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temporarily postponed by the United Nations
Special Fund. * * *

The decision not to act now on the Cuban
project avoided a fight threatened by the
United States, which puts up 40 percent of
the Speclal Fund’'s resources.

Senator EenNETH B. KEATING, Republican,
of New York, contended yesterday that Fidel
Castro is “10 times better equipped” mili-
tarily now than he was last spring.
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He sald Castro “has 144 missile launchers,
24 bases, and 500 antiaircraft missiles, some
of them the most modern in existence, and
20,000 troops.”

KeaTiNG made the comments on a program
taped for New York television stations.

January 14, 1963: In his state of the Union
message to Congress, President Eennedy said
that while danger continues, a deadly threat
has been removed from Cuba.
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While we shall never weary in the defense
of freedom, neither shall we ever abandon
the pursuit of peace.

In this quest, the United Nations requires
our full and continued support. Its value
in serving the cause of peace has been shown
anew in its role in the West New Guinea set-
tlement, in its use as a forum for the Cuban
crisis, and in its task of unification in the
Congo.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

TueEspAy, MarcH 12, 1963

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Ephesians 3:17: That Christ may
dwell in your hearts by faith and that ye
may be rooted and grounded in love.

Almighty God, as we grope our way
through these ongoing days, which often
seem so dark and dismal, may we culti-
vate a closer communion with Thee and
gain a clearer conception of Thy gra-
cious promises and generous purposes.

Grant that, as finite beings, we may
be more sensitive and responsive to the
appeals and pressures of Thy infinite
grace and truth, which alone can trans-
figure us and transform us from what we
are to what we ought to be.

May we yearn to have Thy spirit dwell
in our spirit and may the light and love,
the joy and peace of our blessed Lord
become kindled and personalized in our
human souls.

Hear us in His name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday, Monday, March 11, 1963, 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 bill of the
following title, in which the concurrence
of the House is requested:

S5.20. An act to promote the coordination
and development of effective Federal and
State programs relating to outdoor recrea-
tion, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
President of the Senate, pursuant to sec-
tion 1, Public Law 87-883, had appointed
Mr. LauscHE, Mr. Youne of Ohio, Mr.
KEeaTiNG, and Mr. Scort to be members
of the Battle of Lake Erie Sesquicenten-
nial Celebration Commission.

The message also announced that the
President of the Senate, pursuant to sec-
tion 1, Public Law 86-420, appointed Mr.
McInTYRE and Mr. MiLLER to be members
of the U.S. group of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group, vice
Mr. SMATHERS and Mr. ALLoTT, resigned.

THE UNIFORM ALLOWANCE ACT
OF 1854

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, the Uni-
form Allowance Act of 1954 provided for
the first time that the Government pay
the cost of uniforms required by law or
administrative order to be worn by em-
ployees in the performance of their of-
ficial duties. That act limited the Gov-
ernment’s share of the cost of such
uniforms to $100 annually.

Even at that time this amount did not
begin to meet the actual cost of the pre-
scribed uniforms in many instances.
Since that time the cost of uniforms
has gone up along with other commodi-
ties. Thus, today, many of our em-
ployees are forced to use an unjust por-
tion of their hard-earned wages for the
purchase of uniforms prescribed by law
or administrative order, and which can-
not be worn or used except in the per-
formance of their official duties. This is
patently unfair,

The bill I have introduced is designed
to alleviate this inequity by raising the
amount the Government can pay to $150
annually, except where overcoats or
other special garments are required for
protection against the weather, in which
cases an additional $50 annually may be
allowed.

BRAZIL:

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I am
again calling on the U.S. Government to
deny any financial aid to Brazil which
would in any way be used to develop
trade with Russia. Brazil has a delega-
tion here headed by Finance Minister
Dantas which seeks an $84 million loan
from the United States to help develop a
trade program between Brazil and
Russia. Minister Dantas admitted in
Washington yesterday that one of the
purposes of the loan is to develop Brazil-
Soviet trade. Although I have not been
able to obtain such an admission from
our State Department, he also is asking
postponement of a $450 million loan re-
payment Brazil is scheduled to make
this year to the United States.

Today we are voting on a record mili-
tary construction bill calling for an ex-
penditure of $15.8 billion designed to
help the United States contain commu-
nism and protect the security of this Na-
tion, and for the State Department to
authorize loans to Brazil for purposes

of developing Communist trade is pat-
ently ridiculous. We appear to be
spending money in both directions. The
enhancement of Red trade will only
serve to strengthen the Communist eco-
nomic and military posture. It will un-
dermine our own economic and defensive
efforts. Such a loan will enable Russia
to take over our markets with Brazil.
This will aggravate the balance-of-pay-
ments problem and our own unemploy-
ment dilemma. A loan for any such
purpose is detrimental to the best inter-
ests of this Nation and cannot be justi-
fied under any circumstances. The
Americar taxpayer does not want his
money used to aid a government dedi-
cated to the destruction of our American
way of life.

FOREIGN EXPENDITURES BY ALL
GOVERNMENTAL EMPLOYEES—
LIMITATIONS AND REPORTING

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

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
JTowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Speaker, on Thursday,
the Subcommittee on Accounts of the
Committee on House Administration
will consider House Joint Resolution
245, introduced by the chairman of that
full committee, the gentleman from Tex-
as [Mr. BurLEson]. This is a resolution
which deserves attention of every Mem-
ber of this body. It deals with the mat-
ter of foreign expenditures by all Gov-
ernment employees—their limitations
and reporting.

On yesterday the gentleman from
Texas inserted in the Recorp the report
on foreign expenditures by the House
which is required by law and by rule.
Most Members have made full, accurate
reports. But even a casual study of the
REecorp indicates the necessity for adop-
tion of the Burleson resolution.

Some of the reports are not signed.
One report shows that more committee
staff members traveled abroad than did
members of the committee. One staff
member, according to the report, spent
$104 on transportation in spite of the
fact that the original ticket assigned to
this person was for an amount in excess
of $1,400.

Members of Congress cannot perform
their proper duties without firsthand
examinations of foreign programs, prob-
lems, and expenditures. Trips by staff
members can be completely legitimate
and beneficial. But the citizens we rep-
resent have a right to know how their
money is being spent by all branches of
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the Government. They have a right to
ask, “Is this trip really necessary?” It
is in our own best interest to adopt
House Joint Resolution 245.

GOVERNMENT PROCUREMENT

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
T 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
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr.
Speaker, though Raleigh, N.C.,, is not a
part of my district, my study into Gov-
ernment procurement has led to my in-
terest in an industry there. Due to a
decision by the Comptroller General on
a case I submitted last November, that
industry is about to get a Government
contract and save $10,000 for the
taxpayers.

Due to this firm’s efficiency and the
Comptroller General's decision to uphold
its position, a radio transceiver is going
to be built for the Federal Aviation
Agency at a lower cost than would
have been the case. If there are more
decisions with this conclusion, we can
expect the cost of Government purchas-
ing to go down in the future.

Many of my colleagues are aware that
for months and months I have made a
detailed study of electronies purchases
by the Government. In many cases the
taxpayer has been the loser. In some
I have been able to report successes in
changed regulations and in savings to
the taxpayers. The latter is true today—
a happy ending for manufacturer, tax-
payer, Government and, yes, this

an.

Last November this firm outlined for
me a problem it had with the FAA.
Quoting for manufacture of a small
radio transceiver, it inadvertently
neglected to include a detailed descrip-
tion of the equipment with its proposal,
as prescribed by FAA regulations. Be-
cause of this, it was ruled out of the
procurement. At this very same time,
this same firm was making the identical
equipment for FAA under another con-
tract, and for this reason was able to
be low bidder. In other words, because
of a technicality, this firm’s competence
was to be denied, and the price for this
equipment was to rise by $10,000.

After studying the case closely, I con-
tacted the Comptroller General and said,
“While the difference between this com-
pany’s bid and that of the next low
bidder does not exceed $10,000, it appears
to me that any award other than to this
firm would be a waste of tax dollars.”

After a thorough study, the Comp-
troller General agreed with me and
advised me by letter, March 7, 1963, that
he had made a determination in favor
of the Raleigh firm and it should get
the contract. Despite the clerical error,
the Comptroller General acted in behalf
of saving the taxpayers’ money. It is too
bad we do not have more such people.

This is another case in a long list I
am going to present in this session. I
will also suggest legislative corrections,
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such asmy H.R. 4409. As these cases are
compiled, I hope the Rules Committee
will take heed and report H.R. 4409 to the
floor for action by the House. Its enaci-
ment into law, plus enactment of other
legislation I shall soon propose, would
curtail many abuses now being carried
out in the name of national defense
and would result in tremendous savings
to the taxpayer.

THE LATE MISS MARY 1. BARBER

Mr. JOHANSEN. 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 genfleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Mr. Speaker, I have
just learned, with deep regret, of the
passing of Miss Mary I. Barber, of Battle
Creek, Mich., an able and distinguished
constituent of mine in the Third Con-
gressional District.

Miss Barber, the Nation's first dollar-
a-year woman, died Sunday in Sara-
sota, Fla., at the age of 76.

She established the home economics
department of the Kellogg Co. in 1923
and served as its director until her retire-
ment in 1948. She was a former presi-
dent of the American Dietetic Associa-
tion.

From 1941 to 1945, during World War
II, Miss Barber served as a special as-
sistant to the Secretary of War, and was
in charge of menu planning for Ameri-
can military personnel during that pe-
riod. She was also editor of an Army
cookbook. In 1945 she received the
highest civilian award for exceptional
service.

Mrs. Johansen joins me in extending
sincere sympathy to Miss Barber’s sister,
Miss Edith Barber, also a distinguished
authority in the field of dietetics and the
editor of a nationally syndicated food
column.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT

Mr. JOELSON. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day on rollcall No. 8 I was not present.
I wish the Recorp to indicate that had
I been present I would have voted in
the affirmative.

LOAN TO BRAZIL

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. 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
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Speaker,
it was with considerable concern and
disappointment that I read the state-
ment in last night's Evening Star by
Brazilian Finance Minister Dr., San
Tiago Dantas, that part of the financial
help he is asking from the United States
would be used to develop trade with all
countries including Russia. It was re-
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ported in an AP story appearing in the
Sunday, March 10, State Journal, Lans-
ing, Mich., that Dr. Dantas assured his
countrymen before leaving Brazil he
would not trade his Government'’s soft
policy toward Cuba for U.S. aid. Added
to our knowledge of the close ties main-
tained by the Brazilian Government with
the Castro government, and the sugges-
tion last November by a high Brazilian
official that other Latin American coun-
tries reopen relations with Cuba, the
Finance Minister's statement yesterday
cannot help giving rise to some very
serious questions. I believe the Ameri-
can taxpayers have a right to the
ANSWETS.

Over the years we have sent Brazil
more than $2% billion in the form of
loans and grants—a staggering sum.
It is reported that Dr. Dantas is hoping
to persuade the United States to add
some $84 million to this figure, and to
agree to postponement of the $450 mil-
lion Brazil is due to pay to the United
States this year on its debts.

Despite the longstanding friendship
we bear for our Brazilian neighbors, is it
unreasonable to ask, when we are writ-
ing such a large check, that it not be
negotiable and subject to being cashed
and spent in Moscow or in Havana?
Surely we might expect our friends to
furnish us with some assurances that
we are not, by helping them, helping to
finance our own enemies.

MEZXICAN-UNITED STATES INTER-
PARLIAMENTARY GROUP

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication:

Hon. JoHN W. McCORMACK,
The Speaker’s Rooms, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mz. Seeaxer: It is with deep regret
that I must advise you that I will be unable
to serve as a delegate to the meeting of the
Mexican-United States Interparliamentary
Group, at Guanajuato, Mexico, March 18-
21, 1963. I am particularly sorry since I was
keenly interested in attending this meeting
and had so indicated to the minority leader.

I have just learned that circumstances be-
yond my control will prevent me from mak-
ing the trip. Nevertheless, I do appreciate
your kindness in designating me as a dele-
gate, and I hope that my inability to serve
will not unduly inconvenience you.

With warm personal regards, I am,

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES B. HOEVEN,
Sizth District of lowa.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation is accepted.
There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT TO MEXICO-UNITED
STATES INTERPARLIAMENTARY
GROUP

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1, Public Law 86-420,
the Chair appoints as a member of the
U.S. dclegation of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group for the
meeting to be held in Guanajuato, Re-
public of Mexico, beginning on Monday,
March 18, 1963, the gentleman from
South Dakota [Mr. RerFer] to fill an
existing vacancy thereon.
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PROCLAIMING SIR WINSTON
CHURCHILL AN HONORARY CITI-
ZEN OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4374) to
proclaim Sir Winston Churchill an
honorary citizen of the United States of
Ameriea.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

Mr, GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I should like to ad-
dress a parliamentary inquiry to the
Chair.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state the parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, under
what circumstances will this resolution
be considered? Will there be any time
for discussion of the resolution, if unani-
mous consent is given?

The SPEAKER. In response to the
parliamentary inquiry of the gentleman
from Iowa, if consent is granted for the
present consideration of the bill, the
gentleman from New York [Mr, CELLER]
will be recognized for 1 hour and the
gentleman from New York may yield to
such Members as he desires to yield to
before moving the previous question.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, further re-
serving the right to object, is some time
to be allocated to this side of the aisle?

Mr. CELLER. I intend to allocate
half of the time to the other side.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection.

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

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Presi-
dent of the United States is hereby author-
ized and directed to declare by proclamation
that Sir Winston Churchill shall be an
honorary citizen of the United States of
America.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. CELLER] is recognized for
1 hour.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to yield 30 minutes
to the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
Porr], and that he may yield such time
as he desires.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. CELLER] is recognized for
30 minutes.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I say of Winston Spencer
Churchill that I know of no individual
possessed of so many facets to his life
and character and personality, with so
many wondrous achievements in so many
fields.

He is a giant in world history.

He is a man for all seasons.

Hiii biography is like a fascinating
novel.
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He inspired controversy, but not with-
out affection and respect.

His is a dazzling, stormy, but inspired
career.

His public life has stretched for more
than half a century from the staid and
solid Victorian era to the present hope-
ful second Elizabethan Age.

He is a man for the ages—statesman,
soldier, author and historian, artist, phi-
losopher, naval chief, orator and recan-
teur, parliamentarian, war correspond-
ent, and humorist.

The key to his character is courage,
with strategic insight coming second.
He is never controlled, save by himself.
Generosity, candor, openness of mind
come next. He has no reserves and no
shams.

He scorned concealment.

He has a passion for humanity.

He wants justice done though the
heavens fall and he be buried in the
ruins.

He is keenly responsive to noble im-
pulses.

His is a life and career beyond the con-
ventional bounds of a great statesman.

He is one of the greatest Englishmen
known to history—and at that, he is half
American.

Historians will speak of him as the
statesman to whom the whole world
looked for guidance when the very skies
were about to fall upon civilization. They
will recount his mastery of the written
and spoken word. Lord Justice Birkett
said that he ever spoke with the orator’s
true instinct, and that he had the “sym-
pathy and concurrence of his time.”
This is especially true of the speech he
made after Dunkirk when we all feared
the worst. He said in the House of Com-
mons:

We shall not flag or fail. We shall go on
to the end, we shall fight in France, we shall
fight on the seas and oceans, we shall fight
with growing confidence and
strength in the air, we shall defend owur
island whatever the cost may be, we shall
fight on the beaches, we shall fight on the
landing grounds, we shall fight in the flelds
and in the streets, we shall fight in the
hills; we shall never surrender.

Note his prescience and wisdom in de-
seribing the actions of Russia as early
as 1939—as they seemed to him as First
Lord of the Admiralty—as “a riddle
wrapped in mystery inside an enigma.”

An incisive humor always accompanied
him. He could create laughter with
never a fault of tact or taste.

Had his father been American and his
mother English, he would undoubtedly
have made American history. Asit was,
his mother was American and his father
British and he ascended to the premier-
ship of Great Britain.

In honoring Winston Churchill, we do
not confer citizenship in any technical
sense. Rather, we give concrete expres-
sion of our affection for the man.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gentle-
man from Virginia [Mr. Porr] such time
as he cares to use within the 30 minutes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. Porr] under the unani-
mous-consent request, which was un-
usual and not a precedent, is recognized
for 30 minutes.
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Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr., Speaker, today, the American
people are speaking their respect for Sir
Winston Churchill through their chosen
Representatives. But we recognize that
the quantity and the quality of that re-
spect are unspeakable dimensions. So,
ours is not a tribute by word; ours is a
tribute by deed. What we say here is
and forever will remain inadequate.
What we do here, men will always re-
member. The richest gift is that dearest
to the giver. The gift we make is the
greatest treasure in the people’s store-
house. It is a gift which cannot be em-
bellished in a fancy verbal package. The
gift is its own glory, untarnished by
much giving, The donee is honored in
the receipt and the donor is honored in
the acceptance.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished mi-
nority leader, the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. HALLECK].

Mr. HALLECEK. Mr. Speaker, I take
pleasure in supporting this bill to con-
fer honorary American citizenship on Sir
Winston Churchill.

His magnificent contributions to the
cause of freemen assure him a place in
history as one of the truly great leaders
of this or any other age.

As the son of an American mother he
has always been a part of us, and we
are, with this action, proclaiming our
pride in that fact.

This legislation, I understand, is with-
out precedent. Possibly, too, this is the
first time in the record of the Congress
of the United States that unique legisla-
tion of this sort has met with such un-
precedented support from both sides of
the aisle.

Possibly, because of his achievements,
he has been instrumental in bringing
about such a broad area of agreement
between the Democrats and Republicans,
which would not be the least of his man-
ifold accomplishments. Certainly it is
clear evidence of the widespread esteem
in which this distinguished gentleman is
held by our countrymen.

Beyond that, I trust Sir Winston will
recognize in this gesture our admiration
for his courage, our high regard for his
talents, and our gratitude for his leader-
ship of a gallant ally through one of the
most severe ordeals any nation has ever
faced.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALTER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, in adopt-
ing this legislation today, the House,
speaking in behalf of the American peo-
ple, will bestow upon Sir Winston S.
Churchill, in an unprecedented way, the
highest honor this land has ever be-
stowed upon any person, not an Ameri-
can, living or dead.

I shall not endeavor to recite what Sir
Winston has done for his own country,
for the unity of the English-speaking
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world, for the great Atlantic community,
and for all the peoples of the West who
were and are determined to remain free
and never to succumb to a dictatorial
or totalitarian rule. It would take a
Plutarch to express in words Sir Win-
ston’s service to humanity.

It is not the oratory of a statesman that
deserves respect, nor the quality of his
volice, sald the great Greek philosopher De-
mosthenes, but his support of the policy
willed by the people, and the fact that his
country’s friends and enemies are his own.

It could be, as Sir Winston wrote me
back in 1958 when I suggested to him
that I might introduce this type of legis-
lation, that—to quote him—*“the high re-
gard and affection” in which he holds
our country does not need “an official
seal,” as he expressed it.

It could be that it is indeed difficult to
find an appropriate way of expressing
our Nation's reciprocal feelings of es-
teem, high regard and admiration for
Sir Winston.

Nevertheless, as this Republic does not
grant titles of nobility nor civil honors or
decorations, this is the best, the most
appropriate and certainly unique way in
which we as a nation can honor Sir Win-
ston by adding to all his glory the title
of honorary citizen of the United States,
the first honorary citizen of the United
States in our history. No less can we do
to proclaim officially our feelings for the
man who always stood for all that we
stand for and who has led his country
and with it the free world in hours of the
gravest trials and tribulations.

It is most gratifying to me personally
that I was given the privilege of intro-
ducing this legislation and having it
brought before the House.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. CoLMER].

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, the ac-
tion being taken here today in honoring
this outstanding world citizen, Sir Win-
ston Churchill, by conferring upon him
honorary American citizenship is most
gratifying to me, as I am sure it is to all
American citizens.

This action on the part of the Congress
of the United States is an unprecedented
one. In all the history of this young Re-
publie no other citizen of a foreign gov-
ernment has been so honored—not even
the great Lafayette, the splendid friend
of this young Nation. But, I can con-
ceive of no one who is more entitled to
this signal honor than Sir Winston
Churchill. Surely, no world figure who
strode across the stage of history
throughout the memory of man contrib-
uted more to the demoecratic ideals of
the free people than has Sir Winston
Churchill. His striking and effective
leadership of the Allied cause in the re-
cent tragedy of World War II will be re-
corded in the annals of history as pos-
sibly the greatest factor in the victory
of free peoples over nazism and its
philosophy of oppression of the liberties
of mankind.

Again, Mr. Speaker, being the son of
an American mother and an English
father, Sir Winston, more than any
other, truly epitomizes the union be-
tween the two great English-speaking
peoples. In fact, when he addressed a
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joint session of the Congress on Decem-
ber 26, 1941, in this very Chamber, he
referred to his birth in this humorous
vein:

The fact that my American forebears have
for so many generations played thelir part in
the life of the United States, and that here
I am, an Englishman, welcomed in your
midst, makes this experience one of the most
moving and thrilling in my life, which is
already long and has not been entirely un-
eventful.

I wish indeed that my mother, whose
memory I cherish across the vale of years,
could have been here to see. By the way, I
cannot help reflecting that if my father had
been American and my mother British, in-
stead of the other way around, I might have
got here on my own. In that case, this
would not have been the first time you
would have heard my voice. In that case, I
should not have needed any invitation; but,
if I had, it is hardly likely that it would
have been unanimous. So perhaps things
are better as they are.

Nature seldoms grants to any one
mortal being so many talents as she has
so bountifully bestowed upon this great
world figure. Certainly, he is one of the
most versatile characters recorded in the
annals of the history of the human race.
As a writer, historian, painter, orator,
warrior, and statesman, he excels.

Mr. Speaker, if I may be pardoned a
personal reference in order to emphasize
my own personal admiration for this
truly great man, I should like to relate
my own personal experienee as chairman
of the Postwar Economic Policy and
Planning Committee during the late war.
I had the unusual privilege of interview-
ing a substantial number of world lead-
ers, including the late, but not lamented,
Joseph Stalin. Included in this group
was this most unusual and talented
statesman, Sir Winston, himself. I can
truthfully say that the highlight of this
humble Member’s existence was the high
privilege of being his guest at a family
dinner. The memory of that eventful
occasion as well as the henefit of his
thinking in reference to the necessity for
a firm policy in dealing with the Krem-
lin masters will ever remain with me.

Mr, Speaker, I introduced a resolution
in August 1962 to carry out the purposes
of this resolution. But, because there
was some question raised at that time
as to whether this met with Sir Win-
ston’s approval, I did not press the mat-
ter. However, at the beginning of this
new Congress, I reintroduced the resolu-
tion, after first corresponding with him
and receiving his confidential reply to my
letter, I am, I repeat, very happy that
the Judiciary Committee, under the lead-
ership of my distinguished colleague, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania, Francis
Warter, and the gentleman from New
York, Chairman EmANUEL CELLER, has
finally brought this timely and appro-
priate action to the attention of the
House. I am confident that it will pass
both Houses of the Congress without
marked or substantial dissent and that
the President of the United States will
exercise the mandate of the Congress
with pleasure and alacrity.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 min-
utes to our distinguished colleague, who
has done so much to promote the cause
of this legislation, the ranking minority

March 12

member of the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Mrs. Frances P. BoLToNl.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in the hope that H.R.
4374 will be passed by this House today
without a dissenting voice. I am very
happy that the Committee on the Ju-
diciary has brought the bill before us
today. I realize, of course, that they
have rules and regulations of long
standing which make it impossible for
them to use the whereas clauses which
I had hoped might be attached to this
bill. I had no pride of authorship in
these clauses which I sent to the com-
mittee, but I hoped that they might carry
to Sir Winston something of the warmth
and affection of this body.

Mr. Speaker, I trust that the words
we all speak here today will go to Sir
Winston Churchill with the assurance
that we wish him everything that is
good, that we recognize him as one of
the great men of our era. He has earned
for himself a position of proeminence
among the leaders of the English-speak-
ing world as a writer, historian, and
orator; and being the son of an Ameri-
can mother and an English father, more
than any other, truly epitomizes the
closeness of spirit between the two great
English-speaking peoples.

The Congress of the United States, on
behalf of the American people, hereby
expresses itself in high appreciation for
his outstanding contribution to peace
and to freedom and to the courage it
takes to wage war. He has served as a
challenge and an inspiration to our
Nation as well as to his own.

The gift of honorary citizenship in the
United States of America is one honor,
one token of rare esteem and love which
is within this country’s power to bestow
here through the House of Representa-
tives. That it was never done before
makes it all the more cherished in the
hearts of all of us who had hoped that
this might be brought to pass. Cer-
tainly, it is worthy of Winston Church-
ill's place in history. This is something
no man can buy or acquire in any way
except through the grateful generosity
of the American people. It is the most
appropriate gift we can convey to sym-
bolize the warmth and the affection that
an appreciative and an admiring people
feel toward him.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that the reso-
lution will be passed without a dissenting
vote.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. CHELF].

Mr. CHELF. Mr. Speaker, those of
you who have served with me in this
Chamber for the past 18 years know that
I rarely take the floor to speak and that
when I do, I must needs feel very deeply
and sincerely about the subject matter at
hand. The legislation before us now not
only interests me greatly but it is an
honor and a privilege for me to urge all
of you wholeheartedly to support this
bill which would bestow honorary Amer-
ican citizenship upon that great, world-
wide statesman, the very honorable Sir
Winston Churchill.
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This legislation unanimously passed
our Immigration and Nationality Sub-
committee and, within hours thereafter,
it unanimously passed the full Judiciary
Committee. I sineerely trust, therefore,
that it will pass the House of Representa-
tives unanimously today.

Every American and all free people
the world over have a vast store of love,
affection and admiration for this mag-
nificent Englishman whose blood cours.-
ing through his veins is one-half Ameri-
can through his mother, the former
Jennie Jerome, of New York.

During his 88 wonderful years, he has
given unstintingly in loyal service to his
beloved country. However, his admira-
tion for the United States is well known.
He has visited our Nation 16 times.
Upon being made a member of the So-
ciety of the Cincinnati, composed of
descendants of the officers who fought in
the American Revolution, he said here
in January 1952:

I am deeply grateful and proud of my
American ancestry and think it is a wonder-
ful thing that I have the honor to rejoice
in that fact, while at the same time I have
never falled in the proper observance of cor-
rect constitutional duties to my own coun-
try.

His “blood, toil, tears, and sweat”
speech delivered in the House of Com-
mons on May 13, 1940, sounded the alert
which stirred the hearts and inspired to
action all people committed to the cause
of freedom. This speech stands as a
monumental challenge to liberty lovers,
which may remain unmatched in bril-
liance and appeal “forever and a day,
till the walls shall crumble in ruin
and moulder in dust away.”

He continued not only to lead the
British people but, also, was a constant
source of inspiration to all of our allies
during the long, anguished years of
World War II. Aslong as any of us shall
live we shall carry the memory of the
resolute, valiant Churchill, pictured on
land and on sea, emerging even from the
ashes of destruction and human misery,
but always holding his hand aloft, with
his fingers forming his famous V-for-
victory sign, standing as a shining
symbol of hope and man’s determination
to remain free. God willing, the young
men and women of our own beloved
country, including my own son, Frank,
Junior, would try to emulate this world-
renowned and famous leader.

As you may recall, the British general
elections were held in July 1945, and the
Conservative Government headed by Mr.
Churchill unfortunately was defeated.
I was in England during that campaign
and it made me sick at heart to hear
him criticized and to learn at that time
that his own people did not really ap-
preciate him,

At a private gathering at a home in
England, during that visit I made a little
speech with an impassioned plea. I told
them how wrong I knew them to be in
taking such an attitude toward him, that
as an ally and a friend, I could most cer-
tainly understand their bitter disap-
pointment over the lack of food, housing,
and clothing, but that they knew in their
hearts that these shortages were brought
about by the war, I also told them that
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while they might be lacking in some
material things, they had their honor,
their integrity, and their very heads on
their shoulders because of the leader-
ship of this wonderful man. I quoted to
them from the Bible:

A prophet ls not without honor, save in
his own country and in his own house.

Oh, how glad I was to get a favorable
reaction during my talk when they gave
me several rousing “hear, hears.” Later
on, as I knew they would, the British
people rallied around Sir Winston again
and took him back into their confidence
and their hearts where he has remained
ever since and shall forevermore—
actually, they had never let him out of
their hearts.

While we in America cannot properly
honor this well-loved man any more than
he has already been honored, neverthe-
less, this action taken today by the U.S.
House of Representatives is without
precedent in all of our glorious history
and will resound as a 21-gun salute, from
those of us here who represent the 190
million Americans who love, respect, ad-
mire, and revere this extraordinary Eng-
lishman for his successful fight to pre-
serve the peace of the world.

To find words adequate to describe
properly this distinguished man is com-
parable to gilding the lily, bringing cot-
ton to Alabama, the derby to England,
and good bourbon to my native Ken-
tucky.

His bravery, his fortitude, his tenacity
of purpose, and his unyielding desire to
win shall never be forgotten.

In my opinion, his achievements shall
stand out forever like the Washington
Monument, Big Ben, the Eiffel Tower,
and the Pyramids. By his unselfish serv-
ice to mankind, he has emblazoned his
name with honor and everlasting distinc-
tion in huge letters of gold on the silver
pages of world history. Why? Because
during war, travail, “blood and tears
and sweat,” fear, want, privation, devas-
tation, chaos, and despair—at a time
when it seemed all was lost—this incom-
parable leader was the epitome of hope,
the very embodiment of courage, the pre-
server of time, the protector of faith, the
guardian of destiny, the inspiration for
vietory, and the successful negotiator of
the peace.

These and many other attributes have
endeared him not only to America, the
native land of his sweet and gentle moth-
er, but to all creeds and colors, the rich
and the poor, in every nation of the free
world, who love liberty, decency, and
Christianity.

To paraphrase one of his own famous
statements: “Never in the field of human
conflict was so much owed by so many to
one man.”

May he have a full fruition of his
dreams and a happy realization of all of
his endeavors., ‘“May his leaf never
wither and whatsoever he doeth, may
it prosper.” May God in His infinite
wisdom spare and protect our beloved
friend, Sir Winston, for many years to
come and may He who reigns as the King
of Kings, the master of all lodges, na-
tions, and men, smile graciously, abun-
dantly, beautifully, and everlastingly
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from His wide blue canopy of heaven.
upon this, our worthy candidate for the
position of the world’s most honored
peacemaker since that lowly Man walked
the shores of Galilee many centuries ago.

It is said in the fifth chapter of
Matthew:

Blessed are the peacemakers for they shall
be called the children of God.

Sir Winston was a peacemaker but
only on honorable terms. And here, my
colleagues, I am reminded of those
beautiful lines in the wartime song “The
White Cliffs of Dover”—remember?

There will be blue birds over
The white cliffs of Dover
Tomorrow—just you wait and see
And there will be love and laughter
And peace forever after
Tomorrow—when the world is free,

Sir Winston helped to make these
words come true.

Thank the Lord, he did not place his
light “under a bushel, but on a candle-
stick and it giveth light unto all in the
house.”

I trust that Sir Winston will forgive
my inadequate words of praise—and I
say this from a humble heart—because
unfortunately, not in America nor in
England nor anyplace else, on the face of
the globe, is there another Churchill
with the command of the King’s English
which he alone possesses.

May he live to be over 100 years of age
and then, God willing, may we be per-
mitted to turn the wheels of the speed-
ometer of time back and start all over
with him again.

Hail—noble Englishman.

Hail—great American.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. Grossl.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I am dis-
turbed by this proposed legislation.

I should like to ask the chairman of
the committee, the gentleman from New
York [Mr, CELLER], a question:

What kind of a precedent do we estab-
lish here today by voting for HR. 4374?

Mr. CELLER. If the gentleman will
yield, I will say to the gentleman that
this is unprecedented. We confer hon-
orary citizenship upon Sir Winston
Churchill, but as the Department of
Justice indicated—and you will find the
remarks on the bottom of page 3 and
top of page 4 of the report—it is not
intended to confer citizenship upon Sir
Winston in the technical sense of that
term so as to impose upon him the legal
obligations which ordinarily accompany
the acquisition of U.S. nationality.

Mr. GROSS. Then the gentleman is
saying, I take it, that by conferring this
form of citizenship upon Churchill he
will not be called upon to participate in
paying some of the debt that he helped
us accumulate during the war and there-
after?

Mr. CELLER. I take it that is correct.
He would not pay any income taxes or
assume any other obligations of citizen-
ship.

Mr. GROSS. I will ask the gentleman
if this in any way is connected with re-
newal of the suspension of the British
debt that will have to come up pretty
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soon? Some 8 years ago Congress sus-
pended all payments—principal and in-
terest—on some $4 billion of debt that
the British owe to this Government as a
result of a so-called loan made to Britain
following the war.

1s this in any way designed to influ-
ence another extension of the payment
on the huge debt the British owe this
country? This is in addition to some
of their World War I debts that are still
unpaid.

Mr. CELLER. This simple resolution
has no relevancy in that regard, no rele-
vancy to the subject matter the gentle-
man indicated.

Mr. GROSS. But Mr. Churchill then
will not be called upon to help us pay
off some of this war debt, under the
terms of this bill?

Mr. CELLER. No, indeed. It has
nothing to do with this bill at all.

Mr. HALEY. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to yield to
the gentleman from Florida.

Mr. HALEY. Mr, Speaker, may I ask
the chairman of the full committee this
question? He said there would be no
obligation to pay income tax. What
about estate taxes on the death of this
fine man?

Mr. CELLER. I doubt very much
whether there is anything in this bill
that would include any obligation along
any of those lines.

Mr. HALEY. No obligation along
thoce lines?

Mr. CELLER. No.

Mr. HALEY. In conferring this hon-
orary citizenship on Mr. Churchill; what
about his heirs, would they receive any-
thing?

Mr. CELLER. They would receive no
emoluments, they would receive no bene-
fits at all. This is limited to the person
and character of the individual, Sir Win-
ston Churchill.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Iowa for yielding.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I have no
desire to detract from the leadership
that Mr. Churchill gave to the British
Isles and the Commonwealth during
World War II, but this, as the chairman
of the Judiciary Committee frankly ad-
mits, would be an unprecedented action.
This apparently would be a granting of
U.S. citizenship, no matter how limited,
on a basis accorded no other citizen of
a foreign country in the history of this
Republic. Who will be the next?

I am disturbed by this unprecedented
proposal and I do not see how I can vote
for it.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina [Mr.
WHITENER].

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, the
legislation we have under consideration
today in the House of Representatives to
authorize the President of the United
States to proclaim Sir Winston Churchill
an honorary citizen of the United States
of America marks a milestone in the leg-
islative history of our country. Never
before has the Congress conferred Amer-
iean citizenship on a citizen of another
nation.
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It is altogether fitting and proper that
the first great figure in world history to
be honored with the priceless mantle of
American citizenship should be Sir
Winston Leonard Spencer Churchill. No
other living person is more respected, es-
teemed, and venerated by our people
than is Sir Winston.

He was born November 30, 1874, the
son of Lord Randolph Churchill and
Jenny Jerome, a vivacious, young,
American girl from New York City.
Sir Winston has always been proud
of his American heritage. The American
people have shared this pride, and Sir
Winston’s background has been a tie
that has bound him and our people to-
gether in a bond of mutual affection.

In the course of American history
there has been only one other person
who has captured the hearts, the ad-
miration, and the love of the American
people as has Sir Winston Churchill.
He can take his place in history along
witk the beloved Lafayette whose life
and character have left a profound and
lasting impact on the American people.

The unexcelled genius of Sir Winston
has made itself felt in journalism, states-
manship, diplomacy, literature, and in
the science of war. In each of these
fields he has been a remarkable success.

Soon after his graduation in 1894 from
Sandhurst, the English West Point, as
number 8 in a class of 150, Sir Win-
ston entered the British Army. He
combined the talents of a soldier with
that of a journalist, and the books and
articles he wrote during the late 1890's
and early 1900’s form a wonderful part
of our heritage of English literature.

In time of crisis the English people
have always turned to Sir Winston
Churchill for leadership. In 1911 he
was made First Lord of the British
Admiralty, and with foresight and vigor
he went to work to make the British
Navy ready for the war he felt certain
was coming with the Germans. When
the fury of World War I broke over Eng-
land in 1914, the British Navy was ready
to defend the island kingdom, thanks to
Sir Winston.

In 1916 he went to the front as a
lieutenant colonel in command of the
Sixth Royal Fusiliers of the British
Army. The same year he was recalled
from the front and made Minister of
Munitions. From 1918 to 1921 Sir Win-
ston was Secretary of State for War and
Air.,
Following World War I, Sir Win-
ston combined service in the House of
Commons with his literary pursuits. As
the approaching storm of World War II
appeared on the horizon he called upon
the British people in dynamic speech
after speech to prepare themselves to
meet the scourge of Nazism. His was a
voice in the wilderness, however, and
after Munich he stood in the House of
Commons and uttered these words:

You were given the cholce between war

and dishonor. You chose dishonor, and you
will have war.

When the storm that Sir Winston had
predicted broke over the English people
he was again called to a position of great
leadership in his nation. He was reap-
pointed First Lord of the Admiralty on
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Septenaber 3, 1939. The following year
he became chairman of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee and in the same year as-
sumed the awesome responsibility of
Prime Minister.

It was during World War II that Sir
Winston reached the zenith of his long
and illustrious career. Through his in-
domitable courage, his inspired oratory,
and his unfailing faith in ultimate vic-
tory, he led his people, and indeed the
people of the free world, to victory.

Throughout his long career Sir Win-
ston Churchill has been an implacable
foe of communism. He was one of the
first world statesmen after World War
II to point out the dangers lurking be-
hind the Iron and Bamboo Curtains. He
has consistently urged a strong stand
against communism and has never failed
to speak out against the Communist con-
spiracy.

Mr. Speaker, Sir Winston has demon-
strated his friendship for the United
States time and again in speeches, in the
books and articles he has written, and
in actions. I think a statement that he
made on December 10, 1948, conveys the
feelings of this great man toward the
United States. In speaking of foreign
policy he said:

What are those major themes in foreign
policy? The first is an ever closer and
more effective relationship, or as I like to
call it, fraternal association, with the United
States. In the ever closer unity of the Eng-
lish-speaking world lies the main hope of
human freedom and a great part of the hope
of our own survival.

Again on May 12, 1949, Sir Winston
said:
We give our thanks to the United States

for the splendid part they are playing in
the world.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
heartily approve of the action we are
taking today in this House to authorize
the President of the United States to
confer honorary American citizenship
upon Sir Winston Churchill. Sir Win-
ston is possibly the greatest living per-
son of our age. His accomplishments
and the things for which he stands tow-
er above the ordinary events of our day.

In the broad panorama of human his-
tory Sir Winston Churchill will be num-
bered among the greatest men of all
time. It is certain that he will be de-
scribed as the greatest Englishman.

Let us pass this bill, then, and wel-
come Sir Winston into the inner cir-
cle of American citizenship. In so doing
we will have the sure knowledge that
posterity will say that England’'s great-
est son was also an American.

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may require to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. RoGers].

Mr. ROGERS of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
it is only after a thorough and exhaus-
tive search of my conscience that I take
the floor to oppose this resolution to
grant honorary U.S. citizenship to Sir
Winston Churchill.

Tt is not my purpose to cause hurt or
injury to anyone and especially to Sir
Winston Churchill. I would not for one
minute permit my remarks to be used as
a reflection on those who take a position
opposite to mine with reference to this



1963

resolution. My position is dictated sole-
ly by my feeling that U.S. citizenship is
something sacred. It is my feeling, in
keeping with the basic tenets of inter-
national law, that an individual is either
a citizen of a country or he is not a citi-
zen of a country. Citizenship does not
come in varying degrees. It does not
come in varying colors. It is not some-
thing that contains many fragmented
facets that can be separated one from
the other. Citizenship in the United
States of America carries with it basic
rights, privileges, powers, and immuni-
ties that have stemmed from the Decla-
ration of Independence, the Constitu-
tion, and the Bill of Rights. These are
balanced by the burdens and the respon-
sibilities that must be assumed if the
rights, the privileges, the powers, and
the immunities are fo be preserved and
protected. To me, citizenship in the
United States of America does not re-
quire an adjective before it or an ex-
planatory phrase behind it. It is a
single unit that must be viewed as such
and not otherwise. It is the highest citi-
zenship to which one can aspire. It
should never be associated with a posi-
tion less than first. Should we adopt
this resolution granting honorary eciti-
zenship to Sir Winston Churchill we set
a precedent, but more than that, we
fragmentize U.S. citizenship, and we
create another cifizenship category by
statute. This should only be done, if at
all, by the people of the United States of
America by amendment to the Consti-
tution.

Sir Winston Churchill is a British sub-
ject. His first allegiance is to the British
Crown. I am sure that Sir Winston is
deeply proud of his citizenship and of
the fact that he is a subject of the
Queen. I do not believe that he would,
under any ecircumstances, renounce that
status, nor do I believe that he would
support a proposal to extend honorary
British citizenship to any human being
unless that person would swear first al-
legiance to the British Crown. The first
allegiance of Sir Winston Churchill will
always be to the British Crown. Hence,
any status of citizenship granted him by
this country must be in second place. I
cannot subseribe to the proposition that
citizenship of the United States should
ever, in whole or in part, be secondary
to that of any other government.

The world and the United States are
deeply indebted to Sir Winston Churchill
for the great contributions that he has
made as an individual who has lived dur-
ing our times. I would not want to
detract from his just due in the slightest.
I would be one of the first to stand up
and request unanimous support for a
resolution paying just honor and tribute
to a great statesman.

I do not criticize those of you who ad-
here to different views on this resolution
nor do I quarrel with anyone who does
not care to join me. I express my views
because I feel very deeply on the sub-
ject. Whatever may be the consequences
or whatever may be the choice of others,
my vote will never be cast to dilute
the citizenship of the United States of
America, nor will it be cast to yield the
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sovereignty of this Nation, in whole or in
part, to any other individual or entity.

Mr. CELLER. Mr, Speaker, I yield
such time as he may desire to the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. PEPPER].

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to have the privilege of joining
the Members of this House today in
speaking the sentiment of the American
people to pay token tribute to one of the
colossal figures of history, a man whose
striding in seven-league boots through
the pages and the record of history is
one of the great stories of mankind.

Those of us who have been privileged
to have some public or private contacts
with this unique, this eminent man, shall
cherish those as highlights of our lives,
because they were the occasions when
we approached near the summit of
human personality. His intrepid cour-
age, his indomitable will, his unfaltering
faith in the presence of danger and dif-
ficulty not only tended to save a good
old world but were largely the founda-
tion for the building of a nobler and a
grander new.

As long as men in their hearts are
thrilled by the epic deeds of heroic men,
as long as gallantry and courage shall
be emulated by aspiring men, women,
and youth, the name of Winston
Churchill shall be kept warm in the
hearts of men, women, and children
everywhere,

Mr. Speaker, if this Republic shall last
a decade or a thousand years, its glory
and its grandeur shall ever be en-
hanced by the action of this Congress
and our President and this country in
our time in adding to the roster of our
citizens the imperishable, the magnifi-
cent name of Winston Churchill.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may desire to the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. CUNNINGHAM].

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to revise and ex-
ttiend my remarks and include a resolu-

on.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
am honored to be able to participate in
these activities in which the House of
Representatives offers honorary citizen-
ship to one of the world’s living legends
and a man who holds a place of esteem
in the hearts of Americans.

Sir Winston Churchill was given a
fitting tribute by the Nebraska Legisla-
ture on February 12 of this year, when
by a unanimous vote citizenship in the
State of Nebraska was conferred on him.
Nebraska was the first State to so honor
Sir Winston.

The resolution of the Nebraska Legis-
lature reads in part:

Whereas Sir Winston Churchill has, by his
courage, tenacity, wisdom, and leadership
both In war and in peace, assured for him-
self a place of eminence among the great
men of history—

Certainly these words sum up the
characteristics which the world has come
to know in Sir Winston—courage, te-
naeity, wisdom, and leadership. In his
long career of service to his government
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and the free world, Sir Winston has been
a guest in this country on several oc-
casions. They have been occasions on
which history was made—wartime con-
ferences, his Iron Curtain speech, or his
appearance before the Congress.

He will always have a prominent place
in history, not only for his achievements,
but because of his writings which will
give to future generations an apprecia-
tion of the events of today and yesterday.

I am pleased to offer now the resolu-
tion passed by the Nebraska Legislature.

LEGISLATIVE RESOLUTION 12

Whereas Sir Winston Churchill has, by his
courage, tenacity, wisdom, and leadership
both in war and in peace, assured for him-
self a place of eminence among the great
men of history; and

Whereas it is proper that the highest
honor and reclaim be accorded Sir Winston
Churchill during his lifetime; and

Whereas the greatest honor that this leg-
islature can confer is the grant of citizen-
ship in the great State of Nebraska: Now,
therefore, be it

Resolved by the members of the Nebraska
Legislature in 73d session assembled:

1. That full citizenship in the great State
of Nebraska, with all rights and privileges ap-
pertaining thereto, is hereby granted Sir
Winston Churchill.

2. That a copy of this resolution, suitably
engrossed and signed by the President of the
legislature be transmitted by the clerk of the
legislature to Sir Winston Churchill, Vice
President Johnson, Senator Young, Senator
Javits, Senator Magnuson, Senator Roman
Hruska, Senator Curtis, Congressmen Cun-
ningham, Martin, and Beermann.

DwicHT W. BURNEY,
President of the Legislature.

Hvuco F. Sus,

Clerk of the Legislature.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may desire to the gentleman
from Nebraska [Mr. BEERMANN].

Mr. BEERMANN. Mr. Speaker, of
course I wish to concur in the remarks
made by the senior Member from Ne-
braska in the House of Representatives
[Mr. CunningHAM], and add that I, too,
will welcome the Honorable Winston
Churchill as an honorary citizen of the
United States.

As my distinguished colleague has
pointed out, Mr. Churchill is already an
honorary citizen of my home State, Ne-
braska, by virtue of Legislative Resolu-
tion 12 passed by the 73d current session
of the Nebraska unicameral. This ac-
tion was noted in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp for February 18, 1963, on page
2388.

It is my belief that many Nebraskans,
particularly those of us who took part in
World War II, have a great deal of re-
spect and admiration for Mr. Churchill’s
strength of character. I think it can be
said that it was his hand on the ship of
state in England during the 1942 and
1943 bombings that was the prime reason
for England’s heroic defense of her
perimeter.

In addition, Mr. Churchill’s indomita-
ble will and his unyielding defiance gave
the English people the strength of pur-
pose necessary to carry them success-
fully through this conflict. I might also
add that probably as a result of Mr.
Churchill’s tenacity, the United States
gained a measure of time, time which
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was used to prepare for and later win an
all-out victory.

In conclusion, I earnestly commend
Mr. Churchill’s strength of character
and purpose to this body and urge that
it confer on him the greatest honor that
it can possibly bestow; namely, citizen-
ship in the United States.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may desire to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FOREMAN].

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
should like to associate myself with the
remarks made by my fellow Texan
[Mr. RoceErs] in his opposition to this
bill. I recognize the good that Sir Win-
ston Churchill has done for this world,
but also I recognize the sacredness and
the associated responsibility of citizen-
ship in the United States of America.
‘We citizens of Texas are a proud people,
and I think we citizens of the United
States are a proud people, proud of our
country and our citizenship, and the ac-
companying responsibility. I think that
the best we could do in paying Sir Win-
ston Churchill a true tribute would be
by a resolution expressing the apprecia-
tion of this body to Sir Winston Church-
ill for his contribution to the things we
believe in, but not by giving him honor-
ary citizenship in the United States of
America.

In May 1958, Sir Winston Churchill
wrote, in answer to an inquiry from Rep-
resentative Frawcis E. WaALTER asking his
views on proposed legislation at that
time to make him an honorary citizen of
the United States of America, as follows:

My DEAR MR. WALTER: I was deeply touched
at the great honor which you have sought to
do me. I am well aware of the historical
implications of what you suggested, and it
is a remarkable compliment which I shall
always remember.

Nevertheless, after most careful considera-
tion, I think that I should decline it. As
you know, I am half American by blood, I
feel that I would prefer to leave the matter
thus rather than have an officlal seal put on
the affection and high regard in which I hold
your country.

Pray accept my very warm thanks to you
personally, and my good wishes.

Yours very sincerely,
WinsTON S. CHURCHILL,

I respectfully question the advisability
of the initiation of this precedent in
awarding honorary citizenship of the
United States of America to anyone. My
high respect, esteem, and honor for that
great citizen of the free world and re-
lentless fighter for individual freedom,
Sir Winston Churchill, is by no means
whatever lessened by my expressions in
this instance.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield such
time as he may desire to the gentleman
from West Virginia [Mr. Moorgl.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the legislation before the
House today. In March the Legislature
of West Virginia conferred honorary
citizenship of our State on Sir Winston
Churchill. I am well aware of the ap-
prehension in some minds here today
about the wisdom of what we are doing.
I can only say, as a member of the sub-
committee that recommended this legis-
lation, that this action today does not
confer upon Sir Winston United States
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citizenship as we know it and as it is re-
ferred to in the statutes. There will be
no oath of allegiance to the laws of this
Nation. This is a token of recognition,
by Presidential proclamation solely.
What we do today is to authorize by this
declaration the bestowing of an honor-
ary title on Sir Winston, rather than an
act that would be an obligation, if he
were to appear in a court and assume
the rights and obligations of U.S. citizen-
ship.

However, Mr. Speaker, it might be
appropriate to add just a little foot-
note to what I have just said. Sir
Winston is 88 years old now. But if he
were born after May 24, 1934, he would
have had a choice to become either a
U.S. citizen at birth, or a citizen of Great
Britain. Why? When he was born
section 1933 of the Revised Statutes of
the United States was still in effect and
U.S. citizenship could be conferred upon
a child born abroad only by his father,
if he was a U.S. citizen. No mother,
although born in the United States,
could then have conferred U.S. citizen-
ship upon her child born abroad. This is
why Sir Winston had no claim to U.S.
citizenship. That law was changed on
May 24, 1934, and the change under
which both a father or a mother, a U.S.
citizen, could confer citizenship upon a
child born abroad is in effect today.

Since we are writing history today
rather than passing a bill, I believe that
this short explanatory note might be
in order, and perhaps interesting for
those who seem to nurse qualms or
worries about what we are doing today.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 min-
ute to the gentleman from Iowa [Mr.
SCHWENGEL].

Mr. SCHWENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I
have been listening with avid interest to
the debate here today, I want to rise
and voice my opposition to this proposi-
tion. T believe like many others do that
the citizenship of America is a sacred
thing, and I believe that anybody who is
a citizen of America should want to carry
his full share of the load as part of that
citizenship and for that great privilege.
Winston Churchill has been recognized
and honored both by his people and by
us in many ways. He is the only man
for instance in the history of our Nation
who has addressed a joint session of the
Congress three times and in this we, in-
deed, gave him great honor. We were
associated with his nation and with him
in a great cause that preserved freedom
and liberty. His record is established.
He needs no honors that we can bestow
on him.

Mr. Speaker, this is a bad precedent
and we ought not to establish this prec-
edent. It is one that may embarrass us
in some future time.

Mr. Speaker, this is the man who gave
to the world a great challenge in his
blood and tears speech. Free people
from all over the world responded. In
this country people volunteered and were
drafted to serve the cause of freedom,
many gave the last full measure of their
devotion. Among them were thousands
who did not then nor do their families
now have an American citizen’s right
to vote. We might better spend our
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time and effort in giving voteless eiti-
zens their rights before we indulge in
giving this kind of citizenship to this dis-
tinguished world eitizen.

Mr. FLOOD. Mr. Speaker, were Sir
Winston Leonard Spencer Churchill to
accept the offer to become an honorary
citizen of the United States—for which
there is now pending a bill in Congress—
the honor would become a two-way
street. This honor is the highest which
we in the United States can offer. All
this we feel for Sir Winston.

In the opposite direction, it would be
difficult to exaggerate the honor which
would accrue to the United States in the
acquisition of so outstanding a citizen.
A mere listing of the professions in
which he has served is a source of
astonishment. Yet not just in one but
in many he has occupied a foremost po-
sition. Furthermore, he has served with
such distinction that in a variety of fields
he has received the highest honors. His
tremendous versatility makes even a list-
ing difficult. Where to begin? States-
man, soldier, author, artist, journalist,
politician par excellence, lecturer, editor,
chancellor or rector in three universities,
bricklayer and—Iless professionally, but
nonetheless competently—prophet and
soothsayer; all these professions in one
man’s life, and all creditably performed.

To explain the “prophet and sooth-
sayer” and to take the latter first, there
are volumes upon the library shelves
around the world consisting of excerpts
from his wise remarks, quotations
abounding in “The Wit and Wisdom of
Winston Churchill’—as one title reads.
As prophet, Winston Churchill has fore-
seen and advised the world abou! many
things good and bad that have been of
immense importance recognized only
later by others. During World War I,
from having been actually in it he re-
tired in 1916 to become the Minister of
Munitions. In that capacity he was in a
position to promote the use of the tank
as a weapon of war. According to Lu-
dendorff, the latter course of the war was
decided in no small measure by the de-
velopment of the tank.

As early as 1925, Churchill had written
an essay entitled “Shall We Commit
Suicide?”, in which he called attention
to the potential danger of Germany.
During the thirties he continually
warned against German armament and
ageression. He also argued both in Par-
liament and on the lecture platform for
a powerful air force.

As statesman, Winston Churchill has
been three times Prime Minister of the
United Kingdom. During the first of
these terms he led the Coalition Govern-
ment through World War II, 1940-45.
Through the darkest days in England’s
history, when the threat of Hitler's in-
vasion was very real and there were no
allies to help, it was largely the spirit of
Prime Minister Churchill, a giant of
faith, of courage, and of inspiration,
which led his countrymen through their
“finest hour.”

As a soldier and Cabinet minister he
had had outstanding preparation for
the highest post in government in such
a crisis. His soldiering had begun at an
early age. Entering the British Army
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when he was 21 he had served with dis-
tinction in India, won an award of Mili-
tary Merit from Spain when serving
with the Spanish forces in Cuba, and
taken part in the Nile Expeditionary
Force, writing a book about this African
experience.

As author, Sir Winston Churchill was
awarded the Nobel Prize for Literature
in 1953. His histories of both world
wars are practically unrivaled in im-
portance. Four volumes of the first, six
of the second are only a few among the
total of his literary productions. Mem-
oirs, fiction, biography, history, politi-
cal studies have flowed from his pen.
His speeches alone fill volumes. So pro-
lific is his output that it is the more
amazing that he is a master of style; his
writings are a literary delight.

We have mentioned but a few of his
accomplishments, As you are aware,
the doings of this talented and energetic
personage already have filled various
books. By 1945 he was considered by
many as the greatest man in the world;
and he never rested upon his laurels.
His activities have been noteworthy,
however, even more for their quality
than for their quantity. The phrases
that characterize him and his work are
manifold and, withal, highly compli-
mentary. He is known as a man who
had the ability to do what he advocated;
and he advocated patience and firmness;
magnanimity to the defeated enemy in
war. He said:

We must look through other people's eyes
as well as our own,

He has ever been a man of humanity,
of courage, intelligence of the highest or-
der, generosity, loyalty, geniality, hu-
mor—yes, and impudence. It is safe to
say that no one has delighted more peo-
ple as well as inspired them.

Among the many facets of this man
of apparently limitless ability, that for
which we in America may be the most
thankful is his interest in the promotion
of the Anglo-American alliance. He has
said:

Let us be united and let our hopes lie in
our unity because we understand each other.
We understand when things go wrong, or
things are said, or anything like that, we
really can afford to pass them by.

Sir Winston has here expressed the
core of the Anglo-American alliance.
Our countries need statesmen with mag-
nanimity to carry us over the rough
places. We need such vision and toler-
ance and geniality as he has ever exhib-
ited to keep the Anglo-American alliance
as a living reality, to keep family quarrels
on the small squabble level, never letting
them undermine the basic friendship so
valuable to us and to the world. Sir Win-
ston in his person has made vast con-
tributions to that friendship. What he
has done will stand as a bond forever.

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, there are
few men I admire or respect more than
the great British statesman, Sir Winston
Churchill. In peace and in war, I would
also be bold enough to say that no man
has done more for his country than
Winston Churchill, and my vote and
decision on this resolution, certainly, is
no reflection on his greatness as a man
or as a British subject.
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When this subject was broached to
Sir Winston some time ago, he said that
he would refuse an honorary citizenship
in the United States and gave his rea-
sons. I thought he was right at the time
and still think he was right.

Secondly, I do not think we should
open the doors to extend this honor to
the national of any foreign country.
Once we do and some Member of the
Congress proposes someone else and we
do not approve, then it becomes an in-
sult. In all such matters as this, con-
cerning a man of such stature as Sir
Winston Churchill, it is not easy to say
“no,” far easier to take the easy way and
say uyes.n

Therefore, I want it well understood,
that my vote in nowise is a vote against
Sir Winston Churchill or Great Britain,
as I am an admirer of both.

Mr. BENNETT of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, luck is being prepared for op-
portunity. By such definition, Hon.
Winston Churchill was a lucky man.
He had prepared himself for great lead-
ership and when world events required
a man of colossal stature he was avail-
able and gave this opportunity a mag-
nificent fruition. America, England,
and all of the free world are and will al-
ways be debtors to the courage, wisdom,
and superlative character of this noble
man. With the enactment of this meas-
ure today there will go forward to him
and his beloved wife and family the love,
affection, and gratitude of every true
American,

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. RHobpEs] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RHODES of Arizona. Mr, Speak-
er, I was pleased to note recent remarks
attributed to Sir Winston Churchill ex-
pressing his desire to accept honorary
citizenship should it be tendered to him
by the United States. And I support the
bill before the House today which pro-
poses a proclamation of honorary citi-
zenship for this great statesman.

Mankind was in one of its darkest
hours when Sir Winston Churchill spoke
elegant words about “their finest hour.”
Mankind stood close to a new dark age
when Sir Winston Churchill faced a
tyrannical enemy poised on the shores
of the English Channel and vowed to
“fight on the beaches, fight on the land-
ing fields, fight in the fields and in the
streets, in the hills; we shall never sur-
render.” But Sir Winston did more than
speak—he acted. He transmitted the
required “blood, toil, tears, and sweat"”
to the reality of a positive strategy and
strength for victory.

Winston Churchill was among the first
to warn that “an Iron Curtain has de-
scended across the Continent” as early
as March 5, 1946. Today we realize that
we, like the British Empire during World
War II, are in a precarious position re-
quiring the leadership of a Churchill—
combining words with deeds and neces-
sitating a will to win, For, as Churchill
himself once said:
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No one can guarantee success in war, but
only deserve it.

The lesson of Sir Winston Churchill to
us today should give rise to policies de-
serving success for the entire free world
now and in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I gladly support legisla-
tion tendering honorary American citi-
zenship to Sir Winston Churchill. He
said that:

Never in the field of human conflict was
s0 much owed by so many to so few.

One of the most valiant and gallant of
those few was Churchill himself.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this bill to bestow honorary
citizenship to one of America’s most
cherished and respected friends. Mr.
Winston Churchill, who so often ex-
presses pride in his American heritage,
was the symbol of leadership in the free
world during the darkest moments of our
time. It seems fittingly appropriate that
during the twilight years of his varie-
gated and abundant career that the Con-
gress of the United States, reflecting the
will of the people, extend America’s
highest gift—that of honorary citizen-
ship.

When captain of the ship of state his
indomitable spirit narrowed the broad
expanse of an ocean that separated free-
dom-loving people, and through his ex-
ample of courage and leadership he
created a bond of unity for the peoples of
the Atlantic upon which our future sur-
vival depends. Winston Churchill be-
longs not only to Great Brifain, but to
the whole world, to each man who re-
veres liberty and the dignity of the in-
dividual. Above all he cherished the
rights of the individual. I know that we
shall add to a long list this honor as an
expression of gratitude and respect from
an aware and appreciative Nation.

Mr. VAN DEERLIN. Mr. Speaker,
with thousands of other Americans, I am
gratified that Congress is about to ex-
tend honorary citizenship to Sir Winston
Churchill.

No American who served overseas dur-
ing the war years, and observed the
gallant manner in which the British peo~
ple endured not only the flaring mo-
ments of tragedy but the long, grinding
years of make-do and do-without could
fail to realize how their load was light-
ened by the never-failing confidence of
“Winnie.”

On behalf of the people of California,
it is with pride that I welcome this great
man into fellow citizenship, even
though it be but honorary.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, we have
never thought that a Member is under
an obligation to put in the Recorp his
reasons for every record vote; but in the
instance of H.R. 4374, which has its pur-
pose to proclaim Sir Winston Churchill
an honorary citizen of the United States,
it seemed to this Member that a few
words were appropriate.

We went to the floor intent upon sim-
ply voting present, and when our name
was called did vote present on the first
call of the roll for the first time on any
matter since coming to the Congress.
One of the reasons for our action was
that we had not read the letter from
the Justice Department in explanation
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of the fact this was not conferring citi-
zenship or U.S. nationality, but empha-
sized it was only honorary citizenship
and another reason for our preliminary
intention to vote present was that we
felt there were so many more important
things that the Congress should consider
first and so much work yet to be done
that many other matters should be con-
sidered before or ahead of H.R. 4374.
On the other hand, we could not vote
against the bill, for to do so, would
amount to a slap at a person who had
been a great statesman and one of the
great leaders of the free world during
the terrible days of World War II. It
was under the leadership of Churchill
that Britain held the line until America
could arm itself to enter the European
theater of operations as an ally. This
magnificent holding action under the
guidance of Sir Winston was responsible
for the ultimate saving of thousands of
American lives.

We quickly asked for a copy of the
brief report which accompanied H.R.
4374 and finally supported the bill, with
some measure of reluctance because of
the realization that American citizen-
ship is such an invaluable thing that
perhaps we should not set a precedent
as we have here today. We think that
Sir Winston should have our high re-
gard, affection, and respect but to grant
full cifizsenship is something else.

But again, a close study of the title
of the bill and its content reveals an
emphasis on the word “honorary.”
Carefully considered, this means that we
are doing nothing more than an appro-
priate recognition of the outstanding
qualify of Sir Winston’s leadership and
his contributions to the free world. The
report points out that the bill is not
intended to confer citizenship, or to im-
pose the legal obligations of making him
a national. It could be said to be simi-
lar in effect to conferring a medal or
decoration upon him. As the report
points out, it is only an honor, or ex-
pression of esteem rather than the U.S.
nationality in the technical sense.

We should consider that if this bill
had been defeated, there would be those
among our enemies in the world who
would have interpreted this defeat as a
breach among the Western allies and
it could very well have resulted in dam-
aging repercussions if the bill had failed
of adoption. Although we f{felt that
there was more important work to be
done first we could not vote against the
bill for the reasons mentioned above.
One of our earlier decisions not to sup-
port the bill was because we were of
the belief that Sir Winston had back in
1958 declined the honor in a letter to
the chairman of the subcommittee, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WaLTEr]. We felt no person should be
given such a great honor who had by
letter already declined it.

Then, after a careful reading of the
report, we found this situation had been
changed and that in an official cable
received as late as February 26, 1963,
from the British Embassy, Sir Winston
said that he would be delighted to be so
honored and that he would be deeply
moved by such an honor. Apparently,
others in the Congress had similar feel-
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ings as our own because on the day fol-
lowing the cablegram expressing the
change of attitude by Sir Winston, sev-
eral identical bills were introduced as
companion to HR. 4374. In our quick
investigation of the report, we recall that
four American States have now offered
honorary American citizenship and re-
called that after all, Sir Winston is al-
ready half American by blood as a son
of an American mother and an English
father.

Finally, by supporting the passage of
such a bill as this, we think it amounts
to a backhand slap at one among our
Western allies on the continent of Eu-
rope that has been engaging in action
intended to weaken the European Eco-
nomic Community and also NATO. The
passage of this bill will let the world
know that the people of the United States
by the action of the Congress today
honors this great man for his unswerving
loyalty and steadfastness to his friends
in these troubled times of 1963 as much
as he did during the perilous days of
World War II.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker,
rarely in the history of civilization has
there appeared a man of the stature and
caliber of Sir Winston Churchill. Dur-
ing his entire lifetime he has demon-
strated a selfless devotion to his fellow
man. His distinguished career in his
own country includes service as a war-
rior and as a statesman. By his cou-
rageous and honorable deeds, he is
revered as the inspiration and the mov-
ing force which rallied freedom loving
peoples of the world during their most
perilous period. World over, Sir Winston
is known as a man of peace, a states-
man of international repute, philoso-
pher, political leader, artist, and a man
of letters. And there is no person who
has done so much, to the benefit of so
many, in promoting and developing the
bonds of strength which hold together
the union of English-speaking peoples.

President Eennedy, when a U.S.
Senator, stated:

I believe now that Sir Winston has left
active political office, that a grant of honor-
ary US. citizenship to him would be a
worthy and fully deserved gesture.

The President has reaffirmed that
statement only recently.

Including my joint resolution, five bills
were introduced in this session of Con-
gress, both in the House and in the Sen-
ate, to honor Sir Winston by declaring
him to be a citizen of the United States.
A precedent for such action has been
established by the granting of honor-
ary citizenship to that great French
nobleman, the Marquis de Lafayette, for
his invaluable service to our cause. Only
in this way is it possible for us to demon-
strate formally the affection and high re-
gard the American people hold for this
grand old man of our time.

As the world’s most honored man, Sir
Winston already holds a number of
American awards. These include hon-
orary citizenship of Jacksonville, Fla.;
the Gold Medal of the city of New York;
the Franklin Medal of the city of Phila-
delphia; the American Freedom House
Award; the Distinguished Service Medal;
the right to wear a pilot’s wings of the
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U.S. Air Force. In addition, Sir Winston
has been decorated by 11 foreign coun-
tries as well as his own, and is an honor-
ary citizen of 10 other cities.

It is indeed fitting that we bestow this
added honor to illustrate our respect and
admiration.

