un ¥ ay) and | accoun coun
evening in or residual !mitlﬂed) avi in or residual lm“ltlﬂ;d)
students | nati ty students [nationality
groups groups
1020 204.2 27.6 || 1958. 1,333.0 1,211..8 121.2 1
1981 _ 405, 9 45.9 || 1958 1,341.6 1,221.7 119.9 1
1933 458, 3 58,7 || 1960 (usual statistical releases)_____ 1,400.9 1,279.0 12.9 1
1934 527.8 64.3 || 1960 (s tabulation identify-
1935 563. 5 74.9 ing all nationalities) . .o cceeocaae 1,400, 9 1,279.0 (76.1) 46.8
1950 845, 1 T47.8 97.3 ! 1961 ... 1,511.0 1,381.2 129.8 E‘;
1956 _ 1,279.9 1,150.1 118.8 1 1962 1,661.0 1,518.9 142.1 1
1957 . 1,820.8 200, 1 1202 1
1 Not identified. So : Source 5, appendix table A-5, p. 316, and sources thereto; source 6, p. 657

urces:
and sources thereto; source 7, p. 573; and table 3 al

TaBLE 7.—Soviet professional higher education graduales employed in the national economy, total and Jews, by Union Republic as of

December 1960

Total, all | Number Total, all | Number
Union Republic nation- of Jews Percent Union Republic nation- of Jews Percent
alities alities
Russian 8.F.5.R 2, 083, 306 160, 732 7.68 || Latvian S8R 40, 807 3,611 8.85
B85, 851 83, 689 12.20 z BSR._. 29, 776 1,073 3.60
110,177 12, 636 11.47 el B S, 23, 366 1,160 5.00
108, 036 8,161 7.49 || Ar jan 8SR 41,008 204 0. 50
124,818 4,148 3.32 || Turkmen BBR oo ciaroooooeee 22, 508 486 2.16
106, 670 1,818 1.70 || Estonlan BBR. - oo il 24, 211 868 3.58
73.213 4,110 5. 61
& 1,800 5. 41 UEBR bobabics oo —oe oo, 3, 545,234 200, 707 8.20
Moldavian BSB ..... 6, 206 18. 62

Source: Source 4, pp. 70-71.



13586

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

June 12

TaBLE 8. —Comparison of the proportion of Jews in the Soviet urban population, in total number of higher education graduates, and among
students in higher education, by Union Republic

[In percent]
Proportionof| Proportion Proportionof| Proportion
Proportion | Jews in total of Jews Proportion |Jews in total of Jews
of Jews number of among of Jews number of amon
Union Republic in urban higher students in Union Republic in urban higher students in
population, | education igher population, | education higher
1959 graduates, | education, 1959 graduates, | education,
1960 1960 1960 1960
1.42 7.68 3.11 Latvian 8.8.R . 3.12 8.85 3.71
4. 39 12.20 4.47 Kirgiz 8.8.R_ i 1.24 3. 60 1.51
6.05 11.47 500 || Tadehlk B.B. R o . 1.92 5.00 1.96
3.46 7.49 2.86 || Armenjan 8.8.R. 1 . 50 .28
. 69 8.32 1.08 || Turkmen S.8.R .58 2.16 .79
3.01 1.70 1.62 || Estonian 8.8.R_____ . B0 3. 68 .93
2.27 5. 61 2.52
2,36 5. 41 1. 55 paprai i S T R ey xn 8.20 3.22
14.81 18. 6.87

Bources: Tables 4, 5, and 7 above.

TaBLE 9.—Number of higher education graduales employed in the national economy of the U.S.S.R., 1941-62, total, accounted nationalities,

and Jewish professionals
[In thousands]

Accounted Residual Jews
Year Total major of other properly Source
nationalities! | nationalities identiﬁnd

425 D SR e R —— P = T S 909.0 718. 6 190, 4 (’g No. 4, p. 69.
11, ST =2 2,008. 5 1, 700. 0 300, 5 ( No. 9, p. 261, 1959,
R e e e i e e e g e e AR e e S o 3,235.7 2,809.7 * 426.0 ?; No. 16, p. 617,
1960 (usuul statistical releasasl! ....................................................... 3, 545. 2 3,001.2 44540 2 No. 10, 1960, p. 663,
1960 (special tabulation identifying all nationalities)_____ 3, 545.2 8,091.2 (163. 3) 4200.7 | No, 4, p. 67,

_________________________________________ 3,824.0 3, 346. 4 8 477.6 (* No. 10, 1961, p. 586.
1082 ............ doan e 4,049.7 3,552.2 T497.5 (2 No 473,

1 Those of Union republic nationality (Russian, Ukranian, etc.).

2 Not identified.

# Among which another lsmiuornationalitles (totaling 110,200) are identified, though

remainder accounted for 4
tA

Jews are still censored out by this reference. The residual, net of identified minor ing Jews, is 348

nationalities, is 815,800, and of these the majority are obviously Jews,
¢ Again lQﬁg}thsl‘ ‘nationalities are listed total ng 122,600; the remainder, including clud

Jews, is 857,000,

5 Since the number of szi.sh professionals is given as 291,000 other than Jews in the
gain 20 ol:h;.au natlonalltles are listed accounting for 129,400; the remainder, includ-
gin 20 other natiomm!es are listed totaling 139,600; the remainder, which in-

Jews, is 331
TasLe 10.—S8Soviet research and academic personnel, total and Jewish representation therein, 1939-61
1939 1047 1955 1958 | 1959 | 1960 1961
Total (thonsanaday . _ . o o il 95.9 145.6 223.9 284.0 810.0 354.2 404.1
Jews (thousands).__.......__ 20.0 24. 4 24.6 28,9 30,6 33.5 36. 2
Proportion of Jews (percent) 212 16. 8 1.0 10. 2 9.8 9.5 8.9

Source: Source 5, p. 760 and sources listed therein; and source 7, p. 584.
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Mr, JAVITS subsequently said: Mr.
President, I should like to add to what
my colleague from New York has said
about anti-Jewish activities in the So-
viet Union by calling attention to the
barbaric execution just reported of nine
people, most of them Jews, according
to the report in the New York Times, for
so-called economic crimes in the Soviet
Union—something that no other civilized
nation on earth would think of doing,
indicating the bald-faced hypocrisy of
pretending that there is no anti-Jewish
campaign in the Soviet Union, when,
notwithstanding the tiny fraction of the
population they represent, such barbaric
punishments are imposed upon them as
shown in the record. I ask unanimous
consent that the report be printed at
this point in the REcorbp.

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

Sovier EXECUTION OF NINE oN May 4 Is
REPORTED

Moscow, June 11.—Nine men convicted of
“economic crimes”™ were executed by shoot-
ing here last May 4, reliable sources said to-
day.

All those executed were said to have had
Jewish names. One was identified as Roif-
man, who was tried last February together
with other alleged members of a large ring of
speculators. A man called Shakerman had
been named as leader of the ring.

At the end of the trial it was unofficlally
reported that the verdict called for nine
death sentences. Today's report was the first
indication that the sentences had been car-
ried out.

However, one of the men reported ‘shot
May 4 had not been involved in the Shaker-
man case. He was identified unofficially as
Klempert, a man whose trial and death sen-
tence was reported by a Moscow newspaper
last month.

RESOLUTION IN SUPPORT OF CIVIL
RIGHTS BILL

Mr. KEATING. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent to have printed in

the REcorp a resolution adopted by the

Council of the Second Province of the
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Protestant Episcopal Church. It is an-
other indication of the strong support of
church groups and religious leaders for
this moral cause.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was order to be printed in the Rec-
ORD, as follows:

REsoLUTION oN FeDERaL Civi. RIgHTS BILL
(H.R. 7152)

Whereas other religious leaders and church
people of all political persuasions have united
in support of this measure, identifying it
as a moral issue transcending any political
considerations: Be it therefore

Resolved, That the members of the Council
of the Second Province record their support
of this legislation and urge the Senate of the
United States to adopt the measure without
further delay; and be it further

Resolved, That this resolution be com-
municated to all Members of the U.S. Senate.

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR DODD

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the
past weekend, our good friend and my
senior colleague from Connecticut [Mr.
Dobpl, was unanimously renominated for
a second term as a U.S. Senator. The
delegates to the Democratic State con-
vention in Connecticut fully recognized
the outstanding record of Tom Dobp, and
honored him with their nomination.

Senator Dopp was nominated by the
great Governor of our State, John N.
Dempsey, who delivered a richly deserved
tribute detailing our senior Senator’s
record. Accepting the nomination, Sen-
ator Dopp gave a most eloquent state-
ment, outlining the philosophy he will
carry into the coming campaign. I ask
unanimous consent that the speeches of
Governor Dempsey and Senator Dopp be
inserted in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the speeches
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

REMARKS OF Gov. JoHN DEMPSEY IN NomI-
NATION OF THOoMAS J. DoDD FOR REELECTION
As U.S. BEnaTor FrRoM CoNNECTICUT, DEMO-
CRATIC STATE CONVENTION, HARTFORD, JUNE
6, 1964
The spirit in this great hall today is the

spirit of vietory, and this convention will

make an important contribution toward
that victory.

Once again we are moving into an elec-
tlon campaign of great significance to the
future of the United States and the State
of Connecticut.

We meet today while the terrible memory
of the assassination of a beloved President
haunts our national conscience. The in-
spiration and the high purpose which John
F. Eennedy brought to public office will serve
as a model for freemen everywhere.

Our standard bearer in this campaign is
a leader who with courage and responsi-
bility met the awesome challenges imposed
on him by grave national tragedy—a great
leader, a great Democrat, and a great Amer-
ican—Lyndon B. Johnson.

President Johnson's leadership carries
forward the Democratic tradition of Frank-
lin Roosevelt, Harry Truman, and John
Eennedy—the tradition in which we as
Democrates are proud to share.

It was my high honor this week to wel-
come President Johnson to Connecticut, and
to hear his inspiring report to the Na-
tlon on America’s strength and America's
greatness. And let me tell you that Presi-
dent Johnson knows the Democratic Party
of Connecticut is ready and eager for this
year’s campaign.
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Strong bonds unite the Democrats of Con-
necticut. We are united in a common goal of
service to our people. We are united in re-
spect for our leadership. We are united by
pride in the great Democratic record of
achievement, both on the national level and
right here in the State of Connecticut.

Every Democratic candidate in our State
will carry proudly into this year’s election
campaign the great record of Democratic
accomplishment. This pride is reflected in
the platform which this convention has
adopted—a platform which commits us to
the continuing fulfillment of the Democratic
tradition.

The Democratic Party cares about people.
Our concern for people is reflected in every
section of our fine platform. Together we
have done much to create a fuller life for all
the citizens of Connecticut. Together we
have bulilt educational and job opportuni-
ties for our young people. We have devoted
the full resources of government to the care
of the sick, the mentally 111, the mentally re-
tarded, and those in need of rehabilitation.
We have worked to bring a greater measure
of dignity into the lives of all our older eciti-
Zens.

We have dedicated ourselves to create here
in Connecticut the great society of which
President Johnson has so eloquently spoken.
Together we are determined to press forward
on this path of progress and to enlist the
support of the people of Connecticut in the
great national effort which President John-
son has mobilized.

It will be the privilege of this convention
to give the President of the United States
an ally in the campaign battles ahead—a
man who has stood shoulder to shoulder
with Lyndon Johnson since the early days
of the New Deal—a man on whom the Pres-
ident looks as a valued friend and trusted
adviser.

This man has established a public record
of unsurpassed distinction in a career of
Government service which began more than
30 years ago. The breadth of his experience
and the depth of his unique preparation for
high elective office is unmatched.

As director of the national youth admin-
istration program in Connecticut, he estab-
lished programs here to provide education
and job opportunities for youth which be-
came the model for action in other States.

Tireless in his zeal for justice, he has bene-
fited by his experience as special agent for the
FBI and his service as assistant to the U.S.
Attorney General. In this capacity, he
helped to establish, and was appointed as-
sistant chief of the Justice Department’s first
civil rights section, and pioneered in the
Federal prosecution of civil rights violations.

In World War II he was a keyman in the
Justice Department’s counterespionage and
countersabotage operations.

He represented the Government of the
United States as executive trial counsel, at
the direct request of Supreme Court Justice
Robert H. Jackson, In the Nazi war crimes
trials at Nuremberg in 1945-46.

In this capacity he made a lasting con-
tribution to world law by demonstrating
beyond reasonable dispute the legal enforei-
bility of internationally accepted moral
standards.

The qualities of leadership which he dem-
onstrated in two terms as a Congressman
won national respect; and these same qual-
ities have been richly developed during his
first term of service as U.S. Senator.

He has strongly supported and effectively
advocated, in committee and on the floor of
the Senate, the entire range of domestic
programs which Presidents EKennedy and
Johnson have sponsored.

He is a recognized leader in the battle
for the civil rights bill, for medicare, for
increased Federal aid to education, and for
the several measures which make up
ident Johnson’s antipoverty program.
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His personal battle for progressive meas-
ures to combat juvenile delinquency and to
establish more effective Federal regulation
of traffic in narcotics and deadly weapons
has won for him the acclaim of the entire
Nation. And in the fleld of foreign affairs,
he has coupled enthusiastic support for U.S.
assistance to the free nations with unremit-
ting vigilance against Communist aggression
and subversion.

He has shown In countless actions that
he recognizes the war for expanded freedom
and opportunity at home, like the war in
defense of freedom abroad, is a basically
moral gquestion.

He has proven himself a true champion
of freedom and a determined foe of tyranny.

His inspired vision and unceasing efforts
in defense of liberty and justice at home
and throughout the world have richly jus-
tified the confidence of the people of the
State of Connecticut.

All of you who know this man as I do,
know him as a man of warmth, a man
of heart, a man of compassion, a man dedl-
cated to his country—a man of courage.

I have the high honor to place before
this convention for nomination and reelec-
tion as U.S. Senator from Connecticut, the
name of the Honorable THomas J. Dopb.

REMARKS OF SENATOR THomas J. Doop v Ac-
CEPTING RENOMINATION AS DEMOCRATIC
CANDIDATE FoR U.S. SENATOR, BUSHNELL
smmgg:mn HarL, HARTFORD, CONN., JUNE
o |

My friends, this is the third time I have
spoken to you from this rostrum following
nomination by our party as Democratic can-
didate for the U.S. Senate, and my heart is
filled, not only with thoughts of today, but
of the yesterdays that we have been through
together.

Such an occasion presents a challenge, an
opportunity, and a responsibility that no
man can experience without mingled feel-
ings of pride and humility, joy and anxiety.

I accept your nomination. I thank you
for the chance you have given me to serve
you once more.

I pledge to do my best to make the com-
ing campaign not a sham battle of personali-
tles and epithets, but a real contest of ideas
and ideals, a contest that will end in vic-
tory—victory for our party and for the causes
we uphold.

An election campaign provides an oppor-
tunity, if we will but take it, for defining
and redefining our policies and the philos-
ophy which underlies them. This we have
done today, and will continue to do in the
weeks and months ahead.

Politics necessarily reflects a view of life
and an attitude toward people. Our views
and attitudes have been on the public rec-
ord for a very long time,

For the Democratic Party is our oldest
political party. It goes back to the earliest
days of our country. It has had many op-
ponents, and it has prevailed over them all,

Some of those opponents have held a rather
dim view of the average man and have
taken up as their mission the narrow task
of protecting the privileges and advancing
the well-being of an exclusive group. They
have tried to draw a protective llne around
the special interests of this group, but for
the great mass of men their message has
been “No trespassing.”

Other opponents of the Democratic Party
historically have taken a negative, hostile
attitude toward the problems of people.
From the earliest days they have loocked upon
men as too backward to be allowed to vote;
too irresponsible to be allowed to band to-
gether in labor unions; too lazy to be trusted
with Government benefits; too greedy to be
given a voice in the management of our nat-
ural resources. They have opposed prac-

cally every program which aimed at help-
ing people with problems too big for them
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to solve by themselves. They have been
completely unmoved by the crushing bur-
dens borne by humble souls, and totally im-
pervious to the currents of change. To them,
life has appeared, not as a quest for per-
sonal fulfillment, but as some sort of en-
durance contest.

To most men and women thelr message
has been, “Sink or swim.”

Other opponents of our party have taken
a negative attitude about Government it-
self. They have always professed to be full
of sympathy about the dilemmas facing our
people, but they have claimed that gov-
ernment, and especially the Federal Gov-
ernment, 18 helpless to do anything about
them.

Child labor? “Oh, it's a shame,” they
sald, “But we can't do anything about it.
That’s the responsibility of the family.”

Sweatshops? “Well, that is the employers’
business,” they sald.

Breadlines? *“That is the concern of pri-
vate charities.”

Slums? “That is purely a local matter.”

Civil rights? “Why, that is up to the
States.”

Medical care for the aged? “There is no
real need for it. Most of these old people
own houses or property they can sell to pay
their hospitals bills,” they said.

And so it goes. All that this group has
ever had to say to the people is, “Let George
doit.”

This negative, hostile, helpless attitude is
still very much with us today, and it is a
major factor in the coming campaign. If you
doubt this, just read what our friend from
our neighboring State of New York, Governor
Rockefeller, has to say about the group that
has just taken control of the Republican
Party.

We of the Democratic Party, of course,
have made mistakes but they have been the
mistakes of those who were fighting to solve
our Nation's problems, not to sweep them
under the rug.

From its first campaign under Thomas
Jefferson in the year 1800 to its latest cam-
paign under John F. Eennedy, in 1960, our
party has been optimistic about the nature
of men, compassionate toward their prob-
lems, and confident that we can solve those
problems if only we try.

The message of our party to our fellow
Amerlcans is today what it has always been,
“Give a man freedom, give him a fair chance
in life, give him a leg up in time of trouble,
and he will make a go of it and build a bet-
ter life for himself and for his country.”

The proof of this is written for all to see
in the record of our party from Jefferson
and Jackson to Kennedy and Johnson.

Our past record is not our campaign docu-
ment for this year. It is only our credentials,
a pledge of good faith which we present to
the American people as we ask for the chance
to lead them into the future.

Today, our programs are new, because our
problems are new, but our goal is the same—
greater freedom, greater opportunity, greater
progress, a better life for all the American
people.

We of the Democratic Party have now set
our sights on what President Johnson calls
“the great soclety.”

We seek a nation from which poverty and
unemployment have been banished. When
Franklin Roosevelt took up this cause 30
years ago, one-third of the Nation was i1l
housed, 111 clad, ill nourished. We have
reduced that percentage to one-fifth. This
Nation has the wealth and the know-how
to completely eliminate grinding poverty and
to bring 8 million American familles out of
the shadows and into the sunlight of pros-
perity. And we are going to do it.

We seek a decent home, in pleasant,
wholesome surroundings, for every family,
and we are moving steadily toward that goal.
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We seek a better education for every boy
and girl, an education that will prepare
them, not only for the demanding careers of
the future, but also for enjoyment of the
higher things of life in all of their fullness.
The present Congress has done more to ald
education than any in our history. The next
Congress must do even better.

We seek to reverse the disintegration and
decay of our cities, and what has been ac-
complished in Hartford and New Haven and
27 other Connecticut cities under the Fed-
eral urban renewal program shows us that
it can be done.

We seek a transportation policy that will
put an end to the nightmare of traflic jams
and delays and inconveniences and poor
commuter rall service that blight the dally
existence of so many.

We seek a more beautiful America, where
our rivers and streams and alr are clean,
where our places of natural beauty are pre-
served and enhanced, where the great poten-
tial of outdoor recreation and the enjoyment
of wildlife and nature are made avallable
to everyone.

We seek an America with a constantly im-
proving cultural level, where television and
radio provide education as well as entertain-
ment, where music, art, and literature become
a part of every life, and where the creative
talents of our people are encouraged and re-
warded as never before.

We seek an America where constitutional
rights and a fair chance for all the good
things of life are guaranteed to every citi-
zen—and I say to you we stand today on the
very threshold of the greatest achievement
in civil rights in a century—the passage of
the Civil Rights Act of 1963.

We seek an America where rapid economic
growth makes it possible to reduce the tax
burden of every citizen. We have given two
tax cuts in the last 4 years, and we plan two
more during the next 4 years.

We seek a unified America where sectional-
ism and factionalism and North versus
South and labor versus management and
white versus black are banished from our
national life—and we have today in the
White House the leader who can accomplish
this.

We seek to maintain a strong America, the
kind of Nation the President described to us
3 days ago in New London, a Nation whose
unequaled might is used not to win wars but
to guarantee peace.

We seek the great society in our time, for
our people, and we ask our fellow citizens
for their help and for their trust.

History supports us. The fate of a hun-
dred good causes rests upon us. The faith
of free nations is in us, The human heart
is with us.

How, then, can we fail? We can fall only
if we do not try hard enough. We can be
defeated only if we defeat ourselves.

You have given me the opportunity to
carry the Democratic standard in Connecti-
cut. I will do my best to carry our message
to every town and village and our message
will be well recelved—because it 1s an honest
message, a message of hope, a message of
idealism, a message of confidence in our
people and in our country.

I have taken an active part in every cam-
paign since coming of voting age; never have
I been more convinced of the rightness of our
cause.

I ask for your help. I ask you to work as
never before.

We must feel as though we deserve to win
by 400,000 votes and work as though we will
be lucky to win by 1,000 votes.

And we can rightly be inspired by the
achievement and by the dedication of two
men who have given us an image which we
can battle for with good hearts and with
high purpose: Our fallen leader, John F.
Eennedy, who gave his life for the ideals for
which he strived; and our new leader, Lyn-
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don B. Johnson, who is giving every great
quality of mind and body and spirit that is
in him to the hour-by-hour crusade to make
those ideals prevail.

Let us prepare, then, to do battle. I will
meet you all soon on the campaign trail.

ALASEA HYDROELECTRIC POWER
WINS HONORS FOR DAVID B. GAL-
LOWAY OF FAIRBANKS. ALASEA

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, it is
a source of great satisfaction to me and
other Alaskans to note that the 1963
Thomas L. Stokes Resources Writing
Award has resulted in special honors to
Mr. David B. Galloway, executive edi-
tor of the Daily News-Miner of Fair-
banks, Alaska. Mr. Galloway won first
honorable mention in the contest for a
distinguished presentation of hydroelec-
tric power projects proposed in the State
of Alaska.

The articles which won Mr, Galloway
the award appeared in a special progress
edition of the News-Miner on Wednes-
day, November 13, 1963, which con-
tained a special supplement on “Power
for Progress.”

In this special section, it was pointed
out that, although Alaska possesses a
hydroelectric power potential of an esti-
mated 19 million kilowatts, less than one-
fourth of 1 percent has been utilized.
Alaskans are fully aware that progres-
sive development of these vast power re-
sources represents the key to establish-
ment of a sound economic base for our
State.

It is of first importance that author-
ization be approved as soon as possible
for the great Rampart Canyon Dam on
the Yukon River which would supply
the free world with 5 million kilowatts
of power at the very low cost of 2 to 3
mills per kilowatt hour. This is the
power project that will give America a
hydropower facility equivalent to the
giant Russian dams on the Angara and
Yenisey Rivers. It will attract valuable
industrial development, provide employ-
ment for thousands of people and give
the great region of Alaska the economic
prosperity it deserves. I recommend
Rampart to President Johnson as one of
the most promising contributions to vic-
tory in his valiant war on poverty.

In south-central Alaska, the Bradley
Lake project, which has been authorized
by Congress, will make available low-
cost energy for rapidly developing in-
dustries in this region of Alaska. Brad-
ley Lake, located in the mountains of the
Kenai Peninsula, is in the area that was
so badly damaged by the disastrous
earthguake of March 27. The construc-
tion of this project is vital to the reha-
bilitation of the economy of the Anchor-
age-Kenai area, and I hope it will not
be long before necessary funds are
appropriated to make it a reality.

In southeastern Alaska, the Snetti-
sham project, near Juneau, is badly
needed to supply power for increasing
development in that area and to attract
new industries that will require large
supplies of low-cost electric power. This
project has, also, been authorized and
$225,000 was appropriated at the last
session of Congress for preconstruction
planning of this project.
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I ask unanimous consent that at the
close of these remarks there be printed
excerpts from the special edition of the
Fairbanks Daily News-Miner describing
the projects I have mentioned above, and
presenting the case for hydroelectric
power as a source of energy to be devel-
oped in preference to other power
resources.

I join other Alaskans in offering con-
gratulations to Mr. Galloway for his
enterprise in presenting this excellent
description of Alaska’s hydroelectric
power potential and on his receipt of a
Thomas L. Stokes Award.

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the REec-
ORD, as follows:

[From the Fairbanks (Alaska) News Miner,
Nov. 13, 1963]
WeaT, WHERE, AND WHEN?

The Rampart damsight is located in
Alaska's interior on the Yukon River about
750 river miles from the mouth of the
Yukon. The dam proposed would form a
great lake slightly larger than Lake Erie. By
controlling impoundments of water, the
reservoir will require about 20 years to fill,
with power avallable in 7 years.

General:
Damsite, Yukon river mile. 756
Drainage area, square

o1 SRR RSt S e 200, 000
Annual runoff, estimated

acre feet:

Maximym oo Lol 118, 000, 000

Minimum.____________ 60, 300, 000
Mean annual dis-
charge, cubic feet

per second_________ 113, 000

Reservolr:

Pool elevation, feet___._._. 660
Pool fluctuation, average

5o B e ST S 4
Length air miles, esti-

matel.. o i v e 280
Maximum width, miles,

estimated . .o . 80
Storage, acre-feet. .- 1, 265, 000, 000
Area, Tfull pool, acres-_ 6, 800, 000

Dam:
Elevation, top of dam,

el o e e e 680
Height, maximum section,

feet 530

Power and energy:
Average head, feet

(height above tur-

Dol el 450
Prime power, kilowatts___ 3, 810, 000
Installed capacity, kilo-

SIS e L R 5, 040, 000
Firm energy estimated

(kllowatt hours  per

WERY Y s s s 34, 200, 000, 000

[From the Falrbanks (Alaska) Daily News-
Miner, Nov. 13, 1963]
PowEeR TO AID STATE AND NATION

Alaska’'s hydroelectric power potential is
estimated at 19 million kilowatts but less
than one-fourth of 1 percent has been har-
nessed.

The purpose of this section of the 1963
Daily News-Miner progress edition is to de-
scribe and illustrate projects that will de-
velop half of this potential.

Once harnessed, this low-cost energy will
enable Alaska to utilize a number of known
raw material resources now lying idle. These
include additional forest resources, iron and
copper ores, and others of which the ex-
ploration and exploitation will be stimulated
and accelerated.

The projects will also bring about bene-
fits in flood control, navigation, fresh water
fisheries and recreation.
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In addition, the bulk of this energy can
flow into a Pacific coast power pool to meet
tremendously increasing demands for elec-
tricity. Indeed, the Alaska power will rep-

resent only 1 percent of the total electric .

power capacity which the Nation will need by
the 1970’s, and no other source of electric
power will be available at such low cost.

And as a vital consideration, since this
power will be able to be marketed at a lower
cost than now prevails in the United States,
these projects carry with them the ablility
to pay for themselves while still retaining a
margin to amortize costs of construction and
operation over a period of years.

The power plcture in Alaska today is ironi-
cal, Diesel plants are generating electricity
at costs that prohibit resource utilization
while all around us big rivers flow and high
lakes perch invitingly. Only one federally
financed hydro project exlsts in the State at
this time, the 30,000-kilowatt Eklutna proj-
ect near Anchorage. Although two other
projects described in this section, Snettis-
ham near Juneau and Bradley Lake near
Homer, have received congressional author-
ization, the great long-range potential lies in
the Yukon-Kuskokwim Basin,

For centuries, the mighty Yukon has just
been rolling along. Its work has heen to
form a delta over 100 miles square in area.
Flat and featureless, boggy, silty, the delta
is practically uninhabited. It is composed
of all debris of banks eroded by the Yukon
and the trenches it has dug.

There is something better for it to do.

The big river could turn wheels, instead of
eroding banks, it could help supply the Na-
tion’s fast-growing need for low-cost power.
The river could serve navigation, recreation,
conservation, and development of our great
State—if the river is developed.

With the United States having no other
immediate prospect for large amounts of
low-cost power, the Yukon is rolling along,
ready and able to produce up to 8 million
kilowatts of firm power, sufficlent for the
needs of more than 20 million homes.

First and foremost among four damsites
of the Yukon-Euskokwim is Rampart Can-
yon, located about 100 miles northwest of
Fairbanks. Here, according to the Army
Corps of Englneers, a 530-foot dam would
produce 5 million kilowatts of power at the
incredibly low cost of 2 to 4 mills per kilo-
watt-hour.

Although the other damsites offer good op-
portunities for development, major attention
is being focused on Rampart Dam now in
an effort to secure congressional authoriza-
tion during the 1964 session,

The Army Corps of Engineers has declared
the project feasible and is now ready to de-
liver its affirmative report to the U.S.
Congress.

The Department of the Interior, whose bu-
reaus are responsible for helping villagers to
relocate, protecting the salmon run and hab-
itat for waterfowl, exploring resource effects
and recreational benefits—not to mention
the marketing of fhe power—is compiling re-
ports and recommendations of these many
agencles.

Since these reports have not yet been re-
leased, it has not been possible to include
their plans and recommendations in this
section of the progress edition.

It is known and required by law, however,
that villagers now living where the lake will
fill behind the dam will be fully compen-
sated for the lands. Because of this and
because of assurance that these residents of
a now economically depressed area will find
employment in the construction of the dam
and the logging of the Rampart Basin, most
of the Iinhabitants are not opposing the
hydro project.

“As a whole, the people favor Rampart,”
reports State Representative Grant Pearson,
whose 137,000-square-mile Yukon area dis-
trict takes in only 6,326 people but is bigger
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than each of 46 other States of the Union.

Pearson is in favor of the project too, and he

identifies himself as a conservationist.

As for fish and wildlife, the Interior De-
partment reports when submitted are ex-
pected to make recommendations for pro-
tection of the salmon run and explore the
prospects of alternate habitat for migrating
waterfowl. Other aspects of the project
ranging from geology to recreation will re-
celve comment.

Although these varlous recommendations
still remain within the Department of the
Interior, enough specific and documented
information has become available this year
to spark a statewlde campaign to construct
Rampart Dam and thus help put Alaska more
squarely on its feet economically with the
entire Nation reaping the benefits.

Spearheading this united effort is Yukon
Power for America, Inc., a nonprofit group
of leaders from throughout the 49th State
who are convinced—and who will convince
others—that Rampart’'s benefits will far over-
shadow its drawbacks.

As genuine promoters of Alaska, they rec-
ognize the power benefits, acknowledge the
need for mitigation of damage, and also
realize that the dam will produce important
subsidiary benefits in terms of flood con-
trol and recreation, and in creating a lake
that can serve as a fresh-water fishery and
facilitate the transports of hitherto un-
tapped mineral resources.

From this total view of the Yukon-
EKuskokwim hydroelectric program as a mul-
tiple-use concept emerges the inevitable con-
clusion that Rampart will be built to serve
Alaska and the Nation.

[From the Fairbanks (Alaska) Daily News-

Miner, Nov, 13, 1963]

Two=- To FOUR-MILL POWER: CHEAPEST ON THE
CONTINENT—WILL ACCELERATE GROWTH,
Havr DesTRUCTIVE FLroops
The ultimate effects of Rampart Canyon

Dam cannot be judiciously weighed except

from some distant historical vantage point,

but it is not vislonary to say that the project
will accelerate the development of Alaska by

50 years.

Development of Alaska has been slow as a
glacier, jerky.as tidal changes in the 230
years of its recorded history. It has been a
difficult country to settle, a remote and in-
clement place. There have been floodtides
of developments, rushes of exploitation, al-
ways followed by ebbs of depression.

Rampart could iron out the way to a stable
economy. It is posed on a threshold between
a ploneer past that will disappear inevitably,
and the future whose prospects in terms of
human betterment are bright. Rampart is
like a sleek prairie schooner that can reach
& now distant horizon much faster than by
plodding trial and error. History may say
Rampart permitted the telescoping of 100
years. It's safe to say 50 years.

CHEAPEST POWER

Rampart, however, is not a slicked up
prairie schooner, nor is it a sclence fiction
time machine. It is a proposed dam. The
dam proposed is of conventional design to
do conventional chores by using or control-
ling the natural flow of water. One thing
the water will do is generate electricity on a
surpassing scale, exceeding the capacity of
any generation plant in the United States,
both in amount of energy and in eficiency.

Thus, its cost of power production will be
reduced to between 2 and 4 mills, de-
llvered wholesale In Alaska; 8 and 5 mills,
delivered wholesale beyond Alaska’s bound-
aries in Canada and the U.S. Pacific North-
west. Two to four mill power is cheaper
than any power avallable in North America
today. It nears the point of being virtually
free. This kind of cost rate 1s not susceptible
of being underpriced by anything short of
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a vislonary breakthrough in generation, mak-
ing power available at no cost.

Rampart’s ultimate power capacity will be
reached when the reservoir is filled, about 20
years after its Impoundment starts. Five
million kilowatts will be generated then.
This amount is more than is needed in Alas-
ka now, or for many future years, if devel-
opments here adhere to a pioneer pace.

CONSERVATION NECESSARY

But there is need for a faster pace to meet
the needs and measures of the Nation's grow-
ing population. The pace will not be furious,
cutting a swath of brutal proportions across
the land from Ketchikan to Barter, from
Cold Bay to Tok Junction. It cannot mean
that our parks will be violated, our fish
polsoned, our game destroyed. It cannot
mean that Americans will plunder and de-~
stroy like a marauding army. Rampart's de-
velopment means conservation and growth,
if it means anything. It would preserve and
use a vital resource—the water resource. It
will help to conserve wildlife and fish that
are dependent on water. It would halt de-
structive flooding that now sweeps moun-
tains of soil into the sea and annually threat-
ens the safety and property of people who
live by its banks.

The enormous amount of low-cost power
will stimulate the growth of a basic industry
in this State. Basic industry unlike sec-
ondary industries uses electric energy for its
lifeblood. It uses enormous guantities of
power to refine ores and process pulp for
manufacturing. The power must be avail-
able in large quantities at low cost, if these
industries are to remain competitive. In
Rampart is the potential for the largest
quantity of power from a single plant at the
lowest cost in North America. That industry
will utilize these advantages is as mnear to
being certain as anything future can be.

SOLID FROSPECT

The time approaches, we are told, when
technology will undersell Rampart power.
Technology cannot be denied. Costs will be
reduced by it. Many existing plants may be-
come uneconomical. Yet no one, short of
visionaries, sees the near approach of free
power, when it will be avallable like air to
all users. Yet Rampart power, selling at
2 to 4 mills delivered in Alaska and 8 to 5
mills in Canada and the Pacific Northwest,
is the closest prospect on the continent to
power at virtually no cost.

Speculating on the time and place of in-
dustrial developments will become a popular
pastime in Alaska as time goes by. Where
will they locate? There will be no sure-
things in this guessing game, but there will
be clues available. Electric power is man’s
most adaptable servant. It can be sent
where it is needed and the fare is low—it is
getting lower. So this factor increases the
chances, instead of lowering the odds. How-
ever, the industries will undoubtedly locate
in the vicinity of existing communities where
there are roads, supply centers, residences
and other facilities of modern life.

There are sound economie reasons for this
conclusion, Roads, cities cannot be stretched
or transferred as readily as electric power.

But the clue is a tricky one if for no other
reason, because the construction of Ram-
part will probably mean the building of many
new roads, railroads, airports, and towns to
back up the mammoth project. Where will
these be located? Let's say they will be
where they can do the most good and leave
the rest to you.

Another interesting speculation will center
on the size of the to-be industry. Again,
there will not be any sure bets. It’s probably
safe to say that the size will not exceed the
amount of low-cost power available to run it.
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GETTING STARTED
How big is that? If only Rampart is con-

sidered, then the industry will not be any

industrial glant like Pittsburgh or the Ruhr
Valley in Europe. The Rampart energy con-
tribution is said to be less than 1 percent of
the total needed for industry in 1980, Thus
the size is within the realm of speculation.
There are other variables concerned, how-
ever,

A person shouldn't forget that Alaska has
many other potential sources of low-cost
power that may be on the line by 1980. If
they develop, the size of the Industry in
Alaska can be tripled. Will that make it an
industrial giant?

Not very likely, because 156 milllon kilo-
watts of power is said to be somewhat less
than 1 percent of the total required by in-
dustry in 1990.

NUCLEAR POWER WOULD BE COSTLIER, DANGERS
CITED

Concerned over the size of Rampart Lake
and wildlife displacement, some conserva-
tionists have suggested that nuclear energy
would be preferable to the Yukon hydro-
electric plant to generate power, but other
conservationists have expressed concern over
the potential threat of nuclear radioactive
wastes to all forms of life.

From the viewpoint of cost, Rampart
power would be cheaper than that from a
nuclear reactor. Net energy costs of nu-
clear electricity between now and 1978
range from 6.17 to 8.60 mills.

Looking ahead, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission reports that *“potential” types of
reactors might produce electric power from
4.24 to 5.57 mills power kilowatt-hour.

Rampart power would cost from 2 to 4
mills.

Danger from radioactive wastes is another
factor. In last month's issue of Harper's
magazine, David E. Lillenthal, first chairman
of the AEC, indicated this danger has been
minimized and that any accident involving
disposal of the “furiously radioactive”
wastes could have terrifying consequences,

[From the Fairbanks (Alaska) Daily News-
Miner, Nov. 13, 1963]

Wuere Power CosTs CoULD BE CUT IN HALF

Growth on the Kenai Peninsula of Alaska
has radiated from a 200-mile modern high-
way, surfaced in the 1950's. The peninsula
population has more than doubled since the
road was improved.

The road was a first long step taken toward
development of the underslung jaw of land
forming the southeastern shore of Cook In-
let. Homesteads now form checkerboard
clusters along the shiny black-topped path.

In the era of the road, a new town was
born at Soldotna. Older towns have ac-
quired young ideas about growth.

Discovery of oil and gas i1s the second
growth factor on the peninsula. The econ-
omy has soared, as a result on the peninsula
and elsewhere in Alaska. The pioneer path-
lessness of the Eenal is now rapidly disap-
pearing.

Farming is out of its infancy, taking a few
strides forward. The farmland there is as
productive as any in Alaska for dalry and
truck farming. Full scale development of
farming awalts more adequate markets.
Some day the peninsula population may grow
into a major market for the luscious home-
grown vegetables and dairy products.

The oil industry, meantime, has developed
from the test well stage to the refinery stage.
Thus in 6 years gas is pumped from EKenal
fields to Anchorage. Plans are afoot to build
a gas liquifying plant on the peninsula to
supply a Tokyo utility.

Meantime, the long-established commer-
cial fishing industry has expanded opera-
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tlons. For many years salmon and halibut
were the cash catches. The shrimp, crab,
and bottom fishing resources were left un-
touched. Within 5 years this has changed.
Crab and shrimp fishing has become a
mainstay of commercial fishing at Seldovia,
Seward, and Homer., Commercial use of
clams and bottom fish is belng explored.

There is plenty cooking on the peninsula
today. More has come in 15 years than in the
preceding 150 years of settlement.

“It’s a start,” concedes Businessman Homer
Thompson, of Homer.

He readily admits there is a soft spot for
growth in the immediate future. The cost of
power today is the obstacle. Fifteen mill
power at wholesale price makes many devel-
opments uneconomical. He hopes the price
can be reduced to a reasonable level button-
ing up the future.

For lower cost power the peninsula looks
to a hydroelectric project with delivered cost
rates reduced to half what they are now. The
Bradley Lake project would do this. It is a
scrawny-necked perched lake. Its clammy
gray waters look like an acid bath in a pit of
its own making.

The lake is formed in a mountain terrace
overlooking Eachemak Bay, about 25 miles
southwest of Homer. It drains a 75-square-
mile area of ragged peaks and iceflelds. The
glacial till—granite ground fine as face pow-
der—colors the water gray.

From the outlet of the 7-mile lake, the
water pitches down a steep incline to the bay.
SIXTY-FOUR THOUSAND KILOWATTS BY 1969

Bradley is in a remote place, inaccessible
except by floatplane. It offers little in the
way of fishing, hunting, or scenery. Its main
opportunity is in the unused muscle of its
falling water. Army Engineers propose to
harness this 1,100-foot head of water to tur-
bines located at tidelands.

In a project that has been authorized by
Congress, the lake's outlet would be plugged
by a small concrete dam. The lake would
become a reservoir. A tunnel will be poked
through the bronzed mountains, channeling
the lake discharge to a powerhouse site.

The project can be generating 64,000 kilo-
watts by 1969, and not a minute too soon, if
the Kenai's rapid development pace is to be
maintained.

Initially an access road would be built
scaling the mountainside, about 7 miles long,
to the damsite. Supplies will be delivered by
barge to a tideland staging area and relayed
via the mountain road to the dam,

Shortly after project work begins, the 23;-
mile tunnel will be drilled through. The
11-foot tunnel will link the lake discharge to
a surface lald steel penstock, 8 feet in dlame-
ter, eight-tenths of a mile long, connecting
with the turbines at Battle Creek.

Engineers plan to install three 21,300 kilo-
watt generators at the river plant. They will
roll out a total of 280 million kilowatt-hours
of energy annually.

This amount of 7- to 8-mill power is what
the peninsula needs to keep its bandwagon
moving along.

Most of the transmission lines to deliver
the power beyond Homer are already bulilt.
When the power gets to Homer, it can be de-
livered as far away as Anchorage, if needed,
by the flick of a switch.

[From the Fairbanks (Alaska) Daily News-
Miner, Nov. 13, 1963]

PERCHED LAKES PROVIDE NATURAL STORAGE—
SNETTISHAM NEAR JUNEAU, BRADLEY LAKE
Near HoMER
Perched alpine lakes and long tunnels will

provide early-term low-cost power to meet

soaring Alaskan power demands.
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These are hydroelectric projects—without
dams at Snettisham—and with very small
dam structures at Bradley Lake.

The two are nearing the construction stage.
Snettisham has a $225,000 appropriation re-
quest in this year's Federal budget. Studies
are complete on the Bradley Lake project. It
has been authorized by Congress.

The power can be produced and sold to
prime markets in Juneau and the Eenal
Peninsula for lower rates than power from
existing generation plants. The project
plants will produce power for as low as 7.5
mills delivered. Bradley has a 64,000 kilowatt
capacity; Snettisham, 60,000 kilowatts.

NATURAL FACTORS

A combination of natural factors makes for
economical generation. The high lakes lo-
cated in summit areas provide natural stor-
age and “head"—both essentials to hydro-
power.

The head or height above the turbines at
Bradley is 1,100 feet, and 1,000 feet at Snet-
tisham. This means each cubic foot of water
multiples its potential generation capacity
three times over what it would be at a typical
hydro project.

The water will be channeled through tun-
nels to the two powerplants located near
tidewater. Access for construction and oper-
atlon of the plants will be by ocean com-
merce, reducing development and operational
costs.

The three lakes are located in steep glaci-
ated terrain, difficult to reach. Tunnels will
link the lakes with the shoreside plants.

The tunneling work will be interesting
since it will be on a large scale. Snettisham
tunneling will extend over 214 miles. One
tunnel to Crater Lake will be over a mile
long and 7 feet in diameter. The second
tunnel connecting Long Lake will be a mile
and a half long and nine and a half feet in
diameter.

REFILLING NO PROBLEM

At Crater Lake, the tap will be under 200
feet of water when the lake is at its normal
level. Buillding the intake structure will
pose a difficult construction problem. Since
underwater construction at that depth isn’t
practical, a tunnel will probably be dug to
the lake to drain it for construction. Refill-
ing the lake is not a problem. It is abun-
dantly fed by snow, rain, and runoff from
blanketing glaciers. The same draining pro-
cedure probably will be followed at Long
Lake at a later date when the additional
generative capacity is needed. Pulling the
plug on the tunnel will be tricky.

This may be done remotely. A demolition
crew will set up the charge and clear the
tunnel to fire it. They will be hoping that
the plug holds until they are clear and then
they will pray for the dynamite to break the
rock seal so they won't have to reset the
charge on a weakened face being pressed by
tons of glacier water.

Bradley Lake project calls for 4 miles of
tunnels and penstock channeling the 1,100-
foot head to a tidewater powerplant. It will
also involve construction of a dam railsing
the natural lake level about 100 feet, provid-
ing a total usable storage for 311,000 acre-
feet of water. The reservoir is fed by glaciers
and seasonal runoff—water that now tumbles
unharnessed to Kachemak Bay.

The projects’ construction cost is $84,5600,-
000 total—§47,700,000 for Bradley Lake and
£36,800,000 for Snettisham.

Engineering feasibility studles were con-
ducted by the Bureau of Reclamation at
Snettisham and the U.S. Army Engineer
District, Alaska, at Bradley Lake, The en-
gineers noting the marked similarities of the
two Alaska projects using alpine lakes for
storage—point to many other perched lakes
in Alaska having characteristics sultable for
hydro developments. These may be devel-
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oped if power markets grow within feasible
transmission range.

The construction and design of the two
lake projects will be supervised by the Alaska
District, Corps of Engineers.

[From the Fairbanks (Alaska) Dally News-
Miner, Nov. 13, 1963]

THE CAsE ForR HYDROPOWER: FOUR REASONS

(Eprror’'s NoTE.—The {following address,
entitled “The Case for Hydropower,” was pre-
sented last year by Charles Sargent, dean of
the College of Mathematics, Physical Sciences
and Engineering, and professor of civil engi-
neering at the University of Alaska.)

The position of the United States as a
world power was achieved through the ex-
ploitation of our industrial ability. This
ability was created through our economic
and political system and through the devel-
opment of our abundant resources, It does
not appear likely that we can maintain our
position by any other method than continu-
ing to exploit the same industrial ability.

If our country's economy is based upon
industry, then power, from whatever source,
is the key to our continued prosperity; as
industry lives on power and can thrive only
if new supplies are developed.

During 1960 (referring to the 1961 statis-
tical abstracts of the Bureau of Census), the
United States was using power at an annual
rate of 44.8 by 1,015 B.t.u. This is an elec~
trical equivalent of 18.14 trillion kilowatt-
hours. Of the total power used, 23 percent
was produced from coal, 42 percent was pro-
duced from petroleum, 31 percent was pro-
duced from natural gas, and 4 percent was
produced from nonexhaustible sources such
as hydropower.

Since numbers expressed in tens of thou-
sands of trillions of B.t.u. may be relatively
meaningless to you, a breakdown into quan-
titles of fuel may be more meaningful:
Coal—430 million tons; petroleum-—157 bil-
lion gallons; gas—4.6 trillion cubic feet.

If all this fuel were petroleum of average
heat value, it would have required a pipe 60
inches in diameter, with oil flowing con-
stantly at 55 miles per hour to supply the
U.S. power requirement during 1960.

No one actually knows how much fossil
fuel exists in the earth’s crust and, indeed,
known resources seem, for the present, to in-
crease at approximately the rate of consump-
tion. But, every thinking person realizes
that the supply is not inexhaustible. Con-
tinued use of fossil fuels for power purposes
will entail greater cost—soon it will no longer
be economically possible to supply our power
needs by this means.

To conserve the fossil fuels as a valuable
raw material for industry, to conserve fossil
fuels primarily for transport power, and to
conserve for future generations some of the
earth's resources which are their heritage
as well as ours, becomes a necessary goal
when considering new power development.

Today we are existing upon the amount
of power available, but what about tomor-
row? We have all heard about the popula-
tion explosion, the explosion of knowledge,
and the relative “pop” of the nuclear bomb.
Do these portend a need for more or less
power? What may we expect as the power
requirement for the United States during the
next few decades?

A forecast, based upon our past experience,
can be used as an estimate for the future:

The 1960 population of the United States
was 178 million people, and the rate of in-
crease shown over the previous decade was
1.656 percent annually—an annual increase
of 1.44 percent over the decade preceding
1950. Using average increases since 1920 and
the average increase in rate since that time,
the increases for the next four decades would
portend populations of 213 million in 1970,
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258 million in 1980, 319 million in 1990, and
398 million in the year 2000. This estimate,
if valid, means a 214 -fold increase in popula~
tion by the end of the century.

Technical knowledge has been showing a
100-percent increase every 15 years, based
upon the amount of published information;
new industry tends to follow closely the in-
crease in technology. Past experience also
shows a per capita increase in the use of
power,

Using coefliclents calculated from past per
capita power requirements applied to esti-
mated future population, the power require-
ments for the following four decades from
fossil fuels will be approximately as follows:
1970, 64 by 1,015 B.t.u.; 1980, 89 by 1,015
B.t.u.; 1990, 165 by 1,015 B.t.u.; 2000, 296 by
1,015 B.t.u.

Using the pipeline analogy again, the above
is equivalent to the heat produced from oil
flowing at a rate of 363 miles per hour in a
5-foot pipe, or 10,480 cubic feet per second.
This is much more than the estimated mini-
mum rate of flow of the Yukon River.

My purpose in presenting these figures is
not to confound you with large numbers, but
to point out that it is essentlal that we
change our method of producing power. One
of the nonexpendable power sources is hydro-
electric power; other practical methods are
yet to be developed.

Nuclear energy is not a nonexpendable
source and still involves many waste disposal
problems—use of the fusion, rather than
fission, process may be the answer but tech-
nology has yet to come up with a method of
harnessing such energy for peaceful use. Di-
rect solar energy may be another possibility.

Alaska, with its great hydroelectric po-
tential, is one of North America’s hopes for
future power, as is Canada.

The estimated potential hydroelectric
power which can be developed in Alaska is
probably in the region of 26 million kilowatts;
of this amount about 14.4 million kilowatts
could be produced from the 10 largest proj-
ects now proposed; 144 million kilowatt-
years is equivalent to about 0.11 times 10 (to
the 156th power) B.t.u.'s per year; this is a bit
less than one-fourth percent of the amount
of the total power used in 1960 in the United
States and may seem insignificant when com-
pared to the requirements for the year 2000.
It is not insignificant when compared to
present values of fossil fuels. This power,
converted to quantities of fuel, would save
4.6 million tons of coal, or 917 million gallons
of oil, or 37 billion cubic feet of natural gas.

Oil is our most valuable portable fuel,
particularly for use as motive power—the
present value of crude oil is about 10 cents
per gallon. Full development of the 10 dams
and proper distribution of the output could
mean a conservation of $917 million worth of
oll per year for other uses.

If we consider Rampart Dam by itself, the
annual savings in oil would amount to $286
million per year. This is about one-fifth of
the estimated total cost of the proposed
project.

For the conclusion of this statement, I
would like to summarize:

1. The growth of industry in our country
will demand more power.

3. The use of fossil fuels for stationary
power is robbing future generations of their
raw material sources.

3. Hydropower more than pays its way in
conservation of fuels and the reduction of
alr pollution.

4. Finally, these structures are needed now.

ALASKA’S HOMESTEADERS AND THE
GOOD FRIDAY EARTHQUAKE
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, one
of the conspicuous and heartening as-
pects of the great disaster which struck
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central Alaska on Good Friday is the
courage and tenacity of its people.
Theirs is the pioneer spirit.

An excellent article which throws light
on this subject, entitled “They’re Still
Homesteading in Alaska,” by Christine
MecClain of Anchorage, appears in the
July issue of Coronet magazine.

I ask unanimous consent that this ar-
t.icle be printed at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

THEY'RE STILL HOMESTEADING IN ALASKA

(By Christine MeClain)

The earthquake that smashed the bustling
clty of Anchorage, Alaska, on Good Friday,
March 27, proved one thing about the Alas-
kan temperament. It's as tough and tena-
clous as the frozen acres that make up
Alaska's homesteads—last outposts of the
restless ploneers who pushed America's fron-
tier from the Appalachians to the Pacific.

Anchorage is the gateway to the last
frontier, the only Federal lands still avail-
able under the century-old Homestead Act.
And when Q-day concentrated its violence
on Anchorage, it also created havoc among
the log cabins and crude shacks of the Kenal
Peninsula and Susitna Valley, where home-
steaders have struggled to free the virgin
land of stumps and rocks to take advantage
of the brief summer growing season.

For many of the homesteaders, Alaska is
a bleak and hostile expanse, thousands of
miles from their former homes and friends.
Its climate is cruel, its prices are high, its
opportunities are limited. But like his an-
cestors, who tamed the deserts and prairies
of the Old West, the Alaskan homesteader
grumbles but refuses to quit. In most cases,
his first reaction to one of the worst earth-
quakes ever recorded was to minimize its
effects and then to make necessary repairs
before resuming his familiar battle with the
elements.

Homesteading, with the exception of
Alaska, vanished from the American scene
70 years ago. Homesteading had a meaning-
ful purpose for our forefathers—to establish
a home, cultivate the land and rear a family.
Any modern Alaskan homesteader will tell
you the hardships haven't lessened. What
has drastically changed is the pace, method—
and the motivation.

A survey by the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment shows that of all the homesteads
patented in Alaska, only about 12 percent
(400 homesteads or 80,000 acres) are being
used for farming. An estimated 1,000
homesteads, or 130,000 acres, are being used
solely for resldences.

If not farmers, who are the homesteaders
in the 40th State? And what is their pur-
pose?

Max Plerce, a Government employee in
Anchorage, and his wife, Ruth, a substitute
teacher, are typical of today's Alaskan home-
steaders. They include professional men and
laborers, retired servicemen and Federal em-
ployees. Most have a common goal—a home
away from the city, yet within commuting
distance. Elsewhere it might be a suburban
home or summer cottage. In Alaska it's a
homestead.

Max and Ruth are in the age group of the
majority of homesteaders—between 30 and
45 years of age. Max admits to being in his
forties. He's 6 feet tall and his crewcut 1s
graying.

Max has no fantasles about his undertak-

The memory of his boyhood days in
Roy. Mont., was not a pleasant one. In his
early yout.h he had soured on country life.
But in Alaska, he found a challenge.

“When I decided to homestead,” sald Max,
“I knew Ruth would go along with the idea.
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Now ghe’s the one who doesn't want to come
back to town. BShe'd stay the winter, if she
could."”

But Ruth has firsthand knowledge of
homesteading. She comes from a family of
sturdy pioneers. Nearly a hundred years
ago, her grandfather, Samuel Moon, received
his homestead patent signed by President
Ulysses 8. Grant. Today, back in Villard,
Minn.,, her mother still owns the original
farm,

The Homestead Act dates back to 1862, 5
years before Alaska was purchased from Rus-
sia for #7,200,000. It authorized free settle-
ment on public land, provided settlers culti-
vated the land, made improvements, farmed
it for 6 months and took no more than 160
acres., After 6 months a settler could pur-
chase the land for $1.25 an acre. Or after &
continuous years, for a filing fee of $15, he
could recelve a patent or title to the 160
acres.

Today's basic requirements are the same.
One must be 21 years of age, a citizen or an
applicant for citizenship, and only the head
of the family can file for a homestead. But
some of the law's provisions have been modi-
fied.

In 1953, for example, under the then ex-
isting law, 40-year-old Fred Eimbrell filed
for a homestead in the Little Susitna River
area. He had to clear and cultivate 10 acres,
then construct a habltable dwelling. For
14 consecutive months, he commuted 160
miles to and from work by plane. By 1956,
he'd met the requirements to purchase the
land and obtain his title. Today, he grows
hay and produce, and has several head of
cattle. When he retires as a Government
courier and truck driver, his farm will be
self-supporting.

A veteran can obtain his patent with
less restrictlons. For one thing, a veteran
is given credit for his number of years in
gervice, up to a maximum credit of 2 years,
against the required period of residence and
cultivation on the homestead. Further, he
is not bound by law to have one-eighth of his
acreage under cultivation at the end of
the third year, as is normally the case.

A good example is John R. Nichols, a Gov-
ernment field engineer approaching 60. In
1959, he filed for a homestead in the Wasilla
area. Nichols obtained a patent in a year's
time. Cost: $16.

“It was my wife's idea,” explained Nichols.
“Dorrie had retired from teaching, the chil-
dren are grown and it was something to do.
She tramped about the country, waded
through streams and had soll tested before
selecting the site.”

Nichols quickly put up a comfortable 20-
by 36-foot cabin for less than $3,000. His
major expenses were plumbing, which cost
him $700; digging a well was $10 a foot (wa-
ter was reached at 150 feet) and the pump
cost 8500. The cabin is electrically equipped,
including a dishwasher. The kitchen and
shower are finished in ceramie tile.

“It's real nice,” said Nichols, “but it took
a lot of hard work, especially clearing the
land. But it gave me something to do. A
job like mine doesn't give me much exercise
or fresh air.”

Despite lack of homestead land elsewhere
in the Nation, Alaska’s 365 million acres
have not attracted many settlers. Back in
19186, there were 400 homesteaders in the coal-
fields of the Matanuska Valley, but by 1934
there were only 50 left.

Then, in 1936, the Government assisted
200 new families in establishing their farms
and homes in the Matanuska Valley. But
it took World War II for the colonists to
realize any revenue from their hard efforts.
The military forces stationed in Alaska sud-
denly created a demand for fresh produce
and dairy products. The continuing de-
mand brought about an Alaskan population
explosion, as a cross section of Americans
grabbed the “free and sultable” farmland
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to establish a home after hostilities ceased.
Homesteading reached a new high.

Choice land was quickly taken., As re-
cently as 1950, when 42 homesteaders left
their Michigan homes in trailers, trucks, and
buses with all thelr possessions, they were
bitterly disappointed to find no avallable
land on the desirable Kenal Peninsula, south
of Anchorage, warmed by winds blowing over
the Japan Current. Finally, they settled on
unsurveyed land in the Susitna Valley, 6
miles west of Talkeetna and about 756 miles
north of Anchorage.

Today only about a third of would-be
homesteaders will be able to fulfill the re-
quirements for eventual title. But there are
2,000 applicants ready to try.

Distance s a major obstacle. From
Anchorage to Butterfly Lake, where the
Pierces have their homestead, is 256 minutes
by plane. Driving is possible only in the
winter, and it's a 2l-hour trip one way.
Since Max had to commute to and from his
work in Anchorage to comply with the 7
months' residency requirement, he took fly-
ing lessons. Today he owns his own plane.

While it's roadless in summer, Max and
Ruth can drive a bulldozed *“cat trail™
through the timber to their homestead in
the winter., Where roads end, frozen rivers
or lakes make ideal highways. Still, it's al-

ways hazardous driving in temperatures
rarely above freezing.
Ruth vividly recalled one occasion.

Bravely, they loaded a rented mill -type
truck with supplies, including 16 barrels of
fuel oil and aviation gas, and started out.
Between 8 and 10 inches of crusted snow
covered the ice and ground beneath it. The
rear wheels went through the ice at the
first crossing of the Little Susitna River.
They used the truck's winch to haul them-
selves out, Max handled the cable, Ruth
operated the winch gears and drove the
truck. At 11 p.m. they ran out of gas.

“We had to walk the last mile to a neigh-
bor's,” Ruth sald. "“We were wet and
hungry.”

PFurthermore, they'd used 49 gallons of
gas for a trip of less than 100 miles—at the
Alaskan rate of 48 cents a gallon.

The next morning they started out again,
winching over hills and digging out of drifts.
Finally, 50 hours later, they parked the truck
beside their cabin on the lake.

Homesteading by air creates problems that
early settlers never knew existed in the days
of the covered wagon or ox-driven team.

The Plerces have found the homestead
costly, because most of their supplies and
household goods are airlifted by helicopter
or plane. Fortunately, their combined in-
come, between $12,000 to $17,000, allows for
many extras.

“We don't live on beans,” sald Max, “but
it takes a good, steady income to homestead.”

In the opinion of Jack Linton, a bank offi-
cial and homesteader himself, one should
have an income of at least $8,500, but it
depends largely on the size of the family.

“When money runs out,” he sald, “it's
rough—banks are reluctant to loan to home-
steaders, and rarely do.”

The reason is logical. Homesteaders can-
not mortgage land that does not belong to
them.

Linton and his wife, KEay, are homestead-
ing in the Matanuska Valley. Kay has plenty
to do caring for their two small children.
From May to December, Linton commutes
to Anchorage, driving 120 miles a day.

He, too, encounters driving problems, es-
pecially in the spring when the roads are
soft. The bottom goes out, or a river may
rise and wash out a bridge. He's carried
furniture and groceries on his back across
a river and even rolled a 50-gallon oil drum
across the lce to the homestead.

The largest single expense for homestead-
ers 1s clearing the land of roots and burn-
ing out stump rows from felled trees. Few,
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if any, have the necessary experience or
equipment, and hired labor must be em-
ployed. Max Pierce spent well over £1,000
for 46 hours of clearing, excluding 6 hours
of travel time each way for the operator.
Cost of clearing depends largely on the den-
sity of timber and location—from $100 to
$150 an acre. Max saved some money by
clearing the trail to the cabin and the lake
front of brush and trees.

No self-respecting architect would approve
the hodgepodge designs of homesteaders’
dwellings—but they are habitable in accord-
ance with Bureau of Land Management regu-
lations. One may prefer a trailer with a
lean-to, another a prefab structure, still
others a log cabin.

Eventually, Max and Ruth will construct a
log cabin from the native timber on their
land, Today, their temporary home is a 380-
square-foot domed structure, similar in ap-
pearance to an igloo. Max had to dig the
footings, then put in the floor, doors and
windows and protect the roof with a plastic
covering.

Max and Ruth find summer months ideal
for homesteading. One reason, more work
can be accomplished during long daylight
hours, when it's still daylight at midnight.
And flying weather is more favorable for
a commuting homesteader. Temperatures
range from 45° to 57° for about 4 months.

Ruth doesn't leave the homestead until
they move back to Anchorage for the winter.
Isolation doesn’t bother her, and she always
has something to do.

“Without pushbutton conveniences,” she
sald, “everything takes longer.”

Washing involves bending over an old-
fashioned tub and then rinsing the laundry
at the lake. Usually Ruth sends the sheets
and shirts out.

Shopping must be carefully planned, but
Ruth is more fortunate than most homestead
wives. Should she forget something impor-
tant, Max can make the trip in an hour or
less, He does all the shopping.

Max’s birthday present to her, a three-
burner propane gas stove, lessened cooking
and baking time considerably. She now
bakes bread every other day. Before, she
had to use a Coleman stove.

A permanent newcomer to the homestead
last year was a dog named Herman von
Schmidt II, later shortened to Bark-Bark.
His barking warns Ruth of animal intrud-
ers—bear, moose, or porcupine. Before Bark-
Bark, a porcuplne chewed the end of the
davenport arm and the front of one of the
beds.

Mosquitoes are another problem, but they
do not stop Ruth from berrypicking or put-
tering in her small garden. Bhe ralses
enough vegetables for thelr summer use, in-
cluding lettuce, green onions, cabbage,
radishes, and broccoll.

When November comes, Max and Ruth
make their home in a small, modern Anchor-
age apartment. But they check the home-
stead during the winter and sometimes spend
weekends there.

Last January, they stared unbelievingly
at the mess caused by a dead tree that had
caved in the roof. Snow was now piled on
the floor, covering furniture. Worst yet, a
midwinter Chinook thaw was slowly melt-
ing the snow.

It's taken less to make people leave a home-
stead. Undaunted, Max and Ruth cleared
the debris and put the water-soaked furni-
ture and bedding outside to dry.

On Q-day, bad flylng weather kept the
Pierces from spending the weekend at the
homestead, and the earthquake’s tremors
caught them in the Anchorage apartment.

“I got a gashed nose when a mixing bowl
bounced out of a cupboard,” Ruth sald.
“Otherwise, we didn't suffer much damage.”

With so much work to be done iIn
Anchorage, Max wasn’t able to get to the
homestead for 2 weeks. Then he landed his
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ski-equipped plane on the cracked and mud-
splattered ice of Butterfly Lake. An inspec-
tion of the property showed only some
broken glass.

Like most other homesteaders, the Plerces
feel they are safer from earthquakes on their
land than in the eity. As proof, Max Plerce
pointed out that some of the severe after-
shocks that rocked Anchorage after Q-day
were not even felt at the homestead.

Most of the other homesteaders agreed
that they would carry on as before, even
though the quake had hurt them economi-
cally. Jack Linton, who was cut off from
the rest of the world for 24 hours when the
shock knocked out the road and telephone
and powerlines, Is going to stick it out.

“I've done too much hard work to give up,”
he said.

John Nichols, who had still not been able
to visit his homestead some 3 weeks after
the quake, added: “I'm not giving up either.
It's too good a thing.”

Obviously it will take more than an earth-
quake to stop Alaska’s newest and toughest
generation of homesteaders.

AMERICAN LEGION IN ALASKA SUP-
PORTS FOREIGN INTEREST RATE
FOR ALASKA’'S DISASTER LOANS

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, this
morning I received a statement of pol-
icy adopted by the executive committee
of the American Legion, Department of
Alaska, concerning disaster loans which
will, I believe, be of interest to my col-
leagues and to all readers of the RECoRrD.

Here is the heart of the statement:

The construction season in Alaska is of
short duration and long term, low interest
mortgage money must be made available
now if many of our businessmen are to sur-
vive. Loans to qualified Alaskans at a rate
of interest and on terms comparable to loans
made under the foreign aid program will do
g::g: to bolster the economy of the stricken

The American Legion, Department of
Alaska, quite properly urges the Small
Business Administration to make dis-
aster loans available to Alaskans at the
lowest possible rate of interest.

In its statement of policy the State
executive committee terms as inconceiv-
able the unalterable fact that loans are
made under the foreign aid program to
countries in which there has been no
disaster at more favorable terms and at
a rate of interest lower than the rate
charged to citizens of this country.

The American Legion, Department of
Alaska, opposes what it describes as “the
double standard now in effect” and urges
“our Government to act with dispatch
to do for our own people what we are
doing for foreigners abroad.”

I ask unanimous consent that the full
text of this statement of policy, adopted
in Anchorage on June 7, 1964, be printed
in the Recorbp.

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

STATEMENT OoF PoLicy

On April 30, 1964, the American Legion
National Executive Committee unanimously
adopted a resolution urging, inter alla, that
all Federal agencies facilitate the reconstruc-
tion of Alaska with a minimum of redtape
and delay and with compassion for the vie-
tims of the recent disaster,

Since the Good Friday earthquake and
selsmic sea wave destruction Alaskans have
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recelved repeated assurances from the Fed-
eral agencies of immediate assistance to the
private sector of their economy. Due to
redtape and delay, however, we fear that
such assistance will be too little and too
late. The construction season in Alaska is
of short duration and long term, low inter-
est mortgage money must be made available
now if many of our businessmen are to sur-
vive. Loans to qualified Alaskans at a rate
of interest and on terms comparable to loans
made under the foreign ald program will
do much to bolster the economy of the
stricken State.

The American Legion urges that the Small
Business Administration make available dis-
aster loans to Alaskans at the lowest pos-
sible rate of interest. We recognize there
are administrative problems involved, but it
is inconceivable to us that loans made un-
der the foreign ald program are made on
more favorable terms and at a rate of inter-
est lower than the rate charged to American
citizens who are victims of a disaster of this
magnitude. We believe Senator GRUENING i8
right in his insistence that American citi-
zens be treated as generously as borrowers
under our foreign aid program where there
has been no disaster. We are opposed to the
double standard now in effect and urge our
Government to act with dispatch to do for
our own people what we are doing for for-
elgners abroad.

I hereby certify that the above and fore-
going statement of policy was duly adopted
at a meeting of the Executive Committee
of the American Legion, Department of Alas-
ka, convened and held at Anchorage, Alas-
ka, in accordance with the bylaws of said
organization on the Tth day of June, 19064,
at which a quorum was present, and that
such statement is duly recorded in the min-
utes of saild meeting.

Department Oommaé{ier.

SIX-STEP PROGRAM TO REVISE
BUDGET FEATURES—THE RE-
PUBLICAN CRITICAL ISSUES
COUNCIL

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed at
this point an important statement on
fiscal policy for national strength and
prosperity issued by the Republican Criti-
cal Issues Council of the Republican
Citizens Committee.

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

WasHINGTON, D.C.—The Republican Criti-
cal Issues Council made a frontal attack to-
day on the Kennedy-Johnson “expenditure
explosion” and proposed a six-step program
to revise budget procedures, reduce expendi-
tures, cut taxes, reduce unemployment, and
boost prospects for national economic
growth.

The key recommendation of the counecil,
which is headed by Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower
and sponsored by the Republican Cltizens
Committee of the United States, is for the
creation of “an independent, bipartisan citi-
zens advisory budget committee. The com-
mittee would have a fourfold function:

1. To recomend cuts in Federal Govern-
ment spending.

2. To recommend assignment of expendi-
tures to Federal programs that represents
the “citizen's concept of what our spending
priorities should be.”

8. To suggest a better form for the budget
that would abolish “dressing up the budget
accounts for image purposes.”

4. To improve the budget-making process
[2e] congmas could look at the budget “as a
whole rather than merely on a plecemeal
hmis."
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The council report, the ninth in a serles
on major national and international prob-
lems, was drafted by Dr. Raymond J. Saul-
nier, Chairman of the President’s Council of
Economic Advisers, 1057-61, and now a pro-
fessor of economics at Columbia University.

It warned that the administration has
posed the risk of “creating potentially
troublesome imbalances in the economy" by
concentrating tax reductions this year. The
council favors spreading tax cuts over a
longer period.

The paper sald that the concentration of
the tax cut in 1964 may have “gravely im-
paired the revenue-gathering capability of
the Federal Government * * * and limited
the avallability of fiscal measures for help-
ing to offset any economic downturn that
may develop in the near run.”

In an examination of unemployment prob-
lems, the Republican group charged that
“the administration places undue reliance on
across-the-board tax reduction.” It said
greater emphasis should be given individual
job training, counseling, and placement to
i1l vacancies already existing.

“The danger In the administration’s ap-
‘proach to the unemployment problem is that
it will produce harmful side effects in the
form of cost and price increases and eco-
nomic imbalance without providing any ap-
preciable and lasting solution,” the council
declared.

If the tax system produces additional reve-
nues every year it should be possible to re-
duce tax rates if, as the council recommends,
“the Federal budget is kept reasonably close
to balance, and if the tendency for Federal
spending to increase is restrained.” Such
additional revenues should be systematically
divided among tax reduction, increased sup-
port for essential programs, and debt retire-
ment.

Furthermore, the council asserted, “as we
move into the next phase of tax reduction,
top priority should be given to changes in
the tax laws that will enhance the enter-
prise economy’s capability for creating jobs
and increasing incomes.”

The Government should be planning now
for regular annual reductions in the general
level of individual and corporate tax rates
sald the council, adding:

“In addition, steps to eliminate those
excise taxes that were introduced as emer-
gency measures should be taken as promptly
as possible, along with steps to remove the
inequities and needless complexities that
remain in the tax law.”

Finally, the Republican group sald that a
good rate of economic growth would speed
progress along these lines. “But no rate of
economic growth will suffice as a basis for
constructive, noninflationary tax reduction
if efforts are not made to eliminate unneces-
sary Federal spending and to prevent unwar-
ranted expenditure increases.”

Members of the Critical Issues Council are:
Dr. Milton S. Eisenhower, chairman; Elliott
V. Bell; Adm. Arleigh A. Burke, U.S. Navy
(retired); Arthur F. Burns, Albert L. Cole;
James H. Douglas; Marion B. Folsom; Thom-
as 8. Gates; T. Eelth Glennan; Oveta Culp
Hobby; Walter H. Judd; Mary P. Lord; Clare
Boothe Luce; Deane W. Malott; James P.
Mitchell; Gen. Lauris Norstad, U.S. Air Force
(retired); Don Paarlberg; C. Wrede Peters-
meyer; Samuel R. Plerce, Jr.; Charles S.
Rhyne; Raymond J. BSaulnier; Lewis L.
Strauss; Walter N. Thayer; Henry C. Wal-
lich.

Full text of the council's statement on tax
and fiscal policy is attached.

Fiscan PoLicY FOR NATIONAL STRENGTH AND
PROSPERITY
FISCAL POLICY AND THE CITIZEN
Few economic policy issues affect the citi-
zen more deeply than those with which this
paper is concerned: the amount of personal
and business income that governments—Fed-
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eral, State and local—take in taxes, and how
taxes are levied; the amount that Govern-
ment spends, and what it spends on; whether
spending is matched by taxes, and how Gov-
ernment deficits are financed.

How Government handles these matters af-
fects the prosperity of every American and
of the Nation as a whole by its impact on
jobs and incomes. It also affects the welfare
and security of the citizen through its im-
pact on prices and thus on the value of
the dollar. More than that, fiscal policies are
crucial to the Nation's basic strength through
their impact on the relationship between gov-
ernment and the individual and on the vital-
ity of the enterprise system on which our
national economic strength depends. In
short, how fiscal problems are handled is the
keystone of the whole structure of public
policy.

Fiscal issues are considered in this paper,
first, by reviewing the history of spending and
of tax policy during the Kennedy-Johnson
administration to date; then by pointing out
the major risks involved in the administra-
tion's handling of fiscal problems; and,
finally, by a discussion of the leading fiscal
policy questions that remain unsettled. The
object is to put forward a constructive point
of view, in the Republican tradition, on eco-
nomic problems that are among the most im-
portant facing Americans today.

FISCAL HISTORY OF THE KENNEDY-JOHNSON
ADMINISTRATION, 1961-64
A d-year expenditure upsurge

The fiscal history of the EKennedy-John-
son administration, from its start to this
date, has been marked by very large and
uninterrupted annual increases in spend-
ing. In January 1961, the outgoing admin-
istration had estimated that budget expend-
itures in the fiscal year 1961, a fiscal period
at that time half completed, would total
$78.9 billion. When the fiscal year was over,
however, less than 6 months after the new
administration had taken office, the spend-
ing total had reached $B81.5 billion. Part
of this $2.6 billion increase was attributed
to an underestimation of expenditures by
the outgoing administration; but the new
administration’s capacity for accelerating
expenditures was declsively demonstrated
when spending in the fiscal year 1962 in-
creased by #6.3 billion, reaching a total of
$87.8 billion. This was a l-year increase
415 times larger than the average annual in-
crease of expenditures in the 8 years of the
Eisenhower administration. What is more,
it set a rate of annual increments to spend-
ing that has been maintained to date. From
fiscal 1961 through fiscal 1964, inclusive,
annual increases in administrative budget
spending averaged four times as large as
in the previous 8 fiscal years. Using the
most recent (May 22, 1964) estimates of ad-
ministrative budget expenditures, spend-
ing will have risen by the end of the cur-
rent fiscal year to $98.3 from #76.5 billion
in fiscal 1960, an increase of $21.8 billion.
Over the same period, requests for new ob-
ligational authority (NOA), which are re-
quests made by the Executive branch to
the Congress for authority to spend in a
given fiscal year or later, will have risen, as
reported In the January 1964 budget, from
$79.6 to $102.6 billion, an increase of $23
billion. In the process, deficits of $25.4 bil-
lion will have been incurred in the admin-
istrative budget. As of May 1, 1964, the pub-
lic debt was $308 billion, up from $290 bil-
lion at the end of 1960, and by the end of
May 1964 steps were being taken at the ad-
ministration's request to raise the statutory
public debt ceiling to $324 billion.

Taz measures in 1961-62; the investment tazx
credit and liberalization of depreciation
rules
During the early period of the Kennedy-

Johnson administration it was repeatedly

asserted that the precarious position of the
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US. balance of international payments,
which had deteriorated rapidly toward the
end of 1961 following an improvement earlier
in the year, limited the use of monetary
policy as a means of spurring the economy
and dictated that reliance be placed largely
on fiscal measures. Whatever the implica-
tion of this point of view regarding the use
of monetary policy to influence the course
of the economy, and it must be noted that
it did not prevent the money supply from
being expanded in 1961 and later at excep-
tionally high rates, there was little use of
tax policy in this early period as a means
of stimulating the economy.

Reliance was placed on increases in spend-
ing. An opportunity to make proposals for
tax adjustments was passed up on February
2, 1961, when the administration submitted
to the Congress a list of proposals to help
promote recovery from the short-lived 1960—
61 recession, by that time virtually ended.
All that the message said on tax policy was
that “reform” suggestions would be submit-
ted later and that they would involve no
net revenue loss. The one specific reform
mentioned, and a pertinent one in the sit-
uation, was an Investment tax incentive to
encourage businesses to increase their ex-
penditures for the expansion and moderni-
zation of productive facilities. It was not
until April 20, 1961, that an actual proposal
for the investment tax incentive was put
forward. This was accompanied by propos-
als for so-called loophole closing, calculated
to raise enough revenue to offset what would
be lost through the investment tax incen-
tive. Even then, no draft of legislation was
submitted by the administration.

In the absence of a draft of legislation,
the language of a highly complex and con-
troversial pieee of tax law had to be worked
out in committee. Final action on the
measure was not taken until October 186,
1962, a year and a half after the proposal
had first been made. Furthermore, the in-
vestment tax Incentive that Congress
adopted was more sensible than what the
administration had suggested; the adminis-
tration’s proposals for structural reforms,
which had been widely viewed from the be-
ginning as of dubious merit, were either al-
tered basically or rejected by the Congress;
and the whole package as enacted involved a
substantial net revenue loss, whereas the ad-
ministration had made a particular point of
stressing that there should be none. All the
same, the measure was warmly accepted by
the administration and is repeatedly referred
to nowadays as one of its outstanding legis-
lative successes.

Simultaneously with the administration’s
1962 efforts to obtain an investment tax in-
centive, two additional steps were taken in
the flscal policy area: one proved out in
practice; the other came to nothing. The
step that proved out carried forward the ini-
tiative begun under the Eisenhower admin=-
istration to bring the rules of the Internal
Revenue Service regarding the tax treatment
of depreciation into line with the practices
of tax examiners and, further, to liberalize
these rules where desirable. This was par=-
ticularly useful in the 1962 environment in
restoring the confidence of business, which
had been badly shaken early in the year by
the steel price episode.

The step that came to nothing was a
Presidential request for standby discretion-
ary authority to make temporary cuts in
taxes, subject to later congressional veto, as
antirecessionary measures. This proposal
was ignored by the Congress and appears
now to have been abandoned as part of the
administration’s legislative agenda.
Mid-1962: Concern over a lagging economy

Questions concerning the effectiveness of
the administration’s economic policies began
to multiply in mid-1962 as the economy
failed to register satisfactory advances. Al-
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though the administration had taken a dis-
tinctly cheerful view of the economic out-
look as the year began, not many months
passed before the recovery threatened as the
late President Kennedy put it, to “run out
of steam."” Despite large annual increases
in expenditures, large budgetary deficits and
expansive monetary and credit policles, the
unemployment rate had failed to fall below
5.5 percent, a level significantly higher than
had prevailed in 1950-60. Doubtless, the
economy was adversely affected at the time—
we need only recall the sharp decline of
stock prices—by the offensive launched by
the President and practically the entire
executive branch against what was officially
regarded as an unwarranted increase in the
price of steel. In any case, activity lagged
and serious thought was given by the admin-
istration to the advisability of requesting an
emergency tax cut. However, congressional
reservations regarding such a move and an
improvement in the economic indicators in
the late summer of 1962 caused the adminls-
tration to defer any proposals for tax changes
until the following year. In lieu of an
emergency tax cut, a comprehensive program
of longer-term tax reduction and reform
was promised for the next (January 1963)
session of Congress.
The January 1963 proposals: large-scale taz
reductions paralleled by continued large
spending increases

The next phase of the Eennedy-Johnson
administration’s fiscal history can be sum-
marized as an attempt, unsuccessful as it
turned out, to persuade Congress simultane-
ously to (1) authorize tax reductions and an
assortment of structural tax reforms spread
over 3 years which, when fully effective, were
estimated to involve a net revenue loss of
$10.3 billion annually; and (2) increase ad-
ministrative budget expenditures in the up-
coming fiscal year by $4.5 billion.

Two factors seem to have been important
to the administration in making these policy
proposals. First, its thinking on budgetary
policy underwent a ecritieally important
change from what it had been in 1961, Evi-
dence of the change appeared first in the Eco-
nomic Report of January 1962 when the con-
cept of a “full-employment budget” was
introduced. This replaced the view that the
budget should be balanced over the cycle,
that up until that time had been prominent
in President Eennedy’s messages. According
to the new concept, a budget balance should
be achieved only when the economy had
reached full employment. Indeed, a surplus
achieved before that point would, according
to this view, impose a drag on the economy.
Considering that the unemployment rate in
early 1862 was 5.5 percent or over and that
there was, according to administration state-
ments, a gap of $30 billlon or more between
the economy’s actual production and its po-
tential output, a tax reduction or an ex-
penditure increase, or some combination of
the two aggregating to a substantial sum,
was clearly indicated by the new fiscal theory,
even though there was already a defleit in the
budget of well over 85 billion. The year 1962
passed, however, without any determined at-
tempt on the part of the administration to
give effect to their new concept of budget
planning, though it must have been Impor-
tant in shaping the budgetary plan of “tax
cut plus expenditure increase” which was
put forward in January 1963.

The second factor that appears to have
led the administration to propose a combi-
nation of large-scale tax reduction and large-
scale expenditure Increase was that the
cheerful view of the economy that it had
taken a year earlier had been transformed
by January 1963 into a gloomy forecast. The
economy was described in the January 1963
economic report as affected by persistent
sluggishness, Failing altogether to observe
the economic upsurge that was underway at
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the time, the economic report asserted that
“nowhere are there visible spontaneous forces
of sufficlent strength to put an end to the
period of slow growth.” Also, failing to
acknowledge that the administration was
recommending a very large increase in Fed-
eral expenditures, the report expressed the
view that the one way out was through
large-scale tax reduction and reform and
that for this there was no time to lose.

As it turned out, the administration mis-
judged both the receptivity of the Congress
and the country to its fiscal policy proposals
and the outlook for the economy. Opposi-
tion developed at once to the suggestion that
taxes be cut and expenditures increased
simultaneously. Doubts as to the wisdom of
such a policy were based in large part on the
fact that the budget was already in deficit
and the U.S. dollar was under Increasing
pressure from abroad. Questions were raised
in Congress about a fiscal plan that seemed
to hold out no prospect of budgetary balance
until 1970 or later, even on the assumption
that the economy would operate uninter-
ruptedly at a good rate. Stanch but re-
sponsible supporters of tax reduction coupled
their advocacy of lower rates with pleas for,
or insistence upon, expenditure control, And
there was no mistaking the fact that, warn-
ings against mythological thinking and puri-
tanical prejudices to the contrary, popular
support for a program of simultaneous cuts
in taxes and increases in spending was en-
tirely lacking.

Nor was the administration's plan to ad-
minister a massive fiscal stimulus to the
economy in 1963 aided by the fact that busi-
ness activity, rather than proving to be
slugglsh as had been officially forecast, moved
up briskly. The administration had pro-
jected a GNP of $578 billion in calendar 1963
on the assumption that the tax cut would
be enacted promptly. Actually, GNP reached
$585 billlon without benefit of tax reduc-
tion and even though administrative budget
expenditures in fiscal 1963 fell short of origi-
nal official plans by $1.7 billion.

The decision to concentrate the tax cut stim-
ulus in 1964 and the move to restrain er-
penditures

The major impact of the congressional
and public reservations concerning the 1963
fiscal plan was to force the administration
to make certain moves in the direction of
expenditure restraint. The first such move
was taken in an August 19, 1963, letter,
from President Eennedy to the chairman
of the Committee on Ways and Means of
the House of Representatives. The letter
stated that “tax reduction must * * * be
accompanied by the exercise of an even
tighter rein on Federal expenditures, lim-
iting outlays to only those expenditures
which meet strict criteria of national need.”
Congressional concern over a polley of In-
creasing expenditures simultaneously with
the reduction of taxes was expressed in the
declaration section of the House-passed tax
bill and ultimately in the Revenue Act of
1964. It was stated there that it was the
sense of Congress that increased revenues,
resulting from such economie stimulus as
the tax cut provided, should be used first to
balance the Government's administrative
budget and then to reduce the national debt.
It was also stated that all reasonable means
should be taken to restrain spending.

Following the President’s tragic death in
November 1963, and before the tax reduction
measure was passed by Congress, another
move was made, one that is widely regarded
as having been the key to the tax bill's final
passage. It consisted of President John-
son’s putting forward a budget for the fis-
cal year 19656 which suggested that the 4-
year upsurge in expenditures had been ended
and that expenditures in fiscal 19656 would
be reduced below spending in fiscal 1964.
The new budget called for expenditures in
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fiscal 1965 of £97.9 billion—$500 million be-
low the amount at that time estimated for
fiscal 1964. Subsequently, on May 22, 1964,
these budget expenditure estimates were re-
vised, projecting spending for fiscal 1965
at $07.3 billlon—a full $1 billion below a
revised spending estimate of $98.3 billion
for fiscal 1964.

Whether spending will in fact be re-
strained is crucial in the present circum-
stances, for two reasons, First, the John-
son administration decided early in 1964
on a cirtically important change in its han-
dling of tax reduction. Briefly, what had
started out Iin January 1963 as a three-
stage tax reduction aggregating when fully
effective to $10.3 billion a year became,
through the Revenue Act enacted February
26, 1964, virtually a one-stage tax reduction
(as far as its stimulus is concerned) involv-
ing a net revenue loss currently estimated
officially to come to $11.6 billion. In other
words, a massive tax reduction stimulus that
first was planned to be spread over 3 years
was concentrated, at the administration’s
insistence, almost entirely in calendar 1964.
A tax reduction of this size, concentrated so
heavily at a time when the economy was
already advancing of its own momentum,
involves a risk of “overheating” the econ-
omy and this risk must not be intensified by
further increases in Government spending.

