1960

and referred to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency.

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

NOTICE OF MOTION TO SUSPEND
THE RULE—LEGISLATIVE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware (for him-
self and Mrs. SmiTH) submitted the fol-
lowing notice in writing:

In accordance with rule XL of the Stand-
ing Rules of the Senate, I hereby give notice
in writing that it is my intention to move
to suspend paragraph 4 of rule XVI for the
purpose of proposing to the bill (HR.
12232) making appropriations for the legis-
lative branch for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1961, and for other purposes, the follow-
ing amendment; namely: At the proper place
in the bill insert the following:

“Sec. . (a) The second sentence of section
502(b) of the Mutual Security Act of 1954,
as amended, is amended to read as follows:
“Within the first sixty days that Congress is
in session in each calendar year, the chair-
man of each such committee shall prepare
a consolidated report showing the total
itemized expenditures during the preceding
calendar year of the committee and each
subcommittee thereof, and of each member
and employee of such committee or sub-
committee, and shall forward such consoli-
dated report to the Committee on House
Administration of the House of Represent-
atives (if the committee be a committee of
the House of Representatives or a joint com-
mittee whose funds are disbursed by the
Clerk of the House) or to the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate (if the com-
mittee be a Senate committee or a joint com-
mittee whose funds are disbursed by the
Becretary of the Senate).

“(b) Each member of the United States
group or delegation to the Interparliamen-
tary Union, the NATO Parliamentarian's
Conference, the Canada-United States Inter-
parliamentary Group, the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group, or any
similar interparliamentary group of which
the United States is a member, and each em-~
ployee of the Senate or House of Represent-
atives, by whom or on whose behalf expendi-
tures are made from funds appropriated for
the expenses of such group or delegation,
shall file with the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate in
the case of Members or employees of the
Senate, or with the Committee on Foreign
Affairs of the House of Representatives in the
case of Members or employees of the House,
an itemized report showing all such expendi-
tures made by or on behalf of each Member
or employee together with the purposes of
the expenditure, including lodging, meals,
transportation, and other purposes. Within
sixty days after the beginning of each regu-
lar session of Congress, the chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations and the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs shall prepare consolidated reports show-
ing with respect to each such group or dele-
gation, the total amount expended, the
purposes of the expenditures, the amount
expended for each such purpose, the names
of the Members or employees by or on behalf
of whom the expenditures were made and the
amount expended by or on behalf of each
Member or employee for each such purpose.
The consolidated reports prepared by the
chairman of the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations of the Senate shall be filed with the
Committee on Appropriations of the Senate
and the consolidated reports prepared by
the chairman of the Committee on Foreign
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Affairs of the House shall be filed with the
Committee on House Administration of the
House. Each such consolidated report shall
be printed in the Congressional Record within
ten days after receipt by the Committee on
Appropriations of the Senate or the Com-
mittee on House Administration of the
House.

“{c) Section 60 of the Revised Statutes (2
U.8.C. 102) is amended by adding at the end
thereof a new paragraph as follows:

“ ‘Reports of the Secretary of the Senate
and the Clerk of the House of Representatives
under this section shall be printed as Senate
and House documents, respectively.’ ”

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware (for him-
self and Mrs. SmiTH) also submitted an
amendment, intended to be proposed by
them, jointly, to House bill 12232, mak-
ing appropriations for the legislative
branch for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1961, and for other purposes, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

ADJOURNMENT TO 10:30 A M.
TOMORROW

Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. Mr. Presi-
dent, in accordance with the order pre-
viously entered, I move that the Senate
adjourn until 10:30 o'clock a.m. to-
mMOrrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 11
o'clock and 54 minutes p.m.) the Senate
adjourned, under the order previously
entered, until tomorrow, Friday, June
17,1960, at 10:30 o'clock a.m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

THaURSDAY, JUNE 16, 1960

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Reverend William Coley Roeger,
S.T.M., pastor of St. James’ Evangelical
Lutheran Church, Chalfont, Pa., offered
the following prayer:

Almighty God, our Heavenly Father,
Who art truly our mighty fortress and a
bulwark that never faileth, we give
thanks unto Thee for Thy goodness
vouchsafed to Thy children in this fair
land. We praise Thee for the precious
heritage of liberty which is ours, and we
beseech Thee that we may be found
worthy of Thy trust in us. Give to the
leaders of our Nation true love of liberty,
a zeal for righteousness, and courage to
choose the hard right rather than the
easy wrong. Kindle in them a determi-
nation to lead our Nation and the world
to peace with honor and justice, and in
all their deliberations guide them by
Thy most Gracious Spirit; through
Jesus Christ Thy Son our Lord. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of
yesterday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
McGown, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate had passed a joint reso-
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lution of the following title, in which
concurrence of the House is requested:

S.J. Res. 170. Joint resolution to authorize
the participation in an international conven-
tion of representative citizens from the North
Atlantic Treaty nations to examine how
greater political and economic cooperation
among their peoples may be promoted, to
provide for the appointment of U.S. dele-
gates to such convention, and for other pur-
poses.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
12117) entitled “An act making appro-
priations for the Department of Agricul-
ture and Farm Credit Administration for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961, and
for other purposes.”

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendments of the
House to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 4 and 6 to the foregoing bill.

COMMITTEE ON RULES

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Rules may have until midnight
tonight to file certain privileged reports.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Vir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

IMPORT DUTIES ON CERTAIN
COARSE WOOL

Mr. MILLS submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill (H.R.
9322) to make permanent the existing
suspension of duties on certain coarse
wool.

TEMPORARY SUSPENSION OF DUTY
ON PERSONAL AND HOUSEHOLD
EFFECTS BROUGHT INTO UNITED
STATES UNDER GOVERNMENT OR~-
DERS

Mr. MILLS submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill (H.R.
9881) to extend for 2 years the existing
provisions of law relating to the free
importation of personal and household
effects brought into the United States
under Government orders.

SUSPENSION OF IMPORT DUTIES ON
CERTAIN SHOE LATHES AND
CASEIN
Mr. MILLS submitted a conference

report and statement on the bill (H.R.

9862) to continue for 2 years the existing

extension of duties on certain lathes

used for shoe last roughing or for shoe
last finishing.

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking and Cwrrency may
have until midnight Saturday night to
file a report on the bill H.R. 12603.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

NATIONAL WOOL MONTH

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent for the imme-
diate consideration of the joint resolu-
tion (H.J.Res. 696) to provide for the
designation of the month of September
1960, as “National Wool Month.”

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joinf resolution,
as follows:

Whereas September 1960 marks the two
hundredth anniversary of the recognition of
wool production and wool manufacture in
the United States as an industry; and

Whereas from its humble beginning in the
homes and on the farms of the colonists in
the early 1600's, the American wool growing
and textile industry has become an integral
part of our national economy and one of our
great industries with millions of citizens di-
rectly, or indirectly, dependent upon it, and
representing more than $5,000,000,000 a year
in the retall value of its products; and

Whereas its nationwide scope is evidenced
in that over three thousand of the three
thousand and sixty-eight counties in the
United States are involved in one or more
wool production or textile operations, with
wool grown In every State of the Union, in-
cluding Alaska and Hawaili; and

Whereas this great Industry has been and
is now facing severe competition from var-
ious sources, and is fighting in every way to
preserve wool growing and wool manufac-
turing in the United States, it is most fit-
ting that national recognition and support
be given the wool industry: Now, therefore,
be it

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America
in Congress assembled, That the President
is authorized and requested to lssue a proc-
lamation designating the month of Septem-
ber 1960 as “National Wool Month”, and
calling upon the people of the United States
to observe such month with appropriate ac-
tivities and ceremonies.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, was
read the third time, and passed, and a
a?)'lﬁm to reconsider was laid on the

e.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker,
this year, 1960, we celebrate a landmark
in the history of textiles, the 200th an-
niversary of the American wool textile
industry. The story of textiles is the
story of mankind. We do not know
when wool was first spun and woven into
cloth. But long before the time of re-
corded history, woolen fabrics were
made by the Swiss lake dwellers. Gar-
ments made of wool fabrics were worn
by the Babylonians as early as 4000 B.C.
Joseph's “coat of many colors,” men-
tioned in the Bible, was said to be made
of wool.
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Skipping many, many centuries of
world history, we come to more modern
times. During the years of lusty growth
of the 13 American Colonies, England
was the world’s leading wool textile man-
ufacturer. And that was the basis for
much conflict. The mother country,
pursuing a policy of industrialization on
the home front, attempted to thwart
any development of industry in the Col-
onies. Strict mercantilism was the rule;
the Colonies were looked upon as
sources of raw materials for the mother
country, markets for goods of English
manufacture. This two-way trade
served to enrich the coffers of enter-
prising English industrialists, as well as
the entire island economy.

Attempts at colonial manufacture of
woolen textiles and other products
sowed the seeds of ferment in young
America. The manufacture of woolen
cloth was literally one of the foundation
stones of our American Nation.

As early as 1699, the English Parlia-
ment passed an act forbidding exporta-
tion of wool and woolen manufactures
from any colony in which such goods
were produced. Nevertheless, by 1760,
the beginnings of woolen textile manu-
facture, centered in New England, were
well under way. It was the attempt by
England to stifle independent industry
and commerce that led in large measure
to sounding the tocsin for liberty.

Then, as now, the woolen industry was
a right arm of American fighting forces.
It was during the American Revolution
that woolen manufacture received its
first great impetus for expansion. Cut
off from imports, the patriots were hard
pressed for warm clothing.

A few years after the successful con-
clusion of the War for Independence,
Arthur Scholfield introduced factory
manufacture of woolen yarn at Byfield,
Mass. The year was 1794. These en-
deavors formed the beginning of the in-
dustrial revolution in this country.

In 1801 Merino sheep, producers of
some of the finest wool in the world, were
imported into the United States from
Spain and France. This strain helped
to improve domestic sheep. By 1810,
around 24 woolen mills were operating
in New England and nearby States.
About this time, the manufacture of wool
carpets and rugs began. Since then, the
fame of these American products has
spread throughout the world.

After 1830, improvements in ma-
chinery, the development of transporta-
tion, and growth of cities stimulated
further growth of wool manufacture.

Then came the Civil War. Once again
the clash of arms brought in its wake a
tremendous impetus for vast expansion
of the industrial machine. Demand for
uniforms, overcoats, woolen caps, mit-
tens, and blankets stepped up woolen
manufacture to previously unheard of
heights.

Following the civil strife of the 1860’s
came the great push westward. The
country was fairly dizzy with railroad
building, construction of factories, and
new cities. Woolen manufacture kept
pace with the times, increasing to such
an extent that before 1900 the industry
was providing more than 90 percent of
domestic requirements.
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The horizons of history are dotted
with wars. The 20th century has proved
no exception, and during both world
conflagrations which have occurred
within the lifetime of many of us, the
wool industry was a necessary adjunct to
the war efforts. During World War II,
the textile industry as a whole furnished
10,000 different items from uniforms to
blankets and helmet liners.

We have seen the woolen textile in-
dustry grow to a giant among all Ameri-
can fields of enterprise. In recent years,
like all branches of textile manufacture,
woolens have been challenged by syn-
thetic fibers.

But wool has met the competition
from synthetics perhaps more success-
fully than most other natural fibers.
There is an old maxim, “If you can't
beat them, join them.” Many wool
textile manufacturers have done just
that. Formerly utilizing natural fibers
exclusively, they are now producing
fabrics of mixtures of wool and dacron,
wool and nylon, and other combinations.
Fabrics of pure wool and wool used in
combination with synthetics now have
many consumer-desired properties, such
as nonshrinkability, permanent pleating,
crushproofing, mothproofing, and show-
erproofing. These are truly wonder ma-
terials.

Today the manufacture of woolen
goods, including fabrics for clothing,
blankets, upholstery, industrial mate-
rials, and carpets, is a multi-billion-
dollar business. In 1957, the latest year
for which data are available, the value
of shipments of all woolen fabrics and
carpeting amounted to nearly $1.2 billion
and in 1958 the payroll of the woolen
goods industry totaled almost $375
million.

We must not forget that the economic
ramifications of woolen textile manu-
facture extends far beyond the borders
of the industry itself. Large expendi-
tures upon machinery are required.
Such investments total hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars annually. The woolen
textile industry has become a huge cus-
tomer of the chemieal industry, source
of synthetic fiber materials. Woolen
textile manufacture also requires hun-
dreds of millions of dollars worth of
fuel, power, transportation, paper prod-
ucts, electrical supplies, hardware, and
packing materials.

Even as wool manufacture was a vital
part of the economy during the early
days of our Republic, so is it today. All
industries today are characterized by
constant technological changes. Woolen
textile production has always kept pace
with new developments. Excellence of
manufacture, plus ingenious new ma-
terials of wool and wool in combination
with other fibers, I know, will insure the
continued importance of woolen textiles
for the unforeseen future.

It is proper that the contributions of
those engaged in the American wool tex-
tile industry, past and present, be rec-
ognized on the occasion of the 200th
anniversary of the establishment in
America and in our hemisphere of this
important business, which has con-
tributed so much to the building and
progress of our country.
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FORCED WITHDRAWAL OF INVITA-
TION TO PRESIDENT EISENHOWER
TO VISIT JAPAN

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. HERLONG. Mr. Speaker, the
forced withdrawal of the invitation to
President Eisenhower to Japan is another

victory for the Communists. It points -

up more clearly than ever the ineptness
of the free world in counteracting inter-
national Communist agitation. Both in
the United States and in the rest of the
free world we need to have dedicated,
trained people who are knowledgeable
and skilled in the art of counteraction to
Communist propaganda. We needed
them yesterday. If we get them tomor-
row it will help. Who can say when it
will be too late?

I again call the attention of the House
to the fact that the gentleman from Min-
nesota [Mr. Juop] and I have introduced
a bill calling for the creation of a Free-
dom Commission which would establish
a freedom academy. At this school
would be taught the science of counter-
action to Communist propaganda about
which it has been shown that we know
so little. Students would also be in-
structed in the best ways to sell democ-
racy to the free world in this great battle
for the minds of men.

Some people have said that we cannot
afford the $2 million that it might take
to establish this school. At the same
time we are being asked to consider
spending $12 million to build a freedom
wall in nearby Virginia. I have no ob-
jection to our setting up monuments to
commemorate great events to remind us
of the heritage that is ours, but a wall is
a dead thing. Would it not be so much
better to spend just one-sixth of that
amount to create a living monument in
the form of a school which could do
something constructive toward the pres-
ervation of our way of life?

FORCED WITHDRAWAL OF INVITA-
TION TO PRESIDENT EISENHOWER
TO VISIT JAPAN

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, apparently our great President
has been stopped from going to Japan at
the request of the Japanese Government.
I hope at least that certain public offi-
cials will not take this as an opportunity
to further make excuses and 3ustiﬂcaticm
for Mr. Khrushchev’s insulting, horrible,
and vicious attacks on the President of
the United States. To do so would cer-
tainly be lending added aid and comfort
to the Communists. It is a disgrace to
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the people of this country who use those
tactics and a sad commentary on their
Americanism. The fact that they are
not presenting them as they should con-
stitutes not only an attack on our Presi-
dent but also an attack on the United
States. I pray they will cease, and I am
sure the Members of the House also pray
that they will. This is the belief of the
people of my district, who tell me they
bitterly resent insults to the President
and to the United States. They dearly
love their country.

CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. DORN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I make the point of order that
a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move a call of the House.

A call of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their
names:

[Roll No. 135]
Barden Flynt McGinley
Blitch Fountain Morrls, Okla.
Brown, Mo. Hull Moulder
Buckley Jackson Plost
Burdick Jensen Rogers, Tex.
Carnahan Kearns Shelley
Celler Kilburn Steed
Durham Loser Taylor

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 408
Members have answered to their names,
a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceit'z;ginss under the call were dispensed
with.

MUTUAL SECURITY AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATION BILL,
1961

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bhill (H.R. 12619) making appro-
priations for mutual security and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1961, and for other purposes; and
pending that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that general debate
be limited to not to exceed 4 hours, one-
half to be controlled by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. TaBerl and one-
half by myself.

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

There was no objection.

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

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill HR. 12619, with
Mr. MiLLs in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, on
page 16 of the minority report we find
this language: “This is no time to ‘kow-
tow’ to KEKhrushchev or be soft on
communism.”
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That is a rather serious, and certainly
an unfounded, insinuation against the
members of the committee of both par-
ties who voted to report this bill to the
floor, based upon common sense and
justifications, and not from yielding to
pressure and propaganda.

I shall ask you this question at the
outset: Are you willing to substitute
propaganda from many sources and
propaganda-inspired wires and letters
for the diligent study and work of your
committee?

Judging by what has happened re-
cently in our foreign relations, it is even
more evident now than previously that
money alone will not get the job done.

The bill before you calls for new funds
in the amount of $3,384,500,000; unobli-
gated funds to be reappropriated, $52,-
514,000; and cash receipts anticipated,
$56,200,000. This makes a total of new
dollar funds in the amount of $3,493,-
214,000. This is the highest amount rec-
ommended for the mutual security pro-
gram since I became chairman of the
Foreign Operations Appropriations Sub-
committee 6 years ago.

I heard earlier today over the radio
that some of the liberal Republicans and
some of the liberal Democrats have
joined up to fatten the bill. They could
have saved their trouble had they talked
first with me or any other member of
the committee, because the bill is already
fattened. It calls for the highest amount
recommended during the past 6 years.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, how often can one make a
point of order that the House is not in
order.

The CHAIRMAN. Any time that the
House is not in order. Does the gentle-
man make the point of order that the
House is not in order?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I do,
Mr. Chairman.
The CHAIRMAN. The Committee

will be in order.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
funds now recommended for fiscal 1961
exceed the amount reported by the com-
mittee in 1956 by $854 million. It ex-
ceeds the 1957 recommendation by $680,-
940,000. It exceeds the 1958 report by
$968,554,000. It exceeds the 1959 recom-
mendation by $415,121,150, and the 1960
recommendation by $306,714,000.

So great has been our outpouring of
dollars to foreign aid recipient countries
that they now have dollars in excess of
their needs, and they are using these dol-
lars to buy U.S. bonds and securities. In
reality, therefore, we are paying these
recipient nations interest on the dollars
that we have given to them.

I might appropriately state for the
REecorp at this point that our gold re-
serves in the last 7 years have dropped
from $23 billion to approximately $19
billion. During that same period foreign
dollar holdings have gone up from
$11.5 billion to about $19 billion. You
know, and I know, that foreign govern-
ments have a direct claim on our gold
reserves. It requires what amounts to
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about $12 billion to support our own
monetary system, and that only leaves
$7 billion for other purposes. If there
should be a run on our gold reserves you
could not pay $19 billion with $7 billion.
The holders of the gold, in addition to
the foreign central governments, would
have to transfer their holdings over to
the government of their country in order
to become eligible for a direct claim, but
it could conceivably be done.

May I say also that the record is clear
that we are pricing ourselves out of the
world market for many items and in all
probability this foreign aid program has
been a major contributory factor.

I say to this House at this time that
we had a trade deficit with Japan last
year; we had a net trade deficit with
all of Latin America last year. And if
you exclude the shipment of surplus
agricultural commodities last year we
had a trade deficit with Europe.

I can say that we now can have steel
delivered dockside at New Orleans, from
foreign countries, at lower cost than we
can get it from Philadelphia.

May I also remind that too many times
we do not go as far as we should into
the record. So, I say to you again that
our public debt exceeds by $47,744 mil-
lion the entire public debt of all the other
nations of the world.

And I want to say, too, it happens that
every year when we handle this foreign
aid bill, at just about this time, there
is some tense international incident. I
recall that one year an unidentified sub-
marine was reported lurking in the wa-
ters near New York Harbor. And we had
that headline across the Nation. In
another year the Chinese Reds were
stepping up their bombardment of Que-
moy and Matsu. That caused some ex-
citement. Then, in another year the
Russian sputnik was in orbit. And that
caused a lot of excitement. Another year
the U.S. Marines were landing in Leb-
anon, and again we had a fight on our
hands. Another year the Nixons were
being spat upon in Latin America. That,
too, cost us some extra money.

Of course, in this year, there was the
U-2 incident. And, as long as we are
Members of this House, and I am sure
long thereafter, there will be varying
types of incidents. That fact in itself
should convince us that money alone will
not cure our ills.

There is more interference from more
quarters and more pressure concerning
this bill than in all of the other money
requests that the Congress is asked to
consider. With this bill, if the requests
of the administration are justified, why
do we get such pressures and propaganda
as we do?

‘Why is this program so fouled up and
uncontrollable? One part of the answer
is a simple one. These are the different
directors of the program since I have
been chairman of the subcommittee: Mr.
Stassen, Mr. Hollister, Mr. Smith—and
we were told that 18 men refused the
directorship before Mr. Smith finally ac-
cepted. Then we came to Mr. Saccio,
who was Acting Director, and the Di-
rector at this time is Mr. Riddleberger.
And he is there because they had to pull

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

in a career man so that he would not
quit the job.

I want to say that those people are
told much of what to do. And when they
find that they actually have little to do
with managing the program, they usually
resign and the subordinates let the pro-
gram run wild. So, as a result, every-
body’s program is nobody’s program.

I have been accused of being a party to
ruining this program ever since I have
been the subcommittee’'s chairman.
That is a harsh indictment against one
who has tried to live up to his respon-
sibilities and to help put some sense into
the program. This committee is entitled,
I believe, to your commendation, not your
condemnation.

Mr. Chairman, I want to say this—and
I shall document this so that you may
take it into account later in the day—
that back in 1957, when we were consid-
ering the appropriation for the fiscal year
1958, they called a White House confer-
ence. I was invited. We had some very
fine men there; Mr. Saltonstall, Mr.
Knowland, the Speaker of the House of
Representatives, and Joe Martin, and

others. There were many dignitaries,
along with the chairman of this
committee.

After considerable deliberation they
finally invited me to make a statement.
I was shaky; I do not mind acknowledg-
ing that, because I knew I was going to
tell the President the truth. I said, in
effect, “Mr. President, your subordinates
have misled you. They have not given
you the facts. I can report to you, Mr.
President, that just a few hours ago
$538,800,000 in military funds were al-
lowed to lapse because they had no justi-
fications and they could not even reserve
them.” He turned to a secretary and
verified that information. Immediately
afterward, the meeting broke up, and I
have not been back to the White House
since. However, I have sought oppor-
tunity to discuss the program with the
President so I could point out to him, as
I did that year, something of the weak-
nesses and the hidden money which I do
not believe the President knows about.
Such an opportunity did not materialize.
I asked my friend, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Taser] a few days ago to
please get an appointment for me with
the President. He said he would try. I
have not heard about it from Mr,,
TABER, either.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us face this
matter realistically. It is not our per-
sonal money that we are giving away, but
it belongs to the people we represent.
Working conscientiously to do a good job,
I can report to you that even though we
have “ruined” the program every year
since I became chairman of the subcom-
mittee, we have reduced the President’s
request in 5 fiscal years by $4,071,003,750,
only to have it acknowledged later that
our action had helped to improve the
program.

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

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Massachusetts.

Mr. McCORMACK. I might say in
connection with my friend’'s statement
that he tried to make an appointment
that this is the eighth year of the present
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administration and the Democratic lead-
ership in both branches has never been
asked to meet before the fact. Any meet-
ing we have ever had has been just a
briefing or an after-the-fact disclosure.

Mr. PASSMAN. I thank the majority
leader.

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

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. I happen to have been
present a time or two when Mr. Dulles
even came up to the House to ask our
advice. I recall the Speaker was there
on one occasion when he consulted us
about the problem we faced, early 1955
when Formosa was being threatened.
Mr. Dulles asked what policy we would
suggest and what kind of language we
would put into a resolution which was
being considered as a possible policy
statement. We went over a tentative
draft sentence by sentence and gave sug-
gestions. There were other times when
I happened to be present at bipartisan
consultations in the State Department,
before policies were decided.

Mr. McCORMACEK. If the gentleman
will yield further, at any meeting I have
ever attended, and as far as I know any
Democratic leader has ever attended, we
have been told certain things, we have
been given a briefing. We have had the
opportunity to ask questions, but in a
meeting of that kind if you ask two ques-
tions you are asking one too many. So
that there has never been any meeting
I have ever attended and, as far as I
know, the Democratic leadership, where
we were asked to try to have a meeting
of the minds and a frank discussion as
to where we could get together on legis-
lation, not only this but any legislation.
It was just the difference between being
there before the fact and being simply
briefed.

Mr. PASSMAN. I thank the majority
leader. I am not an orator, nor an at-
torney, but I am a conscientious Member
of this House trying to do a creditable
jol? for the American taxpayer. I am
going to present our case based upon the
testimony and the justifications. I will
document our case accurately: and I say
without fear of successful contradiction,
you are not going to be able to tear my
figures down—firy as hard as you may.

Mr. Chairman, every year, as you are
aware, this charge has been made—that
the cut in the funds would destroy the
program. But let us see what has really
happened.

From page 189 of the hearings for the
fiscal year 1958 appropriation, you find
this question:

Mr. PassMaN. Will you agree with me that
we actually appropriated too much money
for these agencies last year?

This is the answer by Director Hol-
lister:

Mr. HoLLisTER. More than they were able
to obligate.

From page 13 of the hearings on the
fiscal year 1959 appropriation, there is
the following question:

Mr. PassMAN. Are all phases of the mutual
securlty program financed and are commit-

ments being met to a reasonable measure
at this time?
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The following is the answer by Secre-
tary Dillon:

Mr. Diron. They are sufficiently financed.
Yes, Mr. Chalrman.

In this colloquy, from page 251 and
page 252 of the hearings for fiscal year
1959 appropriations, there is the fol-
lowing :

Mr. PassMaN. Mr. Secretary, there has been
a tremendous amount of publicity given to
the foreign ald programs indicating that
great damage has been done to this program
in the past. However, would the evidence
not indicate our commitments are being lived
up to in a reasonable manner?

This was the answer by Secretary
Sprague:

I feel that your statement is substantlally
correct. The reductions that Congress has
effectuated In this program have assisted
the executive branch in administering the
program in a more efficient manner. There
is no question about that.

May I say this, with reference to all
the howling in the past about the com-
mittee ruining this program, that in ad-
dition to all the money that was obli-
gated, and in this program with the mili-
tary, if they cannot obligate they re-
serve—and after all the trouble they go
to trying to obligate and trying to re-
serve, the actual figures for each fiscal
year—1956, 1957, 1958, 1959, and 1960,
the total amount of unobligated funds
that would have lapsed if we had not
reappropriated the money amounts to
$818,653,000.

Do you not think we are entitled to
your commendation, rather than your
condemnation, for doing a creditable
job for the Nation? From our hearings
on the 1961 bill, I quote the following
colloquy, from page 507:

Mr. PassmaN. If we had given you the
money you asked for, you would have used
it in this program. You would have bought
some whether you needed it or not, and
it would have been, today, in excess.

General Norstap. If you had given us,
every year, everything we had asked for, the
total at the present time would indicate
some overages that now make; that is cor-
rect.

Mr. Chairman, this is the sixth year
that it has been my privilege to present
for your consideration the mutual secu-
rity appropriation bill. The bill before
you calls for $300 million more than the
bill presented last year for the military
assistance program,

This year, the justifications are weak-
er, but the pressure is stronger. It is
customary in almost every field of en-
deavor to talk most on the weaker points.
Big guns will be fired today. Baut, in
the end, if you will base your decision
on the facts, rather than fancy, you will
support the committee.

May I say now, as I have said in the
past, without mental reservation and
without fear of successful contradiction,
and supported by the testimony of
others, that a major trouble with the
program is, indeed, too much money, and
not too little. If you want to get the
true picture of this situation, I invite
you to read the GAO reports.

Mr. Chairman, I wish I had the
strength of Samson, and of Johansson
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and Patterson—and it would require that
kind of strength to combat many of
those who have a downright selfish and
personally profitable interest in the pro-
gram, such as the 44,000 employees of
the mutual security program, high-rank-
ing military personnel, the prestige of
the White House and the State Depart-
ment, the many colleges and universities
in 30 States and the District of Columbia
which have contracts under this pro-
gram, and numerous others.

I repeat, we have been on the receiving
end of pressure from all phases of the
program, the prestige of the White House
and the State Department, the many col-
leges and universities in 30 States and
the District of Columbia who have con-
tracts under this program, and the
others. Administration leaders at the
top echelon are too busy and without
sufficient time to hear the other side of
the story. Their recommendations and
beliefs are based practically entirely
upon the presentation of only one side
of the story.

However, for 6 years you have sup-
ported the committee’s recommenda-
tions, and without exception have found
that you had acted wisely, and that we
had not misled you or misrepresented
facts. Support the committee again and
you will be on even firmer ground than
you have ever been.

I have endeavored to face up to the
tremendous responsibility assigned to me
and have conducted during the past 10
months, studies, listened to briefings, and
held hearings and made inspections in
many nations of the world. More than
10,000 pages of transcript were taken
in our hearings this year, and later con-
densed into more than 3,000 printed
pages of hearings. I might add that the
committee conducted closed-door hear-
ings in the Republic of China, Denmark,
the Netherlands, France, Norway, and
Belgium, the latter two moving their
witnesses to designated spots in order to
accommodate the committee.

The hearings are most voluminous and

more self-condemning than ever before—
voluminous notwithstanding the fact
that possibly 25,000 words have been de-
leted and not for security reasons alone,
but to save downright embarrassment to
many of those connected with the pro-
gram. You may go to the committee
room and read for yourselves what they
deleted. Believe it or not, they even
took out quotations from newspaper elip-
pings.
So, I say that this program has devel-
oped into a monstrosity. It is indeed a
mild characterization, considering the
diversity, the broadness, and complexity
of the program. The hearings will indi-
cate that some of the witnesses implied
that the program has become so com-
plicated that they themselves do not
understand it.

Past, present, and planned, we are in
77 nations of the world with this pro-
gram, and in 60 of these nations they
have received or soon will receive mili-
tary assistance.

The total amount spent on all phases
of foreign aid since the end of World
‘War II through June 30, 1960, stands at
$103,209 million.
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The grants, gross credits, investments
‘in international institutions and other
assistance amount to $87,840,168,000.

The total cost of all phases of foreign
aid to the American taxpayer is now av-
eraging $10,841 million annually. This
includes 4-percent interest only on the
$87 billion of money we have borrowed
to give away. The total cost, therefore,
of all foreign aid to the American tax-
payers is now approximately $30 million
daily.

Mr. Chairman, it might be well to es-
tablish, and later it may well be estab-
lished, that I am one of the best friends
the foreign aid program ever had, be-
cause if its weaknesses, abuses, extrava-
gances, and mismanagement are not
checked and brought under control the
entire program might eventually fall of
its own weight, by the demands of the
indignant American taxpayers.

The greatest abusers and manipula-
tors in the program are the military.
They cannot stand to be questioned or
pinned down. They are infuriated
when their lack of knowledge of the
program is pointed out. They expect
those stars to blind you, Mr. Chairman,
and when you press your point in all but
a few instances, they stare at you with
what appears to be contempt. Clever as
they may be, there are a lot of unan-
swered questions.

Apparently they want us to appropri-
ate on fiction, and not on facts.

It would appear that when they need
a dozen screwdrivers they buy a gross.
There is abundant information concern-
ing these conditions. Much of it is run-
ning in the Washington newspapers at
this time, pointing up the waste and in-
efficiency of the military procurement
system. They have used the mutual se-
curity military assistance program in
many instances to unload billions of dol-
lars on the program, representing their
own overpurchases.

Mr. Chairman, the total amount of
military assistance since the inception of
the program stands at $25,252 million to
all of the nations receiving equipment
and services in the military category, a
total of 60.

The belief that once the requirements
had been filled the program would de-
crease prompted me to request a letter
and a report and to make some on-the-
spot inspections and studies.

On June 27, 1958, warehouses through-
out the world bulged with military equip-
ment the countries did not need.

Here is what a high official in the De-
fense Department said to me in a letter,
the letter which I hold in my hand:

DeAr Mr. CHAIRMAN: You may recall that
I reported to you I had requested the mili-
tary assistance advisory groups in the Near
East to assist me in arriving at a percentage
of equipment delivered since the beginning
of the military assistance program that is
currently available and serviceable for com-
bat.

I now have the information from the mili-
tary assistance advisory groups and have
arrived at an estimate of 92 percent. This
fipure was derived as the weighted average

on information I had in Iran, Greece, Turkey,
and Pakistan.

Then they give the estimates as de-
veloped from separate data on ships,
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aireraft, tanks, and combat vessels, mo-
tor transport vehicles, weapons, electron-
ics and other equipment, and that infor-
mation is available for any person’s in-
spection.

I decided to follow this up with on-the-
spot studies and hearings. The tran-
sceript of those hearings is here on the
table. The information is classified, but
any Member is privileged to come here
and check my figures.

We found out that in Denmark 95 per-
cent of the equipment we had given them
was on hand and ready for use if needed;
Norway, 87 percent; The Netherlands,
90 percent; Belgium, 90 percent, and
China, 82 percent. The Comptroller
General’s report certainly points up these
facts.

If there is any question in your mind
about the accuracy of what I am detail-
ing to you, please check the record:

Military assistance program, United
States gave 421 jet planes to a Far East-
ern country, the air force of which
boasted only 186 qualified jet pilots.

The military shipped 255 tanks to a
country that had an active tank force of
only 30 men. This figures at over 8
tanks per man in the tank corps.

The Defense Department shipped to
Germany more F-84 jet planes than there
were pilots in that country. When
caught, they had a vague excuse. They
explained that storage charges are less
in Germany than in the United States.

They shipped to another country 391
planes at a total cost of $70 million,
and by the fall of that year 45 of the
planes had been placed in permanent
storage and 160 in temporary storage.

They delivered to Ethiopia three Army
surgical hospitals. At the time of the
program there was only one native
doctor in the Ethiopian Army.

Examples of similar types are prac-
tically innumerable.

The Comptroller General warned the
Congress that as a result of such ex-
cessive arms shipments many countries
are building up a military force which
the United States may be unable or
unwilling to support indefinitely.

Commenting on the GAO criticism,
Secretary Dillon stated, and I read you
his remarks:

The Comptroller General said also that
certain of these deliveries are in amounts
that the countries concerned will be unable
to support themselves. That is certainly
true, and in the case of these Far Eastern
countries, we recognize that.

The Comptroller General’s current
criticism is based on a series of 10 GAO
reports, all of them classified for security
reasons, or so they say; the military,
that is. The military program in these
countries you will find in these reports
here on the committee table. The
Comptroller General’s criticism appears
to back up the charges that the Defense
Department is using the highly secret
military aid program to get rid of surplus
military equipment.

Here is an article from the Wall
Street Journal, dated November 2, 1959,
and I quote:

Treasury-State Department battle looms

over foreign ald outlay in new budget. The
State Department, which oversees joint eco-
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nomic and military aid, is pressing for a
larger request, officials disclose, on the

that onal paring may re-
duce the lowered request to dangerous levels.

In discussing this matter, the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. TABER]
summed it up better than I can when he
said, and I quote:

Mr. Taser. I have been around here for a
long time and I have never known of a time
when there was not an asking price. You
have to expect that and not get too much
disturbed by the fact that there is an asking
price.

I know Mr. Taser and I still agree, and
that is why I understand the difficult
position in which our distinguished sen-
ior colleague is placed today.

But, Mr. Chairman, I was so alarmed
over this asking price, and Mr. TABER’S
support that there is an asking price,
that I suspended our subcommittee hear-
ings and, accompanied by the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. RuopEs] and com-
mittee staff members, from one Friday
night to the following Friday night we
examined the military assistance pro-
grams covering five countries. The con-
ditions there in the military assistance
programs ran true to form.

In countries A, B, C, and D we found
military equipment on hand in excess
of requirements and available for redis-
tribution in the amount of $214,543,000,
and country E had $100 million in ex-
cess. The total cost of excess military
equipment in those five nations alone
was more than $314 million.

On page 4 of the Comptroller Gen-
:{l?l's report dated May 16, 1960, he said

s:

For example, in one country the MAAG
was aware that consideration was being
given to deactivation of certain country
forces as early as 1957. However, MAP sup-
ported force goals in that country were
not adjusted until January 1959 at which
time the program was substantially ad-
vanced and over 90 percent of the conven-
tional equipment programed had been de-
livered. In this country quantities of equip-
ment, estimated to exceed $100 million, are
now excess to the needs of the forces cur-
rently approved or contemplated for MAP
support.

Although certain of the excesses resulted
from deliveries made before there was
knowledge of the country’s plans for reduc-
ing its forces, substantial quantities of un-
needed equipment were programed and de-
livered after the country’s plans for deacti-
vation became known.

They kept rolling it in.

Overcharges to the military assist-
ance program run into the hundreds of
millions of dollars, even though the De-
fense Department will make no admis-
sions of this fact. This is a “husband-
and-wife” deal. The same people who
overbuy have the right, at the same desk,
to move it out and charge it to the mili-
tary assistance program.

They told me, the first year that I
served as chairman of the subcommittee,
“Oh, what a charge you are making,
that we have overcharged the military
assistance program.”

And while we were in conference, there
was a check of $302 million that got so
hot the Air Force could not handle it.
It was so hot that the military assistance
program could not catch it. But, in con-
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ference I said that the $302 million check
must be explained. Then, they admitted
the truth.

I think it possible that the Defense
Department owes hundreds of millions
of dollars in overcharges to the military
assistance program.

Mr. Chairman, the defense support
program, too, runs true to form. I think
I should indicate that “defense support
program” is a misnomer. It is, in fact,
outright economic aid.

I respectfully urge you to turn to page
2206 of the hearings, where you will find
several pages of projects. You may not
agree with me, but I think the Chair
might have to call you down when you
possibly start laughing over some of the
projects which they have set up under
defense support. Let me give you just
a couple of examples of how this pro-
gram operates. I am referring now to
page 2239 of the hearings:

Mr. Gary. Page 89 indicates you are pro-
posing to set aside up to ——— as a cushion
for China’s needs for foreign exchange.

The dollar amount is blank, but it
runs into millions and millions. And
what do they say about that? That it
is as a cushion for that country’s need
for foreign exchange.

Then, referring further to the record:

Mr. PassmMaN. We have to do this to indi-
cate to them our earnestness? You made
that statement, I believe.

Mr. RosemaN. If I did, sir, I misspoke.

Mr. Passman. As a token of our earnest-
ness.

Mr. RoSEMAN. Yes.

So, they are setting aside so many
millions of dollars—I cannot tell you
how much—as a cushion in connection
with this country, should they later
need it.

Let us take another item under this
untouchable and sacred defense sup-
port—economic aid in Vietnam. They
started a highway system. They said
it was going to cost $18,300,000. At a
subsequent date they decided to enlarge
upon this program, and they amended it
by several million dollars more. So my
friend, the gentleman from Georgia [Mr.
Pircuer], and the gentlewoman from Il-
linois [Mrs. CrUrRcH], and others of a
special study mission, wrote a report, one
of the finest I have ever read, and I
have never heard one word to discredit
it. The agency gentleman came back
and said that this highway was now
costing $85 million, but the study mission
said it would probably cost $100 million.

I talked to Mr. PiLcHEr and to the
others and decided to do a little investi-
gating, too. We started to interrogate
the witness about this matter and he
told us that it could not cost $100 mil-
lion. We recessed the subcommittee,
and we got our pencil and paper together
and started to put the flgures down.
When we went back to the hearings he
admitted that, with the local currencies
involved, it was already up to $129,900,-
000, for that one highway project. Now,
that is the record.

Consider the Johns Hopkins contract,
just briefly. Do you realize that we are
paying $800 a month for tuition, $4,000
each of tuition, for a class of 20, for
about 5-month terms? We find that
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some of the ICA people are instructing
other ICA people. But we are paying
$80,000 for each 5-month course, which
is about the highest tuition cost that has
ever come to my attention.

As to the new projects, I think there
are few Members of this House who
realize what we are up against except
possibly those on the Foreign Affairs
Committee. It is a great committee,
and we are not interfering with their
prerogatives. We are writing limitations
in the bill because these people said,
“We do not even read your report.” So
we wrote some limitations into the bill,
to specifically deny the projects. They
did not, before, pay any more atfention
to us than the man in the moon.

These people go out and they throw
this money in behind an obligation.
Then they come in for new funds. After
we give them new funds, we go home,
trying to get reelected, and they start
deobligating. With the deobligated
funds they can start just as many new
projects as they want, without justi-
fying them to any committee of Con-
gress. When they come in to us with
a continuing category of projects we
do not know whether they are old or
new ones. If you take the estimated
cost and then project the cost to com-
pletion, it is evident that these proj-
ects can go into hundreds of millions
of dollars.

You wonder why the colleges and uni-
versities have such a terrific interest in
this proposition? We have in force at
this time 676 contracts with 56 different
colleges, universities, nonprofit institu-
tions, and so forth. The cost is $347,-
636,700.

Now, a few words about the Develop-
ment Loan Fund, if I may. You know,
and I know, that this is not in fact, a
loan., Calling it a loan is a misnomer.
Most of us agree on that. This so-called
loan is repaid in local currency. We
cannot spend that currency in the coun-
try until the country agrees for us to
spend it. You cannot bring anything out
of that country, you cannot spend it in
any other country. It is to the credit
of that country. If you get any dollars
back, the dollars do not go to the Treas-
ury for some other program.

Let us look at the trap in which we
have got caught. It simply means that
if you give nation A $100 million and
you get local currency back, you cannot
spend that currency until you reach an
agreement with that country. If they
do not like it, that $100 million is com-
pletely gone.

Do you not think it might be better to
give a direct grant than to call this a
loan, when you cannot buy anything with
it or pay debts with it?

There are going to be some big guns
fired today. If you will read the report,
I have every reason to believe you will
support this committee. I did not ask
for this job, but, having accepted the as-
signment, I have been, and am, de-
termined to do as good a job as pos-
sible for the committee, the Congress,
and the Nation. I have spent some 300
days this year trying to give you justifi-
cations and a report so that you could
afford to support and possibly commend
this committee, not condemn us.
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The conditions involved in this pro-
gram should be understood. The facts
should be brought out into the open.

