
June 28, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 14927 
By Mr. WALKER o! Mississippi: 

H.R. 9517. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit 
against income tax to individuals for certain 
expenses incurred in providing higher edu
cation; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. MAHON: 
H.J. Res. 553. Joint resolution making con

tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1966, and for other purposes. 

By Mr. KING of New York: 
H.J. Res. 554. Joint resolution proposing 

an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania: 
H.J. Res. 555. Joint resolution that the 

United States reaffirm its support of the 
United Nations; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. BELL: 
H.J. Res. 556. Joint resolution to provide 

that a portion of the Garioa fund shall be 
used to assist in ·the establishment of Orien
tal College; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

Mr. MAILLIARD: 
H.J. Res. 557. Joint resolution to authorize 

the President to issue a proclamation com
memorating the 175th anniversary, on Au
gust 4, 1965, of the founding of the U.S. 
Coast Guard at Newburyport, Mass.; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memo

rials were presented and referred as 
follows: 

327. By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the 
Legislature of the State of California, rela
tive to the San Felipe Division of the Central 
Valley project; to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. 

328. Also, memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of New York, relative to amending 
section 7701 (A) of the Internal Revenue 
Code; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

329. Also, memorial oif the Legislature of 
the State of North Dakota, commending 
members of the North Dakota congressional 
delegation for their efforts in behalf of the 
Pembina. River development plan; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: 

By Mr. FARBSTEIN: 
H.R. 9518. A bHl for the relief of Yermiau 

Weingarten; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. HOSMER: 
H.R. 9519. A bill for the relief of Fotini 

Skandalakis; to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

By Mr. JOHNSON of California: 
H.R. 9520. A bill to authorize the Secre

tary of the Interior to convey certain lands 
in Inyo COunty, Calif., to the personal repre
sentative of the estate of Gwilym L. Morris, 
Dolores G. Morris, George D. Ishmael, and 
Verna H. Ishmael; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular A.1faJ.rs. 

By Mr. KEOGH: 
H.R. 9521. A bill for the relief of Clarence 

Earle Davis; to 'the Committee on the 
Judiciary. " 

By Mr. PELLY: 
H.R. 9522. A bfll for the relief of Lambert 

A. Lactaoen, Antonio A. Lactaoen, and Theo
dore A. Lactaoen, minor children of Eleuteria 
A. Lactaoen; to the COmmittee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. RHODES of Pennsylvania: 
H.R. 9523. A bill for the relief of Glen

Gery Shale Brick COrp.; to the COmmittee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. RONCALIO: 
H.R. 9524. A bill for the relief of Harriet C. 

Chambers; to the Committee on Agriculture. 
By Mr. TALCOTT: 

H.R. 9525. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to convey certain lands in 
Inyo County, Calif., to the personal repre
sentative of the estate of Gwilym L. Morris, 
Dolores G. Morris, George D. Ishmael, and 
Verna H. Ishmael; to the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. THOMPSON of New Jersey: 
H.R. 9526. A bill for the relief of Raffaella. 

Achilli; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 9527. A bill for the relief of Tan Tze 

Tong; 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: 

236. By Mr. PEPPER: Resolution by cer
tain State representatives and senators of 
the State of Florida, representing a majority 
of the people of the State of Florida, urging 
the Congress to oppose any constitutional 
amendment authorizing a State with a bi
cameral legislature to utilize factors other 
than population in apportioning either house 
of a bicameral legislature; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

237. By the SPEAKER: Petition of Cath
erine Moody Figueroa and others, relative to 
H.R. 8021; to the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. 

238. Also, petition of Henry Stoner, Fish
ing Bridge Station, Wyo., to amend the rules 
of the House of Representatives relative to 
a special subsidy appropriation blll; to the 
Committee on Rules. 

•• .... • • 
SENATE 

MONDAY, JUNE 28, 1965 
(Legislative day of Friday, 1June 25, 1965) 

The Senate met at 11 o'clock a.m., on 
the expiration of the recess, and was 
called to order by the President protem
pore. 

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

Our Father, God: For another dawn, 
for another day, for another chance to 
serve this troubled world, we are truly 
thankful, as our hearts rejoice. A13 we 
bow at this high altar of national life, 
preserve us, we pray, from uttering with 
our lips words which do not come from 
our minds and hearts. 

Fronting the clamant duties of this 
new week, steady our spirits with the 
realization of untapped power available 
to servants of Thy will, if only they go 
quietly and confidently about their ap
pointed tasks. 

Lift our eyes from the foes which press 
us and from cowardly doubts which blind 
us to the heights which are full of the 
chario1(s of God 'and the horsemen 
thereof. 

We beseech Thee to free us, this day, 
from fear of the future, from all bitter
ness toward others, from cowardice in 

face of peril, from failure to seize oppor
tunity, and from weakness when Thy 
strength is at our disposal. 

We ask it in the dear Redeemer's 
name. Amen. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT
AMENDMENT 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill <S. 596) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to assist in combat
ing heart disease, cancer, and stroke, 
and other major diseases. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
from the time under the control of the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from Idaho 
[Mr. CHURCH]. 

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, last 
week, I was privileged to accompany 
President Johnson to San Francisco, 
where he made a notable address to dele
gates assembled at the opera house, the 
birthplace of the United Nations, on the 
20th anniversary of that fortuitous oc
casion. 

The long, transcontinental flight the 
President took in order to make a per
sonal appearance at this birthday observ
ance is, in itself, evidence of our recogni
tion of the many contributions toward 
peace the U.N. has made in its first two 
decades of existence, as well as our hopes 
that the organization may grow stronger 
and more effective in the years ahead. 

As one who has advocated that the 
U.N. assume a role in the quest for a 
peaceful settlement in southeast Asia, I 
was particularly gratified that President 
Johnson included the following passages 
in his excellent address: 

Therefore, today I put to this world as
sembly the facts of aggression, the right of 
a people to be free from attack, the interest 
of every member in safety against molesta
tion, the duty of this Organization to reduce 
the dangers to peace, and the unhesitating 
readiness of the United States to find a 
peaceful solution. 

I call upon this gathering of the nations 
of the world to use their infiuence, individ
ually and collectively, to bring to the tables 
those who seem determined to make war. 
We will support your efforts, as we will sup
port effective action by any agent or agency 
of these United Nations. 

In addition to calling upon the United 
Nations to positively engage in the pur
suit of peace in Vietnam, President John
son should also be commended for urg
ing the formation of a dependable peace
keeping force for the U.N., as well as for 
suggesting increased technical assist
ance, reduction of armaments, popula
tion control, and an alliance for man 
to conduct an "international war against 
poverty." 

I am sure that most Americans join 
President Johnson in supporting such 
worthy goals in the carrying out of our 
international responsibilities. I ask 
unanimous consent to have the Presi
dent's eloquent San Francisco message 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the message 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

JUNE 25, 1965. 
'!'EXT OF THE REMARKS BY THE PRESmENT AT 

THE UNITED NATIONS 20TH ANNIVERSARY 
COMMEMORATIVE SESSION, SAN FRANCISCO, 
0PEBA HOUSE, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF. 
On my journey across this continent, I 

stopped in Missouri. There I met with the 
man who made the first such pilgrimage 
here 20 years ago as the 33d President of 
the United States-Harry s. Truman. 

Mr. Truman sent to this Assembly his 
greetings and good wishes on this anniversary 
commemoration. He asked that I express 
to you for him-as for myself and for my 
countrymen-the faith which we of the 
United States hold firmly in the United Na
tions and the ultimate success of ~ts mission 
among men. 

On this happy and historic occasion we 
meet to celebrate 20 years of achievement and 
to look together at the work we face In fu
ture meetings. I come to this anniversary 
not to speak of fut111ty or !allure nor of doubt 
and despair-! come to raise a voice of con
fidence in both the future of these United 
Nations and the fate of the human race. 

The movement of history is glacial. On 
two decades of experience, none can presume 
to speak with certainty of the direction or 
the destiny of man's affairs. But this we 
do know and this we do believe. 

Fut111ty and failure are not the truth of 
this organization brought into being here 20 
years ago. 

Where, historically, man has moved fitfully 
from war toward war, in these two decades 
man has moved steadily away from war as 
either an instrument of national policy or a 
means of international decision. 

Many factors have contributed to this 
change. But no one factor has contributed 
more than the existence and the enterprise 
of the United Nations itself. 

For there can be no doubt that the United 
Nations has taken root in human need and 
has established a shape and purpose and 
meaning of its own. 

By providing a forum for the opinions of 
the world, the United Nations hM given them 
a force and influence they never had before. 
By shining the light of inquiry and discus
sion upon dark and isolated conflicts, it has 
pressed the nations of the world to conform 
their courses to the requirements of the 
ch-arter. 

Let all remember-and none forget--that 
more than 50 times in this 20 years the 
United Na-tions has aoted to keep the peace. 

By persuading nations to justify their own 
conduct before all countries, it has helped, 
at many times and in many places, to soften 
the harshness of man to his fellow man. 

By confronting the rich with the misery of 
the poor and the privileged wi:th the despair 
of the oppressed, it has removed the excuse 
of ignorance-unmasked the evil of indif
ference, and has placed an Insistent, 1f still 
unfulfilled, responsibility upon the more 
fortunate of the earth. · 

By Insisting upon the political dignity of 
man, It has welcomed 63 nations to take their 
places alongside the 51 original members
a historical development of dramatic import, 
achieved mainly through peaceful means. 

And by bincUng countries together in the 
great declarations of the charter, it has given 
those principles a strengthened v11;a.l1ty in 
the conduct of the affairs of man. 

Today, then-at this time of anniversary.,...-
let us not occupy ourselves with parochial 
doubts or passing despair. The United Na
tlon~ter 20 years-does not draw its llfe 
from the assembly halls or committee rooms. 
It Uvea in the consclence and reason of man
ktnd. 

The most urgent problem we face is the 
keeping of the peace. 

Today clear and present dangers in south
east Asi-a cast their shadow across the pa.th of 
all mankind. 

The Uni-ted Nations must be concerned. 
The most elementary principle of the 

United Nations is that neighbors must not 
-attack their neighbors-and tha;t principle is 
under challenge. 

The processes of peaceful settlement are 
blocked by willful aggressors contemptous 
of the opinion and the will of mankind. 

Bilateral diplomacy has yielded no result. 
The machinery of the Geneva Conference 

has been paralyzed. 
Resort to the Security Council has been 

rejected. 
The efforts of the Secretary General have 

been rebuffed. 
An appeal for unconditional discussion 

was met with contempt. 
A pause in bombing operations was called 

an insult. 
The concern for peace of the Common

wealth Prime Ministers has received little 
response. 

Therefore, today I put to this World As
sembly the facts of aggression, the right of a 
people to be free from attack, the interest of 
every member In safety against molestation, 
the duty of this Organization to reduce the 
dangers to peace, and the unhesitating readi
ness of the United States to find a peaceful 
solution. 

I call upon this gathering of the nations 
of the world to use their influence, individ
ually and collectively, to bring to the tables 
those who seem determined to make war. 
We will support your efforts, as we will sup
port effective action by any agent or agency 
of these United Nations. 

But the agenda of peace is not a single 
item. 

Around the world, there are many dis
putes filled with dangers, many tensions taut 
with peril, many arms races fraught with 
folly among small nations as well as large. 

The first purpose of the United Nations is 
peacekeeping. The first work of all mem
bers now must be peacemaking. For this 
organization exists to resolve quarrels out
side the confines of its headquarters-not to 
prolong quarrels within. 

Where there are disputes, let us try to find 
the means to resolve them-through what
ever machinery Is possible. 

Where the United Nations requires readily 
available peace forces in hours and days--not 
weeks or months-let all pledge to provide 
those forces. And my country is ready. 

On another front of our common endeavors 
nothing 1s more urgent than the effort to 
diminish danger by bringing the armaments 
of the world under increasing control. Na
tions rich and poor are burdened down by 
excessive and competitive and frightening 
arms. Let us all urgently commit ourselves 
to the rational reduction of those burdens. 
We of the United States would hope that 
others will join us in coming to our next 
negotiations wlth proposals for effective at
tack upon these deadly dangers to mankind. 

After peace, high on the agenda of man is 
devotion to the dignity and worth of the 
human person-and the promotion of bet
ter standards of life in larger freedom for all 
the human race. 

We In this country are committing our
selves to great tasks in our own society. We 
&.J;'e committed to narrow the gap between 
promise and performance, between equallty 
in law and equality in fact, between oppor
tunity for the numerous well-to-do and the 
still too numerous poor, between education 
for the successful and education for the 
whole people. 

It is no longer a community or a nation or 
a continent but a whole generation of man-

kind for whom our promises must be kept
and kept within the next two decades. 

If those promises are not kept for all, it 
will be less and less possible to keep them 
for any. 

That is why-on this anniversary-! would 
call upon all member nations to rededicate 
themselves to wage together an International 
war on poverty. 

Let us then together raise the goal for 
technical aid and investment through the 
United Nations; increase our food, health, 
and education programs to make a serious 
and successful attack upon hunger, disease, 
and ignorance-the ancient enemies of all 
mankind. 

Let us In all our lands--including this 
land-face forthrightly the multiplying 
problems of our multiplying populations and 
seek the answers to this most profound chal
lenge to the future of the world. Let us 
act on the fact that less than $5 Invested in 
population control 1s worth $100 invested 
in economic growth. 

For our wars together on the poverty and 
privation, the hunger and sickness, the de
spair and fut1Uty of mankind, let us mark 
this International Cooperation Year by join
ing together in an alllance for man. 

The promise of the future lies in what sci
ence the evermore productive industrial 
machine, the evermore fertile and usable 
land, the computer, the miracle drug, and 
the man in space all spread before us. The 
promise of the future lies in what the reli
gions, the philosophies, the cultures, the 
wisdom of 5,000 years of civilization have 
finally distilled and confided to us-the 
promise of the abundant life and the brother
hood of man. 

The heritage we share together is a fragile 
heritage. 

A world war would certainly destroy it. 
Pride and arrogance could destroy lt. Neglect 
and indifference could destroy it. It could 
be destroyed by narrow nationalism or ideo
logical intolerance--by rabid extremism of 
left or right. 

We must find the way as a community of 
nations, as a United Nations, to keep the 
peace among and between all of us. We must 
restrain by joint and effective action any 
who place their ambitions or their dogmas 
or their prestige above the peace of the 
world. We must find a way to do that. It 
is the most profound and urgent imperative 
of our time. 

I say to · you as my personal belief and the 
belief of the great American majority that 
the world must finish once and for all the 
myth of inequality of races and peoples, with 
the scandal of discrlmlnation, with the 
shocking violation of human rights and the 
cynical violation of political rights. We 
must stop preaching hatred, stop bringing 
up new generations to preserve and carry 
out the lethal fantasies of the old genera
tion, stop believing that the gun or the 
bomb can solve all problems or that a revo
lution is of any value 1f it closes doors and 
limits choices instead of opening both aa 
wide as possible. 

As far back as we can Iook-untll the llght 
of history fades into the dusk of legend
such aspirations of man have been sub
merged and swallowed up by the violence 
and the weakness of man at h1s worst. 

Generations have tried, and generations 
have failed. 

Will we succeed? 
I do not know. 
But I dare to be confident. 
I do know this: Whether we look for judg

ment to God, or to history, or to mankind, 
this is the age, and we are the men, and th18 
is the place for us to give reality to our 
commitments under the charter. !'Or what 
was for other generations a hope fa for us a 
simple necessity. 
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PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT

AMENDMENT 
The Senate resumed consideration of 

the bill (S. 596) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to assist in combat
ing heart disease, cancer, and stroke 
and other major diseases. ' 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I 
ask unanimous consent that I may s~g
gest the absence of a quorum, the time 
to be equally divided between both sides. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDING THE ACT ESTABLISHING 
THE UNITED STATES-PUERTO 
RICO COMMISSION ON THE STA
TUS OF PUERTO RICO 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 

the time of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HILL], I ask unanimous consent 
that the unfinished business be tempo
rarily set aside, and that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 358, Senate bill 2154. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill-S. 
2154-to amend the act establishing the 
United States-Puerto Rico Commission 
on the Status of Puerto Rico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excerpt from the re
port-No. 370-explaining the need for 
the proposed legislation, which I under
stand was reported unanimously by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. The bill has been cleared with 
the minority. 

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

PURPOSE 

The purpose of S. 2154, introduced by Sen
ators JACKSON and JAVITS, is to amend the act 
of February 20, 1964, establishing the United 
States-Puerto Rico Commission on the 
Status of Puerto Rico, "by extending the date 
for the submission of the Commission's final 
report and increasing the funds authorized 
to be appropriated for the Commission's · 
operation. 

Public Law 88-271 established the United 
States-Puerto Rico Commission to study all 
factors which have a bearing on the future 
relationship between the United States and 
Puerto Rico. The 1964 act authorized an 
appropriation of $250,000 for the Commission 
to perform its task. 'rbe Government of 
Puerto Rico appropriated an equal sum as 
its contribution to the Commission's work. 
The Commission's final report was to be sub
mitted to the President, Congress, the Gov-

ernor of Puerto Rico, and the Legislative 
Assembly of Puerto Rico not later than ·the 
opening day of the 2d session of the 89th 
Congress. 

NEED 

Because of the elections of 1964, both on 
the mainland and in Puerto Rico, the Com
mission was unable to begin its work as 
promptly as had been hoped. Following the 
elections there were 4 changes in the Com
mission's total membership of 13. While 
considerable work has been done in author
izing and preparing studies, these cannot be 
completed in the time authorized. 

The additional funds are necessary in part 
because of the extension of time which the 
Commission requires to complete its work 
and because the studies authorized by the 
Commission are broader than originally 
envisioned. 

S. 2154 would amend the existing law by 
authorizing a maximum appropriation of 
$465,000, an increase of $215,000. A similar 
increase in funds wilf also be authorized by 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. The b111 
extends the time for submission of the final 
report until September 30, 1966, a period of 
9 months beyond the present requirement. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I am 
honored to be a member of the Un.irted 
States-Puerto Rico Commission on the 
Status of Puerto Rico, and to cosponsor 
S. 2154 to provide the Commission with 
the further time and funds it ,;needs to 
complete its studies and submit a first
rate report. 

Since I have been a member of the 
Commission, I have seen its very able 
staff, under Ambassador Ben Stephan
sky, the Commission's Executive Direc
tor, devote a great deal of energy and 
dedication to developing a very compre
hensive list of studies which the staff 
has already begun to carry out. Over 
the next year, every relevant factor bear
ing upon the status of Puerto Rico will 
be thoroughly examined and placed in 
appropriate relation to the other factors, 
so that the members of the Commission 
will be able to draft their report in the 
light of what will doubtless be the most 
wide-ranging, in-depth review ever 
made of the entire status question. 

The interest of the United States 1n 
the question of the status of Puerto Rico 
continues to lie in the will of the people 
of Puerto Rico. I am indeed glad to offer 
my every support for the critically im
portant work of the Commission and to 
participate in these efforts tow~rd the 
resolution of a problem of such vital 
concern to me and to all our citizens 
from Puerto Rico. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to amendment. If there be no 
amendment to be proposed, the question 
is on the engrossment and third reading 
of the bill. 

The bill <S. 2154) was ordered to be 
engrossed for a third reading, was read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Act 
of February 20, 196~ (78 Stat. 17), 1s amend
ed as follows: 
, (1) In section 4 strike out "the opening 

day of the second session of the Eighty-ninth 
United States Congress" and insert tn lieu 
thereof "September 30, 1966". 

(2) In section 6 strike out "$250,000" and 
insert in lieu thereof "$466,000". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I 
ask unanimous consent that I may sUg
gest the absence of a quorum, the time 
necessary for the call to come from both 
sides. 

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

The Chief Clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I 
ask unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
YOUNG of Ohio in the chair). Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE ACT
AMENDMENT 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill <S. 596) to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to assist in combating 
heart disease, cancer, and stroke and 
other major diseases. ' 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. Presi
dent--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President I 
assume that the Senator from Te~as 
would be 1n charge of the time until the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG] ar
rived. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield myself 
10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Texas is recognized for 10 
minutes. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the Senate has under consideration this 
morning a piece of major legislation s 
596, a bill to combat heart disease c~n~ 
cer, and stroke-major diseases. These 
are the major killers of our population. 
The measure is designed to avert death 
a~d disability from these diSeases. They 
bemg major diseases, we should have 
major means to combat them. 

The incidence of these diseases was de
veloped in the hearings on this measure 
before the Subcommittee on Public 
Health of the Committee on Labor and 
Public Welfare of which I am a member 
The statistics show that the three dis~ 
eases together cause mqre than half of 
all the deaths in the United States in 1 
year. 

In 1963, 707,830 persons died of and 
from 25 to 30 million more suffered from 
heart disease. The direct medical cost 
o! heart disease in 1962 alone was $2.6 
b~llion. The loss of income from heart 
~1sease that year amounted to $19.8 bil
!wn, for a total cost for this one disease 
m 1962, of $22.4 billion. 

Also in 1963, 278,562 persons died of 
cancer. Another 830,000 were under 
t!eatment. It is estimated that 48 ·mil
bon people now living will have cancer 
T?~ total annual cost of cancer is $S 
billion. 

In the same year, 1963, 201,166 per-' 
sons died of strokes. At least 2 m1llion 
more now alive had strokes, and many 
of them are paralyzed. The economic 
cost of strokes is ·more than $1.1 bUlion 
a year. 

These diseases are great k1llers and 
cripplers. They . sap our economy of 
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$31.5 billion each year. They cause un
told hardship, anguish, and suffering. 
But they give ground to organized at
tack, and this present bill is an organized 
attack upon them. We are dealing, in 
the amendment offered by the junior 
Senator from Louisiana, with the ques
tion of whether we will make the attack 
now or whether we will withhold the 
attack until some private monopoly can 
zero in with their patents, some 3 to 5 
years after a discovery is made-which 
is possible if we give away these patents 
that have been bought and paid for by 
the Government. 'The private recipient 
of a U.S. patent, as we have seen under 
our present system, can protect his pat
ent against possible other users and de
lay the product of research from prompt
ly reaching the people whom it is in
tended to serve. 

We are dealing with more than the 
question of whether the public should 
get the benefit of its medical discoveries 
paid for with public moneys or whether 
private manufacturers should get the 
benefit. We are dealing with the ques
tion of whether this relief from human 
suffering and anguish will be granted 
soon after discoveries are made or 
whether that relief will be delayed for 
years while private monopolists secure 
all their patent rights. 

Since I have been in the Senate, two 
who were near and dear to me have died 
of cancer after prolonged illnesses. If 
any Senator has had anyone die of can
cer within recent years and observed 
that person after they have reached the 
stage when the pain is so intense that 
neither morphine nor any other pain 
killer can relieve it, and nothing but 
death can relieve the pain, he would 
think a long time before he would vote 
to withdraw the product from the peo
ple until some private monopoly, which 
has used the money of the people to do 
the research, had developed the patent, 
and zeroed in all the patent rights, to 
reap an additional profit, on top of that 
granted with the Government research 
moneys. 

No plainer issue has been before the 
Senate for some years. Each Senator 
must stop and consider whether he will 
vote to give the benefit of Government
paid-for medical discoveries to the pub
lic now or make the public wait for 3 to 
5 years, so that the private monopoly may 
get exclusive patents lined up on these 
Government-financed discoveries. If a 
Senator stops and considers the question, 
he will think for a long time before he 
votes against the amendment offered by 
the junior Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. President, we have had numerous 
instances in history in which the public 
use of medicines has been delayed, after 
discovery, until some private interest 
could get its patents lined up. 

I shall read from page 21 of a book by 
Richard Harris, entitled "The Real 
Voice." The book is an account of Sena
tor Estes Kefauver's investigation into 
the drug industry and the battle which 
ensued. 

I read from page 21 as follows: 
In looking into the development of the 

antibiotics, the sta1f started at the begin
ning-with Sir Alexander Fleming's discovery 
o! penicilUn, in 1929. Fleming realized that 

penicillin had a potent, if obscure, effect had accomplished little in the way of quan
on certain bacteria, but it wasn't until 1941 tity production, and on April 27 Dr. Bush 
that other British researchers proved that wrote a letter to Elihu Root, Jr., then a con
the drug was highly efficacious in treating sultant to the Army Air Forces: "Now, the 
septic wounds. That year, the U.S. Govern- pharmaceutical companies have cooperated in 
ment became eager to determine whether it this affair after a fashion. They have not 
could be produced in quantity, and two made their experimental results and their 
British researchers were brought to this development of manufacturing processes 
country, under the auspices of the Office generally available, however. • • • This is 
of Scientific Research and Development, the problem. It obviously needs some very 
to try to get private pharmaceutical careful handling." As it turned out, the 
houses interested in working on the problem was that most firms were too busy 
project. They had almoSt no luck. A few trying to corner patents on various processes 
weeks after the attack on Pearl Harbor, Dr. in the production of penicillin to produce 
Vannevar Bush, Director of the OSRD, much of it, and the Government began press
personally brought a number of drug firms ing them to work together. It was slow go
into the picture. Almost a year and a hal! ing. On January 19, 1944, Dr. Albert L. 
later, in the spring of 1943, they had accom- Elder, the coordinator of a special penicillin 
pllshed little in the way of quantity pro- program. run by .the War Production Board, 
duction, and on April 27 Dr. Bush wrote a sent a memorandum to Fred J. Stock, head 
letter to Elihu Root, Jr., then a consultant of the Drugs and Cosmetics Section of the 
to the Army Air Forces: "Now, the pharma- WPB, complaining about the refusal ·of the 
ceutical companies have cooperated in this drug firms to exchange information, and 
affair after a fashion. They have not made added, ''The value of penicillin in saving the 
their experimental results and their develop- lives of wounded soldiers has been so 
ment of manufacturing processes generally thoroughly demonstrated that I cannot with 
available, however. • • • This is the problem. a clear conscience assume the responsibility 
It obviously needs some very careful han- for coordinating this program any longer 
dling." As it turned out the problem was while at the same time being handicapped by 
that most firms were too busy trying to being unable to make available information 
corner patents on various processes in the which would result in the output of more 
production of penicillin to produce much penicillin and thereby save the lives of our 
of it, and the Government began pressing soldiers." 
them to work together. It was slow going. By then, an obscure outpost of a Govern
On January 19, 1944, Dr. Albert L. Elder, ment agency was far ahead of the drug 
the coordinator of a special penicillin pro- firms, the scientists of a Department of 
gram run by the War Production Board, sent Agriculture laboratory in Peoria, Ill., were 
a memorandum to Fred J. Stock, head of the rapidly evolving a method of large-scale pro
Drugs and Cosmetics Section of the WPB, duction. Soon, the Department filed its own 
complaining about the refusal of the drug patent applications, and they were granted, 
firms to exchange information, and added, wherep.pon, under its regulations, all of its 
"The value of penicillin in saving the lives patents were made available to any producer 
of wounded soldiers has been so thorough- without charge. By the time the war ended, 
ly demonstrated that I cannot with a clear the production of penicillin had reached 
conscience assume the responsibility for co- some 7 billion units-an average shot may 
ordinating this program any longer while at be 600,000 units-and the drug had saved 
the same time being handicapped by being the lives of thousands of servicemen. After 
unable to make available information which the wa.r, more and more drug firms began 
would result in the output of more penicil- · making and selling the drug in a stiffly com
lin and thereby save the lives of our soldiers." petitive race; within 8 years the price had 

Not even to save the lives of those men fallen from $200 per million units to 60 cents 
per million units. 

who were fighting for the survival of 
democracy would those private seekers Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
after patents make t~e dis~cverrJ of it was the research branch of the De
penicillin available so that it could be partment of Agriculture which discovered 
produced. a faster method of producing penicillin, 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con- and enabled the mass production of pen
sent that there be printed at this point icillin for the use of the Armed Forces. 
in the RECORD the paragraphs that I It was not the pharmaceutical companies 
have read, in addition to the remaining which were sitting back and waiting un
discussion of this question which appears til they could zero in on the patents. 
on pages 22 and 23, down through the In the case of a public patent, the 
first 2 lines of page 23, in the book by people develop the product with their 
Richard Harris. money. It is made available to all the 

There being no objection, the excerpts public and all manufacturers. The Gov
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, ernment does not go into the private 
as follows: business of manufacturing the drug 

In looking into the development of the product. It will give the rights to manu
antibiotics, the staff started at the begin- facture to all those whom it feels can 
ning-with Sir Alexander Fleming's discovery manufacture it and get it on the market 
of peniclllin, in 1929. Fleming realized that at the lowest cost to the public. This is 
penicillin had a potent, if obscure, effect on the true free enterprise system. It stim
certain bacteria, but it wasn't unti11941 that uiates competition between the different 
other British researchers proved that the drug manufacturers to get the product 
drug was highly efficacious in treating septic on the market in the most usable form, 
wounds. That year, the U.S. Government 
becam.e eager to determine whether it could and results in the speedier usage of new 
be produced in quantity, and two British drug discoveries. 
researchers were brought to ' this country, While price is a great factor, and the 
under the auspices of the Office of Scientific saving of money by the patient is a 
Research and Development, to try to- get great factor in the case of new drugs, 
private pharmaceutical houses interested in time is an even greater factor. In the 
working on the project." They had almost case of new cancer discoveries, many. 
no luck. A few weeks after the attack on 
Pearl Harbor, Dr. Vannevar Bush, Director of lives might be lost by the delay in an-

nouncing a new discovery. The obtain
the OSRD, personally brought a number of m· g of monopoll'sti·c' patent rights 18. al
drug firms into the pictur~. Almost af·year 
and a half later, in the spring of 1943, they ways a cause of long delay. 
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Mr. President, because the Govern

ment kept the patent r1ghts on penicillin, 
it was made available to the public at a 
vastly lower cost per million units of 

· penicillin. The price of penicillin fell 
from $200 for 600,000 units of penicillin 
to 60 cents per 600,000 units in 8 years, 
under the competitive private enterprise 
system. The Government made the 
benefits of the penicillin discoveries at a 
small agricultural research station at 
Peoria, Ill., available to all penicillin 
manufacturers and that caused the great 
saving in price. 

If the Government retains the benefit 
of its research, it gives that knowledge 
free to all drug manufacturers, and 
strengthens the private enterprise sys
tem, as well as getting the drugs on the 
market without undue delay. 

If we were to give the companies $650 
million for research as provided in this 
bill, with research paid for on a cost
plus, fixed-percentage basis, if they find 
nothing, they have made their profit, 
they are paid the money. 

If they find something, these drug 
manufacturers expect that we should al
low them to patent the product, pull it 
off the market and then sell it years 
later at an unconscionable price. 

There was printed in the RECORD a few 
days ago, and I ask unanimous consent 
to have reprinted at this point in the 
RECORD an article from the Washington 
Post of May 19, 1965, which outlined how 
the price of one unit of medicines that 
were discovered with Government 
moneys partly in a university laboratory 
and partly with private research, was 
overcharged 40 times, until the Govern
ment stepped in and reclaimed for the 
Government its own discoveries in the 
field of prevention of mental retardation. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, May 19, 

1965] 
How BAR TO RETARDATION WAS OPENED TO THE 

MANY-TEST COST CUT TO ONE-FORTIETH 
(By Morton Mintz) 

This is a story of why a test used to pre
vent a severe form of mental retardation 
costs 1.2 cents per baby instead of 40 times 
as much. 

It did cost 50 cents per baby for a time. 
Had that price prevailed, says the u:s. Chil
dren's Bureau, certain States would not have 
begun mass testing programs and many chil
dren who now will be normal would have 
been irreversibly retarded. 

Exclusive rights were originally assigned 
to a private firm that charged $262 for a test 
kit that the inventor manufactured for $6. 
The Government has now obtained uncon
tested rights in the pending patent applica
tion and any qualified organization can make 
the kits without paying royalties. 

The story was pieced together from inter
views and from Government files obtained 
by Senator RusSELL B. LoNG, Democrat, of 
Louisiana, as chairman of the Senate Small 
Business Committee's Monopoly Subcommit
tee. LoNG discussed the story in the Senate 
Monday. 

Since 1959, LoNG has been working to give 
the Government property rights in inven
tions developed with the help of the $15 bil
lion a year that the Government spends with 
research and development contractors. The 
~ental retardation test was developed; largely 
with ·Government funds. 

STORT'S LEADING FIGURE 
The leading figure in the story is the in

ventor of the test, Dr. Robert Guthrie, of 
Buffalo, a brilliant scientist and himself the 
parent of a retarded child. 

"I had always assumed," he said, ·"that the 
price would be reasonable." But he termed 
himself naive about such matters. 

.The simple, reliable test he developed de
tects the metabolic disorder phenylketonuria, 
usually called PKU. 

A few drops o.f blood are taken from the 
heel of an infant in the first few days after 
birth. If the disorder is found, a special diet 
will prevent retardation. 

The incidence of PKU had been believed to 
be 1 in 20,000 to 40,000 births, but a mass 
screening of 400,000 infants in 1962-63 estab
lished a rate of at least 1 in 10,000. That 
indicates a nationwide potential of about 400 
PKU-retarded infants a year, including 
roughly 3 in the District, 7 in Maryland, and 
9 in Virginia. 

MANDATORY IN MARYLAND 
The test is now being performed regularly 

in 90 to 100 percent of the hospitals with 
maternity services in 14 States and in a total 
of 2,600 hospitals in all States except Alaska. 
Some States, including Maryland, have made 
the test mandatory for hospital births. 

In Massachusetts, the test has detected 33 
PKU cases. Dr. Guthrie said this was done 
with mass screening that cost State taxpayers 
about as much as lifetime custodial care for 
one person in a public institution. 

Dr. Guthrie, a 48-year-old microbiologist 
and physician, attributed his special interest 
in developing the test to the PKU retarda
tion of a relative in Minneapolis. A member 
of the pediatrics department of the School 
of Medicine of the State University of New 
York, Dr. Guthrie in 1958 received his first 
grants-$25,000 each, for 5 years--from the 
National Association for Retarded Children 
and the Association for Aid for Crippled 
Children. Later, he received a tota.l of 
$75,672 from three other nongovernment 
sources. 

But starting in 1959, the Public Health 
Service gave $251,700. Chiefly for the sub
sequent mass screening, the U.S. Children's 
Bureau granted $492,000. 

FIRM IS NOMINATED 
Long before the Bureau got into the pic

ture, but after the test was perfected, Dr. 
Guthrie and the NARC agreed that a swift 
way to bring the test into the widest possible 
use would be to enlist a pharmaceutical firm 
with a worldwide organization. 

The Ames Co., a subsidiary of Miles Labo
ratories of Elkhart, Ind., was nominated by 
Dr. Guthrie because it had been marketing 
a urine test for PKU. That test, however, 
is not well suited for mass use. 

A lawyer friend of Dr. Guthrie, Raymond 
K. Kuhns of New York City, who was donat
ing his legal services, advised that a patent 
on the invention be sought. He was con
cerned with the possibility that the plan 
for mass use of the test could be jeopardized 
by another patent only with costly, pro
tracted litigation. 

Almost a year had gone by since Dr. 
Guthrie had published articles about the 
test. This meant that unless a patent ap
plication were filed quickly, Dr. Guthrie's 
claim automatically would be denied. 

Kuhns said that Miles Laboratories, which 
had accepted an invitation to participate, 
agreed with him in emphasizing to Dr. 
Guthrie that any proposed patent agreement 
would have to be · approved by the Public 
Health Service. 

BARS ROYALTIES FOR SELF 
This is the kind of thing-questionnaires, 

redtape-that Dr. Guthrie scorns. His scl
entltl.c work preoccupies him. Not until 
almost a year after the PHS began pressing 

him with letters and phone calls did he get 
around to filing the required reports. 

The patent application and licensing 
agreement, which meanwhile had been 
drawn up by an associate of Kuhns on a 
nonprofit basis, put title in the name of 
Dr. Guthrie, but at his request barred him 
from getting a cent in royalties. 

Instead, Miles, which was made the ex
clusive licensee, agreed to pay 5 percent of 
the net proceeds of sales to the NARC. mti
mately, that association got $1,100. 

During the discussions, no one thought to 
ask what price Miles intended to charge. 

In 1962, the patent application was filed 
and the licensing agreement signed. At 
about that time, the Children's Bureau an
nounced its plans to screen the 400,000 in
fants. A great many test kits had to be 
produced, and quickly. 

TURNS PRODUCTION MAN 
Miles was unable to gear up fast enough 

for this job because of what Vice President 
G. W. Orr, Jr., told me were severe produc
tion problems. So Dr. Guthrie, who was 
not, as Kuhns put it, "in any remote sense 
a businessman," became a production man. 

With bureau funds, he rented a house, 
and in it, in a year's time, turned out 10,000 
kits, enough for a million tests. Packaging 
was done by retarded young adults. 

Ames, the Miles subsidiary, "took what 
we had done and repackaged it," Dr. Guthrie 
said. "The big price then particularly made 
no sense." 

The "big price" as $262 for a 500-test kit 
that the scientist produced for $6. He had 
not known what the price would be until 
June 1963, when he visited Miles. "I was 
horrified," he said. 

He pointed out that since the Government 
made his invention freely available, com
mercial laboratories--including Miles--have 
offered the kit for a fraction of its original 
price. 

The Miles official, Orr, suggested that one 
reason for the $262 price was the need to use 
only the highest quality sterile materials. 
However, he acknowledged that he did not 
intend to imply that his firm's test kit was 
superior in that regard to Dr. Guthrie's. He 
did, however, fault the scientist's definition 
of costs. 

NULLIFICATION BEGINS 
In the Department of Health, Education, 

and Welfare, a drive began to nullify the 
agreement with Miles. One who urged this 
was Herschel F. Clesner, inventions coordi
nator for the PHS. 

On November 5, 1963, the chief of the 
Children's Bureau, Katherine B. Oettinger, 
wrote Clesner "that the granting of exclusive 
commercial rights to Miles Laboratories 
would prevent Massachusetts and some of' 
the larger States now contemplating setting 
up this screening from carrying out their 
plans." 

"None of these States could afford to in
stitute a program if they had to purchase 
the kits commercially at the contemplated 
($262) price, or if they had to pay royalties 
on the materials they would manufacture 
themselves," she said. 

A year ago, the Acting Surgeon General 
of the PHS, Dr. David E. Price, officially de
termined that the contract should be can
celed because "the best interests of the pub
lic will not be served by • • • an exclusive 
license. • • • Insofar as the invention maJ 
be patentable, the equitable ownership of 
all rights, both domestic and foreign, shal1 
be in the United States." 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
this product to determine whether a 
child was suffering from mental retarda
tion, was discovered with the use of 
public moneys. Later, a private company 
charged $262 for one · unit of a test in 
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testing infants to see if they had an 
ailment that would cause mental retar
dation. 

Since the Attorney General of the 
United States has reclaimed the product, 
the cost for a kit is now $6 for the test 
kit to be used. The cost of $262 for a kit 
to test to discover whether newborn 
babies had an ailment that would cause 
mental retardation all their lives was 
cut to $6 a kit, and the cost of the test 
per baby was cut from 50 cents a baby 
to 1.2 cents a baby. The overcharge 
had been 40 times the real cost. 

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

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I shall yield on 
the Senator's own time. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the state
ment of the Senator should be accurate. 
It was the U.S. Public Health Service 
which stopped the profiteering. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. The Senator is 
correct. It was a part of the U.S. Gov
ernment which stopped the profiteering. 
The private companies were claiming the 
discoveries as private patents and they 
had the assistance of a university. They 
were charging $262 for a unit of medi
cine with which to test babies to prevent 
severe mental retardation, when $6 was 
the final cost per unit established. The 
private drug company was more inter
ested in a 40-fold profit than in whether 
mental retardation was to be prevented. 

When we got that test back in the 
public domain to be used for the public, 
who had paid for the discovery, the cost 
was reduced to $6 per unit, or 1.2 cents 
per baby. The question at issue is 
whether we should allow a private mo
nopoly to charge $262 for a test kit to 
be used with babies, or allow the people 
to charge whatever they want to charge 
with their own discoveries. 

Any person or company can charge 
whatever they like if they discover some
thing with their own money. But the 
Long amendment question does not deal 
with private moneys. This Long amend
ment deals with public funds, with public 
moneys taken from the pockets of all 
the taxpayers in the United States. 

I ask every Senator to search his con
science and see whether he can vote to 
give away such patent rights when hu
man pain is involved. This is different 
from the NASA. This is very different 
from the issue which arose in the case 
of NASA, when the NASA directors 
wanted to give the patents away. We 
vote $6 billion a year to space explora
tion, and we hope they make great dis
coveries. The NASA authorities worked 
to keep the authority to give away patent 
rights to those amply paid to do Govern
ment research on space problems. 

By throwing their weight in and fight
ing for the giveaway the NASA authori
ties were able to beat the opposition 
down and to defeat those defending the 
public interest. But this time we are 
dealing with human pain; we are dealing 
with lll people on earth, not researches 
in space. When a means of relief from 
human pain and illness is discovered as 
a result of the expenditure of public 
money, are we going to make it available 
for the average person to buy or are we 
going to permit a monopoly to delay 

the general use for 3 or 5 years, and then 
charge exorbitant prices? That is the 
question involved. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. The Senator 

is absolutely correct. We want the Pub
lic Health Service and the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
National Institutes of Health to protect 
the public interest, just the same as these 
fine people did in this case. 

I have some other examples to give, 
and I will give them before the debate 
is over. The National Institutes of 
Health is honeycombed with people who 
want to be able to patent and sell certain 
products to private companies so tL .; 
monopolies can sell them for 10 to ::SO 
times what they would be otherwise sold. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield the 
Senator 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. This has been a 
subject for considerable discussion in 
university circles and the role of uni
versities in this medical research. The 
governing officials of our universities 
should search their consciences. Do they 
want to protect the people's rights, or, 
in return for an endowed chair, do they 
think it is worth giving away the public 
interest? Is an endownment more to be 
treasured that the protection of the peo
ple's rights? Do the humanities teach 
that we surrender monopoly patents on 
discoveries to alleviate human pain, dis
coveries made with public moneys? The 
university community of America should 
ask itself some soul-searching questions 
on its position concerning proper use of 
the proceeds of these public funds. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have 
checked this question over the weekend. 
The best information I can get is that 
not one of the associations represent
ing universities has taken a position on 
this issue. From what I understand, 
two-thirds of the universities have not 
taken a position, and of the one-third 
that have taken a position, the great ma
jority of them recognize that discoveries 
made as a result of using public funds 
in the area of public health should be 
placed in the public domain. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I wish to state my strong support for the 
broad purposes of this legislation. One 
of the great problems facing the health 
professions is how best to make use of 
all the knowledge which is being discov
ered every year through research. How 
do we get the message out to the doctors 
in small towns and in rural areas? 
Through this bill we will construct re
gional medical complexes consisting of 
medical schools and hospitals in associ
ation with research centers and treat
ment stations working on heart disease, 
cancer, and stroke. These dread .diseases 
are our big killers~ and it is vital to the 
improved health of our citizenry that we 
make use of the new knowledge which is 
constantly being discovered. 

This being the purpose of the legisla
tion, it is important that the informa
tion discovered through funds author
ized by the blli be made freely and fully 

available. The amendment offered by 
the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LONG] provides just this. It 
says very simply that--

No part of any appropriated fUJlds may be 
expended pursuant to authorization given 
by this act for any scientific or technologi
cal research of developmental activity un
less such expenditure is conditioned upon 
provisions effective to insure that all devel
opments resulting from that activity wlll be 
made freely available to the general public. 

In the difficult area where both pub
lic and private funds have been spent 
on the research leading to a discovery, 
the amendment provides a limited exclu
sive licensing arrangement for no longer 
than 3 years if the private company is 
justified in receiving such an exclusive 
right upon equitable considerations re
lated to its own financial contribution 
and, if such an arrangement will affirma
tively and substantially promote the 
utilization of the development and the 
interests of public health or welfare 
within the United States. 

Mr. President, this amendment is fair 
to the interests or private contractors. 
It protects the public "interest. Why is 
~t being so stoutly resisted? The answer, 
m four words, is: "The manufacturers 
of drugs." 

This is not the first time Congress has 
had to deal with the fantastic lobbying 
strength which this segment of the man
ufacturing industry can muster. We still 
remember the gallant fight which our 
late, beloved colleague from Tennessee, 
Senator Kefauver, led to effectively mod
erate some of the excesses of this seg
ment of the manufacturing industry. 

Figures turned up by Senator Kefauver 
showed that the drug manufacturing in
dustry has shown the highest profit rate 
on investment of any industry in the 
land. The unbelievable profits of the 
big drug manufacturing companies are 
often the result of Government imposed 
restrictions on competition and indirect 
Government subsidies. But to the drug 
manufacturing companies this is not 
enough. They eagerly importune the 
Federal Government to finance much of 
their costs of research and develop
ment--but they demand that they be en
titled to preempt for themselves the 
fruits of the research financed by the . 
citizens of our country. 