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr, ScHADEBERG] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECoORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SCHADEBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
will cast my vote for granting honorary
citizenship to Sir Winston Churehill,
fully realizing that one could justifiably
oppose this bill,

Citizenship of the United States, hon-
orary or otherwise, should always carry
with it responsibilities. Were it not for
the fact that Sir Winston so valiantly
stood for those precepts of freedom in
the dark days of World War II, and
was—and still remains—the outstanding
symbol of bravery and determination
and faith in victory, I would be inclined
to vote against this resolution.

I would not vote for this bill if I
thought it could set a precedent for con-
ferring honorary citizenship to other
persons of other nations for lesser cause
or for politically inspired purposes. I
will cast a favorable vote, having been
assured it is not intended to set such a
precedent.

In conferring honorary -citizenship
upon Sir Winston, we honor a man, a
leader, who by his example inspired in
his people the will, the determination, to
bring to a successful conclusion the
struggle in which they were engaged
against the kind of tyranny which we in
our Nation have consistently opposed.

Sir Winston did not vacillate in his
determination to keep his nation free,
nor did he accept any appeasement-type
diplomacy that could be interpreted by
others to mean that freemen lack the will
to win or are unwilling to make the sacri-
fice for that which they believe to be
right and honorable.

The tyranny of communism today is
the same as the tyranny of nazism
against which Sir Winston and the great
people of his country, of America, and
indeed of all the Allied Nations, so
valiantly fought. To be sure, it bears
a different name. But it is marked with
gx;} same kind of ruthless authoritarian-

Sir Winston symbolized the truth that
only he can effectively lead others to
sacrifice, no matter how noble the cause,
who is himself willing to share in mak-
ing that sacrifice.

May I add that no nation can lead
other nations to sacrifice for the noble
ideal of the preservation and extension
of freedom and human dignity unless
that nation is willing to take the lead
in that sacrifice.

We are well reminded that freedom
does not come cheap. It is bought—to
use the classic words of Sir Winston him-
self—with “blood, sweat, and tears.”
And no generation can ever live secure
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in the false belief that freedom is not
its responsibility.

I feel privileged to share in conferring
upon this great man of history, Sir
Winston Churchill, honorary citizenship
in the United States of America. I so
cast my vote only after soberly weighing
the proposal; after deliberating long on
the responsibilities that accompany U.S.
citizenship, honorary or otherwise; and
after seriously considering all implica-
tions inherent in the act. I am certain
Sir Winston would have it on no other
grounds.

Mr. SENNER. Mr. Speaker, as a
freshman Member of this esteemed body,
it was a great privilege to join with my
colleagues on the Judiciary Committee
in recommending that Sir Winston
Churchill be granted honorary citi-
zenship in the United States of America.

To be able to recognize one of the
world’s outstanding leaders who has
worked and fought for the very ideals
we Americans hold so dear—love of God,
love of country and love of fellow men—
is an honor I shall long treasure.

By our action today, the people of
America have again shown the peoples of
the world that democracy is a living, vi-
brant force which always stands ready
to embrace those who believe in freedom.

Mr. McCLORY. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to support the legislation honor-
ing Sir Winston Churchill as an honor-
ary citizen. In addition to the great serv-
ice which Mr. Churchill has rendered to
Great Britain and to the entire British
Empire, he has contributed substantially
to greater understanding between our
Nation and the other English-speaking
peoples around the world. This under-
standing and mutual respect which Mr.
Churchill advocated is one of the most
hopeful developments in the human
quest for a peaceful world.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud and happy
to associate myself with this—though it
be symbolic legislation—and to salute
Sir Winston Churchill, a British subject,
and an honorary American citizen.

Mrs. FRANCES P. BOLTON. Mr.
Speaker, I am informed by a friend of
mine that General Eisenhower has au-
thorized the following statement of his
views on the proposal to make Sir Win-
ston Churchill an honorary American
citizen:

Sir Winston Churchill has been my warm
personal friend for more than 20 years. I
have known him both in wartime and in
peace as an inspirational leader and a man
dedicated to the promotion of Anglo-Ameri-
can friendship and the solidarity of the
English-speaking community., In a long
and varied career he has many extraordinary
achievements to his credit, of which his
reputation as the political leader of Great
Britain during World War II, and his bril-
liance as an author are unquestionably the
most wldely known.

All these facts, to which must be added
the circumstance that his mother was of
American birth, clearly justify in my opinion
the awarding to him of an honor that has
previously been given to only one other,
General Lafayette. It is my further opinion,
that in taking this action, the Congress
would not in anyway create a precedent. I
believe that the circumstances are such as
to make the case so tional as to stand
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as practically unique.

Mr. PIRNIE. Mr. Speaker, by grant-
ing Sir Winston Churchill honorary
American citizenship, the House pays a
great man a singular and well-deserved
tribute.

His contributions to the preservation
of American freedom in a time of
supreme crisis, for all of Western civili-
zation, fill the pages of modern history.
In the 1930’s he courageously defied the
appeasement policies of his own country
which culminated in the Munich capitu-
lation and the advent of World War II.
In the early months of the war, when
Hitler's armies had triumphantly sub-
dued the European Continent, leaving
England to fight on alone, his eloguent
voice and masterful personality provided
a rallying point for the hopes of both
the free and the enslaved nations. His
dogged determination sustained Eng-
land during her darkest hour and held
the Atlantic frontier safe until America
entered the war. Thus, he gave his na-
tion one of its finest hours.

For these and other acts born of con-
summate wisdom and indomitable cour-
age, we owe Sir Winston an immeas-
urable debt of gratitude which House
bill 4374 discharges in part. Our
affection for him is deeper, not only
because his mother gave him American
blood and ancestors who fought side by
side with General Washington in our
War of Independence, but because he
represents one of the finest statesmen
produced by the English-speaking peo-
ples. In addressing the Virginia House
of Delegates March 8, 1946, Sir Winston
gave expression to his hope for union
and understanding which we will do well
to recall: “Above all, among the English-
speaking peoples, there must be the
union of hearts based upon conviction
and common ideals. That is what I of-
fer. That is what I seek.”

In honoring this great man, we also
honor ourselves.

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

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

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

The question was taken.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present, and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently, a quorum
is not present.

The doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Mﬁmbers. and the Clerk will call the
TOll,

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 378, nays 21, answered
“present” 5, not voting 30, as follows:

[Roll No. 9]
YEAS—378

Abbitt Ashmore Barry
Abernethy Aspinall Bass
Adair Auchincloss Bates
Addabbo Avery Battin
Albert Ayres Beckworth
Anderson Baker Beermann
Andrews Baldwin Belcher
Arends Baring Bell
Ashley Barrett Bennett, Fla.
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Bennett, Mich.

Berry
Betts
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Bolton,
Frances P.
Bolton,
Oliver P.
Bonner
Bow
Brademas
Bray
Brock
Bromwell
Broomfield
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.C.
Broyhill, Va.

Chamberlain
Chelf

Chenoweth
Clan
Clarlgy
Cleveland
Cohelan
Collier
Colmer
Cooley
Corbett
Corman
Cramer
Cun ::Itlnghmn

Forrester
Fountain
Fraser
Frelinghuysen
Friedel
Fulton, Pa.
Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Gallagher
Garmatz
Gary
Gathings
Gavin

Gialmo
Gibbons

Grabowskl
Grant
Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Griffin
Gubser
Hagan, Ga.
Hagen, Calif
Haley
Halleck
Halpern
Hanna
Hansen

Harvey, Ind.
Harvey, Mich.
Hawkins
Hays
Hébert
Hechler
Hemphill
Henderson
Hoeven
Holifield
Holland
Horan
Horton
Hosmer
Huddleston
Hull

Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Jennings
Jensen
Joelson
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Wis.
Jonas

Jones, Ala.
Jones, Mo.
Karsten

Earth
Kastenmeler
Keith

Kelly

K

eogh
Ellburn
Kilgore
King, Calif.
King, N.Y.
Kirwan
Kluczynski
EKnox
Eornegay
Eunkel

Norblad
Nygaard
O’Brien, N.Y.
O'Hara, 111
O'Hara, Mich.
O’Konski
Olsen, Mont.
Olson, Minn.
O'Neill
Osmers
Ostertag
Passman
Patman
Pelly

Pepper
Perkins

Rogers, Colo.
Rogers, Fla.
Rooney
Roosevelt
Rosenthal
Rostenkowskl
Roudebush
Roush
Roybal
Rumsfeld
Ryan, N.Y.
Ryan, Mich,
St. Germain
St. Onge
Saylor
Schadeberg
Schenck
Schneebeli
Schweiker
Scott .

Secres
Selden
Shelley
Sheppard
Shipley
Shriver

Stephens
Stinson
Stratton
Stubblefield
Sullivan
Taft



Thornberry Watts Willis
Toll ‘Weaver ‘Wilson, Bob
Tollefson ‘Weltner Wilson,
Trimble Westland Charles H.
Tuck Whalley ‘Wilson, Ind
Udall
Van Deerlin ‘White Wright
Vanik Whitener Wydler
Vinson Wickersham = Wyman
‘Waggonner Widnall Young
‘Wallhauser Willlams Younger
NAYS—21

Abele Dorn Rogers, Tex.
Alger Foreman Schwengel
Ashbrook Gross Short
Becker Grover Siler
Burleson Hall Snyder
Conte Johansen Tuten
Derounian Monagan Uttt

ANSWERED “PRESENT"—5
Hoffman St. George Van Pelt
Pillion Ullman

NOT VOTING—30

Brooks Gurney Rhodes, Ariz.
Brown, if. Healey Senner
Buckley Herlong Smith, Va.
Byrnes, Wis Eee Teague, Tex.
Clausen Madden Thompson, La.
Daddario Miller, N.Y. Tupper
Davis, Tenn Multer Walter
Farbstein O'Brien, Ill. Watson
Gray Patten Whitten
Griffiths Rains Zablocki

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mr. Walter with Mr. Tupper.

Mr. Multer with Mr. Clausen.

Mr. Daddario with Mr. Miller of New York.

Mr. Farbstein with Mr. Rhodes of Arizona.

Mr. Gray with Mr. Byrnes of Wisconsin.

Mr. Rains with Mr. Gurney.

Mr. BUREKE changed his vote from
(‘myli to llyea'"

Mr. RANDALL changed his vote from
“present” to “yea.”

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the Recorp on
the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

PER.MISSION TO SIT DURING
SESSIONS OF THE HOUSE

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the subcommit-
tees of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce may be permitted to
sit during general debate this afternoon.

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

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING APPROPRIATIONS
FOR AIRCRAFT, MISSILES, AND
NAVAL VESSELS

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 288 and ask for its
immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be In order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
2440) to authorize appropriations during
fiscal year 1964 for procurement, research,
development, test, and evaluation of aircraft,

es, and naval vessels for the Armed
Forces, and for other purposes. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill, and shall continue not to exceed four
hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Services,
the bill shall be read for amendment under
the five-minute rule. At the conclusion of
the consideration of the bill for amendment,
the Committee shall rise and report the bill
to the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted, and the previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill and amendments thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except one
motion to recommit.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the customary 30 minutes to the mi-
nority, to the gentleman from Ohio
IMr. Browwl, and pending that I yield
myself such time as I may briefly con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 288
provides for consideration of HR. 2440,
a bill to authorize appropriations dur-
ing fiscal year 1964 for procurement,
research, development, test, and evalua-
tion of aircraft, missiles, and naval ves-
sels for the Armed Forces, and for other
purposes. The resolution provides for
an open rule with 4 hours of general
debate.

H.R. 2440 provides authorization in
the amount of $15,856,391,000 for de-
fense programs for fiscal year 1964 in
two major areas. It includes authoriza-
tion of appropriation for the procure-
ment of aireraft, missiles, and naval
vessels in form identical to previous
enactments of the fund authorizations
required. It also includes a similar
authorization of appropriations for the
research, development, test, and evalua-
tion of aircraft, missiles, and naval ves-
sels as required for the first time by the
amendment to sec. 412(b) contained in
Public Law 87-436. This, then, is the
first bill to be presented to the House
in which the Armed Services Committee
has exercised this additional authority.

Of the total $15,856,391,000, the bill
includes $1,761,549,000 for the Army;
$6,612,024,000 for the Navy and Marine
Corps; and $7,482,818,000 for the Air
Force,

Mr. Speaker, I shall not attempt at
this time to comment on the merits of
the bill., I can only say in passing that
I am alarmed at the enormity of the
amount of money involved. Surely the
Defense Department could get along
with less,

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may use, and
ask unanimous consent fo revise and ex-
tend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr., Speaker,
the gentleman from Mississippi [Mr.
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Cormer] has explained the provisions of
the rule. Itis an open rule. It provides
for 4 hours of general debate, to be fol-
lowed by discussion under the 5-minute
rule, with the offering of any and all
amendments that may be germane to the
measure.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important piece
of legislation. I feel your attention
should be called to the fact that this is
an authorization bill, not an appropria-
tion bill.

It does, however, authorize later ap-
propriations of not more than $15,456,-
391,000 to be used for the purchase of
aircraft, missiles, naval vessels, and other
similar equipment for the use of the
Armed Forces of the United States.

This is a historic report filed by this
committee, if my memory serves me cor-
rectly for it is seldom any bill is ever
reported out of the Committee on Armed
Services which does not carry the ab-
solutely unanimous support of all 37
Members agreeing fully with everything
that may be in the bill, and especially
all those provisions of a bill which are
favored, of course, by the most illus-
trious chairman who has ever served any
committee in the history of parliamen-
tary practices in the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States, the Hon-
orable chairman of the Committee on
Armed Services, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Vinsonl, who is credited
with knowing more about the needs and
the strength of our Armed Forces than
any other individual in America. Yet,
history has been made by this report,
because I see that while there is not a
minority report filed, there have been
additional views filed by five members of
the committee which is indeed unusual.
Frankly, I do not agree with the addi-
tional views, but nevertheless I think we
should mark here that there have been
additional views filed by members of
this committee.

After this bill is approved today, as
undoubiedly it will be, and after it clears
the other body and is signed into law by
the President, being an authorization bill
only, as I explained a few moments ago,
the Committee on Appropriations of the
House must then pass judgment on each
and every line and item contained in this
measure and determine, in its wisdom,
just what appropriation should actually
be made under the authorization granted,

When the chairman of this illustrious
Armed Services Committee was before
the House Committee on Rules asking
for the rule which makes consideration
of this bill in order, he did make some
statements that caused some alarm
among the members of our own commit-
tee and, I believe, among those who were
in attendance at the hearing when he
pointed out provisions of the bill which
authorized the building of so-called killer
submarines for the purpose of destroying
Russian or some other enemy submarines
that could easily attack and virtually
destroy by missiles cities within 300 or
400 miles of our seacoast. That state-
ment gave concern to all of us.

However, after some questioning,
Chairman Vinson did point out, as
shown in this report, that we also have
a great many Polaris missile firing sub-
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marines of our own and those subma-
rines, I understand, can send our missiles
a distance of anywhere from 1,000 to
1,500 miles, and even farther. Of course,
as was pointed out by the chairman, un-
der gquestioning, the greatest deterrent
to an all-out war is the power of retalia-
tion, and the United States does have the
power to retaliate against any enemy
that might decide to attack this country
and, in turn, we have the power to com-
pletely destroy the enemy.

I am saying these things today on the
floor of the House not because I feel that
we are giving away any military secrets,
for I am sure the Russians, and other
nations as well, have all the informa-
tion contained in this report, and a
great deal more, and probably know
more about our defensive and offensive
strength by far than the average
Member of Congress, but rather to as-
sure the American people that from all
the information some of us have been
able to obtain it appears we are not in
anything like the grave danger first
described by the gentleman from Geor-
gia, Chairman VinsoN, when he ap-
peared before the Rules Committee
and frightened us by his discussion of
how the Russians, because of the num-
ber of submarines they have could wreak
great destruction against the United
States and cities near our coasts.

I hope that as general debate pro-
gresses the chairman of the Armed
Services Committee, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. Vinson], and other mem-
bers of the committee who speak on the
bill will make it clear to the American
people at least, and perhaps to the
peoples of the entire world, that the
United States is not defenseless as has
been suggested, that this country is in
position, not only to defend itself against
any attack, but also to retaliate in such
force as to make it unprofitable for any
enemy to attack the United States at
any time, and that if such an attack
should come that in the end, it would
not be the United States but the enemy
that would be the greatest sufferer,
from any mistake made by starting
World War II1.

I want to recommend, if I may, Mr.
Speaker, in conclusion, that every Mem-
ber of the House read carefully the report
of the committee which has been filed
with this bill, perhaps keep it on file in
his or her office, because it contains
information that will be of great value,
not only now, but also in the future, in
connection with answering questions
about our own strength and these pro-
posals of the Congress of the United
States to increase our Nation’s offensive
and defensive strength for the future.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman has
consumed 9 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr, AVErRY].

Mr. AVERY. Mr, Speaker, there is no
reason to impose upon the House this
afternoon to delineate in detail the pur-
poses of the bill, because such detail will
be clearly spelled out, I am sure, by the
members of the Armed Services Com-
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mittee. As I read this report and review
the statements made by the chairman
of the committee in his appearance be-
fore the Rules Committee it appears as
though there are about four principal
policy propositions enunciated in this
bill: No. 1, that the military procurement
program will first be authorized by the
Congress before the Department of De-
fense proceeds to request funds from the
Appropriations Committee.

Some new Members may ask, “What do
you mean?” I mean this: This was the
procedure previous to 1961. The execu-
tive department would submit a classi-
fied request to the Appropriations Com-
mittee and the Members of the House
were pretty much kept in the dark as to
the nature and extent of these requests
until the Department of Defense appro-
priation bill, involving maybe $40 or $50
billion came on the floor. This was the
first information any Member had as to
what the procurement requests by the
administration were going to be for any
fiscal year.

This is the third authorization bill for
military procurement. I think it is good
for the House, and I do not think it will
be any news or of any comfort to our
adversaries to have this authorization.
It is the right of the American people,
the American taxpayers, to know for
what purpose their money is being con-
templated to be spent in the next fiseal
year.

The second policy position deals with
authorization of research and develop-
ment. This is the first time that re-
search has been specifically authorized
by the Congress before it was under-
taken or contracted by the Department
of Defense. Have they been proceeding
without authorization? No. But they
have been proceeding on basic or gen-
eral authorization. This is the first
time, may I repeat, Mr. Speaker, that
the Committee on Armed Services has
outlined in detail the authorization for
research and development for a fiscal
year.

I wonder if you have any idea what
research is costing? There will be $7
billion authorized for research in fiseal
1964. A little over $4 billion presently
authorized, and there is in excess of $3
billion in new authorizations for re-
search in this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I certainly concur with
the third policy position of the com-
mittee that relates to the RS-70 bomber,
Those of you who were present in the
87th Congress will remember this was
a matter of considerable disagreement,
we were advised, between the adminis-
tration and the Commitiee on Armed
Services. But the night before this bill
was on the floor a year ago, there was
some agreement reached and there was
a limited amount of money made avail-
able for further research on the RS-70.
But really no final decision established
as far as the future of the manned
bomber program is concerned.

The amount of money in this bill for
the RS-T0 for fiscal 1964 I understand
to be some $630 million and a total addi-
tional authorization of $1.2 billion for
this bomber of the future. This is a most
important aspect of this section as it
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specifically relates to the RS-70. The
most significant thing in my judgment is,
it reaffirms a position of the Congress as
to the future of the whole manned
bomber program.

I think Members of the House are
probably aware of the fact that the
B-47's are aow being gradually deacti-
vated. The last L-52 was delivered in
1962. Since that time there have been
no replacements in our manned bomber
program or known to be contemplated
for the future. It may be said that we
are commencing to phase out our earlier
concept of a manned bomber retaliatory
force. By the inclusion in this bill of
funds to program two additional RF-
T0’s—in addition to the three that are
presently authorized—and the further
authorization for a weapons system to
complement the craft.

I think it is a clear statement of policy
by the Congress that we are not yet con-
vinced that the wusefulness of the
manned bomber has been terminated. I
will support the committee in this
position.

In the fourth category the bill is not
a clear reflection of a policy position but
I think it is a very important aspect of
the bill. I inquired of the chairman if
there was any manifest—perhaps I
should say any tangible concern on the
part of the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices as to the recent award of the $7 bil-
lion TFX contract, a plane with slight
modification to be suitable for both Navy
and Air Force employment.

The chairman replied there was not;
that any tangible expression of concern
on this matter was to be left to a com-
mittee of the other body. So, if that is
the case, there is no need to further
trespass on the time of the House this
afternoon.

Mr. Speaker, those of us from the
Middle West are deeply concerned about
this, and for a very understandable
regson. Had this contract been awarded
on the basis of a unanimous recom-
mendation by the military and to the
low bidder, the contract work would
have been performed in Kansas and in
a Government-owned facility. So, for
this reason, we do have an interest in it.

But, Mr, Speaker, certainly there is
no opposition to this bill. The rule
should be adopted.

Mr, BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may desire to the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs. St.
GEORGE].

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
am reluctant to speak here this after-
noon because, for the first time, I am a
little bit disappointed with a bill coming
out of this great committee, and I am
disappointed for this reason:

Many of us here, myself included,
have been anxious to see certain cuts
made in these enormous authorizations
and appropriations. Now, here we have
a bill which is by no means small. This
bill is merely for procurement. This
bill, according to the committee report,
states the following:

The fiscal year 1964 request for new ob-
ligational authority for the entire Depart-
ment of Defense totals $52,180,837,000. Of
this amount, $15,358,691,000 was requested
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by the executive branch for authorization
under the provisions section 412(b) of Pub-
lic Law 86-149, as amended.

Now, this is this particular bill. The
committee modified the original request
by adding $497,700,000. Now, I am sure
that the committee had what they con-
sidered good and sufficient reason for
doing this. I am in sympathy with the
committee’s position as far as the
manned bombers are concerned; I am in
great sympathy with it. But, it does
seem to me, Mr. Speaker, that if they
had applied themselves a little, they
could have still gotten what they
wanted, with which I sympathize 100
percent, and yet perhaps shaved off a
little so that they did not have to come
in to this House and ask for more than
the administration is asking for the De-
fense Department.

Mr. Speaker, that, quite frankly, is my
disappointment. How can we go out to
our people, the harassed taxpayers of
this country—and we do, all of us, on
both sides of the aisle—and tell them
that things have got to be cut; that we
have got to slow down on these au-
thorizations, and then have one of our
greatest committees come in and say,
“Oh, yes, we are bringing a bill in to
you, and we have, quite frankly, upped
it almost $500 million over what was
asked by the administration.” For this
reason I am a little disappointed.

On the other hand, Mr. Speaker,
knowing well the work, the dedication,
and the knowledge of this committee, I
imagine that very little can be said, and
I am inclined to think that the bill as
written will pass.

There is one novel thing also about this
piece of legislation. That is, that for the
first time in the memory of many Mem-
bers of this House there is a minority re-
port. So, perhaps, some people have
become a little anxious about these ap-
propriations and, perhaps, there is begin-
ning to be a little wave toward the side
of economy, although I do not believe it
is too economical when we appropriate
for procurement alone and research
$15,358,691,000.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous guestion.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.
babAl motion to reconsider was laid on the

e.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2440) to authorize ap-
propriations during fiscal year 1964 for
procurement, research, development,
test, and evaluation of aircraft, missiles,
and naval vessels for the Armed Forces,
and for other purposes.

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

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-
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sideration of the bill H. R. 2440, with Mr.
SHELLEY in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

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

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Vinsow]
is recognized for 2 hours, and the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. ARENDS] is recog-
nized for 2 hours.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. VINsON].

Mr. VINSON. Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself 30 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to call to
the attention of the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. St. Georcel, the fact
that Secretary of Defense McNamara
said in his testimony:

Management improvement action insti-
tuted in the fiscal year 1962 and planned
for fiscal year 1963 should ultimately pro-
duce annual savings of $1.9 billlon. Owur
goal for end of fiscal 1965 is to initiate actions
which will increase the rate of savings to
over $3.4 billion each year.

Mr. Chairman, I am happy to advise
the Committee that out of this $52 billion
budget for the security and defense of
the Nation, through the superb business-
management that is going on in the De-
partment of Defense, there will be and
there should be large savings, because
we are making better contracts.

Mr. Chairman, it does not necessarily
follow that we should reduce the hard-
ware, reduce the personnel to get the
savings. We can accomplish this sav-
ings by making better contracts than
in the past.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. And, when does the
gentleman from Georgia. say this savings
will show on the books?

Mr. VINSON. It will show, based
upon the statement of the Secretary of
Defense—for the years following fiseal
year 1963. I shall be glad to read the
statement again.

Mr. GROSS. No. When does the
gentleman think this saving will come
about?

Mr. VINSON. He says for actions
taken during fiscal year 1963—and fiscal
year 1963 runs until July—should show
a savings of $1.9 billion per year in the
future.

Mr. GROSS. In this fiscal year?

Mr. VINSON. No; not this year.
What he says here is, “and plans for
fiscal year 1963 should ultimately pro-
duce savings of about $1.9 billion.” Our
goal for end of fiscal year 1965 is to initi-
ate actions which will increase the rate
of savings to over $3.4 billion each year.

Mr. GROSS. The figure this year, if
the gentleman will yield further, is based
on what? To what will the savings be
applied?

Mr. VINSON. Based upon the budget
of 1963.

Mr. McNamara continues, in the state-
ment which I have been quoting from, to
enumerate the many ways in which he
intends to effect these savings, For ex-
ample, he refers to “buying only what
we need—refining the requirements cal-
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culations—increased use of excess inven-
tories—eliminating ‘gold plating’ of tech-
zin(;zl specifications” and things of this

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. VINSON. And I think he is going
to do it, because we are spending as the
gentleman will note when the appropria-
tion bill comes before us, some $52 bil-
lion on defense,

That is an enormous sum of money
for defense. By good business manage-
ment he should be able to make worth-
while and creditable savings, and he feels
confident he can do so. But that does
not mean you have to reduce the forces
to accomplish that goal. But he does
have to sit across the bargaining table
and make better contracts and do the
other things which he referred to in his
statement, and which I quoted.

Mr. Chairman, the Armed Services
Committee is presenting to the House
today the largest, single authorization
bill which it has ever reported out of the
committee.

And to the best of my knowledge, it
is the largest authorization bill ever pre-
sented to the House of Representatives.
It totals $15,856,391,000.

I should point out that one of the rea-
sons for its larger size this year is the
fact that it contains $3,492,891,000 in au-
thorizations for research, development,
test, and evaluation of future weapons
systems. This particular authority has
not been contained in the armed serv-
ices authorization bills before.

Naturally, this research and develop-
ment work was carried on but it was un-
der very general authorities available
to the departments which required only
appropriations. It was not until this
past year that the law was changed so as
to place this kind of activity under the
Jjurisdiction of the Armed Services Com-
mittee.

Therefore, if we deducted the research
and development authorities from the
bill, we would find that the actual pro-
curement—that is, the purchasing of
aireraft, missiles, and naval vessels—
comes to an amount somewhat smaller
than that presented to you last year.

I mention these facts only to place the
bill in proper perspective and to relate
it to similar bills which have been pre-
sented to the House before.

Of the total of $15,856,391,000, the
Army will get $1,761,549,000, the Navy
and Marine Corps will get $6,612,024,000,
and the Air Froce will get $7,482,818,000.

ARMY

Let us look at the Army first. The bill
authorizes $522.1 million for aireraft for
the Army. This will buy 1,598 aircraft.
A list of the aircraft to be bought and
a description of each airplane appears
on 20 and 21 of the report.

Briefly, the Army plans to buy three
kinds of operational helicopters: the
Iroquois, the Chinook, and observation
helicopters of the Sioux and Raven
types.

The bill also authorizes two kinds of
fixed-wing airplanes: the Mohawk and
the Caribou.

In addition to these operational air-
craft, the Army will also procure other
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helicopters and fixed-wing airplanes for

training purposes.

I will point out, as I have pointed out
before, that the aircraft used by the
Army is the kind that is flown within
the battlefield area. There is no dupli-
cation and no conflict in this area with
the Air Force,

The Air Force will continue to provide,
as it has in the past, tactical support
but the Army needs its own aircraft for
surveillance, to enable commanders to
travel from place to place within the
battle area, to evacuate the wounded,
and generally to operate within the re-
stricted battle area., Of course, also,
these planes are used to move a squad
of soldiers from one place to another as
the situation may dictate.

Today, there are about 6,900 in Army
aviation. The Army has about 6,000
airplanes in its inventory.

In the field of missiles, the bill author-
izes $580.7 milion for some 28,000 Army
missiles, These missiles are the Hawk,
Nike-Hercules, Mauler, the anti-tank
missiles ANTAC and SS-11, the Honest
John, Little John, the Pershing, and the
Sergeant. All in all, we are purchasing
some 27,888 missiles.

Of these missiles I have named, all
are operational except Mauler and
Pershing.

If you will look at page 22 of the re-
port, you will see a description of each
of these missiles.

In the area of research and devel-
opment which, as T have mentioned, ap-
pears in the bill for the first time this
year, the Army is being authorized
$82.148 million for aircraft research and
development and $576.6 million for mis-
sile research and development.

Much of this research and develop-
ment authorization is for the improve-
ment of existing aireraft and missiles
and, of course, a very substantial por-
tion of it looks toward the aircraft and
missiles for the future. This area, look-
ing toward the future as it does, tends
to involve a great deal of classified
information.

I have, however, made every effort to
place in the report everything which can
be told about the research and develop-
ment authorization for the Army and I
would suggest that you look at pages 23
through 26 in the report for a reasonably
detailed description of how these au-
thorizations will be used.

NAVY AND MARINE CORPS

The Navy and Marine Corps portion
of the bill in all of its essential respects
is the same as that for the Army except
that, of course, it also includes author-
ity for naval vessels.

The hill contains almost $2 billion in
authority for Navy and Marine Corps
aircraft. The exact figure is $1,958,-
700,000. This will purchase almost 700
aircraft for the Navy and Marine Corps.
A glance at pages 27, 28, and 29 will
show a list of the aircraft and a deserip-
tion of each of them.

The total amount in the bill for mis-
siles for the Navy and Marine Corps is
$1,122 million. This will procure ap-
proximately 15,000 missiles of wvarious
kinds for the two services,
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A glance at page 27 and pages 29 and
30 will show a list of these missiles and
8 description of each of them.

Included among this year’s buy are the
Sparrow III, the Sidewinder, Bullpup,
Tartar, Talos, and Hawk along with
several others.

The bill as submitted to the Congress
requested authority for the construction
of 41 new naval vessels and the con-
version of 35 other vessels.

The conversions were left unchanged
by the committee, but the committee
added two attack or “killer” submarines
in the new construction category.

The total shipbuilding and conversion
program, and including the two “killer”
submarines added by the committee,
will require authorization in the amount
of $2,444 million.

The bill as presented to the Congress
contained 6 of these “killer” submarines
although the Navy had requested the
Secretary of Defense to provide 8 of them
for this year.

Because of the great importance of
this particular kind of submarine in the
light of the extremely large Soviet sub-
marine force, the committee added the
two “killer” submarines which the Navy
felt that it needed this year and the
bill now contains a total of eight of them.

This added $134 million to the bill, or
$67 million for each of these submarines.

In order to give the House a picture
of where we stand today in the impor-
tant category of attack or “killer” sub-

marines, I would like to point out these

facts: 17 in operation, plus 1 SSG(N),
Halibut—a  Regulus submarine—18
under construction, 4 authorized, but
contract not yet let for a total of 40.

As I have mentioned, this bill adds 8
more for a total of 48 nuclear attack
submarines after this bill has been
approved.

All of the types which make up the
43 total new ships are named and
described on pages 31, 32, and 33.

Of the 35 vessel conversions, 26 of them
are of the destroyer class.

POLARIS

Thirty-five Polaris submarines were
fully funded through fiscal year 1963.
The last 6 of the planned fleet—or a
total of 41—are contained in this bill.

Nine Polaris submarines carrying 144
missiles are now deployed at sea. Nine
more of them with 144 more missiles
will become deployable during fiscal year
1964.

For a description of the capabilities
of these submarines and for more details
on our Polaris fleet, I invite the attention
of the House to page 13 of the report
wherein will be found references to the
A-1 missile, the A-2 missile, and the A-3
missile—this latter one with a planned
capability far in excess of the other two.

NAVY-MARINE CORPS RESEARCH AND
DEVELOPMENT

For Navy-Marine Corps Research
and Development, the bill authorizes a
total of $1,087,324,000. On page 33 of
the report, you will see each of these
various programs broken down first by
major categories and second, by the re-
search and development programs
themselves.
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AIR FORCE

The bill authorizes the procurement
of 964 airplanes for the Air Force for a
total cost of $3,559 million. A list of
these aircraft and a description of each
type appear on pages 36, 37, and 38 of
the Committee report.

Among the planes to be procured are
the EC 135 jet tanker, the F-4C tactical
fighter, the C-130E and the C-141A
cargo transports.

These latter two airplanes, the
C-130E and the C-141A, will provide
significant modernization and improved
capability in the area of airlift for
troops and cargo.

In the case of missiles, the bill au-
thorizes 16,202 missiles of various kinds
for a total amount of $2,177 million.
These include the intercontinental bal-
listic missiles Atlas, Titan, and Minute-
man, the Bullpup air-to-ground missile,
and the Falcon and Sparrow air-to-air
missiles.

A description of each of these mis-
siles will be found on pages 38 and 39
of the report.

The total for Research, Development,
Test, and Evaluation for the Air Force
is $1,746,818,000. The programs which
will be carried out under this authori-
zation are described on pages 40 and 41
of the report.

I would now like to discuss the matter
of the RS-T70. The RS-T0 represents
the outstanding difference between the
departmental proposal and the bill as
reported by the Committee. So, this
matter should be discussed in sufficient
detail to permit a full understanding.

BACKGROUND

Research and development on the
RS-70 began in 1955, when this stra-
tegic bomber system was known as the
B-170.

From fiscal 1955 until the recent
Committee hearings, a total of $1,751
million had been appropriated. Of
that sum, $1,241 million had been pro-
gramed. An additional sum of $50 mil-
lion had been earmarked, but not allo-
cated. Assuming that this $50 million
is allocated, there remains $81 million
as a carryover into fiscal 1964.

THE NATURE OF THE DISAGREEMENT

Due to the widespread misunder-
standing which exists as between the
recommendations of the Secretary of
Defense and the House Armed Services
Committee on the RS-70, the facts
must be clearly stated.

The Secretary of Defense proposes
to have an RS-T0 development program
which would produce three prototype
airplanes.

In performance, they would fly some
2,000 miles per hour, for long distances,
and at extremely high altitude. But
under the Secretary’s program, no
weapons system is being developed be-
cause the Secretary’s program does not
provide for all the supporting systems
which would be necessary in order to
make a weapons system out of the
RS-T0.

By no stretch of the imagination would
the Secretary’s program develop a fight-
ing machine.

No additional funds were requesfed in
the fiscal 1964 budget for further work
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on the RS-70 program. Apparently,
whatever yet remained to be done under
the Secretary’'s program on the RS-T0
would come from this $81 mililon carry-
over and that would be the end of the
line.

The committee, on the other hand, has
taken the firm position that the devel-
opment program should consist of five
prototypes, rather than three. It has
also taken the position that with the
development of the fourth and fifth
prototypes, the supporting systems that
would make it a weapons system would
be simultaneously developed.

The committee is unable to determine
why such a large sum of money should
be spent merely to provide that Ameri-
can ingenuity can develop an airplane
that will fly at three times the speed of
sound, for a long distance, and at a high
altitude. The scientific community con-
cedes that this can be accomplished.
So, why spend the money to prove that
a flying machine with these capabilities
is within our scientific and industrial
capability when that point is already
conceded?

It is the contention of the committee
that the RS-70 program should proceed
to the point where the feasibility of the
RS-70 as a weapons system has been
proved or disproved.

COST DIFFERENCE

During consideration of this subject
in fiscal 1963, it was the position of the
Secretary of Defense that his program
for three prototype RS-70's would cost
$1.3 billion. It was also conceded that
to add two additional prototypes, as pro-
posed by the committee, and to develop
the required support systems, would cost
an additional $1.2 billion. Thus, the
committee’s program would cost $2.5 bil-
lion as against the Secretary’s program
of $1.3 billion.

It must be recognized that there has
been some slippage in the program due
to technical difficulties, with the first
flight having been delayed for a period
of months. However, these relative cost
projections remain valid and delineate
the cost differential in the two programs.

The question arises as to whether or
not the fourth and fifth prototypes as
proposed by the committee, are to cost
more than $500 million each. That is
not the case. As a matter of fact, the
cost difference clearly accentuates the
importance of this disagreement. The
greater part of the additional cost would
be required in the development of the
supporting systems such as the missiles,
highly sophisticated radar, ete. It is
this fact which underscores the degree
of difference in the three-prototype pro-
gram being pursued by the Secretary of
Defense and the five-prototype program
of the committee.

The committee does not now—nor has
it at any time in the past—recommended
the purchase of even one RS-70 from a
production line. But it insists that the
development program should produce all
the evidence that is needed upon which
the Department of Defense and the Con-
gress can base a rational decision as to
whether or not RS-70's should be pro-
duced in quantity.
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This, briefly, is the fundamental differ-
ence between the recommendation of the
committee and that of the Secretary of
Defense.

FUTURE STRATEGIC FLEXIBILITY

Underlying this entire controversy is
the basic conviction of the House Com-
mittee on Armed Services that manned
strategic systems must continue to play
a major role in our military capabilities.

There can be no question but that the
capabilities of our conventional forces are
being greatly increased.

There can be no doubt but that the
current fleet of B-52's and B-58’s will
continue to perform a most important
role during the next 5 years. But it is
equally true that no nation in the free
world is developing a follow-on bomber
for our current strategic bombers and
unless we proceed with the development
of such a strategic bomber, we will today
sow the seeds which will produce our
strategic bomber gap in the late 1960’s.

There can be no doubt that strategic
missiles constitute an extremely impor-
tant part of our strategic arsenal. The
committee has evidenced its judgment by
approving every authorization request
that has ever been presented to it for
strategic missiles. The concern of the
committee stems from the growing tend-
ency on the part of the Department of
Defense to place more and more emphasis
on the missiles and less and less on
manned strategic systems. The com-
mittee considers this to be a most dan-
gerous course of action and one with
which it disagrees.

CIVILIAN CONTROL AND MILITARY JUDGMENT

In taking its position, the committee
does not challenge in any degree the
right or necessity of civilian control over
the Department of Defense. Such con-
trol is essential.

The Secretary of Defense may com-
pletely disregard, if he chooses, the rec-
ommendations of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, even though they are his principal
military advisers as a matter of law.
But it is pertinent to point out some
recent actions of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff on the question of the RS-T70.

In September 1962, the RS-T0 devel-
opment program was referred to the
Joint Chiefs of Staff for an expression
of military judgment. On that occa-
sion, the Joint Chiefs of Staff unani-
mously supported the development of
the RS-70. Even in the case of one
member who supported its development
principally as a reconnaissance vehicle,
he also supported it with its other sup-
porting systems such as missiles, and so
forth.

Shortly after that decision, two new
members were appointed to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff and the RS-T70 matter
was again submitted for consideration.
Again, all members of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, with the exception of the new
Chairman, supported the development of
the RS-70.

It is recognized that there is some dif-
ference of opinion as to precisely what
the Joint Chiefs of Staff supported. But
there can be no doubt that the Joint
Chiefs, with the single exception noted,
supported the development of the RS-T0
at a substantially higher level of devel-
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opment than that currently planned
under the program of the 3ecretary of
Defense. Under any fair interpretation,
the best military judgment available
supports the development program pro-
posed by the committee.

SUMMARY

What are the proposed capabilities of
a fully developed RS-70?

First. It would be equipped with the
most outstanding air reconnaissance
capabilities in the world.

Second. It would not carry gravity
bombs but would be equipped with air-to-
ground missiles of substantial range,
having nuclear warheads. Thus, it
would have an offensive or strike capa-
bility.

Third. The RS-70 would have the ca-
pability of conducting a reconnaissance
mission in a hostile environment, before
or after an ICBM exchange, and would
be capable of striking not only pre-
planned targets, but those targets not
precisely located, as well as mobile
targets of opportunity.

Fourth. While in the performance of
its mission in a hostile environment, it
could report back to the command post
the results of not only its own strike, but
previous strikes by other weapons
systems.

Fifth. The current strategic bomber
force provides that military unbrella
under which strictly limited warfare, of
any substantial magnitude, may be con-
ducted. This capability provides that
essential element of fexibility which
spans the gap between limited war capa-
bilities and the pushbutton war of long-
range missiles, It embraces that highly
essential element—the judgment of man.

Sixth. Finally, the effect which the de-
velopment of the RS-70 weapons system
would have on the enemy would be great.
The current Soviet air defense system of
Soviet interceptors, radar, and surface-
to-air missiles would be so seriously de-
graded by the capabilities of the RS-70
as to become practically worthless.
Those defenses could be penetrated be-
beyond all doubt.

Assuming that the development and
procurement of the RS-70 in substantial
quantity would entail an expenditure of
$10 billion, an equivalent or greater ex-
penditure would be required on the part
of the Soviets to develop an air defense
system which had any reasonable possi-
bility of successfully coping with this
weapons system.

CONCLUSION

Now, I hope I have given a good picture
of what this bill will do. I have broken
it down by service and by the various
programs of each of the services.

I have referred on a number of occa-
sions by page number to detailed infor-
mation contained in the report. I have
also mentioned that so far as procure-
ment is concerned, the bill is slightly
smaller this year than last year although
the grand total of the bill is larger be-
cause of the fact that research and devel-
opment is contained in the bill for the
first time this year.

I would not say that the bill is really
unusual in any major respect. It issim-
ply an authorization for fiscal year 1964
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for programs which have been going on
for many years within the three military
departments. Quite literally, it is more
of the same.

I urge the wholehearted support of all
Members of the House.

SUMMARY OF BILL

In summary, then, the committee
added $497,700,000 to the bill for the two
“killer” submarines and the first step
toward two more RS-T0 airplanes.

The hill authorizes some 3,000 aireraft,
some 60,000 missiles, 43 new ships, and
the conversion of 35 ships.

The most important of the new 43
ships are 6 Polaris submarines, 8 at-
tack submarines, 10 destroyer escorts, 1
submarine tender, and 10 motor gun-
boats.

Of the 35 conversions, 26 are destroy-
ers and 7 of these 26 are guided missile
destroyers.

The bill also authorizes a grand total
of $3,129,191,000 for research and de-
velopment for all three departments.

The committee hearings extended
from late in January to late in February
and on every day but two, the committee
met morning and afternoon, sometimes
until 6 o’clock in the evening. The com-
mittee went into every conceivable de-
tail with respect to all of the programs
requested for authorization.

‘We looked at every aircraft, missile,
and ship, and we studied every research
and development program. We com-
pared the inventory of the departments
today as we weighed the request for the
additional items.

Now, those are the highlights of the
program, It is a big one, but it is a
tight one. The requests from the indi-
vidual departments would have made a
bill very much larger than the $15 bil-
lion contained in this bill. Large as it
is, it is a lean program.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, will
my distinguished chairman yield?

Mr, VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.
Mr. COHELAN. Our very distin-

guished chairman has asked why. I
would like, as one of the five majority
Members who has taken the liberty to
speak on this very important question, to
refer the chairman and Members of the
House to page 399 of the hearings where-
in this very question was asked of the
Secretary of Defense in the following
colloquy between myself and Secretary
McNamara:

Mr. CoHELAN. Now, Mr. Secretary, can
you tell me now what the status of the RS-
70 program is?

I understand that we were supposed to
have one In December.

Secretary McNAMARA. Yes.

Mr. ConeLAN. Supposed to have one in
December and one in July.

Secretary McNaMara. We were supposed to
have the first flight of the RS-T0, or the
first flight of first aireraft, in December.
That aireraft has not flown to date. It is
uncertain as to when it will ly. The esti-
mates range from May, I understand,
through October.

Now, that is the comment of the dis-
tinguished Secretary of Defense. I wish
the gentleman would comment on that.
& Mr. VINSON. Yes, I will comment on
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If we stopped every time there were
some bugs or some failure in our missile
program, we would have stopped build-
ing missiles a long time ago. We are get-
ting to the point where the Atlas and
the Titan in a period of time will be sup-
plemented by the Minuteman. But
even so, in the last five tests of the Min-
uteman it did not come up to expee-
tations.

Mr. Chairman, this RS-70 is a most
complicated plane. We know it can fly,
we know it can fly at a speed three times
that of sound, we know it can go very
high. But when you get that knowledge
you would close the book. This is where
we disagree.

I say what good, what benefit to the
existence of this country is it to gain
that knowledge and then let it lie fal-
low. We say, “Get the knowledge
and use that knowledge to make a
weapon system out of it.”

These five distinguished colleagues of
mine on the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices say in their separate views, “Get
the knowledge, file it away, put the
bushel measure over the candle light, let
it die.” y

We say, “Carry it on, build further.”
If you do you will build a weapon sys-
tem the like of which has never been
invented by man before. There is no
doubt about that. Continue the manned
system. I will tell you later on what
its military characteristics are. I cer-
tainly hope when we debate this at great-
er length we will have this Chamber full
of Members. We will make all of our
points, because this is a very important
matter, it is a basic question of policy.

There is no doubt that the Secretary
is one of the greatest men to occupy that
position. The Nation respects him, I re-
spect him, and I am going to help him
save $4 billion out of this $52 billion
expenditure. But 32 members of the
committee simpiy do not agree with his
position in this matter.

He came in and concluded that we
do not need the B-47’s. And the B-47’s
go out of the inventory soon. It was de-
cided when the contract on the B-52's
was finished that would be the end of
the B-52's, And the same with the
B-58's. They would live and fly only so
long as their machinery was capable of
carrying them in the air.

Thirty-two members of the Commit-
tee on Armed Services think it is not the
proper thing to do to get away from
manned systems. We think we should
continue on with manned systems, and
not put all of our offensive and defensive
dependence on the Minuteman, the
Titan, the Atlas, or the Polaris. We
think we had better find more ways to
defend this country than just one, mis-
siles. This is the Maginot line of think-
ing. And a dangerous course to follow.

Now, we are not going to rush this
bill here this afternoon. It will be
thoroughly explained, even if it takes all
week to debate this bill, because the de-
fense of this country is at stake in what
kind of policy we have and what kind
of weapons systems we develop.

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

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.
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Mr, LINDSAY. I thank the distin-
guished chairman. On page 6 of the ma-
jority report there is one sentence that
I find particularly interesting. Discuss-
ing the position of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff with respect to the RS-T0 the re-
port states as follows:

It is recognized that there is some dif-
ference of opinion as to precisely what the
Joint Chiefs of Staff supported.

Would the gentleman kindly explain
the background of this statement?

Mr. VINSON. That is going to be
debated considerably by the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. HEserT] and others.
But, briefly here is what happened in a
general way. Last September the Sec-
retary referred this matter of the RS-T0
to the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Now, all
of you know who constitute the Joint
Chiefs of Staff. They are the Chiefs of
their respective services. It is composed
of a Chairman and the four Chiefs. In
September he referred it to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and at that time General
Lemnitzer was Chairman, After con-
sideration by the Joint Chiefs of Staff
they unanimously recommended acceler-
ation of the RS-T0 program. A short
time after that a change took place in
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. General
Lemnitzer was ordered to NATO, and
General Decker’s, the Army Chief, time
had expired. General Wheeler was ap-
pointed from the Army, and the Presi-
dent’s military adviser, a most distin-
guished officer, General Taylor, was
made Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff. Then the Secretary submitted it
to the new group, and every member of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff except General
Taylor recommended for the second time
that this program go forward at a
higher rate.

Of course, the Secretary, under the
authority, direction, and control given to
him by the Congress, that is, the civilian
control, has the right to disregard any
recommendation of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff at any time he sees fit. That is
civilian control. But, we did develop
those facts and I think the House should
have them.

There was no hesitancy on the part of
an overwhelming majority of the Mem-
bers for the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices to write in this provision and ask
this House to follow the conclusions and
recommendations of the top military au-
thorities in the Nation, those fixed by
statute with the responsibility to advise
the President and the Secretary of De-
fense on military matters. And we de-
cided that the heavy preponderance of
military opinion, which was backed up
by the scientists in the Air Force, war-
ranted the continuation of the RS-T0
program at a higher level of effort.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. Mr. Chairman,
will the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armec Services yield?

Mr. VINSON. I am glad to yield to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CHAMBERLAIN. First, I would
like to say that I agree with the distin-
guished chairman completely and have
been a consistent supporter of the B-T0
and the RS-70 program. However, in
view of the attitude of the Secretary of
Defense this past year when Congress
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approved and appropriated funds and
they were not expended, can the chair-
man give us any assurance that we can
convince the Secretary of Defense of the
merits of this program?

Mr. VINSON. Let us cross every
bridge as we come to it. When we get to
that point, probably we may be more
persuasive than we have been in the past.
Let us carry out our own responsibility.
I feel that is up to us to say that the pol-
icy of America and its defense is not go-
ing to be based on missiles alone. Bomb-
ers with men in them have maintained
the peace for all these years. We have
some 1,400 of them. They have repre-
sented a restraining influence and force
that still keeps the peace today. I am
unwilling in meeting my responsibility to
say we are going to let all of that fade
away and come to the pushbutton stage
when all we have got to do is to push a
button deep in the ground and shoot up
a missile.

I do not wish to be understood as dis-
counting the importance of missiles. We
must have them just as we must have
many other kinds of weapons. What I
do want to have clearly understood as
my position is that if we get to the point
where we have told the enemy that the
only thing he has to guard against is
missiles, we will have failed in living up
to our responsibilities in defending this
country.

What we need is a “mix"” of weapons.
In this way we keep the enemy off bal-
ance at all times because he knows that
we can attack him with a great variety
of weapons against all of which he must
spend his time and effort in guarding.

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

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

Mr. GROSS. When the gentleman
speaks of 1,400 missiles, the gentleman
must be talking about major missiles.

Mr. VINSON, I am talking about 1,400
bombers.

Mr. GROSS. Bombers?

Mr. VINSON. Yes; 1,400 bombers.

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

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. COHELAN. The chairman does
not mean to imply that we are going to
go out of the bomber business by his
remarks?

Mr. VINSON. We are going out of the
strategic bombing business and, of
course, you know it.

Mr. COHELAN. Will the distin-
guished chairman tell the Members of
the House what is the strategic bomber
mission?

Mr. VINSON. The mission of any
strategic force is to destroy the enemy's
warmaking potential and we can do
that today. But I ask the question: Will
we be able to do this in the all too imme-
diate future? Of course, there will be
tactical bombers. They will continue in
our inventory. However, I am directing
my remarks today to the issue between
strategic manned operated systems, and
a sole reliance on missiles.

Mr. Chairman, we think the facts—
and this will be gone into at considerable
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length—eclearly warrant the proposal to
increase the level of effort on the RS-70.
We also think there is another item
which is highly important: We think the
amendment to provide for eight “killer”
submarines instead of six warrants the
same favorable consideration.

Mr, Chairman, as referred to by the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
Brown], when I appeared before the
Committee on Rules last Friday I did
refer briefly to the capability of the Rus-
sian submarine. Of course, we know
what these Russian submarines can do.

Mr. HALEY. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count. Ninety-four Members are pres-
ent, not a quorum.

The Clerk will call the roll.

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

[Roll No. 10]
Abernethy Harsha Rhodes, Ariz.
Blatnik Hawkins Rogers, Tex.
Bolling Healey Sheppard
Celler Herlong Smith, Va,
Clausen Kee Teague, Tex.
Curtis Eluczynski Tupper
Daddario Madden Uttt
Davis, Tenn.  Miller, N.Y. Walter
Diggs O'Brien, Il Watson
Farbstein Patten Zablocki
Griffiths Powell
Gurney

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. SHELLEY, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
H.R. 2440, and finding itself without a
quorum, he had directed the roll to be
called, when 404 Members responded to
their names, a quorum, and he submitted
herewith the names of the absentees to
be spread upon the Journal

The Committee resumed its sitting.

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

Mr. Chairman, after Chairman Vin-
soN's detailed explanation of the purpose
and contents of the pending authoriza-
tion bill, nothing would be gained by my
again detailing the nature of the military
weapons we recommend be made a part
of our defense arsenal and the reasons
for our recommendation. Our commit-
tee has painstakingly examined every
aspect of our defense posture: What we
now have, what we now need, and what
we need and should have in the foresee-
able future.

This bill represents our committee's
considered judgment as how best to meet
those needs. We have but one objective.
That is to make certain that we have a
national defense second to none, that
we are adequately prepared for any
emergency that threatens our security,
whenever, however, and wherever it may
arise. And, corollary to that purpose,
we are determined that our people shall
have a dollar’s worth of defense for each
dollar expended.

The measure before us authorizes an
appropriation of approximately $15,857
million for defense purposes for the next
fiscal year. That is a tremendous sum
but constitutes only one part of our
defense program—the development and

March 12

procurement of weapons: Ships, planes,
and missiles. As we all so well know,
national security—our own Defense
Establishment and related international
programs—is about one-half of our en-
tire national budget.

This is a heavy burden on American
taxpayers. But it is one which they will
bear without complaint so long as they
have the assurance that what is being
spent for defense is being spent wisely
and efficiently. To the people a defense
need is a must and sacrifices must be
made in other areas of Federal expendi-
tures, First things first. A prudent
family first pays the rent or installment
on the mortgage, that it may be insured
shelter, before it makes a down payment
on a new car. It is incumbent upon us,
as custodians of the taxpayers money, to
be no less prudent.

A prudent family also does not rent
or buy a house beyond its needs. As
large as this bill is, our commnittee has
determined that the items if embodies
are a minimum need as our National
military shelter against militant inter-
national communism.

This is not to say that our military
budget is so sacred, so sanctified, and so
sagaciously constituted that it must not
be touched. Let no one be under the
illusion that the mere authorization and
appropriation of dollars for each and
every thing the Department of Defense
wants will give us the kind of a defense
we need and should have. Military
strength cannot be measured in terms of
dollars. And let no one hesitate to rec-
ommend a cut in defense funds where
he honestly believes the funds are not
essential or not fully justified.

Our national defense operations are
international in scope. There are doubt-
less operations here at home and opera-
tions in various places around the globe
that can be reduced, eliminated, or
changed without in any way affecting
the bone and muscle of our defense arm.
We want a defense structure that is bone
and muscle. We want the fat taken off.
‘We would be stronger by so doing. And
one who finds places where we can do
just that is rendering a patriotic service.

All this can doubtless be more appro-
priately said when we take up the De-
fense Department appropriation bill,
when dollar by dollar we take up each
and every one of the innumerable De-
fense Department operations. The au-
thorization bill before us does not deal
with defense operations. It deals with
weapons. It deals with the very sinew
of our whole defense plans and posture.

Also corollary to the determination of
our Committee on Armed Services that
we have a military defense fully pre-
pared for any emergency is our deter-
mination that our national defense con-
tinue to be balanced and flexible. We
consider proper balance and the maxi-
mum flexibility a primary requisite to
our entire defense effort. This has been
and should continue to be a cardinal
prineiple in our defense planning.

To be sure, over the years the science
of warfare has changed as new weapons
have been developed. The development
of gunpowder had, in its day, as tremen-
dous an impaect on military strategy and
plans as the development of the airplane
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and nuclear power has had in our day.
The changes in the weapons, however,
have not brought about changes in basic
defense principles. They have merely
forced a change of emphasis. This
country’s ability to adjust its defense
machinery to every new development—
to be able to fight a little war, a “brush
war,” a naval war, a lJand war, a small
war or an all-out war—to be able to meet
any military emergency on this conti-
nent or any continent, or an island or
in a mountain, at some distant place or
near our homeland—our ability to meet
the enemy and defeat him here, there, or
anywhere, at any time, place, or under
any circumstances, has been the all-
important fact that we have had, and
must continue to have, a defense that is
both balanced and flexible.

This is basic with our committee on
armed services. This is why we have at
all times exercised the utmost care to
preserve the integrity and identity of
our respective services—Army, Navy, Air
Force, and Marine Corps. This is why
we so carefully set up in the unification
act our Joint Chiefs of Staff system, with
each service having its assigned roles and
missions and each having a voice in our
defense plans.

I need not say how effective this sys-
tem has been. It proved its worth in
World War II and continues to prove
its worth. And I do not think I need say
that Chairman Vinson and I will resist
as long as we are privileged to serve
here on the Armed Services Committee
any attempt by anyone to discard this
system for a single Chief of Staff.

But I fear—and I think my chairman
shares this fear—we have in fact, if not
in name, a single Chief of Staff in Secre-
tary of Defense McNamara. While we
provided in the Unification Act for civil-
ian control of our Armed Forces—and it
is essential to our form of Government
that we have such control—we never for
a moment thought that civilian control
would become civilian dictation of the
military planning. While we feared the
potential power of a military man in the
role of a Chief of Staff of all our Armed
Forces, we never thought that a civilian
in the role of Secretary of Defense would
practically make himself Chief of Staff.

This is matter thet greatly disturbs
me, and I believe it is a matter of great-
est possible concern to our committee.
It is a matter of utmost concern when
we find the substitution of ecivilian judg-
ment for military judgment in matters
strictly military, that our whole concept
of a balanced and flexible military de-
fense is endangered.

Secretary of Defense McNamara is a
dedicated public servant. To know him
is to like him as a person and to admire
him as a man of unusual ability. He is
extremely able. He is ambitious. But
“I got all the answers McNamara” is not
the last word in military strategy. He
may know how to manufacture military
weapons, but he has had no training
and experience in how military weapons
might be employed or their relative value
in the formulation of our defense plans.

This is not solely my opinion. Nor is
it solely the opinion of most of the mem-
bers of our committee. It is the view,
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largely unexpressed, of our professional
military leaders. It is also the view of
our defense experts—men who have de-
voted their lives to studying and writing
about military matters.

Hanson W. Baldwin, military editor of
the New York Times, is considered one
of the world’s foremost military-affairs
writers. This is what he says in a re-
cent magazine article entitled “The
McNamara Monarchy.” I commend
your reading the entire article. I will
quote two paragraphs:

Objections or dissent, even to Congress,
are discouraged, muted or, when possible,
stified. Mr. McNamara has pressured the
Joint Chiefs of Stafl to sign written state-
ments testifying to Congress that the Ad-
ministration’s defense budget is adequate.
He has censored, deleted, and altered state-
ments to Congress by the Chiefs of the serv-
ices and their secretaries. He has down-
graded, ignored, bypassed or overruled the
advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Gen.
Maxwell D. Taylor, the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs, is a known advocate of the
abolition of the Joint Chiefs of Staff system.
He favors a single voice.

A little further on in the article Mr.
Baldwin says this:

Perhaps the greatest military danger in
this centralization and unification is that
it overrides the volce of professional expe-
rience and substitutes a military party line,
a single strategic concept. The opinions of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, unless they happen
to coincide with Mr, McNamara's, are usu-
ally glven short shrift. Managerial tech-
nigues, computer analyses, cost-effectiveness
yardsticks—rather than judgments learned
on the battlefleld—dominate decisions on
strategy, weapons choices, even force levels.

This is exactly what is involved in con-
nection with the RS-70. It is the deci-
sion of Secretary McNamara, not of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff, that the production
of bombers stop, that we proceed no fur-
ther with the RS-70 development pro-
gram, and that we accordingly place all
our defense eggs in the missile basket.
To do this robs our defense of its flexi-
bility. We are denying ourselves an
alternative. We are risking our all, so
to speak, on the missile—an untried
weapon.

I do not intend to go into a technical
discussion of the relative merits of the
missiles as against the bombers. There is
no question that the missile should be
emphasized, but we need the bombers
to complement it, to supplement it, and
to give us the necessary flexibility. There
is a longstanding military principle in-
volved here that Secretary McNamara
would summarily have us now reject.

In the case of the RS-T0, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff immediately preceding
the current one, voted unanimously that
the program be substantially increased.

I want to make this emphatically
clear. Every Chief of Staff and the
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs all voted
for this increase in the RS-T0 program.
That was their considered military judg-
ment, individually and collectively, as to
what we should do in order to have an
adequate defense looking to the future.

Shortly after this vote by the Joint
Chiefs, there were two changes in the
composition of the Joint Chiefs. Gen-
eral Decker of the Army was replaced
by General Wheeler, and General Lem-~
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nitzer, the Chairman, was replaced by
General Taylor who had previously been
serving in the nebulous position created
by the President as his military adviser.

With these two changes in the compo-
sition of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Sec-
retary of Defense McNamara requested
the new Joint Chiefs to consider the
RS-70. Again, all of the Joint Chiefs
as representatives of each of the services,
voted for a higher level of effort. The
new Chairman relatively fresh from the
military-politico climate of the White
House voted against. Not unexpectedly,
the new Chairman voted with Secretary
McNamara’'s point of view.

I might add that in the case of the
Skybolt the situation is very much the
same, with the voting of the Joint Chiefs
being essentially the same as took place
in connection with the RS-70.

Our Committee on Armed Services
has never allowed politics or partisan-
ship to enter into our decisions. I say
that with some pride. Whoever is
President; whoever is Secretary of De-
fense; whatever political party controls
the administration or the Congress, or
both, our Committee on Armed Serv-
ices has has always set aside every po-
litical consideration and sought solely
to insure that we have the kind of de-
fense we should have.

The Constitution vests primary re-
sponsibility for the kind and size of
military defense we shall have in the
Congress of the United States and in
our Committee on Armed Services. The
Secretary of Defense needs to be re-
minded of this all-important fact.
When he impounded funds last year
that we appropriated for the RS-70 he
arrogated to himself not only the re-
sponsibilities of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff; he arrogated to himself the re-
sponsibility of the Congress.

Our committee has weighed all this
carefully. We have determined that if
we are to continue to have a properly
balanced and fully flexible defense we
should proceed with the RS-T70 pro-
gram. We accordingly exercised our
constitutional duty and responsibility,
and we added around $364 million for
the further development of the RS-70
bomber. In doing this we are follow-
ing the advice of the seasoned, expe-
rienced, dedicated men who serve on the
Joint Chiefs of Staff.

Our committee has also overruled the
Secretary of Defense in his decision that
the Navy should have only six instead
of eight attack or “killer” submarines.
To this end we have added $134 million
to that requested for naval vessels.

With over 450 submarines, 30 cruis-
ers, and 400 destroyer types, Russia pre-
sents a formidable threat on the high
seas. This was an estimate of the So-
viet naval strength given us at the re-
cent NATO Conference. The mission of
the large Soviet submarine force is ob-
vious. They are intent upon cutting off
sources of power and control between
the NATO countries. We must not per-
mit this to happen. We must maintain
control of the seas. And, above all else,
we must keep open the four vital gate-
ways of the seas: Straits of Gibraltar,
Suez Canal, Straits of Malaya and the
Panama Canal.
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This is what primarily influenced the
committee to decide to grant the Navy's
request for eight “killer” submarines.
It should be borne in mind that a sub-
-marine is a complicated instrument of
defense and cannot be built in a short
period of time. We should authorize
them now that we may hold the lead we
now have in modern nuclear subma-
rines.

I hope the House will support our
committee in these two major decisions.
If cuts are to be made in defense ex-
penditures, this it seems to me is not the
place to make them. You are here deal-
ing with the bone and muscle of our
defense arm, not the fat. You are here
dealing with items that are essential if
we are to be fully prepared to strike a
telling military blow if and when such
a need should arise.

There is no center aisle on defense
matters. This bill was reported out of
our committee unanimously, and I hope
it will pass the House as recommended
by our eommittee by a unanimous vote.

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

Mr. ARENDS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Wisconsin.

Mr. LAIRD. I would like to ask a
question of the gentleman. In this bill
there is authorized $12,363 million in the
area of procurement. Certainly from the
hearings going on before the Defense Ap-
propriations Committee at the present
time, although we may agree on the at-
tack submarines, we cannot agree that
there is no fat in the defense budget as
submitted this year. We feel there are
real possibilities of making savings in
this procurement area as well as in the
research and development, test, and
evaluation area. I hope the members of
the gentleman’s committee will under-
stand that we feel we have a responsi-
bility to cut some of the fat that is in
procurement and that is in research and
development, even though this authori-
zation may be passed at this level today
or tomorrow.

Mr. ARENDS. Let me say to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin that I think I
made it abundantly clear that if there
are places where reductions could be
made, that is an obligation of the gentle-
man’s committee,

Mr. LATRD. 1 am sure there are.

Mr. ARENDS. That is fine. I am
glad to assure the gentlemen on the De-
fense Appropriations Committee that
they will have an opportunity to go into
many of the things involved in this bill
and make cuts in the budget.

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

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

Mr. VINSON. Iwish the distinguished
gentleman would point out to the House
where the fat is so that we could be in-
formed with respect to that.

Mr. ADATR. Certainly, I would be very
happy to if the gentleman from Illinois
would yield to me.

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. LATRD. In the whole total area
of procurement, the hearings we are
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presently conducting show us that only
about 50 percent of the present procure-
ment contracts in the Department of
Defense are being carried out on a true
competitive bid basis. We have had cer-
tain examples brought before the com-
mittee by the General Accounting Office
where we feel that by forcing the Depart-
ment of Defense to go on a more compet-
itive basis we can save substantial
amounts of money. I would like to call
the attention of the members of the com~
mittee today to reports of the Committee
on Government Operations. The Com-
mittee on Government Operations has
released in the past few months some
very enlightening reports in this whole
area of procurement. I feel we ought not
to say that everything is all right in the
Department of Defense as far as pro-
curement is concerned. I do not believe
the U.S. taxpayer is getting a dollar’s
worth of defense for every dollar ex-
pended in the area of procurement today.
The Secretary of Defense in testimony
before our committee stated he feels by
better management in the procurement
area alone over $2Y% billion could be
saved. I believe it can be saved through
more competitive bidding procedures. It
is up to the Congress to hold the Depart-
ment of Defense’s feet to the fire.