Second, we shall see at a later point in this
paper that effective expenditure restraint
by the Federal Government is crucial to the
prospect for additional tax reduction in the
years ahead, a prospect on which Americans
have every right to count and on which
they should insist.

What then is the evidence on the outlook
for expenditure restraint?

HOW MUCH RESTRAINT IS THERE?

Evidence on this question is found in four
different sets of budgetary and financial ac-
counts: The conventional budget, on which
the administration currently focuses most
attention but which the late President Ken-
nedy explicitly downgraded; the cash con-
solidated statement, which encompasses
trust fund operations as well as conventional
budget outlays; the Federal sector of the in-
come and product accounts, which President
Kennedy rated highest in significance and
properly described as a measure of the Fed-
eral Government’s drain on the economy’s
resources; and, finally, requests for new obli-
gational authority (NOA), which include re-
quests to spend in the current and subse-
quent fiscal years.

Figures for all of these accounts are given
every year in the January budget message
but they may be revised subsequently, and
usually are. The situation is confusing this
year, however. A revision of the administra-
tive budget for the fiscal years 1964 and 1965
was issued by the White House on May 22, .
1964, but to this date (June 6, 1964) no re-
visions have been issued for the other ac-
counts despite the fact that one set cannot
be revised without at least suggesting that
changes are needed in the others, as well.
Unsatisfactory as this is in the present case,
there is no alternative but to use the figures
that are available.

In the January 1864 budget message it was
estimated that administrative budget ex-
penditures would be $500 million lower in
fiscal 19656 than in fiscal 1964. In the May
22, 1964, White House statement, on the
other hand, this estimate of expenditure re-
duction was raised to $1 billlon. Using the
unrevised January 1964 figures for the other
accounts, total cash payments to the public
(cash consolidated statement) will remain
unchanged and Government purchases of
goods and services (Federal sector of the in-
come and product accounts) will rise by $2.4
billion. Requests for new obligational au-
thority (NOA) were reported in January 1964
to be $1.3 billlon higher in fiscal 1965 than
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in flscal 1964 but what is even more signifi-
cant as an indication of likely future in-
creases in Federal epending is the fact that
they exceeded the expenditures projected for
that year by nearly $6 billion.

In view of the makeup and character of
the administrative budget as compared with
the other accounts, it is not surprising that
such expenditure restraint as is suggested
by the figures is greatest in its case. But
this suggestion of restraint can be mislead-
ing. Like all budgets, the administrative
budget for fiscal 1965 is a mixture: it con-
tains projected increases in spending and
projected reductions. To make a realistic
judgment on the chances of achleving an
overall reduction, one must compare the
reality and character of the projected reduc-
tlons with the reality of the projected
increases.

There can be little doubt about the renlity
of the recommended increases in spending.
As detailed in the January 1964 budget mes-
sage, these included the {following: pay
ralses of over $680 million for military and
civillan personnel under legislation already
enacted; $250 million for the “attack on
poverty,” a figure already raised substan-
tially; $286 million of additional ald for
education under new and existing programs;
an additional $86 million for the youth em-
ployment program; an increase of $189 mil-
lion for the manpower development and
training program; an increase of close to
£360 million for urban renewal, public hous-
ing and other home financing and related
programs; $55 million for additional Corps
of Engineers construction; an additional
$408 million for the operation and mainte-
nance section of the Defense Department’s
budget and another $198 million for its re-
volving and management funds; an addi-
tional $590 million for space activities; and
$400 million for increased interest payments
on the public debt. These and all of the
other projected increases, taken together,
totaled to just over $4.56 billion.

In contrast to these projected expenditure
increases, which seem certain to be fully
realized if not exceeded, many of the pro-
jected spending reductions are either of
doubtful practicability or are produced by
what appear to be merely bookkeeping
devices. Thus, a $1 billion reduction in the
cost of agricultural programs is based partly
on the assumption that new legislation will
greatly reduce Federal outlays in this area—
a dublous prospect even in January 1964—
and partly on the expectation that a decline
in wheat prices will make it possible to
administer such programs as Public Law 480
at greatly reduced costs.

Other savings would be accomplished by
offsetting against expenditures moneys which
formerly were taken directly into Treasury
. receipts, which improves the look of the
expenditure side of the budget but only at
the expense of the receipts side; by trans-
ferring certain expenditures to special trust
accounts, which improves the look of the
conventional administrative budget but only
at the expense of the cash consolidated state-
ment; and by placing in fiscal 1964 certain
outlays that might well have been placed in
fiscal 1965, which improves the look of the
fiscal 1965 accounts but only at the expense
of fiscal 1964.

Finally—and quantitatively most impor-
tant of all—the fiscal 1965 budget becomes
an “economy” budget by projecting sales of
Government-held loans in the amount of
$2.3 billion, an increase of $700 million over
the sales anticipated in fiscal 1964. Since
the proceeds of such sales are treated as an
offset to amounts disbursed in new lending,
the result of the increase is to reduce the
figure of net budget expenditures for the
fiscal year 1965, relative to the figure for
1964, by $700 million. It should be sald at
once that this way of handling sales of gov-
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ernmental assets is not a departure from
previous budgetary accounting practice.
However, in view of the rapidly increasing
importance of Federal credit programs in the
budget, existing practice might well be
changed to count sales proceeds as recelpts.
But quite apart from this, there is ground
for doubting the likelihood of selling loans
in the volume projected.

Three conclusions are suggested by the
above. The first is that such expenditure
restraint as there is in the fiscal 1965 budget
may well prove temporary. This is the un-
mistakable evidence of the figures on re-
quests for new spending authority (NOA).
The second is that such restraint as is ac-
complished in the near run will probably
prove to be appreciably less than the ac-
counts suggest. Administrative budget ex-
penditures may well rise by $2 billion in
fiscal 19656 rather than fall by $1 billion.
These conclusions underline the importance
of continuing vigilance by cltizens with re-
gard to the level of Federal spending.

The third conclusion derives from the first
two. It is that a halt should be called to
the dressing up of Federal budget accounts
for “image” purposes. The only defense that
has been made of these practices is that
every administration has used them. What-
ever the merits of this assertion, the fiscal
1965 budget is in a class by itself as regards
“budgeteering.” What it suggests more than
anything else is the need for a code of Fed-
eral accounting to be adhered to by all.

Retrospect

Three features stand out in this history.
The first is the radical shift in the admin-
istration’s approach to fiscal policy prob-
lems. BStarting from a more or less tradi-
tional point of view, it has made its way to
a budget concept which, no matter how high
the rate of economic growth may be, calls
for large-scale tax reduction or large-scale
expenditure increases, or some combination
of the two, so long as full employment has
not been reached. This budget concept
rests on a particular theory of the causes of
the unemployment that persists in the
American economy even after prolonged ex-
pansion. The theory is that the residual
unemployment is due to an inadequacy of
aggregate demand and the proposal is that
it can be cured, and cured on more than
just a temporary basis, by a fiscally pro-
duced expansion of demand. Clearly, the
outcome of the fiscal policy is unlikely to
be any better than the theory of unemploy-
ment on which it is based. A good improve-
ment in the unemployment rate was regis-
tered for May 1964 but there is no assurance
that this will last and, in any case, the rate
continues well above the levels reached in
1955-57.

The second feature that stands out in the
history is the rather loose connection be-
tween the administration's legislative pro-
gram and the course of economic events.
As it happens, the administration's views
of the economic outlook have been, at least
until 1964, more or less out of phase with
the economy. Thus, in 1961 a gloomy view
was being taken precisely as the economy
was turning into recovery. Actually, the
natural recuperative forces of the economy
rather than anything done by the adminis-
tration produced the recovery. In early 1962
enthusiasm was the rule, but by midsummer
a case for an emergency tax cut was being
developed. Again, the economy picked up
before any special fiscal policy actions were
taken. In January 1963 the administration’s
views turned to the blue side again, missing
the notable economic upsurge that marked
that year. Officlal exhortation to hasten tax
reduction was ineffective, but the economy
expanded all the same. Finally, 1964 pre-
sents a combination of official optimism and
a policy which concentrates the stimulative
impact of tax reduction just when the econ-
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omy is showing unusual upward momentum.
Whatever this means for 1964 it does raise
questions about 1965.

The third feature that is salient in the
administration’s fiscal history is the lack of
consistency and absence of any sign of a
guiding principle in its fiscal program. At
one time it was enthusiastic about tax re-
forms, bent on accomplishing them without
net revenue loss. At another time it was
enthuslastic for large, across-the-board tax
reduction, with no patience for tax reform.
At one time it espoused a balanced budget.
At all times, until this election year, there
was enthuslasm for ever-larger spending.
And there is the contest just now coming
to the surface which involves enthusiasts
within the administration for large-scale
spending increases who see the recent tax
reduction as an obstacle in their path. The
entire performance, typically described as a
“pragmatic” approach, appears to have been
heavily affected by a concern for political
considerations.

RISES IN THE ADMINISTRATION'S FISCAL POLICY

Ultimately, the administration’s fiscal pro-
gram will have to be judged on its success, or
lack of success, in accomplishing what is
its primary purpose; namely, to achleve full
employment. The administration has been
quite explicit in setting unemployment re-
duction as the standard by which its fiscal
measures will stand or fall; and by this must
be meant, of course, a lasting, not merely a
temporary, improvement. A b-percent un-
employment rate has been set for achieve-
ment by the end of 1964, but no date has
been specified for reaching the 4-percent level
which must be attalned and held if signifi-
cant improvement is to be made over, say,
the 1957 level of 4.3 percent.

The merit of vigorous economic growth as
a generator of additional job opportunities
is unquestionable; nevertheless, it has be-
come increasingly clear that large amounts
of unemployment in the American economy
are due not so much to a sluggishness in
economic growth as to inadequate produc-
tive capabilities, relative to employment
costs, on the part of those who have most
difficulty finding jobs. Inadequate school
background and lack of skills and work ex-
perience are increasingly being recognized
as major causes of the unemployment that
remains to plague our economy even during
good times. Besides, we need to face up
to the problem of discrimination as it af-
fects unemployment and to the reluctance
of unemployed workers in depressed areas
to move where jobs are more plentiful.

The cost of large selective programs of
job training, counseling, and placement de-
signed to correct structural unemployment
would be high, without a doubt. But these
costs would be low compared with the cost
of a tax reduction program which is esti-
mated to involve a revenue loss of $11.6
billion, What i1s more, the administration’s
fiscal policy exposes the economy to grave
risks while giving little real assurance of
solving, on a lasting basls, the unemploy-
ment problem to which it is principally, if
not exclusively, directed.

What, more specifically, are these risks?

The acceleration of cost and price increases

The first is that the stimulative effect of
the tax cut, which is being combined with
an easy money policy, will accelerate cost
and price increases.

On this the administration has taken a
consistently complacent point of view. It
has argued that the economy is operating far
below its full potential and that the in-
crease in demand which the tax cut is ex-
pected to entail will produce no significant
danger of general cost and price increases.
Evidence is mounting, however, to the con-

. Both governmental and private sur-
veys have shown that large parts of the
American economy are operating at what
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is, for all practical purposes, a full utilization
of productive capacity. And the fact that
the unemployment rate for married men,
which has been declining since early 1961,
was under 3 percent when the tax bill was
enacted suggests that the economy is a good
deal closer to practical full employment than
the administration believes. Clearly, the
evidence suggests that large-scale tax reduc-
tion under circumstances such as currently
prevail does, indeed, risk starting another
upward spiral of costs and prices.

The extension of direct controls over wages
and prices

Related to this risk is a second; namely,
that an acceleration of cost and price in-
creases would trigger off a whole battery
of hastily improvised direct controls over
wages and prices. The 1962 steel price epi-
sode and the recent announcement that an
“early warning system” has been established
to watch for “unwarranted” price and wage
increases point in this direction. Obvious-
1y, what is at risk here is free collective
bargaining and free market pricing.
Creating imbalances in the economy by a

spurt of expansionism

The administration’s decision to concen-
trate the tax cut stimulus in calendar 1964,
at the expense of calendar 1965, also risks
creating imbalances in the economy. Un-
sustainable surges of business investment
expenditures and of consumer durable goods
purchases are the most likely possibilities.
In either of these cases, the correction which
would inevitably follow could result In a
general downturn of the economy.

It was repeatedly stated by the admin-
istration that a tax cut would be “insurance
against recession.” To extend the analogy,
the risk is that the insurance may prove
to be a term policy. The economy can be
made to expand by forced draft methods,
either by spending or by tax reduction, or
by both; but there is no assurance that an
expansion created in this manner will be
sustained. The danger of a downturn re-
mains. Moreover, the more sudden and
jerky the impact of an expansionist policy,
as in the concentration of the tax cut's
stimulus in calendar 1964, the greater the
danger of a subsequent downturn.

Impairing our revenue-gathering capability
and our capacity to use fiscal measures
against recession
Finally, by using the tax system as a

means for attempting to correct an unem-
ployment situation which may, on any last-
ing basis, be largely indifferent to this rem-
edy, the administration—unless truly effec-
tive restraint is exercised on expenditure—
has seriously undermined the Federal Gov-
ernment’s capability to match spending with
tax revenues. Further, the recent sharp tax
cut has lessened the availability of fiscal
measures for use in a constructive counter-
attack against recession, when they may be
sorely needed.

The threat which large revenue losses
would have on the Federal Government's
abllity to carry needed expenditure programs
on a noninflationary basis cannot be dis-
missed. Neither can one dismiss its threat
to the availability of our antirecession weap-
onry. In present circumstances we would
enter a recession, If one were to occur in the
near term, with a very large deficit in being
and a larger one in prospect. It is doubtful
that Congress would enact an emergency-
type tax reduction under such conditions
and so soon after a massive tax cut had failed
to fulfill the administration's fiscal theories.
And no one can place much reliance on the
effectiveness of attempting to counter reces-
slon by speeding up expenditures on public
works,

Hopefully the fiscal experiment will turn
out favorably. But it need not have been
conducted as 1t was. A more prudent tim-
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ing of the tax cut and a more selective ap-
proach to the unemployment problem would
almost certainly have yielded more lasting
results without equivalent risks.

AFTER THE TAX CUT: REMAINING QUESTIONS OF
FISCAL POLICY

What about fiscal policies in the months
and years ahead? What are the problems
and the opportunities?

Answers to these questions will depend in
large part on whether the 1964 tax reduction
succeeds or fails. The criteria of success are
clear: Growth sustained at a high rate, with
reasonable stability of prices; appreciable
and lasting reductions in unemployment;
and the Federal budget balanced, or moved
to some close approximation of balance, as
full employment is approached.

As noted, failure would involve serious
problems. Although hopefully the experi-
ment will succeed there will be important
questions of fiscal policy to be faced even
in the happy eventuality that all goes well.
Among these, three stand out prominently:
(1) Can taxes be further reduced? (2) What
kind of tax reduction would serve the Nation
best? (3) Do we have the right distribution
of expenditures?

Can taxes be further reduced?

The answer to this question is “Yes.” In
the first place, when the economy is advanc-
ing at a good rate, and the budget is in bal-
ance or reasonably close to balance, taxes
can be cut at any time, and safely, if com-
parsble reductions are made in expenditures.
More than that, with the budget balanced
and with national income growing steadily,
tax rates can be cut every year as the econ-
omy's expansion produces additional tax re-
celpts, provided that spending increases are
kept within allowable limits.

Consider the first of these two possibilities;
namely, tax cuts made possible by expendi-
ture reduction. Are these really feasible?

The answer to this question is “Yes,” too,
despite the defeatismm commonly expressed
on the subject. There is an impressive body
of informed, responsible opinion, based on
line-by-line analyses of the budget, to the
effect that large cuts are feasible without
sacrificing essential national purposes. Fur-
thermore, the feasibility of budget cuts was
proven by the fact that new obligational au-
thority for fiscal 1964 was reduced, primarily
by congressional action, by $5.3 billion below
the request submitted by the President in
January 1963. It should go without saying
that the possibilities for expenditure reduc-
tion are not inexhaustible; all the same,
there is much that could be done.

It is no refutation of this point of view to
argue that there are important public needs
still unfilled. This is true. But that is not
to say that everything Government is cur-
rently doing needs to be done above every-
thing else. Yet it is the assumption of al-
most every attempt to defeat economy moves
in Government that whatever Government
is already doing is by that fact alone an es-
sentlal activity and removable from the
budget only at national peril. The Republi-
can position has absolutely no place for this
point of view, which is uninformed and
essentially nonrational.

The second of the two possibilities for tax
reduction derives from the fact that tax
receipts grow as the economy grows. In-
deed, collections may increase more than
proportionately with national income.

How large an annual increase in revenues
can be expected is not easy to say. The ad-
ministration has placed the figure at $5 to
#6 billion. Even higher estimates have been
made privately. These added Government
revenues are a kind of “growth dividend”
that comes with vigorous, sustained expan-
slon. The question is: How should they be
used, if they are achleved?

There are three options: (1) Cut taxes
every year by the amount of the revenue
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increase; (2) increase expenditures by the
amount of the Increase in tax collections;
(3) let added revenues accrue as a surplus in
the budget, thus reducing the public debt
and releasing funds for private investment.

It is possible, of course, to use combina-
tions of these three, but no combination
adding to more than the increase in revenues
can be adopted without creating a deficit or
enlarging one that already exists. And if
the economy is operating at or close to full
employment, a deficit would be unacceptable
even under the administration's concept of
a full employment budget. Consistent with
this limitation, some part of the increase in
revenues should be allotted to tax reduction.

What kind of tax reduction would serve the
Nation best?

It i possible, of course, that economic
circumstances in the years ahead may at
some time require emergency-type tax reduc-
tion to prevent the onset of economic reces-
sion or to reverse a downturn already under-
way. Hopefully, this will not be the case.
If it should be, it is to be hoped also that
the needed measures can be taken without
harmful side effects. Obviously, everyone
wishes to avold recession.

But beyond that, emergency tax changes
made under the pressure of recession would
not necessarily improve the tax structure.
Certainly the taxes added to raise revenues
during war emergencies have not done so.
What we should strive for are changes that
will improve the tax structure and give prom-
ise of lasting benefit.

Top priority in such a program of tax re-
duction and reform should be given to cuts
that will enhance the enterprise economy’'s
capacity for creating jobs and improving in-
comes. As we have seen, a good rate of
growth sustalned over an extended period
itself creates opportunities for further tax
reduction. Tax reduction of this kind pro-
vides an opportunity to build success on
success,

Clearly, the tax changes that would be
most effective in promoting growth are those
that would strengthen incentives and pro-
mote larger savings and capital formation.
To this end, we should work toward a gen-
erally lower level of rates for the individual
income tax and toward a less steeply gradu-
ated schedule of rates. We should also lower
further the rates at which corporate earnings
are taxed. Tax reduction along these lines
would enhance the vigor and job-creating
abllity of our whole enterprise system. They
would give an especially powerful boost to
new and small businesses, whose ability to
grow and create jobs depends mainly on their
capacity to earn and to retain income, and
on the availability to them of capital sup-
plied directly by individuals,

Another self-imposed shackle on growth,
and thus a deterrent to the creation of jobs,
is the double taxation of distributed cor-
porate income. Repeal of the 4 percent divi-
dend tax credit as one of the so-called re-
forms of the Revenue Act of 1964 was a
backward step, only partially corrected by
ralsing the dividend exclusion to $100. Actu-
ally, more allowance should be glven to the
individual for taxes already pald at the cor-
porate level, not less.

Additional goals should be kept in mind as
opportunities for tax reduction are found,
We should strive to eliminate at least those
excise taxes that were introduced years ago
as emergency measures. The taxation of
capital gains deserves to be restudied, too,
with an eye to encouraging thrift and invest-
ment. At the same time, possible abuses of
present opportunities for converting in-
come into capital gains should be reexam-
ined. Purther, there are elements of inequity
and complexity in the tax system that should
be removed. Agreement on what constitutes
an inequity, like agreement on what consti-
tutes an undesirable complication in the tax
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laws or a loophole, is not easily reached;
but one thing is sure: a general lowering of
tax rates and a less steeply graduated sched-
ule of rates would help materially in meet-
ing all of these problems.

To the extent that progress is made in
these directions we will also have moved for-
ward toward another objective; namely, a
Federal tax system which gives greater scope
to the revenue-collecting activities of State
and local governments and which leaves as
much income as possible in the hands of
individuals and business concerns for in-
vestment or consumption as they see best.

Achieving tax reduction objectives, how-
ever, will depend on continuing attention by
citizens to Federal spending policies. TUlti-
mately, more government means more taxes
and any effort to keep the Federal tax bur-
den from rising above its present high level,
or to reduce it appreciably, is essentially a
problem of controlling the tendency of Fed-
eral spending to increase.

Spending priorities: Do we have the right
distribution of expenditures?

Entirely apart from the question whether
Federal spending is too high or too low, and
apart also from the question of how the in-
crement to tax receipts that comes with eco-
nomie growth should be used, is the question
whether we have the right distribution of
expenditures in the Federal budget as it
stands. 1

This question is bound to excite contro-
versy but it is nevertheless vitally important
that it be opened up for discussion. For
example, is the present heavy accent on
“space” warranted? Would not the Nation
benefit by a shift to education or related
earthbound programs of some of the $5.3
billion requested for space research and
technology in fiscal 1965? To cite a second
example, should the budget provide for as
much as $8.5 billion of loan disbursements
and $1 billion of administrative budget ex-
penditures under Federal credit programs, a
number of which are serving credit needs in
open competition with private lending in-
stitutions? Would not some part of these
funds be better spent if directed to programs
designed to improve the skills of individuals
finding it difficult to obtain employment, or
to help finance a more vigorous attack on
such problems as crime and juvenile delin-
gquency? Questions may well be posed about
other programs—about agriculture, for ex-
ample. What is needed is a means by which
the system of priorities reflected in the
budget can be regularly put under scrutiny
by all parties at interest.

The executive branch has ample opportu-
nity to study spending priorities every time
it puts the budget together. Whether the
budget as enacted represents the views of
the legislative branch on the relative im-
portance of different programs is another
matter. Congressional action on the budget
is taken piecemeal and without explielt study
of its structure as a whole. Consideration
should be given by Congress to adopting
means for correcting this situation. But
beyond this, a systematic effort should be
made, outside the pressures surrounding gov-
ernmental activities, to obtain a citizen’s
evaluation of spending priorities. To obtain
such an evaluation should be one of the tasks
of an independent, bipartisan citizens ad-
visory budget committee. The committee
should be charged also with responsibility
for preparing recommendations for expendi-
ture reduction, for ways to improve the
Federal Government's budgetmaking proc-
ess, and for ways to present the budget so as
to meet the citizen’s need for a meaningful
and understandable account of where his
Federal Government stands, fiscally, and
where it is heading.
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
I

More intensive interest by citizens in Fed-
eral expenditure policy ls imperative in view
of the present volume of Federal spending,
the rate at which it has been growing recent-
ly, and indications that the current interest
in economy may prove to be temporary.
A constructive move toward making this in-
terest effective would be the creation of an
independent, bipartisan citizens’ advisory
budget committee. Its tasks should include
the following:

1. To make recommendations for expendi-
ture reductions and for a distribution of ex-
penditures among various Federal programs
which would better represent the citizen's
concept of what our spending priorities
should be.

2. To make recommendations for improv-
ing the Federal Government’s budget-mak-
ing process, in particular for enabling Con-
gress to look at the budget as a whole rather
than merely on a piecemeal basls.

3. To recommend methods of budget pres-
entation which would put an end to the
dressing up of budget accounts for “image”
purposes.

5

The administration’s decision to concen-
trate the stimulative effect of the tax reduc-
tion in 1964 and to do this when the econ-
omy was already advancing at a good rate
runs the risk of having the tax cut’s stimu-
lus dissipated In cost and price increases
and of creating potentially troublesome im-
balances in the economy. Moreover, by this
decision the administration may have grave-
1y impaired the revenue-gathering capabllity
of the Federal Government, which capability
is essential to the noninfilationary conduct of
needed Government programs—defense and
nondefense. The concentration of the tax
cut in 1964 has also limited the availability
of fiscal measures for helping to offset any
economic downturn that may develop in the
near run.

I

The administration has placed undue rell-
ance on across-the-board tax reduction as a
means of eliminating the unemployment
that remains in the American economy even
during periods of generally good times. Vig-
orous economic growth is, of course, essen-
tial to the creation of new job opportunities,
but there 1s an urgent need, also, for greater
emphasis on selective measures of job traln-
ing, counseling, and placement to match
those who are unemployed with job oppor-
tunities that already exist and which will be
created In increasing numbers as our econ-
omy grows. The danger in the administra-
tion’s approach to the unemployment prob-
lem is that it will produce harmful side
effects in the form of cost and price in-
creases and economic imbalance without pro-
viding any appreciable and lasting solution
to the unemployment problem to which it
is mainly if not exclusively directed.

v

If the Federal budget were kept reasonably
close to balance and if the tendency for Fed-
eral spending to increase were restralned,
it would be possible to reduce tax rates every
year out of the capacity of the tax system to
produce additlonal revenues—a kind of
“growth dividend"—as the economy grows.
Bystematic provision should be made now for
the regular, year-by-year division of these
additional revenues among tax reduction, in-
creased support for essential Federal pro-
grams, and debt retirement.

¥

As we move into the next phase of tax
reduction, top priority should be given to
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changes in the tax laws that will enhance the
enterprise economy’s capability for creating
jobs and increasing incomes. To this end
we should be planning now for regular an-
nual reductions in the general level and
progressivity of the individual income tax
and for a lowering of the tax rates applicable
to corporate earnings. In addition, steps to
eliminate those excise taxes that were intro-
duced as emergency measures should be taken
as promptly as possible, along with steps to
remove the inequities and needless complex-
itles that remain in the tax law.
VI

Progress along these lines would, of course,
be vastly facilitated and speeded by the main-
tenance of a good rate of economic growth.
But no rate of economic growth will suffice
as a basis for constructive, noninfiationary
tax reduction if efforts are not made to elimi-
nate unnecessary Federal spending and to
prevent unwarranted expenditure increases.

(Nore—Not every member of the Critical
Issues Council or Republican Citizens Com-
mittee necessarily subscribes in every detail
to all the views expressed. The council en-
dorses its papers as a substantial contribu-
tion to public awareness of current critical
issues and to the presentation of positive
solutions.)

RESOLUTIONS ON CIVIL RIGHTS

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that there may be
printed at this point in the Recorp two
resolutions on civil rights, one by the
Syracuse Law College Association and
the other by the Young Men's and Young
Women's Hebrew Association of Wash-
ington Heights and Inwood.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tions were ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

SYRACUSE Law COLLEGE ASSOCIATION,
Syracuse, N.Y.
The Honorable JacoB K. JAVITS,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear SEwATOR JaviTs: At the sugges-
tion of the executive committee of the Rut-
gers Law School Alumni Assoclation, a reso-
lution prepared by that committee and
almed at giving impetus to the passage of
meaningful civil rights legislation during the
current session of Congress was submitted to
the executive committee of the Syracuse
Law College Association. Every member of
that executive committee replied. Of the
40 members of the committtee, 36 voted to
approve the resolution, 1 refrained from
voting, 1 voted “no,” and 2 voted “no” on the
ground that the resolution was too vague.

Pursuant to the will of the executive com-
mittee thus expressed, the following reso-
lution is submitted for your consideration:

Whereas it is our considered judgment as
lawyers, teachers, and students of the law
that the continued viability and vitality of
the Constitution of the United States de-
mand that all citizens of the United States
receive all nec guarantees of equal
rights under the law and equal protection
of the law; and

‘Whereas it 1s both morally just and legally
imperative that all citizens of these Unlted
States be accorded the opportunity to exer-
cise their rights and discharge their dutles
without regard to race, color, creed, or na-
tlonal origin: Be it therefore

Resolved, That we, the executive commmittee
of the Syracuse Law College Assoclation, as
& declaration of conscience, do hereby peti-
tion the Senate of the United States to join
with the House of Representatives in enact-
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ing such meaningful legislation as will en-
able all citizens of the United States to live
in dignity and work in harmony in the true
spirit of the American ideal.
Very truly yours,
James M. FLAVIN,
President, Syracuse Law College Associ-
ation.
Youwe MEN’'S aAnD WoMmEeEN’s He-
BREW ASSOCIATION OF WASHING=
TON HEIGHTS AND INWOOD,
New York, N.Y., May 27, 1964.
Senator Jacos K. Javirs,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENATOR Javits: This is to inform
you that the board of directors of this agency
went on record to urge you to vote for clo-
ture and then for the passage of the civil
rights bill in its present form, unweakened
by omissions, compromises, or crippling
amendments.

Very sincerely yours,
SIDNEY OFFERMAN,
President,

NATIONAL FINANCIAL RESERVE

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, Joseph
W. Barr, Chairman of the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, in a speech
delivered at the seventh annual Loeb
awards presentation luncheon in New
York City on May 20, proposed that a
select group of highly trained and ex-
ceptionally able men and women com-
prising a national financial reserve be
created with the financial support of the
FDIC and in close cooperation with the
Council of Economic Advisers, the Treas-
ury, the Federal Reserve System, the Bu-
reau of the Budget, the Department of
State and appropriate committees of the
Congress. He envisages the training of
a small group of individuals, expert in
the fleld of political economy, trained
and able to blend the economic needs of
the Nation with political realities, pre-
pared to serve the Nation in areas of
high national and international economic
and financial policy.

I believe Mr. Barr has come forth with
an extraordinarily good idea which
would make available to this Nation
talented individuals in an increasingly
complex field at a very small cost, and
which I herewith highly commend for
the consideration of the Senate.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at this point in my
remarks Mr. Barr’s speech of May 20.

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

PorITiIcAL EconoMY—THE NEED FOR A NEW
LooK

Last year about this time a group of young
men working toward the doctoral degree in
political science came to visit with me in
the U.S. Treasury. The purpose of their visit
was to discuss the administration’s plans for
getting the tax bill passed. I launched into
an enthusiastic analysis of the bill and de-
scribed its potential impact on the Nation.
I told them what we hoped to achieve with
this legislation in the areas of employment
and investment, its effect on fiscal policy,
and finally how it fitted into our continuing
battle with balance of payments problems.

‘When I got to balance of payments, one of
the group interrupted to say that he and
his colleagues were having difficulties under-
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standing my arguments because they had no
background in economles, and would I please
confine myseclf to a description of the politi-
cal and legislative devices we planned to
employ with the Congress.

I must say I was outraged at this sug-
gestion—for no one can work an $11 billion
tax cut through the Congress of the United
States by political or legislative chicanery.
Admittedly, we in the Treasury and the
legislative people in the White House had
our plans and techniques, but they were
relatively uncomplicated and singularly lack-
ing in drama. They consisted primarily of
methods of mobilizing the support then
latent in the labor movement, in the Indus-
trial and financial communities, and 1in
academic circles—and then translating this
support into votes in the Congress. The
translation process involved a slow, methodi-
cal discussion of the issues with virtually
every Member of Congress. Of course, the
powerful support of two Presidents, John F.
Eennedy and Lyndon B. Johnson, was also
indispensable.

None of this detracts, however, from the
fundamental premise that it was not strat-
agems but rather the solid intellectual argu-
ment which functioned as our most powerful
weapon.

To turn the coin slightly, my experlence
has indicated that economists generally show
no more perception with regard to the legis-
lative procees than did the visiting political
sclence students. Time and time agaln over
the past 5 years in the Congress and in the
Treasury, I have met with groups of econo-
mists who seemed to delight in advancing
ideas that had absolutely no basis in politi-
cal reality.

I would certainly not deny either to the
political scientist or to the economist the
privilege of exploring freely every aspect of
his subject matter. Pure research in these
disciplines is at least as valuable as in the
physical sciences. But I do suggest that
both studies—political science and eco-
nomics—seem to be out of touch with the
working politicians.

In developing my theme today, I plan to
pick and choose from the storehouse of
economic history. Many of my comments
may prove debatable. Perhaps some of you
will even find my treatment of this history
a bit cavaller, but then imagine for a moment
what history will do to us.

In any event, I want to focus your atten-
tlon on what I deem to be an important
current problem, and to suggest one part of
a possible solution.

Basically, I want to ask: “What happened
to the study of Political Economy?” From
the early 18th century to the beginning of
the 20th century—a span of about 200 years—
there was a study known as political economy.
What has happened to it?

A simple answer is that this study was
born to fulfill the need of the times and died
when the need ceased to exist. I think this
answer is too pat. In my own opinion, the
need has continued to exist, but it has been
sorely neglected.

This seems to me a particularly appropriate
subject to discuss with you. For example,
I do not see how complicated financial mat-
ters can be presented intelligently to readers
without an awareness of the political trends
that are running in this Nation and in the
world. Conversely, I cannot see how your
colleagues who write of politics ean do so
intelligently without an awareness of eco-
nomic trends and developments.

In this context, let us take a brief look
at relevant history and the subject of political
economy.

POLITICAL ECONOMY

The end of the Middle Ages in Europe

brought about new social, economic, and
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political states replacing the old feudal-
ecclesiastical political orders. The resulting
problems, economic and political, were new
and solutions were sought by many. Mer-
cantilism flourished and was exemplified in
countless writings and in the restrictive and
regulative policies of statesmen such as Col-
bert of France.

The doctrine of “laissez faire" arose nat-
urally as a protest against the excessive regu-
lation of commerce by government action.
Adam Smith and his contemporaries and
followers are to be credited with their attempt
to see and analyze a national economy as a
whole. In dolng so, they asked what kinds
of governmental policies would best promote
national wealth and prosperity., Their
answers reinforced the fundamental prin-
ciples of the doctrine of “laissez faire,” and
turned this economic doctrine into a political
slogan: “That government is best which gov-
erns least.” The political economists made
themselves felt in the world of practical
affairs and, indeed, Adam Smith and his
followers had a profound influence in almost
every part of the Western World.

With the activities of government curtailed
and with the general acceptance of the con-
cept that economic history would be written
in a free market by competing entrepreneurs,
I suppose it was only logical that the study
of political economy would divide into the
separate studies of political science and eco-
nomics. After all, if government had little
place in economic decisions and economic
decislons little place in government, what
profit could there be in the study of political
economy?

By 1890, Adam Smith and the world as
he saw it had long since vanished into the
shadowing past. His world consisted of vast
underdeveloped areas of the North and South
American Continents, Australia, and New
Zealand, and a European civilization in the
early phases of the industrial revolution.
By the end of the 19th century, these areas
were settled and the liberating forces of the
“industrial revolution” had nearly spent
themselves. Though the problems of politics
and economics were—and continue to be—
entangled, a sizable contingent of economists
withdrew intellectually from interest in the
broader aspects of their subject matter. By
the 20th century, the term economics came
into general use replacing the older political
economy, the change of name reflecting
changes in the discipline itself, which had
become subdivided into a number of
specialties.

To me, this withdrawal and the division
of the study of political economy was most
unfortunate and perhaps we are still paying
the price.

It took the terrible depression of the thir-
ties to bring home forcibly the fact that na-
tional wealth and prosperity are not the
automatic results of that government which
governs least.

Our Government was forced to make many
economic decisions—considered startling in-
novations by many. But you and I know
there was nothing particularly novel about
any of the economic decisions of the thir-
ties. They had all been the subject of nu-
merous economic studies for years. It took
a cataclysm to make them a political reality,

To move on into our own times, I can note
that Douglas Dillon is the first Secretary of
the Treasury to point out that on occasion
good fiscal policy requires the temporary ac-
ceptance of Federal deficits as a reasonable
price to pay for economic growth and a toler-
able level of unemployment. Presidents Ken-
nedy and Johnson are the only two Presidents
in the history of the United States to support
a peacetime tax cut when the Federal budget
is in a substantial deficit.
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Lyndon B. Johnson is probably the only
leader of a free government, in history, who
has attempted to dedicate the energles of an
entire nation to disprove the old iron law of
Ricardo and Malthus that poverty is the per-
fectly natural corollary of a free enterprise
system. All these economic decisions had
been debated and rather generally accept-
ed in the world of ideas years before the
event. How, then, do we account for the
timelag?

By contrast, 20 years after the detonation
of the first atomic bomb, this Nation and a
large part of the world—with the active par-
ticipation of the atomic sclentists—had come
to the conclusion that some method of con-
trolling the destructive potential of his dis-
covery was essential. The result: a test ban
treaty ratified by this Nation in 1968 and
President Johnson's recent announcement of
a cutback in the production of fissionable
materials. Surely economics is no more dif-
ficult than the study of nuclear physics, yet
the evidence strongly suggests that the phys-
icists are in better communication with the
politiclans than are the economists.

The Nation is now facing a debate which
involves the eventual eradication of poverty
in this country. I agree with President
Johnson that it is an attainable goal. Con-
gress will soon be debating the annual for-
elgn ald authorization and appropriations
bills,. I agree with Presidents Truman,
Eisenhower, Kennedy and Johnson that the
attempt to bring the undeveloped areas
of the world up to some reasonable standard
of living is feasible and well within the
financial and technical competence of this
Nation and our allies in the free world.

On the horizon we can see an array of
problems that could confront this Nation in
the next few years, To name a few, I would
list our trade relations with the Common
Market, the question of our peaceful trade
with the Soviet bloc, the question of what
to do about our Federal excise taxes, and—
in my particular area—the entire question of
what is an appropriate banking structure to
meet the rapidly changing needs of the
American economy. In the even more dis-
tant future, I would list as potential prob-
lems the impact of reduced defense expend-
Itures and how to live with automation.
This is only a partial list of problems, and
some of them may simply go away. How-
ever, I believe a prudent man would agree
that we will be forced to face some of them
and attempt to find answers.

To meet our current and future problems
will require the closest understanding and
cooperation between economists and politi-
cilans. To be blunt, however, I think if we
are to attack these problems with vigor and
imagination it will take more than coopera-
tion and understanding. It will take trained
people. It will take people with the aca-
demic background, the intellectual capacity,
and the political awareness to analyze the
problems, devise the appropriate programs,
and then muster the support in the Nation
and the votes in the Congress to make them
a political reality. In my experience, this is
a fairly rare combination of talents and
experience.

The question that bothers me is “Where
are these people coming from?” In the past
they have been recruited from the financlal
community, from industry, from the labor
movement, from the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, from academic circles, and from the
political arena. The record would indicate
that the Nation has, on balance, been for-
tunate in its ability to acquire the right man
for the right job at the right time. I know
from personal experience that at times the
recruiting process has not been easy.

I suggest to you that the time has come
when this Nation should consider a more
orderly method of developing a ready re-
serve of men and women, qualified in the
intellectual disciplines and with the political
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exposure required to bridge any gap that
may exist between economics and polities.
The Employment Act of 1946 creating the
President's Council of Economic Advisers and
the Joint Economic Committee of the Con-
gress was a useful and hopeful first step in
closing the communication gap. But I be-
lieve it may be time to take another step.

I would like to see the Federal Deposit
Insurance Corporation, of which I am Chair-
man, devote a substantial sum annually to
supporting the training of a corps of men
and women who would comprise a national
financial reserve. At this point, let me stress
most emphatically that I am not talking
about another educational or executive de-
velopment program. Rather I contemplate
the creation of an extraordinary group
which, by virtue of its training and back-
ground, will be especially prepared to serve
the Nation in areas of high national and in-
ternational financial and economic policy.

I would like to see trained, at the graduate
level, up to five people each year for a 4-year
period, or so long as they showed promise.
After the completion of their formal studies,
these men and women would continue their
training in the Federal Government for an
additional 4 years. I envisage a program that
would rotate them through our Corpora-
tion and the Office of the Comptroller of the
Currency, the Treasury, the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers, the Federal Reserve System,
the Bureau of the Budget, the Department
of State, and appropriate congressional com-
mittees—to illustrate the scope of the train-
ing.

After the expiration of thelr 4-year terms
of duty, these men and women would be
subject to an additional call for a 4-year
term of service during their lifetime at the
request of the President of the United States.
I do not expect, or even want, all the peo-
ple in the corps to remain with the Govern-
ment. Some of them will return to the
academic community, some will enter busi-
ness or finance, some may prefer Govern-
ment, some may serve in the labor move-
ment, and, hopefully, some will develop into
Demoecrats and others into Republicans. But
this corps will be avallable as a ready re-
serve for any future President of elther party
who needs them.

I am under no illusion that my remarks
today will precipitate a remarriage of the
political sclentists and the economists. Signs
of even a mild flirtation between the disci-
plines are probably more than could be im-
mediately expected. But I do belleve that,
at this juncture of our history, the Nation
badly needs a reservoir of trained men and
women who can move with assurance in
the world of economic ideas and in the world
of political reality while understanding the
problems of both. It is for this reason that
I am today suggesting that we consider the
advisability of creating a national financial
reserve.

THE INTERNATIONAL FINANCE
CORPORATION JOINS ADELA IN-
VESTMENT IN COLOMBIA

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, it is with
considerable satisfaction that I bring to
the attention of the Senate a report from
the New York Times of June 10 indicat-
ing that the International Finance Cor-
poration, an affiliate of the World Bank,
has joined in the first venture of the
newly established Atlantic Community
Development Group for Latin America—
Adela, According to the story Adela in-
vested $500,000 in shares of Forjas de
Colombia, S.A., and was joined in this
venture by the IFC with an investment of
$1 million. The IFC will share in the
underwriting of an additional issue of $1
million worth of stock.
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As my colleagues may recall, Senator
HumpeHREY and I have been closely in-
volved in the nonprofit preparatory
stage of the Adela project since Novem-
ber 1962, when I first presented this idea
formally before the Economic Commit-
tee of the NATO Parliamentarians’ Con-
ference. The Adela project was or-
ganized in an effort to mobilize a multi-
national private effort to assist the Latin
American private sector to take a lead-
ing role in the economic development of
Latin America, and to create a congenial
climate for a greatly increased contribu-
tion by the private enterprise system in
the development of Latin America.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp at the conclusion
of my remarks the New York Times arti-
cle of June 10 entitled “Two ‘Firsts’ Set
for World Bank.”

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

Two “FirsTs” SET FOR WORLD Bank: IDA
Maxes LoaN To INDIA—IFC JoINs ADELA
DAL

(By Edwin L. Dale, Jr.)

WasHINGTON, June 9.—The World Bank
group of international lending institu-
tions set two “firsts" today.

The International Development Assocla-
tion made its first loan for the purpose of
financing general imports, as distinct from a
specific project. The loan—the largest ever
made by the IDA—totals $00 million and
will go to India. It will finance Imports of
components and materials for a broad range
of durable goods industries.

The International Finance Corporation
joined in the first financial venture of the
newly established Atlantic Community De-
velopment Group of Latin America, known
as Adela. While Adela is still not formally
organized, its interim organizing committee
has joined the International Finance Cor-
poration in an investment in a steel forgings
plant in Colombia.

EQUITY DEALS PLANNED

Adela 1s being established by a group of
banks and industrial corporations in West-
ern Europe and the United States to make
equity investments in industrial projects in
Latin America. Today's Iinvestment of
$500,000 was in shares of Forjas de Colombia,
S.A.

The International Finance Corporation
will invest $1 million and will share in the
underwriting of an additional issue of $1
million worth of stock.

The loan to India by the International
Development Association to finance imports
does not mean that the World Bank group
has abandoned its basic policy of financing
primarily specific projects in the less-devel-
oped countries.

However, officials sald that there could be
future cases similar to today's when a coun-
try with an established industrial structure
could be helped best by the financing of im-
ports rather than a specific project.

The India loan, like all from IDA, is for
50 years, with a 10-year grace period before
repayment begins,

AS FARMING GOES, SO GOES THE
COUNTRY

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr.

President, there is no other segment of

our national economy that has been more
maligned and misrepresented by almost
every publication than the farm econ-
omy of this Nation.
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It is most refreshing to read the article
appearing in the June 15 issue of U.S.
News & World Report entitled “As
Farming Goes, So Goes the Country—
Still True?”

The U.S. News & World Report is to be
commended for its accuracy and fairness
not only in articles with reference to
agriculture but in all of their coverage
of the news. I wish there were more
publications like U.S. News & World
Report.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this article printed in the
Recorp as a part of my remarks.

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

As FaARMING GoEs, S0 GoEs THE COUNTRY—
St TRUE?

(Nore—Easy to forget is the fact that
farming remains America's largest industry.
Farmers employ more workers, spend more,
sell more, own more than any other group.
Dwindling in numbers, farmers still get lots
of attention. Here’s why.)

Once again a harvest season is starting
with the outlook for reasonably good crops.

There was a time not so long ago when
the country watched the harvest for a sign
that would show whether the outlook for
business would be good or bad. A good har-
vest meant a prosperous agriculture that, in
turn, influenced the course of general busi-
ness,

Now times have changed. Harvests come
and go, getting little more than local atten-
tion. Agriculture has come to be regarded as
only a minor part of an economy grown vast
and varied.

Yet the farming business still is the Na-
tion’s largest—far more important than any
other single industry,

The country’s farmers take in around 45
billion a year from the sale of products and
from a few other sources, Most of the 45
billion is spent for goods and services—the
lion’s share going into the smaller commu-
nities that are scattered across the country.

MILLIONS OF JOBS

American farms provide nearly 6.7 million
jobs, which is 3 times the number pro-
vided by any other single industry. Farmers
spend around $4.5 billion a year for capital
equipment—the wide range of farm ma-
chinery that makes American agriculture
the marvel of the world. This investment
is well above the total for any other single
industry.

Facts show, in brief, that farming, for all
of its troubles, is far from an unimportant
part of the Nation's economy.

To be more specific, farmers spend more
than 89 billlon a year for seed, feed,
and livestock, $1.5 billion for petroleum prod-
ucts and $1.4 billion for fertilizer. The farm-
er also provides a large market for a varlety
of goods and services, including lime, pesti-
cides, tools, harness, veterinary services,
blacksmithing, and irrigation,

BILLIONS IN BSPENDING

Spending by farm families for their own
needs follows closely the pattern of city
familles. In 1962, for example, farmers spent
about $13.4 billion for family needs. About
64 percent of the total went for food, hous-
ing, and clothing—about the same proportion
that is spent by urban families, Farmers
spend a somewhat smaller share of their in-
come than nonfarmers for transportation,
tobacco, and alcohol, but a larger share for
medical and personal care,

Farming, moreover, is the mainstay for the
prosperity of numerous small towns in the
United States. Of $41 billion In total farm
spending, less than $2 billion was spent di-
rectly in cities of more than 30,000 people.
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The largest share of farm spending was done
in towns of 5,000 or less.

Farming is estimated to be responsible
for about 40 percent of all jobs in the coun-
try. This includes the number of people
actually working on farms, plus some 6 mil-
lion workers who provide the goods and
services farmers use. Employment also is
large in the network of industries that con-
tribute to the growing, distributing, proces-
sing, and selling of farm products,

A number of States derive 10 percent or
more of their income from farming. These
include North and South Dakota, Iowa, Ne-
braska, Kansas, Mississippl, Arkansas, Mon-
tana, and Idaho.

BUT FEWER FARMERS

Despite the continued importance of agri-
culture to the country’'s economy, however,
the farming industry has been shrinking in
recent years.

The number of farms in the country has
dropped from nearly 6 million in 1953 to
around 3.5 million now. The farm popula-
tion, too, has declined—from 19.9 million in
1953 to 13.4 million. As a percentage of total
population, the farm population has dropped
in 10 years from 124 to 7.1 percent.

Yet American farmers are producing a
larger volume of crops and livestock than a
decade ago. They are supplying a much
larger population with all the food and fiber
that is needed. The improved efficlency of
American agriculture, in fact, is one of the
major reasons for the so-called farm prob-
lem.,

INCOME LAGS

Increased efficiency has not increased total
farm income. Personal income of farmers
was $20 billion in 1953, is down to $19.8 bil-
lion now. Because of the smaller farm
population, however, the per capita income
on farms has risen. Yet it still lags behind
income of nonfarmers.

The importance of farming to the coun-
try explains why the need for a flourishing
agriculture gets so much attention from
t;ciongraml and all Government administra-

ons.

STUDY OF NAVAL SHIPYARDS

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, in the
near future, the Department of Defense
will make a decision on a matter of eriti-
cal importance to every American. At
this time, a detailed study of our naval
shipyards is underway; upon its com-
pletion, a decision will be made as to
the future, if any, of those yards.

Before a decision of such importance
is made, it is imperative that all points
of view be heard. Therefore, I com-
mend to my colleagues, and to Depart-
ment of Defense officials with a respon-
sibility in this matter, an article which
appeared in the March 1964 issue of
Shipmate. Written by Comdr. John D.
Alden, U.S. Navy, “To Serve the Fleet—
A Case for the Naval Shipyard” is a bal-
anced and perceptive analysis of our
naval construction requirements. I ask
unanimous consent that the article be
printed in the RECoRD.

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

To SERVE THE FLEET: A CASE FOR THE NAVAL
SHIPYARD

(By Comdr. John D. Alden, U.B. Navy)

Year 1064 promises to be a year of real
crisis for the U.S. naval shipyards. The crit-
iclsms of the past have mounted to a new
peak of intensity as attacks, public and pri-
vate, have come from a cost minded Depart-
ment of Defense, several echelons of the
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press, the private shipbuilding and repair in-
dustry, and even certain groups within the
Navy itself. A cost effectiveness study fund-
ed by the Bureau of Ships in an effort to
arrive at a factual comparison between the
Government and private shipyards, as a basis
for making long range improvements, has
been turned against its sponsor and cited
as prime justification for dispensing with the
naval shipyards forthwith, In all the public
discussion concerning the issue, cost has
stood forth, as the sole criterion for judg-
ment. The defendant, already condemned
in the eyes of public opinion, stands in the
prisoner’s dock. The jury, in the form of a
high level study group whose membership
includes a strong budgetary representation,
has withdrawn to deliberate the case. The
fate of the naval shipyards themselves, pos-
sibly that of the time-honored principle that
the Navy should have its own shipyards at
all, will be decided on the basis of their
verdict.

It is particularly unfortunate that the
voices of any of the fleet's representatives
should be ralsed against the naval ship-
yards, for this indicates a lack of appreciation
of the benefits which the fleet enjoys through
its own facilities, These can be summarized
without difficulty and, I think, with little
argument. A naval shipyard offers complete
facilities to support forces afloat, It has in
being the capability of fabricating, install-
ing, and maintaining every part of a ship
and its equipage. In addition to the mun-
dane shipkeeping services available at any
shipyard, the naval shipyard can service the
new and complex equipment becoming ever
more common in the fleet—radar, sonar,
weapons control, and the computers of the
naval tactical data system in the electronics
category; propulsion machinery of the most
advanced design; weapons systems and nu-
clear reactors of a secret as well as a com-
plex nature. Most private shipyards have
to farm out some or all of this type of work.
The naval shipyard provides a full range
of military personnel services. Barracks,
recreation facilities, medical and dental care,
galleys and mess halls, space for officers
and storage cages, schoolrooms and training
courses are typical of the fringe benefits avail-
able. Seldom, if ever, are such facilities pro-
vided by private yards. Quite often the Navy
has to bring in its own berthing barges so the
crews of ships in private yards will have a
place to live during construction or repair
work, while barracks in the naval shipyard
stand empty. Among other logistic services
are the tugs and barges, trucks and cranes,
blueprint files and photographic laboratories,
calibration stations and underwater sound
ranges, hand and machine tools available
for loan to the ship’s force, and a full-fledged
supply department—all normal parts of the
naval yard. Finally the naval shipyard is
usually conveniently located near the home
port of a ship and its crew. The commercial
yard may or may not be close at hand; often
to obtain competition the Navy must accept
a low bidder far from the ship's home port,
regardless of the personal problems created
for the crew. These and more represent the
tangible, physical advantages of having the
Navy's work done in its own shipyards.

An even greater advantage is perhaps less
evident on the surface and therefore less
appreciated. This is the readiness of the
naval shipyard to undertake work under any
and all conditions. An explosion rips a big
attack carrier. Before the last line is made
fast to the pler, workmen are swarming
aboard, toiling around the clock wuntil the
ship is back in the Nation's line of defense.
Or a new, experimental plece of equipment
has to be installed and evaluated on crash
basis, without benefit of detalled plans or
firm work specifications. Or changes must
be incorporated into a new ship before it is
delivered to the fleet. In all these situations
it is the naval shipyard which can provide
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fast action, often completing a job in less
time than needed for the preliminary legal
work necessary to arrive at a contract with
a private shipyard. Indeed, there have been
many occaslons when private yards have
been unwilling to undertake naval work un-
der any circumstances. In the naval ship-
yard, all that is necessary is that the fleet,
represented by the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions, indicate the appropriate priority of
work, and the naval shipyard will devote its
entire capacity to whatever job is most
urgent at the moment. The naval shipyard
can never refuse to undertake work, although
it may recommend against it. The over-
riding advantage to the fleet is simply this:
the customers is also the boss.

In the face of these rather obvious ad-
vantages, the fact remains that the scales
are weighted against the naval shipyards
by the undeniable factor of costs. By all
accounting standards, costs in a naval
shipyard are higher than those in a private
yard. For those who are sincerely seeking
the maximum defense value for every dol-
lar, it must indeed appear morally and
legally indefensible to send the Navy's
work where it will not be done most ef-
ficlently and economically. It is therefore
incumbent on anyone who would advocate
the case for the naval shipyards to demon-
strate that either there are certain invalid
statistics in the accountants’' statements,
or the country is getting more for its money
than meets the eye. To explore these ques-
tions further, we must first review some of
the basics of the shipbuilding business,
both public and private.

Any shipyard is what is known as a
job shop. The term is used to distinguish
mass production or assembly line industry
from that which works on a case-by-case, o1
job-by-job, basis. Even under wartime con-
ditions with hundreds of ships being built,
no individual shipyard can really approach
the conditions common to true mass pro-
duction. In peacetime ship construction
and overhaul work, it is rare for a yard to
do exactly the same job over again even
two or three times in a year. When work
can be done repetitively, costs can be cut
significantly by any shipyard, Government
or private. In building a ship, experience
and commonsense tell us that there are
many possible ways to do it, but not all will
be equally efficient. To illustrate, take the
case of a submarine which will require
300,000 man-days of productive labor to
complete. (Such a man-day is the common
unit measurement for shipyard work, and
is roughly equivalent to the work of one
man actually employed on the ship itself
plus another man supporting him in the
many overhead functions necessary to keep
a big shipyard running.) At the extremes,
we might say that 1 man could build the
ship in 300,000 days, or 300,000 men could
build it in 1 day, but we know that these
conditions are ridiculous. Physically, it is
almost impossible to concentrate more than
1,500 men per day on 1 submarine and
have them work efficlently. Also, we could
not afford timewise to wait 10 or 20 years
to build a ship, even if that were the cheap-
est way to do it. In practice, it has been
found empirically that a 3-year building
period is realistic in peacetime, and that
construction has to start with a relatively
small number of workers, build up grad-
ually to a peak, then decline gradually un-
til only a few are engaged in the test, trial,
and fitting-out phases of construction.
Similar considerations govern overhaul and
repair work, but here the time frame may
be 2 to 6 months for the entire job. Ideal
manning curves have been developed by
experience which tell us in quite accurate
terms the most effective pattern to follow.
It is readily evident that the optimum pat-
tern is one in which men, materials, and
plans are integrated together in a smooth,
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logical work sequence, through the func-
tion known as scheduling. Deviations from
this pattern represent potential waste and
unnecessary expense or delay; consequently,
much planning effort is devoted to the
avoldance of interference with an orderly
erection schedule.

With this general background, we are in
a position to consider some basic differences
between a private and a naval shipyard.
These differences are real and quite funda-
mental to the problem of comparative costs.
First, take the private yard. It exists for one
purpose, to make a profit for its owners or
stockholders, like any other business enter-
prise. The private shipyard, under - ideal
competitive conditions, gets work by offering
the lowest bid for a fixed work package.
Once the price has been established, any
changes in the work package are subject to
the negotiation of a contract change. If, as
is often the case, the customer is not sure
what repairs are necessary (compare this
with the automobile owner bringing his ail-
ing vehicle to a garage), the original fixed
price includes only the work necessary to
open and inspect the defective items.
When the Navy contracts for work in a pri-
vate yard it commits itself to certain obli-
gations such as delivering Government-fur-
nished equipment by a certain time, or hav-
ing the ship's force complete certain work
not to interfere with the contractor. If the
Navy fails to meet any of these commitments,
the contractor is entitled to renegotiate the
contract with regard to any damages he may
have suffered as a consequence, and the Navy
must assume the cost of any delay which
may result. No criticism of this process is
implied or intended, it is accepted good busi-
ness practice. Once a yard has a contract,
management devotes its efforts to maintain-
ing an efficient manning schedule. Work-
men are hired or laid off as required, over-
time is worked in lagging areas, and vendors
or subcontractors are engaged as necessary
to maintain the orderly progress of work.
Given the normal competition of the market-
place and a more or less conventional type
of work, this process will naturally yleld
satisfactory results at the best price.

The naval shipyard, on the other hand,
operates under a completely different frame
of reference. It exists, under Navy regula-
tions, for one purpose only—to serve the
fleet. Its work is assigned to it by admin-
istrative decision. Such preliminary nego-
tiations as may be carried out are essentially
one sided, as the shipyard is not a free agent
which can accept or reject work to suit itself,
The customer is in the driver’s seat and de-
termines what work shall or shall not be
done.

The naval shipyard operates by law un-
der a finaneial arrangement known as the
naval industrial fund. The objective is to
make neither profit nor loss, but to come out
even at the end of each fiscal year. When it
submits an estimate of the cost of a new con-
struction ship, the estimate is for the ship as
experience indicates it will be at the end of
construction. Because of the length of
building periods and the constant improve-
ments in today’s technology, it is only rea-
listic to forecast a growth factor of 10 percent
or more in the cost of a new warship. A pri-
vate contractor interested in obtaining a con-
tract by being the low bidder is under no
obligation to consider this factor. The naval
shipyard's estimate is thus not entirely com-
parable to the private company’s fixed bid
price.

Just as changes in the work package are
taken for granted in the naval shipyard's es-
timate, so they are accepted without dispute
when they come. If the changes are manda-
tory to improve the safety or operating ef-
fectiveness of the ship, the naval shipyard is
required to do the work regardless of its dis-
rupting effect on other jobs in the yard. The
private shipyard, if directed to accomplish
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the same change on a mandatory basis, can
and does demand full compensation in the
form of a cost increase which the Navy has
little option but to accept if it really wants
the work done. In the case of overhaul work,
it is known that open-and-inspect jobs will
result in repair work, and in the naval yard
most such work is done as a matter of course.
Consequently, forces afloat need give little
consideration to the legal phraseology in
which work items are written. To overhaul
a pump may mean the performance of spe-
cific and limited actions in a private yard; in
a naval shipyard it means to deliver an ac-
ceptable end product.

In any overhaul, a ship has far more ltems
on its work list than the type commander has
funds to pay for. It is thus more to the ben-
efit of forces afloat that the available funds
be stretched to accomplish as many jobs as
possible, than that a fixed package of the
most urgent repair items be bid in at the
lowest possible price. The customer is not
really interested in *“saving' money by leav-
ing essential repair work undone, and the
naval shipyard is not interested in making a
profit at the expense of the customer. Thus
an overhaul in a naval shipyard is not exactly
comparable to an overhaul in a commercial
yard.

Once a naval shipyard has been assigned
a ship, its management also devotes its ef-
forts to maintaining an efficlent manning
schedule. Workmen are hired or laid off—
but in accordance with civil service proce-
dures, and within striet maximum and mini-
mum ceilings established in Washington.
Overtime is worked in lagging areas, but
under rigid percentage limitations. Vendors
and subcontractors are engaged in stfrict
compliance with the Armed Services Pro-
curement Regulations. Contracts must fre-
quently be placed with bidders from dls-
tressed areas, or with low bidders whose
promises are glib but whose product quality
or timeliness of delivery may be dubious at
best. There is little consolation in seeking
to recover damages while the fleet presses
for the delivery of a delayed ship and the
offending vendor exhausts all the legal and
political appeals at his disposal. As might be
expected, many items are reworked or re-
paired by the naval shipyard in an effort to
maintain the progress of work. There is no
criticism of the above practices per se, for
they are all matters of law or public policy.
There may be overall public advantages in a
policy of farming out work to distressed
areas, and in maintaining the integrity and
attractiveness of the civil service. The law
prescribes the preferential rights of war vet-
erans and the procedures by which contracts
must be awarded. A private businessman
has every right to seek the ald of his Con=-
gressman in redressing what he feels is a
grievance. Personnel ceilings and overtime
limitations, however bothersome, are also
serlous financial controls enforced through-
out the Government to insure that respon-
sible officials do not violate the law and incur
the penaltles prescribed for those who per-
mit the overexpenditure of public funds.

Other matters of law or publie policy which
are binding on Government activities may
or may not have an effect in private ship-
yards. For example, Congress has, for rea-
sons of its own, made it clear that the use of
stopwatches for making time and motion
studies is considered undesirable in Govern-
ment activities, despite their widespread use
in private industry. And perhaps most sig-
nificant of all is the policy that the naval
shipyards constitute a base for rapid mobili-
zation in case of war. A private contractor
can shut down or dispose of functions or
departments which do not contribute to his
profit. The naval shipyard commander who
fails to keep his yard’s facilities and man-
power skills sufficiently ready to handle
emergency repairs, the activation of reserve
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fleet warships or tankers, or the support of
local civil defense and security requirements,
will receive little sympathy if he is unready
when disaster strikes. National require-
ments indeed loom large in any picture of
the naval shipyards.

Having brushed up on these fundamentals,
we are in a position to look at some of the
significant factors leading to cost differences
between the naval and the private shipyards.
First of all, it can be stated flatly that an
identical ship built for an identical number
of man-days of equal worker productivity
at the same basic hourly wage rate would still
cost more in a naval shipyard solely because
of the civil service fringe benefits prescribed
by law. Senator DanieL INouyE of Hawall
in a recent speech cited figures of $0.456 to
$0.57 per direct labor hour as representative
of the extra cost of these benefits, and went
on to defend these policies as the Govern-
ment’s obligation to “establish a shining ex-
ample for the Nation’s industries to follow"
in matters of wages and employee benefits.

Whenever any of the other requirements of
publie policy take precedence over the main-
tenance of an orderly work schedule, it can
be postulated that increased costs will result.
Thus the naval shipyards start with a sub-
stantial group of costs which, while presum-
ably in the best interests of the national
welfare, impose a bullt-in disadvantage in
any comparison with their private counter-
parts.

Second, we have a group of items of osten-
sible higher cost which in actuality represent
extra value in the form of extra service to
the fleet, In this category may be included
the maintenance of broad spectrum skills
and a mobilization base, the difference in
overhaul concept, and the value of an ac-
counting intangible, fleet readiness. What,
for example, is the true cost difference be-
tween a cheaper fixed price ship representing
at completion a design almost 4 years old,
and its apparent sister into which continuous
improvements have been built almost up to
the day of delivery? (If this factor should
be considered specious, it remains a fact
that every privately built ship receives dur-
ing its first overhaul, at Navy expense, most
of the alterations which are normally in-
corporated into the construction of its gov-
ernment-built sisters.) There are ships to-
day approaching delivery to the fleet in which
hundreds of desired changes have not been
incorporated because of the refusal of the
private shipbuilder to undertake them.

Another intangible is the fact that experi-
mental features of technological difficulty
are usually built into those ships of a class
under construction in mnaval shipyards.
When private shipbuilders undertake such
work, they usually insist on doing it under
a “cost plus” type of contract frowned upon
by the Pentagon because of its costliness and
lack of incentive.

Also in this same category are the many
fleet support services mentioned at the be-
ginning of this article. Even though the
most obvious of these costs are excluded from
normal shipyard operating costs, the mere
fact that they occupy space and consume
utilities adds something to the overhead ex-
pense of the entire yard.

An unpublicized and little-recognized fac-
tor In the cost of privately bullt ships is
the expense to the Navy of maintaining and
supporting the offices and stafis of the super-
visors of shipbuilding throughout the coun-
try. This force, which may amount to sev-
eral hundred inspectors and design engineers
in a single supervisor’s office, is necessary to
protect the Government’s interest by assur-
ing that contractual and specification re-
quirements are adhered to throughout the
process of ship design and construction. In
a naval shipyard this function is woven in-
extricably into the very fabric of the organi-
zation. This is one more factor which adds
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to the apparent higher cost of new construc-
tion in naval shipyards.

Finally, there is one more major area
where costs in Government yards are in-
creased by factors beyond local control. The
importance of maintaining an optimum man-
ning curve, whether in new construction or
overhaul work, has already been stressed.
The earlier discussion related solely to total
manning levels. However, ships are not built
by jacks-of-all-trades, nor by supermen who
are equally proficient at drawingboard or
welding rod, forge or foundry, milling ma-
chine or oscilloscope. A multitude of trades,
all highly skilled, must contribute their ef-
forts before a ship can be delivered for serv-
ice. By the very nature of the shipbuilding
process it is necessary that the hull, with
its heavy structural work and welding, be
built first. Then pipefitters and electricians
move in to ply their trades, followed by ma-
chinists, sheet-metal workers, painters, and
all the other trades. Thus it can be seen that
each shop or trade must have its own most
efficient manning pattern. Some are more
predominant early in construction or late
in the fitting-out period, while others are
required at a fairly steady level throughout.
Similarly, in overhaul work there are dis-
tinctive trade patterns characteristic of dif-
ferent types of ships. The work force “mix”
required to overhaul aircraft carriers, for
instance, is much different than that for
submarines. In practically all types of over-
hauls, however, the heavy structural work-
load of new construction is missing, Because
of the inherent differences between the two
types of work, private yards tend to speclalize
in either new construction or repair, but the
naval shipyards have to take their work as
it is assigned, regardless of the complications
involved.

Whereas private shipyards may find it
more economical to lay off men when their
particular skills are no longer required, the
naval shipyards usually find it more advan-
tageous to hold onto their best people dur-
ing periods of temporary slack by finding
other employment for them, knowing that
the changing workload will soon require them
again, When the Government yard does
want to cut down on personnel, civil service
procedures designed to protect the rights
of the individual worker from the evils of
a long-vanished spoils system impose a num-
ber of serious restrictions. A reduction in
force, or RIF, in a Government activity is
& complicated affalr. Senlority and veterans
rights come into play permitting employees
to “bump” into jobs held by individuals with
lesser tenure. People shift from job to job,
and the unlucky ones who finally have to
go “out the gate” may be far removed from
the jobs which were originally eliminated.
In fact, individuals may frequently “bump
in” to other activities in the same area or
even in remote areas. As a case in point,
when the impending closing of the naval
repair facility at San Diego, Calif., was re-
cently announced, all other naval shipyards
were notified that they could not fill certain
vacancles If there were people at San Diego
qualified for the job. The problem of main-
taining an optimum *“trade balance” in a
naval shipyard engaged in both new con-
struction and repair work is difficult indeed.
It is immeasurably complicated by the re-
quirement that it be accomplished within
arbitrary ceilings for the total shipyard.

Consider an example of a shipyard en-
gaged in new construction, and assume that
during the months of peak load 1,500 men
per day are needed on one ship, leaving 500
to work on smaller projects. Then assume
the asslgnment of a major overhaul requir-
ing a peak workforce of 1,000 men per day.
Because the total shipyard ceiling is fixed
at an overall average figure, 1t is apparent
that something will have to give. Overtime
can be used for only a small percentage of
the extra man-days needed, and the fleet
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gives priority to getting the active ship
overhauled and back into service. The re-
sult is that the new construction ship will
give up approximately 500 men per day dur-
ing the peak period of work on the overhaul
ship. Although the men can be put back
on the original job later, the yard has been
forced to make a serious departure from its
ideal new construction manning pattern.
From this point on the new construction
ship will be in trouble compared to its sis-
ters in private yards where such restrictions
need not apply. As a general rule, we can
state that mixed workloads tend inherently
to produce inefficiencies. As a corollary to
the general rule, mixed workloads can be ab-
sorbed most efficiently when the work force
is very large, In other words, a big ship-
yard is inherently able to be more efficient
than a small one provided it has a constant
large workload. A shipyard with many new
ships under construction at the same time
with completion dates a few months apart
can make great savings in shifting manpower
efliciently and in making or buying several
of the same items at once. Another factor
affecting a large yard, such as any of the
naval shipyards, is that the number of over-
head employees need increase only by a small
percentage to support a large increase in
production. The yard could practically
double its productive capacity by going to
two shifts without adding a single building
or machine, and with a relatively small in-
crease in office personnel. Thus, by virtue
of its heavy capital investment in land,
buildings, facilities, trade skills, and mobili-
zation potential, the naval shipyard can
only be efficient if it has a heavy and con-
stant workload.

The same situation is true of a few of the
larger private yards although to a slightly
lesser degree. Unfortunately, consideration
of public policy are the very forces which
have in recent years denied to the naval
shipyards the conditions which they require
to be efficient. The law has required that
an increasing percentage of new construc-
tion ships be allocated to private yards. As
A result, those yards which have been able
to acquire a large number of contracts are
doing quite well, and their sucess is being
cited in justification of taking still more
work away from the naval yards. At the
same time, restrictions on repair funds have
80 squeezed the type commanders that they
have begun to object to the costs of work
in the naval shipyards despite the opera-
tional advantages they would otherwise re-
ceive there. Once forced to operate at an
uneconomically low level of workload, the
naval shipyards have entered into a spiral of
increasing costs and diminishing returns, not
unlike the situation which has led so many
automobile manufacturers to go out of busi-
ness when their volume dropped below the
“break even” point. Are the naval shipyards
similarly doomed? If so, it will be their
ironic epitaph that matters of law and na-
tional policy were the proximate cause of
death.

To conclude, it should be recognized that
national requirements of security and sea-
power, viewed in its broadest sense as in-
cluding our merchant marine as well as
naval resources, demand that the United
States maintain both its naval and its pri-
vate shipyards. The factors and considera-
tions which have been discussed should be
sufficient to indicate that each sector of the
shipbullding industry has its peculiar
strengths and weaknesses. Each has differ-
ent basic reasons for existing and each
should be able to accomplish certain types
of work more efficiently and to the greater
satisfaction of the customer. If pure cost
were the only consideration, neither half of
the American shipbuilding industry would
have a chance. We should farm out all our
new construtelon work to Japan and our
repair jobs to the lowest bidders, be they in
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the Baltic or the Mediterranean or on the
other side of the world., In fact, on a cost
basis we would undoubtedly be justified in
deciding to contract out our entire Defense
Etablishment to foreign mercenaries. It
should go without saying that the hidden
advantages of the Government shipyards do
add a substantial weight to counterbalance
the cost scales, a broad mobilization case is
& defense asset which the country can ill
afford to lose, and the shipyards should not
be penalized because they are bound by laws
and policies which Congress and the admin-
istration have established for the general
good of the Nation. Owur leaders are surely
not determined to save money no matter
how much it costs.

Bervice to the fleet has Its price. Is it
worth the cost? Let the evidence—all the
evidence, pro and con—be welghed carefully
before, rather than after, the verdict 1s
delivered.

AIR POLLUTION

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, one of
the most critical and pressing problems
confronting the citizens of the United
States today is the insidious threat of air
pollution. Congress, recognizing the na-
tional character of this menace, last year
enacted the Clean Air Act of 1963. This
legislation lays the groundwork for a
combined Federal, State, and local attack
on the causes of air pollution. It offers
us the means for a cooperative attack on
a hazard which we have created and
which grows more serious as we improve
our standard of living.

One of the leaders in the fight against
air pollution is Mayor Raymond R.
Tucker, of St. Louis, Mo., president of the
U.S. Conference of Mayors. For 30 years
he has been an imaginative and forceful
worker for smoke and air pollution
abatement in his own city. In recent
years he has broadened the scope of his
concerns to include the regional problem
affecting his own area and the national
problem affecting our Nation.

On June 3, 1964, Mayor Tucker de-
livered a thoughtful and incisive speech
on the air pollution problem at the inter-
state air pollution study luncheon,
Sheraton-Jefferson Hotel, St. Louis, Mo.
In it he presented the case for regional
cooperation in getting at the problem
of air pollution and stressed the value
of local and regional initiative, sustained
by Federal programs. It is a model of
clear thinking on how we can attack
national problems within the framework
of our Federal system.

I commend Mayor Tucker's speech to
the attention of my colleagues and ask
unanimous consent that it be printed
in the REcorbp.

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

REMARKS BY Mavor Raymonp R. TUCKER, OF
St. Lovuls, INTERSTATE AIR POLLUTION STUDY
LUNCHEON, SHERATON-JEFFERSON HOTEL,
Sr. Louis, Mo., JUNE 3, 1064
It is indeed a pleasure to discuss the re-

glonal problems of air pollution today with

my colleagues in government as well as
business and prores.sional leaders.

The subject 1s one that is apt to set me
off reminiscing about the old smoke control
days, but I promise to keep such nostalgic
recollections to & minimum.

Looking back over a span of some 30
years, most of which has been in public serv-
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ice, I cannot help speculating on the fact
that if I had not become involved in our
city's smoke problem back in the late 1930's,
I, quite likely, would not be in government
today.

Just to make certain that I am not flying
under false colors today, I would like to em-
phasize that I have long been removed from
the detailed technical aspects of air pollu-
tion control. I am sure that there are many
professionals in the audience who are better
armed with up-to-date scientific know-how
than I am because I have become engaged in
a somewhat broader arena,

I would, however, like to discuss with you
briefly what I believe to be the problem and
what I believe needs to be done if we are to
resolve it in a truly effective manner. I do
not contend that my suggestions are the
only solution, but I do feel strongly that the
time has come for some meaningful public
discussion aimed at a metropolitan, or re-
glonal attack on air pollution.

One thing is certain, and we need no sur-
vey to back up this statement: Everyone is
opposed to alr pollution and everyone thinks
someone should do something about it.

The degree of concern, no doubt, varies
from area to area., The man living in an
exclusive and completely residential neigh-
borhood is not as alarmed as the man who
lives next to a chemical plant or a slaughter-
house.

Anyone with a nose and a pair of eyes is
well aware of the fact that the city of St.
Louis over the period of years has success-
fully conquered, for the most part, the smoke
problem which used to plague our city.

However, we are also keenly aware that
much, much research and study needs to be
accomplished before we are able to control
effectively odors, dusts, gas fumes and smog,
which Increasingly pollute the air of our
metropolitan areas.

I think the time has come for us to tackle
the problem of metropolitan air pollution
with the same enthusiasm we attacked smoke
back in the thirtles. This time, however, I
hope we do it on a regional basis rather than
a municipal one.

The sea of alr over us recognizes no geo-
graphieal, or political, boundaries. It blows,
mixes, or slmply stagnates carrying the air-
polluting wastes created by this great Metro-
politan St. Louis complex.

Our enftire St. Louls area has the oppor-
tunity to ploneer in this field because there
are no pat answers. I anxiously hope that
we do not walt until the problem becomes so
great that it is reminiscent of the Black
Tuesday which finally motivated St. Louls
to do something about smoke back In the
thirties.

Our citizens will reap the advantages if
we begin immediately to discuss, carefully
plan, and finally conceive a rational and ac-
ceptable areawide program.

Since 1930, the population of the United
States has risen about 50 percent, and the St.
Louis area’s population has increased about
the same amount. The standard of living,
which means more industrial production,
more transportation—and even more barbe-
cue pits—has increased even more.

The population boom, which has been cen-
tered in the metropolitan areas has brought
us a 175-percent increase in the number of
automobiles—obviously, a source of air pol-
lution,

This upward trend in population in urban
areas 1s going to continue as well as the ex-
panding industrial activities to support it.
Therefore, it 1s quite obvious that the air
pollution problem is not going to disappear
with the next wind. It is going to get worse,
and I believe a well tailored, regional vehicle
of Government is the best way to attack the
whole problem with any assurance of success.

The issue of cleaner air in our cities should
rank with other urban problems which we
view with alarm today, such as slums, trans-
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portation, education, water pollution, and so
on. The air we breathe is certainly as im-
portant as the water we drink.

We are not going to be able to sweep any-
thing so obvious under the rug. We've got
the problem; it’s increasing, and we had bet-
ter do something about it. One thing is
certain, we cannot purify the air after it
is polluted. We are going to have to curb
pollutants at the source, just as we con-
trolled smoke in the combustion chamber,

The first phase of the Interstate Air Pol-
lution Study, which involved St. Louis, St.
Louis County, East St. Louls, and the adjoin-
ing Illinois and Missourl counties, was re-
cently completed. I am sure it will prove
quite beneficial in our ultimate solutions of
the pollution problem.

The first phase report was criticized by
some, and I do not wish to belabor that point
today. But if you think that criticism was
serious, you will be shocked by the criticlsm
which will be leveled at all of us in Govern=-
ment if we do not recognize this as a metro-
politan problem right now.

What I am trying to say is simply this:
The discussions and the first phase of the
survey under the direction of the U.S. Public
Health Service makes 1t crystal clear that
this it truly a metropolitan problem, and it
will not be licked by unilateral action by the
city of St. Louls, East St. Louis, St. Louls
County, or any of the various citles or coun-
ties comprising the metropolitan area. It’'s
a rare wind that doesn't affect all of us.

Engineers and sclentists can tell us the
sources of pollution, the causes, the meteoro-
logical effects, methods of control, and many
other technical factors we need to know
about air pollution to fight it; but it is
our job, and not theirs, to establish the
political machinery necessary to clear the
metropolitan air.

In short, let us let the professionals go
about their tasks, but let us simultaneously
launch the necessary discussions and pre-
liminary work needed to put their scientific
data to work for the public benefit, If
we, as governmental, business, professional,
and civic leaders of the area, walt until the
second phase of the scientific study is com-
pleted before we seek some means of area-
wide control, we certainly will be criticized
and jJustly so, in my opinion.

If the local metropolitan communities do
not recognize and play their proper roles
in the fight against air pollution, which
knows no political boundary, then I believe
it may be quite likely that the Federal Gov-
ernment will consider this a proper sphere
for Federal intervention.

This is certainly the message I read in the
recently enacted U.S. Clean Alr Act, which
authorized the expenditure of £85 million
over the next 3 years for air pollution con-
trol studies and assistance to local commu-
nitles.

Section 5 of this act, in a way very simi-
lar to the Federal water pollution law, em-
powers the Secretary of Health, Education,
and Welfare, whenever health or wellare is
endangered, to hold conferences and make
recommendations for air pollution abate=
ment. If these recommendations are not
implemented, public hearings and Federal
court action may follow.

That procedure certainly reflects a policy
of U.8. concern over local fallure to do some=
thing about metropolitan air pollution.
Certainly, none of us can deny that Federal
pressure against stream pollution caused
the drafting and passage of the recent $97
million bond issue for control of sewage fa-
:ﬂlt:ea serving the metropolitan sewer dis-

ct.

Personally, I think 1t would be most prefer-
able if we assumed local areawide initiative
for our control program. Let us utilize the
valuable incentives of the Federal legislation,
but let us come up with a locally determined
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solution wherein the system of controls is
regionally conducted.

Recently, I suggested to the St. Louls Board
of Aldermen the establishment of a metro-
politan council which would not only debate,
but seek solutions of areawide problems.

I urgently recommend that one of the first
functions that such a counecil take up would
be the matter of areawide air pollution
control.

The Federal legislation which I just men-
tioned also makes available funds, on a
3-for-1 matching basis, to establish, develop,
or improve regional air pollution programs
which cut across geographic boundaries. The
bill also offers $2 of Federal money to each
$1 of local money for strictly local control
program improvements under the direction
of a single political subdivision.

It is not my intention to set forth in detail
the manner in which we should attack the
governmental aspects of regional alr pollu-
tion control.

I am pleased to announce that I have dis-
cussed this general idea—a metropolitan ap-
proach to air pollution control—with my good
friends and colleagues, Lawrence Roos, super-
visor of St. Louis County, and Mayor Alvin
Fields, of East St. Louls, who is also chalr-
man of the Southwestern Illinois Council
of Mayors.

Supervisor Roos, Mayor Fields, and I have
agreed to the proposition that air pollution
must be conquered on a reglonal basis. We
have agreed to organize a regional advisory
committee which will propose ways and
means to secure that goal.

We have further agreed that this func-
tional regional committee, together with
others in the areas of planning, economic
development, alrport development, and so
forth may become the nuclel from which
a broadly based Metropolitan St. Louis Re-
glonal Council may be developed.

Certainly, we would make certain that all
political levels of government—both admin-
istrative and legislative—cities, counties and
the two States should be involved in such
an approach. They would have to have legal
assistance and, possibly, some research study
assistance from the universities of the area.

Unlike many problems which face govern-
ment today, I do not belleve an effective air
pollution program for the whole area will
cost the taxpayers any significant amount of
money in comparison with other problems,
such as mass transportation, slum clearance,
education and the like.

In St. Louls, we operate one of the most
effective smoke control programs for $118,000,
in this years’ budget, or only fifteen one-
hundredths of 1 percent of the total budget.
The benefits which could be derived from an
areawide program would far offset the rela-
tively minor costs involved.

With the Federal Government willing to
asslst in establishing and developing urban
area programs, and with the cost of operating
the program minimal, the real stumbling
block to any such approach will be apathy on
the parts of both the people and their gov=
ernments. I think it is up to those of us in
government to arouse the people as to the
need. It is up to us, as public officlals, to
point the way to a solution of air pollution
problems before they strangle us—and I don’t
mean so to speak.

Let us not walt until we reenact Black
Tuesday, by simply replacing smoke with
fumes that make urban life not worth it all.
It is up to all of us in government to take
immediate steps in the areawide fight agalnst
all types of air pollution.

To succeed, we will need the support of
the industrial and business community and
all the citizens. I believe we will have such
support if we face our challenge courageously,
intelligently, and free from old outmoded
sectional rivalries.
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THE FUTURE OF FEDERALISM

Mr. DOMINICK. Mr. President, re-
cently I received a fine and unusual
publication from Oxford, England, en-
titled “The New Federalist.” I am hap-
py to see that the two principal editors
are graduates of Colorado College in
Colorado Springs, Colo. They have done
a fine job, even though I do not agree,
perhaps, with all the positions taken in
various articles published in the maga-
zine.

One of the articles appearing in the
publication was written by a good friend
of mine and my colleague [Mr. ALLOTT],
a Coloradan by the name of Max Power,
who is now studying at Magdalen Col-
lege this year. The article, and the
principal editorial on a related subject,
are found in the May issue of the publi-
cation. I ask unanimous consent that
the editorial entitled “The Future of
Federalism” and the article by Max
Power entitled “Nationalism and French
Foreign Policy”’ be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

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

THE FUTURE OF FEDERALISM

Believing that a national and international
dedication to the principles of federalism is
a vital necessity in today's world, the New
Federalist has committed itself to the pro-
motion of the future of federallsm.

Nationally, it is agreed, the individual is
faced with a growing loss of identify, and in-
volvement in the working out of his own
destinies, Both the economic complexity of
an affluent soclety and the crisis ridden na-
ture of the cold war have conspired to re-
move from the hands of the citizen effective
control of his political and economic fates.
Coupled with this, the middle classification
of American society and the multiplying
amount of nonproductive and noncreative
leisure time available have made the individ-
ual's cultural, soclety, and moral identities
nebulous and undefinable,

In the last three decades America has faced
the economic crisis of the great depression,
the military crisis of World War II, and the
security crisis of the cold war. All of these
crises were, and are, clearly defined and
recognizable, and our National Government
fulfilled its proper function by stepping in
to direct our offensive against these foes.
But, in developing the massive machinery
necessary to fight these crises, we have de-
veloped a state of mind which has openly
abdicated to our National Government the
responsibility of meeting each and every
crisis in our national life, regardless of how
small or localized it may be. This abdica-
tion of responsibility, once begun, has led
to a state of affairs where the citlzen is more
and more resigned to letting the “them” de-
cide for him.

We believe that some of these abdications
have been necessary and desirable. Certain-
ly in the sphere of economics the laissez
faire conceptions have long ago proven their
inadequacy, and the void caused by their
demise could only have been filled by the
regulation and activity of the National Gov-
ernment. But even this nationally directed
activity must make allowance for the fact
that in a large diverse country such as ours,
it is undesirable and inefficient to allow all
power, initiative, and innovation to repose in
one center.

What disturbs us most In national life is
the fact that a whole new generation is
growing up which is accustomed to a sys-
tem of government in which more and more
political and economic decisions are cen-
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trally directed from Washington, and which
is totally unaware of the fruitful initiatives
which can be undertaken at the State and
local levels. To remove the imbalance caused
by the almost inevitable centralizing forces
at work today, we believe that a rededication
to the principles of a federal system of
government is essential,

The original Federalist arose out of the
attempts by the Founding Fathers to im-
press a creative unity over the 13 centers
of diversity which were the original colonies,
The New Federalist belleves that this cre-
ative pattern of unity needs to be revitalized
and renewed. This revitalization can only
be insured by fostering the diversity of
power, initiative and innovation on all levels
of government. Such a renewal is not de-
pendent upon the dismantling of our Na-
tional Government but on the selzing of the
opportunity to serve, to initiate and to in-
novate by the local and State governments
and by the citizens themselves.

Internationally the background is different
but the problem is the same: How does the
individual and the natlon-state preserve a
measure of autonomy and identity in the
face of the growing need and demand for
effective world cooperation under the aus-
pices of an organization llke the United
Nations? It has become a popular truism
that the nation-state is i1l equipped to
handle many of the demands of the modern
age. To mention only two, military security
and economic growth are no longer obtain=
able by one isolated nation-state, working
without the agreement and cooperation of
its neighbors and allies. Unfortunately the
contemporary conventlonally accepted al-
ternative to the nation-state, the United
Nations, has been unable to provide a viable
solution to many of the problems created, or
left unsolved, by the natlon-state. There
are good reasons for this less-than-total ef-
fectiveness of the U.N. For one, getting a
hundred-odd nations, divided by ideology,
tradition and geography, to work in concert
is just too idealistic.