I trust that as we deliberate this bill
later in the day there may be oppor-
tunity to detail for you some of the
other information I have now on the
military that I am not going to divulge
until the proper time, but getting it was
about as difficult as twisting a rabbit
out of a hollow log. But I have it, and
I will reveal it at the proper time.

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

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield briefly.

Mr. MERROW. I received, and I as-
sume every member of the committee
received, a letter from the very able
gentleman yesterday including a table
showing the available amount of money
for expenditure in the fiscal year 1961.
I ask the gentleman for information. At
the bottom, in the recapitulation, the un-
expended funds, including unobligated
funds, amount to $4,713,665,000. I won-
der if the gentleman would tell me what
the unobligated funds would be?

Mr., PASSMAN, The estimated un-
obligated funds amount to $52,014,000.
Those funds may not remain unobli-
gated by the end of this fiscal year.
They have until then to obligate those
funds. But I might say that there will
be hundreds of millions of dollars of
those funds reobligated, if history means
anything. I will have more to say later
about that. But, I do want to say to
the gentleman, there is more money
at this time in the bill than the total
amount after this bill had gone through
conference last year. Make no mis-
take about it. All of us know that this
bill is going over to the other body, and
there will be some adjustments before
it is finally completed. So, if you load
this bill up here, you do not leave us
any room to save any money. I trust
that you will support your committee.

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

Mr. PASSMAN, I yield to the gentle-
man from New Hampshire.

Mr. MERROW. Did the gentleman
say that the unobligated funds amounted
to $52 million?

Mr. PASSMAN. Yes; $52,214,000.

Mr. MERROW. Then, actually, ac-
cording to this table, the new funds you
have listed is what is included in this
bill plus the unobligated funds and sales
receipts, and that money then is the
only money for new projects because
thet;-wt of this is obligated; am I cor-
rec

Mr. PASSMAN. That is correct, but
that is more money than has been pro-
vided in the past 6 years.

Mr. MERROW. In view of the fact
that this is a procedure which is carried
out by all departments of the Govern-
ment and the Department of Defense
itself has unexpended funds as of June
30, 1960, amounting to $31.3 billion and
unobligated funds amounting to $7.5
billion, I cannot see how the conclusions
in the gentleman’'s table are an argu-
ment against mutual security.

Mr. PASSMAN. I am not arguing
against the bill. I am only asking you
to support the committee’s recommen-
dations for the appropriation.
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Mr. MERROW. Excuse me, I mean
that the gentleman’s table headed “Mu-
tual security dollar funds available for
expenditure in fiscal 1961,” is not an ar-
gument against the mutual security pro-
gram.

Mr. PASSMAN. I am not arguing
against the mutual security program. I
am trying to save the mutual security
program. If we let this program get
completely out from under control again,
we will never be able to bring it back
under control.

Mr. MERROW. What are the funds
available for new projects?

Mr., PASSMAN. If I may point out
again, there may be $3,493,204,000 for
new projects, which is the greatest
amount which has been available for
new projects in the past 6 years, since
I have been chairman of the subcom-
mittee.

Mr. MERROW. But it is still a cut
from what all the experts advise; is it
not?

Mr. PASSMAN. What experts are
you talking about?

Mr. MERROW. I am talking about
the witnesses who testified before our
committee.

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

Mr. PASSMAN. 1 yield.

Mr. GARY. Will the gentleman name
the experts he is talking about?

Mr. MERROW. You have asked me
who the experts are. Well, in conduct-
ing a hearing, we ask the people from the
Department of State and from the De-
partment of Defense and those who have
been living with the problems to testify
before our committee. These are the
people I refer to as being experts and
from the advice of all of these people,
the minimum we should appropriate is
what the Congress has authorized.

Mr. PASSMAN. They say regularly
that we are going to destroy the program
if we reduce the appropriation, and then
in subsequent years, after we have re-
duced the funds by a total of approxi-
mately $4 billion it is acknowledeged that
we helped to improve the program as a
result of our actions; nevertheless, we
continue to be accused of wrecking the
program. They make many conflicting
claims and statements which in many
cases are not supported by the facts. Is
that the kind of expert testimony to
which you refer?

Mr. MERROW. Then the gentleman
claims that it is useless to consult with
the departments.

Mr., PASSMAN. I am asking you to
listen to our committee. We have never
We base our recommenda~

the interest of our Nation.

Mr. MERROW. Mr. Chairman, on
June 14, 1960, I received a communica-
tion from the chairman of the Foreign
Operations Subcommittee on Appropri-
ations discussing foreign aid. Attached
to the letter was a table showing the mu-
tual security funds by program and
amount with the note “Available for ex-
penditure” fiscal 1961 which begins July
1, 1960. It is my infention to present
an explanation of these figures, and may
I state that the conclusion one reaches
in respect to the funds involved depends
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on his definition of “available.” The
plain fact is that over 50 percent of these
funds are not available for new pro-
grams during the new fiscal year as is
obvious from an objective evaluation.

This table to which I have referred,
by way of recapitulation, indicates that
mutual security funds available for ex-
penditure in fiscal year 1961 total
$8,154,365,000. It is pointed out in this
table that more than half of this
amount—$4,713,665,000—is from unex-
pended funds as of June 30, 1960, from
previous appropriations, another 40
percent of the amount is from new
funds recommended for appropriation
for fisecal year 1961 and the balance—
$56,200,000—for fiscal year 1961 from
such sources as sales of military mate-
riel, loan repayments and reimburse-
ments from special and technical assist-
ance and ICA administrative accounts.

It will help to clarify this picture if we
look to the next fiscal year. It is now
estimated that the unexpended balance
as of June 30, 1960, will be $4,713,665,000
and the amount of money unobligated
as of June 30, 1960, $52,514,000. By sub-
tracting $52,514,000 from the unex-
pended balance, we get $4,661,151,000.
All of this is obligated for various pro-
grams and the only money available for
new projects from previous appropria-
tions is $52,514,000.

Now should the Congress appropriate
$4,086,300,000, the amount we have au-
thorized, the total funds available for
the next fiscal year would be $8,799,965,~
000. This figure is arrived at by adding
the assumed appropriation—$4,086,300,-
000, the obligations— $4,661,151,000, and
$52,614,000 unobligated as of now, plus
$56,200,000 of sales receipts. On super-
ficial analysis, it would seem to be a
large sum of money but actually since
$4,661,151,000 is obligated, the only
money available for new projects from
previously appropriated money would be
$52,514,000.

For the purpose of clarification, if the
Congress refused to appropriate any new
money, then by the end of the current
fiscal year, there would be $52,514,000 of
unobligated funds plus sales receipts of
$56,200,000 to carry on the program and,
in a short time, the mutual security
effort would come to a halt because the
pipeline would be cut. Therefore, by
whatever fizure the Congress reduces the
authorization request, that figure is the
amount by which the pipeline for for-
eign assistance is reduced. It would
seem to me that, although if full appro-
priation were made over $8 million would
be available for expenditure, we ought
to make it perfectly plain that since con-
siderably more than half of this amount
is already obligated, then the only money
available for the purpose of continuing
the program is what the Congress ap-
propriates plus the small amount of un-
obligated funds and sales receipts at
the end of this fiscal year.

By whatever we cut appropriations,
we cut the pipeline and do irreparable
harm to the program.

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

Mr. PASSMAN. I yield.
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Mr. GARY. I gathered from the
gentleman’'s statement that the experts
referred to were the gentlemen who were
spending these funds and were responsi-
ble for the very waste that is pointed
out in the report.

What the gentleman is trying to do is
not to wreck the program but to point
out the waste.

Mr. PASSMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. Chairman, now if I may continue
with my remarks, let me say again that
although we are dealing here with that
portion of U.S. foreign aid which is
known as the mutual security program—
a name which, incidentally, is a mis-
nomer—Ilet me reiterate that it should
be understood that many billions of dol-
lars in foreign-aid funds are not carried
in this so-called mutual security bill.
The fact, I say to you again, is that the
aggregate of foreign aid not carried in
this particular bill actually exceeds the
amount which is included in the bill.
This other aid, apart from the mutual
security funds, includes grants and
loans under seven separate lending in-
stitutions, assistance through the opera-
tion of Public Law 480—involving the
disposal of surplus agricultural com-
modities—oversea military construc-
tion, and billions of dollars in accumu-
lated foreign currencies.

So, I say to you once more that, over-
all, the total of our foreign assistance
programs since the end of World War II
has exceeded the astronomical sum of
$100 billion.

As chairman of the Appropriations
Subcommittee handling the funds for
the mutual security phase of foreign aid,
I think I should again note that, year
after year, our committee is forced to
work against tremendous odds in en-
deavoring to write a reasonable bill. The
pressures and propaganda exerted by
and emanating from many quarters are
of shocking proportions. The approxi-
mately 44,000 employees and 10,000
trainees of the mutual security program,
scattered in 77 nations of the world; the
White House and the State Department
and their prestige; the Defense Depart-
ment; hundreds of large manufacturers
who profit from the program; many col-
leges and universities which also profit
from the program; church organiza-
tions; much of the press and other in-
formation media—all of these, and lit-
erally hundreds of other organizations,
inadequately informed or misinformed,
or both, are constant and powerful pro-
ponents of more foreign aid.

But, as I have already said and docu-
mented, the truth of the matter, as con-
sistently developed in the hearings of our
subcommittee, in considering the annual
requests for funds—and as also stated by
the Comptroller General of the United
States—is that a major weakness of the
program is too much money, and not too
little. I tell you again that this is so
despite the fact that the actions of our
committee and the Congress for the 5
years through fiscal 1960 cut approxi-
mately $4 billion from the mutual se-
curity budget. It will continue to be true
for fiscal 1961, notwithstanding the re-
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duction below the budget in the bill now
before you.

In continuing to resist the unwar-
ranted pressure and propaganda for an
excessive amount of foreign-aid funds,
let me reassert that our committee’s ef-
forts are aimed at bringing this grandi-
ose, worldwide spending program un-
der at least a semblance of control. It
has been—and it is now—our purpose to
provide adequate funds to meet the com-
mitments, but with the decisions made
more upon the basis of needs, rather
than upon unfounded bureaucratic de-
sires.

Permit me to repeat to you that during
the period from July 1, 1945, to June 30,
1959, the United States had extended
to foreign countries and international
organizations—and this is exclusive of
the total for oversea millitary construc-
tion and cwrrencies generated through
surplus commodity sales—gross aid
amounting to $76,471,617,000.

In addition to this aid, the United
States had extended foreign assistance
in the form of capital investments in
three international finanecial institu-
tions—the International Bank for Re-
construction and Development, the In-
ternational Finance Corporation, and the
International Monetary Fund—through
June 30, 1959, in the amount of
$4,795,168,000.

A further form of foreign aid, I remind
you once more, is the accumulated for-
eign currency balances resulting from
transactions in connection with sales of
agricultural surplus commodities and
partial utilization of these funds. On
June 30, 1959, such net assistance had
amounted to $2,119,764,000.

Total gross foreign aid, including the
phases enumerated—but exclusive of
oversea military construction—from
July 1, 1945, through June 30, 1960,
amounts to $87,849,168,000. The amount
for fiscal 1960 is estimated.

Then, add to that figure the expendi-
tures for oversea military construction
since July 1, 1945, and the aggregate
soars to more than $100 billion.

Figures which I have previously pre-
sented have shown that as of July 1,
1959, a total of $14.9 billion of foreign
aid money was available, under existing
legislation, for uftilization in the fiscal
year 1960 and thereafter—and that sum
did not even include the mutual security
appropriation for fiscal 1960. A table
which I prepared more recently, and dis-
tributed to the Members, showed that a
total of $8,111,521,750 was available for
expenditure in the mutual security pro-
gram alone in fiscal 1960. This money
included $4,837,708,750 in unexpended
mutual security funds as of June 30,
1959; $3,225,813,000 in new mutual secu-
rity funds appropriated for fiscal 1960,
and other new funds for fiscal 1960
amounting to $48 million.

Despite all this spending on the part
of the United States, it is clearly evident
that our foreign aid has not accomplished
the purposes for which it was intended.
Nevertheless, many of our leaders re-
main eager to borrow vast sums of money
to continue many unbelievably lavish and
inexcusably wasteful programs.
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However, it is my contention—based
upon careful study of our own fiscal
affairs and 8 years of close association
with the vast and complex so-called
mutual security program—that this Na-
tion’s financial position is such that this
aid must be substantially curtailed.

The U.S. public debt is unprecedented.
The Director of the Budget has put our
debt and domestic commitments at $%
trillion; and that does not take into ac-
count our commitments for the future
through foreign aid. Our taxes are at
the point of being confiscatory. Yet,
during the past three decades only five
times has our budget been balanced.
Our gold reserves stand at about $19
billion; and foreign dollar credits stand
at approximately the same figure. If
foreigners should call this gold—which
they could conceivably do with respect
to most of it, if they should so elect—
the value of our dollar would become all
but worthless.

U.S. Government obligations held by
foreigners have been stated at about $12
billion. Government interest payments
on these obligations alone are said to
amount to more than $500 million an-
nually; and these interest payments
themselves constitute another form of
foreign aid.

The announced Communist objective
is world domination. The prime requi-
site to block this sinister Red ambition
is a sound American economy and, I
believe, supremacy in our military power.
It is elementary that without a sound
economy we cannot defend ourselves.
Without superior military might no na-
tional and free world strategy is likely
to succeed.

But, realistically, what are our leaders
doing—and particularly with relation to
the mutual security program—toward
achieving those goals? The answer
must be, relatively little that is effective.

Despite conclusive evidence that, due
to obvious uncorrected weaknesses—in-
cluding inadequate planning and poor
administration—the mutual security
program has failed to achieve the results
its proponents have anticipated toward
the strengthening of our own security
and the establishment of peace and se-
curity for the free world, the President
requested a total of $4,175 million in
new funds for the program in fiscal 1961.
In addition to the mutual security funds,
as such, it must be kept in mind that
large sums of additional funds will be
made available to the mutual security
program under Public Law 480, as well
as aid given through the numerous other
sources.

And the wasteful, lavish spending
continues.

Many nations, including some of those
which are relatively newly independent,
seek to build prestige by constructing
huge dams, steel mills, and superhigh-
ways before there is need for such gran-
diose projects. As a resulf, the Inter-
national Cooperation Administration,
which administers the economic phases
of the mutual security program has ac-
ceded to far too many requests for such
projects; and there have been too many
projects begun without proper planning,
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determination of need, or benefits to be
derived. Entirely too much emphasis
has been placed on meeting personal de-
sires of the political leaders of the re-
cipient governments; and too little
emphasis has been given to common-
sense thought and action.

In too many instances there have been
a multiplicity of unjustified projects, and,
further, inadequate planning has resulted
in the undertaking of many impractical
and unsuitable projects in numerous
countries. Such conditions have led, of
course, to more excessive spending and
additional waste of U.S. funds.

Examples in documentation of these
charges could be cited by the hundreds,
and very many of them—some of which
I have already reviewed—are illustrated
in detail in the record of the hearings of
the subcommittee which I have the honor
to serve as chairman.

Yet, while the waste runs rampant,
each year there has been further shrink-
age in the degree of control exercised
over the so-called mutual security pro-
gram by the Congress, and it follows that
progressive loss of control of funds in-
evitably leads to loss of administrative
control. But, despite the fact that the
American people are being asked to con-
tinue to pour vast sums of money into
the program, the presidential request for
funds in fiscal 1961 again made no sug-
gestion for strengthening congressional
control over the programing and expend-
iture of funds. Nor was any recogni-
tion seemingly given to the fact that
very many of the projects do not have
economic justification, let alone a defense
requirement.

The foreign-aid program is adminis-
tered by an increasingly large number of
personnel without noticeable increase in
efficiency. This has led to the estab-
lishment of an entrenched, self-perpetu-
ating bureaucracy, still growing in size,
power, and inefficiency—concerning
which the figures speak for themselves.
This year, as I have previously pointed
out in this discussion, approximately 44,-
000 personnel are employed in the mu-
tual security program.

Another important factor which should
again be brought to attention is the
danger inherent in the so-called Devel-
opment Loan Fund. This Fund continues
to be an adjunct of the mutual security
program for the making of what are,
actually, largely phony loans, rather
than undisguised grants. When the
Development Loan Fund—which receives
most of its repayments in local, or soft,
currencies of virtually no use to our own
Government—was created, the executive
branch sought to give the impression that
the making of these so-called loans would
result in a reduction of outright grant
assistance. But that has not been the
case. :

Furthermore, testimony in our com-
mittee hearings has indicated conclu-
sively that money in the Fund has been
earmarked for certain countries without
having received from those countries
specifications and plans for particular
economic projects.

Apart from these unorthodox and in-
efficient procedures, the Development
Loan Fund contributes substantially to
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the vast amounts of local, or soft, curren-
cies which the mutual security and other
aid programs are generating throughout
the world, which is a cause for very real
concern. There are certain holdings of
local currencies of such size that they
could not possibly be spent in the fore-
seeable future.

In the following few paragraphs, I
shall sum up some of the practically
innumerable documented shortcomings
of the program of economic foreign aid,
as administered by the International Co-
operation Administration.

First. The absence of adequate ad-
vance planning, in the form of firm tech-
nical and financial plans and reliable
cost estimates, and the failure to reach
definitive understandings with the re-
cipient countries on essential project ele-
ments, is a condition which has led to
overprograming, piecemeal financing,
and premature obligations. It has also
frequently resulted in delays in the exe-
cution of project aid and in increased
costs.

Second. In several countries, the offi-
cial exchange rates used by the US.
Government have substantially over-
valued the local currencies in relation to
the dollar. The use of such rates has
unduly increased the dollar cost of U.S.
aid, particularly where its principal pur-
pose was the generation of local cur-
rency. Also, the use of these unrealistic
exchange rates has certainly provided
incentives for speculation and irregular
practices.

Third. ICA has not had, for several of
its programs and activities, adequate in-
formation on the use of aid funds,
through a satisfactory accounting from
the recipient country and its agencies,
and through effective end use investiga-
tions and field audits by the ICA oversea
missions.

Fourth. In individual countries there
has been (a) excessive staffing with local
nationals, (b) insufficient pooling of com-
mon administrative support functions
with other U.S. agencies operating in
the same foreign countries, (c) dispers-
al of assistance efforts over too wide an
area and too large a number of indi-
vidual projects, (d) delays in recruit-
ment of qualified technical and admin-
istrative personnel and (e) deficient
property management.

Now let me summarize some of the mil-
itary assistance phases of the foreign-aid
program.

First. The programing objectives es-
tablished by the Department of Defense
for our allies, expressed in terms of divi-
sions of troops, squadrons of aircraft,
and so forth, have not been sufficiently
refined to distinguish between those
forces which are justifiable on the basis
of military roles and missions and those
which are equipped and maintained
because of political or other considera-
tions. Furthermore, revision of program
objectives in line with the force objec-
tives which participant countries them-
selves have agreed to support and com-
mit for mutual defense purposes has been
unduly delayed, and as a consequence
substantial quantities of material have
been delivered which are, and will be, in
excess of the several countries’ needs.
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In the lack of adequate refinement for
program criferia to establish which coun-
tries and which military units shall first
receive equipment and supplies, items
have been programed for high-priority
units which could have been filled from
excess equipment in the hands of low-
priority units.

Second. Estimates have not been de-
veloped—and presented to the commit-
tees of the Congress—of the aggregate
cost of equipping, maintaining, and mod-
ernizing allied military forces approved
for support or for otherwise achieving
U.S. objectives in the countries being
supported. Without these data, it is, of
course, extremely difficult to relate the
annual appropriation request to the cur-
rent and projected costs of the program
in the recipient countries and the overall
objectives of our own Nation, and it is
equally as difficult to evaluate program
accomplishments in relation to plans
presented in earlier years.

Third. Lists of items of military equip-
ment and supplies for recipient countries
continue to be developed and used to
support annual appropriation requests
without sufficient knowledge, in many in-
stances, of the real needs of the countries
as determined by the gross requirements
of the military units, the equipment as-
sets on hand, or of the countries’ capa-
bilities to utilize the material planned
for delivery.

Fourth. Military equipment continues
to be programed, procured, and delivered
to recipient countries without adequate
regard for the degree of utilization
achieved in those countries. Substantial
quantities of material have been pro-
gramed for delivery to recipient coun-
tries to be placed in storage, stockpiled,
or otherwise not used in the manner in-
tended.

Fifth. Stocks excess to the military
services which should be transferred to
the military assistance program without
charge, stocks which should be trans-
ferred at reduced prices because of con-
dition and market value, and other cate-
gories of military equipment have been
transferred at prices which have resulted
in overcharges to the mutual security
program military assistance appropria-
tions. The regulations, procedures, and
controls have been ineffective in pre-
venting unauthorized reimbursements to
the military services.

Sixth. Funds provided by the United
States to support the military budget of
many countries have not been adequately
controlled to insure that the funds are
utilized for the purposes for which they
were given.

There is abundant documentation in
the more than 3,000 printed pages of the
record of the hearings of our subcom-
mittee with relation to the conditions
which I have summarized.

Mr. Chairman, surely we must come to
the understanding, without further de-
lay, that we can no longer afford po-
litical extravagance here in Washing-
ton—while our country bleeds with a
national debt of $290 billion—which is
a greater amount by many billions of
dollars than the combined debts of all
the other countries of the world.
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May I remind that we cannot spend
ourselves rich.

We cannot make ourselves secure by
giving ourselves away.

We cannot buy friends.

We are told that it is our duty to buy
our way of life for countries all over the
world. But we cannot, in fact, improve
the living standards of most of them by
as much as 1 percent, even if we should
give away everything we own and
treasure.

If we are to win this life-and-death
struggle between the United States and
Communist Russia, we must think of
something else to do other than to spend
money—for one reason, even if there
were no others, that we are rapidly ap-
proaching the time when it is quite pos-
sible we shall not have any more money
to spend.

I should like to point out also that
even if we had no foreign aid spending at
all, the United States would be invest-
ing—through private industry, charities,
and foundations—considerably more
abroad than the Soviet Union has been
reported to be lending—at a profit—
Eevery year.

Mr. Chairman, the waste and the in-
efficiency of our global foreign aid, only
a small part of which I have pointed out
to you today, serve as a symbol for grow-
ing and uncontrolled extravagance
throughout every department and
agency of our Federal Establishment.

Foreign aid is now one of the largest
items in our Federal budget. Foreign
aid expenditures since the end of World
War II have cost the American taxpayer,
as I previously pointed out, more than
$100 billion, an amount which is equiva-
lent to more than one-third of our stag-
gering national debt. The annual inter-
est alone for this part of our debt is in
excess of $3 billion.

If we do not want to stop the excessive
spending for the Nation's taxpayers,
surely we owe it to those who will come
after us to assure them the same type of
advantages and the same type of coun-
try that we inherited. We do not have
the right to mortgage American babies
still in their cribs or generations yet
unborn.

With our national debt at $290 billion,
the time has come to cut foreign aid to
fit the needs.

I am convinced that we can never hope
to hold our own, much less win the cold
war, until we, first, stop the spending
trend which is leading us toward na-
tional insolvency. Not only must our
great deficits be reduced, but our stag-
gering national debt must be cut down
as well; second, that we stop inflation
by practicing prudent economy through-
out our Government, just as every indi-
vidual American could be forced to do if
faced with personal distress and possible
disaster; third, that we stop the river of
waste occasioned by the extravagance
and inefficiency of our Government’s in-
sistence to perpetuate and enlarge our
global aid programs.

I believe sincerely that only if we do
these things can we hold our own, and
eventually win the cold war.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 15 minutes.

June 16

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York is recognized.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I am go-
ing to confine myself largely to items I
know will be considered when the bill is
read for amendment. I shall not spend
too much time on things I feel will not
be matters of controversy or matters in
which I shall support the committee if
amendments are offered. I am going to
confine myself largely to the items of
military assistance. I believe those items
and defense support are the only ones
involved in the whole bill that have any
justification whatever. Those items I be-
lieve they absolutely need for the defense
of the United States. I am going to
spend my time largely on them because
I want to see the United States military
situation covered just as well as it can
be in these times of stress.

The gentleman from Louisiana refer-
red to a conversation with me about an
interview with the President. At the
time we were approaching the end of the
hearings and the markup. The Presi-
dent had just returned from Europe, and
it was impossible to arrange for any-
thing in the days that followed that re-
turn. The President had been through
a very considerable strain and there are
a great many things he has been unable
to do that some of us would like to have
him do because of that situation.

Frankly, I do not think there is any
reason why we should have any such bill
as this except where it is needed and
where it will do some good in the mili-
tary situation throughout the world.
The military situation, to my mind, is
the key of the question. There are all
sorts of things involved in connection
with that. We have in Taiwan the
Chinese situation. If we did not have
Taiwan in there and have the things
there that we have provided to take care
of the threat of Red China, if they did
not have an air force and with ammuni-
tion, guns, and implements of war, which
we supplied them with, we would have
trouble to keep the Red Chinese on the
mainland from crowding down into Viet-
nam farther than they have.

We are going to have trouble of that
kind, and it is not going to lessen. It
will increase, if anything.

The gentleman from Louisiana has in-
dicated that there is a very considerable
reduction in the period that he has been
chairman of the subcommittee. That is
correct.

I am going to read to you from page
2327 of the hearings, the testimony of
General Palmer, who is the military man
directly in charge of military expendi-
tures under this bill. For a long time
he was chief of staff to the Command-
ing General of NATO. He has come back
here with a great fund of experience. I
will say for him he had more luecid an-
swers to questions that we have put to
him with reference to these particular
subjects than any other man who ap-
peared before the committee.

This statement appears on page 2327
as an incident under the heading “Fi-
nancing Military Assistance”:

For a 5-year period, 1955 to 1959, inclusive,

the average annual expenditure on the mil-
itary assistance program was $2.36 billion.
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This rate of expenditure was sustained by
an average annual grant of only $1.37 bil-
lion in new obligational authority, the re-
mainder, an average annually of $1 billion
having come each year from unexpended
balances of still earlier appropriations.

Seven years ago, on June 30, 1953, these
unexpended balances stood at almost $8.5
billion. By June 30, 1960, they will have
shrunk below $2.1 billion.

Now, it is absolutely necessary that we
have a pipeline of these implements of
war to keep shipments rolling to those of
our allies who are dependent for their
military strength in this situation. It is
absolutely necessary that we have money
enough so that we can keep those things
rolling, It takes from 6 months to 18
months for almost all of the material
to go through from the time it is ordered
to the time it is delivered. Sometimes,
when you are dealing with these new
missiles and modern equipment for the
Armed Forces, it takes longer than that.
Now, we must understand these things.
We must think of those things and bal-
ance them up so that we understand
them.

Now let me go back to General Pal-
mer’s statement:

The unexpended carryover will have fallen
to approximately $2 billion by June 30, 1960,
and the program is also falling. The fore-
cast of expenditure during the current fiscal
year, 1960, is $1,830 million, while it is fore-
cast that the program in fiscal year 1961
will be marked by an expenditure of $1.79
billion. In these 2 years there is a drastic
drop of $560 million below the rate of the
preceding 5 years.

For that reason and because I want
to see the situation of the United States
and the people of the United States pro-
tected, I expect to offer an amendment
when the time comes to increase the
appropriation for military assistance
from $1.6 billion to $1.8 billion. I shall
do that because of a sincere sense of
duty that to me demands that I do
this. I shall do this because I believe it
is necessary in these troublesome days,
days when it is almost impossible to tell
what is going to happen from one day to
the next and because I want to uphold
the hands of the President of the United
States while he is over across the water
trying to build up and steam up our
allies all over the world. I do not think
it is the right thing for this House or
the Congress to let him down in view
of the situation confronting us.

I do not think we have any business
slipping up on our responsibilities. I
think we must face them.

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

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. ARENDS. The amount of the in-
crease proposed by the gentleman is ap-
proximately one-half of the reduction
that was made by the committee, is that
true?

Mr. TABER. That is exactly correct.

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

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. JUDD. Do I understand correctly
that the reason the amount authorized
for military assistance in the bill this
year is larger than it was last year is

because we have been living off the ac-
cumulated fat of those years immedi-
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ately following the Korean war and
the Vietnam war, when we appropriated
huge sums of money for this purpose;
we have eaten down that balance of $8
billion in the pipeline to about $2 billion.
So now we have to replenish the pipe-
line, and that requires more new money.

Does the gentleman give an affirmative
answer to that question?

Mr. TABER. Will the gentleman
please repeat the question?

Mr. JUDD. Is it not true that we have
to appropriate more money this year
because we do not have the large pipe-
line of reserves that was built up in the
first part of this decade? And is it not
true that last year, when the amount was
cut down by $300 million, we were
warned that this year we would have to
appropriate more money this year to
make up for it?

Mr. TABER. That is correct, except
this; that as a result of the drawing
down of these unexpended balances
which represent the pipeline, that item
has shrunk year by year during all that
period; and on top of the drawing down
of those unexpended balances, there has
been a very great reduction in the
amount of expenditures and the amount
of the delivery of the necessities of war
to our allies.

Mr. JUDD. So a larger amount, ap-
propriated this year, does not mean that
a larger amount will actually be spent
than in other years. It means that we
have to appropriate more money this
year just to keep the rate of expenditures
at a reasonably even level.

Mr. TABER. I did not ask that ques-
tion, but I expect that the figure of $1,790
million which General Farmer used to
illustrate the amount that would be ex-
pended next year was based upon a $2
billion appropriation of funds in this bill.
And with that cut down to $1.6 billion,
that figure would be considerably lower.
It could not help but be. I just want to
be sure to give the right answer to that
question.

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

Mr. TABER. Iyield.

Mr. PASSMAN. Is it not true that at
this point in our deliberations we already
have $300 million more than we had last
year? We gave them then $1.3 billion,
and at this point in the deliberations we
are already up to $1.6 billion.

Mr. TABER. This is an increase over
last year, but it is not an increase actu-
ally because we have to prevent the
dropping down of the balances that we
need to maintain the Military Establish-
ment. That is the picture.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Is it not also
true that when the gentleman from New
York submits his amendments, if the
amendment is adopted, raising the
amount to $1.8 billion, that would still
represent a 10-percent cut from the
budget estimate of the administration,
which was supported in the committee by
practically everybody who came up to
testify?

Mr. TABER. That iscorrect.
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Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?
Mr, TABER. I1yield.

Mr, PASSMAN. It was expected they
were all going to testify for the request.
That was their purpose in appearing.

Mr. TABER. I think that General
Farmer told us what he thought was the
truth. He is the ablest gentleman I
have seen down there representing any-
body during the term I have been a
member of that subcommittee, and that
is from the beginning of the program
right straight through to the present
time. I believe he came down there
prepared to tell us the truth. I think
he is that type of gentleman.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I am
in full agreement with the gentleman
when he states that the military assist-
ance and defense support is really the
heart of this bill insofar as the United
States is concerned. This has been my
judgment from the very beginning of the
foreign-aid program, despite the fact
that I have often found it necessary to
vote against the bill brought before us
because it was too liberal in other re-
spects.

I might add to that the point 4 type
of assistance which I have long favored
but which, unfortunately in my opinion,
has been allowed to languish in favor of
direct grants for public works and other
purposes.

There is in the world today an urgent
need for mutual assistance and mutual
cooperation on the part of the nations
alined on the side of freedom, but I
personally believe there is a reasonable
limit to the amount of dollar assistance
the other nations should expect from us.
The term “mutual” seems to be ignored
in the planning of the proposals sub-
mitted to the Congress and most of what
we have before us consists of one-way aid
from the United States to others.

Recognizing our own immediate inter-
est in the military part of the whole pro-
gram, and consistent with our desire to
maintain a reasonable ceiling on the en-
tire appropriation devoted to mutual se-
curity, would it not be possible in the
submission of the gentleman's amend-
ment whereby he seeks to add $200 mil-
lion to the military assistance item to ac-
complish that desirable increase by a
comparable decrease elsewhere in the
bill? In other words, could not this be
in the form of a transfer between items
and thus avoid increasing the total
amount appropriated as recommended
by the Committee on Appropriations?

Mr. TABER. The only thing I can
say to that is that there are a great many
items in the bill which have no strong
reason back of them for support as the
military assistance has. That is the
heart of the proposal, to me.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I am
in full agreement with the gentleman on
this one point and intend to support his
amendment for $200 million more for
military assistance. At the same time,
I want it clearly understood that I also
intend to support reductions in other

Mr.
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items to keep the entire amount appro-
priated within the total recommended
by the committee.

We must not lose sight of the fact
that approval of the $3,384,500,000 total
recommended by the committee will ac-
tually make available to the mutual se-
curity program on July 1, 1960, an
amount $42,843,250 more than was
available in fiscal year 1960. As the
committee report shows, $8,154,365,000
will be available for expenditure in fis-
cal year 1961 if we hold the line on this
bill and that is a tremendous sum of
money. Any additions appropriated at
this time would simply pyramid the pro-
gram and the Congress would be faced
with requests for just that much more
money in succeeding years to keep the
program going.

From my years of experience in the
Congress and as a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, precious few
reductions in appropriations originate
any place other than at the hands of
the Congress. The mutual security pro-
gram is no exception because I have
found that the dedicated public servants
administering all of our various gov-
ernmental programs become convinced
as to their necessity and the burden of
making reductions almost invariably
rests on our shoulders here in the Con-
gress.

Economy is seldom a popular course
for us to follow, but those of us who
have the courage of our convictions are
left no alternative and we must fight
to hold the line in this constant battle
for fiscal responsibility.

Mr. TABER. There are spots in there
that could be cut out, especially such
foolishness as they have in that fech-
nical assistance, where they rent schools
at a cost of $34,400,000, where they have
people taking courses that would make
your heart sick to look at them. That is
a very conservative statement. That is
no exagegeration.

I think that is all T am going to say
at this time. There will be a lot of other
amendments offered. If there is occa-
sion as they are offered for me to say
something, I will be saying it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may desire to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. CHIPERFIELD].

Mr. CHIPERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
strongly endorse the minority report to
this bill when it states that the cuts pro-
posed to the House “indicate a weakening
in the determination and leadership of
the United States to hold together the
nations of the free world at the very time
when the Communist bloc is engaged in
a major drive to split it apart.”

I, therefore, will support amendments
to restore these drastic cuts, at least in
part, especially in the military field
which I believe is so essential for our own
security and that of the free world.

In these last weeks since Premier
Khrushchev scuftled the summit con-
ference, the capitals of the free world
have experienced a tense expectancy and
apprehension as to possible further hos-
tila moves by the Soviet bloc. We won-
der where pressure will be exerted next—
on exposed Berlin, along the uneasy truce
lines in the Far East, or elsewhere along
the periphery of the bloc. One conclu-
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sion at least seems justified as a result
of the summit breakdown, that the
United States and its allies are in for a
prolonged period of stress, confronted
by the full range of possible bloc moves
from propaganda to military action.
Never short of war itself, have there been
such demands on the United States in
its role as leader of the free world.

The spotlight is on this Government,
and particularly this Congress, to test
our strength and earnestness in the face
of these increased, even awesome, cold
war responsibilities. One of these re-
sponsibilities is helping to bolster the
free world’s military and economic
strength, a responsibility we meet largely
through our mutual security program.

Through this program we provide mili-
tary assistance to some 40 countries, to
enable our free world partners to main-
tain 5 million soldiers, 2,200 combatant
ships and 30,000 aircraft. Approximate-
ly one-third of the economic assistance
we provide is used to sustain these large
forces abroad, and the remainder com-
prises loans, technical assistance and
grants to wunderdeveloped countries.
This aid for development frequently
means the difference between economic
stagnation and economic progress for
hundreds of millions of people through-
out the free world.

President Eisenhower has told us that
America's security, and the common de-
fense of the entire free world, depend in
a substantial measure on this program
of military and economic assistance.
Vice President Nixown, the Secretaries
of State and Defense, and all the other
key members of the executive branch
fully support this view. Defense Secre-
tary Gates, for example, recently re-
affirmed that military assistance is an
essential element in the basic U.S.
strategy of collective security. Stressing
the mutuality of the defense efforts, he
said that only 10 percent of the ground
forces that will come under General
Norstad’s command in time of war are
American; in Korea, General Magruder,
as the UN. commander, commands 21
divisions on the line, only 2 of which are
American. Moreover, the Joint Chiefs
of Staff have stated that they would not
want one dollar added to the defense
budget for 1961 if that dollar had to
come out of the recommended budget
for military assistance.

Support for the mutual security pro-
gram has been, and remains, substan-
tial. Support for the program is bi-
partisan—both Presidents Eisenhower
and Truman have repeatedly urged its
continuance, congressional leaders on
both sides of the aisle have voted for it
year after year, Mr. Nixon and every
Democratic candidate for the presidency
has endorsed it, and the national party
platforms to be adopted next month will
certainly approve the program once
again.

Public support is widespread. Spokes-
men for the United States Chamber of
Commerce, the AFL-CIO, and many vet-
erans, civie, church, and other organi-
zations have repeatedly testified on be-
half of the program. Opinion leaders in
these organizations, in business, in the
press, and elsewhere have consistently
spoken out for the aid program.
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Despite this wide understanding of the
need for the mutual security program,
there are those who favor major reduc-
tions in it. As reported by the Appro-
priations Committee, the bill which we
are to vote on calls for cuts totaling
$790.5 million below the amount the
President requested for operations of the
program in fiscal year 1961. But the
President has warned us that such heavy
cuts in the mutual security program
would mean “a crushing defeat in to-
day's struggle between communistic im-
perialism and a freedom founded in faith
and justice” and “within a matter of
months new international tensions and
new international problems of the utmost
gravity for every one of our citizens.”

Now, as the President carries Amer-
ica’s message of hope for peace through
freedom to the Far East, the Congress
must not let him down. By our action
on this bill we will once again demon-
strate, both to our friends and to our
enemies, the strength of our purpose in
pursuing our and the free world’s secu-
rity effort.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
20 minutes to the gentleman from Mich-
igan [Mr. Forp].

Mr. FORD. Mr. Chairman, I, along
with the gentleman from New York and
the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
RHODES], and the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. ConTE], signed the mi-
nority report. As the report indicates,
we strongly believe that in two areas the
majority made reductions which will
have a serious adverse impact on the
military assistance and defense support
parts of the program, The distinguished
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]
has outlined in several instances a point
or two that I would like to reemphasize.
It seems to me the best way to analyze
the need and the necessity for at least
4 $1,800 million appropriation in military
assistance is to look at the unexpended
balances that have been available over
the past few years; the annual appro-
priations that were made available, and
the expenditures during the same period
of time.

‘This chart here points up rather dra-
matically why we need in the fiscal year
1961 a larger appropriation for military
assistance than we had during the cur-
rent fiscal year.

The President requested in the fiscal
year 1961, $2 billion for military assist-
ance. The Subcommittee and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations have recom-
mended $1,600 million. This is a $400
million reduction, or a 20-percent cut.

If you look at this chart, you will see
in 1951 the unexpended balance was
about $534 billion.

In the fiscal year 1952 and fiscal 1953,
you see the unexpended balances raise
substantially to a figure over $8 billion.
In the interim it has been gradually re-
duced so that at the end of the fiscal
year 1960, the unexpended balance will
be slightly over $2 billion, which is, in
effect, a pipeline of about 15 months
under cwrrent procurement practices.

If you look at the green line, you will
see that the trend in appropriations in
military assistance only. It shows in
fiscal 1951 the appropriation was slight-
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1y over $5 billion. It raised somewhat in
fiscal 1952. It dropped substantially
down to slightly over $1 billion in
fiscal 1955, and has followed since that
time a relatively stable amount, averag-
ing in the past 5 years $1.37 billion an-
nually in new obligational authority.

In fiscal 1960 the current fiscal year,
the figure was $1,300 million. This was
$300 million less—I repeat, less than
what the President requested for the cur-
rent fiscal year.

Now, if you will look at the expendi-
ture picture, you will find this to be the
case. In fiscal 1951, at the beginning
of the program, the expenditures were
less than a billion dollars per annum.
They rose to about $4 billion in 1953 and
then leveled off in the last 5 or 6 years
to the amount of approximately $2,300
million in each year.

The point, I think, is vividly demon-
strated here that we have been living
for the past few years off of previously
appropriated funds. Our expenditures
in the last few years have averaged about
$2,300 million per annum. Our annual
appropriations have an average approxi-
mately of $1,350 million. We have been
supporting the military assistance pro-
gram to the extent of about $1 billion
annually for the last 4 or 5 years off of
previously appropriated funds.

Frankly, it seems to me, from the
testimony I have heard both in our De-
fense Department hearings and in these
hearings is that we are finished living
off of previously accumulated funds.
The lead time, and I do not believe there
is any question about these figures, is
about 15 to 18 months for military hard-
ware. If you agree to that, and I doubt
if many disagree, then you need a pipe-
line of about $2 billion. This bill, re-
ported by the full committee, provides
new obligational authority for military
assistance to the tune of $1,600 million.

That figure, if agreed to, will draw
down further our pipeline and, in my
opinion, have a serious impact on our
military assistance program worldwide,
including particularly NATO.

The estimated expenditures in the
current fiscal year in this program will
be $1,830 million. In fiscal 1961 the
anticipated expenditure will be $1,790
million. So if we make available $1,800
million in new obligation authority, as
the amendment of the gentleman from
New York will provide, we will level off
into what I think is a sound program.