At the present time Federal funds are 
used in this industry to finance research 
and development in three major ways. 
Although it is virtually impossible to 
estimate the value of these Federal con
tributions, it probably runs to hundreds 
of thousands of dollars a year. In the 
first place, research conducted by gov
ernmental agencies, such as the National 
Institutes of Health, occasionally yield 
new drug products. In 1961, for example, · 
NIH reported the development of a new 
and potent synthetic painkilling drug, 
available under the trade name Prinadol. 
This new analygesic has a more power
ful painkilling action than morphine; 
yet it is free from many of the un
desirable side effects caused by morphine. 
Products such as this, in tum, are made 
available for commercial exploitation. 
usually on an exclusive basis, to a major 
drug company. This is necessaey when 
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new uses are found for old drugs on 
which the patent has expired, when sales 
are to be made to the Government, or 
evidence of safety and utility must be 
provided. 

Finally, Federal funds support similar 
testing carried on by private hospitals as 
well as by State, county, and municipal 
hospitals. This money, which is in the 
form of grants from Nm, helps to defray 
for individual drug companies the ex
pense of clinical testing carried on in 
such hospitals. 

In addition to forthright financial aid, 
the Federal Government has provided 
a number of important protections and 
benefits to the U.S. drug manufacturing 
industry. The Federal Government 
gives exceptionally favorable tax treat
ment for expenditures on research and 
development which can be treated as 
either a business expense or can be 
capitalized and amortized over a period 
of years. Moreover, this type of treat
ment can be extended to many types of 
expenditures which are only distantly 
related to research, as usually conceived. 

Further, most people are not a ware 
of the great service rendered by the Fed
eral Government to the big manufac
turing drug companies with respect to 
the new drug applications which must 
be filed and approved by the Food and 
Drug Administration before any drug 
can be put on the market. These ap
plications must be supported by exten
sive clinical testing which costs from 
$50,000 to $100,000 and up. Under the 
FDA's regulations, which are not re
, quired by law, the smaller drug pro
ducers who wish to sell a drug already 
on the market must duplicate the clini
cal testing which has already been ap
proved by the FDA. According to small 
drug producers, the effect of this re
quirement is to prevent them from com
peting with their larger rivals on prod
ucts which are not patentable or on 
which the patent has expired. 

Of course, the most important pro
tection extended to the industry by the 
Federal Government is the patent. It is 
often forgotten that the Constitution 
makes the granting of patents permis
sive, not mandatory. And on drugs this 
country has seen fit to grant the most 
extreme form of patent protection pos
sible. With the exception of Belgium, 
it is the only developed, industrialized 
country which grants both process and 
product patents on drugs, does not pro
vide for compulsory licensing, and im
poses no price controls. Other coun
tries, including many which have been 
noted for their development of new phar
maceutical products--for example, Ger
many, France, and Switzerland-have 
sought to provide some protection to the 
consumer. This attitude stems from 
the strong moral conviction that no one 
should have the right to withhold from 
the sick and ailing a product which spells 
the difference between sickness and 
health, life and death. But while grant
ing to the drug manufacturing industry 
vast sums of money and a myriad of pro
tections, the U.S. Government has ex
tended no comparable protection to the 
Amertcan public. The drug manufac
turing industry is being allow~ to make 

tremendous profits at the expense of the 
taxpayers. 

Spokesmen for our drug industry 
would have you believe that they are the 
only people who have ever discovered 
any drugs. The facts are otherwise. 

Countries like Germany, France, and 
Switzerland, which grant patents only 
on processes and not on drug products, 
have been in the forefront in drug dis
co-veries. Even in the past 20 years, 
many of the important discoveries have 
emanated from abroad. Oral antidia
betic drugs, for example, are the German 
development, although some Americans 
later developed molecular modifications 
of the original German compounds. 
Tolbutamide, sold by Upjohn under 
the trade name Orinase, was devel
oped by Hoechst Co., of Germany, and 
is the largest selling oral antidiabetic 
drug in this country. Potent tranquiliz
ers used in our mental hospitals are a 
French development. Thorazine and 
Compazine, the biggest selling potent 
tranquilizers to mental institutions in 
this country, are exclusively licensed to 
Smith, Kline & French by the French 
company which originated the com
pound. An additional example is the 
d:!velopment of drugs designed to alle
viate motion sickness. Searle, a U.S. 
company, developed Dramamine and has 
a patent monopoly. On the other hand, 
the competing product sold only by 
Pfizer is a Belgian development. The 
Belgian firm granted an exclusive license 
to Pfizer for sales in the United States. 

In his fascinating, best-selling book on 
the Kefauver drug investigation, "The 
Real Voice," Richard Harris notes that 
at one of the hearings, a noted professor 
of pharmacology testified that: 

Far from leading in drug progress, it ap
pears that our industry has usually followed 
and often after a clear lag. 

Harris goes on to note that the doctor 
did-
give the United States credit for the dis
covery of cortisone and other cortical ste
roids, and for anticoagulants, hydrazides, an
terior pituitary hormones, antithyroids, and 
oral diuretics, but he went on to say that 
"most of the progress-in drug research-has 
come from European and British researchers, 
both industrial and independent." Foreign 
researchers, he added, had discovered the 
antihistamines, synthetic morphine substi
tutes, new antimalarials, synthetic estrogen, 
almost all of the tranquilizers, oral anti
diabetics, and peniclllln, the ancestor of all 
the other antibiotics. The purpose of much 
of the work done by American drug firms, 
Dr. Meyers asserted, was "partly to exploit 
and market" these foreign products but 
"mostly to modify the original drug Just 
enough to get a patentable derivative." 

The American public is paying for 
this vast research effort. And the Amer
ican people should not be deprived of the 
resulting benefits. New drugs discovered 
with the aid of public money have been 
withheld from the public entirely, or were 
offered only at outrageous prices. I am 
not contending that the various forms of 
Federal aid be curtailed. I am for this 
Federal research. I am, however, insist
ing that those who pay for the research 
should be its beneficiaries. It is most 
unbecoming for the Government of the 

United States to accede as a matter of 
policy to any private interest, group, or 
industry. The very belligerence of the 
'drug manufacturing industry that it wU1 
conduct research financed by the Federal 
Government only on its own terms is the 
strongest possible argument that can be 
advanced in SUJPport of Senator LONG's 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 1 ad
ditional minute to the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I ask unani
mous consent to have 3 additional min
utes. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 3 ad
ditional minutes to the Senator from 
Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. We heard the 
statement made last Friday that the floor 
of the Senate is no place to legislate. If 
the floor of the U.S. Senate is no place to 
legislate, why in God's name do we have 
it? . The criticism we hear around the 
country is that decisions are made in 
smoke-filled rooms or in the little groups 
of subcommittees, and that the Senate 
has lost its savor, and fails to legislate. 
Let us legislate on the floor of the Sen
ate, let us take this bill out into the light 
of day, and let the American people see 
how we legislate. It is time we legislated 
on the floor of the Senate if the fruits 
of $650 million of the people's research 
money is going to be given away to Pri
vate monopolies which are already paid 
in full, with profit, for the research done. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
_dent, I yield such time as is necessary 
for me to propound a question and for 
the Senator to reply. 

The Senator from Texas has discussed 
some of the drugs developed in Europe. 
The Senator is aware, is he not, that 
when some of the products are made 
available to American drug companies 
through a license, the American com
pany receives much greater protection 
than the European company, enabling 
the American company to charge a high
er price than is permitted in the Euro
pean countries? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Exactly. 
The purpose of the Long amendment 

is to permit the results of the research 
made with the people's money to be made 
available to the people. By adoption of 
the Long amendment the discoveries will 
be made available to the people much 
faster than if they are given to private 
monopolies. · 

I regret that there is no single repre
sentative of the other side of the aisle 
on the floor today. Maybe they do not 
want to listen, and then vote against 
the Long amendment. There was a time 
when Republicans like Borah, Norris, 
McNary, and La Follette stood up alone 
fighting to protect the public interest 
when the minority which then was on 
our side of the aisle was not fighting to 
protect the public interest. I hope, 
whichever way the vote goes, that the 
majority of Senators on this side of the 
aisle will not vote to give away the public 
interest. I hope the great majority of 
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the Democrats will cast their votes for 
the Long amendment. 

It is not a restrictive amendment on 
research, and will not delay research. 

This amendment has been watered 
down to meet the approval of the de
partment concerned. It was amended 
after long discussion, to meet the ap
proval of the Department of Health, Ed
ucation, and Welfare, and did meet its 
approval. 

What secret forces are applied to them 
to make the American Cancer Society 
and the American Heart Institute change 
their position, because they have been 
doing exactly that when they agreed to 
the changed Long amendment. They 
have now reversed themselves. Why? 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
wording of the Long amendment. 

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

On page 12, line 4, immediately after 
"SEc. 906.", insert the subsection designation 
"(a)". 

On page 12, between lines 11 and 12, insert 
the following: 

"(b) (1) No part of any appropriated funds 
may be expended pursuant to authorization 
given by this title for any scientific or tech
nological research or developmental activity 
unless such expenditure is conditioned upon 
provisions effective to insure that an devel
opments resulting from that activity wm be 
made freely available to the general public. 
The Surgeon General shall include in each 
grant or contract made or entered into under 
such authorization for any such activity pro
visions under which the United States wlll 
acquire exclusive right in and to any such 
development. Nothing contained in this 
paragraph shall be construed to deprive the 
owner of any background patent relating to 
any such activity, without his consent, of 
any right which that owner may have under 
that patent. 

"(2) The Surgeon General may enter into 
an agreement with any charitable public 
health organization for the equitable disposi
tion (for such period not exceeding three 
years as the Surgeon General may prescribe) 
of proprietary interests in any development 
which has been made through research or 
developmental activity for which such or
ganization has made substantial financial 
contribution if the Surgeon General deter
mines with the concurrence of the Attorney 
General, after according to all interested 
parties an opportunity for public hearing 
upon such proposed agreement, that such 
agreement will affi.rmatively advance the in
terests of publ1c health. Each such agree
ment shall be subject to the provisions of 
paragraph ( 4) of this subsection. 

"(3) Any grantee or contractor who has 
made any development in the performance 
of any obligation incurred under any grant 
or contract made or entered into subject to 
the provisions of this subsection may apply 
to the Surgeon General for the transfer to 
him of exclusive right (except against the 
United States or any Federal, State, or local 
governmental entity) to exploit such devel
opment for commercial purposes for such 
period (not exceeding three years) as the 
Surgeon General may prescribe. Before any 
such transfer is made, the Surgeon General 
shall comply with the requirements herein
after set forth in this paragraph. The 
Surgeon General shall cause to be published 
in the Federal Register notice of the making 
of such application and a full and complete 
statement con<:erning the circumstances 
under which that development was made 
and the justification asserted by the app11-

cant for such transfer. At such time (not 
earlier than 30 days after such publication) 
as the Surgeon General shall prescribe 1n 
such notice, opportunity for a hearing on 
the record upon such application shall be 
accorded under such regulations as the Sur- . 
geon General shall prescribe to each person 
who would be affected thereby, including 
any State or local government and any rep
resentative of an organization or segment of 
the public legitimately concerned therewith. 
Upon the basis of evidence received in such 
hearing, or 1f no such hearing has been re
quested upon the basis of such evidence as 
the Surgeon General shall obtain by full 
and complete investigation and preserve as a 
public record for not less than five years, 
the Surgeon General may transfer the pro
prietary interest for which appl1cation was 
made or any lesser proprietary interest to 
the applicant 1f the Surgeon General detet:
mines, with the concurrence of the Attorney 
General, that the making of such transfer-

"(A) is clearly justified upon equitable 
considerations by the contribution made or 
to be made by the applicant to such develop
ment apart from the financial contribution 
made or to be made thereto by the United 
States; 

"(B) will affirmatively and substantially 
promote the util1zation of such development 
and the interests of public health or welfare 
within the United States; and 

"(C) wlll not result in or contribute to 
any material restraint of the interstate or 
foreign commerce of the United States. 

"(4) Each transfer under paragraph (2) 
or paragraph (3) shall be made subject to-

"(A) the termination thereof at any time 
at which the Surgeon General determines 
that the recipient thereof has failed without 
adequate justification to (i) take prompt 
and effective action to bring the develop
ment to the point of practical application, 
or (11) make the development available, 
upon terms and conditions determined by 
the Surgeon General to be reasonable, for 
use or exploitation by other parties within 
the United States for public benefit; and 

"(B) such other terms and conditions as 
the Surgeon General shall determine, and 
specify in making such transfer, to be re
quired for the protection of the interests of 
the United States. 

" ( 5) The Surgeon General shall transmit 
to the Congress annually a full and complete 
statement concerning-

" (A) the identity of the recipient of each 
transfer made during the preceding calendar 
year with respect to any proprietary interest 
in any development subject to the provisions 
of this subsection; 

"(B) the terms and conditions under 
which each such transfer was made; 

" (C) the facts and circumstances relied 
upon in justification for the making of each 
such transfer; and 

"(D) the use which has been made of all 
developments with respect to which such 
transfers have been made under this subsec
tion at any time before the date of such re
port. 

"(6) Whenever any development resulting 
from any research or developmental activity 
conducted in whole or in part with appro
priated funds expended under authorization 
of this title or any proprietary interest in any 
such developments is withheld or disposed of 
by any person, organization, or agency in 
contravention of any provision of this sub
section or any condition imposed pursuant to 
this subsection, the Attorney General shall 
institute, upon his own motion or upon re
quest made by any person having knowledge 
of pertinent facts, an action for the enforce
ment of such provision or such condition in 
the district court of the United States tor 
any judicial district in which any defendant 
resides, is found, or has a place of business. 
Such court shall have jurisdiction to hear 
and determine such action, and to enter 

therein such orders and decrees as it shall 
determine to be required to carry into effect 
fully such provision or such condition. 
Process of the district court for any judicial 
district 1n any action instituted under this 
paragraph may be served in any other judi
cial district of the United States by the 
United States marshal thereof. Whenever it 
appears to the court in which any such ac
tion 1s pending that other parties should be 
brought before the court in such action, the 
court may cause such other parties to be 
summoned from any judicial district of the 
United States. 

"(7) As used in this subsection-
"(A) the term 'development' means any 

information, copyrightable material, use, 
process, invention, patent, improvement or 
innovation resulting from scientific or tech
nological research or developmental activity; 
and 

"(B) the term 'charitable public health or
ganization' means any organization described 
in section 501(c) (3) of the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1954 which (i) is exempt from taxa
tion under section 501(a) of such Code, (11) 
derives its income wholly or chiefiy from 
charitable contributions made by the public 
at large, and {iii) expends its revenue chiefly 
for the promotion of public health or the 
alleviation of human suffering arising from 
fioods, earthquakes, fires, explosions, and 
similar disasters affecting residents of the 
affected areas." 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD, because time will not 
permit my reading them, letters reeeived 
just a few days before hearings were 
held in the Public Health Subcommittee, 
of which I am a member, from both the 
American Cancer Society and the Amer
ican Hear Association, approving the 
Long amendment, and then, a day or 
two before we voted, telegrams received 
from them reversing their stand. 

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

AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY, INC., 
New York, N.Y., April30, 1965. 

BENJAMIN GoRDON, Esq., 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
U.S. Senate, Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. GoRDON: The American Cancer 
Society and I wish to express our apprecia
tion for the courtesy and attention to our 
problems in the area of the multiple sup
port of research that you and the legisla
tive staff for Senator LoNG have extended. 
We are particularly grateful that the pro
posed amendment No. 14 to Senator LoNG's 
amendment to bUl S. 512 recognizes the dif
ferent status of charitable public health or
ganizations and preserves their proprietary 
interest in the results of research develop
ments under which they have made sub
stantial financial contributions. 

In accordance with our discussions, it is 
understood that, in presenting this amend
ment, statements will be made for purposes 
of legislative history indicating the intent 
that this exception will be made automat
ically operational and effective by providing 
that the determination of the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare w111 be 
prompt and that the Attorney General's ap
proval will also be promptly furnished. Also, 
uhless objections or unusual problems are 
raised, hearings will normally not be held or 
required. 

It was also discussed, and we believe suf
ficiently important, that the legislative his
tory of Senator LoNG's proposed original 
amendment make clear that the require
ments foiJ information and other details wlll 
not in any way include material which would 
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be contrary to, or interfere with, the estab
lished doctor-patient relationship which 
might underlie some of the research 
activities. 

Th·ank you again for the cooperation and 
understanding that you have shown. We 
feel that these proposals will resolve a 
troublesome problem which otherwise would 
have had an adverse effect upon the prog
ress of medical research in fields of vital 
importance to us all. 

Sincerely, 
FRANCIS J. WILCOX, 

Chairman .of the Board. 

AMERICAN HEART ASSOCIATION, INC., 
New York, N.Y., April 29, 1965. 

Mr. BENJAMIN GORDON, 
Select Committee on Small Business, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. GoRDON: We are most grateful 
and appreciative of your good offices in as
sisting in the preparation of an amendment 
to Senator LoNG'S amendment t o Senate 
bills Nos. 512, 596, and 597. 

The Bitt-ached has been reviewed by our 
president, Dr. Carleton B. Cha.pman _and Dr. 
James v. Warren, the chairman of our legis
lative advisory committee and we feel that 
in our combined judgments this represents 
a very satisfactory solution to our problem. 
We hope Senator LoNG will consent and be 
will1ng to consider this as an amendment to 
his present amendments to the Senate bills. 

Again may we express our thanks to you 
and through you to Senator LONG for con
sideration in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 

Senator LISTER HILL, 

ROME A. BETTS, 
Executive Director. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
June 3, 1965. 

Chairman, Labor and Public Welfare Com
mittee, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C.: 

The American Cancer Society noting the 
current sentiment of the Senate regarding 
the policy on patents growing out of Fed
erally sponsored research would like to re
quest favorable consideration of S. 512 with
out inclusion of any amendments on patents 
which were added to the original draft of the 
bill as it was introduced on January 15, 1965. 

HAROLD S. DIEHL, M.D., 
Senior Vice President tor Research 

and Medical Affairs. 

NEW YORK, N.Y., 
June 4, 1965. 

Senator LISTER HILL, 
Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C.: 

American Heart Association concurs in 
Senate action defeating Long amendment 
on patent rights June 2. The association 
is hopeful that this important matter may 
now be resolved within the Judiciary Com
mittee on an equitable basis since the asso
ciation has major interest 1n the solution of 
this problem. 

ROME A. BETTS, 
Executive Director, 

American Heart Association. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
had the objections of the Senator from 
Rhode Island [Mr. PASTORE] been valid, 
that we should not legislate originally 
on the floor of the Senate, in the sense of 
taking up for the first time on the floor 
of the Senate some amendments or 
measures not considered in the subcom
mittee, it would not apply to the Long 
amendmel}t, because the Long amend
ment was considered by the subcommit
tee and by the full committee, and I 
filed individual views on it. 

- Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD, from 
Senate Report No. 368 on the bill, the 
individual views which I set out in that 
report. 

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

INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF MR. YARBOROUGH 
While I enthusiastically support the broad 

purpose of this legislation, I feel that the blll 
would be greatly improved by the inclusion 
of a requirement that the results of research 
which is financed by public funds authorized 
under this act be made freely available to 
the general public. If the public pays for the 
research they should be entitled to the results 
of it. No private citizen should be allowed 
to acquire monopoly patent rights to the 
results of research which is financed with 
public funds. 

In the case of research which is financed 
partly with public funds and partly with pri
vate funds, provision should be made for the 
granting of an exclusive right to the private 
researcher for a limited period of time (for 
instance, 3 years) if such a right is justified 
upon equitable considerations by the finan
cial contribution made by the private re
searcher and if the action wm promote the 
utilization of the development and the in
terests of the public health and welfare in 
the United States. 

Through such a provision, the public in
terest would be safeguarded at the same 
time that the rights of private researchers 
were recognized. 

I commend the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare for their efforts in the 
past to protect the public interest. I feel, 
however, that specific legislation is desirable 
in order to make clear the intent of Congress 
in the use of public moneys for research, and 
to insure that the public interest be safe
guarded by law. 

RALPH YARBOROUGH. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, will the Senator from Texas yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
YouNG of Ohio in the chair). Does the 
Senator from Texas yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana? 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Let me com

pliment the Senator from Texas for the 
magnificent fight he has always made 
to protect the public from monopolistic 
exploitation. During the time I have 
had the opportunity to serve in the Sen
ate, I have observed that the Senator 
has been 1,000 percent consistent when
ever a fight developed between the in
terests of the public and the interests of 
a small minority who would victimize 
the public. The Senator from Texas has 
never been found wanting in that re
gard. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I thank the Senator from Louisiana for 
his generous comments. I commend him 
also. The people of the United States 
are fortunate in having a man of his 
caliber serving on committees with the 
dedication which he has always shown 
to the people of the United States. 

Mr. President, this country is enjoying 
a period of high prosperity. The history 
of the country shows that during a pe
riod of high prosperity, when everyone 
is doing well, the Government sometimes 
gets careless. 

During those periods of high prosperity 
we find the greatest giveaways of the 
public's rights by the Government, 

merely because people have become so 
prosperous they are not paying much at
tention to what the Government is doing. 

Today, I hope that we will pay atten
tion, and secure for the people the right 
to obtain early use of valuable drugs that 
might be discovered with public moneys. 
The Long amendment is only for the pur
pose of protecting the public interest in 
the public's money, and the fruits of its 
use. This is not a limitation upon pri
vate rights. Every private researcher or 
manufacturer is free to research, to ex
plore, at his own expense, and keep all his 
findings for himself. 

The. Long amendment is written in 
such a way as to give a firm the exclu
sive right to use a discovery for a limited 
number of years, if they have contrib
uted to that discovery. If they make the 
discovery by themselves, they have an 
unlimited right. And if they add their 
moneys or their patents to the Govern
ment moneys, they share the fruits of the 
research. It is a fair amendment tore
searchers and manufacturers. 

It has been pointed out that American 
drug manufacturers can both produce 
and market exclusively, something drug 
companies cannot do in most of the coun
tries of the Western World. This bill, 
which I strongly support with or with
out the Long amendment, will aid in 
bringing about discoveries which are 
badly needed by humanity, especially in 
the ailments which today kill more 
Americans than all other ailments com
bined. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I suggest at this time, because there 
are few Senators in the Chamber, that 
Senators who wish to speak in opposition 
to the amendment who have used a 
smaller amount of time than we have-! 
believe they have used no time except 5 
minutes for the calling of a quorum
speak at this time. 

I believe that the side which offers the 
amendment, by tradition, is entitled to 
close debate. We have used 32 minutes 
out of 60. Inasmuch as we are entitled 
to close debate on the amendment, I urge 
that Senators who wish to speak against 
the amendment proceed at this point. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President-

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I yield 10 
minutes to the Senator from Massachu
etts [Mr. KENNEDY]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GoRE 
in the chair). The Senator from Mas
sachusetts is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I claim no special knowledge 
in the area of patent policy, nor do I 
have, or represent, any vested interest 
other than my concern for health mat
ters. I do have the most profound re
spect for each of my colleagues who are 
aotively involved in this debate. Senator 
McCLELLAN, as chairman of the Patents, 
Trademarks, and Copyrights Subcom
mittee of the Judiciary Committee is an 
authority in this area, and I feel his views 
cannot be lightly dismissed on any ques
tion concerning patents. Senator LoNG 
is one of the mo~t dedicated and sincere 
Members of this body and I often am in 
·sympathy with his views on matters of 
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basic social interest. · His concern with 
the disposition of patent rights where 
public funds are involved is to be com
mended. I completely support his mo
tives and desires in this area, and his 
fight for the protection of the public in
terest will, I am convinced, yield the re
sults he seeks. I shall support him in a 
major effort for sound, all-inclusive leg
islation-but I cannot support ad hoc 
amendments in the complex area of 
patent policy. And Senator LISTER HILL 
is the undisputed leader of the Senate, 
indeed of the entire Congress, in matters 
relating to the health and well-being of 
the country. I have nothing but the 
most profound admiration for the work 
of this Senator over the years-work that 
has directly resulted in unprecented ad
vances against the causes and accom-. 
panying misery of disease and illness. 
The position of Senator HILL on this 
amendment should be of the greatest 
significance to all of us. 

The issue before us is whether there 
should be a national patent policy or 
whether each piece of major legislation 
should be amended to provide different 
policies for each agency or program. 
The issue is not the pricing practices of 
the drug industry. 

We now have a presidential patent 
policy that was developed over a period 
of 20 months or more. This policy has 
worked well. We have not been in
formed of any abuses under this policy 
in general, and as regards the Depart.:. 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Senator LONG has stated that he has no 
quarrel with their use of their patent au
thority. Referring to HEW, Senator 
LONG stated on Friday that "I am in sup
port of the position that it has followed." 

So what we are concerned with here 
Is the necessity at this time to amend 
various pieces of health legislation when 
we are not confronted with an immedi
ate need. We are asked to do this even 
though Senator McCLELLAN's Subcom
mittee on Patents is conducting hearings 
on bills that would create a national pat
ent policy. These hearings will, I am 
sure, produce the protections in this area 
that Senator LONG is asking for and the 
protections that I support. But this 
will be done after a full opportunity is 
had to consider our national patent pol
icy. This will not only assist Members 
of the Senate to reach an informed opin
ion but wlll also create less disruptions 
in the research field. I have been in
formed by research men that I highly 
respect from my State that the amend
ment procedures currently being em
ployed on patent policy could seriously 
affect the cooperation between private 
industry and university and medical re
searchers. These people do not know 
what future policy will be, for the 
amendments that are offered are often 
changed and their effects are never fully 
discussed. AIJ a result, private research
ers in industry are not anxious to ac
cept any assistance from institutions 
supported by Federal funds, and this 
assistance would in many instances 
speed up the development of vaccines 
and drugs that are urgently needed. 

Mr. President, in the area of patent 
policy and health we should be abso-

lutely sure of what we are doing. The 
problem of preserving initiative in ·re
search while protecting the public inter
est cannot be solved in a day's debate 
on the Senate floor. 

We have the time to consider our pat
ent policy. A respected member of the 
Judiciary Committee-Senator McCLEL
LAN-is currently holding hearings on 
this subject, and we are assured that the 
existing presidential policy is working 
well under the current administration of 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. 

If this policy is to be changed and 
put into law, we should do that through 
the Patent Subcommittee, and not by 
a piecemeal approach through ·an 
amendment process. The fact that we 
do not act today does not mean that we 
can never act. It does mean, however, 
that when we do ·legislate we will be 
fully informed and aware of the effects 
of our actions. 

Mr. President, I therefore will sup
port the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
Hn.L l, the Senator in charge of the bill, 
in opposing the Long amendment. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum, and ask 
unanimous consent that the time for 
the quorum call be charged to the time 
of the Senator from Alabama [Mr. 
Hn.L]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BREWSTER in the chair). Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. The clerk Will 
call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further pro
ceedings under the quorum call be dis
pensed with. 

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

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri 
as much time as he desires. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Missouri is recognized. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able 
and distinguished Senator from Ala
bama for yielding. 

Mr. President, I have followed these 
discussions with interest and care: I 
have nothing but commendation for the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana 
[Mlo. LoNG l in respect to his position on 
the issue. He believes that he is pro
tecting the rights of the Government, and 
therefore of its citizens. 

When a similar amendment came be
fore the Senate during the discussion of 
patents incident to space developments 
in this country, many of the business peo
ple, those who have and do not have 
relationships with NASA, felt that the 
amendment would be an infringement 
on their basic rights under the capitalis
tic system. 

That included small companies as well 
as large companies. 

This morning I received three tele
grams from three universities of my 
state. The first comes from the Uni
versity of Missouri, one of the institutions 
of learning mentioned on the floor of the 

Senate previously by the distinguished 
chairman of the committee in question. 
The telegram reads as follows: 

I hope the Russell Long amendment on 
patents will not be added to any appropr1a· 
tions for research. In our view it would dam
age all universities research programs. The 
subject needs far more study. 

ELMER ELLIS. 

The second telegram comes from the 
acting president of St. Louis University, 
the Reverend Jerome Marchetti, S.J. It 
reads: · 

We oppose proposed amendment whereby 
patent rights 1n sponsored research 1n medi· 
cal field become property of Government. 

REV. JEROME L. MARCHETTI, S.J., 
Acting President, St. Louis University. 

The third telegram, signed by Thomas 
H. Eliot, chancellor of Washington Uni
versity, reads: 

On behalf of Washington University I 
urge you to oppose the Long amendment to 
the health, education, and welfare blli 
scheduled to be voted upon at noon on 
Monday. Departure from the long tradition 
of patent law would be a grave mistake. 
Your existing patent laws on research and 
development has flourished and the Nation 
has benefited. Dealing specifically with uni
versities these are not profit institutions and 
any patent royalties are spent by them for 
the public benefit, for our universities must 
strive if they are to provide good education 
for the swiftly increasing number of young 
Americans. 

THOMAS H. ELIOT, 
Chancellor, Washington University. 

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

Mr. SYMINGTON. I do not have the 
floor, but if the Senator from Alabama 
agrees, I shall be happy to yield. 

Mr. HILL. Certainly. 
Mr. CARLSON. I should like to as

sociate myself with the remarks made by 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri 
[Mr. SYMINGTON] in regard to the pend
ing Long amendment. I have received 
several communications from our State 
which are thoroughly in accord with the 
statements that have been read into the 
RECORD by the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri. I appreciate very much 
his taking the position which he has 
taken on the floor of the Senate today. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. I thank the able 
senior Senator from Kansas for h1s 
remarks. 

As one who has operated outside, and 
in the Government, I would worry about 
complete Government control from the 
standpoint of motive incentive in the 
arts as well as engineering. On the 
other hand, I realize that some inter
testing cases have been made on the 
floor of the Senate with respect to fu
ture policy in connection with · this all
important subject, and commend the 
able Senator from Louisiana for h1s 
interest. 

Mr. President, I hope that the Senate 
will accept the position taken by the 
senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN] when he says that as soon 
as possible he will complete hearings on 
these measures now before his committee, 
and cu.rrently before the Senate. Then 
we can work out--and I would certainly 
hope so: I shall do my part to that end-
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a standard overall patent policy for the 
Government of the United States. 

I thank the able Senator for yielding · 
tome. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 5 minutes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. I have listened to 
the Senator from Missouri, and I am 
heartily in accord with what he has said. 
As I see it, there are three reasons why we 
should not support the amendment of 
the distinguished Senator from Lou
isiana, for whom I have a high regard. 
He is most persistent and energetic in 
anything that he undertakes. 

My first reason relates to the number 
of differing patent policies that presently 
exist in the Government. If my memory 
serves me correctly, there are today 20 
departments of the Government which 
are doing research of one type or another. 
We shall have 20 different policies if we 
follow the proposed procedure. Shall we 
proceed in such a manner, or shall we 
have a policy that will be thoughtfully 
worked out by ·the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN] and his committee? 

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
McCLELLAN] has at least three bills on 
this subject before his committee at the 
present time. There is a bill which he 
introduced, a bill which the Senator from 
Louisiana introduced, and a bill which 
I introduced. There may be others. It 
is our mutual desire to work out a careful 
and thoughtful policy that will apply to 
all Government agencies. At the present 
time, if this job is done piecemeal on the 
floor of the Senate, we shall endanger 
one of the most important aspects of 
the American way of life. In the United 
States we have gone ahead in many dif
ferent fields through individual ini
tiative, individual imagination, individual 
patience, and willingness to work hard. 
We know that from such work we derive 
benefits through the discovery of patent
able materials. 

My second reason is based upon facts 
brought out in the debate on the ques
tion of patent rights disposition arising 
out of NASA research and development 
contracts. I am speaking from memory 
now, but I believe there have been ap
proximately 4,400 contracts entered into 
by that agency since adoption of its 
recently revised patent waiver regu
lations. Out of these approximately 4,400 
contracts, NASA, under Mr. Webb, has 
issued only 7 waivers at the time of con
tract negotiation. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, Will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I should be 

glad to use some of my time in order that 
I might ask a question. 

The Senator has spoken about seven 
waivers that were granted prior to any
one knowing what might be discovered 
under those contracts. The Senator 
would find that a great number of addi
tional waivers were granted and are 
being granted on discoveries after they 
are made. I suspect that they are being 
granted on the very best things that 
NASA is discovering, with applications 

for waiver being made after the discov
ery is made. 

So what the Senator from Massachu
setts is talking about is only what NASA 
is doing in ways which I believe directly 
violate the law. That is what the De
partment of Justice advised the agency 
some years ago. They did not have the 
right to waive those rights prior to know
ing what might be developed. Their 
lawyers testified before us that they did 
not think they had the power to do it. 

I am opposed to waivers after a dis
covery is made. But in my judgment, 
waiver before discovery is a direct viola
tion of law. Their own lawyers testified 
as much before my subcommittee. They 
said that waivers should not be made 
without the parties even knowing what 
would be discovered. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the Sen
ator for his observation. I believe that 
the issue as to who should receive patent 
rights under research and development 
contracts should be determined, gener
ally, at the time a contract is negotiated. 
The parties should know their rights at 
that time. In the bill that I introduced, 
we tried to deal with patent rights dis
position in that way. The Government 
would have the responsibility for making 
the decision at that time. If a mistake 
is made, or if conditions change, the 
Government would have the authority to 
revise its commitment. 

It was not my intention to deal with 
this particular subject, but I wanted to 
cite this as an example. 

My first reason, then, is that there 
should be an overall general policy gov
erning patent rights disposition under 
Government research and development 
contracts. This is preferable to a hit-or
miss policy adopted through the amend
ment procedure. 

My second argument is, as I sought to 
bring out the other day, that if there 
is to be a patent policy established under 
a health bill, this is not the bill on which 
to do it. As I understand, from a read
ing of the committee report-and that 
is all that I am familiar with-it would 
be mostly Government money that 
would be used for construction in one 
form or another, with little to be used 
for research. 

My third reason is based upon inSur
ing progress in our way of life. The best 
way to accomplish this is by encourag
ing individual initiative. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Massachusetts 
has expired. 

Mr. HILL. I yield an additional 2 
minutes to the Senator from Massa
chusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I well recall an 
interesting evening some years ago when 
I, together with several others, had din
ner with Dr. Fleming, the discoverer of 
penicillin. He told us that his discovery 
of penicillin was incidental to work he 
was performing on another subject. The 
side issue was continually coming up. 
Finally he concentrated on the side issue 
and in that way discovered penicillin. 

Is it proposed to take away from a 
great scientist, a great doctor, a great 
medical man, the rights to a discovery 
that is his entirely? I do not believe any 

doctors take patent rights anyway. I 
do not know whether Dr. Fleming ever 
received anything from the discovery of 
penicillin. But such a person, who may 
be working on an entirely different is
sue, although supported by Government 
money, should not have taken away from 
him rights he may ultimately derive as 
a result of his study. I do not believe 
that is wise, unless based upon one gen
eral policy. 

For all these reasons, I hope that the 
amendment of the Senator from Lou
isiana will be rejected. Then the Senate 
can go forward to pass a bill which re
lates to the extremely important subject 
of public health. 

I thank the Senator from Alabama 
for the time which he yielded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, how much time remains to the two 
sides? 

The ;pRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty
eight minutes remain under the control 
of the Senator from Louisiana; 20 min
utes remain under the control of the 
Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. We have 
more time remaining than they have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 4 minutes. I shall 
reply briefly to one or two of the points 
made. 

It has been stated that I did not allege 
that the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare was not using its 
powers correctly. The burden of my 
argument has been that we should not 
leave the stable door open with respect 
to the billions of dollars spent for health 
research and let the plunderers proceed 
to put pressur·e upon people in Govern
ment agencies so as to try to obtain pri
vate monopoly rights on research fi
nanced by the Government. 

I contend that the difference between 
having drugs developed so that they are 
immediately available to the publie and 
letting them be sold under a patent mo
nopoly when the Government has paid 
for the entire research results in a dif
ference in price of about 30 to 1. There 
is a difference between a person paying 
14 cents for a pill for diabetes when the 
pill has been developed by a private com
pany and paying only half a cent for a 
pill that has been developed by research 
conducted with Government money. 
OVer a period of 10 years, the difference 
in c:ost to a diabetic might be the difrer
ence between $1,600 and $48. That is the 
kind of money we are dealing with. 

Let me cite some of the things that 
are taking place. I explained the other 
day how Dr. Guthrie did some research. 
He is a dedicated man, not seeking to 
make a killing, not even interested in 
patent rights. Yet his discovery, used 
by the Miles Laboratories, sold at 40 
times what it cost for manufacture, 40 
times the cost of producing it, let us say, 
in a small laboratory in Louisiana. For
tunately, in that development, a fight 
was made to protect 'the public Interest. 

But there are some cases in which 
the public interest has not been protected 
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too well. I learned only recently about 
one case. I made inquiry about it. It 
deals with a development by Govern
ment employees. The work was done in 
National Institutes of Health laboratories 
by Government employees. Merck & 
Co. filed for patents for the Government 
employees and paid the fees for filing 
the patent. They provided the patent at
torneys to create the presumption of 
ownership in the company. No other 
company, to my knowledge-and I be
lieve this is correct-had access to the 
work done by the National Institutes of 
Health in this discovery. It is evident 
that only Merck & Co. got the informa
tion and know-how on those contracts. 

In my judgment, a legitimate question 
is whether Government employees were 
actually working for the company or 
working for the Government. They 
were being paid by the Government. 

This patent application was paid for by 
Merck & Co. Merck & Co. apparently 
has all the foreign rights to it. Yet 
Merck did not spend a nickel in connec
tion with developing the product. Only 
after I began to investigate and asked 
to see the files did the employees assign 
the patent to the Government. Up to 
that time, it had not even been reported 
to the Surgeon General. No request for 
a determination had been made. This 
had been done in violation of the law, so 
far as I can determine. I am sorry to 
say that the assignment came too late for 
the Government to obtain its foreign 
rights. The foreign rights were already 
vested in employees who had made an 
agreement with the private company, be
fore the Government even had an op
portunity to determine the kind of action 
that would be in the public interest. 

I can cite other cases, but the one I 
have cited is an excellent example. The 
patent was not assigned to the Govern
ment, even for domestic uses, until after 
I began an investigation. Even now, it 
appears that the foreign market is being 
exploited, because the private company 
has the foreign patent rights, even 
though the drug was developed with Gov
ernment money in Government labora
tories. That is the kind of activity I am 
trying to prevent. 

Pressures are being put upon the Na
tional Institutes of Health and the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare by private companies, using 
every power at their command, to turn 
over the Government findings to the pri
vate companies, companies which did not 
spend a penny and had nothing to do 
with the research, but which seek the 
information so that they can exploit the 
public by charging anywhere from 30 to 
1,000 times what the product should sell 
for. 

Much has been said about the messages 
from universities. I inquired about that. 
As best I can determine, some of there
search people were completely biased. 
Dr. Lowell T. Coggeshall of the Univer
sity of Chicago, who was presumed to be 
impartial, has not been. He is a director 
of Abbott Laboratories, one of the big 
drug concerns in this country. For 
whom is he speaking? Abbott Labora
•tories or the university? There is a di
rect conflict of interest. 

Another person, Dr. I. S. Ravdin, of 
the University of Pennsylvania, appeared 
before the Kefauver committee and 
testified for the Pharmaceutical Manu
facturers Association. For whom is he 
speaking? For the university or for the 
Association of Pharmaceutical Manu
facturers? I inquired of the man who, 
I understand, is chairman of the Patent 
Committee of the Universities-at least, 
he is responsible in that connection-as 
to what was his view on this subject. 

The man whom I have in mind is the 
vice president of Tulane University at 
New Orleans. What did he say? He 
spent the weekend looking into the mat
ter. He said that the American Asso
ciation of Universities has taken no 
position and not looked into the mat
ter. He said that the American Council 
on Education has taken no position and 
has not determined what its position 
would be. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, he said that the Association of Land 
Grant Colleges and State Universities 
have not examined the question nor taken 
a position on the matter, and neither 
has the National Association of College 
and University Business Offices. 

These are the people who presume to 
speak for the institutions and they have 
taken no position. However, on the 
contrary, there are several organizations 
such as the Wisconsin Alumni Fund
which was prosecuted by the Attorney 
General of the United States on an anti
trust action-which send telegrams and 
say that they want the Long amendment 
defeated. 

Some universities are receiving grants 
and royalties on some of the discoveries 
and developments. The universities re
ceive this income by signing monopoly 
rights on work done for and paid for by 
the Government. The amount of money 
which they receive is very small when 
compared to what the pharmaceutical 
firms extract from the consuming public. 

This is a most inefficient way by which 
to subsidize education or research. If 
we want to subsidize research or edu
cation, we should do what is proposed in 
th~ bill-appropriate the money to them. 

Tbe PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
1 additional minute. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, if we want to subsidize research, we 
should do what is proposed to be done 
in the bill. We should grant money from 
the Treasury of the United States. How
ever, to talk about subsidizing education 
and research by permitting them to take 
something that belongs to the people of 
the country and to put some private firm 
in position to charge 40 times what they 
should charge for it, and then to permit 
them to come in here and say that this 

is a great help to education because edu
cation gets back 5 cents on the dollar 
from the money which has been plun
dered from the public is a pretty expen
sive way to subsidize education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields t ime? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama 
yield 5 minutes to me? 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I yield 5 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, we 
have a parliamentary situation which ex
ists here that is apt to be overlooked by 
Senators. 

The real issue involved in the amend
ment-arguments can be made on either 
side-is whether we shall now abandon 
the committee system, do away with it, 
and make an assault upon the committee 
system in order to get an amendment 
agreed to. No hearings have been held 
on the amendment. The amendment 
has not been examined by committee 
process. No opportunities for hearings 
have been offered. The amendment 
deals with a vital problem confronting 
this country. 

Do we want to agree to abandon a 
tried and valuable system that has been 
established and has worked over the 
years? In committee hearings, we have 
the advantage of having both sides pre
sent their cases, and then we can let the 
Senate resolve the question. 

Are we to resolve this question in an 
ex parte fashion? If we should agree to 
the proposed procedure at this time we 
would be abrogating every precedent that 
we have followed in the committee sys
tem of the U.S. Senate for so many 
years. 

Every chairman of a Senate commit
tee has something at stake. Every com
mittee member has something at stake. 
Every Senator has a vital interest in 
whether we agree to such a departure 
from the established custom. 

I know of cases that might be cited 
otherwise. They will be referred to in 
due course. I have made no commit
ment. I have not resolved the case with 
myself. There are cases and circum
stances under which the Government 
should take absolute title to a product. 
However, there are other cases in which 
it should not. I daresay there is not a 
Senator today, including the author of 
the amendment, who can stand on the 
floor of the Senate now and tell us ex
actly what this proposal would do. It is 
complicated. Anyone who argues that 
the situation is not complicated does not 
know what he is talking about. It is 
highly complicated. 

Mr. President, all we have to do to 
determine the answer is to hold commit
tee hearings and hear the testimony that 
is presented. We have an issue which 
we must resolve. I should like to see it 
resolved in the interest of our country, 
the welfare of our Government and of 
our people. However, I am not ready to 
depart from the committee. system. 
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Mr. President, it would be a great favor 

to me if such a procedure were adopted. 
The Senate might be doing me a personal 
favor. The problem is now before my 
committee. I did not seek the problem. 
I happen to be chairman of the Subcom
mittee on Patents. The issue is involved 
in hearings before that subcommittee. 
The subcommittee is in the process of 
holding hearings on the subject now. I 
propose to hear anyone on either side 
who has anything to contribute. When 
that record is made, this amendment 
might be a proper issue for the Senate. 
However, it is not a proper issue at this 
time unless we want to abandon the tra
ditional committee procedures which are 
followed in the processing of vital and 
important legislation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I yield 2 
additional minutes to the Senator from 
Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Arkansas is recognized for 
2 additional minutes. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Louisiana, who has offered 
this amendment, said in debate on the 
floor of the Senate last week: 

Those in the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare today follow a policy of 
protecting the public interest. 

That appears on page 14842 of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of June 25, 1965. 

In the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of the 
same day, on page 14830, the following 
language appears: 

This subject has been studied at great 
length in various agencies, and as a result 
HEW has decided to continue following the 
policy which I advocate. 

Mr. President, if that is true, where is 
the emergency? Where is the urgency 
to accomplish this purpose in an un
orthodox way? Where is the necessity 
for abrogating established policies in 
order to effectuate agreement to this 
amendment? 