We are not rejecting the usefulness of the
U.N. on some occasions when we cite this
ineffectiveness. But neither are we saying
that the U.N. is the only alternative we have
to the nation-state. The concept of regional
federations or confederations, both economi-
cally and politically based, is still a valuable
one but one which has been overshadowed
by the grander vista of world government
offered by the United Natlons.

Here again the individual units, repre-
sented by the nation-states, must seize the
opportunity to serve themselves and their
neighbors. Rather than resigning our-
selves to accepting the gap between the
squabblings of the natlon-states and the
utopla of world government, we must selze
the opportunity provided to initiate vigor-
ous and creative cooperation in, and between,
regional communities of nations. If we de-
lay, if we hesitate, to implement and pro-
mote the ideals and ideas of federalism
among the nations of the world, we may
find that our goals of world peace and pros-
perity-in-freedom will be as forsaken as they
are unattainable.

In his 1962 Godkin lectures delivered at
Harvard, Nelson Rockefeller uses the meta-
phor of a circle to suggest that in a federal
system of government, power resides both in
the center and at the circumference of that
circle. We would like to extend this meta=
phor further and refer to federallsm as a
wheel whose hub in the Central Government,
whose spokes are the State governments and
whose rim is the local governments. Like-
wise we can regard the U.N. as the hub of
a world wheel, the regional organizations as
the spokes, and the national governments as
the rim. In each case the driving force may
be delivered through the hub but it’s the
spokes which connect the hub to the rim
and it's the rim which transfers the power
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into motion forward, as it grips the surface
of the road.

This view of government, either interna-
tional or natienal, should not be constructed
as either exclusively liberal or exclusively
conservative. In fact, it is both. We are re-
minded of the simple definition which states
that “A liberal believes that man is a prod-
uct of his environment and a conservative
belleves that the nature of man is essen-
tially immutable.” The New Federalist, with
its belief in federalism, can agree with both
these views. Federallsm, in fact, incorpo-
rates both views; federalism, ideally exe-
cuted, recognizes the intrinsic nature of man
but seeks to erect a system of government
in which the most noble verities of the hu-
man condition can be evoked. The Federalist
view of mankind and his governments is,
therefore, both a realistic and a challenging
one.

The challenge of federalism is a historic
one, especially to Americans. And it is a
challenge to individuals foremostly. Fed-
eralism, with its diverse centers of power and
responsibility, and with its dependence upon
the response of the individual to the level
of government closest to his abilitles, is the
direct antithesis to both communism and
fascism. Federallsm is the only system of
government in which the diversities of in-
dividuals is both recognized and built upon.
That is why we, in the 1960's believing in
the individual and in the necessity for a
modern system of government, seek both to
renew federalism in America and to extend
its frontiers elsewhere in the world. This is
why the New Federalist has been formed.

INTERNATIONAL: NATIONALISM AND FRENCH
ForElGN PoLicy
(By Max Power)

Scarcely a discussion of international af-
fairs these days does not quickly produce a
mention of France. That mnation, since
Charles de Gaulle assumed its leadership 5§
years ago, has attained a redoubtable emi-
nence on the world scene reminiscent of its
mighty influence during many periods in past
centuries., This appears all the more re-
markable in that, not so many years ago, it
was not uncommon to hear pundits and pro-
fessors speak of France’s decline to a “second-
class power.”

For all the complex and perturbing prob-
lems which France's assertive foreign policy
is creating for the world's great powers, the
key to that policy is quite simple: It is na-
tionalism. “No ordeal changes the nature of
man, and no crisis changes the nature of
states,” 1s De Gaulle's way of stating it. Na-
tions, he tells us, are “the most partisan
bodies in the world.” And De Gaulle’s
France aims to conduct itself as a nation, to
“undertake great actlons, assume great pro-
portions, and greatly serve her own interests
and"—an afterthought perhaps?—"that of
the human race as well.”

To this end, De Gaulle has done a number
of things which have clearly and painfully
indicated France's national spirit to Wash-
ington, Whitehall, Moscow, and the United
Nations. Among these have been the rejec-
tion of Britain's bid, supported by France's
five partners in the EEC as well as the United
States, for Common Market membership; the
refusal to pay France's share of U.N. peace-
keeping operations in the Congo; the exertion
of French influence in the Middle East,
Africa, the Far East and the hemisphere; the
boycott of the 17-nation Geneva Disarma-
ment Conference and the nuclear test ban
treaty; and the recognition of Communist
China.

Stemming from his quest for national pres-
tige and power, there appear to be five basic
principles underlying De Gaulle’s disconcert-
ingly Independent actions: a dislike for
American domination in the North Atlantie,
distrust of the Soviet Unilon, desire for the
status of a nuclear power, a bellef that France
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should lead an Integrating continental
Europe, and the pursuit of opportunities to
involve France in the calculations of nations
other than the nuclear powers.

The postwar years indeed saw American
direction and influence in Europe. This in
itself was hardly amenable to France's na-
tionalism, But the fact that the United
States continued its speclal wartime rela-
tionship with Britain, and that the American
Government denied France the means to
build or control a nuclear deterrent, made
American preeminence a still more bitter pill
to swallow. It was this special relationship
of the United States with Britain, involving
as it does the question of Britain's nuclear
weapons, which gave De Gaulle his grounds
for rejecting the British quest for Common
Market participation. With this in mind, it
is not difficult to see why the hopes expressed
by many Europeans and especlally by Amer-
ican officials for “Atlantic partnership” or an
“Atlantic Community’ have driven De Gaulle
to assume an increasingly recalcitrant stance.

De Gaulle's anti-Americanism is hardly a
sign of his pro-Communist feelings. The
French President has often made explicit
his support for a “hard line” in dealing with
the Soviet Union. Indeed, he has given no
favorable response to increasing Soviet-
American accommodation, and he was
prompt to throw his support behind Presi-
dent Eennedy at the time of the Cuban con-
frontation. His Prime Minister, Georges
Pompidou, recently underscored the fact that
France agrees with America that the Soviet
adversary must be convinced that “any at-
tack would be answered,” and also that, in
such an event, France would again be at the
side of the United States. Nevertheless, De
Gaulle has stated that he wishes an inde-
pendent nuclear deterrent to safeguard
France and Europe against the Soviet threat,
because he is not satisfied that Americans
mean to use their own deterrent to that end.

France's desire to develop and possess nu-
clear weapons has other motivations. With
such weapons, France's importance in inter-
national dealings would be at least equal
with that of Britain. Moreover, if France
has a nuclear deterrent, then she will be in a
position to lead a “third force' as a check
against the two nuclear giants of the present
day. It would seem that the “third force”
means an assoclation of European nations,
or perhaps an umbrella under which many of
the nonnuclear states, committed or uncom-
mitted, can huddle. *“Many states and world
opinion,” De Gaulle has noted sagely, “shy
away from giants."” It might be fair to ask
what France expects to happen if and when
it becomes a giant,

It is difficult to assess France's drive for
the leadership of an integrating continent
at present, for, as this is being written, the
members of the Common Market are meeting
at Brussels to discuss political integration.
We might better understand the outcome
of these negotiations, whatever it may be,
by recalling some salient facts.

France is a key, in a number of ways, to
the present European Economic Community.
The EEC was formed largely on French ini-
tiative. As Guy Mollet, the former French
Premier, recently told an English audience,
the search for a means to prevent Franco-
German relations from resuming their shape
of the years from 1870 to 1945 brought France
to pursue economic unity. There is no
question that Mollet and the Frenchman
Jean Monnet played central roles in the
drafting and the adoption of the Treaty of
Rome in 1957. And France's position within
the Common Market is both economically
and geographically central today. French
agriculture is an important complement to
the industry of West Germany and northern
Italy, and France lles in the center of “The
Six.”

Thus France has often been able to dom-
inate EEC affairs. She was able to blackball
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British entry and to press successfully for a
Common Market agricultural policy favor-
able to her own farmers, but unfavorable to
those in Germany and elsewhere. The threat
of French withdrawal from the Common
Market is the threat of its demise, and West
Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Belglum,
and Luxembourg have benefited far too much
economically since 1958 to risk that demise.

It has been assumed since the inception
of the EEC that its members would move to-
ward political as well as economic integra-
tion. France, by reason of her key position
in the Common Market, her forthcoming in-
dependent nuclear deterrent and her new-
found stature as a world power, hopes to
lead a politically united Europe. In fact
President de Gaulle has made it rather plain
that he is not very interested In any sort
of political integration which would com-
promise France's determination of her own
affairs—and this strongly implies that France
Etenda to determine a united Europe's pol-

Y-

That this should come about looks, at
present, rather dublous. Chancellor Ehr-
hard of Germany and President Segni of
Italy have both recently visited Washington
and have made clear thelr desire for con-
tinued cooperation—close cooperation—with
the United States. They both have a dis-
concerting habit of speaking in terms of At-
lantic partnership. The smaller members
of the EEC seem somewhat restive under
French domination of much of the Com-
munity’s economic policy, and their reac-
tions to De Gaulle’s notion of a united Eu-
rope have not been openly favorable.

Meanwhile, De Gaulle is busily seeking to
increase French influence in all parts of the
world. This certainly enhances French na-
tional standing and assists France in ful-
filling the other goals discussed above.
France has a substantial foreign ald pro-
gram—~twice as great as that of the United
States In terms of gross natlonal product—
which is shrewdly used to win support for
France, particularly from her former colo-
nies. President de Gaulle, whose government
had already been making its presence felt in
southeast Asia, justified his recognition of
the Chinese regime in Peiping on the ground
that there is no political reality in that part
of the world “that does not concern or touch
China.” This together with French support
for a meutral Vietnam—indeed for a neutral
southeast Asla, indicates a deliberate effort
by France to increase her influence in that
area.

But De Gaulle has not been content with
increased French influence in Europe, Asia
and Africa. He has scheduled visits to Mex-
ico, Brazil and other Latin American coun-
tries this year. Moreover, in a truly re-
markable statement which he recently made,
the French President said that France could
not remain Indifferent to the French-
Canadian movement for independence cen-
tered in Quebec.

De Gaulle’s France has accepted its own
nationalism as a hard fact, and has proceed-
ed from it, almost as from an assumption,
to an assertive, independent foreign policy.
As another basic assumption, France holds
that other nations share her nationalism.
Thus she appeals to those nations who are
restive under the dominance of the two great
nuclear giants, and she has no great regard
for, or faith in, NATO, SEATO or the United
Nations.

France, under De Gaulle, is leading the
way away from a bipolar world. In so deing,
she is providing new initiatives and new per-
spectives in international affairs. In all of
this there may indeed be constructive hene-
fits to be derived from current French pol-
icy. At the same time, France is presenting
a serious challenge to those who seek to
build supranational structures—hbe they al-
liances, the Atlantic Community or the
United Nations—as a basic for world order.
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Prance's world of the present and future is
simply a world made up of self-interested,
jealous and competing nations—a view of
things which many would hold to be quite
realistic. In that world of nations, France
seeks to distinguish herself and to lead.

CONSERVATION OF RECREATION
RESOURCES

Mr. METCALF. Mr. President, I rise
to congratulate again Federal Highway
Administrator Rex F. Whitton for an-
other step toward protection of valua-
ble public recreation resources from
damage caused by publicly financed
highway construction.

It was exactly a year ago today that
Mr. Whitton first moved in this direc-
tion after reports of such damage poured
in from across the Nation. The concern
of conservationists prompted my intro-
duction of S. 2767 in the 87th Congress.
It would have required clearance by the
Secretary of the Interior for Federal-aid
highway projects. Acting through the
Fish and Wildlife Service, the Secretary
would satisfy himself that conservation
of recreation resources was considered in
highway plans and surveys. °

I reintroduced the bill a.s S. 468 in the
88th Congress, in which it was cospon-
sored by the junior Senator from Utah
[Mr. Moss], the senior Senator from
Alaska [Mr. GruENING], and the junior
Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. NELsoN].

Our concern was shared by Secretary
of the Interior Stewart Udall and Secre-
tary of Commerce Luther Hodges. After
making his own inquiry into the problem
and after consultation with others con-
cerned, Mr. Whitton issued an instrue-
tional memorandum last June 12. The
memorandum, No. 21-5-63, was carried
in full with my remarks in the CoNGRES-
s1oNAL REcorD, volume 109, part 10, page
12846.

It set as its goal “suitable coordina-
tion” between State highway depart-
ments and the conservation agencies.
As a minimum, the memorandum re-
quires State highway departments to
submit plans to State fish and game
agencies “at an early stage,” and to give
these agencies “full opportunity to study
and make recommendations” to the State
highway department prior to submis-
sion of the plans to the Secretary of
Commerce for his approval.

The memorandum set the first of this
year as the deadline, after which State
applications for Federal aid for highway
construction “shall contain a statement
that the State highway department has
considered all facts presented by the
State fish and game agency and the
‘effect the proposed construction may
have on fish and wildlife resources.”

According to the memorandum, the
statement should include:

1. a description of the measures planned
as project expenditures to minimize the ef-
fect of the proposed construction on fish and
wildlife resources;

2. a description of any measures proposed
by the State fish and wildlife agency to ac-
complish this purpose, which differ from
those proposed by the State highway de-
partment; and

3. to the extent that measures proposed
by the State highway department and State
fish and game agency differ, an expla.rmtlon
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of the factors considered by the State high-
way department in arriving at its proposal.

Shortly after this memorandum was
issued, conservationists suggested that it
should be broadened to include parks
and other outdoor recreational and his-
torical resources. After lengthy discus-
sions with those also concerned, High-
way Administrator Whitton issued an-
other memorandum. Dated May 25, it
requires consideration of historical and
public recreational resources in Federal-
aid highway programs. Included in the
definition of recreational resources are
public parks, playgrounds, forests, open
space, game sanctuaries, “and the like.”

I ask unanimous consent that the at-
tached Bureau of Public Roads Circular
Memorandum No. 39-01, dated May 25,
1964, be included in my remarks as part
of the RECORD.

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

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
BUREAU OF PUBLIC ROADS,
Washington, D.C., May 25, 1964.

Circular memorandum to: Regional and Di-
vision Engineers.

From: Rex M. Whitton, 39-01, Federal High-
way Administrator.

Subject: Consideration of the overall inter-
ests of the public in the Federal-aid
highway programs and programs for the
protection or improvement of parks and
other outdoor recreational and historical
resources.

To assure that full consideration is glven
to the overall interests of the publie in both
the Federal-ald highway programs and pro-
grams for the protection or improvement of
public recreational resources (such as but
not necessarily limited to public parks, play-
grounds, forests, open space, game sanctu-
aries, and the like) and historical resources,
it will in the future be required that the
plans, specifications, and estimates (P.S. & E.)
for each Federal-ald highway project which
affects natural or manmade resources devoted
to, or included in realistic plans for, public
recreational or historical preservation pur-
poses by a public authority having the official
responsibility therefor, contain a statement
that the State highway department did afford
to such appropriate public authority ample
opportunity at the earliest practicable time
to review the highway department’s planning
for the proposed highway location and con-
struction. The opportunity for such a re-
view, as a minimum, would consist of the
initiation by the highway department of a
direct contact between that department and
the appropriate public authority, preferably
during the preliminary stages of plan devel-
opment for the highway. In all cases these
contacts shall have been made prior to the
time at which the public hearing is adver-
tised. If the officials of the appropriate pub-
lic authority do not agree with the planning
of the State highway department, their
reason for nonconcurrence shall be included
with the P.S. & E. documents and the State
highway department shall show that the
suggestions of the above referenced public
officials have been examined and the plans
as submitted for public roads provide the
best possible solution in the judgment of the
highway department.

The procedure outlined herein shall be
applicable to all Federal-aid programs, in-
cluding secondary road projects undertaken
pursuant to section 117 of title 123 and for
which P.S. & E. are submitted after October 1,
1964. For secondary road plan projects the
highway department’s statement{ of public
interest will not be required until the time
of the project agreement.
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Mr. METCALF. In congratulating Mr.
Whitton on his interest in recreation,
fish and wildlife, and historic resources,
I also wish to pay tribute to the conser-
vationists whose reports called the prob-
lem to our attention and whose dedica-
tion has apparently put us on the road
to solution by administrative action.

AIR SUPERIORITY

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, on
June 3, Gen. Curtis E. LeMay, Chief of
Staff, U.S. Air Force, delivered the grad-
uation address to the Air Academy at
Colorado Springs, Colo. In the address
General LeMay expressed three things:
The first requirement that he stressed
was that the United States maintain its
strategic advantage; the second require-
ment that he stressed was the need to
maintain a technical superiority as the
key to strategic advantage; the third
point he mentioned was the counterforce
concept of deterrents. These subjects
are all discussed in very lucid detail, and
I commend the address to anyone who is
thinking and desires to think and
understand our concept of defense in
the United States. I ask unanimous
consent that the address may be printed
at this point in the Recorb.

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

GRADUATION ADDRESS BY GEN. CvURTIS E.
LEMAY, CHIEF OF STaFF, U.S. Amr FORCE,
AR FORCE ACADEMY, COLORADO SPRINGS,
Coro,, JUNE 3, 1964

General Warren, Governor Love, distin-
guished guests, members of the graduating
class, ladies and gentlemen, no one can un-
derstand better than I the importance of
this Academy or take more pride in its grad-
uates. That is why I am so greatly honored
and pleased by the opportunity to join you
on this significant occasion.

Through today's ceremony we affirm our
confidence in you graduates who are su-
perbly constituted and trained for leader-
ship—and dedicated in the service of your
country.

Nothing, as I see it, could justify and re-
ward more fully the efforts that brought this
institution into being.

Your graduation represents true progress
toward meeting the growing need for pro-
fessionalism in aerospace operations. Pro-
fessionalism in this fleld demands contin-
uing mastery of a changing technology and
a complex art. And it demands the cour-
age to assert and apply that mastery in sup-
porting national objectives.

So I take pleasure in congratulating you
on achievements that denote your fitness for
these tasks.

You can be sure that I would value highly
the opportunity to be entering on active
duty in the Air Force with you at this time.

I emphasize the phrase at this time be-
cause you are being commissioned in a pe-
riod that presents a unigue challenge to our
Nation and to the military services.

Through development of nuclear energy
and advanced aerospace systems, civiliza-
tion has attained its greatest capacity for
progress—or for destruction.

From many sources we hear expressions
of doubt concerning man’s ability to avoid
using this power for his destruction.

I do not share that doubt. It seems to
me that modern weapons make it clear that
the penalties for lapses in vigilance and mis-
use of power that have marred history are
now prohibitive.
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This means that civilization, in order to
survive and progress, must do better than
it has In the past.

And, it is my conviction that in recent
years civilization has done better according
to standards that are acceptable to our
country and to the free world.

It i1s also my conviction that the U.S. Air
Force throughout its history has done much
to make that improvement possible.

My basis for that conviction is the record
of Air Force operations through two World
Wars, the Korean war, and through a long
rollcall of crises such as Lebanon, Formosa,
Berlin, and Cuba.

For about the first half of that period
the Air Force was planning, testing, train-
ing, and fighting to produce the results
that established it by 1945 as a dominant
military instrument of national policy.

Since that time we have provided the
major strateglc deterrent to general war.
In that role we have convinced the poten-
tial enemy that the risks incurred by full-
scale aggression are unacceptable.

By improving and expanding the tactical
elements of our military forces we have
apparently convinced him that limited ag-
gression on the scale of the Korean war
involves unacceptable risk.

In the process, the Communist world has
been forced to operate at the level of sub-
versive action and covert aggression. And
our forces are opposing them effectively
every day at that lowest level on the scale
of violence.

It is vital to understand that these re-
straints have not resulted from a sudden
and miraculous transformation in the at-
titude and the aims of warld communism,
It is equally important to understand that
these restraints have been Iimposed pri-
marily by the superiority of U.S. strategic
forces, teamed with hard-hitting tactical
elements.

There can be no doubt that these forces
have done much to produce Soviet agree-
ment on major issues, including arms con-
trols measures that are singled out period-
ically as prime toples of public discussion.

These arms control measures are very
properly ohbjects of public attention. It
therefore is only natural that you graduates
should want to know what this trend to-
ward arms control will mean to you in the
years ahead.

I am confident that I can satisfy your
concern on this point by emphasizing cer-
tain continuing requirements that you will
have to meet throughout your careers.

In fact, I regard these requirements and
the principles to be applied in meeting them
as Important guidelines for defense. Your
success in fulfilling these requirements will
be essential to this Nation’s security.

Your first requirement will be to obtain
continuing support for the maintenance of
U.S. strategic advantage. That advantage
must be maintained as the cornerstone of
our deterrent posture.

It is interesting to note what President
Johnson sald on this point in a recent
speech, and I quote:

“We have labored to build a military
strength of unmatched might. We have
succeeded. If the threat of war has lessened,
it is largely because our opponents realize
that attack would bring destruction. This
effort has been costly, But the costs of
weakness are greater than the costs of
strength, and the payment far more pain-
ful.”

You therefore must not permit the re-
quirement for strateglc advantage to be ob-
scured by arguments that describe the
present world situation as a condition of
“mutual stalemate” and “mutual deter-
rence.”

There is no evidence of stalemate in the
present power balance. It still favors us by
a clear margin. It is still determined by
relative pace of actions going forward in all
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the areas of national endeavor—soclal, eco-
nomic, and military.

In the military area modern weapons have
increased the dynamic character of our prep-
arations for defense. We now galn our secu-
rity, not from geographic isolation, but from
the continuous maintenance of superior
military capabilities.

The “mutual deterrence” theme obviously
assumes that the United States and the So-
viet have experienced a mutual threat.
That assumption fails to recognize that
U.S. monopoly of nuclear dellvery systems
during the late forties and early fifties pre-
sented the Soviet with no threat of aggres-
sion.

And it falls to consider how Soviet pos-
sesslon of nuclear advantage would have
affected our Natlon and the free world.

It is imperative that these points be un-
derstood as the basis for any realistic dis-
cussion of proposals for arms control ar-
rangements.

And from what we have seen of mutual
arms control arrangements we know their
negotiation, execution and, in particular,
thelr verification will require very careful,
thorough, and painstaking work.

However, we already have placed in effect
certain measures which can be considered as
a form of unilateral arms control. We can
expand and Iimprove on these measures
through our own initiative without detri-
ment to our strateglic posture.

One example is our development of fast
and secure communications to guarantee
controlled response of our forges in periods
of crisis.

Other examples are the hardening and
dispersing of our nuclear dellvery systems
and the establishment of protected com-
mand posts like the one under nearby Chey-
enne Mountain.

These measures are stabllizing in their
effect because, while obviously not designed
for aggressive use, they help to provide a
credible retaliatory force that can survive,
react, penetrate, and prevail.

The systems making up this force are
adaptable to any future method of checks
and Inspections.

They are and will continue to be the prod-
ucts of an intensified research and develop-
ment effort.

This underscores a second major require-
ment that you will have to meet through all
the years of your service: That of maintain-
ing technical superiority as the key to stra-
teglc advantage.

It is important for us to note some of
the reasons why the question of technical
superiority will be of such great concern to

you.

Research and development i1s the most
dynamic area affecting our security. We
cannot prescribe the timetable or the limits
for technical advances. Nor can we foresee
how other countries will apply those ad-
vances to new weapons, new strategy, and
new tactics.

In the past it was not such basic develop-
ments as atomic energy and jet propulsion
that produced technical surprise in conflict.
Rather, it was their unexpected application.

Everything we know about the military
application of science tells us that weapons
of the future will be potentially more de-
cisive in their impact on human affairs. It
also tells us that we cannot depend on a
static, finite defense arrangement that is
based on any so-called ultimate weapon.

This means that you will need to apply
vigilance and ingenuity in detecting break-
throughs that can affect our security. This
applles equally to our three graduates who
are reinforcing our sister services—the Army
and the Marine Corps.

Beyond your immediate concern with such
things as advanced manned alircraft, mis-
slles, and space systems, you must be pre-
pared to deal with the possibility of exotic
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weapons. These could emerge, for example,
from baslc scientific research now being
conducted.

To weigh the military implications of new
developments in these fields you will have
to understand their effect on the nature of
conflict. And this brings me to the third
requirement I want to discuss.

During your careers, you will fill com-
mand, staff, crew positions, and technical
assignments. In these capacities you will be
faced with the constant requirement to up-
date your thinking on strategy and opera-
tional concepts.

You will also have responsibility for con-
ducting the flights and launches that will
validate these strategies and concepts under
all conditions of tests and combat, That is
the hard core of your professionallsm, in
which your knowledge, your experience, and
your skill must be unequaled.

Your prospects are good for an immediate
start in attaining these qualifications both
in the launch control center and in the
cockpit.

Our present force of missiles will build
toward an objective of more than 1,200 by
1870, Over that period, our force of more
than 6,000 firstline aircraft will be continued
with new, improved models coming into the
inventory.

‘With pilots expected to be in short supply
over much of that period, many of you will
gain experience with these systems at a
rapid rate.

Where my career began with the 150-mile-
an-hour P-1, yours begins with the super=
sonic F-4C and B-58 and will progress
through new aircraft and manned spacecraft.
to systems not yet concelved.

As you gain experience with these sys-
tems here are some of the strategles and
operational concepts that will undoubtedly
claim your attention:

The idea of using force to achieve total
defeat of an enemy is now only one of the
avallable cholces. When you consider the
damage levels that high intensity war can
bring even to the nominal “winner,” total de-
feat of the enemy may be the least desirable
choice.

For the future, we need to improve our
methods of using weapons to gain precise,
but limited, objectives for particular crisis
situations. This would increase our capa=
bility to neutralize selected targets which
are lmportant to the enemy. If carefully
applied, these actions could force him to
back down from his initial aggression and
negotiate our respective interest.

I think we also need to further develop
concepts for rapid deployment of forces to
produce a desired deterrent effect in cer-
tain areas.

Our composite air strike forces and stra-
teglc alrlift forces have provided some ex=
cellent examples as a gulde for this ef-
fort. Their rapid movement to trouble spota
like Lebanon, Berlin, and Thailand has
demonstrated the fact that we can prevent
the texploltation of power vacuums that may
exist.

We also need to increase still further the
effectiveness of our operations against guer=-
rilla forces. And we need even better meth-
ods for countering acts of covert aggres-
sion that are carried out through the move-
ment of men and weapons across recognized
borders.

There are many other ideas that need de-
veloping in recognition of the fact that flexi-
bility is essential at all levels of deterrence
or conflict.

Now as a final comment on strategy and
operational concepts, I want to stress the
importance of a counterforce concept of
deterrence.

By counterforce I mean the ability to de-
stroy selective elements of the aggressor's
strateglc offensive systems, thereby reduc-
ing his capablility to attack us.
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I believe counterforce provides the best
deterrent because it is based on a concept
of destroying or neutralizing the military
forces which the enemy must depend on
to gain a victory.

And through this effective deterrence we
achieve the principal objective of our mili-
tary forces—that is, the full protection of
American lives and property.

If deterrence should fall, counterforce pro-
vides for maximum limitation of damage
under the worst possible conditions.

Thus, counterforce, in situations involving
elther the success or fallure of deterrence,
provides the greatest dividend that we can
galn from any strategy.

I have placed emphasis today on the areas
of concern that I believe will claim a major
share of your effort and attention.

These are: The requirement for strategic
advantage; the requirment for technical su-
periority as the key to strategic advantage;
and the requirement for refining strategy
and operational concepts.

These are problems of broad and changing
context, and I have talked chiefly of the
fundamental principles involved.

I am convinced that the continued appli-
cation of these principles will pay great
dividends.

At the strategic level their application will
be effective in preventing general war.

At the tactical level their application can
prevent limited wars and uphold national
policles in conflicts of lesser intensity.

These principles offer the best hope for
preserving conditions that permit the non-
violent adjustment of disagreements among
nations. :

I can think of no higher purpose to be
served with the time and talent at your
command.

In my 35 years of service, I have seen aero-
space power remold or set aside many tradi-
tional military concepts.

Since 1945 it has compelled action on a
broad and continuing basis to meet the hard
requirements of our security as determined
at the highest levels of national leadership.
That action, though discomfiting to some, is
essential to all.

As you carry that actlon forward, you will
build on a proud heritage of military service.

And you will attain a clear and lasting
identity with the areospace piloneers who
enriched that heritage.

They were men of vision, of strong moral
and mental fiber, and of sure and steady
skill.

They operated, as you will, at the forefront
of sclentific advance and close to the limits
of human skill and endurance.

Through periods of calm, crisis, and com-
bat they served with unfailing courage. And
their achievements remain a living force in
the pace and momentum of progress.

In protecting the life and freedom of our
soclety they earned a public trust that will
now reside in you.

I know that in fulfilling that trust you
will match their integrity of thought and
action, that you will persevere, and press
forward, and succeed.

My heartiest congratulations and best
wishes to all of you.

THE DEDICATION OF THE NEW DIS-
TRICT BUILDING OF THE FOOD
AND DRUG ADMINISTRATION IN
MINNEAPOLIS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, at
the end of last month, an important
landmark was achieved in the history of
the Food and Drug Administration and
in its service to the food, drug, and cos-
metic industries of the upper Midwest.
I refer to the dedication—on May 25—
of the new FDA District Building in
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Minneapolis, combining ultramodern
office and laboratory space and equip-
ment.

An inspiring dedication ceremony was
conducted under the auspices of the
Minneapolis Chamber of Commerce, the
Downtown Council and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare.

It had been my hope that I might have
the pleasure and privilege of attending
the ceremony in person. Unfortunately,
that was not possible because of my com-
mitments in the Senate. I was happy,
however, to send the following telegram
to George P. Larrick, Commissioner of
Food and Drugs:

SUBCOMMITTEE ON REORGANIZATION

AND INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS,

May 22, 1964.

Hon. GEoRGE P. LARRICE,

Commissioner of Food and Drugs, In Care of
Allan E. Rayfield, District Building, Food
and Drug Administration, Minneapolis,
Minn.:

May I convey greetings and best wishes to
you and to your staff on the inspiring dedi-
cation ef your agency's splendid new Min-
neapolis facility. May 25 is an important
historical landmark in FDA's progress in serv-
ing the industries and people of our region.
This great modern installation helps further
advance FDA toward the goal of sclentifie
excellence which is equally desired by your
agency, by the Senate Reorganization Sub-
committee of which I am chairman, and by
the many professions, industries, and agri-
cultural activities within FDA's jurisdiction.
Thus, the public officials and citizens of
Minnesota and of surrounding areas wel-
come this fine new facility as an impressive
resource for strengthening FDA's vital serv-
ices to the American public.

Senator HuserT H. HUMPHREY.

I rejoice in the establishment of this
new facility. It will help the great in-
dustries and the agriculture of my State
and its neighbors to achieve still higher
standards in serving the Nation’s con-
sumers. High quality and excellence
have long been traditions in Minnesota-
made products. FDA can now better
assist in this process.

In effect, the FDA facility symbolizes
a new era—an era in which modern
science and regulation are joined in com-
mon service of the public health.

The facility indicates, too, that, at long
last, FDA has been given the necessary
resources with which to fulfill its massive
workload.

I should like at this time to reiterate
my congratulations and best wishes to
the Commissioner and to his staff in the
Washington headquarters and in the 18
districts throughout the Nation.

Regulation is rarely an easy task; it is
particularly challenging in connection
with industries as vast and as dynamic
as foods, drugs, cosmetics, pesticides,
household chemicals, and other sub-
stances.

FDA has come a long way in recent
yvears. Many challenges still confront it.
I hope the Congress will always be sym-
pathetic and understanding of these
challenges and, like FDA, that it will
always be vigilant to serve the public
interest, first and foremost.

I ask unanimous consent that there be
printed at this point in the REcorp an
outline of the dedication program; ex-
cerpts from the program pamphlet, de-
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seribing what a visitor might see on the
tour of the building and indicating the
services rendered by FDA in protection
of consumers; and the dedicatory state=
ment by Commissioner Larrick.

There being no obejction, the material
was ordered to be printed in the REcorp,
as follows:

DEDICATION
MONDAY, 11 AM., MAY 25, 1064

Phillip Harris, president, Minneapolis
Chamber of Commerce, presiding.

Invocation, the Reverend Reuben K.
Youngdahl, pastor, Mount Olivet Lutheran
Church.

Flag-raising ceremony, color guard: U.S.
Marine Corps.

National anthem, Minneapolis Police Band.

Recognition of guests, Mr. Harris.

Welcoming address, George Martens, presi-
dent, Minneapolis City Council.

Dedications, George P. Larrick, Commis=-
sloner of Food and Drugs, Washington, D.C.

Presentation of key to building by con-
tractor.

Benediction, the Reverend J. Jerome Box-
leitner, director, Minneapolis Catholic Wel-
fare Association.

Acceptance and ribbon cutting, Allan E.
Rayfleld, U.S. Food and Drug Administration,
Washington, D.C.

A. Harris Kenyon is director of the Minne-
apolls district.

ProGRAM PAMPHLET
OPEN HOUSE

Our program for showing you the building
begins with our request that you sign the
guest register in the lobby. Your guide will
conduct a tour beginning on the second floor
where you will view the new laboratories,

TOUR OF BUILDING
Laboratories

Special Purpose Laboratory No. 1 is used
for preparation of food samples for pesticide
analysis.

Gas chromatographs are used to record the
amount of pesticide present in food samples
prepared in Special Laboratory No. 1.

Main Laboratory B: Legal standards have
been established for some foods which are
examined to determine 1if standards are being
met.

Bacteriological Laboratory: FDA's fight
against insanitation will be greatly en-
hanced through tests made in the bacterio-
logiecal laboratory.

Special Purpose Laboratory No. 2: Detec-
tion of radloactivity in our food supply is
possible through analysis of samples in this
laboratory.

Main Laboratory C: The varlous fractions
of the colors added to our foods, drugs, and
cosmetics are separated on large columns
prior to instrumental analysis.

Main Laboratory A: Constant survelllance
maintains and protects America’s hallmark
of the cleanest food supply in the world.

Main Laboratory A: Postwar technologl-
cal advances in research have provided a host
of new medications which must be examined
to assure their accurate composition.

The answers to complex analytical prob-
lems previously unsolved, are now available
to FDA through use of modern instrumen-
tation.

Offices

Having finished your examination of the
laboratories, you will now be taken to the
first floor where your guide will continue
with a tour of the inspectors’ office.

Inspectional equipment is displayed and
its use by inspectors is explained.

Modern equipment records extravagant
claims made by charlatans who distribute
many worthless products.

Reports of inspectional work dictated on
these machines will be typed by the clerical
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staff, releasing the inspector to continue his
assignments.

Education of all consumers is augmented
by the efforts of the district consumer con-
sultant.

You will now view the offices of the district
director, his secretary, and assistant director,

Next your guide will lead you through the
administrative officer’s office to the clerical
office.

Data processing equipment provides dis-
trict management a rapid record system into
which may be placed, and from which may
be obtained, results of inspectional, analyti-
cal, clerical, legal, administrative, and other
accomplishments.

Additional space would have to be pro-
vided for a conventlonal filing system were
it not for the new concept of upright pow-
ered files in which our records are kept.

Maintenance area

You will now be guided to the basement
area where you will view the storage area.

This garage will accommodate a fleet of 38
Government automobiles which have here-
tofore been stored elsewhere at considerable
additional cost.

Exhibited here is a full complement of in-
spectional equipment. Exit through garage
up ramp to Washington Avenue.

Thank you for visiting us today and we
hope you will continue to return in the
future when you will again be welcomed by
the staff.

HOW FDA PROTECTS CONSUMERS IN THE
MINNEAPOLIS DISTRICT

The United States is divided into 18 geo-
graphical areas with an FDA district head-
quarters in a prineipal city in each district.
The Federal laws passed by Congress are
programed into assignments for these dis-
tricts along with certain allotments of
money, manpower, equipment, and time to
effect the greatest measure of coverage of the
industries in those areas.

FDA's mission is to assure the consumer
that foods are safe, pure, and wholesome;
that drugs, therapeutic devices, and cosmetics
are safe and effective; that all these products
are truthfully and Informatively labeled,
and that household hazardous substances
bear adequate warnlngs.

District personnel will soon consist of
74 inspectors, 62 analysts, 24 clerks, 8 labora-
tory sclentific aids, 1 storekeeper, 1 admin-
istrative officer, a full-time consumer special-
ist, director, an assistant director, and a
food and drug officer.

The area served by Minneapolis district
(North Dakota, South Dakota, Minnesota,
and the western half of Wisconsin) is prin-
cipally an agricultural one, which is also re-
flected in the type of industry represented.
Wheat and other grains, milk and dairy
products form the bulk of the economy.
Closely associated with these are the allied
industries supplying pesticides to the grain
growers and medicated feeds to the dairy
and livestock producers.

The major efforts of Minneapolis district
are directed toward assuring the public that
the grain, grain products, butter, and cheese
manufactured in this area are free from
harmful residues of pesticides or other chem-
icals, and that they are clean and free from
filth.

Also there are other major industries which
manufacture or distribute consumer goods
such as bakery goods, candy, fresh and
processed fruits and vegetables, beverages,
pharmaceuticals, therapeutic devices, and
patent or proprietary medicines in this area.

¥Food warehousing is an important part of
the work of the district for it is here that
foods are held in quantity prior to delivery
to your supermarket. Other speclalty in-
dustries, such as those dealing in freezing of
eggs, preparation of frozen desserts and other
frozen goods, round out the more than 10,000
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establishments over which this district has
Jurisdiction.

To determine if these products are safe,
clean, and properly labeled and packaged,
the Food and Drug Administration usually
begins its investigation through an on-site
inspection at the factory. Here raw mate-
rials, intermediate processing, equipment,
labeling, net weight, and quality controls
in use by the firm are carefully scrutinized
to determine if violatlons are being com-
mitted. If so, or if it is suspected the
product may not be a legal one, samples of
the product are collected from interstate
shipments and submitted to the laboratory
for analysis.

Utilization of the latest scientific instru-
ments s necessary to solve the analytical
problems presented to the Food and Drug
Administration by a growing and complex,
technologically minded industry.

If analysis confirms the violation, the arti-
cle itself may be seized under a court order
which removes it from trade channels so
consumers may not purchase it. The firm
and its officials responsible for the violative
shipment may be prosecuted by the Federal
courts.

The inspectional procedure is an educa-
tional tool as well as a regulatory one. In-
spectors discuss the impact of violative or
suspect practices with management. Results
of analysis of samples taken as a portion of
a sanitary inspection are provided to the firm
s0 it will know in advance if its product con-
forms with the law.

Not all violations stem from faulty manu-
facturing practices. The Food and Drug
Administration constantly observes promo-
tion techniques which may result in un-
truthful or misleading representations for a
given article. Improper storage or handling
may result in the introduction of filth into
that article.

This work is augmented in great part by
complaints registered by consumers, co-
operating State and local officials, or by in-
dustry representatives.

In addition to products covered under the
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, FDA is now
charged with enforcement of the Hazardous
Substances Labeling Act, a law which defines
toxic and flammable substances for house-
hold use and specifies how they shall be
labeled. Thus, additional protection is af-
forded the consumer by FDA's attention to
labeling of waxes, cleaners, paint and paint
thinners, waterproofers, polishes, fuels, and
similar articles in household-sized contain-
ers, any of which are potentially harmful, if
marketed without cautions or warnings gov-
erning their use.

MINNEAPOLIS DISTRICT DEDICATION, MAY 25,
1964, BY GEORGE P. LARRICK

It is a privilege to be here today to partiei-
pate in the dedication of this new Food and
Drug Administration laboratory and office
bullding that will serve consumers and the
food, drug, and cosmetic Industries of the
upper Mlidwest. This building represents
one more step in the modernization of the
facilities from which the Nation’s Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act and related laws
can be administered,

We in the FDA feel that it is indeed for-
tunate that this building is located in the
gateway development area, convenient and
readily accessible to consumers, members of
industry, and cooperating officials. We are
proud to be assoclated with the many recent
additions to the area such as the Minne-
apolis Public Library, Federal Courts Build-
ing, Public Health Center, and the fine busi-
ness establishments.

For their help in acquiring this site, we
thank the Minneapolis Housing and Rede-
velopment Authority, its commissioners, ex-
ecutive director, and staff who are represent-
ed here today by Mr. Leonard F. Ramberg,
vice chalrman. We are grateful to the Mem-
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bers of Congress and their staffs, to our col-
leagues in local, State, and Federal govern-
ments; to consumer groups; and to leaders
and representatives of food, drug, and cos-
metic industries and all those whose sup-
port has made this facility possible.

As the breadbasket of the Nation and a
large producer of dairy products, the upper
Midwest has long played an important role
in the food economy of the Nation. The
Food and Drug Administration has main-
tained a district office in the Twin Cities
since 1908.

In order that the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration might fulfill its modern day obliga-
tion to the Nation’s consumers, it must be
able to cope with a host of complex sclen-
tific and technological problems brought
about by the tremendous growth and ex-
pansion of industry in the postwar period.
These changes by industry have necessi-
tated changes in the laws—changes govern-
ing the use of pesticides, food additives, color
additives, and drugs.

National attention has been focused on
the rapidly changing pharmaceutical indus-
try and the passage of the Kefauver-Harris
amendments to the Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act. A comprehensive and much need-
ed addition to the law, this 1962 legislation
allows for a greater measure of security in
the strength, quality, purlty, safety, and effi-
cacy of drugs manufactured and used in the
United States.

Likewise quite new is the Federal Hazard-
ous Substances Labeling Act which estab-
lished labeling requirements to safeguard
the use of many articles intended for house-
hold use. The flammable or toxic properties
of these products make it necessary that they
be labeled with proper warnings and cau-
tion statements.

The expanded use in recent years of drugs
in animal feeds for prevention and treat-
ment of disease and growth promotion has
had a significant impact on FDA activities,
particularly in this agricultural area of the
country. To assure that such feeds are safe
and efficacious for the animals, and that the
meat, milk, and eggs from such animals con-
tain no drug residues that might be harmful
to humans, requires thorough inspection and
refined laboratory analyses.

Thus today the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration and the regulated industries are wit-
nessing many changes and technological ad-
vances. It is a period of great emphasis on
science. It is a dynamic period.

That this building be named in honor of
Allen E. Rayfleld, Director of FDA's Bureau
of Regulatory Compliance, is most appropri-
ate. Not only is he a dynamic and vigorous
leader whose sclentific training and ex-
perience have prepared him well for today’s
challenges, but he, more than anyone else
in the Food and Drug Administration, has
been responsible for the modernizing and
scientific upgrading of our field facilities.
Parenthetically, it took some talking to get
him to accept this honor.

Born in Mobile, Ala., Mr, Rayfield obtained
his bachelor of science degree in chemical
engineering at the University of Alabama.
He graduated with honors and is a member
of Phi Beta Kappa and Tau Beta Pl

After working as a chemist in private in-
dustry, he joined the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration in 1935 as a seafood inspector.

He was then transferred to the Phila-
delphia district as a food and drug inspec-
tor. In recognition of his outstanding abili-
ties he was reassigned to more important
supervisory posts until, in 1948, he was
moved to Washington to be responsible for
the direction and control of the field activi-
ties which, at that time, consisted of 16 dis-
trict offices.

During his leadership and direction, the
field quadrupled in size from a staff of ap-
proximately 500 people to over 2,300 people.
New district offices were established at De-
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troit, Mich.,, and Dallas, Tex.,, and eight
modern laboratory buildings have been con-
structed similar to the one here in Minneap-
olis to replace old, obsolete facilities. Mr.
Rayfleld took a personal interest in the
building program and devoted much of his
time to planning the construction and
equipping of the new bulldings.

In February of this year, Mr. Rayfield
was named Director of the new Bureau of
Regulatory Compliance. This Bureau has
been assigned the responsibility for planning
programs and processing legal actions as well
as directing and controlling the activities of
the 18 field offices.

Throughout his rise in Government serv-
ice, Mr. Rayfleld has shown a tremendous
will to work. He drives no one harder than
himself. He thrives on action and has the
ability to get things done. A man of integ-
rity and loyalty, he demands those same at-
tributes from those whom he directs. It
gives me great pleasure that this building
is named in honor of such a deserving co-
worker,

THE CHURCH AND THE SOCIAL
ORDER

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, it
was my distinet privilege recently to de-
liver the commencement address at the
College of St. Theresa in Winona, Minn.

It is always a great pleasure for me to
visit the lovely Hiawatha Valley of the
Mississippi, and a day at this distin-
guished school of young women made the
trip a memorable one indeed. St. The-
resa’s is deeply ingrained with that time-
less Catholic tradition of service to one’s
fellow men. Its student body has always
impressed me with its dedication to
learning, and I was delighted when they
invited me to speak.

It was with no small amount of envy
that I faced these alert young women
about to embark on careers in our fast-
changing world. Theirs may well be
that era in which men learn to live suc-
cessfully both with each other and with
their environment, I admitted to them
my envy of their long lives in this fruit-
ful period of history, and in my remarks
I drew heavily on the two encyclical let-
ters of Pope John XXIII, Mater et Ma~
gistra and Pacem in Terris. My respect
for these two documents and their em-
inent author is profound, and I could
think of no more enlightened source on
which to base my discussion of the great
challenges which lie before us, Mr. Pres-
ident, I request unanimous consent that
my address be included in the REcorp
at this point.

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

THE CHURCH AND THE SoCIAL ORDER

(Commencement address, College of St, The-
resa, Winona, Minn.)

I am honored to speak to this graduating
class. I am also more than a little envious
of you, because you are beginning your adult
lives in what I believe will be one of the
great constructive eras in human history.
The first half of the 20th century—and in-
deed up through World War II—was a “time
of troubles” for Western civilization. The
immediate post-World War I years were years
of shock over the fact that mankind could
be so self-destructive, and years of indeci-
sion on what to do about it. But the clouds
of history have begun to clear. The goals
we seek are somewhat distant on the horizon,
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but they are visible. The road we must trav-
el will be long and difficult, but we know
the direction and we know we can Inake
it if we persevere.

I want to speak briefly on those goals
which I believe are the prime objectives of
the last half of the 20th century. They are
four:

1. A soclal order built on justice and
charity.

2. Peace.

3. An international authority able to con-
trol the rivalry of nation-states.

4. A recommitment to a moral order.

None of these goals is independent of the
others. A just social order is a precondition
of a peaceful world. Peace is also required
to give time to solve the problems of the
great inequities of the world. It will not be
possible to secure the peace of any order,
unless a world public authority is capable of
establishing a law of justice in the family of
nations. But, at none of these levels are we
dealing with mere plans, programs, or
mechanical arrangements. Such plans and
programs will work to the ends of justice and
charity only as they are conceived from the
first in a moral commitment of men to a
moral order.

It comes down to one simple thought—
mankind must be seeking “community.”
Community is another name for brother-
hood, in which the infinite worth of every
individual as a child of God is recognized,;
in which every man’s potential is free to
develop—in which every man's rights are
guaranteed.

There is nothing new about these goals.
They are as old as Scripture, but today we
are in a better position to realize them than
at any other previous time in history. We
have the tools, we have the power to assault
the ancient enemies of mankind—Iignorance,
poverty, disease, and war itself. The means
for victory lie in our hands, if we have the
will to use them. There is a searching spot-
light on us. If we fail, we can plead that
we did not know enough or did not have
enough resources—the excuses men used,
with partial truth, in the past.

Man has always desired these goals. But
he has looked for a voice and for leadershlip.
He has longed for someone to state the issues
and the demands with clarity and simplicity.
His desire was not in vain., In the “fullness
of time"—as a more ancient world might
have spoken of it—Pope John XXIII gave to
the world two great encyclical letters. Not
long after the beginning of his brief pontifi-
cate, he gave us “Mater et Magistra,” a strik-
ing document on justice and charity in the
social order. Shortly before the end of his
life he published “Pacem in Terris,” the
greatest document on peace in our time.

If I draw upon these documents in what
I have to say here, I do so because of the
great clarity of vision they presented. I
do so also because I wish to be one of those
“men of good will” to whom the Holy Father
spoke across the boundaries of many faiths
and cultures. These documents define the
ground on which Western clvilization will
survive or perish; they state the terms in
which the peace of the world will be won in
our time, or will be lost for an indefinite
future.

The world today is one of stark contrasts.
One can draw the picture in many different
terms: A small part of the world is rich; the
rest is desperately poor. A small part of the
world has high standards of health with a
growing life expectancy; the rest is debili-
tated with malnutrition, disease, and early
death. A small part of the world has high
standards of literacy and a high attainment
in knowledge, science, and technology; the
rest is bogged down in illiteracy, primitive
tools, a centuries-out-dated agriculture, and
no industry worth the name. A small part
of the world is Caucasian, or white skinned;
the rest is colored—brown, black, or yellow.
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The small part of the world that has the
wealth, the knowledge, and the hope for the
good things over a long life, is the United
States of America and the nations of west-
ern Europe—roughly the nations of the
Northern and Western Hemispheres. It is
the glory of the West to have achleved so
much. It will be the shame of the West Iif
it does not help its brothers of the east and
south.

As President Johnson has said, the world is
now a “single community.” Spiritually and
humanly speaking it always was. In empha-
sizing that justice and charity must form
the social order of the world, Pope John
noted in Mater et Magistra that all men are
children of the same Creator and merit equal
treatment. If we have been slow in recog-
nizing that, we have been slower still in
realizing politically that the world is a “sin-
gle community.” We cannot ignore elther
any longer. The shrinking distances in the
world, the ready access to information, have
made every area of the world aware of every
other area. As the President has said, the
wall between the rich and the poor is a win-
dow through which both sides can look. On
one side of the wall a few millions of people
have a high standard of living. On the other
side of the wall several billions of people live
on little more than a dollar a week. But
since the wall is a window the depressed bil-
lions are looking through, they know that a
better way of life is within human grasp.
They know that depresslon and despair is
not the ordained lot of man.

We have not only a spiritual duty, we are
confronted with a political necessity. As
our late President Kennedy saild, “if a peace-
ful revolution is impossible, & violent one
will be inevitable.”

The United States has its own model of
the world conditions on which to work. We
have 40 million Americans in poverty in this
land of abundance, and we have 20 million
colored citizens who have been denied equal-
ity of opportunity and citizenship which
should be the birthright of every Amerlcan.
I will not labor the facts of these situations
to an audience as aware as this one. I do
believe that President Johnson is profoundly
correct in linking our war on poverty at home
with “doing our share” in the world. He has
been right to identify the cause of achieving
civil rights at home, with our responsi-
bility to seek justice and freedom for all
peoples abroad. If we cannot respond to
the brother we see at home, we will never
be aware of the brothers we do not see
overseas.

We shall win the struggle to eliminate
poverty and gain civil rights at home. And
we will win the struggle to lift the world to
higher standards of living. We will win the
struggle because the spiritual conscience of
the West has been reminded of its duty. In
his letter on the church as mother and
teacher, Pope John recalled the words of
Jesus before a hungry crowd: “I have com-
passion on this multitude.” He went on to
remind us that while the church is ulti-
mately concerned for the salvation of souls,
she begins with solicitation “for the exigen-
cies of life.”

Churchmen of every faith have been
chided in recent years for being insufficiently
concerned with the social order. Church-
men have been no slower than others, al-
though perhaps we expect more from them.
But the voice has been found. It is the
churchmen today of all faiths who are turn-
ing the tide on civil rights legislation. The
moral issue has been recognized; the re-
sponsibilities have been felt. After we
achieve the law, the long struggle still ahead
to change many hearts will also yield as
churchmen continue to put their faith to
work in their daily lives.

There will be no enduring peace in the
world until its great inequities are mod-
erated. To eliminate ignorance, poverty,
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and disease, is a precondition to eliminating
war. Yet before the great peace comes, we
must restrain the use of the unholy instru-
ments of war and reduce their stockpiles.
Pope John put it simply in Pacem in Terris.
He wrote: “Justice, right reason, and the
recognition of man's dignity cry out insist-
ently for a cessation to the arms race. The
stockpiles of armaments which have been
built up in various countries must be re-
duced all round and simultaneously by the
parties concerned. Nuclear weapons must
be banned. A general agreement must be
reached on suitable disarmament program,
with an effective system of mutual control.”

Because this great volce expressed the
conscience of men of good will around the
world in a way that could be heard around
the world, I am confident mankind will exer-
clse the restraint necessary to get through
these dangerous, transitional years. We
have lived through the fears of our disil-
lusions which followed World War II—{fears
which accelerated the race to the possession
of the ultimate in the means of mutual
destruction. We have lived through the
panic of fear that made us blind instead
of prudent. Now we are in a more sensible
state of being aghast at what we have
wrought. We have come to a point of re-
straint. It is not yet a detente or a thaw
in the cold war. But I believe that both
Russla and the United States share a sense
of restraint. There is hope for a detente,
for a relaxing of tension that will permit us
to climb back down from the peace of the
atomic mountain.

To make that hope a reality we must con-
tinue to seek initiatives, for we must, as
President Johnson has said, be prepared to
negotiate anywhere, anytime, any place, for
the conditions of honorable peace.

We must win peace, not try to drift into
it. Pope John held forth a vision of the
direction in which we must go to achieve
the institutions and forms of peace. Since
God had created men social by nature, in-
dividuals cannot live together without states,
without the institutions of civil order. And
Pope John pointed out that “the same law
of nature that governs the life and conduct
of individuals must also regulate the rela-
tions of political communities with one
another.” There must eventually be a world-
wide “public authority” capable of handling
the worldwide dimensions of the human
problems.

This public authority must be instituted
by common consent. It cannot be imposed
by force. Although it must work through
the intermediaries of nation states, its
“special alm is the recognition, respect, safe-
guarding and promotion of the rights of the
human person.”

The hope for the development of this “pub-
lic authority” is the progressive adaptation
of the methods of the United Nations to
the “magnitude and nobility of its tasks.”

Have compassion on the multitude, take
care of the basic social needs of men, stop the
arms race and turn it back, move through
firm support of the present association of
nations to that consensus which will per-
mit the United Nations to become a world
authority preserving justice through law
for all men—that is the clear, simple, nec-
essary prescription.

But while many plans are needed, and
many Initiatives are necessary, we will not
simply engineer our way into the blessings
of peace and human welfare In the single
world community. Possibly the most funda-
mental sentence in Pacem in Terris followed
the Pope's urgent appeal for disarmament.
“Everyone * * * must realize” he said,
“that unless this process of disarmament be
thoroughgoing and complete, and reach
men’s very souls, it is impossible to stop
the arms race, or to reduce armament, or—
and this is the main thing—ultimately to
abolish them entirely.”
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In Mater et Magistra, Pope John took spe-
cific cognizance of the belief in many quar-
ters that by sclence and technology alone
men can plan their civilization. These dis-
ciplines do place gigantic forces at our dis-
posal, but as they may be used for evil as
well as for good, it is evident, Pope John
sald, that moral and spiritual values must be
basic. Scientific and technical progress must
serve a moral goal and spring from usual
commitment.

I believe a new wind is blowing now in the
world and men are recovering their ancient
moral values with a new freshness for this
age.

Can we do it? We can, because under-
neath the forces that separate and divide
men there is a common human nature.
There is a rational moral sense in all man-
kind that is capable of cooperation.

On the eve of the publication of “Pacem in
Terris,” Pope John appeared on television to
say that the doctrinal lines of his message
belonged to the sphere of natural law. He
appealed to the realm of natural theology,
to which all mankind of whatever faith,
pagan or Christian, Communist or not, have
access. The terms of this doctrine as sum-
marized by St. Thomas in the 13th century
provide the ecumenical bridge in the 20th
to all men of good will.

Protestant, Catholic, Jew, and others in
the West have recognized the authenticity
of spirit and motive in the messages of Pope
John. They have recognized even more, that
no special insights or requirements of faith
should mar or obscure the deeper unities of
mankind. There were even signs that the
Eremlin was moved.

You are graduating at a time when the
world is moving into one of the most con-
structive eras in human history. I know it
is commonplace to worry about the troubles
young people face. ButI am not a pessimist.
I am an optimist. Your future will be a
future filled with exciting and demanding
challenges.

The second half of the 20th century will
see man create a better and more just soclety
on this earth. It also will see mankind reach
out to the heavens to conquer space and in a
real sense find new worlds in which to live.

These are more than just hopes and
dreams. They will become realities if we
make our standard of human endeavor one
of excellence. Peace requires the best that
is within us. And this age of scientific revo-
lution requires best trained minds, for sci-
ence will settle for no less than excellence.

I am confident your generation will apply
these skills and this dedication to excel-
lence—and in your lifetime you will see the
elimination of poverty, hunger, disease, and
war itself.

Bo I congratulate you. You are embark-
ing on a whole lifetime that is dedicated to
a renaissance of man. You will see Its
fulfillment.

OREGON STATE FOR CIVIL
RIGHTS—1,000 STRONG

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
once again I bring to the attention of my
colleagues still another civil rights peti-
tion. As you may have gathered by now
I have a great weakness for groups of
1,000 signatures gathered together in
the name of civil rights. Having circu-
lated petitions myself at one time or an-
other I understand the difficulties in-
volved in getting 1,000 people—or even
67—to sign anything. In light of this I
find it rather remarkable that all these
signatures were collected in but a single
day; indeed I would like to know their
techniques.

In any event, I feel that the never-end-
ing succession of petitions reaching my
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office indicates just how much this bill
is truly a moral question. These Oregon
students, for instance, have nothing per-
sonal to gain from passage of H.R. 7152.
There is no self-interest involved. They
have simply come to their own independ-~
ent moral conclusions as to what sort of
law is right and proper for our great
land. I think the opponents of the bill
would be hard pressed to produce a cor-
responding phenomenon.

Consequently, Mr. President, I request
unanimous consent that the extremely
brief text of the petition and the cover-
ing letter be included in the REecorp at
this point.

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

JUNE 1, 1964.
Hon. HUBerT H. HUMPHREY,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaTOR HUMPHREY: These signatures
were collected June 1 du.rtng the day com-
memorating the 1954 Supreme Court decl-
slon to desegregate schools.

Smoerely yours,
YM-YWCA RounD TABLE.

CorvarL1s, OREG,

‘We the students of Oregon State University
strongly urge the passage of the civil rights
bill in the form passed by the House of Rep-
resentatives.

ORDER OF BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, BIBLE
in the chair). The Chair states that the
time allotted under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement for a morning hour has
expired.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the morning
hour be continued 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

PEDRO SANJUAN

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I have
some advice on domestic matters for
the Secretary of State this morning.
Mr. Rusk is impervious to facing facts
on the foreign front. I suspect that he
is equally impervious to facing facts on
the domestic front. He has a tyrant
down there in the Department of State
that he has been warned about and that
he ought to have done something about
in times gone by. He is released from
his leash again. His name is Pedro
Sanjuan. He is supposed to be the one
in charge of protocol relationships with
foreign diplomats. He is setting him-
self up apparently as a one-man court
to determine how traffic law violations
in the District of Columbia committed
by diplomats shall be handled and how
the District of Columbia Motor Vehicle
Safety Responsibility Act shall be en-
forced.

I wish to say to Mr. Rusk, “Put him
back on leash,” and, “Mr. Rusk, read
the editorial in the Washington Post
entitled ‘Diplomatic Responsibility’ "
which takes to task, and rightly, Mr.
Sanjuan for his attempt to let go free
with impunity an admiral from Para-
guay who clearly is in violation of the
Motor Vehicle Safety Responsibility Act
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of the District of Columbia. I wish fo
make a statement for the benefit of
Dean Rusk, since he is responsible for
what goes on in the State Department,
particularly when he has had past no-
tice of arbitrary, capricious, and ar-
rogant conduct of this man Sanjuan in
the State Department.

Mr. Rusk is a lawyer. Let him read
the District of Columbia Code. There is
no immunity for diplomats under the
District of Columbia Code for the kind
of conduct this Paraguayan diplomat is
guilty of.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REecorp the sections of
the code which applies to this diplo-
mat's case.

There being no objection, the sections
of the code were ordered to be printed
in the REecorp, as follows:

§ 40-420. Review by Commissioners.

Any order or act of any agent of the Com-
missioners under the provisions of this chap-
ter shall be subject to review by the Com-
missioners. Application for review of any
such order or act shall be in writing and
shall set out in detail the reasons for such
review. Such application shall be filed with
the Commissioners within 6 days after the
issuance of the order or occurrence of the
act in question. If upon review the Commis-
sioners shall sustain such order or act, the
same shall become effective immediately.

Any person whose license or motor-vehicle
registration shall be denied, suspended, or
revoked by the Commissieners under the
provisions of this chapter may, within 30
days after such denial, revocation, or suspen-
slon has been reviewed by the Commissioners
and sustained by them, file in the Municipal
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
an application for the allowance of an appeal
from the order or decision of the Commis-
sloners. If a majority of the court are of
the opinion that the appeal should be al-
lowed, the appeal shall be recorded as granted
and the case set down for hearing on appeal.
If a majority of the court shall be of the
opinion that the appeal should be denied
such denial shall stand as an affirmance
of the order appealed from. BSaid court is
authorized to prescribe fees and promulgate
rules governing the application for the al-
lowance of an appeal and the record and pro-
ceedings on appeal, and the sald court shall
have power to affirm, modify, or reverse the
order or decision of the Commissioners,
where the appeal is allowed pursuant here-
to; and the decision of sald court whether in
denying an application for allowance of ap-
peal or in deciding an appeal after it has been
granted shall be final. The application to
said court for the allowance of an appeal
shall not operate as a stay of such order of
the Commissioners, unless the applicant shall
have deposited with the Commissioners, un-
der protest and subject to the decision of the
court, security in the amount required by
the Commissioners in accordance with the
provisions of this chapter, or a bond in an
amount equal to the amount of security re-
quired by the Commissioners, guaranteeing
that the applicant, in the event the order
appealed from is sustained or modified by the
court, will comply fully therewith. In the
event sald order of the Commissioners shall
be ordered vacated, elther by the court or the
Commissioners, the security deposited under
protest shall be returned to the depositor or
the bond shall be canceled.

For the purposes of this sectlon, the phrase
“review by the Commissioners" shall mean a
review by the Board of Commissioners of the
District of Columbia or a review by any board
of review established by the Commissioners
of the District of Columbia to review the
order or act of any agent of the Commis-
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sloners pursuant to the provisions of this
chapter, No member of such board of review
established by the Commissioners shall re-
view any of his own orders or acts. (May
25, 1954, 68 Stat. 122, ch. 222, sec. 4; Aug.
ﬂsi 1968, 72 Stat, 854, Public Law 85-702, sec.
3.

§ 40-434. Exceptions to requirements as to
security and suspension.

The requirements as to security and sus-
pension in sections 40432 to 40449 shall
not apply—

(1) to the driver or owner if the owner
had in effect at the time of the accident an
automobile liability policy or bond with re-
spect to the vehicle involved in the accident,
except that a driver shall not be exempt
under this paragraph if at the time of the
accident the vehicle was belng operated
without the owner’s permission, express or
implied;

(2) to the driver, if not the owner of the
vehicle involved in the accident, if there was
in effect at the time of the accident an auto-
mobile Hability policy or bond with respect
to his driving of vehicles not owned by
him;

(8) to a driver or owner whose liability for
damages resulting from the accident is, in
the judgment of the Commissioners, covered
by any other form of liability insurance pol-
iey or bond;

(4) to any person qualifying as a self-
insurer under section 40494 or part II of
the Interstate Commerce Act or to any per-
son operating a vehicle for such self-insurer;

(5) to the driver or the owner of a vehicle
involved in an accident wherein no injury or
damage was caused to the person or property
of anyone other than such driver or owner;

(6) to the driver or owner of a vehicle
which at the time of the accident was parked,
unless such vehicle was parked at a place
where parking was at the time of the accl-
dent prohibited under any applicable law or
ordinance;

(7) to the owner of a vehicle if at the time
of the accident the vehicle was being oper-
ated without his permission, express or im-
plied, or was parked by a person who had
been operating such vehicle without such
permission;

(8) to the owner of a vehicle involved in
an accident if at the time of the accldent
such vehicle was owned by or leased to the
United States, a State or any political sub-
division thereof, the District of Columbia, or
to the driver of such vehicle if operating
such vehicle with permission; or

(9) to the driver or the owner of a vehicle
in the event at the time of the accident the
vehicle was being operated by or under the
direction of a police officer who, in the per-
formance of his duties, shall have assumed
custody of such vehicle (May 25, 1954, 68
Stat. 125, ch. 222, sec. 18; Aug. 28, 1958, 72
Stat. 955, Public Law 85-792, sec, 6).

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I happen
to be very much interested in law en-
forcement in the District of Columbia,
and I have been highly critical at times
of the Distriet of Columbia Commission-
ers and Chief of Police. In this matter
they are completely right. These dip-
lomats ought to maintain conduct in our
Distriet that complies with the law.
The little dictator, Sanjuan, ought to be
put back on a leash. It would be better
if he were given the job of cutting out
paper dolls somewhere, rather than used
in a position of responsibility in which
he has relations with the public. I am
awaiting a reply on this domestic mat-
ter from the State Department, as I am
with respect to its illegal foreign policy
in Asia.

I ask unanimous consent that an arti-
cle from the Washington Post of Mon-
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day, June 8, and an editorial from the
Washington Post of today, June 12, be
printed in the ReEcorp at this point along
with other articles and an editorial bear-
ing upon the subject matter.

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

[From the Washington Post, June 8, 1964]

STATE DEPARTMENT MAY A DIPLOMAT DENIED
AvuTO TAGS BY DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

A Paraguayan diplomat whose 1964 license
plates have been withheld by the District
may receive an affidavit from the State De-
partment that would be intended to make
his outdated plates valid.

The move was suggested yesterday by Pedro
A, Sanjuan, State Department representative,
to permit Rear Adm. Gulillermo V. Haywood,
military and naval attaché, to drive his car
in Washington.

The Department of Motor Vehicles with-
held Haywood’'s tags, saylng he violated the
Safety Responsibility Act passed by Congress
in 1955.

In January 1962, Haywood's car skidded
on a patch of ice apparently caused by a
faulty fire hydrant and struck two parked
cars, causing an estimated $870 damage, San-
juan said.

The 1955 law requires an uninsured driver
to post collateral of the amount of damages
before he can recelve new plates, according to
Herman 8. Cole, deputy director of the De-
partment of Motor Vehicles.

Haywood was not insured and is precluded
by his diplomatic immunity from posting the
bond, Sanjuan said. He added that it has
become “very difficult” for diplomats to ob-
tain lability insurance in Washington, pos-
sibly because it is feared they would invoke
immunity and refuse to testify in case of
accidents.

“It's not a case of the State Department
telling a careless driver to drive if he pleases,”
Sanjuan said of the affidavit.

When a driver is negligent, Sanjuan said,
“we take over and tell them to pay,” and if
they do not, the United States may ask them
to leave.

“But we don't consider Haywood to have
been negligent or blameworthy,” Sanjuan
said. “It's really a little harassing on the
part of the District.”

Cole said the safety responsibility law did
not concern itself with fault or circumstances
of an accident and “we treat diplomats the
same as anyone else, except Haywood wanted
to be different.”

The District “most likely would honor” the
affidavit Sanjuan suggested, Cole said, while
“things were being ironed out,” but he was
doubtful what effect it might have “out in
the boondocks where they look for license
plates and not afidavits.”

[From the Washington Post, June 12, 1064]
DrrLoMATIC RESPONSIBILITY

We can see no reason under the sun for
the State Department to intervene in behalf
of a Paraguayan diplomat whose automobile
license plates have been withheld, in accord-
ance with law, by the District of Columbia,
The diplomat, Rear Adm. Guillerino V. Hay-
wood, was involved a couple of years ago in
an accldent which damaged two parked cars.
A safety responsibility law enacted by Con-
gress in 1955 requires uninsured drivers to
post collateral for the amount of damages
they have occasioned before new license
plates can be issued to them. The diplomat
was not insured; and it is said that diplo-
matic Immunity precludes his posting col-
lateral.

Admiral Haywood may have been blameless
in connection with the accldent; but so were
the owners of the two cars he damaged.
The congressional act requiring the posting
of collateral is perfectly reasonable, and
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diplomats, just like ordinary mortals, ought
to comply with it as a matter of course. For
Admiral Haywood to post collateral or take
out insurance could not in any way imagina-
ble diminish the dignity of Paraguay or im-
pair its security or interfere with its foreign
diplomatic or commercial relations,

Pedro Sanjuan, of the State Department,
says “We don't consider Haywood to have
been negligent or blameworthy. It's really
a little harassing on the part of the District.”
Apart from the consideration that the ad-
miral’s responsibility for the accident must
ultimately be determined by a court rather
than by Mr. Sanjuan, the castigation of the
Distriet Government seems altogether un-
warranted. The District is simply obeying
the law. It behooves visitors to this city and
members of the State Department, whether
they have diplomatic status or not, to do
likewise. This is, indeed, the best possible
diplomacy.

[From the Washington Post, Mar. 30, 1964]
Up Hirl, DownN DALE

The Department of State and the exalted
members of the scofflaw, or diplomatic, set
quartered in Washington will pardon us, we
have no doubt, if we smile sardonically, yet
sadly, at the solution of the great interna-
tional parking ticket crisis. Dauntless in
Cuba, adamant in Panama, the Government
of the United States has turned tail and
marched abjectly down the hill it so
resolutely climbed a fortnight ago when it
announced that it would require diplomatic
visitors here to abide by the traffic rules de-
signed to make transportation practicable in
the Capital.

The State Department has decided, it an-
nounced on Thursday, that parking tickets
received by diplomats in the official line of
duty needn’t be paid. Parking tickets re-
celved on private visits, however, should be
paid, the Department said. Come on now,
fellows, wipe that smirk off your face. Diplo-
mats do make private visits, you know, al-
though they rarely call them that among
themselves.

We have a couple of simple suggestions to
offer. About 8,000 tickets were given out last
year for illegal parking to holders of DPL
licenses. If the State Department wants to
license all these diplomats to disregard the
laws of the Capital to which they are ac-
credited, let the State Department pay the
bill for its generous hospitality; at $10 a
ticket, this would help materially to pay the
salaries of the policemen who spend their
time writing out the parking tickets.

A second suggestion: If foreign govern-
ments think it good diplomacy to let their
emissaries flout the laws here, let them meet
the cost of this entertainment by paying the
legitimate fines entailed.

And one final suggestion: If foreign gov-
ernments want to win friends and influence
people here—one of the traditional aims of
diplomacy—Ilet them instruct their repre-
sentatives to observe the reasonable rules
fixed for the common good of the community
in which they temporarily reside.

[From the Washington Star, May 7, 1964]
Arn DrrLoMaTs WiLL GET TaGs DESPITE
TICKETING
(By Roberta Hornig)

All members of the diplomatic corps will
be issued 1964 license tags because of their
“excellent record” since the State Depart-
ment began its crackdown on their parking
violations.

Pedro A. Sanjuan, director of the Office
of Speclal Representational Services, sald the
decision was made after the Department
made a statistical study of diplomats’ parking
tickets over the last 7 weeks.

The Department in March asked the Com-
missioners to begin issuing regular parking
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tickets to foreign government representatives
here. At the same time, it asked that issu-
ance of new diplomatic license tags be post-
poned until May 31.

ONE HUNDRED AND FIFTY TICKETS UNFAID

The Department announced then that it
would not authorize new tags to “any diplo-
matic officlal against whom * * * ticket
charges are outstanding.”

But Mr. Sanjuan said today that although
150 tickets issued to diplomats have not been
paid to date, the record shows that as a group
they are cooperating and their record is as
good as that of the average Washington
citizen.

If diplomats continue their record, his
office has figured, only about 1,020 tickets
would go unpaid in a year's time.

“That is a far cry from the 8,000 to 11,000
tickets per year reported earlier,” Mr, Sanjuan
sald.

FEW HAVE MORE THAN ONE

Since the order went into effect March 16,
the Metropolitan Police Department has is-
sued about 700 tickets to diplomats.

Of these, 150 have been pald. Between
450 and 500 were given in the vicinity of
eight chanceries—including the Soviet
Union’s—with inadequate parking spaces and
diplomats could not be held responsible if
they are expected to carry out their official
duties, Mr. Sanjuan said.

He sald that of the 150 tickets still unpald
only 6 diplomats have as many as 2 tickets.

In view of this showing, Mr. Sanjuan sald,
the Department plans to send a note to em-=-
bassies thanking them for their cooperation
and saying the Department hopes it will
continue.

[From the Washington Post, May 8, 1964]
DPL Avuto ViorLaTionNs CuUT BY HALF
(By George Lardner, Jr.)

Washington's foreign diplomats have been
picking up more than 100 parking tickets a
week under the city's new rule of the road.

But none is going to lose his free diplo-
matic license plates as a result.

“They've been trying very hard,” explained
Pedro Sanjuan, the State Department’s di-
rector of special representational services.
“The State Department is very happy with
the figure.”

The diplomats had been racking up more
than 200 parking violations a week before
they were told that they would have to start
paying for them on March 16.

In the first 7 weeks since then, Washing-
ton police handed out 784 citations, Sanjuan
reported.

The State Department forgave 4560 of the
tickets and another 150 were pald. The re-
maining 171 are unpaid or “unaccounted
for,” Sanjuan sald.

SIX CARS CITED TWICE

The Department had said that continued
failure to pay the tickets would result in
withdrawal of DPL plates for offenders, but
Sanjuan said no one had a bad enough rec-
ord for that.

Of the cars that earned the 171 tickets, he
sald, only 6 were cited twice.

The 450 tickets that were forgiven, San-
juan said, were all issued for parking viola-
tlons during working hours near embassies
or chanceries with “recognized” shortages of
diplomatic parking spaces.

“We're not about to chastise what we said
we would tolerate,” Sanjuan said. The
State Department had said it would not ex-
pect these to be paid as long as the short-
ages existed.

Last year, he sald, the diplomats were given
11,000 warning notices for parking violations.
The 784 issued so far indicate a yearly rate
of about 5,600 tickets. Those unpald or un-
forgiven indicate an annual rate of about
1,270.

June 12

TO THANK EMBASSIES

“We're so pleased we're going to issue a
note to all embassies thanking them for
thelr cooperation,” Sanjuan said.

“Meanwhile"” he said, “the State Depart-
ment will continue to press for more reserved
street-side parking for the diplomats.” Ithad
asked for 127 to 129 parking spots for 10
foreign missions but District trafic officials
sald they could approve only 56.

“Tickets issued near embassies or chan-
ceries will continue to be forgiven until dip-
lomats get all the street-side parking the
State Department feels they need,” Sanjuan
sald. He said “the 1961 Vienna convention
made it this country's duty to provide the

ots.”
sp“Bealdes the 10 missions whose parking re-
quests have been processed by District of-
ficlals,” he said, “State is preparing to ask for
reserved spots for 11 more.”

These include Czechoslovakia, Ghana,
Peru, Mali, Sweden, Colombia, Poland, Ye-
men, Nationalist China, the Malagasy Re-
public, and Uruguay.

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

Mr. MORSE. I yield to the Senator
from Alaska.

Mr. GRUENING. Did I correctly un-
derstand the Senator to say the person
involved was a Paraguayan admiral?

Mr. MORSE. Yes.

Mr. GRUENING. How can Paraguay,
which is an inland country, have an
admiral?

Mr. MORSE. They even want money
for their navy. Under our giveaway
foreign aid program, they probably will
get it.

THE OIL INDUSTRY AND THE
ALASKA DISASTER

Mr. BARTLETT. Mr. President, the
oil industry has for some time been
carrying on thriving and expanding op-
erations in the State of Alaska.

In the aftermath of the Good Friday
disaster the industry has distinguished
itself in yet another way, through its
participation in its own and the State’s
rebuilding efforts.

The May issue of the Standard Oiler
contains an interesting article concern-
ing these efforts after the disaster. The
article recounts some harrowing experi-
ences and reveals the extent and nature
of the company’s losses. And it reaffirms
the company’s resolution to work for the
State’s reconstruction:

Standard will do its part, as it did years

ago when this rugged land was just starting
out.

I ask unanimous consent that the
article may be made a part of the REcORD
at this point.

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

WEe'RE ProUD To BE ALASKANS

Earthquakes usually don’t bother Alaskans.
They're used to them. But the jolt that
rocked Alaska March 27, the most severe in
North American history, was something else.
Briefly, this is how we fared:

The ship's log read Good Friday. Then,
the entry: *“17386 hours—earthquake hit.
Standard Oll dock collapses.” Our ship, MS
Alaska Standard, was tied up at the dock in
Seward. “Immediately after the quake,”
Seaman Bob Belt recalls vividly, “the bay
filled with swells and we were caught up in
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a seismic wave. The dock dropped from
slght beneath us, and we were surrounded
by flames."”

Within minutes of the shocker, the ship
was underway. "“Our engineers should get
credit for turning over our engines so quick-
1y,” says Capt. Harold Solibakke. Dodging
floating walls of flame, the vessel moved out
of danger into the bay and hove to. “By
this time,” the captain continued, “we could
see that the wave that ripped us loose had
leveled the dock and our Seward plant.”

The captain ended his report of the quake
by saying, “It is miraculous under the cir-
cumstances and in the position we were in,
that we were able to get away. One experi-
ence like that in a lifetime is enough. We
are all thankful to be alive.”

Elsewhere, Western Operations facilities
throughout the 49th State began reporting
in via the company’'s preestablished emer-
gency communications network.

Our bulk plant at EKotzebue in the far
north above the Seward Peninsula reported
some spillage from product tanks. Farther
down the Bering coast, our Nome facility
was OE, and the one at Dutch Harbor on
Amaknak Island out in the Aleutians checked
in with the help of a ham radio operator.

Fairbanks, Palmer, Juneau, Cordova, and
a number of other locations with W.O., Inc.,
plants escaped with relatively little damage.
Anchorage and the Kenal Peninsula where
we have substantial holdings were hit harder.

In downtown Anchorage it was after 5:30
p.am. and Standard Oilers had left their offices
in the Cordova Bullding. “We were fortu-
nate,” says Exploration’s Ed Parker, “that
the quake hit after working hours when no
one was in the building.” As it turned out,
it was so severely damaged our people had
to move out.

Anchorage’s business district was pretty
well messed up, and out at the airport, 750,
000 gallons of avlation fuel poured out of
tanks but somehow didn't ignite. Our bulk
plant at Anchorage lost products from several
ruptured tanks.

Service stations were not extensively dam-
aged, and they began pumping gas again
later that night.

“Many of our people rushed to the refinery
to help clear up debris after the water tank
collapsed,” says D. D. Drowley, manager of
the Nikiski refinery on Cook Inlet. The
quake caused some damage to the tanks, as
well as to our water system.

The Nevada Standard was dockside at
Nikiskl taking on products, and although
the walkways to the dock collapsed, the ves-
sel stayed at the wharf to finish loading.

The force of the earthquake, and the re-
sulting seismic waves, were felt mostly in
coastal regions. Merrill Coon, former mayor
of Eodiak, who is our branch manager there,
saw his dock fall into the sea. “The stone
seawall for the dock was put down by Rus-
slans back in 1792, Coon says. The big
waves carried fishing boats into the down-
town section of EKodiak. Our distributor’s
dock and warehouse in Valdez, east of An-
chorage on Prince Willlam Sound, were also
washed away. At Valdez, and at Homer, at
the mouth of Cook Inlet, the ground sank
about 6 feet. Now 3 to 6 feet of water sur-
rounds our tank farms at these locations
during high tide.

Probably the lucklest Standard Oiler is
Able Seaman Ted Pederson, of the Alaska
Standard. Pederson was standing hose watch
on the Seward dock when the catastrophe
occurred. He headed for land but couldn't
make 1t.

“The last thing I remember is seeing a tre-
mendous wave bearing down on me,” says
Ted. About 10 minutes after the quake,
Seaman Pederson was found lying on the
ship's catwalk., Best guess is he was washed
aboard with debris from the collapsing dock.
He's now recovering from a broken leg. But
Donald Harrington, a wiper on the Alaska
Standard, is still listed as missing.
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These were the only two casualties among
the hundreds of Standard Oillers and their
families in Alaska.

Even though most of our operations were
back in business within days, our losses are
expected to run in the millions.

Alaska has a big rebuilding job ahead.
Standard will do its part, as it did years ago
when this rugged land was just starting out.
Out of this destruction, Alaska’s people have
displayed a ploneering spirit of teamwork
and determination that makes us prouder
than ever to be Alaskans,

SENATOR GOLDWATER AND THE
REPUBLICAN PARTY

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, no one,
whether Republican, Democrat, or In-
dependent—none of these—can help but
be deeply touched by the solicitude and
concern that the liberal press, reporters,
and columnists are suddenly displaying
about the Republican Party. They seem
to be deeply troubled because they say a
Goldwater nomination will hurt the Re-
publican Party.

I cannot help but wonder whether
their concern is actually for the Republi-
can Party or whether they fear Gold-
water might be elected President if he is
nominated. Can the latter concern be
the reason they are straining to the ut-
most to prevent his nomination?

A recent editorial in the Chico, Calif.,
Enterprise-Record does an excellent job
of pointing this out. This liberal ele-
ment seems to hope that GoLDWATER
will somehow be sidetracked and a Re-
publican nominated who more nearly fits
their liberal philosophy so that they
would, in effect, win regardless of the out-
come in the November balloting. The
editor of the Chico, Calif., Enterprise-
Record, in an editorial dated Thursday,
May 28, points this out when he says:

And GoLpwWATER's critics and opponents are
worrledly wondering just how potent a threat
does that stream of thought pose against
their designs for grander Federal centraliza-
tlon, greater Federal spending, greater citi-
zen dependency through Federal welfare and
peace in our time purchased by negotiated
appeasement.

In this editorial the writer does a good
job of pointing out that the American
people have to learn from and under-
stand the past, and face the events of
the past bravely in order to make intelli-
gent and meaningful plans for plotting
our future course. The editorial says:

Actually, a good many Americans today
are aware that i1t takes a great deal of brav-
ery to face the recent American past when
you consider that it represents a period dur-
ing which communism has held captive mil-
lions of Eastern Europeans by virtue of World
War II diplomatic agreements signed by
naive American statesmen; communism has
established a base in the Western Hemisphere
only 90 miles off our shore; we fought a
stalemate war and lost a negotiated truce
in Korea; we are now fighting a similar los-
ing cause war in Vietnam; we spent more
than $100 billion in foreign aid, yet now have
fewer international friends than we started
with; we pay the lion's share of U.N. expenses
while a host of irresponsible and inexperi-
enced newly emerged nations consistently
bargain against us and threaten to take over
entirely; we have tolerated a system of trade
agreements by which countries we put back
on their feet now are underselling our prod-
ucts and putting Americans out of work for
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lack of markets; we boast about being the
wealthiest nation in the world while actually
we are the poorest, with a national debt
greater than the debts of the rest of the world
combined, requiring only this week a new
temporary debt ceiling to permit yet more
Federal deficit spending; we have lived
through some 30 years of enlightened liberal-
ism on behalf of the little people, and yet we
now are forced to launch a full-scale war on
poverty to uplift some 35 million citizens.

In order that my colleagues might
have the advantage of this editor’s sound
thinking, I ask unanimous consent to
have this editorial printed in the Recorbp,
as a part of my remarks.

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

GOLDWATER, THE CHALLENGE TO MEg-TooIsM

Although he has been prominent on the
national political scene for a number of
years, Senator BarRRY GOLDWATER, of Arizona,
actually is something quite new to the realm
of American presidential politics.

He does not wear the badge of national
hero to the extent always accorded Dwight
Eisenhower; he falls short of the grand elo-
quence and intellectual polish of Adlal
Stevenson; he does not match the magnetic
quality of automatic leadership attributed
to John F. EKennedy; he has little of the
earthy yet sure-footed bluntness of Harry
Truman; he lacks the intense degree of con-
centration displayed by Richard Nixon.

And yet, in a sense, Senator BaRrY GOLD-
WATER embodies just enough of each of the
qualities of the men mentioned above to
make him a formidable entry into that ex-
clusive circle of men who have held or sought
the Presidency of the United States.

To top it all, Senator GOLDWATER has a

bountiful supply of faith in hardnosed pa-
triotic American conservatism which con-
founds his critics and opponents and leaves
them grasping for weapons of counterat-
tack.
It is significant that, almost to a man, the
Goldwater critics and opponents have found
themselves resorting in general to a single
weapon: The barb of humor.

For example, the articulate liberal Sena-
tor HuserT HumPHREY'S famed crack that
GOLDWATER is so handsome that 18th Cen-
tury Fox wanted him for a screen test; the
standard remark that GoLbwaTER wants to
repeal the 20th century; the bumper stick-
ers joking about “GoLbwATER in 1864"; the
sly remark that the Goldwater bird fiies only
on the right wing.

Yet GoLDWATER himself has taken all these
cracks with such good humor that again
his eritics and opponents have been con-
founded.

For example, when GOLDWATER was in-
formed that Mrs. Eennedy had remodeled
the White House in 18th century decor, he
said that just went to show that the White
House was ready for him.

Yet millions upon millions of American
citizens—and his critics and opponents as
well—here in 1964 are taking Senator GoLp-
WATER seriously.

This is because millions of Americans have
discovered that they like the sound of hon-
est and patriotic conservative Americanism
being voiced again.

And GorLowaTer’'s crities and opponents
are worriedly wondering just how potent a
threat does that stream of thought pose
against their designs for grander Federal
centralization, greater Federal spending,
greater citizen dependency through Federal
welfare and peace in our time purchased by
negotiated appeasement.

Alan Cranston inadvertently put his fin-
ger on that worry here Tuesday night when
he described GOLDWATER as a man who has
“turned his back on the future and is fac-
ing the past bravely.”