Last year our committee took a very
minor reduction in the area of procure-
ment. It was 1 percent. This 1-percent
reduction did not hurt the procurement
department of the Department of De-
fense one bit. The year before we took
a 3-percent reduction in the area of
procurement, and it did not slow down
the Department of Defense as far as
long-range planning for the Army, the
Navy, and the Air Force or the Marine
Corps. It seems to me, it is up to the
Congress through the appropriation pro-
cedures to keep the feet of the Depart-
ment of Defense to the fire and to see
that savings are brought about. And
this can be done.

In the area of research and develop-
ment, I also feel that we have a real
opportunity to make some reductions.
If one will just take the report of the
Comptroller General and read over that
particular report very carefully, I think
that you cannot come to any other con-
clusion than that better management in
this area is absolutely necessary. We
have in this area a limitation which has
been put on overhead. We find that
some of the confracts in research and
development are being funded by the
Department of Defense at the present
time and that the overhead costs are run-
ning as high as 85 percent of the regular
contract. We have a limitation when it
comes to grants in research and develop-
ment, but in the contracting procedure
we have no limitation on overhead costs.
It seems to me it is the responsibility
of the Congress to look into these mat-
ters. I do not want my vote on this bill
to be a commitment in any way as to
the question of appropriations, and we
want the Committee on Appropriations
to go over very thoroughly every dollar
requested by the Department of Defense.

Mr. ARENDS. I agree with what the
gentleman said, and in order to empha-
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size the point, let me read what I said
earlier in my remarks so it will be made
abundantly clear:

This is not to say that our military budget
is s0 sacred, so sanctified, and so sagaciously
constituted that it must not be touched. Let
no one be under the illusion that the mere
authorization and appropriation of dollars
for each and every thing the Department of
Defense wants will glve us the kind of a
defense we need and should have., Military
strength cannot be measured in terms of
dollars. And let no one hesitate to recom-
mend a cut in defense funds where he hon-
estly belleves the funds are not essential or
not fully justified.

So I support the gentleman.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Indiana, [Mr. HALLECK].

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

Mr. ARENDS. I yield.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, I
want to confirm what the gentleman
from Wisconsin has just said in respect
to this proposition that is before us
today. Personally I do not think there
is anything sacrosanct in the defense
budget. As I said a few days ago, and
was criticized in some quarters for hav-
ing said it—but I meant it—if the mili-
tary posture and the situation of the
United States in the world today is so
much better than it was 2 or 3 years
ago, why is it that the defense budget un-
der Eisenhower was $40 billion a year,
but now we have got to have $50 billion
a year?

I just want to say to the gentleman
that as far as I am concerned, I, too,
shall not be bound by this authorization
bill, because I am sure that having re-
gard to the protection and the security
of our country we can find places in
this defense budget where savings can
be had, and the time will come when
the appropriation bill is before us that
we will have the opportunity to take
that position.

Mr. ARENDS. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. PIKE].

Mr. PIKE. Mr. Chairman, I am very
grateful to the benevolent and kindly
chairman of our committee, the gentle-
man from Georgia, for letting me take
this time as one of the Fearful Five
who have opposed some part of this
mighty defense spending program. I
think it is only right that I start by say-
ing I agree with 98 percent of everything
the gentleman from Georgia said as far
as the money in this bill is concerned,
and I am tremendously impressed by the
work this committee does. I think the
committee has almost always marched
together. I know those of us who are
members of this committee but who
signed these additional views, who were
members of the committee 2 years ago,
marched with the committee 2 years
ago when we said we would not expand
the RS-T0 program. We marched with
the committee last year when we said we
would expand the RS-T70 program, and
we even counter-marched with the com-
mittee when it was necessary to do that
last year.
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Probably no military development
within the memory of the majority of the
Members of this body has been subject
to as many starts and stops and speed-
ups and slowdowns, of agonizing reap-
praisals as this B-70 or RS-70 program
has. Itis 10 years since the first studies
were undertaken, and during the decade
of gestation which has followed there can
be found in the record references to the
following programs, all of which have
been the target at one time or another:
First, a 3-wing program for B-70's; sec-
ond, a 200-plane program for B-T0’s;
third, a 1-wing program for B-T0’s;
fourth, a 1-plane feasibility study of the
B-T0; fifth, a 12-plane program for B-
T0’s; sixth, a 3-plane feasibility study of
the B-70; seventh, a 6-plane feasibility
study of 3 B-T70's and 3 RS-T0’s; and,
eighth, a 5-plane feasibility study of 3
B-70's and 2 RS-T0’s.

While the almost annual changes have
contributed greatly to both the confusion
and the cost, they are perhaps inevitable
in the light of the rapidly changing mili-
tary technology of the 10-year span in
question.

In 1953, when this Air Force baby, yet
unborn, was first considered, there was no
Atlas, no Titan, and no Minuteman in
the Air Force arsenal. There was no
Polaris in the Navy. Today, these are
not only standard items of military hard-
ware, but in certain configurations some
of them are already obsolescent. None
of them, it is true, has been proved in
combat. This is a principal reason ad-
vanced for the continuation of the B-70
or RS-T0 program.

We must not put all of our eggs in a
missile basket. Of course we must not;
we have not; and no one has recom-
mended that we should. Our B-52 stra-
tegic bombers will be operational well
into the 1970's. Our tactical aircraft
now in production and soon to be in pro-
duction will have bombing and striking
capabilities not even contemplated when
the B-70 was first considered.

We are not making any manned stra-
tegic bombers at the present time. This,
too, is advanced as a necessary reason
for this production.

The position is a valid one only if a
manned strategic bomber can accom-
plish something which no other weapons
system or combination of systems can
accomplish, or can accomplish it more
effectively and efficiently. Without such
a capability there is no more validity in
continuing the production of manned
strategic bombers than there is in con-
tinuing to maintain horse cavalry.

The manned strategic bomber is capa-
ble of reconnaissance and the missile is
not. Many other aircraft, however, are
also capable of reconnaissance. In the
concept of the RS-70 there have been
combined the reconnaissance and strik-
ing capabilities on an almost instantane-
ous basis. The RS-70, while not as fast
as a missile, does move fast enough so
that the time involved in looking at a
radar picture of a possible target, deter-
mining whether the target required a
strike, and launching a missile at such
a target, would be about 3 minutes. As-
suming that we had the radar required to
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provide an accurate picture from the
altitudes and ranges proposed—which
we have not; assuming that we had the
data processing and guidance equipment
necessary to guide a missile from a
launching platform moving at three
times the speed of sound to such a tar-
get—which we have not; assuming we
had the missile—which we have not, we
would nevertheless be putting a tremen-
dously dangerous burden of decision-
making on a pair of radar technicians,
and asking them to make that decision
in an almost impossible length of time.
If we assume that no target would be
authorized except a target which had al-
ready been cleared by some higher eche-
lon, there are few targets which could
not be more rapidly reconnoitered by,
and effectively attacked by, our tactical
aircraft.

No one has asked an end fo manned
strategic systems. Throughout the his-
tory of military development, however,
the goal of the men in any manned
system has been to develop the range
of his bow and arrow, his rifle, his ar-
tillery, his rockets and his missiles, in
order that he can stand back as far as
possible to fire his weapon so that his
enemy cannot fire back at him. To say
that our strategic missile systems are
not manned systems does a great dis-
service to the tens of thousands of
trained, alert, and dedicated men who
are manning them in remote and lonely
outposts right now. To say that any
system is not manned unless it involves
a pilot or a navigator or a bombardier
who looks down on his target and drops
a bomb or fires a missile at it is as silly
as saying that artillery is not a manned
system unless the artillerymen can see
the targets they are firing at.

The Air Force itself, with its opera-
tional Hound Dog missiles, has certainly
recognized the desirahbility of standing
off some 500 miles in B-52's and firing
at targets which it believes are there but
which it certainly cannot see. This
hardly makes the B-52 anything less
than a manned system.

We talk about the RS-T0 as if it were
a bomber. Here is a plane which does
not carry any bombs. The RS-T0 is a
missile system, and the alternative is not
between manned bombers and missiles.
The alternative is between one kind of a
missile system and another kind of a
missile system, and I am prepared to de-
fend the proposition that it is going to
be a little more difficult to hit a target
from a launching platform moving at
more than three times the speed of
sound.

The phrase, “manned bomber," may
conjure up to many Americans glorious
images of helmets and goggles and silk
scarves flying in the breeze, but these
images will not be adequate unless they
also conjure up some images of a system
which can get through to its target and
destroy it. It is incumbent upon the Air
Force to justify such a system in terms
of 1963, not 1943, or even 1953. Lest
anyone say that it has been justified
many times in the past, this year’s pro-
gram is different from last year's pro-
gram and from any other program which
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has ever been presented, and should be
required to stand on its own two legs.
No one has explained why a develop-
ment which the Air Force last year said
would require three additional aircraft
this year only requires two additional
aircraft.

Finally, the subject of money. There
seems to be some sort of suspicion at-
tached to anyone who even raises the
question of the cost of any military ex-
penditure. Yet in a fiscal year when we
face a possible $11.8 billion deficit, in an
age when a cold war is being fought in
significant part as an economic battle,
and in a Congress where we have been
asked to cut taxes, I feel that the cost of
this system and of this amendment to
the Department of Defense program is
a legitimate subject of inquiry. The
cost, of course, is not $363 million for
these two planes, it is ultimately over a
billion dollars for these two planes.

Now, we have heard a lot about the
Joint Chiefs of Staff supporting this de-
velopment. They did support the de-
velopment of the RS-T0, and they also
supported the development of the Sky-
bolt. Nobody is saying we ought to re-
quire the Air Force to produce the
Skybolt. I think that if they were asked,
the Joint Chiefs of Staff would un-
doubtedly support the development of a
lot of other weapons systems not in this
budget.

And, I think further this is not the
right question. The question should
have been, if you were going to spend
$363 million additional, would you spend
it for this program? Now, you cannot
tell me that the admirals of the Navy
would rather see this $363 million spent
here than for additional Polaris sub-
marines. You cannot fell me that the
generals of the Army would not rather
see this $363 million spent for the Nike-
Zeus program. And, the Air Force itself
did not even say at any time in our hear-
ings that they would rather see this $363
million spent here than anywhere else.
These two planes would ultimately cost
more than half a billion dollars each. I
feel that in view of the alternative sys-
tems available, in view of the dubious
effectiveness of the system proposed, in
view of the weak justification advanced
for this two-plane program this year, and
in view of its fantastic cost, this amend-
ment should not have been adopted by
the committee.

I believe there are 363 places where we
could better spend $1 million this year
or a million places where we might bet-
ter spend $363. I would like to suggest
that as a very last resort, there are 100
million taxpayers who would not be out-
raged if we did not spend this money
at all.

Mr. BATES. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr, GAvIN].

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, I address
myself to the matter of providing modern
equipment in the amounts needed to the
Army.

The appearance of substantial in-
creases in Army funding in fiscal year
1962, fiscal year 1963, and fiscal year
1964 can be misleading and must be
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tempered by the realization of these
pertinent considerations: For several
years preceding, the Army funds for
modernization were extremely austere
and even the reserve stocks were dipped
into and not replaced. This situation
was further aggravated by the enlarge-
ment of active duty Army strength from
860,000 to 960,000 and the resultant in-
crease of combat ready divisions from 11
to 16 since the end of fiscal year 1961.

Additional factors for consideration
are the increasing importance of the
Army in a changing strategy resulting
from the possibility of nuclear stalemate;
the Army's involvement in this country’s
response to covert armed aggressions, as
in southeast Asia; the urgent need to
fully equip 6 reserve divisions; and the
need for increased stockage of combat
consumables and replacement spares for
16 divisions and supporting forces.

In light of these considerations, there
is much cause for concern that a proper
share of defense spending is directed to
equipping and sustaining Army ground
combat forces. However, even beyond
this basic provision is a more important
question, Is the Army afforded the de-
gree of technological modernization it
must have to face the superior manpower
and growing materiel sophistication of
Communist-bloc armies?

My examination discloses that at
present the Army’s needs for equipping
its units and providing required materiel
reserves are so great that it does not
desire, and cannot afford, minor mar-
ginal improvements.

The Army’s Chief of Staff, Gen. Earle
G. Wheeler, is vigorously pursuing all as-
pects of materiel throughout the Army
in order to achieve simplifications, re-
ductions, eliminations and savings as well
as proper orientation to real need and
cost effectiveness. The recent major re-
organization of the Army is bringing
about fundamental improvements in the
development and procurement of Army
madteriel.

Further, the Army's P-day concept—
P equals production; simply put, the con-
cept of buying enough during peacetime
to have enough materiel on hand until
industry production lines can turn out
goods to equal the rate of consumption—
envisions continuous combat support af-
ter D-day with minimum peacetime ex-
pense. It develops production readiness
with the least possible materiel reserves
instead of relying on large stagnating
stocks on hand.

The Army’s chronic shortage of weap-
ons, equipment, ammunition, and sup-
plies required to support itself in combat
has been cited by the Secretary of De-
fense, in presenting this budget request,
as one of the most serious deficiencies in
this Nation’s overall defense posture.

It is commendable, indeed, that the
Department of Defense has established
interim procurement objectives, in this
and the preceding budget, to serve as
successive balanced steps toward a high-
er state of Army readiness.

We note, however, that the corrective
action in this fiscal year 1964 budget re-
quest principally moves toward complet-
ing the initial issue of equipment for
combat forces, and providing replace-
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ments and consumables to sustain them
in combat. Certain shortfalls exist even
when the fiscal year 1964 Army budget is
approved. Therefore, many of the mod-
ernization requirements remain unfilled
or postponed.

Thus, it appears that the Army’s re-
quirements are minimal, and that the
fiscal year 1964 “Production of equip-
ment and materiel, Army” budget is
worthy of support. We agree with the
budget’s objective which is to attain a
substantially better quantitive position
permitting a longer initial period of sus-
tained combat. In the coming months,
however, the Congress must continue
close evaluation of the Army’'s readiness
and assure itself that technological mod-
ernization gains are stressed, as prom-
ised, in subsequent Army funding re-
quests.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from New York [Mr. STRATTON].

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Chairman, it is
always difficult, of course, for any mem-
ber of the Committee on Armed Services
to take issue with the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Armed
Services, and, as in this case, with the
chairman and with a majority of the
members as well. Reference has been
made on the floor that the filing of addi-
tional views on this massive authoriza-
tion bill before us on the part of five
members of the committee was a step
without precedent in the House. I am
not sure whether this is true, but it cer-
tainly is true that the deliberations of
our committee have been to a very great
degree conducted in a nonpartisan or a
bipartisan way over the years and the
divisions within the committee have not
usually been along party lines. That is
certainly true in this particular debate.

I do not think that the heavens will
fall if five members of the committee
take issue on the expenditure of some
one-third of a billion dollars. But I
would like to pay special tribute to the
distinguished chairman of our commit-
tee who certainly throughout my experi-
ence on the committee has been more
than fair to every single member of the
committee; has given us an opportunity
to ask questions, to express our views,
and in this case to file the additional
views which have been reported to be
unprecedented in the history of the
committee.

But when we are in a position such as
we are in today, where over half of our
expenditures in the Government are in
the military fleld, it seems to me that
we in this Congress have got to take a
very careful look at all of these expendi-
tures. There cannot be just one single
party line about how to look at these
expenditures. This House has got to
have an opporftunity to consider and to
debate, especially when a matter of over
one-third of a billion dollars is involved.

Mr. Chairman, what is the situation
that we confront today? We have al-
ready had reference to it. We have the
biggest Federal budget in the history of
the country—$99 billion. We have a de-
fense budget that is the fourth largest
in the history of the country—$54 bil-
lion. We face the possibility of a Federal
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deficit of something like $12 billion, as
our friends on the other side of the aisle
are frequently reminding us. We have
before us proposals from the executive
branch for a tax cut that would amount
ultimately to $13 billion. And we have
had people tell us that we cannot have a
tax cut unless we are prepared to cut the
budget.

In fact, some of our friends on the Re-
publican side of the aisle have said we
ought to cut that budget to match the
$13 billion in the proposed tax cut or
that at least we ought to level off our
Government expenditures. How can we
possibly level off expenditures unless we
are willing at the very least to hold the
line on expenditures relating to the na-
tional defense?

I am inclined to agree with my dis-
tinguished friend, the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. St. GEORGE], who said
here a while ago in the discussion on the
rule that it is disturbing that no effort
has been made to reduce the proposals
of the Defense Department in this bill,
and that instead we find the unusual sit-
uation that those from the party which
has loudly been calling for spending re-
ductions, those from the party which has
suggested, if I read the public press cor-
rectly, that it is even possible to reduce
a billion dollars in each one of the three
branches of our armed services, that not
a single member of that political party
on the Commitiee on Armed Services
joined with the five of us in opposing an
increase in defense spending of $363 mil-
lion over the recommendations of the
Kennedy administration and the Defense
Department.

And I might point out that in addi-
tion we have a pay bill that is going to
be coming along very shortly from our
committee, and this too is going to be
over the total sums recommended by the
EKennedy administration. It will be in-
teresting to see whether any Members on
the other side of the aisle are going to
oppose that boost.

Where are these predicted cuts going
to come from then unless we are pre-
pared at least to hold the line on defense
spending and look a little bit more care-
fully at all the proposals that are made?

My suggestion here today is simply
that under all these conditions, when we
look at the RS-70, or the B-70, or what-
ever else you are going to call it, there
must be just one simple test, what they
call in the Pentagon cost effectiveness.
It simply means are you getting enough
in increased defense protection for all
the money you are spending?

Let us look at that. Is the RS-T0
really going to be worth all the dollars
we are going to spend? I am not against
the RS-70. It is a great concept. I
voted with the committee last year and
said, “Let us take a look at it for an-
other year.” I hope we can eventually
have it added to our arsenal. But the
experience of the past year has just not
been very reassuring on this point, Mr,
Chairman.

First of all, the plane does not even
fly yet. We have spent $1,300 million
on the program up to today and the
plane just does not even get up into the
air. It goes so fast, three times the
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speed of sound, that parts of the fuselage
melt in flight. They have not quite
got that particular “bug” ironed out of
the plane, and so it does not even fly.
We have had a slippage behind what
the program was earlier. I suggest that
when you have a plane that does not
even fly there is not any immediate
urgency to add on an expenditure of
$363 million for further refinements in
that particular plane.

Secondly, we have had a lot of talk
about manned bombers here today. Let
us not kid ourselves. The plane we are
asked to spend this money for is not a
manned bomber. That was the B-70.
That plane has gone out of the window.
The Air Force dropped it. The commit-
tee is asking us to spend the money to-
day on the RS-70, a reconnaissance
plane, designed to fly over the target
after the first missiles have already
struck, to take a look around at three
times the speed of sound, and see if
there is anything left. We are not here
really taking issue with the missiles that
make up our primary, strategic deterrent
force. The missiles are indeed taking
over that field. The committee is asking
us to spend this money for a plane with a
decidedly secondary mission. As the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. Pmke] pointed out, it is not even
clear that if we gave the Air Force
$363 million to spend they would really
want to spend it first of all on this
secondary reconnaissance strike aircraft
that cannot even get off the deck.

And third and finally, before the idea
of this kind of reconnaissance strike
plane can become a reality we have to
invent more sophisticated electronic
gear we do not now have. When you are
traveling at 2,000 miles an hour you are
traveling over g lot of territory in a very
short time. We simply do not have the
equipment today to report back to an
operator so he could know quickly enough
whether there were any targets left or
whether he should push the button to
send out any additional missiles.

Oh, we are not filing the development
work on the B-70 away, as the gentle-
man from Georgia suggested. I would
like to see the aircraft fly. We want the
development we paid for continued.
But we suggest that it might be well to
wait until we find out whether the plane
will actually fly before we decide whether
it will be worth the additional sums of
money to try to get this sophisticated
electronic gear into it. Incidentally, we
have about $85 million available now
which the Defense Department is going
to spend this year to try to continue and
develop this highly sophisticated radar.

But, is all this kind of thing really
worth the fantastic cost? The price of
this particular amendment to the bill is
one-third of a billion dollars. We have
already spent $1.3 billion to develop
three B-T0 planes. That is $400 million
per plane. That is well over the cost of
an aircraft carrier for just one single
plane. Now the two more planes we are
going to authorize if we accept the com-
mittee amendment will cost ultimately
not just the $363 million you see here;
they will cost $1.5 billion. In other
words, they are going to cost about $600
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million or $700 million per copy. And
that is twice the cost of an aircraft car-
rier, for just one single plane. Think
of it, if you believe in economy. The
Air Force tells us, as a matter of fact,
that before we can have a real RS-T0
weapons system, we will need 11 of these
planes, at a total cost of $10 billion over
and above the $1.3 billion already spent.

Mr. Chairman, under these circum-
stances while this is a desirable aireraft
and while there are a lot of other things
we would love to have in the defense
field if we could afford them, I submit in
the financial situation we are in today,
and if we really mean what we are talk-
ing about in terms of fiscal responsibil-
ity, if we really mean what we say about
cutting the budget and if we really mean
what we say about holding the line on
Government spending, then how we can
possibly suggest that for a system that is
not going to be part of our top priority
nuclear deterrent force we must never-
theless spend this kind of money today
in this particular bill, right now, and be-
fore the plane can fly?

I, therefore, am opposing the commit-
tee amendment and I hope the commit-
tee amendment will be defeated.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr., VINSON, Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the distinguished gentle-
man from California [Mr. CoHELAN].

Mr., COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, I can
only reiterate many of the things that
have been recited previously by my good
friends and colleagues, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. StraTrTON], and the
gentleman from New York [Mr. PIke].

What I propose to do in the course of
my remarks this afternoon in discussing
the bill is to try to put the thing in per-
spective. Much has been said about the
fact that some of us are taking exception
to this particular amendment. I prefer
to state the matter affirmatively and
positively. The fact of the matter is that
three of the five Members who are taking
the position that they are taking today
have voted for the RS-70 and they voted
for it in past sessions of the Congress.
It seems to me, in previous sessions when
we studied this question, we had put in
a considerable amount of money in the
bill, and the increment then suggested
and proposed for this concept, known as
the B-70 made economic sense.

So my good colleagues, the gentlemen
from New York [Mr, STraTTON and Mr.
Pixe] in separate sessions of the Con-
gress for these and other reasons have
voted for the B-T0—RS-T70.

So, when we come before you today
and we call your attention to a very
deeply felt difference with our commit-
tee colleagues and with our distinguished
chairman for whom we have a deep af-
fection and admiration, it is because we
think the time has come to blow the
whistle on this request for two more.

First of all, we are for this bill. Much
has been said by one of our colleagues,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
Arenps] about the Secretary of Defense.

It is almost an elementary point in
argumentation and debate that when
you start attacking the man, you are
arguing ad hominem. I would like to
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hear this thing argued on the terms of
its merits. Nobody is arguing against
this bill. We are for this bill. We are
merely against adding two additional
RS-T70’s to the present program of three.

Mr. Chairman, after lengthy hearings
and study with our distinguished col-
leagues on the committee, we have gone
into the subject of military hardware in
great detail in reference to certain other
things such as attack submarines. I do
not want to waste the time of the House
by going into detail about all these mat-
ters, but under the careful serutiny of
our chairman and knowledgeable senior
members of the committee we have
learned a great deal and we have formed
judements, and we feel this to be a nec-
essary addition to the program.

But when I hear all this discussion
about a man instead of an issue I think
we ought to call attention to it, because
at this point what some of us are talking
about is the man who is bringing in the
biggest peacetime program for our Mili-
tary Establishment in the history of the
country. This is the man who has given
us a flexible defense; this is the man
that our chairman says is one of the
greatest Secretaries of Defense in the
history of this country, and I defy any-
body to say differently.

Now, I am for this bill, and I want to
talk about this bill, and talk about it in
terms of some of the committee issues
and talk about remarks that have been
made about the RS-T70. Also, I want to
talk about some other things besides this
question of whether we ought to add two
gore aircraft to a program we already

ave.

The big issue here today is the bill
that we are going to pass on. I am going
to vote for it, with the exception of the
RS-70 amendment. So let us remember
during the debate this afterroon that
the issue is only whether or not we are
going to have two additional research
and development aircraft added to the
program we already have, which is three.
The only thing, Mr. STrRaATTON, MT. PIKE,
Mr. Nepzr, Mr. IcaoRrp, and Mr. COHELAN
are saying to you is that we do not think
it is wise to go ahead adding to a pro-
gram of research and development at
enormous cost at this time. There ap-
pears to be no significant value added.
There is a great deal we could say if it
were not classified which has to do with
reconnaissance sensors and some other
systems.

But I would like now to turn to Viet-
nam.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr.
Chairman, before the gentleman gets to
that, will he yield?

Mr. COHELAN. 1 yield to my good
colleague and subcommittee chairman
the gentleman from South Carolina [Mr,
Riversl.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Does
the gentleman take the position that we
cannot develop the mach 3 bomber,
that it will not fily? Does the gentleman
take the position that the mach 3 bomb-
er is not an sirplane?

Mr.COHELAN. The gentleman knows
very well I do not take that position.

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I
know you do not. I did not want the
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committee to believe the statement of the
gentleman from New York when he said
the thing would melt in flight. I hope
the gentleman does not take the posi-
tion that we should stop on the RS-T0
before taking it to the threshold of tests.
And as to the matter of the production
item and the cost which the gentleman
says will be $360 million or $400 million
a plane, that is just like saying that a
Chevrolet car costs $100 million to pro-
duce when you take into consideration
all the research and preliminary effort
through the years up to the car of today.
I hope the gentleman will be here to-
morrow because I am going to address
myself to some of these statements.

Mr. COHELAN. I look forward to be-
ing here and will listen with great inter-
est to anything the gentleman from
South Carolina has to say. We are in-
terested in the program. We earnestly
hope this project does become a reality
and will have a role and mission.

I reegret that I cannot yield further
to the gentleman because I want to talk
briefly about South Vietnam.

This Nation is deeply involved in the
problems of southeast Asia. I had the
great privilege of being out there this
year and I wish I had time to go into
my findings at some length. I think
Vietnam deserves discussion because it
is there that the Communists are most
active at the moment in fostering sub-
version and insurgency, as witness the
daily news accounts of happenings in
Vietnam.

The Chief of Staff of the Army re-
ports that combat operations by the
dozen are taking place daily throughout
that country and that the offensive is on
in South Vietnam. The Secretary of De-
fense has told us that we now have more
than 11,000 military personnel engaged
in the military assistance program there,
and in advising, training, and aiding the
Vietnamese with airlift and communica-
tions. This is a sizable military effort by
our forces.

I have been most impressed with what
our Armed Forces are doing in the field
of counterinsurgency. The need for spe-
cial training and special techniques has
been recognized and our military—par-
ticularly in the Army—are tackling the
problem with energy and imagination.

I stress here the accomplishments of
the Army because insurgency—and coun-
terinsugency—are elements of land war-
fare. The Army therefore has the prime
role to play, and must shoulder the
heaviest burdens. In Vietnam, as in
other wars, it is the soldier that faces
most directly the hazards of combat. It
is the soldier in these regions of unrest,
subversion, and guerrilla activities that
by advice, example, and selfless labor
most directly influences the outcome. In
truth, he is one of the gallant men of our
time.

Since 1961 the Army has been expand-
ing its capabilities in what it calls special
warfare. This covers the many en-
deavors and the many individual and col-
lective skills needed for successful action
in an environment such as Vietnam. In
the United States and abroad the Army
has a hard core of some 8,000 personnel
in this program now and plans further
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improvements in its special warfare ca-
pabilities in the future.

In addition to enlarging its special
warfare forces, the whole subject is be-
ing stressed throughout the Army. Se-
lected battle groups have undergone a
6-week counterinsurgency training pro-
gram with emphasis on counterguerrilla
tactics and techniques. Counterinsur-
gency instruction has been increased
throughout the Army school system,
from the ROTC through the Army War
College. Language training is being ex-
panded, and courses for senior officers
have been inaugurated. Streamlined
supply procedures have been developed,
and research and development in coun-
terinsurgency weapons and equipment
has been intensified, to include a limited
war laboratory to concentrate on re-
?uirements unique to this type of war-

are.

The bill before us today does not ad-
dress itself to our counterinsurgency ef-
fort as such. It will, however, supply
helicopters and aireraft which may well
be used in this role. And possibly of
even greater importance, it supports the
research and development from which
in later years will come the improved
aircraft for even more effective counter-
insurgency operations.

I am convinced that we must bolster
our ability to deal successfully with in-
surgencies and all other shades of ag-
gression whenever and wherever they
may oceur. I am equally convinced that
the funds for which authorization is
sought by this bill are necessary toward
that end. In light of these convictions,
I give my full support to the authoriza-
tion and urge its passage with the ex-
ception of the two additional RS-70's.

In the remainder of my time I want
to refer back to the subject of the B-70’s
and speak about some specific points.
We will add to them later in the after-
noon and tomorrow.

Our distinguished chairman, and
others, in discussing the matter of the
RS-T70 have discussed the fact that the
Joint Chiefs of Staff have taken a strong
position on this. While this may be true
I think it merits further investigation
as to some of the reasons.

In the hearings—on page 975—on this
very issue I was particularly concerned.
I interrogated the Secretary of Defense
and Admiral Anderson, Chief of Naval
Operations. Among other things, I
asked Admiral Anderson:

Now I want to turn from there to a ques-

tion that came up yesterday in the course of
the interrogation relating to the RS-70.

I am wondering, Admiral, if you could
elaborate on the reasons why you took the
position you did on the Joint Chiefs in re-
gard to the RS-T0.

Once again I was a little puzzled at your
response,

Admiral Awperson. I would like to make
this classified secret, [Deleted.]

Mr. ConeraN, Well, that is what I thought
you sald.

The CHAIRMAN. You were willing to pro-
vide for [deleted], were you not?

Admiral ANDERSON. Pardon, sir?

The CHAIRMAN. You were willing to pro-
vide—to go along with [deleted].

Admiral Anperson. [Deleted.]

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
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Mr. CoreLAN, Well, Admiral, I am looking
at the report last year, page 3170 of last
year's posture hearings, and where the
amount of money is discussed on what has
already been spent on the RS-T0 and the
B-70, and it would seem to me that research
and development is very definitely going on.

Now, am I to understand that the only
real difference then was the difference be-
tween [deleted].

Admiral ANDERsON. The Air Force had pro-
posed [deleted] and then the Air Force would
have liked to have gone further.

In our judgment, having heard——

Secretary KoRTH. Production, he sald—
into production?
Admiral AnpErson. No, sir. [Deleted.]

We felt that we should hold this program
down to research and development, but up
to a level of [deleted] if that was necessary
to carry out the research and development.

Mr. CoHELAN. Then [deleted], goes right
along with your program, or your feeling in
the matter?

Admiral AwnpersonN. If you can do the job
with [deleted] fine. If it takes [deleted] to
finish up the [deleted] then I would say to
go to [deleted].

Mr. ConeLan. Well, this is where I don't
understand you, Admiral.

Where would the value be added?

I don’t understand where the value would
be added by another unit. We have [de-
leted] now in the works. Now where would
the value be added with [deleted]?

Admiral AwpeErson. Well, the Air Force
can answer that technleally far better than
I can.

But their proposal showed how they could
carry on this system development to fruition,
having listened to the argument, in my opin-
ion, with a great degree of certainty with
[deleted] you can do it with [deleted] that
is fine as far as I am concerned.

Mr. ConELAN. Well, what was your inter-
est, Admiral, in the reconnaissance features
of the later proposal?

Admiral AwnpERsoN. Well, I belleve that
the United States needs a reconnaissance
capability.

The better reconnaissance capability that
we can get I believe is good for the security
of the United States.

If you can at the same time provide a
strict capability in the reconnaissance wehi-
cle and don't have to pay too much for it,
this also is good.

Mr. CoHELAN. Well, do you think it is
better as a reconnaissance system or as a
strategic retaliatory system?

Admiral ANDERSON. [Deleted.]

Mr. CoHELAN. In other words, that is what
your major——

Admiral AnDERsoN. That is my major con-
cern.

Mr. CoHELAN. Your major concern with
the B-70.

And is that reflected in the Navy's re-
quest?

Admiral Awperson. This 1s—I would like
to make my position clear.

The CHAIRMAN. That is a very important
gquestion. Answer that question, Admiral.

Admiral ANDERSON. Sir?

The CHARMAN. Answer his question, right
on that point.

Admiral AnpErsoN. The Navy——

Mr. CoHELAN, You are asking for 700 air-
craft this year and a good many of them
are [deleted].

The CHARMAN. That is right.

Mr. CoHELAN. You are interested in recon-
nalssance?

Admiral ANDERSON. Oh, very definitely,
yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. That is right.

Mr. CoHELAN. Now Admiral, I don't want
to put any words in your mouth, but is it
fair for me to assume that in your judg-
ment on the question at the time you made
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your declision, at the meeting of the Joint
Chiefs, that your major interest in the sys-
tem is in the [deleted] of the system; is that
right?

Admiral AnpersoN. That is correct.

Mr., CoHELAN, OK,

Mr. Chairman, I think this collogquy
speaks for itself. Clearly the admiral
is interested in reconnaissance, not in a
manned strategic delivery system.

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

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the gentleman 2 additional minutes.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Chairman, let
me conclude by making this statement:

Mr. Chairman, I would like to explain
further some of my reasons for opposing
the further appropriation of public
funds for the expansion of the B-70 or
RS-T0 program. First of all, this pro-
gram will be enormously expensive, and
will offer us very little benefit. The Sec-
retary of Defense has already assured us
that the forces he has recommended can
cover the targets, and one has only to
look at the hundreds of ICBM’s and
Polaris missiles to see that this must be
the case. Completion of the B-70 or RS-
70 program would cost many billions of
dollars. It now seems optimistic to sup-
pose that the program could be com-
pleted and a substantial force of aircraft
procured for less than $10 billion. It
might be as high as $15 billion. Already,
the Air Force has overrun on its esti-
mates. Two years ago, and even as re-
cently as last year, it assured the Secre-
tary of Defense that it could complete the

construction and tests of three aircraft

for a total of $1.3 billion. Now the test
program is behind schedule and delays
and overruns are being experienced. It
is beginning to appear that several hun-
dred million dollars more will be re-
quired just to complete the three-air-
craft program. In fact, Mr, President, I
cannot help but wonder whether the
reason the Air Force would like to have
money for two more prototype aircraft
is in order to get money to cover over-
runs already experienced.

Moreover, the debate on the RS-70
has contained some confusion. Some
people have suggested that it is a debate
between manned bombers and missiles.
In fact is it nothing of the sort. Rather,
it is a debate between some missile sys-
tems and other missile systems, the dif-
ference being not in the delivery system
but in the platform from which the mis-
siles are launched. The RS-T0 system is
to carry missiles to be launched from the
P-T70 airplane. Therefore, arguments
about the unreliability of missiles or the
fact that missiles have not been tested
or that we do not have experience with
missiles would apply at least equally
strongly to the RS-70 as they do the
Minuteman and Polaris.

In fact, the key issue, then, is whether
the B-T0 is a good missile launching
platform by comparison with under-
ground silos and submarines. The Sec-
retary of Defense has advanced good
reasons for helieving that aircraft are
not good platforms. First, they are vul-
nerable on their bases, soft and concen-
trated. A bomber base can be knocked
out by one or two ICBM's. If we allow
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our deterrent power to be concentrated
on bomber bases, we are vulnerable to a
nuelear Pearl Harbor. Moreover, air-
craft are moving fast and they vibrate
and these factors make it hard to launch
reliable, accurate missiles from them.

The B-70 is based on a 1955 design and
on a concept earlier than that. In fact,
it was conceived before the missile era
and part of its high costs are associated
with the fact that it tries to do ineffec-
tively the things that missiles can do
better. Accordingly, I do not believe
that these huge additional sums should
be authorized.

I hope the House is completely aware
of what it is being asked to approve by
increasing the RS-70 test program from
three to five aircraft. In the first place,
the additional two-aireraft program is
estimated to cost over $1 billion. In the
second place, the additional two-aircraft
program is not required to flight-test
the aireraft—this will be accomplished
by the program already authorized and
underway. The additional two-aireraft
program would further develop the air-
craft as a weapons system in the face of
a high probability that this aircraft
would not provide a significant contribu-
tion to our deterrent force in the 1970’s.
The two added aircraft would not, how-
ever, complete the weapons system de-
velopment; as recently as last year the
Air Force was asking for a total of 11 for
this purpose, which is consistent with
the historical requirements of other pro-
grams.

The reasons why this is so were co-
gently stated by the Secretary of Defense
to the Armed Services Committee. I
should like at this point to read—or in-
clude in the Recorn—the relevant un-
classified portion of the Secretary’s state-
ment:

The next issue I had to face was the de-
velopment of the B-T70, or the RS-T0 as it
was later called. The issue here was not
the future of manned strategic aircraft in
general. Rather, it was whether this par-
ticular aircraft, in either of its configura-
tions, could add enough to our already pro-
gramed capabilities to make it worth its
very high cost.

Many of the arguments that have been
advanced in support of the RS-T0 actually
support the case for postattack reconnals-
sance in combination with an improved
ICBM force. We believe that there are
more promising ways of performing this
mission than the RS-70, when both cost and
effectiveness are considered. Other than
this, the RS-70 is said to have two distinct
capabilities: (1) transattack reconnais-
sance; that Is, reconnaissance during our
missile attack, and (2) the ability to exam-
ine targets and attack them on the spot
with strike missiles, If required. Quite
apart from the technical feasibility of de-
veloping, producing and deploying such a
system within the time frame proposed by
the Air Force (which we do not think pos-
sible), there are better ways, when one con-
siders both cost and effectiveness, to obtain
both of these capablnties.

The princlpnl advantage of havlng a "re-
connaissance” and a “strike” capabllity in
an aircraft is one of timeliness. That is, it
may be possible to process and interpret
enough of the “recon” data in the few min-
utes the alrcraft is still within range of the
target to permit an effective alr-to-surface
missile strike, keeping in mind that the air-
craft would be moving at a speed of over 30
miles per minute and that the missile would
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have a relatively short range—li.e., a few
hundred miles. If this can be done “ef-
fectively” there is the advantage of being
able to deal with the target within minutes
instead of an hour (or more) if the “strike”
had to be accomplished by some other
weapon system. Quick attack is not always
important, but to the extent that it is and
can be accomplished effectively, a “strike”
capability in the alrcraft is an advantage.
However, postattack reconnaissance and sub-
sequent strike—whether by air-to-surface
missiles or ICBM's—is important in two
principal cases:

1. Where fixed targets whose location was
not known precisely must be attacked.

2. In “mopup” operations against fixed
targets of known location that have been
programed for initial attack by ballistic mis-
siles, but which may not have been de-
stroyed,

Initial attack on targets of known loca-
tion can be accomplished effectively with
ICBEM's which have the important advan-
tages of shorter time-to-target, lower cost,
and higher survival potential. Mobile
targets simply cannot be successfully at-
tacked with an RS-T0 and, in fact, such a
role has not been proposed for that aircraft.

The issue, therefore, resolves itself to the
question: How much could we gain from
a capability to attack the two types of targets
I referred to earlier, with air-to-surface mis-
eiles instead of ICBM's?

With regard to the first case, if a target
is known to be somewhere within a relatively
small area, usually its exact location can
eventually be established. Moreover, such
targets can be attacked by ICBM's after post-
attack reconnalssance. With regard to the
second case, other means are expected to be
available to determine whether targets pre-
viously attacked by ICBM's have been de-
stroyed. These targets, 100, once it is known
that they have not been destroyed, could
be attacked again with ICBM'’s.

The RS-T0, by carrying air-to-surface mis-
slles, would provide only a very small in-
crease In overall effectiveness. In my judg-
ment, this increase is not worth the large
additional outlay of funds estimated at more
than $10 billion above the $1.35 billion
already approved.

Accordingly, we propose to complete the
presently approved $1.3 billion B-70 develop-
ment program of three alrcraft and, in ad-
dition, continue the development of selected
sensor components using, in the current
fiscal year, $50 million of the extra $182 mil-
lion provided by the Congress last year for
the RS-70 program. The Air Force has not
yet completed its analysis of the effect on
development costs of the 3-month delay al-
ready encountered in the flight testing of
the first B-70.

Mr. Chairman, returning for a moment
to the question of whether the XB-T0
program should be expanded from three
to five aircraft.

Serious questions have been raised as
to whether the RS-70 represents the
best method of accomplishing mopup
strikes against Soviet targets after an
initial attack by our missiles. The
present configuration of the aircraft was
designed as a mach 3 high altitude plane.
However, it does not seem likely that the
Soviet air defenses can be sufficiently
degraded by our missile attack so that
the RS-T0 can survive at high altitudes.
If penetration is to be made at low alti-
tude, the present configuration is prob-
ably not the best. Further, the Sec-
retary of Defense has indicated that he
believes the *“strike” portion of the mis-
sion can be done more effectively by
missiles launched from other platforms.
These “strikes” would be laid on based
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upon reconnaissance data attained by
various means.

In view of the above, the concept of
restricting the program to one of flight
test for the present seems very sensible.

The immediate question before the
House, which is whether we should build
three or five aircraft, depends primarily
on technical factors. The answer hinges
on what confidence we have in attaining
the desired aerodynamic data from a
flight test program that involves three
aireraft. It is my understanding that
a three vehicle flight test program pro-
vides good confidence that the desired
data will be attained, and this takes
into account that there could be some
bad luck. On the other hand the two
additional aireraft, of which only one
would be fully equipped with sensors and
missile launch systems, would not ade-
quately provide for development and
evaluation of the reconnaissance-strike
concept. In particular, if an accident
should occur, which destroyed the fifth
aircraft early in its flight test, much
money will have been expended with
virtually no payoff except at great
expense in time and money to provide
still additional aircraft.

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

Mr, COHELAN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGTONNER. I would like to
hear about this proposed cost of $60 mil-
lion, due to slippage. Could the gentle-
man tell us how that would happen?

Mr. COHELAN. The Secretary of De-
fense was interrogated on this very ques-
tion. These are his figures. The report
is that the program is costing us in slip-
page about $15 to $20 million a month.

Mr. WAGGONNER. This proposed
$81 million that is in the RS-T70 develop-
ment fund would no longer be neces-
sary?

Mr. COHELAN. I am only reciting
the record to the gentleman. If I said
$60 million I was in error. The correct
figure on slippage would be $15 to $20
million a month.

LET'S KEEP THE THE MANNED BOMBER UP TO
DATE

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Oklahoma [Mr. WIcKERSHAM]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the REcoORrD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Chairman,
I should like to briefly state my reasons
for backing the increased authorizations
for the B-70, or RS-70, weapons system.

There are many of us in both Cham-
bers of the Congress who are seriously
concerned about the manned bomber
weapons system. This fleet has been de-
signed, built, perfected, and maintained
at considerable cost in money and man-
power. It has kept the balance of power
safely on the side of the free world for
many years.

_ We all understand, of course, that bal-
listic missiles present a revolutionary
new weapons system, which is rapidly
becoming the first line of defense of this
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Nation. But what concerns many is that
this first line will become the only line
of defense for the West. Recognizing
the validity of some of the Secretary of
Defense’s arguments about the vulnera-
bility of manned bombers, many profes-
sionals in the defense field, both within
and outside the U.S. Air Force, still feel
that a move toward complete depend-
ence on missiles is a premature move
which is potentially, if indeed not out-
right, dangerous for this Nation to un-
dertake at this time.

Without going into all of the adminis-
tration’s arguments, with which I am
sure all those concerned with defense
problems are familiar, I shall quickly
summarize the arguments in favor of
maintaining our manned bomber force
as a modern, up-to-date weapons sys-
tem, reversing the present trend of
downgrading development and phasing
out existing forces.

First. The major reason given for
phasing out manned bombers is that
they are becoming increasingly vulnera-
ble to surface-to-air missilery. I for one
simply do not accept this as an inevitable
truth. The magnificent multibillion-
dollar aireraft and electronics industries
in this country can, if given the go-
ahead, solve just about any problem
which arises in this age of explosive
technological revolution.

Second. Even if we grant that indus-
try cannot solve the bomber defense
problem, which I do not grant, our bomb-
er fleet is a continuingly valuable asset
in the long-range cold war between the
United States and the Soviet Union.
The fact is that the existence of our
bomber fleet compels the Soviets to
maintain three very expensive capabili-
ties: First, ICBM's which have our SAC
bases as their targets; second, an exten-
sive, highly elaborate, surface-to-air
missile defense system to defend against
the SAC bombers which we keep on air
alert; and third, a very extensive system
of air defense bases, jet interceptors,
and radar systems to tie them all fo-
gether and coordinate them.

Now, this asset of ours, this manned
bomber fleet, is what requires the Rus-
sians to keep up all those expensive ele-
ments of their air defense system. Why
should we phase out the manned bomb-
ers? 'This would allow the Soviets to
phase out all of their considerable coun-
termeasures to our bomber force.

Third. In the event of some future
nuclear war, our strategy is apparently
to be one of striking military targets first,
holding the Soviet cities as hostages to
force capitulation., Won't our first
strike, which will be with missiles, do
a lot of damage to the Soviet air defense
system? I certainly hope so; but the
point is, that a manned bomber force
may be able to break through a heavily
damaged defense system after an initial
missile attack, even if it can’t do so
originally. It is probably for this reason
that the Russians, far from dropping
manned bombers, are continuing to de-
velop modern, up-to-date, hard-striking
air forces.

Fourth. Finally, in this fast-moving
age of technological breakthroughs, who
can say with certainty that a drastic
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new development will not be possible in
the field of manned bomber missile de-
fense, or antiradar electronics, or some
other field. If we phase out all of our
bombers, our formidable aircraff in-
dustries will die. Even if we do not con-
sider the economic effects of such an
unfortunate development, which as re-
sponsible public servants we must, the
military effects would be disastrous if a
breakthrough of the nature just men-
tioned should occur in the Soviet Union.
We would be left without the industrial
capacity to take advantage of the break-
through.

Mr. Chairman, I should like to bring
these remarks to a close with the follow-
ing thought. We who are concerned
about continuing our manned bomber
force are not pro or anti-Air Force; we
are not pro or anti-whiz kid; we are not
pro or anti-administration. We are re-
sponsible Americans, concerned only
about our national defense. Phasing
out our manned bomber force seems to
us to be predicated on at least debatable
premises. The only positive action
available to us at this time is to support
an accelerated RS-70 program, and urge
a resumption of research and develop-
ment in the entire field of manned bomb-
er weapons systems. The defense of the
United States of America is not some-
thing with which we can take chances.

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. McLoOSKEY] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. McLOSKEY. Mr. Chairman, un-
der leave to extend my remarks I wish
to briefly comment on H.R. 2440, the
authorization bill, to authorize $15,856,-
391,000 for the use of the Armed Forces
for procurement, research, development,
test, and evaluation of aircraft, missiles,
and naval vessels.

At the outset I wish to compliment
both the distinguished chairman of the
Armed Services Committee, and the
ranking minority members, the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Arewnps]l, for
their able presentation of this highly
important measure.

I particularly pay high tribute to my
distinguished friend from Illinois for the
position he has taken with respect to
accepting cuts in the overall defense
budget, and the willingness of his com-
mittee in not being obstinate in refusal
of those of us who are deeply concerned
about spending, to scan our recommen-
dations for the cutting of fat where and
when we can find it.

The spending or at least the author-
ization of such a tremendous amount of
the taxpayers dollar places a real re-
sponsibility on each and every Member
of this Congress.

Most certainly I for one know we must
do everything in our power to keep our-
selves strong. And I do not wish to do
anything to reduce our military capa-
bilities or to hinder our national security.

I am not convinced however that all
the fat has been rendered from this pro-
curement bill. I feel there are many
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areas where savings can be effected.
While I shall support the measure as
presented today, I reserve the right to
do all in my power to make substantial
savings, and am hopeful the Appropria-
tions Committee will go over this bill
with a fine tooth comb.

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. SHRIVER] may extend
his remarks at this point in the ReEcorp
and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, SHRIVER. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of H.R. 2440, which authorizes
nearly $16 billion for the procurement
of the necessary aircraft, missiles, and
naval vessels for the Armed Forces dur-
ing fiscal year 1964. I wish to commend
the chairman and the members of the
Committee on Armed Services for the
thorough and exhaustive examination
which they have made of our Nation's
military posture.

It is particularly encouraging that
the committee continues to fight hard
for a proper mixture of missiles and
manned bombers in the military arsenal
of the United States. I heartily endorse
the proposal to authorize two additional
prototypes of the RS-70. The commit-
tee has made a strong and convincing
case for the development of five pro-
totypes instead of three.

We are told that the three RS-T0
prototypes, which have the blessings of
the administration, will essentially be
used to determine that this airplane can
fly at three times the speed of sound,
for a long distance and a high altitude.
In essence the administration is pre-
pared to spend $1.3 billion for testing
the reconnaissance ability of the RS-70,
but it is reluctant to develop additional
aircraft to determine the feasibility of
the RS-70 as a weapons system.

In reading the hearings on military
posture held by the Armed Services
Committee, it was encouraging to learn
that the current fleet of B-52's and
B-58's will continue to perform a most
important role in our Nation’s defense
for the next 5 years.

It is disturbing, however, when we ask
what comes after the B-52 and the B-58?

Mr. Chairman, the last B-52H jet
bomber came off the assembly line at
the Boeing Co. plant in Wichita last fall.
The final B-58 will be delivered to the
Air Force this year. We have been in-
formed that the aging B—47 jet aircraft
are being gradually phased out.

We know the Department of Defense
recently took the higher bid of a Texas-
based aeronautics plant with intentions
of developing a new fighter-bomber, the
F-111—TFX. But it will not be able to
do the work of the B-52.

We know the RS-70, formerly known
as the B-170, still is in the development
and evaluation stages but the admin-
istration has no plans to go beyond those
stages.

It is very possible that in the presi-
dential campaign of 1968 the familiar
issue of “gapitis” will be with us again.
We will again be faced with a bomber
gap. However, unlike the missile gap

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

of 1960, the bomber gap of 1968 will be
a fact,

Although I do not claim to be a mili-
tary expert and certainly do not have ac-
cess to our intelligence files or those of
the Soviet Union, it is only necessary to
call across the street to the Library of
Congress to discover that the Soviet
Union continues.to build both bombers
and missiles.

The publication Interavia, published
in November 1962, contained an article
entitled “The Wide Spectrum of Soviet
Airpower.” This article contained pic-
tures and descriptions of the new types
of Russian aireraft.

The article states:

In the last few months, the strategic air
force (U.S.8.R.) which is grouped in three or
four armies, has received medium bombers
of the new Tupolev Blinder type. These
have a speed approaching mach 2, and their
radius of action is at least equal to their
predecessor, the Tupolev Badger; they are
capable of carrying supersonic missiles for
use against strategic targets. It cannot at
present be said with certainty whether the
four-jet Miasichey Bounder supersonic
bomber, on show for the first time at the
last Tushino Ailr Show, is being bullt In
large numbers. This alreraft could be used
as a tanker as well as for important recon-
naissance missions. Except for the Ameri-
can B-70 which will shortly be completed,
this is the largest supersonic aircraft in the
world, and the four turbojet engines in the
Bounder can be taken to be the most pow-
erful at present in existence. In any case,
the development of the Blinder and Bounder
types shows that the Soviet strategic air
force still attaches importance to the
manned bomber.

Mr. Chairman, the Congress of the
United States has time and again au-
thorized and appropriated funds for con-
tinued production of manned bombers.
We have taken such action on the
knowledgeable advice of our military au-
thorities. However, these funds have
not been used by the administration.

Time and again we have learned of
the recommendations of acknowledged
military experts being overruled in re-
gard to the selection of certain weapons
systems by the civilian leaders of the De-
fense Establishment.

The B-52 bomber is a case in point.

The RS-70 is another case in point.

The Skybolt air-to-ground missile is
another case in point.

And, if I may add, apparently the con-
tract decision for the F-111—TFX—
fighter-bomber is a puzzling case at
point.

Like the members of the Armed Serv-
ices Committee, I do not challenge the
right or necessity of civilian control over
the Department of Defense. However,
it seems to me that the selection of weap-
ons systems plays an important part in
the way a war may be fought. We must
guard against the weakening of the mili-
tary voice in this regard.

Gen. Curtis LeMay, Chief of Staff of
the U.S. Air Force, elogquently enunci-
ated some guidelines for the defense and
security of this Nation which are worthy
of repeating. In his testimony before
the committee, he stated:

Our national objective is to have the capa-
bility to destroy those forces which would
directly threaten our survival as a viable
nation.
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We have an enemy who will take advan-
tage of any apparent or real, technical or
strategic weakness we may possess.

Until there is a change in Soviet Intent
and aspirations, we obviously can’t afford to
gamble,

There are certain precautions we can take,
certain things we can do.

First, we must retain our flexibility of ac-
tion in the event of an enemy technological
breakthrough. We can do this by exploring
every feasible weapon system.

We must have the capability, in spite of
unexpected breakthroughs, to destroy those
weapons directly threatening the United
States and our allies. This will save Ameri-
can lives.

Secondly, we must also continue this ex-
ploration because we cannot accept the
premise that since there 1s no known counter
to a particular threat there is nothing that
we can do.

If we accept this premise, and thus in-
dicate an acceptance of a weakness in our
deterrent, we invite the Soviets to vigorously
probe our determination to resist,

I have believed over the years, and still do,
that deterrence is a state of forces
and also a state of mind. Standing alone
they will not deter, but together they are the
force for continued peace.

Both must remalin strong and firm and be
absolutely clear to the Soviets.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker pro tempore [Mr. ALBERT]
having assumed the chair, Mr. SHELLEY,
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.
2440) to authorize appropriations during
fiscal year 1964 for procurement, re-
search, development, test, and evaluation
of aireraft, missiles, and naval vessels for
the Armed Forces, and for other pur-
poses, had come to no resolution thereon.

TRAVEL OF STAFF MEMBERS OF
HOUSE COMMITTEE INDICATE
MORE CHECKING NEEDED

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday’'s CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD contains
the reports which are required by law
dealing with the expenditure of foreign
currencies and appropriated funds by
the wvarious committees covering the
dates of January 1 through December 31,
1962. As many of you well know, I have
been very critical of the expenditure of
appropriated funds by the House Com-
mittee on Education and Labor, I now
would like to point out some interesting
deficiencies in the reports which cover
the expenditure of so-called counterpart
funds by this committee.

Without a doubt, great detail is shown
on some of the miscellaneous expendi-
tures. Tips to waiters and wine stewards
are well documented by the committee
in this report. It is most interesting,
however, to see that a vital area of ex-
penditure has not been accounted for.
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I am speaking of transportation for
these trips.

Let me cite two trips which were made.
The gentleman from New York [Mr.
PoweLL] together with two staff mem-
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bers, Miss Corrine A. Huff and Mrs. Ta-
mara J. Wall, conducted a factfinding
mission in Europe which took the chair-
man to five countries, Mrs. Wall to seven
countries, and Miss Huff to six countries.
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The total transportation bill listed for
this factfinding trip comes to $100 for
the gentleman from New York, $109 for
Mrs. Wall, and $115 for Miss Huff. The
report on this trip is as follows:

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of
Name and country currency U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8, dollar U.8. dollar U.B. dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
currency | or U.B, |currency| or UB. |currency| or U.8. |currency| orU.8 currency | or U.8,
currency currency currency currency currency
Powell, Adam O.:

Great Britain (9 days)............. U.8. dollar 76.50 |
12,00 |.... 243, 50
France (sdﬂ‘{s Lt 48.00 |__ 245, 50
Italy (6 days)... 64.00 |.. 313.00
Greece (11day8). - - -oonveennan ‘1‘31 %} = 547.00
TS ) S (W S Eein 195. 00
‘Wall, Tamara J.: 4 doys) 100,00 AT T e ST
Britain ays 5 ) 72.00 100 280). DO
France (b do: 110,00 |- 45. 50 1,250 250. 00
mﬂ!@d?ﬂ- 205.00 |. 71.50 | 286,300 450, 00
Greece (4 days) 80,00 |- 35. 00 6,000 200. 00
.| Bebilling.______ | ... ___ 65.00 |. 22. 50 3, 800 152,00
Gnrmi ays;__ Deutsche mark._{.. .. .. 55.00 1 30, 00 600 150.00
Huﬂm days).__. ) - T | S 75.00 |- 26.00 1,200 17100

Great Britain (4 days) 80. 00 168. 00
France (5 da; 5(3.....-.. 110. 00 46.00 ... ...l %g
Italy (5 days, 150. 00 56. 00 305, 00
Greece (11 days)-. 192.00 84. 00 532. 50
Spain (4 dnysﬁ ...... 72.00 37.00 |. 185. 00
D k (4 days) 72.00 37.00 175.00

~ In another factfinding mission, Mrs.
Louise Dargans, a committee staff mem-
ber, reports only $104 in transportation
for a trip which by her own account took
her to the United Kingdom, Spain, Italy,

France, Morocco, and Portugal. My in-
formation which I cannot completely
substantiate because of the inability to
get cooperation on these funds expended
indicates that Mrs. Dargans sailed on

November 17, 1962, on the SS Independ-
ence of the American Export Lines on
accommodations that would cost $975.
She returned on December 11, 1962,
Her expenses are listed as follows:

Lodging Meals Transportation Miscellaneous Total
Name of
Name and country | currency U.8, dollar U.8. dollar U.8. dollar U.8, dollar U.B. dollar
Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent | Foreign | equivalent
| curreney | or U8, |currency| or U.8. |currency| or U.S. |currency| or U.B. |currency| or U.8.
| currency currency currency currency currency
D Louise Maxienne:
R nited AT 2 2 T 7 B A 15. 10001 = o 40.76
i e - i i
. 118,
17. 00 80. 50
4. 00 a7.00
IR0 ITC 3. 50

The chairman, Miss Huff, and Mrs.
Wall did not travel on MATS, accord-
ing to my information. The State De-
partment listed them as sailing on the
Queen Mary on August 8 and arriving
Southampton on August 13.

The law very clearly requires that all
counterpart funds expended for trans-
portation must be reported, This is an
apparent oversight which should be cor-
rected in the filing of an amended re-

I have been told that the Committee
on House Administration has advised
committee chairmen that no exemption
or exceptions are made to the require-
ment in title 22, section 1754. All funds
expended should be shown whether they
were received from an agency or from
counterpart funds. The only exception,
of course, would be the expenditure of
private funds. The law states:

FOREIGN CURRENCIES—AVAILABILITY AND USE

(a) Notwithstanding section 724 of title
31, or any other provision of law, proceeds
of sales made under section 550 of the Mu-
tual Security Act of 1951, as amended, shall
remain available and shall be used for any
of the purposes of this chapter, giving par-
ticular regard to the following purposes—

(1) for providing military assistance to
nations or mutual defense organizations
eligible to receive assistance wunder this
chapter;

(2) for purchase of goods or services in
friendly natlons;

(3) for loans, under applicable provisions
of this chapter, to increase production of
goods or services, including strategic mate-
rials, needed in any nation with which any
agreement was negotiated, or in other
friendly nations, with the authority to use
currencies received in repayment for the
purposes stated in this section or for de-
posit to the general account of the Treasury
of the United States;

(4) for developing new markets on a
mutually beneficial basis;

{6) for grants-in-aid to increase produc-
tion for domestic needs in friendly coun-
tries; and

(6) for purchasing materials for United
States stockpiles,

AVAILABILITY TO CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES

(b) Notwithstanding section 724 of title
31, or any other provision of law, local cur-
rencies owned by the United States shall
be made available to appropriate commit-
tees of the Congress engaged in carrying out
their duties under section 100d of title 2,
and to the Joint Committee on Atomic
Energy and the Joint Economic Committee
and the Select Committees on Small Busi-

ness of the Senate and House of Repre-
sentatives and the Select Committee on
Astronautics and Space Exploration of the
House of Representatives and the Special
Committee on Space and Astronautics of the
Senate, for their local currency expenses:
Provided, That each member or employee of
any such committee shall make, to the chair-
man of such committee in accordance with
regulations prescribed by such committee,
an itemized report showing the amounts
and dollar equivalent values of each such
foreign currency expended and the amounts
of dollar expenditures made from appro-
priated funds in connection with travel
outside the United States, together with the
purposes of the expenditure, including lodg-
ing, meals, transportation, and other pur-
poses. Within the first sixty days that Con-
gress is in session in each calendar year,
the chalrman of each such committee shall
prepare a consolidated report showing the
total itemized expenditures during the pre-
ceding calendar year of the committee and
each subcommittee thereof, and of each
member and employee of such committee or
subcommittee, and shall forward such con-
solidated report to the Committee on House
Administration of the House of Representa-
tives (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
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on Appropriations of the Senate (if the
committee by a Senate committee or a joint
committee whose funds are disbursed by the

of the Senate.) Each such report
submitted by each committee shall be pub-
lished In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD within
ten legislative days after receipt by the
Committee on House Administration of the
House or the Committee on Appropriations
of the Senate.

An interesting situation exists regard-
ing responsibility under the title 22, sec-
tion 1754 requirements. The Committee
on House Administration takes the posi-
tion that the law does not charge it with
the obligation to check into these re-
ports when filed and it has neither the
authority nor the responsibility to so
check, even when errors are apparent on
the face. I am sure the committee is
correct in its position.

The State Department, on the other
hand, takes the position that it is not
responsible either. In a telephone con-
versation with Mr. John Leahy, State
Department official charged with provid-
ing and reporting these funds to the
Congress, I learned that his reports are
made only to the chairman of the various
committees who authorized the travel
and to the individuals who expended the
funds. As a Member of Congress, I can-
not check into these funds or obtain a
recapitulation of moneys expended by my
committee. Mr. Leahy stated that this
procedure was the resulf of a Depart-
ment rule and not an official regulation.

It is for that reason that I take this
time to call this matter to the attention
of the House and request that an amend-
ed report be submitted which will fill in
the gaps that were inadvertently left in
the report filed yesterday which there-
fore makes it not in compliance with title
22, section 1754. In the event that these
trips were paid for by the individuals
themselves or by some private agency
or individual, I believe we also should
know that is the case.

The chairman, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. PowerLl, has indicated
his full intention to file the complete re-
port of the expendifure of these funds.
In his press conference of February 20,
1963 this exact matter was brought up
and the following remarks were made:

Representative PowerLn. “The Senate has
never followed the House in these things, we
led the way a long time ago on itemizing by
Members. The Senate hasn't done it.

REPORTER. Getting right down to the
point, are you willing at this time to make
your spending on counterpart funds avail-
able for general scrutiny just to show every-
one how?

Representative PoweLL, On March 1, I
will, that's the date due.

REePORTER. In detall, there will be no mis-
cellaneous this time?

Representative Powern. No, sir.

RerorTER. It's going to be right out on the
line in every respect.

Representative PoweLL. Correct, I promise
you that. But will the Senaie do it? No.

- - L L] -

RerorTER. Mr, Congressman, may I go
back one moment, to the trip in September
of 1961 or 1962. Will that trip be reported
in your report?

Representative PoweLn. Yes, sir, in de-
tail, in detall, itemized.

REPORTER. That involved the use of coun-
terpart funds.
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Representative Powerr. Yes, sir, and not
one penny of committee funds and not one
penny of Federal funds. Must emphasize
that.

Mr. Speaker, I trust that the REcorp
will be corrected expeditiously to in-
clude these apparent oversights in the
expenditures of counterpart funds.

ADMINISTRATION'S COMMITMENTS
TO THE WOOLEN TEXTILE IN-
DUSTRY

Mr, MCINTIRE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Maine?

There was no objection.

Mr. McINTIRE. Mr. Speaker, I am
inserting into the REcorp an article from
the March 12 issue of the Washington
Post, this article implying that the ad-
ministration is refusing to follow
through on its commitments to the wool-
en textile industry of this country. This
disturbs me deeply, and I hereby urge
President Kennedy to move forward im-
mediately with such action as will prove
this article’s contention false.

I am also including a statement re-
cently adopted unanimously by the board
of directors of the Northern Textile As-
sociation. This statement brings into
proper focus the problem presently con-
fronting the American textile industry,
and it points up the desperate need of
immediate solution:

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,

Mar. 12, 1963]
ADMINISTRATION REPORTED VETOING WoOOL
RAISERS’ PROTECTION DEMAND
(By Julius Duscha)

The domestic wool industry apparently
has lost its 2-year fight to get President
Eennedy to glve it special protection against
imports.

It was learned last night that the Presi-
dent has decided to drop for the time being
any effort to help the ndustry by trylng to
limit wool imports through a system of in-
ternational quotas.

Mr. Kennedy's decision was said to have
been made known to the industry by Chris-
tian A. Herter, the President’s special repre-
sentative for trade negotiations, at a secret
meeting last Wednesday in Washington.

EUROPEANS OPPOSED

Herter met with members of the U.8. Wool
Textile Advisory Committee following a trip
to Western Europe during which he en-
countered stiff resistance to suggestions that
wool imports be controlled through a system
similar to the international cotton textile
agreement that went into effect last fall,

At the meeting Herter reportedly told the
industry in soft but unmistakeable language
that the EKennedy administration plans to
take no steps at this time to cut back wool
imports.

The President himself is reported to have
told Senator JoEN O. PasTorg, Democrat of
Rhode Island, last Friday that the domestic
iadustry could expect no help.

It is understood that both Herter and the
President indicated that the decision against
alding the industry would be periodically
reviewed and was always open to reconsid-
eration in the light of new facts.

Mr. Kennedy's decision will have political
repercussions among the New England and
Western Senators who have been putting
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pressure on him to provide assistance to the
domestic wool industry. During the 1960
presidential campaign he promised to help
the industry.

LIBERAL POLICY SEEN

But the decision will be welcomed in
Western Europe, particularly in the big wool-
exporting countries of Britain and Italy.
Together with Japan they supply 75 percent
of the wool that is imported by the United
States.

In Europe and Japan the decision will be
taken as a welcome indication that Mr. Een-
nedy is determined to pursue a liberal policy
under the 1962 Trade Act even in the face of
domestic pressures.

Herter is reported to have flatly told the
domestic wool industry that there is no way
to ald them with the new trade law unless
the industry institutes a case under the
escape clause in the act providing relief for
domestic industries that can show they are
being harmed by tariff concessions.