Agreeing to this amendment would 
establish a precedent that would come 
back to haunt the Senate. What com
mittee would feel that it had a duty im
posed upon it to go into these contro
versial issues thoroughly and present a 
record here that would enlighten and 
inform the Senate, and enable the Sen
ate to pass judgment on and resolve the 
issue? 

If we were to agree to this amendment, 
then when bills would be introduced, 
they would be debated, and any Senator 
could offer amendments on the basis of 
his own ideas without hearings having 
been conducted. 

Surely we can submit something for 
the record, as being done here today, 
concerning isolated cases. Just as many 
cases could be cited on the other side, if 
this were a proper time and forum in 
which to try the issue. However, it 
would not be the proper forum unless we 
want to permanently set the precedent · 
here of departing from established par
liamentary procedures of processing 
legislation. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the distinguished Senator from Ala-

bama yield time to me for the purpose Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
of asking a question? dent, the matter of committee jurisdic-

Mr. mLL. Mr. President, I yield 1 tion has been mentioned. 
minute to the distinguished Senator The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
from Massachusetts. much time does the Senator yield him-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The self? 
Senator from Massachusetts is recog- Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield my-
nized for 1 minute. self 4 minutes. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, The question of committee jurisdic-
does the Senator not agree with me that tion has been discussed. The Senator 
patent law is one of the most complex from Louisiana started looking into this 
fields of law, and that there are lawyers matter back in 1959. He discovered 
throughout the country who confine situations in 1959 that he concluded were 
their entire practice to the knowledge horrible. I refer to the matter of private 
and practice of patent laws? Yet, on concerns getting the benefit of Govern
the floor of the Senate we are trying to ment research money. The Senator 
agree on an amendment to the patent from Louisiana went to the then Senator 
laws of our country, an amendment from Wyoming, Mr. O'Mahoney, who 
which relates to Government patent had done much work on the antitrust 
policy. It is perhaps the most com- field, and who was then on the Judici
plex subject in the field of law. ary Committee. Hearings were con-

Mr. McCLELLAN. The senator is ducted. He told me, as a personal mat
correct. I have I).O fixed conclmions ter, "You are right, but we have a 
about it. I have a desire to learn. I great deal of power to fight and I will 
have a desire to make a record here and nee~ your help. and all the help I ?an 
to receive testimony from all of those get. But. no bill came from the Judici-
who are interested and who have any- · ary Committee. . 
thing that they can contribute that ~here was no more able or smcere 
would enable the Senate to legislate antiti"?st and antimonopoly man on that 
wisely and in the public interest commi~tee than the then Senator fr?m 

. · Wyommg, Mr. O'Mahoney, but nothmg 
Mr. HILL. Is It not true that the came from the Judiciary Committee. 

Senator has already started his hear- The Senator from Louisiana asked to 
ings? have a special committee to investigate 

Mr. McCLELLAN. We have heard 18 the whole patent question but nothing 
witnesses. We have scheduled more wit- came of it. 
nesses for the 6th of next month, which I have in my hands three volumes of 
is the earliest we can schedule them for. testimony, very formidable documents. 
Anybody who wants to come before the The hearings were conducted by the 
committee can do so. Statements can Monopoly Subcommittee of the Small 
be placed in the record which can be Business Committee, of which I am 
read and reflected upon. The other side chairman. Witnesses testified before 
of the question can be represented. the committee and important informa
Those statements can be placed in the tion was developed. I submitted this in
record. The Senate will then have an formation to the Judiciary Committee, 
opportunity to sit in judgment on the Hearings were then conducted by the 
facts, and not on the basis of someone's subcommittee headed by the distin
opinion or argument which can be made guished Senator from Arkansas, one of 
without regard to -:;he facts. the great Members of this body. Two 

Mr. HILL. The Senator has heard 18 additional volumes came from that com-
witnesses? mittee. I testified before the commit-

Mr. McCLELLAN. Yes. tee five times. 
Mr. HILL. Are others scheduled to Mr. President, my investigation of 

be heard? this question started about 1959. I did 
Mr. McCLELLAN. There are 12 more what I could to get information as to 

witnesses to be heard. what the public interest required. 
Mr. HILL. The Senator is in the mid- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

dle of hearing the case and going into time of the Senator has expired. 
the case, examining the testimony, get- Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield my-

self 2 additional minutes. 
ting the best available advice he can get My interest in this field started in 
from the expert witnesses, and seeking 1959 and has continued until today, in 
the benefit of their knowledge and ad-
vice. He is in the middle of that, and the year 1965. I determined to see to 

it that any time a Senator wanted to 
now it is proposed to jump in and put bring a research bill out of committee, I 
this provision in the bill. was going to ask the question, "Are you 

Mr. McCLELLAN. We are still hear- going to give money for the use of a 
ing their testimony and getting their private company, or are you going to let 
help. the public get the benefit of it?" 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, may I ask I have placed a memorandum of the 
the Chair how much time I have left? questions involved on Senators' desks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The With regard to doing this in the in-
Senator from Alabama has 11 minutes terest of the public; I remind Senators 
remaining. that we put such a provision in the 

Mr. HILL. How much time has the Helium Gas Act, in the Saline Water Act, 
Senator from Louisiana? in the Solar Energy Act, in the Water 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Resources Act, in the Coal Research Act, 
Senator from Louisiana has 18 minutes and in the Regional Development Act of 
remaining. 1965. 

Mr. HILL. I think the Senator from Every time a bill comes out of com-
Louisiana should use some time. mittee providing for research funds, I 
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raise the question, "What do you want 
to do with the money? Use it for the 
benefit of 196 million Americans or put 
someone in a position where he can 

tractors, is tending toward more and more 
waivers of the best things developed. Fed
eral Aviation Agency is not bound by law, 
but does not waive patent rights. 

viCtimize the American people?" WHA"r DOES THE DIFFERENCE MEAN AS APPLIED 
I am seeking to amend the National To DRuGs? 

Public Health Act. The act comes under On the average, it means that the public 
the direct jurisdiction of the Committee pays about 30 times the cost plus fair 

b d 
profit at wholesale for drugs produced under 

on La or an Public Welfare. That is private patents. Af-ter a retail markup, the 
the committee that should amend the public is paying about 60 times the cost of 
act when it needs correction or when it production. (See table at page 14830, CoN
finds fault with it. I SUbmitted the GRESSIONAL RECORD, June 25, 1965.) For ex
amendment and requested permission to ample, the latest oral medicine for diabetes 
testify. Through some misunderstand- (replacing insulin) retails for about $14.40 
ing, I was not permitted to testify. I am per hundred p1lls-about 14 cents each. This 
sure it was not the fault of the Senator medicine-tolbutamide-was discovered in 

Europe. Upjohn-using the trade name 
from Alabama. There are individual "Orinase" is the American licensee. The 
views filed by the Senator from Texas drug sells at wholesale in Europe for about 3 
supporting the amendment, which was percent of the wholesale price here. 
Cleared With the Department Of Health, WHAT ABOUT THE CASE WHERE THE COMPANY 
Education, and Welfare. HAS MADE SOME PROPORTIONATE CONTRIBU• 

The President's adviser in the White TION? 
House said he saw nothing wrong with Under the proposed amendments the com-
the amendment. Now I understand he pany could be given exclusive license priv
is opposed to it. lieges for 3 years under closely circum-

When we try to adopt a patent policy scribed conditions. 
that Will apply tO all "the agencieS, We ' WHAT PERCENT OF MEDICAL RESEARCH IS DONE 
find it is impossible to have one policy in BY GOVERNMENT? 
effect for all of them. In the Depart- The overwhelming bulk of it. 
ment Of Defense the big firms haVe estab- WHY HAVE SOME UNIVERSITY PEOPLE EXPRESSED 
llshed a policy, and they have great oPPosiTION? 
power. The same is true of the National The leading university organizations have 
Space Agency. But when we provide taken no position on the issue, and are gen
money for research, particularly in new erally uninformed on it. Some few special 
programs, I must ask why we are going university-oriented persons have been 1m-
to d "t I think I h d d portuned by the drug companies, some of 

o I · ave a vocate flexi- which make contributions to research pro-
bility. grams in university laboratories. Some of 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The these contributions are no more than $500 
time of the Senator has expired. or $1,000, but as tight as university budgets 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- are these days, even small contributions are 
dent, how much time have we left? important. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The IF THE uNIVERsiTY oR NoN-PRoFIT RESEARcH 
Senator from Louisiana haS 11 minuteS LABORATORY DISCOVERS SOMETHING VALUABLE 
under his COntrol, and the Senator from AT PUBLIC EXPENSE, SUCH AS A CURE FOR CAN• 
Alabama haS 11 minUteS Under hiS COn- CER, WHY SHOULD IT NOT BE PERMITTED TO 
trol. LICENSE THE PRODUCTION AND USE THE ROY• 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, ALTIES FOR MORE RESEARCH? 
will the Senator yield me a quarter of a The difficulty is that the licensee usually 
minute? gets only a small part of the profit and the 

bulk of the high monopoly profit--as much 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield the as 90 percent of it--can be retained by the 

Senator 30 seconds. private drug company acting as sole licensee. 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. I ask unani- This is a very inefficient way to aid either 

mous consent to have a three-page state- research or education. 
ment inserted in the RECORD. WHY NOT WAIT UNTIL THE M'CLELLAN SUBCOM• 

There being no Objection, the state- MITTEE OF THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE ACTS? 
ment was ordered to be printed in the This same subcommittee has been looking 
RECORD, as follows: at the problem since 1961 without reaching 

a conclusion. Meanwhile, Congress, espe-
SHALL THE PUBLIC GET ITS MONEY'S WORTH? cially the Senate, has been acting reperutedly 

THE XSSUE 
When the Government pays bilUons of 

dollars for research, should the fruit of that 
research be freely available to the public or 
should it be the private property of a com
pany which worked for the Government on 
a guaranteed profit basis? 

HOW DOES A PRIVATE BUSINESS DO IT? 
Private companies doing research or hir

ing researchers always insist that whoever 
pays for the research gets the patent rights 
to it. 

HOW DOES THE GOVERNMENT DO IT? 

Until World War II" private patents were 
not granted on Government research. Most 
agencies doing research are forbidden by 
law frbm giving away patent rights. How
ever, the Department of Defense spends most 
of the money, and since World Warn, tt has 
been granting private patent rights to com
mercial application of its research. NASA 1s 
permitted by law to grant private patents 
When the Admlnlstrator finds it ••tn the pub
lic interest," which under pressure of con-

on new research programs to provide that 
where research is authorized to be done with 
public funds, the public wm enjoy the full 
benefit rather than place some private group 
in position to plunder the public interest. 
As a matter of fact, three of the five mem
bers of that subcommittee have voted twice 
this year for amendments to other bllls to 
forbid private patents on new research pro
grams. 
ARE WE LIKELY TO ENACT GENERAL LEGISLATION 

ON THE SUBJECT AT THIS CONGRESS? 
Hardly. If the legislation proposed would 

drastically alter the policy of the Department 
of Defense and NASA, there would be tre
mendous opposition from a great number of 
business interests, and the Judiciary Com
mittee has a rule of free debate. For ex
ample, the civil rights acts have either by
passed the committee or they have been re
ferred with instructions to report on a cer
tain day. 

If the committee sought to enact a law to 
guarantee private patents on Government re-

search, and if it should pass the Senate, it 
would go to the House Judiciary Committee 
where Chairman CELLER and Subcommittee 
Chairman WILLIS both have outstanding rec
ords for opposing monopoly. You will never 
satisfy both sides of this issue. 

WHAT ABOUT INCENTIVE? 
At least 99 percent of medical research 

nowadays is done by dedicated men who are 
motivated by the salary they are paid and 
by their desire to benefit mankind. The 
Dr. Guthrie case, discussed in debate, is an 
example of how such a man can be horrified 
to find that the public is being overcharged 
fortyfold by a drug company in order to have 
available the fruit of his research. 

Most of these research doctors, chemists, 
and scientists neither understand nor care 
about the patent system. They wlll not have 
the patents in any event. Most of them are 
astute enough to know that in the last analy
sis, it is the U.S. Government that is paying 
their salary and expenses-not the company, 
university, or institution through which the 
money is funneled. 
AND HOW ABOUT PRESERVING FREE ENTERPRISE? 

If private patents are not permitted on 
Government research then many companies 
will compete in price for the public's busi
ness and the public will benefit. Competi
tion is the fundamental element that assures 
the public the benefit of even better prod
ucts at even lower prices. No one on the sell
ing end can be blamed for trying to avoid 
competition, but those of us who have a 
responsibllity to the consumer would be dere
lict of duty to permit monopoly conditions 1n 
situations where it is clearly not justified. 
IS THERE A DISTINCTION BETWEEN THE 

HEALTH ASPECT OF THE PROBLEM AND THE 
DEFENSE RELATED RESEARCH? 
Some people think so. The Kennedy 

memorandum said that patent rights would 
not "normally" be permitted private con
tractors in health-related research. Senator 
RIBICOFF, former Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare, stated in debate that the 
Government contributions in this field are 
so overwhelming that he concluded this was 
the area in which the case against private 
patents was the strongest, and he will so 
vote. Undersecretary Wilbur Cohen helped 
to work out the Long amendment, and feels 
that it adequatedy meets the problem. Sec
retary Celebrezze does not oppose it. 

SUMMARY 
The question is simply whether the 196 

million Americans, having paid for a cure 
for cancer, heart disease, stroke and many 
other diseases, are to be assured the new 
medicines at low competitive prices or 
whether they will be required for the re
mainder of their lives to pay monopoly 
prices ranging from twenty to one thousand 
times what those drugs could have been 
availabe for. 

To use orinase (for diabetes) as an ex
ample, at European prices and under com
petitive conditions, it could be made ava1l
able to a person requiring it for 36 cents per 
month retail compared to $14. In 10 years 
a diabetes sufferer would pay $43.20 in com
petitive prices, compared to $1,680 when 
sold under the American style of drug 
monopoly. 

The orinase example is noteworthy because 
it is one of many good drugs developed in 
Europe under a different patent system, the 
less rigid patent protection there permits 
EuropeanS to have the product at prices far 
below that which a licensed American drug 
company-which did not discover the 
drug-is able to extract from the public here. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Alabama yield to 
me so that I may ask a question? 

Mr. HILL. I yield. 
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Mr. SALTONSTALL. The Senator that Miles Laboratories, through the 

from Louisiana and I are agreed that we Ames Co., was charging 52 cents a test. 
want to give the benefits to 196 million They have never charged 52 cents. 
Americans, but we also wish to be sure They did charge 42 cents. Now the cost 
that those 196 million Americans receive is down to barely over 20 cents a test. 
the benefits of further scientific re- An accounting study was made by the 
search that will advance their health firm of Price, Waterhouse & Co., which 
and advance our space efforts and our I shall be glad to let the Senator from 
military efforts. If we take away in- Louisiana see-! placed it in the RECORD 
centives to develop these inventions, we in answering one of his earlier state-. 
are taking away much of the initiative ments-that proved that the cost to 
that will benefit these 196 million people. Miles Laboratories and to the Ames Co. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi- was 17.4 cents. It seems to me that this 
dent, I yield myself such time as I may is not an unreasonable burden which the 
need to comment, but less than 1 min- public should have to bear. 
ute. I wish to make certain that the public 

At least 99 percent of tlle research is receives the benefit of this research, but 
done by dedicated men who are moti- when private enterprise goes to all the 
vated by the salary they are paid and trouble which Miles Laboratories and 
by their desire to benefit mankind. The the Ames Co. have, I do not believe that 
Dr. Guthrie case, discilssed in debate, it is unfair to request that they get a 
is an example of how such a man can modest return on the money which they 
be horrified to find that the public is have spent. 
being overcharged fortyfold by a drug Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi-
company in order to have available the dent, I yield myself 1 minute. 
fruit of his research. The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Most of these research doctors, chem- Senator from Louisiana is recognized for 
ists and scientists neither understand 1 minute. 
nor care about the patent system. They Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
will not have the patents in any event. dent, 1 have not responded to the sen
Most of them are astute enough to know 
that in the last analysis, it is the u.s. ator's statement concerning Miles Labo-

ratories, but I have prepared an answer 
Government that is paying their salary to it, and I shall be glad to make it avail-
and expenses-not the company, univer- able to him, if he will read it, before I 
sity or institution through which the place it in the RECORD. This is the in
money is funneled. 

If private patents are not permitted on formation which Miles Laboratories pre-
sented; and I am sure the Senator 

Government research then many com- realizes it is a self-serving statement of 
panies will compete in price for the pub-
lic's business and the public will benefit. Miles Laboratories. I prepared an an-

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the swer to that, made by persons who are 
not biased and prejudiced and have no 

Senator yield long enough for me to in- financial interest in the matter. 
ject a note into this discussion? Mr. BAYH. This is supported by one 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, how much of the most reliable accounting firms in 
time remains? the country--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eight Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Which they 
minutes remain. hired. Let me speak for a moment on 

Mr. HILL. I yield 3 minutes to the this point: The Massachusetts Public 
Senator from Indiana. Health Service estimated that the test 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The cost 1.2 cents. Here is a statement 
Senator from Indiana is recognized for which I believe is an adequate answer, 
3 minutes. showing that this was one good example 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, the Sen- of exploitation of the public interest. 
ator from Louisiana continues to mention I was saying to the Senator, whether he 
the Guthrie example as one in which a agrees with it or not, that he should take 
company has apparently indulged in a look at this statement in any event. I 
practices designed to penalize the pub- believe that he will find these people are 
lie and charge them unconscionable being exploited by the abuse of patent 
prices for drugs. rights. If he will take a look at the 

I voted with the Senator from Louis!- · statement, I am sure he will agree with 
ana in his efforts last year to oppose me. 
this kind of legislation, but I must say Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the 
that if the Guthrie case is the best Senator yield me 30 seconds to respond 
evidence the Senator has, I believe that to the senator from Louisiana? 
this demonstrates all the more the need Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Why does 
for more hearings. I talked with the not the Senator read the statement be
Senator and showed him that the in-
formation the Children's Bureau gave fore he responds? 
him was in error. The Children's Bureau Mr. BAYH. I suggest that the Sena
said that it costs 1.2 cents per test. The tor from Louisiana read this Govern
record of the Children's Bureau shows ment document. A book entitled--
that it cost 9.2 cents for the materials The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just a 
alone to give the test. It does not cover moment-who yields time? 
the cost of the labor or the advertising- Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 30 
only the cost of the medicine which was seconds to the Senator from Indiana. 
eight times the original figure reported The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
by the Children's Bureau. Senator from Indiana is recognized for 

It seems that it must be based on 30 seconds. 
specific facts. The Senator and the Mr. BAYH. There 1s a book entitled 
Children's Bureau alluded to the fact upKU," published by the Department 

of Health, Education, and Welfare which 
is hardly a self-serving institution. 

A list of the tests appears on page 32-
665,902 in number. If the Senator will 
take the figure and divide into that the 
cost of the material in the report of the 
Children's Bureau, he will find that the 
cost of the materials was approximately 
9.2 cents. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator from Indiana has 
expired. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I hope the 
Senator will read the statement I have 
made. The Senator, of course, is a great 
believer in the public interest up until 
one of his constituents, such as Miles 
Laboratories, comes into the picture, 
then the Senator forgets about the rest 
of his constituents. 

I hope that by his vote he will con
sider the overall interest of the publlc 
in this problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, how much 
time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Alabama has 7 minutes 
remaining and the Senator from Lou
isiana has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Louisiana yield me 15 sec
onds? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 30 
seconds to the Senator from Indiana. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Indiana is recognized for 
30 seconds. 

Mr. BAYH. I am certain that the 
Senator from Louisiana in referring to 
one of my constituents is well aware 
that I have more than 5 million of them, 
and I am not going to let the private 
interests of one corporation alter what 
I feel to be the best interests of my 5 
million constituents, to whom the Sena
tor refers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished minority 
leader. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, earlier 
today, the distinguished Senator from 
Texas [Mr. YARBOROUGH] said: 

I regret that Senators on the other side 
of the aisle are not represented on the floor 
today. · 

That is an unkind and uncalled for re
mark, because Senators are in and out 
of the Chamber all the time, answering 
telephones, greeting visitors, and so forth. 

He said further: 
Maybe their consciences would not permit 

them to listen. · 

As if the Senator from Texas has the 
only conscience in the Senate. That, I 
have got to see. 

The Senator continues: 
There was a time when Republicans llke 

Borah, Norris, McNary, and LaFollette stood 
up, when the minority was on our side of 
the aisle, fighting to protect the public in
terest. 

I suppose the Senator from Texas is 
the only defender on a white charger who 
has the work of keeping the public in
terest. 
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The Senator continues: 
I hope, whichever way the vote goes, that 

Senators on this side of the aisle will not 
vote to betray the public interest. I hope 
the great majority of the Democrats will cast 
their votes for the Long amendment. 

Well, now, I am against the amend
ment and I do not yield for a moment to 
the Senator from the greatest unfrozen 
State in the Union when it comes to an 
interest in the public interest, and when 
it comes to a conscientious approach to 
the problem. 

The Senator from Texas should not 
have said these things on the floor of the 
Senate. It is not becoming of him. 

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

Mr. DffiKSEN. I yield, if I have time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

time of the Senator from Dlinois has 
expired. 

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. I have no time. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that we 
might have 2 additional minutes in or
der that the Senator may respond, and 
that I may then respond to the response? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. McCLELLAN. That is 2 minutes, 
and 2 minutes, and 2 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
the Senator from Texas is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
it is shocking that the minority leader 
should protest the tribute that I paid to 
such great members of his party in the 
Senate as Borah of Idaho, La Follette of 
Wisconsin, McNary of Washington, and 
Norris of Nebraska. ·Norris, the father 
of TVA, who stood with Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt and cried at the dedication 
of the great TVA dam when Frank
lin Delano Roosevelt put his arms around, 
not a Democrat, but a Republican, Sen
ator Norris, and said to him, "To you, 
more than to any other one man, we owe 
this; you saved the TV A." 

This was done by Senator George Nor
ris in the area of the public interest-in 
protecting the public interest. 

Now we have a fight to keep this sub
ject in the public domain, and today the 
minority side was unrepresented on the 
floor in a time of crucial debate. 

I do not claim to be the leader in this 
fight; I am merely a worker in the vine
yard. The Senator from Louisiana is the 
leader and has worked, of course, in the 
Senate for approximately 20 years now, 
and other Senators have led with him
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL] 
has led in . public health, and I am as
tonished to hear the Senator say that I 
should be ashamed of that tribute that I 
paid to men, Republicans like Norris, and 
La Follette-! recall from reading history 
that Bob La Follette's grandfather and 
Abraham Lincoln's father used to sit on 
juries together in Kentucky and out of 
these two lines of American blood came 
great leadership, which added so much 
of distinction to American history-both 
were on the side of the aisle that the dis-

tinguished minority leader represents so 
ably. 

I believe that the Senator from Dli
nois should be extolling the fact-as I 
did-that while those Republicans were 
fighting for the public interest they
Norris, Borah, McNary, and La Follette
were fighting against the majority on 
their own side of the aisle. My major 
plea was to the Democrats on this side 
of the aisle to disregard the telephone 
calls they may have received, and to 
vote for the public interest as Norris, 
McNary, and La Follette did, whether 
or not they were in the majority in their 
own party. My plea was primarily to 
the Democrats in my party; I had no 
reason to hope that the other party 
would listen to my pleas. I think it is 
not a matter of party, but of conscience 
of each Senator, and I claim no superi
ority to anybody else. Each Senator 
knows his own duties and obligations 
and hopes and aspirations. I call upon 
their conscience on this bill, but I do not 
purport to sit in judgment on the con
science of any other man. 

I plead with my fellow Democrats to 
fight in the public interest. My interest, 
when I made my statement, was that a 
majority on this side vote with the Sena
tor from Louisiana, regardless of what 
the minority does. 

Mr. HILL. I ask unanimous consent 
that the minority leader may have 1 
minute in which to make answer. 

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

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, there 
is not an abler Senator to completely beg 
the question. No man has a mind more 
adroit than that of my friend from 
Texas in picking out a few names and 
missing the whole substance of what was 
said. It was a reflection upon the con
science of Senators and their interest . 
in the public domain. 

The Senator from Texas can raise his 
voice from now until doomsday, but it 
will not change the content of his utter
ance on this floor earlier today. 

I shall let people read the RECORD, be
cause here are the words that were 
spoken. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Louisiana yield me 
5 seconds? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I yield 5 sec
onds to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. I thank the 
very able Senator from Illinois for his 
kind remarks about my ability. I claim 
no such achievements. But the vote to
day will be its own voice and no one can 
change it from now to doomsday. Me
thinks he doth protest too much. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, how does 
the time stand? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana has 6 minutes 
remaining; 5 minutes remain to the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILLJ. 

Mr. HILL. I yield myself 5 minutes. 
On last Thursday, speaking for the 

large majority of the Committee on La
bor and Public Welfare, I opposed the 
amendment. Today I oppose the 
amendment, as I must, as chairman of 
the Committee on Labor and Public 
Welfare. 

I have received many letters and tele
grams and communications from presi
dents and deans and scores of faculty 
members throughout the United States 
in opposition to the amendment. 

As I cited the other day, such volun
tary organizations in the field of health 
as the American Heart Association, the 
American Cancer Society, the Associa
tion of American Medical Colleges, and 
the American Association of Colleges of 
Pharmacy also oppose the amendment; 
as do the National Academy of Sciences 
and the American Council on Education. 
Many other such organizations have 
stated their opposition. 

The Johnson administration also op
poses the amendment. Dr. Donald F. 
Hornig, the director of the Office of 
Science and Technology at the White 
House, is also opposed to the amend
ment. He appeared before the commit
tee of the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas only a few days ago and said 
that this matter should be carefully 
considered, that it should be thrashed 
out, and that those with experience and 
knowledge in this field should be called 
in. Legislation should be passed, but 
only after we have had testimony by 
expert witnesses. 

Let me make this point clear. The 
opposition to the amendment is not 
based on rigid resistance to modifying 
the existing Kennedy-Johnson govern
ment patent policy. It is based on the 
conviction that any changes in Govern
ment patent policy should be adopted 
only after careful consideration and 
after an opportunity for full and fair 
presentation of the views of all inter
ested organizations and individuals. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas has stated, his subcommittee 
of the Committee on the Judiciary has 
within recent days heard 18 witnesses 
on this subject, and at least 12 more 
witnesses remain to be heard. The sub
C9mmittee is proceeding according to 
the rules and procedures and precedents 
of the Senate in having witnesses come 
in to make their presentation, and then 
having the committee make its report 
to the Senate. 

The present patent policy was adopted 
in 1963, following more than a year of 
interagency discussion on the basis of 
recommendations from 20 Federal agen
cies and non-Federal authorities. Un
der this policy, every grantee and every 
contractor of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare can be compelled 
to issue licenses. The Kennedy-John
son patent policy is an effective policy 
and it is protecting the consumer. No 
monopoly or exclusive control is in
volved. 

This fact was brought out by the Sen
ator from Indiana [Mr. BAYH] with ref
erence to the PKU tests, carried out by 
the Miles Laboratories, through discov
eries made by Dr. Guthrie. The Sur
geon General insisted that under our 
policy the results of the research be 
made available to everyone, no matter 
who he was or what he was. That was 
done. 

The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
LoNG] on the floor of the Senate ap
plauded' the U.S. Public Health Service 
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for what it had done under the Kennedy
Johnson patent policy in protecting the 
rights of all the American people. 

The Senator from Louisiana stated 
that credit for this action on behalf .of 
the public must be given to Dr. Luther L. 
Terry, the Surgeon General, and to Dr. 
David E. Price, the Deputy Surgeon Gen
eral, and all the staff people connected 
with this action. 

I know that Senators will agree with 
me when I say: "Praise from Caesar is 
praise, indeed." 

The Senator from Louisiana has sought 
today to impeach some of the witnesses 
who have protested against the amend
ment. He said that we have heard 
nothing from the American Council on 
Education. The truth is that we re
ceived a letter from Dr. Logan Wilson, 
who is the director of the American 
Council on Education, in which he 
said--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HILL. Has all my time expired? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 

time of the Senator has expired. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senator may proceed for 3 additional 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. HILL. I merely wish to call at
tention to some of the witnesses who 
testified. 

Dr. Wilson said: 
May I respectfully suggest that a policy 

issue of such great significance should be 
studied carefully, as a substantive matter, 
by committees in both Houses of the Con
gress. such an approach would assure 
constructive changes in present policy and 
at the same time avoid unforeseen and pos
sible disastrous consequences that might 
occur as a result of wholesale changes oc
casioned by the proposed amendment. 

I have a communication from Dr. 
Frederick Seitz, president of the Na
tional Academy of Science, in which he 
says: 

We know far too little of the possible 
consequences of changes envisaged by the 
proposed amendment to warrant its approval 
without a very broad and painstaking in
quiry. 

From the Association of American 
Medical Colleges there comes a commu
nication signed by Robert C. Berson, ex
ecutive director. He says: 

The development and distribution of 
scientific instruments and devices, such as 
electronic pacemakers, artificial kindeys, 
and hopefully other artificial organs, is 
properly a function of instrument manu
facturers who may need some protection of 
patent rights to continue this activity. If 
further refinements of this policy are de
sirable, we would urge that legislation to 
that end be carefully studied by appropriate 
committees. 

I have before me a communication 
from . the University of the Pacific in 
California and another from the Uni
versity of California. Prof. D. J. Cram 
of the University of California at Los 
Angeles stated: 

At the very least, extensive hearings on 
the proposed Long amendment should be 

entertained to determine the public interest 
in this important matter. 

I have also in my hand a communica
tion from Mr. Karl Folkers, president of 
the Stanford Research Institute, point
ing out how important this ma.tter is and 
how it should be gone into with the 
greatest care by a committee before any 
action is taken. 

I have before me a communication 
from Prof. Arnold D. Welch, of Yale 
University. I shall not read all of the 
communication because my time is lim
ited. In part he sa!d: 

I must speak most strongly to the effect 
that the Long amendment would seem to 
me to exert a devastating effect on the future 
development of new drugs in this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield me 1 more minute? 

Mr. .LONG of Louisiana. I yield 1 
additional minute to the Senator from 
Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. I shall not quote all of the 
communications, but I point out that 
in addition to the ones I have read, I have 
received communications from the Flor
ida State University, the Medical College 
of Georgia, and the head of the Depart
ment of Chemistry at the University of 
Illinois. He is also past president of 
the American Chemical Society. He is 
past president of the American Associ
ation for the Advancement of Science. 
In his eommunication, Roger Adams 
said: 

The Long amendment is certainly not in 
the public interest for it would deter devel
opments rather than expedite them and 
many potential industrial products of in
terest to the public would never be developed. 

I have a communication from Johns 
Hopkins University stating: 

Such an amendment would have a severely 
limiting effect on clinical pharmacologists 
like myself. 

From that same university I have a 
communication from a famous woman 
doctor, Dr. Helen B. Taussig, who, along 
with Dr. Blalock, did the first open heart 
surgery. In that letter, Dr. Taussig said: 

Just a line to let you know that I am 
strongly behind your bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that other statements of 
a like character which I hold in my 
hand-s,nd there are many from all over 
the United States-may be printed in the 
RE·coRD at this point. 

There being no objection, the commu
nications were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 
ExCERPTS FROM LETTERS TO SENATOR LISTER 

HILL OF ALABAMA IN OPPOSITION TO THE 
AMENDMENT OF SENATOR RUSSELL LONG 

AMERICAN HEART ASSOCIATION 
Rome A. Betts, executive director, Ameri

can Heart Association (June 7, 1965): 
"American Heart Association concurs in 

Senate action defeating Long amendment on 
patent rights June 2. The association is 
hopeful that this important matter may now 
be resolved in the Judiciary Committee on 
an equitable basis since the association has 
major interest in the solution of this 
problem." 

AMERICAN COUNCIL ON EDUCATION 
Logan Wilson, director, American Council 

on Education: 
"May I respectfully suggest that a policy 

issue of such great significance should be 
studied carefully, as a substantive matter, 
by committees in both Houses of the Con
gress? Such an approach would assure con
structive changes in present policy and at 
the same time avoid unforeseen and possible 
disastrous consequences that might occur 
as a result of wholesale changes occasioned 
by the proposed amendment." 

NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 
Frederick Seitz, president, National Acad

emy of Science: 
"I myself feel that the committee's conclu

sion is entitled to great respect as a general 
proposition. I particularly feel that we 
know far too little of the possible conse
quences of changes envisaged by the pro
posed amendment to warrant its approval 
without a very broad and painstaking 
inquiry." 
ASSOCIATION OF AMERICAN MEDICAL COLLEGES 

Robert C. Berson, M.D., executive director: 
"The development and distribution of sci

entific instruments and devices, such as 
electronic pacemakers, artificial kidneys, and, 
hopefully, other artificial organs, is properly 
a function of instrument manufacturers who 
may need some protection of patent rights 
to continue this activity. If further refine
ments of this policy are desirable, we would 
urge that legislation to that end be carefully 
studied by appropriate committees." 

AMERICAN CANCER SOCIETY 
Harold S. Diehl, M.D., senior vice president 

for research and medical affairs, American 
Cancer Society: "The American Cancer So
ciety, noting the current sentiment of the 
Senate regarding the policy on patents grow
ing out of federally sponsored research, would 
like to request favorable consideration of 
S. 512 without inclusion of any amendments 
on patents which were added to the original 
draft of the bill as it was introduced on Jan
uary 15, 1965." 

CALIFORNIA 
Robert E. Burns, president, University of 

the Pacific: "We feel • • • that the Federal 
Government's existing policies on patents 
and copyrights with respect to federally sup
ported research are equitable and reasonable 
and have not impaired either the :flow of in
formation or the transfer of research dis
coveries into useful healing and life-saving 
procedures. • • • It is our sincere hope 
that your committee will see fit to reject 

enator LoNG's amendment." 
D. J. Cram, professor of chemistry, Univer

sity of California, Los Angeles: "At the very 
least, extensive hearings on the proposed 
Long amendment should be entertained to 
determine the public interest in this impor
tant matter." 

Karl Folkers, Ph. D., Sc. D., president, Stan
ford Research Institute: "As a general rule, 
Stanford Research Institute does not com
ment on pending legislation. However, there 
is a piece of proposed legislation before your 
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
which has such far-reaching implications to 
research and development in the United 
States that I feel some comment is in order. 
I am referring to the so-called Long amend
ment. • • • The importance of developing 
a sound, workable Government patent policy 
is so great that I would like to urge that the 
Long amendment be tabled until there can 
be a complete study and public hearings on 
the subject." 

Lee A. DuBridge, president, California In
stitute of Technology: "The sweeping pro
visions of the Long amendment would elim
inate discretionary powers to take account of 
special circumstances. Furthermore, the 
provisions of this amendment have not been 
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adequately studied as to their possible im
pact on the public welfare." 

CONNECTICUT 

Arnold D. Welch, Ph. D., M.D.; Eugene Hig
gins, professor of pharmacology, Yale Uni
versity: "I must speak most strongly to the 
effect that the Long amendment would seem 
to me to exert a devastating effect on the 
future development of new drugs 1n this 
country, and I sincerely and strongly urge 
that extensive hearings be held on this sub
ject, 1f necessary, with a view to making any 
influence of Government funds upon coop
erative research between Government grant
ees and industrial organizations reflect the 
true spirit of cooperation, rather than puni
tive control, as seems to be proposed by the 
Long amendment." 

FLORIDA 

Werner Herz, professor of chemistry, the 
Florida State University: "My letter in this 
instance is prompted by the strong belief 
that the Long amendment, while superfi
cially 1n accord with a policy I have favored, 
will in fact do harm rather than good." 

GEORGIA 

Robert B. Greenblatt, M.D., professor, De
partment of Endocrinology, Medical College 
of Georgia: "As one who has done consider
able research with drugs provided me by 
various pharmaceutical houses, I am deeply 
concerned. This amendment could deprive 
me of the opportunity to work with many an 
interesting compound which could help in 
the advance of our knowledge and help keep 
the United States in the forefront of medi
cal research. • • • as the recipient of five 
awards from the American Medical Associa
tion I believe I speak with some authority 
in saying that I do not believe the amend
ment necessary nor does it in any way en
hance the general good of drug research." 

ILLINOIS 

·Roger Adams, University of Tilinois, head 
of the chemistry department; emeritus past 
president, American Chemical Society; past 
president, American Association for the Ad
vancement of Science: "The Long amend
ment is certainly not in the public interest 
for it would deter developments rather than 
expedite them and many potential indus
trial products of interest to the public would 
never be developed." 

MARYLAND 

Louis Lasagna. M.D., Division of Clinical 
Pharmacology, the Johns Hopkins University: 
"Such an amendment would have a severe
ly limiting effect on clinical pharmacologists 
like myself who are sometimes eager to P3.i
ticipate in drug research in its early and most 
difficult stages. I hope it will be possible to 
pass blll S. 512 without this undesirable 
amendment." 

Helen B. Taussig, M.D., professor of pedi
atrics (emeritus). the Johns Hopkins Hos
pital: "Just a line to let you know that I 
am strongly behind your b111 S. 512 and feel 
that the Long amendment to S. 512 takes the 
teeth out of your b111 and would make it 
hard for the National Institutes of Health 
and the other Federal organizations inter
ested in advancement of medical know-how, 
would find great dlm.culty in placing con
tracts." 

MASSACHUSETrS 

J. M. Hayman, Jr., M.D., dean, Tufts Uni
versity School of Medicine: "Certainly the 
Government should have an interest in the 
product of the research it supports. There 
can be no quarrel with that. But the Long 
amendment, as written, is manifestly unfair 
to the university." 

M. Kent Wilson, chairman, Department of 
Chemistry, Tufts University School of Medi
cine: "The Long amendment would do seri
ous damage to the fruitful cooperation be
tween all !aceta of the scientific community 

and, therefore, in my judgment is against 
the public interest." 

Chester S. Keefer, M.D., former special as
sistant to the Secretary of HEW for Health 
and Medical Affairs: "I respectfully urge that 
action be deferred on the Long amendment 
until the Congress has had the opportunity 
to determine the basic guidelines of Gov
ernment patent policies." 

MICHIGAN 

Robert C. Edler:field, professor of chem
istry, University of Michigan: "Protest this 
(Long amendments) to the extent of my 
ability and solicit your efforts to defeat them. 
I speak solely as an individual with no con
nection with any drug pause but as one with 
experience in this Rfea who has developed 
the only practical curative drug for relaxing 
malaria which has been properly assigned to 
the Government. As a former chairman of 
the National Research Council Division of 
Chemistry and a member of the National 
Academy of Sciences I feel that I have a 
sutficiently objective view to consider Sena
tor LoNG's proposals with serious alarms." 

MISSISSIPPI 

Lewis Nobles, dean, the Graduate School, 
the University of Mississippi: "In my opin
ion, the Long rider, 1f adopted, would greatly 
hamper all of our efforts (university, Gov
ernment, and industry) to improve research 
relations among university, industry and 
Government personnel." 

MISSOURI 

Elmer Ellis, president, University of Mis
souri: "I am not advocating undue protec
tion for any private interests which may 
be involved in this problem, but simply 
stressing the value of the patent policy 
to our total national interests and the danger 
involved 1f we automatically remove bene
fits of the patent policy from any and every 
activity which may have received any type 
of Federal support." 

NEBRASKA 

John P. Lambooy, Ph. D., professor of bio
chemistry, the University of Nebraska, Col
lege of Medicine: "If the Long amendment 
is applied to all Government-supported re
search, the real vigor in science in the United 
States of America will quite simply and ul
timately disappear from the scene." 

NEW JERSEY 

Robert F. Goheen, president, Princeton 
University: "Present patent policies can 
probably be improved. However, this com
plex and important subject merits its own 
thoughtful and exhaustive study, and it 
should not be approached by the hasty at
tachment of amendments to any and all bills 
having to do with Government sponsored 
research." 

NEW YO:aK 

Dr. W. H. Sebrell, .Jr., professor of nutri
tion, Columbia University: "As you are well 
aware, there are many difficult problems to 
be resolved in reaching a fair decision in so 
complicated a matter, particularly since 
university, commercial, and Government sup
port are all concerned in medical research 
accomplishments. No one questions that 
the Government should have an interest in 
the results of the research to which it has 
contributed. However, the Long amendment 
appears to me to be unfair to the other 
interests that are concerned. I would, there
fore, like to urge that you give your support 
to deferring the Long amendment until there 
has been thorough . consideration of the 
broad questions involved in arriving at a 
sound and fair patent policy for Government
supported research. 

"One of the very great things about Amer
ican research has been the way 1n which 
Government, industry, and the universities 
have worked together. The question of 
patent pollcy 1s too important to allow a 

hurried decision to jeopardize the very bas1a 
of the excellent progress we are making." 

James M. Hester. president, New York 
University: "The Long amendment removes 
discretionary powers from the administrative 
heads of agencies and makes the proposed 
policy mandatory. The omce of Science and 
Technology has well stated the complexity 
of the situation and the need for full con
sideration of the wide range of issues in
volved." 

NORTH CAROLINA 

James W. Bawden, assistant dean and co
ordinator of research, Dental Research Cen
ter, University of North Carolina: "I urge 
that you oppose passage of this legislation. 
We have given careful consideration to the 
situation and feel that the amendment is not 
to the advantage of high-level scientific re
search." 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

James Brian Quinn, professor of business 
administration, Dartmouth College: "I con
sider the Long amendment to b1lls involving 
scientific and technological development to 
be one of the most dangerous and wasteful 
proposals ever put forward in the field of 
Government contracting. As a specialist in 
the administration of scientific and techni
cal programs, I urge you to bring all possible 
political pressure against this amendment." 

OHIO 

Melvin S. Newman, professor of organic 
chemistry, the Ohio State University: "As 
a person who has spent over 30 years in re
search in universities as a staff member and 
as a member of the National Academy of 
Sciences, Organic Chemistry Division, I urge 
that very careful attention be given to any 
laws now being considered which threaten to 
break down the present system of research 
support and cooperation between members 
of universities, industry, and Government." 

PENNSYLVANIA 

Charles C. Price, chairman, Department of 
Chemistry. University of Pennsylvania: "The 
Long amendment will greatly decrease the 
progress of medical science in this country, 
at least its availab111ty for the benefit of the 
public. I hope you wm oppose this amend
n:.ent vigorously, in favor of a more judicious 
and long-range study of the entire problem 
of the relationship of the private and public 
sectors of our scientific and technological 
endeavors." · 

Charles S. Cameron, president, Hahne,;. 
mann Medical College and Hospital: "Surely 
the Government's and the public's interests 
can be safeguarded without the blanket pro
vision of Mr. LONG's amendment which, as 
we see it, will not warm, but smother the 
free association of scientific minds which is 
the lifeblood of scientific discovery and tech
nical progress." 

RHODE ISLAND 

Barnaby C. Keeney, president, Brown Uni
versity: "The proposed Long amendment has 
been discussed here with people who have 
spent many years studying the problems of 
Federal support of research and education 1n 
the life sciences. We recognize the complex
ity of patent and copyright problems. 

"I certainly endorse Dr. Donald Hornig's 
general approach to this amendment. The 
amendment appears to be an oversimpl1fted 
approach to a complex problem." 

TENNESSEE 

Grant W. Liddle, professor of medicine 
Vanderbilt University: "It would be a gen~ 
uine tragedy for all of us if, as a result of 
legislation, the pharmaceutical industry, 
which has unique contributions to make to 
medical research, were to be any less creative 
vigorous, and enthusiastic than 1n the past 
1n joining their efforts with those of univer
sity physicians 1n solving biomedical prob-
lem.s.'' 
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TEXAS 

Richard B. Turner, professor of chemistry, 
Rice University: "First let me say that I 
oppose the amendment. My present pur
pose, however, is to urge in the strongest 
terms that action on the Long amendment 
be deferred until such time as the whole gen
eral question of patent policy can be made 
the subject of detailed investigation, debate, 
and public hearing." 

UTAH 
D. M. Hammond, professor ahd head, de

partment of zoology, Utah State University: 
"In my opinion this is an important prob
lem, action on which should be deferred 
until consideration has been given to the 
fundamental question of patent policies for 
Government-supported research. 

"In my opinion any hasty legislative ac
tion which might jeopardize the cooperative 
relationship between university scientists 
and industry would be highly unfortunate. 
Therefore, I am asking that this problem 
receive thorough consideration before any 
action is taken on the Long amendment." 

VmGINIA 
Randolph T. Major, University of Virginia: 

"I am sure that all would agree that the 
Government should have an interest in the 
results of the research it supports. But the 
Long amendment seems to me clearly unfair 
to university and industrial scientists who 
may collaborate with Government scientists 
on research programs." 