13616

Actually, a good many Americans today
are aware that it takes a great deal of brav-
ery to face the recent American past when
you consider that it represents a period dur-
ing which eommunism has held captive mil-
lions of Eastern Europeans by virtue of World
War II diplomatic agreements signed by
naive American statesmen; communism has
established a base in the Western Hemisphere
only 90 miles off our shore; we fought a stale-
mate war and lost a negotiated truce in Ko-
rea; we are now fighting a similar “losing
cause’” war In Vietnam; we spent more than
$100 billion in foreign aid, yet now have few-
er international friends than we started
with; we pay the lion’s share of UN. ex-
penses while a host of irresponsible and in-
experienced newly emerged nations con-
sistently bargain agalnst us and threaten to
take over entirely; we have tolerated a sys-
tem of trade agreements by which countries
we put back on their feet now are undersell-
ing our products and putting Americans out
of work for lack of markets; we boast about
being the wealthiest nation in the world
while actually we are the poorest, with a na-
tional debt greater than the debts of the rest
of the world combined, requiring only this
week a new “temporary” debt ceiling to per-
mit yet more Federal deficit spending; we
have lived through some 30 years of “en-
lightened liberalism” on behalf of the “little
people,” and yet we now are forced to launch
a full-scale war on poverty to uplift some
356 million citizens. * * *

Those are some of the reasons why it does
indeed take bravery to face the recent
American past. But that past must be faced,
and must be learned from, if the Nation is
to avoid continuation of what now amount
to accelerated trends downward, no matter
what bright use Government economists
make of so-called soaring gains in the gross
national product.

A brave look at the recent American past
reveals that America ls losing ground as a
nation at home and as a nation in the world.

BARRY GOLDWATER appears to be the only
announced Republican presidential candi-
date who is insisting that we must learn from
that past and must employ a posture of con-
servatism to reverse those dire trends.

We do not say that Senator GOLDWATER
has all the answers, nor that he has any of
the answers.

But we do say that Senator GOLDWATER
personifies a contrasting challenge to the
status quo of the ultraliberalism in our Fed-
eral Government which is dally proving it-
self futile as an answer to the problems of
the present and devoid of promise for a more
successful America in the future.

Summed up, Senator GOLDWATER seems to
be the only announced candidate willing to
run as a proud American Republican rather
than as a humble carbon copy “me-too” of
the existing Democratic administration.

Senator GOLDWATER's bold attempt to re-
turn the Republican Party to a position of
challenge rather than mimiery may not be
successful in next Tuesday's California pri-
mary election. The latest polls say that “me-
toolsm™ is currently in the lead on the GOP
side of the ballot.

But the Enterprise-Record stoutly recom-
mends that registered Republicans who de-
sire their party to return to a position of na-
tional integrity and identity can take a step
in that direction by voting for the Gorp-
WATER delegation in next Tuesday's presiden-
tial primary.

KANSAS RURAL ELECTRIFICATION
ASSOCIATION SPONSORS YOUTH
TOUR TO WASHINGTON
Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, again

this year the Kansas Rural Electrifica-

tion Association has sponsored a youth
tour to Washington. The young men
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and women participating in this tour are
winners of an essay contest conducted by
the rural electric power systems of Kan-
S?; in cooperation with the State associ-
ation.

I was pleased to join this outstanding
group of young Kansans this morning at
breakfast. If anyone questions the am-
bition, intelligence, and interest in the
vitalities of our Nation among our Amer-
ican youth, an hour with these young
people will freshen his concepts, I assure
him

I want to personally and publicly con-
gratulate these winners and to welcome
them to Washington and to the Con-
gress.

I ask unanimous consent that the
names of the contest winners accompany
my remarks.

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

Elaine Bergman, Seneca; Jane Ann Hart-
man, Clifton; Eendra Brandes, Cheney;
Eevin Larson, Leonardville; Pat Pllger,
Sharon Springs; Mary K. Beck, Rural Route
2, Council Grove; Jim Symes, Elmdale;
Eathleen Wolf, Jetmore; Ruth Pike, Rural
Route 2, Eureka; Mpyrene Borecky, Wilson;
Darrell Brinson, Lynann Davidson, Claflin;
Sharl Fry, Little Rilver; Darlene Linder,
Langdon; Cheryl Gasper, Tipton; Donna
Hills, Mankato; Mary Heinen, Rural Route
2, Valley Falls; Janice Overrocker, Protec-
tion; Sandra Griffin, Centerville; Ina Mec-
Millan, Parker; Pam Davis, Richard Harris,
Pratt; Ann Brunner, Ramona; Jim Moorman,
Solomon; Connie Norwood, Lecompton; Lynn
Thompson, Osage City; Mary Anderson, Vir-
ginia Harms, Ulysses; Aleta Schumm, War-
ren D, Allen, Ellis; and Louise Umscheid, St.
George.

THE POVERTY PROGRAM AND
INFLATION

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I have
received a letter from a ecitizen of Ohio
who is retired, expressing fear that word
is coming out of Washington which indi-
cates that we are moving toward an era
of inflation. This man worked. on the
railroad for 40 years. He is receiving a
retirement payment of $174.70 under the
Railroad Retirement Act and $36.15 from
a B. & O. Railroad annuity each month,
making a yearly total of $2,530.20.

In his letter he states that with his
small house, chickens, and garden, he
can get along with that sum, but if there
is to be inflation he will not be able to
do so.

The letter is so pointed and reflective
of the thinking of one class of people
that I think it ought to be placed in the
RECORD.

I ask unanimous consent that perti-
nent parts of the letter connected with
the subject of inflation be placed in the
REcorp, and that the name of the writer
be omitted.

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

There being no objection, the excerpts
were ordered to be printed in the Rec-
orp, as follows:

CINCINNWATI, OHIO,
June 1, 1964.
Hon. Frang J. LAUSCHE,
New Senate Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DearR SENATOR LAUSCHE: I am sppeallng to

you because I am both hurt and frightened
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by President Johnson’s statement that his
Appalachian program will place all families,
whose income is below $3,000 per year, in the
poverty class.

I am a retired railroad yard brakeman (40
years on the B. & O.) and I receive $174.70
from the Railroad Retirement Act and $36.156
from my B. & O. Railroad annuity each
month, which will make a yearly total of
$2,530.20.

Now I have always prided myself on be-
ing a good provider and have been able to
possess a small home in the suburbs—with
garden, fruits, and chickens—and had ex-
pected these annuities to be altogether ade-
quate for my wife and I. She does not re-
ceive an annulty because she is only 53
years of age.

I will admit that the constant rise of ex-
penses such as Blue Cross (we cannot afford
Blue Shield) and our real estate taxes—
caused by the ever-increasing school popu-
lation—do make us wonder at times.

We are aware that all of labor is “strain-
ing at the leash" for a wage Increase and
this will again start the vicious spiral of
product prices, which will help those who
are working but will surely play havoc with
those who have a fixed income.

Now I can find no other interpretation of
President Johnson's classification of $3,000
as the poverty line, except that he expects
labor's demands to be made, complied with,
and the resulting cost of living going high
enough to make the poverty a reality.

Will greatly appreciate your opinion and
information of what is being planned in
Washington that should increase the cost
of living this much.

INVESTIGATION OF ROBERT G.
BAKER BY COMMITTEE ON RULES
AND ADMINISTRATION

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, there is
much unfinished business left to do in
the Senate. The people of this country
seem to rank very high on that list the
job of cleaning our house in the wake
of the Bobby Baker case. If anyone
needs proof of this sentiment, he need
only turn to the press comments I have
drawn attention to over the past 3 weeks.

Once more I ask unanimous consent
for the insertion in the REcorp at this
point of additional editorial appeals to
get on with the task of restoring the good
name of the Senate.

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

[From the Tampa (Fla.) Times]
No Time To Hart BoesY BAKER PROBE

Senator CriFrorp P, Casg, Republican, of
New Jersey, certainly uttered a mouthful this
week when he sald, “No investigation of
Bobby Baker can have any real meaning with-
out an investigation of the relations of Mem-
bers of the Senate with Bobby Baker.”

Of course, many Democrats, in and out
of Congress, do not agree. Indeed, they in-
slst the investigation into the wheeling and
dealing of the former secretary of the Sen-
ate Democratic majority has proceeded as far
as it should. Fully consecious of the elections
coming up in November, they cry out for a
closing down of the probe and, at the same
time, charge Republican critics with being
more interested in embarrassing the Demo-
crats than in getting at the truth.

But it strikes us—and we feel sure other
persons are of the same mind—that regard-
less of which party may be helped politi-
cally, the public will be shortchanged if the
Bobby Baker case Is buried while the many
unanswered gquestions about him and his
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most interesting transactions remain un-
answered.

The plain fact is that the public has a
right to know a great deal more than it does
now about Baker’s business empire and how
it mushroomed. Clearly, members of the
Senate Rules Committee and the group’s
investigators have been remarkably reluctant
to delve into matters that involve influence-
peddling and conflicts of interest within Con-
gress itself. What real estate deals were
made, what favorable tax rulings were se-
cured, what gifts were made to and from
Baker—for himself and political friends?

Senator Casg is right. The Senate must
carry out the painful and time-consuming
task of investigating itself. A full-scale in-
vestigation is an essential prerequisite for
fashioning new regulations governing con-
flicts of interest.

As hard as some Senate Democrats may
try to put it in cold storage, the Bobby Baker
case remains very much in the public mind.
Unless a truly consclentious attempt is made
to get at the truth, the Senate itself need not
be surprised when it hears one day soon the
accusation that it is “taking the fifth.”

[From the Paterson (N.J.) Morning Call]
THE SENATE SETS ITS STANDARDS

Being drawn to its ceremonious close is the
not sufficlently mysterious case of Bobby
Baker and the 10 U.S. Senators he held in the
palm of his hand and used so well that he’s
a millionaire twice over. The case is closed.
Still Senator Casg, Republican, of New Jersey,
keeps going on the air and on the commit-
tee witness stand to denounce the Rules
Committee’s refusal to examine the evidence.
Mr. CaseE runs the risk of offending his col-
leagues and boring his constituents; yet he
must be encouraged to keep needling, prod-
ding, trying to make the Senate understand
the enormity of what its majority is hasten-
ing so untidily to do. The Baker case is a
test. Its nature cannot be altered by any
code of ethics or catalog of rules that might
be set up hereafter, No other test can be
substituted for the Baker test. What mat-
ters here is not what CriFrorp P, Case thinks
of the U.S. Senate; it is what the Senate
thinks of itself. What matters is not what
the people expect of the Senate; it is what
the Senate expects of itself, the value it sets
on itself, the Senate’s own attitude toward
such things as honesty and self-discipline
and integrity. The Senate is establishing
now its ethical standards. The prospect for
tomorrow Is not reassuring.

[From the Toledo (Ohio) Blade]
BUILDING PRESSURE

Democrats in the Senate at large have
formally and, to all appearances, finally con-
firmed what the Democrats on the Senate
Rules Committee had made clear more than
a month ago: The Bobby Baker investiga-
tion is closed.

The tumultuous floor session during which
this was driven home was dictated by elec-
tiun-year politics more than anything else.
The Republican-sponsored resolution to ex-
tend the probe in both length and depth
served to dramatize GOP charges that the
shutoff was premature and aimed at protect-
ing the administration as well as the ma-
Jority congressional party from further
embarrassment. By the same token, the
Democrats deemed rejection of the resolu-
tion an obvious necessity.

What makes this party play more palat-
able is the possibility that the Baker case
may yet produce results of far greater sig-
nificance in the political life of the Senate
than mere exposure of past links with the
business ventures of the former majority
secretary.

Reports persist that a bipartisan move-
ment is under way in the rules committee
itself to recommend new rules almed at im-
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proving the ethical atmosphere in a body
that has always insisted on its members’
right to keep their conflicts of interest
shrouded in a veil of privacy.

According to leakage from committee
sources, the rules most discussed would re-
gquire that Senators reveal their nongovern-
ment income, regulate their interference
with executive agencies on behalf of con-
stituents, and permit Senate investigating
committees to subpena Senators as witnesses.

These proposals are similar to those made
by Senator CrLiFFORD Casg, the New Jersey
Republican, who has long been in the fore-
front of legislative reform efforts and who
was buffeted by the passionate storm which
swept the upper Chamber the other day.

So while the campaign pursued by Sena-
tor Case and assisted by Senator JoHN J.
‘Wirrrams, Delaware Republican, who intro-
duced the resolution on the floor, seems most
unlikely to lift the lid on the Baker case, it
may well build up the head of steam needed
to shove the reform move forward.

At least, the time seems more ripe than
ever before to achieve some sort of break-
through on that score.

[From the Eokomo (Ind.) Tribune]
TARNISHING A Goop NAME

It was not surprising that the Senate beat
down a resolution last week to continue and
broaden the Bobby Baker Iinvestigation.
This is an election year and if there actually
is more dirt behind the case than has
been disclosed the not unnatural inclination
of the Senate majority would be to keep it
under the rug.

Senator CLiFForp CAsE, of New Jersey, and
Senator Joun WiLriams, of Delaware,
Republicans, led the fight to have the in-
quiry extended, and it was WiLLiams' resolu-
tion which the Senate defeated.

Senator JorpAN, North Carolina Demo-
crat, is chairman of the committee which
held hearings on Baker. The committee
made a few feeble passes at exposing Baker's
influence peddling when the latter was
secretary of the Senate majority, and then
JorpAN moved to end the investigation on an
inconclusive note.

The question of the BSenate's integrity
arose in the debate over Senator WILLIAMS'
resolution. Senator Case declared the in-
tegrity of the entire Senate and the reputa-
tion of all its Members were in question as
long as the committee ignored Baker’s re-
ported boasts that he virtually “owned”
certain Senators. Democratic Leader MIKE
ManNsFIELD, leading the move to kill the res-
olution, argued that it “would impugn the
integrity’ of every Senator.

Senator Case had the better of that argu-
ment, it seemed to us. The good name of
the Senate would come closer to being tar-
nished by refusal to investigate suspected
scandals than by voting to do so.

Senate Democrats appear determined not
to let the searchlight be turned on the
Baker matter any further. This may have
the effect of causing the public to wonder all
the more whether there isn't something that
is being covered up.

Indiana people were interested in noting
that this State's two Democratic Senators,
HarTEE and BAYH, voted against continuing
the investigation.

[From the Gary (Ind.) Post-Tribune]
THE BAKER NONINQUIRY WILL END

A couple of Republican Senators shook
up the hallowed Senate Chamber this week
by suggesting that the committee investi-
gating the Bobby Baker scandal should
really do some investigating.

Several of thelr Democratic colleagues be-
came loudly indignant when Senators JoHN
WriLLiams, of Delaware, and CLIFFORD CASE,
of New Jersey, recommended that the Senate
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itself be included in the so-called investiga-
tion.

Democrat EVERETT JorDAN, of North Caro-
lina, chairman of the Senate Rules Commit-
tee, which is conducting the Baker inquiry,
appeared deeply wounded.

“This is a blanket indictment of all the
Members of the Senate,” he declared.

A cloud already hangs over the Senate be-
cause of the Baker mess, and JORDAN knows
that nothing but a thorough investigation
will 1ift that cloud. That may be why he is
indignant. It is a nasty dilemma that will
not go away Just because the Democrats
want it to.

However, they tried Thursday to make it
go away by killing the move to broaden the
inquiry and extend it to September 1. Most
Democrats, including Indiana's Vawce
HarTEE and BircH BayH, voted with the ma-
Jority. So the “investigation"” is scheduled
to end May 31. Thursday's vote did noth-
ing except darken that cloud over the Sen-
ate.

Wmriams could hardly expect a warm non-
response because he stirred up the Baker
scandal late last year with a one-man study
of the slick young man's outside activities
while secretary to the Senate Democrats.
Baker quit his Capitol Hill job and it was
revealed that he had acquired a 82 million
fortune. Rumors that he had a strong hold
on some Senators should be either verified
or dispelled.

Senator Case sald the committee could not
discharge Its responsibility if it merely sat
and walited for evidence. Senator WiLniams
sald there should be no lingering doubts in
the minds of the people about Baker's deal-
ings. Both are right, of course, and we are
sure many Democratic Senators secretly
share their views.

The Senate's integrity has been challenged.
Its reputation has been tarnished by the
activities of a brash, greedy young whipper-
snapper. Every Senator who is in the clear
should welcome a chance to prove it.

If Jorpan and his committee would pull
their heads out of the sand, they could see
what is obvious to almost everyone else:
Bobby Baker is gone, but hardly forgotten.

[From the Green Bay (Wis.) Press-Gazette]
A CLEAR LOOK AT THE BoBBY BAKER CASE

Senator Crirrorp P. CAsE, Republican, of
New Jersey, is one of many Members of the
U.S. Senate who suffers humiliation when
he sees or reads the statements of Bobby
Baker, which tend to tarnish the name of
the Senate and to offend all honest Mem-
bers of that legislative body.

Recently, Senator Case succeeded in get-
ting a hearing before the Senate Rules Com-
mittee which for several weeks has been
trying to investigate the Bobby Baker case
without disclosing anything which might in-
jure the Democratic cause in this election
year.

Senator CasE kept hammering away until
the committee called him in self-defense.
The sesslon began behind closed doors but
Senator CasE immediately renewed his de-
mand for a public hearing and finally,
through the intercession of Senator JoserH
CLark, Democrat, of Fennsylvania, the meet-
ing was opened to public view.

Sald Senator Case:

‘“When I hear an employee of the Senate
boasting that he has 10 Members of this
body in the palm of his hand, I do a slow
burn.

“It 1s difficult for me to control my anger
when I hear the talk, which everyone has
heard, of Bobby Baker’s dealings in commit-
tee assignments—granting or withholding
his favor to persons elected by a sovereign
State to this the greatest dellberative body
in the world; Bobby Baker offering $5,000
to Senators or senatorial candidates for cam-
palgn purposes, and attaching strings to
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those offers in the form of commitments to
vote for or against oil depletion allowances
or amendments to rule XXII, a filibuster rule,
for example.

“As I ponder these things it is hard for
me to understand how the Senate can con-
taln its wrath at conduct of this sort.”

It is difficult to disagree with that state-
ment. What do the Senators on the Rules
Committee think of themselves as they hear
the stories of Bobby Baker's powers bandied
about?

Senator Case has not liked it and he has
been demanding for some time that the
committee extend its investigation to all
Members of the Senate.

Senator CrLarx, although he had opened
the way to a public hearing for Senator CASE,
was nevertheless miffed at some of the state-
ments Case had made in his demands to be
heard. And so Senator CrLarx took him to
task. He said Case had made false state-
ments and accused him of “repeating the
false charges” that the committee had re-
fused to hear him. But Senator Case did
not back down. He sald that the statement
had been quoted from a newspaper column
and that he would have been denied the
chance to appear if the column had not been
written.

Case went on to say that it was hard to
believe that the committee would end the
investigation until all of the facts had been
recovered “from the beginning of Bobby
Baker's connection with the Senate until he
left it with a fortune of $2 milllon.” He said
he did not know how far the Senate had gone
but “it has not been reassuring to be told
that the committee is not investigating Sen-
ators.” That statement had been credited
to Senator EvEReETT JORDAN, Democrat, of
North Carolina, earlier in the hearings.

Finally the irate Senator said, “Every
Member of the Senate has his reputation, his
good name, diminished by the Bobby Baker
case. As an individual, I resent Bobby
Baker’s ability to blacken me."”

It is doubtful if anything will come of it.
Senators who are committed to a course are
not easily changed. But even if nothing
more comes of it it was a good speech, one
that the people of this country should hear
because it states quite clearly that there are
some Members of the U.S. Senate who are
not being led around by Bobby Baker or any
of his friends.

[From the Huntington (W. Va.) Herald-
Dispatch]
ARE THESE 44 SENATORS AFRAID To PROBE
BoBBY BAKER SCANDAL?

If the full truth of the Bobby Baker
scandal is ever to be revealed to the Ameri-
can public, it will have to be pried out of
the U.S. Senate with a legal crowbar. The
Democrats in the Senate will never volun-
tarily submit to a really searching inquiry.

That was demonstrated again on Thurs-
day, when 42 Democrats defeated a Republi-
can motion to broaden the investigation into
the activities of Baker, who resigned under
fire last October as secretary of the Senate
Democratic majority. The original inquiry—
a whitewashing operation—did not include
the guestioning of any Senators who may
have had dealings with Baker.

This, in the opinion of many Senators, has
damaged the reputation of the entire Sen-
ate. Senator CLiFFOrRD P. Case, Republican,
of New Jersey, contended that the integrity
of the Senate was in question as long as
the investigating committee refused to
touch on Baker's boasts that he virtually
“gwned” certain Members and had claims on
many others.

Senator Case sald: “When I hear of an
employee of the Senate boasting that he had
10 Members of this body in the palm of his
hand, I do a slow burn. Every Member of
the Senate has had his reputation, his good
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name, diminished by the Bobby Baker case.
As an individual, I resent Bobby Baker’s
ability to blacken me.”

The New Jersey Senator then demanded
that the committee call every Senate Mem-
ber and ask each if he had any business or
financial dealing with Baker and if he got
anything of value from Baker.

But, protested Senator B. EVERETT JORDAN,
Democrat, of North Carolina, chairman of
the investigative committee, this would be an
insult to Senators.

So, although Senator JoEN J. WILLIAMS,
Republican, of Delaware, author of the orig-
inal investigative resolution, proposed that
the inquiry be widened to include the ques-
tioning of individual Senators, the Demo-
crats yelled foul and the motion lost by a
vote of 42 to 33. (West Virginia’s two
Democratic Senators, JENNINGS RANDOLPH
and RoBerT C. BYRD, voted against the resolu-
tion.)

There the matter rests and the Bobby
Baker scandal seems to have been locked
up again—at least until after the Novem-
ber election.

Of course, no administration likes scan-
dals. They're embarrassing. Mr. Elsen-
hower was embarrassed by the gifts of vicuna
coats and oriental rugs to his assistant;
Mr. Truman had to contend with mink
coats and freezers; Mr. Roosevelt parried
questions about the use to which members
of his family were putting their influence.

But none of these cases had the implica-
tions of the Baker scandal. None of them
put the whole membership of the U.S. Sen-
ate under a cloud of suspicion.

Why wouldn't the innocent Members of
the Senate—who must surely cutnumber the
gullty—want to shake the dark folds out of
the Baker case and hang the whole thing
out on the line to air?

Surely there aren't 42 Democrats in the
Senate who are genuinely afrald of being
asked if they had any connections with
Bobby Baker, or if they ever got anything
of value from this influence peddler,

Or are there?

[From the Akron (Ohio) Beacon Journal]
SILENT OoN BAKER

As today's cartoonist notes, the American
people may never know the full “inside
story” of the wheeling and dealing of Bobby
Baker, one-time secretary to the Senate’s
Democratic majority and former protege
of President Johnson. The Democratic
majority of the Senate has slammed the
door on the Baker inquiry.

Last week 42 Democratic Senators voted
to kill a resolution to broaden the scope of
the Baker investigation to bring Members
of the Senate into the probe and to in-
clude handling of campaign funds and
other matters. The resolution also would
have extended the Senate Rules Commit-
tee’s investigation to September 1. The
committee’s authority expires at the end
of May.

Nine Democrats and 24 Republicans
voted, in a shouting, tumultuous session,
for extending the investigation. But they
didn't have a chance.

Official silence may forever hide all the
ramifications of Bobby Baker’'s deals. How
he was able to manipulate government to
his own advantage may well remain a secret.
And the public may never know whether
any Member of the Senate was involved in
any way with Baker’'s operations.

Assuredly, Baker isn't going to talk un-
der oath. He took the fifth amendment
when asked his name. He has, however,
let it be known that he is “writing a book.”

The Members of the Senate are the losers.
For their integrity is beclouded as long as
the aroma of the Bobby Baker case clings
to the hallowed Halls.

June 12

Roscoe Drummond, in his column on this
page May 2, urged that Senators be asked
the following questions:

“What, if any, business or financial deal-
ings did you have with Bobby Baker?

“Did Bobby Baker ever give you, get for
you, offer you or offer to get for you any
campaign contributions with conditions at-
tached? (One Senator received such an of-
fer and rejected it.)

“Did Baker offer any other Senators help
to make up campaign deficits through gifts,
purchase of tickets or otherwise, any re-
talner or employment, any preferment in
committee assignment, anything of value?”

The people of this country have a right to
know the answers.

Members of the Senate should be above
suspicion. But are they, as long as the
majority enforces silence about Bobby Baker?

The resolution authorizing the Rules Com-
mittee’s investigation stated that the com-
mittee “is directed to make a study and in-
vestigation with respect to any financial or
business interests or activities of any officer
or employee or former officer or employee of
the Senate.”

Senator MIikKE MANSFIELD, Democratic ma-
Jjority leader of the Senate has stated:

“I wish to inform the Senate that, if we
did not know it before, we are all employees
of the U.S. Senate.”

Yet it was MawsrFierp himself who made
the motion to table the resolution to extend
the inquiry and shouted down Republican
Senator CrLiFForp P. Case’s efforts to get the
resolution approved.

The Senators should also be reminded
that they are employees of the American
people and that they are answerable to the
people at the ballot box for their actions
and lack of action on the Senate floor,

Three Senators—Casg, of New Jersey, HugH
Scorr and JoseErH CLARE, of Pennsylvania—
have already been asked and have answered
questions about receiving favors from Bobby
Baker. They didn’'t. The other 97 Sena-
tors haven't been asked and haven't an-
swered.

Perhaps the most important question any
voter in these 50 States can put to an incum-
bent Senator is: “What about Bobby Baker?"

[From the Fredericksburg (Va.) Free Lance-
Star]
To THE BITTER END

Partisan politics may be lurking in the
wings as Senator Case, of New Jersey, oc-
cupies the stage with his demands that all
Senators be questioned about any dealings
they may have had with Bobby Baker. CAsE
is a Republican. Because Baker was close
to high Democratic figures and was secretary
of the Senate majority before resigning under
fire, the scandal is an embarrassment to
Democrats.

Partisan or not, Senator Case is right in
his insistence that the Senate has an obli-
gation to pursue this matter to its quite pos-
sibly bitter end. Reasons given in his testi-
mony before the Senate Rules Committee—
at his request, and at a public hearing even
though a majority of the committee at first
sought to keep the hearing secret—are most
persuasive.

Case wants the Rules Committee to ask
all Members of the Senate whether they
had any business or financial dealings with
Baker, and whether they received anything
of value from him, He correctly believes
that this is the only way the Senate can
get to the bottom of a sordid matter, and
that until this is done the public will not
be satisfled and the Senate’s image will be
badly stained.

There have been persistent rumors about
Baker's hold on certain Senators. CAsSE re-
ferred to them thus: “When I hear of an em-
ployee of the Senate boasting that he has
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10 Members of this body in the palm of his
hand, I do a slow burn. It is difficult for
me to contain my anger when I hear the
talk, which everyone has heard, of Bobby
Baker's dealings in committee assignments—
granting or withholding his favor to persons
elected by sovereign States to the greatest
deliberative body in the world * * *.” He
went into even greater detall, but this is
enough to suggest that such rumors cannot
be ignored. The Senate would be wise to
follow Case’s advice.
[From the Perth Amboy (N.J.) News]
THE SENATE WHITEWASHES ITSELF

In as sorry a spectacle as the Senate has
seen in a number of years, the U.S. upper
House voted Thursday to block expansion
of the much-needed investigations into the
dublous business affairs of Robert G. Baker.

We do not find ourselves in agreement
often with Senator CrLiFForp P, Cask, of New
Jersey, but earlier in the week he jarred the
collective Senate nerves by telling Members
no probe into the Baker matter can be com-
plete without an investigation into Senators’
relationships with the former secretary to
the Democratic Senate majority.

Casg urged the Senate Rules Committee to
“get to the bottom” of the Baker case and
not treat Senators as “a privileged class.”
Case urged that each Senator be asked if he
ever had any financial or business dealings
with Baker or ever received campalgn con-
tributions from him.

The reaction of the Senators was the height
of hypocrisy.

For his efforts, Case was accused of “dema-

" and Senator B. EVERETT JORDAN,
chairman of the Rules Committee, said it
would be an “insult” to the Senators to ask
these pertinent questions.

The entire spectacle climaxed Thursday
when the Senate voted 42 to 33 to kill an
effort by Republican Senator JoEn J. WIL-
riams, of Delaware, and Case to expand the
probe to infclude any possible improper activi-
ties by Senators.

Senator MIkE MaNsFIELD, the Democratic
leader, accused Case of political motives—
Case was not permitted to answer the re-
marks.

The Senators’ efforts to block this investi-
gation are shocking to begin with, but even
more so because they are so blatant.

We suggest that if there is any “insult” in-
volved here, it is directed at the intelligence
of the publie.

Baker amassed a $2 million fortune while
on the Senate payroll at $19,600 a year—and
when he was called to testify, he repeatedly
invoked the fifth amendment, thus blocking
any information on whether his activities
involved conflicts of interest.

Professions of piety from the Senators are
wearisome because of the long and unbroken
record of Congress refusing to submit to full
disclosure of their financial holdings and
interests and refusal to investigate any hints
of wrongdoing within its own ranks.

Yet, at the same time, Congress requires
that high-level Federal appointees strip
themselves of all holdings before assuming
Cabinet posts or other high office.

Congress’ record for building itself lush
office facilitles and trying to raise its own
pay is equally suspect.

Election to the Senate or House does not
place Congressmen above Members' basle re-
sponsibility to the public. It is not a license
to operate under some sort of double stand-
ard of conduct.

Senator Case, with his request to examine
Senators' relationships with Baker, has pin-
polnted a far greater problem involving Con-
gress’ overall conduct and ethies.

Only continued pressure will force Mem-
bers to adhere to codes that the public should
and must demand.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

[From the Painesville (Ohio) Telegraph]
MoNEY CHANGERS IN THE TEMPLE

That Intemperate shouting match the
other day between two normally mild-man-
nered Senators, Majority Leader MANSFIELD
and New Jersey Republican CLIFFORD CASE,
showed how raw senatorial nerve ends have
been rubbed by the Bobby Baker case.

And the 42 to 33 vote against broadening
the inquiry to include improper activity by
Senators was a pretty good indication of
why the nerve ends are S0 raw.

The Baker noninvestigation has been
marked from the start by a tremulous reluc-
tance to let it go further than it absolutely
has to. Senator Jorpan’'s well-remembered
remark, “We're not investigating Senators,”
has set its tone and marked its limits—de-
spite the transcendent fact that it was
Baker's relationship to the Senate—and to
Senators—that attracted the public spotlight
in the first place.

It's not the peccadillos of one former Sen-
ate employee, however influential, that's of
paramount public concern. Rather, it's the
ethical standards of the Senate itself. For
Baker was the Senate’s creature, and the
Senate Baker's teacher.

One of Baker's levers of power was his
handling of Democratic campalgn funds. In
adamantly refusing to investigate the way
these were handled, the majority is tacitly
acknowledging that it doesn't want the facts
brought out.

Sadly, one of the prices we pay for elective
democracy is the corruptive influence of the
contributions without which campaigns
can't be waged. The average voter, by not
contributing, leaves the official dependent on
money from those who give in the expecta-
tlon of getting. Pass this money through
the hands of a Baker-type operator, and it's
easy to see why Senators who get it might
want any inquiry tightly lidded.

But it's the public’s business that the Sen-
ate conducts. It was the Senate Members’
own choice to take the public stage and
assume a public trust. And it's the public's
right to know what role moneychangers
have played in the temple of democracy.

[From the New Brunswick (N.J.) Home
News]

U.S. SENATE UNDER A CLOUD

In answer to a radio announcer’s query
whether he intended to drop his fight in
the Bobby Baker mess after the cavalier
treatment he received from the majority on
the Senate floor the other day, Senator Crir-
FORD P. Cask sald, “Indeed I am not. I am
not satisfied, and I don’t think the Amer-
ican people are satisfied, with the passive
role the committee (Senate Rules Commit-
tee) has taken.”

Case then added, “Press reports have ap-
peared over and over again about Bobby
Baker's relations with individual Senators.
The committee cannot look away from them,
nor can the investigation be buried by steam-
roller tacties. The reaction of the press and
public makes this plain.

“No investigation of Bobby Baker can
have any real meaning without an investiga-
tion of the relations of the Members of
the Senate with Bobby Baker. The Sen-
ate’s concern is with the Senate, its repu-
gation and good name and that of its Mem-

ers.”

On Tuesday, Case amplified this position
in a statement on the floor of the Senate.
He said, “There is no looking away from pub-
lished reports that Bobby Baker dealt in
campaign funds for Senators, and bragged
that he had 10 Members of this body in
the palm of his hand. I shall have more to
say about this in the future.”

We hope Case will have plenty more to
say about this. Much is at stake. The is-
sue has tremendous import for the future
of our Natlon, import that transcends the
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future of Bobby Baker or a few Senators
who may have accepted his largesse.

In a Nation such as ours, our freedoms
and in fact our very life depend upon the
respect of the people for their Government,
for their laws, and for the people who make
the laws.

Today the U.S. Senate stands tarred with
the brush of rumor, but rumor which per-
sists and is widespread and appears backed
by some fact. The rumor seems supported
by the fact that Bobby Baker has taken the
fifth amendment to protect himself agailnst
answering questions about his relationships
with Senators. The rumor can't be downed
by Baker testimony, because he won't testi-
fy. The answer must be found from the
Senators themselves, and the Senate Rules
Committe adamantly refuses to submit en-
tirely proper questions to the entire Senate
membership, questions that no honest man
need fear answering.

For one reason and another, public esteem
for the Congress certainly does not stand
at an alltime high today. Public esteem
for the Senate must drop grievously if the
Baker case is not cleared up.

As things now stand, all the Members of
the Senate are under a cloud of suspicion.
Case wants that cloud dispelled. Certain-
ly the great majority of the Members of the
Senate should be standing with Case to-
day.

[From the Hackensack (N.J.) Record]
THE INDICTMENT Is ONLY StEP No. 1

“No amount of sophistry can relieve the
Senate of the public criticism now directed
against it. * * * The Senate as a body and
Senators individually have suffered the
loss of much respect and prestige because of
conditions this investigation has brought to
light.”

And not only that, went on this report
by L. P. McLendon to the Senate Rules Com-
mittee, as whose special counsel he served
through its Bobby Baker investigation, you'll
excuse the expression—not only that: to pre-
vent a recurrence of this mess, the Senate
should forthwith:

1. Establish a system of public disclosure
by all Senators and Senate officers and em-
ployees of their financial interests.

2. Enforcibly prohibit Senators, Senate
officers, and Senate employees associating
with persons and agencies doing business
with the Government or before its agencies.

3. Require that any Senator respond on
the call of any committee to appear and tes-
tify on any matter the committee has under
investigation.

It is a great report, a forthright and im-
plicitly damning presentment, and Mr. Mc-
Lendon is to be felicitated—but not yet
congratulated. The Rules Committee that
swept the Baker garbage under the rug has
not yet consented to refer to the full Senate
this blistering criticism of its ethics and
summons to penitence and correction. If the
committee were to do so, the Senate itself
would have yet to act; that’ll be the day.
And if the Senate were to act, the fact
remains that the Bobby Baker case has not
been adequately investigated and won't be.
The public interest would be better served
by a resolution to see what’s wrong now than
by a promise to go straight henceforward.
Mr. McLendon joins Mr. Casg, Republican, of
New Jersey, as a splendidly articulate prose-
cuting attorney. But he is arguing his case
before a defendant that is also judge and
jury, and he must know the odds are not
exactly rigged in his favor. Maybe he should
send for Bobby Baker.

[From the Paterson (N.J.) News]
SenaTorR CasE SHowWs THE WaAY
Score New Jersey's senior U.S. Senator at
the head of the class in his unrelenting fight
to introduce a decent regime of ethics into
the upper House of the Federal Legislature.
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Senator Case has refused to be diverted
from his determination to make the Bobby
Baker case produce some results for the good
of the country.

He wants Senators to subscribe to the same
requirements which men like the President’s
Cabinet have to meet, to wit: full disclosure
of their sources of income.

The immediate aim, of course, is to ascer-
tain how many Senators were in on the bub-
bly Baker bonanza, which netted the ex-
senatorial secretary a cool §2 million in just a
short time. Thereafter, his proposal of ex-
posure would render it impractical for Sen-
ators to enter into any deal which might em-
barrass them if the facts were brought to
light. Additionally, S8enator CasE wants to
remove the shackles from Senators who are
summoned before congressional committees
and at the same time, proscribe their activ-
ities in introducing influence in behalf of
corporations before governmental agencies.

Senator Case isn't asking of the others
anything he doesn't practice. He was the
first to make public his assets so that the
world would know. If there were more such
exposure, there would be no opportunity for
get-rich-quick Bobby Bakers. The Jersey
Senator 18 a man not only of probity but of
great courage.

[From the Montgomery (Ala.) Advertiser]
BHORT, SHORT STORY

Senator Casg, of New Jersey, was merely
talking for the record this week when he
heaved one more rock at the Senate’s fast
lockup of the Bobby Baker case.

Case proposed to the Senate Rules Com-
mittee, which gave Baker a polite frisking,
that every Senator be asked about his deal-
ings with Baker and how much if any cam-
paign assistance each received from him.

But Case knows he's batting his head
against the floor. Senator JoRDAN, chair-
man of the Rules Committee, said at the
beginning of the Baker inquiry that he
wasn't interested in investigating Benators.
Though he regretted putting it so crudely
and tried to reword the statement, those were
JOorpAN'S true sentiments and he stuck by
them all through the hearings.

The committee did such a skillful job of
keeping the hearings in low key that Bobby
Baker Is already a misty, vanished figure.
CaseE had a splendid understatement when
he said that he and the public had the im-
pression “of an effort to put an end to an
unpleasant episode—to push the whole mat-
ter aside in the hope it will soon be for-
gotten.”

Bobby Baker is the beneficiary of an elec-
tlon-year amnesty—and to the same degree,
the public is its victim.,

Baker is a better judge of drama than the
committee. He says he’'s writing a book
about himself, but the Rules Committee
found him to be strictly short-story material.

[From the Milwaukee (Wis.) Journal]
BEnATORS AND BoBBY BAKER

The U.S. Senate in effect Thursday gave
a resounding “No" to its most fearsome ques-
tion: Should a Senator be held to the same
standards as ordinary mortals?

This was the consequence of the Demo-
cratic defeat of a Republican proposal to
broaden the Bobby Baker investigation to
include allegedly improper activities of
Senators.

Baker, the ubiquitous former secretary of
the Senate Democratic majority who in 9
years ran up his net worth to more than $2
million on a salary of less than $19,000 a
year, obviously was helped by close friendship
with the late Senator Eerr, Democrat, of
Oklahoma. He was not harmed by the re-
flected prestige of the then Senator Lyndon
Johnson, of Texas, who as majority leader
was Baker’s boss for some years. He profited
from the friendship of Senator SmaTHERS,
Democrat, of Florida.
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At question is how many Senators did have
dealings with Baker. Senator Case, Republi-
can, of New Jersey, has been trying to get
the Senate Rules Committee to ask each Sen-
ator whether he ever had direct or indirect
business or financial deals with Baker and
whether he ever had any help or offers of
help from Baker with campaign funds.

As most Senators who knew Baker closely
were Democrats by virtue of the former sec-
retary's position, the Republicans were the
ones backing Case. But not all were en-
thusiastic. Senator DirkseN, of Illinois,
minority leader, has sald that he does not
favor poking into the financial affairs of Sen-
ators and thus making them “second class
citizens.”

Senator Jorpaw, Democrat, of North Caro-
lina, chairman of the Rules Committee, has
said that he was "not investigating Senators.”
Such probing, he claims, is not authorized by
the Senate resolution which started the
Baker investigation. The fact is that the
resolution calls for investigating Senate em-
ployees and former employees. Senators, by
legal definition, are Senate employees. It so
states on their payroll slips.

Thus the Rules Committee can ask Sena-
tors if they had dealings with Baker—if it
wants to. It doesn't want to. And, as the
Thursday vote showed, it is backed by many
Senators who don't want it to.

The big problem for all Senators was that
if they supported such an investigation they
would be flying in the face of Senate tradi-
tilon which holds each Senator immune to
inquiry by his fellows. By opposing such
an inquiry they risk the charge of condoning
wrongdoing and claiming immunity for
Senators. It is the kind of dilemma that
Senators dislike intensely. But in the inter-
ests of retaining the respect of the country,
the Senate should ask its Members what
they know about Baker and whether they
had dealings with him.

[From the Chattanocoga (Tenn.) News-Free
Press]

SoME FEAaR THE FaAcTs

Like a black cat with nine lives, the Bobby
Baker case seems to keep coming back to
the Senate’s “investigating” committee that
has been trying to kill the thing off and
forget it.

The Senate committee, obviously under
urging from the White House, has bumbled
the Baker investigation. Senator EVERETT
JorpaN, Democrat, of North Carolina, has
been put on a very uncomfortable spot,
caught between demands for full investiga-
tion and obvious party encouragement not to
turn the full light of the day on the situa-
tion surrounding President Lyndon B. John-
son’'s protege who parlayed a $19,600 salary
as secretary to the Democratic SBenate ma-
jority into a $2 million paper fortune that
has since dissolved, with Bobby Baker refus-
ing to tell the truth about his deals.

There are many loopholes; for example,
the refusal of the investigators to call Mr.
Johnson's White House aild, Walter Jenkins,
former employee of the L.B.J. TV station, to
testify fully under oath and cross examina-
tion about insurance man Don Reynolds’
statement that he was required to buy un-
wanted television advertlsing on the L.B.J.
station in Austin, Tex., after selling insur-
ance to Mr. Johnson. Reynolds is the Baker
friend who sent the stereo to L.B.J. at Baker's
suggestion.

Some have argued that investigators don’t
have the power to look into Baker's report-
ed claim that he had “10 Senators in the
palm of my hand.” But when Senator CLIF-
FOrRD CAsE, Republican, of New Jersey, sug-
gested full investigation of Senators’ deal-
ings with Baker be made, Senator JORDAN
hotly replied that would be an insult to
Senators.

It wouldn't be if the truth wouldn't hurt.

June 12

Senator JorN J. Wiriams, Republican, of
Delaware, proposed that the investigation be
broadened to include “any illegal, immoral,
or improper activities” by Senators. That
threw the Senate into an uproar.

And so the whitewash continues—a very
poor paint job. Maybe the American peo-
ple are learning more by noting the way the
“investigation” is not being conducted than
by the way it is.

[From the Knoxville (Tenn.) Journal]
SENATE'S TENDER NERVE

Senator Jouwn J. Winrrams, of Delaware,
threw the usually sedate U.S. Senate into
an uproar this week by proposing that the
membership include itself in the Bobby
Baker Iinvestigation. He could not have
caused any greater disturbance by tossing
four or five gas bombs.

What the Delaware Senator proposed was
a broadening of the inquiry of the House
Rules Committee so as to include “any il-
legal, immoral, or improper activities” by
Senators. He hastened to say that he had
no information to the effect that any Sen-
ator is under suspicion.

Among other things, he said:

“There have been questions in the minds
of many people as to whether or not the
Senate has the nerve or the integrity to
carry through this investigation which in-
volves its own house.

“We can't afford to leave any doubt
lingering in the minds of the American
people on this question.”

From the Democrat side of the Senate
there immediately burst indignant objec-
tions to the proposal, but Republican Sen-
ators CLIFFORD P, CAsg, CArRL T, CuURrTIS, and
HueH Scotr, the last two being members of
the committee, chimed In to support the
‘Williams proposal.

It is to be hoped that after tempers cool,
the Democrat majority in the Senate will
agree that the kind of inquiry proposed is
in the Senate’s own best interests.

This is not a situation in which, contrary
to the expressed views of several Democrat
Senators, the integrity of Members of the
Senate is under blanket indictment. Bobby
Baker enjoyed a special relationship with
Members and had previously boasted that
he had 10 Senators in his pocket. Certainly
the Senate as the senlor legislative body in
our country, and in the world for that mat-
ter, deserves to get out from under the cloud
of suspicion which will hang above it so
long as it is apparent the Democrat majority
is suppressing the Baker investigation.

[From the Trenton (N.J.) Times-Advertiser]

MARTYRDOM OF SENATOR CASE COULD RESULT IN
BREAKTHROUGH ON SENATE REFORM OF RULES
(By George Amick)

WasHINGTON.—Senator CLIFFORD P. CAsE's
long war with the rules and procedures of
the U.S. Senate finally flared into open battle
last week.

Case lost the skirmish, an angry rowdy
shouting match over whether Majority Lead-
er Migr MansrieLp had Imputed improper
motives to him in violation of the rules.

But in defeat he may have gained more
personal sympathy among his colleagues
than he has been able to do In years of
talking about Senate reform.

SENATE REFORM FOR 10 YEARS

Whether this sympathy can be translated
into any support for his program is far from
¢clear. Case thinks it may have that effect,
but adds that he hates to resort to “martyr-
dom" to win converts.

Since coming to the Senate 10 years ago,
Case has told everyone who would listen that
the Congress is losing the respect of the
American people because it is slow and in-
effective and because it is reluctant to police
the outside activities of its Members.
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He has been largely ignored by his col-
leagues, many of whom resent these charges,
and much of the time has trod a lonely
course.

But on Thursday Case was the protesting
victim of what appeared to many to be a
violation of his Senate rights by Majority
Leader MAnsrFIeLd, Democrat, of Montana,
and the temporary presiding officer, EDWARD
M. EennEDY, Democrat, of Massachusetts.

And several colleagues from both sides of
the aisle agreed with Case afterward that he
had been steamrollered. Senator RICHARD
RusseLL, Democrat, of Georgla, one of the
patriarchs of the Senate and a foe of most
of Case's proposed reforms, was gquoted as
saying CasEe got “one of the rawest deals I've
ever seen."”

Curlously enocugh, CasE had little enthu-
slastic support, even among Republicans,
when he made the suggestion that touched
off the whole wrangle.

PROPOSAL INVOLVED BAKER SCANDAL

That was his proposal, offered Tuesday to
the Senate Rules Committee, that all 100
Benators be summoned and questioned to
discover whether they had had any improper
ties with former Majority Secretary Bobby
Baker.

Case told the committee this was neces-
sary to get to the bottom of Baker's alleged
boast that “on any issue I hold 10 Senators
in the palm of my hand.”

Some of his colleagues protested that this
proposal would amount to requiring Senators
to prove their innocence of vague and in-
definite charges.

“It’s one thing to say Senators should be
treated the same as everybody else—and an-
other thing to say they should be treated
worse than everybody else,” one said.

It was also pointed out that the Baker
statement was only a quote from a Chicago

per and was never formally introduced
as evidence before the Rules Committee or
any other official body. This made it a weak
reed to anchor such a sweeping proposal on,
the argument went.

Even Republican Senator JoHN SHERMAN
Coorer, of Kentucky, seemed to be chiding
the New Jerseyite when he sald if any Sen-
ator had any information about improper
activities by other Senators, “they should
present us with the proof * * * it is not
sufficient to make general allegations of im-
propriety or wrongdoing.”

REMARK CUT CASE DEEPLY

What touched off the dispute Thursday
and brought the usually mild-mannered CAsSE
storming to his feet was a statement by
MansrFieLp that “sly innuendoes” about sen-
atorial misconduct were hurting the image
of the Senate.

This cut Case deeply—he is a man who
takes pride in hils integrity—and he de-
manded that the majority leader be called
to order for impugning Case’s motives.

But the youthful EeNNEDY, relying heav-
ily on advice from the Senate Parliamen-
tarian, rejected Case’s repeated demands.

Case then tried to appeal Kenwepy’s rul-
ing to the whole Senate—a right provided
in the rules, and one that includes the right
of debate.

Kennepy finally agreed to take the appeal
and then recognized MaNsFIELD, Who quickly
moved that the resclution pending at the
time before the Senate be tabled.

Eennepy ruled that this motion killed
Casg’s appeal and ordered a rolleall on it.

Afterward, Case sald that if this ruling
is allowed to stand, any Senator may lose
his right of appeal any time another Sen-
ator moves to table the pending business.
He promised to seek to have it overturned.

And many Senators, apparently picturing
themselves in the same situation some day,
are—for a change—on “CLirr” Case’s side.
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[From the Wichita (Eans.) Eagle]
CONTINUE THE BAKER PROBE

The effort by Senator CriFForp P. Cask,
Republican, of New Jersey, to get the Senate
Rules Committee to extend its inquiry in
the Bobby Baker scandal by questioning
Members of the Senate who had financial
dealings with the former Senate secretary
will be viewed widely as strictly a move by
the GOP to keep the Baker case alive as a
political issue.

This element may be involved, but there
is & more fundamental reason the inquiry
should be pursued to conclusive results.
As long as it is left with loose ends hanging,
the public is going to belleve that the Sen-
ators are unwilling to investigate each other.
And that this unwillingness stems from
ulterior motives.

If just the known facts and even one-
tenth of the rumors around Washington are
considered, Baker had dealings with Sen-
ators that were not aboveboard. The Sen-
ate as a whole, and the Rules Committee as
the decislonmaking unit, should want the
facts laid in the open.

As Case told the Rules Committee, it does
have the duty to “go out and get the facts.”
It has the power to do so, under authority
given it in the original resolution establish-
ing the investigation. If there 1s any doubt
about this, it can be remedied easily by
resolution.

It is known that the Baker scandal
touches Senators in both parties, not just
Democrats. And if the inquiry is pushed,
undoubtedly the result would be to improve
the chances of the “code of ethics” for Sen-
ators that is being promoted by some Mem-
bers. Such a code would require Members
of the Senate to disclose their financial deal-
ings—either to the public, to a special com-
mittee of the Senate or to the Justice De-
partment.

We think such a code is needed. We also
think the Baker probe should be extended
into whatever areas will prove productive.
Until all the facts are out in the open, sus-
picion about conflicts of interest by Sen-
ators will prevail.

[From the Hartford (Conn.) Courant]

THE SENATE TAxES THE FIFTH AMEND-
MENT

In many respects the refusal of the U.S.
Senators to tell of their individual dealings
with Bobby Baker is not much different from
the attitude of Baker himself in pleading the
fifth amendment, That there were business
relationships between Baker and the various
Senators has been demonstrated. Real estate
deals with SmaTHERS, of Florida, and a $40,000
gift from Eerr, of Oklahoma, are facts on the
record. Other Members of Congress tell of
offers of large campaign contributions in
exchange for support on oil-depletion legis-
lation,

But these obviously are just the smallest
fraction of the wheelings and dealings that
transformed this clerk of the Senate majority
into a millionaire in a few brief months, As
Baker will not talk the obvious alternative is
to ask the Senators to talk, That is precisely
what Senator Case, of New Jersey, proposes
that the Senate do. He is to appear before
the Senate Rules Committee to ask that all
Senators be queried about any financial deal-
ings with Bobby Baker.

Senator Case insists that since Mr, Baker
has taken the fifth amendment concerning
his business activities it behooves the Senate
to disclose any possible dealing with him,
““to cleanse itself of the stain which this affair
has placed on our institution,”

The Senator first made the request more
than 2 months ago, but the committee post-
poned action. It apparently then deferred to
mounting public and press reaction. At least
one of the majority on the committee, Sena-
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tor CrLark, of Pennsylvania, urged hearing
Senator Case now so that the committee
would not be charged with trying to contain
the inquiry. But when it comes to a simple
question, “Did you have dealings with Bobby
Baker, and what were they?” there will be &
large but significant silence. It will be in
effect the same thing as though each Senator,
momentarily doffing the toga of statesman,
gets under the television camera, twists
hands in cleansing motion, and pleads the
fifth, It will not be a pleasant thing to con-
template, but apparently that's the kind of
Senate we have.

[From the Wheeling (W. Va.) Intelligencer]

The frantic and thus far largely successful
efforts of the Democratic establishment to
keep the Bobby Baker case under wraps
strengthens the suspicion that had the Sen-
ate investigation been permitted to run a
natural course it would have led to some
high places.

But these coverup tactics may come back
to haunt the Johnson administration.

Senator CriFForp P. Casg, Republican, of
New Jersey, demanding, apparently with-
out much prospect of success, that the Rules
Committee ask all Members of the Senate
what dealings, if any, they had with Baker,
or what assistance, if any was tendered by
him, told the group In a heated appearance
on Tuesday:

“It is hard to believe that the committee
would consider for a moment dropping the
investigation until it is satisfied it has every
fact uncovered from the beginning of Bobby
Baker's connectlon with the Senate until he
left it with a fortune of $2 million.”

And Senator HueH Scorr, of Pennsylvania,
one of the three ublicans on the com-
mittee, calls attention in a Saturday Evening
Post article to some of the highhanded
tactics employed by the majority.

Describing the investigation as a “shame-
ful farce,"” Senator Scorr charges his Demo-
cratic colleagues with being concerned “not
with the facts but the calendar.” Because of
the “approaching elections,” he went on,
“they were determined to cram the skeleton
back in the closet.”

To this end the Democratic majority “al-
located itself a staff of seven investigators,”
Senator Scorr relates, “but we Republicans
were allowed only one, and he was detailed
by the committee leadership to the safest
possible assignments.”

Even more significant, the Intelligencer
believes, is the following Scott charge:

“In executive sesslon of the committee the
Republican members, including myself,
made 14 separate attempts to summon addi-
tional witnesses we believed should be heard.
We were defeated every time. Not a single
witness requested by the Republicans was
ever called.”

Why, unless to protect somebody very high
in the Democratic hierarchy would the
Democratic majority go to such lengths to
keep the facts of the Baker case suppressed?
It is a question which, it seems reasonable
to believe, will be asked with increasing in-
sistence when the fall campaign gets under
way, a question to which there can be no
satisfactory answer,

[From the Lakeland (Fla.) Ledger]
UNFINISHED BUSINESS

The fight over the questioning of Members
of the U.S. Senate about their past dealings
with Bobby Baker, former majority secretary
of the Senate, had the appearance of belng
composed of 49 percent political maneuver-
ing by the Republicans and an equal part of
ducking and dodging by the Democrats.

The remaining 2 percent, which had to do
with getting to the bottom of the smelly
Baker mess, was more or less lost In the
shouting.
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If the Baker case is to be cleared up to the
satisfaction of the public, everyone, includ-
ing present and former Members of the Sen-
ate, known, suspected or rumored to have
had knowledge of Baker's operations should
be questioned by the Investigating commit-
tee assigned to the case.

Since Baker was the employee and general
handyman of the controlling Democratic ma-
jority, it stands to reason that the Demo-
crats could be hurt the most by a thorough-
going investigation. By the same reason-
ing, it would seem likely that the Republi-
cans would stand the best chance to galn
politically.

Because of those possibilities and the ab-
sence of any new and solid evidence directly
linking Members of the Senate to Baker's
political and financial operations, the battle
in the Senate left a strong impression of
being largely sham on the part of the Repub-
licans and clam on the part of the Demo-
crats.

If Senator Jorwn WriLLiams, of Delaware,
and Senator CriFFoRp Case, of New Jersey,
both Republicans, are in possession of solid
evidence of wrongdoing, they should have
presented it to the Senate in support of their
resolution. If they did not have more than
unsupported suspicions to go on, they can't
very well defend themselves against charges
that they were merely promoting a fishing
expedition for the purpose of embarrassing
the Democrats.

The Democrats, however, have not im-
proved their position in the Baker case by
defeating the Williams-Case resolution.
They are tarred by the fact that they per-
mitted the Baker scandal to develop. They
have been brought under suspicion of either
condoning his operations or benefiting from
them by reason of his employment. The
reluctance of the investigating committee
chairman to vigorously probe every possible
lead and of the leadership in the Senate to
permit it contributes to the impression that
something is being covered up.

[From the Des Moines (Iowa) Register]
THE UNFINISHED BAKER PROBE

The fight over the questioning of Members
of the U.S. Senate about their past dealings
with Bobby Baker, former majority secretary
of the Senate, had the appearance of being
composed of 49 percent political maneuvering
by the Republicans and an equal part of
ducking and dodging by the Democrats.

The remaining 2 percent, which had to do
with getting to the bottom of the smelly
Baker mess, was more or less lost in the
shouting.

If the Baker case is to be cleared up to the
satisfaction of the publie, everyone, includ-
ing present and former Members of the Sen-
ate, known, suspected, or rumored to have
had knowledge of Baker’'s operations should
be questioned by the investigating committee
assigned to the case.

Since Baker was the employee and general
handyman of the controlling Democratic
majority, it stands to reason that the Demo-
crats could be hurt the most by a thorough-
goilng investigation. By the same reasoning,
it would seem likely that the Republicans
would stand the best chance to gain politi-
cally.

Because of those possibilities and the ab-
sence of any new and solld evidence directly
linking Members of the Senate to Baker's
political and financial operations, the battle
in the Senate last week left a strong impres-
sion of being largely sham on the part of the
Republicans and clam on the part of the
Democrats.

If Senator JoHN WinLiams of Delaware,
and Senator CriFrForp Case, of New Jersey,
both Republicans, are in possession of solid
evidence of wrongdoing, they should have
presented it to the Senate in support of their
resolution. If they did not have more than
unsupported suspicions to go on, they can't
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very well defend themselves against charges
that they were merely promoting a fishing
expedition for the purpose of embarrassing
the Democrats.

The Democrats, however, have not im-
proved their position in the Baker case by
defeating the Willlams-Case resolution.
They are tarred by the fact that they per-
mitted the Baker scandal to develop. They
have been brought under suspicion of either
condoning his operations or benefiting from
them by reason of his employment. The re-
luctance of the investigating committee
chairman to vigorously probe every possible
lead and of the leadership in the Senate to
permit it contributes to the impression that
something is belng covered up.

The questions proposed by WiLriams and
Case were mild enough and general enough
to have warranted no concern on the part of
any Senator with a clear conscience.

They asked only that each Senator be called
up to State whether he had ever had any
business or financial dealings with Baker and
whether he had received or solicited any
help in ralsing campaign funds, obtaining
employment or a retainer or in getting a
committee assignment.

[From the Salt Lake City (Utah) Tribune]
THE GHosT WILL WALK

The Senate killed a proposal to expand the
Bobby Baker investigation. But the ghost
will continue to walk. It will haunt the
Democrats during the coming political cam-
paign.

Bobby Baker, secretary of Senate Demo-
crats until he resigned under fire last year,
is already being investigated by the Senate
Rules Committee. But this is a limited in-
conclusive inquiry, and Senator WiLLiams,
Republican, of Delaware, proposed that it be
broadened to include “illegal, immoral, or im-
proper activities” of any Member or former
Member of the Senate.

WiLriams' resolution was tabled by a 42
to 33 vote, largely along party lines. Before
that happened, however, Senator MANSFIELD,
Democrat, of Montana, the majority leader,
and Senator Case, Republican, of New
Jersey, engaged in an angry shouting match,
something unusual for two such ordinarily
mild tempered men. MawnsrFiELp branded
the resolution as “sly innuendo”; Case, a
sponsor of the resolution, declared his mo-
tives were being impugned.

We never expected this or any other Sen-
ate to investigate itself. But we do think
the Baker inguiry should be pursued much
more vigorously than it has been.

[From Newsweek magazine]
GUARDING GUARDIANS
(By Raymond Moley)

The Senate of the United States is far
more than a lawmaking body. Under the
Constitution it plays an important role in
foreign affairs. Its advice and consent are
essential to the selection of important Presi-
dential appointments. And its committees
as investigating bodies serve to protect the
public interest agalnst malfeasance, mis-
feasance, and nonfeasance in the executive
department. Its Rules Committee, by cus-
tom and by designation by the Senate, is
responsible for the conduct of Senate Mem-
bers and the Senate's employees.

On October 10, 1863, a resolution intro-
duced by Senator Wiriams of Delaware
was enacted, directing the Rules Committee
to investigate any type of misconduct by
any employee or former employee of the
Senate. At that time it was specifically
understood that the authority given under
that resolution was broad enough to include
any such irregularities on the part of any
Senator or former Senator. For it was ob-
vious that the widespread operations of
Robert Baker and his associates must have
involved some contacts with the Senators
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by whom he was employed. Majority Leader
MaNsFIELD has since admitted that under-
standing with those who proposed the
resolution.

BITTER BRAWL

However, after the investigation had been
substantially terminated because Baker and
others invoked the 5th amendment, the chief
counsel of the Rules Committee rendered an
opinion that the resolution did not contain
any authority for the committee to investi-
gate alleged improper conduct by a Member
or former Member of the Senate.

On May 14 Senator WiLLiams introduced a
new resolution which would have overruled
this opinion of the chief counsel and which
would have permitted the committee to ex-
tend its investigation to Members and for-
mer Members of the Senate. There ensued
one of the most disorderly brawls ever seen
in the Senate of the United States.

Opponents of the new Willlams resolution,
including MawnsyIELD, held that it was un-
necessary because the original resolution
was adequate. Other opponents demanded
that proof of Members' complicity with
Baker be presented. This was wholly irreg-
ular since the Senate as a body is not a pre-
liminary hearing. Such evidence is properly
the business of a committee hearing, per-
haps in executive session. While the bitter
shouting proceedings went on, the young
and inexperienced Senator Epwarp KENNEDY
was in the chair. He lost his head complete-
ly, and even the Senate Parliamentarian re-
versed himself.

RUTHLESS MAJORITY

Finally MansFieLp, who led the onslaught
against the new Williams resolution, brought
about a vote to table the resolution by a ruth-
less exercise of the power of the huge Demo-
cratic majority. The vote was 42 to 33 to
table. But 11 Senators who were not present
were recorded as opposing the motion to ta-
ble. It is notable that nine Democrats broke
with MansrieLp and voted with the solid Re-
publican minority.

There is thus raised the ancient question:
“Who shall guard the guardians?” (Quis
custodiet ipsos custodes?) So formidable
are Members' privileges and immunities, so
secure is the tenure of so many of them, and
so tight are the ties within the Senate as a
club that this question at the moment re-
mains unanswered, and the public interest is
left exposed at a very vital spot.

In many instances in the past the two-par-
ty system has operated to perform the func-
tion of guardianship. The minority party
members have broken through to force in-
vestigations of a majority party's officlals in
the executive department. In the early
1920's, with Republicans in the White House
and in a majority in Congress, Democratic
Senators Thomas J. Walsh and Burton K.
Wheeler brought to heel and to the bar of
justice two Cabinet members—Albert B. Fall
and Harry M. Daugherty—and other power-
ful members of the executive department,
and a President went to his grave with a sul-
lied reputation.

But now against such an overwhelming
Senate majority, far greater than the ma-
jority in 1923, the Republican minority
stands at the moment subdued and power-
less.

[From the Pendleton (Oreg.) East
Oregonian|

IT's Goop ADVICE

New Jersey’s Senator CrLiFForp Case and
Delaware’s Senator JoHN WILLIAMS were
exactly right when they told Members of the
U.S. Senate last week that the facts of the
Bobby Baker case were such that the Senate
had yet to clear itself of guilt.

‘We have thought for many days, and have
said so on this page, that nothing could be
served by further Investigating Baker.
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Enough had been learned of his activities to
make it completely clear that he acted im-
properly when he was secretary to the Sen-
ate majority. Further investigating would
merely heap on some more of the same evi-
dence. There's enough now.

That is not the way it is, however, with
the Senate. Many citizens must have con-
cluded from the evidence they have seen
compiled by the Senate Rules Committee on
the affairs of Baker that many Members of
the Senate had to know what he was up to
and had to have turned their backs on it
or participated in it. This leads, of course,
to a big question that is yet unanswered.
Why did Members of the Senate permit
Baker to run wild?

Senators Case and WiLLiams are asking
that all Senators place themselves on the
record in the Baker affair: Did they or
didn’t they have any improper associations
with Bobby Baker?

Unfortunately, many Senators are saylng
that they are offended and outraged by the
Case-Willlams proposal. They are suggest-
ing that no citizen of good judgment could
possibly think that any Members of the U.S.
Senate acted improperly in their associations
with Bobby Baker.

How wrong they are. In the eyes of many
citizens U.S. S8enators are not the all-power-
ful, all-knowing men of superior intellect
and virtue that they consider themselves
to be. Many citizens were not shocked by
the obvious involvement of some Members
of the Senate with Bobby Baker. They un-
doubtedly expected to find that was the situ-
ation when the Baker case was cracked open.
So this high and mighty attitude some Sen-
ators are taking isn't throwing a lot of citi-
zens off the trail. They know that some
Senators are gullty and they want to know
what those Senators have to say for them-
selves.

The Senate's stature has suffered from the
Baker affair. It will not be repaired by Sen-
ators who scoff at the suggestion that the
Senate's image has been tarnished.

Senators Case and WiLriams are giving the
Senate some good advice. It's too bad that
a strong majority of the Senate does not
realize it and act accordingly.

[From the Lewistown (Pa.) Sentinel]
BaAkErR CASE LINGERS

If the Senate subcommittee investigating
involvements of former majority secretary
of the Senate Bobby Baker terminates its
inquiry May 31 as scheduled, one may be
sure the last has not been heard of the ex-
traordinarily remarkable influence system re-
vealed by the probe.

A great deal more may be heard of the
Bobby Baker case in the presidential cam-
paign now that the end of the investigation
has been decreed by the state. The impres-
sion now prevailing in the public mind is
one of suspicion. Terminating the inquiry
at the threshold of suggested senatorial
impropriety was not a wise move.

If the act was not a desperate attempt to
prevent the exposure of questionable cam-
paign tactics, particularly in the raising and
allocation of funds, it certainly did nothing
to dispel that impression.

Particularly unusual was the suppression
of New Jersey's Senator CrLIFFORD CasE, in
his attempts to employ the traditional right
of minority committee members to call their
own witnesses. Few parliamentary maneu-
vers in memory have been as brazenly crude
as the blackout by the Senate majority.

As a result of this unusual procedure, and
a partisan emotional conflict surrounding
anything touched by Bobby Baker, a useful
clearing of the air of Senate behavior has
been denied. The aura which remains is not
pleasant to the nostrils. It promises to
linger to haunt those most actively manning
the deodorizers.
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[From the Louisville (Ky.) Times]
SoME RuLES CoNGRESS CouLp FoLLow

The Senate Rules Committee’s Investiga-
tion into the case of Bobby Baker, the for-
mer secretary of the Senate Democrats who
reputedly made a fortune while in that po-
sition, was not particularly enlightening.

It is only to be expected, in consegquence,
that the draft report submitted by L. P.
McLendon, special counsel for the committee,
should be free of anything astonishing. It
deplores, without punishing, the past. It
suggests guidelines for the future that fol-
low well established, if not well observed,
patterns,

As for the past, the report says that Baker
“had impaired, if indeed he had not sold, his
freedom to act always in the interest of the
Government” and that he engaged “in dis-
honest and fraudulent practices with his
business assoclates and, in at least one in-
stance, with an agency of the Government.”
Nevertheless, the report stated that Baker’s
actions did not constitute conflict of inter-
est.

As for the future, McLendon's report sug-
gested three principles:

1. Compulsory disclosure of the financial
interests of Senators, Senate officers, and
employees.

2. Prohibition “of all assoclations by Sena-
tors, officers, and employees with persons and
organizations outside the Senate who are en-
gaged in conducting business with the Gov-
ernment or have business before the Gov-
ernment officers or agents.”

3. A requirement by the Senate that all
Senators testify, when asked by any of its
committees, about any knowledge they have
of a subject under investigation.

We will be most interested in seeing what
the Rules Committee and the Senate as a
whole, if the question ever gets that far, will
do with these propositions. From a practical
standpoint, the second proposition would be
more than a little difficult to put into ef-
fect, but all three of them are unimpeach-
able from an ethical standpoint. They are,
in fact, no more than what Congress ex-
pects of the other branches of government.
But Congress has long had what amounts to
a double standard of morality when it comes
to alleged conflict of interest—easy for itself,
stiff for others,

On the issue of financlal disclosure, Con-
gress has insisted that men entering Fed-
eral service, such as a new Cabinet mem-
bers, divest themselves of holdings that con-
celvably might confllct with Government
work. But Congress does not ask its own
Members to do that. It does not even ask
them to reveal what they hold. As long
ago as 1946 Senator WAYNE MoRSE was ask-
ing legislation along that line. Four years
later MixkE MANSFIELD, then a Representative
and now & Senator was dolng the same thing.
Nothing came of these efforts, However,
there has been a trend recently toward vol-
untary discolsure. A reporter early this year
counted up 29 Members of Congress who
had “made public disclosures, in varying
degrees and varyilng ways, of their personal
finances.” Among the Senators were Demo-
crats MANSFIELD, JOSEFHE CLARE, STEPHEN
Youwe (the first in 1959) , WrLLIAM PROXMIRE,
PHLrr HarT, and Morsg, and Republicans
Jacos Javirs, EENNETH KeaTiNG, HUGH ScoTT,
and CLIFFORD CASE.

Whether this modest trend will turn to a
tide, we don't know. A disclosure law would
not, of course, restrict in any legal way the
freedom a Member of Congress has, but it
would give his constitutents a chance to
compare his actions and votes with his finan-
cial holdings. It might lead to some inter-
esting conclusions.

In any event, McLendon’s report is quite
correct when it points out that the Senate
must not “ignore or lightly dismiss” accusa~-
tions that it has one set of standards for it-
self and another for the rest of Government.
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As it says, the Senate has “suffered the loss of
much respect and prestige” as a result of the
Baker case. If it wants to repair its image,
it will have to take the accusations seri-
ously.

[From the Parsons (Eans.) Sun]
ANOTHER TAKE

The Bobby Baker case simply won't die,
even if inundated by a torrent of words and
drowned out by the yelps of beagles from
the White House.

Senator Case, a New Jersey Republican,
moved this week that each Member of the
Senate be asked to detail his relations with
the fast-dough young man who once was
its Democratic secretary.

Democrats reacted as if motherhood—or
maybe fatherhood—had been challenged.
They were incensed. Casg's ldea, sald Sen-
ator Jorpaw of North Carolina, is an insult
to Senators. An insult, Senator? You might
run that one through again,

Now comes the relentless senatorial foe of
graft and corruption, Senator WrLriams, of
Delaware, to propose that the Senate broaden
its inquiry into the Baker scandals to specifi-
cally include Senators.

The Senate can plead filibuster and try to
dust the Baker mess under the nearest cloak-
room divan. Senators are not, by the rules
of the lodge, supposed to investigate other
Senators.

But the Baker case has an odor stronger
than that left by a passel of skunks on a
nocturnal spree. What can’'t be seen will
be smelled to the embarrassment of the Sen-
ate and its reputation as one of our most
noble and prestigious bodies.

We suspect that whatever the investigating
committee does to or with the Case resolu-
tion, Senator WiLLiams will be around to sug-
gest still other approaches to this rank sit-
uation. He's that kind, come fraternalism
or high water.

The Senate therefore may as well lay aside
its old habit of sheltering the brothers, and
do another take on the Baker case with the
intention of alring its malodorous angles
once and for all.

In the interest of its good name, not to
mention good government, it should have
done that months ago as a matter of plain
fact.

[From the Oklahoma City (Okla.)
Oklahoman]

NoOT SURPRISING

We are not too surprised at the Senate's
recent 42 to 33 vote not to extend its Bobby
Baker investigation to include improper
activities of its own Members.

We are surprised, however, at the vehe-
mence with which mild-mannered majority
leader MIKE MANSFIELD accuses fellow Sena-
tor CLirForD CasE, who fought for the Baker
probe extension, of impugning the integrity
of the whole Senate with sly innuendo.

Nothing so seriously impugns the integrity
of the Senate as its obvious unwillingness
to let the private dealings of its own Mem-
bers be investigated.

Much is heard of senatorial privilege. It
should not be interpreted as the privilege
of sweeping its own wrongdoings, whatever
they may be, under the Capitol carpeting.

[From the Harrisburg (Pa.) Patriot]

THE IssuE oF CONFLICT oF INTEREST: AT
WASHINGTON THE BoBEY BAKER CasE Purs
SENATE ON THE SPOT
At Washington, the Senate has refused to

investigate itself in connection with the

Bobby Baker case. But the good name of

the Senate is at issue just the same. Men

like Delaware’'s Senator Wmrrams and New

Jersey's Senator Case have recognized this

from the beginning. So has the specilal

counsel for the investigating committee., His
report to the Senate Rules Committee put
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it bluntly: “No amount of sophistry can re-
lieve the Senate of the public criticism now
directed against it * * *. The Senate, as a
body, and Senators individually, have suf-
fered the loss of much respect and prestige
because of conditions this investigation has
brought to light.”

If ever anyone was “a child of the Ben-
ate,” Baker was. From his boyhood days'
as a page to his adult years of great power
and influence as secretary of the Demo-
cratic majority, the Senators were his men-
tors and his friends. '

Whatever may or may not be in dispute,
Mr. Baker has been established as a wheeler
and dealer of extraordinary talent even for
the Senate, and a man of financial per-
splcacity who saw his opportunities and
grasped them, running an ordinary salary
into unusual wealth.

We have not heard the last of the Baker
case, of course.

Nor has the Senate heard the last of “the
criticism now directed against it."”

If the Senate Rules Committee accepts the
report of its counsel on the Baker investiga-
tion, it will recommend three long-overdue
regulations for the 100 Members of the
“world’s most exclusive club” and their em-
ployees:

A compulsory disclosure of the sources of
thelr financial assets, similar to the volun-
tary disclosures already being made by the
more concerned and conscientious of the
Senators, Pennsylvania’s JosepH CLARK and
HueH ScorT among them.

Compulsory prohibition “of all associations
by Senators, officers and employees with per-
sons and organizations outside the Senate
who are engaged in conducting business with
the Government or have business before the
Government officers or agents.”

A requirement that Senators appear be-
fore a committee and testify on any subject
or individual wunder investigation about
which they have personal knowledge.

This represents far more than just a code
of ethical conduct. It goes beyond any rules
and regulations the Senators ever have con-
sldered applying to themselves in the past.

It would end a double standard of ethics
and conflict of interest in which the Con-
gress has applied regulations rigidly and in-
sistently to members of the executive branch
but has declined to accept them for itself.

The question well may be raised that the
major proposals to police the Senators do not
go far enough. Political realists shrug this
off, doubting that the Senate will go even
this far. The record of the past supports
this dismal view.

But public suspicion and distrust are cu-
mulative. So is the concern of more and more
Senators that they must put their own house
in order.

Bo, at Washington, there is a better chance
than ever before that the Senate will act to
ralse its standards and to regain public con-
fidence.

PUBLIC ACCOMMODATIONS ORDI-
NANCE—STATEMENT BY MR. JUS-
TICE WHITTAKER

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, all of
us remember the brief, though distin-
guished, services on the Supreme Court of
Mr. Justice Charles Whittaker. He is
one of the few members of that body in
recent years who was a real lawyer and
had prior experience as a trial judge and
on the eircuit court of appeals. He was
appointed to the Supreme Court by
President Eisenhower and had the confi-
dence of the Congress, For some rea-
son—whether it was because of the frus-
trations he encountered in dealing with
amateur psychologists there or not, I do
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not know—the Judge lost his health and
was compelled to retire.

I had the good fortune of coming into
possession of a very brief, off-the-cuff
statement made by Mr. Justice Whittaker
to the Advertising and Sales Executive
Club at Kansas City, Mo., on the day
after a referendum was held in that
city on a public accommodations ordi-
nance. I had hoped to read and elabo-
rate upon this statement in a speech on
the floor, but the gag rule imposed pre-
vents it.

I have never found more sense or
philosophy or a finer statement of fun-
damental Americanism than were pre-
sented in a few words in the comments
of Judge Whittaker. They are pearls of
wisdom above price and are wasted upon
the callous politicians of today.

In order that they may be available
to the American people, I ask unani-
mous consent that they be printed in
the RECORD.

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

TRANSCRIPT OF OPENING OFF-THE-CUFF POR-
TION OF THE SPEECH DELIVERED BY JUSTICE
WHITTAKER TO THE ADVERTISING AND SALES
ExecuTIVE CLUB AT KANsSAs CiTy, APRIL 8,
1964
Mr. Chairman, distinguished guests, and

my friends of the Ad Club, I am proud
to be able to greet you as friends. But, per-
haps, in the light of the result of yesterday’s
election, I should greet you as the operators
of “public accommodations.” TUnder our
Constitution, we Americans have always, at
least until very recently, considered it to be
fundamental that we have both “public” and
“private” accommodations—that those
which are owned by the people in common;
i.e., by the Government, State or Federal,
are ‘“public,” and, hence, are subject to
“public” use and governmental control; but
those which are owned by individuals are
“private,” and, if not devoted to the con-
duct of commerce between the States, are
not subject to “public” use or control. Un=-
til the political determination of yesterday,
I thought, and supposed that you thought,
that you were the operators of “private,” not
“public,” businesses. But, today, that seems
to be a lost concept—that If you are en-
gaged in any business other than a barber-
shop, a beauty parlor, or in a *“Mrs. Murphy's"”
boardinghouse, you are operating what
now must be regarded as a “public accommo-
dation.”

I believe that the end, which some hope-
fully believe was attained yesterday, is de-
sirable. But I do not believe that all ends
justify all means. Nor do I believe that our
people—even our thinking people—under-
stand and reallze that yesterday, for the
determination of a constitutional right, we
forsook the courthouse for the ballot box.
To any thoughtful student of government,
that concept would be ludicrous were it not
actually being widely accepted as "righteous,”
and were its true portent to liberty—particu-
larly to the liberty of minorities—not so ob-
viously disastrous.

Now—the constitutional question having
been submitted to the ballot box—I accept
and will obey the verdict reached at the
polls on yesterday, and I also hope you do,
first, because that is the American way, and,
second, because if the result had gone the
other way, I would have thought it to be
the duty of the losers to accept and obey it.
But do you really think they would have
done so? Indeed, were we not publicly and
repeatedly told that it was imperatively nec-
essary to uphold this ordinance at the polls
to avold open lawlessness in the streets?
The ordinance was upheld, and I shall hope,
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as was promised, that it will Insure racial
peace. But do you really think it will? Do
you believe that the appetite of any group,
minority or majority, that has so fed on the
fruits of pressure can be thus permanently
satisfled? Or will it be but a step upon
which to regroup for a new, and even more
intensely pressurized campalgn?

Long years of serlous study and experience
have caused me to think that the proper
quasi-public places to teach and to learn
the lessons of morality and of brotherly love,
admittedly necessary to the good order, and
certainly to the assimilation, of a hetero-
geneous populace, are the churches and the
synagogues; and I did not expect to see the
day when—after only a very brief and in-
adequate try—the effort to accomplish those
ends in those places would be abandoned
by those institutions in favor of the politi-
cal device of enforcing conformity to their
concepts of brotherly love by the punitive
and painfully divisive processes of a crim-
inal law.

For some weeks, culminating in yesterday's
election, those who have been publicly
styled—doubtless correctly as to most of
them—the “good people” of our city have
alined In favor of this ordinance. Such, of
course, was their right to do. But when peo-
ple permit themselves to be alined on one
side of an issue as the “good people,” they
necessarily and automatically characterize—
and most divisively—those of a contrary view
as the “bad people.” But perhaps we can
take some comfort from the fact that yes-
terday’s result shows that the “good people”
of our city outnumber the “bad people” hy
1,743. However, if we consider only the vote
of the white folks, we are not so flattered,
for, among them, the “bad” outnumbered
the “good” by about 20,000 out of 70,000.

Also, during these weeks we were told by
the spokesmen and media for the “good peo-
ple"—by the strongest implication and in-
ference if not direct statement—that in sup-
porting this ordinance at the polls they were
repelling “bigotry” and supporting God. The
implication was therefore made plain that,
in their view, anyone who entertained and
voiced a contrary view of the ordinance was
breeding “hatred” and, indeed, opposing God.

Now, we all know the difficulties of defeat-
ing even Santa Claus in an election, and
surely no religious community—and we are
a religious people—would vote against God.
And some people who deeply support the
principle of equality of economic opportu-
nity, but equally deeply opposed the prin-
ciples of this ordinance, were fearful—under
the heat of such ignominious aspersions—to
stand up, speak out, and be counted. But
complete candor requires the surely justified
observation that no segment of our popula-
tion, however well-meaning, has any corner
or monopoly on either morality or wisdom—
nor, I should add, on “information.” Nor,
I submit, has any segment of the popula-
tion any legal or moral right erroneously—
and that word is used in charity—to cast
what is really a secular issue into such an
aura of divinity as must necessarily remove
it from the field of any legitimate debate.

SPEECH TO BE MADE TODAY BY
GOVERNOR SCRANTON OF PENN-
SYLVANIA

Mr, SCOTT. Mr. President, at 2:30
today, in Baltimore, Gov. William Scran-
ton, of Pennsylvania, will make a major
statement regarding his intentions as to
his candidacy for the nomination for
President by the Republican Party.

Our party is strong enough and tol-
erant enough to welcome open, free, and
vigorous competition of ideas and state-
ments in our platforms of our beliefs and
in the competitions at the convention
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between candidates who hold firm be-
liefs. ;

I believe the statement of Governor
Scranton will be timely and of interest
to the American people.

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

Mr, SCOTT. I am glad to yield.

Mr, EEATING. I am happy to hear
these remarks by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania. I have known
Governor Scranton quite well over a pe-
riod of years and have a very deep ad-
miration for him, for his ability, for his
integrity, and aggressiveness.

I wish him well in whatever endeavors
he may have in mind. I welcome his
availability as a nominee of our party.
Governor Scranton’s position, like Gov-
ernor Rockefeller's, reflects the sound
progressive principles of Republicanism.
Their candidacies will help assure an
open convention and the nomination of
a candidate and adoption of a platform
true to the heritage of our party.

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distin-
guished Senator.

EXCESSIVE MILITARY SPENDING

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President,
soon after the conclusion of the eivil
rights debate the Senate will have be-
fore it the Defense Department appro-
priations bill, a measure which accounts
for more than half of every Federal tax
dollar spent.

The subcommittee still has a week or
more of hearings on the measure, I am
advised. The markup will take some
time. I hope that there will be time
after printed hearings are available for
the Members of the Senate to give most
serlous consideration to this huge
spending measure; to examine the
hearings and obtain any additional in-
formation they may need to act and
vote wisely.

Because of the requirements of mili-
tary security, some parts of executive
sessions and hearings on the measure
have to be deleted from the public rec-
ord. The justification for billion-dollar
items—items far exceeding the total
dollars involved in measures which we
contest vigorously on the Senate floor—
cannot be discussed during debate. They
must be studied off the floor, and off the
record, if we are fo act responsibly.

We are most fortunate in having as
our present Secretary of Defense, Rob-
ert McNamara, who brings a rare com-
bination of courage, intelligence,
energy, and business experience to the
formidable problems of the largest Fed-
eral agency. With his amazing energy,
McNamara has succeeded in mastering
the intricacies of the huge Department
he heads, and as a result has brought
an unprecedented measure of fiscal con-
trol in military spending. He deserves
the praise of every one of us for saving
the American taxpayer billions of dol-
lars while building the mightiest mili-
tary force in history.

I mean no disrespect to Secretary Mec-
Namara or his associates when I sug-
gest that Congress ought to look more
closely than it has in the past at the
defense appropriation bill as it comes
before us. It is partly his zeal in cor-
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recting instances of waste that inspires
my efforts to prevent unnecessary mili-
tary spending.

Nor do I mean any criticism of the
highly regarded chairman of the Sen-
ate Armed Services Committee [Sen-
ator RusserLr], who serves with equal
distinction as head of the Defense Sub-
committee of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, when I suggest that substan-
tial cuts can still be made in our
defense budget without in any way
weakening our military posture.

The fact remains that despite the
strictest vigilance by Secretary Mec-
Namara and by Senator Russern and
the congressional committees, unneces-
sary spending in the Defense Depart-
ment continues, at amounts that might
be reckoned in the hundreds of millions
if not billions of dollars.

There are aspects of our defense
spending which may not be covered in
the hearings—although I hope the sub-
committee will have time to go into
them thoroughly and deal with them
and with remedial steps which have
been taken in regard to them in their
report on the appropriations bill.

I refer to startling instances of waste
and unnecessary spending by Defense
agencies which have been reported to
Congress by the General Accounting Of-
fice, and particularly those reported
during the past year.

Congress most effective tool for fer-
reting out instances of waste in Federal
agencies is the General Accounting Of-
fice, under the direction of the Comp-
troller General of the United States, Mr.
Joseph Campbell. Over the past sev-
eral years, GAO has issued a series of
reports covering unnecessary spending
by the Department of Defense. At my
request, GAO has compiled a summary
of these audit reports for a 1-year period
from May 1, 1963, to May 1, 1964. These
reports indicate that during that year a
total of $486,928,073—almost half a bil-
lion dollars—of unnecessary expense
was incurred or scheduled to be incurred.
This amount is more than the cost of
running the entire Department of State
for the same period—in fact, it is over
$100 million more. It is in excess of
three times the cost of running the en-
tire legislative branch of the Govern-
ment for the year.

Moreover, the total amount is figured
very conservatively, since for many of
the instances of waste noted by the GAO
the actual amount of loss could not be
fully estimated. In this category, are
such items as “noncompetitive procure-~
ment of military aircraft forgings from
Aluminum Co. of America at prices sub-
stantially higher than current and ex-
pected costs of production,” and “con-
tinued use of uneconomical first-class
air travel accommodations by employees
of defense contractors.” On this last
item, employees of defense contractors
continued to charge the Government for
first-class air travel, after the GAO had
pointed out in an earlier report that such
expenses were unjustified.

Some of the instances of waste cited
by GAO are relatively small, such as
$68,000 of unnecessary cost incurred be-
cause the Army and Marine Corps were
unable to agree on whether the trousers
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of their summer uniforms should have
flaps on the hip pocket or not.

Other items show instances of waste
of large proportions.