The wool industry has been unwilling to
proceed under this clause because it does
not think it could win its case. The new
law provides that trade concessions must be
a major factor in depressing domestic in-
dustries before relief will be given them.

Herter is also understood to have ruled
out for now an international wool agreement
along the lines of the cotton agreement or
a finding that wool imports must be restrict-
ed because the domestic industry is vital
to national security.

The domestic wool industry has favored
an international agreement to limit imports,
which have increased from a negligible
amount 10 years ago to about 20 percent of
total U.S. consumption.

STATEMENT UNANIMOUSLY ADOPTED BY THE
BoAarD oF DIRECTORS OF THE NORTHERN
TEXTILE ASSOCIATION

We have been encouraged by the Presi-
dent's obvious grasp of the nature of the
textile import problem, and are conscious of
the efforts made by the administration to
deal with a problem which adversely affects
not only New England and the South, but
wool and cotton-growing areas of the West
and urban apparel centers.

During the first month of the present
administration, a direct and forthright
approach was adopted in establishing a Cabi-
net Committee, followed by the announce-
ment in May of 1961 of a program that en-
compassed all fiber branches of the industry.

The first International Arrange-
ment was completed in July of 1961, and a
second early last year. Both provide means
for preventing market disruption by the lim-
itation of imports,

Although it was agreed that these ar-
rangements would be followed promptly by
action to restrain imports of textiles made
of wool and other fibers, nothing has been
accomplished, no international conference
to restrain imports has been called, and no
steps for control by the United States have
‘been developed.

Meanwhile, imports of wool products in
1962 rose 78 percent over the level of 1961,
and manmade textile imports rose 39 per-
cent. An additional 18 wool mills closed
in 1962, and the share of the U.S. market
taken by forelgn goods has increased by
over 40 percent.

Direct appeal to the administration by
Members of Congress and the industry to
carry out the textile program have been to
no avail. The program has continued to
drift, jobs have continued to disappear, and
conflict between agencies of Government
grow. The announced by the
President appears to be more dependent for
its implementation upon the whims and
changing policies of foreign governments
than upon domestic direction. Our own
Government delays as a major American
industry is eroded.
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This situation is known to textile pro-
ducers and textile workers, to apparel man-
ufacturers and apparel workers, and to wool
growers throughout the country.

With a deep sense of responsibility to the
employees and people in the communities
where textile and apparel plants are located,
to those who produce the fibers we use, and
to those in the Congress who have worked
for a solution of this problem, the board of
directors of the Northern Textlle Association
calls this ominous situation to the atten-
tion of the public and to those members of
Government who are unaware of the situ-
ation or whose opposition to the clear inten-
tion of the President has contributed to this
crisis.

EMERGENCY MILK SURPLUS RE-
DUCTION ACT OF 1963, HR. 4745

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. STRATTON. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday I introduced legislation that will
make it possible for New York State
dairy farmers to undertake a program of
curtailing the current milk surplus that
has troubled them so much, and to do
this without impairing their own income.
My bill is H.R. 4745, and is known as the
Emergency Milk Surplus Reduction Act
of 1963.

Today the dairy farmers of upstate
New York clearly face an emergency
situation. The size of their milk checks
is going down sharply. Many milk plants
in my district are closing down. A num-
ber of milk dealers have already advised
dairy farmers delivering to them that
they will not accept further milk after
certain specified dates, or will only ac-
cept them if the farmers assume addi-
tional costs connected with transporta-
tion. These conditions have created
great concern among our dairy farmers.
Something must be done to help them,
Mr. Speaker, and I believe that help
must come through some format that
will make it possible for the dairy farm-
ers to work together to reduce this milk
surplus without damaging their own in-
come or the stability of the industry in
which they are engaged.

Mr. Speaker, a good deal of effort has
already been expended by dairy farm
groups in upstate New York to devise
such a long-range plan, Much progress
has been made in this direction. Basi-
cally these farm groups seem to be in the
process of reaching agreement on a so-
called two-price plan for milk produc-
tion. However, Mr. Speaker, there are
still many differences of opinion among
our farmers and our farm cooperatives
with respect to many of the specific de-
tails of this two-price plan.

I feel certain that these various dif-
ferences will soon be resolved, and then
our farmers will be able to make com-
mon cause before the Congress in sup-
port of this permanent long-range leg-
islation. But the situation is urgent,
and I believe that while we are working
in the direction of this agreement we
need fast and effective emergency relief
to tide us over the gap.
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I believe my bill will fill this need,
Mr. Speaker. It is almost exactly the
same kind of emergency dairy legisla-
tion which the House passed in the last
Congress as a part of the overall farm
bill, but which was stricken out in the
Senate.

The bill encourages voluntary reduc-
tion in the production of milk without
harming the dairy farmer’s income. It
would do it in much the same way as we
have been doing for several years with
the emergency feed grains program.

Under my bill, a dairy farmer could
elect to reduce his milk production be-
low his 1962 production by a figure of
between 10 to 25 percent. In return for
this reduction, the participating farmer
would receive $2.50 per hundredweight
as an incentive payment for his
reduction.

The results of this legislation will be
of real help to our upstate dairy farm-
ers. It should contribute to an appreci-
able reduction in the production of milk,
which will then be reflected in an easing
of the pressures recently mounted
against our farmers as an outgrowth of
the current milk surplus.

In so doing it will help to improve the
stability of our upstate dairy market, and
will help to continue a stable return to
the farmer for his milk. In addition, the
incentive payments will protect the
farmer against any serious decline in his
income as a result of his voluntary reduc-
tions. And, since the incentive payment
is below the cost to the Government of
acquiring surplus milk products, the tax-
payers will actually save money on the
transaction, as well as saving additional
sums in storage and warehousing costs
for surplus dairy products.

The program, if adopted by the Con-
gress, would be an emergency program
pure and simple. It would continue in
operation, under the terms of my legisla-
tion, until September 30, 1964. By that
time I feel sure we will have devised more
permanent legislation in line with the
requests and pleas of our upstate dairy
farmers.

Mr. Speaker, the legislation I have in-
troduced has already received the sup-
port of substantial dairy farm groups in
upstate New York, including the New
York State Grange and the Eastern Milk
Producers Association. It is closely
parallel to a similar recommendation
made by the metropolitan milk bargain-
ing agency. I believe it has the support
of a substantial majority of the dairy
farmers in upstate New York. I trust
the bill will be promptly enacted into
law, so that the relief it provides as an
emergency matter can come quickly to
the dairy farmers I have the honor to
represent in this body.

THE UNESCO BOOKLET, “EQUALITY
OF RIGHTS BETWEEN RACES AND
NATIONALITIES IN THE U.S.S.R.”
Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent to address the House for

1 minute and to revise and extend my

remarks.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.
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Mr. HALL. Mr. Speaker, concern has
been expressed in this House, and in the
other Chamber of Congress, about a
booklet published by the United Nations
Educational, Scientifie, and Cultural Or-
ganization which, among other things,
distorted history and denounced “colo-
nialist oppression by Western nations,”
and described the U.S.8.R. as a “brother-
hood of free and equal peoples.”

The United Nations booklet—and re-
member it is the American taxpayer who
keeps the U.N.’s financial head above the
breakers of bankruptcy—notes that:

In 1940 the Soviet regime was restored in
Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia, which volun-
tarily joined the Soviet Union.

Now, Mr. Speaker, it develops that this
booklet which insults the West, insults
the three captive Baltic States and in-
sults history, is rather a ghost publica-
tion.

Attempts by Members of this Con-
gress to obtain and see it, to read it, and
to study it, are being met by continued
refusals by United States and United
Nations officials to make it available to
Congress.

Our colleague here, the gentleman
from Iowa [Mr. Grossl, was told by our
United Nations Ambassador Adlai Ste-
venson that no copy of the offensive
booklet is available, as the gentleman
informed this House March 7. In fact,
the Ambassador claimed he had not
“been able to lay ahold of one myself.”

I would like to report today a bit of
news that seems encouraging. It just
may be that very few people anywhere
have been able to “lay ahold” of this
UNESCO hooklet.

I have received this morning a letter
from Mr. Philip Deane, Director of the
United Nations Information Centre here
in Washington.

Says Mr. Deane:

The UNESCO booklet, “Equality of Rights
Between Races and Nationalities in the
U.S.8.R.,” has never been sold or stocked by
any United Nations center or bookstore. Our
headquarters (iln Washington) does not have
a copy. I regret, therefore, that we are un-
able to comply with your request for one.

Now, if we may believe this distin-
guished United Nations official charged
with information about the U.N. in this
Capital of the Nation that provides some
40 percent of U.N. funds, we may rest a
bit more easily about this UNESCO
booklet that praises communism.

If the booklet has, as Mr. Deane says,
“never been sold or stocked by any
United Nations center or bookstore,”
then it follows that at least innocent
purchasers have not been offered it as
an official U.N. publication at official U.N.
offices.

However, it must be noted by Ameri-
can taxpayers that it is likely that the
Communist nations of the world have
arranged to distribute this booklet,
through their own auspices, throughout
the uncommitted world.

My efforts to obtain a copy of this
UNESCO publication are continuing as
are, I am sure, the efforts of other Mem-
bers of this Congress. I suggest that it
would be a good idea, even if this is a
ghost publication, for the American Con-
gress to take a close look at it even if the
reading makes us sick.
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UNITED NATIONS INFORMATION
CENTRE

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Icwa?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, a few days
ago I read in part from a letter by Mr.
Adlai Stevenson, the U.S. Ambassador to
the United Nations, in which he said
that he had been unable to lay his hands
on a copy of that infamous booklet
issued by UNESCO.

A few weeks ago, in February, the
United Nations Information Centre in
Washington, D.C.—and I call your at-
tention to the fact that it is spelled
“C-e-n-t-r-e"—sent out a propaganda
letter, a mimeographed letter, to Mem-
bers of the House, in which Mr. Philip
Deane, the Director of the United
Nations Information Centre—C-e-n-
t-r-e—in Washington, D.C., tried to
pooh-pooh the idea that there was any-
thing wrong with this UNESCO booklet
which my friend from Missouri [Mr.
Havrr] described a few moments ago. So
I wrote to Mr. Deane and asked him to
supply me with a copy. On March 8, I
received this reply:

My Dear Mr. Gross: Thank you for your
letter of March 7. As I mention in my let-
ter to which you refer the United Nations
has never sold nor stocked the UNESCO
booklet. Centre libraries have not received
eoplau. Oonaequently we are unable to sup-
ply you with the copy you requested.

With my personal regards,

Sincerely yours,
PHILIP DEANE,
Director.

What kind of skulduggery is going on
when the American Ambassador to the
United Nations and the head of the
United Nations Information Centre in
Washington cannot provide a copy of
this infamous booklet. The money of
American taxpayers was used to produce
this Soviet propaganda and it is espe-
cially interesting that not even the U.N.
information outfit can or will produce a
copy.

CIVIL RIGHTS BILL

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLTEEN. Mr. Speaker, today
I have introduced a ecivil rights bill
which is most comprehensive in scope.
Equally important, the bill is tailored to
moderate application in order that it
may be enacted into law this session of
Congress. Of course, anyone can come
forward with pie-in-the-sky proposals
that sound sweet, but have the false
ring of impossible accomplishment. As
a Republican, I am sincere in proposing
this ecivil rights bill, and have every
intention of guiding it toward enact-
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ment. Sincerity, as I see it, is not in
what you promise, but in what you ac-
complish. And as far as I am concerned,
I intend to fight for deliverance of this
bill to the people during the 88th Con-
gress.

Before presenting an analysis of the
bill, however, I would like to comment
upon the Kennedy administration’s re-
cent civil rights message which has re-
cently been presented to Congress, but
which has yet to bring forward the in-
troduction of a single bill. This mes-
sage, indeed, is a puzzle to understand.
For, it literally boasts that the present
administration has done more in the field
of civil rights than any other adminis-
tration in the history of our Nation. An
example of this boastfulness involves the
statement that a far greater number of
voting-rights suits have been instituted
during the Kennedy administration
than in previous administrations. There
is a failure to acknowledge, however,
that the only progressive civil rights
legislation to be enacted since Recon-
struction days occurred in the 8 years
that President Eisenhower was in office.
Without the passage of the 1957 and 1960
Civil Rights Acts, there would have been
no suits to grant the voting franchise
to every citizen regardless of his race,
creed, or color. Moreover, if one were
to compare the law suits brought dur-
ing President Eisenhower’s term in of-
fice with those during Mr. Kennedy's, it
will readily be seen that the latter’s ree-
ord is nothing to shout about—particu-
larly when it is realized that it took
Republican Attorneys General time to
implement the new legislation and to
undertake exhaustive investigations.
Similarly, many legal actions which the
present administration has taken credit
for were largely developed during the
Eisenhower administration.

The Kennedy administration also has
taken practically sole credit for school
desegregation. Yet, the fallacy of this
claim may be seen when one recalls that
it was during the tenure of a Republican
President that the famous 1954 Supreme
Court decision was handed down. And
following this decision, the Republican
administration proceeded to institute de-
segregation in hundreds upon hundreds
of school districts. To name but one
significant example, the entire school
system in the District of Columbia was
totally and completely desegregated
while President Eisenhower was in office.

In many other areas of civil rights, as
well, the Republicans did what President
Kennedy now takes credit for. Desegre-
gation of transportation facilities, the
Armed Forces, libraries, many southern
universities, Federal employment, na-
tional parks, and national forests. Simi-
larly, in the area of private employment,
it was a Republican President who set
up the Committee on Equal Employment
Opportunity to make certain that, where
Federal contracts were involved, em-
ployers and labor unions would refrain
from discrimination in employment.

From this, it may be seen that, instead
of being the pathfinder of civil rights,
the Kennedy administration merely
represents the homesteader. It would
therefore logically appear that if the
present administration wanted to prove
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its vigor in defending civil rights, it
would have come forward with solid leg-
islative proposals. Yef, when one is
through hearing the boastful roar of the
President’s civil rights message, he surely
must be surprised to encounter only a
mouse’s squeak of newly proposed legis-
lation.

Most surprising of all, perhaps, is that
the President either ignored or greatly
modified three civil rights proposals con-
tained in the Democratic platform of
1960—those involving the Civil Rights
Commission; authority of the Attorney
General to bring civil school desegrega-
tion actions; and legislation involving
nonsegregation in Government employ-
ment and Government contracting
truthfully then, the President’s message
does have a hollow ring.

The civil rights bill which I have intro-
duced today seeks to make the Civil
Rights Commission permanent. In ad-
dition, it grants the Commission author-
ity to subpoena necessary documents—
authority which, if denied, will tend to
curb the effectiveness of the Commis-
sion’s work. Furthermore, the Commis-
sion is granted the right to look into
voter fraud cases—a right which is
equally as important as voter diserimina-
tion. For, to not have one’s vote counted
is equally as discriminatory as to not be
able to vote at all. And, we all know
those locales in the country where fraud-
ulent voting practices are prominent.

In contrast, however, President Ken-
nedy only proposes that the life of the
Civil Rights Commission be extended 4
years, even though his own 1960 Demo-
cratic platform calls for the Commission
being made permanent. Moreover, he
bases the halfhearted gesture on the
principle that it would be pessimistic to
consider that our country will always
need a Civil Rights Commission. Per-
haps, a time will come when we can do
without the need of such an agency of
government, but we well know that that
time will not be upon us in 4 years. I,
certainly, am not a pessimist. But, I
am a realist and I know that we are
going to have to toil long before voter
discrimination and voter frauds are elim-
inated. Why risk the need to fight for
repeated extensions of the Commission
each few years when we can correct the
Commission’s tenuous existence during
this session of Congress? In this re-
gard, I have learned that the Commis-
sion is losing valuable personnel for the
simple reason that their future looks
precarious. Let us then terminate this
uncertainty and pump real life into the
Commission by making its existence
permanent.

Second. The civil rights bill which I
have introduced would grant the Attor-
ney General the authority to institute
civil rights actions in an effort to deseg-
regate public schools. Considerable ad-
vance has been made in this area of civil
rights, but there is still progress to be
made. At the present, the Attorney Gen-
eral only has the right to bring eriminal
suits in this field which, if done, can
cause as much antagonism as cure—par-
ticularly since a number of Southern
States have begun to adopt moderate
programs. In contrast to this, however,
the President has failed to recommend
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any action along this line even though
the Democratic platform of 1960 specifi-
cally called for such legislation. What
must we think of the boldness of the
present administration’s civil rights in-
tentions when they fail again to follow
their own campaign promises?

A third part of my civil rights bill calls
for the legislative creation of a Commis-
sion on Equality of Opportunity in Em-
ployment. This Commission would have
authority to conduct investigations and
hearings concerning charges of diserimi-
nation in employment by business orga-
nizations or labor unions who are en-
gaged in carrying out Government
contracts. Similarly, discrimination by
employment agencies, supported by Fed-
eral funds, would be rooted out. There
presently exists a committee to look into
similar areas of discrimination. This
committee was established by Presicent
Eisenhower through Executive order and
performed commendably under the
skilled direction of Vice President Nixon.
The Kennedy administration continued
the operation of the committee and has
properly carried on its work. But, an
organization, if necessary and desirable,
can better perform its duties if created
by legislation rather than by Executive
orders.

For one, the present committee is
headed by various cabinet officials who
cannot devote much time to its opera-
tions. Its day-to-day affairs, therefore,
must be delegated to lesser employees
who, surely, must consider their em-
ployment temporary and tenuous.
Moreover, what one administration can
create by Executive order, a second ad-
ministration can disband. It would seem
far more preferable, then, to establish
a commission of this nature by a law of
Congress which will clearly show that
its functions are being taken seriously.
Then, too, the authority of the newly
proposed commission is more fully en-
hanced by granting it subpena power
and by permitting it to effectively deal
with discrimination in labor unions and
public employment agencies—powers or
duties absent or attenuated in the ex-
isting committee. President Kennedy,
in his message, glowingly praises the
work of the present committee under
his administration without acknowledg-
ing its parentage. Similarly, he makes
no recommendations for its legislative
creation even though the 1960 Demo-
cratic platform called for such action.
This surely must seem strange to those
who see and understand the need for
the elimination of discrimination in em-
ployment. The old saying, “action not
words” certainly must have come into
the minds of many citizens, when they
read the President’s message.

The civil rights bill, which I have
introduced today, also includes a pro-
vision which authorizes an appropria-
tion to aid State and local educational
agencies to enable them to desegregate
public schools. Here, I am pleased to
add, my civil rights bill and the Presi-
dent’s message coincide to some extent.
A significant difference does exist, how-
ever. Under my bill, the State or local
school agency must make the request
for assistance, whereas, it appears from
the President’s message that aid can be
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forced upon the schools. Since the lat-
ter approach could interject Federal aid
to education where it is not wanted, I
believe that my approach is to be pre-
ferred.

While on the subject of education,
moreover, I should point out that the
President’s message proposes that sep-
arate school facilities be created on mil-
itary installations where local public
schools have not desegregated. This
proposal, I am pleased to say, cannot be
found in my bill since it is abhorrent to
the concept of uniform desegregation. I
may also add that the National Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Colored
People has come out strongly against this
gimmick. And, they have done so for
good reason because the effect of the
proposal would be to create three cate-
gories of schools: First, integrated
schools on military installations; second,
all-white public schools; and third, all-
Negro public schools. Anyone on the
base who so desired could continue to
attend a segregated school in the local
community and the local community
could under law continue to receive
Federal funds. The harm to this plan
can be readily seen and I, for one, will
have no part of it. What we need and
what the Republican Party is striving
for is public schools which are desegre-
gated—that is, public schools which are
equally open to all because the citizens
in each local community have been made
aware that equality for all our citizens
is a necessary adjunct to a free society.
Let us also remember what President
Eisenhower accomplished in his admin-
istration without the loss of life and with
a minimum of force.

Finally, my civil rights bill would cre-
ate a presumption that any ecitizen,
otherwise qualified to vote, shall be
deemed to have sufficient literacy, com-
prehension and intelligence to vote in
Federal election if he has completed six
grades in an accredited school where in-
struction is carried out predominantly
in the English language. My bill is sim-
ilar to a recommendation contained in
the President’s message. And, this is
for good reason since it is known that
Negroes in certain States have been sub-
jected to discriminatory intellectual
tests which have not been imposed on
their white neighbors at vote registra-
tion time. The elimination of this in-
equity seems necessary and desirable.

In another area of voter equality, how-
ever, the President has recommended
that Federal referees be appointed in
order to register voters before a court
has determined whether or not discrim-
ination exists. This provision would
clearly invade the rights of States to
manage their own elections and cannot
be supported by me. Not only that, but
support for such a prevision could so
antagonize moderate-thinking citizens,
wherever they live, as to seriously jeop-
ardize the enactment of any eivil rights
legislation. As I said at the beginning of
my statement, my bill is comprehensive
in scope, but moderate in application.
And it is moderate for the obvious rea-
son that we Republicans are sincere in
our intention to enact effective civil
rights legislation this session of Con-
gress. Anyone, of course, can look at
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the moon, but getting there takes pains-
taking care and deliberate effort.

The Republican Party is dedicated to
equal rights and equal opportunity for
all. As a proud representative of that
party, I intend to work long and hard in
seeing that we carry out our pledge to
enact constructive civil rights legisla-
tion.

INTERNATIONAL PEACE CORPS
SECRETARIAT

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, I am grati-
fied to inform the House that in the last
few months five countries have an-
nounced plans to establish national vol-
unteer corps modeled on our own U.S.
Peace Corps. These countries are Ger-
many, Denmark, Norway, the Nether-
lands, and New Zealand. I am especially
pleased to note that the New Zealand
Peace Corps—to be known as Volunteer
Service Abroad—will be headed by the
world-famous Sir Edmund Hillary,
K.B.E., the conqueror of Mount Everest.

These activities are, in large measure,
the result of the work of the Interna-
tional Peace Corps Secretariat which
was formed at the Conference on Human
Skills in the Decade of Development
which was held in Puerto Rico last Octo-
ber. I was one of the two congressional
representatives at this Conference which
was sponsored by the U.S. Peace Corps.
Forty-three nations and several inter-
national organizations gathered in
Puerto Rico for 3 days in order to dis-
cuss the importance of skilled manpower
to the process of economic development
and to find new ways of increasing the
supply of such manpower. This was the
largest high level conference on eco-
nomic development ever held. Nearly
every country was represented by cabinet
level officers or higher, including the
Vice Presidents of the Philippines and
the Dominican Republic, the Foreign
Minister of Israel, the Minister of De-
velopment of India, and dozens of other
distinguished national leaders. Our own
delegation was headed by Vice President
Jonnson and included the Secretaries of
Labor and Health, Education, and Wel-
fare. Moreover, this was the first such
conference at which delegates from both
industrialized and underdeveloped coun-
tries were brought together for a com-
mon discussion of the problems of
development, and for a direct confronta-
tion of the needs of the developing coun-
tries with the capacity and willingness to
help of the economically advanced
nations.

This may well have been the hardest
working conference ever held. The av-
erage working day began at 9 in the
morning and ended around midnight.
But the results were well worth the effort.

Every delegation came away with a
far deeper and more profound under-
standing of the problems of other na-
tions, as well as greatly enhanced aware-
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ness that the need for skilled manpower
was the single most pressing need of the
underdeveloped world. There has been
too great a tendency to assume that the
problems of poverty and hunger and
ignorance could be solved by large in-
fusions of capital. The truth is that
capital is worthless without skilled and
trained men and women to man the
factories, run the institutions of a grow-
ing economy, and administer the gov-
ernment. It became clear at this Con-
ference that the success of a nation in
improving its standard of living would
depend, in large measure, on its success
in training and supplying skilled
manpower.

If the Conference had only served to
create this new awareness, it would have
been a great success. But it did more
than this. It took several concrefe and
practical steps toward increasing the
supply of skilled manpower available to
underdeveloped countries.

It called upon private enterprise to
make available its knowledge of train-
ing techniques to the underdeveloped
world. And, in response to this call, the
Business Council for International Un-
derstanding, backed by the voluntary
contributions of American industry, is
engaged in establishing three pilot train-
ing projects in the underdeveloped
world.

The Conference also presented a se-
ries of new quick-training techniques
which could be used to rapidly accelerate
the training of skilled manpower. And
model training centers based on these
techniques—these new technologies of
training—are in the process of prepara-
tion.

Perhaps most important of all, the
Conference dramatically demonstrated
the contribution which skilled volun-
teers—young men and women—could
make to the almost limitless and urgent
need for human skills. Our own Peace
Corps, and its reception in other coun-
tries, was living proof of this. And a
Secretariat was established to increase
the flow of volunteer assistance
throughout the world. In the few short
months since its inception the Secre-
tariat has announced the formation of
five new Peace Corps. Several other
countries have been working with the
Secretariat and are hoping to establish
volunteer organizations shortly.

Mr. Speaker, I am sure that there have
been few conferences which have made
such an important impaet on its par-
ticipants, or which have achieved such
impressive results in so short a period of
time. Moreover, delegates with whom I
talked from all over the world were
enormously impressed with the efficiency,
thoroughness, and intelligence with
which the Conference was organized and
run. The U.S. Peace Corps is to be con-
gratulated for having made such an im-
portant and meaningful contribution to
the interests of our own country and to
the hopes of the emerging nations of the
world.

RECENT EVENTS IN THE NEAR EAST

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. REID of New York. Mr. Speaker,
the Members of the House have no doubt
noted recent events in the Near East.

A political and military pattern is
slowly emerging which could be a matter
for serious concern.

I refer to: First, the proposal advanced
by the new Deputy Premier of Iraq call-
ing for a joint military command of the
armies of Iraq, Syria, the UAR, Yemen,
and Algeria; second, efforts looking
toward a closer merger or union of Iraq,
Syria, and the UAR; third, inflammatory
propaganda of the new President of
Yemen calling the peoples of Jordan and
Saudi Arabia to overthrow Kings Hus-
sein and Saud by releasing the trigger.

The United States has persistently en-
couraged closer peaceful cooperation
among the countries in the area and wel-
comed planning looking toward coordi-
nated economic development.

However, moves directed substantially
toward a strong military alliance against
a backdrop of inflammatory propaganda
would not be reassuring.

The Secretary of State's restatement
last Friday of our concern for the in-
dependence and security of Jordan and
Saudi Arabia was therefore most per-
tinent and timely.

The House will recall that the forma-
tion on October 23, 1956, of the last joint
command of Egypt, Syria, and Jordan,
with the stated purpose of “the liquida-
tion of Israel” in large measure trig-
gered action by the Government of Israel
in Sinai—as Israel believed its security
was threatened and that its survival was
at stake; thereby requiring action in
self-defense.

It would be my hope that the House
will give these developments its close at-
tention; that the President will instruct
our Ambassadors—as may be appropri-
ate—in the relevant countries to reaffirm
that our policy embraces friendly and
peaceful relations with all countries in
the Near East; and that any threat to
the peace will result in prompt action
by the United States consistent with the
TU.N. Charter.

Mr. Speaker, under the leave to ex-
tend my remarks in the Recorp, I in-
clude the following: excerpts from State
Department’s release of Secretary of
State Dean Rusk’s news conference of
March 8, 1963; an article in the Balti-
more Sun by Weldon Wallace—March
11, 1963; an article in the Baltimore
Sun—Associated Press story, datelined
Aden, March 10, 1963; an article from
the Washington Post, March 12, 1963; a
letter from the President addressed to
Prince Faysal of Saudi Arabia, released
January 8, 1963:

Mr. Secretary, during this past 6 months
the regimes in Iraq, Yemen, and now Syria
have changed, and each time there is im-
mediate affiliation with the United Arab
Republic—at least, a friendly spirit. In view
of this, do you have some concern for the
longevity of the regimes in Saudi Arabia and
in Jordan?
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Answer. Let me say, first, on the most
recent development in Syria, we have only
fragmentary reports, and I would not wish
to make any judgment on exactly what that
might mean. We do have information that
s0 far as we can tell the Americans in that
country are safe and that the situation does
not affect them. We ourselves believe that
relations among the Arab States ought to be
worked out on the basis of consent, on the
basis of voluntary cooperation in the normal
way.

We of course are concerned about the in-
dependence of these Arab States and their
freedom from external penetration. We
hope, for example, that the Yemen people
will be left alone to decide their own future
and have been working in that direction.
But we do not ourselves object to the close
cooperation among the Arab States on the
basis of friendly cooperation among states
and in ways which do not counter the
normal obligations of states in the interna-
tional community. We are very much in-
terested in the independence and the secu-
rity of our friends in Jordan and Saudi
Arabla and will be very much alert to any
threats against them.

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Mar. 11,
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Five ArRAB STATES URGED To LINK Up MILITARY
FORCES—SYRIAN CrOWD CHEERS PLaN BY
IRAQI AID—ALGERIA, YEMEN, EGYPT ARE
Arso INvITED To JOIN ALLIANCE

(By Weldon Wallace)

Damascus, SyYRIa, March 10.—A bold new
military-political alliance of five Arab na-
tions was proposed here today by the head
of an Iragl delegation that paid an official
visit to the new Government, which seized
control of Syria Friday morning.

A joint command for the armies of Egypt,
Algeria, Iraq, Yemen, and Syria was urged by
Ali Saleh Saadi, Deputy Premier of Iraq.

He represents the Government that came
to power through a coup d'etat exactly 1
month before the coup staged by a Syrian
army group in Damascus 3 days ago.

SYRIAN WELCOMES PLAN

Saadl presented his plan in a speech to the
Syrian Premier, Salah Bitar, who promptly
welcomed it.

To a cheering throng in front of the guest
palace, the Syrian Government's reception
house in Damascus, the Iraql official sald
there were “other better things” to be
proposed.

The proposition by Saadi would give the
five countries the right to “take action and
enter each other's territory whenever any of
the states suffers foreign Intrigue or threat
of internal imperialist reactionary intrigue
aimed at toppling the regimes of these five
states.”

REGIME IN CONTROL

His words stirred the crowd into a state
of near hysteria. Meanwhile, on this sunny,
brisk day in Damascus, the new Bitar regime
seemed comfortably in control of the coun-

During the morning hours there was con-
siderable commotion—though no threat to
the Government—when many hundreds, per-
haps thousands of persons staged demonstra-
tion in varlous parts of the city.

The demonstrations did not originate as
protests against the new regime. Their chief
purpose was to link the new Government
with President Gamal Abdel Nasser of the
United Arab Republic and with the new
regime in Iraq.

EMBASSY IS TARGET

One group evidently had more grim inten-
tions, for it gathered outside the Turkish
Embassy, where the former Prime Minister
of Syria has taken refuge. This is near the
American Embassy.
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Communists seized the opportunity to turn
these various demonstrations to their own
uses. They infiltrated the chanting, flag-
waving, banner-carrying ranks and began to
call for the return of Ehalled Bakdash, Syr-
ia’s chief Communist, who fled into exile
when Syria joined Egypt to form the United
Arab Republic. He now is in Prague.

‘When the Communist elements entered
the picture this morning, army units with
armored cars and tanks were called into ac-
tion to break up the demonstrations.

All during the day groups of people milled
in the streets of Damascus, and at almost
every intersection and along the streets
armed soldiers were to be seen with tanks
and other military equipment.

CITY'S TONE CHEERFUL

They often stopped passing vehicles to de-
termine identification, but there was no dan-
ger or threat in the atmosphere. In fact, the
tone of the city was cheerful.

The change of government Friday was ac-
complished almost politely, with the old
forces bowing out as the new ones came in.

Like the new regime that took over in Iraq,
Syria’s new Government is controlled by the
Ba’ath Socialist Party, a group that is mod-
erate in nature. The Ba'ath Party is com-
mitted to Arab unity, though it has not
specified on what basis.

The clearest factor in the aims of the new
Government is vigorous opposition to the
Communists,

COMMUNISTS FEARED

The anti-Communist bent of the new Gov-
ernment is in keeping with this country's
tradition, for it was the menacing power of
the Syrian Communist Party that prompted
politicians of various orientations to unite
in seeking Nasser's help, leading to Syria's
Joining Egypt in the United Arab Republic.

Nasser, however, overplayed his hand, for
Syria felt his control too dictatorial and
considered that he had made Syria too sub-
servient to Egypt.

Syria broke away from the United Arab
Republic in September 1961, with an army
coup. The government that came into
power then lasted until March 1962, when
it was ousted in another coup.

The relationship between the latest coups
in Iraq and Syria has been indicated in a
number of ways. The slogans, songs and
general appeal used by the Ba'athists in both
countries were the same.

After the Iraq changeover, a Ba'athist dele-
gation from Damascus went to Baghdad on
a mission of friendship and remained several
days.

The Ba’athists, who got their start in Syria
in 1951, have had a hand in engineering
coups in the past, but they have never before
held the power position until the latest Irag
coup

Observers here are saying that the rise
of this party to a dominant position in both
8yria and Iraq could indicate the beginning
of an Arab unity development on a new
basis, possibly along the lines of a Federa-
tion of Arab States.

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, Mar. 11,
1963

JoRDAN, SAUDI ARABIA ARE UrGEpn To REevVOLT

Apern, March 10.—President Abdullah al-
Sallal, of Yemen, today urged the people of
Jordan and Saudi Arabla to overthrow their
monarchs, Hussein and Saud.

“Do mnot hesitate,” San'd’ radio quoted
Sallal as saylng. “Revolt now and those you
have always feared will run away like scared.
rabbits and confused mice."

The Yemenl leader urged Jordanlans to
“release the trigger” and depose “playboy
Eing Hussein."”

“Your first bullet in Hussein's chest will
send the traltors running,” Sallal said in
addressing a military review in the Yemeni
capital of San'd’.
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The broadcast sald Sallal hailed Presi-
dent Gamal Abdel Nasser of the United Arab
Republic as “an apostle of peace and free-
dom.” He also pledges that Yemani forces
would “fight till the last drop of our blood”
to uphold Nasser’s dream of Arab national-
ism,

[From the Washington (D.C.) Post,
Mar. 12, 1963]
Iraql OFFICIAL ExPECTS LINK OF THREE
ARAB STATES

Damascus, Syria, March 11.—The new rev-
olutionary regimes of Syria and Iraq and the
United Arab Republic will form a “union or
federation,” Iraql Deputy Premier Ali Saleh
el Saadi sald today.

The visiting Iraqi leader told a news con-
ference, however, that President Nasser of
the United Arab Republic was informed of
the merger only last night and his reply has
yet to be received.

But he emphasized that the three nations
“will definitely unite.”

(Iraql Foreign Minister Taleb Hussein
Shabib arrived in Cairo today and formally
presented Nasser with the Iraql unity plan.
Informed sources sald the proposals were
welcomed warmly but that Nasser is deter-
mined to move cautiously.

(Shabib’s visit aroused speculation that
he is opening the way for an early summit
meeting of Nasser, Syrian Premier Salah
Bitar and Iragi President Abel Salam Aref.)

Whether the merger will be a tight union
was unclear. The Baath Soclalists behind
last Friday's bloodless coup in Damascus lost
their infiluence in Syria when it was joined
with Egypt in the United Arab Republic
military coup took Syria out of the United
Arab Republic in 1961.

The Baathists who engineered Iraq's coup
February 8 have worked closely with those in
Syria and have talked more of a loose fed-
eration with the U.AR. than of union.

DEMONSTRATIONS HELD

While El Saadi talked with correspondents,
hundreds of demonstrators in the square
outside chanted pro-Nasser slogans and
waved placards calling for Arab unity.

Earlier in the day, troops dispersed smaller
bands of students who shouted for reunion
of Syria and Egypt. The revolutionary
regime has banned demonstrations and dis-
play of pictures and slogans.

(Security measures, were tightened tonight
around the Jordanian and Saudi Arabian
Embassles here to avert possible demonstra-
tions, Reuters reported.

(Security forces also continued their
search for wanted politiclans and publish-
ers, including anti-Nasserites and Commu-
nists.)

El Saadi indicated the movement toward
an Iraq-Syria-Egypt merger will be slow.

“We shall meet frequently to coordinate
efforts and work to eliminate reglonal difi-
culties in order to bring about identical con-
ditions in the three Arab countries,” he said.
“These conditions will then help us to take
the next step for forming a union or federa-
tion, And we will definitely unite.”

TUNIFIED COMMAND SEEN

El Saadi also referred to the Iraql proposal
made Sunday for establishment of a unified
army command for the five liberated Arab
states—the United Arab Republic, Syria,
Algeria, Iraq, and Yemen.

El Saadi visited Cairo and Algeria 2 weeks
ago at the head of the same Iragi delega-
tion now in Damascus. But he said he did
not broach this subject with the Egyptian
and Algerian Governments at the time.

He sald the proposed five-power joint mili-
tary command, for geographical reasons, basi-
cally would mean a unified command for the
United Arab Republie, Iraq, and Syria. He
added this does not mean Algeria and Yemen
are excluded. A way will be found to in-
clude them, he added.
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The Deputy Premier sald the Iragqi Com-
munist Party “is absolutely and completely
banned and will never be allowed to operate
again because we regard it as a fifth column
of Moscow."

OcToBER 25, 1962,

Your HiGHNESS: As your Highness assumes,
new and important responsibilities upon re-
turning to Saudi Arabia, I wish to recall
your visit to the White House on October 5.
I then stated, and I want it understood
clearly, that Saudi Arabia can depend upon
the frlendship and the cooperation of the
United States in dealing with the many tasks
which lie before it in the days ahead. The
United States has deep and ablding interest
in Saudi Arabla and in the stability and
progress of Saudi Arabia. Under your firm
and enlightened leadership I am confident
Saudi Arabia will move ahead successfully
on the path of modernization and reform
which it has already charted for itself. In
pursuing this course you may be assured of
full U.S. support for the maintenance of
Saudi Arabia’s integrity.

I am fully aware that in order to accom-
plish your goals you must have the requisite
tranquillity—an atmosphere devold of re-
criminations and instigations from within or
without. I share your concern at the ten-
sions which prevail in the area and which
hamper your design to strengthen the fabric
of government and soclety in Saudi Arabia.
As I indicated to you in Washington, the
Unlted States desires to be helpful in finding
means of reducing these tensions.

I foresee for our two countries not merely
the continuance of the cordial relationship
which began so auspiciously during the reign
of your illustrious father, His Majesty Abdul
Aziz Ibn Saud; rather I foresee the opening
of a chapter in Saudi-United States relations
in which the common bond of enlightened
self-interest is firmly riveted by a common
dedication to the Inallenable rights of man
for self-fulfillment, progress, and freedom.

I wish you success and send you my warm-
est personal regards. May God keep you and
the Saudi people and grant you peace.

Sincerely,
JoBN F. KENNEDY.

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION
STOCES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. FINDLEY] is recog-
nized for 30 minutes.

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, early to-
day notices concerning the subject mat-
ter of my special order were sent to
each member of the Committee on Agri-
culture as well as to each member of the
subcommittee of the Committee on Ap-
propriations dealing with agricultural
appropriations.

On February 28, 1963, the Secretary
of Agriculture, Orville L. Freeman, issued
to Members of Congress a memorandum
concerning the effect of wheat and feed
grain programs on Commodity Credit
Corporation stocks. The same data was
released to news media on March 1.

It is a rare example of deceptive rea-
soning and misleading use of facts. It
is shocking that such a document origi-
nated from a Cabinet-level officer of the
U.S. Government, the head of a Depart-
ment long noted for fair presentation of
statistics and trends.

The memorandum was anything but
fair, and I am sure its publication made
the many conscientious and capable ca-
reer employees of the Department blush
in embarrassment.
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Because of the clever deceptive char-
acter of this document, I am inserting it
in the REcorp exactly as issued, except
that—for the convenience of the print-
er—I am requesting that black brackets

- be used in place of the underscorings for
emphasis as supplied by Secretary
Freeman.,

Here it is:

MEMORANDUM
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., February 28, 1963.
To: Members of Congress.
From: Orville L. Freeman,
Agriculture.

Because of numerous requests for this
type of information, I am enclosing a report
on the effects of the wheat and feed grain
programs on Commodity Credit Corporation
expenditures. The report contains the latest
data available as to the size of the reduction
in stocks and the savings which are being
acerued as a result.

If you would like further details, we will
be pleased to help you.

ORVILLE L. FREEMAN,
SuMMARY OF [EFFECT OF WHEAT AND FEED

Gramiy ProGRAMS oN CCC Costs] (ASCC,

FEBRUARY 28, 1963)

[HIGHLIGHTS INDICATING SUCCESS IN CUTTING
SURPLUSES AND REDUCING COSTS]

1. CCC holdings of wheat and feed grains
were [1.077 billion bushels] less on Feb-
ruary 15, 1963, than the peak guantities
[held in 19617 before the new program was
effective, and total stocks at the end of 1963
marketing year will be 2,509 million bushels
less than they would have been if the pre-
1961 programs had been allowed to continue.

2. The fact that the CCC does not now
own the 1.077 billion bushels of grain it
formerly owned is now saving the Govern-
ment $770,000 each day in carrying charges—
$280 million a year,

3. The 1964 budget includes [$246 million
less] for carrying charges on these grains
that was spent in fiscal year 1961, and 813
million—or $2.2 million a day—less than
the annual rate that would have occurred
by 1964 if the pre-1961 programs had been
allowed to continue.

These and other figures show that the new
programs designed to eliminate the costly
and unnecessary surpluses of wheat and
feed grains, that had climbed to record
levels in 1961, are working.

The Congress has given the CCC the
responsibility to finance all Government
price-support and commodity-purchase pro-
grams through use of its own funds and a
borrowing authorization HImited to #$14.6
billion. Each year the Corporation’s realized
losses are met by appropriations by the Con-
gress for restoration of capital impairment.
The amount of appropriations needed is
determined by CCC's realized losses.

The realized losses of the CCC since 1860
are shown below:

Secretary of

[In millions]
Realized loss
Fiscal year
Change
Amount from pre-
coding year
IR e S 152, 067.0 +-$464.9
0B s 2,700.4 +732.4
1063 (estimate). » 2,753.6 —45.8
1964 (estimate) . --coocneaaa- 2,046, 9 —106. 7

1Does not include inventory revaluation loss of
$1,268,500,000 applicable to 1961 and prior years,

1. Fiscal 1962 losses were higher than the
previous year, primarily because of :

(a) an increased loss on eommodity sales
in the disposal of large quantities of corn and
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grain sorghums acquired from the 1960 and
prior years' crops; such grain was acquired
at a higher price in the 1950's than market
prices in 1962. Obviously as the grain is
moved out of surplus into consumption real-
ized losses take place.

(b) increased loss on donations, due to
the donation of more dairy products, wheat
flour and corn meal, thus increasing benefits
to millions of people at home and around
the world by a more effective use of our agri-
cultural abundance.

(a) acreage diversion payments to farmers
as the [immediate] cost of launching supply
adjustment programs enacted by the Con-
gress—programs that by now have signifi-
cantly reduced stocks of grain and the costs
of both acquiring and carrying such stocks,
while they have brought about substantial
increase in farm income.

2. Estimates indicate that realized losses
for fiscal 1963 will be $45.8 million less than
for the previous year, and that this encour-
aging trend will be stepped up in 1964 by an
estimated decrease of $106.7 million below
that for 1963.

3. Stocks In CCC inventory in excess of
needs for an adequate reserve have been sub-
stantially reduced—by a total of 1.077
billion bushels as compared with peak quan-
tities on hand before programs for supply
adjustment began to take effect. As a result,
the 1964 budget estimates before the Con-
gress show $245.6 million less for carrying
charges on wheat and feed grains for the
fiscal year 1964 than the actual cost in the
fiscal year 1961. The fact that the CCC does
not now own the 1.077 billion bushels of
grain it formerly owned is now saving the
Government $770,000 each day in carrying
charges—$280 million a year.

4. Cumulative savings of $480 million in
carrying charges on feed grains and wheat
from the record 1961 level have already re-
sulted or are budgeted as a result of the
decrease in CCC stocks, as follows:

[In millions]
Total carry- | Savings
Fiscal year ing charges— | from 1961
feed grains level
and wheat
1061 $846 |-
1062, 776 70
1963 Ebudgal: estimate 682 164
1964 (budget estimate) 600 246
Cumulative savin
through June 30, 1964,
from 1961 level . ____._.| _______._____ 480

6. If the new supply adjustment programs
had not replaced the pre-1961 programs it is
a conservative estimate that carryover stocks
at the end of the marketing year for the 1963
crop would have amounted to 3.8 billion
bushels of corn and grain sorghums and 1.6
billion bushels of wheat, and the [annuall
carrylng charges on these quantities would
have amounted to at least $1.4 billlon by
1964 as compared with the current estimate
of $587 million for these three grains in the
1964 budget. The difference is equivalent to
about $2.2 million per day.

6. If pre-1961 programs had been allowed
to continue and stocks had built up as indi-
cated through 1963, it is estimated that ulti-
mate carrying costs to the CCC before dis-
posal of the [additional] quantities added to
stocks would have amounted to approxi-
mately $3.3 billlon. This would result from
the time which would elapse before these
added stocks would be disposed of, based on
the annual rate of disposition which oec-
curred prior to 1961. This would be 10 to
12 years for feed grains and between 6 and 7
years for wheat.

Mr. Speaker, commodity operations of
the Federal Government are extremely
complex. The Commodity Credit Cor-
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poration is a giant multibillion-dollar
organization directed by the Secretary of
Agriculture. It buys, stores, sells, and
makes loans on various commodities.
Data on its operations is so complicated
and voluminous that Members of Con-
gress and the press must rely upon peo-
ple in positions of responsibility for
interpretation.

As the administrative head of the De-
partment controlling Commodity Credit
Corporation, Mr. Freeman holds the
very highest position of responsibility in
this field. He is therefore the logical
source of interpretation.

Let us examine the February 28 mem-
orandum as one might expect it to be
regarded by a news reporter or a Mem-
ber of Congress not intimately ac-
quainted with the details of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation.

What message does it convey?

Page 1 of the memorandum, person-
all_y signed by Mr. Freeman, says two

g

First. This report shows the effects of
the wheat and feed grain programs on
CCC expenditures.

Second. It shows how much reduc-
tion in stock has been achieved and what
this means to taxpayers.

Now turn to page 2 and consider the
impact of the paragraphs printed there.

The words in black brackets naturally
catch the eye. Bracketed on this page:
“Effect of wheat and feed grain pro-
grams on CCC costs"”; “Highlights indi-
cating success in cutting surpluses and
reducing costs”; “1.077 billion bushel”;
“$246 million less.”

A cursory examination of this page
could leave but one impression: . The
wheat and feed grain programs cut sur-
pluses over a billion bushels and cut costs
$246 million.

Both impressions are utterly false,

The billion-bushel figure is a fabrica-
tion of factual fragments. To put it
together, Mr. Freeman did two things:

First. He told a half-truth about Gov.
ernment grain holdings—the part favor-
able to his point of view—and ignored the
other part which would have put his
operations in a bad light.

Second. He made the half-truth look
far better than it deserved by drawing
a false parallel between unrelated facts.

Few people can differentiate between
grain in Government inventory and grain
under Government loan. Indeed the
distinetion is outdated, and like the
appendix in the human body is, for the
most part, a useless holdover from an
earlier era.

Technically, the farmer holds title to
grain during the lifetime of crop loans.
When the loan expires, the grain is
“taken over” in title by Unecle Sam and
is reclassified as Government-owned in-
ventory. For all practical purposes,
most grain becomes Government prop-
erty the moment it comes under loan.

When loans were made lor less than
the market value of the crop, the separa-
tion of “under loan” grain from “inven-
tory” grain had some meaning. But
under the New Frontier, loans almost
invariably are for more than market
prices. The farmer who pays off his
crop loan and reclaims his grain is as
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rare as a Congressman who is opposed
to the family-size farm.

Secretary Freeman of course under-
stands the technical difference between
“inventory” grain and ‘“under loan”
grain, and in fairness should have
counted the two as one.

He based his misleading billion-bushel
figure solely on “inventory” grain. And
for a good reason. Records showed the
total of stock of “inventory" grain down
over the past 2 years.

He ignored “under loan” grain. Again
for good reason. Records showed hold-
ings of “under loan” grain up compared
with 2 years ago.

Here are the facts about “inventory”
grain, based on USDA press releases 655—
61 and 755-63. Oats and rye are not
listed because they are not under the feed
grain program. Moreover, they are ex-
fremely small in volume.

Bushels of “inventory” grain

Jan. 31,1961 | Jan. 31, 1963
Wheat_ ... 1,115, 482, 882 | 1, 035, 801, 588
L e W e e 2 1, 465, 241, 760 987, 136, 997
Grain sorghums_______ 555, 657, 933 172, 605
Barley. ... - 365 28, 197, 621
41+ M 3,191, 220, 940 | 2, 594, 308, 711
Change, in 2 years,
Ly I S 596,91?,m

The January 31, 1963, data was re-
leased by the Department of Agriculture
just last week—March 7. The full texts
of both releases are appended to this
report.

You will note the reduction in “inven-
tory” grain is actually 596,912,229 bush-
els—about half the billion-bushel figure
claimed by Mr. Freeman. These figures
are from the latest available official news
releases on the subject.

They show a discrepancy of 480,087,771
bushels between official fact and Free-
man fantasy.

Thus, even Mr. Freeman’s half-truth
came out stretched beyond recognition.

Here is the other half of the truth—
the half Mr. Freeman chose not fo
mention:

Bushels of under-loan grain

Jan, 81, 1061 | Jan, 31, 1063

380, 014, 683 200, 096, 252

591, 605, 106 760, 805, 837

197, 304, 142 215, 131, 062

62, 029, 631 40, 279, 918

Tokal. s - mniias nnnn 1,280, 953, 562 | 1,324, 913, 069
Change, in 2 years, el RS U

up.

Had Mr. Freeman chosen to report on
“under-loan” grain—ignoring “inven-
tory” grain—he would have had to re-
port an increase in Government hold-
ings over the same 2-year period—up
93,959,507 bushels.

If he had desired to present a true
picture of the trend in Government grain
holdings, he would have added “inven-
tory” and ‘“under-loan” grain together.

This would have produced these fig-
ures, again from official USDA reports:

Total Government holdings of wheat,
corn, grain sorghums, and barley as of
January 31, 1961: 4,422,174,502 bushels.
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Same as of January 31, 1963: 3,919,-
221,780 bushels. "

Change in 2 years: down 502,952,722
bushels.

Now compare this with the figure the
Secretary is using: down 1,077 million.
Looks as if he took the true figure and
doubled it.

Here are Mr. Freeman's words
March 8, 1963, in a speech to Americans
for Democratic Action organization at
Penn-Sheraton Hotel, Pittsburgh.
Speaking of the farm programs he ad-
ministers, he declared flatly:

We have already reduced our stockpiles
of surpluses by 1,077 million bushels, and
the cost of maintaining them by $2.2 million
per day.

A fair appraisal of surplus holdings
shows holdings down only a half billion
bushels. Where did the other half
billion cut come from? Do we have
phantom bushels, as well as phantom
acres in the USDA statistical depart-
ment?

If he had wished to give the ADA an
honest appraisal of his price support op-
erations through Commodity Credit
Corporation, Mr. Freeman should have
reported that CCC has $357,252,863 more
tied up in loans and inventories than
when he took office 2 years ago.

These facts are from the same CCC
official reports:

TOTAL INVESTMENT IN LOANS AND INVENTORIES

January 31, 1961: $8,108,132,000.

January 31, 1963: $8,465,384,863.

John Schnittker, one of Secretary
Freeman's top economists, made a state-
ment on March 4 to the Minneapolis
Farm Forum. It was similar to Mr.
Freeman’'s ADA speech, but he had the
honesty to add an explanatory phrase
omitted from Mr. Freeman’s ADA
speech. Mr, Schnittker showed the $2.2-
million-a-day saving was based on spec-
ulative guesswork when he said:

The 1964 budget includes $246 million
less for carrying charges on these grains
than was spent in fiscal year 1961, and $813
million—or $2.2 million a day—Iless than the
annual rate that would have occurred by

1964 if the pre-1961 programs had been al-
lowed to continue.

An “iffy” qualification at best, a throw-
back to the old political trick of setting
up a ridiculous fictitious strawman, then
cutting him to pieces.

“What might have been” are the most
futile words in the English language.
But at least the economist was straight-
forward enough to expose the shaky
foundation on which his guesswork was
based.

How did Mr. Freeman come up with
the 1.077 billion bushel figure? It was
not just an accident. He had to reach
for it.

Instead of relating current inventory
with a comparable date 2 years ago, he
compared it with the peak inventory for
each category in the entire year 1961.

He chose the day in 1961 when wheat
inventory hit a peak for the year, and
then the day when feed grains inventory
hit its peak. He added these two peak
figures together, and compared the result
with a seasonally low single day in 1963.
No wonder, with this kind of fast pencil
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work, he was able to come up with a bil-
lion bushel figure.

Here is how Mr. Freeman took unre-
lated factual fragments to come up with
the billion bushel figure:

Peak day for wheat inventory in 1961
was May 31. Inventory that day was
1,276,830,000 bushels.

Peak day for feed grains inventory in
1961 was October 31. Inventory that day
was 2,173,537,000 bushels.

Add the two peaks together, and you
get 3,450,367,000 bushels.

This was then compared with the sea-
sonally low inventory on February 15,
1963, for both wheat and feed grains.
The figure for that day was 2,374,355,000.

Subtract this from the two peak total,
and you get Mr. Freeman's 1.077 billion
bushel figure.

Bear in mind these facts:

First. Mr. Freeman dealt only with
inventory grain. Under-loan grain was
not considered.

Second. Peak data for 1961 was not
compared with peak data for another
year. The highest possible inventory
total for 1961 was compared with a com-
pletely unrelated item, the inventory for
all grains on a single day.

Mr. Freeman’s procedure was some-
what like adding cats and dogs together
to find out how many cats are in the
barnyard.

His reasoning violates every rule of
logic and fair play. It is a supreme ex-
ample of deliberate deception.

As I said earlier, I am sure this sta-
tistical skulduggery is a source of deep
sorrow to the thousands of trustworthy
and conscientious employees of the De-
partment of Agriculture.

What really caused the true half bil-
lion bushel reduction in stocks?

In my opinion, it was not the result
of the wheat and feed grain programs at
all. It was caused by increased utiliza-
tion of these grains.

But regardless of how it came to be,
the actual reduction was only half the
billion bushel figure mentioned re-
peatedly by Mr. Freeman in this memo-
randum, and in speeches across the coun-
try.
What of the claim that costs are down
$246 million?

First of all, this alleged saving is only
a budget estimate. It is not an accom-
plished fact, and projected savings have
a habit of disappearing in the cold light
of reality.

But with inventories down a half bil-
lion bushels, a cut in carrying costs
could reasonably be expected. Is this
necessarily a cause for taxpayers to toss
their hats in glee?

Of course not. Carrying costs are just
one item in the cost column.

If Mr. Freeman had ordered his en-
tire personnel—all 121,583 of them—to
switch entirely from pencils to pens in
their desk work, he could also predict
a drop in pencil costs. Or, if the Depart-
ment of Agriculture had switched from
coal-fired to gas-fired furnaces, M.
Freeman could claim that coal expenses
are down. It would be just as unfair
and just as misleading.

Expenses other than carrying costs
have skyrocketed during Mr. Freeman’s
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administration. Costs for realized losses
in CCC, for example, went up $454.9
million during his first year in office, and
then climbed an additional $732.4 million
during his second year.

His total budget request for fiscal 1964
is up a cool billion dollars from 1963.

The total direct costs of our 2-year ex-
perience with the feed grain program
alone exceeded $1.7 billion. This was
largely in the form of payments to
farmers for idling acres, a cost item far
more significant than the cost of storing
and handling the Government-owned
feed grain inventory. The actual stock-
pile reduction was bought at a terrific
price—on the most conservative esti-
mate, more than $4 a bushel.

It is strange that Mr. Freeman is now
boasting about alleged savings under the
wheat and feed grain programs, when
just 9 months ago the same Mr. Freeman
wrote to Members of the House and Sen-
ate criticizing these programs as too
costly and too ineffective.

I refer to Mr. Freeman's widely circu-
lated letter of May 21, 1962, to the chair-
man of the Senate Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry. In it, he made two
major points: The present wheat and
feed grain programs are too costly; and
they provide no assurance that stocks
will be reduced.

Here is the text of Mr. Freeman's
letter:

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, D.C., May 21, 1962.
Hon, ALLEN J. ELLENDER,
U.S. Senate.

DeEAR MR, CHAIRMAN: At your request I
have considered the amendments you pro-
pose to 8. 3225, as reported by the Senate
committee on April 27, 1962. I belleve the
amendments to title ITI, subtitle A and B
would be of enormous consequence to Ameri-
can agriculture, to farmers, to the consumers
of food and to taxpayers. They reconstitute
the legislation more nearly as you introduced
it in the Congress at the request of the
administration on February 2, 1962.

These amendments would provide for a
long-range feed graln supply management
P in which all producers would par-
ticipate, if, in a democratic referendum, they
chose to do so; and a choice for wheat pro-
ducers between a wheat program of a per-
manent nature or no supply adjustment just
as the referendum in the feed grain amend-
ment and in existing programs for tobacco
and other commodities.

The long-range feed grain amendment will
cost the Government about $4 billion less
over the next 4 crop-years than extension of
emergency programs as proposed in S. 3225.

Government cost of alternative programs

for 1963 crops
[In millions]
Feed | Wh Fc{!d
1eat ns
grains g;id
wheat
Long-range pProgram.-..--..- $044 | $1,188 | $1,832
Extension of 1961-62 cmer-
CY PTOEIAMS. ..o e e 1,200 | 1,217 2,417
Return to 1960 programs......_ 1,372 | 1,465 2,837

The long-range program will reduce sur-
pluses at far lower cost because all producers
would participate to bring production in line
with needs, Diversion payments under the
long-range amendments would be far lower
than with the temporary programs.
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Diversion payments under alternative
programs
[In milljons]

1963 1063-66

crop crops
Long-range Program. _ ... eeeeen $750 | $1,825
Voluntary programs (S, 3225) i 1,245 4, 980
Difference. .. ooooiodoiiiias 495 3,155

In addition to lower costs and faster sur-
plus reduction, farm income will be in-
creased, benefiting the total population by
bringing more money into the economic
bloodstream of the Natlon. Consumer prices
for food—stable during the past year—
would not increase.

The amendment on the wheat referendum
is clearly needed since the voting provision
now in 8. 3225 would place the responsi-
bility of choosing a wheat program on the
shoulders of the wheatgrowers when such
responsibility, I believe, should be borne by
the administration and the Congress. The
decision which should be placed before the
wheatgrowers is whether they desire a sup-
ply adjustment program with adequate sup-
ports or unlimited production with limited
supports. Further considerations on this
subject are contained in the attached me-
morandum.

In view of these facts I strongly concur
in your amendments and believe they de-
serve the full support of all who are inter-
ested in a realistic and meaningful farm
program.

Sincerely yours,
ORVILLE L, FREEMAN,
Secretary.

MEMORANDUM ON S. 3225

The farm programs of the 1960's cost far
too much, and they left larger carryovers
which committed the Government to con-
tinued high costs. Total budget expendi-
tures for all programs administered by the
Department of Agriculture rose from $2.9
billion in the fiscal year 1954 to $7.1 billion
in 1959, and to 872 billion in the current
fiscal year, largely because of price support,
acreage diversion, storage, and surplus dis-
posal outlays occasioned by excessive pro-
duction of major farm commodities. Carry-
ing charges alone on wheat and feed grains
mounted to $000 million annually in 1961,

A steady increase in budget expenditures
was certain to occur if the pre-1961 programs
had been continued for 1961 and 1962 crops.
If such programs were again effective begin-
ning with 1963 crops, carryover stocks would
increase by the end of the 1966 marketing
year to about 4.3 billion bushels of corn and
grain sorghums and 2.1 billlon bushels of
wheat. Annual CCC expenditures for carry-
ing charges on these three grains would ex-
ceed $114 billion by the fiscal year 1967.

In contrast, the long-range programs would
reduce CCC stocks of corn and grain sor-
ghum to about 1.1 billlon bushels and wheat
stocks to about 6556 million bushels during
the same period. Carrying charges on the
three grains would be reduced to $280 million
annually by the 1967 fiscal year—nearly $1
billion less than if the old programs were to
operate again.

The 1961-82 emergency feed grain program
and the 1962 wheat program have reduced
costs compared with a contlnuation of 1960
programs. But they are responsible pro-
grams only as temporary expedlents. They
were clearly better—for farmers and for tax-
payers—than the programs in effect prior to
1961. But they are costly, and their results
are uncertain compared with the long-range
programs proposed.

Two key amendments to 8. 3225 are need-
ed to assure producers of good farm pro-
grams and taxpayers of materially lower
Government costs.
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1. The l-year extension of the 1962 feed
grain program should be replaced by the per-
manent, mandatory program about as recom-
mended by the President and as considered
by the Senate committee, possibly with some
minor amendments.

2. The wheat marketing certificate pro-
gram should be adopted, and the referendum
choice between a 2-year extension of the
temporary 1962 wheat program and the mar-
keting certificate program should be deleted.

[REASONS FOR THE AMENDMENTS]

1. [The voluntary programs are too costly.]

(a) The additional cost to the Govern-
ment of operating the voluntary ieed grain
and wheat programs in S. 3225 for the 1963
crops, compared with the long-range pro-
grams, would be about $600 million (table 1).

(b) If the voluntary programs were ex-
tended further, through the 1966 crops, the
cumulative additional cost would be about
$4 billion. This amount is equal to the aver-
age yearly Federal income tax payments of
nearly 5 milllon taxpayers; would build
27,000 miles of modern highways; would com=-
plete 4,000 watershed projects.

(c) Future budget savings, associated with
avolding new acquisitions of grain and with
stock reduction, are far higher under the
long-range programs than under the tem-
porary programs (table 2),

(d) Diversion payments alone would be
half a billion dollars less in 1963, and more
than $3 billion less for 4 crop-years, than
with the voluntary programs (table 3).

2. [The voluntary programs provide no
assurance that stocks will be reduced.] In
the voluntary feed grain program, non-
cooperators offset much of the acreage re-
duction made by cooperators. In 1961, non-
cooperators increased their plantings by 6
to 7 million acres, offsetting about one-
fourth of the acreage reduction diverted and
paid for on farms of cooperators. In the
voluntary wheat program, smaller carryovers
depend on acreage diversion beyond the
mandatory 10-percent reduction from 1061
allotments. In both programs, farmer par-
ticipation is uncertain, and is dependent on
crop conditions.

3. [The mandatory feed grain program is
fair to farmers and the public.J It would
provide producers a reasonable choice—
[between good prices and incomes with pro-
duction restrictions] and [no production
restrictions and low price supports.]

{a) Producers of cotton, tobacco, rice,
wheat and peanuts make this cholce nearly
every year. Feed grain producers—Ilike other
producers—should have an opportunity to
approve or reject their program in a refer-
endum. The value of feed grain production
plus diversion payments under the p
in 1963 would be about $6.6 billlon. If the
program were defeated in the referendum,
so that price supports were at a level not
higher than 50 percent of parity, the value
of feed grain production would be less than
two-thirds that level.

(b) Feed grain producers outside primary
commercial feed grain areas would be largely
exempt. From two-thirds to around 90 per-
cent of the producers In most of the States
in the Southeast and the Northeast could
be exempt from the program because they
would have allotments smaller than 25 acres
(table 7). Even in States like Wisconsin and
Michigan, a sizable percentage of farms
could be exempt from the program because
their acreages are small. Producers who
chose to be exempt could not vote in the
referendum.

If all of these producers eligible, chose to
be exempt and to plant their 1959-60 acre-
ages, feed grain output would not be in-
creased materially, since so little total acre-
age is involved. No one can predict how
many of the eligible producers would like
to be exempt. But surely those producers
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with small acreages who elected to be sub-
ject to the program could be expected to
vote in favor of it in the referendum.

{(c) Many feed graln producers also have
cotton or tobacco allotments. They vote to
adopt a program for these crops by 90 to
95 percent majorities each year, because they
know the value of a program in which all
producers participate.

4, [Further reasons for amendments to
the wheat section of S. 32251.

S. 3225 would provide a choice between a 2-
year extension of a famillar program and
permanent adoption of the marketing cer-
tificate program, which has not been in
efflect before.

The main fault Is that it would provide
a possibility of producers choosing a costly
program, while turning down the less costly,
more flexible certificate program.

The central advantage of the marketing
certificate program over the price support
program now in effect, apart from lower cost
to the Government, 1s greater flexibility for
farmers. The marketing certificates make it
possible to limit the price support obligation
of the Federal Government. They provide a
means of distinguishing between wheat for
food and export to be supported at the high-
er price, and wheat for feed, or for export
without a subsidy cost to the Government.

The certificates provide, therefore, a prac-
tical means for continuing an attractive price
support [permanently] on wheat consumed
for food, and of keeping the door open for re-
ducing the subsidy on exports gradually over
time.

The Secretary of Agriculture has indicated
his Intention of issuing marketing certifi-
cates In connection with the 1963 crop on
about 925 million bushels—approximately 85
percent of the estimated national marketing
quota. CCC stocks reduction under the
marketing certificate program would be an
estimated 170 million bushels, while it would
amount to only about 100 million bushels
under the voluntary program.

The provisions permitting wheat planted
on feed grain allotments to be considered as
a feed grain should also be reinstated in the
Senate bill. This provision would:

(a) Provide farmers with much needed
flexibility to produce wheat on feed grain
allotments.

{(b) Provide a larger supply of quality
wheats from which millers and exporters
could select their supplies.

(c) Not add to feed supplies, since wheat
planted on feed grain acreage would dis-
place other grains.

Detailed comparisons of program costs,
ultimate savings, and returns to producers
under the alternative programs are in at-
tached tables.

(To conserve space, tables are omitted.)

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Freeman has become
widely known as an advocate of supply
management, a euphemism for Govern-
ment manipulation of farmers.

He is also making a name for himself
as a specialist in fact management, Gov-
ernment manipulation of facts.