The chairman today and on previous
occasions has made serious charges
about overcharges by the three military
services to the military assistance pro-
gram. In effect, heissaylngtha.tt.he
Army, the Navy, and the Air Force in
the transfer of military hardware to the
military assistance program are making
a fast buck. Even if those charges are
correct—and I do not agree with that—
even if those charges are correct, does it
make one bit of difference to the U.S.
Treasury? Of course, it does not. We
pay the bill as taxpayers whether we
finance it through our own Defense De-
partment appropriation or through the
military assistance program, the program
before us today. So even if those
charges are accurate, which I dispute,

CVI—813

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

it does not make a bit of difference to
the U.S. Treasury or to the taxpayers.
Now, are these charges accurate? And
what difference does it make? In Feb-
ruary of this year the General Account-
ing Office filed a report alleging there
were serious overcharges by the Army,
Navy, and Air Force to the military as-
sistance program. These charges were
predicated upon the field surveys which
were made in 1957 and 1958. The alle-
gation is that the overcharges amounted
to approximately $450 million. So far
the Army has agreed that only $45 mil-
lion of the overcharges are justifiable.
They completely and totally deny that
any other overcharges exist. The Navy
and the Air Force deny completely that
they are guilty of any overcharges.
Gen. Williston B. Palmer, who is the
military head of the military assistance
program, in a statement to the subcom-
mittee found on page 2387 through
page 2391 expressed his department’s
view on the General Accounting Office
allegation. General Palmer also volun-
teered to have technical witnesses from
the three departments present the mili-
tary viewpoint on these alleged over-
charges. Those witnesses were mnot
called by the committee, so we have to
go by the statement of General Palmer.
It is a very technical field; it involves
an interpretation of what the law is and
what the regulations are. As I said
before, the Army admits overcharges
to the extent of $45 million; they deny
the rest. The other two services deny
there are any overcharges. But I repeat,
from the poirt of view of the tax-
payer, from the point of view of the
Treasury Deparfment, it makes no dif-
ference whether these allegations are
accurate or not, because we either pay
the bill through our own Defense De-
partment appropriations or we pay the
bill through the military assistance part
of this appropriation bill. In my opin-
ion these charges are of no consequence
as far as this bill is concerned.
In reality it is a matter which the
lawyers of the GAO and the Defense

Department can argue over in the fu-

ture. However, in the meantime let us
not jeopardize our military security by
slashing this budget request.

The distinguished chairman made the
statement during debate today that
somewhere between 90 and 95 percent of
the equipment in various couniries
which we have supplied is serviceable
today. This was testimony taken a year
or two ago before the subcommittee.
Apparently it was substantiated in some
hearings that the gentleman from Loui-
siana and the gentleman from Arizona
held this spring in Europe. That charge,

‘in my judgment, should be construed as

a compliment to the recipient countries
that they over the years could accept this
material, maintain and keep it service-
able for as long a period as they have.

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

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr, PASSMAN. How would the gen-
tleman justify the $100 million in mate-
riel shipped to X country which they
requested should be held up? It is over
there now awaiting redistribution.
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Mr. FORD. I believe the gentleman
is referring to alleged changes in force
structure that were contemplated but at
the time of shipment of equipment had
not been effectuated.

NATO did set up certain force stand-
ards. There was some discussion of
possible readjustment. In the mean-
time the eguipment was shipped. I
think the facts are that 97 percent was
delivered before the force goals were
actually reduced. But that is not on the
point I was discussing at all at the time
I yielded to the chairman.

The fact that a military organization
has 95 percent of its equipment service-
able does not really refer to its compe-
tence in the military field to fight a war
over a period of time.—We do not fight
a war—never have—simply with the
military equipment that we have on
hand in the field. We really rely on what
we have on hand and the mobilization
reserves. The mobilization reserves in
our own Army, Navy, and Air Force is
many times what we have with troops in
the field and thank goodness that is true,
because if you are called upon to engage
in a shooting war you use what you have
first but you call upon your mobilization
reserves to continue the fighting. So the
charge made by the chairman I do not
think has any validity. His allegation
that they have 90 percent plus of the
equipment which we have supplied as
serviceable does not prove a single thing
as to their capability to fight a sustained
war. This equipment which we are going
to provide with the funds made available
here will help to build up their mobiliza-
tion reserves, it will help to maintain
their existing forces, and it will provide
for force improvement which is highly
essential to the security of the United
States and the free world.

The distinguished chairman has dis-
cussed the fact that certain countries
received more than they were able to
digest, so to speak. He alleges that about
$450 million worth of this material over
the years had to be or should be redis-
tributed. It is true some of our military
equipment which we have made available
to allies after a period of time has be-
come surplus to that country and, there-
fore, should have been and will be re-
distributed to other friendly allies. It
seems to me that the actual redistribu-
tion of military equipment in this way is
the best proof of good management.

For example, 5 years ago we gave coun-
try X certain equipment. As that coun-
try improved its military posture it was
found that the country needed new and
more modern equipment. Should we
leave that old and obsolete equipment in
country X in storage, equipment that is
out of date, equipment that that coun-
try cannot effectively utilize? Should we
not take that kind of equipment and
transfer it to another country that has a
current need for that hardware? That
redistribution makes sense to me. I
think that is proof of good military man-
agement. You redistribute your equip-

‘ment so that all recipient countries get

the best use from it. The country that
can absorb and use the most modern
equipment should get that, and other
countries should receive that equipment
which they can best utilize. And, this
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process of redistribution simply carries
out good management practices.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me point one
or two additional points. As I indicated
earlier, the President asked for $2 billion
in military assistance. The subcommit-
tee and the full committee has recom-
mended a cut of $400 million, a 20-per-
cent reduction. What will this do to
the program as submitted by the Presi-
dent? Four hundred and ninety-five
million dollars of the $2 billion requested
is for substantially fixed costs, such as
infrastructure, headquarters, and admin-
istrative expenses. Twenty-five million
dollars is for credit sales. Six hundred
and fifteen million dollars is to maintain
our allied forces at current levels. Now,
to cut this request, in the opinion of the
Defense Department and the President,
means that we would lose ground that
we have already made to maintain the
forces of our allies at the required levels
for their security and for ours. Now, this
means that if this cut is sustained, the
$865 million requested for force improve-
ment, that is, the money that is requested
to bolster up and make more modern our
forces, would have to absorb about 80
percent of the cut submitted to you by
the committee. It seems to me that this
substantial reduction imposed on force
improvement is much too great. I be-
lieve that the amendment to be offered
by the gentleman from New York would
be substantially helpful in reducing this
adverse impact.

Now, the charge is often made that
we are substantially paying for the main-
tenance of the military forces in NATO
and in other areas of the free world.
Let me point out that in 1953 the United
States actually paid about 28 percent of
the cost of maintaining the defense
forces of NATO countries. Today, T
years later, the United States, if this
program is carried out, will pay approxi-
mately 8 percent of that cost. So, in an
interval of 7 years our relative share of
the contribution has gone down sub-
stantially, from 28 percent to 8 percent.

The charge is likewise frequently
made that some of these countries are
really cutting back rather than increas-
ing their military expenditures. That
is not true in NATO. For example,
West German defense expenditures rose
from $1.6 billion in 1958 to $2.7 billion in
1959. Great Britain is instituting a 7.6
increase for next year in their defense
expenditure. Italy has a 4 percent an-
nual increase in effect. The Nether-
lands is planning a substantial increase.
European NATO countries as a whole
spent $13.6 billion in defense in fiscal
1959, a 1-year increase of 11 percent
over the $12.2 billion in 1958. The total
for fiscal 1961 is now placed at $14.2
billion, again a sizable increase in their
expenditures for their security and the
security of the free world.

In conclusion I would like to say
simply this. It has been said not once
but many times that our top military
leaders would not subscribe to a reduc-
tion in the military assistance program
in order to bolster our own military ex-
penditure. It is the opinion of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff that the money we spend
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on this program gets for us and the free
world the biggest return.

Consequently General Twining, Chair-
man of the Joint Chiefs, General Lem-
nitzer of the Army, General White of
the Air Force, Admiral Burke of the Navy
subscribe without hesitation or qualifi-
cation to the figure recommended by the
President for military assistance. I re-
fer now to a release dated June 15 from
the Secretary of Defense, Mr. Gates. He
says:

The Joint Chiefs of Staff all stated that
they would not take one dollar away from
the military assistance program in order
to augment the funds for their own serv-
ices. Military assistance is just as much a
part of our own national defense as are the
appropriations for the Army, the Navy, the
Air Force, Central Intelligence Agency, and
the Atomic Energy Commission.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentle-
woman.
Mrs, KELLY. I should like to try to

clarify, if possible, the matter raised
by my colleague from New Hampshire,
Mr. MERrROW, in a question to the chair-
man of the subcommittee. In speaking
of the unexpended balance available,
there was reference to $8.1 billion. How-
ever, I would like to emphasize—and it
is in the report—that there is an unobli-
gated balance of $52,514,000; is that
correct?

Mr. FORD. That is an estimate of
the unobligated balances at the end of
this current fiscal year.

Mrs. KELLY. If you add that to the
new money, then I think the Members
of the House ought to know that that
would be about $3.4 billion available for
obligation.

Mr. FORD. For new obligation in fis-
cal 1961.

Mrs. KELLY. And not $8.1 billion as
some might interpret it.

Mr. FORD. The gentlewoman from
New York is correct. The difference be-
tween $3.4 billion in new money as rec-
ommended by this bill and $8.2 billion is
a sum that is already obligated, already
committed to specific programs and poli-
cies; orders on the books, so to speak.

Mrs. KELLY. With the exception of
the $52 million. Therefore, in consid-
ering this bill we should look to $3.4 bil-
lion and not $8.1 billion.

Mr. FORD. The gentlewoman from
New York is precisely correct.

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

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. LINDSAY. I should like to com-
mend the gentleman on his statement.
I was particularly interested in his com-
ment that the Joint Chiefs of Staff and
the President had recommended even a
higher figure than is urged by the mi-
nority. Is it not true that this is the
minimum figure which they say will do
the job, stripped down to the barest
essentials?

Mr. FORD. The Joint Chiefs of Staff
actually support the $2 billion requested
by the President. However I firmly be-
lieve they endorse the views of the mi-
nority as expressed in the amendment
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the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Taser] will offer. We are trying to
recoup all but $200 million of that
amount requested by the President.

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

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. As the gentleman knows,

I supported him and the gentleman
from New York in the committee. The
gentleman has stated the military as-
sistance program is a part of the pro-
gram of the defense of the United States.
In the event this cut stands or there is
a larger cut, will not the Armed Forces
of the United States have to be
increased?
! Mr. FORD. I believe we will have to
increase our own military appropria-
tion to a substantially larger degree,
because it costs much more to do it that
way than this way.

Mrs. KELLY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. KELLY, I believe the gentle-
man may have stated this in his argu-
ment on this bill, but I should like to ask
it in this way: Any reduction in the mil-
itary assistance program would fall most
heavily on NATO and that area; is that
correct?

Mr. FORD. I believe that is correct,
beca.w_se that is where your prinecipal
force improvement expenditure will ma-
terialize.

Mrs. KELLY. That is the moderni-

zation, and so forth, of NATO?
_ Mr. FORD. That is my understand-
ing. That is where the missiles and the
remainder of the equipment in that cate-
gory will fall.

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

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. GARY. When the gentleman
says we have $2,044 million unexpended
as of June 30, 1960, that is not available
for new obligation, it is available for ex-
penditures in fiscal year 1961, and as
those expenditures are made the ma-
teriel which they purchase and the pro-
grams for which they are intended will
be financed to that extent during 1961.
Is not that correct?

Mr. FORD. Those obligations have
already been made out of appropriations
we made in previous years.

Mr. GARY. But the materiel has not
been delivered. It will be delivered in
the next fiscal year, as that money is ex-
pended during the next fiseal year for
the materiel delivered during that year?

Mr. FORD. That is correct. That is
for the delivery of hardware which is in
the pipeline, this pipeline of 15 to 18
months. The money we put up for fis-
cal 1961 will be to maintain that pipeline
for the following 15 to 18 months,

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

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

Mr. MERROW. I commend the gen-
tleman on the fine presentation he has
been making. He has referred to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff and others who
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have recommended this program.
Those were the experts to whom I re-
ferred a few moments ago.

Mr. FORD. I thank the gentleman.

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

Mr. FORD. I yield to the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. JUDD. I merely wanted to point
out that we could probably cut out the
whole military program assistance ap-
propriation in this bill and the deliveries
would still go on, but where would we be
next year? One reason we have to pro-
vide more this year is because of the
unwise cut of $300 million below the
authorized amount last year. We now
have to appropriate an additional
amount to make up for the failure fo
put into the pipeline the necessary
amount to keep the deliveries rolling. Is
not that correct?

Mr. FORD. That is correct.

I should like to make one statement
before ending my remarks. The Secre-
tary of Defense said in this release,
dated June 15, 1960:

In spending military assistance funds, it
is necessary first to maintain existing allied
forces in good working order and conserve
the investment already made. Therefore the

reduction must come from cutting
down on force improvement, that is, post-
poning indefinitely the newer weapons.
Eighty percent of any cut below the budget
request must be absorbed in equipment for
force improvement, which includes missiles,
electronic equipment, modern aircraft and
ships, modernized tanks and combat vehi-
cles, and the like.

I subscribe to the views of the mi-
nority which more nearly refiect the rec-
ommendations of the President and hope
appropriate amendments are approved
by the House of Representatives.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may require
to clear up some misunderstanding.

We want you to consider this matter
upon the basis of facts, and nothing
else. You know that much of the in-
formation that comes down here, es-
pecially if it is of such nature as to be
helpful to the subcommittee, is classi-
fied. I mentioned earlier about a cer-
tain nation where it had been suggested
that we discontinue shipping materiel.
You will find something of that situa-
tion on page 2269 of the hearings. And
I say further, without fear of success-
ful contradiction, because this letter is
dated March 1, 1960, that notwithstand-
ing the fact the military had been in-
formed prior to the completion of the
shipment, that the shipping continued
to such a point that there is mow in
excess of $100 million worth of new
equipment that has been shipped into
that nation.

Again, I invite your attention to the
fact that so great has been the dumping
of surplus equipment on nations, includ-
ing material such as modern electronic
items and other equipment to five na-
tions alone, that there is probably $2
billion worth of equipment that has been
dumped on these nations that they can-
not use. Let us face up to it. If you
want to see secret testimony—if you
want to see secret letters, come over to
this side. I am going to make them
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available. I know that you are all
cleared for securify. I am not going to
be placed at such a disadvantage when
I know that this is a strawman being
set up. I want to go a little further.

This is not Passman’s idea. I have
discussed this matter with the distin-
guished chairman of the great Commit-
tee on Armed Services of the other body.
I met with him at NATO headquarters
in Paris. I talked with him at length.
Then, only a day or two ago, he said
to me, in effect, “I want you to know,
and you may quote me on the floor of
the House, I am convinced that this pro-
gram is adequately financed with what
you are recommending.”

I went to practically every great mili-
tary leader on this side of the aisle.
They are supporting this recommenda-
tion. This is not PassmaN’s idea.

The total amount of advanced weap-
ons in this bill, such as airplanes, elec-
tronics, missiles, and so on, is only $611
million. Some of it will not be used
until 1961 or maybe 1962 or 1963, because
we are facing programs where we have
not even signed the agreements with the
countries on a matching basis formula.
So let us keep this in context. I will be
very happy for you to see the secret—
the so-called secret—it is stamped “Se-
cret” and I will respect it, of course—
but read page 2269 of the hearings.
Then come over here and read this se-
cret material. Let me say that instead
of a reduction of 20 percent you actually
have an increase of 23 percent over what
we appropriated last year for the mili-
tary. I have some more information
that I am going to submit when we reach
the amendment stage in these proceed-
ings. I am sure you know that the ma-
jority of the committee has judged
soundly and is on safe ground.

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

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

Mr. TABER. I wonder, should the
gentleman be playing fair with the House
in not reading this material to which he
refers so we may know what there is to
it? If there is anything there that
ought to be read, he ought to read it
Nnow.

Mr. PASSMAN. It is a secret docu-
ment. I cannot read it and the gentle-
man from New York knows that. This
is a secret document and you are wel-
come to come over here and read it.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr, HALPERN].

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Chairman, we
have before us at this time the all-
important, vital mutual security appro-
priations bill for fiscal 1961, HR. 12619.
Once more we are faced with what
tragically has become something of a
numbers game,

Each year we seem to go through the
same procedure of emphasizing funds
available for expenditure in the coming
fiscal year while ignoring or shunting
aside the far more important factor of
new funds to maintain the program at a
level adequate for the defense of the
free world and adequate to help new,
young nations help themselves within
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the accepted norms of independence and
self-determination.

Mr. Chairman, each year we seem in-
tent on approaching the bill with our
eyes on the ground, searching for short-
comings with which to whip the pro-
gram info reduced form, instead of lift-
ing our gaze to the long-term policies
and challenges that will be determinative
of our fate in the years ahead. To
publicize high expenses for maintaining
technicians in Iran is essential and con-
stitutes an integral part of our duty as
legislators, but to stop there is cata-
strophic. To do so is to fail to ap-
preciate fully the tremendous successes
of the program and the necessity for its
continuation on a high plane.

Nothing could illustrate this better
than an article in the March 1959 issue
of the National Geographic magazine
entitled “Life Under Shell Fire in Que-
moy”:

The important thing is—

The author states—
that people are eating more and living better.

It is satisfying to an American to know
that our foreign-aid dollars have been re-
sponsible for this, But what, I wondered
would happen now that Quemoy was under
fire. Would the program be wasted?

“Wasted? Certainly not,” Iinsisted Mr.
Hsu. “Look at it this way. If a weak man
receives a blow in the face, he may collapse.
A strong man can take the same blow and
stay on his feet. The strength this pro-
gram has given the Quemoy farmer in the
past 6 years has made it possible for him
to survive.”

Instead of discussing policy—because
that is what we are actually formulat-
ing in appropriating for the mutual se-
curity program—in addition to consider-
ing the expenditure of funds, we tend to
concentrate on the latter to the detri-
ment of the former.

Opportunities slip by that can never be
retrieved. We ignore the pleas of the
President, decide that a halfhearted
effort against the grim and total Com-
munist threat will be sufficient, and ham-
string the execution of the program by
insisting upon more and more inflexible
commands in the bill

Somewhere in the process vision is
lost and the chances for our expecta-
tions for the future to materialize, are
reduced.

The committee report points out that
there will be available for expenditure
in fiscal 1961, $8,154,365,000. The infer-
ence is that we can thereby reduce the
amount of new funds to be provided
for the program.

Shunted aside, regrettably, is the ob-
vious fact that far more than half of that
total is already obligated for projects
planned a year or 2 years ago. These
projects cannot carry the program for-
ward in 1962 nor meet coming contin-
gencies. Only the moneys we appropri-
ate now can do that, and if we slash
them unmercifully we endanger not
only the future of the program but the
entire free world.

I want to commend the Members who
siened the minority report in which is
set forth with clarity the consequences
of drastic cuts in the military assistance
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and defense support aspects of the pro-
gram.

When it has been estimated by experts
that we need to appropriate about $2 bil-
lion a year to satisfactorily maintain the
military assistance program, it is a seri-
ous matter that the bill provides for the
appropriation of $1.6 billion. It is dif-
ficult to comprehend just exactly what
we are saving when we so cut the military
assistance program as to imperil the im-
provement of our allied forces overseas,
an improvement deemed necessary by our
defense authorities.

The same criticism is applicable to the
provision for the Development Loan
Fund. Apparently oblivious to the nec-
essary administrative procedures of com-
mitting funds prior to their final obliga-
tion, the report declares that some $298,-
850,000 of these so-called committed
funds are available for expenditure in
fisecal 1961, and therefore, it is inferred,
we can reduce the appropriation of new
funds to $550 million. As in the case of
military assistance, the real factors of
long production lead time and careful
prior planning which tend to make neces-
sary the existence of sizable amounts of
obligated or committed funds, are unfor-
tunately not even discussed.

Mr. Chairman, the President has asked
for $4,175 million in new funds to con-
tinue the program at a level deemed
adequate for free world defense and de-
velopment. Authorization bills have re-
duced this to $4,086,300,000. H.R. 12619
reduces the amount available by another
$700 million. Most of the cut will come
from military assistance, defense sup-
port, and the Development Loan Fund.
Our foreign policy advisers have re-
quested figures in these categories sub-
stantially higher than those provided in
the bill. I believe this House should
carefully weigh the consequences of rati-
fying these reductions, and should make
every effort to restore the program to the
authorized amounts.

Equally distressing as the monetary
cuts are the restrictions placed on the use
of funds for several important programs,
particularly the Indus Basin develop-
ment program, loans to small farmers,
the special program for tropical Africa,
and the Puerto Rican Hemispheric Cen-
ter for Cultural and Technical Inter-
change.

Not only have we pledged ourselves o
contribute to the Indus Basin project,
but our failure to provide funds en-
dangers its whole development. The
long years of patient negotiation to
create agreement on the development of
a fertile bread basket out of the Indus
deserts will have been for nought. U.S.
participation, which would involve, over
a 10-year period, the provision of $177
million of grant assistance and $103 mil-
lion in loan assistance, plus some local
currencies, is a prerequisite to the sue-
cess of this program. The development
of the agricultural potentialities of the
basin is important not only for India
and Pakistan but to the entire free
world, since increase of yield in the area
will strengthen the two nations and thus
benefit the rest of the free countries
as well.
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The small farmer program is one of
high vision designed to enable coopera-
tives to acquire equipment essential to
the cultivation of large acreages which
in time will help solve the most basic
problem of most underdeveloped nations,
provision of an adequate food supply.

The prohibition on the use of funds
for the construction of buildings under
the tropical Africa program immediately
interdicts the raising of small schools
and medical structures, two of the most
serious needs in these countries.

The elimination of funds for the
Puerto Rican Center is to drastically
hinder one of the most useful ways of
promoting technical skill and knowledge
in the Latin America area. The contri-
butions that Puerto Rico has made in the
past in teaching skills and processes to
our neighbors to the south have been
invaluable. Now this admirable pro-
gram is to receive no boost from us. One
of the objectives of President Eisen-
hower’s tour of Latin America in the late
winter will be jeopardized.

I do not believe that these prohibitions,
these policy determinations, can redound
to the benefit of the United States. In-
stead, I fear that we are once again
letting opportunities slip away that in
the long run can mean the difference be-
tween success and failure in our demand-
ing struggle with communism.

Expert after expert has testified that
the intensity of the struggle will increase
in Asia, Africa, and Latin America. The
elimination of these programs will only
cripple our efforts in the very areas
where we should be dramatically in-
creasing them.

Mr. Chairman, I hope that efforts will
be made to restore much of the funds
that have been cut by this bill. States-
manship and concern for the future of
our Nation and of the free world dictate
that this is the only wise course. This
does not mean that misfeasance is to be
condoned. We must continue to root out
such situations wherever they occur. It
does mean, however, that our approach
to the program should not be governed
almost entirely by our reaction to these
isolated occurrences. We have too much
at stake. The Communist challenge to
our civilization is too ominous.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
8 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. DooLEY].

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
not a member of this distinguished com-
mittee and I feel rather reluctant to
speak on this bill. I have the most pro-
found respect for the distinguished gen-
tleman from Louisiana, as well as for
the ranking Republican member on the
committee, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. Taeerl. However, the ecir-
cumstances surrounding the mutual se-
curity program remind me of a situation
which developed a short time ago. It
happened 2 years ago in California. The
coach of a great team out there had lost
six gamesin a row. The gentleman from
New York asked him one day what had
happened to his team, that it could not
seem to win. He said: “Well, the boys
have a mental block when they get down
to the 10-yard line. When they get
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down to the 10-yard line, they disinte-
grate, lose their sense of rhythm and
attack.” He seemed to emphasize that
the 10-yard line, was a psychological
barrier or mental hazard. So the gen-
tleman from New York said: “Well, that
happens to a lot of teams when they
get to the 10-yard line.” He said: “I
am talking about my own 10-yard line,
not the opposition 10-yard line.”

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

Mr. DOOLEY. Iyield.

Mr. CANFIELD. I think the gentle-
man now addressing the House can
qualify as an expert on the 10-yard line,
In yesteryear he was Dartmouth’s all-
American quarterback. Football history
shows he was a great scorer, and I be-
lieve he still holds an intercollegiate rec-
ord for forward passes.

Mr. DOOLEY. I thank the gentleman
from New Jersey. This was not prear-
ranged, I assure you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of this
most important appropriations measure.
I deplore the decrease by the Appropria-
tions Committee in the amount re-
quested originally. If ever there was
need of a mutual security program—and
certainly there has been much need—it
is now, now, when our posture in world
affairs is eritical, and the future status
of a number of our allies stands in doubt.

Ever since the U-2 incident splashed
itself in headlines across the country,
and brought about a volley of vindictive
threats from Khrushchev, Americans by
and large have been more eager to see
our mutual security program imple-
mented effectively. They know, as we
know, that without the supplemental
support guaranteed to a host of Nations
who participate in the program, we
would resemble a solitary yet gallant
soldier, standing alone in a field of
despair.

We do not have to apologize for our
military assistance program, for which
the bill authorizes almost $1'% billion for
carrying it forward.

In addition to the parts of the pro-
gram included in the authorization, the
Executive requested a total appropria-
tion of $2,720 million against authoriza-
tions already in effect, of which $2 bil-
lion is for military assistance and $700
million for the Development Loan Fund.

We need not defend such a vast ex-
penditure on the basis of generosity,
morality, altruism, or responsible leader-
ship in the free-world bloe. Rather can
we say that stark reality and objective
self-interest dictates that this is a major
device to counter the threats of commu-
nism

Because of our mutual security pro-
gram, it is an established fact that in the
event of hostilities only 10 percent of the
ground forces that would come under the
NATO leaders command would be
American troops.

In the volatile Far East, the command-
er of the allied forces would have to
rely largely on non-Americans, to sus-
tain and maintain his forward strategy,
in time of war.

Only a small force of U.S. soldiers,
sailors, airmen, and marines form a nu-
cleus of an allied force of almost 2 mil-
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lion men, which in the event of war
would provide a deterrent band of re-
sistance in the Pacific area, rather than
on our own western coast.

Of the 21 operational divisions in Ko-
rea, only 2 are made up of Americans.

In Spain, there is a close relationship
to assure the maintenance of a retalia-
tory force.

‘There is no doubt in the mind of any-
one who has given even a cursory exam-
ination to all segments of the mutual
security program that there has been
great and unpardonable waste in cer-
tain areas, particularly in the field of
economic assistance. All too often in
the past administrators of the mutual
security program have overestimated the
capacity of less developed countries to
absorb and assimilate our opulent assist-
ance. Then, too, projects have some-
times been initiated for which the
United States was not in a position to
give intelligent and pragmatic guidance
and supervision.

However, it is generally believed by
most knowledgeable adherents of the
program that our national security and
future peace depend in large part on
improving the means by which this
complex undertaking can be made to
work more effectively, rather than to
curtail drastically the aims and scope
of the program.

One of the chief drawbacks has been
the fact that some of the governments
receiving military and economic assist-
ance lack previous experience in admin-
istrative and technical fields, have little
aptitude for mechanical contrivances
and modern accounting methods, and
sometimes their ethical standards are
widely at variance with our own.

In such a program, well-conceived ef-
forts are sometimes thrown into com-
plete confusion by directives from
Washington which show no understand-
ing of the complexity of the problem
on the local scene. In other words, we
must realize that regardless of how
painful it may be to our sense of econ-
omy there may be cases where there is
waste despite all efforts to be meticu-
lous in regulating and supervising
expenditures.

Where are these so-called underdevel-
oped countries? They are Cambodia,
Taiwan — Nationalist China — Greece,
Iran, Eorea, Laos, Pakistan, the Philip-
pines, Spain, Thailand, Turkey, and Viet-
nam.

No less than 11 of these 12 are in the
periphery of the Soviet bloc, and the
twelfth is within easy striking range.
Superior Communist forces are on the
borders of Korea, Taiwan, and Vietnam.
Yet, combined, these countries maintain
forces of 1 million men. Bilateral trea-
ties exist between the United States and
the three countries I just mentioned.

Speaking of those nations we call
underprivileged—there is one close to
our national threshold that should be
receiving aid from us, and if it does not
it will surely fall prey to the blandish-
ments of communism. That country is
Haiti, and it is teetering on the verge of
fiscal chaos and national panic. With
Cuba lost to the western orbit, Haiti
has increased political significance to us,
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and if we see it lost it will indeed be a
tragie occurrence.

Let me say that the military assistance
program is a vital and integral part of
our defense, The four Chiefs of Staff
make their strategic plans so that we
can depend upon effective allied contri-
butions generated by our military assist-
ance program.

The assistance engendered by this pro-
gram costs us far less than any alterna-
tive means of strengthening our defense
in equal measure. Some reasons why
this is possible are: It costs less to main-
tain allied forces than American forces.
The cost of living in some of our allied
countries is only one-tenth of what it is
in the United States.

To those who feel we could afford a
cut down on our military aid program,
let me remind them that within our
memory—within the memory of all of us,
Russia has absorbed into its boundaries
Latvia, Lithuania, Albania, Yugoslavia,
Czechoslovakia, and a host of less note-
worthy national entities.

Certainly now is not the time to
weaken our assistance to our allies—to
peoples who, proximate as they are to
the Soviets, nevertheless stand up gal-
lantly for their own sovereign rights.
Turkey, under the guns of Russia and
torn with internal strife, has not waiv-
ered in its allegiance to the Western
World. Taiwan remains a bulwark of
strength close to the shore of Communist
China. Spain, regardless of what we
might think of its form of government,
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is the most powerful deterrent force to
Russian aggression in Europe today.

The whole trend of current events calls
for a continuance of a maximum mutual
security program—more so than ever.
‘We cannot at this critical time withdraw
the shield of protection for assistance to
our allies.

As the well-known majority leader of
the Senate said recently—America’s one
hope of victory lies in standing together
with our allies.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. NATCHER].

Mr. NATCHER. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve that the free world must remain
defensively strong if we are to continue
to keep the peace.

I know that following World War II
some of the leading nations in the world
were facing economic collapse. At that
time, property damage amounted to bil-
lions of dollars and millions of people
had lost their lives. The Marshall plan
saved our friends in Western Europe.

For nearly 15 years, we carried the
mutual security program burden alone.
During this period, we appropriated and
expended over $80 billion.

The bill before us today provides for
$3,384,500,000, for mufual security ap-
propriations for the fiscal year 1961. In
addition, an estimated $52,514,000, in
unobligated funds as of June 30, 1960,
is reappropriated. The major items in
this bill and our recommendations are
as follows:

Item Est R ded | Bill pared
to estimates

Military assistance.... -| #2, 000,000,000 | $1, 600,000,000 | —3$400, 000,
Defense support. . ... -l Ne24, 000, 000 600, 000, 000 —124, 000, 000
Technical cooperation 200, 500, 000 184, 500, 000 —22, 000, 000
Special assistance. . 268, 500, 000 206, 000, 000 —62, 500, 000
Other programs..... 101, 000, 000 94, 000, 000 —17, 000, 000
Contingency fund._._ ... 175, 000, 000 150, 000, 000 ~—25, 000, 000
Development Loan Fund.. 700, 000, 000 550, 000, 000 —150, 000, 000
U e S S S SR SRR R e ST S e 4,175, 000,000 | 3, 384, 500, 000 —790, 500, 000

Mr. Chairman, the amount recom-
mended in this bill is fully adequate for
the mutual security program for fiscal
year 1961.

At the present time, we still have the
economic power to win the cold war, but
certain changes in our aid and trade
programs must take place. Our fiscal
integrity must be maintained and we
should not jeopardize our economy.

Western Europe is prospering and it
is back on its feet. It is busy setting
up the Common Market countries’
agreement and the Outer Seven trade
bloc. Of course, this is right unusual
treatment to receive from those who
have received so much from us since the
close of the war.

Beginning with the Marshall plan, it
was to our interest to encourage foreign
ald recipients to buy from ecountries
other than our country. We sanctioned
restrictions of imports on our own mer-
chandise. We made every possible move
to get our friends back on their feet.

Today the situation has changed. In-
stead of being the recipient of a surplus
of balance-of-trade payments, the re-
verse is true.

Foreign trade is a part of our foreign
policy, and certainly the time has ar-
rived when we must talk quite frankly
to our friends. With $19.5 billion in
gold in this country, we have outstand-
ing claims abroad against our gold
amounting to approximately $9 billion.
Certain individuals and foreign corpo-
rations also hold some T billion of our
dollars. It requires $12 billion in gold
to support the outstanding Federal Re-
serve notes and deposits in Federal Re-
serve banks in our country. If the for-
eign holders of claims demanded their
gold, it would simply mean that we would
have insufficient gold to back up our Fed-
eral Reserve notes and deposits in the
Federal Reserve System.

Even though our exports exceed our
imports in value, our export of dollars
through mutual security, military aid,
economic aid, and loans is such that we
are permitting a loss in gold credits
which has reached the danger point.

Development of nuclear weapons has
brought us to the point where warfare
can bring victory. Our future
course of action must meet present-day
requirements. We are living in an age
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which requires us to compete for men’s
minds and hearts.

Accepting the philosophy that our for-
elegn aid program is an investment in
strength and democracy still does not
mean that the waste in this program
should continue.

We know full well that millions of
dollars have been squandered in the mu-
tual security program, and in a num-
ber of instances our foreign aid dollars
have not been used for the purposes for
which they were given.

During our hearing, several matters
were developed in detail which should
now be receiving the attention of the
Inspector General and Comptroller.

It was established that a nonprofit in-
stitution known as the Governmental
Affairs Institute entered into a contract
with the ICA on February 12, 1957.
This contract was to expire on June 30,
1960. The fotal amount involved was
$1,113,000, and the Governmental Affairs
Institute was to advise and guide the
plan of organization in Iran using 12
management specialists in various fields.
This contract involved technical co-
operation and the specialists were to be
used in organization, personnel admin-
istration, accounting, auditing, budget-
ing, statistics, and general reports.
Beginning on page 1131 of part I of the
hearings and continuing through 1206,
you will find this sad story.

Of the 12 technicans, 9 were former
Government employees. Some received
salaries of $18,000 per year, and others
were paid by the week and by the day.
In one instance, one of the officials of
the Governmental Affairs Institute who
by the way received a salary of $10,000
a year, also received some $6,025 which
represented payments at $100 per’day for
time spent in Iran and for time spent
on this program. Of the total amount
involved, $228,530.43 is for overhead:
$20,758.15 was for transportation of
automobiles; $12,438 was for air freight
for excess baggage; $24,605.41 for trans-
portation of household effects; $90,909.85
was for travel of technicians; $20,158.15
was for international travel from here to
Iran; $5,368 was for travel allowance in
the United States; $12,000 was for out-
of-pocket expenses; $39,000 was for a
retirement system; insurance premiums
totaled $4,653.04; social security taxes
amounted to $5,958.98; educational al-
lowances totaled $14,400.51; $18,191.77
was consumed in travel for the senior
committee of this institute; and $596,-
235, is for salaries.

A chart appears on page 1169 covering
the period from February 12, 1957,
through March 31, 1960. During this
period, all of the 16 employees of the
Governmental Affairs Institute received
total base pay amounting to $408,616.33.
One of the technicians received $32,-
983.69; another received $30,083.33: an-
other received $38,461.75; another re-
ceived $58,794.91; another received $40,-
992.26; another received $39,706.24; and
50 on down the list. You will note that
the salaries range from $5,265 to $18,000.

On page 1200 you will find a chart
which discloses the fact that the vice
president, secretary, and acting treas-
urer of this nonprofit institute receives
an annual salary of $17,000.
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The technicians used in the Iran pro-
gram under this Governmental Affairs
Institute contract cost our Government
$28,200 per man each year. Technicians
employed by ICA under the technical
cooperation program cost the Govern-
ment approximately $17,000 per year.
The amount provided for under the Gov-
ernmental Affairs Institute contract as
you can see is nearly double.

We must keep in mind that we have
passed the point when the noncom-
munistic world is willing or forced to
look only to us for economic aid. A
number of countries assisted by us in the
past now bhelieve that we have a com-
petitor in the Soviet Union. Some are
now bargaining with Russia and with
our country.

We now have problems in our own
backyard.

Today, Russia is attempting to exert
more influence in Latin America through
trade and propaganda offenses than at
any time in the past. We know that the
20 Republics of Latin America comprise
an area of almost 8 million square miles
and the total population is about 185
million, and Latin America is the fastest
growing area in the world. While the
rate of industrial progress in Latin
America in the past several decades has
been phenomenal, the economy of the
region as a whole is still essentially
agrarian and mineral. Too many coun-
tries are still dependent upon one native
commodity, such as coffee, sugar, copper,
or tin. As a consequence, fluctuations in
world markets can raise havoe with na-
tional economies.

We know that economic progress is a
very important factor in preventing the
spread of communism in Latin America,
but economic progress is not a cure-all.
It will not guarantee peace and democ-
racy. But it can provide jobs for the
jobless and land for the landless, It can
provide satisfactory outlets for restless
intellectuals and it can reduce the ten-
sions within, and the clamor for crusades
against those outside. It can replace
apathy and disaffection with hope and
confidence. This should be the nationale
for our foreign-aid program in Latin
America.

Mr. Chairman, we must remain strong
spiritually, economically, and militarily
in order to preserve our freedom and the
peace of the world. To justify the ap-
propriation of funds for this particular
program, it is imperative that we elimi-
nate all waste and duplication. Total
funds available for expenditure in fiscal
year 1961 amount to $8,154,365,000. The
unexpended funds total $4,713,665,000,
and this amount together with the new
money in this bill, and the reappropri-
ated funds give us the total which I have
just mentioned. The amount recom-
mended in this bill is fully adequate for
the mutual security program for fiscal
year 1961.

Our committee recommends this bill
to the Members of the House.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 19
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. ConTE].

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, before
proceeding with some of my objections
to the cuts in this bill and the restric-
tive limitations I should like to discuss

June 16

some of the remarks made by my chair-
man. I would like to quote from his
speech on the floor here today:

No one is going to tear my figures down,
try as hard as you may.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman sent to
every Member of Congress a fact sheet,
“Mutual Security Dollar Funds by Pro-
gram and Amount,” showing the total
available for expenditure. Having great
respect for my chairman, as I do, I took
his word: but I thought I would tabulate
these on the adding machine for human
error. He has a total here of unex-
pended funds of $4,713,665,000.

In tabulating these figures on the add-
ing machine, the total came to $4,715,-
565,000.

I further investigated his figures, I be-
came interested and intrigued, and I
noticed that on defense support he had
an unexpended figure of $758,601,000. I
checked the committee report voted on
by the majority of this committee and I
found in that report the figure was dif-
ferent. Instead of $758,601,000 the com-
mittee report, which I understand is cor-
rect, is $758,001,000.

I then investigated further, Mr, Chair-
man, and I found the technical cooper-
ation, bilateral figure in error. In the
report that he sent to the Members of
Congress he had a figure of $168,417,000.
I then again checked the committee re-
port and the committee had a figure of
$167,617,000.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield.

Mr. PASSMAN. Those people will
change their figures as frequently as the
sun rises. All of my figures will stand
up to the dollar, If the gentleman does
not understand the facts of the matter
it is not my fault.

Mr. CONTE. These are the figures he
sent around to the Members of Congress.
Here is the committee report. These do
not come from downtown. Check them,
compare the two. Put them on an add-
ing machine.

He mentions the public debt of the
United States and says that it is greater
than the total debt of all countries we
are giving aid to. Let us take his
famous cuff-link formula which he used
about a hundred times in committee,
about the $36 cuff links he bought in
Hong Kong. He stated he could sell
them in a jewelry store for $165 here in
the United States, a ratio of $36 to the
$165. However, for the purposes of this
analysis, the disparity needs to be flat-
tened out by one-third since only two-
thirds of the listed countries are under-
developed. For general purposes, 25 to
100 or 1 to 4, we find, Mr. Chairman, the
total debt of these countries is $236
billion. Using his formula, the cuff-
link formula, times four, comes to $944
billion compared with $288 billion of the
United States. This is not my formula,
this cuff-link formula that we heard
so much of in committee.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendments that will be put forth here
today in the military and defense sup-
port fields because I feel that these cuts
are of a crippling nature to the pending
bill. I am also concerned, Mr. Chairman,
with many of the limitations inserted
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by this subcommittee on point 4 pro-
gram.

The chairman can laugh all he wants.
He can try to take the prerogative away
from the Committee on Foreign Affairs.
That is what he is doing here today.
There is limitation after limitation here.
Only a few weeks ago this Congress
endorsed the Indus Basin project in the
authorization bill. The chairman says,
“I will cut the pins from the Indus Basin
project. I will put a limitation in there.
They will not be able to spend a plugged
nickel.” He did that in program after
program. He is going to establish the
policy of the Nation.

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

Mr. CONTE. I decline to yield to the
gentleman from Lo !

Mr. Chairman, I support the mutual
security program and am in opposition
to a number of crippling features of
the pending bill. The minority report
stresses two of the significant deficien-
cies of the bill—the unwarranted heavy
reductions in the military assistance pro-
gram and in defense support—unwar-
ranted on the evidence before the com-
mittee—unwarranted by the facts of the
world situation—and contrary to the
firm and convincing judgment of the
President, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and
the Secretaries of State and Defense.

I believe the severe reduction in spe-
cial assistance endangers both short-
run security programs and long-range
humanitarian and progressive objec-
tives

I am also convinced that a number
of provisions of the pending bill, other
than on appropriation amounts, would
seriously handicap the United States
in the pursuit of our necessary responsi-
ble role as a leader in the move toward
world peace. Specifically, I oppose the
placing of shackles on technical coop-
eration, the gross delimiting of the con-
tingency fund, the rejection of our
necessary part in the solution of the
troublesome Indus waters problem, and
the illogical narrowing of the special
program for tropical Africa.

MILITARY ASSISTANCE

I strongly support the statements by
my colleagues from New York and
Michigan in regard to the partial res-
toration of the Military Assistance Acts.

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

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

Mr. GARY. Is it not a fact that prac-
tically every one of these limitations
was supported by the members of the
committee on your side of the aisle?

Mr. CONTE. They certainly were not
supported by me.

Mr. GARY. That is not an answer to
my question. Were they not supported
also by members on your side of the
aisle?

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I can
only speak for myself. I oppose them
and I took reservations because I knew
5was going to speak on them here to-

ay.

Mr. YATES. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I would like the gentle-
man to know, as he well knows, that I,
too, took reservations on the restric-
tions and I stated specifically before the
full committee that I was going to re-
serve on a number of the restrictions
and limitations that were in the bill.