One of these is the unjustified ex-
pense of $209 million for the P-6M sea-
plane. This project, on which the Navy
spent almost half a billion dollars over
a 10-year period, failed to produce a
single serviceable plane. According to
the GAO report, the Navy ordered quan-
tity production of this plane before a
saﬁfa.ctory prototype had been devel-
oped.

In another instance, $300 million was
spent on a missile known to have little
or no operational value due to guidance
and other defects.

In recent weeks the GAO reports have
drawn some mention in the press and
an occasional editorial. For instance,
some controversy was stirred by the
GAO report that Government commis-
sary stores operating in competition with
private business were frequently an un-
justified expense to our taxpayers.

More often than not, however, the
GAO reports are largely ignored by the
press and the public. Perhaps more im-
portantly, they have not had significant
attention in Congress. We, as repre-
sentatives of the taxpayers of the Nation
have allowed wastes involving hundreds
of millions of dollars to occur without
determined action, known to the public,
to prevent repetition.

The General Accounting Office sum-
mary in regard to the waste of $209,-
21100,000 on P-6M seaplanes reads as fol-
OWS:

WASTE AND MANAGEMENT

The Navy spent more than $445.4 million
over a 10-year period and did not receive
a single serviceable P-6M seaplane. Quantity
production of 24 operational aireraft were
ordered before a reasonably satisfactory sea-
plane had been developed, and it was known
that there were serious unsolved problems
with the prototype aireraft. This resulted
in the expenditure of $209.2 million which
might have been saved if these contracts
had not been awarded. Also, significant
cost increases were incurred by the Navy
because of design and engineering errors
committed by the contractor as well as a
fallure by contractor to adhere to the Navy's
aircraft testing procedures.

I think we ought to know, Mr. Presi-
dent, what has happened in relation to
this seaplane, whether the new appro-
priations bill contains further funds or
if it has been abandoned; whether our
national defense has been weakened by
this apparent blundering and what as-
surances we have that further funds
going into this project are going to get
results.

We also ought to know what steps have
been taken to prevent another $68,000
waste resulting from an argument over
flaps on trouser pockets, for I think that
the people who have to foot the defense
bill are entitled to have available in the
public record an assurance that such
ga.?t.es are not ignored as inconsequen-

al.

Certainly other Members of the Sen-
ate will want to be able to advise their
constituents how some of these wastes
came about and what has been done, not
only about the tremendously costly er-
rors already made, but also to be sure
that the billions for defense we will be
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asked to vote in the next few weeks will
not include billions for blunders.

Let me repeat that these remarks are
in support of—and not critical of—either
Defense Secretary McNamara or the
Chairman of the Appropriations Sub-
committee. I believe very strongly, Mr.
President, that we uphold their hands
when we make it apparenft that Con-
gress will not tolerate such wastes, that
they are not going to be overlooked, and
that we are not going to let Uncle Sam
be a domestic Uncle Sucker who finances
military boondoggles with no more than
a shrug here at the Capitol.

In the General Accounting Office find-
ings are examples of overpayment to de-
fense contractors, overcompensation of
Defense Department employees, exces-
sive costs for spare parts and services,
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instances of poorly designed and con-
structed military items, overstatement
of costs on defense contracts, and in-
efficient use of Government materials.
Steps doubtless have been taken to rem-
edy some of these situations, and I have
no doubt that every effort will be made
by responsible Defense Department of-
ficials to correct the others. The fact
remains, however, that unnecessary
spending does take place in the De-
partment of Defense, the amounts in-
volved are staggering, and we have in
the past virtually ignored, at least inso-
far as the taxpayers and most Members
of Congress are aware, these tremendous
wastes of taxpayer funds.

We have a patriotic responsibility to
make certain that for every dollar in-
vested in national defense, we receive a
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dollar’s worth of well-planned defense.
Each of us has a responsibility to our
constituents to know that every dollar
voted is needed, that wastes have been
stopped and steps taken to prevent fu-
ure wastes insofar as possible. I hope
that Senators will examine the list of
GAO reports carefully, and will prepare
themselves to ask meaningful questions
and get out the facts to which their con-
stituents are entitled when the Defense
appropriations bill is before us. :

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the list of GAO reports on the
activities of the Department of Defense
for the past year be included at this
point in the REcoRbD.

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

U.S. General Accounting Office, Defense Accounting and Auditing Division—Summary of audit reports issued lo the Congress for the period

May 1, 1963, through May 1, 1964

Title

Waste and mismanagement

Estimated

costs in-
curred or
scheduled
to be in-
curred

Review of the (rmcumment by the Army of defective canvas end curtains
214-ton cargo trucks. B-146783, May 16, 1963.

for 3{-ton an

Examination of the abnormall
%lu‘bmntmta awarded to the
146756, May 17, 1963.

t of ltem

rush

Reali
ties Comman:

Examination of catalog prices charged for airborne radar beacons developed
with Govmment funds and supplied to the military departments and
their prime contractors under noncompetitive procurements with ACF

Elactronius Division, ACF Industries, Inc., Paramus, N.J. B-146781,

May 20, 1963,

Review of ineffective programing, delivery, and utilization of aireraft and
related equipment furnished to the Portuguese Air Force under the mili-

tary assistance program. B-146785, May 29, 1063,

costs incurred because of de]ay of the Army in equim
M-=151 utility trucks with necessary fixtures to facilitate use in air|

operations. B-146703, May 29, 1963,

Excessive costs incurred for rehabilitating to original a?pcarnnm and serv-
ons under the mili-
tance program, Department of Defense, B-133280, May 31,

lwabllittmllltary equipment donated to foreign nat

Inen‘euuw utilization of suf
13{'{0-:1.@:&1 catalog system w.
ay

high prices of Polaris missile parts under
Beryluum Co. by Lockheed Aircraft
and charged to the Navy under a cost-plus-fixed-fee contract, B-

t responsibilities in the Air Force og?
d pursuant to implementation of the Federsl cal:al ng
program, Department of the Air Force. B-146778, May 17,

items resulting from deficiencies in the
the Department of Defense. B-146778,

(2) curtains had to be fabricated at

Lockheed issued 8 fixed-

Force system

rocurement mtions wera lnitia

ht the additional
Foree’s attention

we brou,
to the

curements for airborne radar
$505,000, or an average of 94 percent.

to accepting these ca o%
some instances, asked AC
This report is classified

Canvas end curtains containing obvious defects, procured for $315,000, were
by the Army without an adequate inspection.
been or will be issued will probably mqu.lig‘I pgmem ure rep.

costs of $24,

{active curtains were withheld rrom issue. Onthe basisof Army estimates, it would

cost $200,000 to mpalr or replace the defective curtains.

price purchase orders to Brush without being furnished 0]

adequate information on prior cost or other evidence to support the reasonableness
of the prices, Brush refused to furnish detailed cost information, Lockheed
not aware that the quoted price of $2,830,420 for 259 parts was 38 percent, or $785,906,
greater than prior cost based on the latest available cost experience,

Inadequate coordination between organizations involved in conversion from the Air

to the Federal cataloging proj v?mm system and failure of the Air Force
tics Command to effectively supervise resul

than $9,000,000 being lost to m mfmwt control snd, in some cases, unnecessary

ts determination at one installation resulted in
curement actions not {; canceled when material was nolonger r
assets and deficiencies in requirements determinations
purchase acthm.s of about $4,000,000 were canceled.
Prices charged by ACF Industries, totaling $1,229,000, under noncompetitive pro- (6]
beaoons, exceeded its current costs of productlon by

sales catalog even thou tsfh ACF had never sold this beewn wmmemally

furhish o

The prices were based on a commercial Pﬂpa
cy and contr ﬁncﬁvi es, in
oost and pﬂdns data but AC

§224,000
As aresult, (1) ‘curtains that llz)ave

lacement t or repair and
to meet urgent demands while de-
was
4, 000, 000
in material valued at more

uired.

-- ®

time of roductlnn

Military

to U.8. forces overseas.
‘Weaknesses in catal
numbers toidenti
sary purchase of supplies,

Unnecessary costs estimated at $405,000 were incurred to modif;
with certain fixtures to facilitate air delivery of the vehicles |
failure to assure that the desired fixtures would be i d

g procedures have
supply items, resul

M-151 utility trucks
use of the Army’s
d on the vehicles at t

405, 000

tments spend millions of dollars each year to rehabilitate materiel, 1)
ven to oreign nations as grant aid
igher standards of appearance and serviceability than materiel normal

under the military assistance Pwmtigﬁ ¢
furnishe:

ermitted assignment of 2 or more stock

100, 000
in ineffective utilization and unneces-

Bubstantial amounts of little used nontactical construction equipment be-
ing held on Okinawa by the military services, B-146791, May 31, 1063.

Unnecessary costs incurred because the Navy failed to purchase leased
automatic data processing components offered at rcduced prices
B-146796, June 17, 1963,

Excess costs of milk purchased by the Naval Supply Center, Norfolk, Va.,
}or thgseu&:;tammo Naval Btation, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba, B- 146?9?,
une 8

Unnecessary costs incurred by the Department of the Navy in procurement
of RPM comparators. B-146704, June 21, 10963,

Govmment's loss of capability to competitively procure replacement
Barts r m ntaré gas turbine engin% developed under contracts
with orp., East Hart. , Conn. B-146734, June 25,

See footnotes at end of table.

Also, lack of defensewide system of identifying interchangeable or substitutable
items led to assets not being considered to fill needs.

Unnecessary costs incurred because stock numbers are maintained for supply items
that are inactive or not recurrently used.

According to standards established for the use of nontactinl construction equipment,
the 8 nontactical military units on Okinawa had equipment valued at about

$725,000 that was excess to the services’ needs on a consolidated basis. Des ite

these excesses the services were ordering additional items of identical type val

The Na\‘riy failed to purchase components of the ADP systems being rented by Nor-
folk Portsmouth Naval Shipyards although it could have been predicted that
savings of about $£165,000 would result in May 1061 when the manufacturer offered
the components for sale at reduced prices. They Navy later deferred the replace-
ment dates for the components, so savings from purchase wonld have been about

£339,600, Asaresult of our review, the Navy bought the system at Norfolk, result-
in savings of $70,300.

Th upply Center at "Norfolk has been bu g milk in }4-pint containers for general
messes serviced by Guantanamo Naval Station, while it has been buying milk in
bulk lots for other activities at a lower price. If the supply center purchased milk
for Guantanamo in bulk lots, after an initial cost of $4,800 for milk dispensers, an-
nual savings of as much as $130,000 would result.

The Government incurred unnecessary costs of about $108,000 because the Bureau of
Naval Weapons did not act gromntly in a canceling production of RPM compara-
tors, a component of the H85-2 helicopter, when they were no longer needed.

The Government invested $400, ,000,000 with TAC for research and development of
gas turbine engines and acqulmd related technical data together with the unre-
stricted right to use the data for any Government l?mm' including reprocure-
ment. This capability was lost by the Navy's fal on follow-on _production

contracts, to acquire unlimited rights to use current data which gradually replaced

the unrestricted data. The effect was mu{a«s o0 the Government, as it established

UAC as a virtual sole-source supplier of replacement parts.

3130, 000

108, 000

®
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U.S. General Accounting Office, Defense Accounting and Auditing Division—Summary of audit reports issued to the Congress for the period
May 1, 1963, through May 1, 1964—Continued

Estimated
unnecessary
costs in-
Title Waste and mismanagement curred or
scheduled
to bein-
Unnecessary expenditures for exterior stor facilitias se!rv'l.n famil About $205,000 was unnecessarily expended at Fort Dix to construct exterior storage $205, 000
ing %the Department of the Army atag‘emt Dix, N, ﬁ-lasm Iune facilities for Wherry housing occupants instead of modifying existing interfor stor-
g:t facilities that would have provided equal or more space at a relatively small
Overpri of teletypewri ocured under Department of the Army | The Government’s price was increased by about $104,000 because the contract price 184, 000
nagotin lee)irmchmjdt division, Smith-Corona Mar- was based on cost estimates for material and labor that were higher than those justi-
chant, Inc Deerﬂc!d, I].l B-146795, June 26, 1963 fied by information available to the contractor at the time of its or before
the contracting officer completed his ana‘.ysis of the proposed m‘ipm
nmnt by the United States of costs ﬁ perl chargeable t.o Substantial amounts of appropriated funds have been expended unmmaserﬂf,' 408, 000
Jspan for tive and related expenses of military canse the Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG failed to adequate K’
program for Japan, B-132013, June 27, 1963. view and analyze admlniatrntive expenditures and obtain reimbursement from
Japan for expenses chargeable to Japan. As a result of our mvlaw. the MAAG re-
viewed prior and current expenditures. imm:nenu totaling $403,000 have
v expenditares of more than $1,000,00 for storage of petrole A ORAEIIRE of (i A Mekos, b g sownts o indtn gt tialiiesot aimicect | . S0r:000
nnecessary more 4 or storage of petrolenm requirement of the ney, resu negotiation of a con ’
in a eommercial mcllity at Plattsburgh, N.Y., Department of Defense. by Defense Petroleum Bu;?;'ly Center, sﬁeont:actln agency, formﬁe at Platts-
B-133149, June 28, 1063 Ehom' prices in excess of amounts ﬁ:at were initial Bz offered to the Government
contractor for this service. For 4 years from September 1959 to Septe
19&3 incressed prices total $1,111,000. If the Government renews the contract an-
nuall through 1970, inereased pﬂces will be reduced by $210,000 to a total of
Unnecessary costs to be incurred under the mili departments’ proposals | The Depenment of Defense will incur unnecessary annual costs of about $8,200,000 | 2 8, 200,000
for continued operation of separate Army and Navy hospitals in the San under a plau for the mnt[nued arate operation of Letterman Army and Oak-
Froncisco Bay area, California, B-133226, June H z land Naval ospl m the ann ancisco Bay area.
Also plans es?ﬁ lor construction of separate new hospdtals at these locar 10, 000, 000
ons will result in costa od’ 510.000 000 more than necessary to provide adequat
hos tal facilities for joint servi
Followup review of noncompetitive procurement of aeronautical replace- | The ¥ had increased com: t.itlva procurement from 3.8 Eeruent noted in our m
man%ﬁapm parts within the Department of the Army. B-133396, June earlier review to 17.6 percent in last half of fiscal year 1962, owever, little or no
progress had been made in lmprovi.n% technical data files.
During 1962, a number of noncompetitive procurements could have been made by 309, 000
other means, with savings of
Overprocurement of transponders for the Nike-Hercules guided missile | The Army incurred $1,400,000 of u v costs in tion of Nike-Hercules 1, 400, 000
system by the Depa.rtmant of the Army. B-118755, June 28, 1963, missiles through its failure to recognir.a nvailahlﬁty o¥sxcess transponders and to
rovide them to the production contractor.
Overpricing of adaptation kits for M-113 vehicles under Department of | The contract price for adaptation kits for M-113 vehicles was overstated by $83,000 83, 000
11.ha An}uf wzrétrfs:ets negotiated with FMC Corp., S8an Jose, Calif. B- hecau.sze of improper cost adjustments made after specifications were significantly
4680f"l une 28,
Tlegal transactions under the Army stock fund. B-145331, June 28, 1963... This re rt is sup lemental to B-145331 of June 13, 1962, on certain ical or
ﬂlegaropmct.ioas dentified in connection with stock fund operations. The Depart-
ment of Defense advised us that it did not ee 2 of the transactions were illegal.
We point out again the illegality of (1) the o tion of $232,123 of consumer funds
at Fort Lewis after the authority to ohljgste these funds had expired and (2) the
increase of $662,484 in available consumer funds at Benicia Arsenal through stock
fund credits that were given to the im proper appropriation.
Overprocurement of magnetos and distributors for reciprocating aircraft Durin the 7-year ended Dec. 31, 1962, the Navy dpnrchssed OTE L 761, 000
engines by the Dapartmant of the Navy. B-146727, June 28, 1963, istributors Lg:ocatmg engines than were needed to meet its needs
gmse mp]fﬂ&)d l;g}muse of Navy's practice of leaving these items attached to u.u-
ad enj
Failure of the Department of the N“S to fully recover excessive adminis- | The fixed price negotiated in conversion of a portion of contract N Oy-83333 from ®
trative cost allowances included in fixed prices negotiated with Brown- cost plus a fixed fee to fixed price included administrative cost nllcwnnces $68,700,000
Raymond-Walsh (a Joint venture) under contract NOy-83333 for the in excess of a reasonable estimate. We reported t.his to Cunfess in 1960 (B-115763,
Bpanish base construction program. B-118763, June 28, 1963, Dec. 30 1960} a% the Z:aﬁy méf.fn recovery of $3, fter completion of the
was ou
Followup review of noncompetitive procurement of aeronautical replace- Our rollo review disclosed that the A%r Force had inereased competitive procure- (0]
ment spare parts in the Department of the Air Force. B-133306, June 28, ment, realp izing savings of $41,800,000 in 1962. We noted certain weaknesses in
1063. current contracting g}rnctioes and in contract administration which appear likely
to restrict the exten to which engineering data being received can be used in the
future for competitive ent.
Uneconomical use of parts kits to support depot overhaul activities in the | Air Force Logistics Command devoted insufficient attention to criteria prescribed | 10, 000, 000
Air Force Loglstics Command, Department of the Air Force. B-133303, for determining which parts should he includm:l in repair kits at aircraft overhaul
July 12, 1963. activities, Asa result, kits cont: 1 p
Unnecessary 1: ocurement of 36,000 B.t. u air conditioners by the | Engineer Supply Control Office, 8t. Louis Mo planned to buy 200 unnecessary air 300, 000
D of the rmy. B-146807, july conditioners because of unrealistie re; lacement criteria.
Im: ent of combat readinessof a Departmant of the Army combat unit | The 3d Armored Cavalry Regiment, a Strategic Army Corps unit, had the majority ®
at Fort George Meade, Md., resulting from lack of repair parts. of its combat and combat-support vehicles out of commission because of lack of
B-146799, July 31, 1963, repair parts and inefficient inspection practices during the preparation for deploy-
ment to Berlin in 1961, The vehicles were not made completely combat ready
Overprocure: t by the Depart: t of the N { id ngtreqr ikt mwﬁgiﬁ?ﬂ%n“d&ﬂr wndg[::ll?ssﬁdamﬂ o t':sligum { 1, 000, 000
men ment o avy of spare ance com- AVY proc about $§1 million of spare ce componen 2XCeSS 0 ¥
?onanlin for the xﬁ board repair of improved Tartar mjsafl‘;s B-146725, needs for maintenance of improved Tartar missiles on board vessels.
annual expondltures by the Departments of the Air Force und A Navy-owned petroleum storage facility was emess to needs since December 1960. 411, 500
r.he Nsv; 5commerrcial facilities to store petroleum products A nearby commercial facility was being leased g the Defenseé Petroleum Supply
the 8an rancisco, alif., area instead of using excess Govemment-owned Center ﬁor ths Air Force and Navy to store aviation fuels at an annual price of
petroleum he Navy Fuel Department, Point Molate, Rich- $305,500. convertmg the unused Navy facility for $348,280 and eliminating
mond, Calif. 3-138140, July 31, 1963. all oommsre leases the Government could save the $305,500 a year. The conver-
sion costs would be recovered in about 14 months,
Also the Air Force planned to spend $106,000 for constructing facilities at Point Mo-
late for transport: fuel by truck nit‘hough facilities were available for more eco-
nomical I.rnns tation of fuel by water and pipeline.
Additional costs resulting from procurement of test eéﬁuipment as s‘rec Lockheed acquired test eqiul&)ment as special tooling under various cost-plus-a-fixed- 289, 000
oollng under cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contracts award Air- fee contracts instead of ustrial facilities under no fee facility contracts. If the
orY Missile and Spﬂm Division Sunnyva]a Ca].I.L, by the Depart- equiﬁ‘mcnt had been appropriately identified and deseribed it could have been
ments of the Air Force and Navy. B-iiﬂ?&ﬂ, Jul acquired under a no-fee contract thereby exempting it from fees of about $289,000,
The increased price for ballistic computers result g rrnm excessive esti- | The price proposed by Servomechan Inc., and accepted by the Air Force with- 83, 800
mated ma costs under De ment of the Air Force Contract AF out change, included estimated mate: costs that were excessive in relation to
. s&:gﬁ-i‘%! ‘with SBervomec! , Inc., El Segundo, Calif, B-146801, cost and prieing information at the time the price proposal was prepared.
uly
Noncompetitive procurement of military aireraft forgings from Aluminum (O]

Co. of America at prices substantially higher than current and expected
oggga of production, Department of the Air Force, B-146784, July 31,

See footnotes at end of table.

Aleoa consistently tlauoted prices substantially above its current and expected pro-
duction eosl:s. housh there was no competition, the company refused to fur-
nish cost da military customers thereby precluding open negotiation of
prices. Thesa prloes exceeded eurrent production costs by $803,300 or an average
of 51 percent, The company refused to accept subcontracts on any basis other
than its own terms, As a result the military customers had to accept the prices
offered without benefit of normal negotiation processes.
‘We found evidence that the practices noted above are generally followed by Aleoa in
the up;ﬁcing of all Government business amounting to many millions of dollars
annually,
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U.S. General Accounting Office, Defense Accounting and Auditing Division—Summary of audil reports issued to the Congress for the period
_ May 1, 1963, through May 1, 196 /—Continued

Estimated
UNNecessary
costs in-
Title Waste and mismanagement curred or
scheduled
to be in-
Unjustified cost-of-living allowances paid in the Alaska Command to mili- | Cost-of-living allowance payments were made to officers and noncommissioned of- $355, 000
tarf 1not panied by dependents—Department of Defense. flcers on the basis that adequate Government messing facilities were not available
B-] m 7, 1063, when hdl fact exlstl!ng military dining halls were adequate to serve both officer and
enlisted personne
Army noncommissioned officers who were residing in bachelor enlisted quarters were
authorized to mess separately, merely on the baala of such residency, and to receive
mﬁ -living allowance payments in addition to their basic allowance for sub-
(Cont!nustion of thesa ents will result in questionable expenditures of $241,000
annually if not mrmcm;n 3
Unmmge incurred in the u.rernant of radar altimeters—Depart- | The Govemmem. incurred unnecessary costs of $1,100,000 because the AN/APN-120 1, 100, 000
ment of the Navy. B-146774, Aug. 26, radar altimeter was built to operate in an unauthorized frequency band and the
altimeters therefore could not be used for operational purposes. The Burean of
Aeronautics left selection of the treeguency bands to the discretion of the manufac-_
tl:.]r;; éngtendlﬁe%htmainmxm‘:trpmv frequency bands prior to development as re-
WT OTS.
Tllegal use of o] tion and maintenance funds for rehabilitation and con- M? 7 military installations operation and maintenance funds of about $1,100,000 were 1,082, 000
struction of housing and construction of a related facility of the sgnlly spent (1) to finance rehabilitation work on ho (m,lm 5
Department of ﬂyatunse -133102, Aug. 30, 1963. (2) for supplemental work or additional features on Capehart h g projects
(sm 000). (#) for construction of a gas distribution system ($92,000).
he megal use of o rntion and maintenance funds involvmgsWharry housing vio-
. 3678, d Statutes. The illegal use of funds involving Capehart
houslns and the as distribution system violated secs. 3679, 3678, and 3733, Revised
Btatutes, and title VIII of the National Housing Act, as amended.
Continued use of uneconomical 1st-class air-travel accommodations by | Ina followup review of 20 contractors, we rmmd thst 9 contractors continued un- (0]
employees of defense contractors. B-133371, Aug. 30, 1963, wo::?mlw_ use of 1st-class air i g costs under
contrae
Unmonably hlsh prices paid for nickel cadminm aircraft storage batteries Com.mct price of $1,001,200 exceeded costs by about $704,000 or 58 percent because (V]
under d fixed-price contract AF 01(601)-22629 with SBonotone ificant cost and production information available to the contractor was not
y d N.Y., Department of the Air Force. B-146805, Aug. to the Air Force.
'
from failure to procure ships spare parts com- | Purchase of parts !rom sole-source suppliers without inquiry into feasibility of other 1, 500, 000
tively é’; tihfft‘i%a!gom the manufacturer, Department of the Navy sources, despite savings obt
133068, Sep/
'’
costs result ting from the noncompetitive urement of aero- | Failure to appreciably i com ive pre t over that in fiscal year 1961, 3, 300, 000
nautical replacement spare parts, Department of the Navy. B-133308, Of $14,000,000 worth of noneompetlr.ive spare parts reviewed we found that the
Sept. 17, 1063, Navy curred $3,300,000 of unnecessary costs.
Procurement of defective rocker arm assemblies for combat vehicle engines | Contractor uced defective rocker arm assemblies and the Army accepted them 156, 000
theﬁ‘om Hawk Toﬂsgn tml gl 9&}?-' Clarkston, Mich., Department of without adequate inspeetion.
y. y
Excessive cost to the Governmsut for leasltgﬁ instead of purchasing analog | Excess costs will be incurred by Gowrnmsnt because contractor leased rather than § 230, 000
com; :er systems for use under ne, defense contracts by Martin jall d EDP equif used primarily under cost-reimbursable contracts.
19 A orp., Orlando, Fla.,, Department of Defense. 146812,
vurchnrsea by Wesﬂnshuuso Electric Corp. for propulsion machinery for | Price proposed by the contractor and accepted by the Navy included unwarranted 1,353,440
Bulmss B t 20 A U.8.8. Enterprise, Department of the Navy. provision for contingencies.
Payments to Reserve officers on annual active duty training for | Unnecessary costs resulting from payments to Navy Reserve officers for authorized 2§00, 000
UNNECessary d.ays of travel and for days in which no tralrﬁng or travel is travel to and from active duty by automobile in excess of that which would
performed, Department of the Navy. B-146551, Sept. 30, 1063. have been required for air travel time and for commencing and terminating active
Gm t)éfsmignm X ents um}ugs?srﬂy early or late when personnel lives within commut-
g distance of post of duty,
nnoeesaagr !procmment of heliaopter components, Department of the | Fallure to obtain rotor assemblies which were excess to Army's needs (3'157.?00) 757,700
Na 46794, Bept. 30, Also Navy failed to identify usable gear boxes available l!rom Army. has
not provided centralized management of aeronautieal equipment and supplies.
Asrecommended by GAO in September 1961.
Overstatement of needs and illegal use of commercial-type vehicles by the | Overstatement of requirements resulted in the 6100th Support Wing having on hand m
Kanto Base Command, Japan, 6100th Support Wing, Department of the 100 more pickup trucks than needed. (Acquisition cost $193,000. n% Also, military
.Mr Force. B-146816, Sept. 30, 1963. taxis were being used for unofficial purposes.
W { specially designed 00000-3 t.u. alr condi- | Procured 557 unneeded 60,000-B.t.u. air conditioners—alr conditioners are now in 2,100, 000
parnnent of thu Army, B-146807, Oct. 1 storage. Failure to determine actual needs.
rocurement and repair costs by the De am:mnt ol’ the Army | Procurement or repair of J-2 compass components although sufficient stock was 1,373,000
ﬂor .'H'. gy'r'mrmg(4 compass components available In the military available in military supply systems. Procurement costs, $348,000; repair costs,
supply systems, partmmt of ‘De[exme B-146814, Oct. 15 1963 ,000; planned procurement, 000,
Unni procurement of clutch pressure plates, Depart- | Inappropriate use of formal advertising procurement procedures resulted in un- 84,023
ment of the Army. B~148317. Oct. 15, 1063, necessary costs of $28,000; planned inappropriate use of advertised contract that
would have resulted in excessive costs of $56,023.
D t of Defense reply to B-118763, June 28, 1063. Failure of the | Negotiated price included administrative expense allowances of $8,700,000 in excess 6, 700, 000
epartment of the N“g to fully recover excessive administrative cost a? a reasonable estimate of costs to be incurred. Navy felt it had recovered
allowance included in fixed prices negotiated with Brown-Raymond $5,100,000 of the overpayments through tiation of lower administrative ex-
‘Walsh (a 1oinc venture) under wntract NOy-83333 for the Spanizsh base pense allowances in prices for additional work. Investigation showed recovery of
of Defense. B-118763, Oct. 21, 1963, only $3,000,000,
Exeawtve ooats included in prieee for FAL missile components pur- Priues of ‘missile stabilizers and flippers were e in relation to available cost 158,110
M.'CO Corp A Cr 6 Division, Cincinnati, Ohio, by data, aceceptance of prices without appropriate rav!sw and evaluation,
ugh Al.rmrt ty. alif., unde.r a negotiated contract,
Departmen tof t‘.he Wi Fo 1" B-125071, Oct. 24
'Unnewssm% use of hllu.ra to standardize tropical wool | Procurement and supply of 2 t{ of trousers, trousers without flaps and trousers 68, 000
epartmmt of the Army and Marine Corps. B-133177, Oct. 28, ?1%1111 fla ron hi potikef&. ure to refer this matter of practical standardization
0 the Defense Supply
Use of former Government surplus Xarts without authorization under | Government paid .Aemdexg.‘m 854 for & portion of a lot orsurﬁlus parts which Aero- ®
Contract D A-23-204-T'C-16905 with Aerodex, Ine., Miami, Fla., Depart- dex purchased from a surplus Parta daaler for $71,858, At t some of the parts
ment of the Army, B-118604, Oct. 20, 1963. were former Government surplus
annual expanditum mhe Departments of the Army and | The and Navy are lncurrmg unne charges of abnut £112,000 nnnually 1112, 000
Na eas commereial facilities to store Government-owned empty for stori’;u; Government-owned empty 55-ga n drums at 2 commercial facilit
ums in the Los Angeles, Calif., area, Department of when Government facilities are available nearby.
Defense B~1M, Oct. 29, 1063.
Ui costs d because of administrative ence and poor bout $36,000 was s ent for repair and repainting of slding because of failure to 163, 000
design in the construction of two Capehart housing projects, Department r exterior t in eonm.rucf.lon of 800 houses at Myrtle Beach. About sm,mu
of the Air Force. B-133102, Oct. 30, 1963, will be req to correct defects in the system at Chanute AFB, which
was known in advance of construction, and to repair damage from ﬂood!.ng
Unnecessary costs Ineurred by use of an inadequate interior protective The A_rm used nnlnade uate protecuve coat inthe interlm' of 380 fuel truck tank- 118, 000
eoati.l;g for {ural truck tankers, Department of the Army, B-146829, cials dimcted e use of the inadequa gﬂ even though they
hnd gﬁli“d re{)glrts on its ineffectiveness and hmw that the Air Force was using
an e Ve coal
per diem pnymema to mi!.ltary personnel of the Navy and Marine 208, 000

Tokyo and
146822, Oct. 31, 1063,

oo

See footnotes at end of table,

serving pection representatives in
Japan, Departmt:r{ of the Navy. E—

Tllegal payment of | er diem because the personnel were i.mm‘oi;f:ly placed on tem-
porary rather than permanent duty nlthough they were at location for
continuous periods up to almost 4 years' duration. Per diem payments, $265,000
Eniims $62,000 for allowances, inspectors would have been allowed if on pormanent

uty.
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May 1, 1963, through May 1, 1964—Continued

Estimated
unn
costs in-
Title Waste and mismanagement carred or
scheduled
tobe in-
o3
Unsa !actorry condition of combat wvehicles and equlpment in the 3d | Equipment reports of 4 battalions showed that 24 to 45 percent of the majou- equ!p— (0]
Marine ivision (reinforced), Okimwa, U.B. Corps, Depart- ment ed to these battallons was out of service for repairs during
U bt N%avyln B-!d b lgcstln ther tha hasing electroni réods - ﬂmt] d costs of $1,300,000 during the period Jan. 1, | $1, 300, 000
nnecessary cos curred by & rather npuzc electronics overnmen ncam unnecessary ol pe: an, ¥
data processing equipment at White Sands Missile Range, N. Mex., h.rmgh Aug. 81, 1963, because the Army d, rather than purchased, 3
Department of the Army. B-146732, Nov, 13, 1063, ?Oi electronic uomputers and supporting equipment
Overprocurement of selected accessorles for ];at aireraft engines by the | Army, Navy, and Air Force bought selected accessorles that would not have been | 78, 400, 000
tary services, Department of Defense. B-132080, Nov. 29, 1963, needed if the services had removed accessories from uninstalled engines and used
t accessories to meet the need for spare parts. gEstimated saving of $42,000,000
from January 1963 to Jtmn 1968 if the recommendations are fo
Uneconomical procurement of slectron.le e u.ipment under contract AF | The Air Force did not furnish Grumman with pertinent information reiative to ?aat. 1, 150, 000
Ol(wlm 042 with Grumman A us]i?neerlngngurp , Bethpage, current and contemplated procurements of electronic qulpment by the military
d, N.Y., Department of the Alr 146823, Nov. 29, services and as a result the prices paid for thee u{pmnt vy Grumman were about
ﬁl. percent h Pher than prleus clm'nntly being o the services.
‘U cal management of commerclally available items, Department partment of Defense centrall hundreds of usands of low-volume | ? 50, 000, 000
l’Demnso B-146828, Nov. 29, 1963. mtnor items which could be bouxht ly from commercial sources with the
mﬁlt of saving millions of dollars each year in management and supply inventory
Unnecessary ment of office furniture for use in the Pentagon, De- | The Air Force ured wood unitized office furniture to replace significant quan- 323, 000
partment ojthe Ajr Force. B-148835, Nov. 29, 1063, uumr mr{n ure that &gu in d serviossh‘le condition without evidence that
replacement was econo:
Overpdc[ng of modification kits for interrogator sets under fixed-price con- Overpr]cing of modification kits !or in tor sets by the General Instrument 143, 400
tract with General Instrument Corp., Newark, N.J., Department of the d failure of responsible agency officials to adequately review the con-
Army. B~14ms, Dec. !2. 1963. m&or 's proposed prices.
Ovu';rld.lsﬂof g:r urchased from Hughes Airecraft Co., Culver | Overpricing of s by the Hughes Aircraft Co. and fallure of resident Air 201, 000
City, C under fixed-price incentive contract AF 33(600)-38280, De- Force contracting officials to adequately examine the contractor’s proposal resulted
partment of the Air Force. B-125071, Dec. 16, 1063 in excessive costs to the Government.
t of inaccurate radlation measuring instruments, Department ’I‘be A.l'm awarded 5 contracts for 59,776 rad:lacmeters even though it was aware that ¥ 863, 000
of the Army, B-146834, Dec. 17, 1963, he eters were not suitable for Army use, $663,000 was expended for modi-
ilgss‘tgms and an estimstad $200,000 will be neurred for work stoppages. At least
Emsalve price paid for propulsion reduction 8 purehmd from West- | A contract for gears for an amphibious transport dock vessel included rework cost 64, 900
house Electrie Corp., Sunnyvale, C Department of Navy. although Wesunshouse had suoeessm.ll{ produeed identical gears without hnving
8-146833, Deec. 19, 1063. to perform any rework. ouse advised Navy of this fact it woul
have been in a posttlou to obtsin 8 lownr price.
U, incmmdnsamﬂtof theNnvy srefusal to accept | Navy is y costs b the Navy refuses to discontinue using 1 158, 000
the stan dtzed ' dress shoes agreed upon g_ he Army, Air brown dress shoes nnd to use on]y the black shoes a8 used by the Army, Air Force,
}"&raee, and Maﬂm Caorps, Department of Defense 133177, Dec. 19, and Marine C
Unnecessary cost ineurred for tempo s e of household goods for Unneceswymstsnminmned for the storage of household goods because of the failure | 21, 200, 000
military personnel, Department of ~146779, Dec. 20, 1963, of trans tion officers to have goods delivered to available quarters and the fail-
ure gl;r portation and housing officers to coordinate on the avallability of
quarters,
Erroneous reporting of taxable income and taxes withheld from pay of mill- | The Alr Force has inaccurately reported the taxable income and taxes withheld from W
tary personnel, Department of the Air Force. B-125036, Dec. 20, 1063. thetga{} ormember:tsof the Air Force which has resulted in a potential loss of revenue
overnmen
Excessive cost of leasing ?amd with buying certain electronic data | The Air Force would unnecessaril g“ e‘siemfl millions of dollars if it did not take ad- | ?1, 780, 000
E equipment at Klrt and Air ?orce Base, N. Mex., Department vantage of the purchase o lan o Conl:rol Data Corp. for its 1604 electronic
of the Air Force. B-146 063, data processing system w ‘orce leases,
Overestimsted costs inel tiated for modification of air- | The Government incurr unnwemry ts in contracts for the modification of 32 213, 000
en&‘hm test stands undar ﬁxed ue eontracts with 8 Corp., jet engine test stands because Space Corp., did not supply the Air Force officials
ex., Department of the Air B-114808, Dec, 30, 1963. with all the cost data and the Air Foree contracting officials did not perform a
thorough review of the contractor’s proposal,
Erroneous purchase of a technical data age from Westinghouse Electric | The Navy contracted to pay Westing ouse Ior a technical data although it 1, 010, 000
Corp., for $1,010,000, Department of the Navy. B-146035, Dee. 31, 1963, tmd n]mady acquired unlimited rights to use all the significant data included in the
Increased costs resulting from the procurement of spare parts under con- Duﬂn ymrs 1950 through 1961, Air Foree procured spare parts costing about $50,- | 18, 700, 000
tracts for related aeronsautical equipment, Department of the Air Force. under contracts for related equipment although the parts d have been
B-133396, Jan, 10, 1964, ll:g;ght under spare parts contracts, generally from other suppliers for $18,700,000
Also spare parts were urchased although they had previously been declared obsolete. 300, 000
Improper disposition of refunds of group insurance premiums by Grumman | Grumman did not give e Government credit for a portion of refunds it received 449, 000
Alreraft Engineering Corp ., Be , N.Y., Department of the Navy. from & group insurance plan it maintains in its company. Since about 90 percent
B-146780, Jan, 13, 1964, of Grumman work was on Government contracts d this period, the majority
2111 the 'ff“ntd;ﬁ would have accrued to the benefit of the Government thus reducing
@ Contrac
Overbu and un.neuesaag overhaul costs resulting from failure of the | The Air Force has incurred unnecessary costs d the perlod of 1950 to 1062 by 6, 149, 000
Alr oree to Iollow the Navy's pmct!ee of separating accessories from failing to remove nmsoriss m)m spare aircrsrt procating engines and buying
gre }J ing aircraft engines, Department of tha Air Force. extra accessories, By using the accessories from spare engines it reduces the num-
132080, Jan, 14 1964 mg;;_ioemoﬁmes the serviees havn to buy and it minimizes the amount of time the
u‘]:nl'om.l.l'tzimeunt: initiated for 9,000 B.t.u. air conditioners, De- | The Army initiated a procurement for 214 air conditioners for which firm require- 161, 500
pnrtmant Army. B-146807, Jan. 16, 1064, ments did not exist. Tho 8i Corps failed to advise the Corps of Engineers in
a timely manner that the units were not needed.
Unnecessary cost incurred in the procurement of AN/JARN 21C tacan | Air Force ingurred unnecessary costs of over $1,000,000 by its failure to incorporate 1, 000, 000
radio oomponanta thr ﬁaﬂm to mpt option offer, Department of into a contract an option ogued by the suppner of tacan radio components to
the Air B-l. J furnish additional uanﬁtws at the original contract price
nnmwy gnment of management responsibility | The Defense General Supply Center, under the Defense ﬂupply Agency, had in 356, 000
for tool selas, Defutment ol tbe Army and Defense Supply Agency. B- process or planned unnecessary procurement of $261,000 worth of handtools and
146856, J $13000 worth of needed tools were disposed of as a result of failure to transfer
$1,200 UII worth of excess Army handtools to the DG&C Mareover, the cost of
oomg ste tool sets purchased by DGSC could have been reduced by $82,000 if
ad furnished its contractors some of the tools needed which were available
from t‘he excess stocks.
Overbuying and unnecessary overhaul costs resulting from the failure of | The Army bought aircraft engine accessories costing $1,014,000 during the B-year 1, 435, 000
the Arm mﬂy to follow the Navy's practlw of sej ntins accessories from rlod ended Dec. 31, 1962, and incurred overhaul costs estimated at $421,000
procating aircraft engines, Department of the Army. B-132089, uring fiscal Jmn 1961 md 1962 that could have been avolded by following the
an. 30, 1904, Navy's practice of removing es from spare engines
Exaesadva charges for eom%uents for M-60 tanks under contract with | The revised final contract price for M-m tanks under Department of the Army 315, 200
Chrysler Corp ., Detroit, Mich., Department of the Army. B-133205, contract with Chrysler Corp. contained duplicate and excessive costs which in-
Jan. 31, 1084, creased the contract price by about $315,200 for components made at certain of the
contractor’s plants. Summary cost da:.n submitted by the contractor as basis for
negotiating final price were prepared after the tanks were produced and the
contractor should have been aware of the incurred costs. The procuring agency
El) failed to obtain a certification on the cost data, despite a contract requirement
su.ch a certificate and (2) accepted the summary cost data without an adequate
review,
Increased costs incurred for ammonium perchlora um:haaed during 1961 | The Government incurred increased costs, esumated to be $500,000 in 1961, in pro- 500, 000

for solid pmspel]ent missile motors, Departmen f the Air Force., B-

146848, Jan

See footnotes at end of table.

curlng its requirement of ammonium pere! te because prices paid by Alir Force
erally were Iﬁ‘]her than rleos paid by the Navy under contracts
negotinted &erscﬂy with 1 of principal suppliers.
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Estimated
unnecessary
costs in-
Title ‘Waste and mismanagement curred or
scheduled
to be In-
curred
Ovarprldn{ of ship propulsion boilers purchased under ﬂnd-prlm con- | The price that the Bureau of Ships negotiated with Foster Wheeler for boilers $132, 200
tract No mof) negotiated with Foster Wheeler Corp., w York, amounting to 81 722,300, was at least $132,200 greater than the costs Foster Wheeler
N.Y. Department of the Navy. B-146733, Jan. 31, 1964. conld reasonably expect to incur plus profit at the rate of 10 percent of such costs,
the rate used in Foster Wheeler's price proposal.
Excessive stocks at selected bases of U.8. 5th Air Force in Japan and Korea, | At selected bases, over $4,300,000 worth of excess stocks were on hand or on order from 4, 300, 000
Department of the Air Force. B-146844, Jan. 31, 1064, U.8. depots. The e of fail to appropriately con-
sider ( aEI.a or usage, (2) large number of items on hand in maintenance shops, and
-:a) nv ble substitute or reparable items.
Overpricing of nuclear reactor components purchased from Westinghouse Apparatus Division house, under Navy cost-plus-a-fixed-fee con- 705, 000
Electrie Corp., Pittsburgh, Ps., under cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contracts s awardad a subuontrnct for 35 pumps and 16 casings to Atomiec Equipment
awarded by he Bureau of éhlps, Department of the Navy. B-146733, on, W tlnf ouse, without obtaining AED’s estimated cost of performance
Feb. 6, 1964. ocr infomtton ] achuﬁ incurred oosts in prior uction of similar com ts.
Unnecessary costs resulting from Government production of M-14 rifle re- | The government in unnecessary costs of $21 ,000 because the Arm; eapons 216, 000
pair parts rather than procurement from commercial sources, Depart- Command placed orde:s for certain repair or M-14 riﬂes with ng)rl.m;fu-.]dl
ment of the Army. B-146848, Feb. 7. 1864, Armory without first comparing costs to be curred by the armory with prices it
cing of B-58 aireraft bomber ding by Mel In Am o £t ttgdutl)m%"da]‘l%wm ‘i” thbdsnque? and ed by the ®
Over £ ol recor: systems par, Inc., firm was negot eneral Dynamlcs an par, approved by
Igicmm:h. Va., on fixed-price purchase order 509 with General Dy- Air Force, for production of bomber recording systems under purchase order 500 in
namics Corp., Fort Worth, Tex., Departmant of the Air Force. the absence of certain data and without consideration or other cost and uingd.nta
118605, Feb. 7, 1964. available. As of Sept. 1, 1963, Melpar’s pﬂce exceeded incurred co about
$821,200, or 41 percent, and it appears that a significant part of this wasstt.ﬂ utable
mum to negot&‘;.lon ofa price gased. on overstated cost estimates than to Melpar's
ry custs 1ncurred in the enlistment and discharge of unqualified In 196'.2 tho wa incurred unnecessary costs of more than $1,245,000 because it en- 1, 245, 000
applicants for Regular and Reserve forces, Department of the Navy. d some 1,900 Regular and Reserve applicants who were msntally ung
146&52, Feb 11, 1964, snd. to be discharged from limll:[vmsm'vioe durin%
Overpricin of nnt-lear submarine components purchased by Plant Ap- | Plant Ap{a:ratus Division acting 3—5 e contractor for the Na awarded 2sub- 280, 000
paratus ouse Electric Corp., under 2 subcontracts contracts to Wiegand Co, for 5,664 rizer heaters and heater terminal
awarded t.o Edw{n L. Wiegand Co., Pittsburgh, Pa. Department of connectors on a negotiated basis for $671, The Navdy paid (1) m 000 more
the Navy. B-146760, Feb, 12, 1064, than was warranted because the prices were negotiate without obtntn.ing and
analyzing Wiegand’s most recent experienced costs smd $46,000 more than war-
rantﬁi. for connectors becanse Wiegand charged higher prices other suppliers
Deflciencies in administration of Gomrnment messing facilities | (1) Unnecessary diem payments were made because personnel on temporary 1 47,900
and mﬂ.ltnry leave at Dow Alr Force Base, ﬁaine partment of the duty were g:l;ed ficates showing that messing facilities or quarters were
Alr Force. B-125037, Feb. 17, 1064, not available when thoy were,
(2) Unused leave for which service members got lump-sum payments upon dis- 122,000
chsrge was erroneously carried forward to new leave sccounts upon reenlist-
3 Membars were not being properly charged for leave taken in conjunction with 110, 000
wvel to new duty stations.
Uneclassified letter to the Congress of the United States which transmitted | Because the Air Force established Reserve reco squadrons at 200 airports in 0]
a secret report on imffactive program p and uneeonomlca! utiliza- the United States before ascertaining the needs or the major Air Force commands
tion of personnel assi wﬁ to the Afr Force which these Sqnadmns were intended to sem, over 100 of these squadrons have
(January 1964, B-1 ), Deparumml‘. of the Air Fome B l!ﬂa&l. geb ed or are being considered fo: ent to airports that are so
17, 1064, situated that the s%uadmns are of little valna to the using commands in the event
of an emergency. Unless the Air Force can find a way orututzlna these squadrons
over half of some $30,000,000 appropriated to date for the recovery program will
have been largely wasted,
The Uneconomical replacement of vehicles by the U.8. 5th Air Force, | Between Jan. 1, 1861, and June 30, 1962, the 5th Air Force prematurely dis; of 1, 000, 000
Fuchu Air Station, I apan, Department of the Air Force. D-146844, certain usable’ mﬂitary (M series) vehicles, which had been used about 34 of their
Feb. 17, 1964. fﬂ%}matedi usc;Iul life and would have been retained on the basis of Air Force regu-
ations eriteria
Improper payments to military personnel for travel of dependents, Depart- | During calendar years 1958 through 1962, Army personnel claimed reimbursement 181, 000
ment of the Army. B-146861, Feb. 17, 1064. e ' and were paid for travel of their apendent.s, although the Government had already
paid the common carriers directly for such transportation. This was due to fraud
or error on the part of service personnel coupled with an absence of controls to
pravunt the improper claims.
tion, sd trative costs were incurred to investigate cases and collect
overrpaym
Overprocurem .-F“e fuse component used for m%lr of improved | The Bureau of Naval Wea‘{)o eeessnrﬂﬂ purchased 199 units, valued at $353,000, 353, 000
Tartar an d Homing rrier missiles, Department of the Navy., B-146725, of a fuse component used for repair of missiles because the requiremants were based
Feb. 18, on outdated engineering judgments instead of actual usage experience. Due to a
recent design change, there is no known current or future need for the items.
Unc]assmed s of findings in classified report on_ development, | The Army spent $300,000,000 for development and E;oductlon of a missile system ®
procurement, and deployment of an unsatis.‘.‘actory missile system, De- which was unsatisfactory because of (1) its unreliable accuracy and (2) serious
i:nrtment of the Army (February 1064, B-146762). B-146762, Feb, 18, tactical problems in use, such as strln%:gt maintenance requirements and high
de of susceptibility to electronic interference. The unsatisfact character-
: wm('is krj:;rl;: at times when the Army ordered Increasing quantities of equip-
ment and m 8.
U procurement initiated or planned because equipment require- | The Anny awarded contracts for $338,000 for air conditioners it did not need and 3, 338, 000
ments were overstated g“wmm Bands Missile Range, N. Mex., E nned future procurement for $3,000, ,000 worth of other unneeded equipment
pertment of the Army, 146807, Feb. 19, 1064, use the White Sands Missile Range overstated its requirements, These over-
statements resulted from failure of White S8ands Missile ga to assure that only
actual needs were submitted to the Engineer Supply Control O
Overpayments made under a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contract for the procure- | The Navy 1|'mld Combustion $200,000 more than it was entitled to unclerthe provisions 200, 000
ment of nuclear submarine components from Combustion eering, of cost-plus-a-fixed-fee contract NObs-72363 because the Navy paid fixed priee ¢for
Ine., Naw York.N Y., Department of the Navy B-lm Feb 19,1964, certain components that should have been paid for on a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee basis,
Plans for purchase of leased automatic data processing components in use | A review of Department of Defense plans initiated in response to our preyiou ere- ®
at ml]itary installations, Department of Demm B—uam, Feb, 25 ports discloses that equipment costing over $225,000,000 can be purchased at an aco-
nomic advantage to the Goverrnmenl: and after the break-even point is reache
the Government will realize annual savings of nearly 566,000,000 ('This re
was submitted to keep Congress advised of the progress being made.)
Excessive interest expense included in gl;lce negotiated for petroleum stor- | The Government will incur increased costs under a contract for petmleum storage in 253,100
under contract ASP-21801 with New England Tank Industries, of a new commercial facility because interest expense included in the s-yenr price was
w Hampshire, Inc., Department of Defense. B-146813, Feb, 25, 1064, excessive in relation to information available to the contractor durk tiations,
nneaesssr costs incurred as a result of awarding without ‘competition a | The Army incurred unnecessary costs because it did not acquire tec ca! ta at the 103, 000
contract overhaul and modification of aircraft engines, Department time it was first known that there would be a continuing need for aircraft engine
of the Army. B-133396, Feb, 28, 1964, overhaul and modification.
verg;clnx of CAX-12 aerial réconnaissance cameras by Fairchild Camera | The Air Force negotiated ﬂrm prices without making an ads&unte evaluation of the @
& trument % gﬁet N.Y., under negotiated fixed-price con- contractors proposal, and was not aware that the proj d on
tract AF 33(600) ent 'of the Air Force. B-146854, Feb. cost estimates which’ [nclndud Provisions for contirl ncies erical errors and in-
28, 1964, adequate cost data. The fina wntract price was $814, 006 or 64 percent greater
than the cost of preducing the items
Overpricing of steam generators for nuclear aircraft carrier, Department of | Generators costing over $4,000,000 were purchased from Foster Wheeler . by 489, 600
the Navy. B-146733, Mar, 5, 1964, Westinghouse Electric Corp as prime contractor, for use under Navy cost-| -8~
fixed-fee contract VObs-Tm)& without either the Ns or Westinghouse reviewing
Foster Wheeler’s cost estimate, which cont un W
ances and provisions for costs that were not likely to be incurred.

See footnotes at end of table,
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Estimated
unnecessary
Title ‘Waste and misman t cmg:dmp
aste an agemen curred or
scheduled
to be in-
curred
Bhipment of household goods improperly classified as professional items by | Army military personnel impro&rly claimed weight for more professional books, 2 $250, 000
military el to avoid pazuent for excess weight, Department of papers, and equipment than actually had shipped. Improper claims were
the Army. B-146867, Mar. allowed because ts were not ined to ascertain if the weight was for
professional items, Also, there were no clear definitions in the travel regulations
of T:js-lmi. qltmuld pmperly have been classified as professional books, papers, and
equipment,
Overpricing of contracts negotiated for T-38A electrical power systems with | The Government incurred unneeessary costs ‘beeauso mﬂgﬂotiated prices for the power 190, 000
Westinghouse Electric ., Department of the Alr Force, B-146845, systems ineluded o d cost e The cost estimates pro-
Mar. 6, 1064. posed by Westingho re accepted by the Mr Foree and Westinghouse fur-
nished pricing eeniﬂestlons Ior the three contracts involved.
Wasteful ices in the ma: tof ng&euntml]ed seronautical spare | Air Force depots condemned committed to dis $4,800,000 worth of spare )
parts, Department of the Air Force Mar. 10, 1964, parts without examination to detarmino their serviceability. 'Ineflective control
over the storage of s?woutro lled parts in warehouses and technieal orders which
were lacking in clarity further Emvented the Air Force from obtaining benefit of
these parts while still serviceab!
Unnecessary costs incurred in furnishing am.munitlon for test firlng M-14 | The Government incumd costs because the Armg shipped to a con- 145, 000
rifles, Department of the Army, B-146848, Mar, 17, 1964, tractor, for es, ammunition that either had been (1) manufac-
tured and shi;t)gd to Arm;r degotu by the rifle manufacturer, (2) unnecessarily
gwkoged and then unpackage the same contractor, or (3) manufactured by a
flerent contractor and shi);msd to the rifle manufacturer,
Excessive costs incurred as a result of multiple management of supplies at | Over $1,000,000 a year in trative costs could be saved if supply m: ent | 11,000,000
the Atlantic Missile Range, Department of the Air Force. B-146866, at the missile raage were consolidated under the control of either the Air Foree or
Mar. 17, 1964, Pan American World Alrways, Inc. Savings would result from the anticipated
decreased volume of supply actions and need for fewer personnel; also, savings from
t:in I th clear frigate U.8.8. Bainbridg Tﬁemlguetion ]?rm:ea(?tt%ﬁ% Bethleh bout $5,000,000 for thi t 5, 000, 000
go snuear gal ¢ purchased fro; avy contrac pay Bethlehem a iy more for the construction
Bet. Co., Quincy, Mass.,, Department of the Novy of the U.8.8. Bainbridge than was warranted based on available cost data and cir-
B—MG?IS. Mar. 18, 1064, cumstances existing at the time of negotiations, since Bethlehem included provi-
sion Ién- c:tnsnngen and cost overstat ts in its stat 1t of actual and esti-
mated oo
Unnecessary cost to the Government in the leasing of aloetrun&c data proc- | The Government will ineur unn costs of about s':,'foo,m over a 5-year od 7, 700, 000
essing systems by the Aerospace Division of Martin Marietta Corp., if the contractor continues to lease the systems because the contractor pay
Baltimore, Md., Benver, Colo., Orlando, Fla., Department of Delense. rentals greater than the full purchase and maintenance cost to the Government, In-
B-146812, Mar. 18, 1964. cluding interest on the investment. Amount of unn cost will increase
to $13,000,000 at end of 6 years and $37,000,000 by the end of 10 years.
Emive costs incurred in using contractor-furnished 1instead of | The Air Force practice of us contract technical services personnel to augment in- ¥ 230, 000
mm] by the Pacific region of the Ground Eleetronics service manpower is costing the Government more than it would cost if civil service
Engiiuﬁiﬂgmr lation Eoncy Alr Forww Igagistics Command, Depart- employees were used,
ment o Mar. A
Followup review of the failure to use excess spare and assemblies In | At the time of our earlier review, tho Navy had $204,000 in excess parts usable in the 204, 000
ai.m-an!. production, Department of the Navy. 146727, Mar. 20, 1964 roduction of 82-type aircraft. excess items were not used for that p
the Navy delayed so long in furnishing the items that Grumman’s produec-
tion schedu.io would not permit it to wait for a transfer from the Navy.
get diem payments for military M‘l{i Unnecessary mjﬁsyments estimated at over $600, noo annually, are made by 1 600, 000
l%mry uty assignments, Department of the avy B-1. ar, the N:wy becmse tary report diveasslg;umants during
transfers between anent posts of duty and are pald per to the dates
thﬁ;;;hi ée:nmmry duty for which the member has been assigned to that station is
scheduled to
Additional costs incurred in the ent of P6M seaplanes from Glenn | The Navy s nt more than $445,400,000 over a 10-year od and did not receive a | 209, 200, 000
L. Martin Co., Baltimore, Md., Department of the Navy. B-146885, single serviceable P6M seaplane. Quantity produc of 24 operational aireraft
Mar. 23, 1064, were ordered before a reasonably sat! s!m:tor sea;ihme had been developed. and it
was known that there were serious unsolved problems with the prototype aircraft,
This resulted in the e of $200,200,000 which might have been saved if
these contracts had not been awnrded A]sn significant cost increases were in-
curred by the Navy because of design and engi Ng errors oommlttad hy the
contrs&ctor as well as a failure by contractor to adhere to the Navy's aireraft testing
rocedures,
Overprie of B—ésoleetrlcn! ?stems purchased from Westinghouse | The Government incurred excessive costs because the prices negotiated for major 81, 000
Electric g General Corp. under a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee components of the B-58 electrical power systems included overstated cost estimates
prime contmet, epartment of the Air Force, B-118605, Mar. 30, 1064, for material, labor, and overhead.
Unnecessary per d!sm payments to military personnel during construction | The Government incurred unr b the B u of Naval Personnel 6, 100, 000
of nuclear-powered submarines, Depsrtmant of the Navy. B-146740, placed prospective ecrew members of nuclear-powered submarines at construction
Mar. 30, 1964, sites on tempor: o&duty rather than permanent duty and paid them per diem.
‘We found $6,100,000 in unnecessary costs in per diem paid to members sssigned to
construction’ sltes of 33 nuclear-powered submarines; in ndl:lmou. if the Navy were
to continue this policy, the propsective crews of other nuclear-powered submarines
under contract at October 1963 would receive per diem, which would result in
unnecessary costs to the Govu‘mmnt totaling about $9,200
Unnecessary planned procurement of major assemblies for the M151 utility The Army was preparing to incur costs of 584 000 procuring spare 284, 000
truck, Depnmmnt of the Army. B-146793, Mar, 31, 1964, es and other major assemblies for the M151 utility tmck The Army omuals
eit r misnnderstood or were unaware of the Army’s policy of prohibiting rebuild of
M 151 major assemblies and trucks, and providing for procurement of only alimited
quantity of ragracement major assemblies. The Elanned procurement was can-
celed after we brought this to the attantion of the
Unnecessary costs incurred in the procurement of the M405 rocket handling | The Army incurred unnecessary costs of 7,400,000 in the production of a new trailer 7, 400, 000
unit, Department of the Army. B-146870, Mar, 31, 1964, for trans g the Honest John rocket when knowledge was available that it had
design limitations and did not represent an improvement over existing ground-
handling equipment. The Army procured the new design at a cost of 510.400.
when the same number of & design already in use would have cost $3,000, Addi-
tional orders were which will increase unnecessary costs by 000
Excessive costs of duplicate automatic teletygg tching centers in the | Military services will incur unne expenditures fromn July 1064 through De- | 8,570,000
military services, Department of Defense, 146872, Apr. 3, 1964, cember 1966 because Department of Defense is delaying closing duplicate auto-
matic teletype switching centers at Stockton, Calif., and Cheltenham, Md., until
calendar year 1966 although they could be completei.y closed by Dee. 31 1964,
Excessive costs resulting from the operation of separate d mental | The Government incurred ex ve costs due to the operation of separute de 11, 000, 000
public information offices, Department of Defense. B-1 , Apr. 3, mental public information offices, Consolidation of these offices under a single
1964, Defense organization would permit improved workload disr.rlbution. more efficient
utilization of personnel and save more than $1,000,000 anni
Imprager charges to Government cost- and incentive-type contracts held | Grumman improperly charged Government cost- and lncent‘ive- contracts with 188, 000
rumman Aireraft Engineering Corp., Bethpage, N.Y., Depart- $188,000 in costs incurred under other contracts from 1958 through 1961. The other
ment of the Navy. B-146877, Apr, 8, 1064, toon&racts were for research and development projects that were of primary interest
0 Grumman.
The Navy incurred unne 66, 400

Uneconomical practices in the management of mobilization reserve stocks
of construction equipment and commerecial-type wehicles, Department
of the Navy. B-146765, Apr. 9, 1964,

Unnecessary costs incurred for the naval radio research station project at

Sngar Grove, W. Va,, Department of the Navy. B-149775, Apr. 9, 1064,

See footnotes at end of table,
CX——858

cessary cost of $66, 400 because of inadequacies in the man-
agement of mobilization reserve stocks of commercial vehicles and construction

equipment.

ngeegazg were incurred by the Navy in the construction and eancellation

of the radiotelescope and other facilities beeause 1) stated urﬁmﬂimry need
led to th n to concur-

Ior the roject for national defense
and (2) the delay of almost 2 years by the

v design and construct the
Depnn.mem of Defense in deddE:x that the project would have to be can

®
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Estimated
costs in-
Title Waste and mismanagement curred or
scheduled
to be in-
NNecessary procurement msum.ng from failure to review requirements | The Afr Force initiated procurement for $13,000,000 worth of nonrecoverable $13, 000, 000
for nonrecoverable spare parts during fiscal year 10963, Department of the parts which were nlmagy in excess of current requirements. The need to re uce
Air Force. B-146874, Apr. 13, 1964, exeess under eontract or to be procured was not detected becanse the Air
Force lmily exclnded nonrecoverable spare parts from mid-fiscal-year 1963
mview of sul:l ¥ requirements.
Unnecessary cost incurred by the Government by not using surplus stock- | Although the overnrnent owns, and I storing titanium and aluminum surplus to ®
materiels to satisfy Defense contract needs, Department of the Air current stoc requirements, the Air Force is procuring through its contractors
‘orce. B-125071, Apr. 13, 1964, substantia] qunuuties of these materials for use in the mnnu!aeture of Minuteman
weapon system, The Air Force had not considered ob the surpluses be-
a { mili: commissary ‘?hu:ﬁgtl?e Gow:rirtl;narig’osddistgo oy po] o phoed cl%ﬁl%ﬁﬂn commissary
Fallure to curtail operation at Government exgansa of tary com| ve stores are located near m tary co: stores (0]
stores in continental United States where adequate commercial facilities in the United States, commissary stores have continued in operation and mcreased
are available, Department of Defense. B—wsg‘!li, Apr. 16, 1964. number deapite the statutory requirement since 1953 that such stores be authorized
only if reasonable prices are not otherwise readily available. Their authorization
has continued because the criteria established by the Department of Defense
defeat the purpose of the law, Under any realistic criteria, more than half the
commissary stores in the United States wuuld be closed.
Additionally, De t of Defense conducts surveys yearly at all stores in the 1, 000, 000
United States for eom&o e with the criteria, costing the Government about
$100,000 annually or $1,
interest costs incurred by the Government because of im- The Government incurred msaary nterest costs of $208,000 because the con- 208, 000
per n&nﬁm of overpayments by Burroughs Corp., Detroit, Mich., magerly retained for long periods of time about $4,900,000 of progress
partment of the ArmmzmdB 14074?. Apr. 17, 1964, g:ymants by the Governme
Im utilization of enlisted personnel, Department of the Army. | T misassigned about 35,000 trained enlisted personnel thmughout the | 48, 700,000
f&ﬂ Apr. 20, 1964. Army, with the result that $48,700,000 in training costs is being wasted. Because
of deficiencies in the Army’s personnel system, personnel are assigned to installa-
Ehions whm» are not nee and u d for duties other than those for which
ey are »
Unnecessary cost to the Government in the leasing of electronic data proc- | The Iaasing of an EDP system by Boeing is substantially more costly to the Govern- | & 3, 700, 000
essing systems by the Boeing Co., Airplane Division, Wichita, Kans., ment, in the form of reimbursable costs and as elements of Government contract
Department of Defense. B-146732, Apr. 23, 1964, than it would be for the Government to purchase this equipment and furnish
contractor for use on Government work. For the equipment at Boeing,
Wiehita, the lea&lns cost.s oxoeeded Rurchaso costs by $3,700, 000 0?01' a §-year perios
$6,300,000 over a 6 $17,300,000 over & lo-year period.
Overpricing of B-58 aireraflt oor:(l!)onanta under cost-plus-incentive-fee | In negotiations for pri.mm'y navign.tion systems for B-58 airplanes, Swmmd 1,084, 000
urchase orders issued to Bpt:m% yroscope Co. Division of 8 Rand and Convalr accepted target costs which wre overstated by 3, because
rp., Great Neck, N.Y. onvair, a division of Gen Dynamics Sperry (1) estimated unit prices for pro g urchased parts atprices higher than
Corp Fort Worth. Tex., Depar:ment of the Air Force. B-118605, Apr. Sperry was already paying; (2) app m itrary increase of 100 percent to the
1064, estimated unit price for each purch proxd and (3) added a 10-percent
govlshm for contingencies to the eatimnt.ea. overstatements will result in
creased costs to the Government for target and incentive fees of abont. $1,084,000,
Unnecessary costs to the Government in the leasing of an electronic data | The }eashég of an EDP system by Chrysler is more ooatly to the Government than 5§ 56, 000
system by the Chrysler Corp., Defense Operations Diyision, it would be for the Government to purchase it and furnish the equipment to
r Line, Mich., Department of the A:my B-146732, Apr. 28, 1964. Chrysler for use on Government work For the equipment at the Chrysler plant,
leasing costs exceed purchase costs by $56,000 over a 5-year period, $141,400 over a
6-year perlod, and $505,000 over a 10-year period
Unnecessary costs to the Government in the leasing of an electronic datn Leasing by the contractor ofan EDP system is more costly to the Government than it 572, 400
m‘gmg ?'sba the Continental Aviastion & Englmug would be if the Government purchased the equipment and furnished it to the
ch Division, t.roit, Mich., Department of De ~1 contractor for use on Government work, At Continental, leasing costs exceed
Apr, 20, 1064, Hcgggs costs R:Iy $72,400 o\(?ier a S-year period, $139,000 over a 8-year period, and
,300 over a 10-year pe -
Impairment of combat eapability and mecessar{ costs due to Inefficient | The capability of uertnin units within the 8th Army to perform sustained combat )
and uneconomicalsupply and maintenance ices for communications | during fiscal year 1963 was seriously impaired becsuse slgniﬂcant quantities of
and electronic equipment within certain uuita of the §th U.B. Army, required communications and electronic equipment had oa)emble for peri-
Korea, Department of the Army, B-132000, Apr, 30, 1064. ods up to 1560 days, because (1) responsible personnel railed to fulfill management
res ibilities md stock the parts, (2) maintenance personnel were misassigned
laxin re ng materiel, and (5) unit commanders failed to aggressively com-
Sl’ﬁ v;ritlhins ctions from the commanding general, 8th Army to correct lmnwn
eficiencies
Material was prematurely or needlessly ordered from United States and Japan, 2, 687, 300
and, for a portion of this material returned from Korea to the United States,
handling and transportation costs were incurred.
Payments to Army and Air Force Reserve officers on ann‘ua‘.l active duty | Army and Air Force Reserve officers were paid for days on which no training or 620, 000
training for dags on which no training or necessary travel was performed, necessary travel was performed because of deficiencies in regulations.
Department of Defense. B-146551, May 4, 1964,
Total 486, 928, 073
1 Not determined. ¢ Not estimated.
7 12-year period.

3 Per annum,

1 See B-118763 of Oct. 21, 1063,
4 Indeterminate.

¥ 5 years.

& Plus an undetermined amount for items scrapped or to be scrapped.
¢ Estimated for fiscal year 1963,

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR EVERETT
DIRKSEN

Mr., McGOVERN. Mr. President, this
morning’s Washington Post carries a
well-deserved tribute to the distinguished
minority leader, Senator DiRKSEN, by the
columnist Marquis Childs. Yesterday’s
Washington Star included an equally
moving column on the Illinois Senator
by Mary McGrory.

There can be no doubt of the essential
role which the Senator from Illinois has
played in the historic civil rights debate
this year.

When I came to the Senate a year ago
as a freshman, I was strongly prejudiced
against the Senator from Illinois, but

no Member of the Senate has since gone
up more in my personal rating.

I have found him to be a strong and
consistent Republican partisan who is
proud of his party and who understands
its historic role in American life, but
I have also found that on crucial matters
of national interest, he always places the
Nation first.

It is one of the interesting character-
istics of American politics that those
who maintain the greatest pride in their
own political party also hold the Nation’s
interest most dearly.

As one of the younger, less experienced
Democratic Members of the Senate, I
take my hat off to the Republican Sena-
tor from Illinois.

I ask unanimous consent that the
articles by Mr. Childs and Miss McGrory
be printed at this point in the Recorbp.

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

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star,
June 11, 1964]
DIrksSEN Engoys LAST WORD

(By Mary McGrory)

EvERETT MCErNLEY DIRKSEN, fittingly, had
the last word before the vote on cloture in
the civil rights debate.

The galleries were crowded, so was the
Chamber. All expected a virtuoso DIRESEN
performance. But the great organ voice was
muted. He has used a greater register and
more throbbing notes to speak of the duck on
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the wing, for instance, or the petunia in
summer glory.

The master was constralned. And no won-
der. He was, for once, speaking of civil rights
as a moral issue, and moral issues are mat-
ters he likes to leave to the shriller tongues
in the Senate. It pains him to appear as a
man of prineiple.

He took refuge in Vietor Hugo: “Stronger
than all the armies is the idea whose time
has come.”

He was much more at home in a passage
of sheer burlesque. The minority leader,
even at such a historlc moment, could not
resist a mad moment of self-caricature.

In describing the difficulties the bill has
encountered in the 8 months of its life on
the floor, he painted perfectly his own
conduct,

OFFERS FLORID PASSAGE

“Nor is it the first time in our history
that an issue with moral connotations and
implications has swept away the resistance,
the fulminations, the legalistic speeches
* * * and the machinations.”

Since March 8, no one has resisted more
floridly, fulminated more elogquently or made
more legalistic speeches of melancholy doubt.
Senator DRxsEN's obfuscations, his tor-
tuous passage through every line of the bill,
digging in at a comma here, staking his
honor on a “whereas” there, have so con-
fused the issue that some of his best friends
were not sure where he stood on civil rights,
even though his name was on the bill.

Nor has any Senator more lamented what
he regards as the unconscionable public in-
terest in and public pressure on the bill.
And in his final address, he could not for-
bear chiding those partisans who Insisted
on pressing their views on him. Senator
DirxsenN has never given out any plous non-
sense about the Senate’s business being the
public’s interest. While other Senators feel
the need to give lipservice at least to the
“constitutional right to petition,” Senator
Dmxsen has always deplored it, hinting that
public concern merely causes private incon-
venience.

With delicate distaste, he touched on a
matter he holds close to his heart, a lack
of proportion on the part of civil rights ad-
vocates.

“The bill has provoked many long-distance
telephone calls, many of them late at night
or in the small hours of the morning,” he
sald reproachfully.

But perhaps his most gulleful touch was
his evocation of the name of Herbert Hoover,
one not often used in the promotion of
liberal causes.

“Herbert Hoover,” sald the minority leader,
“in his day was reviled and maligned. He
was castigated and calumniated.”

AIDED NEGROES

The reference may have been subjective.
Senator DmxsEn, who helped the Negroes
as much as any man in America on Wednes-
day, was abandoned by them in his 1962
fight for reelection.

It could not have been more timely. The
conservatives are riding high, since their vic-
tory in California. It could also have been
a sop to Senator GoLpwATER, who walked on
the floor at that exact moment, and four
of whose most ardent supporters Senator
DmrseN had lured away to vote for cloture
by such resistance, fulmination and legalistic
speeches as above mentioned.

Senator Dirxsen had other reasons to em-
brace Mr. Hoover. He is currently in danger
of becoming the darling of the liberals, He
is getting rave reviews in leftist journals.
To the progressives of his party, who have
suffered through one of the worst weeks in
their history, he may well become a shining
hero, a prospect which fills him with pos-
sibly genuine horror. His personal following
in the Senate derives chiefly from Goldwater
conservatives.
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ROLLCALL ERINGS SURPRISES

When the roll was called, it was full of
surprises. All but one, Senator CANNON,
Democrat of Nevada, the first Senator from
his State to vote for cloture, were produced
by Senator DIRxSEN. When Senator CURTIS,
of Nebraska, who campaigned for Senator
GorowATER in California, answered “aye,”
the galleries gasped. He was followed by
Senators Hruska, of Nebraska, Muwor, of
South Dakota, and MILLER, of Iowa.

Benator GOLDWATER, the presumptive new
leader of the party, led a little band of five
the other way.

Minority Leader Dmrseny went off and
had lunch with his own flock, including
Senators CurTis and HRUSKA.

The wonderworker was charactistically
modest in victory. When Senator Mc-
Namara, Democrat of Michigan, clapped him
on the back and said, “I didn’t belleve you
could do it,” the Senator ho-hoed like a de-
partment store Santa Claus.

When reporters gathered around him to
ask him how he had done it, he said, with
that ambiguity which is the only predictable
strain in his nature, “When you need the oil
can, you use the oil can.”

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, June 12,
1964

Two REPUBLICANS: A CLEAR CHOICE
(By Marquis Childs)

In the solemn hush during the vote clos-
ing off debate on the longest fillbuster in
the Senate's history it was possible for a mo-
ment to see in perspective what has gone
before and what the future seems to promise.
It is easy to be cynical about motives. But
the achievement of Senator EVERETT McEKIN-
LEY DirxseENn, the minority leader, in carry-
ing all but six Republicans with him, will
stand for a long time in the annals of a body
in which maneuver and manipulation are a
fine art.

Without oratorical flourishes of any kind
he spoke the last words in the debate and
they were moving words. The warning to
his party was without equivocation. The
Whigs compromised, temporized and disap-
peared. Does the Republican Party, he
asked, deserve a better fate if it compro-
mises on the issue of freedom? With no
reference to candidates or campaigns he was
clearly looking forward as well as backward.

Senator BARRY GOLDWATER, of Arizona, was
one of the slx Republicans voting against
closing off debate. This 1s a traditional
stand for Senators from the States with
small populations. They are fearful that in
the pinch they will need the fillbuster as
protection from a roughshod majority. The
Democratic Senator from Arizona, the ven-
erable CARL HAYDEN, President pro tempore,
voted against cloture. So did another Dem-
ocrat from a more or less empty State, Sena~
tor ALaN BIBLE, of Nevada.

But GOLDWATER I8 no longer just a Sena-
tor from Arizona. Short of the ritual of
ratification at the convention in San Fran-
cisco, he is his party’s candidate for Presi-
dent. Every move he makes, large and
small, will be examined in that light.

Whether he will vote for the civil rights
bill when it comes up for the final passage
is still uncertain, Certainly, the measure
could never have been voted on without a
two-thirds majority to shut off debate.
Among leading Republicans attending the
recent Governors’ conference in Cleveland
the Goldwater stand on all issues, and par-
ticularly on eclvil rights, was the subject of
earnest and often deeply apprehensive spec-
ulation.

The consensus of the moderates was
roughly as follows: GOLDWATER will on most
issues be perfectly agreeable to a moderate
stand so long as the platform is put out un-
der an innocuous label such as a “Declara-
tion of Principles.” After all, he has said
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with a certain hard-bolled realism that po-
litical platforms are a meaningless bunch of
platitudinous promises.

But on civil rights he will inslst on what
can be interpreted as a States rights position.
The concern of the moderates is that this
will open the way to exploitation whether di-
rectly or indirectly of the white backlash.
This conceivably could get votes If in the
long, hot summer ahead rancor erupts into
violence. There is little doubt of the grow-
ing emotion in white and fringe communities
in the cities as demonstrations and lawless
outbreaks make existence all but intolerable.

There could be in a Goldwater campaign a
high road for obvious public consumption
and a low road winding through the jungle
of prejudice and hate. This has happened
before. This is the fear of the moderates not
alone for their party but for the Nation in
a time of deep and bitter division that must
somehow be healed. A vicious campalgn
fought on the low road could do incalculable
damage.

Competition for the backlash vote will
come from Gov. George C. Wallace, of Ala-
bama. He has boasted that he means to get
on the ballot of 20 to 30 States. His aim is
in a close election, to carry enough Southern
and border States so that the final outcome
would be determined in the House of Repre-
sentatives with the delegation of each State
having a single vote.

But this is largely an empty boast. The
law in most States makes it difficult to get
on the ballot and particularly at this late
date. The aim is to keep off crackpots who
run for publicity and their nuisance value.

The party of DirkseN is the Republican
Party in the Senate, as he has proved again
in this instance. It is the third time that
he has set his sights high. For the Kennedy
administration he saved the United Nations
bond issue. GoOLDWATER voted against it.
DmeseN helped to provide the sizable mar-
gin for the nuclear test ban treaty which
might otherwise have been rejected or have
been a dublous cliff-hanger. GOLDWATER
voted against the treaty. The choice, as the
minority leaders so bluntly stated, is clear.

PRIVATE OWNERSHIP AND TOLL
ENRICHMENT OF NUCLEAR FUELS

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, on Tues-
day of this week, Robert W. Adams of
Rawlins, Wyo., president and chairman
of the board of directors of Western
Nuclear, Inc., appeared before the Joint
Committee on Atomic Energy and pre-
sented a statement in regard to his
views on private ownership of special
nuclear materials which was under con-
sideration by the joint committee. His
statement will, of course, be printed in
the record of these hearings and made
available to Members of Congress
through this medium at a later date.
I did wish to invite all Senators’ atten-
tion to this statement at this time, how-
ever, since I feel it is significant and
will be of interest to them.

Mr. Adams’ statement, I believe, re-
flects a confidence and optimism in the
future of his company and of the future
of the uranium industry which I find
most refreshing. He also asserts his
faith and confidence in the free enter-
prise system which I likewise find most
refreshing. In his statement, it is quite
clear that Mr. Adams does not fear com-
petition from foreign sources or else-
where, but welcomes it and feels that he
and his company, through proper man-
agement, can survive and expand under
such competitive conditions.
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Those of us who have known Bob
Adams, and who have followed the suc-
cess and growth of his company, can well
understand the attitude as reflected in
his statement. It is the same faith in
the future that gave rise to the formation
of this company, or its predecessor, a
relatively few years ago by Mr. Adams
and his associates, and which has seen
this company grow and expand to one
of Wyoming’s finest industrial concerns.
It is the same principle and philosophy
which has made our free enterprise sys-
tem and this country itself great. It is
the same type of thinking and confi-
dence in the future which will continue
to add to the strength and greatness of
our country and its free enterprise sys-
tem,

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Mr. Adams’ statement may be
printed in the RECORD.

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

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT W. ApaMs, PRESIDENT
AND CHAIRMAN OF WESTERN NUCLEAR, INC.,
CONCERNING PRIVATE OWNERSHIP AND ToOLL
ENRICHMENT OF NucLEAR FUELS
Gentlemen, we welcome this opportunity

to participate in your hearings on private

ownership of special nuclear material and
to present our thoughts to you.

Our company is a relatively small indepen-
dent producer of yellow cake from ore de-
posits in Wyoming. We belleve we are an
aggressive young business and that we can
grow and prosper in a competitive atomic
energy industry.

‘We feel that the legislation you are con-
sidering is of major importance in its impact
on the growth of nuclear power and it could
well be a matter of life or death to us.

To begin with, we strongly urge that pri-
vate ownership of special nuclear materials
for power use be permitted as soon as pos-
sible. The statements of the atomic indus-
trial forum and reviews by others have out-
lined the reasons for this more ably than
I can, and I concur in their basic analysis.

There are two areas, however, in which I
am not in total agreement. One is con-
cerned with foreign uranium and the other
with the U.S. stockpile.

Pirst of all, we are not concerned about
low cost foreign uranium destroying our
domestic industry. I believe that we can do
better in a competitive market than some
operators think we can.

Basleally, I believe that if we wish to com-
pete all over the world for the sale of reac-
tors and reactor systems, we had better be
willing to compete all the way down the line,
including fuel.

It has been argued that in the period from
1970 to 1975 quotas, embargos, or tariffs
should be used to keep out low cost African
uranium. It does not make sense to me that
African producers are going to dump uranium
in the international market at distress prices
in the face of a growing demand for fuel.

For the very reason that their supply is a
byproduct, sales are not a requirement to
stay alive. I think it is reasonable, there-
fore, to assume that they will hold off for a
higher price on their limited production.

We are considerably less alarmed about
the Africans than we are about the U.S.
stockpile. It seems important that a clear
policy be established which would defer the
sale of uranium from the Government stock-
pile until a healthy nuclear fuel market ex-
ists. While I do not know the size of this
stockpile, it must certainly be many, many
times the quantity estimated as being re-
quired for fuel use in the next 10 years, and
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as such its improper disposition could wreck
all of us.

Most of us in the uranium ore milling
business have a considerable respect for the
wisdom of the atomic energy legislation. We
also admire the impartiality and skill of the
AEC In handling the difficult problems of the
cutback and stretchout. This same sort of
skill and wisdom needs to be exercised where
this stockpile is concerned. I frust that it
will be.

Specifically, T would like to recommend
that the Government stockpile be reserved
until such time as the free world uranium
market has once again climbed to levels of
12,000-15,000 tons per year. At that time its
disposition could be made at price levels
which would represent a profit to the Gov-
ernment. Furthermore, its existence over
the immediate future would help lend as-
surance to the public utility industry that
sufficlent fuel will be available to amortize
the vast capital cost of reactors and, in addi-
tion, provide for defense requirements for
which it was originally created.

I would like to illustrate one of the very
important reasons for this recommendation.
It has to do with planning. We all under-
stand the need for the long range research
in thermonuclear energy being conducted
by the AEC and are glad that these affairs
are guided by men who can look ahead and
take action now to insure our future. The
same sort of thinking must gulde the activi-
tles of small companies such as ours., What
will be our corporate strength 10 years from
now?

My answer is that we uranium producers
must be suppliers of a complete line of nu-
clear fuel materials. We belleve that pri-
vate ownership and toll enrichment will per-
mit us to get in this position. We believe
that by proper research on our part we can
learn to produce specification grade uranium
oxide or metal or carbide at our own mill
site for sale to fabricators. We believe that
such production, even of low enrichment
material by blending, will cut the cost of
nuclear fuel for power reactors.

In order to get in this position it is neces-
sary for us to invest in research facilities,
build our staff, develop our sales capabili-
ties, and alter our flow sheets at the mill.
This takes time as well as money, and it
takes decisions now.

As a very practical matter we want to
make the decision to go ahead and produce
nuclear fuels cheaper, but we cannot start
making plans until we know clearly that
the Government stockpile will not be dis-
posed of in a manner that will cut the
ground from under our feet. Therefore, we
think that the Government's stockpiling pol-
icy should be formulated along the lines I
have suggested and announced immediate-
ly. A clear statement of such a policy will
give the domestic uranium industry the con-
fidence and ability to plan for and compete
in a free world market.

We want to have the chance to compete in
the world nuclear fuel market but we cannot
do so if our competition is the Government
stockpile.

In summary then, as a small but healthy
uranium producer, I urge you to pass legis-
lation making private ownership of nuclear
fuel possible, manage your stockpile wise-
ly, and trust in our ability to compete with
the rest of the world.

Sincerely,
WEeSTERN NUCLEAR, INC.,
ROBERT W. Apams,
President and Chairman of the Board.

TROMEBLY TRADE SCHOOL IN DE-
TROIT—SPECIAL PROGRAM AND
PETITION ON CIVIL RIGHTS BILL

Mr. HART. Mr. President, on Monday
of this week I was privileged to attend

June 12

a special program at Trombly’'s Trade
School in Detroit.

On this occasion, young men between
the ages of 16 and 26, some of whom have
already had military service, presented
to me, for myself and my distinguished
colleague, the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNamaral, a petition which re-
flects their high hopes that the Senate
soon will enact the civil rights bill.

It was a memorable and moving pro-
gram, and I ask unanimous consent that
an outline of the program be printed in
the Recorp together with the petition
which accompanied it, which were
presented to me. These young men
acted in the finest tradition of citizens
of a free society; I was proud of them and
grateful they would have invited me.

Mr. HART subsequently said: Mr.
President, I yield myself 30 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Michigan is recognized for
30 seconds.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, earlier
today, I asked and received unanimous
consent to have printed in the Recorp
a petition and other material given to
me by students of the Trombly Trade
School, of Detroit. Inow ask unanimous
consent that the names of the signers
of the petition also be printed in the
RECORD.

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

There being no objection, the program
and petition with signatures were ordered
to be printed in the Recorp, as follows:
TromMBLY TRADE SCHOOL SPECIAL PROGRAM,

JUNE 8, 1964

Pledge to the Flag.

“The Star-Spangled Banner.”

Remarks, Mrs. Mary Kastead.

Russell Taylor, presentation of petition.

Senator PHILIP A. HART.

Mr. George D. McWatt, principal.

TroMELY TRADE SCHOOL,
Detroit, Mich., April 27, 1964.
Senator PAT McNAMARA,
Senator PHILIP HART,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR SENATORS MCNAMARA AND HarT: We
want you to know that we are pleased with
the work you are doing to promote the civil
rights legislation and we hope you will con-
tinue to do everything you can within your
offices to support this legislation.

We believe all citizens, no matter what
their origin, race or religion may be or where
they live, should have the same and equal
rights.

We know that this proposed civil rights
legislation is not everything we would like
it to be but it is an improvement over the
present law and it is a step forward.

We are not voters, Mr. Senators, because
our ages range between 16 and 20. However,
we wanted you to know that we are inter-
ested in the improved rights for all citizens.

We also wanted to thank you for your
help in trying to move this proposed legis-
lation to become law.