By plucking unrelated tidbits from his
statistical warehouse, Mr. Freeman is
striving to fool the public on the same
massive scale as his effort to control
farmers.

If this is typical of the propaganda
being shoveled out daily by the USDA
publicity machine, heaven help the
American farmer as he tries to make a
sensible judgment on the wheat refer-
endum in May.,

Following are texts of USDA reports
on operating results and status of CCC
price-support programs as of January
31, 1961, and January 31, 1963.
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The reader should bear in mind that
the 1961 cost-value figures were subse-
quently altered by a bookkeeping change
effected June 30, 1961. This had the
effect of separating about $1.2 billion in
value from the total value shown:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, March 7, 1961.

USDA reports status of CCC price-support
programs as of January 31:

The U.S. Department of Agriculture re-
ported today that as of January 31 invest-

March 12

ment of the Commodity Credit Corporation
in price-support programs amounted to
$9,436,396,000—made up of loans outstand-
ing of $2,110,217,000 (including $888,177,234
of loans financed by lending agencies), and
the cost value of inventories, $7,326,179,000.

As of January 31, 1960, the investment
was $9,239,499,000 of which loans outstand-
ing amounted to $1,944,551,000, and inven-
torles §7,204,948,000.

Price-support operations in five commodi-
ties accounted for the bulk of the January
31, 1961, loan total as follows:

Unit Quantity Value

380, 014, £83 $682, 708, 684

591, 605, 106 , 404,
644, 660, 406 405, 073, 621
110, 845, 024 172, 343, 3908

62, 020, 631 , 882, 7

__________________ 172, B3, 737
2, 110, 216, 640

(Included under “other” were loans on
upland and extra long staple cotton, pea-
nuts, rice, honey, oats, rye, tung oil, dry

turpentine, and soybeans, the largest being
$30,383,178 on upland cotton.)
Major items in the inventory of CCC as of

edible beans, cottonseed, flaxseed, rosln, January 31 were:
Unit Quantity Value

Wheat Bushel 1, 115, 482, 882 333, 722
SRp SRR Tle Ey Se ety e ST do 1, 465, 241, 760 ?ﬁﬁw,m
Grain sorghum _ _ Hundredwelght._ 311, 168, 443 863, 489, 732
Cotton, Upland. Bale 4,817,871 806, 043, 504
Strategic materials. e e e L R L S S e S s O8, 358, %93
Barley..ooeoeoo-. =il -3 Bushel 54, 838, 365 67, 761, 635
Butter_._._. i Pound 6, 636, 40, 032, 948
I I e e ) o) do. 271, 454, 022 38, 477,302
Cotton, extra long staple. Bale 58, 408 16, 610, 420
Rice, rough and milled_____ oo Hundredweight_____.___._______. 1, 718, 408 14, 159, 942
Peanuts, shelled_ Pound__ 279, 42 10, 014, 635
O Bl e 11,008, 774 9, 108, £53
_____ do Lk 2, 790, 308 G, 678, 003
13, 206, 762
e S e e e e 7,826, 178, 865

(“Other” items in inventory include rye,
farmers’ stock peanuts, tung oil, and tur-
pentine, the largest of which was rye, with
a cost value of §6,252,663.)

Net realized program loss on price-support
operations for 7 months ended January 81,
1961, totaled $396,000,799. For the same
period last year the comparable loss was
$472,676,315 (revised) and for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1960, the program loss on
price-support operations totaled $795,-
469,117,

Price-support operations of CCC are fi-
nanced in large part, though not completely,
by borrowings. CCC is authorlzed by statute
to borrow money as needed, but as of Jan-
uary 31 total borrowings could not at any
time exceed in the aggregate $14.5 billion.

CCC reserves a sufficient amount of this
borrowing authority to purchase at any time
all loans and other obligations held by lend-
ing agencies under the Corporation’'s pro-
grams. As of January 31, CCC had in use
$12,939,331,000 of this authority; actual bor-
rowings amount to $12,0561 million and obli-
gations to purchase loans financed by lend-
ing agencies amounted to $888,331,000. This
left a statutory borrowing authority of
$1,560,669,000.

Loans and inventory figures covered in this
release do not include “purchase agreements"
which provide for purchase by CCC of stip-
ulated quantities of price-support commodi-
ties if offered by producers at the end of the
loan period. These purchase agreements en-
tered into on 1960 crops through January 31,
1961, had an estimated total value of $61,-
530,000. Purchase agreements entered into
on 1859 crops through January 31, 1960, had
an estimated total value of §57,132,000.

Price support extended (total loans made
plus direct purchases plus purchase agree-
ments entered into) on 1960 crops alone
through January 31, 1961, amounted to
$2,987,306,168 compared with $2,796,166,499
on 1959 crops through January 31, 1960.

[MOVEMENT INTO AND OUT OF CCC'S FRICE-
SUPPORT INVENTORY]

Agricultural commeodities purchased or
otherwise acquired by CCC in January had a
cost value of $151,214,007, bringing the total
for the first 7 months of the 1961 fiscal year
to $1,828,212,300. For the same T-month
period a year earlier purchases and acqui-
sitions amounted to $3,050,863,404.

Movement of agricultural commodities out
of CCC's inventories in January totaled $278,-
384,399, cost value basis, making fiscal year
1961 total through January of $2,084,240,797.
The outmovements for the first 7 months
of fiscal year 1960 totaled $2,324,492,807.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, March 7, 1963,

CCC OPERATING RESULTS AND STATUS OF CCC
PRICE-SUPPORT PROGRAM AS OF JANUARY 31

Price-support loans and inventories: The
U.S. Department of Agriculture reported to-
day that as of January 31 the total invest-
ment of Commodity Credit Corporation in
price-support loans and inventories amount-
ed to $8,465,384,863. This total investment
includes loans outstanding of $3,378,296,636
{lending agencles financed $1,465,784,402 of
these loans) and Inventories amounting to
$5,087,088,227.

The January 31 estimate of the loss which
will be realized upon ultimate disposition
of price-support inventories amounted to
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$1,314,283,000 comprised of $128,846,000 esti-
$1,185,437,000 estimated loss on inventories.

These amounts of estimated losses are re-

financial statements of the Corporation.
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A comparison of total investment, the re-
mated loss on commodities under loan and flected as reserves for losses in the January 31 serves for losses, and the net book value as
of January 31, 1963, and 1962 follows:

Investment | Reserve for losses | Net book value
$3, 378, 206, 636 $128, 000 | $3, 249, 450, 636
5,087, 088, 227 ) m,?g%me 3,901, 651, 227
P L A0, s S S B, 465, 3584, 863 1,314, 283, 000 7,151, 101, 863
T, e e et e W TN R RO 171,287,000 | 2, 641, 480, 767
Inv {es. AR AT RS s e o B el DR &, 042, 635, 646 1, 395, 444, 000 3,647, 181, 646
O T o e i e S e s e b e e T S S e e 7, 855, 403, 413 1, 566, 731, 000 6, 288, 672, 413
ITtems under price-support loan as of January 31
| Quantity Value
Commodity Unit Feat
1063 1962 1963 1962
40, 270, 018 54, 641, 513 $32, 742, 285 $46, 950, 582
2,133, 067 3,778, 5 15, 266, 256 26, 568, 778
769, 805, 837 657, 481, 7556 850, 536, 462 726, 472, 888
5,119, 022 745, 732 14, 418, 578 2,055, 200
215, 131, 062 201, 371, 741 242, 355, 967 219, 663, 718
35, 424, 489 242, 4 18, 892, 577 20, 418, 671
4, 368, 588 3, 070, 4 21, 703, 869 15, 756, 234
4, 503, 166 2, 257, 643 4, 114, 564 2, 005, 855
62, 706, 096 413, 700 139,854,843 | * 230,861, 205
291, 696, 252 270, 460, 341 617, 100, 607 484,175, 43
18, 538 3,000 4,900, 625 1,049, 463
5, 659, 237 3, 046, 004 888, 553, 492 662, 374, 023
12 14 558 092
220, 162, 789 178, 515, 562 24, 386, 463 19, 391, 631
101, 303 410, 257 24,313 578, 461
171, 781, 005 72, 819, 967 17, 709, 406 7, 020, 56T
1 345, , 667, 338 475, 9016, 082 336, 883, 226
10, 459, 889 |- iaaciioaa s 2,001, 932
2,749, B47 3, 667, 424 330, 750 447, 604
o e 3, 378, 296, 636 2,812, 767, 767
Items in price-support invenlory of CCC as of January 31
Quantity Value
Commodity Unit
1963 1062 1063 1962
28,197, 621 35, 551, 365 $24, 263, 065 $30, 773, 836
772, 442 381, 5,107, 650 2, 409, 234
418,900 |- - T 1,338, 538 | AL R
987, 136, 997 1,307, 0?;' 240 1,148,076,181 | 1,624,943, 230
__________ 1,574 T e N 5
543,172, 506 586, 982, 770 575, 661, 312 624, 621, 329
15,297, 460 7, 530, 373 188, 763 4, 651, 813
i, 7 5%, sande| 107,508
17,873, 419 42,534,880 |....________
, 035, 801, 1, 108, 896, 508 2,016,161,189 | 2,191, (89, 212
L 807, 8,100 435, 539 2,130
15, 865 18, 243 4, 350, 337 5, 055, 606
4, 684, 629 1, 448, 673 800, 815, 726 245, 281, 183
335, 543, 465 219, 346, 064 197, 728, 332 132, 551, 560
43, 587, 172 88 061,487 ... s
104, 412, 680 58, 082, 926 30, 168, 314 22,165,977
T R R e T I
655, 273, 510 304, 818, 687 97, 761, 792 65, 149, 770
Oils and peanuts:
Cott G R e S e Y D N By W —— LOTA RS | rm e
Peanuts:
Farmers' stock.... a7,704,888 | . . (G T R T8
8hel 25,354, 191 7, 960, 730 5,001, 378 1,270,174
Tung oi 3T ) O 24,
Vegetable oil product: T e SRl (OB
Turpenti 1,275, 814 1,729, 744 669, 907, 639
Honey T S e S SRR | 180,808 Focc oo iane T
Exchange commodities; Strategic materials. oo ooeoee s 44, 156, 602 78, 249, 070
b R S P e e e S = VN e e e e o [k T R oL I =TT 5, 087, 088, 227 5, 042, 635, 646

The loan and inventory figures do not in-
clude “purchase agreements” which provide
for purchase by CCC of stipulated quantities
of price-support commodities if offered by
producers at the end of the loan period.
The estimated maximum commitment on
ouw 1962 crop purchase agreements
at January 31, 1963, was $40,168,000. The

estimated maximum commitment on out-
standing 1961 crop purchase agreements at
January 31, 1962, was $66,5642,000.
Price-support extended: The total of price-
support extended on 1962 crops alone through
January 31, 1963, amounted to $3,127,544,.-
494, consisting of price-support loans made,
direct purchases made, purchase agreements

entered into and purchases under special
purchase programs. This compares with
$2,643,939,405 on 1961 crops through January
31, 1962.

Movement into and out of CCC's price-sup-
port inventory: Agricultural commodities
purchased or otherwise acquired by CCC in
January had an acquisition cost value of
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$52,062,411, bringing the total for the first 7
months of the 1963 fiscal year to $1,610,257,~
113. For the same T7-month period a year
earlier purchases and acquisitions amounted
to $773,953,369.

Movement of agricultural commodities out
of CCC's inventories 1 January totaled $242,-
040,435, acquisition cost value basis, making
the fiscal year 1963 total through January of
$1,023,664,875. The out-movements for the
first 7 months of fiscal year 18962 totaled
$1,333,387,462, acquisition cost value basis.

Borrowing authority: CCC operations are
financed largely by borrowings, mostly from
the U.S. Treasury, under its statutory bor-
rowing authorization of $14.5 billion, this
amount being the limit on borrowings that
may be outstanding at any one time. CCC
reserves a sufficient amount of this borrow-
ing authority to purchase at any time all
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loans and other obligations held by private
lending agencies under the Corporation’s pro-
grams., As of January 31, CCC had in use
$14,391,784,000 of this authority; actual bor-
rowings from the Treasury amounted to
$12,926 million and obligations to purchase
loans financed by private lending agencies
amounted to $1,465,784,000. This left a stat-
utory borrowing authority available of
$108,216,000.

Losses from operations: The Corporation's
total net loss from all operations, including
adjustments to reserves for losses amounted
to $1,286,142,7563 for the T-month period end-
ed January 31, 1963, as compared to $1,248,-
030,255 for the same period a year earlier.

These losses for the months of fiscal year
1963 and 1962 as of January 31, are sum-
marized as follows:

Fisenl year 1963 |Fiseal year 1062
through Jan- through Jan-
uary 1963 uary 1962
Bea‘.limd p:oazmm gains and losses:
ity inventory operations: |
OGRS O ORI OIS - - - i T e i s e A s N e 1 (5204, 910, 153) |  ($800, 093, 123)
Carrying charges: -
Storage and handling_._______._. e 2 (223,553, 764)| (238, 483, 745)
L8 b e g s ST ST S i (1155 ] 2 (59, 939, 911) (49, 945, 970)
Total.. C il DLV Ao @i il (548, 403, B28) (588, 522, 838)
Export ents and aHOWAIEeS. - -~ ---- oo ooooeooooeoe (52, 498, 470) (135, 966, 604)
fal program for T e T = 4335, 335 (54, 018, 772)
eed grain programs._____ = (487, 540, 665 (451, 103, 897)
Wheat stabilization programs..._. (247, 701, 657 (46, 622, 288)
Resoal 1080 BL0TAEe CXPADBe. -~ - o oo oo ceceeemmmemsessemesssasesSemmmmaa (42,832, 134 (41, 473, 976)
e i R it (1, 650, 891 1, 151, 592
L T T R R S ol - e S St s, o (1,410, 202, 310)| (1, 317, 546, 483
Interest and other general income and expense (Met) - .o cooooocooaiooos (250, 241, 443) (224, 836, 772
g T D T T SRS S e iy S L SR (1, 660, 583, 768) | (1, 542, 383, 255)
Adjustment of reserve for losses:
Price-sopport programs_ ... ... ... ... ..__.. 383, 184, 000 280, 021, 000
(v T et e m?.cm 5, 332, 000
S R O T e 383, 301, 000 204, 353, 000
O e e s e e A e i e e DS (1, 286, 142, 758) | (1, 248, 030, 255)
1 This net amount includes $285,369,817 losses relating to commodities acquired from 1961 and 1962 production”
2 Includes $66,308,013 relating to stcrage and handling on commodities acquired from 1961 and 1962 production®

ﬁnmmd by CCC
Nore.—Parentheses indicate loss.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Did the gentle-
man mean to indicate that our inventory
of feed grains has increased? The in-
ventories have increased, I think, but not
feed grains.

Mr. FINDLEY. I shall refer to the
tables which I did not read in detail
for brevity of presentation. The inven-
tory figures which I presented for both
January 31, 1961, and January 31, 1963,
include wheat, corn, grain sorghums,
and barley. The total change in inven-
tory over that 2-year period, according
to official Department reports, showed
a decline in inventories of 596,912,229
bushels. The data which I presented
on under-loan grain for these very same
dates, and the same commodities—
wheat, corn, grain sorghums, and barley,
the only commodities under the feed
grains program—showed an increase of
93,559,607 bushels in that same 2-year
period.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Was it an exact
2-year period—the same months?

Mr. FINDLEY. Indeed it was.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. But the gentle-
man recognizes, does he not, that less

' l.ncludes 318 2?5 153 relsting to transportation on commodities acquired from 1961 and 1962 production.
fund of ts advanced for prior fiscal years,

This program for fiscal year 1963 is not

than half of the grain that goes under
loan is delivered to the Government?

Mr. FINDLEY, Our experience in the
past 2 years I am quite sure indicates
a greater takeover. I believe most of
the corn that has gone under loan has
gone into Government inventory, for
example,

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. There were over
1 billion bushels of corn under loan and
only about half of that went into inven-
tory, did it not?

Mr. FINDLEY. As of January 31,
1963, there were 769 million bushels of
corn under loan, but this is not the
point.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I am sure the
gentleman would not want to mislead
anybody. As I tried to follow the gentle-
man I heard him talking about feed
grains, and the gentleman is including
in his figures the wheat figures also.

Mr. FINDLEY. Yes, indeed. In his
memorandum Mr. Freeman was refer-
ring to wheat, too.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Not just feed
grains?

Mr. FINDLEY. He was referring to
wheat, too. If the gentleman will refer
to Mr. Freeman's memorandum—it is
entitled “The Effect of Wheat and Feed
Grain Programs on CCC Costs""—he in-
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dicated the total effect of all this—this
was the message he was trying to put
across—the total effect of the wheat and
feed grain program, was a billion-bushel
reduction in stockpiles.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. In comparison
with what it would have been if we had
not had the program; is not that true?

Mr. FINDLEY. No. He was not deal-
ing in predictions at this point. The
peculiar thing, which I brought out in
my statement, is that he did not take
comparable dates. He took the peak
date for wheat inventory in 1961. He
took the peak date for feed grain inven-
tory in 1961. The peaks occurred on en-
tirely different days. He added those
two figures together. Then instead of
relating those peak figures to comparable
peak figures in another year he chose to
relate them instead to the inventory ex-
isting on February 15, 1963.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The gentleman
would not claim that we have as much
corn on hand in the U.S. inventory as we
would have had if we had not had the
feed grain program?

Mr. FINDLEY. That is speculative.
I would question your conclusion. I
might point out we were moving toward
a sound marketplace basis for corn when
Mr. Freeman took office. Disappear-
ance of corn was increasing. The export
subsidy required to keep corn moving in
foreign channels was about 5 cents a
bushel. Corn was headed in the right
direction when Freeman took over. Now
it is in a mess.

. Mr.DOLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

_ Mr.DOLE. On March 1, 1963, we had
an increase of over one-half billion dol-
lars in the inventory of cotton, and on
March 1, 1963, under the Department’s
figures the present inventory of wheat
was 968 million-plus bushels, corn 823
million, and grain sorghums some 475
million. I think the point the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. FinoLEY] will make is
that the recduction is due to utilization.
This I think is possibly more important
than the feed grain program advanced
by this administration.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. If the gentle-
man will yield further, I think the gen-
tleman has a good point in relating uti-
lization to this whole program. The fact
is that last year we consumed more
grain than we produced. That differ-
ence between consumption and produec-
tion had to come from Government
stocks, so we have had to reduce Govern-
ment inventory, have we not?

Mr. FINDLEY. No one is denying
that a reduction occurred. The Secre-
tary in an obvious effort to try to exag-
gerate the amount of reduction has tried
to relate two completely unrelated pieces
of data, and he has thereby created the
false impression that the reduction
amounts to a billion bushels, when ac-
tually it is half that amount.

Mr, NELSEN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr, NELSEN. I thank the gentleman
for bringing these facts to the attention
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of the House. Let me refer to the Rec-
orp of proceedings in the other body on
Monday, March 4, 1963, when this very
point was discussed.

I would agree with the gentleman from
the sister State of Towa that the feed
grain bill has been effective in reducing
the surplus. But I see no need to distort
the facts by an inaccurate example of
what has been accomplished. In the
debate in the other body, it was pointed
out that a claim was made for an ap-
proximate reduction of 1.1 billion bush-
els, not taking into account what was
handled through Public Law 480 and
not taking into account what was con-
sumed by an additional population of
livestock in this country. The compari-
son was not made on comparative dates
of one year to another. The result was
that the reduction was not 1.1 billion
bushels but about 228 million bushels.
I see no reason why we should use a
comparison that is not a fair one. Cer-
tainly, we all want the facts presented
as they should be presented.

I would like to call the gentleman'’s
attention to another thing that is of
great concern to the Midwest, not only
to Minnesota but to Iowa as well and
that is the feed deficit area situation.
Twelve States have been declared to be
a feed deficit area. Then by employ-
ment of section 22, we find that our
surplus grain is now going out of Com-
modity Credit surplus into what has been
determined to be a feed deficit area
which simply means the surplus on our
farms and elevators and grain terminals
in the Midwest are now competing with
the Federal Government in those areas
where we cannot compete because we do
not have a favorable rate on transporta-
tion for private industry. This grain is
being sold at a rate that we cannot com-
pete with.

The recent action by Secretary of
Agriculture Freeman in selling CCC corn
at reduced prices to Southeast feed in-
terests is hurting Minnesota and other
Midwest farmers.

In an announcement, never released
through normal press channels, the
USDA set a price for CCC corn stocks at
25 cents per bushel over the Chicago
cash market price for five or more jumbo
cars or 10 or more regular freight cars.
This flat price was made available in 12
States in the Southeast from Maryland
and Delaware south to Florida.

The use of this exclusive cutrate sys-
tem is $75 to $200 per car less than nor-
mal competitive corn prices. Secretary
Freeman set the price at the same level
all the way from Virginia to Florida.

This is a complete rejection of the
principle of a free market, and also gives
an economic advantage to the Southeast
feeders, especially of broilers. This
Government action is lowering the price
which corn farmers in the Minnesota
area can receive. Private grain firms
that bought corn and invested their cap-
ital in these inventories for later mar-
keting in the Southeast area now find
the market usurped by the Government.
This also means that they can bid much
less for corn in Minnesota.

In addition, this is providing a subsidy
for the further expansion of broilers in
the Southeast where most of the expan-
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sion in output occurred in the 1955-62
period. Minnesota broiler producers can
compete on a fair basis, but dumping
corn into Southeast at uneconomic prices
is just plain unfair competition.

I have here in my hand a letter from
the Minnesota Poultry Hatchery Men’s
Association calling attention to this fact
in the Southeast and making reference
to this favorable rate that we cannot
compete with.

Then I have further letters here which
I have written to the Secretary of Agri-
culture in response to a letter which I
received from one of our elevators back
home in Minnesota. I have yet not been
able to get any figures from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture as to the disparity
in regional prices. I think we are en-
titled to this information.

I deplore the fact that we have this
so-called news management, and I de-
plore the fact that we have been denied
information which I think we are en-
titled to have. If there is no objection, I
would like to submit for the Recorp this
file relative to the sale of surplus corn
to the southeastern feed deficit areas by
the Department of Agriculture. Finally,
Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the gentle-
man for bringing to our attention again
these facts that he has so clearly related
to this body.

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentle-
man, and I ask unanimous consent that
the data offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota be inserted in the Recorp at
this point.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. AL-
BERT). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

There was no objection.

The letters and material referred to
are as follows:

St. Joun Graiv Co.,
Waldorf, Minn., January 18, 1963.
Hon. ANCHER NELSEN,
New House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeaR CONGRESSMAN NELSEN: Can you tell
me why it is proper for one department of
the Federal Government to violate the prin-
ciples of an act passed by this same Gov-
ernment while another department is en-
gaged in prosecution of violators of this act
in private business? I am referring to the
Department of Agriculture and the Depart-
ment of Justice and the Robinson-Patman
Act.

Last week the Department of Agriculture
announced a new program of corn sales to
12 SBoutheastern States which completely
ignored the freight rates established for pri-
vate business by the Interstate Commerce
Commission. The USDA is selling this grain
for a flat price of 256 cents over the Chicago
cash price for 10 or more cars and 2714 cents
over Chicago cash for 2 through 9 cars.
This pricing system does not in any way
attempt to adjust for freigh® rate differ-
entials. This program apparently is allow-
able under section 22 of the Interstate Com-
merce Act which apparently permits the
Federal Government to ignore published
freight rates by direct negotiation with the
individual railroad.

We have heard the officlals of the USDA
loudly proclaim that the Commodity Credit
Corporation was not intended to compete
with established marketing channels for
agricultural products. The reason for these
proclamations was the Congress of the
United States has specifically instructed the
USDA to avoid such competition. Can the
Congressman from an agricultural district
condone such actions by the USDA and let
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them continue to act in such a capriclous
and arbitrary manner?

If the Congress is going to continue to al-
low the Federal Government's increasing
usurpation of the functions of the States,
individual businesses, and the individual, let
them discontinue the sham of calllng our
country one of free enterprise and free peo-
ple. If nothing else, let the Congress be
honest with the people it is supposed to
represent. I have faith that you, as our
elected representative, will not fail to do
everything in your power to halt this
usurpation of power by the Federal Govern-
ment. How can this tide be stemmed?

Very truly yours,
CHaRrLES T. ST, JOHN.
JANUARY 23, 1963.
Hon. OrRVILLE L. FREEMAN,
Secretary of Agriculture, Department of
Agrieulture, Washington, D.C.

Dear MR. SEcrRETARY: This has reference to
an announcement issued by your Department
on January 9 of this year concerning the
pricing policy of the Commodity Credit
Corporation on grain shipped to 12 South-
eastern States.

Following is an excerpt from a letter which
I have recelved, commenting on the effect
that this pricing policy tends to have on
operations of the grain trade In the Midwest:

“Last week the Department of Agriculture
announced a new program of corn sales to
12 Southeastern States which completely
ignored the freight rates established for
private business by the Interstate Commerce
Commission. The USDA is selling this grain
for a flat price of 25 cents over the Chicago
cash price for 10 or more cars and 27, cents
over Chicago cash for 2 through 9 cars.
This pricing system does not in any way at-
tempt to adjust for freight rate differentials.
This program apparently is allowable under
section 22 of the Interstate Commerce Act
which apparently permits the Federal Gov-
ernment to ignore published freight rates by
direct negotiation with the individual rail-
road.

“We have heard the officials of the USDA
loudly proclaim that the Commodity Credit
Corporation was not intended to compete
with established marketing channels for ag-
ricultural products. The reason for these
proclamations was the Congress of the
United States has specifically instructed the
USDA to avold such competition. Can the
Congressman from an agricultural district
condone such actions by the USDA and let
them continue to act in such a capricious
and arbitrary manner?"

I would appreciate having your comments
on this action.

Sincerely yours,
ANCHER NELSEN.

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
AGRICULTURAL STABILIZATION AND
CONSERVATION SERVICE,

Washington, D.C., February 19, 1963.
Hon. ANCHER NELSEN,
House of Representatives.

DeAr MR, NELSEN: This is in further reply
to your letter of January 23, 1963, in which
you quote from a letter you received regard-
ing the Department’s sale of corn for de-
livery in the Southeastern States, announced
January 9, 1963.

The decision to make corn available in the
Mid-Atlantic and Southeastern States at
specific prices was based on a finding that a
distortion in interregional price relation-
ships, apparently related to the feed grain
program, had begun to develop and seemed
Hlkely to widen further if no corrective action
was taken.

Contrary to opinion in some quarters, the
fact that reduced freight rates were available
from the Southern Rallway system was not
considered as a justification for the action.
Once the determination had been made,
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however, the Department in the interest of

minimizing operating expenses arranged to

take advantage of avallable reductions in

rtation rates. It should be added,
however, that the Department is not limiting
its sales to buyers served exclusively by the

Southern Railway system.

The action also is not in terms of offsetting
quantitatively the effect on the area’s 1962
feed grain production of program acreage
diversion, The percentage of such diversion
in the Southeast was approximately com-
parable with that in surplus-producing areas
and a case could hardly be made for under-
taking a quantitative offset through CCC
sales. It has been and continues to be the
Department's intention to conduct sales op-
erations under the feed grain programs in
a manner which would avoid, as nearly as
practicable, upsetting normal ecompetitive
relationships among regions.

It is expected that feed grain prices in the
Southeast can be stabilized with a rather
limited volume of CCC sales. The CCC sales
price is not widely different from local price
levels in many localities and in some locali-
ties is clearly noncompetitive.

Meantime, the Department is keeplng un-
der review the free grain price relationships
in all areas. In event distortions related to
the feed grain program do develop in any
area, the Department within the limits of its
authority will take appropriate remedial ac-
tion. Also, If it appears In succeeding weeks
that a modification in the offer to the South-
east is essential to the maintenance of a
normal differential with other areas, the De-
partment will take due action. In its sales
to the Southeast last year, the Department
did not act to correct all of the differential
since part of it appeared to have been due
to variations in weather effects on 1961 per-
acre ylelds. Selling by CCC gradually phased
out as the private trade improved its com-
petitive position through greater economies
in originating and moving corn supplies.

Meantime, on January 24, the Interstate
Commerce Commission approved for general
availability to all shippers the reduced rate
schedule requested by the Southern Railway
system on multiple “jumbo” carlots. This
schedule had been expected to be put into
effect by the Southern in the near future,
but it is now understood that such action
is contingent on a decision of the Supreme
Court. Thus, it is impossible to determine
at this time how the final decision will re-
late to the feed grain price situation in the
Boutheast.

We are pleased to provide you with the
requested information and are always ready
to render further service at any time.

Sincerely yours,
H, D. GODFREY,
Administrator.
FERUARY 21, 1063.

Mr. H. D. GODFREY,

Administrator, Agricultural Stabilization and
Conservation Service, Department of Ag-
riculture, Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. GooFrey: I have your letter of
February 19 in reply to mine of January 23
concerning the Department’'s announcement
of January 9 on the sale of corn for de-
livery in the Southeastern States.

In your letter you refer to “a distortion in
interregional price relationships, apparently
related to the feed grain program."” It is ob-
vious to me that some such price disparity
must have been the basis for the January
9 announcement and I had hoped that in
your reply to my letter of January 23 that
you would have indicated just what these in-
terregional price relationships distortion
amount to.

In that you have referred to interregional
price relationships I assume that your sta-
tistical analysis of these price relationships
has taken Into account other feed deficit
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areas of the Nation as a basis for your com-
on.

I would appreclate your providing me with

a tabulation of price quotations and your

analysis which gave rise to the action an-

nounced by the Department on January 9.
Your early reply will be much appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

AncHER NELSEN,

MINNESOTA POULTRY
HATCHERY ASSOCIATION,
March 9, 1963.
Hon. ANCHER NELSEN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

My Dear Mr. NeLseN: A recent article
taken out of the Business Management News~
letter of the Southeastern Egg and Poultry
Association, Decatur, Ga., has just been
brought to my attention. An excerpt from
this article is as follows:

“Regional grain prices: Some members of
the feed industry have stated concern about
regional pricing for Commodity Credit Cor-
poration grains. Early this year, the USDA
announced a set price formula for CCC corn
moving into 12 Southeastern States, plus use
of section 22 freight rates to move the
commodity.

“This move could give Southeast favorable
grain cost in comparison with other sections,
by adjusting the freight rates, feed industry
observers say. It can be also used under the
same system, it was pointed out, to adjust
freight rates to the west coast and lower the
cost of feed grains there, or the Northeast, or
any other section of the country.”

I would appreciate any information you
might have regarding this. Needless to say
that we in the poultry industry are fighting
southeastern competition as hard as we can
and are trying to maintain our poultry in-
dustry here in the upper Midwest and es-
pecially in Minnesota.

If the southeastern section is recelving
preferential price treatment in both the corn
and freight rates this will be just another
straw upon the back of our already groggy
poultry industry. I would appreciate any
information you may have regarding this
matter.

Very sincerely yours,
LrLOYD STONE,
Secretary.

Mr. FINDLEY. The gentleman
brought out a very significant idea when
he spoke of news management. This
advocate of supply management is ap-
parently also an advocate of fact man-
agement.

Mr. Speaker, I should also like to
respond to some of the comments made
by the gentleman from Minnesota. He
spoke of the effect of the Public Law 480
program and other factors and the in-
creased utilization of these grains. That
is undoubtedly true. However, in my
criticism of the Secretary’s statement, I
adhere entirely to data supplied by the
Department itself. Based on that data
the fair and accurate figure represent-
ing the amount of reduction which
actually did occur in the last 2-year
period was a half billion bushels instead
of the 1-billion-bushel figure that the
Secretary used.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

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

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman has used certain figures and
certain data and has quoted from certain
memoranda. I, myself, have not been
able to examine these figures and data
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in detail. I know the gentleman is a fair
and knowledgeable member of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. I have served
with the gentleman. I think the material
he has cited should stand on its own
feet. I do think the gentleman has
charged the Secretary of Agriculture
with certain improper motives which I
do not think the Secretary of Agricul-
ture has.

I have known the Secretary a long
time. I do not expect anyone always
to agree with him, but I have always
found him to be a man of the highest
integrity. He has never misrepresented
anything to me. I have always been
able to rely implicitly on his word. What
I am saying to the gentleman is that I
think the material he gives is certainly
a pertinent matter for debate, but I think
the conclusions with reference to it as
a matter of fairness should be drawn by
those who read or hear them.

Mr. FINDLEY. I thank the gentle-
man. I wish to state in clarification
that I have inserted the full text of the
memorandum upon which I base my
criticism. I have inserted the full text
of the official Department of Agriculture
news releases, which are the latest avail-
able official news releases on this
subject.

As to Mr. Freeman's motive, each of
us must draw his own conclusion, but
I invite the gentleman’s attention to the
text of the memorandum itself, and I
am sure that every Member of this body
received the full text of the memoran-
dum. In that—and I quote—he said:

The CCC holdings of wheat and feed grains
are [1.077 million bushels] less on February
15, 1963, than the peak quantities held in
1961 before the new program was effected.

All of what he says can be supported
from official documents, but I ask the
gentleman why he underscores parts in
such manner as to convey the idea that
the effect of the wheat and feed grains
program of the CCC is shown to result
in such a great reduction in stocks?
Why did he not instead report data
which has been made available to the
press in the Department’s latest release
on the subject—why did he not take that
which showed clearly the inventory re-
ports as January 31, 1963, related to
the inventory levels as of January 31,
1961? Instead of that he chose the
seasonally low February 15, 1963, inven-
tory for both wheat and feed grains,
then try to relate that figure with the
peak figure for wheat in 1961 added to
the peak figure in 1961 for feed grains?
Was this fair?

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield.

Mr. ALBERT. Is fhe gentleman re-
ferring to the question of motive or in-

terpretation? I think that is the whole
point.
Mr. FINDLEY. I do not know

whether the gentleman from Oklahoma
heard the first part of my statement or
not, but if he did he will recall, I am sure,
that I referred to the full text of the
memorandum and I summarized the
message which the first page of this
memorandum was clearly intended to
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convey. If the gentleman wishes I will
be glad to repeat it.

I would invite the gentleman’s atten-
tion further to a quotation from Secre-
tary Freeman’s speech before the ADA
in Pittsburgh.

Commenting on the effect of the farm
programs he was administering, Mr.
Freeman said: “We have already reduced
our stockpiles of surpluses by 1,077 mil-
lion bushels.”

That is not a correct presentation of
the true facts.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa.
will the gentleman yield?

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

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. In 1961 and 1962
the Secretary was given certificates to
sell corn that would have been produced
on the diverted acres. At the end of
1961, he started selling the certificates,
and by January 31, 1962—that was the
1961 marketing year—he had sold about
460 million bushels out of the stockpile;
but by January 31 of this year—during
the 1962 marketing year—only 240 mil-
lion bushels had been sold out of the
stockpile. In other words, the certifi-
cates were being sold at a slower rate and
by using the January 31 figure for both
years would have been a misleading com-
parison, or would not have been an ac-
curate measurement of the effect of the
feed grain program.

Mr. FINDLEY. I did not suggest that
the way for him to inform the public
and the Congress as to the amount of
stockpile reduction was by using the in-
ventory figures alone. That is only a
half truth, as I said. What he should
have done was to total the loan figures
and the inventory figures. Then he
could present an honest straightforward
estimate of how much the stockpiles
have been reduced.

Mr. JONES of Missouri.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FINDLEY. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I would like
to ask the gentleman from Illinois if I
heard him correctly when he stated that
the figures used by the Secretary are
correct in the release but it was the in-
ference that was left because of the com-
parison he made of a specific date; that
is, taking the low point in other years
was not proper. Am I correct in that?

Mr. FINDLEY. Those were not my
words. What I intended to convey in my
statement was that the Secretary reached
into his statistical warehouse, if I may
use that expression, and used unrelated
facts, improperly related one to the
other, in order to reach the conclusion
that our stockpiles have been reduced by
a billion bushels.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I was asking
the gentleman, did the Secretary give
any figures that the gentleman says are
incorrect, not in the way he used them
but the figures or statistics he used?
Does the gentleman contend they are
incorrect?

Mr. FINDLEY. Each isolated fact
presented in a memorandum by the Sec-
retary could be substantiated, I am sure,
by going through original documents in
the Department of Agriculture.

Mr. Speaker,

Mr. Speaker,
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Mr. JONES of Missouri. If that is a
fact, does not the gentleman think he
is being unfair with the public, with the
Secretary, and misleading the Members
of Congress when he makes the state-
ment in the letter he sent out:

In my opinion Secretary Freeman is de-
liberately trying to mislead Congress, the
press, and the public. The memorandum
was neither fair nor honest.

Mr. FINDLEY. That is a fair state-
ment of my opinion as to the purpose of
his memorandum. That is why I took
this time today. That is also why I sent
to the gentleman notice so that he would
have knowledge of this presentation and
could come and defend the Secretary, if
he wished.

Mr. JONES of Missouri. I think I can
defend the Secretary, for whom I have
the highest regard and in whose integrity
I have the greatest confidence and whom
I have been trying to support in his
efforts. I think he has done a wonderful
job. He has reduced the surplus,
whereas Secretary Benson went around
the country stating it was costing a mil-
lion dollars a day to store these things,
yet today we are saving §770,000 a day in
storage costs that were not being carried
on during the Benson administration.

Mr. FINDLEY. I might respond to
the gentleman by saying that there are
many items ineluded in the cost column.
Carrying charges are just one item, as I
pointed out in my statement.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. FINDLEY. If I have the floor,
yes.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to extend my remarks at
this point in the Recorp and include
extraneous matter and tables.

The SPEAKER pro tempore, Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Kansas?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOLE. I might point out that
whatever Mr. Benson may have said as
Secretary of Agriculture or how much
may or may not have been saved on
storage costs, I think that has now been
eaten up by additional employees in the
Department of Agriculture. Mr. Free-
man has a background for this sort of
thing. I notice that during his term as
Governor of Minnesota, from 1955 to
1960, the debt increased from $84 mil-
lion to $211 million. This record would
qualify him as a first stringer on the
New Frontier team of deficit dandies.

I think we should point out, too, that
Mr. Freeman, on the very first page, in
the very first paragraph, flatly states
there has been over a $1 billion reduction
in stocks, and I think this is to be taken
for what it may be worth. It is all part
of the record. I have had a chance to
go over it, and I certainly commend the
gentleman from Illinois for making the
statement today.

I noted the discrepancies you have
pointed out and did a bit of checking
on some of Freeman's policies dealing
with his administration as Governor in
the State of Minnesota.

In Minnesota in 1958 the Minnesota
Legislative Research Committee, a fact-
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finding body set up by the legislature of
that State, issued a statement that Min-
nesota must find $72 million of addi-
tional tax revenue to meet State expendi-
tures. Freeman on June 23 of 1958 rose
in great indignation remonstrating that
this was not an accurate statement and
in a letter to the St. Paul Chamber of
Commerce he stated, and I quote:

To say that we must find $72 million of
new revenue for the next biennium is a reck-
less distortion of facts.

In his attempt to put the fires out,
an additional item appeared in the Du-
luth Labor World in August of 1958 in
which fortuneteller Freeman said:

New industries attracted to Minnesota and
more people moving into the State has
brought enough new revenue to eliminate
the need for new or increased taxes,

But Freeman, the fortuneteller, in Jan-
uary of 1959 in his budget message asked
for an additional $84 million in added
tax revenue. This is not a good batting
average in anybody’s league and I sub-
mit his juggling act has improved in 26
months as Secretary of Agriculture.

During Freeman's administration
from 1955 through December 1960 the
Minnesota State debt increased from $84
million to $211 million. This record
should qualify him as a first-stringer on
the New Frontier team of “deficit
dandies.”

Appropriations by the legislature pur-
suant to requests made by the last Re-
publican Governor preceding Mr. Free-
man totaled $306.8 million; the 1959
session of the Minnesota legislature on
the basis of the last Freeman budget
message appropriated $476.9 million.

The family farm and the small busi-
nessman got quite a jolt because the
State levy on real estate went from 9.15
mills in 1955 to the highest level in
Minnesota history of 14.32 in 1960—an
inerease of 5.17 mills.

One is safe in predicting Freeman has
a short fuse and will blow his stack when
he doesn’t get his own way. As evidence
of that I include an editorial that ap-
peared in the Mankato, Minn., Free Press
of July 21, 1962, commenting on his out-
burst following the defeat of his police-
state farm bill last year.

TEMPER, TEMPER

Secretary of Agriculture Orville Freeman
exhibited his usual display of temper when
he told a news conference recently, that the
Republican party wants to keep agriculture
in what he called a mess. He said the GOP
tactics, which he blamed for defeating his
farm bill, have a political motive.

The secretary dellvered the same kind of
slashing attack on his political opponents
as he developed a habit of doing while he
was governor of Minnesota. In his home
State it resulted in a defeat for his admin-
istration.

Personally, Mr. Freeman is affable and
there is no more sincere or harder worker
than he, but he leaves himself in a bad light
when he launches tirades such as he un-
leashed a few days ago on the Republican
party.

The farm problem is one that neither party
has been able to solve. Mr. Freeman's so-
lution was to give the farmers a harsh choice
between strict controls and none. Demo-
crats, as well as Republicans, objected and
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that is why his legislation failed of passage.
It now is up to Mr. Freeman and his agricul-
tural advisors to frame the kind of program

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE—CommopiTy CREDIT
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that Congress and the people will accept.
It cannot be done however, merely by launch~
ing political attacks on the persons who
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disagree with him. He will advance his
cause further by taking a more moderate
approach,

CORPORATION

Report of price support commodities owned as of Mar. 1, 1963

[Quantity and value in thousands]

Estimated total stoeks ! Estimated cost value
Commodity Unit
Mar. 1, 1963 | Change from | Dollars ?er To Change from
4 year ago unit Mar. 1, 1063 | a year ago

4,085 +3,236 $172. 866 877 $504, 541
16 + Yeo| eyl TG
205,278 -}-59, 905 . 588 155,983 31, 038
16,112 —26, 448 .375 6, 042 —10, 216
505, 160 +277, 420 . 149 75, 269 -+37, 603
968, 468 — 86, 100 1. 046 1 630 =109, 187
823,173 -—1%.5& 1.163 ’gv': —zﬁ’m

28, +1, 211 . 1] 24,110
14, 417 -+8,080 . 600 5, +4, 730
475, 010 —B86, 204 1,050 503, 036 —4, 161
Lo | Foew %57 so|  Toos
Flaxseed " A a1 2,712 220 4220

Oils and peanuts: 3
Peannts, shelled Pound__.... 14,516 +12, 354 .200 2,003 2, 557
Cott d ofl, r s IR o e e s SR RN 3 & et | SRS TS © S do... 8, 340 -8, 340 121 1,000 1, 009
Naval stores: hrpantine. 25 50 gallons.._ _ 18,8 ~156.8 26. 200 493 —415
Total._._. 5 a: : 4,138, 201 92, 896
Report of tobaceo loans held by CCC as of Jan. 51, 1963
[Quantity and value in thousands]
Quantity Total loan value
Dollars per
Type Unit unit
Jan. 31, 1963 | Change from Jan, 31, 1963 | Change from
a year ago 4 year ago

T Pound 85, 208 454,131 $0.605 $69,236 | -+$34,005
Fire-cured and dark air-cured aCahe I ¥ ol TE 48,714 +4, 058 . 532 25, 920 +2, 475
"lne-enred do. 503, 491 -+-100, 554 . 745 375,325 -+09, 137
T T i A <71 L SIS T T A ) L A Gl g 29, 872 +5.085 517 15, 436 +2, 516
Total 667, 345 +173, 678 475,916 139,033

less
2 Estimated on the basis of average costs def
the “CCO Report of Financial Condition and Operations

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from Washington [Mrs. May]
may extend her remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I want to
commend my distinguished colleague
from Illinois for bringing to the atten-
tion of the Congress this most serious
situation. Certainly the farmers of our
Nation have every right to expect that
the Department of Agriculture will be
completely factual in presenting the
effect of wheat and feed grains pro-
grams on Commodity Credit Corporation
stocks. We all have the right to expect
that the Department of Agriculture will
be factual at all times and if the De-
partment is deliberately trying to mis-
lead the farmers, the press, the Con-
gress, and the entire public, I consider
such action inexcusable.

Let me mention briefly a case in point.

The other day I received a letter from
Richard Perkins, president of the Whit-
man County Farm Bureau in the State
of Washington, Mr. Perkins informed

1 Estimated qmmynntst.ocka owned by CCC, including commitments to p
commitments to
terminod tmrn the Jan. 31, 1963, fssue of

3 Esti

d total stocks as of Feb. 27, 1963.
Note.—The estimated cost value of inventory sinee June 30, 1961, is based on acqul-

sition cost of the commeodity.

me that farmers throughout the State
are alarmed and resentful of the mis-
represented information in the Depart-
ment's pamphlet, “The Wheat Program
for 1964.” Mr. Perkins informs me this
wheat referendum campaign document
is definitely not a balanced presentation.
He states it presents short run costs
and rates to the exclusion of other fac-
tors and he states further that estimates
presented by the Department of Agricul-
ture involve highly debatable assump-
tions.

All rounded figures, he states, are in
the direction of supporting a yes vote.
As an example, the pamphlet says that
the price of wheat with a no vote would
be about $1.20. At the time of printing
of this pamphlet, parity price of wheat
was $2.45, and 50 percent of $2.45 is
$1.2215,

Mr. Perkins says the pamphlet also im-
plies that with a yes vote, a farmer would
get market certificates for about 80 per-
cent of the normal production of the
farm acreage production. The statistics,
however, indicate the certificates are to
be issued to farmers for only 925 million
bushels, or 75.8 percent of the national
marketing quota of 220 million bushels.

I agree with Mr. Perkins that the in-
formation put out by the Department of

Agriculture should be factual and the
wheat program for 1964 which will soon
be voted upon in referendum, must stand
on its own merits.

I have brought my views to the atten-
tion of Secretary Freeman and I am
pleased to bring my views to the atten-
tion of the House of Representatives at
this time.

Again, I wish to commend my col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois, for
leading today’s discussion. This is a
serious matter which should not be al-
lowed to continue.

POSTAL SERVICE AND FEDERAL
EMPLOYEES SALARY ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr., DERWINSKI] is
recognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Illinois?

There was no objection,

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
have today introduced a bill to amend
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the 1962 Postal Service and Federal Em-
ployees Salary Act to remove a special
privilege reduction in second-class post-
age rates which was granted to associa-
tions of rural electric cooperatives in
Public Law 87-793.

This special privilege is completely
without justification and is, in effect, a
subsidy and a grossly unfair one at that.
This special privilege which my bill
would correct is an abuse of the tax-
payer, in addition to representing dis-
crimination and, as I have stated, a sub-
sidy contrary to the status of other
publications in the second-class cate-
gory.

There was a very disturbing series of
events which led to this clever little
windfall for associations of rural elec-
tric cooperatives.

First, may I direct to your atfention
that the classification into which these
publications have been placed is that of
religious, educational, fraternal, and
other so-called qualified nonprofit or-
ganizations which are eligible for special
low postage rates on second-class mail.

In this discussion I am not entering
into the operations of these cooperatives
which already are subsidized by the Na-
tion’s taxpayers; for example, in the in-
terest rate subsidy on loans. Let me say
in reference to this, however, that I com-
pliment Secretary of the Treasury Dillon
on his proposal to terminate the low-
interest subsidies enjoyed by coopera-
tives at the expense of the general
public.

However, to necessarily dramatize the
history behind this latest rural electric
cooperative windfall, I refer you to the
legislative history of the 1962 Postal
igrvice and Federal Employees Salary

1.

One of the avowed reasons for the
postage increase section of that law was
to alleviate at least a part of the huge
postal deficit. Most of us in the Con-
gress and many other citizens felt this
was a worthwhile goal and supported the
legislation.

In the House of Representatives we
held almost year-long hearings on the
matter without a reference to classifica-
tion for these rural electric cooperatives.
The maftter was never presented on the
floor of the House when our version of
the legislation was enacted.

The matter seems to be a mystery but
to the best of my knowledge certain in-
fluential Members of the other body who
are evidently politically beholden to the
lobbyists of rural electric cooperatives
slipped this brief amendment into the
bill. The matter then quietly slipped
through the Senate, was accepted with-
out discussion in the conference and was
not discussed on the floor of the House
when the conference report was ac-
cepted.

In effect, apparently almost unnoticed
because of the serious concern expressed
during the debates over the treatment
of Communist propaganda mail and the
consideration of pay increases for Fed-
eral employees, this amendment was
cleverly inserted by the Post Office and
Civil Service Committee of the other
body into this 40-page public law which
now results in a loss of revenue to the
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Post Office. These few words change
the definition of a “publication of a qual-
ified nonprofit organization” in section
4359(e) of title 39, United States Code,
to include “associations of rural electric
cooperatives.” In this way, publications
of associations of rural electric coopera-
tives are not only exempted from the
new second-class postage rate increases
applicable to other nonprofit business-
type organizations, but are actually
granted special new rates that on the
basis of the minimum per copy rates are
75 percent lower than they were paying
before enactment of the law. Instead of
paying a minimum of one-half cent per
copy as previously, they now pay only
one-eighth cent per copy. There are 28
of these so-called statewide rural electric
cooperative associations with publica-
tions having a circulation of almost 3
million, as well as the publications of the
National Rural Electric Cooperative As-
sociation.

The magazine, Editor & Publisher,
called particular attention to this new
privilege for rural electric cooperative as-
sociations on November 3, 1962. The
article quoted Mr. Sanford Smith, gen-
eral manager of the American News-
paper Publishers’' Association as having
said there was “no justification for this
special privilege.”

Mr. Speaker, I wish to insert at this
point in my remarks this article from
Editor & Publisher:

REC PAPERs GET ONE-EIGHTH-CENT RATE IN
New BiLn

Publications of the rural electric coopera-
tives were granted a speclal nonprofit rate
in the Postal service bill that recently
passed Congress, it was learned this week.
This is a reduced second-class mailing rate
one-fourth of the regular charge.

“This privilege previously was granted to
certain nonprofit organizations,” the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce stated in its recent
Washington memo. *“So REA groups will
now be able to enjoy a financial advantage
while propagandizing against their prime
target, the investor-owned private power in-
dustry. Meanwhile, the publications of the
private power industry will be compelled to
pay the regular rates to tell their side of the
story.”

NO JUSTIFICATION

Sanford Smith, general manager of the
American Newspaper Publishers Assoclation,
expressed the opinion that there was “no
justification for this special privilege.”

Other users of second-class malil, including
newspapers must pay three 10-percent in-
creases starting January 1, 1963, According
to estimates published in the CoNGRESSIONAL
Recorp this will amount to an increase of
$9.8 million the first year and a total in-
crease of $27.4 by the end of 1965.

Mr. Smith commented that the speclal rate
for the REC publications was not in the
postal bill as presented for public hearings
and that it must have been added in subse-
quent Senate and House committee hear-

. This was confirmed by a spokesman for
the National Rural Electrification Coopera-
tive Association, headed by Clyde Taylor
Ellis, one-time Congressman from Arkansas.

THREE MILLION CIRCULATION

There are 28 monthly REC publications
covering 30 States with an aggregate circula-
tion of about 8 million. They carry some
advertising, at most 20 percent of total mat-
ter, according to a spokesman for NRECA,
who described them as “nonprofit light-
weight monthlies serving farmers.”
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Formerly these publications pald one-half
cent rate, and it is estimated the special rate
will approximate one-eighth-cent per copy.

On January 19, 1963, the New Mexico
Press Association passed a resolution
stating in part that it “finds this special
additional subsidy an unfair burden to
other publications and taxpayers.” I
wish to insert this resolution also.

ResoLuTioN oF NEw MEexico Press
ASSOCIATION

Whereas the postal-rate legislation passed
by the 8Tth Congress, while ralsing rates
for most users of postage, reduced the rates
for publications of rural electric cooperatives
to one-fourth the regular charges for second
class mall; and

Whereas all other users of second-class
mail, including newspapers, must pay three
10-percent Increases, starting January 1,
1963; and

Whereas the changes granting special low
rates to rural electric cooperatives were not
even discussed in the postal bill hearings:
Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the New Mexico Press As-
sociation, while recognizing the great contri-
bution of the rural electric cooperatives to
farm electrification, finds this addi-
tional subsidy an unfair burden to other
publications and taxpayers; and be it further

Resolved, That the secretary of this organi-
zation is instructed to forward a copy of this
resolution to the Postmaster General and
Members of the congressional delegation of
the State of New Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, it is impossible to ascer-
tain from the public record exactly
why—or even how—this special privilege
for these rural electric cooperative as-
sociations was slipped into the new law.
During April, May, and June, 1961, the
House Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service, on which I have the pleasure of
serving, held extensive public hearings
on the postal-rate revision bill and not
one single word that I can recall was said
concerning any special privileges being
giranted to these rural electric coopera-
tives.

On January 24, 1962, the House of
Representatives passed H.R. 7927 and
still there was no mention of any special
privileges for rural electric cooperative
associations,

On May 28, 1962, spokesmen for the
National Rural Electric Cooperative As-
sociation and three statewide rural elec-
tric cooperative associations finally came
out and testified before the Post Office
and Civil Service Committee of the other
body and expressed opposition to the
provisions of the postal rate increase bill
passed by the House of Representatives.
It is interesting to note, however, that
the public testimony of this group did
not request or even suggest the granting
of this special privilege. They even said
they were willing to pay a fair increase
in their rates. Nowhere in the public
record of the hearings of the other body
was such a request made.

A careful study of the colloguy on the
floors of both Chambers does not reveal
any discussion for this new preferred
status for rural electric cooperative as-
sociations. In fact, the amendment
was not directly pointed out nor dis-
cussed by the floor manager of the bill.
However, to the contrary, the distin-
guished Senator from South Carolina,
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the chairman of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee, did say:

I have never been in favor of the Post
Office Department’s balancing its budget as
long as every Tom, Dick, and Harry comes to
the Congress and expects their 9,900 non-
profit organizations to bear only about one-
eighth of the cost of their mail delivery. We
cannot do that and at the same time be fair
to the other mall users if we make them
balance the budget.

And, this action is directly contrary to
his statement.

Mr. Speaker, how much will this
amendment cost the Post Office? Be-
cause of this new provision, rural elec-
tric cooperative associations not only are
exempted from an increase in postal
rates, but, as I said a moment ago, will
now pay a minimum per copy rate of
one-fourth of what they were paying last
year for their publications. Itisnot pos-
sible for me to estimate exactly the total
loss in postal revenues represented by
this change. It is possible, however, to
calculate roughly the loss to the Post
Office assuming these publications pay
minimum charge per copy required by
these new provisions of the law. I rec-
ognize that perhaps these publications
never are light enough to pay the min-
imum; but, at least, this assumption
gives us some parameters of the problem,

According to the testimony of rural
electric cooperative witnesses, there are
28 such statewide associations having
publications with a circulation around
2,632,693. Normal publications of busi-
ness-type organizations must pay a min-
imum charge per copy of 0.6 cent during
1963, 0.8 cent during 1964, and 1 cent
each for pieces mailed after December 31,
1964. On the other hand, publications
of these 28 rural electric cooperative
associations will pay a minimum charge
per copy of only 0.125 cent—or one-
eighth cent—throughout this period.
On the basis of these data, it can be said
that the annual loss to the Post Office
Department as a result of this change,
and considering only these statewide
publications, could approach $150,000 in
1963, $213,250 in 1964, and $276,435 in
1965 and thereafter.

When one takes into consideration the
very slick propaganda publication of the
National Rural Electric Cooperative As-
sociation entitled “Rural Electrification”
and the multitude of other publications
such as the Rural Electric Minuteman
emanating from that organization, a
very substantial additional loss must be
added.

It is inconceivable to me how or why
these associations of business-type orga-
nizations—even though they are cooper-
ative type organizations—should have
been permitted to get special privileges
in postal rates when we were making an
honest effort to ease the financial bur-
den on the Post Office Department. It
is even more inconceivable that the con-
scientious Members of this Congress will
allow this situation to continue. The
discriminatory nature of this special
privilege is even greater magnified when
one considers that the privilege was not
even extended to associations of rural
telephone cooperatives or any other farm
cooperative associations or any other
nonprofit, business-type organizations.
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There are literally thousands of pub-
lications of other nonprofit business-type
associations, but they do not get this
special privilege. Take, for example, the
magazine Nation's Business. This is the
official publication of a nonprofit asso-
ciation of business-type organizations
and should be just as entitled to special
postage as the magazines of rural elec-
tric cooperatives. What about Public
Power—the magazine of the American
Public Power Association? Does not this
prove the unfairness and discriminatory
nature of the subsidy written into the
law last year?

Mr. Speaker, I am not the only one who
is concerned about this new special
treatment for rural electric cooperative
associations. The Citizen Patriot of
Jackson, Mich., editorially calls it “A
Strange Bit of Business.,” I wish fo in-
clude this editorial at this point in my
remarks:

A STRANGE BIT OF BUSINESS

The postal service bill, passed by the
Congress at its 1962 session, which raises
the postage on your letters and the rates
for mewspapers and magazines, contains a
strange concession to publications of rural
electric cooperatives.

Under a provision apparently slipped into
the bill after public hearings were held, the
REA groups were given a special “nonprofit
organization” rate which amounts to one-
fourth of the regular second class charge.

It is difficult to see any justification in
this privilege granted cooperatives which are
in direct competition with private business.
The REA publications (there are some 28 of
them reaching a total of about 3 million
readers) primarily are propaganda organs
designed to carry on the public power ad-
vocates’ fight against the investor-owned
private power industry.

In any event, a cooperative of this sort
should pay its own way without special con-
cessions from the Government. It is par-
ticularly unfair to grant it a postal rate
reduction at a time when individuals and
private business are being tapped to make
up the perennial postal deficit.

But it seems that, in this wonderland of
Washington, if you have a bit of socialism
on your side you have no trouble getting
what you want.

The Oelwein Daily Register of Oel-
wein, Iowa, also discussed this matter in
an editorial on December 18, 1962, which
I wish to include at this point:

JAaNUARY 1 aND THE REA

January 1, when most users of postage in
America will start paying more for mallings,
the Rural Electrification Administration—
which borrows money from the Government
at 2 percent that costs the U.S. Treasury
about twice that much—will start enjoying
a reduction in postage.

Also in January the REA will intensify its
demand on the taxpayer for more money; a
record appropriation of nearly half a billion
dollars.

This statement was made by the late Sam
Rayburn, coauthor of the Rural Electrifica-
tion Act: “We are not in this bill (creating
REA) intending to go out and compete with
anybody. By this bill we hope to bring elec-
trification to people who do not now have it.
This bill was not written on the theory that
we are golng to punish anybody or parallel
their lines or enter into competition with
them."

How the thinking in Washington changes.
The bill which was authorized about 25 years
ago did result in changing the face of Amer-
ica by bringing much-needed electric power
to the Nation’s farms. Today that job has
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been 96.8 percent completed, partly by REA,
partly by investor-owned utilities. But as is
characteristic of projects and bureaus set up
by our Federal Government, it now seems
that the REA is determined to perpetuate
itself permanently.

REA Administrator Norman M. Clapp is
sparking the program that would move REA
now into urban areas, competing with tax-
paying investor-owned utilities, offering in-
ducements to prospective industries on pro-
spective new REA lines with cheap 2-percent
money that costs the Treasury some 4 per-
cent, the difference being made up by the
taxpayers.

One of these REA projects involved an
REA-approved loan of $30,000 for the pur-
chase of snow-making equipment for a ski-
1lift at the Chestnut Hills Resort at Hanover,
I

REA hurts the U.S. taxpayer in several
ways. By bidding against and encroaching
upon investor-owned, taxpaying utilities it
is extending its service with a non-income-
tax-paying operation, Oh, it is true that
the REA pays some taxes, but not to com-
pare with those assessed agalnst corpora-
tions. Their bids are difficult to overcome
because of their saving on taxes and their
use of 2-percent taxpayers' money. The goal
obviously is the long-range plan of replacing
all investor-owned wutilities, depriving the
Government of its tremendous revenue from
corporate income taxes. The taxpayer, then,
will have to make up the loss,

This is all being done by an agency that
was set up exclusively for rural areas. Now
five out of six customers added by REA
borrowers are nonfarm consumers.

Moreover, REA appears to be financing a
good many co-ops unnecessarily. A total of
246 borrowers boast general funds amount-
ing to $600 million, $300 million of it in U.S.
Government bonds. Significantly, of this
total some $19 million is in special 2-percent
REA bonds. The borrowers, in short, as
pointed out in Barron's National Business
and Financial Weekly, are reinvesting the
Government’'s 2-percent money in Govern-
ment bonds, which pay them a higher re-
turn. Some even have money in common
stocks. But remember, this 2-percent money
costs the U.S. Treasury nearly twice that
much. The taxpayers make up the differ-
ence.

Getting back to higher postal rates, and
subsequent additional costs to the taxpay-
ers by the REA operation. January 7 first-
class letters advanced 5 cents, post cards 4
cents, airmail letters 8 cents, and airmail
cards 6 cents. But in a last-minute change,
not even discussed in the postal bill hearings,
the bill passed allowing rural electric co-
operatives a reduced second-class mailing
rate, one-fourth the regular charges.

Other users of second-class mail must pay
three 10-percent increases starting January
1, 1963, There are 28 monthly rural electric
cooperatives covering 30 States with an ag-
gregate circulation of about 3 million. They
carry some advertising. Formerly these pub-
lications paid a one-half-cent rate, and it is
estimated the special rate will approximate
one-eighth cent per copy. People paying the
higher postage rates are helping make up
the difference.

REA groups will now be able to enjoy a
financial advantage while propagandizing
against their prime target, the investor-
owned utilities. Meanwhile, the publica-
tions of the private power industry will be
compelled to pay the regular rates to tell
their side of the story.

As stated above we commend the accom-
plishments of REA since the plan was
adopted a quarter century ago. We do not
believe it should be kept going in perpetuity
at the expense of the taxpayers, and we are
concerned over this evidence of encroach-
ment on free enterprise, which is another
example of creeping socialism,
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Over in Lorain, Ohio, the Lorain Jour-
nal called the inclusion of rural electric
cooperative associations in this “quali-
fied nonprofit” category as “A Puzzling
Concession.” This newspaper said:

It is dificult to Imagine what argument
was used to justify the cooperatives this con-
cession in the face of a general postal in-
crease.

I wish to include this editorial also:
A PuzzLING CONCESSION

To purchase a commodity at a reduced
price at the very time the price is being
ralsed is a nice trick—but not an impossible
one.

It iz being done by rural electric coopera-
tives, which were granted a special nonprofit
rate in the postal service bill adopted by
Congress to ralse postal rates.

Starting January 7, 1963, the cost of mail-
ing a letter first class will advance from 4
cents to 5 cents. Rates on most other mall
services will go up. Not so, however, with
the Rural Electrification Administration.
Publications of the electric cooperatives, now
paying a half-cent per copy, will be granted
a new rate of approximately one-eighth of a
cent per copy.

Just why the cooperatives should be given
a postage price cut in the same bill that
raises rates is a problem that would require
explanation from inner—and perhaps smoke-
filled—committee chambers. The special
rate for REC's was not in the postal bill as
presented for public hearings. This means
that it had to be added in subsequent House
and Senate committee hearings.

If privately owned electric firms are
chagrined by this action, their irritation is
understandable. They are Irequently the
target of criticism by the advocates of public
ownership of electrical facilities, but they
are not given a special postal rate to mail
out publications to defend themselves.

At present there are 28 REC publications
covering 30 States, with an approximate ag-
gregate circulation of 3 million. The postal
reduction from one-half to one-eighth of a
cent won't break the Post Office Department,
but it certainly won't help clear up the an-
nual postal deficit.

It 1s difficult to imagine what argument
was used to justify granting the cooperatives
this concesslon in the face of a general postal
increase.

There is another editorial which I
think would be worthwhile calling to the
attention of my colleagues here today.
The De Pere, Wis., Journal-Democrat
carried this one on November 29, 1962,
and I heartily commend it to your
reading:

SuBsIDIZING THE REC

Recently, Congress passed a new postal bill
raising second-class rates (newspapers), first-
class rates (general mall) and most other

charges.

These cost increases hold true for the
Journal-Democrat, the local power utility,
the local businessmen, unions, and house-
holders.

However, one group has actually “snuck”
in with a postal decrease. The rural elec-
trification co-op has been granted a special
nonprofit rate in the recently passed postal
bill, it was learned this week. This is a
reduced second-class mailing rate, one-fourth
the regular charge. This special rate was
not in the postal bill as presented at public
hearings and was inconspicuously included
at a later date.

There are 28 publications put out by REC
groups with a total circulation of about
3 million. They formerly pald a one-
half-cent-per-copy rate. This has been
reduced to about one-eighth of a cent.
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The irony of the situation is that in a
nation of free enterprise, the Federal Gov-
ernment and State government will not al-
low bona fide paid advertising by the tax-
paying power utilities boasting that they do
pay taxes (and therefore a share of the cost
of government) as a business expense.
Meanwhile the Federal Government gives
what amounts to a subsidy to propaganda
telling the story of the tax-exempt rural
electrification cooperatives with our money.

The American public went along with the
postal increase because they felt that the
postal department should be self-support-
ing, but as long as special privileges are
being given on the sly, we defy the postal
department to ever get another increase past
the people.

I think my colleagues will also be in-
terested in the following editorial from
the Electrical West Industry Newsletter
dated December 15, 1962:

Au REVOIR: AN EDITORIAL

This is the last newsletter. We think you
will have some interest in how it came about,
Some months back the Post Office Depart-
ment decided that the newsletter was not
a regular issue of our magazine. Thus, by
post office decree, the newsletter had to be
mailed at a much more costly rate. This de-
cision put it out of the economic ball park.
We will sincerely miss the chance to visit
with you in the newsletter. We like its in-
formality and the chance to keep you better
posted. All this happened some months
back, and we have accepted the additional
malling costs until the first of the year to
fulfill commitments to advertisers.

We tell you the why of the loss of the
newsletter for two reasons. First, so that
you will know that the change has nothing
to do with our new owner, who only in-
herited the problem. Second, we feel that
all of us can take some concern when a gov-
ernmental interpretation of some fine print
can make this kind of change in our private
life.