WISCONSIN 
Farrington Daniels, professor emeritus, 

Solar Energy Laboratory, the University of 
Wisconsin: "This problem of the ownership 
of patentable ideas developed by scientists 
receiving part of their support from Gov
ernment funds is very complicated. Cer
tainly the Government which supplies part 
of the support of a research project is en
titled to fre.e use of any inventions which 
m ay come from this research. On the other 
hand, the progress toward public use of these 
inventions may well be accelerated if patents 
can be issued for commercial development. 
The U.S. system of patents has been 
uniquely successful in developing new man
ufacturing projects and has resulted in an 
extraordinary high standard of living. Some 
of my friends are quite concerned that if 
the Long amendment is adopted by Con
gress, that the advances in the country's 
economics may suffer a setback because pri
vate capital will not be so readily available 
for carrying our development of new inven
tions. I hope that you and your commit
tee members will give careful thought to 
the implications of this amendment." 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana and Mr. MIL
LER addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, how much time have I remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Louisiana has 6 minutes 
remaining under his control. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Is there 
more time available? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time has expired except the 6 minutes 
remaining under the control of the Sen
ator from Lou,isiana. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield myself 2 minutes. 

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

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have only 
2 minutes. 

Mr. President, it is obvious that efforts 
are being made to make the universities 
front for the drug companies. I under-
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stand that. I hav.e exposed on the floor 
of the Senate at least two individuals 
who claimed to speak for universities 
when they were actually speaking for 
their drug companies, and when they 
have been here speaking for associations, 
they have been really speaking for 
pharmaceutical monopolies. 

I should like to point out that Dr. Fred 
Cagle, of Tulane University, is the 
chairman of research activities of the 
American Council on Education. That 
is the biggest of the associations. He 
has said that the Council on Education 
is being quoted as being opposed to the 
Long amendment. That is completely 
incorrect because the organization has 
the same objectives as does the Senator 
from Louisiana, that is, to make the 
fruits of research freely available to the 
public as quickly as possible. 

Some of the letters to which the Sen
ator from Alabama referred had to do 
with my amendment to the higher edu
cation bill and are not at all relevant 
with regard to the question of Govern
ment-sponsored research for health as 
contained in the bill now . before the 
Senate. 

It has been said that the Senator from 
Louisiana stated that he knew of no mis
use going on. I pointed out one· case in 
which there was a direct violation of the 
law. In that case the research was done 
in Government laboratories by Govern
ment researchers. After I looked into 
the case, the Merck Co. assigned the pat
ent rights to the Government because 
they knew it was against the law for 
them to have those rights. But the 
Government lost its rights to the foreign 
patents as a result of what the Merck 
Co. did in that case. 

I can point to another case to show 
how Merck Co. has been using pressure 
in order to find ways to get patents, in 
violation of the law, on Government re
search in the field of tranquilizers which 
are used for mental health problems. 
They try, often in violation of law, to get 
hold of patents on Government research 
even when the work is done by the Gov
ernment's own employees. 

What protection have we when some 
private concern gets its foot in the door 
and can make a case for private patents 
on Government research? 

THE HASSLE OVER PATENTS 

Mr. President, an interesting editorial 
concerning the general issue debated in 
the Senate earlier today was published 
in the Washington Post on May 26, 1965, 
entitled "Hassle Over Patents." 

I ask unanimous consent to have this 
editorial printed in the RECORD. 

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

HASSLE OVER PATENTS 
The long smoldering dispute over the pat

enting of discoveries made in the course of 
federally financed research and development 
work has fiared up again. Senator LEE MET
CALF, in a speech on the floor of the Senate, 
accused several high administration officials 
of "lobbying" on behalf of certain business 
groups. These groups believe that the patent 
rights to ideas developed with Federal funds 
should be awarded to the contracting busi
ness firm or nonprofit institution. 

''Lobbying" is a pejorative, often imprecise 
term, and there is little po.int in attempting 
to plumb the Senator's charges. But there 
is much that should be said and done about 
the failure of the Government to articulate 
a clear policy in this troublesome area. 

Some Federal agencies, notably the Atomic 
Energy CoiDinission, follow a clear and con
sistent rule. Except in cases where the re
search contractor already holds patents in 
closely related areas, all patents issuing from 
Federal contracts automatically revert to the 
Government. But other agencies are per
mitted by law to waive the patent claims of 
the Government. 

The battle now being waged, both in the 
Congress and within the administration, is 
over which policy shall prevail. Senator 
RUSSELL B. LONG insists that the patents 
growing out of Federal contracts belong to 
the public, and he has attached amendments 
to several important bills which uphold that 
principle. The patent law bar, industry 
groups and many universities are ranged on 
the other side. They contend that the pros
pect of owning patent rights provides an im
portant incentive to solve problems quickly. 
And they raise the question of whether the 
Government has the right to patents where 
the contracting researcher draws upon a 
previously acquired expertise. 

In October 1963, the late President Ken
nedy issued a patent memorandum which 
purported to provide guidance for Govern
ment agencies. But that document and the 
Patent Advisory Panel subsequently formed 
appear only to have confused matters. 

Patent policy issues can be complex, but 
not so esoteric as spokesmen for the patent 
bar claim when they chastise laymen for 
speaking out. When a private business enter
prise contracts and pays for research and 
development work, there is seldom if ever 
any question about its right to the patents 
that may emerge. The same principle should 
apply in the case of Government-sponsored 
research. There is no good reason why the 
taxpayers should be expected to pay $15 
billion a year for research and then turn 
over to the adequately compensated con
tractors exclusive patent rights. 

To be sure, the rights of the owners of 
"back-ground patents" should be protected 
when they engage in Government .. contract 
work. But aside from that exception, all 
patents developed under Federal contracts 
should revert to the Government, and the 
Government in turn should make the pat~ 
ented knowledge freely available to all poten
tial users. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I have out
lined my arguments. I do not have much 
more time to go into the issue. I should 
like to offer my remaining time to the 
senator from Oregon [Mr. MoRSE] and 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. HARTL 

I yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Oregon. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Oregon is recognized for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, as a mem
ber of the Committee on Labor and Pub
lic Welfare, it is with reluctance that I 
have come to the conclusion that the 
amendment of the Senator from Louisi
ana should be adopted. There is a ques
tion of fact in the debate so far as I am 
concerned that will determine my vote 
on the issue, and that is whether or not 
the evidence presented by the Senator 
from Louisiana and others supports a 
prima facie case to the end that various 
commercial concerns, particularly drug 
companies, will be unduly enriched by 
a failure to adopt the amendment and 
the financing of their research by the 
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taxpayers of the country. I think it 
would be a mistake to set a precedent 
here today, when we have this great con
troversy on patents, of seeming to ap
prove of the undue enrichment of 
private concerns as a result of research 
:financed by the taxpayers. 

Furthermore, I well remember not so 
long ago the sound amendment of the 
Senator from Alabama to the tidelands 
bill, which I supported, and which my 
friend from Louisiana opposed, in which 
we urged then that royalties from the oil 
lands go to support education. I suggest 
that in connection with the payment for 
research by the taxpayers we have the 
right not to give away the benefits that 
flow from that research to commercial 
concerns in this country. At least we 
should be insisting that the proceeds go 
to some such worthwhile public purpose 
as aid to education. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 2 
· minutes yielded to the Senator from 

Oregon have expired. 
Mr. MORSE. We have in this country 

what amounts to a shakedown of the 
American taxpayer by commercial con
cerns that wish to unduly enrich them
selves at the expense of the public purse. 
This is an example of it. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, I yield 2 minutes to the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, one com
ment that is frequently made of the 
Senate and the Congress is that there 
are too many lawyers in it. I have never 
heard the charge made that there are too 
many patent lawyers. Indeed, I doubt 
if there are any. This may explain in 
part why there are few of us who are 
comfortable and assured in the treat
ment and disposition of matters relating 
to patent rights. 

It is for this reason that I am delighted 
that the able Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. McCLELLAN] is directing now an 
overall analysis of the position which the 
Federal Government should take with 
respect to discoveries and patents result
ing from Government-financed research. 
This is the first such review in many, 
many years; years during which the Fed
eral Government has become a most im
portant contributor to such research. In 
the few years I have been permitted to 
be a participant in the Senate business, I 
have supported the so-called Long 
amendment the several times it has been 
offered to various bills. For the first 
time I opposed this amendment when a 
few weeks ago it was proposed to be· 
added to the NASA authorization bill. 
It seems to me desirable that we await 
the full record of the McClellan study 
and seek to apply across the board a 
prudent rule. On earlier votes, no such 
study was underway. I would anticipate 
taking a similar position on any other 
authorization or appropriation bills 
which relate, as did the NASA bill, to re
search which is related to commercial 
products. But the Long amendment now 
pending is to a bill which provides in 
part for health research. For some 2 
years under the leadership of the late 
and respected Senator Kefauver, I was 
a member of the subcommittee which 
heard much testimony on patents in the 
field of medicine. 

Even in this field I confess to a con
tinuing uncertainty as to what the final 
answer should be, but it is a field in 
which I have heard extensive testimony 
and much discussion. Indeed, I was 
alone with the Senator from Tennessee 
in supporting the proposition that the 
general patent law should be modified 
as it relates to drug patents, that the ex
clusive period should be reduced sub
stantially, and that licenses be required 
to be given by a patent holder to any 
responsible finn on the payment of a 
reasonable royalty after the period of 
the reduced exclusive patent right had 
run. So I bring to this area of Govern
ment research some rather established 
opinions as to the course which best 
serves the public welfare. I hope that 
as the overall patent policy can be de
veloped within the McClellan committee, 
that I may persuade others in the com
mittee to this point of view with respect 
to research relating to health. I do not 
know how long it will be before the effort 
which began some weeks ago in the Mc
Clellan committee reaches the point of 
enactment of basic patent policy on the 
statute books. This year I would 
doubt it. This Congress? One cannot 
be certain. But the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN 1 can be 
counted on to move the basic study as 
objectively as possible. I believe that 
the Long amendment, which provides 
flexibility, represents a prudent policy 
for the transition period, however long 
it may be, before we are in position to 
make :final determination with respect 
to the legislation now pending in the 
McClellan committee. It is just possible 
that a cancer cure could "fall out" from 
Government-financed research during 
this, we hope, brief interim period. The 
Long formula would be of real value 
under such circumstances. 

It is for this reason, therefore, that I 
shall support the Long amendment, it 
relating to medicine and public health 
research, not to commercial rockets or 
tools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
time of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from New York. 

Mr. KENNEDY of New York. Mr. 
President, I want to be on record regard
ing this vote, because I want the RECORD 
to reflect that in voting against the 
amendment proposed by the Senator 
from Louisiana, I am doing so for pro
cedural reasons only. 

I believe basically that the Govern
ment should retain title to inventions 
discovered through research that it has 
financed. This is particularly true where 
matters regarding health are concerned, 
but I continue to be disturbed about the 
procedure of having to consider this mat
ter anew every time we are faced with 
the authorization or appropriation for 
a different Government agency. Sen
ator McCLELLAN's subcommittee is still 
considering this matter on a Govern
ment-wide basis, and as I stated at the 
time of the vote on the NASA authori
zation bill, I believe that we should await 
the results of that study. 

If changes are to be made in the Gov
ernment-wide patent policy, they should 
be made on a Government-wi~e basis 

after full hearings and study. If Senator 
McCLELLAN's hearings do not produce an 
overall policy that we can agree to, then 
there would be more justification for 
using the case-by-case approach of Sen
ator LoNG. 

Our vote today does not bind us to 
approving the actions and policies of 
every President and every Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and 
every Surgeon General. And it is impor
tant to note that the Senator from Loui
siana stated on the Senate floor last Fri
day that he does not disagree with the 
present HEW patent policy. The amend
ment, he said, simply codified: "what 
HEW is doing and what it thinks should 
be done. I am not quarreling with that 
agency. I am in support of the position 
that it has followed.'' 

Thus, in the words of the Senator from 
Louisiana himself, the problem is not in 
the present, but rather "the risk that 
this program should become subject to 
efforts of those who would exploit the 
public interest and bring about a change 
in that policy." 

The point is, therefore, that there is no 
urgency on this matter. We do have 
time, insofar as HEW is concerned, to 
let Senator McCLELLAN complete his 
study, so that we can evolve the present
ly satisfactory policy of HEW into a leg
islative policy that is appropriate for 
every agency of the Government. If by 
next year or the year after we still have 
no overall policy by legislation, and if it 
then appears that particular legislation 
is needed for HEW or NASA or any other 
agency, we can act then. Our action to
day does not keep us from doing that. 

My only point is that I do not believe 
we should act on an agency-by-agency 
basis until it is apparent that that is the 
only way we will get action in this field. 
There will be ample time for that kind 
of approach when and if it becomes nec
essary. I shall, therefore, vote against 
the amendment which the Senator from 
Louisiana has proposed today. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, the Long 
amendment should be defeated, and it 
should be tabled. 

This points up the same old issue 
which the Senator from Louisiana and I 
debated last January 28--:-page 1533 of 
the RECORD of that date--at the time of 
consideration of the water pollution 
control bill. 

I said then and I say now that it is un
fair to turn over all patents and inven
tions to the Federal Government without 
regard to how much of the contractor's 
own money and resources are involved
just because some Federal money is in
volved in a contract. 

This is not an issue of turning over all 
patent and invention rights to the Fed
eral Government when the Government. 
puts up all of the money. It is an issue 
of whether the contractor and the Fed
eral Government should share equitably 
in these rights when both put up some
thing. 

The amendment of the Senator from 
Louisiana would turn over practically all 
patent rights to the Government when
ever appropriated funds are expended 
for any scientific or technological re
search or development activity-regard-
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less of how much the contractor puts up. 
It is one sided and unfair, and it will 
tend to retard inventiveness because the 
rewards therefrom will be lost by private 
industry. 

I ask unanimous consent that a tele
gram in opposition to this amendment 
from the president of Iowa State Univer
sity and a letter in opposition to the 
amendment from the professor of or
ganic chemistry of Iowa University be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

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

Senator JACK MILLER, 

AMES, IowA, 
June 22, 1965. 

New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O.: 

Iowa State University respectfully urges 
your support in defeating Senator LoNG's at
tempt to force his patent amendment on the 
House-passed health research facUlties bill, 
H.R. 2984. Senator LoNG's amendment would 
seriously limit university research. 

JAMES H. HILTON, 
President, Iowa State University. 

STATE UNIVERSITY OF IOWA, 
Iowa City, Iowa, June 22, 1965. 

Senator JACK MILLER, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR MILLER: This letter is being 
written to give you my views on the Senator 
LoNG patent amendment to the House-passed 
health research fac111ties b111, H.R. 2984. 

We in the academic field working in medi
cal chemistry are greatly dependent upon 
drug firms for the screening of compounds 
for physiological action. Passage of the Long 
amendment would prevent this arrangement 
and seriously hinder research on the prepa
ration of new drugs and impede scientific 
progress which results from such collabora
tion. 

I hope that you wlll oppose this amend
ment when it comes up before the Senate. 
In so doing, you wlll aid the continuation of 
the Nation's economic growth. 

Sincerely yours, 
STANLEY WAWZONEK, 

Professor, Organic Chemistry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All 
time having expired, the question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena
tor from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], No. 298. 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has expired. 
Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 

to lay amendment of the Senator from 
Louisiana on the table. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold his motion? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will 
the Senator withhold his motion? 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator from Rhode Island withhold his 
motion? 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I move 
to lay the amendment of the Senator 
from Louisiana on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion of the Senator 
from Rhode Island to lay on the table the 
amendment of the Senator from Louisi
ana [Mr. LONG]. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Rhode Island to lay 
on the table the amendment of the Sen
ator from Louisiana [Mr. LoNGl. On 
this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. MANSFIELD <when his name was 

called). I have a pair with the senior 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD]. If 
he were present and voting, he would 
vote "yea." If I were at liberty to vote, 
I would vote "nay." Therefore, I with
hold my vote. 

The roll call was concluded. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 

that the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], the Senator from South Da
kota [Mr. McGovERN], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], are absent on 
o:ffi.cial business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], is necessarily 
absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. CLARK] is paired with the 
Senator from Wyoming [Mr. SIMPSON]. 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Pennsylvania would vote "nay" and the 
Senator from Wyoming would vote 
yea. 

On this vote, the Senator from Mary
land [Mr. TYDINGS] is paired with the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CoT
TON J. If present and voting, the Sena
tor from Maryland would vote "nay" and 
the Senator from New Hampshire would 
vote "yea.'' 

On this vote, the Senator from South 
Dakota [Mr. McGovERN] is paired with 
the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRus
KA]. If present and voting, the Senator 
from South Dakota would vote "nay" 
and the Senator from Nebraska would 
vote "yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HRUSKA] 
and the Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. CoTToN] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YoUNG] is absent on o:ffi.cial busines8. 

The Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
SIMPSON] is detained on o:ffi.cial business. 

On this vote, the Senator from New 
Hampshire [Mr. CoTTON] is paired with 
the Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
TYDINGS]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from New Hampshire would 
vote "yea" and the Senator from Mary
land would vote "nay.'' 

On this vote, the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. SIMPSON] is paired with the 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. CLARK]. · 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Wyoming would vote "yea" and the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania would vote 
"nay.'' 

On this vote, the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. HRUSKA] is paired with the 
Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Mc
GoVERN]. If present and voting, the 
Senator from Nebraska would vote "yea" 

and the Senator from South Dakota 
would vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 55, 
nays 36, as follows: 

Aiken 
Allott 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Carlson 
case 
Cooper 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dominick 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fulbright 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
H11l 
Holland 

Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bible 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Church 
Dodd 
Douglas 
Ellender 

[No. 154 Leg.) 
YEA8-55 

Inouye Pastore 
Jackson Pearson 
Javits Pell 
Jor~an. N.C. Prouty 
Jordan, Idaho Robertson 
Kennedy, Mass. Russell, S.C. 
Kennedy, N.Y. Russell, Ga. 
Kuchel Ba.ltonstall 
Lausehe Scott 
Magnuson Smith 
McCarthy Sparkman 
McClellan Stennis 
Miller Symington 
Mondale Thurmond 
Monroney Tower 
Morton WUliams, N.J. 
Mundt W1111ams, Del. 
Murphy 
Muskie 

NAYB-36 
Fong Montoya 
Gore Morse 
Gruening Moss 
Harris Nelson 
Hart Neuberger 
Hartke Proxmire 
Long, Mo. Randolph 
Long, La.. Ribico1f 
McGee Smathers 
Mcintyre Talmadge 
McNamara Yarborough 
Metcalf Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-9 
Byrd, Va. Hruska Simpson 
Clark Mansfield Tydings 
Cotton McGovern Young, N.Dak. 

So Mr. PASTORE's motion to lay on the 
table the amendment of Mr. LoNG of 
Louisiana was agreed to. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the motion 
to lay the amendment on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I 
should like to explain why I made the 
motion to lay on the table and why I 
voted as I did. 

I am doing it now because all time had 
expired and I did not then have oppor
tunity to express myself. I was unable 
to do so before I made the motion. 

If I were placed in the position of hav
ing to vote on the merits of the amend
ment, I should have voted in the a:ffi.rma
tive. I believe in the objective which 
the amendment seeks to accomplish. I 
am for the consumer. I voted for the 
consumer when the natural gas blll was 
before us. I voted to cut down the 
oil depletion allowance. I believe in pro
tecting the rights of the consumer. The 
objective of this amendment is to pro
tect the rights of the consumer. But the 
weight of opinion is that this is not the 
time or place or procedure. 

The Senator from Rhode Island was 
persuaded by the argument made by the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL] and 
the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Mc
CLELLAN] that the matter needs exhaus
tive study. It needs the considered judg
ment based upon hearings by a proper 
committee of the Senate. That com
Inittee is now engaged in hearings on 
this specific question. 
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For that reason, · I made the motion to 
lay the amendment on the table, merely 
as a procedural matter, and not bec·ause 
I am opposed to the objective of the par
ticular amendment. 

I should hope that the committee of 
Congress which is entrusted with this 
very important problem would act ex
peditiously so that we might achieve a 
settled national policy concerning the 
protection of patent rights when Federal 
money is used in these research pro
grams. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I should 
like to identify myself with the views of 
the Senator from Rhode Island. 

I feel exactly that way. I agree with 
the Senator in every way. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I want to 
take just a moment to note why I voted 
against tabling the amendment of the 
distinguished Senator from Louisiana. 

Senator LoNG has labored indefatiga
bly for many years on patent policy 
amendments he and a number of our 
colleagues deem to best serve the public 
interest. 

I have disagreed with the wisdom of 
some of these amendments because I be
lieve that the traditional American pat
ent policy of rewarding private inven
tive energy and genius and protecting 
its fruits has been the key to much of 
the material greatness of our Nation. 

At the same time, I believe that the 
health, even the life, of every American, 
indeed of every person in the world is 
intimately connected with the achieve
ments of modern medicine. 

Therefore, I believe that medical dis
coveries financed by public funds present 
a case significantly different from other 
scientific and mechanical developments 
in the course of Government-subsidized 
research. · 

Furthermore, whereas our traditional 
patent policy has consistently encour
aged prolific invention, by requiring de
velopment of alternative or improved de
vices and ideas to circumvent existing 
patents, we can have no such confidence 
that we can develop or that we can await 
the development of alternative medi
cines and devices to combat cancer, 
heart disease, and the whole catalog 
of ailments which plague mankind. 

And so I think that the only similarity 
relevant to patent policy between Gov
ernment-financed research in medicine 
and in other fields is that all such re
search involves public funds. 

Thus, the objects of medical research, 
their urgency, and their intimacy to 
human welfare and survival may dictate 
that different patent policies be applied 
to publicly financed medical research 
than are applied, for example, to de
fense and space research. 

Therefore, I voted against tabling Sen
ator LoNG's amendment. I think it de
served the test of a rollcall vote. 

Mr. McGOVERN subsequently said: 
Mr. President, earlier this afternoon I 
inadvertently missed a rollcall vote on 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. LONG], relative to the 
public's interest in patents, stemming 
from Government-financed medical re
search. 

I support the Long amendment and I 
regret missing this important vote. 

I was in the Senate dining room dur
ing the entire rollcall conferring with 
six university leaders who are support
ing my bill, S. 1212, that seeks to give 
our colleges and universities a more 
effective role in the foreign assistance 
program. We were deeply engrossed in 
conservation. I simply did not hear the 
rollcall bell. Furthermore~ no member 
of the Senate staff, nor of my own staff, 
notified me that a rollcall was in prog
ress. I am sorry that a combination of 
negligence on my part, and that of staff 
personnel, led to my missing this im
portant vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on the engross
ment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
for a third reading, was read the third 
time and passed, as follows: 

s. 596 
An act to amend the Public Health Serv

ice Act to assist in combating heart disease, 
cancer, and stroke, and other major 
diseases. 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Heart Disease, Can
cer, and Stroke Amendments of 1965". 

SEc. 2. The Public Health Service Act (42 
U.S.C., ch. 6A) is amended by adding at the 
end thereof the following new title: 
"TITLE IX-REGIONAL MEDICAL COMPLEXES FOR 

RESEARCH AND TREATMENT ·IN HEART DISEASE, 
CANCER, STROKE, AND OTHER MAJOR DISEASES 

"Purposes 
"SEC. 900. The purposes of this title are
"(a) Through grants, to encourage and as

sist in the establishment of regionally coordi
nated arrangements among medical schools, 
research institutions, and hospitals for re
search and training and for demonstrations 
of patient care in the fields of heart disease, 
cancer, stroke, and other major diseases; 

"(b) To afford to the medical profession 
and the medical institutions of the Nation, 
through such coordinated arrangements, a 
more abundant opportunity of making avail
able to their patients the latest advances in 
the diagnosis ·and treatment of these dis
eases; and 

"(c) To accomplish these ends without 
interfering with the patterns, or the methods 
of financing, of patient care or professional 
practice, or with the administration of hos
pitals. 

"Authorization of appropriations 
"SEc. 901. (a) There are authorized to be 

appropriated $50,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1966, $100,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1987, $200,000,000 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1968, and 
$300,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1969, for grants to assist public or nonprofit 
private universities, medical schools, research 
institutions, hospitals, and other public or 
nonprofit private institutions and agencies, 
or associations thereof, in planning, estab
lishing, and operating regional medical com
plexes for research, training, and demon
stration activities for carrying out the pur
poses of this title. Suxns appropriated under 
this section for any fiscal year shall remain 
available for making such grants until the 
end of the fiscal year following the fiscal year 
for which the appropriation is made. 

"(b) A grant under this title shall be for 
part or all of the cost of the planning and 
other aotivities with respect to which the 
application is made, except that any such 
grant with respect to construction of, or pro-

vision of built-~n (as determined in accord
ance with regulations) equipment for, any 
facility may not exceed 90 per centum of the 
cost of such construction or equipment. 

"(c) Funds appropriated pursuant to this 
title shall not be available t0 pay the cost of 
hospital, medical, or other care of patients 
except to the extent it is, as determined in 
accordance with regulations, incident to re
search, training, or demonstration activities. 

"Definitions 
"SEc. 902. For the purpose of this title
"(a) The term 'regional medical complex' 

means a group of public or nonprofit private 
institutions or agencies engaged in research, 
training, prevention, diagnosis, and treatment 
relating to heart disease, cancer, or stroke 
and, at the option of the applicant, any other 
disease found by the Surgedn General to be 
of major significance to the aforesaid objec
tives of such regional medical complex; but 
only if such group--

"(1) is situated within a geographic area, 
composed of .any part or parts of any one or 
more States, which the Surgeon General de
termines, in accordance with regulations, to 
be appropriate for carrying out the purposes 
of this title; 

"(2) consists of one or more medical cen
ters, one or more categorical research centers, 
and one or more diagnostic and treatment 
stations; and 

"(3) has in effect arrangements for the 
coordination of the activities of its compo
nent units which the Surgeon General finds 
will be adequate for effectively carrying out 
the purposes of this title. 

"(b) The term 'medical center' means a 
medical school or other medical institution 
involved in post-graduate medical training 
and one or more hospitals affiliated therewith 
for teaching, research, and demonstration 
purposes. 

" (c) The term 'categorical research center' 
means an institution (or part of an institu
tion) the primary function of which is re
search (including clinical research), training 
of specialists, and demonstrations and which, 
in connection therewith, provides specialized, 
high-quality diagnostic and treatment serv
ices for inpatients and outpatients. 

"(d) The term 'diagnostic and treatment 
station' means a unit of a hospital or other 
health facility, the primary function of 
which is to support and augment local capa
bility for providing specialized, high-quality 
preventive, diagnostic, and treatment services 
to outpatients and inpatients. 

"(e) The term 'nonprofit' as applied to 
any institution or agency means an institu
tion or agency which is owned and operated 
by one or more nonprofit corporations or 
associations no part of the net earnings of 
which inures, or may lawfully inure, to the 
benefit of any private shareholder or in
dividual. 

"(f) The term 'construction' includes alter
ation, major repair (to the extent permitted 
by regulations), remodeling, replacement, 
and renovation of existing buildings (includ
ing initial equipment thereof), and replace
ment of obsolete, built-in (as determined in 
accordance with regulations) equipment of 
existing buildings. 

"Grants for planning and development 
·~sEc. 903. (a) The Surgeon General, upon 

the recommendation of the National Advisory 
Council on Medical Complexes established by 
section 905 (hereinafter in this title referred 
to as the 'Council'), is authorized to make 
grants to public or nonprofit private uni
versities, medical schools, research institu
tions, hospitals, and other public or non
profit private agencies and institutions, or 
associations thereof, to assist them in plan
ning the development of regional medical 
complexes. 

"(b) Grants under this section may be 
made only upon application therefor ap
proved by the Surgeon General. Any such 
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application may be approved only if it con
tains or is supported by reasonable assur
ances that---

"(1) Federal funds paid pursuant to any 
such grant will be used only for the purposes 
for which paid and in accordance with the 
applicable provisions of this title and the 
regulations thereunder; 

"(2) the applicant will provide for such 
fiscal control and fund accounting proce
dures as are required by the Surgeon Gen
eral to assure proper disbursement of and 
accounting for such Federal funds; 

"(3) the applicant will make such reports, 
in such form and containing such informa
tion as the Surgeon General may from time 
to time reasonably require, and will keep 
such records and afford such access thereto 
as the Surgeon General may find necessary 
to assure the correctness and verification of 
such reports; and 

" ( 4) the applicant will designate an ad
visory group, to advise the applicant (and 
the resulting regional medical complex and 
its component units) in formulating and 
carrying out the plans for the establishment 
and operation of such regional medical com
plex, which includes representatives of orga
nizations, institutions, and agencies con
cerned with activities of the kind to be 
carried on by the complex and members of 
the public familiar with the need for the 
services provided by the complex. 
"Grants for establishment and operation of 

regional medical complexes 
"SEc. 904. (a) The Surgeon General, upon 

the recommendations of the Council, is au
thorized to make grants to public or non
profit private universities, medical schools, _ 
research institutions, hospitals, and other 
public or nonprofit private agencies and 
institutions, or associations thereof, to assist 
in establishment and operation of regional 
medical complexes, including construction 
and equipment of facilities in connection 
therewith. 

"(b) Grants under this section may be 
made only upon application therefor ap
proved by the Surgeon General. Any such 
application may be approved only if it con
tains or is supported by reasonable assur
ances that---

"(1) Federal funds paid pursuant to any 
such grant (A) will be used only for the pur
poses for which paid and in accordance with 
the applicable provisions of this title and 
the regulations thereunder, and (B) will 
not supplant funds that are otherwise avail
able for establishment or operation of the 
regional medical complex with respect to 
which the grant is made; 

"(2) the applicant will provide for such 
fiscal control and fund accounting proce
dures as are required by the Surgeon Gen
eral to assure proper disbursement of and 
accounting for such Federal funds; 

"(3) the applicant will make such reports, 
in such form and containing such informa
tion as the Surgeon General may from time 
to time reasonably require, and will keep 
such records and- afford such access thereto 
as the Surgeon General may find necessary 
to assure the correctness and verification of 
such reports; 

"(4) the applicant has designated an ad
visory group, described in paragraph (4) of 
section 903 (b) , to advise in carrying out the 
plan for the regional medical complex; and 

" ( 5) any laborer or mechanic employed 
by any contractor or subcontractor in the 
performance of work on any construction 
aided by payments pursuant to any grant 
under this section will be paid wages at rates 
not less than those prevailing on similar 
construction in the locality as determined 
by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with 
the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 
276a--276a-5) ; and the Secretary of Labor 
shall have, with respect to the labor stand
ards specified in this paragraph, the author-

ity and functions set forth in Reorganiza-
- tion Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 

5 u.s.c. 133z-15) and section 2 of the Act 
of June · 13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. 
276c). 

"National advisory council on medical 
complexes 

"SEC. 905. (a) There is hereby established 
in the Public Health Service a National Ad
visory Council on Medical Complexes. The 
Council shall consist of the Surgeon General, 
who shall be the Chairman, and the Chief 
Medical Director of the Veterans' Adminis
tration, ex officio, and twelve members, not 
otherwise in the employ of the United States, 
appointed by the Surgeon General, with the 
approval of the Secretary and without re
gard to the civil service laws, who are lead
ers in the fields of the fundamental sciences, 
the medical sciences, hospital administra
tion, or public affairs. At least one of the 
appointed members shall be outstanding in 
the study, diagnosis, or treatment of heart 
disease, one shall be outstanding in the 
study, diagnosis, or treatment of cancer, and 
one shall be outstanding in the study, diag
nosis, or treatment of stroke. 

"(b) Each appointed member of the Coun
cil shall hold office for a term of four years, 
except that any membe·r appointed to fill a 
vacancy prior to the expiration of the term 
for which his predecessor was appointed shall 
be appointed for the remainder of such term, 
and except that the terms of office of the 
members first taking office shall expire, as 
designated by the Surgeon General at the 
time of Bippointment, four at the end of the 
first year, four at the end of the second year, 
and four at the end of the third year after 
the d ate of appointment. An appointed 
member shall not be eligible to serve con
tinuously for more · than two terms. 

"(c) Appointed members of the Council, 
while attending meetings or confe:rences 
thereof or otherwise serving on business of 
the Council, shall be entitled to receive com
pensation at rates fixed by the Secretary, but 
not exceeding $100 per day, including travel 
time, and while so serving away from their 
homes or regular pl81Ces of business they may 
be allowed travel expenses, including per 
diem in lieu of subsistence, as authorized by 
section 5 of the Administrative Expenses Act 
of 1946 (5 U.S.C. 73b-2) for persons in the 
Government service employed inteTmit
tently. 

" (d) The Council shall advise and assist 
the Surgeon General in the preparation of 
regulations for, and as to policy matters 
arising with respect to, the administration 
of this title. The Council shall consider all 
applications for grants under this title and 
·shall make recommendations to the Surgeon 
General with respect to approval of applica
tions for and the amounts of grants under 
this title; and such recommendations shall 
also be transmitted to any advisory council 
or committee, established by or pursuant to 
this Act, which the Surgeon General deems 
appropriate. 

"Regulations 
"SEC. 906. The Surgeon General, after con

sultation with the Council, shall prescribe 
general regulations covering the terms and 
conditions for approving applications for 
grants under this title and the coordination 
of programs assisted under this title with 
programs for training, research, and demon
strations relating to the same diseases as
sisted or authorized under other titles of this 
Act or other Acts of Congress. 

"Report 
"SEC. 907. On or before June 30, 1967, the 

Surgeon General, after consultation with the 
Council, shall submit to the Secretary for 
transmission to the President and then to 
the Congress, a report of the activities under 
this title together with ( 1) a statement of 
the relationship between Federal financing 

and financing from other sources of the ac
tivities undertaken pursuant to this title, 
(2) an appraisal of the activities assisted un
der this title in the light of their effective
ness in carrying out the purposes of this 
title, and (3) recommendations with respect 
to extension or modification of this title in 
the light thereof.!' 

SEc. 3. (a) Section 1 of the Public Health 
Service Act is amended to read as follows: 

"SECTION 1. Titles I to IX, inclusive, of this 
Act may be cited as the 'Public Health Serv
ice Act'." 

(b) The Act of July 1, 1944 (58 Stat. 682), 
as amended, is further amended by renum
bering title IX (as in effect prior to the P.n
actment of this Act) as title X, and by re
numbering sections 901 through 914 (as in 
effect prior to the enactment of this Act), 
and references thereto, as sections 1001 
through 1014, respectively. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 

· bill was passed. 
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move to 

lay that motion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 

ASSISTANCE IN MEETING INITIAL 
COST OF PROFESSIONAL AND 
TECHNICAL PERSONNEL FOR 
COMPREHENSIVE COMMUNITY 
MENTAL HEALTH CENTERS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that Calendar 
No. 355, H.R. 2985, be laid before the 
Senate and made the pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
2985) to authorize assistance in meet
ing the initial cost of professional and 
technical personnel for comprehensive 
community mental health centers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, with 
amendments, on page 1, line 3, after the 
word "the", to strike out "Community 
Mental Health Centers Act Amendments 
of 1965" and insert "Mental Retardation 
Facilities and Community Mental Health 
Centers Construction Act Amendments 
of 1965"; on page 7, after line· 4, to insert 
a new section, as follows: 

SEC. 4. Subsection (a) of section 302 of 
the Mental Retardation Facilities and Com
munity Health Centers Construction Act of 
1963 (Public Law 88-164) is amended by 
striking the following language: "There is 
authorized to be appropriated for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1964, and each of the 
next two fiscal years the sum of $2,000,000" 
and inserting in lieu thereof the following 
language: "There is authorized to be appro
priated $6,000,000 for the· fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1966; $9,000,000 for fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1967; $12,000,000 for fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1968; $14,000,000 for fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1969; $17,000,000 for 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970; and $22,-
000,000 for fiscal year ending June 30, 1971". 

After line 18, to insert a new section, 
as follows: 

SEC. 5. Section 302 of the Mental Retarda
tion Facilities and Community Mental 
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Health Centers Construction Act of 1963 
(Public Law 88-164) is further amended by 
inserting at the end thereof the following 
new subsections as follow: 

"(f) For the purposes of this section the 
Commissioner of Education may make grants 
to institutions of higheT . education for the 
construction, equipping, and operation of a 
fac111ty for research, or for research and re
lated purposes (as defined in this section). 

On page 9, after line 3, to insert a new 
section, as follows: 

SEC. 6. There is hereby established on the 
books of the Treasury an account or accounts 
without fiscal year limitation. There shall 
be deposited in such account, to the extent 
provided by the Secretary of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare or his designee, all of 
part of any grant awarded by the Secretary 
or any other oftlcer or employee of the De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare. 
Payments of any such grant shall from time 
to time be made to the grantee from such ac
count or accounts, subject to such limita
tions relating to fund accumulation as the 
Secretary may prescribe, to the extent needed 
to carry out the purposes of any such grant. 
Such reports as the Secretary or other oftlcer 
awarding the grant may find necessary to 
assure expenditure of funds for the purpose 
of and in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the grant shall be made to the 
Secretary or such ofticer by any such grantee. 

After line 19, to insert a new section, 
as follows: 

SEC. 7. section 5 of the Act of Septem
ber 6, 1958 (Public Law 85-926), is amended 
by adding at the end thereof the following 
new paragraph: 

"(c) The term 'State' includes the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin 
Islands, the District of Columbia, Gu.ani, and 
American Samoa." 

And, at the top of page 10, to insert a 
new section, as follows: 

SEC. 8. Section 7 of the Act of Septem
ber 6, 1958 (Public Law 85-926), as amended 
(20 U.S.C. 617), is amended to read as 
follows: 

"SEc.' 7. There are authorized to be ap
propriated !or carrying out this Act $24,500,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966; 
$29,500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1967; $34,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1968; $37,500,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1969; $40,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1970; and 
$40,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1971." 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the amendments be 
considered en bloc. 

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

The committee amendments were con
sidered and agreed to en bloc. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. HILL. Mr. President, H.R. 2985, 

a part of the President's health program, 
would amend titles II and m of Public 
Law 88-164, the Mental Retardation 
Facilities and Community Mental Health 
Centers Construction Act. 

lNlTIAL STAWING GRANTS 

Title II of Public Law 88-164 would be 
amended to authorize financial assist
ance toward meeting the cost of tech
nical and professional personnel serving 

in community mental health centers dur
ing the first 51 months in which such 
centers, or new services in existing cen
ters, are in operation. 

The Members will recall that in 1963 
the Senate approved the Community 
Mental Health Centers Act that author
ized matching grants for the construc
tion of community mental health centers 
and initial staffing grants for technical 
and professional personnel at such cen
ters. The vote was 72 to 1. 

The House of Representatives did not 
approve initial staffing and the 1963 leg
islation as enacted did not include pro
visions authorizing initial staffing sup
port for community mental health cen-

. ters. Such support is provided for, how
ever, under this bill, H.R. 2985, that was 
approved by the House of Representa
tives by a vote of 390 to 0. 

Most States have been actively prepar
ing a State plan for the construction of 
community mental health centers. Thir
ty-six States have already indicated that 
they intend to utilize the first year's con
struction funds for such centers. 

There are already 200 communities in 
48 States that have begun planning proj
ect applications for community mental 
health centers. Many of them, however, 
have strongly emphasized that it will be 
extremely difficult to initiate and ade
quately develop community programs if 
there are not additional Federal funds 
for the initial staffing expenses of these 
centers. 

It is clearly the immediate financial 
problem which is acute and critical to 
the success of improving the treatment 
of mentally ill through the establish
ment of community mental health cen
ters. It is the committee's view that it 
is the proper role of the Federal Govern
ment to give its financial assistance in 
this transitional period. The committee 
intends that assistance is to be furnished 
on a declining basis, with 75 percent of 
the costs of profes$ional and technical 
personnel covered for 15 months, 60 per
cent of the costs for the next 12 months, 
45 percent for the next 12 months, and 
30 percent for the next 12 months. 

AB reported by this committee, H.R. 
2985 authorizes appropriations for initial 
grants in the 3 fiscal years 1966-68 and 
continuation grants for the fiscal years 
1967-72. This will permit funds to be 
appropriated to finance the full 51 
months of support provided for in H.R. 
2985 as passed by the House and ap
proved by this committee. The esti
mated costs over the 7 -year period would 
total $224,175,000. 

This committee has received expres
sions of support for initial staffing grants 
for community mental health centers 
from the National Association of Coun
ties, the National Association of State 
Mental Health Program Directors, the 
American Association on Mental De
ficiency, American Dental Association, 
American Hospital Association, Ameri
can Nurses Association, American Os
teopathic Association, American Psy
chiatric Association, American Psy
chological Association, National Asso
ciation for Mental Health, and the Na
tional Committee Against Mental Illness. 

TEACHERS OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 

H.R. 2985 was amended by this Com
mittee to extend and expand title III of 
Public Law 88-164 that authorizes finan
cial assistance for training teachers of 
handicapped children and for the con
duct of research and demonstrations to 
improve methods and techniques for edu
cating handicapped children. 

During the course of hearings on this 
legislation it was pointed out that 300,000 
teachers of handicapped children are 
required at the present time. In con
trast, we have only 60,000 such teachers 
at the present time and many of them 
are inadequately trained. 

The committee extended the program 
for training teachers of mentally re
tarded and other handicapped children 
for 5 additional years and authorized an 
appropriation of $24,500,000 for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1966; $29,500,-
000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1967; $34 million for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1968; $37,500,000 for the fis
cal year ending June 30, 1969; $40 mil
lion for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1970; and $40 million for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1971. 

The committee also extended the pro
gram providing for research and demon
stration projects in educating handi
capped children for 5 additional years 
and authorized an appropriation of $6 
million for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1966; $9 million for the fiscal year 
ending .June 30, 1967; $12 million for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1968; $14 
million for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1969; $17 million for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1970; and $22 million 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1971. 
In addition, these authorizations would 
permit the Commissioner of Education 
to make grants to an institution of higher 
education for the construction, equipping 
and operation of a facility for research 
and demonstration in the field of edu
cation of handicapped children. 

Support for the provisions relating to 
the education of handicapped children 
has been received from such organiza
tions as the National Association of Re
tarded Children, the Council on Excep
tional Children, the American Federa
tion of Teachers, the Alexander Graham 
Bell Association, the American Founda
tion for the Blind, the Conference of Ex
ecutives of American Schools for the 
Deaf, and the American Speech and 
Hearing Society. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, we are again indebted to the 
work of Senator HILL in advancing the 
health programs of the Federal Govern
ment. So many measures of direct con
cern to the ill, and to the progress of 
medicine, and basic research have been 
developed by this Senator that the usual 
words of praise are inadequate. I can 
only e:xpress my complete admiration for 
his accomplishments. 

H.R. 2985 is significant in its initial 
concern with the costs of staffing com
munity mental health centers. The 
treatment of the mentally ill in their 
home communities is a major advance in 
this field. The availability of a com
munity center, adequately staffed, holds 
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out the promise that mental illness can 
be found and attacked in its earliest 
stages. We hope to find, and I believe 
we will find, that these centers will pro
vide the beginning of a new approach to 
mental health services across the coun
try. 

But H.R. 2985 does more-it recognizes 
the growing needs of handicapped chil
dren for education, and people trained 
especially to meet this need. Current 
law authorizes $19.5 million for fiscal 
1966 to assist in the training of teachers 
for the mentally retarded and other 
handicapped children. Nineteen million 
dollars is hardly adequate in the face of 
our needs. We need some 300,000 special 
teachers now, and 20,000 more in the 
next few years to help these children. 
We now have only 60,000 teachers and 
not all are fully trained. 

By raising the funds for this program 
from $19 million to $24.5 million for the 
next fiscal year, and finally to $40 mil
lion by 1971, the Congress will be taking 
a reasonable step toward educating the 
exceptional child. In addition, by ex
panding the program of research and de
velopment in education of the handi
capped we can be assured of a continued 
improvement in our special educational 
programs. 

The greater emphasis on education 
for these children will go hand-in-hand 
with our growing knowledge of the 
causes of retardation. I would :like to · 
point out that among the most significant 
findings we have. made to date is the 
relationship between the retarded child 
and poverty. Poor families suffer from 
retardation more than the average-in 
slum areas some 10 to 30 percent of 
school age children are found to be re
tarded compared with 1 or 2 percent in 
more prosperous neighborhoods. While 
the reasons are yet somewhat obscure, 
we can look to inadequate care during 
pregnancy, lead poisoning, lack of atten
tion to problems of imbalance in body 
chemistry and so forth. 