Mr. CONTE. The gentleman from Il-
linois and I were going to file additional
views but, unfortunately, through a
technicality, that was ruled out by the
chairman.

Mr. PASSMAN. I begz the gentle-
man's pardon. I was not even consulted
relative to such a proposal. What does
the gentleman mean when he says that
the chairman ruled it out?

Mr. CONTE. I did not say the chair-
man of the subcommittee. This is the
chairman of the full committee.

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

Mr. CONTE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. If I may clarify that
point, I think what the gentleman from
Massachusetts meant by that was that
he made an inquiry as to whether he
could file separate views on the report,
and it was the ruling of the chairman of
the full committee, and not of the sub-
committee, as to the filing of these sep-
arate views.

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Chairman, I cannot
yield further.

In regard to defense support, the com-
mittee proposed $600 million. This is 47
percent below the program just 3 years
ago. It is 23 percent below the program
of the current year. The Executive has
described to us plans for further pro-
gressive reduction in the immediate next
years for many of the defense support
countries. We should all take pleasure
in the improvements of the conditions
which have permitted these reductions
and which promise more reductions in
the future. However, make no mistake,
Mr. Chairman and Members of the
House, it is the improvements in the eco-
nomic and administrative systems of
these nations which makes this possible
and not, I repeat, and not because of
the aggressive intentions of the Soviet
bloc being lessened.

TECHNICAL COOPERATION

In addition to a reduced appropria-
tion, which with authorized carryover
will be under the current year’'s level,
this program would be shackled by a
restrictive provision in the committee
bill. The prohibition against starting
technical cooperation projects which are
not presented in the Executive's pro-
posed program introduces unworkable
rigidity into this bipartisan program.

SPECIAL ASSISTANCE

I also wish to call to the attention of
the House the possible harm to our secu-
rity interest in the serious reduction of
$50 million below the authorization
which is proposed for special assistance.
I am concerned with the very difficult
job which will face the President if he
has to live with this reduction which is
nearly 25 percent below the request,
particularly in view of major require-
ments of vital security interest which
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must be met from special assistance—
strategic airbases in Morocco and Libya,
support to Jordan without which vio-
lence in the Middle East would almost
certainly erupt—oil and communica-
tions, as well as the threat of world war
involvement—maintenance of effective
operations in Afghanistan on the Soviet
border and recipent of vast Soviet aid.

These four critical programs with the
malaria eradication program which the
committee report leaves untouched
come to 78 percent of the appropriation
proposed. These flgures cannot be re-
duced without hazard. Accordingly, the
remaining requirements must be subject
to very drastic reduction which the Pres-
ident may find impossible. Other pro-
ponents have urged the untouchability
of other worthy elements of special as-
sistance. The Committee on Foreign
Affairs urged maintenance of the pro-
gramed figure for the special program for
tropical Africa and also in its report rec-
ommended a higher level for Israel than
was programed by the Executive. The
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations
recommended retention in full of the
African program and the health and
related activities.

Consideration of a reduction of almost
25 percent in this appropriation poses
a most difficult dilemma to the House, as
it will to the Executive. The dilemma is
that of the choice between the long-
range good and the short-range impera-
tive. The choice is between military
bases and full support to the malaria
eradication program, between staving off
certain collapse of Jordan and aid to
American-sponsored schools abroad, be-
tween maintenance of an operating toe-
hold in Soviet-courted Afghanistan and
the longer run education task in tropical
Africa, between averting probable chaos
in Bolivia and Haiti and international
medical research.

I do not wish to thrust this type of
cruel choice on the President. I recog-
nize the clear and present dangers which
dictate much of the special assistance
program. I subscribe wholeheartedly to
the enduring merits and cumulative
values contained in its constructive for-
ward-looking elements such as the ma-
laria program. At the low figure in the
committee bill, the long-range will in-
evitably suffer under the pressure of the
immediate and urgent.

CONTINGENCY FUND

Mr. Chairman, I also am disturbed by
the limitation on the ability of the Presi-
dent to meet security pressures which
may occur—a limitation imposed by the
restriction on use of contingency funds.
The provision on contingency might pre-
clude speeding up or increasing a vital
security program as it is now worded. It
states that contingency funds cannot
be used for projects or activities for
which an estimate has been submitted to
Congress.

There have been estimates submitted
for modernization of armies of a number
of allies; for base construction in key
areas, that is, the Philippines; for long-
range economic stabilization programs
essential to political and military pos-
ture, as in Turkey.
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Activities of these types have had to
be accelerated in the past to confront
crises—in the Middle East and in the Far
East.

Estimates have been submitted for
these programs. I fear that the con-
tingency limitation might be interpreted
as limiting the ability of the President to
accelerate deliveries, rush construction,
or otherwise act rapidly and effectively.
Reductions already made in the Presi-
dent’s request for other categories will
require programing below the estimates.
Can we afford to prevent the President
from using the contingency fund to re-
store the reductions? I submit that we
cannot so handicap ourselves.

INDUS BASIN DEVELOPMENT

The bill reverses the recent action of
both Houses of Congress and prohibits
U.S. participation in the multination
plan to assist in the resolution of the
Indus waters question, which has plagued
two major and friendly nations for
some years, I strongly urge that this
provision be stricken so that we may join
with the other contributing nations to
permit India and Pakistan—with nearly
a quarter of the world’s population—to
address themselves even more fully to
peaceful, constructive pursuits.

SPECIAL PROGRAM FOR TROPICAL AFRICA

The Executive has presented a strong
case for a long-run program to assist the
old and the many new, small nations of
tropical Africa to begin to train leaders,
administrators, engineers, doctors, and
other technical personnel. Without
these they will not be able to govern
themselves or function in world society
and would as a direct consequence sink
into chaos—subject to inflltration or ex-
ploitation by African or other aggressors.

The bill permits this program of vital
education and training to move ahead
but refuses funds for construction of
training institutes or facilities. This is
almost like saying “hang your clothes
on a hickory limb, but don’t go near the
water.” To my mind this is absurd and
dangerous. We must not allow the ad-
vantage—temporary I hope—which the
Soviet bloc has gained by rapidly moving
to build and staff a technical institute
in Guinea to be duplicated elsewhere by
imposing limitations on ourselves.

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

Mr. CONTE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Is not the most critical
thing that is needed in Africa facilities
for the training of administrators, per-
sonnel, and so forth?

Mr. CONTE. Yes. We are not going
to train them in the burning sun down
there, We have to have buildings so that
we can train them ably. This is the most
ridiculous amendment.

CONCLUSION

These are times which call for confi-
dence, in ourselves, in our friends and
in the prospects for our form of society
in a peaceful world. In this confident
spirit—within our demonstrated great
capacity—we must continue prudent
mutual defensive programs as well as
cooperative, constructive activities. The
pending bill—in a number of its recom-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

mended amounts and in a number of its
restrictive provisions—fails to measure
up—confidently—to the tasks of secu-
rity, peace and progress for the United
States and the free world.

I hope this Congress in its wisdom will
restore back in part, at least, the money
in the military assistance program and
in defense program which I will offer in
an amendment later on today, and take
away some of the shackles that now exist,
take away some of this restrictive lan-
guage which will tie the hands of the
Administrator of the mutual security
program.

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

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Can the gentleman give
me any idea as to how much in the way
of U.S. securities the recipient nations
hold? It seems to me I have somewhere
seen a figure of approximately $4.5 bil-
lion that the recipient nations of this
foreign aid handout program hold in
U.S. securities—foreign governments,
banks, official institutions, and individ-
uals.

Mr. CONTE. Isthat the governments
or individual holding the securities?

Mr. GROSS. Both.

Mr. CONTE. I think the gentleman
will find that those are certain indi-
viduals in these countries who hold
American securities.

Mr. GROSS. To the extent of $4.5
billion, approximately.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 1 minute so that I may
reply briefly to the able and congenial
gentleman, my colleague from Massa-
chusetts, Mr. CONTE.

After having served in the House, as
I have, for 14 years—12 years on the
Appropriations Committee, 8 years on
the subcommittee, and 6 years as chair-
man—maybe the gentleman will come
to have a little bit more faith in the
committee. Let me say to the gentle-
man that I am not going to put out any
erroneous figures. I stay in touch with
the Department, and I hold in my hand
a letter dated May 27, 1960, showing that
$79.9 million will accrue to the mutual
security program:

Military assistance, mutual security
military sales collections, $40 million;
Development Loan Fund, receipts from
operations, $38 million; defense support,
$600,000; bilateral technical cooperation
$800,000; and administrative expenses,
ICA, $500,000; making a total of $79.9
million.

So, if the gentleman from Massachu-
setts would like for me to have this let-
ter mimeographed and to send him some
copies, I will do so, and he will be in
possession of the true facts.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Louisiana has expired.

Mr, PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
13 minutes to the gentleman from Ala-
bama [Mr. ANDREWS].

Mr. ANDREWS. Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee, I do not be-
lieve that if the members took the report
of the Comptroller General—and it is
in the hearings—and read it, you would
have any fear about harm being done to
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the ICA program under the committee
bill. As our chairman pointed out, on
November 2, 1959, in the Wall Street
Journal, we found this story:

The State Department, the overseer of the
economic and military aid, is pressing for a
larger request, officials disclosed, on the
ground that congressional paring may reduce
the ald requested to dangerous levels,

Those of you who have been around
here for a long time know that it is al-
most a uniform custom of bureaucrats
coming to Congress and asking for more
money than they need. And, I think
that is exactly what happened in this
case.

One of the finest Government officials
that I have ever known is a member of
your party, an appointee of your Presi-
dent, Mr. Joseph Campbell, the Comp-
troller General of the United States. He
is a dedicated, conscientious public offi-
cial. He came before our committee last
year and said:

If there were less money avallable, there
would be a better job done.

He was speaking of this ICA program.
He came back this year on May 16 and
again told our committee, and I quote:

I am still of the same opinion that if the
program had more competent people in it,
with the present amount of money, they
could do a better job.

Now, as our chairman pointed out to
you, this program over all will have more
money in 1961 than in 1960. It is esti-
mated that there will be approximately
a $52 million unobligated balance on
July 1.

Now, if you Members would take the
time and read the Recorp and find out
for yourselves how your tax money is
wasted by these people in ICA, I do not
think you would have any hesitancy
about supporting the subcommittee and
the full committee on the amount rec-
ommended in this bill. We do not have
time to tell you about all the cases of
waste, extravagance, and mismanage-
ment. But, we spent 12 weeks checking
into this program.

The Comptroller General spent 2 full
days with our committee. He said
that—

Equipment has been furnished to many
countries in excess of their capability to
utilize it adequately, due in large part to
the lack of trained personnel. For exam-
ple, in one country, reports from using units
indicate that there are only about 40 per-
cent of the needed radio operators and that
receipt of newer, more complex equipment
would aggravate this problem.

In other words, in one country they
had shipped in far more radio equip-
ment than they had personnel to oper-
ate the equipment. He said further:

In some cquntries, aircraft have been de-
livered in quantities in excess of the number
of available qualified pilots. For example,
in one country there were about two jet
aircraft avallable for each pilot, including
instrmctors.

He said further:

Our examinations frequently disclose that
the program submissions prepared by the
MAAG’s contain equipment to meet training
requirements although like equipment is ap-
parently avallable from guantities furnished
units which are only partially staffed,
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For example, 255 tanks were programed for
5 tank battallons having active strengths of
only 6 people each, or a total of 30 men for
the 255 tanks.

I repeat, this record is literally filled
with examples of waste and mismanage-
ment. I am sure you have heard of a
very, very plush contract, shall I say,
that ICA made with the Johns Hopkins
Institute. The total amount involved
was but $80,000, but that is not peanuts,
as they say in my country. It is a good
example to show what a reckless attitude
these people have toward taxpayers’
money. They made a contract with
Johns Hopkins Institute for a lecture
course. And that is what it amounted
to; it was not a school in any sense of
the word, just a series of lectures. And
I will say this for them, they lectured
those ICA employees to death. Under
the terms of the contract they told us
that the school was to operate 5 days a
week, 8 hours a day, or 40 hours a week.
We investigated and found that they did
not have classes in the afternoon except
once or twice a week. We sent an in-
vestigator down on an afternoon to see
how the school was being operated. The
program of lectures is set out in the
record on page 1027 of volume I and I
think you will find the subjects on which
?Jey were lectured very, very interest-

g.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I went out to this same
institution one afternoon about a year
and a half ago, walked in, and there was
not a wheel turning in the place.

Mr. ANDREWS. It is a little better
now. When our staff investigator went
there there was one student and one
lecturer, however, there was no lectur-
ing going on at the time.

Mr. GROSS. When I was there there
was not a wheel turning.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. CAHILL. Will the gentleman ex-
plain to me this? I recognize that the
gentleman is making a case on the
abuses. I am wondering what the com-
mittee has done by way of removing
from Government service the people who
are responsible for these abuses, so that
there will be no repetition of them in
the future.

Mr. ANDREWS. Unfortunately, this
commitfee has no jurisdiction in that
area.

Mr. CAHILL. What recommenda-
tions have the committee made?

Mr. ANDREWS. The best way you
can stop those abuses is to cut the
amount requested, as the committee has
done. We do not hire those people, and
cannot fire them.

Mr, CAHILL. Has the commitiee
made any specific recommendations in
the report or anywhere else as to the
responsibility ?

Mr. ANDREWS. I think making rec-
ommendations to ICA would be like pour-
ing water on a duck’s back. They told
us they overrode a recommendation we
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made in last year’s report. They paid no
attention to it.

Mr, CAHILL. Does not the gentleman
feel that the publication of the names
of the people who are responsible for
these mistakes might accomplish some
good?

Mr. ANDREWS. They are in the
record.

Mr. CAHILL. The individuals that
are responsible?

Mr. ANDREWS. Yes. You will find
in the hearings the name of the man who
said he was responsible for making the
contract.

Mr. CAHILL. He is still connected
with the Government?

Mr. ANDREWS. He is still connected
with them.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. I yield tothe gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. If I read the hearing
record correctly, we are spending $100,-
000 in Israel to teach some of the people
of that country how to run banks and
lending institutions.

Mr. ANDREWS. I would not say that
is a bad program, as bad as some of the
others.

Mr. GROSS. I think the people of
Israel could teach most of us a lot about
banking. They have been in the busi-
ness a long time. They know how to
do it.

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

Mr. ANDREWS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia.

Mr. GARY. There is considerable
money in this bill to improve the farm-
ing situation in various countries. It
seems to me I have heard some rumors
of the fact that our own farm situation
is not altogether satisfactory. We might
start at home in our farm improve-
ments.

Mr. ANDREWS. In conclusion, let me
say this. I want to tell you one other
thing about the Johns Hopkins Institute
contraet, just to show you how your
money is being spent. They gave the
committee a list of lecturers. Bear in
mind that all of the students were well-
paid employees of ICA. They are on the
payroll at a pretty good salary, if I re-
member correctly, upward of $8,000
each, some of them $14,000 and $15,000.
They are men who have been with the
program a long time. They were sup-
posed to go to school 8 hours a day, 5
days a week, and they went only to
morning sessions except for a few occa-
sional afternoon sessions.

They gave the committee a list of the
lecturers, one of whom was a staff mem-
ber of a committee over on the Senate
side. He heard about if, and he wrote a
letter. You will find his letter on page
1327 of part II. In that letter he said
he had never lectured at that school, he
had never been consulted about lectur-
ing there, and he knew nothing about
it. A little thing, but, for that 5-month
school, which was sum)ose:l run
hom‘snday,sdmaweek,buswhlchas
a matter of fact operated only in the
mornings except two afternoons a week,
ICA paid Johns Hopkins Institute $4,000
per student. That was the tuition, $380,-
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000 for 5 weeks. I will venture to say
there is no institution in the world
charging any such tuition fee as that.
That is one of the ways in which your
money is wasted.

I say to you in all sincerity that I think
the amount of money in this bill recom-
mended by your subcommittee and the
full committee is ample to get a wonder-
ful job done if they will just bear in
mind what Mr. Joe Campbell said: “If
there were less money available there
would be a better job done.”

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. ALEXANDER].

Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. Chairman, we
debate the mutual security appropriation
bill today in an international atmosphere
charged with great danger to the United
States and the other nations of the free
world. During the past several months
we have seen a rapid decline in the
prestige of the United States abroad and
a grave increase in tensions between the
free nations and the Communist bloe.

Certainly, we have seen a change in
the Government in Korea, the situation
in Japan, the agitation in Turkey and
at no time in the history of our country
have we had a period fraught with more
danger to ourselves and our allies. At no
time in the past have we been in greater
need of strong, dependable allies over-
seas.

Mr. Chairman, it is a recognized fact
that the United States cannot stand
alone in the battle against communism.
For this Nation to attempt to win the
struggle alone that is taking place in the
world {or the minds of men would be to
invite disaster. The great effort re-
quired to protect the free world and
guarantee dignity for mankind depends
not only upon the military and economic
strength of the United States, but the
good will and military resources of our
allies in every part of the world.

Our military and defense support pro-
grams are essential if our allies are to
have the means of resisting communism.
It is imperative that we continue these
programs, especially at this critical pe-
riod in our international relations. The
Communists fear only strength, and we
would be taking a grave risk to the secu-
rity of the free world if we did not con-
tinue to make available to those stanch
allies of ours overseas, resources whereby
they can join the common goal of the
West in preserving freedom.

The mutual security bill, as reported by
the House Committee on Appropriations,
contains, I believe adeguate funds for our
military assistance and defense supporf
programs. I believe the funds, as pro-
vided by the committee, are necessary to
carry on these essential programs.
There should be no further reductions
in the funds provided, as I fear such
action will only increase the tempo of
the Communist bloc to intimidate our
friends overseas.

I want to make myself abundantly
clear. I believe the funds provided and
made available in this bill are, in my
opinion, much higher than I would have
ever guessed several weeks ago. I be-
lieve the committee has been very re-
sponsive to the changing international
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situation. The committee recommends
an appropriation of $1,600 million plus
the reappropriation of unobligated bal-
ances remaining available on June 30,
estimated to be $35 million. The rec-
ommended amount is $400 million below
the budget estimate, but this is impor-
tant—it is $300 million more than was
appropriated for the fiscal year 1960.
The recommended amount of $1,600
million plus military sales receipts of $40
million and $2,079,246,000 in unexpended
funds as of June 30 will provide a total
of $3,719,246,000 for expenditures in fis-
cal 1961.

Funds are available. The committee
recommended appropriations for 1961 of
$3,384,500 plus other funds on hand.
This will make available $8,154,365,000
for expenditure in the fiscal year 1961.
The comparable figure for July 1, 1959,
was $8,111,521,750.

In my opinion this will give us ade-
quate funds.

The question has come up as to
whether or not under the military assist-
ance section of this bill there are suf-
ficient funds to take care of us in the sit-
uation today. It is my candid opinion
that there are ample funds and that the
committee has taken the international
situation under consideration and has
made allowances certainly that will give
to the State Department and the head of
the ICA plenty of room in which to ma-
neuver and to operate. Frankly, there
are many instances in this program—I
could cite instance after instance, but
I am not going to take your time to do
so—to show the weaknesses of this pro-
gram. I certainly have grave doubts as
to the accomplishments of this program
through the years, because since 1953 it
seems to me that our foreign relations
are in worse shape, even after we have
spent billions and billions of dollars,
than they were many years ago when we
were not using foreign aid as a basic
plank of our foreign policy. I have been
opposed to much of the mutual security
program in years past but I want to be
secure and I will go along with the Com-
mittee on Appropriations as far as the
military assistance and defense support
section of this bill is concerned. There
are, however, many other sections in this
program which I cannot support. In
addition to military assistance and the
defense support program, we have the
Development Loan Fund, the develop-
ment assistance, the special assistance,
the President's Asian Fund, the Presi-
dent’s Contingency Fund, Technical Co-
operation, Technical Cooperation United
Nations, Technical Cooperation to Or-
ganization of American States, Joint
Control Areas, Atoms for Peace, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the
Intergovernmental Committee for Euro-
pean Migration, the United Nations Con-
tingency Fund, the Escapee Program,
the UN Children’s Fund, the UN Relief
Agency, the NATO science program, to-
gether with administrative expenses for
state and ICA programs. Certainly
many of these program have merit, but I
must say to you quite candidly I cannot
support the entire program as a pack-
age. It is regrettable to me that I do not
have the opportunity to vote for those
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programs which I think are worth while
and have been of great benefit to the
United States.

I have been alarmed at certain things
which we have done in some of these pro-
grams. For instance, I have expressed
my grave concern about the overall pol-
icy of our mutual security program, and
particularly as to how it might apply
under the Development Loan Fund. In
many fields we have given out to foreign
nations and tried to teach them, and to
place in production in their countries the
very things which we either grew or man-
ufactured in excess in this country and
which we exported to foreign markets.

I have felt very strongly that we
should be promoting things which would
not bring the chicken back home to roost
in a way that would destroy our manu-
facturing concerns and take the jobs of
our American workers. I live in a tex-
tile area and am very familiar with the
grave problem which the textile manu-
facturers and the textile workers face
with reference to imports of textile
goods; all of which have been promoted,
nurtured, and expanded with the Amer-
ican tax dollar.

I had intended to offer an amendment
under the development loan program
which would prohibit the agency from
making a loan for a new textile industry
in any of the underdeveloped countries.
However, I was assured by Mr. Brand, on
page 461 of our hearings, that—

The record will stand to show that in the
textile business we have not made a single
loan to a textile industry since I have been
Managing Director, which is since Septem-
ber, 1859. * * * Although we have had sev-
eral applications, we felt at this particular
time it was difficult to do that without hav-
ing an impact upon our own economy.

I am glad to know that they are no
longer making loans of this type to es-
tablish new textile plants which would
have an adverse impact on our own
economy.

Now I am sure there are many in-
stances of waste in our military assist-
ance program. I strongly feel they
should be eliminated and I feel very
strongly that we must keep our missile
bases within striking distance of the
Communists and that at this particular
time we must remain strong.

The free nations of the world must re-
main united if the battle for survival
against ecommunism is to be won. Our
United States is the last great hope of
free men and we should not disappoint
those friends of ours overseas who stand
with us in the achievement of a just
peace and the preservation of human
dignity.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the proposition that we
again appropriate more billions of dol-
lars to continue the wasteful and bun-
gling monstrosity we call a foreign aid
program, or a mutual security program.
The time has come for this House and
this Government to face up to a reality
that most of our constituents, the tax-
payers of America, already have faced.

That reality is simply this—there may
be a great deal of foreign aid in this
program, but there is in it neither mu-
tuality nor security. To the contrary,
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this program is operated in such a man-
ner that it is destroying our own eco-
nomic security. And once our economic
security has been destroyed, so will be the
security of our form of government, our
way of life, and finally, our identity as
a nation.

I prefer to call this a misappropria-
tions bill. This is a program of using
our own money to destroy our own econ-
omy—using a corporation’s income taxes
to set up plants in low-wage areas over-
seas to compete with the American cor-
poration and perhaps force it to shut
its plants—of using the dollars of the
American wage earner in such a man-
ner as to cost the wage earner his job.

Just last week I read an official an-
nouncement from the Labor Department
which said the unemployment level in
the United States must be expected to
remain high for years to come. Of
course, it will remain high, Mr. Chair-
man, if we continue to use our own tax
income to destroy the productive ca-
pacity of our free enterprise system, then
we obviously are destroying the jobs and
guaranteeing a high level of unemploy-
ment.

I have come to the conclusion that this
is a bill which calls for us to export
our tax dollars and import unemploy-
ment.

I am an accountant by profession and
not a lawyer. But I have dealt enough
with the making of the law, as a
member of the legislature in my own
State of Florida and as a Member of this
body, to know something about law. I
do not think a man must be a lawyer,
or must have any particular knowledge
of the law, to know that there is no
authority in the Constitution of the
United States for the making of appro-
priations such as are called for in this
bill, and have been called for in the for-
eign aid appropriations bills of past
years.

The Constitution, Mr. Chairman, says
very plainly and very explicitly that
“the Congress shall have the power to
levy and collect taxes, duties, imposts,
and excises to pay the debts, and pro-
vide for the common defense and gen-
eral welfare of the United States.” I
am quoting from section 8 of article 1.

That provision, in my opinion, pre-
vents us from appropriating—appro-
priating legally, I mean—money for this
type of foreign aid program. That sec-
tion of the Constitution says that it is
the “debts of the United States”—not
the debts of foreign nations—that can
be paid with the taxpayer's money. That
section of the Constitution says that it
is for the common defense and the gen-
eral welfare of the United Stdtes, not
the defense and welfare of foreign na-
tions, that we have the power to tax and
the power to spend.

Now it is the Constitution of the
United States which is the supreme law
of this land—and not, as some people
seem to think, decisions of the Supreme
Court. The Congress of the United
States has no power to do anything ex-
cept those things specifically enumer-
ated in the Constitution. Yet we are
preparing to exercise here today a power
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which the Constitution does not give us.
I wonder, Mr. Chairman, what it is that
we are doing in the light of the oath we
all have taken, to “preserve, protect, and
defend the Constitution™?

I would not have my colleagues in the
House who are preparing to vote for
this bill to take the word of a mere ac-
countant on a legal matter. I can cite
numerous opinions of some of the
Nation's most distinguished legal minds
in support of the viewpoint I am ad-

vancing.

Many of you here today served in this
House with the distinguished senior
Member of the other body from the
State of North Carolina. He was re-
garded in his brief service in the House
as having one of its finest legal minds;
he is so regarded in the other body.
Between his service in this and the
other body, Sam J. Ervin served with
brilliance and distinction as a member of
the supreme court of his own State.
And here is what he has to say on the
matter I am discussing:

I belleve that under the Constitution of
the United States we have no right to take
tax money and spend it for any purpose ex-
cept that which is calculated to promote the
general welfare of the United States. I do
not think we are empowered to take tax
money and give it to neutrals merely to ad-
vance their economic welfare. I do not
believe we should take tax money to pay
neutrals to remain neutral, because that
does not advance the welfare of the United
States as a government. If the United States
were an Institution operating charities in-
stead of operating a government which de-
pends on tax resources for its finances, then
I would say it would be all right for the
Unifed States to act as a universal Santa
Claus. Our Government is not a charitable
institution and the Constitution does not
authorize it to act as such.

That is what Judge ErviN said. And
to it, I say “amen.”

But there are others. Clarence E.
Manion is a distinguished constitutional
lawyer known to all of us either in per-
son or by reputation. He has served in
high positions in our Government, he was
for a quarter of a century professor of
constitutional law at Notre Dame Uni-
versity, and he was for a decade the dean
of the law school of that distinguished
educational institution.

And what does Dean Manion have to
say on this subject? He said this:

It is my considered opinion that foreign
aid, as presently constituted, is not author-
ized by the Constitution of the United States.

He said Congress “may not do what it
pleases, but merely what is authorized by
the Constitution.” And he challenged
the administration and the Congress, or
anybody in it, to “point out the constitu-
tional justification” for what he called—
and I may say properly called—“this un-
popular and incalculably expensive waste
of the taxpayers’ money.”

For myself, I would be pleased if some
of the expert constitutional lawyers,
among those who will support this pro-
gram ftoday, would aceept Dean Manion’s
challenge. I doubt that the challenge
will be accepted—because I doubt that
the most skilled legal mind among this
bill's advocates can find constitutional
justification for this appropriation.

Sl o .
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I say to you advocates of this bill, if
there is one among you who can cite its
constitutional support, you would be
doing a favor to some of your colleagues
who must wonder, as they vote for this
misappropriation, what they are doing
in the light of the oath they took, on be-
coming Members of this body, to “pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitu-
tion.”

I shall vote against this bill, because
my conscience will neither permit me to
take lightly the Constitution itself nor
the oath I took to defend it.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. LINDSAY].

Mr. LINDSAY. Mr, Chairman, I
would like to express my appreciation to
the ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations for giving
me a few minutes to go on record in sup-
port of the minority position on this bill
and in support of the amendments that
will be offered later to restore funds that
have been cut from the mutual security
appropriation. Of course, the mutual
security program is an expensive busi-
ness, but is it not better to take care of
our defense in dollars now than in lives
later? I always wonder whether it will
take a hot war in order to discover what
we should be able to discover in a cold
war. I wonder whether the Members
who have argued against the program
and who have stated that no damage
would be caused by the deep cuts in the
amounts requested realize that this whole
thing has got to be examined in light of
the requirements of foreign policy in the
world as it exists today. As I see it, the
mutual security program is a primary
arm of our foreign policy. I believe that
substantial damage would be caused to
our foreign policy interest, and our own
national security if we should allow this
bill to go through with the cuts that
have been made so far by the eommittee.
For my own part I am not willing to risk
the future of our country by withholding
my support of amendments that will be
offered to restore these amounts.

I listened with great interest to the
points made by the distinguished genfle-
man from Michigan [Mr. Forp] on the
military aspeects of the program and I
must say I am in entire agreement.

There is another aspect to this pro-
gram, and that is economic aid. In this
connection I should like to say a word
about the Development Loan Fund.
There has not been much said about the
DLF in the general debate today, and in
a moment I should like to discuss it in
greater detfail.

Mr. Chairman, only a few weeks have
transpired since the House considered
and approved by a substantial major-
ity—about a two-thirds majority—the
Mutual Security Act itself which author-
ized the continuation of the program.
This was done after cutting $88,700,000
from the authorization request.

Now we have reached the question of
how much to appropriate, as di
guished from how much to n.uthoriz.e
Again, as in past years, we run into a
strange pattern. Many of the Members
of this body who are willing to author-
ize sums recommended by our Foreign
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Affairs Committee, after extensive hear-
ings and study, now seem willing to ac-
cept appropriations smaller by many,
many millions—appropriations which
can have no other effect but to make it
impossible to carry out the authorities
granted only a few weeks ago.

Now why is this the case? Do Mem-
bers really believe that while the contin-
uation of the program is important and
while the appropriation of funds for
the program is important, the amounts
appropriated do not really make too
much difference? Do Members believe
that no damage would be caused by the
deep cuts recommended in the amount
requested? This should be examined in
the light of the requirements of U.S.
foreign policy in the world as it exists
today, for as I stated at the outset, the
mutual security program is a primary
arm of our foreign policy.

At this very moment we and our allies
are again subjected to renewed threats
and aggressive behavior on the part of
the Communist countries. Their actions
are designed to dissuade us from our de-
termination to prevent the aggrandize-
ment of their power. Their actions are
also designed to weaken the determina-
tion of free peoples on the borders of the
Soviet sphere and elsewhere, to pursue
their own goals without foreign domina-
tion. This mutual security program is
one of our main instruments to show the
Soviet leaders that our resolve is in no
way diminished; it provides the demon-
strable evidence to all peoples that we
are prepared to persevere in our free
world security efforts.

The mutual security program contains
provisions addressed to both long-term
and short-term foreign policy interests.

Through the military assistance com-
ponent, which covers half of the request-
ed funds, we are in a very great measure
providing a shield behind which free peo-
ples can pursue their livelihood and
work toward improving their lot. This
meets a short-term need for protection
through a powerful deterrent and re-
taliatory power. It also provides assur-
ance that our intention is to maintain
our military strength and the strength
of our allies to provide this deterrence
over the long run. The plain fact is that
without the support which the military
program provides, certain key allied
forces would simply not be able to play
an important deterrent role and their
own contribution to collective security
would inevitably diminish. The plain
fact is also that unless the cut made in
military assistance is restored our allies
will be weakened and our own defense
impaired.

The economic programs also relate to
both the short-term and long-term re-
quirements. Under the Defense Sup-
port category, assistance is provided to
countries which could not otherwise
maintain armed forces of 3 million men
alert to the dangers of Communist ex-
pansion on the periphery of the Soviet
Empire. The heavy reduction of $124
million below the President’s request
will necessarily weaken the economies
of these allies and reduce their ability
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to support forces we believe are im-
portant to the common defense. These
funds should be restored.

Assistance under the category labeled
special assistance helps maintain the
minimum needs for economic stability
in highly volatile parts of the world,
particularly in the Middle East and
North Africa. Certainly the funds
deeply slashed from this program should
be restored.

But free world security will not be
secure very long through defense meas-
ures alone and through programs which
support only the economic status quo.
If we have learned anything from the
experiences of the postwar era, it is that
the peoples of the less developed coun-
tries have come into their own and the
satisfaction of their legitimate aspira-
tions is important to us for many rea-
sons. Embedded in these aspirations is
8 deep and pressing determination to
make significant economic progress.

The Development Loan Fund is the
principal means we have of assisting
them to meet these aspirations since its
aim is to promote the expansion of the
productive capabilities of the people.
The technical assistance program also
assists forward progress. The Loan
Fund helps them to help themselves be-
cause it is with borrowings from the
DLF that the countries are building the
powerplants, the roads, the manufac-
turing plants and other facilities which
will improve their lot and increase their
future self-reliance.

In about 2% years of lending the
DLF has made what I believe is a very
significant contribution to vital U.S. in-
terests by providing funds which are
available from no other source. All of
this financing has been on a loan basis,
a method which places the main respon-
sibility for development squarely where
ﬁs %longs—on the developing country

elf.

It has been sometimes stated that the
loans by the DLF are not loans at all
since repayments are largely in the cur-
rency of the borrowing country. It is
true that most of the loans are repay-
able in foreign currency, but over 20
percent of the loans are repayable in
dollars, and there is no doubt whatso-
ever about the commitment to repay
on all loans. Buf this skirts the main
point which I believe should have more
recognition. That is that, inasmuch as
the continuation of development as-
sistance is widely approved by the
American people and their representa-
tives, should not this be in the form of
loans to the maximum extent possible?
Recognizing that there are many situa-
tions where grants are still necessary,
isn’t the loan technique a far better
way than any other?

Psychologically, loans foster better
relationships between this country and
the recipient countries and encourages
greater self-confidence and initiative on
their part. Loans help remove suspi-
cion about hidden motivations, but most
of all, the loan methods utilized by the
DLF helps provide a realism about de-
velopment that has not always been
present. The borrower, whether it is a
private business firm or a government
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entity must submit well thought out and
documented proposals; it must assess
its own priorities and requirements; it
must explore the whole range of financial
and material resources available to it;
it must take the means to establish
sound management, sound engineering
services and sound methods of account-
ing for its real requirements and for the
operation of the facility when it is com-
pleted. All these together add up to a
greater sense of direction and greater
self-reliance on the part of the less de-
veloped country.

Up until now, the appropriations have
not been made available to the Devel-
opment Loan Fund sufficiently large to
meet a great many of the important
proposals which have come before it. I
believe that the Congress should provide
it with the $700 million necessary to
meet the highest priority development
needs, which I repeat, can be financed
by no other source of funds since DLF
loans are largely to countries with no
current dollar repayment capacity. The
cut made by the committee to the extent
of $150 million to me is indefensible.
The funds should be restored.

We are currently faced with a new
twist in the unabated Communist effort
to subvert the less developed countries
in their association with the United
States. No doubt they will continue to
use all the means at their disposal to do
this, because they recognize that the path
to world domination is through the teem-
ing cities and impoverished villages of
Asia, of Latin America, of Africa, and
the other parts of the world where
aroused expectations of visible progress
have become irresistible and irreversible.

In the appropriations bill now before
us we have an opportunity, and indeed
a responsibility, to vote for funds ade-
quate enough to make possible growth
in freedom and with dignity. I sincerely
believe if we fail to support the restora-
tion of funds in this Mutual Security
Program and to delete the limitations
which will so seriously hamstring it we
will be tampering with our own future
and that of future generations of
Americans.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. CurTisl.

Mr. CURTIS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the pro-
visions passed by the Foreign Affairs
Committee and accepted by the House.
I oppose the cuts and other limitations
made by the Appropriations Committee,
and urge support of the amendments
which will be offered to restore amounts
and remove some of the limitations.

I take this time as a member of the
Foreign Affairs Committee, which spent
many months in detailed hearings on
this legislation. It is a little discourag-
ing to find that the bill passed by that
committee is being so seriously cut down
by the bill now before us. Some of the
proposed limitations are just as disas-
trous as are the lack of funds which are
provided.

It was a great privilege to travel on a
study mission last year which examined
the results and operations of the mu-
tual security program in the Far East
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and elsewhere. I am sure that I can
speak for others who took that trip in
saying that we were impressed by what
this program has accomplished.

So, I submit to the committee that we
should view this program a little more
broadly than by focusing on examples
of waste here and there, some of which
are so far-fetched that we are even told
that Johns Hopkins University, one of
the greatest educational institutions in
the land, is apparently accused of dis-
honesty in connection with one of these
programs. That, at least is the way I
interpreted the remarks that have been
made in this Chamber, and which I
cannot accept.

So I suggest that we take a broader
view, and let us look at the world pic-
ture. Is this any time to cut back on
the military potential of the United
States of America? I say no, Mr. Chair-
man. And, we have been told by the
military authorities of our country that
these expenditures for military foreign
aid are just as important to the defense
of our country as are expenditures for
our own defense forces. So, how can
we accept the proposal of this bill that
military foreign aid be cut $400 million?

Second. With regard to these ques-
tions of mistakes and waste, I imagine
that if we examined the programs of
some of the other departments—say the
Department of Agriculture, or even the
Department of Defense—we could find
examples where money had been improv-
idently spent. But, is that a reason, sir,
for cutting down the necessary work of
those departments?

Have we any assurance that the way
to correct mistakes of judgment and
waste is to limit the funds available?
It seems to me, sir, that there are other
ways of eliminating mistakes and waste;
that those problems should be attacked
directly, and that if we try to cure them
by merely cutting down the amount of
money available, we may find that some
of this waste and mistakes will still con-
tinue but that the programs will be
shackled because of lack of funds.

So, I say, let us not hamstring these
programs because of these examples of
mistakes. We all recognize the diffi-
culties of dealing with these countries
all over the world, many of them with
different types of civilizations from our
own. It is a tremendously difficult pro-
gram to administer. We must rather
bend our efforts to see that the admin-
istration of the program is improved.

One of the most important charges
made against the present administration
is that it has neglected the defenses of
the United States; that the defense of
our country has been sacrificed to the
need for a balanced budget. Mr, Chair-
man, let those who are making that
claim come in here today and make pro-
vision for that defense.

Instead of that, what do we see? They
come in here and cut down the military
assistance program which the Chiefs of
Staff and all of our military experts tell
us is just as necessary to the defense of
our counfry as is our own defense
program,

How can critics say with one breath
that the administration has failed to
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provide sufficient defense funds for our
country and in the next breath come in
here and cut down defense funds which
are needed for the country?

Mr. Chairman, I want to quote from a
speech that was made 2 days ago by a
very leading contender for high public
office in this country. He said that the
summit conference was doomed to fail-
ure. Why? Because we had failed to
provide adequately for the defense forces
of our country and left ourselves in a
position of weakness in dealing with the
Communist nations.

All right; if that is true, are we going
to come in here today and cut down fur-
ther on the moneys available for our
defense?

It is also said that we make insufficient
provision for conventional types of troops
to fight brush-fire wars. I would sug-
gest, Mr. Chairman, that the forces that
are made available through military as-
sistance are in many cases conventional
forces. They are the forces that would
be needed in that type of war, And yet
we are asked today to cut down on the
sinews of war necessary for those forces.

Another passage in this speech to
which I have referred recommended this:

Third. We must rebuild NATO into a
viable and consolidated military force
capable of deterring any kind of attack.

The Draper Commission, Mr. Chair-
man, came before the Committee on
Foreign Affairs last year, and told us
that modernization of the weapons of
those forces was absolutely necessary.
Yet now we are asked to cut down on
the fund essential for that purpose.

And finally, going into the economic
field for just a moment, I quote from
this same speech which received much
acclaim, in which it was said:

Seventh. We must greatly increase our
efforts to encourage the newly e.merglng na-
tions of the vast continent of Africa.

And, as chairman of the Subcommittee on
African Affairs of the Committee on Forelgn
Relations, let me remind the Senate that in
a few years, the countries of Africa will
control one-gquarter of all the votes in the
General Assembly of the United Natlons.

And yet, here today we are asked to
shackle the very programs which will
be effective in that vast continent of
Africa.

Finally, I remind the committee that
the program before us is a nonpartisan
program. It was started by the prior
administration, and many of those
sitting on this side of the aisle supported
and commended the action then taken.
In this country partisanship ends at the
waterfront, and the bill before us is one
concerned entirely with the foreign
policy of the United States.

The President of the United States,
who bears such awesome responsibility
for our country’s foreign policy, has re-
peatedly urged that these programs
should be carried forward adegquately.
In his speech of May 2 on strengthening
the frontiers of freedom, he said, re-
ferring to mutual security:

No other investment has yielded greater
dividends in terms of stabillity, security, and
free world morale.

Let us then join together from both
sides of the aisle and see to it that these
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essential programs are provided with
the necessary funds and freed from
shackling limitations.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
New Mexico [Mr. MoNTOYA].

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. Chairman, ini-
tially I want to state that I am in favor
of controlled foreign aid. I have voted
for the authorization bill in the past
and have voted for and supported the
appropriations to implement the author-
ization. I have enjoyed working with
the members of the subcommittee under
the able direction of our very esteemed
chairman, the gentleman from Louisi-
ana. I have nothing but the most pro-
found respect for both the Democratic
and the Republican members of the
committee who, I know, are dedicated
public servants interested in the eco-
nomical operation of our Government.

On occasion we encounter differences
of opinion, but I would never question
the motives that generate these differ-
ences. The bill which is before this
committee at the present time is not the
result of overnight gymnastics with
figures. It represents months, weeks,
days, and long hours of calculated delib-
eration and study by members who are
desirous of promoting the global inter-
state of the United States and her
domestic welfare. I also know that these
considerations are the guidelines for
any action taken today by any of my
colleagues in this House.

Personally, I cannot help but express
words of commendation to those public
servants who are charged with the most
difficult task of administering the pro-
gram for which money under this bill is
appropriated. On frequent occasion we
find lack of direction, lack of proper
planning, and this might be because of
the nature and scope of the program.

The hard fact we must face is that as
Members of Congress we must discharge
our duties to the fullest extent by exer-
cising fiscal control and responsibility
without losing the primary objectives
enunciated in the foreign policy pro-
nouncements of the executive depart-
ment. This is all that this committee
has strived to accomplish, even though
divergence of opinion may cast a shadow
upon these goals.