We cannot overlook the irony of the action
of the last Congress that placed REA publi-
cations in a special postal class far below
any rate we as private business have ever
enjoyed. This special class has heretofore
been reserved for churches and other non-
profit organizations. Nor can we quite see
how the President can condone raising first-
class mail rates by $320 a ton and refuse steel
a §5-a-ton raise.

We belleve the individuals that made this
decision in the Post Office Department made

the decision in full conscience. Here is our
point.
The hand of Government, grown too

mighty, grasps at each of us.

Mr. Speaker, I think we should all give
some serious second thoughts to these
new subsidies. These cooperatives are
getting out of paying Federal income
taxes and a large part of State and local
taxes—at least they are generally not
taxed on a comparable basis as other
electric suppliers. They are borrowing
money from the Federal Treasury at less
than one-half of what long-term loans
cost the Government. They want to
build their own high-voltage transmis-
sion lines when there is no necessity for
it and in most cases where they could or
are purchasing their power cheaper from
existing suppliers. They want to and
are competing with highly regulated and
highly taxed electric companies for busi-
ness—including service to industries.
They are operating proprietary busi-
nesses and like to refer to themselves as
free enterprise. They may have started
out years ago as small operations, but to-
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day they have about a 20-percent equity
in a $3.8 billion investment. They
want to enjoy all of the privileges of free
enterprise but without the obligations.
Now, somehow or other, they have slipped
into a postal rate bill a provision that
lets them enjoy mailing privileges for
their propaganda organs at a fraction of
the cost to the postal service for han-
dling them.

If we are all interested in fairness to
our free enterprise businesses and to the
taxpayers, one of our first orders of busi-
ness should be to correct this mistake
which was made last year. Therefore, I
sincerely urge my colleagues on the
House Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee—and in this Chamber—to give
serious thought and quick approval to
the bill I am introducing today.

‘We have all seen and recognized the
special interest pleading and propa-
ganda in many of these publications.
We have seen almost everyone of them
calling for the enactment of legislation
in their own self-interest, suggesting—
if only by indirection—that the readers
bring pressure on Congress for certain
bills. I do not criticize them for this
kind of activity. They have as much
right as anybody to bring their thinking
to the attention of their members. But,
I do feel very strongly that Congress
cannot and must not be placed in the
position of further subsidizing this ef-
fort to the detriment of other taxpaying
businesses or by giving them preferred
postage rates to carry out their propa-
ganda carmpaigns.

I am asking the chairman of the Post
Office and Civil Service Committee to
appoint a subcommittee to look into this
matter. Under standard operating pro-
cedures in the committee, all bills re-
ferred to subcommittees receive a report
from the Post Office Department, in
which the Department expresses either
its approval or disapproval of the pro-
posal. In advance of this procedure, on
January 28, 1963, I sent a letter to the
Postmaster General requesting informa-
tion on this matter.

On February 4, Assistant Postmaster
General Ralph W. Nicholson, responded
to my inquiry saying the Post Office De-
partment did not recommend or suggest
that associations of rural electric co-
operatives be included in the definition
of “qualified nonprofit organizations.”
In fact, the Post Office expressed its op-
position in writing to this change in the
law on September 13, 1962. Mr. Nichol-
son said the special preferential postage
rates are a form of subsidy which is con-
sequential to the Department cince every
piece of “qualified nonprofit” second-
class mail is earried at a substantial loss.

In order that my colleagues may get
the full flavor of Mr. Nicholson’s reply,
I wish to include the entire letter at this
point in my remarks:

FEBRUARY 4, 1963.
Hon. Epwarp J. DERWINSKI,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

Dear ConNGRESSMAN: The Postmaster Gen-
eral has sent me your letter of January 28
in which you asked some gquestions about
postal rates extended to rural electric
cooperatives.
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1. The Post Office Department did not
recommend or suggest that these associa-
tions be defined as “qualified nonprofit
organizations.”

2. The staff of the Senate Committee on
Post Office and Clvil Service asked us for
our position on this matter. I replied on
September 13, 1962, saying we opposed the
change,

3. We do not justify the net reduction
in postage.

4. We believe the Congress is in a better
position than the Department to determine
the fairness or equity of this change. In
setting second- and third-class rates Con-
gress faces the same question of fairness or
equity. I would point out however that
preferential postage rates are a form of sub-
sidy. In the case of nonprofit second-
class rates this subsidy is consequential to
the Department since each plece of mail at
this rate is carried at a substantial loss.
From the postal point of view it would seem
desirable to make a direct subsidy to an in-
dustry that merits Federal support rather
than an indirect one through postal rates.
The change made a number of years ago
providing direct payment of subsidies to
certain airlines who previously were bene-
fited by special postal payments is a case
in point.

Sincerely yours,
RarpeH W. NICHOLSON,
Assistant Postmaster General.

Still seeking information, I sent a let-
ter to the Rural Electrification Adminis-
trator on January 28, 1963. I received
a reply from the Honorable Norman M.
Clapp on February 4. He said REA was
not involved directly or indirectly in ob-
taining the new postage rate for associ-
ations of rural electric cooperatives. Mr.
Clapp, however, I feel, was a little mis-
leading in his reply—even though he may
not have meant to be—in his explana-
tion that the Senate committee in re-
porting the postage revision bill “includ-
ed a provision extending the nonprofit
rate established in 1917 to associations
of rural electric cooperatives.” The im-
plication of that sentence—standing
alone—is that the committee merely ex-
tended the nonprofit rate enjoyed by
others since 1917 to the electric coopera-
tive associations. The 1917 law to which
he refers was 40 Stat. 327-328, October 3,
1917. This law merely established the
classification of “qualified nonprofit or-
ganizations” and none of them were
associations of business-type organiza-
tions as are the associations of rural elec-
tric cooperatives.

I will also include the full text of Mr.
Clapp’s letter at this point in my remarks
for the benefit of my colleagues:

FEBRUARY 7, 1963.
Hon. EDWARD J. DERWINSKI,
House of Representatives.

Dear Me. DErRwINSKI: This is in response
to your letter of January 28, 1963, in which
you ask if REA had anything to do with ob-
taining a new malillng rate for associations
of rural electric cooperatives.

This agency was not involved, directly or
indirectly, in obtaining the new rate.

When the Senate Post Office and Civil
Service Committee held hearings in May 1962
on H.R, 7927, Postage Revision Act, testimony
was presented by statewide associations of
REA borrowers and by the National Rural
Electric Cooperative Assoclation in opposi-
tlon to proposals that would increase postal
rates on their publications. The Senate
committee in reporting HR. 2927 included
a provision extending the nonprofit rate es-
tablished in 1917 to associations of rural
electric cooperatives.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

The conference report on this legislation
retained the Senate language and the report
was in the House on October 5,
1962, by a rollcall vote of 312 to 20.

Please let us know if we can be of further
assistance.

Sincerely yours,
NorMAN M. CLAPP,
Administrator.

I am also communicating with all of
the members of the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee in the other body,
bringing this to their attention if it has
escaped their serutiny. I certainly hope
they will see fit to remedy the situation.

When hearings are held, as I hope they
will be, we will then be able to determine
the background for these subsidies, and
give the Post Office Department, the
rural electric cooperative associations,
and other interests Government officials
an opportunity to join with us in cor-
recting this situation.

In my opinion, congressional intent as
well as congressional knowledge was
flouted. The Members of the House un-
derstand the confusion which prevails
in the closing days of a session, and I
believe we have been duped by the in-
clusion of this special amendment in the
1962 act.

I urge you to join me in the necessary
corrective legislation.

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I am glad to yield
to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. FOREMAN. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
DerwiInsKI]l on his interest and work
in saving and looking after the savings
of the taxpayers themselves with refer-
ence to the unnecessary spending of tax
dollars.

Mr. Speaker, recently one of our very
fine weekly newspapers in southeast
Texas, the Waller County Record, had
an article written by Elisabet Douthitt
concerning the new low postal rates
for rural electric cooperatives. This is
an interesting development which seems
to be coming more to the fore in recent
weeks.

Like Elisabet Douthitt says, I do not
have any quarrel with these rural elec-
tric cooperatives either, so long as they
continue to serve the function for which
they were organized. But, I do question
the propriety of their getting the special
postal rates to which she refers in her
article if the facts she points out are
correct. :

Mr. Speaker, I think all of us will be
interested in reading her comments, so
for this reason I ask unanimous consent
to insert her article in the REcorp at this
point.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Texas?

There was no objection.

The article referred to follows:

Way Low Postar RATES FOR RURAL ELECTRI-
FICATION Co-OPS?
(By Elisabet M. Douthitt)

It is to be hoped that the Texas Press
Assoclation will follow that lead of its sister
State, New Mexlco’s press group, in adopting
a resolution denouncing the sneaky postal
rate concession given to the Rural Electric
Cooperatives. The New Mexico association
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labeled the concession “an unfair burden
to other publications and taxpayers.”

It is certainly all of that.

I have no quarrel with these cooperatives.
Quite the contrary I think they have done a
terrific job of bringing electricity to farms
and ranches not served by investor-owned
utility companies.

I don't, however, see where they come off
getting a postal rate supposedly set up for
nonprofit organizations only, because I don’t
believe anyone in his right mind believes
them to be nonprofit organizations. It must
also be noted that the rate was sneaked
into the bill and that no changes granting
special low rates to these cooperatives were
even discussed in the postal bill hearings.
It was not in the postal bill as presented
for public hearings. One can only conclude
it was “snuck In” during subsequent con-
gressional committee hearings.

REA borrows money from the Government
at 2 percent interest, money which costs
the U.8. Treasury about 4 percent. Electric
cooperative users pay a membership fee when
they tie in to the REC lines. After that
they pay a healthy kilowatt rate for power
used. I know. I averaged between $15 and
$25 a month on the ranch electric bills.

This newspaper and every other publica-
tion in the profitmaking designation got a
postal hike of 10 percent this year and will
get two more 10-percent hikes in 1964 and
1965. Rural electric cooperatives publish
28 monthly publications covering 30 States.
These class-printed jobs carry some adver-
tising and have an aggregate circulation of
about 3 million. I'm one of them who gets
the paper.

Anyone with a grain of commonsense
knows that advertising is for profit and any
sort of publication that carries paid adver-
tising should be grouped with profitmaking
ones.

But through a, to put it mildly, very puz-
zling concession the electric cooperatives got
a reduction in postal rates rather than the
ralse everyone else got. While they had
been paying the half-cent rate, they now
have this special rate of about one-eighth
cent per copy. Publications, such as the
Record, will be helping pay for their mail-
ing and I call it ridiculous and unfair.
Moreover, the REA groups will be able to
enjoy a financial advantage for issuing prop-
aganda against their prime target, the
investor-owned utilities, because of this
special rate. And the private power indus-
tries will have to pay the higher rate for
their publications in order to tell their side
of the story.

Mr. DERWINSKI. I thank the
gentleman. I appreciate the widespread
interest this question has received across
the country. As a matter of fact, this
issue is just coming to the attention of
the Congress since in effect it quietly
slipped through the House in the closing
days of the 1962 session. In all fairness
and in all logic and, let us say, in the
interest of normal consistency of the
Congress this should mnever have
happened.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr, Speaker, I have
always been impressed with the sincerity
and thoughtfulness of the genftleman
from Illinois; but, Mr. Speaker, he out-
did himself today. I think in all honesty
that his incisive analysis of the impli-
cations and ramifications of granting
subsidy postage rates for publications of
associations of REA co-ops is one of the
finest statements delivered for the bene-
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fit of all Members of this body in a long
time.

The whole Nation is concerned about
the magnitude of Government spending,
and we all would like to find some way
to improve the situation—no matter how
large or small the contribution might be.
The gentleman from Illinois, in his quiet
and unassuming way, has clearly set out
for us a positive and constructive way
of further reducing the postal deficit—
which is a form of Government spend-
ing—while at the same time doing for
the REA co-ops only what they asked
Congress to do. They asked that postal
rate increases be fair.

We Americans have always prided our-
selves on fairplay and good sportsman-
ship. I agree with everyone here today
who asked for the speedy consideration
of this bill by the Post Office and Civil
Service Committee and its enactment by
the Congress in the name of fairplay and
good sportsmanship. It is not good
sportsmanship to give these associations
of REA co-ops a subsidy advantage in
the postage they must pay to dissemi-
nate their propaganda.

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of myself and
my taxpaying constituents, I would like
to say to the gentleman from Illinois,
thank you for a job well done, I hope
the rest of us in this Chamber can do
as well by enacting your bill as soon as
possible.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr, Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, DERWINSKI, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to compliment my distinguished col-
league from Illinois on the scholarly ap-
proach he has taken on this question.
Furthermore, the thoroughness with
which he has presented the results of
his research to us today must be com-
mended.

After listening to the careful delinea-
tion of the facts he brought out con-
cerning the special postal subsidies
granted associations of rural electric co-
operatives, I must agree with his sincere
request for speedy congressional action
to correct this mistake. I do not see how
any of us in good conscience can pro-
crastinate any longer than is absolutely
required by the necessary legislative ma-
chinery to enact the bill he introduced
today.

Mr. Speaker, I do not feel that con-
sideration of this bill should be thought
of as being either for or against rural
electrification as such. Rather, it is a
question, first and foremost, of fairness
and equity to other free-enterprise, busi-
ness-type organizations, and of fairness
to the taxpayers who must make up the
Post Office Department deficits.

Again I compliment my colleague from
Illinois on his fine contribution to the
Nation here today. And, with his kind
permission, I would like to associate my-
self wholeheartedly with his remarks and
with what he is sincerely trying to do
in the best interest of the taxpayers and
a financially sound Post Office Depart-
ment,

Mr. ROBISON. MTr. will
the gentleman yield?

Speaker,
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Mr. DERWINSKI. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. ROBISON. Mr. Speaker, as I
sat here and listended with great interest
to the statement of the gentleman from
Illinois, I could not help but be reminded
of those words of the immortal bard,
in King Henry VIII:

He was a scholar, a ripe and good one; ex-
ceeding wise, fair spoken, and persuading.

I think it is self-evident why these
words came to mind because the gentle-
man's statement today indicated him to
be an exceeding wise scholar, fair spoken
and, at least to me, persuading.

I must admit that this special exemp-
tion which was given last year to asso-
ciations of rural electric cooperatives
had come to my attention in recent
weeks., But, it was not until today that
Irealized the full significance and import
of this seemingly minor change in the
language of our postal laws. I compli-
ment the gentleman for his part in alert-
ing all of us so cogently to this situation.

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from New York and
I should like to assure the Members that
I think it behooves all of us to develop a
concerted program, to have at least a
very careful review of the record to de-
termine the true intent of the Congress
in processing this legislation in 1962. I
think the facts and the logic and the wis-
dom of Congress will produce the neces-
sary change that I propose.

A CITIZENSHIP OF CONVENIENCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
StraTtTON). Under previous order of
the House, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. RocGers] is recognized for 30 min-
utes.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, on June 20, 1955, Mr. Manuel E.
Kulukundis was naturalized as a U.S.
citizen. Yet companies in which this
man has substantial interest account
for approximately 30 percent of all cur-
rent free world shipping to Communist
Cuba, and the U.S. Government has
underwritten his farflung shipping op-
erations in the amount of some $32 mil-
lion in insured loans.

Mr, Speaker, in recent weeks I have
uncovered facts which are appalling to
me as an American and a Member of
Congress. As these facts are revealed,
I am sure the American people and the
Congress of the United States will be
shocked and amazed at the extent to
which the privileges of citizenship in this
Nation have been violated.

From information I have obtained
from the Justice Department, the Mari-
time Administration, and other sources,
Manuel E, Kulukundis operates not only
under flags of convenience, but a citizen-
ship of convenience as well.

During the period 1951-56, after com-
plaints were received from the Congress
that some shipowners had acquired U.S.
vessels from the U.S. Government under
the Ship Sales Act of 1946 without meet-
ing citizenship requirements, investiga-
tions of such sales were undertaken.
One of the major corporations involved
was a group controlled by Kulukundis.

Investigations disclosed that Mr.
Kulukundis, while still an alien, held a
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direct and/or beneficial interest, often
concealed, in many corporations which
bought war-built surplus U.S. vessels.
However, Kulukundis could not qualify
for purchase of these vessels because he
was an alien. Subsequently he was
indicted. After lengthy negotiations,
final settlement was worked out with the
Department of Justice whereby the
Kulukundis-controlled corporations paid
fines of approximately $900,000 in cash,
and consummated purchase of the ves-
sels, on the day of June 20, 1955. Curi-
ously, it was on that same day that Kulu-
kundis obtained his citizenship in this
country.

However, Manuel E. Kulukundis did
not relinquish his shares in the family-
held British shipping firm of Rethymnis
& Kulukundis, Ltd. I am advised that
he owns 25 of the 115 shares outstand-
ing in that firm.

On August 27, 1958, Manuel E.
Kulukundis received a U.S. Government-
insured loan in the amount of $9,593,900
for the purpose of constructing a 41,000-
ton oil tanker, christened the SS Atlas,
which was registered under the Ameri-
can flag.

Then U.S. citizen Manuel E. Kulu-
kundis’ British firm signed a 4-year long-
term shipping contract with the Soviet
Union, and the first shipment of that
charter took place in 1960. However, on
April 27, 1960, Kulukundis received an-
other U.S. Government-insured loan in
the amount of $12,369,300 for the pur-
pose of constructing another oil tanker,
the SS Titan, which was registered under
the American flag.

Then on June 27, 1960, Kulukundis re-
ceived still another U.S. Government-
insured loan in the amount of $10,792,900
for the purpose of constructing still an-
other huge tanker, the SS Achilles, which
was registered under the American flag.

The total amount of these loans is
$32,756,100. As of February 28, 1963,
Kulukundis owed a balance of $30,067,-
404 on his debts.

As you can see, the U.S. taxpayer has
a substantial stake in this man's opera-
tions. It is shocking that a situation
could occur whereby the good faith and
credit of the U.S. Government could be
used to keep afloat a fleet of ships owned
in part by a U.S. citizen who chooses to
play both ends against the middle by do-
ing business with the Communists.

On March 1 of this year the Maritime
Administration had to intercede and
guarantee the wages of the crew of the
Titan, on which is owed some $11 mil-
lion, to sail the ship from the coast of
Pakistan back to the United States. On
that same day, the Justice Department
leveled suit against Kulukundis in U.S.
District Court of the Southern District
of New York, because he has failed to
maintain the proper security for his Gov-
ernment-insured loans. The suit in-
volves some $5 million, and the Govern-
ment requests sale of Kulukundis’ new
multistory office building at 555 Madison
Avenue, New York, as part of the claim.

However, Mr. Speaker, the American
people should be advised that his British
company, Rethymnis & Kulukundis, Ltd.,
along with several companies in which
it holds controlling interest, accounts for
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two-thirds of all current British shipping
to Cuba, and is responsible for 30 per-
cent of all free world shipping into Cuba
for the first 6 weeks of this year.

Of the shipping to Cuba during the
Soviet buildup of that unfortunate is-
land in the summer months of 1962, 10
percent of all non-Communist traffic to
Cuba was confrolled by Eulukundis’ in-
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terests. Of the 14 EKulukundis-con-
trolled ships calling in Cuba at that
time, 12 were tankers transporting vital
cargo from ports located in the Soviet
Union. These vessels were of British,
Greek, and Panamanian registry.

A breakdown of these ships engaged
in trade with Cuba during June-August
1962, is as follows:

Type Name Flag Beneficial ownership Arrival in From—
Cuba
Tanker._.... Aldebaran._ ... ... oo Greek._... Riit.?dymnts & Kulukundis, | Jan. 3,1962 | U.8.8.R.
Do ar Hill. __ British____}.____do___... —-.-| July 11,1962 | U.8.8.R.
o R o London Confidence_ __ d o, | .| July 25,1962 | U.8.8.R.
Do ong lory d --| June 29,1962 | U.8.8.R.
Dol ondon d -| June 1,1962 | U.B.5.R.
Do d July 11,1962 | U.S.8.R.
Do......| O d July 3,1962 | USS.R.
Do..._..| Lon July 14,1062 | U.S.8.R.
Do ondon Victory. —-do___ Vbt AT BRI ST odpe. L U.S.8.R.
Do Overseas Pioneer. A do = Aug, 7,1962 | U.S8.8.R.
i 0, R Overseas Explorer...........|...do____._ e O e N i July 5,1962 | U.S.8.R.
Do o e S S Greek..... R e o L e Y 15. 1962 | US.8.R,
an
Aug. 31,1962
N e Ry e EUEC 1 ol L MRS A0 o nen s ] FONE. . 41082 IS H R,
Doz Streatham Hill .. _........| British____|_____ S SR R S June 16,1962 | U.8.8.R.

Mr. Speaker, this U.S. citizen of con-
venience, Manuel Kulukundis, is accus-
tomed to operating all over the globe, and
not always in the interests of the coun-
try he is foresworn to uphold. In 1962,
he was able to have construction work
performed on four of his ships of Ameri-
can registry in foreign shipyards. Our
own U.S. shipyards could have used these
American dollars to combat the unem-
ployment problem in this country.

Mr. Speaker, there are many questions
surrounding the operations of Manuel E.
Kulukundis. One of them has a simple
answer: Close U.S. ports to shipping traf-
fic engaged in trade with Cuba. This
shipping continues today under the aegis
of Kulukundis and other like him who
value dollars over democracy.

The Justice Department and the Mari-
time Administration are doing excellent
work in pursuing the violations of public
trust which have occurred in this case.
However, much remains to be done by
the State Department in pursuing the
violations of our national interest which
are occurring each day as ships from
countries engaging in trade with Cuba
put into U.S. ports for profitable Ameri-
can cargoes.

In the coming weeks, much will un-
doubtedly come to light as the Kulu-
kundis case unfolds. Hopefully, one of
the steps which will be taken will be the
closure of U.S. ports to interests engaged
in trade with Cuba.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I am glad
to yield to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Florida [Mr.
FasceLL].

Mr, FASCELL, The gentleman is a
members of the Committee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries and also a member
of the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce; is he not?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. That is
correct. j

Mr. FASCELL. Is the subject matter
which he has brought to the attention of
this House today a matter of investiga-
tion by either of those committees at
this time?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Not at the
present, but I am hopeful that the Com-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries, after we develop these facts, will go
into this matter very thoroughly. I per-
sonally have gone into this and I have
been shocked.

Mr. FASCELL. In other words, these
facts which the gentleman brings to our
attention at this time are the result of
the gentleman's own investigation?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. The gentle-
man is correct.

Mr. FASCELL. I certainly must com-
pliment the gentleman for his diligent
work in presenting these shocking facts
to the Members of this House and the
American people. I compliment him
and I trust that this matter will be very
carefully followed up not only by the
gentleman but by the appropriate com-
mittees having jurisdiction.

I was interested in several facts
brought out in your discussion. I do not
recall, and I wish the gentleman would
refresh my memory, as to when the
man referred to in your remarks be-
came a citizen. I believe you said 1955?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Yes, he be-
came a citizen in 1955.

Mr. FASCELL. Then, as I recall it,
there was a series of steps by which this
gentleman received the benefit and as-
sistance of programs of this Government
in behalf of shipping.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. That is
right. In other words, he obtained
loans from certain companies or banks
and these loans were then insured by this
Government. Undoubtedly, if there had
not been Government insurance for his
loan program, this man probably could
never have obtained these loans.

Mr. FASCELL. When was his last
loan?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I believe his
last loan was in June of 1960.

Mr. FASCELL. When was this gen-
tleman indicted? Did I understand cor-
rectly that he was indicted?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. He was in-
dicted before citizenship was granted
and that is a rather unusual thing—to
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see citizenship granted after a man has
already been indicted.

Mr. FASCELL. That would depend
probably on the nature of the offense. I
do not know what that was. But, ac-
tually, of paramount interest to me and
to the Members of Congress and to the
American people is the fact that he was
able while under indictment to receive
the benefits of these assistance pro-
grams; is that correct?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. This was
after settlement but it is unusual.

Mr. FASCELL. When did it follow
in period of time?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Actually
they have just recently instituted suit.
It has not been too long, because of the
requirements of certain securities to be
kept by the company in order to assure
that the Government will not have to
step in. Since these assurances have not
been given the Government has entered
the matter and it was necessary for the
Maritime Administration, as I pointed
out, to take the necessary steps to pay
the wages of the crew to get one of the
ships back from Pakistan to this coun-
try, because it is very vital for us to pro-
tect that interest if we are called upon
as the U.S. Government to pay the owed
amount on that ship if default on pay-
ments or anything were to happen to it.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle-
man and compliment him for the work
he has done in bringing this to light. I
certainly would hope and I am sure the
gentleman will continue his own interest
and investigation. Does not the gentle-
man agree, it falling within the juris-
diction of the committee, that perhaps
there may be need for study and investi-
gation and legislative or administrative
authorization? This matter has drawn
so many developments and hearings and
now we find ourselves having to resort
to a suit to protect the interests of the
American people.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. Yes. Fur-
thermore, I am hopeful, too, this will
point up to us the necessity of taking
effective action such as the gentleman
and I have been working for, to close
ports to ships doing business with Cuba.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle-
man. As I understand, this man’s ships
are using U.S. ports.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. The Brit-
ish company, I am sure, does use U.S.
ports, and his own American companies
which ship under the American flag cer-
tainly use American ports.

Mr. FASCELL. Thissubject matter of
closing ports, if it becomes a legislative
matter, is within the jurisdiction of the
committee on which the gentleman
serves.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. This could
possibly be done that way, or closing
of ports could be done by Presidential
proclamation. As the gentleman knows,
I am sure, we are trying to encourage the
State Department to move on this so we
can quickly close our ports to ships fiying
the flag of any nation which allows any
of its ships to trade with Cuba; and this
is a case in point.

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman has
made a very good case in point. I might
add that I have joined with the gentle-
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man over a long period of time to try to
get this up; as a matter of fact, if my
memory serves me correctly, we did
something similar to this with reference
to the mutual security bill, did we not?

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. That is
right.

Mr. FASCELL, So that we did in one
piece of legislation try to get this body
to take some action with respect to this
problem.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. This has
been done.

Mr. FASCELL. The gentleman is
saying that there are other forms of pro-
posed legislation, also that the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee can act,
and finally through administrative ac-
tion this problem can be attacked. As
I understand, a proclamation has al-
ready been issued. It does not go far
enough.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida.
only one step.

Mr. FASCELL. I thank the gentle-
man for his interesting analysis of this
problem and commend the gentleman.

Mr. ROGERS of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for his contribution. His un-
tiring efforts have been of great help in
the study of this problem and have
meant much not only to the people of
his district but his work has thrown
much light on this whole problem for
the entire Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

That is

PROPOSED IRS MERGER SHOULD
BE ABANDONED

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the previous order of the House, the
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. CAHILL]
is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. CAHILL. Mr., Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CAHILL. Mr. Speaker, I have
taken this time today to discuss the utter
foolishness of the recently announced
decision of the Commissioner of Internal
Revenue concerning the merging of cer-
tain IRS offices throughout the country
on the announced ground that it would
save $5 million to the taxpayers of the
United States. Now I do not propose to
know the effect that this reorganiza-
tional plan will have on the entire coun-
try or certain parts of the country with
which I am not personally familiar. It
may effect some savings in these areas.
But I can talk with some degree of
knowledge about the proposed merger of
the Newark, N.J., and Camden, N.J., of-
fices into one office to be located in New-
ark, N.J. Under this plan the Camden
office would be limited to investigations
and all returns from all citizens in New
Jersey would be mailed directly to and
maintained at the Newark office. All
collections would be made by the Newark
office. All supervision would be located
at the Newark office. In other words,
the Camden office, which has been oper-
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ating successfully for decades, would in
effect become a substation of the New-
ark office and would provide little or no
convenient facilities for the taxpayers
of south Jersey. Now I can assure the
Members of the Congress that this plan
will not save the taxpayers any money.
The utter foolishness of the proposed
reorganizational plan and the lack of
planning preparatory to its announce-
ment is best illustrated by the fact that
the Camden office had requested, and the
district office had approved, additional
space approximating 10,000 additional
square feet for the Camden office,

This additional space was allegedly re-
quired for the additional employees nec-
essary in the Camden office to process
the increasing volume of revenue returns
in the South Jersey district. Apparently
the Camden office, the district office, and
presumably the General Services Admin-
istration were caught by surprise by this
sudden announcement of a change in
plans. Had this proposal been carefully
considered I am certain that a great deal
of money already expended in planning
for the additional space and in the many,
many conferences that were held con-
cerning it could have been eliminated
and the moneys saved for the taxpayers.
Aside from this, however, the merger of
these two offices cannot possibly save the
taxpayers money. The savings as I un-
derstand it from representatives of the
Internal Revenue Service would result
from the elimination of certain super-
visory personnel and their followup
employees in the Camden office. Ac-
cording to my information this work and
these duties would be assigned to exist-
ing personnel in the Newark office. It
has been represented to me that the
existing supervisory personnel at the
Newark office will be able to carry on
their present work and the additional
work resulting from the transfer of the
Camden office without any additional
personnel. Now if this is true, the super-
visory personnel at the Newark office
have obviously been underworked for
some time. If not true, as I suspect it
to be, obviously the supervisory person-
nel at the Newark office will, after the
merger, be overworked. There is little
question in my mind that additional per-
sonel will be required in the Newark of-
fice if this merger is carried out. This is
so because the Camden office as of this
date is processing over 1 million returns
and is collecting in excess of $650 million.
After a personal investigation of this
matter, I am convinced, first, that the
proposed saving of $5 million is strictly a
publicity gimmick and has no basis in
fact; and, second, that the proposed
merger was announced without adequate
planning and without sufficient investi-
gation of the needs for and the impact
of the proposed merger. This is best il-
lustrated by the fact that the announce-
ment of the proposed mergers through-
out the country was made by Secretary
Dillon on March 5, 1963. On March 7,
1963, 2 days later, an urgent press re-
lease titled “For Immediate Release' was
issued reading as follows:

Treasury Secretary Douglas Dillon an-
nounced today that he was giving careful

consideration to protests received about pro-
posed changes in the organization of the
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field structure of the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice, designed to increase its efficiency and
economy of operation. He pointed out that
none of the changes are scheduled to be-
come effective before January 1, 1864, which
will give full opportunity to review all as-
pects of the matter in the light of these
protests. No implementing action will be
taken pending the completion of such a
review.

A reading of this release is convineing,
I think, that no thought whatsoever was
given to the facts which prompted the
many protests. What investigation was
made on the local scene in Camden, N.J.,
to determine the impact of this merger
on the local community? What study
was made of unemployment in the Cam-
den area? Does not this administra-
tion, which has been preaching the need
for full employment, know that today
Camden, Gloucester, and Burlington
Counties have the highest rate of un-
employment that they have had since
1956? Do not our Treasury experts ever
talk to our labor experts? Do not the
planners of the Treasury Department
have any liaison with the planners of the
Labor Department? Why did the Treas-
ury Department aid in unemployment in
an area already “enjoying” a 9.7 per-
cent unemployment of the existing labor
force at this particular time?

Mr. Speaker, I could go on and on to
illustrate the lack of planning, the lack
of investigation, the lack of thought in
this ill-advised, ill-conceived proposal.
The only comfort I can take and the only
comfort that the people of the south
Jersey area can take in this entire mat-
ter is the fact that after all the fanfare
and all the publicity and all the cost in-
volved in conferences throughout the
country, which probably will reduce ap-
preciably the estimated savings, the Sec-
retary and the Commissioner now agree
that they will “give careful consideration
to the protests.” I would like to point
out to our friends in the Treasury De-
partment that not only has our leading
daily newspaper blasted this proposed
merger but all forms of area communica-
tions have been united in eriticizing this
ill-conceived planning. In the event
that the Treasury Department is inter-
ested, and with the hope that recon-
sideration will include some attention to
the suggestions, I am submitting here-
with certain reasons which I feel compel
the rejection of the proposed merger and
necessitate a rescinding of the proposal
by the Secretary of the Treasury:

First. The Newark office is located in
the northerly end of the State and is,
therefore, farther removed from the field
offices throughout the State than would
be a centrally located office. If one office
alone is indicated, it certainly should not
be in Newark. Camden, geographically,
is much more centrally located and south
Jersey enjoys a higher rate of potential
growth than any area in the State.

Second. The location of a single office
in Newark would be extremely costly in
view of the transportation involved for
management, directors, supervisors, and
supervisory personnel.

Third. The Camden office indeed
would provide much better liaison with
the State offices being so much closer to
the State capitol at Trenton.
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Fourth. More importantly, however,
the regional office located in Philadel-
phia is approximately 5 miles from the
Camden office and approximately 95
miles from the Newark office. Addi-
tional moneys in time and traveling ex-
penses if multiplied similarly throughout
the country would more than offset the
proposed savings by the Internal Reve-
nue Service.

Fifth. Obviously the Newark office
space would be inadequate in view of the
additional duties that would be imposed
and since additional space would be more
expensive in Newark than in Camden,
again the possibility of any savings would
be reduced.

Sixth. South Jersey has recently had
approved a proposed rapid transit sys-
tem which, it is believed, will develop
even more rapidly the entire area. A
jet airport is on the planning boards
and a population explosion is anticipated
by all knowing civic planners. Why the
Internal Revenue Service would want to
inconvenience so many hundreds of
thousands of taxpayers is beyond un-
derstanding.

Seventh. The Newark office would be
completely removed from the resort
areas in the State of New Jersey where
the administration-inspired organized
crime drive is spearheaded. The cost of
transportation and living expenses and
time that would be consumed in travel
by personnel on these assignments would
again increase the cost of the operation
and offset any possible saving by con-
solidation of supervisory personnel.

Eighth. The south Jersey area today
is a depressed area from the standpoint
of unemployment statistics and as out-
lined above has at the present time a 9.7
rate of unemployment. New jobs should
be created for this district by the Federal
Government rather than eliminated by
the Federal Government.

Ninth. Automatic data processing
which is utilized by the Internal Revenue
Service as a time and money saver is lo-
cated in the service center in Philadel-
phia. With a collection division and
with all other facilities now working sat-
isfactorily in the Camden office, it is
again difficult to understand how the
proposed merger will result in any sav-

ings.

Tenth. With the returns filed in New-
ark, the taxpayers of south Jersey, the
accountants, the lawyers, and particu-
larly those interested in adjusting, ex-
plaining, revising, or correcting an in-
come tax return will, in all probability,
be compelled to travel to Newark to dis-
cuss it. To do otherwise would mean the
costly transfer of personnel from the
Newark office to the Camden office and
would require almost daily messenger
service between the Newark and the
Camden office.

Eleventh. All appeals from findings of
the Internal Revenue Service would
necessarily be held in Newark and would
impose great inconvenience on the part
of taxpayers and those representing
them.

Twelfth. Lastly, I have not been able
to determine by any real proof that any
money will be saved, let alone $5 million.
This is a figure right out of somebody’s
hat and is the result, in my opinion, of
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a vivid imagination on the part of some

Treasury statistician. But even if I were

to agree that some appreciable savings

could be made in the merger, it would
be entirely lost to the Treasury Depart-
ment by reason of the tremendous dam-
age that has already been done, and
which would be increased appreciably
if the merger were consummated, to the
morale of the employees of the Internal

Revenue Service in New Jersey and

throughout the Nation.

My office has been swamped by com-
plaints, by illustrations of hardship
cases, by family problems which prevent
moving to either Newark or to any place
outside of the south Jersey area. The
entire Camden office, and I suppose the
personnel of all offices throughout the
country are wondering, “what next?”

In one unthinking, unplanned, unnec-
essary swoop, the Commissioner and the
Secretary have wrought untold harm to
the morale of the employees of the In-
ternal Revenue Service. The average
worker is now saying: “If they can merge
the Camden office with the Newark office,
when will they merge the Newark office
with the New York office” and then, of
course, the $64 question will be: “When
will all of the offices be merged into one
presumably located in Boston?”

Now, Mr. Speaker, I have spoken a lot
longer than I had anticipated but I
could really speak much longer and out-
line more reasons why this proposal
should be discontinued forthwith by the
Secretary of the Treasury.

While the announcement indicates
that the entire matter is being recon-
sidered, I have been informed by author-
itative sources that the planning to im-
plement this proposal is still going on. I
urge the Secretary and the Commissioner
to stop wasting the taxpayer's money in
planning to carry out this merger and to
withhold implementation until a sincere,
careful, objective study is made. I am
certain that when this occurs, the Secre-
tary and the Commissioner will permit
the Camden office to remain “as is” so
that it may continue as it is now doing
to service the needs of the people of south
Jersey.

Mr. Speaker, I include the following
editorial, published in the Camden-
Courier newspaper under date of Friday,
March 8, 1963, in full because it ex-
presses fully the views of all the citizens
of south Jersey:

DOWNGRADING OF CAMDEN BY INTERNAL REVE-
NUE SERVICE MeriTs Vicorous OPPOSI-
TION
Camgden once again is being given second-

class, back-of-the-hand treatment in the

reshuffling of a governmental agency.

The Camden and Newark offices of the In-
ternal Revenue Service are being merged to
Newark's advantage and our disadvantage in
a national reorganization of the IRS that
affects 16 of its 62 offices.

Whereas Camden up to now has been the
headquarters of an independent IRS district
and has had its own district office, the Cam-
den district will now become part of the
Newark district. The office here, while not
to be closed entirely, will be downgraded to
a branch of Newark’s.

The Camden district is one of only four in
the entire country that are to be merged out
of existence.

Reasons given for the national reorgani-
zation are to effect the relatively petty sav-
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ing of #5 million a year in overhead and
administrative costs; and to facilitate the
use of the IRS electronic processing system,
which is due to be in full operation by 1966.

At first, Treasury officials claimed that the
reorganization would in no way incon-
venience taxpayers in this area. Within 24
hours, however, they admitted that state-
ment was in error.

Taxpayers in this area will continue to file
their returns at the Camden office and re-
celve some other services there that are pro-
vided now. However, all returns will be
sent to Newark and kept there instead of
in Camden, and taxpayers whose returns are
questioned or reviewed may be required to
travel to Newark. All records will be held
at Newark instead of Camden.

Certified public accountants who aid tax-
payers in making out their returns probably
will be forced to make many trips to Newark
to settle disputes.

Officials also claim that few, if any, IRS
employees will lose their jobs and that
“reassignments in nearby offices or transfers
to new duties will be made.”

But the first IRS statement also signifi-
cantly admitted that about 93 persons in
the Camden office will be affected. Of them,
33 now hold supervisory positions—ineclud-
ing District Director Willlam F. Culliney—
and they are told that reassignments will
be worked out for them to suit their per-
sonal convenience.

The number of employees here, according
to a second and conflicting statement given
out by regional IRS officials, will drop from
350 to 150.

Some may be moved to the Philadelphia
service center, an IRS spokesman says.
Others will be given the option of continuing
as field agents In the Camden area or mov-
ing “to new, nearby assignments.” But it
also is stated, and certainly sounds like an
ominous hint, that employees “who have 20
years of service and 50 years of age could
retire,” if they desire.

According to Treasury Secretary Dillon, the
reorganization will be gradual and timed ac-

to local circumstances. Our share
of it is scheduled to be completed by next
January 1.

Dillon says he and the IRS are “fully
aware of the unemployment problems in the
Camden area, and every effort has been made
to keep the impact of this proposed change
to a minimum.”

Nevertheless, even if every one of the 90—or
200—Camden employees affected retalns a job
elsewhere with the IRS, it will mean the
loss of just that many jobs to Camden. As
far as the city is concerned it will be a blow,
an added economic loss to an area that al-
ready is struggling against its most serious
unemployment situation in many years.

Adding to our frustration is the disclosure
that a plan by the IRS to enlarge its Cam-
den quarters and increase its personnel by
150 will be postponed or canceled under the
reorganization.

It now is revealed for the first time that
the agency’s present 50,000-square-foot head-
quarters at 808 Market Street, which was re-
modeled extensively and expensively when it
took over, has become inadequate. Plans

‘had been prepared for a new building to add

10,000 square feet of space. The plans also
called for expansion of the Camden working
force from 350 to 500 when the new building
was completed.

Both the building and personnel expan-
sions now must be held in abeyance. Cul-
liney—to whom the “merger” announcement
came as a surprise—does not deny that with
the merger, and the resultant slash in the
Camden working force, a move to smaller
quarters is likely.

It may be true that what you never had
you’ll never miss. But it is galling nonethe-
less to learn that Washington had thought
this expansion necessary until the reorgani-



1963

zatlon move sidetracked it, and that the city
stands to lose not merely 83, or 200, Jobs al-
ready existing here, but another 150 that
might have been.

Congressman Camiin is dead right in his
hostile reaction to the reorganization.

It is hard to believe that under it, south
Jersey will get “the adequate service it gets
now" from the IRS, despite pious protesta-
tions to that effect.

It is even harder to see any sense in “merg-
ing” this district with—rather, into—the
Newark district.

It would make better sense to merge
Newark into Camden, since we are nearer the
geographical center of the State, even
though Newark Is nearer the population
center.

It is impossible to see where the change
will mean any appreciable saving to the IRS.
It 18 possible to see where it might cost it
more,

This is the same kind of a deal Camden
and south Jersey got from the Veterans' Ad-
ministration a few years ago in a similar
“reorganization” that transferred major VA
functions from Camden to Newark, to the
great inconvenience and distress of veterans
throughout south Jersey.

It is the same Kind of stepchild treat-
ment that south Jersey is accustomed to
getting from various State agencies, yet to
which it never has been and never will be
reconciled.

The Courler-Post shares Congressman
Cannn's anger at this proposed raw deal for
Camden and south Jersey, and will join with
him in doing all we can to prevent it.

AID TO EDUCATION

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. SkusIirz] may extend
his remarks at this point in the Recorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Chio?

There was no objection.

Mr. SKUBITZ. Mr. Speaker, today I
am introducing a bill to provide for di-
rect aid to the States and Territories for
educational purposes only. Forgetting
the protagonists of the Marxian pan-
aceas for all that ails us, I feel certain
the Members of this Congress will come
to terms on three points, namely, first,
that education is a responsibility of gov-
ernment that should be left forever un-
der State control; second, that excessive
Federal taxation has left the States with
few, if any, new sources of tax revenue;
and, third, that American education,
through inadequate financing, has
drifted to an alarmingly low level in
academic standards in some areas of our
country.

The bill I am introducing provides
that the collectors of internal revenue of
the several States and Territories shall
return to the States, following each
quarter, 1 percent of the personal and
corporate income taxes collected within
such State during that quarter.

I am not now, and never have been,
in favor of Federal control over our edu-
cational institutions. This bill does not
entail Federal control. It merely ear-
marks the funds for education, and
leaves the States free to put them to use
in loealities where the need is the most
urgent.

‘The merits of this bill may be briefly
stated. It returns the tax dollars to
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the people who paid them and leaves
them free, through their elected repre-
sentatives, to use the money for school
construction and for other countless
educational needs. Mr. Speaker my bill
calls for no new bureaus and in conse-
quence removes the necessity of adding
a horde of employees to the Federal pay-
roll to administer the law. This bill in-
sures a fair ratio of distribution. This
bill meets the requirements of those who
have been searching for a simple and
direct plan to meet our educational
needs without imposing another tax. It
will allay the fears of those who properly
oppose Federal control over American
education.

CRIPPLING COMPETITION IN U.S.
WOOLEN INDUSTRY

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New Hampshire [Mr. CLEVELAND]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorn and ineclude extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. CLEVELAND. Mr. Speaker, the
U.S. woolen industry is faced with crip-
pling competition from abroad. Wool
imports are up 80 percent over last year.

Until quite recently, the President took
a position that the woolen industry
should be treated as a thing apart.
Moreover, this administration gave as-
surances following the February 9, 1962,
International Cotton Textile Agreement,
that a similar agreement would be con-
cluded for the woolen industry.

The President’s position left New Eng-
land voters with the distinet impression
that wool would be given at least equal
treatment with cotton.

I read with great concern the following
article in today's Washington Post and
Times Herald ;

ADMINISTRATION REPORTED VETOING WooL
Raisers’ PrOTECTION DEMANDS
(By Julius Duscha)

The domestic wool industry apparently has
lost its 2-year fight to get President Kennedy
to give it speclal protection against imports.

It was learned last night that the Presi-
dent has decided to drop for the time being
any effort to help the industry by trying to
limit wool imports through a system of in-
ternational quotas.

Mr. Kennedy's decision was said to have
been made known to the industry by Chris-
tlan A, Herter, the President's speclal repre-
sentative for trade negotiations, at a secret
meeting last Wednesday in Washington.

EUROFEANS OFPOSED

Herter met with members of the U.S. Wool
Textile Advisory Committee following a trip
to Western Europe during which he encoun-
tered stiff resistance to suggestions that
wool imports be controlled through a system
similar to the International Cotton Textile
Agreement that went into effect last fall.

At the meeting Herter reportedly told the
industry in soft but unmistakeable language
that the Kennedy administration plans to
take no steps at this time to cut back wool
imports.

The President himself is reported to have
told Senator JornN O. Pastore, Democrat, of
Rhode Island, last Friday that the domestic
industry could expect no help.
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It is understood that both Herter and the
President indicated that the decision against
aiding the industry would be periodically re-
viewed and was always open to reconsidera-
tion in the light of new facts.,

Mr. Kennedy’s decision will have political
repercussions among the New England and
Western Senators who have been putting
pressure on him to provide assistance to the
domestic wool industry. During the 1960
presidential campaign he promised to help
the industry.

LIBERAL POLICY SEEN

But the decision will be welcomed in West-
ern Europe, particularly in the big wool-
exporting countries of Britain and Italy. To-
gether with Japan they supply 756 percent of
the wool that is imported by the United
States.

In Europe and Japan the decision will be
taken as a welcome indication that Mr. Ken-~
nedy is determined to pursue a liberal policy
under the 1962 Trade Act even in the face
of domestic pressures.

Herter is reported to have flatly told the
domestic wool industry that there is no way
to aid them with the new trade law unless
the industry institutes a case under the
escape clause in the act providing relief for
domestic industries that can show they are
being harmed by tariff concessions.

The wool Imdustry has been unwilling to
proceed under this clause because it does
not think it could win its case. The new
law provides that trade concessions must be
“a major factor” in depressing domestic in-
dustries before reliel will be given them.

Herter is also understood to have ruled
out for now an international wool agreement
along the lines of the cotton agreement or a
finding that wool imports must be restricted
because the domestic industry is vital to na-
tional security.

The domestic wool industry has favored an
international agreement to limit imports,
which have increased from a mnegligible
amount 10 years ago to about 20 percent of
total U.S. consumption.

Mr. Speaker, if this story reflects the
actual views of the administration, it is a
sad, sad day for the American wool busi-
nesses and the thousands of jobs they
provide,

According to Mr. Duscha, the President
has decided against fair play for the
woolen industry. He has rejected the
fairplay principle of according the wool-
en industry similar treatment as that
given the cotton industry.

He has also refused to impose gquanti-
tative restrictions pending an agreement
among the major wool-exporting coun-
tries.

The only relief, suggested in the arti-
cle, is under the escape clause. Now,
escape-clause proceedings require time
and the outcome is by no means certain.

I hope Mr. Duscha's article does not
represent the final decision of this ad-
ministration. Further, I hope the Presi-
dent will make his views known directly
to the people.

On March 8, 1963, the board of direc-
tors of the Northern Textile Association
unanimously adopted the following
statement of policy:

We have been encouraged by the Presi-
dent's obvious grasp of the nature of the
textile import problem, and are conscious
of the efforts made by the administration
to deal with the problem which adversely
affects not only New England and the South,
but wool- and cotton-growing areas of the
‘West and urban apparel centers.
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During the first month of the present
administration, a direct and forthright ap-
proach was adopted in establishing a Cabinet
Committee, followed by the announcement
in May of 1961 of a program that encom-
passed all fiber branches of the industry.

The first international cotton arrangement
was completed in July of 1961, and a second
early last year. Both provide means for
preventing market disruption by the limita-
tion of imports.

Although it was agreed that these arrange-
ments would be followed promptly by action
to restrain imports of textiles made of wool
and other fibers, nothing has been accom-
plished; no international conference to re-
strain imports has been called; and no steps
for control by the United States have been
developed.

Meanwhile, imports of wool products in
1962 rose 78 percent over the level of 1961,
and manmade textile imports rose 39 percent.
An additional 18 wool mills closed in 1962,
and the share of the U.S. market taken by
foreign goods has increased by over 40 per-
cent,

Direct appeal to the administration by
Members of Congress and the industry to
carry out the textile program have been to
no avail. The program has continued to
drift, jobs have continued to disappear, and
conflicts between agencies of government
grow. The program announced by the Presi-
dent appears to be more dependent for its
implementation upon the whims and chang-
ing policies of foreign governments than
upon domestic direction. Our own Govern-
ment delays as a major American industry
is eroded.

This situation is known to textile pro-
ducers and textile workers, to apparel manu-
facturers and apparel workers, and to wool
growers throughout the country,

With a deep sense of responsibility to the
employees and people in the communities
where textile and apparel plants are located,
to those who produce the fibers we use, and
to those in the Congress who have worked
for a solution of this problem, the hoard of
directors of the Northern Textile Association
calls this ominous situation to the attention
of the public and to those members of Gov-
ernment who are unaware of the situation
or whose opposition to the clear intention
of the Presldent has contributed to this
crisis.,

Mr. Speaker, as may be seen from the
foregoing, 18 woolen mills closed in 1962.
The share of the U.S. market taken by
foreign goods has increased by more
than 40 percent.

This situation is grave and a satisfac-
tory solution is nowhere in sight.

I hope the President's advisers will
carefully consider the Northern Textile
Association’s statement,

As things now stand, the Kennedy
administration is the court of last resort.
Only this administration can save
American woolen industries and the
jobs they provide.

SIR WINSTON AND ROCHESTER, N.Y.

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. HorTOoN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. HORTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
commend the action of our colleagues in
voting to proclaim Sir Winston Churchill
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an honorary citizen of the United States
of America.

Because of his outstanding and dis-
tinguished record in world public life, I
think we are inclined to forget the close
personal ties Sir Winston has to the
United States. This bond, of course, ex-
tends to his own parentage, for his ma-
ternal ancestors were citizens of this
Nation.

My home community of Rochester,
N.Y., is particularly proud of the fact
that Sir Winston’s grandmother, Clara
Hall, grew up in Rochester. She later
married Leonard Jerome, who came to
Rochester from New York City.

While in Rochester, Leonard Jerome
played an important role in the develop-
ment of the Native American, a daily
newspaper. In 1857, his publication
combined with another to become the
Democrat and American, a direct fore-
runner of today’s Rochester Democrat &
Chronicle.

For these and many other reasons, I
regard my opportunity to vote in favor
of this bill proclaiming Sir Winston an
honorary citizen as a great privilege in
behalf of a great man.

APPLICATION OF INVESTMENT
CREDIT TO CERTAIN LEASED
PROPERTY

Mr. CLANCY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Missouri [Mr. CurTIis] may extend
his remarks at this point in the REcorp
and include extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr, Speaker, today I
introduced a bill to amend section 48(d)
of the Internal Revenue Code.
EXPLANATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO SEC-

TION 48(d) OF THE INTERNAL REVENUE CODE

OF 1954, CONCERNING THE APPLICATION OF

THE INVESTMENT CREDIT TO CERTAIN LEASED

PROPERTY

Under section 48(d) of the Internal
Revenue Code the lessor of leased new
section 38 property may elect to pass
through the investment credit to his
lessee, in effect placing the lessee in the
same position as a purchaser of the
property under the investment credit
provisions. The present law contains an
oversight, however, which places inde-
pendent distributor-lessors at a com-
petitive disadvantage with manufac-
turer-lessors.

Section 48(d) as presently written
provides that the amount of the invest-
ment credit is based on fair market value
in the case of a lease from a manufac-
turer, but on cost when the lease is from
an independent distributor. Since most
equipment dealers and distributors re-
ceive a discount of from 10 to 20 percent,
this means that they can pass through a
smaller investment credit than can the
manufacturer of the same equipment.

For example, if a machine having a
useful life of 8 years or more would sell
to a customer for $100,000, and is leased
by the manufacturer to the customer,
the manufacturer can pass through an
investment credit of $7,000—$100,000
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times 0.07—to the customer. The inde-
pendent distributor, however, purchases
the same machine from the manufac-
turer at his regular dealer’s discount, say
20 percent, and on a lease to the same
customer can only pass through an in-
vestment credit of $5,600—$80,000 times
0.07. It is clearly to the customer’'s ad-
vantage in this situation to lease from
the manufacturer, rather than from the
independent distributor.

The investment credit was not in-
tended to discriminate between industry
groups, and in fact it is understood that
the purpose of the investment credit
pass through provisions of section 48(d)
was to permit the lessee of qualifying
property to be put in a position equal to
a purchaser of the same equipment.
The distinction outlined above is clearly
the result of an inadvertent oversight.

Accordingly, the attached amendment
is proposed to section 48(d). The
amendment would permit both manu-
facturers and independent distributors
to base the investment credit pass
through on the fair market value of the
property. The lessor’s basis—ordinarily
cost—would apply where the property
was leased by one member of an affili-
ated group—80 percent common con-
trol—to another member of the same
group. No revenue loss will result from
enactment of the proposed amendment,
since under present law the lessee can
always obtain the maximum investment
credit by leasing from the manufac-
turer. In fact, a revenue saving could
result from the closing of a potential
abuse in the affiliated corporation lease
situation. This provision will insure
that the investment credit provisions
will not be abused by taxpayers through
lease transactions between commonly
controlled corporations.

THE McEELWAY PLAN FOR THE
PRESIDENT JAMES MADISON
MEMORIAL, AND OTHER MEMO-
RIALS, IN THE NATION'S CAPI-
TAL MAY BE ONLY WHIS-
TLING IN A GRAVEYARD

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from New Jersey [Mr. WinwaLL]l is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and include newspaper
articles.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WIDNALL. Mr, Speaker, growing
concern is being expressed at the length-
ening list of memorials in the Nation’s
Capital. Many people have observed
that this great city is coming to re-
semble a graveyard through the multi-
plication of memorials, some to forgot-
ten people. While some have deplored
this trend few have done much about
coming to grips with the problem which
is misusing the few acres which remain
of Washington’s once vast open spaces.

Secretary of the Interior Stewart L.
Udall has, indeed, come up with a plan
to create yet another board to deal with
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the problem but is it likely that it will
be more successful in coping with this
matter than th2 boards, commissions, and
committees which already exist? True,
the Udall plan will accomplish some-
thing—and that something is most like-
ly to be a multiplication of memorials.
These memorials would be built under
the watchful eye of the Secretary of the
Interior, and quite possibly would be
dedicated to heroes of the majority party
rather than leading Americans regard-
less of party affiliation, as in the past.

The problem has now been analyzed
by John McKelway, of the Washington,
D.C., Evening Star, and he has come up
with a solution which, while it may not
immediately gain unanimous approval,
still looks promising. If it were anyone
but a newspaperman doing the promis-
ing it would behoove us to examine this
new plan most critically, but, as we all
know, newspapers do not make prom-
ises lightly, and this McEelway plan
may prove to be the answer we have all
been looking forward to—that is, every-
one but the marble salesmen.

In any event, it sheds light on the
complex matters involved, and I include
the McEKelway plan for memorials in the
Nation's Capital for the information of
my colleagues and for the edification of
others throughout the country concerned
with these matters, particularly the pres-
ervation of land for open spaces, and
high-rise developments.

THE RAMBLER—PUTS FORTH A PLAN
(By John McKelway)

Some b acres of expensive land has been
lying fallow for about a year now, in the
heart of the District, just south of the
Library of Congress, up on Capitol Hill,

Various suggestions have been put forth
for its use. But, so far, Congress—which
ultimately must declde what goes up on the
land—has been unable to make up its mind.

The best bet up to now seems to be a me-
morial to President James Madison. It
would be constructed on top of an under-
ground annex to the Library of Congress.
Cost of the whole project has been set at
$39 million.

‘The bill authorizing the structure died in
Congress last year, although it was backed
by such powerful personalities as Repre-
sentative Smrra, Democrat, of Virginia,
chairman of the House Rules Committee, and
Speaker McCormAcCK himself.

Judge Smith liked the idea. The relent-
less foe of big spending saw in the memorial
a chance to impress enough people with a
need to turn the country around and head
back for the early 1800's. He was willing, he
sald, to spend $15 million on the memorial
for such an experiment.

But his argument was apparently unim-
pressive. The plans for the memorial fell
through and Congress went home.

It seems a shame, to the Rambler at least.

While wandering over the vacant land up
on the Hill, the Rambler feels he hit upon
a happy solution. It would lead to a re-
markable, arresting structure—a tourist at-
traction that might even top the Washing-
ton Monument,

First, an extremely large hole would have
to be excavated.

Into this would go the $10 million fish
aquarium that Congress authorized last year.

It would include, on this, the basement
level, an office where fish research could be
conducted, and a restaurant, speclalizing in
seafood and operated by one of the restau-
rant owners who were asked to leave to make
room for the vacant lot.
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On top of the aquarium, but still below
ground, would come the much-needed an-
nex to the Library. The floors would be of
glass so that bored librarians could watch
the fish,

Next, the new FBI building, to prevent all
the fuss over razing buildings downtown
north of Pennsylvania Avenue. This, too,
should be underground to avoid any archi-
tectural difficulties with the Fine Arts Com-
mission.

Now, above ground, and skillfully sup-
ported by the old sandstone columns re-
moved from the east front of the Capitol,
would be placed an attractive parking lot
for the Supreme Court.

Then, rising from this relatively flat area,
would come the Madison Memorial, a Greek-
temple-like building, to show we have not
lost touch with the past.

It could house Presidential papers and
additional offices for librarians who felt un-
comfortable doing research immediately
above the fish, and under the FBI.

And, of course, to demonstrate our aware-
ness of the future, up on top of the Madison
Memorial, the eight Franklin Delano Roose-
velt slabs should be situated.

These could stand proudly against the sky
and support, if necessary, eight statutes of
prominent individuals, yet to be named and
memorialized by Congress.

It is hard to see how anyone could ob-
ject to such a plan. It is a beautiful com-
promise, saving time, money, and talk. It
provides needed space and leaves room for
expansion.

It would also prevent construction—for a
while, anyway—of a fourth House Office
Building.

Get behind it. Write your Congressman.

ELIMINATION OF CAMDEN DISTRICT
OFFICE IN THE STATE OF NEW
JERSEY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
StrATTON). TUnder previous order of the
House, the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. GLENN] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GLENN. Mr, Speaker, I am deep-
ly concerned over the announcement by
the Internal Revenue Service of the
elimination of the Camden District Of-
fice in the State of New Jersey, and the
transfer of this office to the Newark of-
fice, to cover the whole State of New Jer-
sey, on January 1, 1964.

I join with my colleague, the gentle-
man from New Jersey, the Honorable
WiLriam T. CaHILL, in endorsing every-
thing he has just said, and call to your
attention that his First Congressional
District and my Second Congressional
District encompass the whole of the south
New Jersey area, and that for years we
have had coverage of all internal rev-
enue matters out of the Camden office.

The Internal Revenue Department is a
big branch of the Government, and un-
doubtedly has contaet with all citizens,
and particularly with those who prac-
tice law, accountancy, and specialize in
this service. It is going to be a terrific
hardship on our whole south Jersey area
if the Camden office is closed, because
the Newark office is at the other end of
the State of New Jersey. Further, this
will not be an economic move, and will
be a disservice to the citizens of our
State.

In the long run, it will cost the Govern-
ment more money in expenses in sending
the agents into south Jersey from the
Newark office and will be of great incon-
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venience and expense to the taxpayers
in making the long trip to Newark rather
than to Camden. If there must be a
comparison, it certainly will not be of
great moment—considering the small
amount of money that might appear to
be saved in a book evaluation—when one
considers the multi-million-dollar budg-
et, and compares this to the additional
expenses which will be thrust upon the
taxpayers in the closing of the Camden
office, and the need of all processing of
income tax matters in the Newark office.
I am sure that the employees in the Cam-
den office are going to be greatly incon-
venienced in that they are homeowners
in the south Jersey area, and will have
to sell their homes and move to the north
Jersey area, if their positions are re-
tained and transferred to the other
office.

The matter of Internal Revenue
Service is such an important part of our
Government, and even our economy, that
to make a major change of this nature
just at a point when we are certainly
going to need close contact with the In-
ternal Revenue Service will only make
for confusion and difficulty both to the
Service and to the citizens.

I am opposed to this move, and will
make my opposition known not only to
the Commissioner but to the Secretary
of the Treasury, and even to the Presi-
dent, because this is of vital importance
to the welfare of the whole south Jersey
area.

FLORIDA EAST COAST RAILROAD
STRIKE THREATENS NATIONAL
SECURITY—CUBA CRISIS MAKES
TRANSPORTATION MOBILITY
VITAL

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 5 minutes, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include extraneous maftter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
warn of impending crisis in the Florida
East Coast Railway strike. I bring the
matter to your attention in the hope of
preventing a tragedy which at best could
deal permanent injury to Florida’'s econ-
omy and at worst could derail a vital
sector of the national defense program.

The direct consequences of this strike
are a personal tragedy for those families
involved, and possibly a serious monetary
loss for the over 1,000 stockholders—re-
liable sources indicate losses since sus-
pension exceed one-quarter million dol-
lars. The number now idled as a direct
strike consequence is estimated at about
2,000 persons. The number unemployed
as a proximate result is inestimable, but
rising.

Fruit and vegetable growers and
shippers are constrained to haul their
produce to far distant railheads. The
damage to this group alone is estimated
at $35,000 per week. This economic in-
jury compounds the distress which the
industry is experiencing from the win-
ter freeze—the most severe in Florida
history.
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The construction industry, already af-
fected, is apprehensive of long-range
consequences to plant operations, em-
ployment of personnel, and cost to busi-
ness. Federal, State, and local projects
are jeopardized.

Tourism in its peak months will be
dealt a severe blow; a blow which could
scarcely be endured by a community be-
set with a multitude of problems brought
on through absorption of 150,000 to 200,-
000 Cuban refugees.

The inecreasingly serious economic
plight of the Dade County, Fla., area is
well known. The official unemployment
rate now stands at about 6 percent.
This figure ignores the large number of
unemployed Cuban refugees. It is pres-
ently under revision by the Department
of Labor, in coordination with the Flor-
ida Industrial Commission. Dade
County officials believe that the revised
ficure will more than double the pres-
ent figure. Add to this malady a pro-
longed railway strike and you have a
climate conducive to rapid deterioration.

Since the FEC railway suspended op-
eration January 23, 1963, no progress in
the negotiations is in evidence. Both
parties have not agreed to bring in the
National Mediation Board as a media-
tor—labor for, FEC no response. And
as yet the Board has not taken steps to
establish the existence of a national
emergency.

Although the National Mediation
Board has not yet certified the situation
as a national emergency, it is clearly a
national hazard. The Nation can ill af-
ford a major transportation rupture in
the critical south Florida area. FEC's
transportation facilities would play a
vital role in the mobilization of south
Florida should further compounded
crises from Communist Cuba arise.
FEC carried approximately 50 percent
of landborne military troops and hard-
ware during the Cuban crisis of October
1962.

These rail facilities must be kept fully
operational in the event needed on a
moment’s notice for our national de-
fense. The apathetic manner in which
the disputant parties are approaching
the problem suggests that they recognize
neither the local nor the national
danger.

It is to be hoped that all parties will
be jolted into recognition of this threat.

That the dangers implicit in this sit-
uation are clear to see, I refer you, Mr.
Speaker, to an article in U.S. News &
World Report of March 11, 1963, which
I wish made a matter of record in order
to bring it to the attention of my col-
leagues:

WHERE RAILWORKERS ARE ON STRIKE—AND
TRAINS ARE RUNNING

(For years, the Florida East Coast Rallway
has been in financial trouble. Now it
is battling unions over wages and a prin-
ciple—the right to bargain outside of na-
tional patterns.

{The unions have been striking since Jan-
uary 23. Yet some trains are running,
manned by supervisors Instead of union
crews. It's the company's way of trying to
break the strike.)

JACKSONVILLE, FrA—This is an on-the-
scene report of how one railroad—the Florida
East Coast—is trylng to break a strike.
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It is the story of a “rebel” carrier that
pulled away from the 192 other class 1
rallroads last year. Florida East Coast’s aim
is to establish its right to negotlate its own
wage settlement with rall unions, independ-
ent of national bargaining patterns.

The Florida East Coast Is a major line
with 572 miles of track running mainly be-
tween Miami and Jacksonville., It serves, in
addition, such cities as Daytona Beach, St.
Augustine, and Palm Beach. The carrier's
tracks run through one of Florida's prosper-
ous citrus fruit belts. Much of its business
is hauling fruits and vegetables.

For years, the railroad has been in finaneial
trouble, It was in recelvership mnearly 80
years. On January 1, 1961, control of the
carrier was passed to Edward Ball, 74-year-
old Florida financier, who bought a majority
of FEC's outstanding bonds while it was in
receivership.

BIG LOSER

Although out of recelvership, the road is
still losing money. Last year it lost nearly
$1.3 million, only slightly less than losses
in 1961.

The rallroad unions, despite FEC's finan-
cial troubles, are insisting that the carrler
bargain along with the other railroads and
settle on the same terms.

The strike began on January 23 when 1,200
nonoperating employees—including office-
workers, track crews, and shop repairmen—
walked off their jobs. The 600 operating
workers—the traln crews—also refused to
work,

STRIKERS FIRED

The FEC management promptly announced
that all the strikers were fired. Then, on
February 3, some freight trains started run-
ning again. Foremen and other supervisors
took the place of regular crews. But pas-
senger trains remained idle.

By the end of February, the FEC had two
freight trains operating dally, one each way,
between Miami and Jacksonville. Five times
a week a train is run over a branch line.

With unions out of current operations, a
single crew working about 8 hours a day runs
the train the length of the line. Formerly
three crews were required by union work
rules, Now, too, the trains are running
without firemen—a form of featherbedding
other railroads are trying to end for good.