The poor child thus runs a high risk 
of suffering as a result of his environ
ment, and, in turn, being handicapped 
for a lifetime. I look to the community 
health centers to take the lead in pre
venting a continuation of the increase in 
mental retardation, especially where it is 
environmentally caused. And I trust 
that great emphasis on the research in 
education for these children will be di
rected specifically to the problems of the 
poor in our communities. 

Finally, I am encouraged by the con
struction grants to higher educational 
institutions for research on education 
and the establishment of experimental 
schools. I am sure that these schools 
will mark a new era in education in an 
area too long disregarded. Whatever 
comes of the new programs and in
creased funds for the mentally ill and 
exceptional children will be to the bene
fit of us all. This program will be closely 
observed and strengthened until our full 
commitment to these children and adults 
are met. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to include in the RECORD a more 
factual statement on the demands in edu
cation of the handicapped. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
ADDITIONAL STATEMENT BY SENATOR KENNEDY 

OF MASSACHUSETTS ON H.R. 2985 
It is estimated that if we were to meet the 

special educational needs of the handicapped 
boys and girls in this Nation, approximately 
300,000 special education teachers would be 
needed this current school year. In 1970, it 
will require 320,000 teachers to educate the 
handicapped. Currently there are approxi
mately 60,000 teachers of handicapped chil
dren employed by the public schools in this 
country. 

To help alleviate this shortage, legislation 
was enacted in October 1963 to support the 
training of professional personnel in all areas 
of the handicapped. The overwhelming re
sponse to Public Law 85-926 as amended by 
institutions of higher learning and State 
education agencies wishing to participate in 
the program more than indicated the des
perate need for new and adequate trained 
staff. 

In a period of less than 12 weeks, 221 
institutions of higher learning and 50 State 
education agencies submitted over 700 ap
plications for teacher training grants. Funds 
requested exceeded $32 million. 

A total of $11.5 mlllion was available to 
support the program. Obviously the re
quests far exceeded the authorized and ap
propriated funds; however, the legislation is 
supporting programs in 154 institutions and 
in all 50 State education agencies. More than 
5,000 individuals are receiving or will re
ceive training in the education of handi
capped children. Approximately 2,400 are 
full-time students and 2,600 are persons who 
are either partly trained and who wlll attend 
summer sessions to complete their training 
or individuals who are fully trained but who 
need instruction in new phases of special 
education. It is important to note that on 
the average there were at least four qualified 
applicants for every fellowship, traineeship, 
and short-term traineeship. 

In addition to the above, this legislation 
is assisting in the support of 42 new teacher 
training programs located in geographic 
areas of the country where needs for such 
progams exist. An excellent example of the 
need for program development is in the area 
of the emotionally disturbed. There are only 
15 institutions of higher learning that have 
the staff and necessary facilities to train 
teachers for this group of children. In an 
effort to _alleviate the shortage, 13 program 
development grants were awarded in this 
area of the handicapped. 

The second-year response to the program 
has also been overwhelming. Over 850 appli
cations for grants have been received from 
254 institutions of higher learning and the 
50 State education agencies. The total 
amount of funds requested exceeded $36 
mlllion, and these requests do not reflect the 
true demand for assistance. Many institu
tions were encouraged to keep their requests 
to a minimum, keeping in mind the $14.5 
mlllion appropriated for the program. In 
addition, the States were limited by formula 
in what they could request. 

During the second year of the program, 191 
institutions of higher learning will partici
pate in the program along with all 50 State 
education agencies. Over 5,500 individuals 
wlll receive training, of which approximately 
2,600 will be new teachers. 

The achievements to date, impressive 
though they may be, are only a feeble effort 
when we examine the unmet needs that still 
exist in the field of education that affects 10 
percent of our Nation's ·schoolchildren. Ap
.proximately one-fourth of the school-aged 
boys and girls in the Nation are receiving the 
necessary special educational services re
quired to assist them in becoming contrib
uting members of their communities. Over-

whelming research evidence indicates that 
without such services many will become de
pendent upon society for their care at a 
minimum of 10 times the cost of providing 
an effective special education program in 
their school communities. 

Until recently, the fact that only 25 percent 
of all handicapped children were recei vlng 
special educational services was best ex
plained by the lack of community under
standing of the problem and what special 
education could contribute to its solution. 
This is no longer true. Local communities 
across the country have responded to this 
tremendous need with great enthusiasm and 
positive action in attempting to initiate and 
expand as rapidly as possible special educa
tional services to handicapped children. 

In view of these rapidly expanding pro
grams, the shortage of trained teachers and 
other specialists to serve handicapped chil
dren has become even more serious. To pro
vide the teachers required to meet this short
age by 1970, it would be necessary to train 
a minimum of 52,000 of them for the next 5 
years. This is a conservative estimate for the 
figure does not take into account ( 1) the at
trition rP.te of such personnel and (2) the 
fact that of the 60,000 teachers currently 
available, from 30 to 60 percent are 
essentially untrained and are in the process 
of acquiring training on a part-time basis. 
Under Public Law 85-926 as amended, the 
total program effort is geared to produce a 
total of 8,600 new teachers, which is far 
below the national need. 

This blll wlll make it possible to provide 
a national thrust to the solution of the prob
lem of providing well-trained staff to edu
cate the handicapped children of this 
country. 

Another fact of Public Law 88-164 was the 
provision for research and demonstration 
designed to improve the education of handi
capped children. In spite of the brief time 
that was initially given for preparation, 155 
applications were submitted for research and 
demonstration projects for the first year. 
Although only $1 mlllion had been appro
priated for the fiscal year 1964, over $5 million 
was requested for research and demonstra
tion purposes. Since the duration of many 
of these studies included a 3-year period, 
more than $14 mlllion in total costs was re
quested. 

Of these 155 proposals, 34 were selected for 
funding. The grants-in-aid for 1964 totaled 
$999,739. OVer $2¥2 mlllion was required 
for the 3-year total costs. 

During the current fiscal year, $2 million 
was appropriated for research and demon
stration projects. Of this amount, con
tinuation costs for projects initiated in 1964 
totaled $872,479. This left $1,127,521 with 
which to initiate new projects. For fiscal 
year 1965, 188 proposals for grants-in-aid 
were submitted totaling $8,298,365. The 
3-year requests for funds totaled $22,180,130. 
Grant requests far exceeded the appropria
tion for the fiscal year 1965. 

Here again we can see the need for this 
program and the readiness of the profes
sional field to move ahead with the job to 
be done. The legislation before us is a sure 
step toward our goals. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
I strongly support the bill amending 
the Mental Retardation Facilities and 
Community Mental Health Centers Con
struction Act by authorizing grants for 
the staffing of the mental health centers 
being built under the 1963 act. Thus 
we round out the comprehensive pro
gram we sought in the last Congress, a 
program to build and staff these com
munity health centers close to the homes 
of those needing care. 
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The 1963 Mental Retardation Facili
ties and Community Mental Health Cen
ters Construction Act was the most sig
nificant single step in work for mental 
health that has ever been made. It was 
signed by the late President John F. 
Kennedy on October 31, 1963, and was 
a major achievement of his administra
tion. At that time _we were unable to 
have included in the bill the recom
mended provisions to staff the new cen
ters, a greatly needed feature of the pro
gram. By passage of this bill, H.R. 
2985, we will authorize grants 'for staffing 
centers built under the 1963 act, so that 
by 1968, 100 mental health centers may 
be receiving assistance in paying the 
staffs needed to run these new facilities. 
Every State in the Union has expressed 
an interest in establishing mental 
health centers under the 1963 Federal 
law. They need money for staffing. 
This present bill grants that money for 
staffing. 

The bill also extends the program for 
training teachers of mentally retarded 
and other handicapped children, to help 
meet a great shortage and a great need, 
and extends the program for research 
and demonstration projects in educa
tion of handicapped children . . 

There is a shortage now of nearly one
quarter of a million teachers trained to 
teach mentally retarded and other 
handicapped children. This bill opens 
doors of hope to every mentally retarded 
or physically handicapped child. 

Both of these programs are of proven 
merit, and I strongly . support their 
extension. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
bill having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill was passed. 
The title was amended, so as to read: 

"An act to authorize assistance in meet
ing the initial cost of professional and 
technical personnel for comprehensive 
community mental health centers, and 
for other purposes." 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. · 

Mr. HILL. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. · 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

CONSTRUCTION OF HEALTH 
RESEARCH FACILITIES 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 356, H.R. 2984, and that it be made 
the pending business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
2984 to amend the Public Health Serv
ice Act provisions for construction of 
health research facilities by extending 
the expiration date thereof and to au
thorize additional Assistant Secretaries 
1n the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER; Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 

been reported from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare, with an 
amendment, to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That this Act may be cited as the "Health 
Research Facilities Amendments of 1965". 

HEALTH RESEARCH FACILITIES CONSTRUCTION 
GRANTS 

SEc. 2 (a) Section 704 of the Public Health 
Service Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Act") is amended by inserting after 
"$50,000,000," the following: "and for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1967, and the two 
succeeding fiscal years, an aggregate of npt 
to exceed $280,000,000,", and by inserting 
" (other than facilities constructed under 
section 712)" after "facilities". 

(b) Subsection (a) of section 705 of the 
Act is amended by striking out "June 30, 
1965" and inserting in lieu thereof "June 30, 
1968". 

(c) ·Part A of title VII of the Act is amended 
by inserting after section 711 the following 
new section: 
"CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATION OF SPECIALIZED 

REGIONAL OR NATIONAL FACILITIES 

"SEC. 712. (a) When the Surgeon General 
finds, in accordance with regulations, that 
the purposes of this part can best be 
achieved through , the construction of re
search, or research and related purposes, fa
cilities of particular value or significance for 
the Nation or a region thereof, and that be
cause of the cost of such facilities or their 
use as a national or regional resource for 
research or related purposes a grant pur
suant to the preceding provisions of this 
part does not provide an effective or appro
priate means of financing the construction 
of such facilities, he may construct or make 
arrangements for construction, through con
tracts for paying (including advance or in
stallment payments) part or all of the cost 
of construction or otherwise, facilities for 
the conduct of research, or for research and 
related purposes, in the sciences related to 
health. The Surgeon General may, where 
he deems such action appropriate, make ar
rangements by contract or otherwise, for 
the operation of such facilities (for the con
duct of such research, or research and re
lated purposes) or may make contributions 
toward the cost of such operation of facilities · 
of this nature whether or not constructed 
pursuant to, or with aid provided under, this 
section. Title to any facility constructed 
under this section may be transferred by 
the Surgeon General on behalf of the United 
States to any public or nonprofit private in
stitution competent to engage in the type 
of research, or research and related purposes, 
for which the facility was constructed. Such . 

succeeding fiscal years for carrying out this 
section; and any sums appropriated for con
struction pursuant to this section shall re-
main · available until expended." · 

(d) So much of section 707 of the Act as 
precedes clause (a) is amended by striking 
out "funds have been paid" and inserting 
in lieu thereof "a grant has been made". 

CONTRACTS FOR RESEARCH 

SEc. 3. Section 301 of this Act is amended 
by striking out "and" at the end of subsec
tion (g), by redesignating subsection (h) as 
subsection (i), and by inserting illllpediately 
before such subsection the following new 
subsection: 

"(h) Enter into contracts, including con
tracts for research in accordance with and 
subject to the provisions of law applicable to 
contracts entered into by the military de
partments under title 10, United States Code, 
sections 2353 and 2354, except that deter
mination, approval, and certification re
quired thereby shall be by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare; and". 
ADDITIONAL ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF HEALTH, 

EDUQATION, AND WELFARE 

SEc. 4. (a) There shall be in the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, in 
addition to the Assistant Secretaries now 
provided for by law, three additional Assist
ant Secretaries of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, who shall be appointed by the Pres
ident, by and with the advice and consent of 
the Senate. The provisions of section 2 of 
the Reorganization Plan Numbered 1 of 1953 
(67 Stat. 631) shall be applicable to such 
additional Assistant Secretaries to the same 
extent as they are applicable to the Assist
ant Secretaries authorized by that section. 

(b) The office of Special Assistant to the 
Secretary (Health and Medical Affairs), 
created by section 3 of the Reorganization 
Plan Numbered 1 of 1953 (67 Stat. 631), is 
hereby abolished. 

(c) Paragraph (17) of section 303{d) of 
the Federal Executive Salary Act of 19.64 (78 
Stat. 418) is amended by striking out "(2)" 
before the period at the end thereof and in
serting in lieu thereof " ( 5) "; and paragraph 
(95) of section 303(e) of such Act is repealed. 

{d) The President may authorize the ·per
son who immediately prior to the date of en
actment of this Act occupies the office of 
Special Assistant to the Secretary (Health 
and Medical Affairs) to act as one of the 
additional Assistant Secretaries authorized 
by subsection (a) of this section, until that 
office is filled by appointment in the man
ner provided by such section. While so act
ing, such person shall receive compensation 

_at the rate now or hereafter provided by law 
for Assistant Secretaries of executive depart
ments. 

transfer shall be made subje<lt to the condi- The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
tion that the facility will be operated for 
the research, or research and related pur- question is on agreeing to the commit
poses, for which it was constructed and to tee amendment. 
such other conditions as the Surgeon General The amendment was agreed to. 
deems necessary to carry out the objectives Mr. IDLL. Mr. President, H.R. 2984, 
of this part and to protect the interests of a part of the President's health program, 
the United States. Any laborer or mechanic .. was approved by the House of Repre
employed by any contractor or subcontrac-
tor in the performance of work on the con- sentatives by a vote of 333 to 4. 
struction of any facility constructed under · · As reported by the Committee on Labor 
this section shall be paid wages at rates and Public Welfare, the legislation would 
not less than those prevailing on similar permit the realization of four major ob
construction in the locality as determined jectives: 
by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with 
the Davis-Bacon Act, as amended (40 U.S.C. 
276a-276a-5) . The Secretary of Labor shall 
have, with respect to labor standards speci
fied in the preceding sentence, the authority 
and functions set forth in Reorganization 
Plan Numbered 14 of 1950 (15 F.R. 3176; 64 
Stat. 1267), and section 2 of the Act of June 
13, 1934, as amended (40 U.S.C. 276c). 

"(b) There are hereby authorized to be 
appropriated not to exceed $5,000,000 for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, and not to 
exceed $10,000,000 each year for the three 

HEALTH RESEARCH FACILITIES 

First, the extension and expansion of 
the existing Public Health Service au
thority to award matching grants for the 
construction of health research facilities 
for the 3 additional years, fiscal years 
1967, 1968, and 1969. An aggregate of 
$280 million would be authorized for ap
propriations over the 3 years. 

Under this program, that was orig
inally enacted in 1956, facilities for re-
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search have been built in every State of 
the Union. For each Federal dollar 
awarded the sponsors of facilities have 
contributed in excess of $1.50. The Fed
eral investment of $320 million · under 
this program, therefore, has yielded re
search facilities that cost more than $800 
million. 

Testimony at the hearings on this 
legislation revealed that there is a back
log of approved and meritorious applica
tions that total $78 million. In addition, 
new medical and dental schools are being 
established. 

These schools require research facili
ties and their needs are not being met be
cause of the limited funds that are avail
able under the existing annual appro
priation authorization of $50 million. 
Educators in the health professions 
recognize that new schools have difficulty 
in attracting faculty to an institution 
that does not have facilities and oppor
tunities for research. 
NATIONAL OR REGIONAL RESEARCH FACILITIES 

Second, the legislation would authorize 
the establishment of national or regional 
health research facilities to meet re
search needs beyond the scope or capa
bility of individual institutions. Among 
the vital research areas that could be de:
veloped are the fields of aging, toxic in
juries subject to certain drugs, toxi
cology and pharmacology, and dental 
disease. The legislation would authorize 
a total of $35 million over the 4 fiscal 
years, 1966-69, to assist in the construc
tion of national or regional health re
search facilities as well as flexible au
thority to provide for the effective opera
tion of these facilities. 

This new authority for the Public 
Health Service is the same authority that 
the Congress has approved in the case of 
other Federal research-supporting agen
cies, including the National Science 
Foundation, the Department of Defense, 
and the Atomic Energy Commission. 

CONTRACT AUTHOIUTY 

Third, the legislation provides author
ity for the Public Health Service to enter 
into contracts for research. The re- · 
search contract authority of the Public 
Health Service is now provided in "point 
of order" language in the annual appro
priation act. 

While the research grant mechanism 
has been appropriate for projects of non
profit educational and research institu
tions, research activities of a develop
mental or applied research nature can be 
more effectively financed through re
search contracts. Contracts allow 
greater control over · the course of tech
nical activity and access to new kinds 
of engineering and scientific talent. 

Examples of research activities which 
can be most effectively pursued through 
the use of research contracts are the de
velopment of vaccines for respiratory 
diseases, the furtherance of applied re
search in the viral causes of cancer, and 
the design and development of artificial 
organs such as the mechanical heart and 
artificial lung, and improved methods of 
hemodialysis to save lives threatened by 
diseased kidneys. 

The bill also provides the Public 
Health Service with access to two addi-

CXI--945 

tional research contract authorities 
presently available to the Department of 
Defense. The first of these authorities 
would permit payment of the costs of 
construction det~rmined to be necessary 
in the performance of a research con
tract. A current example is the special 
protective facilities required for con- -
tinued work with dangerous and infec
tious agents encot~ntered in the im
portant research effort investigating the 
cancer-virus relationship. 

The secondary authority requested 
would provide for the indemnification of 
contractors against claims which arise 
out of direct performance of the contract 
and which are the result of a risk which 
the contract defines as unusually haz
ardous. This type of contract provision 
is often required if a contractor is to be 
induced to undertake work which in
volves the handling of live viruses or the 
exposure to poisonous compounds. This 
authority has been available to the Pub
lic Health Service for a number of years 
through temporary point-of -order lan
guage in the appropriation act. 

ADDITIONAL ASSISTANT SECRETARIES 

Fourth, the legislation would· author
ize the creation of two additional As
sistant Secretaries in the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
conversion of the Special Assistant to the 
Secretary for Health and Medical Affairs 
to an Assistant Secretary. 

In the 12 years since the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare was 
created, it has been the fastest growing 
Department of the U.S. Government. It 
has grown from a Department which had 
appropriations from general funds in 
1953, when i,t was created, of $1.9 billion 
and from social security trust funds of 
$3.4 billion to a Department which, in 
the 1966 budget, call for expenditures 
from the general funds of over $7 billion 
and trust fund expenditures of approx
imately $20 billion. So it has grown 
from over $5 billion to about $27 billion 
in total expenditures. 

This growth has been, accompanied by 
the creation of a large number of inter
related programs. The 88th Congress 
add~d 20 major new programs to the 
Department. During 83d, 84th, 85th, 
86th, and 87th Congresses there were 
more than 100 public laws enacted that 
added to the responsibilities of the De
partment and increased its needs for 
personnel at top levels. 

The new responsibilities have created 
a pressing need for additional top level 
personnel to administer and coordinate 
the activities of the Department. Since 
its creation in 1953 there has been prac
tically no change in leadership person
nel. 

The existing top representatives of the 
Department are currently extremely 
overburdened. The Secretary feels very 
strongly the need for two .new Assistant 
Secretaries and the conversion of the 
Special Assistant to the Secretary for 
Health and Medical Affairs to an As
sistant Secretary. 

AMENDMENT 

The amendment adopted by the com
mittee would strike oto.t all after the en
acting clause and insert new matter. 

The differences between H.R. 2984 as 
passed by the House of Representatives 
and H.R. 2984 as reported by this com
mittee are as follows: -

Section 2 of H.R. 2984 as reported by 
this committee would add new authority 
to the Public Health Service Act to pro
vide for the establishment of specialized 
regional or national research facilities, 
in accordance with the recommendations 
of the administration. As passed by the 
House, H.R. 2984 contained no similar 
authorization. 

Section 3 of H.R. 2984 as passed by the 
House would specify a 3-year time limi
tation and an annual appropriation 
authorization of $43 million with respect 
to the authority of the Public Health 
Service to enter contracts for the per
formance of research and development. 

The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has advised the committee 
that $79 million Will be obligated this 
year by the Public Health Service 
through negotiated contracts. In fiscal 
year 1966 the obligations are expected 
to increase to $94 million. 

A limitation on the use of research 
contracts by the Public Health Service 
would have the very serious effect of pre
venting the most productive pursuit of 
some of tl:ie exciting prospects for the 
application of scientific knowledge to the 
reduction of human death and suffering. 
Specifically, such a limitation would 
practically eliminate further involve
ment of industrial firms in the health
related programs which are the respon
sibility of the Public Health Service. 
These firms have much to offer in the 
further evolution of the national medi
cal research effort. Because the contract 
is the only mechanism appropriate for 
the financing of certain essential de
velopment work, a flexible approach to 
the use of con tracts should be provided 
for. 

For these reasons, the committee elim
inated the 3-year time limitation and 
the $43 million in annual authorization 
for appropriations. 

This legislation is supported by the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, the American Association of Med
ical Colleges, the Association of Schools 
of Public Health, the American Dental 
Association, and the American Associa
tion of Dental Schools. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
this bill provides for the construction 
of health research facilities by extend
ing the expiration date of the present 
law and by providing increased support 
for the program. The advances in the 
Nation's well being that have been af
forded to the people of the United States 
through the activities of the Public 
Health Service are many and varied. 
In large measure they have been pos
sible through the efforts of our "Mr. 
Health," the chairman of our commit
tee, the distinguished Senator from Ala
bama [Mr. HrLLJ. As chairman of the 
Senate Health Subcommittee he has pro
vided imaginative legislative ideas plus 
leadership in getting these ideas passed 
into law. As chairman of the -Labor
HEW Appropriations Subcomniittee, he 
has seen that the Public Health Service 
got the funds to carry out its work. 
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Truly the people of the United States 
are better off, almost beyond imagina
tion, because of the presence here of 
the senior Senator from Alabama.. 

The legislation before us today, which 
I strongly support, with a reservation 
only on the Government patent policy 
involved, will expand the Public Health 
Service to enable this agency better to 
meet future needs. It will extend and 
expand the existing matching grant pro
gram of the Public Health Service for 
the construction of health research fa
cilities for 3 ad<..itional years. This 
has been an extremely beneficial pro
gram. 

The bill will also authorize a new pro
gram for financing the establishment of 
regional or national research facilities. 
This will provide authority for the 
Health Service in meeting urgent na
tional needs, where the requirements 
for adequate facilities are beyond the 
resources of private organizations. 

Many research activities in the health 
field can very effectively be pursued 
through the use of research contracts. 
Examples are in the fields of vaccines 
for respiratory diseases, the furtherance 
of applied research in the viral etiology 
of cancer, and development of artificial 
organs. This btll permits the negotia
tion of contracts. This is currently pro
vided in "point of order" language in the 
annual appropriation bill. 

The United States is first in public 
health in the world today. Much of the 
credit for America's preeminence must 
go to our Public Health Service and the 
National Institutes of Health; much of 
the credit for the creation of the Na
tional Institutes of Health must go to 
Senator LISTER HILL. The enactment of 
this legislation will enable the Public 
Health Service to continue their fine 
work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment and the third reading Qf the 
bill. 

The amendment was ordered to be en
grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
bill was passed. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

TRffiUTE TO DAVID 0. SELZNICK 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, a great 

leader in the American . motion picture 
industry, David Selznick, died the other 
day. 

Magnificent tributes have been paid to 
Mr. Selznick by the entire motion pic
ture industry, both by artists and pro
ducers. This is an indication of the 
achievement made by this industry in 
our country. It indicates how critically 
important the industry is to the culture 
of the country. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article entitled, "Film Stars 
Speak at Selznick Rites," published in 

the New York Times of June 26, 1965, 
may be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed .in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
FILM STARS SPEAK AT SELZNICK RITEs--HoL

LYWOOD FIGURES DELIVER EULOGIES TO 
PRODUCER. 

(By Peter Bart) 
GLENDALE, CALIF., June 25.-A memorial 

service for David 0. Selznick was held today 
at Forest Lawn Cemetery with the type of 
all-star cast befitting a movie titan. 

Katharine Hepburn, Cary Grant, and Jo
seph Cotten were among those who eulogized 
the motion picture producer, who died on 
Tuesday in Beverly Hills of a coronary occlu
sion. Mr. Selznick, who produced "Gone 
With the Wind," was 63 years old. 

The Hollywood power structure was amply 
represented among the 200 persons who 
crowded into the small Church of the Reces
sional at Forest Lawn this morning. Among 
the pallbearers were Alfred Hitchcock and 
William Wyler, directors, Sam Spiegel and 
Samuel Goldwyn, producers, Christopher 
Isherwood., writer, and William s. Paley, 
board chairman of the Columbia Broadcast
ing System.· 

Mr. Selznick's widow, Jennifer Jones, the 
actress, sat with friends at the front of the 
small chapel. 

ACTORS IN AUDIENCE 
The audience included the heads of the 

major Hollywood studios as well as many 
of the old-time producers and directors of 
Hollywood, including Billy Wilder, Henry 
King, George Cukor, William Wellman and 
Pandro Berman. Performers at the services 
included Lauren Bacall, Burgess Meredith, 
Louis Jourdan and Edgar Bergen. 

Cary Grant, silver haired and bespectacled, 
read a short tribute that had been written by 
Mr. Paley. "The one word that fits David 
Selznick better than any other 1s extrava
gance," the tribute stated. "He was extrava
gant in every way, in his generosity, friend
ship, attention to those who sought him out 
for advice and guidance, and his love for 
those he loved." 

George Cukor, who directed "My Fair 
Lady," read a eulogy written by Truman Ca
pote. "Among filmmakers David 0. Selznick 
was unique," it said. "He was at once genu
inely creative and deeply cultured; he com
bined down-to-earth acumen and virile 
ambition with daring and showmanship 
guided by his sensibility, refinement, and 
taste." 

It continued: "His fantastic vitality · was 
matched only by the profoundness of his 
sense of integrity, responsibility, honor and 
loyalty, his good taste by his originality." 

Noting that Mr. Selznick was an inveterate 
writer of memorandums, Mr. Capote in his 
tribute said that he had even written a memo 
covering his funeral, which dictated that 
the services be kept simple and brief. Mr. 
Selznick doubtless would have relished the 
prospect of writing a critique of his own fu
neral, the eulogy noted. 

Miss Hepburn, her brown hair tied simply 
with a black bow, gave a passionate reading 
of the poem "If" by Kipling. 

CROWD OUTSIDE IS SMALL 

Despite the aU-star turnout, only about 
75 spectators gathered outside the small 
church to watch the celebrities arrive in 
their black limousines. In the past at fu
nerals of major movie stars Forest Lawn has 
been overrun by thousands of gawkers. 

Among the show business leaders who at
tended the se;rvices were Mike Frankovich, 
vice president and production chief of Co
lumbia Pictures; Richard D. Zanuck, vice 
president and studio chief at 20th Century
Fox, Jules Styne, board chairman of M.C.A., 
Inc., parent company of Universal Pictures, 

and Robert Bulmofe, vice president for pro
duction at United Artists. 

The service began with a short prayer by 
Rabbi Max N. Nussbaum of Temple Israel, 
Hollywood, of which Mr. Selznick was a 
member. 

PROPOSED REDUCTION OF MARGIN 
REQUIREMENTS ON STOCK PUR
CHASES 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, today 

the New York Stock Market drove 133~ 
points. Volume rose to more than 7¥2 
million shares. This decline, which has 
become a rout, was initiated in large part 
by the deflationary open market and 
open mouth operations of the Chair
man of the Federal Reserve Board. Last 
Friday, June 25, Chairman Martin indi
cated that the U.S. balance-of-payments 
position had improved to the point of 
allowing the Federal Reserve "somewhat 
more leeway to make day-to-day adjust
ments in monetary policy than might 
otherwise have been the case." If this 
statement is the first leading indicator 
of a general easing of credit conditions 
by the Federal Reserve, it has come none 
too soon. Now is the time for the Fed
eral Reserve to act to expand credit. Now 
is the time for the Federal Reserve to act 
tO reduce margin requirements on stock 
purchases-before the stock market col
lapses and ceases to be "just another in
dicator" and becomes, instead, the engine 
of deflation and recession. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
BUSINESS 

By unanimous consent, the following 
routine business was transacted: 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Repre

sentatives, by Mr. Hackney, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had agreed to the concurrent resolution 
<S. Con. Res. 40) authorizing the Secre
tary of the Senate to make a correction 
in the enrollment of S. 1229. 

The message also announced that the 
House had disagreed to the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill <H.R. 6453) 
making appropriations for the Govern
ment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or 
in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1966, and for other purposes; agreed-to 
the conference asked by the Senate on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
thereon, and that Mr. NATCHER, Mr. GI
AIMO, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. McFALL, 
Mr. MAHON, Mr. DAVIS of Wisconsin, Mr. 
McDADE, and Mr. JoNAS were appointed 
managers on the part of the House at 
the conference. 

The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H.R. 7060) making appropriations for 
the Treasury and Post Office Depart
ments, the Executive Office of the Presi
dent, and certain Independent Agencies 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1966, 
and for other purposes; that the House 
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receded from its disagreement to the 
amendment of the Senate numbered 10 
to the bill, and concurred therein, with 
an amendment, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed a joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 553) making continuing appropria
tions for the fiscal year 1966, and for 
other purposes, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO
LUTION SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker had affixed his signature to 
the following enrolled bills and joint 
resolution, and they were signed by the 
Vice President: 

H.R. 3994. An act to remove the present 
$5,000 limitation which prevents the secre
tary of the Air Force from settling and pay
ing certain claims arising out of the crash 
ot a United States aircraft at Wichita, Kans.; 

H.R. 3996. An act to amend provisions of 
law relating to the settlement of admiralty 
claims; 

H.R. 6507. An act to make section 1952 of 
title 18, United States Code, applicable to 
travel in aid of arson; 

H.R. 6848. An act to amend section 35 of 
title 18 of the United States Code relating 
to the imparting or conveying of false infor
mation; and 

H.J. Res. 541. Joint Resolution to extend 
the Area Redevelopment Act for a period of 
2 months. 

COMMITTEE MEETING DURING 
SENATE SESSION TOMORROW 
On request of Mr. McCLELLAN, and by 

unanimous consent, the Subcommittee 
on Permanent Investigations of the 
Committee on Government Operations 
was authorized to meet during the ses
sion of the Senate tomorrow. 

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS 
Petitions, etc., were laid before the 

Senate, and referred as indicated: 
By the PRESIDENT pro tempore: 

A joint resolution of the Legislatur·e of the 
State of Illinois; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary: 

"HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION No. 51 
"Whereas the Italian-American War Vet

erans of the United States is a nonprofit 
and nonpolitical organization made up 
wholly and without exception of honorably 
discharged American War Veterans; and 

"Whereas the States of Massachusetts, 
Rhode Island, New Jersey, Pennsylvania and 
New York have memorialized the Congress of 
the United States to grant a congressional 
charter and national recognition to this 
most devoted group of American citizens 
who through their splendid patriotism have 
contributed so much to the security of our 
Nation and to the cause of freedom; and 

"Whereas the Legislature of the State of 
Illinois, a State which is so fortunate as to 
have many citizens of Italian origin who 
have nobly served our country, would like 
to join with the legislatures of our sister 
States in memorializing Congress on behalf 
of the Italian-American War Veterans of the 
United States: Therefore be it 

"Resolved, by the House of Representatives 
of the 74th General Assembly of the State of 
Jll(nois (with the Senate concurring herein), 
Respectfully urges the Congress of the 
United States to enact appropriate legisla-

tion to incorporate or charter the organiza
tion known as the Italian American War Vet
erans of the United States; and be it further 

"ResolVed, That a suitable copy of this pre
amble and resolution be forwarded by the 
secretary of state to the Presiding Officer 
and clerk of each House of the Congress of 
the United States, and to each Member 
thereof from the State of Illinois; and to 
John F. Nave, past national commander of 
the Italian American War Veterans of the 
United States Inc., and to Filippo Mazzei 
Post No.1, Chicago, Ill. 

"Adopted by the house, May 3, 1965. 
"JOHN P. TOUHY, 

"Speaker of the House. 
"CHAS. F. KERVIN, 

"Clerk of the House. 
"Concurred in oy the senate, June 9, 1965. 

"SAMUEL H. SHAPIRO, 
"President of the Senate. 

"ED.WARD E. FERNANDES, 
"Secretary of the Senate." 

A resolution of the House of Representa
tives of the State of Illinois; to the Com
mittee on Finance: 

"HOUSE RESOLUTION No. 198 
"Whereas there are 2 million severely 

handicapped persons in the Nation who could 
be rehabilitated and become productive and 
taxpaying citizens, and who are proud and 
independent; and 

"Whereas the orthopedic handicapped have 
many extraordinary everyday living expenses 
not encountered by the nondisabled; braces, 
crutches, wheelchairs, prosthetic appltances; 
wear and tear on clothing by friction of ap
pliances, special tailoring required due to 
their misshaped bodies; and transportation 
expenses to and from work which are far in 
excess of the nondisabled; and 

"Whereas the blind and those over 65 are 
allowed an additional Federal income tax ex
emption; and 

"Whereas businessmen and salesmen are 
allowed deduction for transportation; and 
the orthopedic handicapped have been 
denied deductions for necessary transporta
tion expenses to and from work, without 
which they would have to stay at home and 
become a burden to the State em the relief 
rolls; and 

"Whereas the Keogh bill, H.R. 424 in the 
Congress of the United States, would allow 
an additional exemption; and/or deductions 
for transportation expenses to and from 
work for disabled taxpayers; therefore, be it 

"Resolved by the House of Representatives 
of the 74th General Assembly of the State of 
Illinois, That this body favors the passage of 
the Keogh b111 and urges the Congress of 
the United States to adopt .the Keogh bill, 
at this session of Congress; and be it further 

"ResoZved, That a copy of this resolution be 
sent President Lyndon B. Johnson, and to 
every sitting Member of the Congress of the 
United States, by the Secretary of State. 

"Adopted by the house, June 4, 1965. 
"JOHN P. TOUHY, 

"Speaker of the House. 
"CHARLES F. KERviN, 

"Clerk of the House." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. FULBRIGHT, from the Committee 

on Foreign Relations, with amendments: 
S.1742. A b111 to authorize the U.S. Gov

ernor to . agree to amendments to the articles 
of agreement of the International Bank for 
Reconstruction and Development and the 
International Finance Corporation, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 372). 

By Mr. BARTLETT, from the Committee 
on Commerce, without admendment: 

H.R. 3415. An act to equalize certain pen
alties in the Intercoastal Shipping Act, 
1933 (Rept. No. 374). 

By Mr. BARTLETT, from the Committee 
on Commerce, with amendments: 

S. 2069. A bill to broaden the vessel ex
change provisions of section 510 (i) of the 
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, to extend such 
provisions for an additional 5 years, and for 
other purposes (Rept. No. 373). 

By Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts, from 
the Committe on the Judiciary, with an 
amendment: 

S. 853. A b111 for the relief of Charles N. 
Legarde and his wife, Beatrice E. Legard.e 
(Rept. No. 375). 

By Mr. LONG of Louisiana, from the Com
mittee on Finance, with amendments: 

H.R. 8147. An act to amend the Tar11f 
Schedules of the United States with respect 
to the exemption from duty for returning 
residents, and for other purposes (Rept. 
No. 376). 

PROTECTION OF CHILDREN 
THROUGH PUBLIC DAY CARE 
SERVICES AND FOSTER HOME 
CARE FOR CERTAIN DEPENDENT 
CHILDREN-REPORT OF A COM
MITI'EE <S. REPT. NO. 377) 
Mr. MORSE, from the Committee on 

the District of Columbia, reported an 
original bill <S. 2212), to authorize the 
Commissioners of the District of Colum
bia to establish and administer a plan 
to provide for the care and protection of 
children through public day care serv
ices, and to provide public assistance in 
the form of foster home care to certain 
dependent children, and submittd a re
port thereon; which report was ordered 
to be printed and the bill to be placed on 
the calendar. 

The bill <S. 2212) was read twice by 
its title and ordered to be placed on the 
calendar. 

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOP
MENT ACT OF 1965-REPORT OF A 
COMMITTEE- INDIVIDUAL AND 
MINORITY VIEWS (8. REPT. NO. 
378) 

Mr. SPARKMAN, from the Committee 
on Banking and Currency, reported an 
original bill (S. 2213) to assist in the 
provision of housing for low and mod
erate-income families, to promote or
derly urban dvelopment, to improve liv
ing environment in urban areas, and to 
extend and amend laws relating to hous
ing, urban renewal, urban mass trans
portation, and community facilities, and 
submitted a report thereon, which re
port was ordered to be printed and the 
bill to be placed on the calendar. 

The bill <S. 2213) was read twice by 
its title and ordered to be placed on the 
calendar. 

Mr. SPARKMAN subsequently said: 
Mr. President, the Senate has already 
given unanimous consent for the filing 
of the report on the housing bill, to be 
filed up to 12 o'clock tonight. I under
stand there are individual and minority 
views along with the majority views, and 
I ask unanimous consent that they be 
included as part of the report. 

The individual views are by Senators 
ROBERTSON, TOWER, and THURMOND, and 
the minority views are by Senators BEN
NETT, TOWER, THuRMOND, and HICKEN
LOOPER. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HAR
RIS in the chair). Without objection, 
tt is so ordered. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 
Bills were introduced, read the first · 

time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. McCLELLAN (by request): 
s. 2207. A bill to amend title 35 of the 

United States Code, "Patents," and the Trade
mark Act of July 5, 1946, as amended, with 
respect to appeals in patent and trademark 
cases; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

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

By Mr. DOUGLAS: 
S. 2208. A bill to permit members and 

former members of the Armed Forces retired 
on or after October 1, 1963, for physical dis
abilities incurred as a direct result of armed 
conflict to have their retirement pay recom
puted whenever the rates of basic pay ap
plicable to the grade in which they retired 
are increased; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. · 

S. 2209. A bill for the relief of Maria 
Louisa Polini Alonzo; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
S. 2210. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 

Standards Act of 1938 to increase to 50 per
cent of the minimum under section 6 the 
minimum wage applicable to handicapped 
workers employed in sheltered workshops and 
to provide for periodic increases beginning 
January 1, 1966, and for other purpol)es; to 
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

(See the remarks of Mr. MoRsE when he in
troduced the above bill, which appear under 
a separate heading.) 

By Mr. PASTORE: 
S. 2211. A bill for the relief of Dr. I. Ethem 

Babacan and his wife, Saadet Guliza.r Baba
can; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MORSE: 
S. 2212. A bill to authorize the Commis

sioners of the District of Columbia to estab
lish and administer a plan to provide for the 
c_are and protection of children through pub
lic day care services, and to provide public 
assistance in the form of foster home care to 
certain dependent _children; placed on the 
calendar. 

(See reference to the above bill when re
ported by Mr. MoRsE, which appears under 
the heading "Reports of Conimittees.") 

By Mr. SPARKMAN: 
S. 2213. A bill to assist in the provision of 

housing for low- and moderate-income fam
ilies, to promote orderly urban development, 
to improve living environment in urban 
areas, and to extend and am.end laws relating 
to housing, urban renewal, urban mass trans
portation, and community facilities; placed 
on the calendar. 

(See reference to the above bill when re
ported by Mr. SPARKMAN, WhiCh appears un
der the heading "Reports of Committees.") 

By Mr. ERVIN (by request): 
S. 2214. A bill making certain amend

ments to the District of Columbia Hospitali
zation of the Mentally Ill Act; to the Com
mittee on the District of Columbia. 

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

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION-COM
BAT INFANTRYMAN BADGE FOR 
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC 
Mr. HARTKE. Mr. President, we still 

have a great many of our men in the 

Armed Forces assisting in the Domini
can crisis. During the period since our 
first activity there, a number of our men 
there have been killed and a much 
larger number wounded. Those who 
have been under fire, of. course, com
prise a still greater number. 

This is an action, I believe, which war
rants the award of that coveted recog
nition which the Nation has given under 
similar circumstances, and which I un
derstand we do in South Vietnam, the 
Combat Infantryman Badge. The deci
sion on the matter, of course, must be 
made in the Pentagon, but it might help 
to stimulate a favorable decision and 
give this measure of recognition if the 
Congress should express its opinion. 

I am, therefore, submitting a concur
rent resolution which declares it to be 
the sense of Congress that members of 
the U.S. Army assigned to duty in the 
Dominican Republic during the present 
crisis should be awarded the Combat In
fantryman Badge, and that the Secre
tary of the · Army should take the neces
sary action to do so. I hope it may 
receive early consideration. . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con
current resolution will be received and 
appropriately referred. 

The concurrent resolution <S. Con. 
Res. 41) to express sense of Congress on 
awarding the Combat Infantryman 
Badge to member of armed services as
signed to duty in Dominican Republic, 
was referred to the Committee on Armed 
Services, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring), That it is hereby 
declared to be the sense of the Congress that 
members of the United States ArJ:l1.y assigned 
to duty in the Dominican Republic during 
the present crisis in that country sh.ould be 
awarded the Combat Infantryman Badge, 
and that the Secretary of the Army should 
initiate appropriate action to award such 
badge to members of the Army, in the grade 
of colonel and below, for duty performed in 
sucli country during such crisis. 

AMENDMENT OF TITLE 35, UNITED 
STATES CODE 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, by 
request, I introduce for appropriate ref
erence, a bill to amend title 35 of the 
United States Code and the Trademark 
Act of 1946 with respect to appeals in 
patent and trademark cases. 

The purpose of this bill is to abolish 
the existing statutory requirement for 
"reasons of appeal." During the 88th 
Congress, I introduced a somewhat simi
lar bill, S. 1940. 

The objectives sought by this bill have 
been endorsed by the Judicial Conference 
of the United States and by the Ameri
can Bar Association. 

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

The bill (S. 2207) to amend title 35 
of the United States Code, Patents, and 
the Trademark Act of July 5, 1946, as 
amended, with respect to appeals in pat
ent and trademark cases, introduced by 
Mr. McCLELLAN, by request, was received, 
read twice by its title, and referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

AMENDMENT OF FAffi LABOR 
STANDARDS ACT RELATING TO 
MINIMUM WAGE AND HOUR REG
ULATIONS IN SO-CALLED SHEL
TERED WORKSHOPS 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk a bill that would amend the 
Fair Labor Standards Act by applying 
minimum wage and hour regulations to 
what are commonly referred to as shel
tered workshops. 

These are the establishments that em
ploy handicapped individuals. Over the 
years, Congress has accepted the view 
that if these people had to be paid the 
legal minimum it would be impossible to 
employ them altogether. 

Yet this is the same argument that 
Congress has rejected for all other es
tablishments. I think the time has come 

· to recognize that the principle of mini
mum wage laws applies just as much to 
the handicapped person who is gainfully 
employed as it does to anyone else. That 
principle is that there is a minimum 
standard of decent living that should be 
covered in wages paid, and that this 
standard should be met irrespective of 
considerations of productivity. 

In some ways, the minimum living 
standards for the handicapped are 
higher than for others, because with 
special needs for care or for devices to 
aid them in getting around, the handi
capped have higher living expenses. Yet 
we find that in a shop where these people 
are gainfully employed, the handicapped 
person may be receiving as little as 30 
cents an hour in wages, while the non
handicapped secretary who handles the 
clerical business and the truckdriver 
who picks up and distributes the goods 
are receiving prevailing wages. 

This measure, which is similar to one 
introduced in the House of Represent
atives by Congressman JoHN DENT, of 
Pennsylvania, looks to gradual improve
ment in these conditions. It is not an 
outright abolition of the present exemp
tion, but it requires that wages paid in 
most of these establishments be brought 
up to the prevailing minimum over a 
period of 3 years. It provides that where 
special certificates are issued thereafter 
by the Secretary of Labor for establish
ments having special circumstances that 
warrant a continued exemption, the 
wages paid must be at least 50 percent of · 
the minimum. 

Of course, it will 'be said that jobs will 
be eliminated for this group of people. 
That is what is always said when it is 
proposed to extend minimum-wage cov
erage to a group of workers. But when 
one sees that 167 of the certificates is
sued by the Secretary of Labor for 
sheltered workshop exemption permit
ted wages of less than 25 cents an hour, 
and 8 permitted wages of only 5 cents 
an hour, one cannot be sure that employ
ment at that level of earned income is 
worth saving. Who among us could sur
vive on an hourly wage of 25 cents an 
hour? With the added expenses incurred 
by those with physical impairment, I 
wonder if we do not in fact encourage 
these people to live on public charity 
rather than work 8 hours a day for $2 
or less. 
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As I have noted, in cases where the 
productivity of the individual is so small 
as to be only token, the bill would per-

. mit the Secretary of Labor to continue 
issuing certificates of exemption. But 
even in these cases I believe the minimum 
paid should be at least half the legal 
minimum. 