Yours very truly,
STUDENTS OF TROMBLY TRADE SCHOOL.
BIGNATURES

Leroy Carson, Sam Vitale, Wesley Ballard,
Thomas Jackson, Gary Marcinkowskl, Albert
Gooden, Gary Balowski, Willie Edwards, Ron-
ald Spadafore, Bruce Matt, Stanley Akers,
Francis Holschen, Robert J. Pollard, Alvin
Richmond, Frank DePassio, Stanley H. Tay-
lor, Rickle Jacobs, James Caldwell, Benney
J. Brook, Jr,, Paul Kuzera, Walter Cunning-
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ham, Russell Taylor, James Allport, Jerry
Jarrells, Vernon Langford, Daniel Head,
Thomas Rissmann, Richard Mery, Daniel
Buszek, Gary Temeczyk, Willle Foster.
Tom Speagle, Jim Liagre, Barry Jackson,
Stone, Cleveland Smith, Herbert Seidel,
Earl Groenewold, Raymond Walters, Joseph
Joshua, Michael Lupo, Ray Martinez, Jerry
A. Ntkowiak, Robert Petroskey, Marshall Dod-
son, James Hubbard.

Zygmond Bogumil, Lyn Mays, Dave Zan-
der, Roger Kowalski, Ronald Eowalski, Ken-
neth Ashford, Donald Lassin, Lester Gamble,
James Durrah, Elmer Pearson, Marcellus
Washington, Eugene Jackson, Willle Bolden,
Bill Kokenos, Ralph Ervin, Gregory Balogh,
Larry Szeszyckl, Jim Sandeen, Berney Brooks,
Jr., Stanley H. Taylor, Robert J. Pollard, Rich-
ard Phillips, Bill Smallwood, Tony Palaz-
zola, George Fortson, Jr., Richie Jacobs, An-
thony L. Affer, Robert J. Ventline, Joseph
F. Wier, Ray Huldred, David Skenske, Wil-
liam Schulte, Jerry Boekhaut, Harold San-
dirk, Rufus Granberry.

Richard Johnson, George Rodgers, George
Moore, Richard Thompson, George Balke-
vitch, Gary Dowler, Jack Olekszyk, Robert
Rendjlkowski, Willlam Hill, Jerry Powell,
Robert Kobylski, Eddie Trosper, David Gallo,
Martin Rhode, Eugene Stanfill, Danny Pat-
terson, Richard J. Augustyniak, Eric Peyton,
Amos Hosey, Danny Radisevich, Ralph Flem-
ing, Thomas Briggs, Thomas Sealey, Robert
Koyza, Alex Young, Bob Paxton, Louls Woods,
Charles Rhodes, Douglas Harvey, EKarl P.
Whitner, John Rypkowski, Jimmy Walker,
George Sadowski, Merrill Watt, Gene Cole,

Nick Clark, Joseph Jordon, Richard Eu-
lich, Stanley Lawson, Amos White, Theodore
‘Walker, Mark Kokowicz, James Keyes, Ken-
neth Franklin, Gerald Blount, Horace Ham-~
ilton, Randolph Smith, Ernest Hunt, Jr.

Thomas Motyl, Paul Cook, William Morgan,
Randall Dockery, Robert Thomas, Elroy
Harris, Norman Wray, Richard Daenzer, Ed-
ward Boyd, Paul Chorn, Art Nowak, Marvin
E. Davis, Delbert Bartley, Paul Cooley, Rich-
ard Mosqueda, Ronald Jacobs, Ronald Stokes.

WAR ON POVERTY PROGRAM

Mr. HART. Mr. President, for some
time I have been aware of the isolation
of the Senate. Over and over, we are
summoned to work our wisdom on prob-
lems with which few—or any of us—
have any firsthand knowledge. Cer-
tainly, it is a physical fact that we can-
not go out—100 strong—and personally
inspect every area of the country which
would be affected by each of the thou-
sands of pieces of legislation handled in
every Congress. For that matter, it is
also a very real fact that if 100 Senators
did appear on the scene, the information
gathered might, indeed, be slanted a
number of degrees away from the true
situation.

But, granting that we try to compen-
sate in various ways for the separation
of Senators and the problems with which
we deal, the fact remains that such a
separation does exist.

Seldom has this distance appeared so
great to me as it does with President
Johnson's war on poverty.

Here we sit: in a Chamber beautiful to
the point of grandeur. Here we are: sur-
rounded by mementos of the great his-
tory of this country. Surely it is under-
standable if some of us find it difficult
to imagine that there could be poverty
in our country—let alone to picture its
true face.

This is why I am glad to be able today
to invite the attention of all Senators
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to an article entitled “Another Face of
America,” written by Andy Sufritz in
Contact, the magazine of the Michigan
Credit Union League.

The article details Mr. Sufritz’ trip
into the mining area of Kentucky. He
and his wife went there—using vacation
days—to deliver a carload of clothing
and food to this area which has been
suffering from its own private depression
since 1950.

In brief, this is the flesh-and-blood
story of what—at least one aspect—the
war on poverty is all about.

There is more in this piece than a
description of privation. There is dig-
nity and pride—pride in those whom cir-
cumstances have made the sufferers, and
pride in those Americans who have made
themselves the helpers.

Mr. Sufritz once was a miner himself.
It was natural, perhaps, that he sent a
box of clothing to miners in Hazard, Ky.,
with a note that he understood times
were hard and that perhaps the clothing
would help.

To those who proclaim that the war on
poverty would aid those who care not
to help themselves, I should like to invite
attention to this paragraph from the
article:

A reply came, describing the terrible need
and suffering. But it was not a letter of de-
feat. The words urged ald, not for a people
who were sitting back waliting for handouts,
but for a people who were doing all that
their limited material and human resources
could accomplish. They were not words of
a people searching for a lost dignity. The
words proclaimed their pride and dignity,
as well as their determination to endure what
had to be endured and to do what had to
be done to restore a decent standard of
living to the area.

This, the critics may say, is the au-
thor’s interpretation of the need of the
people. However, I think the reader will
agree, upon finishing the article, that
the opinion has foundation.

Many of Mr. Sufritz’ coworkers read
the letter, and it was their outpouring of
help—of clothing and food—that neces-
sitated Mr, Sufritz’ trip to Kentucky and
thus the report was born.

Mr. President, certainly I am as aware
as anyone that only a small percentage
of the articles inserted into the Con-
GRESSIONAL RECORD each day are read by
Senators. However, I do hope each will
find the few minutes necessary to read
this one. There is no question in my
mind that it will yield a better under-
standing of what the war on poverty
means.

There is one P.S. I should like to add to
this article, and I add it with special
pride in the people of Michigan.

Apparently the carload of material
which Mr. and Mrs. Sufritz delivered to
Kentucky was only the beginning. Soon
after, members of UAW Local 212
gathered up about 2 tons of clothing and
food. The Teamsters Union undertook
the delivery of this.

As a result, the Teamsters themselves
are organizing a drive to help these
miners. As one of the drivers who went
to Hazard, Ky., said:

If I can accomplish what is in my heart,
ours will be a whopper of a drive.
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Several other groups, Mr. Sufritz in-
forms us, are also considering food and
clothing drives for the miners.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Andy Sufritz’ article pub-
lished in the April 1964, magazine of the
Michigan Credit Union may be printed
in the Recorp. As I do so, let me point
out the obvious. All the good that it has
wrought already is only a drop in the
bucket to what we Members of Congress
can accomplish. For these proud and
dignified people need not only food and
clothing to sustain them from day to day,
but they also need the means once more
to become contributing members of our
labor force. These means are ours to
give through President Johnson’s war-
on-poverty program.

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

ANOTHER FACE OF AMERICA
(By Andy Sufritz)

(Eprror’'s Nore—Contact’s assoclate edi-
tor added a couple of vacation days to a
weekend in order to make the trip on which
he here reports. Staff bylines do not often
appear in Contact, but this is a story In
which Andy’'s personal experience and occu-
pational past are important elements.)

A note tucked in the pocket of a jacket
gsent in a box of clothing to Hazard, Ky.,
started it all. The note simply stated that
my wife Olga and I knew unemployed minera
and their families in the Hazard area had
long struggled against poverty; hoped the
clothing would help; and encouraged a reply
by enclosing a self-addressed stamped
envelope.

The reply came, describing the terrible
need and suffering. But it was not a letter
of defeat. The words urged aid, not for a
people who were sitting back walting for
handouts, but for a people who were doing
all that their limited material and human
resources could accomplish. They were not
words of a people searching for a lost dignity.
The words proclaimed their pride and dignity,
as well as thelr determination to endure
what had to be endured and do what had to
be done to restore a decent standard of
living to the area.

It was a moving letter. Anyone recelving
it would have felt compelled to try to do
something to help. Experlence permits say-
ing that League staff personnel who read
the letter felt the same, for they responded
with generous offers of food and clothing.

The contributions swelled, and within 2
weeks the stalrway to my upstairs apartment
became virtually impassable, piled high with
food and clothing. Costs of mailing the
collected material would have been prohibi-
tive, so my wife and I decided to deliver the
food and clothing ourselves. Thus, on Fri-
day morning, March 6, we left Detroit, our
car sagging from the weight of the food and
clothing jammed into every available inch of
space.

The hours rolled by with us as we sped
southward on the seemingly endless dual
highway always stretching into the horizon
ahead of us. Slowly, a feeling of unreality
crept into my mind, along with a vague sense
of confusion that kept nagging me,

ROAD, NATURE DENY POVERTY

The feeling persisted for a long time, until
we had crossed over from Ohio into Ken-
tucky and were climbing the highway
slashed through the mountainside. Sudden-
ly the reason for the confused unreality
snapped sharply into focus: it was the tre-
mendous contradiction between being in a
car loaded with food and clothing for people
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suffering poverty and traveling along a mag-
nificent road that blotted out everything but
its own overwhelming grandeur. I was re-
minded of Detroit and its network of ex-
pressways. There, too, drivers flash by slums
daily—and never notice them.

In contrast to the monotonous flat land of
Michigan and Ohio, majestic mountain
ranges loomed a deep purple ahead of us.
This too, this beauty of nature surrounding
us, defied all thoughts of poverty and its
ugliness. But we knew this would come
later, and so we marveled as the mountains
enveloped us,

At a point only 87 miles from Hazard, we
finally left the dual highway. The road to
Hazard is more in keeping with those I re-
membered back in West Virginia, where I
had worked for 10l years as a coal miner
before coming to Detroit. The narrow road
wound around perilously steep hills, often
curving a full 180 degrees. This road hid
nothing, and now we were seeing evidence of
the poverty.

APPALACHIA LONG DEPRESSED

It must be remembered that coal-rich Ap-
palachia, sprawling from Pennsylvania down
through West Virginia, Eentucky, North and
South Carolina, Georgia, Tennessee, and Ala-
bama, has been in a state of chronic eco-
nomic depression since 1850, the year auto-
mation was introduced into the mining in-
dustry.

Miners were the first to raise their voices
in protest to automation. They saw the ma-
chines come in and the men go out. Not all
at once, but gradually, a little more each year.
They protested in vain, for automation, gorg-
ing on fantastic increases of productivity
(national average of 11 tons per man per day
versus as much as 85 tons per man per day in
automated mines) and reduced labor costs
(two-thirds to three-fourths of the work
force could be laid off) spread to engulf the
whole of Appalachia. In its wake lay closed
marginal mines, slashed work forces in mines
remaining in operation—and a grinding pov-
erty to plague families whose economic base
had suddenly disappeared.

A decline in coal markets further aggra-
vated the situation, along with the mush-
rooming of the strip-mining industry which
requires fewer men and less expensive ma-
chinery than deep mines. Perhaps the enor-
mity of the combined effect of these forces is
best revealed in one comparison: in 1950
there were some 450,000 miners; today there
are about 120,000.

No place was hit harder than southeastern
Eentucky, a fact which became ever more
obvious as we neared Hazard. Sagging tar-
paper-roofed shacks, with outhouses stand-
ing like sentinels by each, dotted the hill-
sides.

CAR BODIES EVERYWHERE

Curiously, car bodles of various vintage
and partially stripped could be seen every-
where: alogg thg roadside, beside almost
every shack, along the Eentucky River's
shore which bordered the road, up on hill-
sldes and down in chasms. We later learned
that as the economic squeeze tightened,
leaving no money for even food, the cars were
simply parked and stripped of salable parts.

In sharp contrast to the shacks appeared
occasional beautiful modern homes, with
brick or stone siding, large picture windows,
and two or three new cars parked in drive-
ways. These, we were told, were homes of
coal operators, owners of one or more of the
many mines in the area.

Our destination was not Hazard proper,
but a small community on the outskirts
called Combs. There lived the family of Mr.
and Mrs. Charles Moore, the people with
whom we had established contact.

Thelr house stood at the end of two rows
of wooden frame houses separated by a dirt
road, deeply rutted, full of craters, and now
a sea of water and mud from a recent raln.
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But we sloshed, heaved, and scraped our way
through in our car to the front of the house.

At the door, we were met by the wife, Lola,
who welcomed us with a warm friendliness.
The pile of food and clothing seemed like &
substantial amount when it was in our stair-
way in Detroit, but as we unloaded the car
to line a wall in her bedroom, it had already
shrunk in comparison to the need we had
seen. Lola explained that they had a local
union hall where large truckloads were de-
livered for distribution, but that her home
often served as a way station for loads of
our size,

Over a cup of coffee and & bologna sand-
wich (we had brought food with wus, but
could not eat it realizing that every mouth-
ful we had literally would be depriving some-
one else), Lola answered questions and de-
scribed the desperateness of the people. Her
husband, she explained, was attending a
meeting of unemployed miners who were
always busy trylng to find ways to get aid
into the area.

CONDITIONS DRAW STUDENTS

One of the most interesting developments
Lola related is the very close rapport estab-
lished between the unemployed miners and
idealistic college students who have been
drawn there in response to national publicity
about the area. Over 100 such students—
some staying a few days, others spending 2-
week holiday vacations, and still others vol-
untarily interrupting their educations to
devote full time to help in the area—have
come from widely scattered campuses.

When Lola's husband returned, we learned
that Charles Moore is a leader of the unem-
ployed miners, ranking with more widely
known Berman Gibson in the respect he
commands. A veteran of World War II,
Moore had had the right side of his back
blown off by shrapnel from an exploding
enemy grenade in battle. Returning to work
in the mines after his discharge, his weak-
ened back eventually gave way. Operations
could not restore his back to withstand the
heavy physical strain required in his work.
He was forced to leave the mines, but always
maintained his union membership in good
standing and participated actively in his
union’s affairs.

Fortunately for Charles and other miners,
the United Mine Workers Union had estab-
lished a chain of 12 hospitals in medically
isolated regions of Eentucky, West Virginia,
and Virginia, Six of these were erected in
Eentucky at a cost of $21 million, one of
them at Hazard.

WELFARE FUND BENEFITS

These hospitals were financed and staffed
through the union’s welfare fund, into which
operators of unionized mines pald 40 cents
for each ton of coal mined. This fund, first
negotiated in 1947, provided money for the
hospital program, as well as benefits to
miners’ widows and dependents, a pension
of $100 a month to retirees, unemployment
benefits to injured miners, death benefits,
and complete payment for all hospital and
medical care of miners and their dependents.

The fund was a tremendous achievement.
For the first time in the history of this Na-
tion, men working in one of the most hazard-
ous industries were provided with adequate
and often lifesaving medical care.

But as the coal crisis deepened with each
year, depleted welfare funds forced cutbacks
in programs. Injury compensation was
eliminated, followed by widow benefits and
nonessential medical attention. In 1959
miners pensions were cut to $75 a month,
and the next year a fund ruling completely
eliminated fund benefits of all miners un-
employed for 12 months or more.

The latter ruling dealt a devastating blow,
embittering thousands of miners who had
been unemployed for 2, 3, or more years.
They had fought long and hard battles,
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marked by bitter strikes and deprivation, to
win the fund and its benefits, Now, they
suddenly found themselves and their families
without any protection whatsoever.

The union strived vainly to stem the flow
of area operators who canceled union con-
tracts and reverted to nonunion operations.
In Perry County, where Hazard is located,
there had been nine union mines. The last
union-operated mine there canceled 1its
contract with the United Mine Workers this
month.

CONFLICTING FORCES

As crisis followed crisis, strong passions
were unleashed. Some men who had long
been with the union, faced with starving
familles, returned to work. The instinct
for self-preservation clashed head on with
long-established traditions of unlonism,
splitting families and driving a deeper wedge
between miners and operators.

And then came the final blow. Last year
the UMW announced its declision to sell the
six hospitals in Kentucky. The six hospitals,
built at a cost of $21 million, were sold to
the State for 3.7 million, The Presbyterian
Church volunteered to administer the hos-
pitals and maintain a semblance of medical
service.

NO STAFF DOCTORS

According to Lola, who had worked for
years as a dietician at the Hazard Hospital
but resigned when it changed hands, there
had been a staff of some 18 doctors, including
interns, at the hospital. Now, she said, there
is not one single doctor on the staff; only
emergency cases are admitted; and one of
three or four local privately practicing physi-
cians must be called in to treat patients.

We saw the beautiful hospital, pictured
here, and I could not help but feel some of
the frustrations I knew the miners must
feel every time they go by the hospital.
With the destruction of the union went the
destruction of all that had been achieved by
the miners.

Moore told of men working for as little
as #3 or 84 a day, and of one instance where a
miner had worked for 60 hours 1 week and
his take-home pay amounted to $16.40. I
asked how this could be when Federal law
requires & minimum pay of $1.25 an hour for
all workers producing goods In interstate
commerce, such as coal certainly is. He
just smiled and shrugged his shoulders,
“You know it, I know it, the men know it,
and the operators know it,” he said. “But
just stick around a while, you'll learn and
see a lot of things you wouldn't believe were
possible.”

The Moores invited us to stay with them.
Their eldest of three sons at home was sent to
stay with a neighbor, and they insisted on
turning over their own bedroom to me and
my wife. At 2 o'clock in the morning,
Moore was awakened from his sleep. Six
students had arrived from George Washing-
ton University in Washington, D.C., and he
went to help find a place for them to stay.

We met the students the next day at a
meeting we were invited to attend of a com-
mittee the unemployed miners established in
January of this year to help coordinate and
have volce in efforts designed to lift the
economic blight in the area.

NO CREDIT UNIONS

No one I talked with knew of any credit
unions in Hazard, and if anyone ever needed
them, these people do. They would not
solve all of their problems by any means,
but they would have helped soften the hard
blows staggering the people there.

After the meeting, where we were intro-
duced along with the students and spoke
briefly of our mission there, Lola took us
to visit & miner, his wife, and their 10 chil-
dren. The outside appearance of the shack
we were app: served to prepare one
psychologically to expect almost anything
inside,
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But as I stepped into the dark gloom of
that suffoeatingly hot room, the horrible im-
pact of what was inside had the physical
force of a sledge-hammer blow. My first
instinct was to run, to escape what was
there. I now understood completely the
story Moore had told the day before of a stu-
dent visiting a miner's family on a hill and
cracking up. The student refused to leave
the place until something was done for the
family, and had to be forcibly dragged out
of the place.

WAITING SHROUD

As I stood there literally paralyzed my
eyes became accustomed to the gloom that
fought against the light coming through the
open doorway. Figures seemed to emerge
from the walls—gray figures, seeming al-
most lifeless. The only thing I could think
of was that this gloom was a shroud, wait-
ing patiently to claim the humanity it even
now covered.

In this room crowded the family and a visi-
tor, a relative. Several of the children were
barefooted, others had on what were once
shoes, but they now denied that description.
Ravages of malnutrition were evident from
skin diseases that blotched the natural
beauty in the children’s faces.

In the eternity that lasted a half hour
or 45 minutes we were there, not once did
a smile light the face of anyone in that fam-
ily. The pictures speak much more force-
fully than any words I could write.

THE 2-MONTH RUPTURE

What the plctures do not show, however,
15 a rupture the size of two adult fists that
the youngest boy, 2 years old, had carried
for 2 months at the time we were there. I
fought back a powerful urge to scream as
they showed the rupture to me, and the
vision of that beautiful hospital—only 2
miles away—suddenly jangled in my mind.
And I was reminded of Moore's words of the
day before, that I would see things that I
had not belleved possible.

Lola talked to the mother, and got the 10
children’s shoe sizes, but of the 30 to 40 pairs
of shoes that we had brought with us, only
7 palrs could be found to fit.

One statement the mother made will prob-
ably haunt me always. Looking around at
the surrounding poverty, in a half-apologetie,
half-defiant tone, she sald, “I know we don't
have much, but we've been blessed with
children.” It just seemed impossible that
anything there could be even remotely re-
lated to a blessing.

SLEEP CROWDED OUT

Sleep didn’t come easily that night. Sleep
was crowded out by accusing looks in the
haunted eyes of children who no longer
smiled; by the haggard lines of worry that
transformed a mother of 30 to 35 years into
an old woman long before her time; of the
appeal in the eyes of a husband whose face
also bore the scars of unending worry.

The next morning, Sunday, we awoke to a
pouring rain. Planned visits were auto-
matically canceled by the impassible condi-
tion of the dirt roads that were the only
access to the people we had made arrange-
ments to see.

By noon, the rainstorm had grow in fury,
and we all decided it would be wise for us
to leave if we didn't wish to be stranded
there—possibly for days. It rained all of the
way back to Detroit, but nothing could ever
wash away what we had experienced.

EXPLANATION OF VOTE YESTER-
DAY ON AMENDMENT NO. 539

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I was
present in the Chamber yesterday and
voted on all the yea-and-nay votes except
the last one. During that time I was
interested in the amendment No. 539 of
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the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc-
CLELLAN]. However, as interested in the
amendment as I was, I was compelled to
be away from the Chamber on business
of the utmost importance for the State
of Mississippi.

I offer this explanation because I had
suggested to the Senator from Arkansas
that he call up his amendment at that
time, but then I had to leave the Cham-
ber

Had I been present I would have voted
in favor of the amendment.

ESTABLISHMENT OF A NATIONAL
COMMISSION ON FOOD MARKET-
ING

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask that the Chair lay before the Senate
the amendment of the House to Senate
Joint Resolution 71.

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-
fore the Senate the amendment of the
House of Representatives to the joint
resolution (S.J. Res. 71) to establish a
National Commission on Food Marketing
to study the food industry from the pro-
ducer to the consumer, which was, to
strike out all after the resolving clause
and insert:

That there is hereby established a bi-

n National Commission on Food Mar-
keting (hereinafter referred to as the “Com-
mission”).

SEC. 2. ORGANIZATION OF THE COMMISSION.—
(a) The Commission shall be composed of
fifteen members, including (1) five Members
of the Senate, to be appointed by the Presi-
dent of the Senate; (2) five Members of the
House of Representatives, to be appointed by
the Speaker of the House of Representatives;
and (3) five members to be appointed by the
President from outside the Federal Govern-
ment.

(b) Any vacancy in the Commission shall
not affect its powers and shall be filled in
the same manner as the original position.

(e) Eight members of the Commission
shall constitute a quorum.

SeEc. 3. COMPENSATION OF MEMBERS.—(a)
Members of Congress who are members of
the Commission shall serve without com-
pensation in addition to that received for
their services as Members of Congress; but
they shall be reimbursed for travel, sub-
sistence, and other necessary expenses in-
curred by them in the performance of the
duties vested in the Commission.

(b) Each member of the Commission who
iz appointed by the President may receive
compensation at the rate of $100 for each
day such member is engaged upon work of
the Commission, and shall be reilmbursed for
travel expenses, including per diem in lieu
of subsistence as authorized by law (6 U.S.C.
T3b-2) for persons in the Government serv-
ice employed intermittently.

Sec. 4. DUTIES OF THE COMMISSION.—(a)
The Commission shall study and appraise
the marketing structure of the food indus-
try, including the following:

(1) The actual changes, principally in the
past two decades, in the various segments
of the food industry;

(2) The changes llkely to materialize if
present trends continue;

(8) The kind of food industry that would
assure efficlency of production, assembly,
processing, and distribution, provide appro-
priate services to consumers, and yet main-
tain acceptable competitive alternatives of
procurement and sale in all segments of the
industry from producer to consumer;

(4) The changes in statutes or public pol-
icy, the organization of farming and of foed
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assembly, processing, and distribution, and
the interrelationships between segments of
the food industry which would be appropri-
ate to achieve a desired distribution of pow-
er as well as desired levels of efficiency;

(6) The effectiveness of the services, in-
cluding the dissemination of market news,
and regulatory activities of the Federal Gov-
ernment in terms of present and probable
developments in the industry; and

(6) The effect of imported food on United
States producers, processors and consumers.

(b) The Commission shall make such in-
terim reports as it deems advisable, and it
shall make a final report of its findings and
conclusions to the President and to the Con-
gress by July 1, 1965.

Sec. 5. Powers oF THE COMMISSION.—(a)
The Commission, or any three members
thereof as authorized by the Commission,
may conduct hearings anywhere in the
United States or otherwlse secure data and
expressions of opinions pertinent to the
study. In connection therewith the Com-
mission is authorized by majority vote—

(1) to require, by special or general orders,
corporations, business firms, and individ-
uals to submit in writing such reports and
answers to questions as the Commission may
prescribe; such submission shall be made
within such reasonable period and under
oath or otherwise as the Commission may
determine;

(2) to administer oaths;

(8) to require by subpena the attendance
and testimony of witnesses and the produc-
tion of all documentary evidence relating to
the execution of its duties;

(4) in the case of disobedience to a sub-
pena or order issued under paragraph (a)
of this section to invoke the aid of any dis-
trict court of the United States in requiring
compliance with such subpena or order;

(6) in any proceeding or investigation to
order testimony to be taken by deposition
before any person who is designated by the
Commission and has the power to administer
oaths, and in such instances to compel tes-
timony and the production of evidence in
the same manner as authorized under sub-
paragraphs (3) and (4) above; and

(6) to pay witnesses the same fees and
mileage as are pald in like circumstances in
the courts of the United States.

(b) Any district court of the United States
within the jurisdiction of which an Inquiry
is carried on may, in case of refusal to obey a
subpena or order of the Commission issued
under paragraph (a) of this section, issue an
order requiring compliance therewlth; and
any failure to obey the order of the court
may be punished by the court as a contempt
thereof.

(c) The Commission is authorized to re-
quire directly from the head of any Federal
executive department or independent agency
available information deemed useful in the
discharge of its duties. All departments and
independent agencies of the Government are
hereby authorized and directed to cooperate
with the Commission and to furnish all in-
formation requested by the Commission to
the extent permitted by law.

(d) The Commission is authorized to en-
ter Into contracts with Federal or State
agencies, private firms, institutions, and in-
dividuals for the conducting of research or
surveys, the preparation of reports, and other
activitles necessary to the discharge of its
duties.

(e) When the Commission finds that pub-
lication of any information obtained by it is
in the public interest and would not give an
unfair competitive advantage to any person,
it is authorized to publish such information
in the form and manner deemed best adapt-
ed for public use, except that data and infor-
mation which would separately disclose the
business transactions of any person, trade
secrets, or names of customers shall be held
confidentlal and shall not be disclosed by the
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Commission or its staff: Provided, however,
That the Commission shall permit business
firms or individuals reasonable access to doc-
uments furnished by them for the purpose of
obtaining or copying such documents as need
may arise.

(f) The Commission is authorized to dele-
gate any of its functions to Individual mem-
bers of the Commission or to designated indi-
viduals on its staff and to make such rules
and regulations as are necessary for the con-
duct of its business, except as herein other-
wise provided.

BeEc. 6. ADMINISTRATIVE ARRANGEMENTS.—
(a) The Commission is authorized, without
regard to the clvil service laws and regula-
tions or the Classification Act of 1949, as
amended, to appoint and fix the compensa-
tion of an executive director and the execu-
tive director, with the aproval of the Com-
mission, shall employ and fix the compensa-
tion of such additional personnel as may be
necessary to carry out the functions of the
Commission, but no individual so appointed
shall receive compensation in excess of the
rate authorized for GS-18 under the Classi-
flcation Act of 1949, as amended.

(b) The executive director, with the ap-
proval of the Commission, is authorized to
obtain services in accordance with the provi-
slons of section 15 of the Act of August 2,
1946 (5 U.S.C. bba), but at rates for indi-
viduals not to exceed $100 per diem.

(c) The head of any executive department
or independent agency of the Federal Gov-
ernment is authorized to detail, on a re-
imbursable basis, any of its personnel to as-
sist the Commission in carrying out its work.

{d) Financial and administrative services
(including those related to budgeting and
accounting, financial reporting, personnel,
and procurement) shall be provided the
Commission by the General Services Admin-
istration, for which payment shall be made
in advance, or by reimbursement, from funds
of the Commission in such amounts as may
be agreed upon by the Chairman of the
Commission and the Administrator of Gen-
eral Services: Provided, That the regulations
of the General Services Administration for
the collection of indebtedness of personnel
resulting from erroneous payments (5 U.S.C.
46c) shall apply to the collection of errone-
ous payments made to or on behalf of a
Commission employee, and regulations of
sald Administrator for the administrative
control of funds (31 U.S.C. 665(g)) shall ap-
ply to appropriations of the Commission:
Provided further, That the Commission shall
not be required to prescribe such regulations.

(e) Ninety days after submission of its
final report, as provided in section 4(b), the
Commission shall cease to exist.

SEC. T. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-
T10Ms—There is hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums not In excess of $1,600,-
000 as may be necessary to carry out the pro-
visions of this joint resolution. Any money
appropriated pursuant hereto shall remain
avallable to the Commission until the date
of its expiration, as fixed by section 6(e).

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that action
taken by the Senate on June 5 agreeing
to a conference with the House on Senate
Joint Resolution 71 and the appointment
of the conferees be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

Is there objec~

MuskiE in the chair).
tion?

Mr. RUSSELL. Will the Senator state
the title of the joint resolution?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I shall explain it.
Senate Joint Resolution 71 was reported
unanimously by the Senate Commerce
Committee, and at the same time the
House passed a similar resolution in
which there were some minor differences.
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At that time, the Commerce Committee
thought the Senate might have a confer-
ence with the House on the matter rather
than concur in the House amendment.
To expedite the matter, we have since
come to the conclusion that we would
accept the House amendment. It is not
a matter of substance.

The joint resolution provides for the
establishment of a commission, proposed
by the President, to make inquiry into
food-marketing practices in the United
States, including the price spread be-
tween the producer and the consumer.

The inquiry started in our committee
under the able direction of the senior
Senator from Wpyoming, who concen-
trated upon the cattle problem as it in-
volved the price to the producer and the
price to the consumer.

The Senator from Wyoming conducted
in-depth hearings on the matter. This
joint resolution will now give the Presi-
dent authority to create the Commis-
sion. The difference between the House
and Senate resolution is that the Senate
provided for 2 years, and the House for
1 year. We were hoping that we might
resolve this difference because the in-
quiry is complex and significant.

I do not like to call it an investigation,
because we are not witch hunting, or
pointing a finger at the villains of the
piece, but we are trying to find out what
the problem is in marketing and what
the reason is for the spread between
the farmer’s price and the consumer’s
price.

In many cases it may be justified. A
prime example being used is the 22-cent
loaf of bread, and the 2 cents worth of
wheat which the farmer provides.

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Washington yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me finish my
explanation, and then I shall be glad to
yield to the Senator from Louisiana.

The Senator from Wyoming and our
committee found real problems involved
in meat marketing, including the role of
chainstores, the role of the producers
and the packers, and how it affects the
housewife.

This is the purpose of the inquiry. I
believe I have stated it fairly well. The
President is desirous that we proceed im-
mediately with the inquiry. Both reso-
lutions now provide that there shall be
five Members of the Senate, five Mem-
bers of the House, and five public mem-
bers on the Commission.

I believe that this inquiry is long over-
due. The American people are anxious
to understand the problem and know
where the real difficulties lie in the great
spread between the cost to the producer
and to the consumer.

I suggested during the hearings that
we talk a little about fruit, in which
many people are interested. Take the
cost spread in apples, for example. A
producer receives 215 cents a pound for
a real fine Washington Delicious apple,
whereas in the store it will be sold for
2 pounds for 35 or 39 cents.

In all fairness, I say that there may
be good reason for this disparity in the
price, but I believe that we should find
out what the reason is for that disparity.

June 12

Now I am glad to yield to the Senator
from Vermont, first, because he has been
waiting a long time to be recognized.

Mr, AIKEN. I have been very much
interested in what the Senator from
Washington has just said. Although
there are half a dozen agencies——

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that I may be
permitted to proceed for 5 additional
minutes.

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
am constrained to object, because we are
trying to accommodate as many Sen-
ators as we can and we have already
gone 25 minutes beyond the original 15
minutes agreed upon.

I will not object at this time.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I should
be glad to have 2 minutes of my 60 min-
utes used for this purpose.

Mr. MANSFIELD. I will not object.

Mr. AIEEN. Mr. President, although
there are half a dozen agencies which
have carried on a study of this nature, it
has continued for a long time, and noth-
ing has been done. The real reason for
the trouble has not been brought to light,
so it now behooves Congress to take such
action in this field as may be necessary.

The Senator from Washington men-
tioned the meat situation. I do not
know whether he has been reading the
financial reports of the packing com-
panies which have been issued reecntly;
but the one that had the poorest record
this year, compared with last year, shows
a gain of 32 percent in profits over last
year.

The one I have seen shows the high-
est increase in profit to be 79 percent.
There may be good reason for it. Per-
haps it is due to investments abroad.
That may be the answer. If that is the
answer, I believe the public is entitled to
know that that is the reason. The pub-
lic should know why prices constantly
drop to the farmer and still do not drop
to the consumer. I compliment the Sen-
ator.

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from
Vermont makes a good point. A cor-
related effort must be made by the vari-
ous agencies. They must not be going
off in different directions.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. ELLENDER. Iexpressed the hope
earlier that the Commission would be
organized. The question is whether the
method of appointing the 15 members
has been changed. Are the Senate Mem-
bers to be appointed by the presiding
officer of the Senate?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; and the
House Members by the Speaker. The
aesident will appoint the public mem-

Tra.

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

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. MILLER. I merely wish to add
my hope that the Commission will do a
good job. It is a very important one.
I should like to add the suggestion that
when the Commission is established, par-
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ticularly with respect to the public mem-
bers, great care be exercised in the ap-
pointment of the public members, so that
the public will have confidence in the
report and in the work of the Commis-
sion. For example, it might well be
that a member of the livestock industry
should serve on the Commission. There
are members of the livestock industry
and then there are members of the live-
stock industry, if the Senator knows
what I mean. The same is true of mem-
bers of the apple industry. I am sure
the Senator from Washington under-
stands. The appointments should repre-
sent the consensus of the majority mem-
bers of the industry involved, so that
people can look with confidence at the
work of the Commission.

Mr, MAGNUSON. I am sure the
President of the United States will take
those matters into consideration. I
wish to yield to the Senator from Wy-
oming [Mr. McGeel on his time. He
has done an excellent job in getting this
program off the ground in a series of
hearings. He knows a great deal about
the subject.

I move that the Senate concur in the
House amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator restate his motion?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I move that the
Senate concur in the House amendment
to Senate Joint Resolution 71.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator have the official papers to
present at the desk?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Ishall wait. Ibe-
lieve the papers are on the way. When
they are received I shall be notified, and
then I shall renew my motion.

I yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

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

The question is on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 1052, proposed by the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MaNsFIeLD] and the
Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],
in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. McGEE. I believe the Senator
from Washington has yielded to me.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired under the unanimous-con-
sent agreement.

Mr. McGEE. I yield myself 30 sec-
onds from my own time on the eivil
rights bill.

In order to conserve the time of the
Senate, and to preserve my 60 minutes,
should I need them later, I am pleased
that the Senate is taking this action to-
day. I concur in the House amendment
and I urge that the Senate concur in the
amendment so as to get this vital study
under way. I ask unanimous consent
that my full statement be made a part
of the Recorp at this point.

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

STATEMENT BY SENATOR MCGEE

I am pleased that the Senate is taking
action today which will expedite the estab-
lishment of a National Commission on Food
Marketing. However, there is one provision
of the pending bill which concerns me. This
is the limitation of the Commission to a
1-year duration and $1!%4 million in funds.
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It is doubtful whether the job which we
are expecting the Commission to do can be
completed in this time and with these funds,

Once the bill is passed, the members of
the Commission must be appointed and
brought together. The Commission must
recruit and organize a professional staff. It
must develop operating procedures. It must
review and evaluate a massive volume of
existing data and research findings. It must
determine what additional information is
needed and how and where it can be ob-
tained. It will be expected to hold public
hearings throughout the country. It must
assemble additional information from many
sources, including field surveys, personal
interviews, inspection of books and records,
reports and questionnaires, correspondence,
and by other appropriate methods. It must
cover a wide range of important agricul-
tural commodities. It must Include all
stages of the marketing process from the
producer through the assembler, processor,
wholesale and retail distributor to the con-
sumer. It must evaluate all of this mate-
rial, make statistical analyses and arrive at
significant findings and conclusions. It must
prepare written reports covering all of its
findings and conclusions.

Many people have been conducting re-
search on the structure of the food indus-
try for many years. These studles have pro-
vided partial insights into specific commod-
ity and functional areas. However, they
have not fillled enough of the gaps to pro-
vide a real understanding of how our food
marketing system works.

‘We cannot gain the necessary understand-
ing with another partial effort. This study
must get into areas of market operations
which have not been covered by past re-
search. It must provide a much needed
understanding of the marketing system as a
whole and not just a series of descriptive
reports on individual commodity or problem
areas.

Secretary Freeman has said that “This is
the most significant inquiry to be proposed
since the late Senator Joseph C. O'Mahoney
launched the historic Temporary National
Economic Committee (TNEC) in the late
1930's." I agree with this judgment. I
would remind my colleagues that the work
of the TNEC extended over nearly a 3-year
period. The law establishing the TNEC was
approved on June 16, 1938, and the Commis-
sion completed its work on April 3, 1941. It
published 43 monographs on important
areas of economie activity, and an additional
31 volumes and 6 supplements covering the
public hearings which it held during this
period.

You also are acquainted with the more
recent work of the bipartisan Hoover Com-
mission which was set up in 1947 to study
the organization of the executlve branch of
the Government. The Hoover Commission
spent 2 years and issued 15 reports in the
course of its initial study. In 1953 a second
Hoover Commission was established, and it
spent an additional 2 years following up on
the work of the first Commission.

I believe that we should expect the Na-
tional Commission on Food Marketing to do
the same type of job which was done by the
TNEC and by the Hoover Commission.

I concur in the House amendment so that
the work of the Commission can be started
now and the potential pitfalls of a confer-
ence, so close to the end of the session, can
be avoided. I shall certainly be prepared
next year, however, to support an extension
of the life of the Commission so that its
work may not be prematurely foreclosed.

LAOS AND SOUTH VIETNAM

Mr. MORSE. Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp an article, published today
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in the Washington Post, on a statement,
emanating from the State Department,
seeking to rationalize further its course
of illegal action in Laos and South Viet-
nam.

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

U.S. REPORTS LAOS ACCORD ON FLIGHTS
(By Warren Unna)

The United States and Laos Premier,
Prince Souvanna Phouma, have reached a
“clear understanding” on continuing the
controversial U.S. jet photo-reconnaissance
flights over Laos at necessary intervals, the
State Department declared yesterday.

But in the Laotian Capital of Vientiane,
Souvanna gave a slightly different twist to
the matter. He told a news conference the
U.8. jet flights had been provisionally sus-
pended, but would be resumed if there is
evidence of further (Pathet Lao) troop
movements.

These comments came just as the Com-
munists, for the second time within a few
days, charged that U.S.-made AT-6 and T-28
planes bombed and strafed Pathet Lao head-
quarters.

State Department officlals countered that
no U.S. pilots were flying these propeller-
driven planes, but that Lao pilots, for some
time now, had been using these U.B.-supplied
planes for their own bombing missions.

On Capitol Hill yesterday, Senator WaYNE
Morsg, Democrat, of Oregon, the administra-
tlon's severest critic of its southeast Asian
policy, accused the United States of acting
like “an international outlaw in pursuit of
its own nationalistic objectives.”

Morse warned that U.S. jet flights over
Laos endanger “peace, security, and justice
in the United States” and are serving to
escalate this country into a full-scale war
with Laos’ neighbor, Communist China,

At stake are the Laos peace accords
reached at the 1962 Geneva International
conference. Both the United States and
Premier Souvanna have accused the Pathet
Lao and their Communist North Vietnamese
backers of violating the Geneva strictures
against defiling Laos' neutrality with foreign
troops and new equipment.

Both the United States and Souvanna look
upon observance of these accords as the only
possible way to put the Laos pack of cards
back together again,

But now Communist North Vietnam and
Communist China, as well as Senator MoORSE,
have accused the United States of being the
gullty party by introducing not only jet
photo-reconnaissance planes but armed jet
fighter escorts.

State Department spokesman Richard I.
Phillips repeated yesterday that both the
United States and Souvanna’s government
had agreed that these flights were necessary
to assume preventive detection responsibili-
ties no longer being met by the International
Control Commission (ICC), composed of In-
dia, Canada, and Poland.

Phillips also said at his noon briefing that
both the United States and Souvanna’s gov-
ernment now have agreed not to discuss any
“operational” aspect of the jet filghts. This
was regarded as a blackout on future news
about the armed jet fighter escorts.

It was learned yesterday that Premier
Souvanna, distressed by the Pathet Lao antl-
alrcraft fire on the U.S. jets, had agreed to
the U.S. request for the armed fighter es-
corts—but on the assumption that the
escorts would be Lao planes piloted by Lao
pilots.

The United States, aware that the planes
it has been giving the Lao Air Force are
only propeller driven and incapable of keep-
ing up with jets, worked on the contrary
assumption that U.S. owned and piloted es-
cort jets were needed. And U.S. officlals went
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ahead and introduced them into Lao air
space.

Souvanna had been out of circulation un-
til yesterday because of consultations with
Eing Savang Vatthana in his lsolated capl-
tal of Luang Prabang.

The moment Souvanna returned to Vien-
tiane yesterday, U.S. Ambassador to Laos
Leonard Unger conferred with him and word
of the “agreement” emerged.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, in com-

menting on the falsification which
emanated yesterday from the State De-
partment, by means of its spokesman,
in attempting to rationalize its illegal
course of action in regard to Laos and
South Vietnam, the fact still remains
that the United States now stands in
violation of both the Geneva accords of
1954 and 1962, and the United Nations
Charter, and in violation of the Con-
stitution of the United States. It ob-
jects to my use of the word “outlaw.”
But the sad fact is that the United States
has joined the outlawry of Red China,
Laos, North Vietnam, and South Viet-
nam.
I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an editorial which
is published today in the New York
Times. At long last, the editor of the
New York Times is beginning to read
something besides his own editorials.
He is beginning to recognize the desir-
ability of participation by the United
States in a 14-nation conference on
southeast Asian problems in keeping with
the framework of international law. At
long last he recognizes that the United
States should return to the observance
of international law. I am delighted to
find that a realization of the necessity
for observance of international law is
beginning to dawn on the editor of the
New York Times.

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

ASIAN CONFRONTATION

Two U.S. planes have been shot down in
Laos and now American armed fighter plane
escorts are shooting back. The situation
is deteriorating in Vietnam as well as in
Laos and, by reflexion, in Cambodia, Thai-
land, and all of southeast Asia. When or
how is the shooting going to end? When
or how is the steady, if slow, advance of the
Communists in the region golng to be
stopped?

The power factor in southeast Asla that
really counts is the confrontation between
the United States and Communist China.
They are still at some distance from each
other, but the gap is closing. When Under
Secretary Ball and President de Gaulle con-
ferred the other day, they agreed that south-
east Asia should be denied to the Commu-
nists, but they disagreed on how this goal
was to be achieved.

General de Gaulle insists with reason that
no settlement of the Indochina conflict is
possible without the concurrence of the
Communist Chinese. This is the dominat-
ing factor. China is there; the United States
is 10,000 miles away. Chinese power radiates
over the whole of Asla from India to EKorea.

The nub of the question is the American
belief that a withdrawal of our military
support would leave a vacuum which the Red
Chinese would inevitably fill—not to mention
the fact that, for better or worse, we have
commitments that we must honor. The De
Gaulle argument is that China has enough
problems with Russia in the north, India
in the west, and the United States in the
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east, not to mention a strained economy, to
be willing to leave southeast Asia more or
less alone—on the condition that China felt
there was no longer any reason to fear a
threat from the United States in that area.

There is no ideal solution; but it has
seemed to this newspaper that the most prac-
ticable one is, in the broadest possible terms,
a guaranteed neutralization of all states that
formerly made up Indochina. What this
means is that the interested powers—includ-
ing particularly the United States, the Soviet
Union, and Communist China—would mutu-
ally and gradually withdraw militarily from
that area and would at the same time guar-
antee the independence of the respective
states, possibly with a U.N. presence to en-
force it.

Obviously such a solution is risky and
might not work out in practice, but the risks
will be great no matter what is done, and
will be still greater if the outcome is left to
the hazards of military escalation.

The entire problem deserves exploration in
another conference of the 14 nations, Com-
munist China included, that have been con-
cerned with southeast Asia since the Geneva
Conference of 1962, The decisive confronta-
tlon of the United States and Red China
should be over a negotlating table, not with
arms. In the long run, this will only be
possible when Communist China is a member
of the United Nations and when Washington
can speak to Pelping in the normal course
of diplomatic exchanges between two nations
that recognize each other.

The U.S. Department of State is
caught in its own web of gross misrepre-
sentation of warmaking policy in South
Vietnam and Laos. Yesterday I pointed
out in a Senate speech and on an Ameri-
can Broadcasting Co. television interview
that we are an outlaw nation in South
Vietnam and Laos. The State Depart-
ment, obivously stung by my statement,
issued a statement to John Scali, of ABC,
who covers the State Department for
ABC. John Scali, over a telecast last
night, June 11, 1964, reported as follows:
TEXT OF A BROADCAST BY JOEN ScaLi, oF ABC

News, FOLLOWING A FILM OF SENATOR

MoRrsg’s COMMENTS ON LAOS, ON THE RON

CocHRAN NEWwWS, oN ABC-TV, 6:30 PMm,

June 11, 1964

Here at the State Department, the highest
officials flatly and emphatically disagree with
Senator MoORsE's contention we've become an
outlaw nation in southeast Asia.

In sending American reconnalssance planes
over Laos, even those protected by jet fight-
ers, the State Department takes the position
we're responding to an appeal for help from
the legitimate government of Laos, as we are
in Vietnam.

And such emergency assistance is not
banned by any article of the United Nations
Charter.

As for Senator Morse’s claim this is the way
to start a war, the State Department replies
this show of force is the only way to stop a
little war before it becomes a big war.

The alternative—to do nothing, to rush to
the UN. instead—would only give the Com-
munists time to grab all of southeast Asia
while the diplomats argue about what to do.

This is John Scall at the State Department.

The alibi of the spokesman for the
State Department is such gross misrep-
resentation that it amounts in fact
to lying to the American people. It is
time that someone properly label the
misrepresentations of the State De-
partment for what they are.

When the State Department tries to
justify the use of American planes over
Laos, both unarmed and armed, it fails
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to tell the American people that the
Geneva accords prohibit such action by
any country.

When the American planes dropped
bombs and strafed they committed acts
of war and made our country an ag-
gressor nation. When our country re-
sorted to acts of aggression instead of
taking the violation of the Geneva ac-
cords to fhe United Nafions, it walked
out on its obligations under the United
Nations Charter, It violated not only
articles 33, 37, and 51 of the charter but
it violated the entire spirit and content
of the charter. It violated our pledge
to seek peaceful procedures for the set-
tlement of threats to the peace rather
than resort to military might.

When the State Department denied
that our country’s military course of
action endangered peace in Asia it
simply did not tell the truth. It knows
that since the United States started its
illegal military action in South Vietnam
there has been an increasing mobiliza-
tions of Red Chinese troops along parts
of its borders nearest to Laos and South
Vietnam. The State Department knows
that Red China cannot be counted upon
to stand by militarily immobilized in
the face of American military actions
in Laos and South Vietnam. If the
United States escalates the war with
North Vietnam the State Department
knows the probabilities are great that
Red China will start moving her mil-
lions of soldiers infto action against our
forces.

Mr. President, I regret to have to say
it but it should be said. The State De-
partment should stop misleading the
American people. It should stop lying
to them.

It is shocking that the State Depart-
ment should try to deceive the Amer-
ican people into accepting the alibi for
our illegal action in South Vietnam by
saying, “This show of force in southeast
Asia is the only way to stop a little war
before it becomes a big war.” Shades
of Hitler—that lie was also uttered by
Hitler. Making war anywhere, big or
little, endangers the peace of the world,
and the State Department knows it.
The State Department lies again when
it seeks to leave the impression that
those of us who are urging United Na-
tions action in southeast Asia are urg-
ing a do-nothing policy in South Viet-
nam which “would only give the Com-
munists time to grab all of southeast
Asia while the diplomats argue about
what to do.”

When the State Department spokes-
man said that he lied about our position.
From the beginning of this historie de-
bate those of us who have opposed Me-
Namara's war in South Vietnam, and
the State Department’s illegal course of
action in respect thereto, have urged
that all of our SEATO allies should be
asked to join with us in maintaining a
peacekeeping force in South Vietnam
until a TUnited Nations peacekeeping
corps would be sent in.

We have argued that the United
States should stop making war in South
Vietnam and start joining with our
SEATO allies in making and preserv-
ing peace. There is a great difference—
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the difference between lawful conduct
under international law and freaty ob-
ligations and international outlawry.

The State Department knows our po-
sition. Why does it lie about it? I
think the only reason is this: The State
Department knows we are right and it
knows it cannot answer us with truth-
ful answers. In my opinion the Amer-
ican people are beginning to see through
the misrepresentations of the State
Department.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
extension of time in the morning hour
has expired.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1963

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 71562) to enforce the
constitutional right to vote, to confer
jurisdiction upon the district courts of
the United States to provide injunctive
relief against disecrimination in public
accommodations, to authorize the Attor-
ney General to institute suits to protect
constitutional rights in public facilities
and public education, to extend the Com-
mission on Civil Rights, to prevent dis-
crimination in federally assisted pro-
grams, to establish a Commission on
Equal Employment Opportunity, and for
other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Mansfield-
Dirksen substitute, amendment No. 1052.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

[No. 806 Leg.]

Hart Morton
Allott Hayden Moss
Anderson Hickenlooper Mundt
Bartlett Hil Muskie
Bayh Holland Nelson
Benne Hruska Neuberger
Bible Humphrey Pastore
Boggs Inouye Pearson
Brewster Jackson Pell
Burdick Javits Prouty
Byrd, Va Johnston
Byrd, W.Va Jordan, N.C Randolph
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Ribicoff

Eeating Robertson
Case Eennedy Russell
Ch Euchel Scott
Clark Lausche Simpson
Cooper Long, Mo Smathers
Cotton Long, La Smith
Curtis Magnuson Sparkman
Dirksen Mansfield Btennis
Dodd McCarthy Symington
Dominick McClellan Talmadge
Douglas MoGee Thurmond
Eastland MeGovern Tower
Edmondson McIntyre Walters
Ellender McNamara Williams, N.J.
Ervin Mechem Williams, Del.

ng Metcalf Yarborough

Goldwater Miller Young, N. Dak.
Gore Monroney Young, Ohio
Gruening rse

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BrIGHT] is absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HARTEE] is necessarily ab-
sent.

I further announce that the Senator
from California [Mr. ExcLE] is absent
because of illness.

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Beatr] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
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land State Republican Convention in
order to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SarronsTaLL] is necessarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mus-
KIE in the chair). A quorum is present.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 570 and ask that
it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 54, between lines 7 and 8, it is
proposed to insert the following new title:
““TITLE XI—TRANSPORTATION OF FERSONS OR

MATERIAL INTO STATE TO VIOLATE STATE LAW

“Sec. 1101. (a) Part I of title 18, United
Btates Code, is amended by adding after
chapter 113 the following new chapter:
“'CHAPTER 114—TRANSPORTATION OF PERSONS

OR MATERIAL To VIOLATE
STATE Law
“ ‘Sec.
“+2351. Transportation of persons or mate-
rial to violate State law
“+g 2351. Transportation of persons or mate-
rial to violate State law

“ ‘“Whoever—

“‘(a) moves or travels in Interstate or
forelgn commerce with the intent and pur-
pose to commit a criminal offense under any
law of any State, District, Commonwealth,
or possession of the United States; or

“‘(b) alds and abets any person to move
or travel in interstate or foreign commerce
with the intent and purpose that such per-
son commit such a criminal offense; or

“*(¢) transports any person, or alds and
abets in the transportation of any person,
in interstate or foreign commerce with the
intent and purpose that such person com-
mit such a criminal offense; or

“*(d) transports any material, or aids and
abets in the transportation of any material,
in intersate or foreign commerce, with the
intent and purpose that such material be
used to commit, or be used in the commis-
slon of, such a criminal offense—
shall be fined not more than $5,000, or im-
prisoned not more than five years, or both.
Nothing in this section shall be construed
as indicating an intent on the part of the
Congress to deprive any State, District, Com-
monwealth, or possession of the United
States of any jurisdiction over any offense
over which it would have jurisdiction in
the absence of such section.’

“(b) The analysis of part I of title 18,
United States Code, immediately preceding
chapter 1 of such title, 1s amended by add-
ing
“114. Transportation of persons or material

into State to violate State law’
after
**113. Stolen property'".

On page 54, line 8, strike out “XI” and
insert “XII".

On page b4, lines 9, 14, 23, and 25, strike
out “1101", “1102", *1103", and *1104", and
insert *1201", *1202", *1203", and “1204", re-
spectively.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, on my
amendment, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I have
prepared some special points on the
amendment. I ask that they be printed
in the Recorp at the conclusion of my
remarks.

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

(See exhibit 1.)
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Mr. STENNIS. Mr, President, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

I especially call this amendment to
the attention of the Senate because I
firmly believe that favorable action by
the Senate to incorporate the amend-
ment in the bill would prevent much
strife, violence, even bloodshed, and per-
haps even save lives. The amendment is
what has been called by the press at
one time the freedom riders amendment.
It is a simple proposal.

The amendment would make it a Fed-
eral erime to cross a State line for the
purpose of violating a State law. It is
that simple. The amendment is well
bottomed upon precedents of more than
50 years.

We already have what is called the
Lindbergh law, passed some 30 years ago
regarding kidnaping. Then there is the
law which makes it a Federal crime to
cross a State line with a stolen automo-
bile. We have a Federal criminal statute
dealing with fleeing across a State line
to avoid prosecution. A forerunner of
that law is the so-called White Slave
Act, making it a violation of the law to
cross a State line for the purpose of com-
mitting an immoral act. Also, there are
the Federal gambling statutes that ap-
ply in the same way.

The activity of the freedom riders
started in 1961, when people gathered
in New York and other States and an-
nounced in advance that they would pro-
ceed into the Southern States for the
express purpose of violating the laws of
those States so as to be arrested and put
in jail.

I refer particularly to the incidents
in Greenwood, Miss., in 1963, when the
people of that fine little city, with great
patience and endurance, were kept un-
der tension, stress, strain, and turmoil
for something like 60 days. All kinds
of marches, trespasses and blocking of
traffic took place. The mayor, the po-
lice, and other responsible officials per-
formed extraordinary service at that
time in order to quell the disturbances.
In the end, no one was seriously injured.
However, there were times when the city
was on the verge of the most serious
kind of trouble.

According {o press announcements,
Mississippl and other States are already
marked as special targets for hordes of
people fto be brought in to conduct
schools and engage in activities of the
kind I have described.

From the very beginning until now,
there has been very little discouragement
of this kind of activity by those in high
authority in the Federal Government.
In fact, statements by many officials in
high positions have clearly tended to en-
courage such activity, as have, unfortu-
nately, some Supreme Court decisions.
However, I shall not discuss that situa-
tion now.

I have read that groups in the city of
Washington are planning to go to the
State of Mississippi and to Alabama and
other States to take part in public dem-
onstrations, and are urging a panel of
prominent Americans to ask that Presi-
dent Johnson guarantee Federal ap-
proval and guarantee their safety when
they are engaged in this kind of project.
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In other words, they are now asking for
Federal aid and Federal protection be-
fore they leave. They plan to create
strife and violence and will then expect
Federal troops to be sent for their pro-
tection.

My amendment would really consti-
tute Federal aid. It would afford pro-
tection for the people of the State, be-
cause it would tell the visitors in ad-
vance that those who go for the purpose
of violating the law will be held account-
able under a Federal act.

I presume that the Department of
Justice is against my amendment. The
Department would not want to take part
in the activity of enforcing such a pro-
posal. It would not want the responsi-
bility. But the Senate has already made
up its mind to pass the bill, so a duty
and a responsibility now go with the de-
cision that has been made.

Mr. President, according to press re-
ports, Martin Luther King, Jr., who has
been in Florida for the past few days
and was arrested yesterday, announced
in advance that he was going there ex-
pecting to be put in jail. Aft least, that
was the story which the Senator from
Mississippi heard in a radio announce-
ment. I have before me a UPI dispatch
stating that he is spearheading a fresh
attack.

Mr. President, may we have order in
the Senate? If there is one Senator
who wishes to hear what I have to say, I
want that one Senator to hear it.

This is what the UPI dispatch stated.
I am speaking on limited time; I hope
Senators will listen to what I am saying.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield myself 5 more
minutes.

I read from the UPI news dispatch of
yesterday.

Negro leader Martin Luther King, Jr.,
spearheading a fresh attack of racial vio-
lence, said he would attempt to eat in a
segregated restaurant today in “act of civil
disobedience” aimed at dramatizing for an
integration campalign.

“If we have to go to jall, we are going,”
King told a crowd of 400 Negroes last night.

He was in St. Augustine, Fla., when he
made this statement. He further said:

We are determined to make this city the
kind of place that the oldest city in our Na-
tion ought to be.

That is what Martin Luther King, Jr.,
proposes to do by unlawful means, ac-
cording to his statement. According to a
radio announcement, he said he was go-
ing to violate the law. However, the
article I have just read does not use
those words.

But that is not all. Not only are many
Federal officials in high places tolerating
statements like that, but other leaders
in high position are actually encourag-
ing them.

It is sad to have to read what I am
about to read, but according to a New
York Times article on June 8, the U.S.
Ambassador to the United Nations, Mr.
Adlai Stevenson, while addressing the
graduating class of Colby College, made
this amazing and astounding statement:

Ambassador Adlal E. Stevenson said today
that with Amerlcan students participating
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“in the great struggle to advance civil and
human rights, even a jall sentence is no
longer a dishonor but a proud achieve-
ment."”

Mr. Stevenson, U.S. representative at the
United Nations, went on, *“perhaps we are
destined to see in this law-loving land peo-
ple running for office not on their stainless
records but on their prison records.”

Mr. President, it is a sad and tragic
day when such statements are made. I
deplore and condemn the making of
such statements—statements made by
our Ambassador to the United Nations,
a man with the whole world for an
audience, who was supposed to be giving
those young, patriotic American citizens
sound advice as they started out to make
their own life in the world.

Mr. President, that is a tragic situa-
tion. It shows how far some of our peo~
ple have heedlessly and recklessly gone.
Today Martin Luther King is in jail in
Florida, as the press reports state.

So, Mr. President, I plead with Sena-
tors, in the name of innocent people who
will suffer unless something is done.
What about their civil rights? Does not
a person have a right to protection of the
law—protection of his person and of his
possessions and of his home and of his
right to walk on the street unimpeded?

Mr. President, this behavior has oc-
curred since cloture on the bill now be-
fore the Senate was voted.

At this time I shall quote three short
paragraphs from an editorial about the
reign of terror in the city of New York,
published on June 2 in the Memphis
Commercial Appeal:

And to whatever causes of this reign of
terror that may have been suggested (pov-
erty, lack of education, poor housing, and the
like), we can add one that is obvious. Racial
extremists, such as the leaders of CORE, have
laid the groundwork for violence of this sort
by glorifying en masse violation of the law.

Police have been vilified. The public has
been intimidated. Courts have been casti-
gated. A new generation has been taught,
by demonstration and riot and open con-
tempt for law, that anything goes,

That s at least one of the primary reasons
that cruelty and terror stalk the streets of
New York.

Mr. President, I urge the adoption of
this amendment, for the protection of all
the people. I do not urge adoption of
the amendment as a censure of any lead-
er or as a rebuke for what anyone has
said. Instead, I urge adoption of the
amendment for the protection of all the
people—the white people, the colored
people, and all others.

ExaIBIT 1
ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF STENNIS AMENDMENT

MaxiNg IT A FEDERAL CRIME FOR PERSONS

To CroSs STATE LINES FOR THE PURFOSE OF

VIOLATING STATE LAws

The pattern of organized and well-planned
trips from State to State for the purpose of
violating the laws of those States, regardless
of motives, can only lead to anarchy. The
fact that in the eyes of some a law is un-
popular, of doubtful validity, or does not
meet the approval of some people is no excuse
for the willful violation of the law, Such
actions are not only a disrespect for lawful
authority but encourages others to disregard
the same laws, or those laws they might dis-
agree with,

In recent years and in recent months
(and with alarming frequency within the last
few months), the press has reported count-
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less incldents of organized trips from one
part of the country to another, crossing
State lines, with the well-publicized intent
of the travel in advance, to violate a State
law in a place far from his own residence.

One of the most publicized expeditions of
this kind was the so-called freedom riders
of 1961, when bus loads of racial agitators
gathered in New York and Washington and
announced their intention to travel to the
Southern States and violate the laws of those
States and thus invite arrest, conviction, and
unavoidable violence. Of course, many were
arrested and put in prison. They could ex-
pect nothing else under the circumstances.

These incidents have been multiplied many
times over in the months and years since
that time, creating additional disrespect for
lawful authority.

Those who seek the passage of new laws,
whether on the subject of civil rights or some
other subject, are in a poor position when
they will not obey those laws now in exist-
ence. There are lawful ways in which to ex-
press disagreement for such laws and there
are lawful ways to seek redress and amend-
ments to, or repeal of, those laws.

However, the answer is not in the whole-
sale violation of those laws and the endless
streams of demonstrators—many of them
paid by extremist organizations—to break
their way into jail to publicize the cause of
their leaders. The end result of this con-
tinued activity can only lead to anarchy.

All of us share the concern of the officlals
of the city of New York as well as those of
other States where there has been wide-
spread terrorism of law-abiding citizens in
recent weeks, We deplore the actions of
these hoodlums, snipers, murderers, and
thieves.

But what can we expect when racial agi-
tators and zealots, month after month, have
encouraged the violation of the law?

What can we expect when our churches
advise their members that it is all right
to disobey man’s law if they feel it is in-
consistent with God’s law?

What can we expect when the U.S. Am-
bassador to the United Nations in a pub-
lic speech announced that a “jail sentence
is no longer a dishonor but a proud achleve-
ment"” and suggests that we might be des-
tined to see in “this law-loving land peo-
ple running for office, not on their stain-
less record but on their prison record?” I
do not see how any citizen of the United
States, worthy of his salt, can encourage
the wholesale violation of the law, even If
he disagrees with that law.

In a commencement address at Colby Col-
lege in Waterville, Maine, on June 7, 1964,
Ambassador Adlai E. Stevenson, U.S. repre-
sentative at the United Nations, made the
following statements, according to the New
York Times in a story on June 8. Quoting
from the New York Times story:

“Ambassador Adlai E. Stevenson said to-
day that with American students partici-
pating ‘in the great struggle to advance
civil and human rights, even a jail sentence
is no longer a dishonor but a proud achieve-
ment.’

“Mr. Stevenson, U.S. representative at the
United Nations, went on, ‘perhaps we are
destined to see in this law-loving land peo-
ple running for office not on their stainless
records, but on their prison records.’”

For generations we have taught our chil-
dren to obey the law and respect duly con-
stituted authority. We have tried to es-
tablish the best police forces and have given
them the most modern equipment and fa-
cllities to deal with those who violate the
law. We have the FBI. We have an intricate
system of State and Federal courts and spend
millions of dollars each year to prosecute
and punish those found guilty of violating
our State and Federal laws. We spend mil-
lions of dollars for jalls and prisons to
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punish criminals and to deter others from
committing a violation of our laws.

It is a sad day indeed when a high public
official such as the U.S. Ambassador to the
United Nations, whose world is his audience,
in effect counsels the violation of the law.
Such a statement from a high government
official would be inexcusable at any time,
but when made to a group of young college
graduates just starting out to make their
way in the world, it is reprehensible.

Already the press reports an approaching
well-organized and, apparently, well-financed
summer program for Mississippl. We see
leaflets which refer to the Mississippl sum-
mer projects and other leaflets announcing
a summer stock repertory theater in Mis-
sissippl. And these pamphlets are hardly
off the press before a further call is made
for a “panel of prominent Americans to
ask that President Johnson guarantee Fed-
eral action to guarantee the safety of those
engaged in the Mississippl summer project.”

The time for action is now, action to stop

these people with nothing better to do and
encourage them to stay at home and obey
the laws of their own State rather than
to travel thousands of miles to break into
ail,
4 There is ample precedent for a Federal law
making it a Federal crime to travel from
one State to another for the purpose of vio-
lating a law of that State. For many years
we have had a Federal law making flight
from a State to avold prosecution under the
laws of that State a crime under the Fed-
eral law. We have a Federal law prohibit-
ing the transportation of a stolen automo-
bile across a State line. We have a law pro-
hibiting the transportation of a female per-
son across State lines for immoral purposes.
If we are to preserve law and order in this
country and respect for our Government, we
must prohibit these mobs from going from
State to State solely to stir up trouble.

My amendment is a reasonable one. It
does not prevent any citizen of a State from
testing in the courts, or in any lawful man-
ner he choose, any law of his State with
which he might not agree. But it does make
it a Federal crime for a person to travel
from the State of New Jersey to the State
of New York for the purpose of violating a
law of the State of New York.

In closing, let me quote just one part of
an excellent editorial which appeared in the
Memphis Commercial Appeal of June 2, 1964.

For emphasis, I quote only three short par-
agraphs as follows:

“And to whatever causes of this reign
of terror that may have been suggested (pov-
erty, lack of education, poor housing, and
the like), we can add one that is obvious.
Racial extremists, such as the leaders of
CORE, have laid the groundwork for vio-
lence of this sort by glorifying en masse vio-
lation of the law.

“Police have been vilified. The public has
been intimidated. Courts have been casti-
gated. A new generation has been taught,
by demonstration and riot and open con-
tempt for law, that anything goes.

“That is at least one of the primary rea-
sons that cruelty and terror stalk the streets
of New York.”

I urge the adoption of this amendment.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield, if
I have time in which to do so.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I shall
speak on my own time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I
commend the Senator from Mississippi
for his restraint in the discussion of a
most difficult situation.
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One of the lead items in the Associated
Press dispatch of this morning uses the
following words:

St. AUGUSTINE, Fra—Equal numbers of
integration marchers and policemen came
through almost unscathed as firm law en-
forcement methods kept order on the third
straight night march through downtown
streets.

With their leader, Dr. Martin Luther King,
Jr., of Atlanta, in jail as the result of a sit-in,
the numbers of demonstrators last night
were about 200—half that of previous nights
when they were attacked by gangs of 100 or
so whites in the downtown plaza around the
old slave market.

Mr. President, I think it is very greatly
to the credit of the white people of Mis-
sissippi and of Alabama, Florida, and
other Southern States that we have
rather patiently endured this invasion
by do-gooders from outside our area, who
have come there to break our laws and
to make trouble. Despite that, they
have found protection there—as did the
paraders, last night, in St. Augustine.
In St. Augustine, they were protected by
an equal number of officers. I do not
have to point out to Senators that 200
police officers in St. Augustine are a
number completely beyond the normal
for that small and peaceful city.

Mr. STENNIS. May I interrupt to
say that it is clear that other things of
that sort will occur if this bill is passed.
The bill should not be passed.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, our
people have been patient and long suffer-
ing, and we have done all within our
power to prevent outbreaks of violence.

At this point I wish to state—in view
of the clear intimation that the bill now
before us will be passed—that anyone
who will do what Dr. King is doing now
shows vastly more enthusiasm than he
does good judgment, because everyone
knows the whole Nation is confronted
with very great difficulties; and passage
of this proposed law is imminent—a pro-
posed law which involves, among other
things, situations similar to the one Dr.
King complains of. He is now in jail be-
cause yesterday he broke the law in St.
Augustine, by seeking to go into a segre-
gated eating place. All of us heard
on the radio, last night, the statement
that the manager of that eating place,
who politely and quietly told him it was
the policy of the company which op-
erates that eating place to operate it on
a segregated basis, and that he could
not change the policy; and he asked Dr.
King to depart in peace; but, instead,
Dr. King insisted, and the manager had
to send for officers, and Dr. King was
arrested.

Mr. President, if this is an indication
of the kind of thing we have to put up
with, when Senators, who, I think, have
behaved themselves rather well during
this debate, are going to be there, trying
to counsel patience and observance of
the law, instead of law violations, we
have some bad days ahead of us, not
only in the South, but also elsewhere in
the Nation.

Mr. President, I have no illusions about
the result of the forthcoming vote on this
amendment, but I am grateful to the
Senator from Mississippi for having
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raised this point, because when Martin
Luther King comes from Atlanta and
tries to make trouble in our State by
violating its laws and traditions, he is
protected, at great expense to our people.
Last night he and his allies were pro-
tected by 200 or more officers, on the
streets of St. Augustine, at a time when
most of the eating places there were
closed, and they chose to parade at a
time when such a demonstration would
have been almost completely meaning-
less. Yet they were protected, and things
of this sort continue to occur.

Mr. President, is that good judgment
on the part of people for whom Members
of the Senate who believe in this bill
have worked diligently and for long
hours? They have been patient.

Is it ordinary gratitude when a man
such as Dr. King exhibits a complete
lack of good judgment by doing things
of the type Dr. King has done in Florida
in recent days?

I shall pass over, without discussion,
the act of Mrs. Peabody, a few weeks
ago, because passage of this bill was not
imminent then; the situation then was
somewhat different.

But we have been subjected to such
things for so long that it should now bhe
evident that it is time for patience, good
judgment, and law observance to be
shown.

Mr. President, much as I detest the
portions of the bill which would bring
about such a radical change in our part
of the country, I will continue to counsel
patience and obedience to law, but I shall
have great difficulty in impressing the
importance of law observance on the peo-
ple there if such things continue to be
done by members of the Negro race who
come from other States into our States,
and constantly try to make trouble for
us.

Mr. President, there in the oldest city
in the United States—a city which will
be 400 years old next year, where a great
celebration will take place at that
time—into which the Catholic Church
is putting a large amount of money be-
cause of the important place that it had
in the establishment of that original
European settlement, to become per-
manent, and into which the Government
of Spain is putting a large amount of
money in order very adequately to cele-
brate their leading part in that settle-
ment there 400 years ago, we see these
demonstrations. To have this man and
others like him go down there looking
for trouble, merely to demonstrate their
complete lack of respect for the laws of
the State, which is host to them and is
taking pretty good care of them while
they are there, I believe is a demonstra-
tion of mighty little judgment and much
less respect for our law.

Mr. President, it is a travesty against
the patience of men such as the present
Presiding Officer, the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Risicorr], and men such
as the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
PasTorel, who generally are so patient,
and others who have fought long in or-
der to accomplish the passage of the act
only to have this kind of showing of lack
of understanding and lack of gratitude
by a leader of this race which has so
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much to gain, according to their own
statements, from the passage of the bill.

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield on my time?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Eentucky.

Mr. COOPER. I should like to ask
the Senator a question with regard to his
amendment. Under the first amend-
ment, the right of the people to petition
the Government for a redress of griev-
ances is secured. The right to petition
includes the right to engage in peaceful
demonstrations.

Let us consider the possible effect of
this amendment. Assume that in a cer-
tain city—in the South or elsewhere—
that Negroes were demonstrating peace-
fully, as they have the right to do, under
proper ordinances. And assume also
that the State or community had en-
acted a statute or an ordinance prohib-
iting marches, or peaceful demonstra-
tions, or limiting them in such a way that
demonstrations could not really be con-
sidered an exercise of the right to peti-
tion under the first amendment. A
clear constitutional right would then be
limited by a State law or a community
ordinance. If Negroes or others vio-
lated such a statute or ordinance by
holding a peaceful demonstration or
march, is it not true that such a dem-
onstration or march would be made a
Federal crime under the amendment?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am not able to say
to the Senator whether it would or not.
I know that cities throughout our land
have the right by ordinance to issue or
to refuse to issue the right to parade.
After all, it will be a question for the
courts to determine whether those who
hold that a parade through the peaceful
business section of St. Augustine at night,
when a great many of the places are
closed, is a proper demonstration, or
whether it is a parade that requires a
license. That point has not been raised
by the city authorities of St. Augustine
so far as I am advised. But I believe
that question is beside the point. The
question is merely whether we can expect
this kind of violation of decency and
respect for the laws of our cities and our
States, or whether we must look forward
to violence and invitations to violence
when the act is passed.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I yield on the Sena-
tor's time.

Mr. COOPER. Iyield onmy time.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator’s ques-
tion is a natural question, and the an-
swer is obvious. The statute or ordi-
nance would have to be valid and one
which would be upheld by the Federal
courts before there could be any viola-
tion of the provisions of the amendment
or before an offense could be made out.
If the court should hold for any reason
that the ordinance was not valid, no
Federal offense would be committed.
That would apply in any case, and that
is settled law.

Mr. COOPER. The chief reason I
support the ecivil rights bill is that I
believe it is constitutional and moral.
But another reason for my support is
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that I have hoped that the passage of a
civil rights bill would help to settle some
of the issues that confront the country
in the field of civil rights and lead away
from the trend toward lawlessness and
violence which has developed. Acts of
lawlessness and violence—and their con-
donation—cannot be excused on the
grounds of a worthy purpose, and are
alien to our system of government.

I must oppose the amendment because
it could be used to make a Federal crime
of peaceful demonstrations which as
exercised under the first amendment
right to petition are being used to secure
the very rights which we are now trying
to assure in this bill. The right to
demonstrate peacefully is a right secured
under the first amendment. But under
the present amendment it would be pos-
sible for a State or a community to pass
a statute or an ordinance under its police
powers, which would prohibit even peace-
ful demonstrations, and subject a per-
son who violated such a statute or ordi-
nance to the charge of committing a Fed-
eral crime. Of course, the constitution-
ality of the statute or ordinance could be
tested, but the burden would be on the
person denied a constitutional right, to
bring such a case.

I know this is not the purpose of the
Senator from Mississippi—a great judge
and lawyer and one who is deeply con-
cerned about violence. But it could be
the result of the amendment.

We should pass the civil rights bill, and
assure Negroes and all other citizens of
their equal rights under the law—and
make it known that further violent and
unlawful demonstrations—exceeding the
constitutional right to petition will not be
condoned.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mr. COOPER. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. The amendment
would not apply to a person who lived
in the State where such an incident
might happen. He would not cross a
State line. The amendment would ap-
ply only to a person who would go into
a State for the purpose—and that must
be proved—of violating a law of that
State. It has to be a law that is valid
and would be upheld by the courts and
determined to be in every way constitu-
tional. Otherwise, I point out that the
Attorney General under the bill we are
asked to pass would be armed with power
to test every conceivable law he could
find, and I think we can expect that the
Attorney General of the United States
would test those laws.

Mr. COOPER. In order for a person
to escape penalty for a breach of the
peace, or for violating the State statute
in question, he would have to take the
case almost to the Supreme Court to
first determine whether the statute was
valid under the first amendment. Such
delay would only increase the chances
for violence, while the constitutionality
of the State statute is being considered
by the courts. Is that not correct?

Mr. STENNIS. They go that way
sometimes, but the subject would be in
the hands of the Attorney General, who
would have the responsibility of enforc-
ing the law. He would not proceed in a
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case unless he thought the statute or
ordinance was valid to begin with.

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

Mr,. STENNIS. Ido nothave the floor.
The Senator from Kentucky yielded to
me.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have
already said that I have no illusions
about the fate of the amendment, but
I will say what I believe should tran-
spire. I think the President of the
United States, who has been silent dur-
ing all of these demonstrations and these
invitations to violence, should assert
himself. He is supporting the proposed
legislation. The Attorney General of
the United States, who has been much
in evidence when any violence is threat-
ened against members of the Negro race,
should realize that there is much at stake
and he should assert himself. I cannot
speak with any advice that Dr. Martin
Luther King will listen to, but I think
he will listen to the President of the
United States, the Attorney General, and
others in high positions, including those
in the Senate who are the strong advo-
cates of the bill. I think it is a time for
patience. I think it is the time to get
away from these invitations to violence.

I know from very ugly personal ex-
perience something about what is in-
volved when we get into open racial
clashes, mobs in the streets or on the
highways, and efforts to curb things of
that kind, because I have been fighting
them all my adult life—sometimes sue-
cessfully—out at night pleading with the
leaders of mobs to stay away from vio-
lence—as I say, sometimes successfully,
and sometimes when the leaders of mobs
were even threatening the homes of the
National Guardsmen, whom we called
out to try to keep the peace.

I am uttering these words of caution
to my friends in the Senate. We are all
friends. We are going to be friends after
this bill is passed. I think it is com-
pletely incumbent upon the powers that
be at certain high levels, in regard to
this far-reaching national legislation, to
use every influence they can to prevent
such inroads as are now being made and
the things we are talking about here. I
am uttering these words of caution.

I shall be on the side of law observ-
ance. I shall be on the side of advising
obedience to law. I am going to do
everything I can to bring about that re-
sult. But I caution those who ought to
assert themselves in this field that they
are playing with the most dangerous
kind of fire. When we get into the field
of racial hatred and when we get into
dealing with mobs, whether they be white
or colored, forces can be released or un-
loosed that are among the most difficult
to curb.

I know something about it. I am
pleading that we insist that these mat-
ters be left—because the legislation will
be passed in a few days—to the courts,
to those who have some authority.
Whether we believe in the objectives of
this law or not—and I do not—once it is
enacted, I shall counsel obedience to it.

I hope our friends in high places, re-
gardless of their positions, or where they
come from, will realize that in a part of
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the Nation where live 50 million people
in every kind of juxtaposition—some
communities where the white people are
in the majority, other communities where
the colored people are in the majority,
some well policed, some not policed at
all—we cannot release those forces with-
out exercising the greatest degree of
caution and influence at the highest level
of government, indeed, at every level, in
the effort to cut down threats of race
violence.

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

Mr. HOLLAND. I am glad to yield
to the Senator, but it has to be on the
time of the Senator.

Mr. TOWER. I should like to ask
the Senator from Florida if it is not
true that cases that arise in pursuance
of this act will be initiated in Federal
courts by Federal attorneys, and not by
capricious State attorneys or by State
governments. Therefore, would it not
be up to the Federal courts, proceeding
in the Federal process, to see to it that
it is not likely that there will be abuses
under this provision?

Mr, HOLLAND. Of course, most of
the decisions will be made by the Federal
courts. I call the Senator's attention,
however, to the fact that local laws will
not be suspended. They will not be
completely revoked by the passage of
this bill. Quite to the contrary, there
will be tests as to whether the act covers
certain State laws. There is a provision
having to do with transferring local cases
to the Federal courts and of remanding
cases by Federal judges to local courts.
So, on the face of it, the proposed law
makes it quite clear that there will be
cases in which it will have to be de-
termined which law is in effect and what
is the effect of differences in approach
between Federal and State laws.

Final decisions will in most cases have
to be made in the Federal courts, as the
Senator from Florida sees it. There
will be cases in the field of civil rights
coming up in State and local courts un-
der the proposed law, and the bill con-
templates that there will be such cases.

Mr. TOWER. But wherever the de-
fendant raises a question in the court
of original jurisdiction, he has the op-
portunity, after he has exhausted his
remedy at the State level, to move into
the Federal court.

Mr. HOLLAND. He does if the judge
feels it is a case appropriate to be moved
from the local to the Federal court.

Mr. TOWER. Then the Senator will
agree that there is adequate protection
for the accused provided for, because the
final determination will in most cases
be made by the Federal courts, and they
will in effect sustain the validity or find
the invalidity of State law.

Mr. HOLLAND. There is a completely
one-sided provision respecting the re-
manding by a Federal court of a case
from the local court. The aggrieved de-
fendants have the right to appeal a deci-
sion to remand to the loeal court, but
not so as to the other parties to the case:
It is a typical illustration of the one-
sided and partial approach adopted in
various portions of this bill.

Mr. TOWER. Ithank the Senator.

Mr. HOLLAND. Iyield the floor.
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Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, ad-
dressing myself to the pending amend-
ment, I do not think the question is who
initiates the action. The question is,
What are we doing by this amendment?
The amendment is absolutely inimical
to, and absolutely in violation of the in-
herent rights under our Bill of Rights to
peaceably assemble.

All T have to say about this amend-
ment is that had we had it on Decem-
ber 16, 1773, we would not have had the
Boston Tea Party, nor would we have
had the burning of the Gaspe in Narra-
gansett Bay.

I am not one who will encourage vio-
lence, but I think that people who feel
their rights have been denied and who
are aggrieved have a perfect right to
travel across State lines and behave
themselves in full dignity as American
citizens, and be respected as dignified
American citizens. They have a right,
in peaceful manner, to demonstrate to
their countrymen that their rights are
being encroached upon, and that their
rights are being infringed.

The mere fact that there have been
some incidents of violence is no reason
to say that Congress should enact a law
to prevent an American citizen, of any
color from traversing State lines when
he thinks he is enforcing his constitu-
tional, American rights, and then cause
him to be indicted and tried. We would
be violating what we did when we
adopted the Bill of Rights to protect all
Americans.

I hope the amendment will be over-
whelmingly defeated. This is one
amendment that is born in emotion, and
should be defeated.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 30 seconds. I agree completely with
what the Senator from Rhode Island has
said in his analysis of the effect this
amendment would have. I think if any-
thing were needed to prove it, it has
been given to us satisfactorily in that
the action of Dr. Martin Luther King
last night would be a violation of this
amendment.

Mr. JAVITS.
myself 1 minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
RisicorFr in the chair). The Senator
from New York is recognized for 1
minute. .

Mr. JAVITS. To be practical, two
things are clear. First, this is a ques-
tion of jeopardy. This amendment may
very well be deemed unconstitutional
because it would inhibit the exercise of
the rights guaranteed by the first
amendment. The first amendment ap-
plies to the entire United States, not
State by State, as the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Pastore]l has so
properly stated.

Under this amendment, before a per-
son undertakes a trip, crossing a State
line, he will have to be sure that he is
not running the risk—which he might
be running—of violating any of the stat-
utes of the State to which he is going.
This is the “nubbin” of the situation.
It involves the very kind of State statute
which barred Rev. Martin Luther King
from the motel yesterday and which is a
completely unconstitutional statute. But

Mr. President, I yield

13645

who wishes to be prosecuted or to run
the risk of being prosecuted in a Fed-
eral court in that particular area of the
country because such a law is on the
books?

There is a doctrine in the law called
the doctrine of “clean hands”; before
one can go into a court of equity to seek
justice, he must himself have clean
hands, This is not to discredit a lawyer
or anyone who advocates it, but to dis-
credit those States which advocate it.
Those States have laws on the books
which cannot stand up in the courts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from New York has
expired.

Mr, JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New York is recognized for
1 additional minute.

Mr, JAVITS. To enact a law—which
we are being asked to do in this amend-~
ment—which would help such States
place people in jeopardy under that kind
of law, is not coming into court with
clean hands.

To show the kinds of laws some States
have, I understand that there is a law
recently enacted in the State of Mis-
sissippi which authorizes the State to
declare a public emergency which will—
once it is declared—prevent the free
movement of people from one place to
another.

There is a Federal law on the books
now to protect fully against cases of un-
lawful violence: section 1073 of title 18
of the United States Code, which makes
it a Federal crime to flee across State
lines to avoid prosecution for, or the
giving of testimony in regard to, a felony
under State laws. That law is now on
the books. It is broad law, so that any
State law that can really stand up is
fully protected by a Federal law; there-
fore, this amendment is unnecessary—
unless it is to serve a purpose which is
unconstitutional, to work against people
who are seeking to protest an unconsti-
tutional State law.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized for
2 minutes.

Mr. RUSSELL. Time and time again
I have complained about the double
standards applying to matters of this
kind. They are apparent to anyone who
has a remote sense of justice and de-
cency.

Without going into the merits of the
case, I cite a headline entitled, “King
Arrested in St. Augustine Racial Pro-
test.”” He was arrested for demonstrat-
ing and violating public property. This
is a big headline which will be discussed
all over the country and Florida will be
criticized. It attributes to the people
of the South a purpose to oppress Negro
people for committing acts that in New
York are considered terrible violations
of the law. Offenses on exactly the same
state of facts in New York are punished,
as properly they should be, but the South
is condemned and New York is praised.

The same state of facts where humble
people are involved are carried in two
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short paragraphs under the headline
“New York City,” the following:

New Yorg, June 11.—The real estate of the
New York World's Fair is private property
and persons who picket or demonstrate there
are trespassing, Criminal Court Judge George
Balbach ruled today in the case of four Flor-
ida girl civil rights protestors.

Balbach found the four young women
pickets, arrested April 28, outside the Florida
pavilion, guilty of disorderly conduct and
intrusion on real property. He set June 17
for sentencing.

Mr. President, that is the reason why
there will be a great deal of trouble en-
forcing the proposed law in the South.
People know that a great deal of the pres-
sure being applied to pass a bill is moti-
vated by prejudice and a feeling amount-
ing to hatred against the white people
of the South, An invasion in the South
of a southern law is praised. When the
same law is violated in New York, the au-
thorities are praised for punishing the
culprits.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 15 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for 15 seconds.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I encourage law
observance. I deplore disorder. I also
deplore acts of Congress which make a
local ordinance a Federal offense. The
proposed amendment is one which may
very well be a violation. The answer is
that Martin Luther King should have
been served a cup of coffee as an Ameri-
can citizen.