Getting rid of featherbedding when, and
if, a settlement is reached is regarded as a
side issue. The main questions, as defined
by both sides in the dispute, are as follows:

1. The railroad insists on mnegotiating a
settlement that meets its own situation.
The unions are demanding the same pay
ralses granted by other roads in 1962.

2. Florida East Coast contends that its
wages already are far above the going rate
in Florida for comparable work. An example
cited: FEC stenographers earn from $91 to
2100 a week, compared with a general Florida
average of $#61 to $70. The unions say rail
employees are specialists, deserving higher
pay.

The company's positon in the dispute was
spelled out by Winfred L. Thornton, vice
president and chief operating officer.

As Mr. Thornton put it:

“You reach the place where you have to
make a decision on these union wage de-
mands. You have to decide whether to
grant a pay raise you know you cannot afford,
or you have to stand up and take a position
against it.

“Our position iz that no company ecan
obligate itself to pay wage increases that it
is financially unable to pay.

“If we agreed to pay these increases, the
ultimate result could only be financial ruin.

“The wage increase triggered the strike,
but the basic issue is whether a rallroad can
negotiate for itself or whether it has to be
a part of a national handling. We feel we
have the right to negotiate for ourselves.
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“The union organizations want to keep
everyone negotiating together. They are
afraid that if one carrier steps out of line,
next year others will do so.”

Officials of the union strike committee
had this to say:

“It would be dynamite for us to have
separate wage agreements on each road.
The National Mediation Board refused to
give the Florida East Coast a separate emer-
gency board at the start of this strike.

“The Board said the same issues had been
covered in the national dispute, and an
emergency board there had made its recom-
mendations.

“This is the first time in history that a
railroad has pulled out of the national
handling of a dispute.

“Railroads that compete with the Florida
East Coast have the same freight rates, fixed
by the Government. There's no reason why
this one road should get lower wage rates.

“As for the FEC talking poor mouth, there
are other carriers that have been reporting
losses, too. But they gave the same wage
increases that the other railroads did."

OFFERED AND REJECTED

As for wages, FEC offered—and the unions
rejected—a raise of 13%; percent retroactive
to September 1, 1962, and equal increases in
March and September of this year.

The “national” pay raise last year aver-
aged about 4 percent—4 cents an hour, effec-
tive February 1, 1962, and 6.28 cents addi-
tionally last May 1.

Florida East Coast’s offer, after being re-
jected by the unions, was withdrawn on
January 30.

Where will the present controversy end?
How will the railroad get back into full
operation?

Each side says it is waiting for the other
to change its bargaining position. Actually,
no negotiations have been held since the
end of January.

OPPOSING VIEWS

Mr. Thornton says the company expects
to increase the volume of its freight opera-
tions as the supervisors become more experi-
enced in handling the trains.

Union leaders predict a breakdown, since
tracks and rolling stock are not getting nor-
mal maintenance.

Meanwhile shippers are pressing the Gov-
ernment to end the walkout. Growers of
vegetables and citrus fruits along Florida's
eastern shore are demanding restoration of
full service. Communities which rely on
FEC for passenger service are eager for set-
tlement of the controversy.

Political pressure is being brought, too.
Some Members of Congress from Florida are
urging the White House to intervene. The
Florida Development Commission is urging
a prompt settlement.

Most of the traffic now being handled is
piggyback frelght—with truck trailers driven
onto flatcars by nonunion truckdrivers.
Most of this is general merchandise, al-
though some perishables are being hauled in
refrigerator cars.

Growers report that big crops of vegeta-
bles are due to go to market in the perlod
just ahead. They say millions of dollars
will be lost unless they can use the Florida
East Coast.

Some firms have been shipping products
by truck to other railroads, but there may
not be enough trucks to do the job in the
busy marketing season. Besides, growers
say this adds greatly to shipping costs.

How it will all turn out cannot now be
foreseen. But In the early days of March
the end was not in sight.

COMMITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN
ACTIVITIES
Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
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man from California [Mr. RoosEVELT]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Iowa?

There was no obhjection.

Mr. T. Mr. Speaker, I
read with dismay the speech of the Hon-
orable JoHN MaRrsH which appeared on
page 3075 of the February 27 CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD.

It is ridiculous for anyone to imply
that those of us who expressed concern
about activities and the excesses of the
House Un-American Activities Commit-
tee ‘“seem to be insisting that it is un-
democratic and unconscionable for a
democracy to post guards against its
subversion.”

As I stated in my remarks during the
debate on appropriations for HUAC,
there definitely is a need for a commit-
tee with jurisdiction over actual threats
to our Government, such as sabotage and
espionage. But we have no need for a
committee which piously talks about its
role as our guardian against subversion
but which in reality uses that role to
make a mockery of the basic rights of
our citizens to be “wholly free to speak
fearlessly for or against their officials
and their laws.” In many instances, this
is presently being accomplished by
wrongly correlating many legitimate
causes, such as drives for peace, civil
rights and civil liberties with commu-
nism, and un-American activities.

It was Charles Evans Hughes, in an
address as president of the American
Bar Association, who stated:

The most ominous sign of our times, it
seems to me, is the growth of intolerant
spirit. It is more dangerous when armed,
as it usually is, with sincere conviction.

Concluding his remarks, he stressed
that ‘“we be on our guard against varie-
ties of false Americanism which profess
to maintain American institutions while
dethroning American ideals.” Mr.
Hughes sounded that alarm in 1925, but
the warning could not be more apropos
for today.

ALABAMA INDUSTRY COOPERATES

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr. ROBERTS] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to take this oppor-
tunity to read to you and the other Mem-
bers of this body a letter I recently
received from the Honorable Robert Sar-
gent Shriver, Jr., Director of the Peace
Corps.

I believe that this letter indicates the
cooperative spirit shown by the manu-
facturers of Alabama and our Nation in
promoting the United States in foreign
fields.

This letter reads as follows:

Last fall when I visited Ethiopia the Peace
Corps volunteers there told me the country
had no street signs. The volunteers offered
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to undertake to mount signs if we provided
them with the necessary materials.

When I returned home we immediately
looked for the necessary materials. To the
credit of several Alabamians, we not only
got the materials, but we were also able to
get the street signs made at no expense to
the Government.

Republic Steel Corp. provided the sheet
metal. Then Mr. Willlam C. Ireland, presi-
dent of the Vulcan Sign & Stamping Co. of
Birmingham, offered to stamp the signs.
The Nifty Manufacturing Co. of Birmingham
volunteered to package them for shipment to
Ethiopia. Painting materials were acquired
through the efforts of Mr. Willlam E. Hood,
also of Birmingham, who is president of the
National Paint, Varnish & Lacquer Associa-
tion. The street signs are now on their way
to Ethiopia.

This is one example of many where Amerl-
can citizens and private organizations have
responded to help the Peace Corps. In this
case Alabama really did a tremendous job
for us.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that this is a
typical example of what can be done by
the cooperation of industry and I am
proud that the industries of Alabama
have taken it upon themselves to be of
assistance in the interest of promoting
peace throughout the world.

SALUTE TO ALABAMA VETERANS

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Alabama [Mr, ROBERTS] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. 1Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to call to the atten-
tion of the Members of this body a letter
I have recently received from the Hon-
orable J. S. Gleason, Jr., Administrator
of the Veterans’ Administration, of
which I am very proud. I am certain
that all Alabamians are proud of this let-
ter since the information that Mr. Glea-
son furnished me certainly indicates
that Alabamians have done more than
their share in the service of their coun-
try.

Alabama was the 22d State to enter
the Union. It entered the Union on De-
cember 14, 1819, It seceded from the
Union on January 11, 1861, and Mont-
gomery became the Capital of the Con-
federacy in Febraury of 1861. In 1865,
after the War Between the States, the
Constitution of Alabama adopted and
ratified the 13th amendment abolishing
slavery, nullified the ordinance of seces-
sion and provided for the election of
State officers.

In the ensuing years, Alabama con-
tributed to the national welfare as a
great State and the men of Alabama
served in the Armed Forces of the United
States with great credit.

I would like to quote a paragraph
from Mr. Gleason’s letter:

The fact that 7 out of every 10 Alabama
men between the ages of 356 and 39 Years
are war veterans is a solid testimony of the
Cotton State's contribution to this Nation’s
successful struggle for freedom—not only
for ourselves but for others—in World War
I, World War II, and the Korean war. I
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am proud, as I know you are, to have &
part in our country's effort now to “care
for him who shall have borne the battle,
and for his widow and his orphan.”

There are some 316,000 Alabama war
veterans. This means that 1 out of
every 11 citizens of our fine State has
served his country; one-third of the
civilians over 18 years of age has served
in either World War I, World War II,
or the Korean war.

Eighty-three percent of our veterans
are employed, of which 43 percent are
craftsmen, foremen, operators, or in
similar work. One out of every four is
a professional or technical worker, man-
ager, official, or proprietor. One out of
seven employed veterans is a clerical or
sales worker. One out of eight is a
service worker, laborer, or farmworker;
and 1 out of 25 is a farmowner or
manager.

If you consider the number of vet-
erans who have attained the age of 60
years or more and who have been insti-
tutionalized or are in school, there are
less than 315 percent of our veterans
who are unemployed. This speaks high-
ly for our State and we are proud of these
men. The average income for a vet-
eran—if single—is some $4,014 per year
or, if head of a family, $5,395 per year.

I take this opportunity to talk to you
about the great State of Alabama, the
Cotton State, not only because I am
most proud of my heritage and my State,
but because I believe that the men and
women of the State of Alabama who gave
s0 much during the trying days of strife,
have indeed honored us with their un-
selfish loyalty to their country and they
have also indicated outstanding com-
petence as veterans of the various wars
in which they have participated.

I salute these men of my fine State
and I salute all other veterans who have
participated in the various wars in which
the United States has been involved for
they have demonstrated the true mean-
ing of democracy and that they are
willing to lay down their lives in defense
of this great country of ours.

RESIGNATION FROM AND APPOINT-
MENT TO COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the dtollowing communication, which was
read:

Hon. JoEN W. MCCORMACE,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, D.C.

DEar Mr. McCormMAcCK : I greatly appreciate
having been appointed by you as a member
of the U.S. delegation of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group for the
meeting to be held in Mexico on March 18,
1963.

It was a wonderful opportunity, I thought,
to help strengthen our relationship with our
good neighbors to the south.

I find, however, that I will be unable to
attend the meeting and therefore submit
my resignation.

Sincerely,
J. IrvinG WHALLEY,
Member of Congress.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the resignation will be accepted.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visions of section 1, Public Law 86-420,
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the Chair appoints as a member of the
U.S. delegation of the Mexico-United
States Interparliamentary Group for the
meeting to be held in Guanajuato, Re-
public of Mexico, beginning on Monday,
March 18, 1963, the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. Morse] to fill the
existing vacancy thereon.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

S.20. An act to promote the coordination
and development of effective Federal and
State programs relating to outdoor recrea-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Interlor and Insular Affairs.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. HeaLey (at the request of Mr.
KeocH) , for Tuesday, March 12, 1963, on
account of illness.

Mr. Smrte of Virginia (at the request
of Mr. Harpy), for an indefinite period
on account of illness in family.

Mr. RierLMAN (at the request of Mr.
Arewps), for March 13 and 14, on ac-
count of official business with House
Committee on Science and Astronautics.

Mr. GurNEY (at the request of Mr.
Harreck), for March 13 and 14, on ac-
count 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. Aparg, for 30 minutes, on Thursday
next.

Mr. WonaLL (at the request of Mr.
Crancy), for 5 minutes today.

Mr. PerLLy (at the request of Mr,
Crancy) for 1 hour March 13.

Mr, GLENN (at the request of Mr.
Crancy) for 56 minutes today.

Mr. Rocers of Florida, for 30 minutes
on tomorrow, Wednesday, March 13,
1963.

Mr. OLseEN of Montana (at the request
of Mr. Smre of Iowa), for 10 minutes on
March 14, to revise and extend his re-
marks, and to include extraneous matter,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission to
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. PHILBIN in three instances and to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. NEDZI.

Mr. Wirson of Indiana.

Mr. BRUCE.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Crancy) and to include ex-
traneous matter:)

Mr. WESTLAND.

Mr. FINDLEY.

Mr. PILLION.

Mr. DEROUNIAN.

Mr. BARRY.

Mr, SHORT in two instances.
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(The following Member (at the re-
quest of Mr. Smxte of Towa) and to in-
clude extraneous matter:)

Mrs. SULLIVAN.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 24 minutes p.m.),
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, March 13, 1963, at 12 o'clock
noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu-
tive communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

539. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting the Annual Report of
the U.S. Soldiers’ Home for the fiscal year
1962, pursuant to 24 U.S.C. 59, 60; to the
Committee on Armed Services.

540. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting one copy each of certain
laws enacted by the Sixth Guam Legislature,
1962, pursuant to section 19 of the Organic
Act of Guam,; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

541. A communication from the President
of the United States, transmitting amend-
ments to the budget for the fiscal year 1964
involving decreases in the amount of $8 mil-
lion in new obligational authority, and
$2,225,000 in an administrative expense
limitation for the Department of Agriculture
(H. Doc. No. 81); to the Committee on Ap-
propriations and ordered to be printed.

542. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the examination of unnecessary costs in-
curred by the Departinent of the Navy in the
procurement of airborne early warning search
radars; to the Committee on Government
Operations.

543. A letter from the Comptroller General
of the United States, transmitting a report
on the audit of the Outdoor Recreation Re-
sources Review Commission for the period of
its existence, June 28, 1968, through Sep-
tember 1, 1962; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Operations.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. PHILBIN: Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. HR.307. A bill to authorize the
sale, without regard to the 6-month waiting
period prescribed, of cadmium proposed to
be disposed of pursuant to the Strategic and
Critical Materials Stock Piling Act; without
amendment (Rept. No. 87). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 1087. A bill to release
the right, title, or interest, if any, of the
United States in certain streets in the village
of Heyburn, Idaho, and to repeal the re-
verter in patent for public reserve; with
amendment (Rept. No. 91). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR.277. A bill to amend
the act of April 22, 1980, relative to the
transfer of certain publie lands to the Colo-
rado River Commission of Nevada: with
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amendment (Rept. No. 92). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R.1892. A blll to repeal
the act of October 22, 1919 (41 Stat. 293; 43
U.S.C. 351-366, 357-360); with amendment
(Rept. No. 93). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union.

Mr. RODINO: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R.2844. A bill to provide the same life
tenure and retirement rights for judges
hereafter appointed to the U.S. District
Court for the District of Puerto Rico as the
Judges of all other U.S. distriet courts now
have; without amendment (Rept. No. 94).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union.

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiciary,
H.R.2835. A bill to clarify the status of cir-
culit and district judges retired from regular
active service; without amendment (Rept.
No. 95). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiciary.
HR. 2845. A bill to provide that the district
courts shall be always open for certain pur-
poses, to abolish terms of court and to regu-
late the sessions of the courts for transacting
Judieial business; without amendment (Rept.
No. 86). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R.824. A bill to incorporate Sclence
Service, Inc., for the purposes indicated by
Public Law 85-875; with amendment (Rept.
No. 897). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. TOLL: Committee on the Judieiary.
HR. 2842. A bill to amend section 3238 of
title 18, United States Code; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 98). Referred to the House
Calendar,

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 2833. A bill to amend subdivi-
slon d of section 60 of the Bankruptcy Act
(11 U.8.C. 96d) so as to give the court au-
thority on its own motion to reexamine at-
torney fees paid or to be pald in a bank-
ruptcy proceeding; without amendment
(Rept. No. 99). Referred to the House
Calendar.

Mr. CELLER: Committee on the Judiciary.
H.R. 2849. A bill to amend section 47 of the
Bankruptcy Act; without amendment (Rept.
No. 100). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. FORRESTER: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 4715. A bill to incorporate the
Eleanor Roosevelt Memorial Foundation,
Inc.; with amendment (Rept. No. 101). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PRI-
VATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 1544. A bill for the
relief of David H. Forman and Julia Forman;
with amendment (Rept. No. 88). Referred
to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. H.R. 2201. A blll regarding
a homestead entry of Lewis S. Cass; without
amendment (Rept. No. 89). Referred to
the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. BARING: Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs. HR. 2294. A bill to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to con-
vey certain land situated in the vicinity of
Unalakleet, Alaska, to Mrs., William E. Beltz;
without amendment (Rept. No. 80). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. HR. 1230. A bill for the relief of
Nicholas E. Villareal; without amendment



1963

(Rept. No. 102). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 3623. A bill for the rellef of
Col. Frank D. Schwikert, U.S. Air Force;
without amendment (Rept. No. 103). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 3626. A bill for the relief of
Maj. Leonard H. Potterbaum, U.S. Air Force;
without amendment (Rept. No. 104). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
clary. H.R. 3626. A bill for the relief of
Ronnie E. Hunter; without amendment
(Rept. No. 105). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House,

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 3627. A bill for the relief of
Arthur C. Berry and others; without amend-
ment (Rept. No. 106). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House.

Mr. FEIGHAN: Committee on the Judi-
clary. HR. 1635. A bill to amend section 2
of Private Law 87-673; without amendment
(Rept. No. 107). 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. BARRY:

HR.4774. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 so as to provide for
reform of personal and corporate income tax
rates, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. COLLIER:

H.R. 4775. A bill to allow a deduction for
income tax purposes of certain expenses in-
curred by the taxpayer for the education of
a dependent; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr, DINGELL:

HR.4776. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide increased
tax incentives for individuals and corpora-
tions which manufacture or produce goods
for export by providing that amounts de-
rived from an increase In exports of such
goods will be excluded from gross income;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DULSKI:

HR.4777. A bill to amend the Federal
Employees Uniform Allowance Act; to the
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. FLOOD:

H.R. 4778. A bill to amend title 38, United
Btates Code, to provide for the payment of
pensions to veterans of World War I; to the
Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. FULTON of Tennessee:

H.R. 4779. A bill to provide readjustment
assilstance to veterans who serve in the
Armed Forces during the induction period;
to the Committee on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. GUBSER;

H.R. 4780. A bill to amend section 84(a)
of title 28, United States Code, to provide
for three divisions within the northern dis-
trict for the U.S, district courts in Califor-
nia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HERLONG:

H.R.4781. A bill to provide for the tariff
classification of certain particleboard; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. MATTHEWS:

H.R.4782. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a national cemetery on a portion
of the site Camp Blanding Military Reserva-
tion, Fla,; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. MILLIKEN:

H.R. 4783. A bill to amend the Civil Rights
Act of 1957, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on the Judiciary,
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By Mr. MILLS:

H.R.4784. A bill to revise the provisions of
law relating to the methods by which
amounts made available to the States pur-
suant to the Temporary Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1958 and title XII of the
Social Security Act are to be restored to the
Treasury; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin:

HR.4785. A bill to revise the provisions
of law relating to the methods by which
amounts made available to the States pur-
suant to the Temporary Unemployment Com-
pensation Act of 1858 and title XII of the
Social Security Act are to be restored to the
Treasury; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. MONTOYA:

H.R. 4786. A bill for the relief of the State
of New Mexico; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R.4787. A bill to provide for the desig-
nation of a highway from Tampa, Fla. to
Miami, Fla,, as a part of the National System
of Interstate and Defense Highways; to the
Committee on Public Works.

By Mr. TALCOTT:

HR.4788. A bill to amend section 84(a)
of title 28, United States Code, to provide
for three divisions within the northern dis-
trict for the U.S. district courts In Cali-
fornia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. WESTLAND:

H.R.4789. A bill to provide that certain
aircraft may travel between the United
States and Canada without requiring the
owners or operators thereof to reimburse the
United States for extra compensation paid
customs officers and employees; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. WYMAN:

H.R.4790. A bill to amend section 1391
of title 28 of the United States Code, relat-
ing to venue generally; to the Committee on
the Judiclary.

By Mr. BUREHALTER:

H.R. 4791. A bill to promote the conserva-
tion of the Nation's wildlife resources on the
Pacific Flyway in the Tule Lake, Lower Kla-
math, and Upper Klamath National Wild-
life Refuges in Oregon and California; to
the Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs.

H.R. 4792. A bill to provide for the estab-
lishment of a national cemetery within Los
Angeles County, Calif.; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. CURTIS:

H.R. 4793. A bill relative to application of
investment credit to certain leased property;
to the Committee on Ways tnd Means.

By Mr. DERWINSEI:

H.R. 4794. A bill to amend the Postal Serv-
ice and Federal Employees Salary Act of 1963
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Post Office and Civil Service.

By Mr. EDWARDS:

HR.4795. A bill to amend section 84(a)
of title 28, United States Code, to provide
for three divisions within the northern dis-
trict for the U.S. district courts in Cali-
fornia; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. GALLAGHER:

H.R. 4796. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for the payment of
pensions to veterans of World War I and
their widows and dependents; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. GREEN of Oregon:

HR.4797. A bill to authorize assistance
to public and other nonprofit institutions
of higher education in financing the con-
struction, rehabilitation, or improvement
of needed academic and related facilities in
undergraduate and graduate institutions,
and to provide additional student loan assist-
ance for study in such institutions; to the
Committee on Education and Labor.
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By Mr. GIAIMO:

HR.4798. A bill to amend the Davis-
Bacon Act to extend its application to con-
tracts for the maintenance of Federal
installations; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

By Mr. McCLORY:

H.R.4799. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 19564 to provide non-
recognition of gain where a taxpayer aged
65 or over disposes of property in connec-
tion with the acquisition of right to life-
long domiciliary care in a nursing home or
home for the aged; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MORRISON:

H.R. 4800. A bill to amend title 39, United
States Code, with respect to advancement by
step Increases of certaln postal fleld service
employees; to the Committee on Post Office
and Clvil Service.

By Mr. ROSENTHAL (by request):

HR.4801. A bill to amend subsection
506(d) of the Federal Property and Admin-
istrative Services Act of 1949, as amended,
regarding certification of facts based upon
transferred records; to the Committee on
Government Operations,

By Mr. SKUBITZ:

H.R. 4802. A bill to provide direct aid to
States and territories for educational pur-
poses only; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CAHILL:

H.R.4803. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that an
individual may deduct amounts paid for his
higher education, or for the higher educa-
tion of any of his dependents; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. DERWINSKI:

H.R.4804. A bill to repeal the excise tax
on communications; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.J. Res. 322. Joint resolution designat-
ing March 27 as Gen. “Billy” Mitchell Day;
to the Committee on the Judieclary.

By Mr. FLOOD (by request):

H.J. Res. 323. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States relative to equal rights for
men and women; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mrs. EELLY:

H.J. Res. 324, Joint resolution extending an
invitation to the International Olympic
Committee to hold the 1968 winter Olympic
games in the United States; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. WHITTEN:

H.J. Res. 325. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the
United States; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. FALLON:

H. Con. Res. 112. Concurrent resolution re-
questing the President to issue a proclama-
tion designating the week of May 26 to June
1, 1963, as the third annual National High-
way Week; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

By Mr. FLOOD:

H. Con. Res. 113. Concurrent resolution re-
lating to Panama Canal sovereignty treaty
interpretations; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs.

H. Con. Res. 114, Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress on representa-
tion of China in the United Nations; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. BENNETT of Michigan:

.H, Res. 291. Resolution authorizing the
payment of death gratuities in the case of
certain employees under the jurisdiction of
the Architect of the Capitol who are assigned
to duty in the House of Representatives; to
the Committee on House Administration.
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MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo-
rials were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legis-
lature of the State of Idaho, memorializing
the President and the Congress of the United
States relative to requesting the calling of
a convention for the purpose of proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States relating to setting a national debt
1imit of $350 billion; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

Also, a memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Montana, memorializing the Presl-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relative to urging passage of legislation to
amend the Reclamation Act and any other
laws or rules, to waive the application of the
land limitation clause in the area above
Canyon Ferry Dam in the State of Montana;
to the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Montana, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relative to requesting the calling of a con-
vention for the purpose of proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States relating to apportionment of repre-
sentation in any State legislature; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of Montana, memorializing the Presi-
dent and the Congress of the United States
relative to requesting that the Federal por-
tion of cost on Federal aid primary highways
and secondary highways be increased from
about 57 percent to 70 percent; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of South Dakota memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States relative to the so-called right to work
laws of the respective States of this Union;
to the Committee on Education and Labor.
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Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of South Dakota, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States to allow singing at Mount Rushmore
by nonprofessional student workers and to
remove the restrictions Imposed in 1962
which caused this to cease; to the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of South Dakota, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States to support construction of the Crazy
Horse Memorial near Custer, S. Dak.; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of South Dakota, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States to propose an amendment to the Con-
stitution of the United States to provide for
the appointment of electors of the President
and Vice President on a basis simlilar to the
election of the Congress of the United States;
to the Committee on the Judiclary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the
State of South Dakota, memorializing the
President and the Congress of the United
States to take all necessary steps in promot-
ing the sale of grain and to guarantee con-
tinuing access of U.S. wheat to the Common
Market countries; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

By Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia:

H.R.4805. A bill relating to the effective
date of the qualification of the profit-sharing
plan of the Arlington Realty Co. as a quali-
fled trust under section 401(a) of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1954; to the Committee
on the Judiclary.

H.R. 4806. A bill for the relief of Ulf Hein-
rich Goebel; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.
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H.R. 4807. A bill for the relief of Ourania

Hondros; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CASEY:

H.R.4808. A bill for the relief of Yee Chow

Choi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. CONTE:

H.R.4809. A bill for the relief of Maria

Rossi; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. PEPPER:

H.R.4810. A bill for the rellef of Casimira
Villamil Pear; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. RANDALL:

H.R. 4811. A bill for the relief of Mrs. Mar-
jorie Curtis; to the Committee on the Judi-
clary. -

By Mr. REUSS:

HR.4812. A bill for the relief of Mrs.
Kosara Nikolic; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RYAN of New York:

H.R. 4813. A bill for the relief of Peter G.
Corbett; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

HR.4814. A bill for the rellef of Dr. Yella-
maty Williams; 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:

65. By Mr. HANNA: Petition of the La
Habra (Calif.) Chamber of Commerce oppos-
ing all plans for Federal subsidization of
local transit and commuter services; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

66. By Mrs. ST. GEORGE: Petition of
Dorothy N. Sutherland and 48 others to pre-
serve the Monroe Doctrine; to the Committee
on Forelgn Affairs.

67. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Eugene
M. Boyd, Jr., city clerk, Marysville, Calif,,
relative to protesting the proposed subsidy
formula of the Civil Aeronautics Board; to
the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce.

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

Boy Scout Honors for Third District

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

OF

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr., PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, the
Third Massachusetts District, which I
have the great honor and privilege to
resepresent in the Congress, was signaled
out for special recognition last month by
the Boy Scouts of America during Na-
tional Boy Scout Week.

Peter W. Kotilainen of Millbury was
chosen as 1 of 12 Scouts from through-
out the United States to deliver in Wash-
ington the highlights of scouting activ-
ities in region 1 as part of the annual
Boy Scout Report to the Nation. His
alternate was Jon David Naparstek of
Ayer, also from the Third District, an-
other outstanding - young Boy Scout
leader and Eagle Scout, who has been ac-
tive in the affairs of Mohegan Council of
Central Massachusetts.

Peter, who is the junior assistant
scoutmaster of Troop 9, sponsored by the

Millbury Federated Congregational
Methodist Church, was designated to
represent the entire New England region
during the official weeklong ceremonies
in Washington, New Jersey, and New
York. In addition, he was awarded a
$300 college scholarship by the Reader’s
Digest.

During his 3-day visit to Washington,
Peter attended the 53d anniversary
breakfast in the Presidential Room of
the Statler-Hilton and met many lead-
ers in national affairs who were honored
as helpful friends of Scouting.

Among other Scout honors earned by
Peter during his active association in the
Boy Scout movement are the Eagle
Scout Bronze Palm Medal and the God
and Country Award. In addition, he
holds 30 merit badges for achievement
in various phases of Scouting.

In 1961, Peter was named Boy Scout
of the Year by Troop 109. More recent-
ly, the troop, Beaver Patrol, under Peter's
leadership, was designated the best
camping patrol by Mohegan Council. In
1960, he was a patrol leader at the Na-
tional Boy Scout Jamboree at Colorado
Springs.

A junior at Millbury High School,
Peter is active in the debating and sci-
ence clubs and a member of the track

team. He is the son of Mr. and Mrs.
Toivo Kotilainen of 15 Alpine Way.

Mr, Speaker, I am pleased indeed to
extend my congratulations to Peter Ko-
tilainen and Jon Naparstek and their
families who may well be proud of the
honors granted these young leaders by
the Boy Scouts in recognition of their
leadership and work in Scouting. To
Peter and Jon, I also extend my very
best wishes for their continued advance-
ment in Scouting and community
achievement. I predict brilliant futures
for both these young men.

Physical Fitness

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
orF

HON. PAUL FINDLEY

OF ILLINOIS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. FINDLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
report from Mr. Phillip Lorenc, of Ma-
comb, Ill., a student teacher who has
aided Mr. Gene Pavelonis, physical edu-
cation instructor in a physical fitness
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program for seventh and eighth grades
at Bushnell Junior High School, Bush-
nell, Il

This program was undertaken as a re-
sult of President Kennedy's recommen-
dation for improved physical fitness. A
program adopted was an 18-item motor
efficiency test, without apparatus. Dr.
Curiton, originator of this test, demon-
strated it at Western Illinois University,
in Macomb, to all the school systems in
the Macomb area. Each boy was rated
on each of the 18 tests and the 2 top-
ranking students were Tom Franck and
Mike Steelman. Tom passed all 18 and
Mike all but 1.

Lithuanian Independence Day

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. LUCIEN N. NEDZI

OF MICHIGAN
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. NEDZI. Mr. Speaker, February
16 marked the 45th anniversary of Lith-
uanian Independence Day. We in Con-
gress join freemen everywhere in observ-
ing this anniversary. We have a moral
obligation to do so, for we speak not only
for ourselves but for those men and
women of Lithuania who must observe
this anniversary in silence.

Lithuania is not a make-believe nation.
It has a long and honorable history,
dating back to A.D. 1009, nearly 500 years
before the discovery of America. It was
not only the first nation in Eastern
Europe to embrace Christianity but it
also was the first nation which helped
stem the Tartar invasion from the East.
Admittedly, the heavy Russian suppres-
sion of this small nation and the Russian
reliance on deportation, execution, and
colonization methods dim hopes of Lith-
uanian survival as a nation and as a
people. Nevertheless, we should recall
that Lithuania has emerged from seem-
ingly hopeless situations in the past.
During the 120-year Russian occupation,
from 1795 to 1915, there were five insur-
rections. And when the chaos of World
War I allowed Lithuania to break its
chains, its people formed a free and inde-
pendent government out of the ruins and

amidst the opposition of its hostile neigh-

bors. A free Lithuania affirmed its cul-
tural traditions, and maintained a demo-
cratic form of government for 22 years
until it was, once again, invaded by
Russia in violation of four treaties of
friendship and nonaggression.

The captive peoples of Lithuania and
other Eastern European satellites stand
as constant reminders to the world that
it is the Soviet Union which maintains
the largest colonial empire on earth to-
day. If permitted a choice between na-
tional independence and membership in
the Soviet Union, there is no doubt in my
mind as to what the people of Lithuania
would prefer. Let us continue to call for
free elections and freedom for the captive
peoples. There must be no moratorium
in this struggle. I join my colleagues in
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expressing sympathy for the misfortune
which has so often befallen the Lithu-
anian people, and in expressing our hope
that one day they will again be free.

Fiscal Cat Is Out of the Bag

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. JACK WESTLAND

OF WASHINGTON
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. WESTLAND. Mr. Speaker, under
leave to extend my remarks, I include
the March edition of my newsletter in
the Recorp, so that it may have as wide
a circulation as possible:

Fiscar Cat Is OUT oF THE Bac

Well, the fiscal cat is out of the bag.
President Kennedy now has sald that he
wants a $10 billion tax cut this year, wheth-
er we get tax reforms or not, even though
this means a $12 billion deficit.

This appears to me to be the old, old
theory of borrowing money to spend our
way into prosperity. Now, I can understand
a businessman going to the bank and bor-
rowing some money to finance the purchase
of new equipment which would produce a
profit for his company. But, a businessman
would have to show that the new equip-
ment would make a profit or he'd be turned
down flat because, as many of you know who
have borrowed from a bank, it wants as-
surance that it's going to be repaid. But
not the Federal Government, oh no, The
Secretary of the Treasury not only says it
won't be paid back, but very frankly states
that the Federal Government will continue
at least through 1967 to have deficits.

The fact that the value of our dollars and
our gold supply have reached a critical
stage doesn't seem to worry the administra-
tion either. Only this week the
announced it borrowed another $100 million
in marks from Germany last month. This
loan is in addition to the $100 million in
marks Germany lent us in January and the
$380 milllon in lire, francs and marks we

. borrowed from several European nations last

year. Also, recently our gold supply was
depleted by $100 million.

This is a sad situation for the United
States, which once was the place other coun-
tries came for credit. Now we have to go
out and beg for loans. How many times can
we go to the well? As the saying goes, what
happens when the chickens come home to
roost?

Now, if I can judge by the replies I've re-

ceived from my February newsletter, 99 per-

cent of you belleve this sort of fiscal policy
is strictly for the birds. I agree. Almost
all of you sald that we must cut spending
before we cut taxes. Again I agree. Well,
some of us here in Congress are getting at
it and when we’ve come up with a specific
program of cutting expenditures, some peo-
ple in some areas probably won't like it—
and, I'll get some complaints. But, that
old saying that you can't have your cake
and eat it too really applies here.

Let me add, at this time, my thanks for
your letters in reply to my last news-
letter.

TFX HASSLE

Maybe, you've read about the TFX hassle.
Briefly, Boeing and General Dynamics were
competitors for a $6 or $7 billion contract
for an aircraft. Despite the fact that all
the military people recommended the
Boeing plane, Mr. McNamara, the Secretary
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of Defense, and other civilians awarded the
contract to General Dynamics. Politics?

General Dynamics has its plant in Texas.
Boeing, of course, is in Wichita and Seattle.
Senator McCLELLAN is presently conducting
an investigation into this matter, and after
talking with some members of the commit-
tee, I have a hunch that the deal is going
to smell to high heaven.

Certainly, if Boeing had the best proposal
they should get the business even if they're
not located in Texas. Y'know what some
people are calling the TFX now? The LBJ.
And, it costs somewhere between $80 to $400
million more.

Sincerely yours,
JacKE WESTLAND.

As I SeE It
(By Helen Westland)

Way back in 1945 I was a member of the
American Red Cross Clubmobile unit serving
in Europe during World War II. Much time
was spent at ports through which almost
every U.S. military unit in this theater
passed at one time or another. When they
did, they gave me one of their shoulder
patches, telling me how their unit really
won the war. I finally had all these colorful
patches sewed on a jacket.

Someone mentioned to me that 20 years
from then this “patch jacket” would be an
historical item. Recently at a dinner, I had
the privilege of sitting next to Dr. Leonard
Carmichael, Director of the Smithsonian In-
stitution, where historical items are kept. I
told him about my patch jacket and he asked
if I would give it to the Smithsonian. I told
him I'd leave it to the Smithsonian in my
will. Someday you may see it listed as
“Westland’s Patch Jacket,” worn by the wife
of the Second District Congressman of Wash-
ington State in World War II. It hardly
:leem.s possible that all of that is history to-

ay.
VISITORS

Bow: Mr. and Mrs, George Hammer.

Edmonds: Mr. L. K. Pennington, Mr. Wil-
liam G. Hathaway.

Marysville: Mr. Ralph A, Augustavo.

Mount Vernon: Lynn A. Dale.

Port Angeles: Mr, and Mrs. Ken Peterson,
Mr, R. M. Hurt, Mr. Glenn Simkins,

Arthur Krock: A True Journalist
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. STEVEN B. DEROUNIAN

OF NEW YOREK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. DEROUNIAN. Mr. Speaker, as a
voice crying in the journalistic wilder-
ness, Arthur Krock is one of the great
journalists of our time—independent,
courageous, unmanaged. Despite his
personal friendship for President Ken-
nedy, he has properly criticized the Ken-
nedy propaganda machine, at which
Hitler would have marveled.

I have written the editor of the New
York Times, expressing my appreciation
of a man like Arthur Krock:

MarcH 7, 1963.

Mr. Joun B. OAKES,
Editor, New York Times,
New York, N.Y.

Dear Me. Oares: Congratulations to the
New York Times' columnist, Arthur Erock
for his fine article on New Frontier manage-
ment of news.
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No more callous disregard for the intelli-
gence and trust of the American public has
ever been shown by any administration in
the history of our country. I am more than
a little amazed that President Eennedy, with
his affinity for the memory of that predeces-
sor, seems to have forgotten FDR's words:
“The truth is found when men are free to
pursue it.” Does the current truth hurt so
much that he would prevent us from find-
ing it out?

As Mr, Erock points out, even more devious
is the determined pursuit of “managing the
purveyors of the news.” It is to the great
credit of many news people that some of
these attempts have met with failure; but
to the extent some have been successful, a
gross injustice has been perpetrated on the
Nation.

It is not a happy thing to witness an
administration so desperately committed to
self-perpetuation that it would stifle dissent
by smothering '“unfavorable” facts, not only
from its political opponents, but its sup-
porters as well.

The Times can be especlally proud of its
distinguished columnist Arthur Krock for
his timely caveat of March 1963.

Sincerely yours,
STEVEN B. DEROUNIAN.

Maynard, Mass., Post Office Dedication

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr, Speaker, on March
2 the new modern post office at Maynard,
Mass., was dedicated with an impressive
and well-conducted program arranged by
Postmaster Frank C. Sheridan.

Following is the text of the dedicatory
address I delivered on this memorable
occasion:

MAYNARD, Mass., PosT OFFICE DEDICATION

It is a very happy privilege and honor for
me to be here with you today for the dedi-
cation of this beautiful, new, modern post
office for the town of Maynard, and it is a
special pleasure indeed, to be introduced so
graciously by my old and very dear friend,
Postmaster Frank Sheridan who, since the
year 1935, has so conspicuously, ably, and
outstandingly served this great town as its
postmaster.

‘The Maynard Post Office goes way back in
the history of our country and was first
established May 30, 1850, as the Assabet
Post Office. The name was changed to May-
nard Post Office May 8, 1871.

Frank Sheridan has some very illustrious
predecessors, Amory Maynard, one of the
founding fathers, Asahel Balcom, Lorenzo
Maynard, John Harriman, Abel Haynes, Ben-
Jamin and Ernest Johnson, George Flood,
William R. Hall, Arthur Walker, and then
the very distingulshed Arthur J. Coughlan
who came along in 1915, later to be succeeded
by Timothy Moynihan and William Stock-
well, all most worthy predecessors.

I think Frank would be interested in
knowing that the salary wasn't very attrac-
tive when the office was first started. The
first year, for example, the annual salary was
fixed at $61.78, out of total net proceeds of
$82.80, and it was 1897 before the salary
went up to $1,300.

But salary or no salary, these gentlemen
all gave a good account of themselves for
the Federal Government and for the town,
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and we are proud today to acknowledge our
debt of gratitude to them, and to say to our
good friend, Frank, that he has left an in-
delible imprint upon the history of May-
nard for his fine, outstanding service and
spirit of dedication.

The early postmasters, obviously, had to
have some other income. Amory Maynard,
one of Maynard's founders, owned the big
mill right across from the Town House
served as a boarding house for mill employees
and was subsequently taken over by the
town as a municipal building. That build-
ing was torn down and our beautiful new
post office has been erected on its site.

Postmaster Balcom was a successful and
prosperous farmer. John Harriman ran a
laundry. Abel Haynes, the general store;
Ernest Johnson, a drugstore; George Flood,
a livery stable; Arthur Coughlan, a man of
surpassing handsomeness and personality,
as well as ability, was also a selectman, and
a most popular figure in the town.

The Federal Government recognizes that
Maynard is a great historic community
tracing back to the proudest origins of our
country; its loyal devoted people stand un-
surpassed in the Nation, because through the
years they have given practical demonstra-
tion, not only in war but in peace, of their
peerless Americanism and high patriotic
motives, their reliable, industrious, enterpris-
ing habits, and their willingness to exert
their very best efforts for the common good
and the national well-being.

It is particularly appropriate, therefore,
that today in these exerclses, the Federal
Government should provide this splendid
new edifice under the post office lease con-
struction program with its modern appoint-
ments and facilities, manned by a talented,
devoted postmaster and a rare staff of faith-
ful, capable postal workers, than which no
finer can be found in the entire land.

The architects, englneers, and builders
have done their job with great skill, capacity,
and effect.

These facilities are admirably located, are
charming and well constructed, are practical
and functional, and are set up in every way
most efficiently to serve the people and the
town of Maynard.

High ranking members of our great Post
Office Department are here today and I am
happy indeed to congratulate them, and all
others who have had any part in making
these striking new facilities a reality.

I realize that today one of Frank Sheri-
dan's fondest dreams has come to pass, be-
cause he persisted i». reaching this objec-
tive when only a few of us irresponsible en-
thusiasts were beating the bushes for this
new post office.

Fortunately, in the end, by our joint ef-
forts, we wer= able to impress the Post
Office Department with the need and desir-
ability for it, and the project was finally
approved. So, my friends, here we are
to hail the event and to express our grati-
tude and appreciation to all those who
helped us so generously. Surely we are mak-
ing history here on this spot.

There is one more duty that we must per-
form today and that is to render our hum-
ble thanks to the good Lord for having
guided and sustained our loyal people and
our great Natlon in the ways of order, secu-
rity, freedom and personal liberty.

The clamors and threats of communism
and materialistic philosophies may be heard
through the world, and at times, they may
even be heard not far from our friendly
shores and reverberating through our smil-
ing skies.

But we can be secure and confident with
one thought: that if we follow the example
of the gallant patriotic men and women who
preceded us and stand with the same stead-
fastness, the same high purpose and the
same firm determination which they always
showed, against the disturbances, unsettle-
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ments and dangers that press upon us from
time to time, that we will find the ready
and successful answer to the problems of
present and future, grave though they may
be; that by the common efforts and the
great strength that only free men and women
devoted to lofty, spiritual ideals may know,
we are destined to preserve and enrich the
freedoms we cherish and aid the whole world
in finding the blessings of universal peace.

May this beautiful, new, post office facility
stand here for many years to come to serve
the people of Maynard and as eloguent testi-
mony to our great, undying faith in our
beloved country,

Cost of Government Purchases To Go
Down in the Future

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. EARL WILSON

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. WILSON of Indiana. Mr, Speak-
er, though Raleigh, N.C., is not a part
of my district, my study into Govern-
ment procurement has led to my inter-
est in an industry there. Due to a de-
cision by the Comptroller General on a
case I submitted last November, that in-
dustry is about to get a Government con-
tract and save $10,000 for the taxpayers.

Due to this firm's efficiency and the
Comptroller General’s decision to up-
hold its position, a radio transceiver is
going to be built for the Federal Aviation
Agency at a lower cost than would
have been the case. If there are more
decisions with this conclusion, we can
expect the cost of Government purchas-
ing to go down in the future.

Many of my colleagues are aware that
for months and months I have made a
detailed study of electronics purchases
by the Government. In many cases the
taxpayer has been the loser. In some I
have been able to report successes in
changed regulations and in savings to
the taxpayers. The latter is true to-
day—a happy ending for manufacturer,
taxpayer, Government, and, yes, this
Congressman.

Last November this firm outlined for
me a problem it had with the FAA.
Quoting for manufacture of a small radio
transceiver, it inadvertently neglected to
include a detailed description of the
equipment with its proposal, as pre-
scribed by FAA regulations. Because of
this, it was ruled out of the procure-
ment. At this very same time, this same
firm was making the identical equip-
ment for FAA under another contract,
and for this reason was able to be low
bidder. In other words, because of a
technicality, this firm’s competence was
to be denied, and the price for this equip-
ment was to rise by $10,000.

After studying the case closely, I con-
tacted the Comptroller General and
said:

While the difference between this com-
pany's bid and that of the next low bidder
does not exceed $10,000, it appears to me
that any award other than to this firm
would be a waste of tax dollars.
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After a thorough study, the Comp-
troller General agreed with me and ad-
vised me by letter, March 7, 1963, that
he had made a determination in favor of
the Raleigh firm and it should get the
contract. Despite the clerical error, the
Comptroller General acted in behalf of
saving the taxpayer's money. It is too
bad we do not have more such people.

This is another case in a long list
I am going to present in this session.
I will also suggest legislative correc-
tions, such as my H.R. 4409. As these
cases are compiled, I hope the Rules
Committee will take heed and report
H.R. 4409 to the floor for action by the
House. Its enactment into law, plus en-
actment of other legislation I shall soon
propose, would curtail many abuses now
being carried out in the namec of na-
tional defense and would result in tre-
mendous savings to the taxpayer.

How To Reduce the World’s Largest
Budget—United States Loses $250
Million Annually on Electronic Com-
puter Systems

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. JOHN R. PILLION

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Speaker, a mini-
mum of $250 million could be saved
annually in the totally irresponsible,
uncoordinated leasing of electronic com-
puter systems by the various Federal
agencies.

At least five authoritative Federal of-
ficial studies and reports have proven
that massive savings could be realized
by the outright purchase of electronic
computer systems in place of the prev-
alent leasing arrangements.

As of June 30, 1963, a total of 1006
electronic data processing machines will
have been installed. Despite the proven
recommendations and experience that
enormous savings are realized under out-
right purchases, 867 or 86 percent of
Federal computer systems were, or will
be, leased instead of purchased.

Based upon a detailed study of 523
of the 1,006 computer systems, $148 mil-
lion could be saved over a 5-year period
by the purchase instead of the present
leasing conftracts. In addition to these
savings averaging $29.6 million per year,
$105 million could be saved annually
after the 5-year period by outright pur-
chase of these 523 systems.

Another $100 million per year could
be saved by purchase procurement in-
stead of leasing contracts on the remain-
ing 483 computer systems, and upon ex-
cessive overcharges for maintenance
contracts on the 1,006 electronic com-
puter systems,

Another $50 million per year could be
saved by the purchase instead of the
rental of electronic equipment used in
classified military, intelligence, surveil-
lance operations; by advertised compet~
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itive low bidding; by coordinated Fed-
eral volume discount purchases.

Mr. Speaker, on March 6, 1963, the
General Accounting Office (GAO), under
the direction of the Honorable Joseph
Campbell, Comptroller General of the
United States, issued an investigative
and audit report entitled “Financial
Advantages of Purchasing Over Leas-
ing of Electronic Data Processing Equip-
ment in the Federal Government.”

This report is a shocking indictment of
our system of Federal procurement of
electronic equipment. It reflects a com-
plete breakdown of managerial and ad-
ministration accountability for public
funds.

Although the Budget Bureau require-
ment states that Federal agencies should
purchase electronic equipment if rental
charges exceed purchase and mainte-
nance costs over a 6-year period, our
Federal officials continue to lease nearly
all needed equipment. Under the Budget
Bureau regulations, each agency is per-
mitted to avoid purchasing where, in its
diseretion, there may be anticipated
changes in data processing requirements.

The intent of the Budget Bureau pur-
chase regulations is continually being
violated by our Federal procurement
officials.

Mr. Speaker, for specific examples of
gross incompetence, maladministration
and mismanagement of public trust, I
quote from the Comptroller General's
report of March 6, 1963:

According to the inventory of the Bureau
of the Budget, by June 1963, there will be 42
IBM 7090 and IBM 7094 systems in Federal
usage. Of these, 6 are to be purchased and
36 are to be leased.

Total estimated savings of 57,449,000
could be achieved over an initlal 5-year
period of use through purchasing rather
than leasing these 36 systems. It shows also
that estimated savings for each year of con-
tinued wuse past this period would be
$34,378,000.

Thus if these systems were purchased,
rather than rented, and used for 7 years, the
Government would realize savings of ap-
proximately $126,200,000.

- L * L] -

According to the Budget Bureau, there will
be 16 IBM 7080 systems in use by June 30,
1963. Of these, 1 is to be purchased and 15
are to be leased.

Estimated savings of $24,413,000 could be
realized over an initial 5-year period through
purchasing and there would be additional
savings of $11,778,000 for each year past this
period.

If used for a total of 7 years, the purchase
of the 15 systems would produce estimated

savings of $47,606,000.
- L L] - -
We believe the Government could save

hundreds of millions of dollars In the next
several years as a result of the financlal
benefits of purchasing.

The Air Force was leasing 36 IBM 650 sys-
tems. The rentals range from $4,200 to
$23,000 per month. Eight of the nine com-
ponents could have been purchased for ap-
proximately the cost of 1 year's rental; pur-
chasing would have saved $146,000 over the
intended period of use.

Mr. Speaker, the audit report of the
Comptroller General states that both
rental prices and purchase price of elec-
tronic computer systems are set by the
manufacturers and are not negotiated
by our Federal agencies.
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Similarly, the maintenance contracts
are accepted by our agencies without
negotiation.

The Federal Government is at the
mercy of electronic computer manufac-
turers. The uncoordinated separate pro-
curement of electronic computer equip-
ment by each Federal agency loses for
the Government huge annual savings
that would accrue from volume purchase
discounts.

Mr. Speaker, the whole fabric of our
electronic computer systems procure-
ment is tainted with irregularity, illegal-
ity, incompetence and mismanagement.

Part 13: Let’s Keep the Record Straight—
A Selected Chronology of Castro and
Cuba—January 14, 1963 to January
23, 1963

EXTENSION OF REMARKS
oF

HON. DON L. SHORT

OF NORTH DAKOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, foday’s
continuation of my chronology on Castro
and Cuba involves a rehash of Fidel
Castro’s five point program—which he
had announced on October 23, 1962, as
being the only basis on which the Cuban
and U.S. crisis could be solved.

These five points were:

First. End of economic blockade and
all measures of commercial and eco-
nomic pressure exercised against Cuba
by the United States.

Second. End of all subversive activi-
ties, dropping and landing of arms and
explosives by air and sea, organization of
mercenary invasions, infiltration of spies
and saboteurs, “all of which actions are
organized in the territory of the United
States and certain accomplice countries.”

Third. End of pirate attacks carried
out from bases in the United States and
Puerto Rico.

Fourth. End of all violations of air
and naval space by U.S. planes and ships.

Fifth, U.S. withdrawal from the naval
base of Guantanamo and return of this
territory to Cuba.

That these five points had suddenly
assumed importance to not only Castro
but also to the U.S.S.R. and Red China
was proved by their quick expression of
support for the statements—which they
ignored at the time the crisis was at fever
pitch.

Castro, emboldened now by EKremlin
support for his five points—publicly
called for all Latin American revolu-
tionaries to rise up against imperialism
while denouncing the United States as
“the most aggressive nation in the
world.”

His words stating that “a war was
avoided, but the peace was not won,”
were strikingly similar to many uttered
by American citizens, including those in
the political field—proving that at least
there was agreement between Castro and
the United States on one issue.
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The only ones who appeared com-
pletely happy and satisfied with the ar-
rangements were the Soviets—because
as Khrushchev so obligingly had pointed
out—the Communist regime was firmly
fixed on the island of Cuba—and in ex-
change for only 40 or so missiles, a few
planes, a few Soviet troops.

Castro designated our Alliance for
Progress foreign aid program for Latin
America as reactionary and antiquated—
declaring it would not “prosper because
it is a policy of exploitation.” This was
a clear indication of the Communist line
to be preached in South America regard-
ing our efforts to aid them—but many
North Americans—while agreeing on the
term “exploitation”—felt they were the
ones being exploited—not the Latin
Americans.

Diplomatic immunity had its day in
court—when one of our Federal judges
withdrew same from a Cuban United
Nations attaché—ordering him to stand
trial with two other defendants for con-
spiracy and failure to register as for-
eign agents. Since our U.S. Communist
Party had also been ordered some time
back to register, this seemed only just
to many Americans—although Commu-
nists of all nations felt it was rank dis-
crimination and entirely unjustified.

Once again Khrushchev effectively
stopped any tendency on the part of
U.8. citizens toward complacency, by
pointing out his principle of coexist-
ence—which had been violently criticized
by Red Chinese—had in the past
given the Communists time to build
strength and was essential for future vic-
tories. He again termed ours an “ulti-
mate defeat” because Cuba still re-
mained a Communist nation. About
this time all the Communist nations of
the Western World jumped on Ehru-
shchev’s bandwagon—calling for unity
and a ceasing of “washing their dirty
linen” in public. The Red Chinese also
declared the Cuban people, with the
sympathy and support of peoples of labor
in America and the world,” had won the
victory of Cuba's independence, her
sovereignty, and fruits of her revolution.
This of course did not leave our Ameri-
can laboring people with a good taste in
their mouth.

EKhrushchev indulged in his favorite
pastime of “rocket rattling,” declaring
that as many as 120 Russian missiles
were now ready to be launched at the
United States in case of war, and claim-
ing that while 40 rockets had been with-
drawn from Cuba, 80 or probably even
120 had been set up in other “better
places than Cuba,” although he failed to
name the places.

So while the Communists castigated
their party members for lack of unity
and irresponsible attacks on their policy,
our own political parties in this country
were suffering the same throes because
of disagreement not only as to the proper
policy but the degree of information to
which the American public was entitled
on the Cuban issue. This of course was
not an issue in the Communists’ quar-
rels because their citizens are not guar-
anteed the privilege of freedom of the
press or information.

Senator FuLBrRIGHT renounced the con-
stitutional right of the Congress to assist
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in foreign policy decisions by his state-
ment that they—the Congress—inter-
fered with the effectiveness of the Presi-
dent’s leadership thus becoming at one
and the same time a most unpopular man
with many of his colleagues and a goodly
segment of the American public. He
pointed out that during the October
Cuban crisis the leaders of Congress
were informed, but not consulted, and
deemed this to be quite proper. How-
ever, many felt that he failed by not
adding that the President did receive
counsel and advice—although not by
congressional leaders—but instead by a
group called the EX COMM—made up
of some National Security Council mem-
bers with a few personal additions of his
own.

At long last some of the questions
previously raised about Adali Steven-
son’s part in deliberations of the Secu-
rity Council during the Cuban crisis were
again brought up, and by one of the same
writers who originally had brought this
to the attention of the public—Stewart
Alsop. However, in this instance he had
the guarantee of an approved summary
by Clayton Fritchey, Stevenson's official
spokesman at the United Nations.

Robert Eennedy, the Attorney General
and President’s brother, committed what
some termed his worst faux pas of a
series, by allowing himself to be inter-
viewed by the Miami Herald—as well as
the U.S. News & World Report—and
bringing up the subject once more of the
fateful Bay of Pigs invasion. Reiterat-
ing that President Kennedy had taken
full responsibility for failure of the inva-
sion plans, he stated that the President
not only had approved the plan, but it
had been fully cleared by the CIA and
Joint Chiefs of Staff and air cover had
never been promised. Whereupon Sena-
tor GoLpwATER contradicted the Attorney
General, stating he had been given a
definite impression by the President,
during a personal interview, that air
cover had been a part of the original in-
vasion plans, and charged Bobby Ken-
nedy with not only “rewriting of history”
but attempting “news management.”

This resulted in a rash of public state-
ments by various political leaders call-
ing for complete investigations—and as
full disclosure of the facts as possible
consistent with our national security,
to the American public.

Senator FULBRIGHT once again accused
the Republicans of “partisanship”—but
for his trouble was reminded by several
newspaper columnists that he had not
been heard calling for a “nonpartisan”
approach during either the 1960 presi-
dential campaign, or during President
Eisenhower's administration.

Senator RusseLL promised an investi-
gation into the military and defense
issues but not into the political issues.
Senator MorseE recommended a reading
of the still-secret transcript of his sub-
committee hearings on Latin American
affairs before partisan speeches were
made but the transcripts were described
by Senator GorpwATeEr as being “the
most inconeclusive testimony I have ever
read.”

And once again former President Ei-
senhower was called upon to state
whether or not his administration had
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conceived the ill-fated plan to invade
Cuba at the Bay of Pigs—stated un-
equivocally that it had not, but rather
had contemplated a “guerrilla type of
action.” And this seemed to close the
chapter as far as the Eisenhower ad-
ministration’s part in the fiasco was
concerned.

But the curiosity of the American
public still mounted—and it seemed in-
evitable to all that something had to be
done to clear up the controversy.

On one hand, many public-spirited
and sincere citizens indicated they felt
perhaps this curiosity was being over-
done. A quotation I recently found per-
haps describes their emotions to a certain
degree:

Curiosity is a kernel of the forbidden fruit,
which still sticketh in the throat of a nat-
ural man, sometimes to the danger of his
choking.—Fuller.

However, on the other hand, equally
public-spirited citizens and equally sin-
cere took the position which might be
described by this quotation:

The gratification of curlosity rather frees
us from uneasiness, than confers pleasure.
We are more pained by ignorance, than de-
lighted by instruction. Curlosity is the
thirst of the soul.—Johnson.

But the American public—not bother-
ing with semantics—seemed rather to
feel that asking for official reports giv-
ing the whole truth—as long as it did
not involve giving away valuable na-
tional security information to Commu-
nist countries—was only a rightful part
of their constitutional guarantees of
freedom of the press and freedom of
speech under a republican form of gov-
ernment.

Part 13 of my chronology on Castro
and Cuba follows:

ParT 13. SELECTED CHRONOLOGY ON CASTRO
AND CuUBA

January 14, 1963: Soviet Deputy Poreign
Minister Vassily V. Kuznetsov came
Havana last night and gave Fidel Casf;ro
fresh assurances that the Kremlin backs
the five points raised by the Cuban Prime
Minister at the height of the Caribbean
crisis.

The points include demands that the
United States give up its Guantanamo Naval
base, lift trade restrictions imposed against
Cuba, and give a no-invasion pledge.

January 15, 1963: Prime Minister Fidel
Castro called today for the Communist world
to heal its rifts and for revolutionaries of
the Western Hemisphere to rise up in violent
upheaval against imperialism.

In a flery televised speech that began last
night and lasted several hours, Castro sound-
ed his most aggressive demand yet for revo-
lution in Latin America.

Castro’s speech contained the customary
denunciations of President Kennedy and the
United States, which he described as “the
most aggressive Nation in the world."”

“For us, the Caribbean crisis has not been
resolved,” he sald. “A war was avolded but
the peace was not won.

“We don't believe in Eennedy's words,” he
said. “But Eennedy has glven no pledge
(against invasion) and if he did give it he
has already withdrawn it.

“The imperialists are shipplng arms, sab-
oteurs and agents into Cuba, organizing
bands of pirates and retaining a plece of
our territory (the U.S. Naval Base at Guan-
tanamo) that points at the heart of our na-
tion.”
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Castro also attacked the U.S. sponsored
Alliance for Progress as reactionary and an-
tiquated.

“It will not prosper because it is a policy
of exploitation,” he said.

January 15, 1963: A Federal judge today
denied diplomatic immunity to a Cuban
United Natlons attaché accused of sabotage
conspiracy and threw doubt on immunity for
staff members of any foreign U.N. missions
and even for ambassadors to the U.N,

In a lengthy and perhaps precedent-setting
decision, Judge Edward Weinfeld refused to
grant Roberto Santiesteban a habeas corpus
writ on the basis of diplomatic immunity.
He ordered the Cuban to stand trial with
two other defendants for conspiracy and
fallure to register as foreign agents.

January 15, 1963: Soviet Premier Nikita S.
Ehrushchev called for & truce today in the
Sino-Soviet conflict.

His call for a halt in the increasingly bit-
ter and vocal dispute between Moscow and
Pelping over the Soviet Union's peaceful
coexistence policy caught the free world and
probably also the Communist world off bal-
ance,

In defending his principle of coexistence,
Ehrushchev said that in the past it had given
the Communists time to build strength and
was essential for future victories.

This, he claimed, was the basis of his
Cuban tactics. While admitting that some
critics had called removal of the rockets
from Cuba “defeat,” he claimed he had only
been “flexible,” and that President Kennedy
suffered ultimate defeat because Cuba re-
mained a Communist nation.

January 16, 1963: With Poland's Wladyslaw
Gomulka setting the stage, Communist
Parties of the Western world started jumping
aboard Nikita S. Ehrushchev's Sino-Soviet
truce bandwagon today.

In a 25-minute speech to the East German
Communist Party’s Sixth Congress, Gomulka
sald that dirty linen should not be washed
in public but should be cleansed patiently
and quietly in “internal discussions.”

“The public polemics which are damaging
the cause of international unity of the Com-
munist movement and the irresponsible at-
tacks on the Communist Party of the Soviet
Union by the leaders of some Communist
Parties increased during the crisis in the
Caribbean (Cuba).

“The leadership of these parties did not
want to understand that the crisis was solved
favorably for Cuba and the cause of world
socialism, through the policy pursued by the
Soviet Union.”

January 16, 1963: Cuban delegate Armando
Hart-Davalos made an impassioned plea at
the East German Party Congress for Com-
munist unity.

“We Cubans regard it as a vital obligation
to defend Communist solidarity. With the
help of serious critical analysis we should be
able to prevent the present differences of
opinion from reaching a crisis.”

January 17, 1963: Miami, Fla., January
18.—Ninety persons, 38 of them U.S. citizens
who had been living in Cuba, arrived today
aboard a Pan American airliner which had
flown to Havana with a load of ransom for
liberated invasion prisoners.

U.S. Immigration Service officlals said the
other 52 passengers were relatives of the
Americans.

January 18, 1963: In a speech to the East
German Communist Party Congress, chief
Chinese Communist delegate Wu Hsiu-
Chuan stated that all the heroic Cuban peo-
ple mobilized themselves, united around their
revolutionary leader, comrade Fidel Castro,
persevered In the five just demands for the
protection of Cuba’s independence and sover-
eignty and waged an uncompromising strug-
gle against U.S. imperialism, thus it was the
heroic Cuban people, with the sympathy and
support of the peoples of labor in America
and the world, who won the great victory
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in defense of Cuba'’s independence, sover-
elgnty and the fruits of her revolution and
made a great contribution to the cause of
world peace.

“U.S. imperialism bullies the fainthearted
but fears the stouthearted, what it fears
most is the strength of a united revolution-
ary people.”

January 18, 1963: Soviet Premier Nikita S.
Khrushchev said today as many as 120 Rus-
slan missiles are ready to be launched at the
United States in case of war.

“The American imperialists know that we
withdrew 40 rockets from Cuba,” he told
East German steelworkers at Eisenhuetten-
stadt. “But we have set up 80, probably even
120 rockets in other places.

“Cuba 1s not the most convenient place to
base rockets,” the Communist leader said in
his most antl-Western speech since he ar-
rived for the East German Communist Party
Congress last Monday. “We have better
places than Cuba.

“The United States wanted to use 300,000
men against Cuba,” he said. ““They bared
their teeth like wolves, but still did not bite.
Has American imperialism lost its appetite?
No, but we are a powerful club.”

January 20, 1963: The Swiss announced
tonight that the way had been cleared to
allow between 900 and 1,000 more relatives of
Cuban invasion prisoners to leave Cuba
aboard the American ship Shirley Lykes.

An Embassy spokesman sald, “The Cuban
authorities have said they will make avail-
able exit permits for between 900 and 1,000
Cuban citizens directly related to the former
Playa Giron (Bay of Pigs) invasion pris-
oners.”

January 20, 1963: Citing the Cuban erisis,
Chairman J. WiLriam FuLsricHT, Democrat,
of Arkansas, of the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee, urged today that the powers of
the Presldent to handle foreign policy be
strengthened.

FurericaT sald foreign policy powers in
Congress interfere with the effectiveness of
the President's leadership.

This was demonstrated clearly in the Oc-
tober Cuban crisis when there was no alter-
native to Presidential decision and action,
FuLBRIGHT said.

“The circumstances were such that it was
quite impossible to seek the counsel of the
leaders of Congress, who, in fact, and quite
properly, were informed but not consulted,”
the Senator continued.

January 20, 1963: Stewart Alsop said to-
day that Adlai E, Stevenson advised the Na-
tional Security Council to consider giving up
the Guantanamo Naval Base, if necessary,
in exchange for the dismantling of Russian
rocket bases in Cuba.

Alsop said he and the coauthor of the re-
port, Charles Bartlett, obtained their infor-
mation during three lengthy talks with Clay-
ton Fritchey, Stevenson’s official spokesman
at the United Nations.

He said Fritchey approved this summary
of Stevenson's position: “Stevenson was only
willing to discuss Guantanamo and the Eu-
ropean bases with the Communists after a
neutralization of the Cuban missiles."

Alsop quotes from notes made by Bartlett
in an interview with Fritchey: “Stevenson's
general approach was to avoid military ac-
tion until the peacekeeping machinery of
the U.N. had a chance to function. He
therefore opposed the air attack and favored
the blockade. As the consensus hardened on
the guarantine approach, he turned his
thoughts toward the possibility of a settle-
ment, both short term and long term.”

January 21, 1963: In an interview with
David Eraslow of the Miami Herald, Attor-
ney General Robert F. KEennedy stated that
no U.S. air cover was ever planned or
promised for the Bay of Pigs Invasion of
Cuba In April, 1961.

“There never was any plan to have U.S.
air cover,” Kennedy said. “There never was
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any promise. Not even under Mr, Eisenhow-
er was American air cover in the picture.

“From the beginning the President said no
American forces would take part in the op-
eration. It was made absolutely clear that
under no condition whatsoever, would Amer-
icans be used in the invasion.

“And it simply cannot be said that the in-
vasion falled because of any single factor.
There were several major mistakes. It was
just a bad plan. Victory was never close.”

Kennedy confirmed that the invading
force appealed to the U.S. warships for help
when they were pinned down on the beach.
He declined to say whether the appeals were
relayed to the President.

“The decision was made that there would
be no change in the ground rules,” Ken-
nedy said. “There had been a firm under-
standing always, accepted by everyone, that
there would be no US. forces in the invasion
under any condition. We stayed with that.”

Eennedy said no invasion plan had been
completed during Mr. Eisenhower’s term.
“There was just a general concept,” he said.
“The logistics and the details were worked
out after the President took office.