This bill recommends for the mutual
security program an appropriation of
$3,384,500,000, which is divided as fol-
lows:

This amount represents a reduction of
$790,500,000 from the original budget
estimate submitted by the President in
the amount of $4,175 million. While the
bill carries additional appropriations for
other functions, I will try to direct my
attention mainly to the aspects of mu-
tual security covered by the above fig-
ures which I have cited.

The sum which the committee has
recommended is certainly not trivial by
any stretch of the imagination. It rep-
resents hard-earned taxpayers’ dollars
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which we must make sure are spent with
wisdom and fruition. Since the incep-
tion of the mutual security program we
have heard charges and countercharges
made concerning extravagant spending
and irresponsible fiscal management.
Part of these charges are true and while
this should not detract from the ad-
visability of having a mutual security
program, we feel compelled to become
ever more alert as to how this money is
to be spent and what destiny it might
nurture in furthering the security of
our country. To put the entire mutual
security program into discernible per-
spective we must ask ourselves how
much money is available in the pipeline
and through the medium of this appro-
priation for fiscal year 1961. According
to figures which we have compiled in
the committee there will be available to
the executive department for expendi-
ture in fiscal year 1961 the grand total
of $8,154,365,000. This total is made up
of new, unexpended, and unobligated
funds under the present and previous
appropriations.

In addition to this fund availability
the American taxpayer must continue to
bear the cost of U.S. garrisons abroad
which total close to $3 billion and the
numerous related aid and subsidy pro-
grams. Then we have interest pay-
ments which are accruing periodically
on money that we have had to borrow
because of the additional expense rep-
resented by the mutual security program.
In spite of the fact that the basic ap-
propriation recommended hereunder
totals $3,384,500,000 we cannotf run away
from the inevitable conclusion that the
foreign aid cost to our Government and
the taxpayers now exceeds $10 billion
annually. Can we call this a trivial
sum? Is this a dark moment in our
history when we can say if we do not
appropriate more Russia will step in
and take our friends away?

I am not about to admit that our inter-
national ties of friendship are bridged by
a pipeline of hard-earned taxpayers'
dollars. This argument is rejected by
the fact that we have lost some of our
friends in spite of our monetary over-
tures. I have no quarrel with the object-
tives that underlie foreign aid and the
promotion of our global security, and I
do not believe any single member of this
committee does either, but we can cer-
tainly not surrender our responsibility to
the American people amidst showers of
accusations that we are endangering the
future posture of our country.

Supporting our position is the record
of all these hearings which have been
conducted painstakingly. Instances of
waste upon waste have been uncovered.
I wish that I had the time to cite from
the record examples of fiscal misman-
agement, or to put it more mildly, mis-
direction. Citing the testimony of the
Comptroller General, page 2269 of the
hearings, there is an interesting revela-
tion. I quote:

For example in one country the MAAG was
aware that consideration was belng given to
deactivation of certaln country forces as
early as 1957. However, MAP-supported
forece goa.!x in that oou.nt:ry were not ad]us‘bed
until January 1959 at which time the pro-
gram was substantially advanced and over
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90 percent of the conventional equipment
programed had been delivered. In this
country quantities of equlpment, estimated
to exceed $100 million, are now excess to the
needs of the forces currently approved or
contemplated for MAP support. Although
certain of the excesses resulted from deliver-
ies made before there was knowledge of the
country’s plans for reducing its forces, sub-
stantial quantities of unneeded equipment
were programed and delivered after the
country's plans for deactivation became
known.,

In another country we were unable to de-
termine how much equipment was delivered
for units scheduled for deactivation because
the Department of Defense denied us access
to information regarding the recipient coun-
try’s plans. However, at the time of our
review, we observed that the MAAG had
taken no action to cut back on funded pro-
grams although they had been aware for sev-
eral months that the reciplent country was
planning to deactivate certain divislons. We
were later advised by Department of Defense
officials that after our review program revi-
sions and deletions amounting to about #15
million had been made as the result of the
reduction in the forces belng supported.

Citing another instance again quoting
the Comptroller General in his testimony
which appears on page 2271 of the hear-
ings:

Equipment has been furnished to many
countries in excess of their capability to uti-
lize i1t adequately, due in large part to the
lack of trained personnel. For example, in
one country, reports from using units indi-
cate that there are only about 40 percent of
the needed radio operators and that receipt
of newer, more complex equipment would
aggravate this problem. With respect to ve-
hicles, shortages of mechanics in various
shops were as high as 50 percent, which was
one of the principal reasons for the excessive
deadline rate of 30 to 40 percent for wheeled
vehicles. In one field artillery battalion, 12
howitzers received in mid-1957 were not fired
until the latter part of 1958. Also, we found
that rocket launchers and recoilless rifies
were fired only two to three rounds each year
per weapon in one country.

In some countries, aircraft have been de-
livered in quantities in excess of the number
of available qualified pilots. For example, in
one country there were about two jet air-
craft available for each pilot, including in-
structors. At the time of our review, addi-
tional aircraft had been p ed and were
being delivered. Although a number of un-
delivered aircraft were canceled and the
country has agreed to return some of the
previously delivered aircraft, the MAAG in
this country estimated that there will be
excess or only partially utilized aircraft
through March 1961. We have recently
learned of a cost-sharing plan under which
the military assistance program will con-
tribute §75 million toward the production of
about 200 additional aircraft of a newer,
more advanced design by a contractor in this
country. Defense officials have assured us
informally that the pilot training problem
is recelving active consideration.

The record of the hearings demon-
strates another patent difficulty which
brings this program into ill repute,
namely the need for improved program-
ing at the recipient country level. 'This
is more clearly brought out by the testi-
mony of General Campbell, and I quote
from page 2275 as follows:

Our review disclosed o Armn. and
excessive requisitioning o{vmt;"gal reh:gltln.;
from (1) duplication of requirements, (2
failure to properly consider stocks on hand,
{3) erroneous stock records, (4) overstate-
ments of dues out to customers, and (5) in-
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accurate supply data for rebuild activities.
For example, the quantity of torque rods on
hand or being reclaimed by a machine shop
was understated in computing the require-
ments and resulted in excess requisitioning
of units valued at $332,000. Wire spray ma~-
terial was programed for use in 75 wire spray
machines; although at the time of our review
only 12 of the machines could be located.
Requisitions amounting to $502,000 for woal
tropical cloth were canceled after our review
disclosed adequate quantities on hand or
due in. The fiscal year 1960 refined program
included a requirement for about 15,000 rolls
of glassine paper; however, our inspection
showed 18,000 rolls to be in warehouse stocks
which apparently had not been considered.
One hundred and twenty generators valued
at $212,760 were requisitioned in 1958 and
were duplicated again in 1959. The correc-
tive action taken by the agency when these
and numerous other cases were called to
their attention resulted in program reduc-
tions of about $6 million and requisition
cancellations of about $10 million.

Another glaring example fortifying
the need for proper programing is the
disclosure reflected in the record of
hearings on page 2284 that a certain
country was allocated in January 1958,
235 F-86 planes and 186 T-33 planes
under the military assistance program
and that the Air Force of that country
only had 187 jet pilots including instruc-
tors, test pilots, and students. I re-
peat—a total of 421 planes and only
187 pilots, instructors, and students
available fo fly these planes. So what
happened? I quote from the testimony
of Mr. Gutmann which appears on page
2284 of the hearings:

In September 1958, 45 F-86 airplanes were
in permanent storage. One hundred and
thirteen were in temporary storage, At the
same time there were also T-33 planes and
5 C-46 planes in permanent storage and 47
T-83 planes in temporary storage. The
MAAG has estimated that there will be very
little improvement in the situation through
March 1961. At that time, after making
allowances for tactical training and com-
mand support requirements, and after con-
sidering alreraft that will be required for
inactive schoolwork and those which will be
lost through attrition, the MAAG forecasts
that will have 101 F-86F planes excess
to requirements and an additional 64 which
will be only partially utilized. At the same
time it is anticipated that there will be 50
excess T-33 planes.

Mr. Chairman, I cite these in-
stances not to be critical in a manner
that might indicate animosity toward
the entire program; my purpose is con-
structive. It is designed to impress
upon the membership here and the en-
tire country that we must provide checks
and balances by constricting spend-
ing and exacting thereby strict adher-
ence to prudence and responsible ad-
ministration by those charged with this
responsibility. To give freely is but to
encourage the continuation of careless-
ness. Are we to be called enemies of
this program because we try to effectuate
and bring about a better return for
our dollar? 1Is our judgment to become
subjugated to appeals in the name of
national security when in truth and in
fact our course of action is directed to
the same goals except that our compass
is geared to a road of cautious spending
and rigid regard for the American tax-
payer’'s dollar?
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Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Boscu]l.

Mr. BOSCH. Mr. Chairman, I am
opposed to HR. 12619, the so-called mu-
tual security and related agencies ap-
propriation bill for 1961.

It may be well to review the total cost
to the American taxpayers of this pro-
gram from its inception in 1948 to 1959,
inclusive. It is reliably reported that
the foreign expenditures during these
years reached the astronomical figure of
$87,077 million. One begins to wonder
how much longer the American tax-
payers can be burdened with the tre-
mendous cost of this program.

As recently as October 1959 the Presi-
dent of the United States remarked:

Now, any reasonable person will recog-
nize that no nation, even with the legendary
strength of an Atlas, could long support the
world on its shoulders.

Is it not foolish indeed that 6 percent
of the world population, even with all
of our natural resources, can indefinitely
support 94 percent of the world's pop-
ulation through this type of handout
legislation? Yet today do we fully real-
ize that the total foreign aid cost, in-
cluding interest on what we have bor-
rowed to give away, now exceeds $10
billion annually?

As I stated during the debate of this
legislation’s authorization bill, H.R.
11510, little good can be accomplished
by restating the waste and extravagance
experienced over the years in connec-
tion with the administration of this pro-
gram. It is to be noted, however, that
billions of dollars are being squandered
on a global basis without adequate con-
trol and in areas where the American
people do not have an opportunity to
appraise any results.

Now what is the actual status of our
mutual security program as of this time?
It appears that the total funds expended
and authorized by this legislation total
$8.154,365,000. Said total is made up as
follows:

Unexpended funds (includ-
ing wunobligated) as of
June 30, 1960 e

New funds recommended for
fiscal year 1961___________ 38, 384, 500, 000

New funds (other) for fiscal

Voo lgA U Tt S PR 56, 200, 000

8, 154, 365, 000

Referring to the 1959 action by Con-
gress on this mutual security program,
we find the amount authorized for fiseal
year 1960 was $8,111,521,750 as compared
to this year's proposed appropriation for
fiscal 1961 of $8,154,365,000. This repre-
sents an increase in available funds for
fiscal year 1961 over fiscal year 1960 of
$42,843250. It seems to me, Mr. Chair-
man, to be axiomatic that when a gov-
ernment spends more than its income and
mortgages the income of several genera-
tions, inflation, collapse of the economy,
and a breakdown of the fiscal structure
must necessarily follow.

Our esteemed President has stated:

Certainly I know we must find a substitute
for the purely temporary business of bolster-
ing the free nations through annual hand-
outs that gets neither permanent results nor
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I believe in all sincerity that our
foreign aid appropriations have served
only to bring an overall progressive Ped-
eral extravagance that is destroying the
value of our currency and adding impe-
tus toward a collapse of our economy.
In view of these convictions I cannot
in good conscience support the appro-
priations provided for in this legislation.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Minnesota [Mr. MarsHALL].

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr, Chairman, I
want to call the attention of the House
to the dangerous situation confronting
the dairy industry as a result of the
gross misuse being made of large quan-
tities of surplus nonfat dry milk under
our export subsidy and relief programs
overseas.

In testimony before the Committee on
Agriculture and in remarks before the
House in the last session, I opposed the
gift and subsidized sales of Commodity
Credit Corporation stocks to be used in
the manufacturing of filled milk.

It just does not make sense to have
the Department of Agriculture subsidize
the movement of one ingredient of filled
milk which is being sold in direct com-
petition with our regular commercial ex-
ports of natural dairy products.

The dairy producers of my State are
directly involved in this question since it
permits the removal of butterfat from
our milk, contributing further to the
surplus of butterfat while helping to
create an adulterated product to be sold
in competition with our milk.

Furthermore, the good reputation of
the American dairy industry as a whole
is jeopardized by creating a suspicion
that other dairy products in export are
filled. It gives competing countries an
opportunity to label our products as
fraudulent.

At the same time, it undermines the
very purpose of our mutual assistance
program by contributing to the kind of
scandals I intend to bring to the atten-
tion of the House foday.

Witness the startling article written
by Staff Reporter Robert P. Dorang
which was published on the first page of
the Wall Street Journal on Monday,
April 25, 1960:

U.S. Foop GIVEAWAYS BrinG ONLY Irnn WiLL
N SBome ForeiGN Lanps—Foop GoOES TO
BLACKE MARKETS, Is SoMETIMES FED TO CAT-
TLE—AGENCIES ARGUE OVER BLAME

(By Robert P. Dorang)

WasHINGTON.—Completely contrary to the
Government’s purpose, the big program for
glving away surplus farm products overseas
thmugh private welfare agencieu is making
Uncle Sam out to be something of an ugly
American.

This project has gone sadly wrong in some
places, according to reports just received by

. In many foreign lands, U.S. food
marked “Donated by the FPeople of the

United States—Not To Be Sold or Ex-

,” has gone into the black market.

In others, the free food has been sold to the

needy, or to ordinary commercial operators.

There has been thievery, interference by for-

eign governments, and feeding of good food

to animals.

Officials of the two Washington agencies
concerned—the Agriculture Department and
the International Cooperation Administra-
tion—readily admit that Federal manage-
ment of the program has been poor. And
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yet each of the agencies, which in the past
have proudly trumpeted the merits of this
particular food-giving plan, is firmly denying
responsibility for what has gone wrong.

ICA'S INVOLVEMENT

Though the Agriculture Department sup-
plies the commodities and can demand pay-
ment if they go astray, Department officials
close to the program profess to be only
vaguely familiar with the deficlencies now
reported. ICA officials contend their agency
became involved quite innocently in some-
thing not really its responsibility. One ICA
man comments unhappily: “If the situation
doesn't change, we might gracefully wash
our hands of the whole thing.”

Federal men are careful to stress that they
are not charging the private welfare agencles
with any wrongdoing in connection with
the program. Much of the trouble, they say,
has stemmed from use of forelgn nationals
to help in distribution of the food. Few of
the private groups are so fully staffed that
they can handle the entire job themselves.

What has brought the food scandals
somewhat belatedly to light is a report given
in a closed hearing to a House Appropria-
tlons subcommittee by the ICA. Now made
public, the document lists 18 countries
where something went wrong in the past
33 months, despite the good intentions of
the welfare groups. ICA says most of the sad
stories have been verified, although in some
instances investigations are not yet com-
pleted. Here's part of what the agency has
told Congress:

“Israel: Pilferage and widespread diver-
slons to commercial market through illegal
sales and exchanges.

“Korea: Unauthorized exchanges of com-
modities; diversions to black market; and
charges of diversions of commodities to
other countries.

“Pakistan: Pilferage; and diversion to
commercial market through illegal sales and
exchanges.

“philippines: Isolated charges of black
marketing.

“Taiwan (Formosa): Charges of padded
recipient lists, black marketing and diver-
slons to animal feed.

“Colombia: Thefts of commodities; illegal
diversions to commercial channels; and
needy recipients required to pay small
charges for commodities received.”

DIVIDED RESPONSIBILITY

The troubles have stemmed partly from
divided responsibility. While the Agricul-
ture Department keeps auditors probing in-
to its domestic donation schemes for wrong-
doing, it had none overseas when dona-
tions began some 7 years ago. For the
job, it tagged the ICA, a State Department
agency with foreign aid missions around the
world. But as one ICA official states of the
auditing, “We did it on a ‘when and if’
basis.”

As the program grew, the ICA complained
and last year got four extra auditors on
“loan” from the Agriculture Department.
Finally the foreign ald agency rebelled and
demanded a price for its work—$1 million
for the fiscal year starting next July 1. Says
Roger Stewart, ICA's man designated to
work with the Agriculture Department:

“To a large extent, the operation has been
one of trying ‘to put out fires’ as they occur.
In many of our foreign posts, we have not
been able to designate personnel * * * who
would have the specific responsibility of
riding herd on this program.”

In newly free Ghana, Mr. Stewart explains,
at least two voluntary ald groups were giv-
ing food to the same citizens—each un-
known to the other. “It was because every-
thing was so new,” the ICA officlal
maintains. “When the voluntary agency
people began talking to each other, they cut
it out.”
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In Algeria, the French army refused to
permit a relief group to do its own distribut-
ing, apparently for fear food would *“leak™
to Algerian rebels. So this progfam had to
be halted; a volunteer agency must main-
tain control of the food it's disposing, the
Agriculture Department requires.

In Bragzil, the government refused to let
commodities enter duty free, a requirement
if Uncle Sam has paid the ocean freight
charges. Butter, cheese and dried milk were
impounded at the ports and some spoiled.

Food donations through voluntary groups
have reached formidable proportions. From
the time the program really took hold 7 years
ago through last December, it has put down
on foreign shores 8.4 billlon pounds of food
worth $1.4 billion.

From only 24 million pounds in fiscal 1958,
shipments rose to 1.9 billion pounds in the
12 months ended last June 30. From then to
last December 31, they amounted to 923 mil-
lion pounds and show signs of approaching
2 billion pounds for the year that will end
June 30.

To remedy defects in the donation pro-
gram, some efforts are now under way. How-
ard Davis, deputy director of the Agricul-
ture Department’s Food Distribution Divi-
sion, reveals the Agriculture Department and
the ICA have already agreed on a “memo-
randum of understanding” that supposedly
would give the ICA much more responsibil-
ity for planning and checking into the dona-
tion work—not just auditing.

Then, with $1 million the Agriculture
Department hopes to get from Congress and
transfer to the ICA, about 30 auditing trou-
ble-shooters would be employed to ferret
out illegal practices.

May I say, parenthetically, as a mem-
ber of the subcommittee on agricultural
appropriations, it appears that ICA has
ample funds to do its auditing without
transfers from the Department of Agri-
culture.

Partial confirmation of the alarming
article just referred to is a report that a
considerable quantity of surplus nonfat
dry milk from the CCC stockpiles—
donated through a voluntary welfare
group to the Republic of Ecuador for free
distribution to the needy—was diverted
to an Ecuadorian affiliate of an American
firm. It was recombined with coconut
oil and water to produce a “filled milk"
sold in paper cartons under the Ameri-
can concern’'s label “Super Milk” at a
price only slightly less than the high
price charged for whole-cream milk
produced in extremely limited quantity
in Ecuador.

This scandalous practice was not
ended by any positive policing on the
part of our administrative agencies or
the voluntary welfare group involved.
It ceased only because the charitable
donations of U.S. nonfat dry milk to
Ecuador and other countries were cut
off last fall, when the Commodity Credit
Corporation suddenly and without ad-
vance warning found its inventory of
this dairy commodity to be exhausted.
This regrettable situation prompted the
magazine Barron’s National Business
and Financial Weekly to publish the fol-
lowing article on page 7 of its February
15, 1960, issue:

The U.N.'s Food and Agriculture Organiza~

tion is worrying about the world supply of
skim milk er. For 5 years, this country
sustained feeding programs in many parts
of the world out of “surplus” stocks. Last
year, the U.S. supply of dairy products
dwindled, thus jeopardizing the welfare
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projects which have depended upon Ameri-
can donations. In 1958, U.S. surpluses sup-
plied about 70 percent of the world's so-
called exports. Naturally, such massive free
shipments have kept low-cost milk produc-
ers from developing commercial markets.
“Food for peace,” the current euphemism for
the dumping of farm surpluses, thus is
threatening to end in a worldwide shortage
for which no relief is in sight.

It is equally surprising to learn that
60 million pounds of surplus nonfat dry
milk ordered by the White House last
fall to be made urgently available under
title II of Public Law 480 to the volun-
tary welfare groups for free distribution
to needy persons in 69 countries over-
seas, were ordered by the International
Cooperation Administration to be pack-
aged in 4%-pound plastic bags labeled
simply as “milk,” rather than “nonfat
dry milk.” This raid on the Commodity
Credit Corporation inventory prevented
the Department of Agriculture from
honoring legitimate commitments for
nonfat dry milk for established and ex-
isting market development projects over-
seas under title I of Public Law 480.

My colleagues from Minnesota and the
other major dairy producing States, and
all of our citizens who are concerned
over the health and welfare of our
Armed Forces both at home and abroad,
will join with me, I am sure, in express-
ing a real interest in the results of the
investigation which the distinguished
chairman of the House Armed Services
Committee, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Vinson], has asked the Department
of Defense to make. It involves charges
of fraud in the sale of nonfat dry milk
at the price of whole cream milk to
Army, Navy, and Air Force bases, as re-
ported in the following news item which
appeared on page 7 of the April 20, 1960,
issue of the Dairy Record:

DEFENSE ASKED To PROBE MILK PROCUREMENT

WasHINGTON.—The Department of Defense
has been asked to Investigate charges of
fraud in the sale of milk to Armed Forces
camps by Representative CarL VinsoN, Dem-
ocrat of Georgia, chairman of the House
Armed Services Committee.

The Georgla Department of Agriculture
asked him to request the investigation.

Phil Campbell, Georgia agricultural com-
missioner, wrote Representative Vinson
charging that powdered milk is being sold
to the Mmy and Navy at the prloe of whole
milk and that the butterfat content of other
milk is below the specified level.

He urged an investigation of the entire
milk procurement program by the Federal
Government. Directly Involved were three
naval bases at Jacksonville, Fla., the Air
Force station at Panama City, Fla., and the
Army base at Fort Stewart, Ga.

Prior to his request to Representative
Viwsonw, Campbell had levied fines against
three Georgia firms for diluting milk with
powdered milk and water (Dairy Record,
April 18).

All Members of the Congress, whether
directly or indirectly concerned with the
problem, have the right to expect that
such investigation by the Department of
Defense will be thorough and cover the
entire milk procurement program for all
elements of the Armed Forces, stateside
and overseas. Certainly, the Depari-
ment of Defense should not be permitted
any longer to sidetrack or dodge the
issue of our armed services openly
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flaunting the clear intent of Congress by
selling or delivering, or causing to be
sold or delivered, to our servicemen and
attached civilian personnel stationed
overseas, the product defined by law as
“filled” milk—that product being spe-
cifically declared by the U.S. Filled Milk
Act of 1923, as amended, to be “an
adulterated article of food, injurious to
the public health, and its sale consti-
tutes a fraud upon the public. It shall
be unlawful for any person to manu-
facture within any Territory or posses-
sion, or within the District of Columbia,
or to ship or deliver for shipment in
interstate or foreizn commerce, any
filled milk"—March 4, 1923, chapter 262,
No. 2, 42 Stat. 1487.

This indictment is based upon the fol-
lowing news item, the veracity of which
has not been challenged, and which ap-
peared on page 5 of the February 10,
1960, issue of the Dairy Record:

BORDEN SELLING FrLLEp MILK IN BERMUDA TO
U.S. SErRVICE Bases—DevoN CREAMERY, SUB-
SIDIARY CONCERN, SELLING TO AIR FORCE
BaseE THroUGH PX

WASHINGTON.—TWO bombshells were
dropped here by a Dairy Record representa-
tive on Monday of this week when he dis-
closed (1) that Borden's, through a 40-per-
cent-owned subsidiary, Devon Creamery, is
selling filled milk in Bermuda, and (2) that
it is being sold to the U.S. Air Force base
families through the PX in Bermuda.

The filled milk is being sold in paper con-
tainers, and it probably marks the first time
that filled milk has ever been sold in other
containers than metal cans.

The container bears the wusual Borden
name in large letters and displays promi-
nently the trademarked “Elsie,” the cow,
such as used by Borden on their regular milk
cartons.

Also appearing in large type is the follow-
ing: “Homogenized, vitaminized, pasteurized
filled milk.” At the bottom of the carton,
appearing in small letters, is the following:
“Recombined by Devon Creameries, Ltd.,
under license as to manufacture and sales.”

STARTED WITH AFFILIATION

It is understood that Devon Creameries had
not been in the recombining milk business
until its affililation with Borden.

A chocolate-flavored filled milk is also be-
ing sold by the company.

The cartons do not give any information
with reference to the ingredients being used,
but it is understood that the vegetable oil
used in recombining is being shipped from
the United States, and reliable sources have
indicated that at least some of the nonfat
dry milk used is also being manufactured by
one or more American firms for shipment to
Bermuda. Whether or not it is surplus milk
powder supplied by the Commodity Credit
Corporation had not been determined at the
time Dairy Record went to press on Monday
of this week.

PROHIBITS FILLED MILK

Although Dairy Record was unable to con-
firm the information, it is understood that
the Bermuda laws prohibit the sale of filled
milk. However, Devon has been granted a
special license to sell filled milk to the Air
Force. The Navy base there does not sell
filled milk.

The disclosure of Borden's activities in
Bermuda is certain to create consternation
among dairy interests in the United States.
The fact that the filled milk is being pro-
duced by a Borden-affiliated company no
doubt will be of particular concern because
of Borden’s standing in the industry, and
also because of the fear that it will help
open the door to filled-milk interests in the
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United States to knock out the filled-milk
laws in this country.

Similarly, in this connection, there is
no basis in fact upon which to dispute
the sound conclusions reached in the
“Behind the News” editorial on page 26
of the February 24, 1960, issue of the
Dairy Record, reading as follows:

The Quartermaster Corps purchase de-
scription for filled milk states, among other
things, “This product is intended for use,
when authorized, in areas outside the limits
of the continental United States, where a
sufficient supply of fresh fluld milk from
authorized sources is not available.”

Bermuda is only a “whoop and a holler”
from the east coast of Florida and it should
not present any great problem for the Air
Force or the Navy to ferry fresh milk from
the continental United States to the U.S.
Air Force base at Kindley Field and the U.S.
naval base at Kings Point, Bermuda. If it
did present an insurmountable problem to
the two services, it certainly should be possi-
ble for them to transport non fat dry milk
and anhydrous milk fat from the United
States to those bases for recombination.
Already something along this line is being
done, for the Borden subsidiary, Devon
Creamery, Ltd., at Bermuda, is producing
and selling a full cream recombined milk
through the commissary of the naval base.
The company is also producing and selling a
recombined filled milk to the commissary at
Kindley Field.

If it 1s possible to transport nonfat dry
milk and vegetable oil from the United States
to reconstitute filled milk, why then is it
not possible to transport enough nonfat dry
milk and anhydrous milk fat to take care
of all of the needs of the two services at their
bases?

It is difficult to understand the Quarter-
master Corps double talk with reference to
its specifications concerning “where a suffi-
clent supply of fresh fluid milk from author-
ized sources is not available.”

L - - - -

As was mentioned in this publication
(Dairy Record, February 7), filled milk has
been sold to the services in Bermuda before
Borden got into the picture. The United
Dairy Equipment Co., West Chester, Pa.,
manufacturers of the “mechanical cow”
which has been used since World War II on
naval ships for recombining nonfat dry milk
and anhydrous milk fat, has been in the
chocolate-flavored filled milk business in
Bermuda for use by the armed services for
some time past. It has manufactured filled
milk at Eindley Base with its own equip-
ment, and the ingredients are being shipped
from Pennsylvania.

Whereas the Borden carton displays the
filled milk legend in large bold type, the
United Dairy Equipment Co. carton displays
the word “milk” in letters 1 inch high in
boldface type. Beneath this in one-eighth-
inch high letters is printed on the chocolate
milk carton “filled milk recombined by,”
and then beneath that “United Dairy Equip-
ment Co., West Chester, Pa.” in large type.
The trade name of the product is “Super,”
which also appears in large letters in reverse

type. It also bears the legend that it is
“pasteurized, homogenized, and vitamin-
ized.”

Incidentally, the paper cartons in which
the United Dairy Equipment milk is sold are
manufactured in Canada. Borden's are pro-
duced in the United States.

In view of the fact that there should be
little or no problem in supplying commis-
saries in Bermuda with fresh fluid milk, or
at least recombined whole milk, but which
they are not getting, it is almost a safe bet
that the Quartermaster Corps is supplying
the Air Force bases in Spain, north Africa,
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the Middle and Far East, and on the DEW
line in northern Greenland and northern
Canada with filled milk also.

* - L] - -

Members of Congress, Judging from press
reports, are much disturbed about the con-
tents of an Air Force manual titled “Open
Mess Operating Manual,” that gives instruc-
tion on seven different ways to make a mar-
tini, how to stage fashion shows, how and
where to round up dates for bachelors, as
well as why lollipops should be provided for
officers’ children. An admonition is also
given to those who run the officers’ clubs to
feed employees, who frequently are enlisted
men, cheaper cuts of meat.

Admittedly, Congress should be concerned
when a branch of the armed services lays
such stress on trivia of this kind. But this
commentator maintains that Congress
should be much more concerned over the
matter of our armed services openly flaunt-
ing the intent of Congress with regard to
the filled-milk bill.

The language of the bill clearly defines
the product as “an adulterated article of
food, injurious to the public health, and its
sale constitutes a fraud upon the public. It
shall be unlawful for any person to manu-
facture within any territory or possession or
within the District of Columbia, or to ship
or deliver for shipment in interstate com-
merce, any filled milk.”

On May 11, 1959, in the 1st session of
the 86th Congress, I introduced bill H.R.
7146 to amend the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954,
as amended—Public Law 480—for the
very simple reasons which I specified at
the hearing on that bill before the Sub-
committee on Dairy and Poultry of the
House Committee on Agriculture on Au-
gust 3, 1959; namely, that, first, the
manner in which the Public Law 480
program has been administered in re-
spect to encouragement of exports of
nonfat dry milk, particularly, is con-
trary to a basic principle of Public Law
480; second, the aggressive promotion of
the production and marketing of filled-
milk products, made from coconut oil
mixed with subsidized nonfat dry milk
from the United States, is wrecking nor-
mal commercial export markets for nat-
ural U.S. dairy products abroad; third,
official reports indicate that a vigorous
drive is in the making to expand filled-
milk production throughout many of the
non-dairy-producing nations of the
world, which will inevitably redound to
the disadvantage of ourselves and of
friendly nations who depend upon dairy
product exports for a large portion of
their foreign trade; and, fourth, the ag-
gressive production and marketing of
filled dairy products abroad by our dairy
industry, coupled with the encourage-
ment given such operations by our own
Government through payment of sub-
sidies under Public Law 480 and other
U.S. law, will, over a period of time, re-
sult in efforts being made in the United
States to produce imitation fluid milk and
fluid-milk products.

At that hearing, I further pointed out
that H.R. 7146 would serve to accomplish
or prevent, among other things, the fol-
lowing:

1. Prohibit sale or disposal, either under
Public Law 480 or with the assistance of the
Secretary of Agriculture under any other act,
of dairy products for use outside the United

States for manufacturing filled milk prod-
ucts.
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2. Specify that the Secretary may pay sub-
sidies on dairy products other than those
purchased under price support. * ®* * This
thought arises from the fact that our nmjor
commercial export markets for dairy prod-
ucts concentrate very heavily in evaporated
milk and dry whole milk.

* * * it seems to be utterly silly to sub-
sidize exports of one dairy commodity at the
expense of normal commercial export mar-
ketings of other dairy commodities.

3. Publications of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture which I have seen show clearly
the subsidization of nonfat dry milk under
Public Law 480 and currently under other
provisions of the law, has wrecked the export
market of the United States for evaporated
milk in the Philippines.

Furthermore, it appears that plans are in
progress to expand filled milk production
and marketing to many other areas, particu-
larly the southeastern Asian area. If this is
done, any potential development of export
markets for natural dairy products in these
areas will have been destroyed.

4_ * s

5. The bill makes more specific that the
powers and authorities of Public Law 480 or
of any other act shall not be used in a man-
ner so as to disrupt or displace any wusual
marketings of, or any normal patterns of
commercial trade in, any dairy products pro-
duced in the United States.

In closing, I would like to state that I am
not unmindful of the fact that there are
those In the dairy industry who might op-
pose amending Public Law 480 as provided
in HR. 7146 because of possible loss of some
export outlets for nonfat dry milk.

I want you gentlemen to know that I any
fully cognizant of such arguments and I do
not think they are compelling.

You may not know it, but the district
which I represent is one of the heaviest
dairy producing districts in Minnesota and
in the United States. In the town of Brow-
erville, Minn,, there is located one of the
largest and most modern nonfat dry milk
manufacturing plants in the world. I am
sure that the farmers in my area do not
want any action undertaken to promote the
production of filled milk products abroad nor
do they want action taken abroad which
may in time lead to serious competition with
filled milk products in this country.

In its report No. 908 dated August 15,
1959, the House Committee on Agricul-
ture, to whom was referred the bill (H.R.
8609) to amend Public Law 480 by ex-
tending the authorities of titles I and IT,
strengthening the program of disposals
through barter, and for other purposes,
having considered the same, reported
favorably thereon without amendment,
recommended that the bill do pass, and
added the following:

During the course of its hearings, the
committee received testimony on H.R. 7146
by Mr. MarsHALL which would add a new
sectlon to Public Law 480 prohibiting any
dairy commodity produced in the TUnited
States being sold or disposed of under Pub-
lic Law 480 for wuse outside the TUnited
States in the manufacture of filled milk or
filled cheese.

- Testimony indicated that nonfat dry milk
exported under Public Law 480 has been
used in the recipient country for the manu-
facture of filled milk, movement of which
in interstate commerce is prohibited in the
United States, which has in turn been manu-
factured into an evaporated filled milk prod-
uct sold in the recipient country in com-
petition with evaporated whole milk im-
ported from the United States. The con-
dition complained of exists particularly in
the Philippines where, it was indicated,
sales of an evaporated filled milk product
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have sharply reduced imports of evaporated
milk from the United States.

While the operations complained of are
not prohibited by law, it is repugnant to
the whole intent and purpose of Public Law
480 that comumodities exported to another
country under the subsidies provided in
title I should be used in such country in
such a manner as to compete with and
reduce exports from the United States to
the same country of similar commodities on
a commercial basis. The committee believes
it is the clear intent of the law that the
Department of Agriculture in making its
“usual marketings” determinations (which
are used as a gulde in determining eligibility
of a country to receive products under title
I) not only of the particular products (in
this case nonfat dry milk) but of similar or
related products (such as evaporated whole
milk) should be taken into consideration.

While the committee did not include this
bill in its amendments to Public Law 480,
it is in full accord with the objectives of
the proposal and has omitted it because it
believes this reminder to the Department
will accomplish the purpose,

On August 19, 1959, during the floor
debate on H.R. 8609, I asked and was
given permission to extend my remarks,
whereupon I had the following colloquy
with my ed colleague, the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. PoAGe]:

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, you will re-
call that I introduced a bill, H.R. T148, which
would have added a new section to Public
Law 480, which, among other things, would
have prohibited any dairy commodity pro-
duced in the United States being sold or dis-
posed of under Public Law 480 for use outside
the United States for filled milk or filled
cheese.

My bill also provided that export assistance
under any other law could not be granted
by the Secrefary of Agriculture for the pur-
Ppose of subsidizing the exportation of nonfat
dry milk to be used in the manufacture of
filuid milk products abroad.

First, I wish to commend the committee
in its report in which it states that the opera-
tion which my bill sought to correct “is re-
pugnant to the whole intent and purpose
of Public Law 480 that commodities exported
to another country under the subsidies pro-
vided in title I should be used in such coun-
try In such a manner as to compete with
and reduce exports from the United States to
the same country of similar commodities on
a commercial basis.”

Becondly, it is noted that the committee
stated that while it did not include this
bill, H.R. 7146, in its amendments to Public
Law 480, “it is In full accord with the objec-
tives of the proposal and has omitted it be-
cause it believes this reminder will accom-
plish the purpose.”

Testimony before the House Committee on
Agriculture and the Dairy Subcommittee of
the House Committee on Agriculture showed
that, while the Public Law 480 agreement
under which the exportations of which we
complained in our bill, is now concluded, yet
exactly the same type of subsidization is
being carried on under authority of other
laws, such as the Agricultural Act of 1949,
as amended, the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion Charter Act, and the like.

I feel that the same considerations in
expanding or maintaining export markets for
U.S. agricultural products under Public Law
480, namely, that the authorities of such
law should not be used to interfere with com-
mercial export marketings of similar com-
modities, should also govern in respect to
export subsidization carried out under other
laws, even though such consideration is not
specifically stated in the laws.
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It makes no sense to subsidize one com-
modity at the expense of the regular export
market of another commodity, irrespective
of the authority used to accomplish such
exportation.

Now to my question: Does your committee
agree that the restrictions as to noninterfer-
ence with regular commercial export markets
by subsidies authorized pursuant to Public
Law 480 should also guide the Department in
respect to subsidization of exports carried out
under authority of any other law?

Mr. Poace. The committee agrees entirely.
Certainly, we intended that our surplus com-
modities should be used to develop, not to
destroy, American trade and we surely feel
that the same goal should be applicable to
all of our export subsidy programs.

When, during the past March, the De-
partment of Agriculture appropriations
for 1961 were the subject of considera-
tion at hearings before the Subcommit-
tee on the Department of Agriculture
and Related Agencies Appropriations of
the House Committee on Appropriations,
I was permitted to ask the following
question of Mr. Marvin L. McLain, As-
sistant Secretary of Agriculture. I re-
ceived the following answer from him, as
part 3 of the printed record of those
hearings, under the heading “Prohibi-
tions Against Aiding in Manufacture of
Filled Milk Outside the United States,”
at pages 560-561, discloses:

Mr. MarsHALL. What, if any, steps have
been taken by the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture either by internal directive, regula-
tion, instruction, or otherwise, to assure com-
pliance by all elements of said Department
with the reminder to the Department con-
tained in the Committee on Agriculture Re-
port No. 908 to accompany the Cooley bill,
H.R. 8609 of the 1st session of the 86th Con-
gress and the colloquy which I had with
Congressman Poace, of Texas, on the floor of
the House on August 19, 1959, when the
Cooley bill was being debated, both of which
were almed at accomplishing the purpose
of my bill, HR. T146; namely, to guarantee
that no dairy product produced in the
United States will be sold or disposed of
pursuant to Public Law 480, or with the
assistance of the Secretary of Agriculture
under any other act for use outside of the
United States for manufacturing, blending,
or compounding of filled milk or filled cheese,
or have the effect of disrupting or displac-
ing any usual marketings of, or any normal
patterns of commercial trade in, any dairy
commodity produced in the United States?

Can you supply that for the record?

Mr. McLain., We will do the best we can.

(The information referred to follows:)

“The Department has taken steps to as-
sure that nonfat dry milk sold under Pub-
lic Law 480 is not used in the manufacture
of filled milk or cheese.”

The assurance thus given by Mr. Mec-
Lain that henceforth the Department of
Agriculture will abide by the intent of
Congress as regards its nonfat dry milk
disposition activities under Public Law
480 is commendable, indeed. However,
it fails to assure the Congress that no
surplus nonfat dry milk produced in the
United States will be sold or otherwise
disposed of out of the Commodity Credit
Corporation inventory with the assist-
ance of the Secretary of Agriculture un-
der any act other than Public Law 480
for use outside of the United States for
manufacturing, blending, or compound-
ing of filled milk or filled cheese, or have
the effect of disrupting or displacing any
usual marketings of, or any normal pat-
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terns of commercial trade in, any natu-
ral dairy commodity produced in the
United States.

That this is a real and cogent problem,
harboring the potential of grave harm
to the dairy industry of the United
States, is borne out by Mr. McLain’s an-
swer to my further question, put to him
in the course of his testimony at the
aforementioned Hearings on the Depart-
ment of Agricultural Appropriations for
1961—part 3, hearing record, page 562—
as follows:

Mr. MarsHALL. Aside from Public Law 480
is it not true that CCC can subsidize exports
for nonfat for use in filled milk under its
charter without reference to Public Law 480
or this could also be accomplished under
other legislation?

“This would be possible.”

Not only would this be possible, as Mr.
McLain’s answer suggests, but it is a fact
that since the reminder to the Depart-
ment there were effected, with the assist-
ance of the Secretary of Agriculture
and under the aegis of the International
Cooperation Administration pursuant to
section 402 of the Mutual Security Act
of 1944, shipments of surplus nonfat dry
milk out of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration inventory to the Philippine
Islands for use in the manufacture of
filled evaporated milk.

Since then, and on February 1, 1960,
the Department of Agriculture, Com-
modity Stabilization Service, Livestock
and Dairy Division, issued announce-
ment LD-33, entitled “Sales of Dairy
Products for Export,” and setting forth
the ground rules on “how to submit
competitive bids to buy butter, Cheddar
cheese—cheese—and nonfat dry milk—
milk—from Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion—CCC—for export.” Pursuant to
this bid procedure, sizable quantities of
CCC nonfat dry milk have been pur-
chased by, among others, the American
concerns which operate filled milk plants
in the Philippine Islands or have been the
regular suppliers thereto, and by the
American concerns which, in the past,
were the regular suppliers of the nonfat
dry milk requirements for the filled milk
plants servicing the PX operations of the
U.S. Air Force at Kindley Field, Ber-
muda.

To determine if such CCC nonfat dry
milk, so sold pursuant to announcement
LD-33, has been or is being thus utilized,
I put the following further question to
Mr. McLain during his testimony at the
aforementioned hearings on the Depart-
ment of Agriculture Appropriations for
1961, and received the following an-
swer—part 3, hearing record, page 559:
MANUFACTURE OF FILLED MLk OUTSIDE THE

UNITED STATES

Mr. MarsHALL. Is subsidized U.S. surplus
nonfat dry milk being used anywhere outside
of the United States in the manufacture of
“filled milk,” as defined in the U.S. Filled
Milk Act of 1923 as amended?

Mr. McLamn. We will consult with the
Forelgn Agriculture Service and furnish the
answer.