I hope that this measure can be con
sidered along with other proposed 
changes in the Fair Labor Standards 
Act so that we can begin applying the 
same worthwhile principle of minimum 
wage legislation to the men and women 
who work in this type of establishment. 

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

The bill <S. 2210) to amend the Fair 
Labor Standards Act of 1938 to increase 
to 50 percent of the minimum under 
section 6 the minimum wage applicable 
to handicapped workers employed in 
sheltered workshops and to provide for 
periodic increases beginning January 1, 
1966, and for other purposes, introduced 
by Mr. MoRsE, was received, read twice 
by its title, and referred to the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare. 

AMENDMENTS TO PUBLIC LAW 88-
597, TO PROTECT THE RIGHTS OF 
THE MENTALLY ILL IN THE DIS
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 
Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, less than 

a year has elapsed since Public Law 88-
597 was enacted to protect the rights of 
the mentally ill in the Dis_trict of Colum
bia. Obviously, this is too short a period 
to permit a fair commentary on the 
effectiveness of the new law. Since a 
comprehensive new system was inaugu
rated with this legislation, it was to be 
expected that some time would be neces
sary to implement it smoothly under new 
regulations. We did not attempt to close 
every loophole or deal with every detail 
by statutory provision, for one of the 
complaints about the old law was its 
rigidity, and its complex, involved ma
chinery which had been amended in 
piecemeal fashion over many years in an 
attempt to meet every situation which 
might occur. From reports I have re
ceived thus far, however, the new system 
is working well. Vast numbers of indi
viduals in the medical and legal profes- · 
sions, as well as private citizens, have 
indicated satisfaction with the new 
system. 

Admission statistics compiled by the 
staff of St. Elizabeths Hospital illustrate 
the salutary impact which the new law 
is having in the treatment of the men
tally ill. Dr. Dale Cameron, Superin
tendent of the hospital, informed me 
earlier this year that it appears to have 
changed the composition of admissions to 
St. Elizabeths. The number of voluntary 
admissions has increased under the new 
procedures, while the number of civil 
commitments has decreased, and the Dis
trict of Columbia is beginning to compare 
quite favorably in this respect with other 
jurisdictions. 

These changes were described in some 
detail in the "Superintendent's Column" 

of the Saint Elizabeths Reporter of 
March. It was stated there: 

While the professional staff members in the 
receiving services of the hospital are well 
aware that during the last few months some
thing is happening in terms of increased ad
missions, particularly of voluntary and emer
gency patients, the magnitude of this hap
pening is perhaps best appreciated by looking 
at a few statistics. In the year before the 
enactment of Public Law 88-597, the provi
sions of which were described in a previous 
issue of the Reporter, admissions of civil 
patients averaged 101 per month. Of these, 
82 percent were committed and only 18 per
cent were voluntary. Since that law was 
passed, such admissions have averaged 122 
per month and the number is steadily rising. 
In January, 145 were admitted. But of even 
greater importance is the fact that com
mitted patients now constitute only 52 per
cent of admissions, while voluntary and non
protesting patients account for 48 percent of 
all civil admissions. 

It is much too soon to predict at what 
level these figures will stabilize, but certainly 
they indicate that the new law is having the 
effect its sponsors and supporters sought. 
Patients are increasingly availing themselves 
of needed hospital services without the neces
sity of being forced to do so. 

The measure drafted in subcommittee 
and passed by Congress dealt with pro
cedures for hospitalization of the men
tally ill and the protection of their rights 
once they are in the hospital. Last fall, 
just before the passage of the bill, vari
ous groups expressed an interest . in 
amending it. Most of the amendments, 
I felt at the time, were directed to tan
gential, longstanding problems not di
rectly arising from the provisions of the 
bill. They relate to residency, liability 
of relatives, and fiscal arrangements of 
the District of Columbia and Federal 
Governments. In order to afford them 
appropriate consideration and study by 
committee as to their effect on the policy 
of the new law, I am introducing them 
now. 

At an early · date, I hope to schedule 
hearings before the Constitutional Rights 
Subcommittee to review the operation of 
the new law and the course of its imple
mentation. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
amendments be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

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

The bill <S. 2214) making certain 
amendments to the District of Columbia 
Hospitalization of the Mentally Ill Act, 
introduced by Mr. ERVIN, by request, was 
received, read twice by its title, referred 
to the Committee on the District of Co
lumbia, and ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 
12 of the District of Columbia Hospitalization 
of the Mentally Ill Act is amended to read 
as follows: 

''NONRESIDENTS 

"SEC. 12. (a) If an individual who is a pa
tient in a public hospital pursuant to section 
4, 5, or 7 o;f this Act is not a resident of the 
District of Columbia, he shall, upon the 
ascertainment of such individual's residence 
in a State, be transferred to that State if an 
a-ppropriate institution in that State is 

willing to accept him; except that, if an 
individual hospitalized under section 4 or 
5, or any other person entitled to demand 
his release thereunder, protests such transfer 
after receipt of notice o.f the proposed trans
fer, such protest shall be deemed to be a 
demand for such release under section 4(b) 
or 5(b), as the case may be. Notwithstanding 
any provisions of the preceding sentence, 
alternative arrangements for the care and 
treatment of the patient within or outside 
the District of Columbia (other than at a 
public hospital in the District and other than 
at the expense o.f the Federal Government or 
the District of Columbia) may be made at 
the request of the patient or a responsible 
person on his behalf. If the person to be 
transferred is an indigent, the expense of 
transferring him, including the traveling 
expenses of necessary attendants, shall be 
borne by the District of Columbia. 

"(b) In any proceeding for hospitalization 
under court order pursuant to section 7, the 
Commission shall, subject to review by the 
court, making a finding as to whether the 
respondent is a resident of the District of 
Columbia and, if then known or readily as
certainable, as to his place of r .esidence in 
any case in which he is not a resident of 
the District of Columbia. In. the case of any 
individual hospitalized under any section of 
this Act with respect to whom either of such 
findings has not been so made, such .find
ing shall be made by the Board of Commis
sioners of the District of Columbia, or its 
designee, subject to de novo judicial review 
upon petition filed by the patient or any 
other interested person with the court within 
five days after notice of proposed transfer 
has been given by such Board or designee to 
the patient. Notice of the proposed transfer 
shall also be given, if known, to the patient's 
attorney, legal guardian, spouse, parents, or 
other nearest adult relative. Such petition 
may be referred by the court to the Commis
sion for hearing and report. 

" (c) For the purposes of this section, the 
term 'resident of the District of Columbia~ 
means an individual who has had his prin
cipal place of abode in the District of Colum
bia for more than one year immediately 
prior to the filing of the application or peti
tion referred to in subsection {a) of sec
tion 4, 5, or 7 of this Act, or is domiciled in 
the District of Columbia." 

SEC. 2. The District of Columbia Hospitali
zrution of the Mentally lll Act is amended by 
adding at the end thereof the following new 
sections: 

"TRANSFER OF PATmNTS 

"SEC. 21. For the purpose of insuring the 
proper and efficient utilization of the public 
hospitals owned and operated by the De
partment of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and of the District of Columbia, respectively, 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare and the Board of Commissioners of the 
District of Columbia may, notwithstanding 
any other provision of this Act, provide by 
agreement for the designation of the specific 
public hospital or hospitals to which indi
viduals shall be initially admissible under 
this Act, and for transfer of patients from 
one such hospital to another. 

"LIABILITY FOR COST OF CARE 

"SEc. 22. (a) A patient hospitaJized under 
this Act or under the Act of June 8, 1938 (52 
Stat. 625), as amended, the Act of August 
9, 1939 (53 Stat. 1293) , as amended, or the 
Act of June 22, 1948 (62 Stat. 572), as 
amended, or his estate 1f sufficient for that 
purpose, or the father, mother, spouse, or 
adult children of such patient, if of sufficient 
ability, shall be legally responsible for the 
cost of such hospitalization. 

"(b) Where the cost of care of a patient 
1n Saint Ellzabeths Hospital is chargeable 
against funds of the District of Columbia or 
against Federal funds appropriated to the 
hospital, the District of Columbia and the 
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Superintendent of Saint Elizabeths Hospi
tal (or his designee) are, respectively, au
thorized to make such agreements as they 
deem necessary with any person legally re
sponsible therefor for payment to the Dis
trict of Columbia or to the hospital, which
ever is chargeable with the cost of the pa
tient's care, of all or a portion of the cost 
of such care. The District and the Superin
tendent are, further, respectively authorized 
to take or cause to be taken appropriate 
steps, by legal action or otherwise, ( 1) to 
enforce such agreements, or (2) in the ab
sence of an agreement, to recover such cost 
of care or a portion thereof, from any per
son legally liable therefor. 

"(c) Notwithstanding the provisions of 
section 3 of the Act of August 4, 1947 (61 
Stat. 751, 24 U.S.C. 169), the funds collected 
pursuant to this section for the cost of care 
chargeable to the hospital shall be deposited 
in the Treasury to the credit of the then cur
rent appropriation for the operation of the 
hospital. 

"AV An..ABn.ITY OF DISTRICT FUNDS 

"SEC. 23. (a) The funds of the District of 
Columbia shall not be available for the care 
of any patient hospitalized prior to the effec
tive date of this Act for whom the District 
of Columbia was not responsible prior to 
the date of this Act; and they shall not be 
available for the care of any patient hos
pitalized on or after that date under this 
Act (except those hospitalized in the Dis
trict of Columbia General Hospital under 
section 6 or 7), unless he either (a) has had 
his principal place of abode in the District 
for more than one year immediately prior 
·to application for his hospitalization under 
this Act or the filing of the petition referred 
to in section 7 (a) , or (b) was domiciled 1n 
the District of Columbia at the time of such 
application or filing. Nor shall the District 
of Columbia be liable for the cost of hos
pitalization of an individual under this Act 
in any private hospital except pursuant to 
contract between the District and such hos
pital. The term 'domicile' shall not include 
domicile established for the sole or primary 
purpose of hospitalization. 

"(b) Except as otherwise provided in sub
section (a), the cost of care of patients hos
pitalized at Saint Elizabeths Hospital under 
this Act shall be a charge upon the District 
of Columbia and shall be paid by the Dis
trict to the hospital." 

SEc. 3. The amendments made by this Act 
shall become effective on the first day of the 
first month which follows the date of the 
enactment of this Act by more than thirty 
days, except that section 23, as added by this 
Act, shall be effective on and after Septem
ber 15, 1964. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS OF 
1965-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 299, 300, AND 301 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk three amendments and ask that 
they be printed under the rule. The 
amendments pertain to H.R. 6675, so
cial security amendments. 

Mr. President, I recommend these 
amendments as also providing supple
mentary medical care for the aged, some
thing for which I have fought, along 
with the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
ANDERSON], the Senator from California 
[Mr. KucHELl, and other Senators for a 
long time. 

Certain provisions in the bill must be 
worked out. 

First. A provision by which prescribed 
drugs might be made available. Under 

the new program, I am advised this 
would cost only 75 cents a month on the 
part of the Government, on the purchase 
of the insurance coverage, and yet it 
represents 25 percent of the health care 
needs . . 

Second. The amendment I offer seeks 
to prevent all non-Federal Kerr-Mills 
funds from being provided only by the 
States after July 1, 1970. In my State, 
and many States, a good deal of the 
money can come from local sources. 

Third. The bill, as reported, would cut 
off an opportunity to include some rea
sonable amount of the tips of workers 
who receive tips under the social security 
system. 

Mr. President, I shall offer an amend
ment designed to restore the situation to 
the point at which it was in the House, 
which is a much fairer and more equi
table plan. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent, that the amendments be printed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
·amendments will be received, printed, 
and will lie on the table. 

The amendments <Nos. 299, 300, and 
301) were ordered to be printed, and lie 
on the table. 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS OF BILL . 
Under authority of the order of the 

Senate of June 14, 1965, the names of Mr. 
DIRKSEN, Mr. DOUGLAS, Mr. EASTLAND, 
Mr. FuLBRIGHT, Mr. LoNG of Missouri, Mr. 
MILLER, and Mr. SYMINGTON were added 
as additional cosponsors of the bill (S. 
2143) to provide assistance to certain 
States bordering the Mississippi River in 
the construction of the Great River 
Road, introduced by Mr. McCARTHY (for 
himself and Mr. MoNDALE) on June 14, 
1965. 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS ON UNIFORM 
RELOCATION BILLS 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce for the information of 
the Senate and other interested persons 
that the Senate Subcommittee on Inter
governmental Relations, Committee on 
Government Operations, has scheduled 
hearings on S. 1201, a bill to provide for 
equitable acquisition practices, fair com
pensation, and effective relocation assist
ance in real property acquisitions for 
Federal and federally assisted programs; 
and S. 1681, to provide for uniform, fair, 
and equitable treatment of persons, busi
nesses, or farms displaced by Federal and 
federally assisted programs. The hear
ings will be held on June 30, July 1, and 
July 13, in room 3302, New Senate Office 
Building, starting at 10 a.m. 

Any Senator or other person wishing 
to testify at the hearings should notify 
the subcommittee, room 357, Senate 
Office Building, extension 4718, in order 
that he might be scheduled as a witness. 

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1966 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of House 
Joint Resolution 553. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the Presiding 
Offl.cer laid before the Senate the joint 
resolution <H.J. Res. 553) making con
tinuing appropriations for the fiscal year 
1966, which was read twice by its title. 

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, this 
joint resolution is similar to continuing 
resolutions which the Senate has agreed 
to in prior years, and provides, pending 
the enactment of the regular appropria
tion bills, for the continuation of appro
priations for programs and activities of 
the Federal Government. All authority 
under this resolution expires on July 31, 
1965. 

In those instances where appropria
tion bills have passed both Houses and 
the amounts or authority therein differ, 
the pertinent project or activity shall be 
continued under the lesser of the two 
amounts approved or under the more re
strictive authority. 

Where an appropriation bill has passed 
only one House, or when an item is in
cluded in only one version of a bill that 
has passed both Houses, the pertinent · 
project or activity shall continue under 
the appropriation or authority granted 
by the one House, but at a rate of opera
tion not exceeding the fiscal 1965 rate, 
or the rate permitted by the one House, 
whichever is lower. 

In those instances where neither 
House has passed the appropriation bill, 
authority is granted for the continuation 
of projects and activities conducted in 
fiscal year 1965 at a rate not in excess of 
the fiscal 1965 rate, or at the rate pro
vided for in pending budget estimates 
for fiscal year 1966, whichever is the 
lower. 

Authority is also included in the reso
lution for the continuation at the cur
rent level of the area redevelopment pro
gram and activities authorized by section 
105 of the Higher Education Facilities 
Act of 1963. 

Mr. President, for the information of 
the Senate, I would like to report the 
status of the various appropriation bills. 

Congressional action has been com
pleted on the Department of the Interior 
and related agencies bill; final action on 
the conference report on the Treasury
Post Office bill is expected this week; the 
District of Columbia bill is in conference; 
the committee expects to report the in
dependent offices, Agriculture, and legis
lative bills this week; hearings have 
been completed on the Labor-HEW, and 
State-Justice-Commerce bills; hearings 
will be completed in the near future on 
the public works bill. Hearings will be 
resumed on' the Defense bill shortly. 

The military construction and foreign 
aid bills have not passed the House. 

Mr. President, I urge the passage of 
this resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
joint resolution is before the Senate and 
open to amendment. 

If there be no amendment to be pro
posed, the question is on the third read
ing of the joint resolution. 

The joint resolution <H.J. Res. 553) 
was ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 
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NO, WASHINGTON IS NOT A ONE

MAN TOWN 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, an 

article appeared in last Friday's Wash
Ington Post entitled "A One-Man Town" 
that has disturbed many persons. 

This article charges that President 
Johnson has become the overwhelming, 
dominant, unchecked, and irresistible 
force in our national life. 

This article and articles like it are 
sure to reappear throughout the country 
in coming months. 

And I predict that popular reaction 
will be increasingly worse. My 17 -year
old son, Ted, read the article and asked, 
in deep concern: 

Dad, doesn't this mean Johnson is be
coming a dictator? 

The author of the piece, Patrick 
O'Donovan, does not put the blame on 
the President. In fact, he indicates that 
the President is doing exactly what every 
strong President tries to do--only doing 
it more effectively. 

O'Donovan does come down hard and 
strong on the rest of us who have been 
elected to positions of great responsibility 
in this democracy in his final and terri
ble sentence. Listen: 

Washington, for the only time in its his
tory, has become a one-man city and all the 
ministers and advisers who surround him are 
only his servants. 

Listen to what Mr. O'Donovan observes 
of this great body in which we serve: 

And all this time there is this astonishing, 
ominous silence from the great domed, law
making temple that is set above Washington. 
The liberal Senators and Members of the 
House of Representatives, Democrat or 
Republican, simply do not know what to do. 
Very, very few of them are happy. But a 
silence has been imposed on Washington. 

Mr. President, I disagree with Mr. 
O'Donovan. Consider the speeches that 
have been made within the past 2 weeks 
in this body. 

There was the powerful-if little re
ported speech by the Senator from Alaska 
[Mr. GRUENING] calling on the President 
to submit a specific program for peace
ful United Nations involvement in Viet
nam. The Senator from Alaska called on 
the President to take the Vietnam con
troversy to the Security Council or fail
ing that to the U.N. Assembly under the 
uniting for peace resolution. The Presi
dent did neither; but the criticism of the 
Senator from Alaska was vigorously 
pressed. 

Consider the series of speeches attack
·ing the administration's foreign policy in 
Vietnam and the Dominican Republic by 
the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRSE 1. I doubt whether there have 
been any speeches in the long history of 
the Senate that have for a more sus
tained period-more consistently and 
vehemently ripped and excoriated any 
administration than these detailed and 
vehement criticisms. 

Consider the great maiden speech last 
week of the distinguished junior Senator 
from New York · [Mr. !U;NNEDY] calling 
for a big new program of initiatives in the 
most important peace-war area that con
fronts mankind; namely, the fight to 
stop nuclear proliferation. 

In analyzing the Kennedy speech, 
James Reston of the New York Times 
ended by quoting Churchill's famous ob
servation about another maiden speech
in the British Parliament-in which he 
said: 

That was no maiden speech, that was a 
brazen hussy of a speech. 

I thought it was a great speech, and 
said so when the Senator from New York 
[Mr. KENNEDY] delivered i"t. 

Of course, there was the vigorous call 
for negotiations including negotiations 
with the Vietcong made by the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. CHURCH] in the past 
week. 

Over the weekend, the majority leader 
made an independent criticism of the 
current Saigon government's reckless
ness. 

Also, the chairman of the Foreign Re
lations Committee, the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. FuLBRIGHT], has called on 
the Senate floor for a new emphasis in 
our southeast Asia policy in accents 
viewed by many as critical of the admin
istration. 

Thus, the so-called silence which Mr. 
O'Donovan detected on Capitol Hill has 
been a remarkably loud and articulate 
silence. 

If Mr. O'Donovan had argued that the 
President had won his way with Con
gress in both foreign and domestic policy, 
his case might have been stronger. It 
is this-that the President has pre
vailed-that gives believability to the 
contention· that the President is sur
rounded by obsequious servants. 

To date, he has won his way with 
great unanimity in foreign affairs and 
over diminishing opposition in domestic 
affairs. But why not? 

The President won the biggest victory 
in American presidential history in 1964. 
He carried with him a huge Democratic 
majority. In view of what is happening 
in the South, the numerical Democratic 
majority in both Houses has more pro
gram and ideological significance than it 
has had in recent years. 

With this kind of margin-yes indeed, 
the President-who is acknowledged to 
be the most experienced and successful 
master of congressional maneuver to oc
cupy the White House--has won his way. 

But, I disagree with the O'Donovan 
implication that there is something 
ominous about this current domination. 

Mr. President, these are the golden 
days for Lyndon Johnson. It is now or 
never for his program. If he cannot 
swiftly and surely move his program 
through the present Congress in the wake 
of his sweeping 1964 victory, he never 
will. 

This is President Johnson's honeymoon 
period . . He has reached the peale Next 
year-1966-if history is any guide, will 
see this high tide ebb, and in subsequent 
years the President will do well to avoid 
deadlock, especially in the area of do
mestic politics. 

Mr. President, there is another reason 
for this illusion of omnipotence on the 
part of the President. This President, 
perhaps more than any, operates on a 
consensus, compromise approach. He is 
not doctrinaire. He has no a priori, 

dogmatic views. He never goes into any 
congressional situation absolutely and 
forever committed to a specific course 
of action. He knows where and when 
and how to compromise. 

There are weaknesses as well as 
strengths in this kind of approach. To 
many it is an unforgivable tragedy to 
weaken or water principle, even a little. 
But to President Johnson, politics is 
nothing if not the art of the possible. 
The possible means victory, but with a 
combination, consensus product. Ac
cordingly, when President Johnson pre
vails, he prevails with a product that 
has already absorbed much of the oppo
sition. Opposition views have not been 
crushed or flattened, they have in many 
cases been written into the legislative 
product which the President proposes. 
. In my judgment, this does not make 
for one-man government, certainly not 
one-viewpoint government. It makes for 
a consensus compromise which may be 
right or wrong, good or bad-but it is 
the product of a democratic plural proc
ess. It is not the ukase of a dictator. 

A President of the United States at 
the peak of his power is, indeed, an 
awesome thing in this presidential gov
ernment, when that President is a past
master of the uses of power, particularly 
when he exercises power by consensus. 
But that presidential power we have 
given is checked by the courts and by 
Congress. Above all, time will erode and 
enfeeble it. 

If this seems to be a one-man town 
today, there is more illusion than truth 
to the appearance; and within a few 
months, certainly within a year or two, 
that power will pass; and the democratic 
balance will reassert itself. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article written by Peter 
O'Donovan, entitled "A One-Man Town" 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, June 25, 

1965] 
WASHINGTON UNDER L.B.J.: A ONE-MAN 

TOWN 

(By Patrick O'Donovan) 
The pleasure of reporting on this city used 

to be its complication. American politics is 
an art form that grows more fascinating 
the deeper you penetrate. A serious man 
could spend his life in a delighted study 
of this most sophisticated and extravagant 
system. 

There was the subtle interplay of White 
House and Capitol. Occasionally there was a 
great gun fired from the Supreme Court to 
put everyone back on the starting line. 
There were lobbies and pressure groups 
crowding the executive and the legislature. 
There were the great figures, Senators, Gov
ernors or mayors, playing the role that was 
given to kingmakers or whitehaired councn
lors in Europe. 

Even when it was boring it was subtle. 
The interplay of power!ul, squalid, great and 
good men fighting to get their way was a 
spectacle that commanded a decent atten
_t1on. The working of a democracy, with all 
its mechanism-good and bad-exposed, this 
was a privilege to watch. And suddenly all 
this hubbub is stilled. 

This has become a one-man town. It 1s 
partly because President Johnson ls so ef
fective, partly because there 1s no rival on 
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any horizon. There is his brilliant parlia
mentary performance on the domestic scene, 
the fact that he has completed a program 
designed by President Franklin D. Roosevelt 
that up to now has been blocked by political 
maneuvering. 

And there remains the fact that this man, 
who is above all a domestic politican, is 
faced with the foreign problem that is more 
intimately terrible than any that has faced 
the United States before. And this is a 
democracy that is not geared to discuss prob
lems of foreign policy. When these arise, the 
tradition is that the country speaks with a 
single voice. And the voice today is Mr. 
Johnson's. 

Washington is like an unwatered lawn that 
is dying from the roots. You can see it in 
the newspapers. The great reporters have 
nothing to report. The columnists have 
either to ratiocinate or else to write on triv
ial subjects. 

It is true the columnists continue to lay 
down the law in a manner not seen in the 
British press. It is also true that they are 
indulging themselves in a sort of intramural 
controversy. Joseph Alsop, a perfervid de
fender of the administration, attacks his 
enemies as "twaddle merchants," and his op
ponents talk of the "house-trained" corre
spondents. It is fun, but it is not the real 
thing. 

And all this time there is this astonishing, 
ominous silence from the great domed, law
making temple that is set above Washington. 
The liberal Senators and Members of the 
House of Representatives, Democratic or Re
publican, simply do not know what to do. 
Very, very few of them are ha ppy. 

But a silence has be'en imposed upon 
Washington. 

Once upon a time the White House aids 
were courtiers, were powers and dominions 
in their own right. They used to talk and 
gossip and feed the press in the friendly 
and enthusiastic service of their mas·ter. 
Now it is more than a man's career is worth 
for any of these men to say anything to a 
reporter that matters. 

All the talk is about the President. And 
there is little enough of that. Great and 
good and responsible politicians simply ap
pear to opt out of one aspect of their public 
life. They are not frightened. This ls not 
McCar·thyism, but suddenly the democratic 
process, under a most democratic President, 
seems to have shuddered to a halt. 

It would be quite unfair to blame Presi
dent Johnson. He is intolerant, occasionally 
angry and demanding of agreement. He has 
at his disposal the greatest and best prepared 
forces that any free country has ever pro
duced in time of peace, and now, in Wash
ington, 1t is perfectly plain that he .and he 
alone will make the decision on how these 
forces will be used. 

Washington, for the only time in its his
tory, has become a one-man city and all the 
ministers and advisers who surround him 
are only his servants. 

THE NEED OF A NEW U.S. POLICY 
IN SOUTHEAST ASIA 

Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, on 
June 12, at the Santa Monica Civic Au
ditorium in Santa Monica, Calif., the 
distinguished Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
MoRsE] delivered a brief but important 
address which he began by stating: 

Today, the American people .and the world 
are being told that our foreign policy must 
be left to the Chief Executive and his small 
handful of advisers because it is too compli
cated and too important for the American 
people to understand. 

He goes on to say: 
The consensus on Vietnam sought today is 

not a consensus of our people, nor even of 

the community of nations; it is a consensus 
among the State Department, Defense De
partment, CIA, and White House staff. Once 
that is achieved, the questions from the 
Congress and the people are hushed up with 
rebukes suggesting that to ask where we are 
going in southeast Asia and how we are going 
to get there amounts to giving aid and com
fort to the enemy. 

The Senator from Oregon goes on to 
point out how many of our leaders who 
have been guiding policy have been mis
taken. He points out, for example, that 
on July 8, 1954, the chief of the U.S. 
military aid mission in Vietnam, Gen. 
John O'Daniel, declared: 

The war in Indochina can still be won 
without bringing in one single American sol
dier to fight. The Vietnamese have ample 
manpower and even today outnumber the 
enemy by 100,000 with superior firepower at 
least in the ratio of 2 to 1, and probably 
more. And we are ready to assist them in 
training an adequate national army for 
the security of their homeland. 

The Senator from Oregon goes on to 
mention more mistaken prophecies; for 
example, one by Secretary McNamara 
when he prophesied that in 1965 our 
military mission would be ended in South 
Vietnam and we would be withdrawing 
our troops. 

Senator MoRSE concludes by saying: 
This is no longer an issue of whether an 

American protests against the war in Viet
nam give aid or encouragement to the Viet
cong. It is an issue of whether southeast 
Asia is going to be saved from war and com
munism by our present policy, and I say it 
is not. We are driving Asians by the mil-
lions into the arms of communism. · 

The Senator from Oregon concludes 
with this statement: · 

The American people must demand a new 
policy in Asia, not only one of legality and 
humanity, but most important, one that 
will work. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have the full text of the remarks 
of the Senator from Oregon printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the remarks 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
REMARKS OF SENATOR WAYNE MORSE, SANTA 

MONICA CIVIC AUDrrORIUM, SANTA MONICA, 
CALIF., JUNE 12, 1965 
Today, the American people and the world 

are being told that foreign policy must be 
left to the Chief Executive and his small 
handful of advisers because it is too com
plicated and too important ~or the American 
people to understand. The consensus on 
Vietnam sought today is not a consensus of 
our people, nor even of the community of 
nations; it is a consensus among the State 
Department, Defense Department, CIA, and 
White House staff. Once that is achieved, 
the questions from the Congress and the 
people are hushed up with rebukes suggest
ing that to ask where we are going in south
east Asia and how we are going to get there 
amount to giving aid and comfort to an 
enemy. 

Fifty-two years ago it was similarly un
patriotic to ask questions of Kaiser Wilhelm 
and Von Moltke, Poincare and Joffre, Asquith 
and Lord Grey. To question national aims 
and the means employed to pursue them has, 
throughout 'modern history, been silenced as 
a service to an enemy, just as though all wis~ 
dom lay with those in office and none with 
those who must always pay for the .achieve
ment of national a:.fms. 

And what a river of blood those men 
caused to flow across Europe. We look back 
on the events of two World Wars and we 
wonder how the people who suffered such 
terrible misery could have allowed them
selves to be propelled into World War I by 
leaders who today are remembered for their 
utter blindness and folly in thinking that 
any of their national aims could be achieved 
by resort to war and violence. 
, Yet the same ominous signs of an imposed 

and enforced national unity are being seen 
in America today. One of the popular ex
hibits flashed about by foreign policy officials 
of our Government is a collection of news 
broadcasts and published stories from Hanoi 
and Peiping which express the belief of the 
Communists that America is weak and di
vided on its Asian policy as evidenced by 
teach-ins, by the votes in Congress against 
blank-check war, and by student disturb
ances and rallies. No doubt the reports of 
this meeting will be made in the Communist 
countries of Asia and cited as an indication 
that if the war lasts long enough, Ameri
cans, like the French before us, will tire of 
the struggle and give up. And there will be 
newspaper stories here that will try to con
vince the public that only Communists and 
promoters of · Communist causes could do 
such a thing as to question the soundness 
of American foreign policy as handed down 
by the combined wisdom of the Defense De
partment, the State Department, the CIA, 
and the White House staff. 

But what is the record of these people 
in southeast Asia? Their record is one of 
having been wrong not once but consistently 
over 11 years. 

On July 8, 1954, the chief of the u.s. m111-
tary aid mission in Vietnam, Gen. John 
O'Daniel, declared, and I quote: 

"The war in Indochina can still be won 
without bring in one single American soldier 
to fight. 

"The Vietnamese have ample manpower 
and even today outnumber the enemy by 
100,000 with superior firepower at least in a. 
ratio of 2 to 1, and probably more. And 
we are ready to assist them in training an 
adequate national army for the security of 
their homeland." 

We banked over $2 billion on President 
Diem for this purpose. And 8 years later we 
consented to his assassination as a means 
of removing him because he was losing more 
and more of South Vietnam to the Vietcong. 

In the last 4 years, the record of admin
istration officials has been even worse. With 
each mission to South Vietnam, we were told 
by the Secretary of Defense or of State that 
one more increment of American funds, or 
helicopters, or advisers would be the one that 
would put the war effort over. We even 
heard the Nation's leading expert on Viet
nam, Secretary of Defense McNamara, tell us 
a little over a year ago that 1965 was the 
year when the American military could come 
home from Vietnam. His chief announce
ments today take the form of revealing new 
assignments of units to Vietnam, the dis
patching of more Navy vessels to Vietnam, 
and the increase in U.S. air raids in Vietnam. 

Yet these are the men to whom Americans 
are told they must place complete, unques
tioning, and uncritical confidence. I say that 
aside from every other objection to such a 
resignation from our duties as citizens, these 
people have been too wrong for too long to 
Justify any confidence at all. 

But I predict that they will continue to 
widen and expand this war unless the Amer
ican people rise to stop them. The next move 
is not long off because the impact of the 
last expansion of the war is wearing off. 

We are already being prepared through the 
press for another escalation. We are already 
reading that while the air raids on the North 
gave a great boost to the morale of the South, 
the "boost" is .wearing off, and something 
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more will be needed .to bolster Saigon back 
up again. 

In his prize-winning account of our adven
ture with Ngo Dinh Diem, David Halberstam 
wrote: 

"In the spring and summer of 1962, the 
arrival of the American helicopters had given 
the faltering cause in Vietnam a booster 
shot. It had not altered the nature of the 
war or the enemy's techniques, but they were 
caught off guard by the new equipment and 
the increased firepower of the government 
troops." 

But, he continues: 
"A year after the American buildup of 

weaponry and personnel had reached its peak, 
it was clear that the government had lost the 
initiative, that the enemy had benefited more 
from the weapons than we had, that his ca
pacity had increased more than the Army 
of South Vietnam in the past year, and that 
with the failure of the Government civic pro
gram the guerrillas' tactical position was also 
superior. 

"The American buildup which had been 
prompted by a deteriorating situation in late 
1961, had lost its edge and momentum; the 
Communists had learned to react, and 
thanks to the outposts the enemy had been 
able to use the Government as a supply 
store." 

The raids on the North by American 
planes have gone through much the same 
pattern. Great rejuvenation was reported 
among the soldiers and politicians of the 
South. But Sunday (June 6) the New York 
Times tells us that "in the last 8 days the 
Vietcong guerrillas have dispelled almost all 
the optimism that the South Vietnamese 
Government had been promoting for 3 
months. The Communist forces appear to 
have proved, if there were doubts, that the 
South Vietnamese Army fared well all spring 
only by default." 

This time the American response has been 
to move American ground forces in to do the 
fighting, in addition to the bombing. · Sixty 
thousand troops are now the ·legacy of Gen
eral O'Daniel's policy that 600 U.S. military 
men could train and equip South Vietnam 
to defend itself. 

These people are wrong about Vietnam, 
and they have been wrong for 10 years. If . 
we have learned anything at all there, it 
must be that the United States cannot im
pose alone its own enforcement of the Ge
neva agreement upon Vietnam. We are 
sliding ever closer to the abyss of total war 
in the attempt. 

If there is to be peace in Vietnam, and 
if there is even to be defeat of the Commu
nists in Vietnam, it will have to come 
through an international peace force. It is 
still not too late for the United States to 
seek such an international peace force either 
through the Southeast Asia Treaty Organi
zation or through the United Nations, or 
possibly through the Afro-Asian peace force 
suggested by Indian Prime Minister Shastri. 
I am not deterred by the objection that 
China or North Vietnam or the Soviet Union 
is opposed to an international police force. 
They are certainly opposed to our bombing 
of North Vietnam but we are doing it, so it 
is not opposition from the Communists that 
determines whether we will follow a given 
policy. 

The difference is that an international 
peace-keeping mission has some chance of 
bringing peace to Viet am. The United 
States has not brought peace to Vietnam, 
and we have not saved it from communism, 
either. The terror tactics of the Commu
nists in the villages of South Vietnam are 
matched in full measure by the horror vis
ited upon them by American napalm, straf
ing, and bombing. We read over the weekend 
that after American planes had bombed the 
Vietcong retreating into the hills of central 
South Vietnam, "One estimate was as high 

as 500 killed by the strikes. The American 
contention is that they were Vietcong 
soldiers. But three out of four patients 
!)eeking treatment in a Vietnamese hospital 
afterward for burns from napalm were 
village women." · 

The Communists murder and kidnap and 
maim the villagers; we burn them with 
jellied gasoline. That is some record of fight
ing for freedom. It is interesting that the 
Pentagon Building puts out careful statis
tics of the number of South Vietnamese 
killed each month by Vietcong terrorists, but 
tells me it has no figures on South Viet
namese killed in the military action of 
American and South Vietnamese soldiers. 

This is no longer an issue of whether 
American protests against the war in Viet
nam give aid or encouragement to the Viet
cong. It is an issue of whether southeast 
Asia is going to be saved from war and com
munism by our present policy, and I say it 
is not. We are driving Asians by the millions 
into the arms of communism. 

The American people must demand a new 
policy in Asia, not only one of legality and 
humanity, but most important, one that 
will work. 

TRIDUTE TO SENATOR SCOTT 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, the 

June issue of the "Republicans for Prog
ress'' singles out the distinguished Sen
ator from Pennsylvania [Mr. ScOTT] for 
one more indication of his dedicated 
service to the Republican Party. I ask 
unanimous consent that this tribute to 
Senator ScoTT be printed in the RECORD. 

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

NEW STAR? • • 
Senator HuGH ScoTT, Republican, of Penn

sylvania, who has had his share of political 
honors, both elective by the people and ap
pointive by his party, is donning a new robe. 
At the recent successful testimonial (ticket
selling) dinner honoring Senator DIRKSEN 
at $500 a ticket, the champion fund-raiser 
in the Senate, Senator MoRTON of Kentucky, 
did nothing to lose that position of emi
nence. But Senator ScoTT, the new vice 
chairman O!f the Senate Republican campaign 
committee, which is headed by MoRTON, was 
not far behind in what, for ScoTT, is a rela
tively new party role. 

REMARKS OF SENATOR KUCHEL IN 
OPPOSITION TO TITLE III (THE 
RICE PROGRAM) OF SENATE BILL 
1702 
Mr: KUCHEL. Mr. President, I ask 

unammous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD a copy of my prepared re
marks--presented, last week, to the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture and For
estry-in opposition to title m, the rice 
program of Senate bill1702. 

. There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY SENATOR KUCHEL IN OPPOSI

TION TO TITLE III (RICE) PROGRAM OF S. 
~ 1702 BEFORE SENATE COMMITTEE ON AGRI-

CULTURE, JUNE 25, 1965 . 
Representatives of our rice industry in 

California have expressed their grave con
cern as to title III of S. 1702. I completely 
agree with their position. Such concern is 
merited. 

In the name of economy, it is proposed 
to reduce by $50 million agriculture expend
itures for foreign aid and rice price suppo:J;"t 

programs. This is to be accomplished by 
the device of eliminating export subsidies 
and lowering support for all rice shipped in 
export to world price levers. With the 
realization that such prices would be far too 
low to provide sufficient income for growers, 
it is then proposed to increase support prices 
on rice sold in domestic markets, thus com
pensating growers for the reduced support in 
export. This expenditure would be financed 
by a tax on all rice milled for the domestic 
mBfket. Such a milling tax would be 
passed on to the consumers directly by mill
ers. 

Unfortunately for the consumer, as a re
sult of these proposals, the price of rice 
would be increased by 5 cents per pound. 
This amount has been confirmed by officials 
of the Department of Agriculture. Cali
fornia rice now sells for approximately $9.50 
per hundredweight, f.o.b. mill; thus, the 
increase would be in excess of 50 percent 
before the imposition of various trade chan
nel markups prior to reaching the consumer. 

The largest users of rice in many areas, 
however, are those who have the lowest per 
capita income. Consequently, the inflation
ary aspects of such an increase in rice prices 
on a commodity which is the basic food for 
millions of people stands in sharp conflict 
with the concept and purposes of the anti
poverty program. For example, in Puerto 
Rico, which is the single largest market for 
California rice, it is estimated that the rice 
program now proposed by the administra
tion would cost consumers there $15 million 
annually as compared to an estimated bene
fit of only $7 million which they will secure 
from the antipoverty program. 

While title III of S. 1702 is advocated on 
the basis of a national average consumption 
of 7 pounds per capita, Government econo
mists have failed to give proper weight to 
the established fact that per capita con
sumption is in excess of 100 pounds in areas 
as Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and parts of Cali
fornia and New York. They have also failed 
to give weight to the loss of essential busi
ness with food processors who would find it 
extremely difficult to pass this inc:J,"ease in 
cost along to consumers in competition with 
other cereals using other commodities lower 
in price than rice. The result surely would 
be a drastic decline in the consumption of 
rice and a worsening of the market. I also 
have grave doubts as to whether programs 
authorized by Congress on the judgment 
that they are for the general welfare such as 
foreign aid programs using rice should be 
financed by milling taxes levied on those 
whose historical dietary habits result in a 
consumption rate of rice 20 times the na
tional average. 

I repeat: Approval of this legislation will 
surely result in a drastic reduction in domes
tic consumption with the result that even 
more Government funds will be required to 
handle surpluses, which will accumulate in 
the long run, thus nullifying whatever short 
run Government economies might be tem
porarily accomplished. 

California, in addition to being a leading 
rice-producing State, is also a leading State 
in consumption. My State contains in ex
cess of 2 million citizens of La tin American 
and oriental extraction to whom rice is still 
a basic food. This proposed program would 
thus work great hardship on many of our 
fellow Americans. 

I am confident, Mr. Chairman, that the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture will give 
thoughtful consideration to the testimony 
of the rice growing and milling industry 
w}lich will be presented in opposition to title 
III. The indus try has assured the Secretary 
of Agriculture of their desire to sit down 
with him and work out a realistic program 
which would result in economies under the 
existing law. I deeply hope that this will be 
done with the consequent advantage for the 
taxpayers and consumers of our country. 
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TRADE UNION SUPPORT FOR PRES
IDENT JOHNSON'S POLICY IN 
DOMINICAN REPUBLIC AND VIET
NAM 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, while 

there has been confusion in certain sec
tors of the American press and of the 
American public on the question of the 
Dominican Republic, I think it impor
tant to point out that there was no such 
confusion in the ranks of the American 
trade union movement. 

The ~IO realized, on the basis of 
their own information, that the Com
munists were on the verge of taking 
over the Dominican Republic, and that 
they were frustrated only by American 
intervention. 

The AFL-CIO executive council, in its 
meeting last month, welcomed "the 
prompt and energetic measures taken 
by the President to prevent the Com
munist attempt to seize control of the 
Dominican democratic revolutionary 
movement and to foist a Castro-type 
dictatorship on Santo Domingo." 

The statement went on to say that-- · 
"Had our Government shown such 
prompt initiative in 1959, Cuba would 
today be a free country, and not a Com
munist slave state." 

The Inter-American Regional Orga
nization of Workers-ORIT-an organi
zation which embraces most of the im
portant labor unions in the hemisphere, 
adopted a resolution, couched in similar 
terms, supporting American interven
tion: 

We must point out that the unilateral ac
tion of the U.S. Armed Forces in this grave 
Dominican confiict has, on the one hand, 
served to save thousands of lives and, at 
the same time, under the guidance of the 
OAS Commission, been able to contribute to
ward making the horrors of civil war less 
cruel. 

The veteran trade union leader, David 
Dubinsky, who has been in the forefront 
of every movement for social reform in 
our country, spoke personally in support 
of the President's policy, in opening the 
union's 32d convention in Miami Beach, 
on May 12. Said Mr. Dubinsky: 

I urge you to rally to the support of the 
· President in his prompt, effective action to 

halt the enemies of freedom in Vietnam 
and Santo Domingo. We want the President 
to know that we go all the way with him when 
he tells the world: "The American nations 
cannot, must not, and will not permit the 
establishment of another Communist gov
ernment in the Western Hemisphere." 

But of all the documents originating 
in the trade union movement, I believe 
that the most remarkable document 
dealing with the situation in Santo Do
mingo was an article by Andrew C. Mc
Lellan, intra-American representative of 
the AFL-CIO which was published last 
month in the AFL-CIO Free Trade Union 
News. Mr. McLellan, who has the 
broadest possible contacts with the free 
trade-union movements throughout the 
Americas, and who has made an inti
mate study, over a period of many years, 
of communism in Latin Ameri.ca, suffers 
from none of the illusions which appar
ently afHicted some of our correspond
ents in Santo Domingo. According to 
Mr. McLellan, there was conclusive evi-

dence of the Communist control of the 
rebel movement. Let me quote just two 
paragraphs from this extraordinarily 
significant article: 

Absent from the list (of names of known 
Communists made public by the State De
partment) are the names of many more 
known pro-Communist elements, including 
Maximo Lopez Molina, of the MPD; Mario 
Sanchez Cordoba, the most efficient Com
munist organizer in the Caribbean; Dr. Jose 
Estrella Jacobo; Dr. Lupo Hernandez Rueda 
and a number of young professional terror
ists trained by Data Pagano Perdomo in his 
Communist institute for training saboteurs, 
opened in Santo Domingo, January 1, 1962. 

Shortly after the revolution started, the 
offices and headquarters of the Democratic 
National Confederation of Labor (Cona-Tral) 
were attac'ked and sacked. Cona-Tral, since 
its creation some 3 years ago, has maintained 
a nonpartisan political posture, resisting 
attempts by all political parties, including 
the PRD, to take control of the 200,000-mem
ber labor organization. It has also main
tained an antitotalitarian posture. Cona
Tral reportedly has chosen not to involve 
itself in the revolution; and, in spite of the 
loss of its headquarters, the movement re
mains intact, and represents, at the moment; 
the only stable force in the Dominican Re
public. 

In my opinion, these statements con
stitute still another proof that more in
telligent anticommunism is to be found 
in the ranks of the trade union move
ment than in any other sector of our so
ciety. This is so because--unlike the 
sterile anticommunism of the extreme 
right--the anticommunism of the Amer
ican trade union movement is wedded to 
the principles of freedom and social prog
ress. 

REALISTIC ECONOMIC POLICIES 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, for 

the past 3 years it has been my great 
privilege to serve as ranking cominittee 
member on the Senate Banking and 
Currency Committee under the chair
manship of Senator A. WILLIS ROBERT
SON, for whom I have come to have a 
profound respect. 