“The President has taken responsibility
for the failure and that's as it should be.
He approved the plan. But it's not true that
he sat down with two or three civillans and
worked out this plan at the White House.

“The plan that was used was fully cleared
by the CIA and the Joint Chiefs of Staff.
It was war gamed at the Pentagon in what-
ever manner they do these things.”

January 21, 1963: Senator Barry GoLD-
WATER, Republican, of Arizona, charged that
Attorney General Robert F, Kennedy ap-
peared to be trying to rewrite history in the
“latest example of news management by the
New Frontler.”

GoLDWATER said he talked with President
Kennedy at the latter’s request shortly after
the invasion fiasco and “I certainly got the
impression then that an air cover had been
part of the orlginal invasion plans.”

Also, he told the Senate, “I am sure the
entire American public has understood that
the air cover was definitely in the invasion
plans until the President was persuaded—
by some still unidentified advisers—to cancel
"

GoLpwaTER also took issue with a speech
last Baturday in which Vice President Lyn-
poN B, Jounson sald the “rattlesnake in
Cuba’” has been defanged.

“I suggest it is a highly optimistic view
and one which the United States cannot
afford to adopt as a matter of policy,” GoLp-
WATER Said, “Castro’s Cuba is still a menace
to freedom in the Western Hemisphere.”

January 21, 1863: Argentine Forelgn Min-
ister Carlos Muniz agreed with Secretary
of State Dean Rusk yesterday that the Or-
ganization of Amerlcan States (OAS) should
follow up its unified stand in the Cuban
crisis with new coordinated moves against
Communist Cuba,

Muniz, in a talk with Rusk, is believed to
have stressed that Argentina will back
solidly any action the United States may
take to weaken the Cuban Government and
prevent Castroite subversion in Latin
America,

January 22, 1963: Senate Republicans
moved to conduct their own investigation of
the ill-fated Bay of Pigs invasion. They
sald they wanted to get the entire story
historically accurate.

Senate GOP Leader EVERETT M. DIRKSEN,
of Illinois, sald he proposed making such
a preliminary inquiry on his own and heard
no dissent when it was discussed at a GOP
policy meeting, yesterday. He said his pro-
posal was not prompted by Senator BARRY
GOLDWATER, Republican, of Arizona.

DimrkseN sald he plans to make an explora-
tion of his own, take it up with the GOP
policy committee staff, and then decide
whether the matter should be put up to a
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Senate legislative committee for more formal
investigation.

Senate Democratic Whip Husert H, HUuM-
PHREY, of Minnesota, suggested that if Dmx-
sEN wants the entire story he should have
his investigation include the circumstances
that led to the coming to power in Cuba of
Castro and communism.

Senator J, WiLriam PForeriGHT, Democrat,
of Arkansas, chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, said the DIRKSEN pro-
posal has a very strong partisan aura,
and any conclusion would be considered

January 23, 1963: Senator BarrY GoLD-
WATER, Republican, of Arizona, proposed a
full Senate Armed Services Committee in-
vestigation of the disastrous 1961 Bay of
Plgs invasion of Cuba.

Senator RicHARD B. RusseLL, Democrat, of
Georgla, the committee chairman, said if
military and defense issues and not politics
are involved the committee would look into
them.

“It’s not our function to settle political
matters,” he said.

Senator Wayne Morse, Democrat, of Ore-
gon, whose Foreign Relations Subcommittee
on Latin American Affairs has already in-
vestigated the invasion, told the Senate its
members should read the still-secret tran-
script of those hearings before making parti-
san speeches,

Gorowater fired back that he had and
“it's the most inconclusive testimony I've
ever read.”

GoLpwATER proposed that the Armed Serv-
ices Committee have $100,000 to finance its
inquiry and report no later than March 31.
GOLDWATER is a committee member.

The Senator said the then Chairman of
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Lyman Lem-
nitzer, and Allen Dulles, then Central Intel-
ligence Agency chlef, should be called to
testify.

January 23, 1963: Former President Eisen-
hower sald the illfated plan to invade Cuba
at the Bay of Pigs was not concelved during
his administration, but that, instead, a guer-
rilla type of action was cortemplated.

General Elsenhower discussed the Cuban
situation and numerous other domestic and
international topics during a taped inter-
view with newsman Walter Cronkite on CBS
(WTOP-TV in Washington).

When Cronkite asked the former Chief
Executive whether the Cuban invasion plan
had been made under his administration,
General Elsenhower replied: “No, no, no.”

He added: “There was no way. We didn't
even know at that time whether we could
do anything more, or whether these refugees
would be sufficlently numerous and strong
to do more than go into the * * * eastern
part of the island, in the mountains, and
start In the return a counterrevolution.”

He said the planning was to find a leader
for the Cuban people to help them to rise
up and overthrow Cuban Premier Fidel Cas-
tro but “how are you golng to find a man
that was not a Batista man, and not a Castro
man, and still be a leader?”

National Child Evangelism Week

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DONALD C. BRUCE

OF INDIANA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12,1963

Mr. BRUCE. Mr. Speaker, February
19 was the “National Day of Prayer for
the Spiritual Needs of the Children of
our Nation.” In observance of this oc-
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casion, numerous churches in my district
of Indianapolis, Ind., presented programs
explaining the work of the International
Child Evangelism Fellowship.

The week of February 17 to 24 marked
the 26th anniversary of child evangelism
work. Its activities under the direction
of International Director Rev. Jacob De-
Bruin encompass all phases of Bible
teaching for children. In Indianapolis,
under the leadership of Mr. Joseph Hos-
man, chairman of the local child evan-
gelism committee, the group offers activ-
ities such as open-air classes, summer
camp, rallies, and 26 weekly good news
clubs. The fellowship also offers a teach-
er’s training program.

Mr. Speaker, I believe that the very
survival of our Nation as a free and pros-
perous land depends in large measure
upon the moral and spiritual training
of our youth. No nation has long main-
tained such a high standard of living
as we have in the United States without
an equally high standard of moral con-
duct.

The importance of programs such as
that offered by the International Child
Evangelism Fellowship is manifest in any
study of juvenile delinquency statistiecs.
It is clear to me that the only way to
prevent development of delinquents and
the only way to insure the maintenance
of high moral standards in our youth
is through spiritual guidance and train-
ing. This is an area where our powerful,
paternalistic Government can be of no
help. This work must be done by dedi-
cated individuals, imbued with the love
of humanity and the desire to serve God.
That they have been doing an excellent
job I am sure, I am also sure that much
more needs to be done, and the work
of the International Child Evangelism
Fellowship and other such dedicated
groups deserves our wholehearted sup-
port.

Installation of Rector of St. John’s
Episcopal Church

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. ROBERT R. BARRY

OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, on Sun-
day, March 10, 1963, President John F.
EKennedy continued a tradition exercised
by each President since Woodrow Wilson
in signing a prayerbook in St. John's
Episcopal Church located opposite the
White House on Lafayette Sqguare.
Many past Presidents have attended St.
John's and every President since Presi-
dent Madison has had the occasion to
visit there at some time or another.
Consequently St. John’s has been tradi-
tionally called the Church of the Presi-
dents.

Significantly, in conjunction with this
historic visit, was the iastallation of a
new rector of the storied church by Rt.
Rev. William F. Creighton, bishop of
Washington. The new rector is the Rev-
erend John C. Harper, who, I am very
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honored to tell the House, was an imme-
diate past resident of Westchester
County, New York.

Reverend Harper, a native of Massa-
chusetts, trained for the ministry at Har-
vard College and the Episcopal Theo-
logical Seminary in Cambridge. After
service in Massachusetts parishes he was
called in 1957 to be rector of St. Mat-
thew's Church located in Bedford which
is in Westchester County. Mr. Harper
served his parishioners faithfully for 514
years until called by the vestry of the
church to become rector of St. John's.

We in Westchester are sorry to lose
this fine gentleman and servant of God
whose presence enriched our county.
However if we must lose him, we are
happy that it is the Nation's Capital
which shall reap the harvest of his guid-
ance and wisdom. On behalf of my col-
leagues, whom I am sure join me, I ex-
tend a warm welcome to Reverend Har-
per, to his wife, the former Barbara
Quarles, and to their three children. We
hope theirs will be a pleasant and
bountiful life enriched by service to God
and their fellow man.

From Westchester a fond farewell—to
the Nation’s Capital—hail and a fruitful
tenure.

Prof. Samuel Williston, Teacher and
Lawgiver

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. PHILIP J. PHILBIN

OF MASSACHUSETTS
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Speaker, the en-
tire legal and academic world was deeply
saddened by recent news of the passing
at the age of 101, of Prof. Emeritus Sam-
uel Williston of Harvard University.

Professor Williston was one of the
greatest law teachers and writers of our
time. The list of his authorship of legal
books, tracts, and law review articles is
truly prodigious and constitutes a strik-
ing and enduring contribution in his spe-
cial field of contracts and sales that has
never been equaled in history.

I would venture to suggest that the
law does not know such painstaking re-
search, brilliant scholarship, and pene-
trating analysis such as typified his great
work in several volumes on the subject of
contracts. This work is probably the
greatest of its kind that has ever been
written.

Any effort I might make to describe
and evaluate Professor Williston's life
work and great contribution would be
feeble indeed. Truly, he was a giant in
his field, standing out as the unchal-
lenged leader of the authorities on con-
tracts and sales of his time.

His influence in clarifying, shaping,
codifying, and simplifying the law in sev-
eral vital fields was, in truth, a phenom-
enal achievement that has left an
indelible imprint upon legal and judicial
institutions in this country and the
world.
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Great, impressive, gifted, effective
teacher that he was, as several genera-
tions of Harvard Law School men will
testify, his epochal work was by no
means confined to the classroom, the li-
brary, or the law school lecture room.
Every law office, every judge’s chamber,
State legislatures, and the Congress were
invaluably aided by his authoritative
writings on the law.

His influence was felt particularly and
in a monumental way, so to speak, in the
restatement of the law on contracts and
sales and related subjects, and in State
legislatures which he invaluably served
in preparing original drafts on several
uniform laws on sales, warehouse re-
ceipts, liens, freight handlers and others.
The range and variety of his scholarly
works can be readily seen from the fol-
lowing partial listing of his books:

“Cases on Engineering Contracts”; selec-
tion of cases from ‘“Cases on the Law of Con-
tracts,” edited by Samuel Williston, arranged
by Bruce Wyman. Brown and Co., 1904.

“Commercial and Banking Law,” prepared
for the American Institute cf Banking.

“Commercial Law,” prepared for the Amer-
lcan Institute of Banking.

Draft of an act relating to the sale of
goods.

“The Law Governing Sales of Goods at
Common Law and Under the Uniform Sales
Act.”

“The Law of Contracts.”

Lectures on business law and the negotia-
ble instruments law.

“Life and Law"; an autobiography.

“Negotiable Instruments.”

“Selected Cases and Statutes on the Law of
Bankruptey.”

“A Belection of Cases on the Law of Con-
tracts,” by Samuel Williston, prepared for
use as a textbook in Harvard Law School.

“A Selection of Cases on the Law of Con-
tracts,” edited and annotated.

“A Selection of Cases on the Law of Con-
tracts,” revised and annotated.

“A Selection of Cases on the Law of Sales,”
by Samuel Williston and William E. Mc-
Curdy.

“A Selection of Cases on the Law of Sales
of Personal Property.”

“Some Modern Tendencies in the Law.”

“A Treatise on the Law of Contracts.”

“The Uniform Partnership Act,” with some
remarks on other Uniform Commercial Laws.

“The Law Governing Sales of Goods at
Common Law and under the Uniform Sales
Act.”

“A Selection of Cases on the Law of Con-
tracts.”

Many of these words have gone into
several revised editions. This brief
listing by no means covers all of Pro-
fessor Williston’s writings. His law re-
view articles alone would cover a period
of some 60 years and many pages of
bibliography.

It would be impossible for anyone to
measure precisely or adequately his
memorable service to the great university
where he taught for so many years, to
his many students who were always the
sincere, compelling object of his coneern
and most solicitous attention, the courts
of justice, the great legal profession and
innumerable public zauses of magnitude
and importance to which he gave so
willingly and unselfishly of his superb
talents and untiring efforts.

We may well say of his passing that
a giant oak has fallen in the forests of
humanity and its reverberations are
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heard in many places in the world where
the rule of law is treasured.

Teacher, savant, author and public
servant, Professor Williston’s example
of dedicated devotion to his great tasks
will long shine out in the world of pure
scholarship, law, and jurisprudence,
beaming his learning, wisdom, and high
ideals for the enlightenment and ad-
vancement of man across the dark
barriers of skepticism and doubt.

Of his personal qualities, his modesty,
humility, generosity of impulse, and
concern for his colleagues and friends,
much could be said; for the greatness
and fame of his achievements never
swerved him from his personal loyalties
or the many warm human attachments
he enjoyed during his long, useful life.
In the best sense, he was an illustrious
American and a great human being.

It may also be appropriately said that
his loss is truly irreparable, not alone
for the dear ones who survive him, but
for his great university, for the world
of juridicial letters, and for the many
fine causes he so devotedly served.

I tender my most heartfelt sympathy
to his family, his close friends, his
academic colleagues, and his school.
The memory of Samuel Williston will
long remain green with those who knew
and esteemed him.

Down the long, unbroken channels of
law and jurisprudence, wherever free-
men seek the light of justice for all, his
honored name will be gratefully re-
membered and imperishably enshrined.

May he find rest and peace in his
heavenly home.

“Woman’s Role in the Community”—Talk
by Congresswoman Sullivan Before
Downtown St. Louis, Inc.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN

OF MISSOURI
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Tuesday, March 12, 1963

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, it is
indeed rare for me fto be away from
Washington when the House is in ses-
sion—I have an ironclad rule against do-
ing so. But yesterday I broke it for what
I considered good and sufficient reason:
The launching in St. Louis of an annual
weeklong series of events sponsored by
Downtown St. Louis, Inc., an organiza-
tion of our downtown business leaders,
in the form of a “Salute to the Wom-
an Who Works.” As honorary chair-
man this year of “Downtown St. Louis
Salutes the Woman Who Works,” it was
a pleasure for me to attend the open-
ing luncheon and discuss “Woman's
Role in the Community.”

Nearly all women work—and work
hard—although two-thirds of them are
not gainfully employed. The one-third
who are in the labor force perform work
vital to the mnational economy. But
whether employed or not, all women
have many civic responsibilities out-~
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side the home, and after working hours,
and these were among the points I tried
to cover in my talk.

In view of the widespread interest in
the subject matter of my talk, a subject
which I know is under comprehensive
study by the President’s Commission on
the Status of Women, I submit for in-
clusion in the CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD the
text of my speech, as follows:
“WomMaN's ROLE IN THE COMMUNITY '—AD-

DRESS BY CONGRESSWOMAN LEoNOR K. BuLLI-

VAN, HONORARY CHAIRMAN OF “DOWNTOWN

St. Louls SALUTES THE WomMAN WHO

WoRrks,” MONDAY AFTERNOON, MarcH 11,

1963, AT SHERATON-JEFFERSON HOTEL,

LAuNCHING WEEK-LONG SERIES OF EVENTS

SrPoNsSORED BY DowNTOWN ST. LoOUls, INC.

On one of those bitterly cold days last
month, when every householder could almost
see the wings on his dollar bills—in the form
of fuel going up the chimney—and there
was snow and ice to chop away from the
front walk, and the car wouldn't start and
probably needed a new battery, and people’s
bones ached from the cold, and life was truly
grim, one man who lives in the Third Con-
gressional District probably felt he had taken
as much of the grind as he could stand with-
out finding a safety valve for letting off some
steam. So he wrote to me. It was one of
the most indignant letters I ever received as
a Member of Congress. How dare we, he
asked, let so many days go by without ac-
complishing anything? What were we being
paid for? Why didn’t we work at the jobs
to which we were elected? What was the
idea taking money under false pretense?
Who did we think we were? How did we get
that way? What right have Members of
Congress to think they are above and beyond
the moral responsibility to give a full day's
work for a full day’s pay? Why don't we pay
back the salary we receive for not working?
And so on and so on—for several pages.

Apparently, he had read a newspaper arti-
cle commenting on the fact that with 6
weeks gone by, Congress had not passed a
single major plece of legislation, and had
acted on very few minor ones. Furthermore,
out of deference to the annual desire of the
Republicans In Congress to use Lincoln’s
Birthday week as a time for blasting the
Democrats in speeches at fund-raising din-
ners all around the country, Congress was
in semirecess for that week; and would
have a similar week of informal recesses
around the time of Jefferson's birthday so
that the Democrats in Congress could return
the compliment by going around the country
attacking Republicans.

ORGANIZING A NEW CONGRESS IS COMPLEX

Actually, of course, it always takes at
least a month, and often 2 months, in
each new Corgress—every 2 years—for a
variety of organizational arrangements, in-
cluding the adoption of new rules, agree-
ment on committee ratios for the majority
and minority parties, and assignments to
committees, before the committees can
even begin to get down to work. As everyone
should know, the committees are the bill-
perfecting workshops of Congress. By the
time legislation comes to us on the House
floor, for instance, it has pretty well been
shaped by an appropriate committee into
the form in which it will pass, and while
amendments can be offered from the floor
they are seldom accepted. So nothing Is
really even begun until the committees are
organiged. For nearly a month now, how-
ever, the committees on our side of the
Capitol have been working very hard—and I
can attest to that personally, since I am
one of the Members on the House side with
assignments on two House committees. And
it seems they both usually schedule meetings
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at the same hours of the same days—but
that's another story.

In any event, the terrible-tempered man
who wrote me the indignant letter about
Congress not earning its keep, picked just
the wrong time to vent his spleen upon me
for not working. After 10 years in the Con-
gress, I am used to recelving abusive letters
occasionally about the faults and inade-
quacies and shortcomings of Congress, or of
individual Members of Congress, but usually
these do not come from residents of my dis-
trict, I am happy to say, since most of my
constituents seem to know that I work
pretty hard at the job.

But this fellow just picked the wrong day
to write. His letter arrived on a day when
my desk was piled high with letters which I
had dictated and had to read carefully be-
fore signing. It had been a week of very
heavy correspondence on every conceivable
type of problem which is called to my atten-
tion by constituents in trouble, or in need
of help, in connection with Federal Govern-
* ment activities, which are vast and diversi-
fied. The food stamp plan, which I had been
responsible for having installed on a pllot
basis in St. Louls, was running into all kinds
of misunderstandings and, apparently, some
bureaucratic rigidity—and so there was a lot
of telephoning I had to do between Washing-
ton and St. Louis—to the mayor and other
officials—and then to the Department of Ag-
riculture. I finally set up a conference in my
office to try to work out the details so that
the plan could operate more effectively, and
with less bureaucratic inflexibility, and less
misunderstanding on the part of those eli-
gible for its benefits.

ON A SUNDAY AFTERNOON

Further, I was engaged in a behind-the-
scenes struggle with the Pentagon and the
State Department and even with some of the
people in the White House over the policies
we should follow in connection with our
rights in the Canal Zone—this comes under
my responsibility as chairman of the Sub-
committee on the Panama Canal of the
House Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries. Earlier, I had been asked to make
a quick trip with my subcommittee down to
Panama—where the heat was about as op-
pressive as the cold was up here at the same
time—for an on-the-spot investigation of
the very complex, and I would say extremely
important, problems in our relationships
with the Republic of Panama, and our plans
for either building a second canal or expand-
ing the present one to meet the constantly
increasing volume of shipping waiting in line
at Cristobal or Balboa to cross from one
ocean to the other.

And in the midst of all of this work—in
came that letter berating me—well,
there must be a stronger word than that—
denouncing me, on the grounds that Mem-
bers of were not earning their
salaries and should be ashamed of them-
selves because the House was not in continu-
ous session.

What made the charge so ironic at the
time was that I opened that letter and read
it in my office—on a Sunday afternoon,
and it is not unusual at all for me to be in
the office on Bundays—or for 10, and often
12 hours on most other days, either,

I mention that incident today not in order
to have all of you immediately get out your
handkerchiefs and shed & few tears over
Congresswoman SvuLLivaN’s arduous life of
toil—I happen to love every minute of my
Job for a great many reasons, and have made
a practice every 2 years of asking the voters
in my district to keep me working just as
hard as ever at the job. I have cited the in-
cident of the abusive letter berating Congress
for not working hard at a time when I was
working very hard indeed, because it illus-
trates a point I think is valid about most
women in this country.
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SALUTE TO WOMAN WHO WORKS MUST INCLUDE
MOST WOMEN

Today's luncheon, and this week-long series
of events sponsored by Downtown St. Louis,
Ine., salute the woman who works. While
I know that the salute is aimed primarily at
women who work in the downtown area, I
think the accolade could well apply to most
women in St. Louls—and in the Natlon.
Most women work. About one-third of them
work for pay—are gainfully employed—but
most of the other two-thirds also work, and
work hard, and do very essential work. They
work hard at rearing children, and at making
an attractive home and good home-life for
their families; they work hard at innumer-
able volunteer tasks in the community and
in the schools. Also, among the two-thirds
of our women not gainfully employed, are
a sizable number who are themselves in
schools and colleges training for professional
assignments in the future, or acquiring a
firm and solid educational background which
will it them for whatever the future brings,
and enable them, too, to be better mothers
of tomorrow’s citizens.

Work? Yes, most of the women we know
work—and work hard. So a salute to the
woman who works must include the home-
maker, the woman rearing a family of fine
children, the many women who are assisting
their husbands in all manner of endeavor
without any pay, the millions who make the
great nonprofit voluntary organizations op-
erate as effectively as they do in community
and in other activities—the Red Cross,
formed 82 years ago by a great American
woman worker, the Community Chest, the
Heart Fund, the March of Dimes, church ac-
tivities, and so on and so on and so on—they
are all manned by workingwomen who work
very, very hard, whether they recelve re-
muneration for their efforts or not.

So when anyone says only one-third of our
women in this country over the age of 14
are working, implying that the rest are not
working, it is as untrue and oversimplified
as the letter I received denouncing me for
not earning my salary because the House of
Representatives was not in daily sesslon for
the week of Lincoln’s Birthday. Much of the
work women do in the home is taken too
much for granted by those who have never
had to wear themselves out doing it.

I have been a woman who works all my
life—as I know many of you also have been.
I have always worked at full tilt—giving any
Job I ever had all of my best efforts—so I can
honestly say, I believe, that I have always
worked hard. But whenever I begin to feel
the hours might be long, or the effort ex-
hausting, I think back to what my mother
put forth in the way of effort and energy and
time—and she never worked for pay in her
whole long life. But she reared nine chil-
dren—and she was a strict disciplinarian, as
well as a loving parent. She really worked.
Today's mothers of young children have
many laborsaving devices my mother did
not have when she was rearing her family;
but I know that being a good homemaker is
still hard and never-ending and exhausting
work. So no one can ever downgrade in my
presence the work done by the woman who
stays at home.

ADVANTAGES OF DOWNTOWN BT. LOUIS

However, the one-third of our women who
are gainfully employed outside the home—
working for pay—are doing important work,
too; they make up a very important one-
third of our total labor force, I believe most
of us here are in the category of employed
women, We also share the pleasure of work-
ing in downtown St. Louis—although I have
the chance to enjoy that pleasure now only
when Congress is not in session, and that is
only a few months out of the year. But I
share your enthusiasm for the joys and ad-
vantages of working in the downtown area—
the nearness to the stores and theaters and
hotels, and the wonderful convenience of the
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downtown area. Years ago, I fought hard to
keep the Comptometer School, where I was
employed, from leaving downtown. And now
every time a new apartment building or a new
office bullding, or a new anything goes into
place here in the downtown, and particularly
in the redevelopment areas, I take a double
personal pride in it—for in addition to my
long allegiance to downtown, I can see in
stone and concrete and steel and glass—and
in light and airy and pleasant surroundings—
some of the dramatic results of the long
hours of hearings and legislative effort I
have had to invest in the redevelopment pro-
gram over the years as a Member of

serving on the Subcommittee on Housing of
the House Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency. While the downtown area has always
been a wonderful place to work, it is also
becoming once again now a wonderful place
to live * * * and the rejuvenation which
has taken place here in St. Louis of what
were once depressing, dirty, airless, factory
and warehouse and residential slums—into
the beautiful environment now taking
shape—Is one of the greatest achlevements of
urban renewal in the entire Nation,

To the men and women of Downtown St.
Louis, Inc,, who have given so much time
and effort and imagination, and who have
invested so much money, too, toward the
redevelopment of our center city, I want to
address a personal salute of my own—right
now. I am grateful to you.

Now, with the commercial taken care of—
a bow to our sponsors—let's consider the
substance of this program today: woman's
role in the community, with particular ref-
erence to the woman who is employed.

WOMEN WORKING OUTSIDE THE HOME

Who are the workingwomen—we who
make up about a third of all women over
the age of 14 and a third of the entire labor
force? There are more than half a million
of us in Missouri alone and, contrary to what
a lot of people seem to think, most of those
women are working because they have to
work—many as the sole support of families.
Interestingly enough, however, there has
been a very significant Increase nationally
in the past decade in the number of working
wives, from less than 8 million 10 years ago
to about 13 million now. In Missouri, for
instance, although only one-third of all
workers are women, and although only 1
out of every 3 married women are work-
ers, it is interesting to note that well over
half of all of those workingwomen—56 per-
cent—are married women. The surveys in-
dicate—with one important exception—that
the higher the family income, the less likely
the wife is to go out of the home to work.
Bo 1t is safe to assume that a very large
proportion of working wives are finding it
necessary to work in order to supplement the
family income for a variety of important
reasons: to help a young husband with his
education, perhaps, or to help him get a
start on his way up the economic ladder;
or to help put the youngsters through col-
lege; or to pay off debts resulting from illness
or business reverses; or to make up the dif-
ference between a marginal existence and
a decent standard of living. There is not too
much value in trying to analyze why each
and every workingwomen works, because the
reasons vary among Iindividuals. I said,
however, that there was one important ex-
ception to the rule that the higher the
family income, the less likely the wife is to
take employment. It is this: The higher the
educational level reached by the wife, the
more likely she is to be found in professional
or other paid employment.

Since the befter educated women com-
mand higher salaries, on the average, the
thesis does not hold true that all working-
women are working entirely because of fam-
1ly economic necessity.

I suppose it's safe to say, however, that
even where economic necessity is not a fac-
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tor, families with working wives find it com-
paratively easy to spend at least up to
the combined family income. What family
doesn*t?

CHANGING PATTERNS OF EMPLOYMENT

However, the facts as they have developed
in recent years in relation to the working-
woman—the woman who is employed—re-
flect a pattern which is of great importance
to the overall American economy. The idea
that most women workers are casual em-
ployees—young things fresh out of school,
putting in a few years before marriage, or
in the early years of marriage, and will then
retire from the labor force—is out of date.
While it is true that the highest percentage
of women workers in any age group are those
between the ages of 18 and 24—45 percent of
all women in that age group are employed—
it is a further fact that almost as high a
percentage—43 percent—of those between 33
and 44 are also employed. And 42 percent—
or almost as many proportionately—of those
between the ages of 456 and 64 are also em-
ployed.

So what we see here Is a significant pat-
tern: in the early years of womanhood, after
schooling, before marriage, and perhaps in
the first year or two of marriage, nearly half
of all young women are in the labor force,
working, acquiring skills, earning money for
future wants, if not always for immediate
needs. After age 24, however, there is a
sharp drop. Only a third of our women in
the age group between 25 and 34 are in the
labor force. These are the years of acquir-
ing a family, and running oneself ragged in
keeping up with those human dynamos
which brighten the home and exhaust the
mother.

But then, gradually, more and more of
these women go back into the labor force,
back to work, either into new types of jobs
or into the ones they worked at before mar-
riage. There 1s a constant demand for
trained workers; it 1s only the untrained
woman for whom jobs seem to be elusive.
But a good secretary, a nurse, a good sales-
woman or manager, a business machine op-
erator, a tralned woman in many such fields,
while having to meet and beat down a cer-
tain amount of age bias on the part of em-
ployers, can usually find a satisfactory posi-
tion, if she has maintained her old skills or
has developed new ones which are in de-
mand in the job market. Millions of women
are golng in and out of the labor force each
year, as family circumstances permit or
require, 50 that from age 35 to 65, at least
two out of every flve women are gainfully
employed. And, belleve it or not, about 10
percent of all women over 65 are still
working.

DECISION MUST BE A PERSONAL ONE

Many observers deplore the fact that so
many women are working outside the home,
Where there are young children at home,
needing a mother’'s full time, care and at-
tention, most of us have always felt that
mother’s place is at home. But sometimes
the facts in individual cases may dictate
otherwise. Throughout the long history of
Ald to Dependent Children, from the de-
pression days of 1935 when the program was
enacted, we emphasized the importance and
the desirability of enabling the mother to
stay home to care for her children, with
at least a bare minimum living standard as-
sured through the assistance program. But
in recent years, we have found that this
policy Is not always such a good one in all
cases, And so, last year, in a rather historic
change of direction, Congress passed a new
Welfare program which is intended to en-
courage the ADC mothers, and other people
on assistance, to acquire skills which can
be used in gainful employment to become
self-supporting. We need day-care centers;
we need assured standards in the care of the
children—particularly young children—
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while the mother is in tralning, or working,
and we need more part-time job opportuni-
ties for mothers who must work but who
want to be home when the children get
home from school. But the point of de-
parture from the old program was the feel-
ing that rather than have a family of young-
sters grow up living always just on the
thin edge of poverty—for that's the best we
really provide now through the various State
welfare programs—it is better to have the
family enjoy a decent standard of living,
even if it takes the mother out of the home
for part or most of the working day.

We can argue this point for hours, on
moral and other grounds, In the final
analysis, however, I think we have to agree
that this is a problem each family should
decide by itself, and for itself,

UNEQUAL PAY FOR WOMEN

But when a woman goes off to work, part-
time or full-time, married or single, either
from economic necessity or from personal
preference * * * perhaps because she has
skills which are valuable to the economy
and which she enjoys putting to economic
use—the further fact emerges that she is
probably going to experience some incompre-
hensible discrimination when it comes to her
paycheck. This is not just an impression
we all have—all of us who have ever been
in the business world—it is a proven fact:
in job after job, there is a dual pay schedule
* * * one for men, another for women, doing
exactly the same work. The Post-Dispatch
recently carried a Sunday article on this
discrimination, and later, an editorial de-
nouncing the practice, which I hope many
of you noticed. I thought so highly of it I
placed it in the ConNGRESSIONAL RECORD, a8
support for the principle embodied in my
bill to require Equal Pay for Equal Work
done in interstate commerce. We passed
such a bill last year in both Houses of Con-
gress, but unfortunately, the circumstances
of its passage by the Senate In the final days
of the Session were such—as a rider on a
forelgn embassy construction bill—that the
House and Senate Committees concerned
could never find the magic formula for get-
ting together in conference to resolve the
differences in the two bills. So the measure
died with the end of the 87th Congress. But
I am hopeful we can pass similar, or even
better, legislation on equal pay this year,
or at least In this Congress.

Believe me, no matter how high you stand
on the occupational pyramid, you would per-
sonally benefit from the existence of such
a law on the books. For there is pay dis-
crimination, and we all know it; there is
discrimination in promotions, and we all
know it. One of the things all of us can do
as working women is to make sure the em-
ployers all know that we know of this dis-
criminatory policy.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT MAY NOT DISCRIMINATE

As one righteously—and properly—in-
dignant St. Louis working woman wrote me
a few weeks ago on this issue:

“There are thousands of widows, divorcees,
and even single women with as much (and
sometimes more) financial responsibility to
meet than some of their male coworkers,
yet these women must accept a lower wage
scale because they are women, and regard-
less of thelr abilitles. Female teachers, of-
fice and credit managers, accountants, bank
tellers, professionals in various fields, are
paid substantially less than their male coun-
terparts. Yet when these same women pay
for groceries, buy an automobile, pay medi-
cal and dental expenses, and meet other
such obligations, no distinction is made be-
cause they are women. There is no double
standard in costs.”

Naturally, I might add, her letter was
written to me in support of the equal pay
bill.
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The Federal Government, as far as its own
employees are concerned, is under a legal pro-
hibition against the practice of wage dis-
crimination against women, and this has
been the law for many, many years. The job
carries its own salary in the Federal service,
regardless of who fills that job. That is the
law. But, here again, practice has not al-
ways conformed to promise: because for
years there have been effective barriers to
the promotion of qualified women into top
career civil service positions. This is just
recently being broken down, thanks to the
President’s Commission on the Status of
Women, and particularly to Margaret
Hickey's committee of that Commission—
the Committee on Federal Employment
Policies and Practices—which uncovered a
moth-eaten old ruling from a former At-
torney General which permitted Government
officials to specify, in filling job vacancies,
whether the job should go to a man or a
woman. In most instances, there was no
valid reason in the world why either sex
should be specified. This has all been
changed, just within the past year; under
the Executive order which Margaret Hickey's
committee proposed, and which the Commis-
sion on the Status of Women, and the At-
torney General, and the Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission, all agreed the
President should lssue—and which he did
issue—practically all jobs in the Federal serv-
ice, and promotion opportunities, too, are to
be open to competition from all qualified
individuals, without regard to sex. This is
& tremendous breakthrough toward fairer
employment opportunities for women in the
Federal service, and the results already have
been rather spectacular; nearly all job open-
ings—except for a very few which loglecally
require men only or women only—are being
offered on an even basis to all who can qual-
ify, and, as a result, women are climbing up
the civil service scale to positions, of in-
creasing importance commensurate with
their training and ability. This kind of open
policy on employment opportunity would not
hurt any employer, in my opinion, unless,
of course, a particular job is simply not
suited to women—or there are compelling
reasons to limit crews to members of one
Bex.

IMPACT ON UNEMPLOYMENT

Nevertheless, some people raise the objec-
tion that such a policy takes away job oppor-
tunities for men—for men who need work in
order to support their families. By and
large, this objection is not valid. Of course,
there are exceptions, but on the whole, the
Jjobs which women tend to train for, and
qualify for, and to prefer, are those which
few men seem to want to do, or are willing
to train for. This may change, as the new
Manpower Development and Training Act
gets into effective action, because the short-
age occupations are, in many instances, in
fields in which women seem to predominate.
So we shall just have to wait and see how
many unemployed or underemployed men
are interested now in training for jobs as
stenographers, office machine operators, com-
puter programers, school teaching, nursing,
the service trades, beauty operator, and so
on. Frankly, I think it would be a very good
thing for wage rates in those predominantly
female occupations and professions if more
men did go into them.

Generally speaking, it isn't a case of our
having too few openings in this country for
skilled people and that men and women
must compete with each other for them.
The situation is really quite different. We
have a shortage of trained men and women
in all of the professions and in the sciences
and in nearly every field in which long years
of preparation are necessary. Of course,
this is not true in railroading and in coal
mining and a few other industries. But
generally speaking, we have unemployment
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primarily because we have s0 many un-
trained people for whom unskilled jobs are
rapidly disappearing. Firing trained women
will not open jobs for untfrained men. So
let’s keep our perspective on this issue.

COMMISSION ON STATUS OF WOMEN

I mentioned very briefly the President's
Commission on the Status of Women, on
which St. Loulsan Margaret Hickey serves
with great distinction. This is the Com-
mission which President EKennedy estab-
lished & little more than a year ago with
Eleanor Roosevelt as Chairman. She sald
at the time that it would be her last assign-
ment in public service, and prophetically,
her words were true. But'she was spared
long enough to develop a very comprehen-
sive approach to all of the problems of
women as cltizens, as workers, as volun-
teers in civic activities—the problems of
equal educational opportunities, equal pay,
discriminatory legislation, and so on—and
all of us, as women, can look forward with
great anticipation to the report this Com-
mission is assigned to make to President
Eennedy by next October—a study of where
we are and what the problems are, with
recommendations on how best to solve them.
Much of the work of the Commission, of
course, is directed at the problems of work-
ing women, but not entirely so.

For as we all know, the concern of the
women of St. Louis and of our country,
whether employed or not, must be about far
more than the availability of a job, or the
conditions of employment on the jobs which
are available, important as those things are.
All of us, whether employed or not, have
deep obligations as women to our community
and to our country. Woman’'s role in the
community is an all-encompassing one. She
must be a force—politically and socially—
for improvement and reform in all of our
public responsibilities: schools; social wel-
fare standards; the opportunities for youth
to find a place in soclety—to acquire skills
as well as education; the improvement of
recreational programs; the proffering of un-
derstanding help for the mentally 111 and
hope for the handicapped; and care for the
elderly—all of these, I insist, are primarily
women's concern.

BE PART OF COMMUNITY'S SOCIAL CONSCIENCE

Women may not, in all cases, be in posi-
tions which enable them to solve these prob-
lems—the solutions may require political as
well as community action, and women are in
a small minority in itlons of political
power. But these problems will never be
solved without constant agitation by women,
insisting that solutions must be reached.
When you have those circumstances, believe
me, miracles can be achieved.

So every woman's first responsibility out-
side of her family is to be part of the com-
munity’'s conscience—and a conscience which
acts like the one we all carry within us—a
conscience which refuses to be quiet when
wrong is belng done—a conscience which
cries out against apathy, and ignorance, and
crime, and indecency, and poverty, and ill-
ness, and neglect.

“But,” you might ask, “what can I do about
these things? I'm just one person.”

True enough. But one and one make
two, and two and two make a committee or
a delegation, or a task force. Enough
women, indignant enough about a social il1,
can organize, and stimulate the civic con-
science into doing something about it. In
our city, and In every city, crime is an acute
and frightening reality; poverty is wide-
sprcad; ignorance and illiteracy are far too
common; municipal services are unable to
cope with expanding needs; the voluntary
organizations are swamped with demands
for help; both public and philanthropic
funds are always insufficlent for the needs.
There is so much which needs doing to make
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our cities better able to meet the problems
of public health and safety.
ONE INDIVIDUAL CAN DO MUCH

These are the mayor's problems, of course,
and the board of aldermen’s problems. But
they are yours, too, Whether you live in the
city or merely work here, this city is the
nerve center of your life and well-being.
Solutions for urban problems are possible—
but only if there is a will to solve them, and
a willingness to contribute personally to the
admittedly high costs of these solutions.
Unless we solve these problems, it will re-
quire no H-bombs to wipe out our cities;
they will just shrivel up and die from hard-
ening of the municipal arteries. And this
we cannot permit.

What can an individual do? Every Amer-
ican citizen—thank God—can do a lot: you
can take more than just a voting interest in
public affairs, you can take an active po-
litical role—whichever party you belleve in.
Work for it. Contribute to it.

Participate in the selectlon of candidates,
not only in primaries, but in the ward and
precinct organizations. Write letters to those
of us in public life who may be in a position
to influence public policy directly. Never
underestimate what your lone letter might
accomplish.

For instance—and I've told this story
often—a single letter to me 7 years ago from
the mother of a retarded child, pleading with
me to try to help her child receive the educa-
tional opportunities that child could use ad-
vantageously—stressing that most retarded
children could be helped—started me work-
ing on a legislative objective which I con-
sider among my most important activities in
the Congress—legislation to train more
teachers for exceptional children of all cate-
gories—up to then a relatively untouched
field. Now we have such Federal-aid teach-
er-training programs for mentally retarded
children and for children with speech and
hearing defects. My original bill for such
teacher-training programs for all exceptional
children, including gifted children, was in-
troduced in 1857. Since then interest has
gradually mounted until now the President
of the United States has formally endorsed
and recommended just such legislation.

MANY AVENUES FOR SERVICE

That one letter to me was not by itself
responsible, of course, but it stimulated my
own thinking to the point where I obtained
expert help in drafting comprehensive legis-
lation which later became the guideline for
all of the omnibus bills subsequently intro-
duced—and now I think we will finally pass
such comprehensive legislation.

Individual letters to me from housewives
who found glaring examples of deceptive
packaging and misleading labeling in the
stores—and every woman shops—were of
tremendous help to me in drafting the first
bill ever introduced in Congress to attack
this serlous economic problem. Other
housewives wrote to other Members of Con-
gress, and now there is widespread interest
in the subject. Again, I think we will curb
this abuse effectively.

A woman—a lone woman—doing her job
conscientiously in the Federal Food and
Drug Administration is now a national hero-
ine—Dr. Francis O. Eelsey. What she did
in the thalidomide incident paved the way
for a dramatic illustration of how fast Con-
gress can work when the problem is clear
and the danger is real. I had introduced
my comprehensive food, drug and cosmetic
reform bill on January 3, 1961, and for
months it was the only bill in Congress to
meet head on some of the serious problems
growing out of loopholes in our 23-year-old
drug control legislation. I tried for a year
and a half to stimulate interest in this great
problem. So did Senator Eerauver. Our
efforts were apparently bearing little fruit—
indeed the issue seemed dead for the 87th
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Congress—until the public disclosures of
the thalidomide case provided the public
stimulus to action—and then Congress acted
80 quickly, and so effectively, that the results
were spectacular * * * a milestone in con-
sumer protection equal to the original drug
law of 1938, which, in turn, in its time, was
the tightest and most effective law of its
kind in the world. It took approximately 100
deaths from a faulty drug—elixer sulfanilo-
mide—in 1938—to spur the Congress to
action that time.

CONGRESS REFLECTS PUBLIC

Just remember that Congress reflects the
public—and it takes a great deal to arouse
the public enough to stimulate Congress to
action. You are part of the public—and
you see much about you which you condemn
and want to see changed and improved. Do
you bother to speak up, to complain, to
protest, to agitate, to insist on correction of
conditions and situations which you believe
are bad in our society?

If you don't act—and don’t try to get ac-
tlon—you are not heartening to your wom-
anly instinets; you are ignoring your social
consclence; you are an accessory to the crime
of public apathy. And that's one of the
worst crimes of all in a democracy.

I want you to help me—and all of your
other public officlals—to represent you more
effectively in trying to cure the ills of our
soclety and our economy. On the job, or
in handling household supplies, or in shop-
ping in the stores, or in leisure time activ-
ities, any woman can spot a lot of things
which need correcting and which can be
corrected through the political processes of
our national, State and local governments.
Perhaps those of us close to the problems
cannot always see them objectively—like
the housewife who can instantly spot the
dust on a neighbor's coffee table but is un-
aware that the pictures on her own living
room walls are crooked. In public life, we
sometimes see only what we want to see and
we can easily find reasonable excuses for not
acting, particularly if no one is nagging at
us to act. Public officials, after all, are
human too.

However, in every level of government, a
successful official is usually one who can
recognize a problem in time to join in its
correction before everyone has spotted it.
But always—in almost every instance—some-
one spotted it first—before the official did—
and told him about it. So all of us in public
life need reliable “spotters”—people who will
take the trouble to call our attention to
problems as they emerge, rather than wait
until they become insuperable. Will you,
then, volunteer for this civic responsibility?

If you will, then my salute to you today—
heartfelt and sincere in any event—will be
a great big hurrah for the women of Down-
town S8t. Louis, Inc., the women of Down-
town Activities, Unlimited. For my grati-
tude to you will also be just that, unlimited.
Thank you.

Part 14: Let’s Keep the Record Straight—
A Selected Chronology on Castro and
Cuba (January 23, 1963-January 31,
1963)

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

HON. DON L. SHORT

OF NORTH DAKOTA
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Tuesday, March 12, 1963
Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, one of our

American essayists and poets, James
Russell Lowell, said something once that



1963

I feel is apropos today in connection with
our running controversy with Castro in
Cuba, as well as his sponsor-dictators,
Mao Tse-tung and Nikita Khrushchev, of
Red China and Soviet Russia: “There is
no good arguing with the inevitable. The
only argument available with an east
wind is to put on your greatcoat.”

Our approach for quite some time now
appeared to be to engage in a series of
diplomatic arguments and diplomatic
discussions with Castro and his hench-
men, just as it seemed to be our accepted
method of dealing with Khrushchev and
his bodyguards.

In all our diplomatic discussions, it
appears that we somehow all came out
on the losing side—even when temporar-
ily it looked as though we were winning
the argument, in looking back at the
Cuban quarantine by our Government.
About the only time I can recall with
certainty when it was apparent we won
an argument with Khrushchev, for in-
stance, has been when we stopped dis-
cussing and started taking action in ac-
cordance with what we firmly believed
to be right. Witness the Berlin airlift,
as a prime example, when our access
routes into West Berlin were closed after
a series of harassments by the Soviets
of the allies. The same thing applied
after the wall was built between East
Berlin and West Berlin and it once again
appeared that the Soviets might attempt
again to close our points of access and
free and open travel by the military
between the two segments of the di-
vided city. And our latest example of
“putting on our greatcoat” was, of
course, the act of setting up our quaran-
tine of Cuba—in spite of the huffing,
puffing, and rocket rattling engaged in
by EKhrushchev, Mao Tse-tung, and
Castro.

My chronology today concludes the
January portion of events involving Cas-
tro, Cuba, and the United States. Very
soon I will go into the February events.

We find in the latter part of January
that the Soviets were busily transforming
Cuba into a veritable armed camp—even
without the 40 missiles and 42 I-28's
which had been sent back to Russia.
Their actions were reported by the New
York Times, January 23, and also in pub-
lic statements made by Senator KENNETH
Kearinc—the man who stated of the
Soviets and Cubans that “they are now
10 times stronger than they were on July
1 of last year,” and that his information
“confirmed by official Government
sources” indicated the Soviets had 20,000
men in Cuba, including soldiers and
technicians and the force included com-
bat troops as well.

The President was drawn into this new
controversy over the Bay of Pigs invasion
when he asserted that no U.S. air cover
was ever planned to help the Cuban
attackers. He stated instead that the
plan—which failed miserably—was a
strike by B-26 bombers flown by pilots
not based in the United States. He
denied that there was a buildup of the
military, in the sense of equipment com-
ing in from outside Cuba, but admitted
that after withdrawal of 4,500 Soviet
technicians since October, there was left
16,000 or 17,000 Russians still in Cuba
operating technical equipment, building

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

barracks, and acting as a part of orga-
nized military units.

Representative MinsaaLL, of Ohio, in-
troduced a resolution which called for a
joint House-Senate committee to under-
take a full-scale investigation of the Bay
of Pigs invasion. He indicated that he
felt the controversy transcended both
political parties and partisan motiva-
tions. Representative MINsHALL also as-
serted that at this late date, honest
accurate reporting of the events leading
up to, and including the invasion, could
not or would not break security.

A top intelligence oriefing took place
on the 25th of January at which time
several Senators heard reports of the
buildup of a powerful military and po-
litical machine in Cuba over the previous
6 months. This briefing grew out of Sen-
ator KeEaTING’S public report of a mili-
tary buildup in Cuba and made many
believe that without his prodding—such
a briefing could not have taken place.
A variety of comments made by Senators
taking part in the briefings indicate the
wide variance in their thinking, or points
of view, as far as the potential threat of
the military buildup. It also indicated
the wide variance in the Demcerat Party
as far as support of President Kennedy's
efforts to play down the threat of such
military buildup.

Republican Senator Aixen felt the
builiup was much stronger militarily and
politically than it was 6 months before.
Democrat Senator SymincTon stated the
big Soviet military complex in Cuba had
been constructed over the last 5 months.
But Democrat Humphrey, present at the
same briefing, claimed to have heard
nothing to indicate there had been a
significant Soviet buildup. This had the
effect of building the suspicion in the
minds of the American public that some-
one was either stretching the truth, or
had a good imagination, or that some-
one was being either overly partisan or
overly protective.

A U.S. intelligence report was circu-
lated a little later which described a
Soviet ship, Simjferopol as being the only
one which had put in at a Cuban port
with a significant amount of military
equipment since last fall’s crisis.

This same intelligence report indi-
cated that Russia had supplied a great
deal of military equipment to Cuba prior
to July of 1962—which included the fol-
lowing: “About 200 tanks; around 1,500
artillery pieces; 35 Mig 15 and 17 jet
aircraft; and many conventional anti-
aireraft guns.”

During the July-October influx of
weapons and personnel, the report
stated that the number of Mig jet fight-
ers had tripled to a total of 106, includ-
ing 42 of the advanced Mig-21 type.
The number of tanks and field pieces
doubled. Major new weapons were also
sent into Cuba—including surface-to-
air missiles deployed among 24 bases—
4 coastal defense missile systems, 12
missile-armed coastal-defense boats,
and a number of self-propelled mobile
field pieces

Russian manpower—according to the
intelligence summary—mounted from a
pre-July figure of 500 to a total of about
22,000 by late October, But when Pre-
mier Khrushchev pulled out his missiles
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and bombers—as a result of our quar-
antine—this Soviet strength was sup-
posedly cut down by about 5,000 men.
But the Soviets were known to control
the new equipment delivered to Cuba.

Our Secretary of State, Dean Rusk,
admitted that continued presence of
heavily armed Soviet combat froops in
Cuba was a matter of real concern to
the United States. He also admitted
remaining Russian forces on the island
were a substantial military presence.
He reiterated what had been said many
times, that “it must be our policy that
penetration of this hemisphere by a
Communist regime from outside is un-
acceptable to this hemisphere.”

The diplomatic arguments went on—
the east wind continued blowing—and
the American people began to feel they
were indeed being placed in the position
of having to “put on your greatcoat.”

Our January portion of the chronology
ends with statements by Pentagon
spokesmen assuring the American public
that missile sites were not only broken
up, dismantled, not being used for any
military purpose, and so forth, but that
such missiles, transporters, and missile
erectors had been photographed en route
to and at port areas, loaded aboard ship,
and were aboard ships en route to the
USSR.

But those who urged that we “put on
our greatcoats” in the argument being
carried on with the east wind, could
and would not be convinced that things
were as pleasant as the public was being
daily assured was the case.

Part 14 of the chronology follows:
Parr 14: LeET's KEEP THE RECORD STRAIGHT—

A SELECTED CHRONOLOGY ON CASTRO AND

Cusa (JANUARY 23 To JANUARY 31, 1963)

January 23, 1963: The New York Times
news service said that Soviet forces in Cuba
are reported working around the clock
building and improving “highly sophisti-
cated ground and air defenses.”

A Washington-dated dispatch by Tad
Szulo sald private reports from Havana, con-
firmed in part by American experts on the
Cuban situation, relate that large shipments
of weapons and other materials are continu-
ing to arrive in Cuba.

The Times story sald: “Soviet encamp-
ments are being relocated and strengthened,
and Soviet experts are directing Cubans in
the construction of underground depots,
hangars and runways.

“The construction work is apparently con-
centrated in the main defense complex be-
tween Havana and the San Antonio de los
Banos Air Base in Camaguey Province, and
in the Slerra Maestra area of Orlente Prov-
ince.

“Soviet troops exclusively are doing the
work and some sites are closed even to Cuban
military personnel.”

In Washington, Senator KeNNeTH B. KEAT-
inG, Republican, of New York, told a reporter
he has information “confirmed by official
Government sources” that Soviet weaponry
has been pouring into the island.

“They now are 10 times stronger than
they were on July 1 last year,” Keating said.

“My information is that they (Soviets)
have 20,000 men in Cuba, including soldiers
and techniclans. The force includes combat
troops.”

January 23, 1963: A planeload of 98 Cuban-
Americans, many of them children, landed
in Miami. The refugees reported growing
food shortages and anti-Castro feeling in
Cuba, and stepped-up reprisals against op-
ponents of the Government,
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January 23, 1963: The S8 Shirley Lykes
headed out of Havana for Florida tonight,
packed with 1,160 refugees from Fidel Cas-
tro’s Cuban regime, the Red Cross reported.

January 24, 1963: President Eennedy en-
tered the new controversy over the abortive
Bay of Pigs invasion with the assertion that
no U.S. air cover was ever planned to help
the Cuban attackers.

What was planned, and what proved to be
a fallure, he said, was a strike by B-26 bomb-
ers flown by pilots not based in the United
States.

The invasion brigade thought that this
attack would give it protection on the beach,
but Cuban Jets “were very effective” and the
invasion brigade “was not able to maintain
air supremacy on the beach,” the President
said.

President Kennedy also replied to ques-
tions about & reported new buildup of Soviet
weapons In Cuba. He sald one Soviet ship
has arrived in Cuba since the October crisis
“which may have arms on it, possibly mili-

"

But he said that there was no military
buildup in the sense of equipment coming
in from outside Cuba. *“There is no evidence
that this ship carried any offensive weapons,”
the President said.

Some 4,600 Soviet technicians have heen
withdrawn from Cuba since October, he sald,
and there are 16,000 or 17,000 Russians still
there, operating technical equipment and
bullding barracks. Some of the Russians
are in organized military units, he sald.

“Our serutiny of Cuba is daily,” the Presl-
dent said.

Senator KENNETE B. KEATING, Republican,
of New York, said the buildup consists of
tanks, guns, fighter planes, and other
weapons but not long-range missiles and
bombers.

EeaTing said he had learned from refugee
sources that Soviet military activity on Cuba
is 10 times greater than it was last July 1
before the missile crisis.

In the House, Representative WiLLiam E.
MinsHALL, Republican, of Ohio, introduced
a resolution calling for creation of a Joint
House-Senate committee to make a full-
scale investigation of the Bay of Pigs in-
vasion.

Referring to the Attorney General's com-
ment that no air cover was promised, MiN-
sHALL sald *“this tremendously important
controversy transcends political parties and
partisan motivations. At this late date, an
honest, accurate report of events leading up
to and including the invasion would not
break security.”

January 25, 1963: Several Senators said,
after a top intelligence briefing, that the
Soviet Union has built a powerful military
and political machine in Cuba over the past
6 months,

The Senate hearing was held to look into

by Senator KENNETH B. KEATING,
Republican, of New York, that the military
buildup in Cuba is 10 times greater than it
was last July before the missile crisis.

Senator EeaTive said he knew of no offen-
sive missiles and bombers going to Cuba.
But he sald tanks, guns, Mig fighters, and
other arms were continuing to pour in.

After the briefing, Senator Georce D.
AIxEN, Republican, of Vermont, told news-
men that the Russlans have built “an
enormously powerful military and political
base in Cuba—much stronger than it was
6 months ago.”

Senator STUART SymINGToN, Democrat, of
Missouri, sald “there is a big Soviet military
complex in Cuba” that was constructed
over the last 6 months,

At the same time, Senator HuUBerT H.
HumPHREY, Democrat, of Minnesota, said he
heard nothing to indicate there had been a
significant Soviet buildup.

Senator HumpPHREY sald there was plenty
of blame for both Demoecrats and Repub-
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licans from the invasion fiasco and little to
be gained by opening old sores.

January 25, 1963: New York Attorney
James B. Donovan returned to Miami from a
conference with Cuban Premier Fidel Castro
in Havana and said that he was “most opti-
mistic” that about 26 Americans held pris-
oner in Cuba would be released soon.

January 26, 1963: An intelligence summary
circulating among top U.S. officials reports
that a Soviet ship carrying a “significant
amount of military cargo” docked in Cuba
within the past 2 weeks.

The vessel, identified as the Simferopol, 1s
the only one which has put in at a Cuban
port with a “significant amount” of military
equipment since last fall's crisis, the report
says—backing President EKennedy's conten-
tion.

The summary states that U.S. intelligence
agencles have observed shipping to Cuba
closely since last fall.

According to the intelligence study Russia
had supplied “a great deal of military equip-
ment to Cuba prior to July 1962, including
about 200 tanks, arouna 1,500 artillery
pieces, 356 Mig-15 and Mig-17 jet aircraft and
many conventional antiaircraft guns.”

As a result of a July-October influx of
weapons and personnel, the number of Mig
jet fighters tripled to a total of 106, including
42 of the advanced Mig-21 type. The num-
ber of tanks and fieldpieces doubled. Also
major new weapons were sent into Cuba,
including surface-to-air missiles now de-
ployed among 24 bases, 4 coastal defense
missile systems, and 12 missile-armed coastal
defense boats, as well as a number of self-
propelled mobile field pieces.

During the same period, according to the
intelligence summary, Russian military man-
power in Cuba mounted from a pre-July
figure of 500 to a total of about 22,000 by late
October. This Soviet military strength was
cut down by around 5,000 men when Premier
Ehrushchev pulled out his missiles and
bombers.

“Most of the new equipment delivered to
Cuba this summer is in the hands of Soviet
personnel,” the report states.

January 27, 1963: Secretary of State Dean
Rusk sald that the continued presence of
heavily armed Soviet combat troops in Cuba
is a “matter of real concern” to the United
States.

Rusk acknowledged that Mig fighters ca-
pable of carrying nuclear warheads are being
flown by Soviet pilots in Cuba. He described
remaining Russian forces on the island as a
“substantial * * * military presence.”

The best U.S. intelligence guess, he added,
is that there are no nuclear warheads in
Cuba today. But without onsite inspection,
he said, “this is a problem of proving the
negative.” Rusk spoke on the WRC-TV
(NBC) program, “Meet the Press.”

Although Rusk gave no hint of U.S. dead-
lines for Soviet troop removal from Cuba, he
said, “it must be our policy that penetration
of this hemisphere by a Communist regime
from outside Is unacceptable to this hemi-
sphere.”

January 27, 1963: A Republican and a
Democratic Senator expressed concern that
more politics than patriotism may become
involved in investigations of the Cuban sit-
uation.

Senator Jacop K. Javirs, Republican, of
New York, cautlioned against any partisan
inquiries into the ill-fated Bay of Pigs in-
vasion. He suggested that a special biparti-
san House-Senate committee be named to
study it.

Senator HuserT H. HumpHEREY, Democrat, of
Minnesota, criticized “rash, partisan, de-
mands for congressional investigations about
past Cuban policy.” Instead of an inquiry,
he called on President Eennedy to propose a
“manifesto of freedom" for Cuba when he
meets with Central American leaders in Costa
Rica next month.
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Javirs, appearing on New York State televi-
sion stations, observed that there had been
demands for “various kinds of investiga-
tions,” He said there clearly ought to be an
inquiry into the abortive 1961 invasion so the
Nation can “profit from what occurred.” But
he sald it must not be a partisan affair.

HumrHREY, addressing a United Auto
Workers' conference in New York, said par-
tisan demands for a Cuba investigation could
hurt national unity. He also said congres-
slonal investigations seldom look to the fu-
ture and that is what is now needed.

HumpHREY sald that out of the Costa Rica
conference March 18-20 should come “an an-
nouncement of determination that freedom
will replace Castroism in Cuba."

He said the Cuban people have had enough
of the ABC's of tyranny-—Anarchy, Batista,
and Castro. “Let us give them a clear mes-
sage that we are determined to help them
to democracy, enlightened leadership and
freedom.”

As for congressional investigations, Hum-
PHREY said Castro’s rise was “a tragic story
that will not be remedied by seeking partisan
advantage of trying to assess blame on either
the Eisenhower or Kennedy administration.”

January 28, 1963: Two of the planned air
strikes for an invasion of Cuba in 1961 were
canceled by President Eennedy, Senator
Frank CarLsON, Republican of Kansas, told
a meeting of Republican women.

CaARLSON stressed, however, that the United
States had not promised air cover for the Bay
of Pigs invasion.

CarLsON, a member of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, said the Central In-
telligence Agency and Department of De-
fense originally planned three air strikes.
One strike, against Cuban planes on the
ground, were carried out but the other two
were canceled.

“The United States did not promise air
cover,” CarrLsoN told the Eansas Federation
for Republican Women, “but * * * three air
strikes were planned to destroy all Cuban air-
power on the ground.

“The planes to make these strikes were
based on an island off Florida. Some of them
were pilloted by Americans, others by
Cubans.”

January 28, 1963: The Peruvian Foreign
Ministry today announced that documents
found on the bodies of Cuban Government
officials killed in an air crash near Lima on
November 27, 1962, link Cuba "to a con-
spiracy of continental dimensions.”

January 30, 1963: The United States ac-
cused Cuba of declaring war against the
hemisphere, and urged Latin American na-
tions to redouble their vigilance against
Castro-Communist subversion.

This was the substance of a note delivered
by DeLesseps S. Morrison, U.S. Ambassador
to the Organization of American States. The
note was given to Ambassador Juan Bautista
de Lavalle of Peru, chairman of a special OAS
committee on Cuba.

Referring to a January 16 speech by Fidel
Castro, the note said the Cuban Premier's
statement “further defining the Cuban Gov-
ernment’s position of encouragement and
support for armed insurrection in other
countries of the hemisphere * * * constitutes
a declaration of war against the hemisphere,

January 31, 1963: Senator EENNETH B.
Eearince, Republican of New York, told the
Senate that the Soviet Union is pressing a
new military buildup in Cuba. He called on
the Eennedy administration for the facts.

The Defense Department replied by chal-
lenging two specific statements by KEATING:
(1) That a Soviet ship arrived in Cuba last
Friday and “‘unloaded a cargo of armaments,"
and (2) that there is “continuing, absolute-
1y confirmed and undeniable evidence that
the Soviets are maintaining™ the missile
bases that led to last October’s crisis.

In a Senate speech, KEaTing said “Cuba is
becoming an impregnable fortress just as
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fast as the Soviets can make it so,” and they
are building to the point where “it will be
impossible to get them out with conventional
weapons.,"

EKeaTinGg sald the arms shipment reached
Cuba the day after President Kennedy told
his news conference last Thursday that Cuba
is being kept under daily survelllance and
that only one ship with possibly military
cargo has docked there since October.

A Defense Department spokesman said:
“Within a few days of the President’s press
conference last week two large Soviet ships,
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Kasimov and Baltica, did arrive in Cuba.
There is no evidence that either carried of-
fensive weapons.”

As to EzaTivG's statement that the Soviets
are continuing to maintain the missile sites
they agreed to dismantle, the Pentagon
spokesman said:

“Concrete launch pads were broken up
and other parts of the installations were
destroyed. There is no evidence that these
sites are usable, that they are being used for
any military purpose, or that they are being
maintained.”
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The spokesman said also that after the
agreement between Soviet Premier Nikita S.
EKhrushchev and President Kennedy for re-
moval of offensive weapons it was observed
that the missile sites in Cuba were being
dismantled.

“Missiles, transporters and missile erec-
tors were photographed en route to and at
port areas, being loaded aboard ship, and
aboard ships en route to the U.S.S.R.” he
sald.

ReEnoO J. CONTI,
Foreign Ajffairs Division.
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The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Ephesians 5: 9: For the fruit of the
spirit is found in all that is good and
right and true.

Eternal and ever-blessed God, inspire
us to meet the duties and responsibilities
of this day with a mastery and a majes-
ty bearing unmistakable testimony that
we have a radiant faith which reflects
Thy greatness and glory.

We humbly acknowledge that there
are times when all life seems to present
a withering and wintry aspect and the
days are drab and dreary.

Grant that in this Lenten season our
souls may experience a glorious spring-
time when Thy gracious spirit shall lay
hold on us with a blossoming fragrance
and a fertilizing power to bring forth
the fruits of goodness, righteousness, and
truth.

Hear us in Christ’s name. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

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

PERSONAL EXPLANATION
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
recorded as not answering rolleall No.
9 on yesterday. Had I been present I
would have voted “aye.”

COMMITTEE ON BANKING AND
CURRENCY

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
Patman], I ask unanimous consent that
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency be permitted to sit today during
general debate.

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

There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
SUBCOMMITTEE NO. 5

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, on be-
half of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. CErLrLEr], I ask unanimous consent
that the Committee on the Judiciary,
Subcommittee No. 5, may sit during gen-
eral debate for the balance of the week.

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

There was no objection.

SLIPPAGE IN THE RS-70 PROGRAM

Mr. COHELAN. 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
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. COHELAN. Mr. Speaker, on yes-
terday while in the Committee of the
Whole in the debate on the bill that is
presently pending before the House on
aircraft, missiles, and ships, I inadvert-
ently made an error in a response to
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr.
WacGGcoNNER] in respect to the cost of the
slippage of the present B-70, RS-70 pro-
gram.

Mr. Speaker, I have corrected that
REecorp, and it appears on page 4016 of
vesterday’s REcorp. I have corrected
it to show that the actual slippage costs
are presently from $15 million to $20
million.

This figure is based upon a ratio of in-
creased cost to the increased time. The
actual amounts involved are the already
authorized $171 million, plus $36 million
which have recently been released by the
Department of Defense.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
note this correction.

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND
LABOR SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE
ON EDUCATION

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that the Spe-
cial Subcommittee on Education of the
Committee on Education and Labor be
permitted to sit during general debate
this afternoon.

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

There was no objection.

UNESCO BOOEKLET, “EQUALITY OF
RIGHTS BETWEEN RACES AND
NATIONALITIES IN THE USS.R.”
Mr. GROSS. 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
Iowa?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, on March
7 and again yesterday I commented on
my inability to obtain a copy of the in-
famous UNESCO booklet, “Equality of
Rights Between Races and Nationalities
in the US.8.R.”

In view of my previous comments, I
now wish to announce that a copy of this
booklet was delivered to my office yester-
day afternoon with the compliments of
Frederick G. Dutton, an Assistant Sec-
retary of State. I have written Mr. Dut-
ton to express my appreciation for his

courtesy.

Quite frankly, I had not contacted the
State Department since I was led to be-
lieve that no copies were available in
Washington for distribution, except on
loan from the Library of Congress. If
he has an additional copy, perhaps Mr.
Dutton will want to pass it along to the
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations,
Adlai Stevenson, who informed me in a
letter dated March 4 that he had “not
been able to lay hold of one myself.”

TRIBUTE TO HON. WILLIAM
CHARLES DOHERTY, U.S. AMBAS-
SADOR TO JAMAICA

Mr. O’NEILL. 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
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr, Speaker, recently
I was in Jamaica and I had the pleasant
opportunity of again meeting with the
Hon. William Charles Doherty, the Am-
bassador of the United States of Amer-
ica, whom I had known for many years
here in the city of Washington. He is
still the same wonderful friend and it
was good to see at first hand what a
magnificent job he is doing in represent-
ing our country so ably. In my
meanderings through Kingston, and be-
cause as a man in public life I was
especially interested, I often stopped and
asked the people whom I met just what
they thought of our new Ambassador.
Regardless of how humble or important
the persons were, they knew him and
they loved him,

Before his nomination to this diplo-
matic post, Bill Doherty was the president
of the National Association of Letter
Carriers—a career that lasted 20 years.
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