Mr. RUSSELL. How would the Sen-
ator answer the four Florida girls stand-
ing in front of the Florida pavilion?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Will the Senator
from Georgia yield on his own time?

t:.[r. RUSSELL. I yield one-half min-
utce.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for one-half minute.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I believe inlaw en-
forcement. I do not believe in making
a violation of a local ordinance a Federal
offense.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is no answer.
That is camouflaged and persiflaged.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
StENNIS] (No. 570). On this question
the yeas and nays have been ordered;
and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT] and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PELL] are absent on official
business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTke] and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youwnc] are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from California [Mr.
EwncLE], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HarTKE], and the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. PELL] would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. PorLericHT] is paired with the
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Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youwncl. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Arkansas would vote “aye” and the
Senator from Ohio would vote “nay.”

Mr. KEUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLLl is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican Convention in
order to accept the nomination for
U.S. Senator and if present and voting,
would vote “nay."”

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SaLToNsTALL] is necessarily absent and,
if present and voting, would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 21,
nays 72, as follows:

[No. 308 Leg.]
YEAS—21
Byrd, Va. Holland Smathers
Byrd, W.Va. Johnston Sparkman
Cotton Jordan, N.C. Stennis
Eastland Long, La. Talmadge
Ellender McClellan Thurmond
Ervin Robertson Tower
Hill Russell Walters
NAYS—T2
Alken Gore Metealf
Allott Gruening Miller
Anderson Hart Monroney
Bartlett Hayden Morse
Bayh Hickenlooper Morton
Bennett Hruska Moss
Bible Humphrey Mundt
Boggs Inouye Muskie
Brewster Jackson Nelson
Burdick Javits Neuberger
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Pastore
Carlson Eeating Pearson
Case Kennedy Prouty
Church Kuchel Proxmire
Clark Lausche Randolph
Cooper Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Curtis Magnuson Scott
Dirksen Mansfield Simpson
Dodd McCarthy Smith
Dominick McGee Symington
Douglas McGovern Williams, N.J.
Edmondson MecIntyre Williams, Del.
Fong McNamara Yarborough
Goldwater Mechem Young, N. Dak.
NOT VOTING—T
Beall Hartke Young, Ohio
Engle Pell
Fulbright Saltonstall

So Mr. StennNis’ amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment No. 842 and ask
the clerk to read it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 4,
line 7, of the substitute amendment No.
656, beginning with the word “where”
delete down through and including the
first comma on line 9, as follows: “where
instruction is carried on predominantly
in the English language.”

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
allow myself 1 minute on the amend-
ment.

Title I of the substitute provides that,
in order for the proposed presumption
of literacy to be applicable, the pre-
scribed 6 years of schooling must be in
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English. This amendment would elimi-
nate the requirement that instruction be
in English. There are great numbers of
Puerto Ricans in the State of New York
who are literate but whose formal edu-
cation has been in Spanish rather than
English. The English language require-
ment of the substitute would, in effect,
exempt from the provisions of section
101(b) the situation in which the Puerto
Ricans in New York find themselves, al-
though the substitute would make the
provision applicable to situations in
other parts of the country. If such a
provision is to be passed, it should be
generally applicable, and the purpose of
the amendment is to make it so.

This is a fair and reasonable amend-
ment. It should be adopted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from South
Carolina [Mr. TaUrRMoND]. The yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted
in the negative). On this vote I have a
pair with the junior Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. RoBerTson]. If he were pres-
ent and voting, he would vote “yea.” If
I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay.” I withdraw my vote.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Tennessee,
[Mr. Gorel, the Senator from Alaska
[Mr. GrueEnINg], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. Havpen]l, and the Senator
from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr, ENcLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTRe]l and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] are nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from California
[Mr, EncrLe] and the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HarTKE] would each vote
Ilmy.ll

On this vote, the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FuLBriGHT] is paired
with the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Youne].

If present and voting, the Senator
from Arkansas would vote “yea’” and the
Senator from Ohio would vote “nay.”

Mr. EUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLL] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican Convention in or-
der to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator and, if present and voting, would
vote “nay.”

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SavLTonNsTALL] is necessarily absent and,
if present and voting, would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 19,
nays 70, as follows:

[No. 807 Leg.]

YEAS—19
Byrd, Va. Johnston Btennis
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C. Talmadge
Eastland Long, La. urmond
Ellender McClellan Walters
Ervin Russell Yarborough
Hill Bmathers
Holland Bparkman
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NAYS—T0

Alken Goldwater Morse
Allott Hart Morton
Anderson Hickenlooper Moss
Bartlett Hruska Mundt
Bayh Humphrey Muskie
Bennett Inouye Nelson
Bible Jackson Neuberger

Javits Pastore
Brewster Jordan, Idaho Pearson
Burdick Eeating Pell
Cannon Eennedy Prouty
Carlson Euchel Proxmire

Lausche Randolph
Church Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Clark Magnuson Scott
Cooper McCarthy Simpson
Cotton McGee Smith
Curtis MeGovern Symington
Dirksen McIntyre Tower

d McNamara Williams, N.J.
Dominick Mechem Williams, Del.
Douglas Metcalf Young, N. Dak.
Edmondson Miller
Fong Monroney
NOT VOTING—I11
Beall Gruening Robertson
Engle Hartke Saltonstall
Fulbright Hayden Young, Ohlo
Gore Mansfield
So Mr. THURMOND'S amendment was

rejected.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I
yield myself 2 minutes.

I call up my amendment No. 1051 and

ask that it be read.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 44, line 15, immediately after the
period, it is proposed to insert the following
new sentence: “It shall not be an unlawful
employment practice under this title for any
employer to differentiate upon the basis of
sex in determining the amount of the wages
or compensation paid or to be pald to em-
ployees of such employer if such differentia-
tion ls authorized by the provisions of sec-
tion 6(d) of the Falr Labor Standards Act of
1938, as amended (29 U.S.C. 206(d)).”

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, after
many years of yearning by members of
the fair sex in this country, and after
very careful study by the appropriate
committees of Congress, last year Con-
gress passed the so-called Equal Pay Act,
which became effective only yesterday.

By this time, programs have been es-
tablished for the effective administra-
tion of this act. Now, when the ecivil
rights bill is under consideration, in
which the word “sex” has been inserted
in many places, I do not believe sufficient
attention may have been paid to possible
conflicts between the wholesale inser-
tion of the word “sex” in the bill and in
the Equal Pay Act.

The purpose of my amendment is to
provide that in the event of conflicts, the
provisions of the Equal Pay Act shall not
be nullified.

I understand that the leadership in
charge of the bill have agreed to the
amendment as a proper technical cor-
rection of the bill. If they will confirm
that understand, I shall ask that the
amendment be voted on without asking
for the yeas and nays.

. HUMPHREY. The amendment of
the Senator from Utah is helpful. I be-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

lieve it is needed. I thank him for his
thoughtfulness. The amendment is fully
acceptable.

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr, President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

We were aware of the conflict that
might develop, because the Equal Pay Act
was an amendment to the Fair Labor
Standards Act. The Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act carries out certain exceptions.

All that the pending amendment does
is recognize those exceptions, that are
carried in the basic act.

Therefore, this amendment is neces-
sary, in the interest of clarification.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr,
RisicoFr in the chair). The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Utah. (Putting the ques-
tion.)

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am
about to suggest the absence of a quo-
rum, unless some Senator has an amend-
ment to offer.

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll;
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 308 Leg.]

Alken Gruening Morse
Allott Hart Moss
Anderson Hickenlooper Mundt
Bartlett Hill Muskie
Bayh Holland Nelson
Bennett Hruska Neuberger
Bible Humphrey Pastore
Boggs Inouye
Brewster Jackson Pell
Burdick Javits Prouty
Byrd, Va Johnston Proxmire
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, N.C. Randolph
Cannon Jordan, Idaho Ribicoff
Carlson Eeating Russell
Case Kennedy Saltonstall
Church Euchel Scott
Clark Lausche Simpson
Cooper Long, Mo. Smathers
Cotton Long, La. Smith
Curtis Magnuson Sparkman
Dirksen Mansfield Stennis

d McCart, Symington
Dominick McClellan Talmadge
Douglas McGee Thurmond
Eastland McGovern Tower
Edmondson MecIntyre Walters
Ellender McNamara Willlams, N.J.
Ervin Mechem Williams, Del.
Fong Metcalf Yarborough
Goldwater Miller Young, N. Dak.

Monroney

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
glmt:ndment. in the nature of a subgti-
Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
call up my amendments No. 850, and ask
to have them read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendments offered by the Senator from
South Carolina will be stated.

The legislative clerk read the amend-
ments, as follows:

On page 6, line 12, delete the words “in-
junctive relief against”.

On page 9, beginning on line 24, delete all
down through line 23 on page 14.

Between lines 23 and 24 on page 9, insert
the following:

“Sec. 204. Any violation of the provisions
of this title shall be punished by fine or
imprisonment, or both: Provided, however,
That the fine shall not exceed $1,000, nor
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shall imprisonment exceed a term of six
months.”

Mr. THURMOND, Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
allot myself one-half minute on this
amendment,.

The amendment deletes the provisions
of title II of the substitute providing for
enforcement by injunction. It substi-
tutes in place thereof normal criminal
procedures and sets maximum punish-
ment at a fine of not to exceed $1,000 or
imprisonment for not to exceed 6
months. The practice of enforcement by
injunction and the following punish-
ment by contempt proceedings has be-
come too widespread. This amendment
would cut down on the use of injune-
tions and still provide adequate pro-
cedures for enforcement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments of the Senator from South Car-
olina. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoBerTson]. If he were present
and voting, he would vote “yea.” If I
were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay.” Therefore, I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FULBRIGHT],
the Senator from Alaska [Mr. GRUEN-
mnGc], the Senator from Michigan [Mr.
HarTl, the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
HavpeEN], and the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoBerTSON], are absent on official
business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. ENGLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HaArTKE], and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youncl are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. Hartl, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTteE]l, and the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Younc] would each vote
“nay."

On this vote, the Senator from Ar-
kansas [Mr. FuLBriGHT] is paired with
the Senator from California [Mr. ENGLE].

If present and voting, the Senator from
Arkansas would vote “yea’” and the Sen-
ator from California would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLL] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican Convention in or-
der to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator and, if present and voting, would
vote “nay."”

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Mor-
ToN] is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 23,
nays 66, as follows:

[No. 309 Leg.]
YEAS—23
Byrd, Va. Ellender Hill
Curtis Ervin Holland
Eastland Goldwater Johnston
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Jordan, N.C Simpson Thurmond
Long, La. Smathers Tower
McClellan Sparkman ‘Walters
Mechem Stennis Williams, Del.
Russell Talmadge
NAYS—66

Alken Edmondson Miller
Allott Fong Monroney
Anderson Gore Morse
Bartlett Hickenlooper Moss
Bayh Hruska Mundt
Bennett Humphrey Muskie
Bible Inouye Nelson

Jackson Neuberger
Brewster Javits Pastore
Burdick Jordan, Idaho Pearson
Byrd, W. Va Keating Pell
Cannon EKennedy Prouty
Carlson Euchel Proxmire
Case Lausche Randolph
Church Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Clark Magnuson Saltonstall

McCarthy Scott
Cotton McGee Smith
Dirksen McGovern Symington
Dodd McIntyre Williams, N.J.
Dominick McNamara Yarborough
Douglas Metcalf Young, N. Dak.

NOT VOTING—I11
Beall Hart Morton
Engle Hartke Robertson
Fulbright Hayden Young, Ohio
Gruening Mansfield
So Mr. THURMOND'S amendments were

rejected.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move
that the vote by which the amendments
were rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move that the motion to reconsider be
laid on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes. I intend to call up an
amendment which would address itself
to the problem of discrimination on the
part of trade unions.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may we
have order?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. TOWER. The amendment would
provide that where a union is enjoying
the benefits of union shop contracts and
disecriminated in its acceptance of mem-
bers on the ground of race, creed, color,
national origin, or sex, such contracts
would be void.

I call up my amendment No. 607, and
ask that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 15,
after line 25, insert the following new
section:

AGREEMENTS REQUIRING MEMBERSHIP IN A LABOR
ORGANIZATION

Sgc. T19. Section 8 of the National Labor
Relations Act, as amended (290 U.S.C. 158),
is amended by adding the following new sub-
section at the end thereof:

“(g) Any agreement, as authorized in sub-
section (a) (8), requiring membership in a
labor organlzatlon as a condition of employ-
ment, shall to that extent be unenforceable
and void if such labor organization, because
of race, color, religion, national origin, or
sex, denies membership therein to any in-
dividual on the same terms and conditions
generally applicable to and with the same
rights and prlvueges generally and uniformly
accorded to all members of such labor orga-
nization.”

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to make a technical
modification of my amendment. It does
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not change it substantively. It should
be changed to read as follows: On page
45 of the substitute amendment, No. 1052,
between lines 13 and 14, insert the fol-
lowing new subsection:

(k) Any agreement, as authorized in sub-
section (a)(3), requiring membership in a
labor organization as a condition of employ-
ment, shall to that extent be unenforceable
and void if such labor organization, because
of race, color, religion, national origin, or sex,
denies membership therein to any individual
on the same terms and conditions generally
applicable to and with the same rights and
privileges generally and uniformly accorded
to all members of such labor organization.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? )

Mr. PASTORE. Reserving the right
to object, may I inquire what the request
is?

Mr. TOWER. Itisa request for unan-
imous consent.

Mr. PASTORE. To what does it refer?
Is the Senator modifying his amend-
ment?

Mr. TOWER. Yes.

Mr., ALLOTT. Mr, President, reserv-
ing the right to object, may I propound
a parliamentary inquiry?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. ALLOTT. Is the matter now
pending before the Senate a request for
unanimous consent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Unani-
mous consent is not necessary, because
there is a general agreement, previously
agreed to, to change all identifications
of amendments.

Mr. ALLOTT. I understand. I still
should like to have an answer to my in-
quiry, as to whether a unanimous~-con-
sent request is pending, regardless of any
previous agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas had made such a
request, and has not withdrawn it.

Mr. TOWER. I withdraw my request
if the matter is covered by a previous
agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’'s unanimous-consent request is
withdrawn. The question is on agreeing
to the amendment, as modified.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, my
amendment would nullify those provi-
sions of any collective bargaining agree-
ment which require membership in a
union as a condition of employment in
any case where the contracting union
maintains an execlusionary policy with
respect to membership based on race, re-
ligion, color, national origin, or sex.

For the past 30 years, labor unions
have been the recipients of many special
privileges, rights, and immunities en-
joyed by no other form of private or-
ganization in our society, and conferred
on them by Federal law. Among the
most substantial of these union advan-
tages is the power to contract with the
employer to compel membership in the
union as a condition of employment.

In 1935, Congress adopted the Wagner
Act which the trade union movement re-
fers to as its Magna Carta. A funda-
mental principle of the Wagner Act was
that no employer could lawfully dis-
criminate against an employee because
of his membership or nonmembership in
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a labor union. This basic principle was
embodied in section 8(3) of the Wagner
Act which made it an unfair labor prac-
tice for an employer “by discrimination
in regard to hire or tenure of employ-
ment or any term or condition of employ-
ment to encourage or discourage mem-
bership in any labor organization.”

If section 8(3) had stopped right there,
every form of compulsory union member-
ship agreement would have been rendered
unlawful. To avoid this, the Congress
conferred a special immunity on labor
unions by including a proviso to section
8(3) which permitted unions and em-
ployers to enter into compulsory union
membership agreements without violat-
ing the law.

It was clearly recognized that this ex-
ception was in direct contradiction to
the act’s fundamental principle that an
employee’s job status was to remain com-
pletely unaffected by reason of his mem-
bership or nonmembership in a union.

In 1947, Congress recognized the need
to narrow this broad and powerful im-
munity it had granted to labor unions 12
years earlier, Although, in enacting the
Taft-Hartley Act, it continued to permit
employers and unions to enter into com-

ry union membership agreements,
it narrowed the permissible scope of such
agreements. Moreover, it also made ex-
plicit by writing into the new statute a
principle which had previously been part
of the unwritten law, to wit, the so-called
right-to-work principle. Section 14(b)
of the amended National Labor Relations
Act specifically authorized the States to
prohibit all forms of compulsory union
membership. To date, 20 States have
enacted such right-to-work laws.

Nevertheless, in the remaining 30
States, unions confinue to enjoy the spe-~
cial privilege of lawfully being able to
compel employees to join the union if
they wish to hold on to their jobs. It is
my firm conviction that this special
privilege should be withdrawn from any
labor union which denies fair and equi-
table treatment to qualified employees
and applicants for employment and
which discriminates in membership on
the basis of race, religion, color, national
origin, or sex.

For that reason, I am offering this
amendment which, simply stated, merely
renders null and void any provision in a
collective bargaining agreement requir-
ing union membership as a condition of
employment, if the union which is a
party to such an agreement, discrimi-
nates with respect to membership therein
because of race, religion, color, national
origin, or sex. If a union wishes to assert
the prerogatives of a private organiza-
tion to pick and choose its own members
in any way it sees fit, it is inequitable for
the Federal Government to grant it the
special privilege of contracting for com-
pulsory membership where the union ex-
ercises its prerogative unjustly, arbitrar-
ily and in a discriminatory manner.

In closing I would like to point out
that my amendment would not apply in
any way in those States which have or
which may enact right-to-work laws or
which have or enact fair employment
practice laws covering this matter. Inas-
much as the bill merely nullifies compul-
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sory union membership contract provi-
sions under certain discriminatory condi-
tions, it can obviously have no applica-
tion in any State where such provisions
are already prohibited by State law.

Mr. President, this amendment is emi-
nently fair. It is aimed at curbing dis-
crimination by unions in their acceptance
of members and in their apprenticeship
program, and in all their activities. I be-
lieve strongly that if the unions are to
enjoy Federal privileges that no other
private organization enjoys, if they prac-
tice discrimination those privileges
should be withdrawn.

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question on my time?

Mr. TOWER. Iyield.

Mr. COTTON. I yield myself 1 min-
ute. I should like to ask the Senator
from Texas as to who decides whether
the union has been guilty of discrimina-
tion.

Mr. TOWER. That machinery has
been established in title VII through the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission.

Mr. COTTON. Will the Senator tell
us very quickly how it is decided?

Mr. TOWER. In the same way that
discrimination is determined on the part
of an employer.

Mr. COTTON. Inother words, itis de-
termined by a representative of the Gov-
ernment, and an appeal is provided for
by the union to the Federal court. Is
that correct?

Mr. TOWER. Yes. The union would
enjoy the same privileges under title VII
that an employer enjoys.

Mr. COTTON. I thank the Senator.

Mr. DIRKSEN, Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

ﬁ'he Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr, TOWER. Mr. President, on my
amendment, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The amendment would add antidis-
crimination teeth to the bill. In fact, a
provision in title VII prohibits diserimi-
nation on the part of unions. However,
the machinery for enforcement might
require some time to be placed into oper-
ation. My amendment would have the
immediate effect of invalidating union
shop agreements in unions that discrimi-
nated to the extent that jobs were de-
nied. Therefore, I urge the adoption of
the amendment.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

I invite the attention of the Senate to
page 41 of the revised substitute amend-
ment, where employment practices of la~
bor organizations relating to discrimina-
tion are made unlawful.

I feel that the amendment offered by
_the Senator from Texas is sweeping in
its action and might utterly nullify entire
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contracts, resulting in great difficulty to
both employers and employees.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

The amendment would invalidate only
the union shop aspect of the contracts;
it would not touch fringe benefits or
wage and hour conditions.

Since unions receive privileges that no
other private organization enjoys under
the protection of Feederal law, those priv-
ileges would be withdrawn if a union dis-
criminated.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. ALLOTT. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

In this particular respect the amend-
ment is very far reaching. It is impos-
sible to tell from a reading of the amend-
ment exactly what would happen, but it
would probably void any union shop con-
tract now in existence which in the past
followed a pattern or a practice of dis-
crimination. It is intended by the bill
to stop such discrimination, and I be-
lieve the section provided for in the sub-
stitute amendment would accomplish the
purpose adequately. If I did not think it
would do so, I would vote to amend it,

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

Mr. ALLOTT. I yield myself an addi-
tional 30 seconds.

By this amendment, we would be de-
claring void a great many—perhaps
thousands—of existing contracts which
are now legal.

Labor unions, like everyone else, should
ﬁve a chance to bring themselves into

e.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Texas [Mr.
TowWER].

Mr, MILLER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 20 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Iowa is recognized for 20
seconds.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I am
troubled by this amendment, because of
the possible conflict with .he language
on page 42 of the bill, which provides
for an exception in the case of activities
in which discrimination on the basis of
Egli_glon, sex, or national origin relates

A bona fide occupational qualification rea-
sonably necessary to the normal operation of
that particular business or enterprise.

I believe there is an inconsistency be-
tween the amendment and this provision
of the bill. Therefore, I believe the
amendment not a desirable one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, NEL-
soN in the chair). The question is on
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Texas [Mr. TowEeR].

On this question, the yeas and nays
have been ordered; and the clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a pair with
the distinguished junior Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoserTson]. If the junior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. RoBErTSON]
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were present and voting, he would vote
“yea’; if I were at liberty to vote, I would
vote “nay.” I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY., I announce that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FoL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Montana [Mr.
Mercarr]l, the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoserTsoN]l, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Tarmapcel, the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. WarLTERs], and the
Senator from Arizona [Mr. HAYDEN] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Younc] and the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] are neces-
sarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HarTgeE]l and the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. YouNa] would each vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FuLeriGHT] is paired with the
Senator from California [Mr. ENGLEI.
If present and voting, the Senator from
Arkansas would vote “yea,” and the Sen-
ator from California would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BEaLL] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
jand State Republican Convention in
order to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator and, if present and voting, would
vote “nay.”

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr, MoR-
Ton] is necessarily absent,

The result was announced—yeas 26,
nays 62, as follows:

[No. 810 Leg.]
YEAS—26

Bennett Hickenlooper Mundt
Byrd, Va Hill Russell
Cotton Holland Simpson
Curtis Hruska Sparkman
Dominick Jordan, N.C. Stennis
Eastland Jordaz}; Idaho ghugmund

nder Long, La. OWer
E‘lv?ln ‘Mccsleunn Willlams, Del.
Goldwater Mechem

NAYS—62
Alken Gore Morse
Allott Gruening Moss
Anderson Hart Muskle
Bartlett Humphrey Nelson
Bayh Inouye Neuberger
Bible Jackson Pastore
Boggs Javits Pearson
Brewster Johnston Pell
Burdick Eeating Prouty
Byrd, W. Va. Kennedy Proxmire
Cannon Kuchel Randolph
Carlson Lausche Ribicoff
Case Long, Mo Saltonstall
Church Magnuson Scott
Clark McCarthy Smathers
Cooper McGee Smith
Dirksen McGovern Symington
Dodd McIntyre Williams, N.J.
Douglas McNamara Yarborough
Edmondson Miller Young, N.
Fong Monroney
NOT VOTING—12

Beall Hayden Robertson
Engle Mansfield Talmadge
Fulbright Metcalf Walters
Hartke Morton Young, Ohlo

So Mr. Tower's amendment was re-
jected

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. DIRKSEN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.
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The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 962 and ask that it
be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Texas
will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 68, between
lines 19 and 20, it is proposed to insert
the following new section:

EXCLUSIVE REMEDY

Sec. 7T17. Beginning on the effective date
of sections 703, 704, 706, and 707 of this title,
as provided in section 716, the provisions of
this title shall constitute the exclusive means
whereby any department, agency, or Instru-
mentality in the executive branch of the
Government, or any independent agency of
the United States, may grant or seek relief
from, or pursue any remedy with respect to,
any employment practice of any employer,
employment agency, labor organization, or
joint labor-management committee covered
by this title, if such employment practice
may be the subject of a charge or complaint
filed under this title.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

This amendment is designed to give
added stature to the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission established
under title VII by insuring that all cases
of employment opportunity are decided
primarily under its auspices and that its
effectiveness is not diluted by opera-
tions of other agencies and commissions
within the executive branch.

The amendment is drawn because of
the expressed desire of Senators not to
unduly harass the employers and un-
ions covered by title VII. In past ex-
perience with State FEPC laws and con-
current Federal jurisdictions, firms and
unions have been subjected to unneces-
sary harassment and expense.

My understanding is that the com-
promised bill deals with this question as
between the Federal and State employ-
ment commissions by allowing the
States exclusive jurisdiction for stated
periods. I am glad that revision was
placed in the bill; I support it; and my
ggufe:ndment would in no wise change

at.

However, there remains untouched by
the compromised bill the question of
overlapping investigations by Federal
agencies or commissions. My amend-
ment would eliminate that overlap in
complete accord with the State versus
Federal provisions already placed in the
bill by the leadership.

My amendment would assure employ-
ers that they would not have to respond
simultaneously to investigations and di-
rections from the tifle VII, EEOC, and
also from the various departments
charged with enforcing the provisions
of the President’s Equal Employment
Commission’s rules for Federal contrac-
tors.

Graphic evidence of earlier harass-
ment of business by the Air Force as an
arm of the President’s Commission is
shown in the oft-lamented Motorola
case. In that case, an Air Force com-
mander ordered 13 simultaneous com-
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pliance reviews of all Motorola facilities.
This covered the corporation’s facilities
nationwide, was ordered on short notice
and seems to me to have been needlessly
abusive of Federal authority.

This corporation’s national operations
were badly upset by its having to set
aside all other management work in or-
der to accommodate this capricious mili-
tary order. The expense to a taxpayer-
owned, private business was inexcusably
high.

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

Mr. TOWER. I yield myself an addi-
tional 2 minutes.

This employment review was required
concurrently at Motorola facilities in New
York, Illinois, Arizona, Georgia, New
Jersey, Texas, and California. It re-
quired a week’s time of a Motorola vice
president and the efforts of two cor-
porate representatives serving as EEO
officers for Motorola who traveled to six
cities including San Francisco, Dallas,
Atlanta, Newark, Buffalo, and Quincy,
I1l. It also involved 12 plant general
managers, 5 personnel managers, and re-
quired a supporting staff of 16 office and
clerical employees.

This Air Force-required employment
investigation involved, therefore, a total
of 36 major employees of this major
American business and a total of almost
2,000 hours of corporation time.

While I make no judgment of the
merits of this individual requirement
placed upon an American firm, I think
it points out graphically that no firm
could be expected to comply simultane-
ously with such an investigation as was
required by the Air Force and concur-
rently fulfill other requirements placed
upon it by title VII's EEOC.

Therefore, I propose to give the EEOC
primary jurisdiction.

Let it be carefully noted that my
amendment does not in any way preclude
further operations by the President’s
Commission and by those agencies such
as the Air Force which regulate the em-
ployment activities of Federal con-
tractors. All that would be precluded
by my amendment would be simultane-
ous, concurrent requirements placed
upon an employer or union by more than
one Federal agency.

The EEOC would have first shot at
an investigation.

If EEOC was not investigating or had
completed an investigation, the Presi-
dent’s Commission could do whatever is
within its powers.

Many Senators have stated that this
bill is not designed to unnecessarily
harass employers and unions. My
amendment would assure that no more
than one Federal commission could have
its finger in the pie at one time.

Mr. President, to make a long story
short, all my amendment would do would
be to provide that a business or union
will not simultaneously have to respond
to the demands of more than one Federal
agency in a case involving discrimina-
tion in employment. In other words, the
amendment would give primary juris-
diction to the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunities Commission. It would not elim-
inate the President's Commission. It
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could still operate; but the amendment
would protect a business from being har-
assed simultaneously by more than one
Federal agency. I earnestly urge adop-
tion of my amendment.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question, on my time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Texas yield himself addi-
tional time?

Mr. TOWER. The Senator from Ohio
said he would ask a question on his time.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Section 716, which is
proposed to be modified, contemplates
that the provisions set forth shall be the
only ones under which interference may
be made to achieve the objectives of
the law. Will the Senator from Texas il-
lustrate other agencies that might inter-
fere, creating a situation in which there
might be more than one Federal agency
harassing a company?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Texas yield himself time
to answer the question?

1:]‘:élir. TOWER. I yield myself 1 min-
ute.

Primarily the amendment would pre-
vent simultaneous operations by the
President’s Commission as it affects Fed-
eral contracts and the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission in pursuance of
title VII. In other words, there could
be simultaneous investigations going on
and a company could be required to
divert personnel to handle the require-
ments of both agencies. I think a com-
pany should not be so harassed, and I
would give primary jurisdiction to the
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission.

Mr, LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes on my own time.

Yesterday the Senate voted on a meas-
ure which involved the Motorola case.
At the conclusion, the impression was
left that subparagraph (h) on page 44
dealt effectively with the Motorola type
of examination.

After I asked the questions yesterday
and was given answers that paragraph
(h), on page 44, protected the type of
examination Motorola gave, I read para-
graph (h). I now want to say that after
I read the paragraph, I decided that this
language did not protect the type of ex-
aminations given by Motorola. I there-
fore voted for the amendment.

Let me read paragraph (h):

Notwithstanding any other provision of
this title, it shall not be an unlawful em-
ployment practice for an employer to apply
different standards of compensation or dif-
ferent terms, conditions, or privileges of em-
ployment pursuant to a bona fide seniority
or merit system, or a system which measures
earnings by quantity or quality of produc-
tion or to employees who work in different
locations—

And finally the condition is attached:

Provided that such differences are not the
result of an intention to discriminate be-
cause of race, color, religion, sex, or na-
tional origin.

Nothing in this subparagraph (h)
deals with examinations. It deals
merely with difference in pay.

Now I wish to ask a question of the
Senator from Texas. How does the
Senator intend to protect the giving of
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the type of examinations that were given
in the Motorola case by the language of
the Senator’s amendment?

Mr. TOWER. I yield myself 30
seconds.

My current amendment is not ad-
dressed to problems of tests. That sub-
ject was dealt with yesterday. I do not
believe there is adequate protection for
8 company that wants to give a test
based on intelligence and ability. How-
ever, I am afraid that, under present
procedural rules, there is no opportunity
to bring up such an amendment.

The current amendment does not deal
with that situation, but merely with dual
harassment by Federal agencies.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 30 seconds.

I should like to respond to the Sena-
tor from Ohio, because yesterday he
asked me questions as to whether or not
examinations such as those characterized
in the Motorola case were embraced in
the intention of the proponents of the
bill in subparagraph (h) on page 44. I
answered that they were. I should like
to repeat that they were, and call at-
tention to the ReEcorp, which shows that
the same intention prevails on the part
of the manager of the bill, the Senator
from Minnesota.

I point out that the phrase “privileges
of employment pursuant to a bona fide
seniority or merit system” is intended to
include such examinations.

I hope that statement will satisfy the
Senator from Ohio, because that is the
intention of the Congress. If the Sena-
tor has some misgivings about it, I hope
he will take this assurance, because it
was clearly spelled out yesterday.

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

Mr. MILLER. I yield myself 10
seconds.

I ask the Senator from Texas what ef-
fect this amendment would have on the
Civil Rights Commission provision of the
bill?

Mr.
seconds.

I do not see that it would have any
effect on the Civil Rights Commission
provisions, since its activities are not
largely in this field, but primarily in the
fleld of voting rights, segregation in
schools, and the like. In any case of
overlapping jurisdiction, primary juris-
diction would be given to the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission,
when employment questions were in-
volved.

Mr. MILLER. I yield myself 20 sec-
onds. Would the Senator have any
objections to modifying his amendment
to provide that nothing herein shall im-
pair the activities of the Civil Rights
Commission or the remedies under that
title?

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

Mr. TOWER. I yield myself 5 sec-
onds. I do not believe such an amend-
ment is necessary, because it would be
redundant.

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I in-
vite the attention of Senators to the lan-
guage on page 67 of the proposed sub-
stitute by Senators DIRkSEN, MANSFIELD,

TOWER. I yield myself 30
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HumperREY, and KucHEL. It reads, on
page 67, beginning on line 24:
Notwithstanding subsection (a), sections
of this title other than sections 703, 704, 706,
and 707 shall become effective immediately.

Then (¢), which is the important part:

(¢) The President shall, as soon as feasi-
ble after the enactment of this title, con-
vene one or more conferences for the pur-
pose of enabling the leaders of groups whose
members will be affected by this title to
become familiar with the rights afforded and
obligations imposed by its provisions, and
for the purpose of making plans which
will result in the fair and effective admin-
istration of this title when all of its pro-
visions become effective, The President
shall invite the participation in such confer-
ence or conferences of (1) the members of
the President's Committee on Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity, (2) the members of
the Commission on Civil Rights, (3) repre-
sentatives of State and local agencles en-
gaged in furthering equal employment oppor-
tunity, (4) representatives of private agen-
cles engaged in furthering equal employ-
ment opportunity, and (5) representatives
of employers, labor organizations, and em-
ployment agencies who will be subject to
this title.

I think that covers quite sufficiently
the objective we are trying to accom-
plish. I have had an opportunity to
study the amendment that has been pro-
posed only in a cursory way. To my way
of thinking, it is far-reaching, complex,
and complicated.

As I understand, the Senator from
Texas read only one page from a 4- or
5-page manuscript in a hurried way. I
am not attempting to state that what
he says the amendment would or would
not do is correct, but I am of the im-
pression that it would circumsecribe the
powers of the President in cases of Fed-
eral contracts in equal opportunity cases.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute to support the position
of the Senator from Rhode Island.

This is the way not to amend the bill.
The amendment could have widespread
procedural consequences. No hearings
have been held on it, and we have not
had an opportunity to study it. The bill
in its present form will not do any in-
justice. The amendment is intended to
give exclusive jurisdiction. It is the type
of proposal that should have hearings
before the Labor Committee at the be-
ginning of the next session, and further
study. by

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

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may proceed
for 1 additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for
1 additional minute.

Mr. MORSE. We shall find that we
will be making suggestions in the next
year, once this bill gets into operation
with some modification. Watch out for
acceptance of a blanket proposal for ex-
clusive jurisdiction. As the Senator from
Rhode Island has pointed out, we can
greatly weaken the hand of the President
in administering the bill. Therefore, I
believe that we should defeat the amend-
ment and wait for a review of the opera-
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tion of the bill in the next session of
Congress. \

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Texas is recognized for 2
minutes.

Mr. TOWER. I cannot see how this
vague provision on page 68 of the bill
sufficiently covers the subject.

It provides:

The President shall, as soon as feasible
after enactment of this title.

If they should call a conference and
sit around to discuss it, that still would
not preclude the harassment of business-
men, companies, or unions by more than
one Federal agency.

On the other hand, I am somewhat
amused by the talk about hearings. We
have not held one single hearing in the
Senate on the entire bill, or on the en-
tire substitute. We were precluded from
doing that. The bill was intercepted at
the door of the Senate and has never
been adequately explained, or heard in
committee.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Texas [Mr.
Tower]. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered; and the clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). Mr. President, on this vote I
have a pair with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. RoBerTsoN]. If
he were present and voting, he would

vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I therefore with-
hold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr, Byrpl,
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BrRIGHT], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoeerTson], the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Tarmapce], the Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. WarTers], and the Senator
from Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] are absent
on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. ENGLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTxel, and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTKE] and the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Younc] would each vote
unaylu

On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FuLBricHT] is paired with the
Senator from California [Mr. EncLe]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from Ar-
kansas would vote “yea,” and the Senator
from California would vote *‘nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLL] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican Convention in or-
der to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator and, if present and voting, would
vote “nay”.
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The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MorToN] is necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 29,
nays 59, as follows:

[No. 311 Leg.]
YEAS—20

Bennett Hruska Russell

Johnston Simpson
Dominick Jordan, N.C. Smathers
Eastland Jordan, Idaho Sparkman
Ellender Lausche Stennis
Ervin Long, La. Thurmond
Goldwater McClellan Tower
Hickenlooper Mechem Williams, Del.
Hill Mundt Young, N. Dak.
Holland Pearson

NAYS—59
Alken Edmondson Metcall
Allott Fong Miller
Anderson Gore Monroney
Bartlett Gruening Morse
Bayh Hart Moss
Bible Hayden Muskie
Boggs Humphrey Nelson
Brewster Inouye Neuberger
Burdick Jackson Pastore
Byrd, W. Va Javits Pell
Cannon Keating Prouty
Carlson Kennedy Proxmire
Case Kuchel Randolph
Church Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Clark Magnuson Saltonstall
Cooper McCarthy Scott
Cotton McGee Smith
Dirksen McGovern Symington
Dodd MecIntyre Williams, N.J.
Douglas McNamara
NOT VOTING—12
Beall Hartke Talmadge
Byrd, Va Mansfield Walters
Engle Morton Yarborough
Fulbright Robertson Young, Ohio
So Mr. Tower's amendment was re-

jected.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

VISIT TO THE SENATE BY HIS EX-
CELLENCY, DR. LUDWIG ERHARD,
CHANCELLOR OF THE FEDERAL
REPUBLIC OF GERMANY

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
shortly the Senate will be honored by a
visit by the Chancellor of the Federal
Republic of Germany, Dr. Ludwig
Erhard. Therefore, I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate stand in recess,
subject to the call of the Chair, for the
purpose of receiving this distinguished
visitor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MANSFIELD in the chair). The Chair ap-
points, as a committee to escort the
Chancellor into the Chamber, the Sena-
tor from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY],
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK-
Mman], the Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Hickenrtoorer], and the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RusseLL].

The Senate will stand in recess sub-
ject to the call of the Chair.

Thereupon (at 2 o'clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.), the Senate stood in recess,
subject to the call of the Chair.

His Excellency, Dr. Ludwig Erhard,
Chancellor of the Federal Republic of
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Germany, escorted by the committee ap-
pointed by the Presiding Officer, entered
the Chamber and took the seat assigned
to him immediately in front of the Pre-
siding Officer.

The members of the party accompany-
ing Chancellor Erhard, consisting of His
Excellency Dr, Gerhard Schroeder, Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs of the Federal
Republic of Germany; His Excellency
Heinrich Knappstein, Ambassador of the
Federal Republic of Germany; the Hon-
orable Dr. Ludger Westerick, State Sec-
retary, Office of the Chancellor; and Mr.
Heinz Weber, Counselor, Foreign Office
(interpreter) entered the Chamber and
took the places assigned to them.

The Chancellor addressed the Senate
in German, and his remarks were trans-
lated into English by Mr. Heinz Weber,
Counselor of the Foreign Office of the
Federal Republic of Germany, as follows:

Chancellor ERHARD. Mr. President
and Senators, it is a great distinction
and a great honor for me to address
a few words to the Senate of the United
States of America. I take this oppor-
tunity to pay my deepest respect for the
work of the Senate of the United States
of America, and to again express my
gratitude for everything my country has
received from the United States of
America in the way of help and assist-
ance.

What the United States of America
did for Germany in the darkest hour of
its history is not forgotten.

In saying that, I do not think only of
the material aid, but I think, above all,
of the moral support, the moral assist-
ance; because the Unifed States has
again restored the faith and the belief
to us that we will be readmitted to the
group, the family of free and civilized
countries.

You have restored freedom to us—
not only freedom or life, but, also, the
freedom and the liberty to restore a new
democratic order in Germany. This is
unforgotten.

I know that the United States of
America is not earning gratitude every-
where for what the United States has
done; but in our country these memories
are alive, and we know that we have
received from you this assistance, this
help, and we have tried to make the best
use of it in building up our country. So
today we are not only allies, but friends,
called upon to defend peace, security,
and freedom all over the free world.
[Applause, Senators rising.]

Over the past 19 years, the bonds of
friendship between our two countries,
our two nations, have grown deeper and
deeper; and today those bonds are par-
ticularly close. In a world which is full
of dangers, but also full of hopes, we are
sharing your conviction, we are sharing
your belief, that together we can pre-
serve and maintain the peace of the
world. When I used the word “togeth-
er,” of course, I did not think in terms
of bilateral relationships only; what I
had in mind was the free world as a
whole.

Let me make one more point on this
occasion. We are very grateful to you
for having shown so much understand-
ing for our main concern, for our main
problem, our main worry, a problem
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which may be inclined to disturb the
peace of the world. We are grateful that
you have made that your own prob-
lem. As among friends and allies, we
also are sharing the concerns you
have, the problems with which you are
faced, be they in Cuba or, be they in
South Vietnam. Wherever peace is dis-
turbed or threatened in the world, wher-
ever there is danger that force may sup-
press freedom and liberty, we must stand
together. Otherwise, it will not be pos-
sible for friendship to prosper and peace
and freedom to be maintained.

Therefore, I have the firm hope and
conviction that the unity between Europe
and the Atlantic world will grow deeper,
because it is no longer possible, in the
modern world in which we are living to-
day, to differentiate among the various
fields—the defense field, the political
fleld, the economic field, the social field.
All is one whole, indivisible; and I think
it will have to stand the first test soon.
I think in terms of the Kennedy round.
I have always supported the objectives
and targets which are the subject of
these negotiations, because I feel that
they could strengthen the cohesion be-
tween Europe and the North American
continent, and help to bring Europe
closer to America and America closer to
Europe.

If we stand together, we should be able
to find good solutions to the problems
which are besetting mankind today.
Therefore, I am convinced that if we
remain firm in our determination, if we
remain resolute in our stand, it will be
possible eventually to secure peace fo
the world.

Thank you very much.

[Applause, Senators rising.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MansrFIELD in the chair). The Chancel-
lor has informed the leadership that he
would like to have an opportunity to meet
the Members of the Senate in the well
of the Chamber.

Thereupon Chancellor Erhard entered
the well of the Senate Chamber, and
was greeted by the Members of the Sen-
ate.

At 3 o’clock and 5 minutes p.m., the
Senate reassembled, and was called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
NELSON in the chair).

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1963

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 7152) to enforce the con-
stitutional right to vote, to confer juris-
diction upon the district courts of the
United States to provide injunective relief
against discrimination in public accom-
modations, to authorize the Attorney
General to institute suits to protect con-
stitutional rights in public facilities and
public education, to extend the Commis-
sion on Civil Rights, to prevent discrimi-
nation in federally assisted programs, to
establish a Commission on Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity, and for other
purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
substitute amendment is open to further
amendment.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 807, and ask that it
be stated.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 50, in line 5, strike out *of its
enactment” and insert in lleu thereof “this
A;:lbeeomes effective as provided in section
1 i

On page 50, line 8, immediately after “im-
mediately” insert “upon the effective date
of this Act as provided in section 1201".

On page 50, line 10, strike out “enactment
of this title” and insert in lleu thereof “the
effective date of this title as provided in sub-
section (a)".

At the end of the bill insert the following:

““TITLE XIT—EFFECTIVE DATE

“Sec. 1201, The first eleven titles of this
Act shall take effect only if the qualified
voters of the several States signify their ap-
proval of this Act in the national referendum
provided by title XIIT. If the qualified voters
of the several States signify their approval
in such referendum, the first eleven titles
of this Act shall become effective on the day
on which the results of such referendum are
declared under section 1311 of this Act.

“TITLE XIII—NATIONAL REFERENDUM

“Sec. 1301. (a) Each State is requested to
conduct a referendum for the purpose of as-
certaining whether the qualified voters of
such State approve the provisions of the first
eleven titles of this Act. Such referendum
shall be conducted by each State consenting
to do so at the general election to be held
in such State in 1964 for the purpose of
electing its Representative or Representatives
in the House of Representatives of the
United States.

“(b) (1) As used in the remaining sec-
tions of this title, the term ‘referendum’
when used In reference to any State, means
the national referendum referred to in sec-
tion 1201 insofar as it is conducted within
the jurisdiction of such State.

“(2) As used in sections 1302, 1303, and
1304, the term ‘State’ means only a State
which consents to conduct the referendum
within its jurisdiction.

“Sec. 1302, Each State shall be entitled to
reilmbursement for the expenses incurred by
it In conducting the referendum. Reim-
bursement shall be made in the manner pro-
vided by section 1311.

“8ec. 1303. Except as otherwise specifically
provided in this title, the referendum shall
be conducted in each State according to the
election laws and regulations of such State,
Any State the constitution or laws of which
authorize the submission of State laws to
the voters of such State for their approval
or disapproval may conduct such referen-
dum in the same manner as referendums
conducted with respect to its State laws.
Each State, through its legislature or the
proper State officers, shall be the sole judge
of the manner of conduct of the referendum
within 1ts jurisdiction.

“Sec. 1304. The qualified voters in the ref-
erendum In each State shall be the persons
who are qualified to vote for Representa-
tive in the House of Representatives of the
United States in the election at which the
referendum is conducted.

“Sec. 1305. (a) The Governor of each State
which consents to conduct the referendum
shall so notify the President before Septem-
ber 1, 1964. The President shall provide for
the conduct of the referendum, in the man-
ner provided In this section, in any State
which does not consent, or is unable, to con-
duct the referendum. The referendum shall
be held in any such State on the same day on
which it would be held under section 1301
if 1t were conducted by such State.

“(b) The President may provide for the
conduct of the referendum in any State or
States under this section—

“(1) by any department or agency of the
Federal Government, or
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“(2) by a commission established for such

pu)rpoae under the authority of subsection
(c).
Subject to the provisions of subsection (e),
the referendum conducted in any State un-
der this section shall be conducted pursuant
to such rules and regulations as the Presi-
dent may prescribe.

“(e) The Presldent is authorized to estab-
lish a commission to conduct the referendum
in any State or States which do not consent,
or are unable, to conduct it. Any commis-
sion established pursuant to this subsection
shall be composed of an even number of
members and not more than one-half of the
members shall be of the same political party.
The President shall designate one of the
members as chairman of the commission.

“(d) The President shall have such powers
as may be necessary to enable him to carry
out the duties and functions imposed on him
by this section, including the power—

(1) to appoint such experts, consultants,
and other employees as may be necessary, and

“(2) to make such expenditures as may

be necessary.
The President is authorized to delegate any
of the powers conferred upon him by this
subsection to any department or agency
designated by him to conduct the referendum
in any State, or to any commission estab-
lished under subsection (c).

“(e) Except as otherwise specifically pro-
vided in this title, the referendum conducted
in any State under this section shall be con-
ducted, insofar as possible, in conformity
with the election laws and regulations, and
the referendum laws and regulations, if any,
of such State. The qualified voters in the
referendum in any such State shall be the
persons who would be qualified voters if the
referendum were conducted by such State.
Such State is requested to furnish lists of
such gqualified voters to the President, and
shall be entitled to reimbursement, out of
funds appropriated to the President under
section 1312, for expenses incurred in furnish-
ing such lists, If such State refuses, or is
unable, to furnish lists of such qualified
voters, the determination as to the qualifica-
tions of any person to vote in the referendum
in such State shall be made pursuant to rules
and regulations prescribed by the President.

“Sec. 1306. (a) The Joint Committee on
Printing shall have printed by the Govern-
ment Printing Office coples of this Act, and
coples of provisions of any laws amended by
the first eleven titles of this Act in which
the amendments thereto shall be indicated
in boldface type. Such copies shall be in
such form and style as to be sultable for
exhibition at the polling places in the States
for the information of the persons voting
in the referendum.

“(b) The Joint Committee on Printing
shall furnish to each State which conducts
the referendum such number of the coples
of this Act and of provisions of any laws
amended by the first eleven titles of this Act
printed pursuant to subsection (a) as each
State may request. The Joint Committee
shall furnish to the President, for use in any
State or States in which the referendum 1is
conducted under section 1305, such number
of such copies as the President may request.

*“{e) Each State which conducts the refer-
endum is requested to exhibit, in conformity
with the laws of such State, at the polling
places at which voting in the referendum is
conducted such number of the copies of this
Act and of provisions of any laws amended
by the first eleven titles of this Act printed
pursuant to subsection (a) as may be neces-
sary for the information of the persons vot-
ing in the referendum.

““*Sgc. 1807. The form of the question to be
presented at the referendum shall be sub-
stantially as follows:

“*The Congress of the United States has
enacted a law known as “The Civil Rights Act
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of 1964", which is divided into thirteen titles,
the last two of which relate to this referen-
dum. This law provides that the first eleven
titles shall take effect only if approved by the
qualified voters of the several States in this
referendum. Indicate by making a cross
[X] in the proper square (or by pulling the
proper lever) whether you approve or disap-
prove of these titles.

FADDIOYE. o s L9
“ ‘Disapprove____..___ i k%

“Sec, 1308, (a) At the request of the Gov-
ernor of any State, the Attorney General
shall assign agents or employees of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation to such of the
polling places in such State as the Governor
thereof may designate.

“(b) In any case in which the President
deems it necessary or advisable, the Attorney
General shall assign agents or employees of
the Federal Bureau of Investigation to such
of the polling places in any State as the
President may designate.

“(c¢) It shall be the duty of any agent or
employee of the Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tlon assigned to any polling place under sub-
section (a) or (b)—

“(1) to observe the conduct of the refer-
endum at such polling place,

“(2) to observe the counting and tabula-
tion of the votes cast in the referendum at
such polling place, and

“(8) to submit a report to the Attorney
General with respect to the duties imposed on
him by paragraphs (1) and (2).

“(d) Each agent or employee of the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation assigned to any
polling place under subsection (a) or (b)
shall be given access to such polling place and
the place where votes cast in the referendum
at such polling place are counted and tabu-
lated in order that he may carry out the du-
ties imposed on him by paragraphs (1) and
(2) of subsection (c¢); but no such agent or
employee shall interfere in the conduct of
the referendum, or of the election in con-
junction with which such referendum is
held, by the State officials, or in the counting
and tabulating by such officials of the votes
cast in the referendum.

“(e) The Attorney General shall furnish
to the Governor of any State in which agents
or employees of the Federal Bureau of In-
vestigation are assigned under subsection
(a) or (b) a copy of the reports submitted to
him under subsection (c)(3) by the agents
or employees assigned in such State.

“(f) The Attorney General is authorized,
for the purpose of carrying out the dutles
imposed on him by subsections (a) and (b),
to appoint, without regard to the civil service
laws and regulations, such temporary em-
ployees as may be necessary, and to fix their
compensation in accordance with the Classi-
fication Act of 1949, except that the rate of
compensation of such number of such tem-
porary employees as he determines necessary
may be fixed at rates not in excess of 875
per day.

“(g) The Attorney General shall, before
January 10, 1965, submit a report to the Con-
gress with respect to the duties imposed on
him by this section, which shall contain a
summary of the reports submitted to him
pursuant to subsection (c) (3).

“SEC. 1309. (a) The Governor of each State
which conducts the referendum shall certify
the results of the referendum conducted in
his State to the President of the Senate be-
fore January 10, 1965,

“(b) The President shall certify the re-
sults of the referendum conducted in any
State or States under section 1305 to the
f;g;ldent of the Senate before January 10,

“Sec. 1310, (a) The Senate and the House
of Representatives shall assemble in a joint
meeting in the Hall of the House of Repre-
sentatives on January 15, 19656 (or as soon



13654

thereafter as possible), at which the certifi-
cates from the Governors of the States, and
from the President, shall be opened, read,
and the results thereof tabulated. The Pres-
ident of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives, acting jointly, shall
declare the results of the referendum.

“(b) If a majority of the votes cast in
the referendum approve of the first eleven
titles of this Act, such titles shall become
effective, except with respect to title VII
which shall be subject to section 718, on the
date on which the declaration of the Presi-
dent of the Senate and the Speaker of the
House of Representatives is made.

“(e) If a majority of the votes cast in the
referendum disapprove of the first eleven
titles of this Act, such titles shall not become
effective.

“Sec. 1311. Each State which conducts the
referendum may, through its proper State
officer, request reimbursement of the ex-
penses incurred by it in conducting the
referendum by submitting a statement of
such expenses to the chairman of the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the Senate and
the House of Representatives. Such re-
gquests shall be reviewed and allowed by the
Committees on Appropriations of the Senate
and House of Representatives, acting jointly,
and shall be certified by the chairmen of the
two committees acting jointly, to the Sec-
retary of the Treasury for payment out of
moneys appropriated therefor pursuant to
section 1312.

“Sec. 1312, There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the President such sums as
may be necessary to enable him to carry out
the duties and functions imposed on him by
section 18056. There are authorized to be ap-
propriated to the Joint Committee on Print-
ing such sums as may be necessary to enable
it to carry out the provisions of section 1306,
including such sums as may be necessary to
reimburse the Government Printing Office
for expenses incurred by it under such sec-
tions. There are authorized to be appropri-
ated to the Attorney General such sums as
may be necessary to enable him to carry out
the provisions of section 1308. There are
authorized to be appropriated to the Secre~
tary of the Treasury such sums as may be
necessary to reimburse the States pursuant
to section 1311 for expenses incurred in
conducting the referendum.”

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 312 Leg.]
Alken Gruening Monroney
Allott Hart Morse
Anderson Hayden Moss
Bartlett Hickenlooper Mundt
Bayh Hill Muskie
Bennett Holland Nelson
Bible Hruska Neuberger
Boggs Humphrey Pastore
Brewster Inouye Pearson
Burdick Jackson Pell
Byrd, Va. Javits Prouty
Byrd, W. Va Johnston Proxmire
Cannon Jordan, N.C. Randolph
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Ribicoff
Case Keating Russell
Church Eennedy Saltonstall
Clark Kuchel Scott
Cooper Lausche Simpson
Cotton Long, Mo. Smathers
Curtis Long, La. Smith
Dirksen Magnuson Sparkman
Dodd Mansfield Stennis
Dominick McCarthy Symington
Douglas McClellan Talmadge
Eastland McGee Thurmond
Edmondson McGovern Tower
Ellender McIntyre Walters
McNamara Williams, N.J.

ng Mechem Williams, Del.
Goldwater Metcalf Young, N. Dak.

e Miller
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. RusseLL] numbered 807.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Georgia is recognized for
10 minutes.

A FAR-REACHING BILL

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, it can-
not be repeated too often that this is
the most far reaching bill that has ever
been considered by Congress. It is,
therefore, important that we consider it
carefully by sections, and weigh each
provision of the bill.

Bear in mind that the bill has 11 sep-
arate titles, and each one of those titles
constitutes a separate proposed law.
Each and every one of the titles will
have a great impact on every aspect of
American life if the bill is enacted. It
will have a far-reaching effect on local
self-government in this country. That
has been the genesis of our strength.
It deals with the most intimate rights
of our people—the right to choose their
associates and the right to dominion over
their property. It affects the mores and
habits of living and manner of thinking
of our people in every section of the
country.

Mr. President, if each of these 11 titles
had been introduced separately, as is
generally the case, they could have been
discussed separately, and the story of
what the bill contains could therefore
have been gotten across to all the Ameri-
can people, and all of them would have
had the opportunity to understand it.
But here we have tied 11 titles together.
‘We have attached an attractive but mis-
leading title of “Civil Rights” to the
bill, and the issue has become so confused
with emotionalism and so clouded by po-
litical jockeying that very few of our
citizens, and only the most studious citi-
zens interested in government, really
know just what the bill accomplishes.

Mr. President, until recent years, sev-
eral titles of the bill that we are being
asked to enact into law would have been
offered in the form of amendments to
our basic charter, the Constitution of the
United States.

Let me illustrate. When the Supreme
Court handed down its decision in the
Brown case, we were told that the only
way the decision could be effected by
Congress would be by the adoption of an
amendment to the Constitution and its
submission to the several States. How-
ever the bill deals, in title II, with the
so-called public accommodations sec-
tions, a decision of the Supreme Court
hallowed with age since 1883. That was
a decision which stated that the Con-
gress has no authority whatever to leg-
islate in the field which title II of the
bill now undertakes to invade. Support-
ers of the bill are now resorting to the
flimsy pretense of invoking the com-
merce clause to cover such facilities as
a swimming pool, in order to avoid sub-
mitting a constitutional amendment to
the several States, as is required by the
Constitution.
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I have heard the pleas for haste in the
passage of this measure for fear that
there will be rioting in the streets. I
understand full well why the proponents
of the bill prefer to rush it through as a
statute, rather than undertaking to
amend the Constitution, as we were told
would be necessary in the case of the
Brown decision.

Of course, the proponents know full
well that it would be exceedingly diffi-
cult, if not impossible, to persuade two-
thirds of the Congress to submit the
amendment, and that in no event would
three-fourths of the States vote them-
selves into the oblivion into which the
bill would consign them by ratifying any
such amendment to the Constitution.

NATIONAL REFERENDUM PROPOSED

Therefore, I am appealing to the sense
of fair play of the Senate to submit the
provisions of the bill to a referendum
in which all of the American citizens are
entitled to participate.

That is all that this amendment under-
takes to do. It provides that this violent
change that is proposed in our system of
government, and in the way of life of
one-quarter of the Nation, shall not be
imposed until a majority of the Ameri-
can people have had an opporfunity to
speak, to say whether they approve of the
new form of government and the entirely
different social order that the bill would
create.

I know, Mr. President, that in this day,
no minority group in the country gets
shorter shrift at the hands of Congress
than do the white people of the Southern
States. Their pleas are treated with
callous disdain and disregard. There
could be no better evidence of it than
this bill, and the fact that we are seeking
to apply statutes in cases where hereto-
fore it has been demanded that amend-
ments to the Constitution be submitted.

We are even told, “Do not worry about
the decision or its constitutionality.
This new breed—the liberal court—we
have over here will reverse any line of
cases anywhere, and approve any bill
that Congress sends them that bears the
title of civil rights.”

As an old-fashioned constitutionalist,
I would much prefer that these drastic
changes be submitted to the country in
the form of amendments to the Consti-
tution, but I am well aware that it is
impossible to accomplish that at this
late hour. I am also aware that the
Constitution of the United States does
not contain any clause that specifically
provides for a referendum on any sub-
ject such as is here involved.

But, Mr. President, there is no ex-
pressed prohibition on any such referen-
dum., We are told, in this new day, that
what the Constitution does not specifi-
cally forbid the Congress may accom-
plish.

I appeal to Senators who call them-
selves liberals to let the people have an
opportunity to pass on this question.

This amendment is not carelessly
drafted. I ask Senators to read it. If
Senators have any suggestions as to how
it can be improved, I shall be glad to
entertain them and to undertake to have
them embodied in the amendment.
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I assert to those of the liberal bent
that no stream can rise higher than its
source. No man can be greater than the
people whe send him here.

PEOPLE SHOULD DECIDE

There is no reason why this proposal
should not be submitted to the people.
It would not cause any great delay to
have this bill passed upon by the people.

Mr. President, everyone who knows
the political facts of life is thoroughly
conscious of the fact that our Govern-
ment is greatly influenced by pressure
groups. A relatively small percentage of
our total population—voecal, well orga-
nized, even belligerent—exercise influ-
ence all out of proportion to their actual
number. They exercise their influence in
our political conventions and over the
President of the United States. All those
who serve in this body know all too well
the influence of the organized pressure
groups upon the Congress.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. MUNDT. Will the Senator from
Georgia explain how the vote would be
taken?

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield myself 8 addi-
tional minutes.

Mr. MUNDT. Will the Senator ex-
plain how the vote would be taken?
Would it be a vote in which the popular
majority would determine the issue?
Would it be a vote in which the majority
of the States would determine the issue?

Mr. RUSSELL. It would be a vote in
which the majority of those participating
in the referendum would determine the
issue. I apprehend that it would en-
counter bitter resistance if it were re-
ferred to the electoral college or to the
States.

Mr. MUNDT. The electoral college
system, with its loaded voting, would
not be used. Is that correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. This would be an out-
right referendum in which the major-
ity of the people of the country would be
permitted to speak.

Mr. MUNDT. Should the referendum
prevail by majority vote and be defeated
in certain States, I take it it would still
become a national law, applicable to all
States. Is that correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. If it carried in 49
States, but a majority in the 50th State
was sufficient to overcome the margin by
which the 49 States voted unfavorably,
it would still go into effect.

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

Mr, MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute, if I may, of my unused
60 minutes, in order to ask a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Georgia yield?

Mr. RUSSELL. I am perfectly willing
to yield to the Senator, if the time comes
out of his time.

Mr. MUNDT. I wished to establish for
the Recorp, firmly, this point. As I un-
derstand, if the referendum should pre-
vail in the popular vote, even though a
majority of the States voting were
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against it, the law would still become
operative because a majority of the peo-
ple of America would have spoken in
the affirmative. Is that correct?

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. MUNDT. I thank the Senator.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
veriest tyros in American politics today
know the power of the organized bloc.
They know that the masses of the people
are prone to forget, whereas the members
of the highly and tightly organized pres-
sure groups are certain to be reminded to
visit retribution at the polls on those who
do not accede to their commands.

VOTERS REJECT CONTROLS

I point out that every time any phase
of this issue has been submitted to the
people of the United States in a referen-
dum, whether it was in the North, East,
South, or West, with the single exception
of Kansas City, where the margin was
exceedingly slim, the people have voted
against the type of government intrusion
into their lives that is proposed in this
bill. They have opposed government
control of their living, of their privacy,
and of their business.

We are told that a great majority of the
American people favor this bill. If that
be true, let them have an opportunity to
speak at the polls.

Unfortunately, in recent years the dif-
ference between the platforms of the two
major political parties in this country
has been just about as great as the dif-
ference between tweedledum and twee-
dledee. The American people have voted
more on personalities than on issues.

I can think of nothing that would do
more to revive the interest of our sup-
posed self-governing people in their gov-
ernment than the opportunity to express
themselves on an issue, instead of having
to wade through tons of campaign litera-
ture and two almost identical party plat-
forms in arriving at a conclusion as to
how to vote in national elections.

The submission of this question to the
people of the country not only would
revive interest in our Government, but
would provide a true report as to how
the people feel about this proposed leg-
islation.

We are told that the laboring people of
this country favor the bill; the labor
leaders, Mr. Meany and Mr. Reuther,
have indeed endorsed it, and they speak
for it on every occasion. But in every
election that has been held, every ward,
every precinet, and every congressional
district, where a majority of the work-
ing people reside, they have voted against
the position of their leaders on this issue.

‘We are told that all of the church peo-
ple of the country favor the bill.
Spokesmen for the National Council of
Churches come and say, “We represent
50 million church people who are advo-
cating this measure.”

All of us, Mr. President, know that
there are thousands of God-fearing,
tithing Christians, in this country who
want no part of this bill and who are
opposed to it in every way.

It is unnecessary to run through all of
the elections that have been held. In
Kansas City, to which I have referred,
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the bill was approved by about 1,700 votes
out of a total of 90,000 votes cast.

It was rejected in 15 of the city’s 24
wards, and would have lost by 20,000 had
it not received a practically unanimous
vote in the Negro wards.

Mr. President, I received a letter from
one of the most knowledgeable men in
politics in Kansas City. I wish to read
two paragraphs on what he had to say
about this election. He says:

Excluding four Negro wards, the ordinance
would have been beaten by 20,000.

The remarkable point is that there was no
organized opposition. The Kansas City Star,
our only daily newspaper, practically quit
printing news, and devoted its front page
to editorials and news favorable to the
ordinance. Every clergyman in town, with
very few exceptions, endeavored to make it
a “question of conscience.”” As Mr. Justice
Whittaker sald in substance in a speech de-
livered the day after this vote, “the clergy
having falled miserably in an effort to pro-
mote tolerance by good will now seek to
enforce their views by coercive ordinance.”

The letter continues:

The vote here has had a remarkable ef-
fect, and if the election were to be held
again, the ordinance would be badly beaten.
Thousands of people refrained from voting
because they had gained the impression from
the news media and the pulpits that a nega-
tive vote would be wasted. On the same
day the Wisconsin election was held, and
I trust that both of these votes will have
some impact.

I point out that the two white wards
that voted in favor of this ordinance
in Kansas City were the so-called coun-
try club wards.

It is a remarkable fact that those in
this country who have vast accumula-
tions of wealth, those who never see a
Negro except on their own initiative, are
the ones who principally promote this
legislation.

The great political leaders of the
country—the Harrimans, the Rockefel-
lers, and the Kennedys—and people of
vast wealth, who are never thrown with
a Negro except on their own initiative,
support the proposed legislation vigor-
ously; but when we get down into the
wards, where the people have no club
to go to but the corner tavern, we find
a different story. They want their pri-
vacy protected.

DEFEATED IN TACOMA, SEATTLE

I point out that a similar issue, a so-
called open housing ordinance, was pre-
sented in Tacoma, Wash., through a
plfgaiscite, and it lost by a vote of about
3tol.

In Seattle there was a vote on a simi-
lar issue and it was turned down by a
vote of 2 to 1.

An Associated Press dispatch of April
10, from Providence, R.I., refers to the
2-to-1 defeat in the Rhode Island House
of a proposal to ban discrimination in
housing in that State.

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

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield myself 2 more
minutes.

I ask to have printed in the ReEcorp the
votes that were polled by Governor Wal-
lace, of Alabama, in Wisconsin, in In-
diana, and in Maryland, States where he
had no political ties, as evidence that
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there are in this country vast numbers of
people who do not wish to see this kind
of change effected in our form of gov-
ernment.

There being no objection, the votes
were ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

Governor Wallace's votes in the 3 primaries
WISCONSIN, APR. 7

Wallnce 2 s i

Gov. John W.Reynolds_ - - -——o——

Wallace share of total Democratic

vote (percent) . —-ceeecmccemaca— 33.7

INDIANA, MAY 5

266, 136
522, 405

Gov. Matthew E. Welsho oo ___ 376, 023
Wallace share of total Democratic
vote (percent) --—e---eomeecama-n

MARYLAND, MAY 19

Senator DANIEL B. BREWSTER- — - 264, 613
Wallace share of total Democratic
vote (percent) . --ceeececmanna 42, 66

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
people should have an opportunity to be
heard. Millions of people have become
indifferent; millions do not even go to
vote. Senators talk about the fact that
we do not have a 100-percent vote in this
country. It is really because there is
very little issue involved in most of our
national elections. The choice resolves
itself into personalities.

If we will present this question to the
people it will give them something to
study; it will bring them back to the
feeling that they are participating in
their government.

It would be fair to those who would
be most vitally affected by the bill
Unless the people of the South have the
knowledge that this bill was put upon
them by a majority of their fellow citi-
zens and not by a group of political
leaders under the lash, there will be bit-
ter resentment against the bill, and ib
will be a long time before it is actually
implemented.

If we let this issue go to the people and
a majority of the people vote for it, it
will be accepted everywhere, even if it
is not received with enthusiasm.

I appeal to the sense of justice and
fairness of the Senate to adopt this
amendment. It would cause no great
delay, but would let the voice of the
American people be heard on an issue.
It would be the first time in many years
that this has been the case. The people
have had no opportunity to do so
through political platforms.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr,. President, I yield
myself such time as is necessary.

I am sure it is not necessary for me
to remind the Senate that our system of
government is a republic, not a pure
democracy. It might be well to remind
ourselves of that by referring to the
Preamble of the Constitution and the
first section of the first article of the
Constitution. The Preamble reads, in
part:

We the people of the United States, in
order to form a more perfect union, * * * do
ordain and establish this Constitution for
the United States of America.

The very first thing the people did in
ordaining and establishing the Consti-
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tution is contained in the next three lines
of the Constitution:

All legislative powers herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
which shall consist of a Senate and House
of Representatives.

So the first act of the people of the
United States in ordaining the Consti-
tution was to impose the legislative re-
sponsibility upon Congress. I cannot
conceive of a piece of legislation requir-
ing the exercise of legislative responsi-
bility by Congress to a greater extent
than this piece of proposed legislation.

As I recall, we are in the 76th day of
discussion of the civil rights bill. We
have been told that this prolonged de-
bate is necessary for at least two reasons:
First, in order that the Members of the
Senate might fully understand the 74
pages and the thousands of words that
are contained in the bill; second, in order
that we might properly focus the atten-
tion of the country upon the bill, the
issues that are involved, and the details
of the proposed legislation. We have
taken that time—76 days of it. The op-
ponents of the bill have been among the
first to urge that we take the time, so
that the Senate might thoroughly un-
derstand what it was doing.

We have taken the time. We have con-
sidered the 74 pages. We have consid-
ered the thousands of words. We have
before us between 400 and 500 amend-
ments, many of which we have consid-
ered and disposed of one way or anoth-
er in the past few days.

Judging by the bills the Senate has
considered since I became a Member of
the Senate, this kind of legislative chore
is least amenable to the referendum
process. It would be impossible for the
electors in the individual States to give
the kind of attention to the bill which
the opponents of the bill have urged
that the Senate itself should give.

This kind of amendment, if adopted
by the Senate, would throw the country
into chaos. TUnder the proposal of the
Senator from Georgia, the referendum
election would be held and conducted
by each State “consenting to do so at the
general election to be held in such State
in 1964.” I take it that that means this
coming November.

The amendment further provides, on
page 7, lines 16 through 20, that the
people shall be called to vote not upon
the bill as a whole, but upon each of the
11 titles.

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from
Maine misstates the amendment entirely.
Mr. MUSKIE. If I am in error—

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is in
error.

Mr. MUSKIE. Let me read the lan-
guage. I will yield from my time to per-
mit the Senator from Georgia to clarify
my understanding, if I am in error.

The language of his amendment reads:

This law provides that the first 11 titles
shall take effect only if approved by the qual-
ified voters of the several States in this ref-
erendum. Indicate by makins A Cross (X) in
the proper square (or by pulling the proper
lever) whether you approve or disapprove
of these titles.
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At this point I should like say that
I had my first opportunity really to read
the amendment for the first time a few
moments ago. Perhaps I did not under-
stand the language as I read it. I would
appreciate it if the Senator from Georgia
would correct me. As I read it, it would
require of the voter that he indicate his
approval or disapproval of each of the
11 titles. Am I in error?

Mr, RUSSELL. The Senator is cer-
tainly in error. In drafting the amend-
ment, the language was discussed at some
length to determine whether the vote
should be by titles. We finally decided
that the people should vote the bill up
or down. The amendment provides:

This law provides that the first 11 titles
shall take effect only if approved by the qual-
ifled voters of the several States in this
referendum. Indicate by making a cross
(X) in the proper square (or by pulling the
proper lever) whether you approve or disap-
prove of these titles.

That is the one question that is sub-
mitted. All the titles are submitted as
& group.

Mr. MUSKIE. I stand corrected. I
am happy that the Recorp indicates what
the amendment provides.

Another purpose of the 76 days of de-
bate has been to focus public opinion on
this issue. If the mail of every Senator
is any indication—and I am sure my own
mail is representative in that respect—
the people of the States are alert to this
issue. They have been alert to it not only
for days, but for weeks and months.
They have been given ample opportu-
nity to consider the bill and its implica-
tions. They have been exposed to the
points of view of the opponents and the
proponents. There have been innumer-
able polls indicating what public reac-
tion has been; and I am sure the mail of
each Senator has indicated to him the
reaction of his constituents to this bill.
So I believe the people of the United
States have spoken in innumerable ways
to indicate how they react to this pro-
posed legislation.

It is the responsibility of Senators to
act on the bill itself and to hammer out
its details. I suggest that no legislative
chore with which the Senate has grap-
pled since I became a Member of the Sen-
ate has more effectively justified the re-
publican nature of this body—namely, a
body to fulfill the responsibilities 1mposed
on the legislative branch by the people
of the United States, in the first nine
lines of the Constitution.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yleld
myself 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL~
soN in the chair). The Senator from
Georgia is recognized for 2 minutes.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, the
Senator has correctly read that all legis-
lative powers shall be vested in the Con-
gress. Among them is the power to sub-
mit constitutional amendments to the
people.

We do not in all instances pass on pro-
posed legislation, either up or down; and
in this instance we realized the impossi-
bility of getting the two-thirds vote from
the Members, under the Constitution.
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So I sought to have this issue go to all
the people of the United States.

I am not surprised that the proponents
of the bill dare not have the bill sub-
mitted to all the people of the United
States.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the ReEcorp cer-
tain newspaper articles relating to votes
on referendums. One of them deals with
the vote taken in the university city of
Berkeley, Calif., on a similar issue—the
FEPC plebiscite in California, which was
defeated by more than one million votes,
in 1946; also newspaper articles relating
to other referendums, to which I have
referred in the course of my remarks.

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

[From Assoclated Press, Apr. 10, 1964]
RHODE IsLAND HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

DEFEATS HOUSING ANTIDISCRIMINATION
Bnr2To1
ProviDENCE, R.I., April 10—Civil rights

leaders pledged to continue their fight and
a legislator's house is under police guard
today following a 2-to-1 defeat in the Rhode
Island House of a proposal to ban diserimi-
nation in housing.

Leaders of both political parties joined
the heads of groups which had lobbled for
passage of the bill in expressions of disap-
pointment at the 61 to 32 rollcall vote
which killed the watered-down measure.

One of the bill's leading opponents, Rep-
resentative Frank A. Martin, Jr., Democrat,
of Pawtucket, told police several threaten-
ing phone calls were made to his home last
night.

Police set up a watch outside the house.

Earlier, Martin sald, he was accosted by an
unidentified man and threatened as he was
leaving the house chamber after the long
and bitter debate.

Party lines, usually maintained rigidly in
the Rhode Island Legislature, were shat-
tered on the controversial issue.

Forty-two members of the Democratic
majority rejected their leaders’ appeals to
pass the measure and redeem a pledge made
in the party’s 1962 campaign platform.

Nineteen Republicans joined in killing
the bill, which had been backed by Repub-
lican Gov. John H. Chafee and had also
been promised in the GOP platform of 2
years ago.

The favorable votes came from 25 Demo-
crats and 7 Republicans. Representative
John J. Wrenn, Democrat, of Providence,
floor manager for the measure sald he didn't
expect further action on this issue this year
in view of the decisive margin of the house
vote.

However, he sald, renewed effort will be
made to pass a similar bill next year.

The question of a ban on housing dis-
crimination has been before the legislature
for 7 years, but yesterday was the first time
the issue has been formally debated in the
house.

Previous measures were killed in commit-
tee or in the Democratic majority caucus.

The senate has passed similar bills twice.

Chafee pledged to use his executive power
wherever possible to combat discrimination
and enhance opportunities for the State's
22,000 Negroes.

Martin and other opponents of the meas-
ure called the vote a victory for the little
man whose property rights and freedoms
they sald would have been infringed upon if
the bill became law.
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[From the Washington Star, Apr. 8, 1964]
RIGHTS PLAN BARELY WINs IN Kansas CITY

KaAnsas City, Mo,, April 8.—In an amazing
surge of votes, but by slightly less than 1
percent, Kansas City voters affirmed yester-
day an expansion of the city’s ordinance for-
bidding racial discrimination in establish-
ments which trade with the public.

The unofficial count was 45,476 to 43,783—
a margin of 1,743 in a total vote of 89,209.
This represented 42 percent of the registered
voters.

Only once before, in 1850 on a school bond
issue, have so many turned out in a speclal
election.

Only 68,196 voted last December after a
strident campaign which led to adoption of a
municipal tax on earnings.

Robert P. Lyons, cochairman of the People
for Public Accommodations, sald, “I think
it is significant that our citizens voted in
greater numbers on a matter of human rights
than on something that affected their pocket-
books.”

The new ordinance provisions prohibit ra-
clal discrimination in taverns, amusement
places, recreational facilities, meeting halls,
stores, transportation facilities, hospitals, and
other businesses open to the public.

Excluded were barbershops, beauty par-
lors, other places offering personal services,
rooming and boarding houses and rentfed
apartments.

Kansas City has had a public accommo=-
dations ordinance covering hotels, motels,
and restaurants since April 1962.

The city council expanded it in September
1963, but it was forced to an election in a
petition campaign sparked by the Tavern
Owners Assoclation and the Association for
Freedom of Choice.

Negroes number about 80,000 of Kansas
City's 475,000 population and 30,000 of its
209,000 registered voters.

The wards where they live gave the new
rules heavy margins. It was 4,627 to 199 in
the 2d ward, 4,948 to 120 in the 1l4th, and
5,205 to 770 in the 1Tth.

The ordinance lost in 15 of the 24 wards,
by 2 to 1 or more in the new suburbs Kansas
City has annexed to the south, east, and
north.

The elghth ward, a “sllk stocking' district
along ritzy Ward Parkway, voted 2,386 to
1,877 for public accommodations. The sixth,
around Country Club Plaza, approved 1,456
to 1,391.

[From the Seattle (Wash.) Post-Intelli-
gencer, Mar, 11, 1964]
Vorers TorN DownN OPEN HOUSING BY OVER
2T0 1

The open housing ordinance which would
have outlawed discrimination in the sale,
lease, or rental of residential property in
Seattle was rejected by voters yesterday by
an overwhelming majority.

On the basis of early returns, the contro-
versial measure was going down to defeat
at a ratio of better than 2 to 1.

The measure, which was placed on the
ballot by the city council, would have made
it a misdemeanor to use race, religion, color,
or national origin as the basis for refusing
to consummate a real estate transaction.

Though only actively opposed by two orga=
nizations, the measure apparently was de-
feated by the “silent” voters who never ex-
pressed their opinions on the ordinance but
decided to vote agalnst it.

The defeat came on the heels on Monday’s
signing into law by two county commissioners
of a similar open housing ordinance cover-
ing unincorporated areas of Eing County.

The county law, however, still is under a
legal cloud since the commissioners modified
it after holding the required public hearing.
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County Commissioner Ed Munro when
asked If the adverse vote would have any
effect on the commissioners when consider-
ing further the county ordinance, said:

“No, what connection is there? It's two
different areas. We don't pass county ordi-
nances on the basis of what the city does.”

Yesterday'’s decision by the voters was the
culmination of nearly 2 years of activity
toward open housing in Seattle.

In July of 1962, the clty council, at the
urging of Mayor Gordon 8. Clinton, created
a 15-member advisory committee on minority
group housing with Alfred J. Westberg as

chairman.

From this committee, which agreed that
indeed a problem did exist in Seattle,
emerged the human rights commission,
also headed by Westberg.

The commission was created last July by a
city council that had been prodded by mass
demonstrations and a series of sit-ins at city
hall. The commission was directed to pre-
pare an open housing ordinance and submit
it to the council within 30 days.

After a long—and sometimes stormy—
hearing last October, the council adopted
the ordinance. Despite Mayor Clinton's urg-
ing that it be passed with an emergency
clause to place it in effect immediately, the
council voted 7 to 2 to refer the ordinance
to the voters.

Since early November proponents—spear-
headed by the citizens committee for open
housing and the opponents—led by the Se-
attle Real Estate Board and the Seattle
Apartment House Operators Association—
have waged a long and vigorous verbal bat-
tle for and against the ordinance.

Over 75 organizations, including most
church groups in the Seattle area, gave open
housing their indorsement.

Proponents argued that a vote for the
ordinance was a Christian vote, that equality
is long overdue in Seattle and that it is guar-
anteed under our Constitution. They fur-
ther contended that Negroes wouldn't cause
any mass migration if they move in and that
property values wouldn't decrease.

Those against the ordinance on the other
hand, claim it is coercilve and takes away
the free choice of property owners of whom
to sell or rent to.

Finally, the opponents said, the ordinance
isn't needed anyway since much integration
already has taken place and that Seattle al-
ready leads the Nation in theater, hotel, res-
taurant, and other forms of integration.

Yesterday the voters decided which side
had the most convincing argument.

[From the Tacoma (Wash.) News-Tribune,
Feb. 12, 1964]

TacoMaNs CRUsSH OPEN HOUSING—WATER-
FRONT MEASURE A1s0o Loses—TOLLEFSON,
CvITANICH, BoTT, MURTLAND, JOHNSON,
MATSON LEADING IN RESPECTIVE RACES

(By Jack Ryan)

Tacoma voters yesterday crushed the open
housing ordinance, defeated an amendment
to the city charter that would permit the
council to dispose of city waterfront property
and gave Mayor Harold M. Tollefson a smash~
ing vote of confidence.

In a city electlon that turned out a sur-
prisingly high number of voters, totaling
84,484, about 4,000 more than had been pre-
dicted, the people of Tacoma selected eight
council candidates who will run again in the
final election.

Here are the results:

Proposition No. 1: Antidiserimination-
?rpe':r%-houamg ordinances—No, 23,026; yes,

470,

Proposition No. 2: Sale, lease, disposal of
ctltgm waterfront property—No, 15,667; yes,
11, .
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In the open housing ordinance vote, vir-
tually every precinct in the city voted against
the measure, Jack Tanner, northwest presi-
dent of the National Association for the
Advancement of Colored People, sald the
outcome was what he expected.

“First of all, that title [open housing]
scared people out. It sounds like somebody
could walk right into your house and take
it over. Actually, placing this ordinance on
the ballot was unconstitutional. The 14th
amendment granted equal rights for all citi-
zens of the United States. When you are
«dealing with rights granted by our Constitu-
tion, there 1s no such thing as ‘the majority
rules.’ The Constitution grants rights to
minorities, and the majority should not be
able to vote down these rights.

““HE DIDN’T VOTE

“I did not vote in this election. I ad-
vised all members of the Negro race in
Tacoma not to vote. I am certain that many
of them stayed home and did not cast a bal-
lot. If only one vote had been required to
pass this ordinance, I would have refused
to cast this vote.

“I am certain that the American people
today, If given opportunity, would vote down
their own Constitution, and destroy all the
things that have made this Nation great,
just because rightwing alarmists and politi-
cal opportunities have told them that their
small property rights might be endangered.”

However, C. Gordon Fora, immediate past
president of the Tacoma Board of Realfors,
took a different view on the outcome of the
election. Fora led the campaign to defeat
the ordinance.

POSITION CORRECT

“The joint housing council's position has
been that the voters wanted to have a voice
in the matter of the open housing ordinance.
The vote has indicated that our position
was correct. We pledged ourselves to the
democratic principle of equal housing rights
for all our cltizens and we will continue to
devote our energles to this end,” he said.

The results of the Tacoma open housing
vote went all over the Nation, since the na-
tional news services had been requested by
scores of newspapers to rush the results as
quickly as possible. In cities all over Amer-
ica the results were awaited to see how
Tacoma would go on the civil rights ordi-
nance.

In spite of the brisk vote, County Auditor
Jack Sonntag's office had the final results
tabulated in full by 9:556 p.m.

[From the San Francisco (Calif.) Chronicle,
Apr. 3, 1963]
HousiNng Law Loses IN RECORD BERKELEY
VOoTE—JOHNSON ELECTED MAYOR

Berkeley's controversial fair housing ordi-
nance was defeated last night by a record
turnout of voters in the municipal election.

The ordinance received 22,720 “no” votes
to 20,323 “yes.”

It was the second time In 4 years that
Berkeley voters have turned down a law pro-
hibiting discrimination in housing. A simi-
lar initiative measure was defeated in 1959.

Wallace Johnson, 60-year-old president of
a scaffold company, was elected the city’s
new mayor. Johnson, who had opposed the
housing ordinance, defeated Dr. Fred Stripp,
who had supported it, 22,415 votes to 20,473.

Johnson replaces Claude B. Hutchison, re-
tiring from office at the end of his current
term. Hutchison had been mayor since 1955.
‘ COUNCIL

The voters also reelected three incumbent
¢ity councilmen. But all three were led in
the voting by Joseph P. Bort, an attorney and
insurance counselor, who polled 22,832 votes.

Incumbents John K, DeBonis, with 22,400
votes; Arthur Harris, with 21,061, and Ber-
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nice Hubbard May, with 21,028, were restored
to office.

Trailing these four were Daniel Dewey,
with 19,687 votes; Edith J. Linford, 19,002;
Tom Lem-Mon, 9,952; Frank Clarke, 8,332;
Fred E. Huntley, 6,452, and Geoffrey White,
2,888, White and Rose Jersawitz, who had
531 votes for mayor, ran on the Soclalist
ticket.

In the race for city auditor, Fred A. Bird,
with 25,028 votes, defeated Irving H. Golder,
with 14,062. Sherman Maisel, running un-
opposed for reelection to the school board,
had 32,142 votes.

PRAISE

The defeat of the housing ordinance was
hailed last night by Robert D. Weinmann,
northern California executive director of the
Citizens League for Individual Freedom, who
helped direct the league's Berkeley chapter
in its fight against the measure.

“A bad law was defeated,” Weinmann said.
“This shows that unfair housing ordinances
with threats of fines and jall sentences
against private property owners is not the
solution to grave soclal inequalities which
exist among our population.”

Weinmann called upon Gov. Edmund G.
Brown to hold a conference of “responsible
officials” to “explore” the discrimination
problem.

PROBLEM

Frank Quinn, executive director of San
Francisco's Council for Civic Unity and a
Berkeley resident who took 3 weeks off from
his job to campaign for the ordinance, be-
moaned the defeat.

“While we have voted out the ordinance,”
he said, “we have not voted out the prob-
lem of discrimination. I think it's essentlal
now that both the people who were for and
against this particular ordinance come to-
gether soon to work on that problem.”

The housing ordinance actually was passed
by the city council last January, but a refer-
endum petition with 10,665 signatures (al-
most 7,000 more than necessary) put it on
yesterday's ballot.

TURNOUT

The result was the biggest turnout of
voters for a municipal election in Berkeley
history. With 265 precincts accounted for
82 percent of Berkeley's 52,936 registered
voters had cast their ballots. The vote in-
cluded 982 absentee ballots.

The previous high for a municipal election
according to City Clerk Naoml Hess, was
the 64.5 percent who voted in the 1959 elec-
tion and turned down the previous hous-
ing discrimination measure. A normal vote,
she said, is 55 to 60 percent.

“I've never seen anything like it,” the city
clerk said. *“One man appeared at his pre-
cinet at 7:07 a.m. (7 minutes after the polls
opened) and he was the seventh to vote.”

DEBATE

The ordinance—which became in the past
few weeks, one of the Nation’s hottest civil
rights issues—would have banned discrim-
ination in the rental or sale of housing based
on “race, color, religion, national origin, or
ancestry.”