I am also proud and happy when he 
and I are on the same side of any ques
tion that comes before that committee 
and I generally find myself in complete 
agreement with statements of economic 
and banking policy which he makes be
fore various professional groups outside 
of the Senate. 

This describes my reaction to the 
statement he made before the annual 
conference of the Virginia Savings & 
Loan League held at Hot Springs last 
week on June 26, 1965. 

Mr. President, I think this statement 
contains information that will be valu
able to every Member of the Senate and 
for that reason I ask unanimous consent 
that it may be printed in the body of 
the RECORD. 

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

REALISTIC ECONOMYC POLICIES 

(Remarks of Senator A. Wn.LIS ROBERTSON 
at annual conference of Virginia Savings 
& Loan League, Hot Springs, Va., June 26, 
1965) 
We are meeting today in a. real beauty 

spot of the O~d Dominion, where the massive 

peaks of the Blue Ridge Mountains invite 
the heavens to rest upon their stately col
umns and where blue grass hills indicate 
this was to be a new land of Canaan for the 
Scotch-Irish settlers who came into this area 
shortly after the Revolutionary War in 
search of religious, political, and economic 
freedom. 

We are meeting in a critical period of the 
most · vital century of recorded history-a 
century which has seen.man's mastery of the 
physical sciences give the wings of the morn
ing to the international broadcast of ideas 
and the development of airplanes of super
sonic speed which have brought the nations 
of the world jostling together. But, it is 
likewise a critical period because man's ad
vancement in the physical sciences has out
stripped his advancement in the social 
sciences with the result that both we and 
Russia now have sufficient atomic weapons 
to destroy civilization, with no positive as
surance that they will never be used in 
another world war. But for the uncertain
ties that have developed in southeast Asia 
over the possibility of what has been called 
a brush war, developing into a major inter
national confiict, we could derive quite a bit 
of personal satisfaction over the develop
ment in the current century of a standard 
of living so far above the horse and buggy 
days that few, 1f any of the present genera
tion have the slightest conception of the lim
itations and the personal hardships of the 
average family life of 60 odd years ago. 
Think of an average produced income of over 
$500 billion and the production of goods and 
services during the two decades since World 
War II which has tripled in terms of current 
dollars, while refiecting a 60-percent increase 
in terms of real value. During that brief 
span, financial asset.s held by individuals 
have quadrupled, the activities of all finan
cial institutions have been greatly increased 
but you members of a great financial insti
tution, known as the Savings & Loan Asso
ciation, can take pardonable pride in the 
fact that your growth has outstripped all 
other savings institutions during the post
war period. The total assets of savings and 
loan associations have doubled every 5 years 
since the end of World War II and are now 
15 times as large as they were in 1945. 

The more rapid growth in savings and ioan 
shares than in other types of financial a.o;sets 
may be attributed to a combination of fac
tors, including ( 1) aggressiveness in offer
ing facilities which have met the demands of 
the saving public; (2) the availab111ty of an 
abundant and growing supply of home mort
gages--the special province of these organi
zations; and (3) the existence of certain re
strictions on banks, the principal competing 
organizations. 

Can it be expected that these infiuences 
will continue in the future at the same rate 
as in the past? It is to be hoped, and, if cor
rect fiscal and monetary policies are followed, 
it may be expected that savings habits will 
not be materially changed. But will the sup
ply of mortgages continue to grow at the 
pace of the past two decades? In that period 
the country has had to cover housing short
ages developed during more than a decade of 
reduced building in the depression and war 
years, as well as the increased housing de
mands of an extended period of high pros
perity and growing incomes. In addition, 
various types of governmental aids and stim
ulants facilitated lending on mortgages at 
rising proportions of value of properties 
mortgaged. 

This was also a period of rising prices of 
real estate, stimulated by inflationary fiscal 
and monetary policies and particularly by 
the special governmental aids to homeown
ership. It is often concluded that these poli
cies made possible the large volume of home
building which took place. A different 
conclusion, however, is not unreasonable, 
namely, that the stimulants merely contrib-
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uted to raising prices. With fewer credit and 
price-raising stimulants, we might have had 
as large a volume of homebuilding, better 
distributed by income groups. However, a 
definite answer to this question would be 
impossible to obtain. 

In any event, some of the factors which 
stimulated homebuilding and borrowing for 
home ownership in the past 20 years should 
not be expected in the years ahead. Housing 
needs will be determined not by filling short
ages and even less by replacing substandard 
housing, but largely by basic factors such as 
the rate of new family formation, changes in 
tastes, and shifts in population. I won't ven
ture to predict how these may develop, but 
anyone operating in the housing field should 
keep informed on such matters. The grow
ing interest of savings and loan associations 
in broadening their areas of investing may 
indicate an awareness of the possible decrease 
in availability of satisfactory mortgages. 

Possibilities for further governmental 
stimulants to mortgage lending are becom
ing increasingly limited. At some point, such 
stimulants may tend to depress markets for 
existing houses and operate to discourage 
building. Mortgage loans can now be 
made--often with Government insurance of 
guarantees-at closer to 100 percent of 
appraised value of the underlying property 
and for longer periods before maturity than 
heretofore. The proportion of such low 
margined loans being made has increased 
over the years. 

With the small allowances for depreciation 
in existing mortgage loans, many of the 
loans being made would have to be out
standing for a long time before the owner 
or lender would have an equity cushion. 
More and more, values and loans include 
allowances for equipment and other ele
ments which depreciate f~ter than the 
house itself. Is adequate allowance being 
provided in amortization schedules for these 
features? Lending on such lenient terms 
makes the mortgage credit structure more 
vulnerable to any influences that might slow 
down the growth in incomes. Indeed, such 
practices could eventually be a cause of a 
downturn in economic· activity and incomes. 

A few weeks ago, Mr. William MCChesney 
Martin, the experienced and wise Chairman 
of the Federal Reserve Board, had the per
ception and . courage to warn the public as 
to potential dangers in recent financial 
developments. Although there has been 
some questioning of Mr. Martin's suggestion 
of similarities to 1929 developments, knowl
edgeable people recognize the existence of 
dangers in the present situation and the 
wisdom of exercising caution both by Gov
ment and by private sectors of the economy 
in order to avoid disasters similar in effect, 
if not in cause, to those of the 1930's. 

Sound economic growth and a stable wage 
and price structure are important, both to 
our domestic economy and to our balance of 
payments. In the last 5 years we have had 
a moderate degree of price stability-we 
have been far more stable over this period 
than our European and Japanese competi
tors--and this has made it possible for us 
to compete effectively in the world markets. 
Without this, our balance-of-payments sit
uation would have been far worse, and our 
gold supply might have been entirely 
exhausted long ago. 

The recent hearings which the Banking 
and CUrrency Committee has conducted in 
connection with the gold reserve require
ments b111 and the balance-of-payments 
problem generally have made it abundantly 
clear that the United States must maintain 
sound fiscal and monetary policies--sound 
wage and price policies-in order to preserve 
our domestic prosperity and international 
solvency. 

While the present boom has been accom
plished without any major price increase and 

has been longer sustained than any other 
previous boom, I hope I am not speaking 
treason when I voice the personal viewpoint 
that our current fiscal policy is not sound. 
When I entered Congress in 1933, we had 
600,000-plus Government employees; now, we 
have 2V2 million plus. Every time we in
crease their pay as much as 1 percent it 
costs the taxpayers in excess of $100 million. 
When I entered Congress, we had a budget of 
$4 billion and now we have one of approxi
mately $100 billion and when we add ex
penditures from social security and other 
trust funds and public enterprise, we have a 
government that is spending $147 billion per 
year, all of which proves the wisdom of my 
grandfather who told me years ago: "The 
tendency of everything is to be more so." 

In spite of the fact that for a number of 
years, we have enjoyed the highest personal 
income in our history, which is expected, be
fore the end of the current fiscal year, to go 
to an alltime high, we have been going into 
debt at every level at an unprecedented rate. 
The gross total of public and private debt 
has reached the astronomical figure of $1.3 
trillion, an increase of 30 percent over the 
past 4 years. With tax income at an all
time high, the Federal Government has been 
going in debt at the average rate of $6 
billion per year and the debt limit had to 
be raised to $328 billion. But if tax receipts 
in the new fiscal year fall below present 
estimates, and expenditures, as I now antici
pate, far exceed previous estimates, we could 
easily wind up the next fiscal year with a 
large defiicit with possible infiationary 
effects. 

While public debt has been rapidly rising, 
private debt has been rising still faster. 
Debts incurred by individuals and unin
corporated enterprises, have jumped since 
1960 from $286.6 b1llion to $417 billion, an 
increase of 46 percent, and of course, an in
creased debt, in which you gentlemen are 
especially interested, is residential mortgage 
debt which rose 40 percent in the last 4 years 
and which now is showing an unpleasant de
gree of defalcation. 

What frankly disturbs me concerning the 
economic future is that the Congress is 
planning to superimpose upon what I regard 
to be a rather unstable financial foundation 
namely, a debt structure of over a trilliozi. 
dollars, a considerable number of new spend
ing schemes. They will start on a modest 
basis and then rapidly accelerate pushing 
our budgeted expenditures to $125 billion 
per year or more. 

I can find no intention in the Congress 
today to balance the budget. If we haven't 
reached full employment after 51 months of 
business expansion, plainly we are never 
going to reach it. And if we have to cut 
taxes every year to keep the expansion going, 
meanwhile spending more and more, then 
plainly' we do not intend to balance the 
budget. And if we do not intend to balance 
the budget--ever-then do we intend to stop 
the payments deficit? That, indeed, is not 
so plain. 

Then, there are several factors in the labor 
market which could have an infiationary ef
fect. If the wages of steelworkers go up 
to the level granted the aluminum workers, 
and they are all in the same union, the price 
of steel will undoubtedly be advanced. And, 
all other unions will seek to get contracts 
at the same level. The President's insistence 
upon raising the minimum wage will be in
flationary and I think calculated to decrease 
rather than to increase employment. If low 
productivity workers in hotels, motels, 
restaurants, and laundries to the extent of 
4 Y2 million, be covered as proposed, new 
labor saving devices on the one hand will 
be installed and the tourist traffic wlll be 
diverted from Miami to Bermuda and to 
other Caribbean resort areas to the great 
harm of a wonderful resort hotel like The 

Homestead, which, in my opinion, for beauty, 
comfort and gracious living has no superior 
either here or abroad. 

I am somewhat concerned ever the tend
ency of administration spokesmen in Wash
ington to exude optimism by dwelling only 
on the pleasant developments without con
sidering all the factors that lie ahead. 

For example, they count on the reduction 
in excise taxes to expand purchasing power, 
and it may have that effect for the next 6 
months. But they do not talk much about 
the $4.7 billion increase in payroll taxes on 
employers and employees next year for social 
security and medicare. 

Of course, this, bill, which I assume will 
pass, would provide retired persons with in
creased annuities and hospital insurance. 
But it also will reduce the take-home pay 
of the millions still at work, and these are 
the people who are being encouraged now 
by the excise tax cuts to buy many new 
household appliances on the installment 
plan . . 

Likewise, these enthusiastic Government 
economists count on the excise tax cuts to 
lower prices, without considering that if the 
steelworkers win a new contract that touches 
off wage increases in many other industries, 
the result is likely to be higher prices. In 
any event you don't cut prices at the height 
of the Christmas trade. 

In a word, my political philosophy has 
been, and always will be that of the great 
President Woodrow Wilson, who said: "I 
don't want a smug lot of experts sitting 
down behind closed door.s in Washington and 
playing Providence to me." We have grown 
rich and powerful under a system of private 
enterprise within the framework of con
stitutional liberty. We snail abandon that 
program at our peril. 

TWENTIETH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, last 
Friday, the United Nations commemo
rated its 20th anniversary. 

The past 20 years, one of the most 
eventful periods in the entire history of 
mankind, have shown us the value of 
having such an international organiza
tion. Crises in the Gaza Strip, the 
Congo, and Cyprus, among others, have 
demonstrated the constructive contribu
tion that such a body can make to world 
peace. 

The activities of the United Nations 
subsidiary organizations-those dealing 
with ·food, refugees, and education, to 
name only three-have also, beyond any 
doubt, proved their usefulness. 

At the same time, we see the United 
Nations in a state of financial crisis, and 
crippled in its abillty to undertake fur
ther peacekeeping efforts. We must 
recognize not only the achievements, but 
also the limitations, of this organization. 
It is of the utmost importance that we 
take a long, hard look at the United Na
tions, to see in what areas its potentiali
ties to act may be strengthened, and also 
to note the areas in which it should not 
try to act. 

Its 2{)th anniversary ls, thus, a time for 
both appreciation and reappraisal of the 
role of the United Nations. Editorials 
published in last Friday's issues of the 
Washington Post and the Baltimore Sun 
provide us with the beginning of just such 
a thoughtful stocktaking. 

I ask unanimous approval that these 
editorials be printed in the RECORD. 
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There being no objection, the editori

als were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Washington Post, June 25, 1965] 

OUT OF ITS TEENS 

Twenty years ago, in the very same San 
Francisco War Memorial Opera House in 
which today's commemoration is being held, 
51 nations appended their signatures to the 
founding charter of the United Nations. 

With all th~ criticism that has been di
rected at the U.N. since then, one should no:t 
lose sight of the fact that it already has lived 
longer than its predecessor, the League of 
Nations, and now has more than doubled its 
original membership to a present total of 
114 nations. 

The U.N. is as near to a world parliament 
of man as international law has been able to 
devise. Its General Assembly, with one vote 
per nation, regardless of that nation's size or 
wealth, is in a sense a legislature with equal 
representation. . 

But whatever the ide·alistic hopes at its 
inception, the u .N. is not a cure-all and not 
a court of last resort. 

The big powers, particularly the United 
States and the Soviet Union, have used it to 
gain international resonance for whatever 
stand they might be taking. The smaller 
powers, particularly the newly independent 
nations of Africa, have used it in a sort of 
suspender-snapping manner to belabor the 
fight against an European colonialism which 
has pretty much disappeared. 

But the important fact is that in all of its 
20 years only one nation, Indonesia, has be
come sufficiently annoyed with the U.N. to 
relinquish membership. The others seem _to 
realize that, despite its unwieldiness, desp1te 
its tendency to become the "debating soci
ety" Secretary General U Thant recently cau
tioned about, the U.N. is useful. 

It is useful not only because it has served 
to check wars in such widespread areas as 
the Congo, the Middle East, Kashmir, and 
Cyprus, but because it has prevented wars 
from breaking out in many times that num
ber of areas. 

It is useful because it has tackled world 
health, education and economic problems in 
a meaningful way. 

The U.N. is a magnification of civilized 
human behavior. Once in the club, nations 
find it disadvantageous to act too outra
geously in the presence of fellow club mem
bers and so they succumb, to some extent, to 
the U.N.'s moderation. 

A nation not in the club, and Communist 
China is the notable example, finds itself 
under no such restraint and . so can play 
world outlaw with impunity. 

Now that it is out of its 'teens, the U.N. 
should face up to two major steps of 
maturity: 

1. It should become financially self
sufficient. Depending as it has on the 
United States to bail it out makes the 
United States both a begrudging and a pa
tronizing partner and the U.N. itself an un
healthy overobligated recipient. 

2. It should take steps to implement the 
one source of strength provided in the U.N. 
Charter to overcome the shortcomings of the 
old League: the teeth of enforcement power. 
A standby U.N. force would be a much more 
effective and dependable way of providing 
international police than the c-qrrent habit 
of frantically begging noncontroversial na
tions to rustle up token contributions. 

The U.N. is to be congratulated on reach
ing its 20th year. This is in itself no mean 
feat. But to justify itself in the future, the 
U.N. wlll have to do m9re than merely 
survive. 

[From the Baltimore (Md.) Sun, June 25, 
1965] 

AFTER 20 YEARS 

It is rather surprising, looking back, to 
realize that the United Nations is only 20 
years old. It seems much older, not because 
it is feeble now but because it is so firmly 
established as a fixed part in our foreign 
policy. And in a sense it began before 1945, 
because it was brought to life during World 
War II out of the ashes of the League of 
Nations, which had been started a quarter 
century earlier without the participation of 
the United States and had not been strong 
enough to deal with the nationalist dictators 
of the 1930's. 

By the time the United Nations was offi
cially formed in 1945 the United States had 
long since committed itself to membership, 
which may be a reason why it seems that 
we have been in the United Nations for more 
than 20 years. In any case, the hopes of 
1945 and the later confidence which de
veloped in the United Nations procedures, 
as they were devised in practice, are not in 
evidence now. Long hobbled by the veto 
which the Soviet Union imposed on its Se
curity Council, which was intended to be 
its action arm, the United Nations now is 
beset by a paralysis imposed upon its Gen
eral Assembly. A strong United Nations, in 
which the United States and other democra
tic governments have a majority voice, goes 
against the Soviet policy of expanding its 
own infiuence and power-which includes 
so-called wars of liberation in which the 
Chinese Communists clal)n a share-wher
ever it can find openings. 

Today the United Nations is broke finan
cially, crippled in its ability to help pre
serve peace and yet grown to almost unman
ageable size because of the explosion in the 
'population of new states. In its present con
dition it is unable to handle such threats to 
world peace as the war in Vietnam. It has 
been weakened further by the long argument 
over paying assessments for its peacekeeping 
operations-an argumenrt; which the smaller 
nations chose to regard as a big-power clash 
between the United States and the Soviet 
Union rather than a basic problem for the 
General Assembly to meet. A way out of 
financial bankruptcy is offered now by a plan 
for voluntary contributions which, if it suc
ceeds, might paper over the crack in the 
foundation. Questions as to the United Na
tions powers and functions will remain. 

The anniversary observance today in San 
Francisco will be impressive. But this proba
bly is not the time or the place for major 
policy speeches about the future of the 
United Nations. It is a good time, however, 
to reflect on its many worthwhile accom
plishments, to understand the problems it 
faces and to be thinking about policy ques
tions which must be tackled in the autumn. 

LAKE POWELL AND LAKE MEAD 
Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I note 

with considerable interest and satisfac
tion a recent announcement by the Sec
retary of the Interior, Stewart L. Udall, 
concerning the fact that Lake Mead, in 
southern Nevada and northern Arizona, 
has now returned to its rated power 
head of 1,123 feet above mean sea level. 

Many of us will recall that Lake Mead 
was allowed to drop below the minimum 
level, and to curtail power generation, 
so that Lake Powell, the jewel of the 
Colorado, could be filled to its minimum 
power head. 

The hard decision by Secretary Udall 
came well over a year ago. He ordered 

the gates closed at Glen Canyon Dam, so 
that the first of the new generators 
could begin to produce power, and also 
could begin to pay off the cost of the 
project. 

That decision, in retrospect, was a 
truly wise one. The Lake Meade drop 
was accentuated by 2 years of far
below-average runoff on the Colorado 
River. The water picture on the upper 
Colorado River has now changed com
pletely. Lake Powell now holds about 
6.7 million acre-feet of water, and is ex
pected to rise another 24 feet above its 
present level if the forecasted runoff 
through J.uly is realized. This forecast 
has been placed at 11 million acre-feet; 
above Glen Canyon Dam. 

The discharges at Glen Canyon Dam 
will remain at about 12,000 cubic feet per 
second, which will continue to generate 
power at Glen Canyon, and will also 
help maintain the minimum storage at 
Lake Mead for power generation. 

The past several years have seen a 
record low runoff in the Colorado River 
Basin. This year, however, the runoff is 
higher than for the past dozen years. 

In future years, when the runoff is 
again in the drought category, storage 
reservoirs at Flaming Gorge, Glen Can
yon, and Hoover Dam will be able to 
supply much of the needed water and 
power to the growing Mountain West 
and the Pacific Southwest. 

Utah will also benefit, because Con
gress is in the process of approving, on 
the central Utah project, construction 
starts, this year, which will enable my 
State to utilize some of her share of the 
Colorado River. 

So, Mr. President, I commend Secre
tary Udall for making, under extreme 
pressure, what is now obviously the cor
rect decision; and I also commend my 
colleagues in Congress for their foresight 
in seeing that vast water storage and 
power projects are approved for the re
gions of America where this water might 
otherwise be wasted to the sea. 

The path is clear: we need more water. 
My wish now is that we were at this time 
building the projects included in 
NAWAPA, the North American Water 
and Power Alliance: the concept of 
bringing Yukon water into the thirsty 
regions and river basins of North Amer
ica. Perhaps this, too, will come as we 
act to alleviate the critical water situ
ation which sees the Northeast rationing 
water; the Great Lakes at record-low 
levels; and many other areas of the Na
tion dry and nearly in dust-bowl condi
tion. Lack of water is likely to be the 
most menacing problem facing our 
country in the next decade. 

"MAKING 
McGEE 
ESSAYS 

DEMOCRACY WORK"
SENATE INTERNSHIP 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, for several 
years it has been my good fortune to 
be able to conduct, for the graduating 
high school seniors in my State of Wyo
ming, the McGee Senate Internship Con
test, which brings to Washington one 
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boy and one girl for a week of observa
tion of democracy in action-here in the 
Senate and elsewhere in Washington, 
D.C. 

As a part of the contest each student 
is required to complete an essay on 
"Making Democracy Workn; and each 
year I am impressed by the depth ·of 
understanding and the dedication to our 
democratic principles displayed by these 
young people in their essays. All show 
real thought and a thorough knowledge 
of our system of government. 

Of course, it would be impossible for 
everyone to read all these essays;. but 
I think some of the most outstanding 
ones, selected by an impartial panel of 
three judges, should receive wider cir
culation; therefore, I ask unanimous 
consent that two of the essays, written 
by Rose Ann Erck, of Cheyenne, Wyo.; 
and Wayne Schatz, of Meeteetse, Wyo., 
which received honorable mention in the 
McGee Senate Internship Contest, be 
printed in the RECORD. 
· There being no objection, the essays 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

MAKING DEMOCRACY WORK 

(By Rose Ann Erck, Cheyenne, Wyo.) 
Free men are engaged in the protection, 

promotion, and perfection of an art, though 
conceived in centuries past, st111 waiting 
for its consummation. The execution of 
democracy requires a talent gained only by 
skill and knowledge in handling this growing 
force in world politics-a talent best devel
oped through intensive study of the effects of 
democracy on civilization. These effects,_ 
·Viewed in light of the failures recorded in 
the annals of a free heritage, reveal the 
characteristics inherent in this ideology 
which have insured its immortality, and the 
characteristics inherent in men which have 
caused its collapse. Study of these prece
dents can give insight into making democ
racy work indefinitely in America. 

History records that earliest man lived 
nearly 2,500 years before he developed the 
desires and abilities necessary for self-gov
ernment. When one society finally emerged 
with a definite emphasis on the imp~rtance 
of the individual in the political structure, 
it was Athens, the Greek city-state. Athens 
traveled a difficult road through trial, error, 
reform, mistake, and retrial to establish a 
rule of the people; then Greek democracy 
lasted barely 100 years. Why did Athens 
fall? The answer is fairly obvious to us to
day. While the leadership of the Athenian 
Assembly · remained honest and competent, 
the state thrived. But the ·group yielded 
easily to demagogs, and the precarious 
balance between tyranny and democracy was 
finally upset by a reckless, ambitious leader, 
and a powerful, threatening enemy. The 
basic ingredient lacking in Athens govern
ment was control. Such a precedent be
hooves our leaders to insure proper regula
tion in the administration of our own Gov
ernment. Indeed, much of this necessary 
control is built into the checks-and-balance . 
system of the Constitution itself, but a 
watchful citizenry must be assured that lo
cal, State, Federal government manage
ment is carefully and prudently regulated. 
The admonition is written into the h~story 
of democracy. The task remains for our 
own generations to heed the valuable warn
ings. 

With the end of Athenian democracy, this 
political force lay dormant for several hun
dred years. Its revival came in a new form, 
borrowing characteristics from both its 
Greek parents and its new guardian, Rome. 

Rome's democratic innovations yielded the 
first representative democracy. But the rea
sons for the eventual end of popular rule in 
the Republic are apparent. The well-defined 
party system at Rome produced more than 
healthy competition. Political conflict esca
lated into civil wars, and military leaders 
and personalit~es became more important 
than ideas. Emphasis on imperialism and 
the men who extended Roman rule pushed 
the nation back into the ranks of a mon.
archy. The extremism of the Roman popu
lace, and their loss of perception of the true 
value of political factions, offer ready ex
amples for free men who would lose sight 
of the basic need for self-government. 
Rome's record should graphically demon
strate the need for wisdom in partisan poli
tics. The intrinsic benefits of our party 
system in administering democracy almost 
necessitates its continuation. The existence 
of opposition stimulates thought and action 
and definitely has salubrious effect on our 
government. But when meh forget that po
litical parties have been established to 
achieve the effective organization of people 
with similar ideals and opinions, and these 
men allow one personality to dominate their 
party, their purposes have been defeated, and 
democracy is vulnerable to destruction. 

Once again, following the fall of Rome, 
the ideas of democratic men . receded, this 
time into the gloom of the Dark Ages. The 
seeds of freedom remained unsown in the 
unique nation taking shape. By the 13th 
century, Englishmen had begun to de
mand rights from the monarchy, but as 
late as the 18th century a stubborn king 
still had power enough to enforce his 
despotic policies, a fact which cost England 
her most valuable new resource, America. 
Perhaps ·had Englishmen taken an earlier 
and more active interest in fostering democ
racy, we might be British rather than Amer
ican citizens. But the fact remains that at 
a crucial point in English history, the static 
nature of their government, and the resist
ance to change brought a great loss to the 
nation. Elasticity is an art 'not always ex
ercised in government, but one which must 
be kept in mind in considering the effective
ness of our own democratic Republic. If the 
people of our Nation lose the proper balance 
between conservatism and liberalism, we are 
subjected to the possibility of reactionary 
·rigidity and regression in the face of rapidly 
developing world affairs. By the same token, 
of ·course, ultraliberalism has its dangers. 
But a reasonable balance in policymaking 
is necessary to insure that our Nation moves 
at an effective pace toward both immediate 
and long-range goals. The well-being of our 
democracy depends largely on the sensitivity 
of our leaders and their ability to stretch the 
framework of our Government to fit chang-
ing needs. . 

In the transfer of democratic ideals from 
our English p arent-land to the United States, 
our system has emerged as the most novel 
since the very foundings of 'freedom. We 
have endured longer as a true republic than 
any other institution of democracy known. 
Yet, though we pride ourselves on near con
summation of the democratic art, we are 
still vulnerable to the same pitfalls which 
have plagued our predecessors in the strug
gle for freedom. Like the government of 
Athens, our constitutional functions must 
be well regulated. When men are danger
ously uncontrolled in administering a free 
government, that government is jeop~dized 
by tyranny and decadence. When free men 
disregard the purpose of self-government, 
and think in terms only of a political party, 
the existence of opposing factions is trans
formed from a safeguard into a threat. 
When a government is rigid, and falls to 
respond even to necessary alterations, democ
racy cannot span years of inevitable change. 
History challenges modern man in his pur-

suit of free government. The prudence of 
political leaders in assuring the stability, the 
moderation, and· the flexibility necessary for 
a working democratic system, will deci4e the 
role democracy will play in the future of the 
world. 

DEMOCRACY AT WORK 

(By Wayne Schatz, Meeteetse, Wyo.) 
IIi the words of Thomas Jefferson, "If a 

nation expects to be ignorant and free, it 
expects what never was and never will be." 
The problems we face today · are far more 
complex than those faced by earlier genera
tions, and we need to know a great deal 
more than did our ancestors. Fortunately, 
if we will make the effort to learn, our mod
ern communications media provide us with 
unprecedented opportunities to be informed. 

Why should we be informed of activities 
that are happening thousands of miles away? 
We must have at hand and be able to refer 
to as much pertinent information about our 
problems as possible. We should evaluate 
this information and the sources of it, arrive 
at a conclusion about what can be done, act 
on that conclusion:, and evaluate the effec
tiveness of the action. This is the demo
cratic way of solving our problems. 

When we fail to do these things-when 
we state the problem fuzzily, ignore, or mis
use the available information, accept the 
words of unreliable sources, and then suffer 
disappointment or failure, we are apt--un
fairly-to blame our brains. What we 
should blame is our own inability to use 
the methods of critical thinking, our failure 
to train .our brains sufficiently in that 
method. For critical thinking is just an
other name for clear thinking; clear think
ing is obviously what we should do to an
swer questions and resolve our problems 
democratically. 

One of the foundation stones of our Na
tion is the respect for the worth and dignity 
of the individual. Through the rights of 
free speech, voting, and economic choices, 
our judgments contribute to the making· of 
broad decisions in the political, economic, 
and social aspects of life · in our Nation. 
The tremendous significance of having our 
citizens skilled in decisionmaking becomes 
clear when we look at what is at stake. In 
a dictatorship, the people are not en
couraged, or even permitted to think, learn, 
and act on important social problems. In a 
democracy, the Government, the economy 
and the society is only as strong as. its 
citizens make it. 

The critical thinker achieves democracy's 
goals in many ways. One such way might be 
by assuring the sharing of power and also 
the responsibility among citizens. He ~ight 
achieve democracy's goals in civil rights .bY 
insuring respect for the worth and dignity of 
the individual, in national status by preserv
ing the Nation's prestige among the family 
of nations, or in resource use by backing the 
wise administration of the country's natural 
wealth. These are just a few of the many 
examples of how democracy works through 
individuals. 

Democracy is founded on the belief that 
the commonsense of the great majority may 
be trusted, that most people will recognize 
the truth when all ideas have been fairly 
presented. Most Americans sincerely want 
to be good citizens and are anxious to carry 
out their responsibilities with competence 
and integrity. But as society grows more 
complex, so do the problems with which 
citizens must deal. Today, more than any 
time in the past, Americans . need to work 
actively at the job of becoming effective 
citizens. We must first of all learn to under
stand and appreciate the rich heritage of 
freedom that is our birthright. In addition, 
we must be critical thinkers on the large 
variety of present-day issues. Only then can 
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we contribute to a well-informed climate of 
opinion and participate constructively in 
public affairs at the local, State, and na
tional level. 

The successful functioning of democratic 
government involves much more than just 
having critical thinkers and then setting 
appropriate offices and holding elections. 
History has provided numerous examples of 
nations whose political systems were nomi
nally democratic but which utterly failed 
to work and gave way instead to dictatorial 
government. The German Weimar Repub
lic ( 1920-33) for example, embodied all the 
devices of modern democratic government 
including a written constitution, provisions 
for universal suffrage, proportional repre
sentation, initiative and referendum, a 
strong executive, and a cabinet responsible 
to an elected legislature. Yet in 1933 Adolph 
IDtler was able to come to power and estab
lish his totalitarian Nazi regime. Other 
examples of still other unsuccessful experi
ments in democracy can be found in Italy 
in the 1920's and in some of the republics of 
Latin America today. 

Why is it that democracy may prove a 
blessing in one country and a dismal failure 
in another? The answer seems to be that 
certain basic conditions must exist or must 
be created in any country if free self-gov
ernment is to succeed. These conditions 
include: 

A literate populace: Government of and by 
the people implies a belief that the typical 
individual is capable of exercising good 
judgment and making wise decisions. Where 
there is widespread illiteracy, apathy, or 
ignorance, free self-government is less likely 
to work. In the United States, our recog
nition of this fact has led to compulsory 
education laws and the establishment of 
the required citizenship classes in school. 
Our high level of educational achievement 
undoubtedly has been a factor in the suc
cess of our democratic system. 

A reasonable level of economic security: 
The economy of a country must be devel
oped sufficiently to overcome the perils of 
extreme poverty. It is difficult for a starv
ing people to make rational, long-range 
decisions. This does not mean, however, 
that a country must be wealthy as a prior 
condition to democracy. To the contrary, 
some of the most successful democracies 
(for example, Switzerland and the Scandi
navian countries) are relatively poor in 
terms of natural wealth. They have created 
high standards of living as a result of 
making democracy work, rather than the 
other way around. 

A responsible and tolerant citizenry: The 
quality of its citizens is the ultimate factor 
in the success of a democratic society. 
Above all, the democratic citizen must (a) 
respect human dignity and the rights of 
others; (b) be actively concerned about 
the conduct of public affairs; (c) willingly 
accept civic responsibllities; and (d) learn 
to tolerate ideas which differ from his own. 
These qualities are not inborn-they are 
not transmitted from parent to child 
through biological inheritance. They must 
be taught anew to each generation. 

ELECTORAL COLLEGE REFORM · 
STILL NEEDED 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, Ameri
ca's greatest uncorrected discrimination 
in the field of civil rights continues to 
be the manner in which the electoral col
lege votes are cast and counted in our 
presidential elections. 

In all this discussion about one man, 
one vote, the most glaring violation of 
this formula is in the electoral-college 
procedure, through which one man in 
New York State casts 43 votes for Presi-

dent, while an equally intelligent man in 
Delaware casts only 3 votes for Presi
dent. The accident of geographic resi
dence--and nothing else--accounts for 
this violent injustice. 

It is good, therefore, Mr. President, 
that the courageous Attorney General 
of the state of Delaware--David P. 
Buckson-has started in Federal Court 
a suit questioning the validity of the win
ner-take-all bloc system of electoral-col
lege voting. In this connection, I call 
attention to an article entitled "Citizens 
Challenge Electoral Votes," written by 
James J. Kilpatrick. 

I ask that the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Star, Nov. 12, 1964] 

CITIZENS CHALLENGE ELECTORAL VOTES 
(By James J. Kilpatrick) 

An audacious group of citizens in the 
sovereign State of Delaware, cheered on by 
the American Good Government Society, is 
headed for the U.S. Supreme Court in a law
suit that could change the whole course of 
presidential history. Their bold object is 
to overthrow the present system, by which 
presidential electors a.re chosen from a State 
at large, and replace it with a system geared 
to congressional districts. 

It sounds complicated. Actually it isn't. 
The present system of electing a President 

operates within eaoh Sta.te on a principle of 
winner-take-all. No matter how close the 
popular vote may be----and the vote a weelr 
ago in such States as Arizona, Florida, Idaho, 
Oklahoma and Nebraska was reasonably' 
close--the entire electoral vote goes to the 
winner. It is, of course, the electoral vote 
that counts in the end. 

The Delawa.re citizens compl.ain that the 
system is "unfair and unjust" to their States 
and to the 4 other States having but 3 
presidential electors. 

The reasoning goes this way: 
The Constitution provides that the elec

toral oollege shall contain a number of 
electors equal to the whole number of Sen
ators and Representatives to which the 
States may be entitled in the Congress. 
Thus, the theory goes, the electoral college 
is intended to duplicate a joint session of 
the Congress of the United. States. Each State 
has two Senators. chosen at large but each 
State also has a number of Representatives 
chosen in individual districts. Why shouldn't 
presidential electors ~ chosen in the same 
way? 

To get down to specific cases, the citizens 
of New York have just elected 41 Members 
of .the House of Representatives. Last Tues
day they· also elected 41 "representative" 
presidential electors. The Representatives 
were chosen in separate districts, and no New 
Yorker oould vote for more than one of them. 
Thus each of New York's 41 congressional dis
tricts was comparable to Delaware's one con
gressional district. The voters in all of these 
congressional districts, the Delaware group 
contends, were at par with each other in the 
election of Members of the House. 

This wasn't true, however, in voting upon 
the 41 "representative" presidential electors. 
Under the general ticket system, every New 
York voter had a chance to vote on an these 
electors. When it came to choosing a Repre
sentative it was one man, one vote. But 
when it came to choosing the presidential 
electors, it was one man, 41 votes. 

The Delaware group figures that New 
Yorkers just cast about 280 million excess 
votes in the presidential election. 

To halt this inequity! the group proposes 
to take a leaf from the city dwellers of Ten-

nessee, Alabama, Virginia, and other States 
who have sued with such success in the Su
preme Court. The organization has in mind 
a suit against the States that use the gen
eral ticket system in presidential elections. 

The object would be an order from the Su
preme Court, based chiefly on the equal pro
tection clause of the 14th amendment, di
recting the 45 offenders to adopt a plan by 
which each State would choose two presi
dential electors at large (miiToring its sen
atorial seats), and choose its other electors 
by separate districts. 

Delaware's idea is not new. Michigan had 
a district system back in the 1890's. Early 
in the century, the House of Representatives 
approved a constitutional amendment em
bodying the district plan. About 15 years 
ago, New York Representative Frederick R. 
Coudert, Jr., stirred up considerable national 
interest in the idea. Senator KARL MuNDT, 
Republican, of South Dakota, also was active 
in behalf of the change. Senate hearings 
on the plan were held as recently as 1956. 

The Delaware group's venture into litiga
tion seems a little bizarre; the 14th amend
ment applies to a State's discrimination 
against its own inhabitants, not against the 
inhabitants of other States. The constitu
tional provision that electors shall be ap
pointed "in such a manner as the legislature 
of each State may direct" would require 

·some tall construction if the Delaware peti
tion were to be upheld. 

The Supreme Court, however, is famed 
these days for tall constructions, and few 
persons would have predicted the Court's 
revolutionary decrees in the State reappor
tionment cases of 1963 and 1964. Maybe 
the doctrine of one man, one vote will be 
extended. 

If the Delaware plan had been in effect a 
week ago, Lyndon Johnson stlll would have 
won a large majority of the electoral votes, 
but the count wouldn't have been nearly so 
lopsided. 

Only once in recent history would the 
district plan have changed the outcome. 

Four years ago, Kennedy had 303 electoral 
votes, and Nixon 219. Fifteen were un
pledged. If "representation" electors had 
been chosen by districts, Nixon, who carried 
27 States and 228 congressional districts, 
would have had 282 electoral votes. Ken
nedy, who carried 22 States and 206 con
gressional districts, would have had 250. 
Five Alabama electors still would have been 
in limbo. 

It's a sound idea, whatever the merits of 
the lawsuit may be. After all, in a republi
can government, should a winner take all? 
Or only take his share? 

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, an edi
torial entitled "Electoral College Re
form" was published in the Washington 
Daily News. I ask unanimous consent 
that this good editorial be printed at 
this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Washington Daily News, Feb. 16, 

1965] 
ELECTORAL COLLEGE REFORM 

In one of his recent messages to Congress, 
President Johruon mentioned "reform of the 
electoral college system." 

But he didn't propose much reform. He 
proposed to keep the electoral college system 
as it is. Except that he would legally bind 
the electors to vote for the candidates for 
President and Vice President favored by a 
majority of the State's voters. 

The Supreme Court recently laid down a 
hard rule that in the election of members 
to both houses of Stat~ legislatures the so
called one man, one vote rule must obtain. 

The electoral college system works in re
verse. 



June 28, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 14967 
In New York, a citizen actually votes for 

43 members of the electoral college. Thus, 
in effect, he casts 43 votes for President if 
his candidate carries the State. New Mexico 
1s allocated only four votes in the electoral 
college, so the ballot of a voter in that State 
is worth less than one-eleventh of the New 
Yorker's ballot. 

If we are going to make elections absolute- · 
ly fair to all voters in choosing State legis
latures, as the Supreme Court is attempting 
to do, it is even more important that elec
tions be made absolutely equal in presiden
tial years. The obvious way to accomplish 
this is to reform the electoral college by di
viding each State's electoral votes in direct 
proportion to the popular votes. 

IDAHOAN BRINGS TELEVISION TO 
AMERICAN SAMOA 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, it is 
many thousands of miles from Rigby, 
Idaho, to Pago Pago, American Samoa; 
and the vast distance is cultural, as well 
as physical. But the fervor for good edu
cation, which was so much a part of the 
culture surrounding Rex Lee when he 
grew up in Rigby, now helps him to bridge 
the cultural gap as Governor of Ameri
can Samoa. 

The June 19 issue of the Saturday Re
view includes a most interesting article 
about the survey Rex Lee made of the 
shocking educational system of American 
Samoa which existed there when he ar
rived to become Governor, in 1961, and 
describes his unique and imaginative 
crash education program to meet the 
need. The heart of his program was 
educational television. 

Although his was the key role, Rex 
Lee would be the first to admit that tele
vision would not have come to American 
Samoa had it not been for Secretary of 
Interior Udall, Representative MICHAEL 
KIRWAN, the National Association of 
Educational Broadcasters, and the Sa
moans, themselves. 

I ask unanimous consent that this fas
cinating article, entitled "Classroom TV 
Comes to Samoa," be printed in the 
RECORD. 

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

CLASSROOM TV COMES To SAMOA 
(By Tom Kaser) 

Last November, a large, elegantly dressed 
Polynesian stepped before 7,000 people in 
Pago Pago, American Samoa, and uttered 
what was probably, for that part of the world, 
the understatement of the year. 

"In ancient times," said Crown Prince 
Tupou To'a Tungi, premier of the nearby 
Tonga Islands, "the environment of Samoa 
and Tonga ended at the seashore of Samoa 
and Tonga. Today, the world is smaller. 
Now the whole world is our environment." 

The occasion was the dedication of an 
anachronism: educational television in the 
south seas. Less than 2 months before that 
day, engineers sent the first signal of a 
$1,700,000 educational television system into 
the steaming jungles of a Pacific paradise 
which for years had been forgotten by time 
and, most regrettably, the United States. 
Now, American Samoa has become the edu
cation showplace of the South Pacific, not 
only because of television but also because 
of the man who brought it there, Gov. Rex 
Lee. 

Lee was sent to the island territory in May 
1961 after serving 11 years in Washington as 
a high-ranking administrator in the Bureau 

of Indian Affairs. He didn't particularly 
want the job, but he did want to oblige any 
request of the new President and the new 
Secretary of the Interior, Stewart UriaH. The 
result was an agreement that he -would serve 
as Governor of American Samoa 1 year for 
the primary purpose of preparing the island 
territory for the 1962 conference of the six
nation South Pacific Commission. 

When Lee arrived in Samoa he was ap
palled. What he saw was 60 years of ne
glect from the naval omcers who admin
istered the islands from 1900 to 1951, the ter
ritorial Governors who came there during the 
Eisenhower years, and the white merchants 
and traders who had beeri there as long as 
anyone could remember. 

The most serious neglect was that at the 
welfare of the Samoan people. Lee found 
that although half of the 22,000 natives in 
the territory were under 18, only 5,000 
Samoan children were attending what was 
loosely called school-remote village huts at 
the native fale (pronounced "folly") design 
resembling open, grass-roofed houses. The 
only high s<):hool in the seven islands of the 
territory admitted only a third of the chil
dren of high school age in American Samoa~ 
those who could pass the entrance examina
tion. 

But Lee was most shocked by the illiteracy 
of the Samoan schoolteachers. Although all 
instruction was supposed to be in English, 
he couldn't find one native teacher who 
could speak it fluently. He further discov
ered that most of the Samoan teachers had 
attended school only through the ninth 
grade, equal to about a fifth-grade education 
in stateside schools. 

Lee realized that American Samoa was no 
pla.oe for a gradual improvement in the edu
cational system. "There was no time for 
waiting, no time for armchair patience-
there had been too much at that for 60 
years," he says today. "It wa.s Olbvious that 
what was needed was a sudden and explo
sive upgrading." 

The answer in Lee's mind was educational 
television. He submitted the suggestion to 
the territory's department of education, a 
lifeless agency which rendered an equally 
lifeless reaction. Stateside educators as
signed to the department belittled the idea 
as too expensive and not feasible for such 
a remote outpost. 

Lee flew back to Washington and con
ferred with Udall, who surprisingly turned 
out to be "one of the few who didn't laugh," 
a.s Lee recalls today. With Udall's support, 
Lee went to Congress and obtained $40,000 
for a study to determine whether the idea 
was feasible. 

A four-man study team from the National 
Association of Educational Broadcasters went 
to Samoa in late 1961 and returned to Wash
ington a month later to report that educa
tional television was indeed the best poten
tial tool for the taSk. The NAEB investiga
tors, headed by Vernon Bronson, one of the 
most vigorous promoters of educational tele
vision in the cotintry, cited television as the 
most likely means of: ( 1) Training Samoan 
teachers; (2) providing quality instruction 
by topflight stateside teachers for every 
child in every village; (3) establishing, after 
a high initial investment, a low-cost perma
nent educational facility complete with a 
large library of tapes and other visual ma
terial. In short, educational television was 
seen as the fastest, most effective and, in the 
long run, most economical way of bringing 
the education system up to reasonable stand
ards. 

The alternative was to replace nearly 300 
Samoan teachers-some with 30 to 40 years 
of teaching experience--with 300 stateside 
teachers. This would have created not only 
serious sociological problems but several lo
gistical problems, including a massive build
ing program to provide accommodations for 
the stateside. It would also have involved 

millions of dollars in transportation costs 
alone. 