(The information referred to follows:)

“It is not definitely known whether any of
the nonfat dry milk sold recently by the
CCC for unrestricted export is being used in
the manufacture of filled milk. The Depart-
ment belleves, however, that some of the
nonfat dry milk which has gone to Mexico
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and the Philippines has been used, in the
first case in filled fluid milk, and, in the
second case, in canned fllled milk.”

I respectfully suggest that the lack of
definite knowledge of what disposition
ultimately is being made of the current
unrestricted exports of CCC nonfat dry
milk, coupled with nothing more tangible
than an unverified belief that CCC non-
fat dry milk has been used in the manu-
facture of filled milk overseas, as the
Foreign Agricultural Service answer to
the question I put to Mr. McLain im-
plies, is either a disgraceful admission
of the inadequacy of the information be-
ing relayed to the Foreign Agricultural
Service by its agricultural attachés
stationed in recipient foreign countries,
or a deliberate affront to the intelligence
of the Congress.

Definite proof is readily obtainable
substantiating the use or intended use of
such CCC nonfat dry milk for the manu-
facture of filled milk in the Philippine
Islands plants of the Darigold Milk Co.,
Paranaque, Rizal, Philippine Islands, an
affiliate of Consolidated Dairy Products
Co., Seattle, Wash., the marketing or-
ganization of United Dairy Farmers of
the Pacific Northwest, and General Milk
Co.—Philippines—Inec., Mandaluyong,
Rizal, Philippine Islands, an affiliate
of the Carnation Co., Los Angeles,
Calif. There is no evidence of which
I am aware of any intention on the
part of either Borden’s or United
Dairy Equipment Co. to cease manufac-
turing filled milk from subsidized CCC
nonfat dry milk at their plants in Ber-
muda for PX sale to the servicemen and
attached civilian personnel of the U.S.
Air Force at Kindley Field, Bermuda.

It obviously is necessary to conclude
that the “reminder to the Department”
contained in House Committee on Agri-
culture report No. 908 to accompany the
Cooley bill—H.R. 8609—and the admoni-
tion to the Department contained in the
colloquy I had with the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. Poacel have utterly failed
to accomplish the purpose which my
bill—H.R. T146—was aimed at achiev-
ing—an objective with which both the
Committee on Agriculture and the Com-
mittee of the Whole House were in full
accord.

I, therefore, respectfully appeal to my
colleagues in the Congress on behalf of
the dairy farmers of the United States,
who are the ones that will reap the bit-
ter harvest of this folly, to assist in put-
ting an immediate end to, first, this
wholly unjustifiable and unwarranted
frustration of the valid national policy
expressed in the constitutional and un-
repealed Filled Milk Act of March 4,
1923, as amended; and, second, the in-
comprehensible continuing practice of
the Department of Agriculture of ignor-
ing the congressional intent expressed or
implicit in Public Law 480, the Agricul-
tural Act of 1949, as amended, the Com-
modity Credit Charter Act, the Mutual
Security Act of 1954, and the like, pur-
suant to one or a combination of which,
export subsidization of CCC nonfat dry
milk for use in the manufacture of filled
milk overseas has been and is being
carried out with the assistance of the
Secretary of Agriculture.
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culture for ﬁseal year 1961, or thereafter
ought to be uﬁnaedeltherdirectlyorm-
directly to subsidize the sale or other dis-
position of CCC nonfat dry milk for use
outside the United States for the manu-
facturing, blending, or compounding of
filled milk or filled cheese, or have the
effect of disrupting or displacing any
historically usual marketings of, or any
historically normal patterns of commer-
cial trade in, any natural dairy com-
modity produced in the United States.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gentle-
man from Utah [Mr. King].

Mr. EING of Utah. If the gentleman
from Louisiana will yield, may I say
that I have followed the work of the gen-
tleman from Louisiana, and know the
painstaking care which he has given to
the problem of eliminating governmental
waste in our mutual security program.
I should like at this time to ask the
gentleman to state for the record
whether or not in his opinion the cuts
which his subcommittee has proposed
will endanger in any material way the
security of this country, or whether they
will retard the progress which this Na-
tion has made in promoting the cause of
democracy through extending legitimate
aid to those who would benefit there-
from throughout the world.

Mr. PASSMAN. I may say to the gen-
tleman that we are not cutting the funds.
This military assistance recommendation
is 23 percent more than the amount ap-
propriated last year. This is the highest
money request that has reached this
floor in 6 years. We are increasing the
military item by $300 million.

I might state further that a majority
of the subcommittee, a majority of the
full committee, and the leaders on my
side of the aisle are of the opinion that
the funds are adequate.

I should like to thank the gentleman
for his interest, and I want to assure
him that I am grateful for the informa-
tion he gave to me that made it pos-
sible to find certain waste in this bill that
the committee has eliminated. I have
nothing but commendation for the gen-
tleman from Utah.

Mr. EING of Utah. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it clear
that I support the principle of foreign
aid. I have advocated it in civilian life,
before coming to Congress, and I voted
for it last year, as a Member of Congress.
I shall vote for it this year. I shall con-
tinue to support it as long as I feel that it
makes a legitimate contribution to the
security of this Nation, to the contain-
ment of communism, and to the exten-
sion of democracy and the advancement
of human freedom and decency through-
out the world.

I must make it equally clear, however,
that any foreign aid program which I
endorse must submit to the same rigor-
ous tests of fiscal soundness, not only
in its entirety, but in each particular
thereof, as must any domestic program
which elicits my support.

I have, in the past, voted for sewage

, airport construction, area rede-
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velopment, reclamation, and manv afher
insisted that all waste be first eliminated
therefrom. To that end, I have not
hesitated to vote for cuts where I felt
that such cuts would effectuate justifi-
able economies. What I ask for do-
mestic programs, I now ask for the pro-
posed mutual security program.

I have read the record carefully, and
am convinced that there are some as-
pects of this program that demand care-
ful reexamination. When I hear of our
sending the most advanced type of
planes to a country who has no men to
fly them, and no immediate prospects of
obtaining them, when I hear of our
sending tanks and other implements of
death to a country whose government
and all its equipment is threatened to
be taken over by the very enemies against
whom those armaments are intended as
a protection, and when I hear of the
vast and sometimes wasteful expendi-
tures made in countries which admit
openly that the very program which ad-
ministers this largess is wasteful and
inefficient, then I find it necessary to
pause, to reevaluate our objectives and
the means devised by which they may be
attained.

The cuts of the subcommittee still
leave our foreign aid budget larger than
it was last year by over $140 million. I
believe that $3,389,750,000, as recom-
mended by the subcommittee, is enough.

I plead once again, as I have done be-
fore, to avoid waste, to consolidate
duplicating programs, and to strengthen
our domestic economy through follow-
ing sound fiscal policies. It is only by so
doing that we can fulfill our historic
role as the strongest leader of a strong,
free world.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
Jonas].

Mr. JONAS. Mr. Chairman, may I ask
the chairman of the subcommitiee a
question? :

On page 1126 of the hearings the gen-
tleman from Louisiana asked a question,
as follows:

I believe that earlier we requested infor-
mation on the total cost of the 43,600
ployees in the overall mutual security pro-
gram.

That was a question directed to Mr.
Murphy. Will the chairman of the sub-
committee advise the committee today
where these administrative costs appear
]ian the bill? Do they run throughout the

il?

Mr. PASSMAN. They run throughout
the bill. I may say to the gentleman
that the figure now is approximately
44 000 employees in the mutual security
program.

Mr. JONAS. The gentleman does not
have it broken down?

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

Mr. JONAS. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. GARY. May I say to the gentle-
man if he will look at page 23 of the
committee report, in the table on that
page, he will see that there are general
administrative expenses of $38 million

BN~
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On page 2 of the bill $23 million are

allowed for administrative expenses for
the military assistance program.

In addition, in the Development Loan
Fund there is a limitation of $1.8 million
for administrative expenses. Then, in
addition, the technical assistance pro-
gram is practically all administrative ex-
pense, because it is to pay the expenses
of the men in the field who are conduct-
ing these technical projects.

Mr. JONAS. If I may supplement my
question, I was primarily interested in
ascertaining how much administrative
cost is attributable to military assistance.

Mr. PASSMAN. Twenty-three million
dollars is for the administrative cost of
the military assistance program in the
bill before the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina has ex-
pired.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. RHODES].

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, this is near the end of a long trail
for this particular piece of legislation,
at least as far as the House is concerned,
because when we get a look at this bill
again it will have passed the other body
and will come back for approval of the
conference report. Sixteen weeks of
hearings have gone into the preparation
of this bill.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to say at
the outset that I regret the necessity of
being in a position to differ with some
of my very good friends on the other side
of the aisle as far as the amounts which
are to be appropriated for the various
activities under this bill are concerned.
By and large, this subcommittee works in
harmony, and I hope that it will always
continue to be that way. I intend to
address myself directly to the category of
defense support.

The defense support figsure recom-
mended by the majority is $600 million.
This is down from $724 million which
was recommended by the President of
the United States for this category. The
great Committee on Foreign Affairs
voted out a bill which was passed on the
floor of the House and the other body
and later became law providing for an
authorization of $675 million. Thus, the
amount in this bill, $600 million, is a cut
of $124 million below the budget request,
or a cut of just under 20 percent. In
fact, this program has been cuf rather
drastically during the last few years. In
1959, $807 million was appropriated for
this item.

In 1960 the figure for this program
was $765 million. In 1961 we have a fig-
ure of $600 million. This is a reduction
since 1959 of over 25 percent in this par-
ticular item.

What is it that we are reducing?
What is defense support? I will answer
this as clearly and as briefly as I can.
Defense support is the program by which
we keep certain nations which are allied
with us in the business of defending
themselves. Some of the beneficiary na-
tions in this program are South Korea,
Taiwan, South Vietnam, Pakistan, Tur-
key, and Greece. These are the small
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nations along the perimeter of the So-
viet world who have had the courage—
andIssythiswithaIltheemphasisat
—the great courage to
aline themselves with the free world even
though the Kremlin and Red China are
looking right down their throats and
pointing missiles at them every day.

This money goes to support their
armed forces. It goes to support 600,000
troops on the island of Taiwan. It goes
to support 600,000 troops in South EKo-
rea. It goes to support the army of
some 280,000 in South Vietnam. It
supports the armies of Turkey, Greece,
and Pakistan. This money is spent
about as follows: The money is used to
import products. Incidentally, well
over 60 percent of those products will
come from the United States. The pur-
pose is to put those products into the
economy of these countries. The prod-
ucts are mainly in the category of cap-
ital expenditures which will have a
long-time beneficial impact on the econ-
omy of these nations. Through the
building of their economy, we make pos-
sible the dawning of that day when they
may be able to support themselves and
their armed forces without our help.

These nations are asked to pay for
those products in the only way they can
pay, and that is in their own currency.
The agreement which we have with
these nations varies somewhat in form,
but substantially it is something like
this. Whenever a unit is sold to the
government of, or to a business within
that country—Country A—Country A
sets aside, or receives from the purchaser
to set aside, the price of the product in
the currency of Country A. That curren-
cy may be spent in accordance with the
agreement between the United States
and Country A. We do not own the
money. We do not have a veto power
over the way it is spent. Therefore, we
retain just enough of a string on it to
make sure that the original cost to the
United States, which bought this ma-
chine tool, is used in a way which will
represent a long-term beneficial effect.
That, of course, is the only reason in the
first place we would have spent the
money.

Mainly these local currencies are used
to support and maintain the armed
forces budgets of these countries. With
the military assistance program we buy
the hardware, the sinews of war with
which these armies, navies, and air
forces must be armed. With the de-
fense support program we, wherever it
is necessary, support the budgets of
these particular nations so that they
will be able thereby to support armed
forces which they could not possibly
support with their own resources.

So this very briefly is defense support.

Now, is it necessary? Is it a good in-
vestment for the American taxpayer to
keep these nations in the field and to
keep them on our side; to keep their
armed forces at their present level?

Take the case of Red China, a nation
which certainly since its inception has
shown all the predatory tendencies of a
young lion cub. This is a nation which
has marched into Korea, which has
by indirection, perhaps, marched into

——7
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Southeast Asia, and has shown signs of
marching wherever it can probe a soft
spot around the perimeter of the globe.

This is a nation which is growing in
industry. Its industrial output is up
some 300 percent in the last 5-year plan.
It now is in about the same economic
position, or it will be in 1965, as Soviet
Russia was on the day World War II be-
gan. So this is a threat which no one
dare take lightly. This then is a nation
which is growing and which shows signs
of spreading out wherever it can, by any
means available,

What is the deterrent? The deterrent
consists of 600,000 Chinese Nationalists
and the 600,000 South Koreans on the
flank of this nation, ready to strike if
need be to defend that portion of the free
world which is in Southeast Asia. The
other deterrent is the armed forces of
the nations of Southeast Asia, trained,
armed, and ready to defend their liber-
ties whenever required. These are the
forces which are supported in that part
of the world by defense support.

Then going over to the Middle East,
also on the perimeter of the Iron Curtain,
we find the nations of Turkey and
Greece. No one needs to recount the
valor of the Greeks during World War
II. No one needs to recount the valor
of the Turks who fought by our side in
South Korea. No one I am sure will
doubt for one single instance that if
trouble begins those two brave little na-
tions will be on the side of the free world.

We have heard the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. Forpl very eloquently
plead for an increase in military assist-
ance. This military assistance is neces-
sary for modernization of the armies of
Greece and Turkey and the other armies
around the perimeter as well as those of
Western Furope. If trouble came, and
we had not modernized the forces of our
allies, they would then be faced with
some of the crack divisions of the Iron
Curtain countries, and they would face
them in the condition of having been
armed and trained with weapons which
are of the Korean war vintage.

It is absolutely necessary not only to
keep faith with those people but also to
keep faith with the taxpayers of the
United States, who have thus far very
nobly advanced this cause, that we make
absolutely certain that if trouble begins
these gallant allies of ours will be able
to meet the threat with the very best
weapons, the very best equipment, with
which they can be provided. To do less
would be to fail in the ultimate objective
we seek—the deterrent capability to pre-
vent war, and the ability to win one if
it comes.

Do we provide all this? No, we cer-
tainly do not. The gentleman from
Michigan has already related the fact
that the military budgets of these na-
tions have gone up very considerably.
Since military assistance has begun,
those nations have spent $6 of their own
money for every dollar which we spend.

To me, this program, as far as its
justification is concerned, is very much
like any other program in this particular
section of the Government known as
mutual security. I have never had the
reputation of being a person to give away
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money, and I do not certainly intend to
stand before you and try to change my
spots. If this program and all of these

programs cannot meet the test of being
good for the taxpayers of the United
States, then you and I, as Members of
this body, should not pass these bills.
The fact that the program has met this
test is borne out by the fact that not
only this body but the other body has
passed the authorization bills under
which we now appropriate funds.
Therefore, the House has already an-
swered the question as to whether or
not most of this is good for the tax-
payers.

We have heard gentlemen from the
other side speak about certain cases in-
volving transactions by the ICA which
I call horror cases because they are
horrible cases. There is no doubt what-
soever in my mind that many of them
would be difficult to justify if, indeed,
they can be justified at all. But I sub-
mit to every Member of this body, that
where you have a program which is
spending from $3 to $4 billion a year,
and I do not care whether that program
is a global program or whether it is
centered here in the District of Colum-
bia, you will find cases in which the
money has not been spent well and you
will find cases in which there was rank
stupidity, and you will find cases that
you and I, as Members of the Congress,
will not be very proud to mention.

I do not have any doubt but that there
are instances in this program very simi-
lar to that. In fact, I know of a few
which have not been mentioned by gen-
tlemen from the other side. But the
minority report, Mr. Chairman, pro-
vides for a cut in the request of the
President. The military assistance pro-
gram, if you accept the amendment of
the gentleman from New York, will still
be 10 percent below the request of the
President of the United States. If you
take the figure on defense support of
$650 million, under the amendment
which will be offered by the gentleman
from Michigan, you will still have a cut
of $74 million, which is a 10-percent cut
of the budget request of the President of
the United States.

I submit to anybody, and I do not
think it can be proved to be false, that
for every $10 that is spent on this pro-
gram, at least $9 of it is well spent. If
we are going to cut out the waste based
upon a percentage figure, I submit to you
that the amendments which will be of-
fere:l by the minority do just exactly
that.

Mrs. BLITCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to
the gentlewoman from Georgia.

Mrs. BLITCH. As the gentleman
knows, the gentlewoman from Georgia
has a great respect for his opinion. I
have always enjoyed listening to the re-
marks of the gentleman in debate on the
floor of the House on various issues. Is
the gentlewoman from Georgia incor-
rect in her recollection that the gentle-
man voted against the authorization bill?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. No; the
gentlewoman is not incorrect in that as-
sumption. The gentleman from Arizona
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did vote against the authorization bill,
but he did so because he felt the pro-
gram, as it was set forth in the author-
ization, called for more money than was
necessary. The money which is provided
in the appropriation bill is, in my opin-
ion, too little, so I am doing the best I
can to get it to a program that I can sup-
port.

Mrs. BLITCH. Then the gentleman
from Arizona did not vote against the
authorization bill because he was against
the program?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. There are
certain parts of the program, I will say
to the gentlewoman from Georgia, to
which I have not referred. I have kept
my remarks, as the gentlewoman will
recall, to the two categories, military
assistance and defense support. I will
continue to do so.

Mrs. BLITCH. I thank the gentle-
man. Will he yield further?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I cannot
yield further, Mr. Chairman, although
I have the highest respect for the gen-
tlewoman from Georgia, as she well
knows.

The gentleman, and the very distin-
guished gentleman, I might say, from
Louisiana——

Mr. PASSMAN. I did not understand
what you said.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I am say-
ing that the distinguished gentleman
from Louisiana, the distinguished chair-
man of this subcommittee, who is my
very good friend, in the committee and
also on the floor, made a remark about
an item of $325 million of excess stocks.
I have searched the record and tried to
find where there are $325 million of ex-
cess military stocks.

On page 2362 of the record I find
about the only reference to excess stocks
that appears anywhere in the index.
Here the chairman is questioning Mr.
Forman.

The following colloquy took place:

Mr. PassmaN. How do we reconcile that
figure with the information furnished on
page 45, where you state it will be 877.-
219,000?

Mr. Forman. That figure $77,219,000 is a
composite figure. The word “excess"” as used
there is a misnomer. It consists of both
excess stocks and redistributable property.
The excess is $40,044,000 and there is $24,-
919,000 of redistributable property making
a total of $64,963,000. In addition, as pre-
viously reported to the committee, the sum
of $12,2566,000 carried on the book as excess
for one country was erroneous.

If there is anything further in regard
to excess or redistributable property I
would now ask the chairman to point
it out.

Mr. PASSMAN. You just do not know
how happy you have made the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I am al-
ways glad to make the gentleman from
Louisiana happy.

Mr. PASSMAN. It was the distin-
guished gentleman who is now in the
well of the House who assisted the chair-
man in establishing these figures. I
merely refer the gentleman to the hear-
ings now available, to the testimony from
Norway, Belgium, Denmark, the Nether-
lands; and that amounts to $314 million,
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properly documented, and the gentleman
helped document that.

In addition to that, Mr. Campbell
brought to us a few other facts indicat-
ing over $100 million in one country.

Now, the gentleman helped conduct
these hearings. I wish he would go over
and read his own interrogation, and if
he does not find that I have given the
right fizures he can then supply them.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona, I asked the
chairman to go to the record and pick
out “he place in the record where there
is anything about $314 million.

Mr. PASSMAN. The gentleman can
pick it out for himself. I stated my fig-
ures. They are correct, $314 million.
Let the gentleman pick them out.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. That figure
is not in the testimony, and the gentle-
man from Louisiana knows it is not in
the testimony.

Mr. PASSMAN. And I want to say
that the gentleman from Arizona knows
it isin the testimony.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, Idonot yield further.

I do want to make one point clear.
The chairman has also made some re-
marks concerning certain people thank-
ing him for cutting this appropriation.
He quoted from the record a sentence
from General Norstad, but failed to read
another following sentence bearing on
the subject. I am sure it was because
the gentleman did not see it. His mo-
tives are of the highest, I know.

Mr. PassMAN made this statement:

If we had given you the money you asked
for, you would have used it in this program.
You would have bought something whether
you needed it or not, and it would have been,
today, in excess.

Then he read General Norstad's reply:

If you had given us, every year, everything
we asked for, the total at the present time
would indicate some overages that we now
make, that is correct.

Then there was another sentence in
General Norstad’s statement which the
chairman did not read:

Every year we must program in the light
of the deflclencies which have been created
by the fallure to appropriate the year before
as we are doing this year in Turkey.

The second sentence, if read, changes
the context of the general’s statement,
and makes it say, as the general meant
to say, that the cut in appropriations

has hurt the program.

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

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield.

Mr. PASSMAN. What I said is in the
hearings. If the gentleman wishes to

take the time he can find it himself. He
helped develop the facts. I have made
my statement and I stand on every
statement that I have made on the floor.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I do not
yield further on that point. I merely
am trying to help the chairman correct
his own myopia as far as the Norstad
statement is concerned, if he desires to
do so.

Mr. PASSMAN. The gentleman will
agree. If he will not agree that the fig-
ures I gave——

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, I do not yield further on that par-
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ticular point. I think maybe the chair-
man and I took different trips because
some of the things which he says oc-
curred I do not recognize and I do not
remember.

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

Mr. RHODES of Arizona.
the gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Isthere anything in this
bill for what is known as the China
Development Corp.?

Mr, RHODES of Arizona. I cannof
tell the gentleman. Perhaps the chair-
man can enlighten him,

Mr. GROSS. And what is the China

I yield to

- Development Corp.?

Mr. PASSMAN, If the gentleman will
do a little research on that he will have
the answer.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The chair-
man declines to give an answer to the
gentleman from Iowa.

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

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. I yield to
the gentleman from Iowa.

f If the recommendations
of the minority in this report are ac-
cepted by the House, how much Iless,
then, would the appropriation be below
that requested in the budget?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. If the rec-
ommendations of the minority are ac-
cepted, the bill will be increased by $250
million. It will be then a total of ap-
proximately $3.65 billion, which is some
$400 million below the authorization
and about $500-million-plus, below the
budget request.

Mr. KEYL. On page 14 of the report
the statement in regard to the Develop-
ment Loan Fund is to the effect the funds
returned paid back do not go to the
Treasury. Can the gentleman tell me
what becomes of those funds?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The funds
of the Development Loan Corporation?

Mr. KYL. Yes.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The gentle-
man’s understanding is correct, the
money which is paid back from loans
of the Development Loan Fund is paid
in currencies of the country involved.
The currency stays in the Fund and is
reloaned. It would take legislation to
bring any of this money back to the
Treasury.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the remainder of the time on this
side to the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. Gary].

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

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. I voted in the com-
mittee for amendments to restore funds
to the military assistance and the de-
fense support program. I intend fo do
so again, However, time ran out in the
committee before I had an opportunity
to offer amendments to strike sections
107 and 109 of the bill which prohibit the
use of funds for the Indus River Basin
development and for the special assist-
ance program for tropical Africa. In
committee I reserved on those sections
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of the bill and I intend to offer amend-
ments to strike those sections at the

appropriate time.

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

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Chairman, I
believe that both sides of the aisle must
unite in a real effort to restore the dam-
aging cuts in the appropriation for the
mutual security program.

We must act responsibly and maturely
if we are to deserve the place we all so
nobly refer to here on the House floor,
that is, the leadership of the free world.

We cannot sit idly by and hope the
Senate will restore these cuts. It is our
responsibility to display a recognition
of our international position and with
it the attendant obligations that our
position requires.

To do less and allow these cuts to re-
main is an irresponsibility that we can
no longer afford.

Of equal, if not greater importance,
is the rigid restrictions that are con-
tained in this bill. A careful analysis
of the rigidity contained in these restric-
tions leads one to the conclusion that
there is no desire on the part of its pro-
ponents to see the program survive.

I do hope that the defects in this bill
will be recognized and that when the
amendments are submitted that we will
vote to restore responsibility into this
bill. We should act with a consciousness
of our obligation to the less fortunate
nations in this world who are lacking in
every national resource except a great
desire for freedom. We should act with
a consciousness that this program is in
our national interest.

Many charges and statements have
been leveled against this program by the
opponents and others who are merely
seeking answers to questions. I have
listened to the debates today and have
heard some of them repeated. Certain
charges left unanswered are used by the
opponents to abandon the entire pro-
gram.

I thought perhaps these charges should
be answered in order to bring about a
better comprehension for everyone con-
cerned.

Accordingly, I am submitting a report
prepared by the executive branch which

ents with explanations those
charges and statements which have
appeared in one form or another during
the past months including those that
have appeared in the committee report
and in today’'s debate. I do hope that
it will in some way contribute to a better
understanding. I hope that a better
understanding will provide the enlight-
enment necessary to restore the damag-
ing cuts in our mutual security program.

To do less is to demonstrate an unworthi-

ness of leadership in the fight for free-

dom and survival.

The report follows:

EXECUTIVE BRANCH COMMENTS ON CERTAIN
STATEMENTS CONCERNING THE ADMINISTRA-
TION OF THE MUTUAL SECURITY PROGRAM
MILITARY EQUIPMENT DELIVERED WITHOUT

ASSURANCE OF PROPER USE
Statement

It has been charged the military equip-

ment continues to be programed, procured,
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and delivered to reciplent countries with-
out adequate regard for the degree of utlli-
zation achieved in those countries.

Charge

Absolute safeguards have not been estab-
lished nor is it practicable to do so. How-
ever, a concerted effort is being made to help
insure that equipment is properly used.
Significant in this regard are the following
factors:

(a) All bilateral agreements contain a
provision authorizing U.S, representatives to
observe the progress of assistance furnished.
DOD Directive 5132.3 assigns MAAG's the
responsibility for observing and reporting
on the utilization of MAP furnished equip-
ment.

(b) MAAG field visits include the pur-
pose of viewing end-item utilization, fre-
quently as a corollary duty while on other
officlal MAP business. The MAAG's report
evidence of improper use of equipment to
the host country. Followup visits are made
by MAAG personnel, as appropriate, to de-
termine whether corrective action has been
taken. Unsatisfactory situations are re-
ported to the unified command.

{¢) In countries whose indigenous mili-
tary reports afford the information, they
are used by the MAAG's to determine the
effectiveness of end-item utillzation, par-
ticularly in the more advanced countries.
Spot checks are made during MAAG field
visits to assist in establishing the validity
of such indigenous reports. Improved logis-
tic and maintenance systems, training meth-
ods, and reporting procedures are producing
dependable reporting.

MILITARY EQUIFMENT DELIVERED TO ABANDONED
UNITS

Statement

The charge has been made that military
assistance has been delivered to force units
(divisions, aircraft squadrons, etc.) which
have subsequently been deleted from MAP
supported force goals and the equipment is
now excess.

Comment

By no means all of the allied forces which
are strateglically important to the United
Btates are supported by military assistance.
In addition to strateglc considerations, the
decision as to which forces are to be eligible
for MAP assistance must take into account
the country’s capability to maintain them
without U.S. ald and the relative military
importance (priority) of the unit in relation
to the limited MAP resources available.
These decisions are reexamined regularly
and revised in the light of changing condi-
tions. As a result, many units which were
once assisted have been deleted from cur-
rent MAP supported force goals.

Simply because the United States has
made a declsion not to support a certain
unit in the future, it does not follow that
the existence of the unit is no longer in the
U.S. strategic interest, nor does it follow that
the equipment previously programed for
that unit is no longer needed and is now
excess. For example, it has been some years
since we have programed any military as-
sistance for conventional ground, naval, or
alr forces in the United Eingdom. It would
be patent nonsense to suggest, however, that
it is no longer in the U.8. strateglc interest
to have the British Government maintain
military forces and that we should, there-
fore, now take back the materiel which was
used to help the British equip these forces
in the early days of NATO.

On the other hand, a rapidly advancing
technology and changes in the world situa-
tion do result in equipment becoming excess
to the needs of forces previously supported
by the MAP. In these cases, the equipment
is offered back to the United States by the
reciplent countries. MAP supplied items
having an acquisition value of approximately
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$1.2 billion have been offered back to the
United States. Of this $1.2 billion, over $450
million worth have been transferred to other
countries to meet MAP requirements. It was
used by the original recipient, served its pur-
pose and is now meeting a MAP requirement
for at least the second time since it was
delivered originally.

JET PLANES WITHOUT PILOTS
Statement

During congressional testimony, a news
release was cited which asserted that the
United States gave 421 jet planes to an un-
identified Far Eastern ally whose air force
had only 186 qualified jet pilots.

Comment

As of June 1, 1960, the number of jet-
qualified pilots exceeded the number of jet
alrcraft delivered to this country. It is true
that at time referred to in the news release,
January 1858, the number of pllots qualified
in one particular type of jet aircraft was not
equal to the number of aircraft. However,
the total pilot inventory was 488. A short
training period qualified these pilots for this
type aircraft, thus equalizing the situation.
Alrcraft production and pilot tralning both
have long lead time requirements. The pilot
tralning ocutput for this one type of aircraft
slipped due to stringent emphasis placed on
other factors in the training program. A re-
view of the training program has corrected
this situation and appropriate steps have
been taken to balance all aspects of the air-
craft and pilot program.

TANKS WITHOUT DRIVERS
Statement

The statement has been made that 255
tanks were programed for flve tank bat-
talions in one country having actual
strengths of omnly six people. Notwith-
standing the ample supply of tanks avail-
able, an additional 125 tanks were pro-
gramed to be used for training purposes.

Comment

1. The program action in gquestion in-
volved a total of 300 tanks and not 380
tanks.

2. All tanks programed for this country
are valid requirements for NATO divisions
and supporting units required on D-Day or
a few days thereafter. The tanks provided
were limited to unit equipment, l.e., minl-
mum tanks required in the unit at all times,
War reserve tanks were not programed for
these units nor were tanks programed for
the reserve units of this country.

3. Normally tanks are not provided for
training purposes if available in war reserve
or in reserve divisions. Since this was not
the case in this country, 125 tanks were
programed to meet a valld requirement for
tanks in training centers and schools. All
but a few of these tanks were for the
armored training school. To have with-
drawn any tanks from the first line NATO
units would have reduced their D-Day cap-
ability below minimum aecceptable levels.
Furthermore, equipment used at tralning
centers soon becomes wvalueless as combat
equipment because of continual use in
training inexperienced personnel.

The manning levels quoted by the Comp-
troller General predate the programing of
the tanks in gquestion. There are now 12
tank battallons in the country concerned,
seven of which are being supported by the
military assistance program. Five of the
battalions are 65 percent to 75 percent
manned. The manning levels for all seven
MAP supported battallons have been and are
being increased as tanks are delivered to the
units. The military officials of the country
concerned did not care to expand manpower
and other resources for tank battalions until
they were assured that tanks were avallable
to the unit.
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PAYMENTS FOR AIRCRAFT ENOW-HOW
Statement

It has been stated that through the mili-
tary asslstance program the United States
agreed to assist Italy in building F-86 fighter
planes. Included in this project was a
$750,000 payment to North American Avia-
tion Co. for rights and know-how pertain-
ing to this airplane. Actually, the U.S. Gov-
ernment acquired rights to the plane when
it was developed.

Comment

This project was initiated when the United
States and Italian Governments decided to
support production of the F-86 in Italy by
Plat. North American Aviation, Inc., de-
veloper of the plane, entered into agree-
ment with the Italian Government and Fiat
to provide to them, information, data, draw-
ings, plans, specifications, and related ma-
terial pertaining to the F-86. The agreement
also stipulated that North American would
furnish for a period of 5 years, assistance
and cooperation in the manufacture or de-
velopment of Fiat of these F-86-type planes.
This agreement was not just a license for
relieving the Italian Government or Fiat of
claim of patent infringement. It was a com-
mercial agreement with Italy and Fiat to
furnish the experience and know-how North
American had taken years to accumulate. In
short, North American aided in the estab-
lishment of a competitor.

Even in those cases where the U.S. Gov-
ernment may transfer patent and reproduc-
tion rights to a second source, the estab-
lishment of a second source often requires
more than a mere transfer of these rights.
Generally, the active assistance of the first
source is necessary to implement timely pro-
duction of satisfactory equipment. Conse-
quently, as in this case, the first source has
basis for charging for specialized assistance
furnished to other sources.

RAISING OF MAAG RECOMMENDATIONS
Statement

Programs recommended by the MAAG's are
increased by the unified commands and by
the Department of Defense in order to spend
more money, giving the countries things they
don't need and don’t want.

Comment

This statement is basically incorrect. The
dollar ceilings imposed on unified commands
for planning purposes produce much smaller
proposals than in the days when they made
submissions for all militarily desirable and
feasible projects eligible for grant aid.

The occasional instances in which MAAG
recommendations are raised relate to projects
the importance of which must be determined
on a unified commandwide basis. For ex-
ample, an early warning radar site might be
of relatively low priority to the country in
which it is situated but, when related to
a network across a number of countries, it
could be of the highest priority. The uni-
fled command judgments sometimes cannot
be made until MAAG proposals for individ-
ual countries are seen and matched.

Increases in tentative MAAG proposals are
made by the unified commands and by the
Department of Defense only to meet such
requirements and only with the concurrence
of the MAAG concerned.

WE CONTINUE TO GIVE MILITARY AID EVEN
THOUGH PAST EQUIPMENT 1S STILL USABLE
Statement
MAAG Chiefs have stated that up to 95
percent of the billions of dollars worth of
equipment previously furnished continues
available and usable yet we continue to pro-
vide increasing amounts of aid.

Comment

To say that most of the equipment already

furnished is still available and usable does

not say that everything necessary to meet the
military threat has been furnished.
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The fiscal year 1961 request includes (in
million dollars) :

To replace wornout and obsolete
equipment on hand (far less than
5 percent of that already supplied) -
Conventional types of equlpment
needed all along but not supplied
previously.....
Advanced type weapons needed to
modernize forces_ . __ .
Plus: Repair parts, petroleum, oils, and
lubricants and other supplies....._
Military construction, supply opera-
tions, training, multilaterally cost-
shared programs such as NATO in-
frastructure and mutual weapons
development ..o -coocos il Lo

210
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AIDED COUNTRIES SELL OUR MILITARY AID AND
KEEP THE FROCEEDS

Statement

The MAP has supplied more equipment
than the recipient countries can use. The
countries now are being told to sell this
equipment and keep the proceeds in order
that more equipment can be provided.

Comment

MAP-supplied items having an acquisi-
tion value of approximately $1.2 billion have
been offered back to the United States by the
recipient countries. These materials were
determined by the country to be needed no
longer in support of MAP objectives.

1. Of this $1.2 billion, over $450 million
worth has been transferred to other coun-
tries to meet MAP requirements. It was
used by the original recipient, served its
purpose, and is now meeting a MAP require-
ment for at least the second time since it
was delivered originally.

2. Approximately $266 million worth was
taken back by U.S. authorities. In most
cases, the materiel was sold, and the re-
ceipts from the sales deposited in miscel-
laneous receipts of the Treasury. Some was
taken by the U.S. Military Departments for
use.

3. About $340 million worth was released
to the country for disposal. This materiel
consisted primarily of items having only
scrap value. The net proceeds from all sales
approximated $6 milllon. The countries
were allowed to keep the proceeds with the
understanding that they would be used to
further the countries’ defense effort. These
releases were made when it was determined
that it would cost the United States more to
recover and sell the materiels than could be
realized from their sale. Appropriate safe-
guards were imposed to insure demilitariza-
tion of equipment and prohibit transfers to
Soviet bloc countries.

4. Equipment having an acquisition value
of about 3 million was released to the hold-
ing country for uses other than support of
MAP objectives. These cases are rare and
each case has resulted from a determination
that such action was in the best interests
of the United States.

5. The remaining $136 million represents
materiel as to which the United States has
not yet taken final action.

In summary: For a substantial part of
the equipment involved, at least double
usage is achieved. The United States has
sold and made deposits to the Treasury
where the sale value was greater than the
cost to the United States of recovery and
sale. Where recovery and sale has been
uneconomical to the United States, the re-
cipient countries have been authorized to sell
and use proceeds to further their own de-
fense funds.

MAN APPROFRIATION LEVELS
Statement

The MAP is increasing substantially. For
fiscal year 1960 there was appropriated $1.3
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billion and now for fiscal year 1961 there is
requested $2 billion or an increase of $700
million.

Comment

Seven years ago, on June 30, 1953, the
military assistance program had available un-
expended balances of almost $8.5 billion. For
the five fiscal years, fiscal year 1955 to fiscal
year 1959, inclusive, the average annual ex-
penditure on the military assistance program
was $2.36 billion. This rate of expenditure
was made despite an average annual grant
of only $1.37 billion in new obligational au-
thority (appropriations). The remainder, an
average annually of $1 billion came each year
from unexpended balances of the earlier ap-
propriations. The forecast of expenditure
during the current fiscal year (fiscal year
1960) is $1.83 billion, although the appro-
priation for fiscal year 1961 was only $1.3 bil-
lion. By June 30, 1960, the level of unex-
pended balances will have shrunk below $2.1
billion.

It is obvious under these circumstances
that the MAP cannot be continued at any-
thing like the present level without an in-
crease in appropriations to replenish the
greatly shrunken pipeline.

It is only when obligational authority is
granted by the Congress that the executive
department is able to place orders enabling
suppliers to go ahead with production and,
in due time, delivery. In view of the ever-
increasing complexity of weapons, which
tends to lengthen the production leadtime,
and also in view of our desire to encourage
cost-sharing arrangements with our allies,
which usually involve lengthy negotiations,
it is necessary to have a carryover of unex-
pended obligational authority amounting to
the size of the program for 15 months. This
means that to deliver and expend $2 billion
in a given fiscal year we need to carry for-
ward an unexpended balance of $2.5 billion
at the end of the preceding fiscal year, in
addition to the new appropriational author-
ity of that year's bill.

Actually, the annual expenditure rate of
the MAP, far from increasing, is radically de-
creasing. The expenditure rate for fiscal
year 1961 is planned at $1.79 billion. This is
$5567 million less than the rate of the last
5 years.

COSTS OF NATO MAINTENANCE SUFPLY SERVICES
AGENCY
Statement
The fiscal year 1961 request for $256 mil-
lion for the NATO Maintenance Supply
Services Agency is in conflict with last year's
Defense testimony that no further funding
requirements were foreseen.,

Comment

Defense testimony in fiscal year 1960 was
predicated on the limitation of the Agency's
activities to the support of 5 selected air-
craft and 156 Army vehicle weapons systems.

The range of the Agency’s management
activities has since increased to include the
support of rockets and missiles (Nike-H.J.),
the support of electronic communication
systems (forward scatter-early warning
radar) and the establishment of common
stockage and repair facilities (NATO Supply
Center). The Agency's revenue-producing
activities such as consolidated procurement
are only now coming into fuller play.

Additional funding requirements in fiscal
year 1961 are attributable primarily to the
establishment of the NATO Supply Center
and the requirement for its initial stockage.
This stock will be maintained and replen-
ished by the Agency and the United States
will retain its equity in the assets.

WEAPONS PRODUCTION FROGRAM
Statement

The weapons production program Is
another means of giving away our money to
countries which are economically able to
finance themselves.
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Comment

The weapons production program is a
means of getting countries who are able to
finance themselves to do so. It is a reduc-
tion of 90 percent as compared to giving
these countries the end-item of materiel.
By furnishing technical assistance a source
is established wherein the countries can use
their local currencies, and will no longer
have need to ask the United States for the
item.

There are benefits to U.S. industry because
the producer nations will procure from the
United States a considerable portion of the
total weapon system, as bits and pieces for a
period of approximately 2 to 3 years, after
which time they are able to produce the total
weapon system.

This appears to be one of the cheapest
ways to accomplish modernization of the
allied forces with the constantly changing
weapons technology.

THE MUTUAL WEAPONS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM
Statement

The mutual weapons development program
(MWDP) is a waste of money. Our allies
are not paying their share and the program
has largely been unproductive.

Comment

The purpose of the MWDP is to Increase
the defensive capability of the NATO al-
liance through U.S. assistance to selected re-
search and development projects for weap-
ons of advanced design and which lend
themselves to coordinated European produc-
tion cost sharing agreements.

MWDP aid is provided in accordance with
a bilateral agreement with the participating
country which specifies the responsibilities
of the participants as well as the costs to
be borne by each.

As of fiscal year 1969 NATO participants
in this program have obligated $199 million
for it. The U.S. contribution has been $195
million or 98 percent of the total. As new
projects are diverted toward NATO multi-
lateral financing, the U.S. share of the
MWDP cost should fall substantially below
50 percent.

The current program includes approxi-
mately 200 active projects. The fields of
military research and development covered
include air defense, combat air support, land
combat and antisubmarine warfare. More
than 60 new weapons or components of mili-
tary equipment have reached the production
or field testing stage, and have been offered
by the countries of origin to other countries
through NATO.

Data exchange agreements are a new
activity under MWDP, These agreements
permit project directors from the United
States and the NATO country concerned to
communicate directly with each other re-
garding specified technical matters of mutual
interest.

This program of participating in and thus
having access to European research and de-
velopment, provides important benefits to
the United States by allowing us to draw
upon the technical skills and scientific tal-
ents of some of the best minds in other free
world countries.

INSTITUTE ON ICA DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMING
Statement

The House Appropriations Committee ma-
Jority report is sharply critical of the high
costs of the contract between ICA and the
Johns Hopkins Institute.

Comment
The contract between ICA and the Johns
Hopkins University School of Advanced In-
ternational Studies calls for a highly spe-
clalized course In graduate-level economic
development training. Such training is pro-
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vided to carefully selected ICA personnel
whose performance has demonstrated their
capaclty to assume higher levels of responsi-
bility. The purpose of the training is to im-
prove the caliber of economic program devel-
opment, particularly in the underdeveloped
areas where planning and programing tech-
niques applicable to more highly developed
areas are less pertinent. The course was
developed to meet ICA's specific require-
ments; there was no comparable regular
course in any institution of higher education.

The committee’s basle criticism is that the
cost of approximatley $4,000 per student is
excessive for a 5-month course. During the
hearings before the subcommittee, this figure
was adversely compared with normal univer-
sity tuition charges.