It would have set up a board of intergroup
relations responsible for administering the
ordinance and eng in mediation and
conciliation with accused violators.

Willful disobedience of a final order by
the board might have been punished by a
maximum penalty of 6 months in jail and a
8500 fine if upheld in court action.

The ordinance became the subject of a
bitter debate among Berkeley's 3 mayoral
and 10 city council candidates—and yet it
was bigger than any, or all, of them.

The candidates, many of whom attempted
to skirt the issue by campaigning for yacht
harbor improvements or industrial develop-
ment, were forced by an aroused citizenry to

June 12

take stands—guarded or forthright—on the
housing ordinance.

CAMPUS

“Aroused" was hardly the word to describe
the reaction of Berkeley citizens to the cam-
palgn. No issue in recent years awakened
this frequently lethargic college town as did
ordinance No. 3915-N8S.

Unlike many local issues, the housing or-
dinance extended its emotional range to the
University of California campus, where stu-
dents and faculty members campaigned for
and against it with equal fervor.

The university itself is forbidden by its
own charter to take a position on political
issues, but the Dally Californian, the campus
newspaper, editorialized in favor of the or-
dinance and the student senate backed it.

Vigorous campalgning was conducted on
campus by such groups as the students’ com-
mittee for the falr housing ordinance and
by the campus young Republicans and the
Intercollegiate Society of Individualists, Inc.,
both of which opposed the ordinance.

Both Governor Brown and Assembly
Speaker Jesse M. Unruh, neither of whom is
a Berkeley resident, had urged Berkeleyans
to support the measure.

CALIFORNIA VOTE IN 1946 o FEPC PROPOSAL

This is in response to your request for in-
formation about the vote in California in
1946 on a proposed State FEPC law. The
proposal was placed on the ballot in Novem-
ber 1946 as a result of an initiative. We could
not find a copy of the proposal and so can-
not give you a detailed summary, but news-
paper accounts indicate that it would have
made discrimination in employment unlawful
and would have established s fair employ-
ment practices commission to enforce its
provisions. It was defeated by approximately
1,682,000 votes to 675,000 (93 CONGRESSIONAL
REecoRD, 677). (American Law Division, Leg-
islative Reference Service, Library of Con-
gress.)

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 more minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine is recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the
Senator from Georgia has likened his
proposal to a constitutional amendment.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed at this point in the REcorp, arti-
cle V of the Constitution, the amending
article.

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

ARTICLE V

The Congress, whenever two-thirds of both
Houses shall deem it necessary, shall propose
amendments to this Constitution, or, on the
application of the legislatures of two-thirds
of the several States, shall call a convention
for proposing amendments, which, in either
case, shall be valid to all intents and pur-
poses, as part of this Constitution, when rati-
fled by the legislatures of three-fourths of
the several States, or by conventions in three-
fourths thereof, as the one or the other mode
of ratification may be proposed by the Con-
gress: Provided, That no amendment which
may be made prior to the year 1808 shall in
any manner affect the first and fourth clauses
in the ninth section of the first article; and
that no State, without its consent, shall be
deprived of its equal suffrage in the Senate.

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr, President, nothing
in article V of the Constitution calls for
submitting a constitutional amendment
to the people of the United States. The
constitutional-amendment process is in-



1964

voked whenever two-thirds of both
Houses deem it necessary; and if they
do deem it necessary and if they so indi-
cate, the proposed amendment then is
submitted to the legislatures of the re-
spective States; it is not submitted to the
people of the United States.

So there is no valid comparison be-
tween the procedure suggested by the
Senator from Georgia and the amend-
ment process of the Constitution of the
United States.

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve the amendment of the Senator
from Georgia would result in a true peti-
tion from the people of the United
States.

In speaking of petitions, I believe all
Senators will agree that the first amend-
ment of the Constitution reads as
follows:

Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof; or abridging the free-
dom of speech, or of the press; or the right
of the people peaceably to assemble, and to
petition the Government for a redress of
grievances.

In other words, if we submit this pro-
posal to the people and if a direct vote of
the people is obtained, we shall find that
then they will have truly petitioned the
Government; and I truly believe that if
this issue were submitted to them and
if they were given the right to vote on
it, many Senators—those who at pres-
ent are advocating the proposed legis-
lation—would be surprised.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recognized
for 3 minutes.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, it seems
to me that we have here a very interest-
ing and significant amendment which
provides an opportunity for our respec-
tive constituents to express themselves
on a piece of proposed legislation which
probably affects them directly, individu-
ally, morally, and spiritually, as much as,
if not more than, any other bill we have
had before us in a quarter of a century.

When I first heard of the Russell
amendment, I was inclined to oppose it,
on either one of two grounds:

First, I thought it would be a dilatory
device which, after the Senate had
worked its will on the bill and had ap-
proved it, as I am confident we shall do,
would delay appreciably the application
of the legislation. But such is not the
case, because the amendment calls for a
vote next November, and calls for the
bill to become operative as soon as the
votes are counted, as provided in the text
of the amendment, if a majority of the
people vote in favor of the bill.

Next, I thought perhaps the amend-
ment was a device whereby States reluc-
tant to go along with the civil rights pro-
gram might develop some kind of cyclone
cellar for themselves by voting in the
negative. But from reading the amend-
ment and from the statement of the em-
inent Senator from Georgia, it is clear
that even though a majority of the peo-
ple of certain States were to vote in the
negative, if a majority of the people of
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America as a whole, were to vote in the
affirmative, the bill would become opera-
tive for all the States.

Mr, President, before the end of next
week each of us in the Senate will ex-
press our convictions and register our
judgment on this civil rights measure
in a rollcall vote, That is as it should
be but what is wrong with giving the
people of the United States a chance also
to express themselves at the polling
places, in a secret ballot, on an issue of
this magnitude?

I speak as one who voted for cloture,
despite the fact that I come from a small
State where the whole concept of cloture
is repugnant, and where cloture is rec-
ognized as something to be used only as
g last resort, in order to get the ma-
chinery of Government in the legisla-
tive branch moving, I speak as one who
voted for cloture also because I believe
there does come a time when even the
most controversial of issues must be sub-
mitted for determination by majority
vote. I do not believe in rule by minority
objections or by minority decision.

I believe in government through self-
determination by majority rule; and I
should like also to know how the ma-
jority of the American citizens actually
feel about this proposed legislation, after
it is passed; and I speak as one who in-
tends to vote for the bill, on the question
of its final passage.

Referendums are not new in our
American society. In my State, the
referendum process is well established,
and is frequently used. Usually the de-
cisions of the legislative body are sup-
ported in the referendums; but some-
times they are upset; and our State’s
legislature is not immune to the results
expressed by means of such referendums.
Neither is the legislative body in Wash-~
ington, D.C., in my opinion immune fo
the wishes of the people.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from South Dakota
has expired.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from South Dakota is recog-
nized for 3 more minutes.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, I point
out that over and over again Congress
has enacted farm legislation to be sub-
mitted to the people in a referendum
before it becomes effective. So there is
nothing new about such a proposal. In
fact, sometimes Congress has passed
farm legislation and, in that connection,
has established the degree or extent of
the support it must receive by the peo-
ple affected before it will go into effect.
Frequently the degree of support re-
quired is substantially more than a sim-
ple majority. In such cases we trust the
people on the farms who are most di-
rectly affected either to validate or to
invalidate the decisions which Congress
has made. I hold that we can also trust
the people of America to do what is right
in a national referendum.

The pending bill deeply affects every
family and every individual in the coun-
try. Its effectiveness and success will in
the final analysis depend upon the co-
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operation and the attitudes of the Amer-
ican people. Our people are badly divid-

ed in their views in regard to the bill,
In my State there are approximately
700,000 citizens; but I have received, in
toto, less than 1,500 letters from the peo~
ple of South Dakota, and they are di-
vided—some on one side, some on the
other. I am curious to know the feelings
of the people who have not written to
me, because they, too, are Americans, and
all of them will be affected by this pro-
posed legislation.

Since no delay is involved, except for
a matter of 2 or 3 months; since the
pending bill is of vital importance to all
Americans; since the final result would
be determined by popular vote of all the
citizens; and since the result would be
effective upon all our States, I submit
that this amendment is a salutory and
constructive one; and unless we are
afraid that the people we represent will
disagree with our decision and that we
have misjudged their attitudes. I see
nothing wrong in giving all the people
an opportunity to approve or to nullify
our decision, as they desire, in the No-
vember election. After all, we in this
country are dedicated to the concept of
government by, of, and for the people.

So, Mr. President, I shall support the
amendment.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I appeal
to all Democratic Senators to vote for
this amendment, if they really believe
that Thomas Jefferson was correct when
he stated that the just powers of the
Government “are derived from the con-
sent of the governed.”

Mr. LAUSCHE. On my own time, will
the Senator from Georgia yield for some

questions?
Mr. RUSSELL. Gladly.
Mr. LAUSCHE. In determining

whether approval has been given to the
program, would the votes cast in the in-
dividual States on the basis of majority
be treated as State votes, or would the
decision be made on the basis of the
aggregate number of votes cast in the
country?

Mr. RUSSELL. The decision would be
made on the aggregate of the total num-
ber of votes cast in the country, as ap-
pears in subsection (b) on page 10, where
there is deseribed the method of deter-
mining the election by the Senate and
the House of Representatives in joint
session, as is done in the case of other
elections, but not under those rules.

Subsection (b) reads as follows:

(b) If a majority of the votes cast in the
referendum approve of the first 11 titles of
this act, such titles shall become effective,
except with respect to title VII—

Which is by terms extended to section
718—
on the date on which the declaration of the
President of the Senate and the Speaker of
the House of Representatives is made.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I am
quite certain that every Senator who has
studied the subject, in making presenta-
tions to the people of his State on the
plicht of the captive and satellite na-
tions, has emphasized the fact that when
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Stalin, Churchill, and Roosevelt met in
the Atlantic Ocean, they declared the
sanctity of having open public elections
in determining what types of govern-
ments shall be chosen in the nations that
were subdued by Germany.

Subsequently in the establishment of
the United Nations there was a redecla-
ration that in the captive and satellite
nations open and free elections would be
held in determining the types of gov-
ernments that would be chosen to rule
the economy, the society, the politics, and
the culture of the particular country in-
volved.

I do not mind saying to the Senate
that as I have passed through Ohio, that
has been the theme of my talk. If the
people in Czechoslovakia, by an open
public election, desire a Communist gov-
ernment, let them have it. If the people
in Yugoslavia, under open public elec-
tions, want Tito, let them have him.

But if in those open, public elections
the people say, “We do not want a Com-
munist government; we want a govern-
ment of freedom as reflected by the poli-
cies of the United States,” they ought to
have the ability to choose that type of
government.

Mr. President, may I have the atten-
tion of the leaders?

The greatest complaint of the people
in the free world against Communist
domination has been that the people
within the Communist countries have not
been given the privilege of expressing
their views.

I do not care how arguments against
communism are searched for. None
is more potent than the argument
that those countries have not given the
people the right to express themselves
about what shall be done by government.
If the Senators will pause momentarily,
introspect, and try to find how an argu-
ment warranting the repudiation of com-
munism could be advanced, the only one
they will be able to come up with is the
statement, “Let the people decide.”

I have read in newspapers and maga-
zines, and I have listened to men on the
radio and television tell the significance
in our history of the disposition of the
present issue. Except for crises which
we face in periods of war, it is alleged
that there has been no more important
issue in the history of our country to
be decided that the present issue.

I shall vote for the civil rights bill.
I shall return to the people of Ohio and
tell them to approve it. I shall not go
back and say, “You have not the right
to express your own opinion on what
ought to be done on this vital question.”

Liberalism is the theme that stands
out highly over the dome of the Senate.
That liberalism includes freedom of ex-
pression. From every light in the Sen-
ate Chamber there shines the freedom
of choice. That is the message that
comes to us about what America means.
If I am correct in my expression of those
views, on what theory can it be said that
we should not allow the people of our
country, in their composite judgment, to
declare what should be in the best in-
terests of our Nation? My answer to
that question is that there is no better
method to achieve justice, bring solid-
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ity of thought, and support the security
of our country than that method.

According to the vote that was cast
on the cloture motion, out of 100 Sen-
ators, 71 will go back to their States and
tell the people of their States to approve
the bill. Should we be afraid, on the
basis of the plea of those 71 Senators
that the people will not approve the
proposal? If we are afraid that 71 of
us cannot influence their judgment or
fortify it, I say there is something wrong
with the judgment of the 71.

I do not know in how many States
provisions have been written into State
constitutions in respect to the right of
initiative and referendum. Not until
today did I become thoroughly con-
scious that in our country we have no
outlined and designated plan of initia-
tive and referendum. The proposal of
the Senator from Georgia has adopted
in the maximum degree the potential-
ities of having the people pass on the
issue. I think it ought to be adopted.
I say to the Senator from Georgia that,
if it is adopted, I will go back to the peo-
ple of Ohio and argue vigorously in
favor of the bill that will be submitted
to them for referendum. I feel quite
certain, also, that every Senator who
is in favor of the civil rights bill will
do likewise.

I have enough confidence in the judg-
ment of the people of my country that,
after these 86, or more days of delibera-
tion, they have learned of the details
of this bill. If they have not learned
about the details, the responsibility is
ours to acquaint them with the details.

Mr. President, the argument will be
made that we have spent 94 days or 100
days on the measure and that to spend
further time would be useless. My an-
swer to that argument is that if this
question is as grave as it is claimed to
be—and I believe it is—we cannot make
a mistake if we submit it to the judg-
ment of the people.

In one of the newspapers that is na-
tionally syndicated is the legend—I do
not believe I can quote the words ex-
actly, but it is to this effect—give the
public the knowledge and depend upon
the correctness of their judement. Give
them the light and they will rule cor-
rectly. The legend comes from the
words of Jefferson, and I am willing to
abide by that judgment with the com-
mitment that, as never before, I will
travel from the northerly to the south-
erly boundary of Ohio, and from the
easterly to the westerly boundary, urg-
ing the adoption of this measure. But
even in the face of that, it is my honest
feeling that the proposal made by the
Senator from Georgia should be ap-
proved.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Illinois.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, if Sen-
ators want to destroy all hope of a civil
rights bill, let them vote for the amend-
ment offered by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Georgia.

I thought I came here as a legislator
and that I was not depending on a ref-
erendum for me to determine what I
should do in the legislative field.

June 12

It is no accident that the legislative
branch is provided for in article I of the
Constitution and that the provision for
the executive and the judicial branches
comes later. The language is as clear as
crystal. It provides that all legislative
powers herein granted shall be vested in
a Congress which shall consist of a Sen-
ate and a House of Representatives.
Then it proceeds to clothe Congress with
authority and tell it what it can do and
what it cannot do.

I point out to my friend from Ohio
that there is not the slightest analogy
between what he describes in the Old
World as distinguished from a referen-
dum in this country. The problem over
there has been that the choice of the peo-
ple is not permitted to speak for them.
But in this country there is a free and
unrestricted choice of our people to send
to Congress a Democrat, a Republican,
a man named LAUSCHE, a man named
DirkseN, and a man named MunpT—and
they send us here to exercise some judg-
ment.

‘When Senators talk about going home,
perhaps the people will stand up and say,
“Why did we send you to Washington in
the first place if, in the face of all the
evidence and judgment that have been
adduced, you could not make up your
mind what to do and said you would
refer it back to the primary source that
sent you there in the first instance?”

I will not make that confession, be-
cause the people will have a ‘“crack” at
me for that. This is the proper place
for it.

My friend from South Dakota spoke
about a referendum being nothing novel.
A national referendum is indeed a nov-
elty. Cite me an instance where there
has been a national referendum to pro-
vide for a vote by all the people.

What is covered by the Russell amend-
ment? Look at title XII of the amend-
ment. Itreads:

The first eleven titles of this Act shall
take effect only if the quallfied voters of the
several States signify their approval of this

Act in the national referendum provided by
title XIII.

Very well; let us look at the provision
for the referendum in title XIII:

Each State 1s requested to conduct a
referendum—

for this purpose. So they cannot be
made to do it. Perhaps Ohio will not
want a referendum. Perhaps my State
will not. Perhaps the States that would
be hostile to the bill would want a refer-
endum and turn out in force in order to
swell the vote.

Mr. RUSSELL. If the Senator will
read further, he will find that the duty
would be imposed upon the President to
conduct a referendum in any State that
does not do it upon its own volition.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The amendment also
provides:

The Governor of each State which consents
to conduct the referendum shall so notify
the President before September 1, 1964.

If action on the bill is completed by the
4th of July, there will be 2 months in
which to undertake to organize a refer-
endum for the entire country. But sup-
pose it is not done.
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Mr. RUSSELL. If it is not done, the
President shall do it. The Senator did
not read the next line:

The President shall provide for the con-
duct of the referendum, in the manner pro-
vided in this section, in any State which does
not consent, or is unable, to conduct the
referendum.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It may be done.

Mr. RUSSELL. It says he “shall.”

Mr. DIRKSEN. But in the consent-
ing and in view of the difficulties which
might be encountered, suppose the
State waits until the last minute. Sup-
pose it waits until the first of November.
What would the referendum amount to?
It would not amount to a hoot, and the
Senator from Georgia knows that. So
why refer it back to the people?

If there is any validity to this argu-
ment, if there is any logic to the argu-
ment, why did we not say, in the case
of the tax bill, which affects 90 million
taxpayers, “We do not want to vote on
it. There are some things in there that
we do not like. We may be scolded back
home. So we had better have a referen-
dum.”

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

Mr,. DIRKSEN. Iyield.

Mr. PASTORE. How about a declara-
tion of war?

Mr. DIRKESEN. Exactly; such pro-
posals have been floating around ever
since I first came to Congress—and that
goes back 30 years. Efforts have been
made to have a referendum on war. We
would reach a crucial point and suddenly
tie the hands of the Federal instrumen-
tality about the time we found ourselves
up to our ears in conflict.

Why did the Founding Fathers set up
the Constitution as they did if that was
not the “referendum”—in which the
people would select Representatives for
the House based on population, and
select two men from each State for the
Senate? Why was it provided that no
State can lose its representation in this
body without its consent? Have we a
legislative purpose or not? If we have,
let us use it and not gut the bill, because
that is what happened under the
Russell amendment—and make no mis-
take about it.

So that is what we shall be voting on
directly. I trustthat it can be repudiated
by an overwhelming argument.

I am ready to accept my responsibility
under the bill and for the bill. I am
not going to pass the buck to people back
home and say, “I am rather shaky on the
inside. I am thinking now about my
party and how it is going to fare. I am
thinking about the next election. I would
rather get a guideline from you.” Then
they should write to me and say, “Haven’t
you guts enough to stand up as a legis-
lator and be counted, because of the man-
tle of authority with which you have been
clothed by the Constitution?”

What a shameful confession to make.
I shall never make it. If we want to do
it, we can take nearly every major pro-
posal that comes before the Congress and
say, “Oh, let us send it back to the peo-
ple for a referendum.”

If the Constitution made us feel that
way about it, we would not have the
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organic law which we have today; nei-
ther would we have the balanced Gov-
ernment which we have today.

This is the time to decide.

The question is before us. It has been
quite thoroughly ventilated. The issue
has gotten out to the country.

Are we going to improve it any by sud-
denly saying, in November of this year—
and this is substantially the form of the
question to appear in the referendum:

The Congress of the United States has
enacted a law known as the Civil Rights
Act of 1964—

How perfectly unobjective. Someone
says to me, “You are a Member of Con-
gress.” That is like saying to me that
2 and 2 equal 4—
which is divided into 13 titles, the last 2 of
which relate to this referendum. This law
provides that the first 11 titles shall take
effect only if approved by the qualified voters
of the several States in this referendum.

It does not give the people a hint of
what is in the bill.

If the people do not know it now from
the news media, from television, from
periodicals, from newspapers and mag-
azines, they will not know it in Novem-
ber.

I believe that our Constitution makers
wisely provided. Instead of committing
this sort of thing to the people, they said,
“We will take a chance on a man sub-
mitting himself to the obligations of
public office. It is easier. We can find
out all about him if we wish to. We can
ascertain his background. We can take
him to pieces in any meeting where he
exhibits himself for the purpose of de-
lineating the issues of the day.”

The idea of going back to the people
with that kind of referendum means ex-
actly nothing.

This amendment has been carefully
contrived. Much work has gone into
it. But are we to reject and repudiate
the action of the Congress after all these
days of deliberation?

I remind the Senate that the first ver-
sion of the bill passed the House of Rep-
resentatives by a vote of 290 to 130.
That is a 65-percent vote.

What an affront to the rest of the
legislative branch of the Government to
say, “You gentlemen had the gall to
stand up and be counted on the record,
but we will not do so. We will take
refuge in an escape clause. We are go-
ing to send the issue back to the people
and get a guideline so as to assuage our
souls.”

Mr. President, I shall not make that
confession. Somewhere in Shakespeare
it is written:

Cowards dile many times before their
deaths; the vallant never taste of death but
once.

God help me, I am not going to make
the kind of confession which, when I go
back to see my constituency, would
cause them to say to me, “What kind of
legislator are you, that you refuse to go
on the roll and be counted? Before the
first 11 titles could become effective, why
did you submit them to us for a refer-
endum?”’

They might tell me, then, “The next
time there is a foreign aid bill, send that
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back, too. The next time there is a tax
bill, send that one back here, so that we
can take a look at it. The next time
tt'.ggre is a farm bill, send that one back,

What will have happened finally to
this finely balanced, beautifully cali-
brated system of government that has
been vouchsafed to us for more than 170
years?

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. DIRKESEN. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. ERVIN. Does not the Senator
from Illinois know that Congress has
submitted many farm bills to refer-
endum among the farmers for approval
or disapproval?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Yes; but only to the
farmers. The amendment deals with a
national referendum. It uses the words
a ‘“national referendum.”

Mr. ERVIN. The farmers are the only
ones concerned with the acreage allot-
ments and marketing quotas established
by farm bills. Many other people are
concerned with this bill.

Mr. DIRKSEN. The Senator from
North Carolina had better talk to the
Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Freeman,
about that.

Mr. President, I have very little more
to say. This is a way to destroy what
we have done; and it should be repudi-
ated by an overwhelming majority.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 3 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for
3 minutes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I come
from a State which developed what is
known as the Oregon system of initia-
tive and referendum.

I wish to take these 3 minutes to speak
to the people of my State as to the basic
reasons for my voting against this refer-
endum proposal.

I shall vote against the Russell amend-
ment. I shall vote against it because
it bears no relationship whatsoever to
what is sought to be accomplished under
the Oregon system of initiative and
referendum.

Not only do I agree wholeheartedly
with what the Senator from Illinois has
stated, but I wish to stress that there
is no policy which has more motivated
my career in the Senate than support of
civil rights legislation. It now goes on
20 years in which I have served in the
Senate and I have pointed out time and
time again that we need to pass a civil
rights bill to deliver the Constitution of
the United States to the Negroes of this
country for the first time in a hundred
.Ziears since the Emancipation Proclama-

on.

By that I simply mean that the basic
purpose of the bill is to give to the Ne-
groes of this country, at long last, the
enjoyment of their constitutional rights.

They cannot enjoy their constitutional
rights unless we effectuate the Consti-
tution and implement it by the passage of
civil rights legislation. The Constitu-
tion is not a self-executing document.
Therefore, as legislators, we have the
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trust and the obligation to pass legisla-
tion which will implement the constitu-
tional rights to the Negroes of the coun-
try. Both the 13th and 15th amend-
ments to the Constitution state that
“Congress shall have power to enforce
this amendment by appropriate legisla-
tion.” The enforcement legislation must
be provided by Congress alone.

If there are those who wish to change
the Constitution to deny constitutional
rights to the Negroes of this country,
then they should try to exercise the check
which has been given to the American
people by the amending process of the
Constitution.

Let me say most seriously that one of
the reasons I have opposed all the jury
trial amendments to this civil rights bill
in connection with contempt cases is
that constitutional rights are involved.
In my judgment, the jury box is not the
place to determine my constitutional
rights. Constitutional rights should not
be subject to denial by a jury. Our court
system is the place to determine and pro-
tect them. We have a check against
arbitrary and capricious courts by an
appeal procedure, through judicial proc-
ess, all the way up to the Supreme Court.

Let me say most respectfully that the
referendum is not the proper vehicle by
which to grant or deny constitutional
rights. It is wrong to follow a referen-
dum procedure that the Russell amend-
ment would permit us to follow which
in effect would give the voters of the
country an indirect way to amend the
Constitution by denying the effectua-
tion of constitutional rights through leg-
islation to the colored people of the
country.

The PRESIDING OFICER. The time
of the Senator from Oregon has expired.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 more minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Oregon is recognized for
2 additional minutes.

Mr. MORSE. The referendum is not
the appropriate vehicle, Mr. President.
If those who wish to defeat the purpose
of the bill wish to deny constitutional
rights to the Negroes of the country, let
them come forward with amendments to
repeal, for example, the 13th, 14th, and
15th amendments to the Constitution,
and every other section of the Constitu-
tion that we seek to implement by this
civil rights bill so far as permitting Ne-
groes to enjoy their constitutional rights.

Mr. President, a referendum is not the
proper vehicle by which to seek to amend
indirectly or directly the Constitution
of the United States. The proponents
of the amendment are hopeful, because
of the type of campaign that would be
conducted, based upon prejudice, bias,
and emotionalism that would be aroused,
that they could get the voters to deny the
enjoyment of full constitutional rights
to the Negroes of the country.

We have a duty, under our oath, to
enact such legislation as is necessary to
implement the Constitution of the
United States. Then, if the voters do
not like it, there are two things they can
do. They can defeat us the next time we
come up for election, or they can pro-
ceed to take away those constitutional
rights by amending the organic act itself.
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A referendum, I respectfully say, is not
the proper vehicle for accomplishing in-
directly what the proponents of the bill
know they cannot accomplish by direct
amendment of the Constitution of the
United States. The proponents of this
amendment know that it would be im-
possible to amend the Constitution so as
to deny constitutional rights to all of us
by repealing such sections of the Con-
stitution as the 13th and 15th amend-
ments.

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

I can now say, at long last, that I have
seen everything, when the distinguished
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doueras] rushes over to the junior Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. DirxsEN] and
embraces him and congratulates him on
the speech he has just made. Nothing
could better demonstrate the heights to
which the Senator from Illinois is capa-
ble of rising when he desires to stride
to the center of the stage.

On four or five occasions he said that
the adoption of this amendment would
kill the bill. He misrepresented the
amendment, of course. He said it would
kill the bill. If that is the case, it means
he is cramming it down the throats of
the majority of the people of this coun-
try, when they do not want it.

I assert that that is the doctrine of
Hamilton, who sald, “Your people are a
great beast.” That is not the doctrine
of Thomas Jefferson, who believed in
the people and who was willing to trust
them to pass upon public issues.

Who are the cowards? Those who are
willing to let the people pass upon the
issue, or those who, being afraid, bask
in the glory of the spotlight and say,
“No, the people cannot be trusted to
pass upon this issue”?

Mr. ANDERSON.
vield myself 2 minutes.

I did not expect to have a word to say
on this issue. However, I served in the
House of Representatives with the dis-
tinguished minority leader, the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Dirsen]. I have
never been more proud of having served
with him than I have been today. I
compliment him on the statement he
made, so clearly and in unmistakable
language, that the adoption of the
amendment would defeat the bill. I
compliment him.

Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute. While I am deeply
sympathetic with the motivation of the
Senator from Georgia in offering his
amendment, and while I wish there could
be some tangible manifestation of popu-
lar sentiment on this bill, I believe that
the machinery for a referendum does
not exist, and that the constitutional
authority does not exist. We have a
representative democracy, not a plebis-
citary democracy. Therefore I cannot
in good conscience vote for the amend-
ment.

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield myself 1 minute. I hold in
my hand a document entitled “The
American’s Creed.” It resulted from a
contest held in the United States, with
which some of the greatest Americans
were concerned. It was held in the city

Mr. President, I
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of Baltimore, the home of the “Star
Spangled Banner.” The winner of the
contest and the author of the creed was
William Tyler Page, who, it turned out,
was an employee of the House of Repre-
sentatives and a descendant of President
Tyler. I should like to read a few lines
from this creed:

I believe in the United States of America
as a government of the people, by the people,
for the people; whose just powers are derived
from the consent of the governed.

Mr. President, I have raised this ques-
tion previously on the floor, whether the
people of this Nation would actually con-
sent freely to this piece of proposed legis-
lation.

The argument has been made to me,
“If you think this is right, you ought to
vote for it even if it beats you, and your
people despise you.”

I contend that an issue of this sort
presents the same sort of choice that
caused 500,000 Americans on two sides
to lose their lives in the Civil War, which
should have been avoided by statesman-
ship. It should properly be submitted
to the people. If the people are not in
favor of it, we have no right to vote for
it. We are here to represent them.

It would be fair to see what their
judgment is. I am one of those who say,
with regard to my people, that I am not
particularly interested in what they think
about a matter until they have had an
opportunity to discuss it and to have
both sides presented to them. When I
vote for it, they will agree with me after
they have had an opportunity to hear
both sides.

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield my-
self 1 more minute.

When the people of this Nation, North,
South, East, and West, have had an op-
portunity to vote on this issue, and on
various subjects which are contained in
the bill, when time and again the issues
have been submitted to them, on the
majority of occasions they have voted
them down. Whenever provisions such
as these have been adopted it has not
been by a vote of the people. They have
instead been imposed upon the people by
the legislatures, contrary to their wishes.

I believe it fair to the people of the
South who would be compelled to live
under it and to those whose sons would
have to put on the uniform of the Army,
not by their own consent, and be sent
into the South to enforce this legisla-
tion, to have the people vote on it and
tell the Nation what they want done.

Mr. CASE. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 2 minutes.

I think the minority leader has ren-
dered an excellent service. I agree with
the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. AN-
pERsoN], and also with the Senator from
Maine. I compliment the Senator from
Texas. He deserves great praise for the
stand that he has taken on the principle
involved, regardless of his position on the
bill.

All the talk about making this provi-
sion apply without the consent of the
governed rings rather hollow when we
realize that the people who support the
amendment do not expect to have the
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Negroes in the South vote upon the mat-
ter at all.

Mr. RUSSELL. That is not frue in
my State.

Mr, JOHNSTON. That is not true.

Mr. CASE. I leave that to the knowl-
edge of the country and to the Members
of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ments offered by the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. RUsSseELL].

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (after having voted
in the negative). On this vote I have
a pair with the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoserTson]. If he were present, he
would vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to
vote, I would vote “nay.” Therefore, I
withdraw my vote.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Haypen], the Senator from Montana
[Mr. MErcaLr], and the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoBeErTSON], are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. ENGLE], is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTeel, and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youwncl, are
necessarily absent.

On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FurLericHT] is paired with the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youncl.

If present and voting, the Senator
from Arkansas would vote “yea’” and the
Senator from Ohio would vote “nay.”

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from California [Mr.
EnGLE], the Senator from Indiana [Mr.
HarTkE], and the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MercaLr], would each vote
1lnay.},

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLL] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican convention in
order to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator and, if present and voting, would
vote “‘nay.”

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MorToN] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
wATER] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 22,
nays 67, as follows:

[No. 313 Leg.]

YEAS—22
Byrd, Va. Johnston Sparkman
mw& Va. g:rda% . N.C. Stennis

n usche Talmadge

Ellender Long, La. Thurmond
Ervin McClellan Walters
Hickenlooper Mundt Williams, Del.
Hil Russell
Holland Smathers

NAYS—87
Alken Boggs Clark
Allott Brewster Cooper
Anderson Burdick Cotton
Bartlett Cannon Curtis
Bayh Carlson Dirksen
Bennett Case Dodd
Bible Church Dominick
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Pell

Douglas Magnuson

Edmondson McCarthy Prouty
Fong McGee Proxmire
Gore McGovern Randolph
Gruening McIntyre Ribicoff
Hart McNamara Saltonstall
Hruska Mechem Scott
Humphrey Miller Simpson
Inouye Monroney Smith
Jackson Morse Symington
Javits Moss Tower
Jordan, Idaho Muskie Willlams, N.J.
Keating Nelson Yarborough
Kennedy Neuberger Young, N. Dak.
Euchel Pastore
Long, Mo. Pearson
NOT VOTING—I11

Beall Hartke Morton
Engle Hayden Robertson
Fulbright Mansfield Young, Ohio
Goldwater Metcalf

So Mr. RusseLl’s amendments were
rejected.

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote by
which the amendments were rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I refer
to page 13468 of the REcorp of yester-
day, June 11. Senators may recall that
I divided my amendment into two parts.
The Senate adopted one part; the other
part was temporarily deferred by unani-
mous consent. I wish to call up that
part now for consideration. This part
of the amendment relates to page 70 of
the bill.

In line 15, my original amendment
would have proposed inserting after the
word “may” the words “upon timely ap-
plication.”

I now wish to modify my amendment
to provide that the phrase “upon timely
application” follow the word “action” in
the same line, and that the comma in
that line be stricken. I so modify my
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator from Iowa send his amendment
to the desk, so that it may be recorded?

Mr. MILLER. The amendment was
at the desk yesterday.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk does not have a copy of the modi-
fied amendment.

Mr. MILLER. I somodify my amend-
ment now. I have discussed the amend-
ment with the Senator from New York
[Mr. Javits] and with the leadership,
and it is acceptable to all parties con-
cerned.

I should like to state what the amend-
ment would accomplish. Originally, the
amendment would have inserted the
phrase ‘“upon timely application” after
the word “may"” in line 15, page T0.

The modified amendment, to which we
have all agreed, would strike the comma
in that line and insert the phrase “upon
timely application” after the word “ac-
tion,” and there would be no commas at
all in that line.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr, President, I
am unable to locate that language in the
new bill.

Mr. MILLER. This amendment re-
lates to amendment No. 1052, which is
the latest amendment in the nature of
a substitute.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, may
we have the amendment of the Senator
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from Iowa stated, so that we will know
what we are acting upon?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The LecistaTiveé CLERK. On page 70,
line 15, it is proposed to insert after the
word “action” the following: “upon
timely application”; and to strike out the
comma in line 15.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Arkansas will state it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, a
parliamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
GoverN in the chair). The Senator from
Arkansas will state it.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Do I correctly
understand that this amendment would
limit the time in which the Attorney
General could act?

Mr. MILLER. I would rather respond
by saying that the amendment provides
for timely application. As I explained
yesterday, timely application is provided
for in the other intervention section of
the bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Iowa yield?

Mr. MILLER. I yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. This amendment
would make the bill conform to the rules
of Federal procedure. The amendment
is wholly satisfactory, and conforms to
the other titles of the bill. So the amend-
ment is acceptable.

Mr. MILLER. Then, Mr. President, I
move the adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the modified
amendment of the Senator from Iowa
[Mr, MILLER].

The amendment, as modified, was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to further amendment.

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

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

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
wish to ask of the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HuompHREY], who is the ef-
fective manager of the pending bill, a
clarifying question on the provisions of
title VII.

I have in mind that the social security
system, in certain respects, treats men
and women differently. For example,
widows’ benefits are paid automatically;
but a widower qualifies only if he is dis-
abled or if he was actually supported by
his deceased wife. Also, the wife of a
retired employee entitled to social se-
curity receives an additional old age
benefit; but the husband of such an em-
ployee does not. These differences in
Ll;zﬂ.tment as I recall, are of long stand-

Am I correct, I ask the Senator from
Minnesota, in assuming that similar dif-
ferences of treatment in industrial bene-
fit plans, including earlier retirement
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options for women, may continue in op-
eration under this bill, if it becomes law?

Mr. HUMPHREY. Yes. That point
was made unmistakably clear earlier to-
day by the adoption of the Bennett
amendment; so there can be no doubt
about it.

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am grateful for
the reply.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment No. 662 and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Ala-
bama will be stated.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. On page 6,
line 22, immediately after the word “fa-
cility”, insert the words “not situated
within the residence of the operator or
proprietor thereof, if such facility is”.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SPARKEMAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

This amendment would exclude a cer-
tain class of restaurant, lunchcounter,
or soda fountain operators from cover-
age under title II—namely those where-
in the facilities are situated within the
residence of the operator or proprietor.

This type of small owner or operator
should be excluded from the bill. Reg-
ulation of them is coming very close to
regulating a person’s own home. As an
example, let us suppose that a lady in
a college town lets a few college students
enter her kitchen or dining room and
serves lunch to them for a price. If this
is done in her home, it would be exempt
under my amendment to title IT.

Without this amendment, title II
could be an invasion of the spirit of the
Bill of Rights. The third and fourth
amendments protect a person’s home
against the quartering of soldiers in time
of peace and against unreasonable
searches and seizures. A stringent Fed-
eral law which would force a small res-
taurant owner, whose restaurant is at-
tached to his home, to serve anyone
irrespective of race, color or national
origin, would be an unreasonable seizure,
so to speak, of the rights pertaining to a
home which the Constitution seeks to
protect.

I call your attention also to the due
process clause of the fifth amendment
which states “nor shall private property
be taken for public use, without just
compensation.”

Without this amendment, the bill
would be providing the homeowner with
laws, regulations and mandates which he
probably would not want, instead of pro-
viding him with compensation as called
for in the Constitution.

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder
of my time.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 30 seconds.

I oppose the amendment. I do so not
because of what it provides, but because
of what its application might well be;
namely, that it would serve as an oppor-
tunity for avoidance of the provisions of
title II. The fact that a proprietor may
have an eating place situated within the
residence of the operator or proprietor
does not necessarily mean that that is a
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little private, homelike surrounding. It
could very well be a means of evasion. If
it is a boardinghouse which invites non-
transient guests, there is no coverage un-
der title IT under the terms of the bill.

Boardinghouses for nontransient
guests would have no coverage at all.
There is no application of the bill to
them. Those with five rooms or less
would be exempted. So I hope that the
Senate will reject the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment (No. 662) of the Senator from Ala-
bama. On this question the yeas and
nays have been ordered, and the clerk
will eall the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BAYH (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished junior Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. FoLericaT]. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were at liberty to vote, I would vote
“nay.” Therefore, I withhold my vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the distinguished junior Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoeerTsoN]. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were at liberty to vote I would vote
“nay.” Therefore I withhold my vote.

Mrs. NEUBERGER (when her name
was called). On this vote I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrol. If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “vea.” If I were at
liberty to vote, I would note “nay.”
Therefore I withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrp],
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
Havpen], and the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoBerTSON], are absent on official
business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE]l, is absent be-
cause of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. RanpoLpH], the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], and
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youngl, are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. Ranporru], the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. HarTKE], the Senator from
California [Mr. ENcLE], and the Senator
from Ohlo [Mr. Youna], would each vote
llnay-ll

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLL] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican convention in
order to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator.

The Senator from Eentucky
MorToN] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BENNETT]
and the Senator from Arizona [Mr.
GoLpwATER] are detained on official busi-
ness.

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Maryland [Mr. BEaLrl. If pres-
ent and voting, the Senator from Utah

[Mr.
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would vote “yea” and the Senator from
Maryland would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 60, as follows:

[No. 314 Leg.]
YEAS—25
Byrd, W.Va. Hruska Sparkman
Cotton Johnston Stennis
Curtis Jordan, N.C Talmadge
Eastland Long, La. Thurmond
Ellender McClellan Tower
Ervin Mechem Walters
Hickenlooper Russell Williams, Del
Hill Simpson
Holland Smathers
NAYS—60
Alken Gore Miller
Allott Gruening Monroney
Anderson Hart Morse
Bartlett Humphrey Moss
Bible Inouye Mundt
Boggs Jackson Muskie
Brewster Javits Nelson
Burdick Jordan, Idaho Pastore
Cannon Eeating Pearson
Carlson Kennedy Pell
Case Kuchel Prouty
Church Lausche Proxmire
Clark Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Cooper Magnuson Saltonstall
Dirksen MeCarthy Scott
Dodd McGee Smith
Dominick MecGovern Symington
Douglas MclIntyre ‘Williams, N.J
Edmondson McNamara Yarborough
Fong Metcalf Young, N. Dak.
NOT VOTING—156

Bayh Fulbright Morton
Beall Goldwater Neuberger
Bennett Hartke Randolph
Byrd, Va. Hayden Robertson
Engle Mansfield Young, Ohio

So Mr. Spareman’s amendment No,
662 was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move
to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
offer my amendment No. 659, and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment offered by the Senator from
Alabama will be stated.

The Chief Clerk read the amendment,
as follows:

On page 9, line 14, immediately after the
period, insert the following new sentence:
“No lawful action taken by any person to
protect, defend, or enforce any right, privi-
lege, or remedy conferred upon him or se-
cured by the Constitution or any statute of
the United States or by valld law of any
State or political subdivision thereof shall
be held to be in violation of this section.”

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. SPAREMAN. Mr. President, I
yield myself such time as I may require.

This amendment would make it clear
that under title II a person could take
lawful action to protect, defend, or en-
force any constitutional right that he has
or any right under Federal or local law.

The whole atmosphere surrounding
title IT appears to be one of the illegality
of doing anything that might be called
racial diserimination. It is only proper
that the law which is enacted on this
subject should state that racial tensions
and incidents that may arise should not
cause operators of facilities or other peo-
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ple to be fearful of taking necessary steps
to protect themselves or their property
and personal rights.

I offer this amendment to protect the
right of a businessman to remove demon-
strators from his property under provi-
sions guaranteed to him by the Constitu-
tion, any statute of the United States, or
by the valid law of any State or political
subdivision. For example, if a demon-
strator invades a businessman’s property
and breaks up furniture and the owner
throws him out, or has him thrown out,
under existing laws of the State or local
subdivision, the owner would not be in
violation of section 203 of title IT of the
proposed civil rights act.

Without this amendment the owner
might have some doubts as to whether
he would embroil himself in discrimina-
tion charges by doing what he should
have every right to do. Congress should
not enact legislation that is not clear in
this regard, and my amendment would
make this right of every American
remain unhampered by the bill.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 15 seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for 15 seconds.

Mr. HUMPHREY. The purpose of
this amendment is not apparent because
there is nothing in section 203 which
would prohibit any lawful action. It
would seem to me that the amendment
would have, if anything, nothing but a
confusing effect.

The words “by valid law of any State
or political subdivision thereof shall be
held to be in violation of this section”
might very well impose some constitu-
tional problem in light of certain State
and local laws.

I believe this amendment would con-
fuse the bill and add to its complexity,
and I suggest that the amendment be
voted down.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
SpargMaAN]. On this question the yeas
and nays have been ordered; and the
clerk will call the roll.

n'I'he Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). Mr. President, on this vote I
have a pair with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. RoBerTson]. If
he were present and voting, he would

vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I therefore with-
hold my vote.

Mr. McCARTHY (when his name was
called). Mr. President, on this vote I
have a pair with the distinguished Sen-
ator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]. If
he were present and voting, he would

vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I therefore with-
hold my vote.

Mrs. NEUBERGER (when her name
was called). Mr. President, on this vote
I have a pair with the distinguished
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl. If he
were present and voting, he would vote
“yea.” If I were at liberty to vote, I
would vote “nay.” I therefore withhold
my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.
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Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
pER], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FurericHT]l, the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. Havpen], the Senator from Vir-
ginia [Mr. RoBerTSON], are absent on
official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. ExcLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Youwc], the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTEE], the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNaMaral are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from California
[Mr. EncLE], the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. McNamaral, the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. HarTkE] would vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FuLericHT] is paired with the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youwc]. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Arkansas would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Ohio would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BEaLL] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican convention in
order to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator.

The Senator from Eentucky [Mr.
MorToN] is necessarily absent.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younc] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Utah [Mr. BEN-
NETT] and the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. GoLpwATER] are detained on official
business.

On this vote, the Senator from Utah
[Mr. BENNETT] is paired with the Sena-
tor from Maryland (Mr. Beanr]l. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Utah would vote “yea’” and the Senator
from Maryland would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 22,
nays 61, as follows:

[No. 815 Leg.]
YEAS—22
Dominick Jordan, N.C. Stennis
Eastland Long, La. Talmadge
Ervin McClellan Thurmond
Gore Mechem Tower
Hill Pearson Walters
Holland Russell Yarborough
Hruska Smathers
Johnston Sparkman
NAYS—61
Alken Edmondson Monroney
Allott Fong Morse
Anderson Gruening Moss
Bartlett Hart Mundt
Bayh Hickenlooper Muskie
Bible Humphrey Nelson
Boggs Inouye Pastore
Brewster Jackson Pell
Burdick Javits Prouty
Byrd, W. Va. Jordan, Idaho Proxmire
Cannon Keating Randolph
Carlson Eennedy Ribicoff
Case Kuchel Saltonstall
Church Lausche Beott
Clark Long, Mo. Simpson
Cooper Magnuson Smith
Cotton McGee Symington
Curtis McGovern Williams, N.J.
Dirksen MclIntyre Willlams, Del,
Dodd Metcalfl
Douglas Miller
NOT VOTING—1T7
Beall Goldwater Morton
Bennett Hartke Neuberger
Byrd, Va. Hayden Robertson
Ellender Mansfield Young, N. Dak.
Engle McCarthy Young, Ohio
Fulbright McNamara
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So Mr. SparkMAN’s amendment was
rejected.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move to lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE'S FISH
KILL CONFERENCE IN NEW OR-
LEANS, LA.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

Mr. President, I am very much dis-
turbed over an editorial which was pub-
lished in the current issue of Chemical
Week magazine, entitled “Fish-Kill Kan-
garoo Court.” The editors of that re-
spectable magazine have seen fit to
comment on the manner in which the
Pollution Control Division of the Public
Health Service conduct the conferences
as authorized by the Congress.

They state:

Now that a transcript is available of last
month's *“fish kill” conference in New Or-
leans it is apparent that the U.S. Public
Health Service conducted the hearing in a
way that reflects discredit upon itself and
upon the Federal Government.

They continue by stating:

Whether by ineptitude or deliberate in-
tent, the PHS officials at the conference
seemed more eager to win acceptance of their
conclusions than to get at the truth. Such
an approach seems more appropriate to So-
viet trials than to Western judicial pro-
cedures.

One of the companies involved is lo-
cated in Chicago. They vehemently
denied that they were responsible in any
way for causing the fish kill, and present-
ed scientific evidence to prove their state-
ment. They were accused of polluting
the river at Memphis and that the chem-
ical traveled 700 miles downstream before
it killed any fish. This ridiculous charge
was made by the Public Health Service.

The question that I ask is, Why are
these wild accusations made? Why must
the Public Health Service go to the press
and unjustly crucify a company before
they get all the facts? I believe that it is
imperative we have the answers to these
questions. I hope that we have not
reached the point in American justice
where the accused must prove his inno-
cence of any charge rather than the ac-
cuser prove the guilt.

All Senators, I am sure, have seen the
reports of the fish kill. It is defined as
a ‘“massive kill” involving “millions of
fish.” Yet, in testimony presented at
the New Orleans conference, they talk
only of 175,000 fish. Why was the num-
ber intentionally inflated when they re-
ported it first to the press? Why is it
that in the official Public Health Serv-
ice report on pollution which caused fish
kills, they talk only of a moderate fish
kill and that the causes are unknown.

It appears, Mr. President, that per-
haps some have become so intoxicated
with power that our Federal Government
now need not be held accountable for its
wild charges. It is my hope that the
appropriate committee of the Senate will
investigate this matter.
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I ask unanimous consent to have this
editorial printed in the REcCORD.

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

Fisa KL EaNGarR0o0o COURT

Now that a transcript is available of last
month’s “fish kill' conference in New Or-
leans it is apparent that the U.S. Public
Health Service conducted the hearing in a
way that reflects discredit upon itself and
upon the Federal Government.

Most of the first day of the 2-day hearing
was spent reading into the record PHS’s 119~
page report of the Mississippl River fish kills
and its conclusions about the cause. This
report was not made available ahead of time
to the four pollution experts representing
the States involved, but was handed to them
when they arrived.

Most of the second day was spent hearing
testimony and questioning various people,
including those from Velsicol Chemical
Corp., maker of the insecticide alleged to
have caused the kill. TUntil about 4:45 p.m.
it appeared that the four-man panel of State
pollution chiefs would accept the PHS con-
clusions contained on the final page of the
report.

At that time—when three-quarters of the
conferees had left and those remaining (in-
cluding the panel) were impatient to catch
their planes and trains—Chairman Murray
Stein whipped out his copy of the report and
said to the panelists, “Now let’s see what we
can conclude from these hearings.”

It was in the final, hectic, shouting 15 min-
utes that the conclusions were debated.
Stein read the first of seven conclusions and
asked for concurrence. One of the panelists
dissented, then another one, and at the end
of the hearing those present couldn't agree
on what had actually been decided. And so
on down the lst of conclusions.

In a related incident, Senator ABRAHAM
RiercorF, Democrat, of Connecticut, said in a
press conference that Velsicol had denied
Government inspectors entrance to its Mem-
phis plant. Velsicol denied this, and Chair-
man Stein publicly acknowledged at the
hearing that the charge was false and had
not emanated from PHS.

Whether by ineptitude or deliberate intent,
the PHS officials at the conference seemed
more eager to win acceptance of their con-
clusions than to get at the truth. Such an
approach seems more appropirate to Soviet

+ “trials" than to Western judicial procedures.

It's unlikely that the steamroller approach
would work if enough interested parties were
present at such hearings. Perhaps the con-
clusions at this particular hearing would
have been reached in a sounder, more orderly
manner, if most fo the conferees had stayed—
or if more representatives from the chemical
industry had been present. Velsicol was the
only company directly involved in this hear-
ing; but Velsicol is one among scores of
companies producing agricultural chemicals,
all of which have a stake in how these hear-
ings are conducted and in what manner, and
with what judiclal safeguards, the conclu-
sions are reached.

It would help if the industry established a
task force of “poll watchers” to attend such
hearings—not to press their self-interests
but to see that hearings are conducted fairly,

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1963

The Senate resumed the considera-
tion of the bill (H.R. T152) to enforce
the constitutional right to vote, to con-
fer jurisdiction upon the district courts
of the United States to provide injunc-
tive relief against discrimination in
public accommodations, to authorize
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the Attorney General fto institute suits
to protect constitutional rights in public
facilities and public education, to ex-
tend the Commission on Civil Rights,
to prevent discrimination in federally
assisted programs, to establish a Com-
mission on Equal Employment Oppor-
tunity, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment, as amended, in the nature of a
substitute, offered by the Senator from
Illinois [Mr. Dirksen] and the Senator
from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD].

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

[No. 318 Leg.]
Alken Gruening Monroney
Allott Morse
Anderson Hickenlooper Moss
Bartlett Hill Mundt
Bayh Holland Muskie
Bennett Hruska Nelson
Bible Humphrey Neuberger
Boggs Inouye Pastore
Brewster Jackson Pearson
Burdick Javits Pell
Byrd, W. Va. Johnston Prouty
Cannon Jordan, N.C. Proxmire
Carlson Jordan, Idaho Randolph

Keating Ribicoft
Church Eennedy Russell
Clark Kuchel Saltonstall
Cooper Lausche Scott
Cotton Long, Mo. Simpson
Curtis Long, La. Smathers
Dirksen Magnuson Smith
Dodd Mansfield Sparkman
Dominick McCarthy Stennis
Douglas McClellan Talmadge
Eastland McGee Thurmond
Edmondson McGovern Tower

MclIntyre Williams, N.J.
Fong Metcalf Willlams, Del.
Gore Miller

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as amended, in the nature
of a substitute offered by the Senator
from Illinois [Mr. DirkseEN] and the Sen-
ator from Montana [Mr. MANSFIELD].

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
call up my amendment No. 927 and ask
that it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The Chief Clerk read as follows:

On page 7, line 2, after “guests” and before
the comma insert “from outside the State
wherein the inn, hotel, motel, or other
establishment is located”.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
vield myself half a minute.

This amendment to title II restricts
the inn, hotel, and motel coverage of
title IT to those places which take out-
of-State guests. Any person who owns
such an establishment should he allowed
the option of catering only to persons
from his own State, so that he will not
fall within the coverage of the bill.
This amendment would bring this por-
tion of the bill more nearly in line with
the Constitution.

On my amendment, I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from South Caro-
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lina. The yeas and nays have been
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. BARTLETT (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a live pair
with the junior Senator from Florida
[Mr. SmaTHERs]. If the Senator from
Florida were present and voting, he
would vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to
vote, I would vote “nay.” I withhold my
vote.

Mr. EDMONDSON (when his name
was called). On this vote, I have a
pair with the senior Senator from Louisi-
ana [Mr. ELLENDER]. If the Senator from
Louisiana were present and voting, he
would vote “yea.” If I were at liberty
to vote, I would vote “nay.” I with-
hold my vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote, I have a pair with
the distinguished junior Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoperTson]. If the Sena-
tor from Virginia were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “yea.” If I were
at liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.” I
withhold my vote.

Mrs. NEUBERGER (when her name
was called). On this vote, I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Virginia
[Mr. Byrp]. If the Senator from Vir-
ginia were present and voting, he would
vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” I withhold my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
DER], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HaypEn], the Senator from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. CrLark], the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoBerTson], the Senator
from Florida [Mr. SmaTHERS], the Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr. WALTERs], and
the Senator from Texas [Mr. YARBOR-
oUGH] are absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. ENcLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. HARTKE], and
the Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present and
voting, the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crark], the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. HarTkE], the Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. McNamaral, and the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Youne] would each vote
unay'n

On this vote, the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. EncLE] is paired with the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT]. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from California would vote “nay”
and the Senator from Arkansas would
vote “yea.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLL] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican Convention in or-
der to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator and, if present and voting, would
vote “nay.”

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Mor-
ToN] and the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. MeEcHEM] are necessarily absent.
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The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Youna] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
waTter] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 21,
nays 57, as follows:

[No. 317 Leg.]
YEAS—21
Byrd, W. Va. Holland Russell
Cotton Hruska Sparkman
Curtis Johnston Stennis
Bastland Jordan, N.C. Talmadge
Ervin Long, La. Thurmond
Hickenlooper MecClellan Tower
Hill Monroney Williams, Del.
NAYS—BT
Alken Gore Miller
Allott Gruening Morse
Anderson Hart Moss
Bayh Humphrey Mundt
Bennett Inouye Muskie
Bible Jackson Nelson
Boggs Javits Pastore
Brewster Jordan, Idaho Pearson
Burdick Keating Pell
Cannon Kennedy Prouty
Carlson Kuchel Proxmire
Lausche Randolph
Church Long, Mo. Ribicoff
Cooper Magnuson Saltonstall
Dirksen McCarthy Scott
Dodd McGee Simpson
Dominick McGovern Smith
Douglas McIntyre Symington
Fong Metcalf Williams, N.J.
NOT VOTING—22

Bartlett Goldwater Robertson
Beall Hartke Smathers
Byrd, Va. Hayden Walters
Clark Mansfield Yarborough
Edmondson McNamara Young, N. Dak.
Ellender Mechem Young, Ohio
Engle Morton
Fulbright Neuberger

So Mr. THURMOND’S amendment was
rejected. ]

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I

move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I move
that the motion to reconsider be laid
on the table :

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 582 and ask that
it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi will be stated.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to read the
amendment.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further reading
of the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BrewsTER in the chair). Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

Mr. STENNIS'S amendment is as follows:

On page 3, line 19, immediately after “(b)"
insert (1) ".

On page 4, between lines 5 and 6, insert the
following new paragraph:

““(2) Insert at the end of subsection (c) the
following new sentence: ‘In any proceeding
instituted under this subsection, the court,
upon request therefor by the party defend-
ant, shall assign counsel learned in the law
to represent the party defendant at every
stage of the proceeding, in which case &
reasonable attorney’'s fee shall be allowed
as of course to the party defendant.'"”

On page 9, line 24, immediately after “(b)",
insert “(1)".

On page 10, between lines 3 and 4, insert
the following:

“(2) In any action commenced pursuant
to this title by the Attorney General, the
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court, upon request therefor by the party
defendant, shall assign counsel learned in
the law to represent the party defendant at
every stage of the action, in which case a
reasonable attorney’'s fee shall be allowed as
of course to the party defendant.”

On page 13, line 11, immediately after
“SEC. 303."”", insert (1) ".

On page 13, between lines 13 and 14, insert
the following new paragraph:

“(2) In any action or proceeding instituted
under this title by the Attorney General, the
court, upon request therefor by the party
defendant, shall assign counsel learned in
the law to represent the party defendant at
every stage of the action or proceeding, in
which case a reasonahble attorney's fee shall
be allowed as of course to the party defend-
ant."

On page 18, line 17, immediately after
“SEc. 408."” insert “(1)".

On page 18, between lines 19 and 20, insert
the following new paragraph:

“(2) In any action or proceeding instituted
under this title by the Attorney General, the
court, upon request therefor by the party de-
fendant, shall assign counsel learned in the
law to represent the party defendant at every
stage of the action or proceeding, in which
case a reasonable attorney’s fee shall be al-
lowed as of course to the party defendant.”

On page 43, line 8, immediately after “(h)"
insert “(1)".

On page 43, between lines 10 and 11, in-
sert the following new paragraph:

“(2) In any action or proceeding com-
menced under this title by the Commission,
the court, upon request therefor by the party
defendant, shall assign counsel learned in
the law to represent the party defendant at
every stage of the action or proceeding, in
which case a reasonable attorney’s fee shall
be allowed as of course to the party defend-
ant.”

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 5 minutes on my amendment. I
respectfully call it to the attention of
every Senator, and particularly the law-
vers who are familiar with the trial of
cases and who search for the merits of
such situations as the one presented.

Quite briefly, the amendment would
merely authorize the court under all
titles of the bill—title I through VII—
to appoint counsel for the defendant in
cases in which the Attorney General has
brought a suit or has intervened. In his
wise discretion the court would be au-
thorized to allow an attorney’s fee.

‘When a defendant is brought into court
under any of the titles of the bill
and the Attorney General, with the
overwhelming resources of the Depart-
ment of Justice, including the facilities
of the FBI and the services of specialists,
intervenes in a case, the little fellow
whom he opposes—the defendant—is ab-
solutely overwhelmed. Something must
be done if that person is to be able to
try his case properly in court.

The amendment does not provide that
whatever lawyer a defendant might bring
into court would be paid by the Govern-
ment. That isnot the idea. The amend-
ment would authorize the court to ap-
point counsel—and the defendant would
have a part in the selection, but the one
chosen would have to be approved by the
court—and then, in the wise discretion of
the court an attorney’s fee would be al-
lowed. The judge could wait until the
end of the trial, if need be, and then
determine whether or not the defendant
had acted in good faith and whether or
not there had been a meritorious presen-
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tation of the question. If the court did
not wish to allow an attorney’s fee, he
would not allow it at the end of the case.
That subject would be the responsibility
of the court.

There is nothing unsual or extraordi-
nary about the procedure. It has hap-
pened in cases in State and Federal
courts. As now written, the bill contains
a provision in title II. I do not believe
that provision goes far enough, but the
language provides that, as to title II, in
any action commenced pursuant to title
II, the court may in its discretion, allow
the prevailing party, other than the
United States, a reasonable attorney’s
fee as part of the cost.

The little fellow about whom I am
talking may not prevail. He is likely
to have very little resources to use in
order to keep his head above the water
at the beginning of the trial. My amend-
ment would not apply in any cases
brought under any title except cases in
which the Attorney General would either
bring the suit or intervene.

Mr. President, I do not have much
time available. May I have the atten-
tion of Senators?

In relation to the subject of title III,
the desegregation of public facilities, the
Dirksen-Mansfield amendment provides
that an action or proceeding brought
under that title would entitle the court
to allow costs, including a reasonable at-
torney’s fee. Frankly, the provision is
not very clear. My amendment would
go a little further with reference to
title III.

With relation to title IV, desegrega-
tion of public education, I point out
that title IV does not mention the sub-
ject. But my amendment would apply
as I have already stated. The court, in
its sound discretion, would select the
attorney, or the defendant would select
an attorney who would be agreeable to
the court, and a reasonable attorney’s
fee would be allowed only if the court
should find everything had been done in
good faith.

Title VII would place authority in the
Attorney General to bring suit. My
amendment would merely provide as
heretofore stated.

In order to perfect my amendment, I
ask unanimous consent that wherever
the word “may” appears, the word
“shall” be substituted, which would make
the provision mandatory. I intended for
the amendment to be so printed at the
beginning. Ioverlookedit. I askunani-
mous consent that the amendment be
amended further by taking care of the
present situation with respect to title
VII and its provision with reference to
the Attorney General.

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

Mr. STENNIS. I invite discussion of
the amendment on the time available to
the other Senators. Most of my time
has been exhausted.

Mr. President, I thought I heard
laughter in the Chamber. Was that
from Senators or from some of those who
have the privilege of the floor? I do
not resent it, but I like to use my time
to advantage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator has expired.
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I
shall use my own time. I call to the at-
tention of the Senate the fact that the
Attorney General came before the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary and asked that
defendants be given the right to have
attorneys appointed to represent them
in cases. That request was made before
the civil rights bill came before the Sen-
ate.

Mr. STENNIS. Oh, yes.

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Attorney Gen-
eral himself was advocating that right
within the Judiciary Committee. Any
member of that committee will tell the
Senate that that occurred. The Attorney
General asked that the right be given to
defendants to have an attorney, the Fed-
eral Government to pay his fee.

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Kentucky on the
Senator’s own time.

Mr. COOPER. Yes; on my time.

Do I correctly understand that the
purpose and effect of the amendment of
the Senator from Mississippi is that in
any case brought under the various titles
of the bill, if a court should determine
that the defendant should have counsel
and required counsel, the court could
then provide such counsel and allow a
reasonable attorney’s fee?

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. Is that it?

Mr. STENNIS. That is the amend-
ment in substance, yes.

Mr. COOPER. Isthere anything else?

Mr. STENNIS. It would apply only
when the Attorney General was a party
to the suit, either bringing the suit or
intervening in a suit already brought.

Mr, COOPER. I know that the bill
provides that in certain cases when the
Attorney General brings the suit, the
costs fall upon the United States, and
that, in effect, an attorney is provided
for the claimant or the plaintiff.

Mr. STENNIS. But not the defendant.

Mr. COOPER. I said that the bill pro-
vides that when the Attorney General
brings the suit, the claimant or plain-
tiff has an attorney and, of course, the
costs are paid by the Federal Govern-
ment, and the attorney’s fee is paid.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. COOPER. Is there anything else
in the Senator’s amendment than the
fact that, if the court believed in his
judgment and discretion a defendant
could not of his own means employ coun-
sel or could not properly defend himself,
the court could assign counsel? Is there
anything in the amendment but that?

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor-
rect; there is nothing else in the amend-
ment, with one slight exception from the
way the Senator from Kentucky ex-
pressed it. The amendment would au-
thorize the court, in its discretion, to
allow the defendant an attorney.
Whether he uses the test that the man
cannot get an attorney himself, or what-
ever test the judge applies, is left to his
sound discretion. We did not outline
that in the measure. It provides that
in his discretion he may allow an attor-
ney and an attorney’s fee. It is in the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

bosom of the court. But unless there is
some such provision in the bill, the court
would have no authority to make such
a judgment.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, on my time?

Mr., STENNIS. I yield.

Mr. KEATING. Am I not correct that
the amendment to which the Senator
is directing his attention refers to pro-
viding counsel for parties in civil actions?

Mr. STENNIS. Oh, yes; it relates to
civil actions brought by the Attorney
General. If the action was pursuant to
contempt proceedings, it could get into
that proceeding. Frankly, I did not try
to cover that, but it possibly might be
included.

Mr. EEATING. But the amendment
relates to civil actions, and does not re-
late to criminal prosecutions which
were the proceedings referred to by the
Senator from South Carolina. I spon-
sored, and both Houses of Congress have
passed a bill which would provide for the
appointment of counsel to represent in-
{inigent defendants in criminal proceed-

gs.

Mr. STENNIS. Yes.

Mr. KEATING. This is an entirely
different situation. I am not familiar—
perhaps the Senator can enlighten me—
with any precedent for the Government’s
paying a lawyer to represent a defendant
in a civil action.

Mr., STENNIS. The Senator from
Mississippi understands that some States
have laws which take care of situations
of that kind, when a person in a civil
case is unable to take care of the situa-
tion. In divorce proceedings, for ex-
ample, which are civil actions, a court
can assess attorneys’ fees.

Mr. KEATING. Against the husband.

Mr. STENNIS. And in certain anti-
trust proceedings, it is possible.

Mr. EEATING. There are certain
matrimonial actions in which attorneys’
fees can be assessed against the husband,
but not against the wife, but that is on
the theory that the husband, until the
marriage is terminated, has the duty
of supporting the wife.

If Congress adopted this amendment,
it would be creating a precedent that
when the U.S. Government brings a civil
suit, the defendant, no matter how much
money he has or what his situation is,
shall be entitled to a lawyer.

Mr, STENNIS. I beg the Senator’s
pardon. The amendment says “in the
discretion of the court.”

Mr. KEATING. That is correct.
There are no rules laid down as to how
the court is to exercise its discretion. It
could permit the richest man in the coun-
try, in the court’s discretion, to have his
lawyer paid by the Government. I do
not think any of us would want to see
that done.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator states a
possibility, not a probability. This
amendment is designed to help a man
who has a bona fide defense but who
might otherwise not be able to defend
himself. The amendment provides that
the court decides whether he should
have that help.

Mr, President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reference of the amend-
ments to lines and pages be changed to
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chg.tg;m to the Mansfield-Dirksen sub-
stitute.

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

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I
earnestly solicit the support of the mem-
bership of the Senate solely on the
ground that a man should be given a
fighting chance when he is confronted
with the Attorney General of the United
States and all the resources of that great
office. I am glad to submit the amend-
ment.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, as has al-
ready been indicated, there is absolutely
no precedent for providing, in ecivil ac-
tions, for the payment of an attorney’s
fee; and in this case, interestingly
enough, even if a man were found to be
in violation of the law, it would still be
possible.

We have been urged to consider the
bill adequately in terms not only of what
may be done, but what could be done.
References have been made to what
could be done by some capricious judge.
This is exactly what that kind of judge
could do. Adoption of the amendment
would set a bad precedent, and I urge
its defeat.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, under
title II, on page 10, line 13, I think the
general spirit of allowing attorneys’ fees
is set forth. It provides that:

In any action commenced pursuant to this
title, the court, in its discretion, may allow
the prevalling party, other than the United
States, a reasonable attorney's fee as part of
the costs, and the United States shall be
liable for costs, the same as a private person.

That language was inserted in the bill
to deter the bringing of lawsuits with-
out foundation. Hence, it was declared
that the prevailing party, except the
United States, and in the discretion of
the court, may be allowed attorney’s fees.

The amendment of the Senator from
Mississippi would make mandatory the
allowance of attorney’s fees in the dis-
cretion of the court, regardless of wheth-
er the contestant won or lost. I think
that is quite contrary to the general rule.

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

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield.

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator says it
would make it mandatory.

Mr. LAUSCHE. No. I agree, it would
not be mandatory. I correct that lan-
guage.

Mr. STENNIS. It would be in the dis-
cretion of the court.

Mr. LAUSCHE. I correct my lan-
guage. But, in my judgment, attorneys’
fees should not be allowed in the discre-
tion of the court except to the prevailing
party—the objective being to deter the
bringing of baseless actions.

The proposal of the Senator from Mis-
sissippi, in my judgment, is contrary to
the general rule in allowing attorney’s
fees. The general rule is that when a
court finds malice motivated the bring-
ing of the lawsuit, attorney’s fees may
not be allowed.

In this bill we wanted to discourage
the bringing of lawsuits, and we there-
fore provided that attorney’s fees shall
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be allowed only in favor of the victorious
party. The Senator’s amendment would
allow attorney’s fees, in the discretion
of the court, even to the party that lost
the suit.

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

There is some innovation in this
amendment. The bill is a wagonload
of innovations. Nothing like this hbill
has been proposed before. My amend-
ment does not apply to suits between
private persons. So there is no need to
guard against paying of attorney’s fees
in such suits. The amendment applies
only where the Attorney General brings
suit or intervenes in such case, and then
it would be applied only in the sound
discretion of the court, when he thinks
the man has defended himself in good
faith and is entitled to be paid some-
thing in the way of attorney's fees

We talk about innovation. Title III,
section 302, as now written, provides
that:

In any action or proceeding under this ti-
tle the United States shall be liable for costs,
including a reasonable attorney’'s fee.

It is not clear exactly what it means,
except to allow someone an attorney's
fee. The amendment as applied to title
III would be in addition, and would cer-

tainly clear it up.
Mr. LAUSCHE. From what page is
the Senator reading?

Mr. STENNIS. Section 303 on my
memorandum.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Does that mean one
would be liable for attorneys’ fees, re-
gardless of who won or lost the suit?

Mr. STENNIS. With all deference, I
cannot interpret the language in the bill.
I do not know exactly what it means,
but it adopts the principle of allowing
attorneys’ fees.

My amendment would be specific, in
that the Attorney General would have to
be in the suit, and the defendant would
have to have acted in good faith. It is
all a matter of discretion for the court.

I trust that the Senate will rise up and
adopt this title, fragmentary amendment
and further the cause of justice.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Mississippi
[Mr. Stennis]l. On this question the
yveas and nays have been ordered; and
the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). Mr. President, on this vote I
have a pair with the distinguished Sena-
tor from Virginia [Mr. RoserTson]. If
he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea”; if I were at liberty to vote, I
would vote “nay.” I therefore withhold
my vote.

Mrs. NEUBERGER (when her name
was called). Mr. President, on this vote
I have a pair with the distinguished
Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrol. If
he were present and voting, he would
vote “yea’; if I were at liberty to vote, I
would vote “nay.” I therefore withhold
my vote.

The rolleall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I announce that
the Senator from Florida [Mr. SMATH-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Ers], the Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl, the Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Crark], the Senator from Arkansas
[Mr. FuLericHT], the Senator from Ari-
zona [Mr. HaypeEn], the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoeerTson], and the Sen-
ator from Tennessee [Mr. WALTERS] are
absent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. EncLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Youncl, the Senator
from Indiana [Mr. HarTEE] and the
Senator from Michigan [Mr. McNa-
MARA] are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. Crarkl, the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. HARTKE] and the Senator
from California [Mr. EncLE] would each
vote “nay.”

On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FuLeriGgHT] is paired with the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Youwcl. If
present and voting, the Senator from
Arkansas would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from Ohio would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. BeaLLr] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican Convention in
order to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator and, if present and voting,
would vote “nay.”

The Senator from EKentucky [Mr.
MortoN] and the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MecHEM] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younc] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
WATER] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 25,
nays 57, as follows:

[No. 818 Leg.]
YEAS—25
Byrd, W. Va. Hickenlooper Simpson
Carlson Hill Sparkman
Cooper Holland Stennis
Cotton Johnston Talmadge
Curtis Jordan, N.C. Thurmond
Eastland Long, La. Tower
Ellender McClellan Yarborough
Ervin Mundt
Gore Russell
NAYS—67
Alken Gruening Miller
Allott Hart Monroney
An Hruska Morse
Bartlett Humphrey Moss
Bayh Inouye Muskie
Bennett Jackson Nelson
Bible Javits Pastore
Boggs Jordan, Idaho Pearson
Brewster Eeating Pell
Burdick Eennedy Prouty
Cannon Euchel Proxmire
Case Lausche Randolph
Church Long, Mo. Ribicof
Dirksen Magnuson Baltonstall
Dodd MeCarthy Bcott
Dominick McGee Smith
Douglas McGovern Bymington
Edmon McIntyre Williams, N.J.
Fong Metealf Wﬂ.lla-ms, Del.
NOT VOTING—18
Beall Hartke Neuberger
Byrd, Va Hayden Robertson
Clark Mansfield Smathers
Engle McNamara Walters
Fulbright Mechem Young, N. Dak.
Goldwater Morton Young, Ohio

So Mr. STENNIs' amendment was re-
jected.
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Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate reconsider the vote
by which the amendment was rejected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, can
the Presiding Officer inform the Senate
how many live quorum calls and how
many yea-and-nay votes have occurred
today?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The staff
advises the Chair that there have been
14 rollealls, including guorum calls and
yvea-and-nay votes today.

Mr. STENNIS. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

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

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

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 784, to the revised
substitute amendment No. 1052.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

On page 7, beginning with line 16, strike
out everything through the word “establish-
ment” on line 21.

On page 8, line 4, insert the word “and”
between the semicolon and the designation
o 3 "

(O)n pa.ge 8, line 7, change the semicolon to
a perlod, and beginning with the word “and"
on line 7 strike out everything through the
word “subsection” on line 12.

On page 9, line 5, change the comma to a
period, and beginning with the word “ex-
cept” strike out everything through the
period on line 7.

Mr. ERVIN, Mr. President, on my
amendment, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 1 minute.

This is a simple amendment. Four
categories of public accommodations or
public places would be covered by title II.
The first relates to lodging establish-
ments; the second, to eating places; the
third, to places of entertainment; the
fourth refers to establishments that are
physically located within the premises
of any establishment otherwise covered
by this title, or within the premises
of which is located any such covered es-
tablishment which holds itself out to
serve patrons of such establishments.
Evidently, such an establishment as a
barbershop in a hotel or a motel or a
soda fountain in a shopping center would
be covered. No one could possibly know
whether his establishment was covered
under this fourth category for the lan-
guage is so vague as to defy certainty.
It might be construed as covering all
businesses, regardless of their nature.
Presumably it could cover shoeshine par-
lors or doctors or lawyers who might have
their offices in any hotel, shopping center,
or other establishment covered under the
first three categories of public accom-
modations. My amendment merely
would strike out the fourth category
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without affecting the categories covering
lodging places, eating establishments, or
places of entertainment.

My amendment would remove much
confusion from the law and would be
conducive to its easier administration.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
yield myself 1 minute.

The fourth category, which the Sen-
ator has discussed, is an important part
of the public accommodations section.
If this amendment were adopted, a va-
riety of situations could result which
could cause inconvenience and embar-
rassment to Negro patrons of establish-
ments covered by the bill. It would ex-
pose them to rebuffs if they were admit-
ted to the premises. If they were ad-
mitted to a department store, they could
not eat at a lunch counter in the store.
If they were admitted to a hotel, they
could not use the facilities of the hotel.

The provision in subparagraph (4) of
section 201 of title IT has been carefully
designed. I helieve that to adopt the
amendment would be to add confusion
and complexity to the provisions of title
II. I ask that the amendment be re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment of the Senator from North Car-
olina [Mr. ErviN]l. The yeas and nays
have been ordered, and the clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. LAUSCHE (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Byrpl. If he were present, he would
vote “yea.” If I were at liberty to vote,
I would vote “nay.” Therefore, I with-
hold my vote.

Mr. MANSFIELD (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the junior Senator from Virginia [Mr.
RoserTsoN]. If he were present and vot-
ing, he would vote “yea.” If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote “nay.”
Therefore, I withhold my vote.

The rollcall was concluded.

Mr. HUMPHREY, I announce that
the Senator from Virginia [Mr. Byrpl,
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Crark ], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr.
FuLericHT], the Senator from Arizona
[Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr. RoBerTson], the Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. SmaTHERsS], and the Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. WALTERs] are ab-
sent on official business.

I also announce that the Senator from
California [Mr EncGLE] is absent because
of illness.

I further announce that the Senator
from Indiana [Mr HarTKE], the Senator
from Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the
Senator from Oregon [Mrs NEUBERGER],
and the Senator from Ohio [Mr Younc]
are necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. CrLark], the Senator from In-
diana [Mr. HarTkE], the Senator from
Michigan [Mr. McNamaral, the Senator
from Oregon [Mrs. NEUBERGER], and the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Younc] would
each vote “nay.”
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On this vote, the Senator from Arkan-
sas [Mr. FuLericHT] is paired with the
Senator from California [Mr. ENGLE].
If present and voting, the Senator from
Arkansas would vote “yea” and the Sen-
ator from California would vote “nay.”

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Bearr] is
necessarily absent to attend the Mary-
land State Republican Convention in or-
der to accept the nomination for U.S.
Senator and, if present and voting, would
vote “nay.”

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
MorToN] and the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. MecHEM] are necessarily
absent.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Younc] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. GoLp-
waTER] is detained on official business.

The result was announced—yeas 19,
nays 62, as follows:

[No. 319 Leg.]
YEAS—19
Bible Holland Sparkman
Byrd, W. Va. Hruska Stennis
Cotton Johnston Talmadge
Eastland Jordan, N.C. Thurmond
Ellender Long, La. Tower
Ervin MecClellan
Hin Russell
NAYS—62
Alken Gore Morse
Allott Gruening Moss
Anderson Hart Mundt
Bartlett Hickenlooper Muskie
Bayh Humphrey Nelson
Eennett Inouye Pastore
Boggs Jackson Pearson
Brewster Javits Pell
Burdick Jordan, Idaho Prouty
Cannon Eeating Proxmire
Carlson Kennedy Randolph
Case Euchel Ribicoff
Church Long, Mo, Saltonstall
Cooper Magnuson Scott
Curtis MeceCarthy Simpson
Dirksen McGee Smith
Dodd McGovern Symington
Dominick McIntyre Willlams, N.J.
Douglas Metcalf Williams, Del.
Edmondson Miller Yarborough
Fong Monroney
NOT VOTING—19
Beall Hayden Robertson
Byrd, Va. Lausche Smathers
Clark Mansfield Walters
Engle McNamara Young, N. Dak,
Fulbright Mechem Young, Ohlo
Goldwater Morton
Hartke Neuberger
So Mr. ErviN's amendment was re-
jected.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
move that the vote by which the amend-
ment was rejected be reconsidered.

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I move that
the motion to reconsider be laid on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

OPPOSITION TO THE CIVIL RIGHTS
BILL—RESOLUTION OF ST. JOHN'S
BAPTIST CHURCH, OF EHRHARDT,
8.C.

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD a resolu-
tion of opposition to the pending so-
called civil rights legislation. This res-
olution was approved on June 8, 1964, by
unanimous action of the members of the

June 12
gthoh.n’s Baptist Church, in Ehrhardt,

I ask that the time I use in making
this request not be charged against me.

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

The resolution is as follows:

ResoLuTiON BY ST. JoHN's BarrisT CHURCH,
ExnrHARDT, S.C., JUNE 8, 1964

Resolved, That the members of the St.
John's Baptist Church, Ehrhardt, 8.C., on
June 7, 1964, unanimously oppose, on moral
and constitutional grounds, the civil rights
bill now pending in the Congress of the
United States. Further, the members of this
church publicly reafirm our loyalty to God
and to the United States of America which
God permitted us to inherit from our fore-
fathers and call upon all other Christians
and men of good will of all races to join
with us in this reafirmation by opposing,
with all the strength they can muster, the
dangerous usurpation of power embodied
in this act on the part of a power-seeking
Federal Government; and be it further

Resolved, That coples of this resolution,
after being signed by the pastor and church
clerk upon the authorization of the church,
be forwarded to the press, our Congressman,
and our Senators.

Attest:

Pu:stor.
Mrs. DORSEY JOHNSON,
Church Clerk.

CONSULAR CONVENTION WITH
UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST RE-
PUBLICS—REMOVAL OF INJUNC-
TION OF SECRECY

Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. President, as
in executive session, I ask unanimous
consent that the injunction of secrecy
be removed from Executive D, 88th Con-
gress, 2d session, a consular convention
with the Union of Soviet Socialist Re-
publics, together with a protocol relating
thereto, signed at Moscow on June 1,
1964, which was transmitted to the Sen-
ate today by the President of the United
States. I also ask unanimous consent
that the convention and protocol, to-
gether with the President’s message, be
referred to the Committee on Foreign
Relations, and that the President’s mes-
sage be printed in the Recorb.

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

The message from the President is as
follows:

To the Senate of the United Stales:

With a view to receiving the advice and
consent, of the Senate to ratification, I
transmit herewith a consular convention
between the United States of America
and the Union of Soviet Socialist Repub-
lics, together with a protocol relating
thereto, signed at Moscow on June 1,
1964.

I transmit also, for the information of
the Senate, the report by the Acting Sec-
retary of State with respect to the
convention.

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

LynpoN B. JOHNSON.

THE WHITE HOUSE, June 12, 1964.
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JUNE 14—A DAY LATVIANS
REMEMBER

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I have
received from the Latvian Association
of Wilmington, Del., a letter which sum-
marizes very well the reason why June
14 is of such significance to the Lat-
vian people. It is a day all freedom-
loving people would do well to remember.

I ask unanimous consent that this let-
ter be printed in the RECORD.

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

DEeArR SENATOR BoGGs: In the footsteps of
Memorial Day, well known to all of us, fol-
lows a little-known day—June 14. To many
it has no significance beyond being the day
of our Lord, 1964.

To the Latvian people living in this State
and community the 14th of June is a day to
remind them of two things. Firstly, that
without justice there is no human dignity
accorded to the Individual; secondly, this
day is a very opportune time to thank the
community, the city and State for its char-
ity, tolerance and help in the modern-day
exodus of the Latvian people.

Why then the 14th of June of all days in
the year?

Because on this day in 1941 about 15,000
Latvian people were incarcerated by the
Communists without a warrant for search
and selzure. These people in family groups,
but separated from each other, were shipped
in cattle cars to the harshest reglons of Rus-
sla including the northern reaches of Siberia.
For many it meant death in transit and on
arrival. And for the few who survived, it
meant separation forever from their families.
For those who died, it is the Latvian peo-
ple’'s Memorial Day—the day of the depor-
tation, the day of Latvian “Auschwitz.”

Therefore, the Latvian community in
Delaware turns to you to express its appre-
ciation for the freedoms which are of con-
cern to all of us. In this context, we the
Latvian people know—though by bitter ex-
perience—that civil rights and elemental
freedoms are the concern of all mankind be
it here in Delaware or in Latvia.

On behalf of those Latvian people who
have been less fortunate and those who have
died in vain for their freedoms, we turn to
you as & person in whom public trust has
been reposed and hope that you will con-
cern yourself with the fact that freedom has
been deprived from many people by the
Russian Communists.

Respectfully yours,
ALBERTS LioUms, Chairman.

HEARINGS OF COMMITTEE ON
AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
ON FOOD STAMP PLAN

Mr. ELLENDER. Mr. President, on
the time of the Senate, I announce that
next Thursday, at 9 a.m., the Commit-
tee on Agriculture and Forestry will be-
giﬂl}. hearings on the food stamp plan

RECESS TO TOMORROW, AT 10 A.M.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, at
this time, let the good word go from the
Senate Chamber that tomorrow, at 10
a.m., the Senate will reconvene.

Mr. President, in accordance with the
order previously entered, I now move
that the Senate stand in recess until
tomorrow, Saturday, at 10 a.m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 7
o’clock and 5 minutes p.m.) the Senate
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took a recess, under the order of Thurs-
day, June 11, to Saturday, June 13, 1964,
at 10 o’clock a.m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate June 12 (legislative day of
March 30), 1964:

IN THE ARMY

The following-named officer to be placed
on the retired list in grade indicated under
the provisions of title 10, United States
Code, section 3962:

To be general

Gen, Paul Donal Harkins, Army
of the United States (major general, U.S.
Army).

The following-named officer under the
provisions of title 10, United States Code,
section 3066, to be assigned to a position
of Importance and responsibility designated
by the President under subsection (a) of
section 3066, in grade as follows:

Lt. Gen. William Childs Westmoreland,
ESEEERd, Army of the United States (briga-
dier general, U.S. Army), in the grade of

general.

SENATE
SATURDAY, JUNE 13, 1964

(Legislative day of Monday, March 30,
1964)

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

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

Our Father God: To this ancient altar
of our deepest faith, we come at the
beginning of another day of deliberation
seeking light upon our darkened way,
and strength and cleansing within, re-
membering that out of the heart are
the issues of life.

Teach us to value a conscience void
of offense and the royalty of self-respect
above all the pedestals, prizes, and pre-
ferments popular acclaim can offer.

With Thy benediction upon them, may
those who here speak and act for the
state in this Chamber of debate and de-
cision be loyal to the royal in them-
selves, seeking always the kingdom with-
in whose radiant qualities are its faith,
its starry ideals, its visions of beauty,
and its aspirations that lay hold of spir-
itual verities.

We ask it in the dear Redeemer’s
name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL
On request of Mr. MANsSFIELD, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Friday,
June 12, 1964, was dispensed with.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States submitting
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nominations was communicated to the
Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his secre-
taries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the President of the United States
submitting sundry nominations, which
was referred to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare

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

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that there be a
morning hour, not to exceed 30 minutes,
and that statements therein be limited
to 3 minutes.

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

ORDER FOR RECESS TO 11 AM.
MONDAY

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent that at the con-
clusion of business today, the Senate
stand in recess to 11 a.m. on Monday.

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

BILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina:

S.2009. A bill for the rellef of G. Nguyen
Tien Hung; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. MOSS:

S.2910. A bill for the relief of 1st Lt. Rey
D. Baldwin; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. DODD:

S.2911. A bill for the relief of Michael F.

Canell; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BARTLETT:

S.2912. A bill to provide for the inclusion
of years of service as judge of the District
Court of the Territory of Alaska in the com-~
putation of Federal judiclal service of Hon.
Walter H. Hodge; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. DIRESEN:

8.2913. A blll to authorize certain modi-
fication of the project for Calumet Harbor
and River, Ill.,, and Ind.; to the Committee
on Public Works.

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

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION—DIS-
POSAL OF CERTAIN MATERIALS
FROM NATIONAL STOCKPILE
Mr. SYMINGTON submitted a con-

current resolution (S. Con. Res. 89) to

express the sense of the Senate on dis-
posal from the national stockpile of cer-
tain materials, which was referred to the

Committee on Armed Services.

(See the above concurrent resolution
printed in full when submitted by Mr.
SymIincTON, which appears under a sepa-
rate heading.)
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