The critics overlook a most salient fact of
university financing: tuition charges repre-
sent only a fraction of the real costs of in-
struction. Endowment, contributions and
public funds for public supported institu-
tions generally carry the major share of the
cost. A university cannot undertake a spe-
cial course on request and charge less than
actual cost, since this would be an improper
diversion of endowment. In this case the
cost per student of the ICA course compares
favorably with the real costs of instruction
in the school of advanced international
studies for its regular program. The esti-
mated costs for their regular program aver-
age more than $4,600 per student for a com-
parable period, although the tuition charged
is only $1,200.

Actual costs: In fact, earlier estimates
for the first 2 years were based on budgeted
maximum figures, with reimbursement to be
only for actual costs. These are now re-
corded at a lower figure which ylelds an ac-
tual per trainee cost of $3,743 to date rather
than §4,000.

Future costs: In part as a result of con-
sideration of the concern expressed by the
House Appropriations Subcommittee, ICA
has decided to enlarge future classes to re-
duce costs per student. Based on planned
average enrollment of 24 for the 2 classes
to be held In the coming year, contract costs
per student will be reduced by 1214 percent.

Comparison with costs of similar intensive,
executive-level training: The House Appro-
priations Subcommittee was advised (pages
985, 086, and 10156 of the hearings) that:

1. Private business firms pay $950 per man-
month to the American Management Asso-
ciation for its specialized training which is
comparable to this course. The
fee to Government agencies charged by AMA
is $850 per man-month.

2. Brookings Institution fees are $860 per
man-month for similar courses. These
charges of $850 and $860 to Government
agencies and the $950 charge willingly paid
by American businesses compare with the
figure of $700 which is the planned future
level for ICA personnel at Johns Hopkins.

GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS INSTITUTE
Statement

The House Appropriations Committee ma-
Jority report sharply criticizes as excessively
costly the contract between ICA and the
Governmental Affairs Institute under which
this nonprofit organization provides tech-
nical advice to the Government of Iran.
During the hearings, the charge was re-
peatedly made that the individual tech-
nicians were receiving salaries far higher
than their previous earnings—allegedly,
$90,000 per technician over the run of the
contract.

Comment

The criticism is erroneous as to cost and
does not take into account the high gquality
and successful performance of a difficult,
important job. Specifically:

1. The average base salary of the high
level technicians provided is about $12,980
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a year, about that of a GS-15 in the Federal
service. The total average dollar cost per
man-year including salaries, transportation,
all other direct costs for technicians, out-
of-pocket expenses and contractor overhead
will run about $26,290.

2. These costs are in line with those in-
curred by private businesses and founda-
tions in conducting oversea operations at
this professional level. These are the costs
of getting results.

And finally, the criticism ignores the ma-
jor contribution which this project has made
toward the modernization of the Govern-
ment of Iran in its effort to fulfill the needs
of its people and its national interest. High
Iranian officials, including the Shah and
the Prime Minister, have placed priority
on receiving continued assistance of this
nature, and the Government of Iran has
officially requested the extension of this
contract.

Salary Comparisons

In view of comments on the high salaries
provided under the Government Affairs In-
stitute contract the following table is pro-
vided to demonstrate the reasonableness of
actions taken:

. Highest prior| Inltial base
Name annualsalary | pay on con-
tract

$14, 000 $16, 000

9, 635 10, 850

11, 140 11, 750

13,370 14, 500

14, 000 12, 700

12, 500 13,125

10, 958 11,479

12, 000 3, 000

14, 520 15, 000

8, 600 000

7,427 7,800

4, 300 4, 515

16, 000 15, 000

12, 750 12, 750

12, 400 15, 000

11, 610 12, 200

OVEREMPHASIS ON COSTLY PROJECTS

A congressional study group visited 14
countries and criticized ICA projects in 5 of
these countries. The study group report
came in for subsequent attention in another
committee, in which the three following
specific charges were raised again:

Charge

1. A “gigantic” fertilizer plant in Eorea is
not operating and is not expected to be in
full operation in the next few years.

2. A highway project in Vietnam is ending
up costing several times the amount origi-
nally estimated. The total cost may exceed
$100 million.

3. A radio project in Vietnam is in a state
of confusion and ICA could not find a radio
tower it had financed.

Comment

1. Satisfactory test runs have been com-
pleted subsequent to the visit of the study
group, and the plant is now expected to be
in sustained full-capacity operation during
this year (1960).

2. The scope of the project has changed
since its beginning in 1954, other roads being
added to the original plan. Security condi-
tions in Vietnam in 1954 were such that
urgent action was required and exact peace-
time engineering practices were not followed.

3. ICA has acknowledged that progress has
not been satisfactory. Primary reason for
delay was the lack of full agreement with
Vietnam as to emphasis to be given to short
versus longer range broadcastng. The “mi
ing” tower was in a warehouse pending in-
stallation. A planned seventh tower in the
Salgon area has now been constructed and
is in use.
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Urea Fertilizer Plant in Eorea

This project provides for the construction
of a fertilizer plant designed to produce 85,-
000 metric tons of urea annually, approxi-
mately 25-30 percent of Eorea's import re-
quirements for nitrogenous fertilizer.

1. Report comment

The study mission’s report states that this
plant is not operating and is not expected to
be in full operation in the next few years.

ICA comment

Delays have been encountered in the im-
plementation of this project. The plant is
now physically completed in terms of con-
struction, and test runs of individual units
have been successful. Liquid ammonia al-
ready has been produced., Moreover, initial
test runs during February and March of this
year in one of the three reactors produced
urea at a rate of 656 metric tons per day as
against a designed capaclity of 85 metric tons
daily. ICA expects this plant to be in sus-
tained full-capacity production within cal-
endar year 1860.

2. Report comment

The study mission states “It is apparent
that the processes in ammonia and urea pro-
duction sections require water for cooling
certaln machines and steam for heating
other machines, as well as driving of rotat-
ing equipment for pumping and compress-
ing. All these requirements must be fur-
nished from the power and water plant.
Therefore, the process equipment or sections
cannot be started or tested until the power-
plant production is producing steam and
pumping water.

“The fertilizer plant requires 14,500 kilo-
watts of electric power which must be sup-
plied from the powerplant since the fer-
tilizer plant is not connected to any elec-
tric supply system and would be a serious

on such a system if it were so con-
nected, In view of the shortage of electric
power presently existing in Eorea.”

ICA comment

An adequate intake water system has been
included as an integral part of the plant.
Three 7,500-kilowatt generators have been
provided to generate a total of 22,500 kilo-
watts, which will fully meet the require-
ments for power. Thus, there is no drain
on Korea's overall power requirements. An
adequate supply of the steam is provided by
the thermal powerplant.

3. Report comment

The study mission states that “A project
of this size should not be initiated in less-
developed countries where technical know-
how is limited.”

ICA comment

‘When the decision was made to construct
a urea fertilizer plant to meet one-third of
Korea's nitrogenous fertilizer requirements,
it was recognized that provision would have
to be made for training Korean personnel to
operate the plant. An important factor in
bullding this plant was that locally pro-
duced fertilizer would supplant imports of
the finished product, thereby effecting sub-
stantial and continuing savings of foreign
exchange.

Under a separate contract, the American
construction contractor is also to furnish up
to 66 technical personnel to operate the
fertilizer plant during the initial period and
to train Eorean personnel to the required
degree of proficlency so as to insure success-
ful and efficient operation of the plant.
Over 50 of these technicians are now in
Eorea.

At the time of initiation of this project, it
was considered that a project of this type
would permit the greatest economic benefit
to EKorea for the least cost to the United
States.
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Vietnam—Highways and Bridges
Criticism

‘What has happened to the modest $18.3
million Vietnam highway project? The total
cost of the project now is estimated to be
$84 million and may exceed $100 million.
(Appeared in numerous newspapers in March
1960.)

Comment

The figure of $18.3 million applies to the
original scope of this project. Subsequent
to the initial development of the project,
other roads were added to the program,
which increased the costs. However, the
costs for the work initially contemplated
have exceeded the original estimates for
reasons indicated below.

The present estimate of the total corts of
the enlarged project are:

Million
Fiscal year 1959 and prior years_... $48.4
Fiscal year 1960 -ccoccuuaecnimmrnan 13.4
Fiscal year 1961 (estimated) .. ____ 6.9

Future years (ending fiscal year 1963),
estimated

Total 72.7

Normally, detailed engineering plans would
be available before a construction contract
is entered into. At the time the highway
rehabilitation program was undertaken, nor-
mal security conditions did not prevail in
Vietnam. In 1956 it was still far from cer-
tain that free Vietnam would survive, and
it was politically important that the United
States demonstrate its confidence in the
country’s future by commencing visible
work as rapidly as possible in the improve-
ment of highway transport. In this con-
text, the delay that would have resulted
from completing the engineering work be-
fore calling for bids for construction was
considered incompatible with the greater
U.S. political and milltary interest. Conse-
quently, the construction contract was
awarded before engineering drawings and
specifications were completed. It should be
noted that this type of procedure has been
precluded by law since July 1, 1958.

The cost estimates available at the time
the contract was let were based on an ad-
mittedly brief reconnaissance survey made
by the Capital Engineering Corp., the main
purpose of which was to determine quickly
the general status of all existing highways
and bridges in Vietnam and to prepare a
priority list of required improvements.

Therefore, the increases In cost estimates
reflect: (1) Subsequent development of de-
talled information and engineering data;
(2) price increases on equipment and ma-
terials; and (3) increased quantities of ma-
terials required, due to extension of the sys-
tem originally proposed.

Vietnam—Radio Towers
Criticism

The project to assist the Government of
Vietnam to develop a national radio network
has been unjustifiably delayed and is in a
state of confusion. (Appeared in several
newspapers during March 1960.)

Comment

This project has not progressed satisfac-
torily. The underlying difficulty has been
the lack of clear and firm agreement between
the Vietnamese authorities and the Ameri-
can representatives concerning the relative
emphasis to be given to short-wave and to
medium-wave radio broadcasting and con-
cerning the exact types of equipment re-
quired. Another problem has been ICA's
past inability to provide adeqguate Ameri-
can technical supervision of the project.

There is now basic agreement between
Vietnamese and American representatives
concerning the relationship between short-
and medium-wave broadcasting facilities.
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Since the arrival in April 1960 of an out-
standingly qualified American radio expert,
Mr. Frank H. McIntosh, this project has
been progressing satisfactorily.

The radio broadcasting projects contem-
plated erection of 24 towers, financed from
both dollars and local currency. Seven have
been erected in Salgon, and four in other
locations. The balance have not been
erected. Determinations as to use and lo-
cation are now being worked out by Mr.
MecIntosh in collaboration with the Viet-
namese Government.

PROGRAM IMPACT

A congressional study mission criticized
ICA program impact in the two following
respects:

I. Statement

Ultimate failure is inherent in the pro-
gram unless we can somehow develop plans
and operations that will reach down to the
people themselves of each country.

Comment

1. We should not underrate the degree to
which we have reached the people; witness
the overwhelming popular reception of the
President on his trip through Asia, a recep-
tion obviously not contrived, but rather
warmed by widespread knowledge of our pur-
poses and of our acts.

2. Project operations are reaching the peo-
ple—on many fronts—and generally in the
most effectlve and lasting way which is
through the creation, improvement, or ex-
pansion of institutions to be directed by local
personnel and to be sustalned as soon as
possible by local resources.

II. Statement

Grandiose dams .and multi-million-dollar
plants might bring ultimate benefits, but
there is danger in concentrating at the top
level, from which no benefits would dribble
down to the people within their lifetime,

Comment

1. The great majority of ICA projects are
aimed at institutions which directly provide
services to major population segments in
education, agriculture, health, rural life,
labor, and so forth.

2. Large capital facilities, including dams,
fertilizer plants, powerplants, and roads are
also required for balanced development and
do provide a measurable and reasonably
early benfit to the people generally. Al-
though such capital projects are now gen-
erally financed by DLF, there are a con-
siderable number of such projects which
were financed under earller ICA programs
which are already providing or will shortly
provide a direct benefit to many people.

Impact of ICA Programs

I. A few out of hundreds of avallable exam-
ples of program operations which have
reached the people follow:

(a) Thirty-two new national agricultural
extension services established with ICA
assistance, with a broad and broadening
farm population being reached.

(b) Over 200,000 copies of U.S. industrial
technical and reference books made avail-
able for use of many times that number of
engineers, technicians, and entrepreneurs
abroad.

(c) Some 18,000 rural youth eclubs
(adapted from the 4-H plan), with over
900,000 boys and girls enrolled, are operating
pursuant to ICA guidance and help.

(d) Land tenure systems Improved and
put into action with ICA help in many na-
tions—for example, on Taiwan, the great
majority of farmers now own their land,
about 600,000 farm families have acquired
title to their own land for the first time
under an ICA-assisted program.

(e) Twenty-two American land-grant col-
leges or universities are helping 18 countries
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interested in adapting the American land-
grant college concept of research, education,
and service to the farm population.

(f) Thousands of new teachers—elemen-
tary, secondary, and vocational—are trained
each year in schools established or expanded
with ICA assistance, and more thousands
given Inservice training—for example, in
Ethiopia, the fewer than 500 qualified teach-
ers of 1953 have grown to more than 4,000,
and the teacher training output has in-
creased from 18 a year to 500.

(g) More than 400 million people live in
areas in which protection against malaria
has begun to be effective under the ICA pro-
gram. The number of people protected and
the degree of protection is increasing con-
stantly.

(h) Training for hundreds of doctors,
nurses, and sanitarians each year is made
possible by ICA assistance.

(i) Community development workers
tralned and supported with ICA assistance
are reaching millions of people and helping
them organize to help themselves—one
example of many being the 25,000 schools
constructed in India through local voluntary
self-help programs.

(j) ICA programs in labor have and are
reaching thousands of workers through pro-
grams of labor education.

(k) More than 50,000 participants have
received ICA financed training in the United
States, each participant returning to his
homeland to bring to many others the bene-
fits of his observations and study.

II. A few examples which demonstrate
that major projects can and do yield wide
benefits within a few years follow:

(a) The Pak-American Fertilizer Factory
in Pakistan began production in 1958 and
operated at near capacity throughout 1959,
producing fertilizer needed by farmers to
expand production in this food-short coun-
try, with an important saving in scarce for-
eign exchange. This was the first heavy
chemical process undertaking of its kind
in Pakistan, but the not unexpected difficul-
ties have been overcome successfully.

(b) The major urea fertilizer plants in
Korea and Taiwan will be in full operation
this year, each producing a significant share
of the fertilizer needs of the farmers of the
two nations.

(¢) The Shen Ao Power Plant in Talwan,
begun in June 19857, was placed in operation
at its rated capacity of 75,000 kilowatts in
January of 1960, within 2 weeks of schedule.
This needed power will contribute to the
growth of small industry and employment
in Taiwan.

(d) Large and small irrigation projects
have been completed to increase fertility or
make new land available for settlement of
landless people. Examples include: Cambo-
dia—112,000 acres watered or reclaimed; Is-
rael—irrigated area tripled in decade; Philip-
pines—over 365,000 acres capable of supply-
ing food for 3,500,000 people, rehabilitated
by 3 ICA projects.

(e) Extensive assistance to the highway
development of Turkey was a significant
factor in a remarkable upsurge in Turkish
production, Internal travel and transport
of goods was achleved at reduced costs.
Vehicles increased fourfold (incidentally
engendering expansion of manufacturing in
other countries including the United States).
Following table illustrates results:

18 1056
All-weather roads (miles) ... B, 260 11, 800
Paved roads (miles).. 580 2, 100
Number motor vehicl 382

Annusl ton-miles....
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The beginnings of a similar pattern of up-
surges in trafic and a downward drop in
rates is already evident in Vietnam under
the much more recent highway program in
that country.

OREGON STATE COLLEGE CONTRACT

Statements during congressional commit-
tee proceedings were made to the effect that:
(a) Oregon State College performance in
Thailand did not produce results, (b) the
ICA mission recommended termination of
the contract, and (¢) that ICA headquarters
overruled its field mission for questionable
reasons.

The facts are: 1. Oregon State College has
done a creditable job iIn assisting the
Kasetsart University in Thailand to become
a first-rate school of agriculture with an
increased, American-trained faculty, revised
curriculum, well-equipped laboratories, and
a reputation which is attracting quality
students. The beneficial impact of this
project—to the United States and to Thai-
land—will be felt for generations.

2. The ICA mission, for reasons which
were partially administrative, recommended
that the Oregon State College contract be
allowed to expire in April 1960. The ICA
headquarters suggested, and the mission
agreed, that a team of two agricultural ex-
perts review the progress under the contract
and recommend the course of future action.
ICA plans to review this matter objectively
when this report is received.

Further comment: 3. As an illustration of
the “high cost" of ICA university contracts,
this example (which is the only one the
committee examined in detailed, orderly
fashion) disproves the case. The cost of
study of Thal professors at Oregon and the
cost of sending Oregon professors to Thai-
land were both moderate (average of about
$3,000 and $17,000, respectively) and in line
with going rates, salaries and costs at Amer-
ican universities. The overhead payment to
Oregon State College, covering a pro rata
share of college administrative costs, aver-
aged just over $500 a month. These over-
head costs, which were spoken of as if they
were profit, are valid costs, handled in gen-
erally accepted accounting procedures and
subject to U.S. audit.

4, The stress in the proceedings on the
“gverruling” of the mission, in addition to
being overstated, represents a strange view
of the role of a headquarters, which would
be derelict if it did not exercise its respon-
sibilities of review and decision.

WASTE IN KOREA

The Acting President of Eorea has been
quoted during congressional hearings as hav-
ing sald that there was waste and misman-
agement of the U.S. assistance program for
Korea in excess of $200 million.

First, this was a misquotation. The Act-
ing President did in fact state that there had
been waste and mismanagement in the pro-
gram. The newspaper story, not quoting,
added that the program had been at a level
of $200 million.

There is evidence of manipulation of ICA-
financed imports into Korea to produce poli-
tical benefit to certain Koreans. This is
mismanagement in the sense that democratic
and impartial standards of conduct were not
always applied by Koreans. There is no evi-
dence or allegation of American connivance
in such transactions.

Knowing of such mismanagement, why was
assistance continued? The answer les in a
review of the alternatives, of the likely re-
sults of termination of aid. American blood
and money has kept KEorea alive—on a hostile
frontier—and withdrawal would result in
certain collapse. Constant efforts were made
to improve on an unfortunate situation and
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some successes such as a more favorable ex-
change rate were scored. An “either-or” ap-
proach would not have worked, since the
United States holds no nation as a satellite.

Constructive steps on these matters are
being accelerated in cooperation with the
present Government of Korea.

BOLIVIA

A Senate Government Operations Commit-
tee report directed attention to a number
of program and administrative weaknesses
of the ICA program in Bolivia. These prob-
lems have been critically commented on in
other congressional hearings.

The Benate report was properly critical of
certain aspects of the Bolivia program. This
report acknowledged, as other congressional
critics have not, that the program was ini-
tiated after a violent revolution, in chaotic
circumstances and in an area in which diffi-
cult operations are more difficult because of
altitude and climatic conditions.

The Senate report made four recommenda-
tions all of which are being carried out.

Pertinent to this matter also is the fol-
lowing excerpt from the February 2, 1960,
report by Senator GEORGE D. AIKEN:

“Although hindsight may reveal how the
aid program could have been carried on more
effectively, it also reveals no alternative to
that program except utter chaos.”

Statement
ADVANCE COMMITMENTS

The DLF has made commitments to bor-
rowing countries in advance of approval of
specific projects and then projects were de-
veloped to carry out the commitments. This
is improper since the executive branch had
made representations that advance commit-
ments would not be made. The effect of
the advance commitments has been to tie
up substantial funds which could be used
for loans, while Congress has been asked for
the appropriation of additional funds.

Comment

The Congress has imposed no prohibition
on advance commitments, nor has the execu-
tive branch in fact stated to the Congress
that it would never make commitments prior
to the approval of specific projects or pro-
grams. Executive branch witnesses have
testified that the DLF would not make ad-
vance annual allocations of assistance, that
is, it would not parcel out assistance to
countries on an annual basis. The latter
has, in fact, been avoided.

On the limited occasions when commit-
ments were made in advance of approving
specific projects or programs, special and
compelling circumstances led to the em-
ployment of this technique. In each case
where an advance commitment has been
made, the DLF acted in accordance with the
foreign policy guidance of the Secretary of
State which is provided for in section 205
of the Mutual Security Act of 1054, as
amended. In most cases, the DLF had on
hand applications from the countries in-
volved, in excess of the amount committed.
All of the commitments were made subject
to the approval of specific projects or pro-
grams. In addition, no funds have been
disbursed under the commitments until the
DLF approved sound activities for financing.
All such cases have been reported in full to
the Congress. No advance commitments
have been made since December 1958.

With respect to the charge that substan-
tial funds have been tied up by the use of
this technique, the table below shows when
the DLF appeared before Congress to request
additional funds, the amounts outstanding
against advance commitments were small,
both in relation to the additional funds
requested and to the total of specific loan
approvals at the time.
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Relationship of advance commitments to additional requests for funds

Charges against available funds
Appropriations
Dates requested for
subsequent For advance For specific
periods ts projects or
or earmarkings programs

As of June 30, 1058 $625, 000, 000 m,soo,uoo $228, 086, 000
As of Feb. 26, 1959 225, 000, 000 46, 250, 000 637, 556, 000
As of June 30, 1959, 700, 000, 000 23, 450, 000 812, 106, 000
As of May 19 1960. 700, 000, 000 l&. 150, 000 1, 184, 406, 000

USE OF LOAN REPAYMENTS IN A REVOLVING
FUND

Statement

The repayments on loans made by the
DLF go directly to augment the DLF's capi-
talization and the U.S. Treasury does not
receive the benefit from these repayments.
“For the first time" it is “revealed” that
it has become a revolving fund since part
of its resources are not subject to Congres-
sional appropriation.

Comment

There is nothing new about the “revolving
fund” nature of the DLF's capital. Nor was
it ever conceded to be mow “revealed.” It
was clearly provided for in the initial legis-
lation which authorized the establishment
of the Fund. It was also discussed in exec-
utive branch presentations to the Congress.
Section 204(a) of the Mutual Security Act of
1954, as amended in 1857 states:

“Sec. 204, FiscAL Provisions.—(a) All re-
celpts from activities or transactions under
this title shall be credited to the Fund, and,
notwithstanding sectlon 1415 of the Sup-
plemental Appropriation Act, 1953, or any
other provision of law relating to the use
of foreign currencies or other receipts accru-
ing to the United States, shall be available
for use for purposes of this title.”

This was spelled out in the section-by-
section analysis of the 1957 authorizing bill
prepared by the executive branch which
stated that section 204(a) establishes the
revolving character of the Fund by providlng
that all receipts under title II shall
credited to the Fund and be available inr
use for purposes of that title.

In addition, the Report of the House For-
eign Affairs Committee, July 9, 1957, stated
the following in reporting out the bill which
included provisions for the establishment of
DLF:

“It is contemplated that the Fund will op-
erate on a revolving basis with the payments
of interest and principal on loans being re-
loaned as they become avallable. Repay-
ment of loans in foreign currencies will be
accepted when necessary to meet the re-
quirements of the program. Such cur-
rencles could be reloaned; or might be sold
for dollars to U.S. Government agencies
needing such currencies, thus providing dol-
lars for use by the Pund.”

Over 20 percent of DLF loans are repayable
in dollars. When the Interest on these loans
and the dollar repayments are received, they
are credited to an account in the U.S. Treas-
ury for use by the DLF in the manner of a
revolving fund. This is the way the Export-
Import Bank and other Federal lending
agencies have functioned over the years.
When dollar returns to the DLF revolving
fund become sizable, they can be taken into
account in considering requests for addi-
tional appropriations.

Repayments in loecal currency similarly
are deposited in the Treasury account and
are available for relending as the need for
such currencies arise. Usually this need is
for local currency loans in the country mak-
ing repayment; however, some sales are made
by the Treasury to other agencies of the
U.S. Government. The dollars derived from

these sales are added to the capitalization
of the DLF.

ARE DLF LOANS “PHONTY"?
Statement

DLF loans are really disguised grants.
They are “as phony as a $3 bill.”

Comment

Each of the 135 loans approved thus far by
the Development Loan Fund has been sound-
ly conceived and transacted.

Through individually tailored loan agree-
ments each borrower undertakes a solemn
obligation to repay and agrees to follow
specific practices designed to insure the ef-
ficient use of funds. The loans must be re-
paid according to a predetermined fixed in-
terest rate and amortization schedule. Each
loan is the culmination of an intensive
economic and technical review. None of the
loans is in default and over 20 percent are
repayable in dollars.

In establishing the Development Loan
Fund the Congress supported the position of
the executive branch that loans have dis-
tinct advantages as a method of providing
needed capital to the less developed coun-
tries. Because they impose an obligation to
repay, they establish a businesslike rela-
tionship between lender and borrower. Reg-
ular payments require the borrower to pur-
sue efficient economic and financial prac-
tices and otherwise to discipline the man-
agement of his operations,

Moreover, DLF loan agreements impose a
continuing burden and requirement on the
borrower separate and apart from the need
to repay. Borrowers are required, for exam-
ple, to retain consulting engineers, to report
regularly on financial and technical progress,
to secure managerlal assistance where neces-
sary and to establish and maintain business-
like records.

A substantial portion of DLF loans have
been made directly to private enterprises for
manufacturing plants of various kinds, or to
independent, government-owned instrumen-
talities, such as railroads, power systems or
port authorities which must live on their own
revenues. The burden of repayment on such
borrowers i1s the same whether they are
required to repay in local currency or in
dollars. Their earnings are in the currency
of the country in which they are located.
If required to pay in dollars, they can obtain
them only through purchase with local cur-
rency earnings. Consequently, neither of
these two types of borrower is affected by the
currency of repayment.

As for governments which have the power
to issue currency, they recognize increasingly
that it would be adverse to their own inter-
ests to flout the precepts of sound financial
and monetary policy in making repayment.
There is no evidence that such precepts are
being ignored. In addition, the DLF requires
on all loans repayable in local currencies that
payments be at a constant value in relation
to the dollar.

EMPLOYMENT GENERATED BY MSP

The current mutual security program ap-
propriation request of appmxlmately $4.1

indirect

billion would generate direct and
employment in the United States of from
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500,000 to 550,000 full-time persons for the
year.

Direct and indirect employment created
in the United States In 1957 by the 1957 for-
eign aid expenditures was estimated at
530,000 people by the NPA. The foreign
aid program for 1957, as defined by the NPA,
totaled $4,226 million of which about $4
billion was for mutual security grants and
credits. Technical staff responsible for the
National Planning Association (NPA) study
in 1957 believe that employment created per
dollar of foreign aid funds remains the same
as in 1957 when the intensive NPA study was
conducted.

The above estimates consider that pro-
curement in the United States in fiscal year
1961 will be higher than in 1957 for the mili-
tary assistance program and will recover
toward 1957 levels for the ICA program.
The trend of MSP procurement in the United
States Is as follows:

Percentage procurement
in United States
Fiscal | Fiscal | Fiscal
years year year
1040-59| 1058 1850
Military equipment and sup-

plies. 85.7 89.1 83.0
ICA commodities____________| 67.0| 5L7 47.4
)2 4§ S 76.4 75.4 7.6

1 Excludes DLF and other MSP expenditures such
as shipping which are used in the employment esti-
mates and which, if included, would bring the percent-
age up further.

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

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr, PASSMAN. I still do not know
to what the gentleman from Arizona is
referring. At page 507 of the hearings
I said:

If we had given you the money you asked
for, you would have used it in this program.
You would have bought something whether
you needed it or not, and it would have
been, today, in excess.

General Norstad stated:
Only if we needed it.

Then General O’'Meara came in and
broke into General Norstad’s reply.
General Norstad continued and said:

If you had glven us every year everything
we asked for, the total at the present time
would indicate some overages that we now
make; that is correct.

That is the way I had it on the card,
and that is the way I read it. Is that the
point the gentleman was making?

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr, RHODES of Arizona. The point
I was making was that the chairman did
not read the whole quotation. He did
not read the second sentence.

Mr. PASSMAN. It was not necessary.
I read General Norstad’s reply, not Gen-
eral O'Meara’s.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. The second
sentence was by General Norstad.

Mr, PASSMAN. Here is what I read:

If you had given us, every year, everything
we asked for, the total at the present time

would indicate some overages that we now
make; that is correct.
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Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Very well
If the gentleman will yield further, I will
read again. The enfire answer is as
follows:

If you had given us, every year, everything
we asked for, the total at the present time
would indicate some overages that we now
make; that is correct.

Then the second sentence reads:
Every year we must program in the light
of the deficlencies which have been created

by the failure to appropriate the year before
as we are doing this year in Turkey.

Now, the chairman says this indicated
that General Norstad agreed that by cut-
ting the appropriation he had made this
a better program. I submit that if he
had read the second sentence he would
have known that the general meant
nothing of the kind.

Mr. PASSMAN. That second sentence
does not relate to the question, and the
distinguished and able attorney knows
that to be a fact.

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent to extend
my remarks at this point in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection. )

Mr. BROWN of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, 4 years ago when I came to the
Congress, I was an admirer of the
Marshall plan and a stanch advocate
of the principle of mutual security.

I have never been a selfish, short-
sighted isolationist. I know that peace
and progress depend on the willingness
of America to help bolster the economies
of the uncommitted nations, to main-
tain strong alliances with free peoples,
and to create new and better programs
of good works all over the world.

I am a firm believer in the United Na-
tions, in the many great international
lending institutions that have been cre-
ated by America’s leadership, in the
peoples-to-peoples exchange programs,
and other fine programs for peace
among nations.

I recognize fully that the country needs
a well-planned long-range international
program for economic development and
mutual security.

But for 3 years I have voted a protest
vote against the half-baked facsimile
that comes to us each session about this
time under the title of a mutual security
program, because I want to quit piddling
around with this U.S. Government to
patchwork improvisations poorly admin-
istered and come up with a good pro-
gram commensurate with the needs of
our times.

I have spent many hours reading pro
and con testimony about mutual security
or so-called foreign aid. Those who say
the idea of aid to lesser nations is foolish
waste are wrong and are being danger-
ously shortsighted, in my opinion.

But, conversely, those who say that
the present program as it is now being

is essential to peace are also
wrong For these day-to-day improvisa-
tions by the ICA create about as many
problems as they solve.

For example, 4 years ago, when I
asked a distinguished Assistant Secre-
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tary of State to give me a post-Korea
success story for mutual security, he
pointed with pride to Iraq; said the
Iragi army was a strong new ally for
freedom, right on the perimeter of Rus-
sia.

It is now a matter of history that our
efforts in Iraq were the opposite of a
success story. We armed an immature
nation that was not ready for such arms,
created a Frankenstein monster in an
explosive area. The total end result is
yet to be calculated; but few would pre-
dict that it will be good for the United
States or the world.

And Iraq is not the only example. In
instance after instance, we have fur-
nished arms to prop up unpopular rulers,
making enemies of the electorates.

Yet the administration is asking for
$2 billion more military aid for the next
fiscal year; and their requests are
bolstered by respected military leaders
who insist that such funds are essential
as a part of America’s own defenses.
Well, my question is: If some items in
this bill are so essential for America’s
own defenses, why are they not included
in the regular defense appropriation re-
quest? Why not include the NATO ap-
propriation needs in the Pentagon’s
budget where it belongs?

If the truth were known, some of the
Pentagon budgeteers have a nice little
bookkeeping gimmick going for them in
mutual security.

They dump some of their obsolete
military equipment to foreign aid re-
cipients, and are compensated for it out
of the mutual security budget.

It all may come out to the same end
result, but why must anyone kid any-
body about what is going on. Let us sepa-
rate military appropriations from bona-
fide assistance to lesser nations.

Also, let us formulate a long-range,
well-managed development loan and
technical cooperation program. Senator
FuLBrIGHT says it must be set up on a
5- to 10-year basis. I agree. We should
strive to prevent trouble rather than
wait until trouble is fomented and then
try to bribe our way out.

But with due respect to the men in the
State Department and the ICA, I have
many misgivings about the ability of the
present administration to handle even
$550 million worth of development loans
efficiently. Until I see better evidence
of long-range planning and better man-
agement, I hate to vote another $550
million to be misused.

In short, the Nation needs a good long-
range mutual security program, encom-
passing, first, food for peace; second,
development loans; third, more inter-
change of peoples; fourth, technical co-
operation; and fifth, a big-scale health
program for undeveloped countries.

Military assistance should be included
in regular defense appropriations.

Any bill that comes close to such a
program administered by dedicated peo-
ple who plan their work and work their
plan will get my vote. But this bill is
just like the three others that I have
voted against. It is not a program. It
is not even a reasonable facsimile. And
I intend to vote against it in the hope
that my protest will prompt someone to
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take some kind of action toward getting
a good forward-looking mutual security
program commensurate with the mount-
ing dangers and gaping needs of our
time,

Mr. CURTIN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. WALLEAUSER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD?

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the genfleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. WALLHAUSER. Mr. Chairman,
today the Members of this body face a
most important decision in their consid-
eration of the mutual security appropria-
tions bill as reported by the committee.

Reduced to simple terms the question
before usis:

Do we, through cutting the appropria-
tions requested by the President, want to
pull the rug out from under a program
of military and economic assistance to
needy nations that has been a key in our
resistance and blockade of Communist
attempts to dominate and enslave the
entire globe?

The answer, I believe, should be “No.”

But this, in my opinion, is precisely
what will occur if we pass legislation pro-
viding for the cuts recommended by the
committee.

I am convinced that the mutual se-
curity program, over a long period of
time, has proved itself as a bulwark
against communism and its tyrannical
leaders.

In casting our votes on this bill, we
must face the fact that the defense of
the United States, and the rest of the
free world, depends in large measure on
the mutual security program—both in
its military and economic aspects. To
approve reductions in the amounts rec-
ommended by the President for carrying
out the program, in my judgment, will
jeopardize and weaken the security of
our own Nation and the defense of the
entire free world.

That there has been waste and ineffi-
ciency in certain areas of the mutual
security program seems to be reasonably
well established, and it is to this failure
that knowledgeable officials are directing
their efforts. I suggest that it is more
constructive to direct our efforts toward
the correction and improvement of the
management of the complex program,
rather than the reduction of valuable
items.

It must be realized, by Members of
Congress and the people as a whole, that
the mutual security program has become
a permanent and important part of our
foreign and defense policies. I will al-
ways support steps for a constant review
and reappraisal of the program, on a
solid basis, so that the funds of our tax-
payers are not misspent, but I believe
that the overall result of the program is,
and has been, worth the time, money,
and effort we have put into it.

Unless and until communism ceases
to be a threat to our national security,
and the rest of the free world, I do not
believe it just to arbitrarily condemn the
program, or the amount that is required
to administer it, because of the relatively
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few human failures that accompany its
administration.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, I do not
believe that any Member of this House
would attempt to contradict the fact that
I am a friend of the foreign aid pro-
gram. I have been a supporter of the
program since its beginning. I well re-
member 12 years ago, in 1948, to be exact,
when I sat here on the floor and the
chairman of the full committee called me
over and said, “VaucHAN, I am planning
to appoint a special committee to handle
the foreign aid program and I would like
for you to take the chairmanship of that
committee.” I told him that I already
had the chairmanship at that time of the
Treasury and Post Office Subcommittee,
but if he wanted me to I would try to
handle them both. I accepted the chair-
manship of the committee and remained
its chairman for 6 years, and I have been
on the committee ever since. There-
fore, I have been a member of the com-
mittee during the entire length of the
program.

Mr. Chairman, I have consistently
voted for the program, but I do not know
of a single year during that entire time
that we have not cut the President’s re-
quest for funds. I consider foreign aid
a very vital part of the national defense
of the United States. I believe that we
have got to help our allies. We have
got to help them with their military
programs, and they also need some eco-
nomic help in the maintenance of the
necessary forces to aid in the defense of
the free world. But, I cannot bring my-
self to believe that it is necessary to
spend all of the money that we have
been requested to appropriate.

I had the privilege in 1952 of visiting
Europe with the then so-called Rich-
ards committee, That was a committee
composed of representatives of the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs of the House,
representatives of the Committee on
Armed Services, and representatives of
the Committee on Appropriations. We
were sent over there for the purpose of
conferring with then General Eisen-
hower, who was at that time the su-
preme allied commander in Europe,
with reference to this program. I well
remember that the General then urged
us “Gentlemen,” he said, “whatever you
do, do not cut the program this year.”
Some of our members on the committee
called his attention to the fact that the
program was becoming a drain on the
resources of America and that the Amer-
ican people were getting tired of it and
they wanted to know when there could
be an end to the program. General
Eisenhower said:

Now, gentlemen, I believe that the Euro-
peans should defend Europe.

And that—

The Asiatics should defend Asia, but at
the present time they are not in a position
to defend themselves, and, therefore, we must
help them. But we will soon begin to turn
the program over to them. After we provide
them with military equipment, we will begin
gradually to phase out the program and leave
their defense to them.

We pressed him for a limit of time.
I must confess, he did not set a definite
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time; but he said, “Probably we can
begin to phase out by 1954.” We have
been phasing out of this program for the
last 3 or 4 years, But what happens this
year? Now we start up again. Con-
fidently, expecting that we would be able
to reduce the program each year and
finally phase it out, we are now faced in
the request for this year with a very
substantial increase over last year.

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

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. JUDD. I was privileged to be on
that same Richards committee on its visit
to Western Europe.

Mr. GARY. Iremember that the gen-
tleman was. He attended the confer-
ence to which I refer, and no doubt
remembers the general’s remarks.

Mr. JUDD. The gentleman has been
correct in reporting what was said. The
gentleman will recall that that was at
the end of May or the first part of June
1951.

Mr. GARY. I thought it was 1952. I
know it was in June.

Mr. JUDD. I am sure it was in June
of 1951. The general did not come home
until a year later to run for President in
1952, so it must have been 1951. At that
time the situation in Europe was improv-
ing and there was promise that the war
in Korea was going to quiet down. The
Communists were offering a truce. In-
stead of a real change, they merely with-
drew for a time their pressure in Europe
where they could not make headway, in
order to increase their pressure in the
Far East, then South Asia, and then the
Middle East. So as far as Europe is con-
cerned, as the gentleman has stated, we
were able to taper off our aid. But ex-
plosions continued around the world, and
now we have them in the Western Hemi-
sphere and in Afriea, too. So I do not
imagine that either the general or we
could have been expected to foresee that.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, I cannot
yield further at this time. I will say
to the gentleman that every year there
have been explosions. And yet, every
year we have reduced the requests for
this program. In 1956 we reduced the
overall program $584 million. We were
told that would wreck the program.
What happened? At the end of that
year, they finished with an unobligated
balance—I am not now talking about
unexpended funds—they ended with un-
obligated funds of $33,900,000 in the mili-
tary assistance program alone. The
next year, fiscal year 1957, we cut the re-
quest $1,064 million. What happened
that year? They ended with a surplus,
with unobligated funds, of $195,500,000
in the military assistance program.

We cut it again for the fiscal year 1958
$565,650,000. What happened that
year? They ended with unobligated
military assistance funds of $538,800,000.

In 1959 we cut it $652 million. What
happened then? They ended that year
with a similar surplus of $15,453,000.

Last year we cut the request $1,204
million. We were told then that we had
absolutely wrecked the program. And
yvet they estimate that they will finish
this year with a surplus of $35 million.
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The cuts which I have mentioned relate
to the entire program while the surpluses
relate only to the military assistance
phase of the program. The total sur-
pluses were much larger.

Let me say this further. The Comp-
troller General, appearing before our
committee last year, made the statement
unqualifiedly that he thought we had
given the program too much money, not
too little. This year I asked him if he
was of the same opinion and he stated
unequivocally that he was. He thought
by giving them less money they would
spend it more carefully, we would have
less waste, we would have more econom-
ical and better planned programs and get
better results than if we just give them
money to throw away.

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

Mr. GARY. I yield to my chairman.

Mr PASSMAN. Mr.Chairman, I want
to assure my distinguished friend the
gentleman from Arizona [Mr. RHODES],
of whom I am very fond, that I think he
is a very able Member and very fair, but
he had reason to be confused, because we
have 517 pages of testimony covering five
nations. We did not put the testimony
in the REcorDp because so much of it was
classified, and they did not have an op-
portunity to review the transeript.

I assure the gentleman that if he will
go through the hearings, and if he does
not find in these hearings, and also with
regard to the one country referred to in
this secret letter, that there is over $300
million excess equipment in these five
countries, I will support the amendment
to be offered by the gentleman from
New York.

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

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr., GROSS. Do I correctly under-
stand that we are presently giving Japan
some $100 million in the form of military
assistance and technical aid?

Mr. GARY. The amounts given fo
individual countries are classified. I per-
sonally would not like to give away any
classified information.

Mr. GROSS. One further question, if
the gentleman will indulge me: In read-
ing these hearings, I find the terms “less-
developed countries” and “underdevel-
oped countries” used interchangeably.
Is there any difference between a less-
developed country and an underdevel-
oped country?

Mr. GARY. So far as I know, none.
‘What is an underdeveloped country just
depends upon the thinking of some
bureauecrat downtown.

Mr. GROSS. That is what I thought.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Chairman, in the
minority report filed with this body is
the following sentence:

This is no time to “kowtow” to Khru-
shchev or be soft on communism.

I resent that statement. I do not
know whom they are aiming at. I do
know it is not I. But there is certainly

an insinuation that it is aimed at those
of us who favor this bill. I have never
kowtowed to Khrushchev and I never
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intend to. I was not in favor of extend-
ing Khrushchev an invitation to visit
this country, and I think when we did
we increased his prestige tremendously
throughout the world. I think it was a
tremendous mistake. I purposely timed
my departure from this city so that I
would not be here when he arrived.

I was not in favor of President Eisen-
hower’s proposed visit to Russia. I was
not in favor of the summit conference
because I do not believe that you can
deal with people without principle, and
certainly the Soviet hierarchy have
shown that they have absolutely no
principles whatever. We have made
agreements with them time and time
again, and what has been the result?
We have merely tied our own hands be-
cause we try to live up to our agree-
ments. They have never lived up to a
single agreement we have made with
them. They have violated every single
agreement they have ever made with this
country. How are you going to deal with
people of that kind? If you should work
out an agreement with them, it would
be absolutely worthless because they
would not respect it.

We thought just prior to World War
II that we might be able fo do business
with Hitler. We found out we could not.
Neither can we do business with Khru-
shchev,

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

Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. YATES. Let me say to the gen-
tleman that I agree with him in regard
to the statement inserted in the minority
views. I do not think the fact that the
program was cut means that any of
those who voted for it are soft on com-
munism or favor Khrushchev, If Mem-
bers are to be criticized as being soft on
communism because they voted to cut
appropriations, I think the gentlemen
on that side might well look at some of
the Members of their own administra-
tion.

Mr. GARY. When a person lacks
arguments to support his position he
frequently begins to call names. I think
that is the situation in this minority re-
port. They lack arguments to support
their position. Therefore, they throw in
these statements about kowtowing to
Khrushchev or being soft on commu-
nism. It does not frichten me one bit
because I am certain no one would ever
accuse me of either kowtowing to
Khrushchev or being soft on commu-
nism. But I do not like it. In fact, it is
unworthy of the gentlemen who signed
the report, for each of whom I have
the very highest regard.

I am convinced, Mr. Chairman, that
we have appropriated every dollar of the
funds that are necessary for this pro-
gram. If I may paraphrase the language
of a great statesman of the past: “Let us
appropriate billions for defense, if neces-
sary, but not one penny for waste.”

The . The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.
All time for general debate has expired.

The Clerk will read.
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The Clerk read as follows:
MILITARY ASSISTANCE

For expenses as authorized by section 103
(a) of the Mutual Security Act of 1954, as
amended, necessary to enable the President
to carry out the purposes of chapter I of
such Act (including administrative expenses
as authorized by section 103(b) of such Act,
which shall not exceed $23,000,000 for the
current fiscal year, and purchase for re-
placement only of passenger motor vehicles
for use outside the United States), $1,600,-
000,000.

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

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Taser: On
page 2, line 15, strike out *“$1,600,000,000”
and insert in lieu thereof "“$1,800,000,000."

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Chairman, I as-
sume a number of Members will want
to speak for and against the amend-
ment, therefore, I move that the Com-
mittee do now arise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. MuLs, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 12619) making appropriations for
mutual security and related agencies
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon,

HOUR OF MEETING

Mr. PASSMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today, it adjourn to meet to-
morrow at 11 o'clock am. to continue
Eill? consideration of the mutual security

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana?

There was no objection.

INCREASING COMMUNISTIC ACTIV-
ITY IN THE WESTERN HEMI-
SPHERE

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SELDEN. Mr. Speaker, we in the
United States, as well as all of the people
in our sister Republics of Latin Amerieca,
have cause for concern over the growing
evidence of increasing communistic ac-
tivity in the Western Hemisphere.

One of the principal goals of interna-
tional communism is to divide the Amer-
ican Republics and to weaken the U.S.
position of leadership. Its ultimate aim,
as proved in Guatemala, is complete con-
trol and domination of the individual
countries of the Western Hemisphere.

In an effort to destroy U.S. leader-
ship and to impose the Communist phi-
losophy and way of life upon the peo-
ples of the Americas, the forces of in-
ternational communism have subjected
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the United States to an unprecedented
campaign of vilification and abuse. Aid-
ing and abetting these efforts are certain
officials of the present Government of
Cuba. Outright slander and deliberate
distortion of the truth have become
characteristic of efforts by the Castro
regime to undermine our relations with
our Lafin American neighbors and to
build up a false impression of the United
States and its policies in the minds of
the people of Cuba.

Our Government to date has been ex-
tremely patient with the fanatic little
band which has imposed its ruthless and
despotic will on the people of Cuba.
However, this country can ill afford to
ignore mounting evidence that the pres-
ent Cuban Government is being used
to further the international communistic
conspiracy.

Realizing the seriousness of the situa-
tion, I have called a meeting of the For-
eign Affairs Subcommittee on Inter-
American Affairs, of which I am chair-
man, to examine the Communist threat
in the Western Hemisphere and with
particular reference to the situation in
Cuba. Hearings will begin tomorrow,
during which Members of Congress who
have introduced resolutions on this sub-
ject are being invited to appear and give
the subcommittee the benefit of their
knowledge and views. The subcommit-
tee will resume its hearings on Monday
with officials of the executive branch ap-
pearing at that time. It is my hope that
this subcommittee examination will
focus attention on what appears clearly
to be the latest move of Communist
forces to take full advantage of the op-
portunities manufactured for them by
Castro and his followers.

WILL PEIPING SOON JOIN NUCLEAR
CLUB?

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the Recorb.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, on June 3
on the floor of the House I stated for the
Recorp that I am not, and never have
been, in favor of diplomatic recognition
of Red China. I stated, however, that
we simply cannot close our eyes and
pretend it is not there, for it is an ac-
cox::plished fact, whether we like it or
not.

I stated further that facts have re-
cently been made available to me which
prove conclusively that the Russians are
transferring much of their research and
development equipment into northwest
China. I was told that within 1 year
it is very likely that Red China will ex-
plode her own atom bomb and, so, the
nuclear club grows even larger.

Marquis Childs contributed some very
illuminating thoughts on this whole gen-
eral subject in his column which ap-
peared in the Washington Post, this
morning, June 16.

It is significant that newsmen are
more and more frequently admitting to
the existence of the threat to world
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peace from Red China. I hope that our
State Department gives full considera-
tion to these thoughts presented by this
eminent editorial writer.

The danger inherent in a nuclear ex-
plosion by Red China is brought out in
Mr. Childs’ statement that the leftists
in Japan would certainly steer a neu-
tral course and deny bases in Japan to
American bombers and American
troops. A nuclear explosion by Red
China would undoubtedly result in in-
creased rioting in Japan and increased
pressure on the Japanese Government
to do just that. I think the U.S. Gov-
ernment must give sober consideration
to such an eventuality.

Mr. Childs’ editorial follows:

[From the Washington Post, June 16, 1960]
WiLL PEKING SooN JoiN NucLEar CLUB?
(By Marquis Childs)

Communist China is so far advanced in
the development of nuclear fission that a
nuclear device could be set off by Peking
during President Eisenhower’s visit to Chiang
Eal-shek's island bastion of Formosa this
week.

This is the belief of highly informed
sources in the Government here. In making
a careful and detailed intelligence appraisal
recently of Red China’s progress in the nu-
clear field majority opinion is not so pessi-
mistic.

The majority view is that within a year
and a half to 3 years Peking can explode
a device equivalent to that set off by the
French in the Sahara last winter. But at
the same time it was acknowledged that
past estimates of Communist capability in
the nuclear field have always erred on the
hopeful side.

The United BStates detonated its first
atomic device at Alamagordo, N. Mex., on
July 16, 1945. The Soviets set off their
first explosion on August 20, 1949. De-
tected by America's monitoring system, it
was announced by President Truman on
September 23.

But some of America’s most-knowledge-
able experts in the atomic field had said
that it would take Russia 20 years to come
up with the first device. Others said 10
years. Only a few scientists, such as Prof.
Harrison Brown of the California Institute
of Technology, put the figure as low as 3
to 4 years.

No imagination is required to appreciate
the shock that would result if the Chinese
could achieve an atomic explosion, verifiable
by the world monitoring system, at this
time. It would be aimed primarily at Ja-
pan. The effect of the shock wave created
in the febrile, highly emotional Japanese
people, stirred by Communist and extreme
leftist propaganda, would be incalculable,
in the view of those who are most familiar
with the situation.

Red China could count on a great increase
in the neutralist-pacifist sentiment in Ja-
pan. If China, so the arguments of Japan’s
leftists would run, is about to get a nuclear
weapons capability, then Japan must cer-
tainly steer a neutral course and deny bases
in Japan to American bombers and Ameri-
can troops. This is a major objective of
Communist propaganda and it finds all too
ready a response in a nation deeply divided
and with the destruction of Hiroshima and
Nagasakl an ever-present reality.

The effect of an atomic explosion would
be far greater than what is much more
likely to happen. That is the shelling of
Quemoy and Matsu and the Formosa Straits
at the time that the President is on his way
to visit Chiang.

‘While the odds are against its happening,
one piece of evid has i sober sec-
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ond thoughts. These are the remarks made
privately in Moscow mnot long ago by Prof.
V. 8. Emelyanov whose latest title, accord-
ing to a Tass announcement of June 3, is
Chairman of the Soviet Government Atomic
Energy Committee. Emelyanov is reported
to have said that the Chinese had made
much more progress than the outside world
suspected, even though the Soviets had
given them comparatively little help.

Soviet experts are said to have assisted
the Peking regime with advanced nuclear
reactors of a sophisticated type. But this
was presumably in connection with the
peacetime uses of atomic energy. Most of
the evidence points to a real concern on
the part of the Soviet Union lest the Chinese
get nuclear weapons and then proceed to
carry out their more or less openly avowed
intentions of using them.

Exploding a nuclear device, as the French
have done, is a long way short of having a
weapons capability. But even if the Chinese
achievement is a year and a half to 3 years
away it polnts up the fearful danger in the
proliferation of nuclear weapons and the
greatly increased chances of all-out nuclear
war.

As the latest editorial in Pravda indicates,
the Soviet are concerned over the left-
wing extremists in China who insist that
communism and “capitalist imperialism”
must inevitably war to the death with co-
existence ruled out. Mao Tse-tung has sald
that China could absorb 200 million casual-
ties and emerge with its vast land mass as
the only victor, or survivor, in a nuclear
war. And appalling as it may seem to the
West, the fanatical, Western-hating Chinese
could view this as a reasonable sacrifice.

WE MUST UNDERSTAND RECENT
EVENTS IN JAPAN

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute, to revise
and extend my remarks, and include a
statement.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
Speaker, the distressing events now oc-
curring in Japan prompt me to call to
the attention of the Members a state-
ment signed by 400 clergymen in the
United States, from all parts of this
great Nation. I think it deserves a
thoughtful study by every American,
and especially the thoughtful attention
of the U.S. Senate.

We need to understand events in
Japan in more historical terms than
simply declaring that those who dis-
agree are Communists. Much damage
has already been done. Before it is too
late to make amends, I trust Americans
will reexamine this proposed mutual se-
curity pact. The opportunities to en-
courage democracy will not be enhanced
by rushing approval of a basic course
of action which is fundamentally op-
posed by a significant part of the whole
community. Great national purposes
such as justify international treaties
should have widespread popular support
throughout the countries which are party
to them. Otherwise, with the first
change in administration, the treaty will
be renounced. We should not assume
that so fragile a reed represents a pow-
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erful sword or a strong shield. The

statement follows:

The undersigned, as a result of our deep
desire for total world disarmament and our
respect for the Japanese Constitution’s re-
nunciation of war and military preparations,
join in issuing this statement to our fellow
citizens:

The United States and Japan have con-
cluded a little publicized series of nego-
tiations that will become a treaty of military
alllance if it is signed and ratified by both
countries. The draft of this “Mutual Co-
operation and Security Treaty” will extend
for another 10 years the stationing of United
States forces in Japan. It obligates Japan
to resist and to retaliate against any attack
on U.S. bases. It requires Japan to have
sufficient military capability for modern war,
a standard provision of all countries having
mutual aid treaties with the United States.
It also sanctions the use of Japanese forces
outside of Japan. Moreover, there is no pro-
vision againt the introduction of nuclear
weapons into Japan and presumably it opens
the way to Japan's becoming a nuclear
power.

This treaty is a clear violation of article 9
of the Japanese Constitution which contains
the following:

“Aspiring sincerely to an international
peace based on justice and order, the Japa-
nese people forever renounce war as a sover-
eign right of the nation and the threat or use
of force as means of settling international
disputes.

“In order to accomplish the aim of the pre-
ceding paragraph, land, sea, and air forces,
as well as other war potential, will never be
maintained. The right of belligerency of the
state will not be recognized.”

This provision in the Japanese Constitu-
tion was in effect a joint declaration of the
Japanese and American people. Not only
was it widely hailed in both countries at the
time but it was a Japanese concept encour-
aged and accepted by the United States then
occupying Japan.

Only 10 years ago, on January 1, 1950, Gen-
eral MacArthur, who had represented the
United States in Japan at the time the Con-
stitution was adopted, said in an address to
the Japanese people:

“A product of Japanese thought, this pro-
vision is based upon the highest of moral
ideals, and yet no constitutional provision
was ever more fundamentally sound and
practical. * * * In this historic decision, you
are the first. The opportunity therefore is
yours to exemplify before mankind the
soundness of this concept and the inestima-
ble benefit resulting from the dedication of
all energy and all resource to peaceful prog-
ress. In due course other nations will join
you in this dedication, but meanwhile you
must not falter. Have faith in my country-
men and other peoples who share the same
high ideals. Above all, have faith in your-
selves.”

The present effort to circumvent the Japa-
nese Constitution is the joint responsibility
of the Japanese Premier Nobusuke Kishi and
the U.8. Government. There is no popu-
lar demand in Japan or in the United
States for a military alliance between the
two countries. In fact, there is widespread
opposition in Japan to any military alliance
and especially to any pact that would pro-
vide an entering wedge for the eventual In-
troduction of nuclear weapons.

During his first years in office Premier
Kishi indicated that the Japanese Constitu-
tion precluded any military alllance with the
United States. About a year ago he sug-
gested changing the Constitution. Realizing
how unpopular and impossible this was he
finally asserted that the Constitution per-
mitted rearmament as well as a military pact
with the United States.
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The pressures for this treaty include the
following:

1. The prewar Japanese industrial com-
bines which were dissolved by MacArthur
following the war have been resurrected.
They profit from U.S. military aid and mili-
tary contracts from U.S. forces in Japan who
spend some $200 million annually for goods
and services in Japan. They not only want
to continue the presence of American troops
in Japan but look forward to an expanded
rearmament program by Japan itself. These
economic pressures are exerted by leading
industrialists within Kishi’'s own party as
well as in other ways. (John G. Roberts,
“Remilitarization of Japan,” the Nation,
Dec. 19, 1859.)

2. American economic interests such as
Westinghouse, General Electric, Western
Electric, Standard Oil, and Alcoa are busi-
ness allies of the Japanese industrial houses.
American investments in Japan have jumped
from a prewar figure of $119 million to over
$600 million. More than 800 U.S. com-
panies have profitable tieups with Japanese
firms. In addition, loans totaling more
than 2 billion have been made in the post-
war period. These loans were Government
and World Bank loans. “The protection of
this investment,” asserts one authority, “is
a sufficient incentive for encouraging Japan
to rearm” (idem).

3. One reason Japan is so susceptible to
economic pressure is the policy of the United
States concerning trade with China. Even
such trade as Japan might have had without
strong objection from the United States was
cut off by China in 1958 because of Japan's
close support of American policy.

4. Beyond the economic pressures are the
political ones. It was the complete destruc-
tion of Japan by the United States in World
War II that created the power vacuum that
in turn permitted the Chinese Communists
to become the strongest power in Asia. In
this day of rising Russian and Chinese power
the United States has no powerful allies in
Asia. The one hope for a great power in
Asia allled to the United States is Japan.
The United States, as a part of its policy of
hostility toward China and its reluctance to
work for disarmament, is concentrating on
the rebuilding of a strong, militarized Japan,

In one sense the proposed treaty is simply
the method of formally declaring and ex-
tending a policy the U.S. Government has
pursued for some years. The Pentagon has
not wanted American troops withdrawn from
Japan. Therefore when the pressures for
ending the occupation were mounting, we
concluded a peace treaty with Japan which
at one and the same time provided for with-
drawal of occupation forces and for the right
of Japan to retain foreign armed forces on
her soil as a result of bilateral or multilateral
agreements.

James Reston, in the November 19, 1951,
New York Times, wrote:

“The Pentagon would like to keep most of
its buildings, its hotels, its golf courses. It
would also like to retain legal jurisdiction
over its personnel at all times and, of course,
it is concerned to see that the Army post
exchanges are well supplied with everything
from American golf balls to liquor, tax free.

“The State Department recognizes that the
Army has an argument on all these points,
but in the political field the United States
has made a great play with the theme that
it was restoring Japan’'s independence while
the Russians were using their security treaty
rights to dictate to their allies how they
should live and serve the interests of the
military authority.

“Mr. Rusk will talk with General Ridg-
way about trying to work out a compromise
that will avoid suspicion that the United
States s clamping a phony independence on
Japan while at the same time preserving the
facilities essential to the U.S. military com-
mand."
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The proposed treaty and the policies it
promotes have some dangerous and far-
reaching implications for our own people,
the Japanese people, and for world peace.

1. The treaty perpetrates the unsound
economic policy of tying Japan both to the
United States and to a military economy.
Japan's natural markets and sources of raw
materials should be with her Asian neighbors
rather than a distant United States. Japan's
economic base is such that she cannot sup-
port a huge military revival without becom-
ing increasingly dependent upon the United
States. This means further sacrifices for
the U.S. taxpayer and a false economic base
for the people of Japan.

2. The treaty of alliance and the rearma-
ment of Japan will not increase the stature
of either Japan or the United States in Asia.
Instead it will reawaken memories of Japa-
nese militarism and occupation during World
War II. It will tar Japan with the brush
of Western imperialism for becoming an eco-
nomic vassal and a military subaltern of the
United States. It will indicate that the
United States is intent on the continued
military occupation of Japan while calling
it by more acceptable names. Asians do not
want British, French, Dutch or U.S. im-
perialism influencing or manipulating their
decisions. They resent Western bases in
Asia as we would resent Russian or Chinese
bases in the Western Hemisphere.

3. At the very moment when the Soviet
Union has stated its readiness for total uni-
versal disarmament and has urged a re-
laxation of tensions, we are pursuing a pol-
icy that moves in the opposite direction.
This policy will make it more difficult for
both China and Russia to believe we want a
relaxation of tensions. Already there is some
indication that EKhrushchev has had diffi-
culty in convincing his Chinese ally of the
value of relaxation of tension and the timing
and value of disarmament when our Asian
actions move in the opposite direction. Yet
it is increasingly obvious that the world
must begin to disarm and China must be in-
cluded in such a disarmament program.

4, Even from the military point of view
there is no guarantee that the Japanese
armed forces we build up will be dependable,
Presumably Japanese armed forces will be
useful to the United States only if we are in-
volved in war with China or Russia or both.
But if Japan is threatened with nuclear
bombs or missiles is there any greater likeli-
hood that Japan will submit to atomic bom-
bardment and stay in the war than she did
after only two such bombs in World War II?

5. The imposition of the treaty upon the
Japanese people may well lead to the vitia-
tion of democracy in Japan. Only since
World War II has anything like real popular
democracy had a chance to flourish in Japan.
Untrammeled by a military caste and with
the big industrial empires broken by Mac-
Arthur’s occupation staff, popular democ-
racy was given a chance in Japan. Now,
however, Premier Kishi's Liberal Democratic
Party (which is the majority party), under
pressure from the industrialists and disre-
garding the objections of opposition parties
and public opinion polls, is insisting on the
treaty. A communication from Prof. Iwao
Ayusawa, chairman of the Fellowship of Rec-
onciliation in Japan, says, “it is feared that
the arrogance and tyranny of the mafjority
which the government is indulging in may
lead the people to a disbelief in democracy
itself.” If the majority party becomes the
volce of the industrialists, who together
with the military were the real rulers of pre-
war Japan, there is not only grave danger of
a repetition of such behind-the-scenes con-
trol of a facade of democracy but also
danger of undemocratic popular reaction to
such control.

There are moral as well as political rea-
sons for opposing the proposed treaty. In
December 1851 a group of Japanese
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Christians said to John Foster Dulles: “No
country can maintain its existence for long
unless its foundation is based on moral
principles. If you approve disarmament to-
day and urge rearmament tomorrow, you
will appear to differ in no way from Com-
munists who say white today and black
tomorrow."

By this treaty the United States will have
repudiated finally the Japanese swurrender
agreement and the Far Eastern Commission’s
1947 agreement that Japan will never be
allowed to rearm.

‘What are the alternatives to this treaty?
The major one is total world disarmament
along lines proposed by Premier Ehrushchev
and British Foreign Secretary Selwyn Lloyd.
If we are planning to enter serious nego-
tiatlons for disarmament, we should at least
postpone accepting this treaty which moves
in the opposite direction.

The second alternative is to negotiate a
withdrawal of our forces from Japan and,
in conjunction with negotiations to recog-
nize China, turn the preservation of peace
in the Orient over to the United Nations.

The third possibility for us to pursue is
to spend what we now spend on military
measures in Asia on building up the econ-
omy of Japan and other Asian countries. If
we can assist Asians in eliminating illiteracy,
raising the standards of living and reducing
the soclal tensions, we can thereby encourage
democracy and at the same time make
totalitarianism of the left or right far less
likely.

(Signed by 400 ministers.)

ANNOUNCEMENT RE INCOME TAX
TREATMENT OF NONFUNDABLE
CAPITAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
desire to announce that tomorrow the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr, MiLLs],
chairman of the Committee on Ways and
Means, will ask unanimous consent to
take up the bill HR. 7885, a bill relating
to the income tax treatment of non-
fundable capital contributions to the
Federal National Mortgage Association.
This is a bill which passed both branches
of the Congress and was recently vetoed
by the President because of a retroactive
provision.

As I understand, the bill to be ealled
up tomorrow meets the objections of the
President.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACK. I yield.

Mr. MILLS. Yes; it does. For the
full information of the membership, the
bill to which the majority leader has
referred is exactly the bill which passed
the House unaltered. The bill was
amended in the Senate retroactively, and
it was the retroactive feature of the
bill we were told that brought about
the veto.

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

Mr, McCORMACK. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. I assume the minority
members on this side have been apprised
of the action contemplated?

Mr. MILLS. Yes; that is true.
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Mr. McCORMACEK. Iwanted tomake
the announcement so the Members
would be advised.

A GERMANY UNITED IN FREEDOM—
GEORGE MEANY COMMEMORATES
THE JUNE 17, 1953, UPRISING

The SPEAKER. Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. Reuss] is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, tonight
over the ABC radio network, George
Meany, president of the AFL-CIO,
makes a nationwide radio address on
“The Future of Germany—Free or Com-
munist.” Mr. Meany’s speech occurs on
the eve of the seventh anniversary of the
June 17, 1953, uprising in East Germany.

I include the text of Mr. Meany's in-
spiring speech:

Tonight, the eve of June 17, we commem-
orate a historic event which still inspires
the free world.

Seven years ago tomorrow, June 17, 1953,
the working people of East Germany threw
down their tools in a spontaneous revolt
against their Communist oppressors. For
days and weaks, these civillan workers, un-
armed and unorganized, fought with their
bare hands against the overwhelming power
of the Soviet Army of Occupation. It wasa
desperate and unequal struggle. The up-
rising was crushed.

They proved—these unknown soldiers from
the factorles of East Germany—that the
Communists had to rule by force because
they could not command the willing alle-
glance of the people.

They proved that the love of liberty can-
not be stamped out by fear or force or
terror.

They proved that as long as people are
ready to die for a great cause, that cause
will never die.

The Soviet dictatorship still refuses to
loosen its stifling grip on East Germany.
Clearly, the Communists still are unwilling
to let the people of East Germany and West
Germany decide for themselves, in free elec-
tions, the future status of thelr country.
Until such a decision is made, the world will
continue to exist on the razor edge between
peace and war.

I remember the stirring events of June
19563 very clearly because 1 happened to be
in Europe at the time, attending the world
congress of the International Confederation
of Free Trade Unions in Stockholm. AIl of
us at that conference were deeply moved by
the plight of our trade union brothers in
East Germany. We did what we could to
send food and medical supplies to the sur-
vivors and to rescue some of those doomed
to execution.

A few of the refugees were brought to
Stockholm and gave us eyewitness reports
on the reign of terror to which they had
been subjected. They told us a story of
wholesale exploitation by the Communist re-
gime, of work speedups and stretchouts be-
yond the limits of human endurance. Hu-
man beings were treated with less consider-
ation than machines.

Yes, the Red army smothered the upris-
ing. But it could not erase the stain on the
Communist record. The evil nature of the
Soviet dictatorship was exposed for all the
world to see. Here was the regime that
promised to create a worker's paradise,
stripped of its hypocritical camouflage and
revealed as the arch enemy of free workers.

Throughout the world, the forces of free-
dom galned new Inspiration from the herocic
stand of the workers of East Germany. They
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were the first to revolt. The workers in
Poland and Hungary were next.

Even in Soviet Russia itself, in the land
under the heaviest yoke of Communist des-
potism, there are multiplying signs of dis-
affection. Among students and intellectuals
a more critical attitude is stirring. Discon-
tent again grips the peasantry. Industrial
workers are openly manifesting impatience
with pitifully low wages and heavier work-
loads. They are fed up with wretched hous-
ing conditions and the continued lack of
consumer goods. In this land where strikes
are outlawed and the merest protest by work-
ers is punished severely, an unheard of thing
is happening. Strikes are taking place. Re-
cently, Soviet army tanks had to break up
a strike of the Karaganda metalworkers.

The puppet regime, which insolently calls
itself the German Democratic Republie, is
encountering serious impediments in its
drive to collectivize the East German farm-
ers. The farmers know that when the Com-
munists say collectivization they mean slav-
ery and they want no part of it. The flood
of refugees is steadily mounting—7,500 in
January; 9,800 in February; over 13,000 in
March and even a higher number estimated
in April.

Ehrushchev’s explosive behavior in Paris
must be viewed against this background to
become even faintly comprehensible.

It must be remembered that the summit
meeting was Ehrushchev's own brainchild.
He worked tirelessly for over a year to bring
it about. At first he tried threats and ulti-
matums. He demanded that allied occupa-
tion forces depart from West Berlin before a
specified deadline or face grave consequences.
When that didn't work, he resorted to more
subtle strategy. He negotiated with allied
leaders. He flexed Soviet Russia’s military
muscles.

The Soviet dictator finally persuaded Presi-
dent Eisenhower to agree to a summit meet-
ing. This was a clear-cut victory for Ehru-
shchey. Why did he suddenly abandon it?
He obviously had counted upon intimidating
and humbling the free world by Soviet
superiority in space and Intercontinental
weapons. He expected offers of appeasement
as a result. When he discovered that the
allied leaders were standing firm on both the
German question and disarmament, he de-
liberately dynamited the conference.

Ehrushchev's rage over the U-2 incident
falled to carry conviction, especially when he
boasted that he knew about such over-
flights at the time of his visit to America
last year and never uttered a word of protest.
The Soviet dictator declared the United
States was due for a jolt and that he jolted
us. As a matter of fact, he did. He jolted
us right out of our national complacency.
He made it crystal clear that all his talk of
peace and friendship and coexistence was an
elaborate propaganda trap.

Today there can be no more illusions in
this country or among our allies about the
real purpose of the Soviet Union. That pur-
pose is worldwide domination. It is un-
changeable. No matter what they say, the
Communists will not deviate from this over-
riding objective. They are determined to
achieve it, whether by war, by subversion, or
by our default.

Once we face up to this harsh truth, we
can prepare to cope with it.

There are encouraging signs of a sharpened
awareness of the real nature of the Com-
munist threat among our friends abroad.

In England, the powerful National Union
of General and Municipal Workers has re-
jected a proposal for unilateral disarmament
of Great Britain. Liberty-loving people
everywhere salute the British Labor Party
leader, Mr. Hugh Galtskell, for his intensi-
fied efforts to strengthen NATO and broaden
its scope of operations. We agree with him
that NATO should become an effective in-
strument for International democratic prog-
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ress in the economic and political as well
as military fields.

In West Germany, the Social Demoecratic
Party is toward joint efforts with
Chancellor Adenauer's party in support of
a common goal: to rally the full strength of
the German people in behalf of their na-
tional reunification in freedom. The AFL-
CIO stands shoulder to shoulder with its col-
leagues in the German Federation of Labor,
in their efforts to build Germany into a bul-
wark of freedom, peace, and soclal justice.

As I emphasized earlier, Germany provides
the key to world peace. Soviet Russia under
Ehrushchev, as under his predecessors, Lenin
and Stalin, is determined to absorb all of
Germany with its millions of skilled workers
and its tremendous industrial wealth.

That is why the Communists beat down
the East German revolution so ruthlessly 7
years ago. That is why Stalin attempted to
force us out of Berlin in 1948, only to be
checkmated by the American airlift. That
is why Khrushchev today is insisting that
the Allied nations withdraw the troops that
have safeguarded the freedom and security of
the people of West Berlin.

There can be no such retreat. We are in
honor, bound to protect West Berlin and
preserve the integrity of the West German
Republic. To yield to Soviet pressure on
these issues would be worse than appease-
ment. It would mean surrender.

The free world believes that there can be
a peaceful solution of the German question.
We have been willing and we still are will-
ing to negotate such a settlement. It is not
the province of Soviet Russia to dictate the
terms, nor is the decision up to us. The
German people themselves must be accord-
ed the opportunity to determine their own
destiny through free elections supervised by
the United Nations. Soviet Russia, which is
such an ardent advocate of self-determina-
tion in Africa and Asia, cannot consistently
deny the same basic right to the German
people.

This is the road to peace. Whether Soviet
Russia will eventually choose to go along,
only time will tell. Let us use the time we
have to strengthen the free world in every
possible way for the crucial test, If we do
this and if we hold true to the spirit of the
German workers who died for freedom 7 years
ago, we need not fear the outcome.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that George
Meany has expressed both the hopes
and the determination of the people of
the United States concerning the future
of Germany. The people of the United
States do not intend to yield up West
Berlin to Communist domination. They
do not intend to place their seal of ap-
proval on the present situation in East
Germany, where a puppet government
rules with the aid of Russian troops.

Above all else, we in the United States
look to the day when human rights will
be respected throughout all of Ger-
many—the right to self-determination,
to freedom of speech and press, to free
elections, and the rest.

Of the two ideas involved in the con-
cept of reunification in freedom, it is the
idea of freedom that is most important.

The collapse of the summit confer-
ence, and the heating up of the cold war,
tell us that the road ahead will be a
rougch one. It is here that George
Meany offers us a sound guidepost when
he says:

The free world believes that there can be
a peaceful solution of the German question.

‘We have been willing and we still are willing
to negotiate such a settlement.
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Of course, there must be a “peaceful
solution of the German question.” There
must be some ray of light through the
clouds, no matter how distant.

It will be the task of the Western de-
mocracies—the United States, France,
Great Britain, West Germany, and the
rest—to evolve and to table before the
bar of world opinion the ingredients of
such a “peaceful solution.”

We know what some of these ingre-
dients are. There can be no solution for
Berlin without a solution for Germany,
and no solution for Germany without a
solution for Middle Europe. A viable
strategic order for Middle Europe de-
pends on general progress toward world
disarmament between the great powers,
linked phase by phase with disarmament
in Middle Europe. A viable political
order for Middle Europe must have as
its cornerstone the meaningful protec-
tion of human rights as the best—and
indeed the only—guarantee against to-
talitarianism from any quarter. A vi-
able economic order for Middle Europe
depends upon the extension to it of the
kind of cooperative economic institutions
which are now developing in the West.

June 17 can signal a new determina-
tion never to forget the spirit of German
freedom.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Bow (at the
request of Mr, BerTs), from June 16 to
June 18, on account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. HempPHILL, for 30 minutes,
June 20.

Mr. Reuss, for 10 minutes, today, and
to revise and extend his remarks.

on

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorp, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. Boranp and to include extraneous
matter,

Mr. BARR.

Mr. DornN of South Carolina and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. Apar and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. BErry and to include extraneous
matter.

Mr. Screnck and to include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr. DENT.

Mr. GALLAGHER, to revise and extend
the remarks he made in the Committee
of the Whole today and include extrane-
ous matter.

Mrs. CHURCH.

(At the request of Mr. CurTIN and to
lix;;ll;.de extraneous matter, the follow-

Mr. Van Zanpr in two instances.

Mr. CANFIELD.
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Mr. PELLY.

(At the request of Mr. McCORMACK
and to include extraneous matter the
following:)

Mr, FEIGHAN.

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION
REFERRED

A joint resolution of the Senate of the
following title was taken from the
Speaker’s table and, under the rule, re-
ferred as follows:

8.J. Res. 170. Joint resolution to author-
ize the participation in an international con-
vention of representative citizens from the
North Atlantic Treaty nations to examine
how greater political and economic coopera-
tion among their peoples may be promoted,
to provide for the appointment United States
delegates to such convention, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.12117. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Agriculture and Farm
Credit Administration for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1961, and for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on June 15, 1960, de~-
liver to the White House for presentation
to the President, for his approval, bills of
the House of the following titles:

HR. 10000. An act to amend further cer-
tain provisions of the District of Columbia
tax laws relating to overpayments and re-
funds of taxes erroneously collected;

HR. 10183. An act to amend the Fire and
Casualty Act regulating the business of fire,
marine, and casualty insurance in the Dis-
trict of Columbia;

H.R. 10684. An act to amend sections 1 and
5b of the Life Insurance Act for the District
of Columbia; and

HR.10761. An act to provide for the rep-
resentation of indigents in judicial proceed-
ings in the District of Columbia.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly (at 4 o'clock and 58 min-
utes p.m.) the House, pursuant to its
previous order, adjourned until tomor-
row, Friday, June 17, 1960, at 11 o’clock
am.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from
the Speaker's table and referred as
follows:

2270. A letter from the Under Secretary of
Commerce, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled “A bill to authorize an
additional Assistant Secretary of Com-
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merce”; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.

2271. A letter from the Administrative
Assistant Secretary of the Interior, trans-
mitting a report covering all tort claims
paid by the Department in the fiscal year
1959, pursuant to the provisions of the Fed-
eral Tort Claims Act (28 U.S.C., sec. 2673);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. MILLS: Committee of conference.
H.R. 9322. A bill to make permanent the
existing suspension of duties on certain
coarse wool (Rept. No. 1883). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. MILLS: Committee of conference.
H.R. 9862. A bill to continue for 2 years the
existing suspension of dutles on certain
lathes used for shoe last roughing or for
shoe last finishing (Rept. No. 1884). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. MILLS: Committee of conference.
H.R. 9881. A bill to extend for 2 years the
existing provisions of law relating to the
free importation of personal and household
effects brought into the United States under
Government orders (Rept. No. 1885). Or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Pisheries. 5. 2660. An act to
extend the period of exemption from inspec-
tion under the provisions of section 4426 of
the Revised Statutes granted certaln small
vessels carrying freight to and from places
on the inland waters of southeastern Alaska;
with amendment (Rept. No. 1886). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union.

Mr. BONNER: Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries. 8. 3189. An act to
further amend the shipping laws to prohibit
operation in the coastwise trade of a rebuilt
vessel unless the entire rebuilding is effected
within the United States, and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 1887).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. HARRIS: Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce. S.1886. An act to
amend the Communications Act of 1934 with
respect to certain rebroadcasting activities;
with amendment (Rept. No, 1888). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union.

Mr. HAYS: Committee on Foreign Affairs.
H.R. 12547. A bill to amend the Foreign
Service Act of 1946, as amended, and for
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No.
1890). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. O'NEILL: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 560. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 8860, a bill to stabilize
the mining of lead and zinc by small domes-
tice producers on publie, Indlan, and other
lands, and for other purposes; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1891). Referred to
the House Calendar,

Mr. TRIMBLE: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 561. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 9996, a bill to amend sec-
tion 402 of the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1049, to prescribe
procedures to Insure that foreign excess
property which is disposed of overseas will
not be imported into the United States to
the injury of the economy of this country;
without amendment (Rept, No. 1892). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on Rules.
House Resolution 562. Resolution for con-
sideration of H.R. 12580, a bill to extend and
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improve coverage under the Federal old-age,
survivors, and disability insurance system
and to remove hardships and inequities, im-
prove the financing of the trust funds, and
provide disability benefits to additional in-
dividuals under such system; to provide
grants to States for medical care for aged
individuals of low income; to amend the
public assistance and maternal and child
welfare provisions of the Social Security Act;
to improve the unemployment compensation
provisions of such act; and for other pur-
poses; without amendment (Rept. No. 1893).
Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. O'NEILL: Committee on Rules,
House Resolution 563. Resolution for con-
sideration of S. 1898, an act to amend the
Communications Act of 1934 with respect to
the procedure in obtaining a license and for
rehearings under such act; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 1894). Referred to the
House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIIT, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. WALTER: Committee on the Judiciary.
8. 2822. An act for the relief of Low Wing
Quey (Ewsal); without amendment (Rept.
No. 18898). Referred to the Committee of
the Whole House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BARR:

H.R. 12684. A bill to prohibit the use in
commerce of motor vehicles not equipped
with certain automatic warning signal and
running light devices; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BOSCH:

H.R.12685. A bill relating to the applica-
tion of the manufacturers excise tax on
electric light bulbs in the case of sets or
strings of such bulbs; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. DORN of New York:

H.R. 12686. A bill to amend the Shipping
Act, 1916, to confer authority on the Fed-
eral Maritime Board to disapprove agree-
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ments amongst common carriers by water
where the rate charged thereunder on im-
ports is noncompensatory and substan-
tially contributes to the underselling of
American manufacturers; to the Committee
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. DOWDY (by request) :

H.R.12687. A bill to authorize the Board
of Parole of the District of Columbia to dis-
charge a parolee from supervision prior to
the expiration of the maximum term or
terms for which he was sentenced; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

H.R. 12688. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a Juvenile Division within or
in connection with the District of Colum-
bia Youth Correctional Center, and to
authorize the judge of the Juvenile Court of
the District of Columbia to commit to such
Juvenile Division, subject to the provisions
of the Juvenile Court Act, children 15
years of age or older; to the Committee on
the Distriet of Columbia.

By Mr. FORAND:

H.R.12689. A bill authorizing the Rhode
Island Turnpike and Bridge Authority to
combine for financing purposes the bridge
across the west passage of Narragansett
Bay with the Newport Bridge and any other
project acquired or constructed by said
authority; to the Committee on Publie
Works.

By Mr. IKARD:

H.R.12690. A bill to amend subchapter 8
of chapter 1 of the Internal Revenue Code
of 1054; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. EING of California:

H.R. 12691. A bill relating to the determi-
nation of stock ownership of personal hold-
ing companies; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. McDOWELL:

H.R. 12692. A bill to require full disclosure
of certain expenditures of Government and
counterpart funds by Members of Congress,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on House Administration.

HR.12693. A bill to provide for the ap-
pointment by the Board of Commissioners
of the District of Columbia of the appointive
members of the National Capital Planning
Commission, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. DULSEI:

HR.12694. A bill to provide for the issu-
ance of a series of special postage stamps in
commemoration of flags of particular sig-
nificance in the history of the United States
of America, to the Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service.
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXIT,

The SPEAEKER presented a memorial of
the Legislature of the Virgin Islands memo-
rializing the President and the Congress of
the United States to authorize the Depart-
ment of Defense to exchange a certaln tract
of land at John Brewer's Bay, St. Thomas,
V.I, with the Government of the Virgin
Islands, for a tract of land at Estate
Bordeaux, St. Thomas, VI, which was
referred to the Committee on Armed Bervices.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. GRANT:

H.R.12605. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to grant an easement over
certaln lands to the trustees of the Cin-
cinnatl Southern Railway, thelr successors
and assigns; to the Committee on Agricul-

ture.
By Mr. METCALF':

H.R. 12696. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Her-
mino Cabrera and his wife, Florea A.
Cabrera; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MILLIKEN:

H.R. 12697. A bill for the relief of George
Paraskeropoulous; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. POWELL:

H.R. 12698. A bill for the relief of Peregrina
E. Legayada; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

406. By Mr. CANFIELD: Petition of 650
residents of Passalc County, N.J., urging the
enactment of the Forand bill, HR. 4770; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

497. By Mr. SCHENCK: Petition of Burley
Cottle and others, relative to a pension for
World War I veterans; to the Committee on
Veterans' Affairs.

498. By the SPEAKER: Petition of I. 8.
Svischov, Russian Anti-Communist Commit-
tee of Los Angeles, Los Angeles, Calif., rela-
tive to proposing certain amendments to
Public Law 86-90 concerning the Captive
Nations Week; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Memorial Day in Hawaii a Soul-Stirring

Occasion

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. E. ROSS ADAIR

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Thursday, June 16, 1960

Mr. ADAIR. Mr. Speaker, five mem-
bers of the House Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, led by Chairman OrLiN E. TEAGUE,
had the privilege of spending the 1960
Memorial Day weekend in Hawaii for the
threefold purpose of: (a) Holding hear-
ings and meeting with various veterans’
groups in our 50th State; (b) represent-

ing the Congress at the dedication of the
beautiful new carillon presented by the
American Veterans of World War II and
Korea at the site of the Arizona disaster
in Pear]l Harbor, and (c¢) attending the
Memorial Day services at the Punchbowl
National Cemetery in Honolulu.

The last of these was an occasion
which everyone present will remember as
long as he lives and, in beauty and in
depth of feeling, it recalled the colorful
patriotic observances which used to be
so much a part of American life and
which have, unfortunately, fallen into
comparative disuse in recent years.

The Punchbowl National Cemetery has
been created in a huge, extinct volcanic
crater overlooking the city of Honolulu.
In it are buried almost 17,000 men and

women of all races who fought to pre-
serve our freedom, and the freedom of all
men of good will everywhere on earth,
during the hostilities in the Pacific
theater.

The magnificent resting place for the
brave which has been created here was
a breathtaking sight on Memorial Day.
On each of the 17,000 graves a small
American flag was fluttering in the soft
Hawaiian breeze, and on each was a lei
of orchids which had been put together
with loving care and placed in position
by Hawaiian schoolchildren. The cere-
monies, in which all branches of the
armed services and all veterans groups
participated, were brief and extremely
moving. The principal speaker on this
occasion was Mayor Neal S. Blaisdell, of
Honolulu, and the chairman of the




		Superintendent of Documents
	2017-06-21T18:30:08-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