When Lee returned to Washington in Jan
uary 1962 to request general operating funds 
for the island territory, he was armed with 
statistics (provided by the NAEB) outlining 
how an educational television system might 
be installed. He found a friend in Ohio Con- . 
gressman MICHAEL J. KmwAN, chairman of 
the powerful House Appropriations Subcom
mittee on Public Works, who also realized 
American Samoa had been neglected too long. 

While KmwAN, Udall and Bronson exerted 
influence on Congress to approve the educa
tional television of Samoa's budget request, 
Lee returned to the Pacific. But for the first 
time, he began to see more challenge to h1s 
job than hosting the South Pacific Commis
sion Conference. With an entire school sys
tem to renovate, and the possibility of edu
cational television being approved, he told 
Udall he would remain in American Samoa 
because there was a job to be done. And 
indeed there was. 

While the appropriation proceedings in 
Washington continued, Lee gathered his ed
ucation omcers together and outlined a plan 
to consolidate all of the territory's more 
than 50 independent village schools into a 
cohesive system of 26 new Government
built schools--20 on the main island of 
T\lltuila, 5 in the 3 Manua group islands, and 
1 on privately owned Swains Island, 250 miles 
to the north. 

Lee and his education officers agreed on 
a native design for the now consolidated 
schools: clusters of bUildings resembling the 
open, gra;ss-roofed Samoan fale or home. 
Each fale, to be built of concrete, steel, and 
glass, was to contain two classrooms placed 
back to back, with television consoles at each 
end of the building and a blackboard wall 
forming the partition. 

Lee's dream took a giant step toward 
reality in late 1962 when Congress approved 
a generous $10 mlllion operating budget for 
general improvements in the island territory. 
Included in the appropriation was $1,583,000 
for a three channel educational television 
system to be used in American Samoa's ele
mentary grades (one to eight), and a pledge 
to am>ropriate funds for three more channels 
for high school instruction if the intial sys
tem showed promise. 

News of the appropriation activated plans 
which Lee had been holding in abeyance 
for months. A chief engineer arrived in the 
islands in January 1963 to study technical 
problems involved in building the system. 
In February, seven bids totaling $1,190,000 
were let on electronic equipment including 
a $60,000 contract to Motorola for 300 23-
inch TV sets. 

The onerous job of consolidating the vil
lage schools was started, and by August--1 
mor.th a!ter the arrival of Blair MacKenzie, 
the new director of educational television
Samoan construction crews began work on 
a two-story, air-conditioned studio build
ir~g which was later gratefully named the 
Michael J. Kirwan Broadcasting Center. 

The most formidable construction prob
lem was erecting a 22.6-foot transmitter atop 
Mount Alava, which climbs 1,603 feet almost 
vertically from the apex of Pago Pago (pro
nounced "Pongo Pongo") Harbor. The orig
inal plan was that Samoan workers, using 
modern equipment, could make their way 
to the top of the mountain. But after three
quarters of a mile of construction, the road 
idea was abandoned: workers found that 
Samoa's water-soaked volcanic rock could 
not support a road on sloping land. Engi
neers estimated that even if the rock pro
vided a suitable base, it would take 2 years to 
penetrate the thick jungle to the summit 
of Mount Alava. 

Hope was renewed a few months later 
when a Navy ship carrying two helicopters 
stopped in Pago Pago en route to the United 
States from an Antarctic mission. Lee's 
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engineers suggested that the steel trans
mitter and supplies to build the transmitter 
station might be lifted to the top with heli
copters, but a survey flight in the Navy heli
copters dampened the idea. Navy pilots 
noted that not only were the crosswinds at 
the summit too severe, but a job of that sort 
would · require about 800 flights from harbor 
to mountaintop. 

The solution was an aerial tramway, which 
was installed in the summer of 1964 after a 
5,102-foot cable had been strung across Pago 
Pago Harbor to Mount Alava from a point 
near the Governor's mansion. The tramway 
and a few other last minute expenses in
creased the first-year cost of the television 
system by about $140,000, but Lee plans to 
more than justify that amount with revenues 
reaped from eventual tourist use.' 

To the surprise of everyone in American 
Samoa, KZVK-TV worked when engineers 
beamed the first signal to Mount Alava on 
Sunday afternoon, Oqtober 4, just 4 days 
after the Samoan school year had begun. By 
that time, Bronson-now one fo the prime 

. movers of the Samoan educational television 
idea-had hired 6 educational television 
teachers and 32 technical personnel. He 
made it clear that their goal was to elim
inate their own jobs by training · Samoan 
understudies wlio will someday take over 
the operations. 

Samoa's educational television system dif
fers from the more than 100 educational 
television stations in the United States to
day in that it provides the core rather than 
a supplement to the local educational effort. 
Its purpose is to educate not only children 
but also teachers and, eventually, adults. 

Although television teaching in Samoa 
totally amounts to only 2 hours a day, all 
instruction revolves around that teaching. 
Lessons, developed at the broadcast center 
by stateside teachers working with Samoan 
understudies, are sent to each classroom 
teacher several days before the telecast. 
Stateside principals who live at each con
solidated school advise their classroom 
teachers how to prepare for the telecast, 
what to watch for, and how to follow up 
after the televised portion of the class is 
over. Samoan vice principals at each school 
are responsible for paperwork and related 
administrative details. 

Oral English has been the cornerstone of 
instruction in all of American Samoa's 
schools since 1962 and especially since· the 
establishment of educational television. 
Reading and writing in Samoan is taught 
only in the first and second grades on the 
principle that Samoan youngsters should 
become literate in their own language be
fore learning another. 

The backbone of the oral English instruc
tion is a series of drills designed to aid the 
Samoan child in pronouncing sound com
binations and speech rhythms unfamiliar 
to his native language. This is accomplished 
through a philosophy of linguistics called 
the Australian method, fostered by George 
Pittman, a lecturer at New Zealand's Vic
toria University and now a part-time con
sultant to the government of American 
Samoa. · 

Pittman's philosophy is based on what he 
calls a reversal of the standard process of 
teaching language. "Normally, when you 
start a child in school you are concerned 
with literacy," he says. "What we're trying 
to do here is put language into the child's 
mouth first; literacy comes later." 

The Australian method was founded in 
1950 when Pittman and his staff of 150 were 
trying to give European immigrants in Aus
tralia a quick, fundamental knowledge of 
English. Their starting point was extensive 
oral drill based on easily understood situa
tions which could be created in a classroom. 

In Samoa, these exercises have been 
adapted for television use. 

For example, the educational television 
teachers spend several minutes of each class 
leading youngsters in responsive drills such 
as the following: 

Teacher: "This is a bottle." 
·Pupils: "This is a bottle." 
Teacher: "This is a bottle." 
Pupils: "This is a bottle." 
Teacher: "These are bottles." 
Pupils: "These are bottles." 
Teacher: "This is a bottle." 
Pupils: "This is a bottle." 
Teacher: "These are bottles." 
Pupils: "These are bottles." 
Even more basic are twice-daily sound 

drills in which Samoan children repeat cer
tain English-language sounds which are 
foreign to them. Examples: "th" as 1n "the"; 
"zz" as in "is" or "nose"; and most difficult 
of all, "i" as in "it" or "is." · Educational tele
vision teacher David Lommen, one of the drill 
leaders, found that he became an overnight 
celebrity among the Samoan school children; 
whenever he visits a school he is mobbed by 
giggling youngsters who hop and dance be
hind him, chanting: "thhh-zzzzz-thhhh
zzzzz." 

As of April, 8 of Lee's fale-style school com
plexes were open and receiving educational 
television; the rest of the 26 consolidated 
schools will be open to all of American Sa
moa's 5,500 elemep.tary school children by 
this fall. Meanwhile, Lee is already work
ing on an educational television plan for 
high school use: Congress, impressed with 
the progress and promise of the initial edu
cational television system, appropriated an 
additional $985,000 in February of this year 
for three channels of phase II, which will · 
be started this fall in Pago Pago High School 
and two new high schools now being built. 

The new high schools, designed by San 
Francisco Architect John Lyon Reid, are as 
new in design as educational television is . to 
Samoa. One will be located in the Manua 
group of islands, 60 miles east of Tutuila, 
and the other is being constructed on 
Tutuila in the village of Leone, 15 winding 
miles by road west of Page Page. 

Movable redwood partitions, suspended 
from the ceiling, will provide up to six 
changeable classrooms in the new high 
schools. A center room, under the loft, will 
be used for conferences and storage. Tele
vision sets with low-level speakers Will be 
placed in each room, enabling the classes to 
use open space with minimum distraction. 
Redwood ceiling baffles will help control 
sound. 

So far, no one in the high ranks of the 
Department of Interior is less than pleased 
with the progress of Lee's educational tele
vision dream. And for the Samoans, the 

. novelty has not worn off even after 8 months 
of 'operation: schoolchildren are still just as 
entranced with the magic box as they were 
last fall. Meanwhile, Lee is giving careful 
doses of educational television to adult 
Samoans as the incipient stag.e of a planned 
adult education program. Since last Novem
ber, travelogs, syndicated educational films, 
and even occasional feature movies have 
brought standing-room-only crowds to the 
school fales at night. 

The significance of American Samoa's edu
cational television system is evidenced by 
the fact that it is being watched closely 
throughout the ~ world-especially in the 
South Pacific-as. the most practical . and 
effective way of educating people where there 
is a tragically short supply of good schools 
and good teachers. The system has been 
studied by UNESCO, the World Bank, New 
Guinea, New Zealand, India, Guam, Western 
Samoa, Tonga, and the trust territories. 
Tests will soon be made in the Tonga chain, 
which begins 180 miles to the south, to "de
termine whether the signal can be received 
there. Reception in Western Samoa, 80 
miles to the ~est, is excellent and Lee -has 

made it clear that the broadcasts are free to 
anyone who can receive them. 

So far educational television in American 
Samoa seems to be producing the sudden and 
explosive upgrading in education that it was 
intended to do. But no experiment is com
plete without an evaluation, and the NAEB 
is currently negotiating with educators at 
the University of Pittsburgh and the Uni
versity of California at Berkeley to conduct a 
long-term· study-lasting perhaps over a 
decade-of the island territory's educational 
system. 

Lee claims he will never really know the 
effectiveness of the television idea until the 
study is completed-probably not before the 
present first-graders are in high school. But 
he is clearly happy about the short-term re
sults: absenteeism has dropped sharply, 
children are more attentive than ever, and, 
for the first time, Samoan parents are tak
ing an interest in having their children learn 
English. 

By anyone's standards, that's the most en
couraging thing to happen in American 
Samoa in the last 65 years . 

FLAMING GORGE DAM AND . 
RESERVOIR 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, the New 
York Times, as the lead article in its Sun
day travel section yesterday, painted a 
compelling word picture of one of Amer
ica's great new tourist attractions-the 
Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir. 
This great recreational region, with 
spectacular scenery, is in an area, as the 
Times points out, which once was one of 
the Nation's most inaccessible. But no 
longer is that true. Today, the dam it
self is easily accessible, over paved roads 
from north or south; and the 91-mile 
lake forming behind it, chiefly in my own 
State of Wyoming, is fast becoming a 
major attraction. 

The visitor center at the dam, men
tioned in the Times article, is being 
matched by another at Green River, 
Wyo., near the northern extremity of the 
lake. The recreational potential of the 
Flaming Gorge region, now being devel
oped, presents us with a fine example of 
what can be accomplished, and what 
must be accomplished, if we are to fill the 
needs of an ever-growing, more pros
perous society. Recreation is not the sole 
reason, or even the chief one, for the 
existence of the Flaming Gorge Dam; 
but it is a most important byproduct, and 
one of benefit to millions. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle, entitled "Canyon-Country Water
way," and written by Jack Goodman, be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
CANYON COUN'l:RY WATERWAY:__FLAMING 

GORGE DAM Is FORMING 90-MILE LAKE IN 
UTAH, WYOMING 

(By Jack Goodman) 
VERNAL, UTAH.-"At a distance Of 20 miles, 

a brilliant red gorge· is seen, the red being 
surrounded by broad bands of mottled buff 
and gray at the summit of the cliffs and curv
ing down to the water's edge on the nearer 
slope of the mountain. This is where the 
river enters the mountain range-the head 
of the first canyon we were to explore, or, 
rather, an introductory canyon to a series 
made by the river through the range. We 
have named it 'Flaming Gorge.'" 
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The explorer-engineer who penned those 

llnes in June 1869, was Maj. John Wesley 
Powell. The river was the cool and clear 
Green, flowing southward from its source in 
Wyoming's Wind River Range to join the 
Colorado, 730 miles away. Powell's party, 
descending the river on what would prove to 
be the first full-scale exploration of the 
Colorado River system, ran the rapids of the 
Green and, later, the Colorado in sturdy 
boats somewhat resembling Marblehead 
dories. 

Today, a concrete dam, 502 feet high and 
1,180 feet wide, straddles the Green River at 
a point just below the "Flaming Gorge." 
The dam is between, and accessible from, 
transcontinental highways U.S. 30 in Wy
oming and U.S. 40 in Utah. It was completed 
in 1963, and Flaming Gorge Lake has been 
slowly forming above it . . 

Eventually, the lake will be 91 miles long, 
mostly in Wyoming, with a shoreline of 375 
miles and a water surface of 66 square miles. 
Paved roads have been extended to the dam, 
which lies about 30 miles north of Vernal 
and 90 miles south of Green River, Wyo. 

DAM BRINGS CHANGE 

The spectacular scenery that Major Powell 
' described almost a . century ago remains 

much as it was then. But conditions there, 
so long one of the Nation't;; most isolated re
gions, are changing fast--to the benefit of 
tourists. 

The major had launched his wooden fleet 
at Green River, after · it had been hauled 
westward aboard flatcars of the new Union 
Pacific Railroad. Nowadays, hundreds of 
small craft are being tqwed behind auto
mobiles to the dam, .and vacationists are 

· threading the brilliant red gorge in outboard 
motors, skiffs, and even catamarans. 

Where Powell and his fellow mapmakers 
ate venison and hardtack, today's visitors to 
Flaming Gorge are catching quantities of 
10-inch trout. In the last three seasons, the 
Utah State Fish and Game Department and 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service have 
stocked the rising lake with trout so heavily 
that the most casual angler can take them. 

Other developments are m aking the lake 
a recreational dream. The U.S. Forest Serv
ice, the National Park Service, and the Bu
reau of Reclamation have joined to set up 
a visitor center at the dam, plus 8 boat
launching ramps, 13 shore campgrounds, 3 
other campgrounds accessible only by water, 
and picnic areas. 

To accommodate those seeking comfort in 
the wilderness, there are several agreeable 
sites. One is a modest establishment, the 
property of a Green River veteran. It 
includes camping cabins, a general store, and 
a private lake for "those who want to catch 
fish without bothering with a boat." An
other has motel-style units, a restaurant, and 
even a cocktail lounge. 

These amenities would certainly have 
astonished this region's pioneers, that group 
of roaring mountainmen among whom Gen. 
William Ashley, a: certain William Sublette, 
and Jim Bridger remain famous in the local 
legends. For 6 years, beginning in 1825, 
these hardy individuals used to gather at a 
stream called Henry's Fork, and other trib
utaries of the Green River, for sociable re
unions. 

At present, the most easily reachable 
launching, camping, and lodge areas are 
south of the Utah-Wyoming State line, on 
arms of the lake being developed by the 
Forest Service. The easiest approach to 
them, and the dam, is from Vernal, a mod
ern ranch-country town 830 miles west of 
Denver and 180 miles east of Salt Lake City. 

Vernal has no rail service. However, it 
can be reached by Frontier Airlines from 
Salt Lake City, and rental cars can be re
served at the Vernal Airport. 

From Vernal, State Route 44 stays well 
low passes on the r~m of the forested Uinta 
Range. An occasional sheep wagon, ranch
house, or oil-driller's truck are about the only 
signs of civilization in this region, which has 
been chiefly known-until lately for its 
dinosaur tracks, sagebrush, and pifion pine. 

SNOW-TIPPED PEAKS 

Cedar begins to replace pifion at the 
boundaries of Ashley National Forest. 
There, the road reveals views of snow-tipped 
peaks to the north and west; suddenly, after 
a righthand fork, the road crosses a 200-
foot-high steel bridge over Cart Creek, an 
arm of the lake. 

There are boat-launching and rental fa
cilities at Cedar Springs, downhill to the 
northwest, but first-time visitors to Flaming 
Gorge would do well to make their initial 
stop at the Bureau of Reclamation visitor 
center. It is within sight of the new dam. 

Exhibits there include a 10 by 15 foot relief 
map of the entire Flaming Gorge Lake area. 
There is also a montage of "before and 
after" damsite photographs, and a mural re
calling the region's history. 

Before the summer season ends, vacation
ists will also be able to descend by elevator 
into the dam's powerhouse area. Three gen
erator units there produce 108,000 kilowatt
hours of electricity in this once primitive 
region. 

The construction town of Dutch John, 
plus campgrounds on the northeast "reach" 
of the lake, are approached by a two-lane 
highway across the crest of the graceful dam. 
From Dutch John, an improved gravel road 
extends for 6 miles to Antelope Flat Recrea
tion Area. This is a National Park Service 
unit centering around boat docks, launching 
ramps, campgrounds, and a beach. 

DEEP GORGES 

Despite its present water level of nearly 400 
feet above the riverbed, Flaming Gorge Lake 
is walled·not only by Flaming Gorge, but also 
by Red and Hideout Canyons. These are 
steeply walled gorges well over 1,000 feet 
deep. Shoreline entry points are few, and 
attempts to descend to the lake should be 
made only at designated ramp roads and at 
roads to campgrounds and beaches. 

The route to Flaming Gorge Lake from 
Green River, Wyo., which lies on the Union 
Pacific's main line, is a beautiful desert and 
mountain country drive. It is well paved 
much of the 90 miles to the dam area. 

Unfortunately, from Manila, Utah, just 
south of the Wyoming line, the pavement 
worsens because of a construction project 
currently under way in spectacular Sheep 
Creek Canyon. 

When completed, this portion of State 
Route 44 will be something of a geologic 
textbook for visitors, since i1; climbs and 
descends through millions of years of geo
logic time as it follows the Uinta Crest Fault. 

The Cedar Springs boat ramp and camp 
area, 6 miles from Flaming Gorge Lodge, and 
the Dutch John docks and ramp, just beyond 
the dam, are now the best spots from which 
to embark on fishing expeditions or on 
guided cruises of the new lake. Heading 
nearly due west from either dock area, boats 
cruise upstream through Red Canyon and 
Hideout Canyon, and then on to Flaming 
Gorge itself, in less than an hour. 

CANYON CAMPING 

The broader, northerly extension of the 
new lake, beyond Henry's Fork, Black's Fork 
and Firehole Canyon, can be reached in 
another 2 hours in the average outboard
powered craft. However, visitors will want 
to loaf, and perhaps pitch camp for a while, 
in the lee of 1,500-foot-high Red Canyon. 

As for fishing possibilities, the State fish 
and game commission recently issued a plea 
to all anglers to fish in the new lake, "lest 
the trout crowd themselves and stunt their 
growth through crowding." 

First-time visitors to the lake are reminded 
that it, unlike Lake Mead or the new Lake 
Powell, is a "high country'' body of water. 
The dam crest is at an elevation of 6,047 feet 
above sea level, and the Green River is fed 
by chill mountain streams. Nights are 
downright cool, even in midsummer, and 
water skiers who get doused also get chilled. 

Along with fishing tackle and plenty of 
film, visitors should also have heavy sweaters, 
waterproof clothes for mountain showers, and 
insect repellant. In addition to fish and 
scenery and history, the Flaming Gorge 
country is famous for its mosquitos. 

SOURCES OF INFORMATION 

For campground information, prospective 
visitors can write the National Park Service, 
Post Office Box 188, Dutch John, Utah, or 
the U.S. Forest Service, Ashley National For
est, Post Office Box 192, Vernal, Utah. 

Information on private lodges, cabins, and 
guide services is available through A. K. 
Reynolds, Red Canyon Lodge, Post Office, 
Vernal, Utah, or Dwight Wetenkamp, Flam
ing Gorge Lodge, Vernal, Utah. 

TITAN 3 AND SOLID-PROPELLENT 
BOOSTERS 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, on Friday, 
June 18, the Air Force successfully 
launched the Titan 3, and boosted into 
orbit the heaviest payload ever sent 
aloft. It was a massive display of both 
thrust and payload. 

The interesting thing about the Titan 
3 is that it was propelled into space by 
a combination of solid-propellent boost
ers and liquid-propellent boosters. The 
great workhorse that put into orbit this 
tremendous ~1,000-pound dummy satel
lite, the heaviest payload ever launched, 
was composed of the strap-on solid-pro
pellent boosters. With this launch, the 
United States not only pulled even with 
the Soviet Union in thrust and ability to 
launch heavy payloads, but went some
what into the lead. All of us are en
couraged by this great step forward in 
our relentless drive to explore space; but 
I wish to point especially to the great 
success of the solid boosters. 

On previous occasions, I have stood 
on this floor to call for equal research 
and development work on solids and 
the fullest exploration of the value of 
solid-propellent boosters. I am happy 
to know that the Air Force and the mili
tary continue to work in this area; but 
I am very much disturbed to find that 
NASA has terminated its research and 
development work in solids, and now 
turns all of its attention to liquid pro
pelled boosters. 

I do not have sufficient technical ca
pacity to be able to discuss the difference 
between the two, except to note that 
solid boosters are wholly reliable, readily 
storable, develop tremendous thrust, and 
are standing guard, around the world, in 
the Minuteman silos where we have our 
intercontinental ballistic missiles. 

I strongly urge that NASA continue its 
search for improved thrust capability in 
the field of solids. 

To point up the happy marriage be
tween solid boosters and liquid boosters 
and to set forth the great success of 
Titan 3, I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD several newspaper 
articles which deal with the event at 
Cape Kennedy, Fla., on June 18. 
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There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as. follows: 
[From the Washington (D.C.) Post, June 19, 

1965] 
Am FORCE TITAN ORBITS HEAVIEST PAYLOAD 

EvER 
(By Howard Benedict) 

CAPE KENNEDY, FLA., June 18.-A mighty 
Titan 3-C, the most powerful rocket ever 
fired, scored a thundering success on its 
maiden test flight today and signaled the 
Air Force to proceed with plans to establish 
a military beachhead in space. 

The huge triple-barrel rocket developed 
total thrust of more than 3 million pounds, 
spewed a taU of flame more than 600 feet 
long and flung into orbit a 21,000-pound 
dummy satellite--the heaviest payload ever 
launched. 

This orbiting chunk of lead is the fore
runner of manned and unmanned military 
machines that will patrol and perhaps dom
inate space, preventing other nations from 
using it for warlike purposes. 

Maj. Gen. Ben I. Funk, commander of 
the Air Force Space Systems Division, said 
the flight represented "a great day for the 
Nation, the Defense Department and the 
Air Force." 

"The success with a combination of solld 
and liquid fuel rockets," he said, "demon
strates the flexibility of the booster for mili
tary as well as other payloads. I feel it wm 
be the catalyst which will kick off many 
programs which the Air Force has been work
ing on and you have been reading about. 
The manned orbiting laboratory should get 
the green light in short order." 

Within a few days, the Defense Depart
ment is expected to give the Air Force the 
go-ahead to develop the manned laboratory, 
which has been under study for several 
months. 

The lab, which will be the size of a house 
trailer, will keep two or more astronauts in 
orbit for a month or more to determine what 
military missions man can effectively per
form in space. 

Within 3 years, Titan 3-C rockets are ex-
. pected to establish these unmanned space 
systems; a network of 24 communications 
sate111tes for swiftly relaying military mes
sages around the world; reconnaissance, 
navigation and sate111te interceptor payloads. 

With its weightlifting capability, Titan 
3-C also will be used for scientific payloads. 
One project under consideration is to send 
a package of nine payloads to the moon 
with a single rocket to determine strength 
of the lunar surface. 

The Titan 3-C actually is three rockets 
strapped together. Two solid fuel motors 
ignited on liftoff and generated 2.65 million 
pounds of thrust to propel the vehicle to an 
altitude of 24 miles. Then the 127-foot 
liquid fuel central chamber fired with a 
474,000-pounds thrust burst. Second and 
third stages of the central segment ignited 
with precision and hurled the lead sate111te 
into orbit 115 miles high. 

The Titan success and follow-up shots 
may fan into flame a smouldering contro
versy between the Air Force, backer of the 
Titan, and the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. NASA is putting all 
its bets on the liquid-fueled Saturn rocket, 
still in the development stage, as the all
purpose booster for major space missions. 

[From the New York (N.Y.) Times, June 9, 
1965] 

TITAN 3-C PASSES ITS FLIGHT TEST-Am 
FoRCE Is JUBILANT OVER ROCKET, MOST 
PoWERFUL KNOWN 

(By Evert Clark) 
CAPE KENNEDY, FLA., June 18.-The most 

powerful rocket ever known to have been 

launched roared from a man-made island 
of sand here today, carrying with it the Air 
Force's hopes for its own man-in-space 
program. 

The 127-foot-tall Titan 3-C, descendant 
of the Titan nuclear-armed missiles, thun
dered upward on two tails of bright yellow 
flame that stretched behind it for 500 feet. 

It was the first flight test of the first big 
military booster designed to send payloads 
into space rather than nuclear warheads to 
anenemy. . 

Turning eastward high above a cloud bank, 
the 1.5-milUon-ton rocket kicked away the 
two 86-foot-long solid-fuel boosters that had 
launched it from its pad with more than 2.4 
million pounds of lifting power, or thrust. 

Then the three liquid-fueled stages of the 
Titan core vehicle--a Titan 2 missile with 
a special maneuvering stage on top--lighted 
automatically in the air and propelled 21,000 
pounds of test payload into an orbit 100 miles 
above the earth. 

It was the first time that large solid-fuel 
rockets had been used to lift a huge space
craft. In the past, liquid-fuel engines have 
done this job. 

But the Air Force won approval 2 years 
ago to take an existing missile, bolt to its 
sides two solid-fuel rockets 10 feet in diam
eter, and make a space truck that could 
hurl great weights into orbit around t~e 
earth or send almost 2 tons to the moon. 

The launching came while administration 
officials were considering whether to give the 
Air Force a manned space program of its own. 

Air Force missiles, test ranges, and astro
nauts have contributed heavily to the civil
ian space program. But the lack of a clear 
mission for military pilots has limited the 
Air Force to automatic space loads, most of 
them secret. 

"TRANSTAGE" GOES INTO ORBIT 
The maneuvering stage of the Titan core 

is called a "transtage" because it can trans
fer itself and its payload from one orbit to 
another. 

Four successful launchings of the core pre
ceded the flight today. Because the main 
goal today was to see if the solid-fuel rockets 
would light together, lift the core and sepa
rate from it properly, no maneuvering was 
planned. 

The transtage put itself and 21,000 pounds 
of lead ballast into orbit, where it was ex
pected to stay for several days before burn
ing as it reentered the earth's atmosphere. 
The lead is shaped into blocks that are scored 
so that they will break apart and burn on 
reentry. 

This 29,300-pound weight-lifting feat was 
not a record. Two Saturn 1 rockets launched 
by the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration have put their final stages and 
19,000-pound ballast payloads into orbit. 
One flight lifted 38,700 pounds and the 
other 39,200 pounds. The Saturn develops 
1.5 million pounds of thrust but cannot 
maneuver as the Titan 3-C can. 

SOVIET PAYLOADS SMALLER 
The heaviest payloads put into space by 

the Soviet Union have been their 14,000-
pound Voskhod manned capsules. 

The Voskhod rocket has been rated by 
American experts at 800,000 to 900,000 
pounds of thrust. By contrast, the American 
rocket used to put the manned spacecraft 
Gemini 3 and Gemini 4 into orbit produced 
430,000 pounds of thrust. 

Air Force officials were jubilant over their 
success today. Brig. Gen. Joseph S. Bley
maier, who has headed the Titan 3-C pro
gram since it formally began 2 years ago, 
was given a Legion of Merit Medal on the 
spot. He is Deputy Commander for Manned 
Systems in the Air Force System Command's 
Space System Division. 

Col. David V. Miller, program director 
under General Bleymaier, and Col. Otto c. 

Ledford, head of the 655th Aerospace Test 
Wing, which launched the rocket, received 
commendation medals. 

[From the Washington (D.C.) Star, June 
19, 1965) 

MIGHTY TITAN ORBITS PAYLOAD IN FIRST 
TEST-Am FORCE HOPES FOR SPACE ROLE 
GET BIG BOOST 

(By William Hines) 
CAPE KENNEDY, FLA.-A 700-ton Air Force 

rocket called Titan 3-C was launched with 
complete success, from pad 40 here this 
morning. At 2Yz mill1on pounds of thrust, 
it was the most powerful rocket ever to take 
to the air. 

Liftoff came just 4 seconds after the sched
uled firing time of 10 a.m., e.d.t. 

The launching-which bolstered Air Force 
hopes for a manned role in space--was by 
far the most spectacular in the 15-year his
tory of this rocket testing base. 

Titan 3-C rose from its launching stand 
on twin tails of flame 4 or 5 times as long 
as the 127-foot rocket. 

As it rumbled upward through the clear 
Florida sky, it left behind it a dirty trail of 
smoke which turned into a magniflcent 
white cloud as moisture in the air condensed 
around carbon particles in the rocket's wake. 

CLOUD REMAINED 
Twenty minutes after liftoff-with the up

per stage of the rocket firmly in orbit about 
115 miles up--traces of the columnar white 
cloud still remained in the sky. 

The rocket boosted into orbit the heaviest 
"payload" ever launched by either American 
or Russian spacemen. The payload was ac
tually 21,000 pounds of lead pellets, simulat
ing an equivalent amount of scientific in
struments or men and equipment. 

The accuracy of the launching was noth
ing short of phenomenal. Radar indications 
were that the payload went into orbit at a 
velocity only 1 foot a second over the 
planned speed of 25,583 feet a second (rough
ly 17,500 miles an hour.) 

ONLY 6 SECONDS OFF 
The orbital period-time required to cir

cle the earth once--was only 6 seconds short 
of the 88 minutes and 12 seconds that had 
been planned. The orbit was only slightly 
under the desired altitude of 115 miles on 
the average. 

This payload was about three times as 
heavy as the Gemini 4 spacecraft of Astro
nauts James A. McDivitt and Edward H. 
White, II, which was launched from here 
aboard a related Titan 2 rocket 15 days ago. 

Titan 3-C is being developed-at a cost 
of $800 m111ion-to handle a wide variety 
of space missions including the Manned 
Orbiting Laboratory. In various configura
tions, the Titan 3 family of rockets will be 
able to lift payloads ranging from 5,000 to 
40,000 pounds. 

The rocket firing today was watched closely 
by both mllitary and civllian authorities. 
Its success almost instantly triggered in
creased rivalry between the Air Force and 
the civilian National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration. 

Up to now, NASA has had a monopoly on 
manned space, but within a half hour after 
Titan 3-C left the pad, a high-ranking Air 
Force officer, Maj. Gen. Ben I. Funk, publicly 
predicted that Manned Orbiting Laboratory 
"should get the green light in short order." 

NASA PUSHING SATURN 
NASA is pushing its Saturn 1-B as the 

rocket of the future. The 1-B, which will fly 
for the first time next year, will be capable 
of lifting about 35,000 pounds into a low 
earth orbit. As presently designed, 1-B could 
not perform high orbit or lunar missions. 

The Air Force says the Titan 3 family of 
rockets can do everything Saturn 1-B can 
do and more. 



June 28, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 14971 
BIG BROTHER: FDA 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. Presi
dent, the recent hearings on "big broth
erism" by the Subcommittee on Ad
ministrative Practice and Procedure 
exposed some practices by certain Gov
ernment agencies which were indeed 
shocking. Our hearings, for instance, re
vealed that the Food and Drug Admin
istration was guilty of violating the 
sanctity of a church here in the Nation's 
Capital. This small church was raided 
because the FDA viewed its attempts to 
improve the mental health of its parish
ioners as unorthodox. This Govern
ment agency took upon itself the task 
of determining what religious practices 
should and should not take place within 
the confines of the church property. 

Further subcommittee hearings un
covered instance after instance of FDA 
raids on small vitamin and food supple
ment manufacturers. These small, de
fenseless businesses were guilty of pro
ducing products which FDA officials 
claimed were unnecessary for the aver
age human diet. Here again, we have 
the same Federal agency setting itself 
up as the judge of what should and 
should not be eaten by the general 
public. 

These disturbing revelations stirred a 
former college professor to write to the 
subcommittee about still another ex
ample or arbitrary bureaucratic judg
ment on the part of FDA officials. He 
charged the FDA a few years ago with 
banning and burning a large number of 
publications by an internationally recog
nized psychologist because the agency 
disagreed with some of his basic as
sumptions. I could not believe that this 
had really happened. Correspondence 
with the American Civil Liberties Union, 
however, removed all doubt from my 
mind. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
American Civil Liberties Union news re
lease on this disgraceful affair printed 
at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the release 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NEWS RELEASE OF AMERICAN CiviL LIBERTIES 

UNION 
NEW YoRK, N.Y., July 11.-The American 

Civil Liberties Union today called on the 
Food and Drug Administration not to burn 
books owned by Dr. Wllhelm Reich which 
present his theory of orgone energy. 

The Government agency 2 years ago ob
tained an injunction in a Federal district 
court in Maine enjoining Dr. Reich and his 
followers from promoting the use of the or
gone energy accumulator and ordering the 
destruction of his books and other scientific 
writings. The accumulator usually is a 
metal-coated box which, according to Dr. 
Reich, harnesses cosmic energy, called by 
him "orgone." Orgone, he claims, is essen
tial to life functioning and relates to many 
emotional and physical illnesses. 

On May 24, 1956, Dr. Reich was sentenced 
to 2 years in prison for con:tempt of court 
in not obeying the injunction, and the Wil
helm Reich Foundation was fined $10,000. 
Dr. Reich's colleague, Dr. Michael Silvert, was 
sentenced to a year and a day in jail. It 
was learned by the ACLU that FDA repre
sentatives have already destroyed Dr. Reich's 
books found in his headquarters in Rangeley, 
Maine, and would be in New York City today 
to seize other copies of the enjoined books 

in the possession of Dr. Silvert, who lives 
at 50 Grove Street. 

Patrick Murphy Malin, ACLU's executive 
director, released a letter written on July 9. 
to George P. Larrick, Commissioner of the 
Food and Drug Administration, warning that 
the FDA's action would, in effect, amount 
to Government censorship and urging the 
agency on its own initiative to modify the 
injunction to exclude the books. When the 
FDA brought suit against Dr. Reich for mis
representation, it claimed that his books 
labeled the orgone device and helped to pro
mote its use. 

Pointing out that as a civil liberties orga
nization it was not concerned with the va
lidity or invalidity of the accumulator or Dr. 

. Reich's theory, Malin said that the ACLU 
was concerned with the FDA's action to 
identify as labeling comprehensive books 
of serious scientific intent. The ACLU as
serted that responsible psychologists, some 
of whom do not subscribe to Reichian theo
ries, have assured the Union that the books 
can in no sense be considered mere aids to 
promote or explain the use of the accumu
lator. 

The ACLU added that the injunction was 
so broad as to include two books which make 
no reference at all to the orgone energy 
theory, "The Sexual Revolution" and "The 
Mass Psychology of Fascism." "It is iron
ical," the ACLU said, that at a time when the 
Government is destroying these two books, 
"a New York publishing firm, Basic Books 
Inc., is advertising in the New York Times 
and elsewhere and distributing a third book 
named in the injunction, 'Character Anal
ysis.' While other parties are apparently at 
liberty to publish Dr. Reich's books, he, him
self, is not only unable to do this, but is 
under continuing threat of further contempt 
proceedings if he permits others to dis
tribute his books. 

"It is a serious challenge to the freedom 
of scientific inquiry and to the freedom of 
the press, principles of free thought on 
which our democratic Government is based, 
for any agency of Government to take ad
vantage of such a dragnet injunction to 
thwart the dissemination of knowledge-
however eccentric or unpopular that knowl
edge may be. Certainly the Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetics Act contemplates no such 
result. 

"Because of his recent contempt convic
tion, Dr. Reich is under the impression that · 
he can take no action either directly or 
indirectly to cooperate with others who are 
interested in this matter to modify or vacate 
the injunction against him. But many stu
dents and professors have come or written 
to us concerning the FDA's action, which 
they see as a governmental attempt to shut 
oft' the circulation of scientific knowledge. 
The ACLU agrees with their contention and 
urges that the FDA act immediately to put 
an end to the destruction of Dr. Reich's 
books by seeking on its own initiative to 
modify the injunction which it has ob
tained.'' 

The ACLU letter pointed out that Dr. 
Reich and his associates had not appealed 
the Federal court injunction because they 
felt Government investigation of Reichian 
theories was improper or beyond the power 
of the FDA. "It is unfortunate," the ACLU 
said, "that FDA's action was not challenged, 
as we are confident that an injunction as 
broad as this is would not have been issued 
if the defense had been properly presented. 
But whether or not the FDA's authority to 
burn these books was acquired by lack of 
a proper legal defense or through a loophole 
in the law is relatively immaterial. What is 
of direct concern is that the injunction and 
the authority given the FDA is so broad that 
a Government agency can and presumably 
is destroying books." 

Mr. LONG of Missouri. Mr. President, 
this plea for tolerance apparently fell on 

deaf ears. Dr. Reich and his chief as
sociate were imprisoned, 10 volumes of 
his journals were destroyed, and 10 of 
his books are to my knowledge still 
banned from distribution. Dr. Reich 
died in jail. 

The major crime of Reich and his as
sociates was to believe in new scientific 
concepts and techniques which FDA of
ficials questioned. Now I make no claim 
to being a scientist. I claim no com
petence in evaluating the validity of a 
theory on orgone energy. Dr. Reich 
might have been completely in error in 
this theory. It seems to me, though, that 
such a determination should have been 
made by other experts in the field and by 
history. 

This case would seem to involve the 
basic issue of intellectual freedom. Are 
we to entrust the responsibility of pass
ing judgment on the scientific merits of 
a discovery to Federal bureaucrats? Are 
we to allow the FDA or any other Gov
ernment agency to ban or· to burn scien
tdic publications at its discretion? The 
answer to these questions must be in the 
negative. Man's right to know, to learn, 
to inquire, to make errors, and to investi
gate human emotions must by all means 
be safe if the word freedom is to have 
any meaning at all. 

The banning and destruction of the 
scientific literature published by Reich 
and his associates is a completely un
necessary, senseless, shameful, and sick
ening act of destruction. It demon
strates a lack of tolerance generally as
sociated with an authoritarian mentality. 
While being characteristic in the age of 
a Galileo, it is contrary to the spirit of 
tolerance which we are so proud of in 
this Nation. 

The officials of the Food and Drug 
A~nistration who are responsible for 
this act of destruction are probably con
vinced that they have protected the 
minds of the public from being corrupted. 
Every book burner in history undoubt
edly acted from the same conviction. It 
is the self-righteous desire to protect 
others from being misled by ideas with 
which they disagree. 

It is difficult to condone the actions 
of these self -appointed '!ensors from the 
FDA. If it were my belief that this 
Nation needed an agency to pass judg
ment on religious practices, to tell the 
citizens what they should eat, and to 
determine what should be thought, I 
would say so. I do not think we need 
such an agency. I do not think we want 
such an agency. 

The weight of evidence uncovered by 
the Subcommittee on Administrative 
Practice and Procedure has convinced 
me that someone has got to speak up. 
Abuses of legitimate power must be 
stopped. It is past time that the un
fettered agents of the Food and Drug 
Administration had their wings clipped. 

DAMAGING EFFECTS OF Affi POLLU
TION CITED 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, on June 
16, 1965, this body passed a bill regu
lating the labeling of cigarette packages 
and requiring that words of caution re
garding the use of tobacco be printed 
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on every package and c~rton of ciga
rettes. 

I voted for that bill as the best possible 
legislation that could be realized at this 
time for the tobacco industry, and be
cause it was preferable to regulation such 
as that proposed earlier by the Federal 
Trade Commission. 
· It is my conviction that the harmful 
effects of tobacco are still open to ques
tion and that there are other factors 
attributable to lung cancer. 

A blanket indictment on any industry 
such as the one imposed by the Surgeon 
General on the tobacco industry and 
750,000 farm families should not result 
in· legislation without absolute proof of a 
causal connection between lung cancer 
and tobacco. 

If the ·surgeon General and the Con
gress really want to know the causes of 
lung cancer, there are many investiga
tions that should be conducted. For in
stance, it should be determined to what 
extent carbon monoxide and other nox
ious gases, which are released into the 
atmosphere, contribute to the incidence 
of lung cancer. 

Mr. President, a city council commit
tee for the city of New York has recently 
been studying measures for controlling 
air pollution. Among the witnesses at a 
public hearing conducted by the commit
tee was James M. Quigley, Assistant Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare. Mr. Quigley suggested that ''evi
dence of the harmful effect of air pollu
tion on health" is mounting. He said 
that "scientists regarded it as an im
portant factor" in lung ·cancer and other 
respiratory illnesses. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a newspaper article from the 
New York Times of June 25, 1965, en
titled "City Air Pollution Said To -cost 
$520 Million a Year in Damage," be 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

CITY Am PoLLUTION SAID To CosT $520 
MILLION A YEAR IN DAMAGE 

(By Charles Grutzner) 
The national economic loss caused by dirty 

air was estimated yesterday a;t $11 billion or 
more each year, with $520 million damage in 
New York City. Both estimates were ex
clusive of the costs of sickness and death 
attributable to poisons and irritants in the 
air. 

James M. Quigley, Assistant Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, gave the 
national estimate. The local figure was cited 
by Arthur J . Benline, the city's commissioner 
of air pollution control. Both men were 
among the witnesses at the opening session 
of 2 days of public hearings in city hall, con
ducted by a city council committee that is 
studying measures for controlling air pollu
tion. 

Among the identified elements of damage 
from polluted air have been deterioration of 
stone building fronts, rusting of metal, in
creased consumer costs for cleaning of 
clothing, disintegration of nylon stockings, 
crop losses, shortened life of coatings of paint, 
increased taxes for repairs to public build
ings, and a variety of other costs for house
holders and businessmen. 

Commissioner Benline, whose yearly de
partmental budget is $1,337,325, said the 
fight against pollution was at present only 
"a holding action, hoping that we can keep 
things from getting worse." 

The department of air pollution control, 
Mr. Benline declared, made some progress last 
year against pollution sources within the 
city. But this was offset, he said, by con
taminated air blown here from the New 
Jersey industrial areas, which have done al
most nothing to curb air pollution. 

In answer to ' a question by Councilman 
Robert A. Low, the committee chairman, 
Commissioner Benline estimated that "any
where from 20 to 30 percent" of the pollu
tion here came from sources in New Jersey. 

"And we haven't been able to stop any of 
that," he said. 

FEDERAL STUDIES PENDING 
Mr. Quigley was questioned closely by 

several committee members on why the Fed
eral Government had failed so far to exercise 
its powers to hale Jersey pollution offenders 
into court. He explained that a time-con
suming procedure was involved in interstate 
cases, before his Department could turn cases 
over to the Department of Justice. 

"Last August," he said, "State and local 
officials from the areas involved met with 
representatives of the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare to determine 
whether further steps would be needed in 
accordance with the abatement provisions of 
the Federal Clean Air Act. Since that time 
agencies in both States have furnished the 
Department technical information, which we 
have sifted and analyzed." 

But, Mr. Quigley added, the Department 
felt it necessary to undertake field studies of 
its own, because "knowledge about the 
sources, extent and effects of air pollution in 
this metropolitan area is far from adequate." 

When these studies are completed, he said, 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare "will be able to determine what, if any, 
additional action is required." Mr. Quigley 
said that voluntary cooperation was being 

. sought through conferences and that Federal 
grants were being made available to com
munities for air-pollution control. 

"BIG STICK" SUGGESTED 
"Don't you think the time has come to 

use the big stick instead of the carrot?" 
asked Councilman Robert R. Conner, Repub
lican, of Staten Island, where garden crops 
have been ruined by chemical fumes re
portedly wafted from New Jersey. 

Mr. Quigley replied that he favored "a 
balanced approach." He said that the big 
stick might be needed occasionally but that 
cooperation and financial assistance to com
munities were needed more often. 

In reporting the $11 billion estimate of 
the nationwide cost of air pollution, Mr. 
Quigley remarked that "because the eco
nomic burden of air pollution is largely 
hidden in indirect expenses, which are 
difficult to pinpoint, it is not unrealistic to 
suspect that the true figure is even higher." 

Declaring that evidence of the harmful 
effect of air pollution on health is mounting, 
Mr. Quigley said that scientists regarded it 
as an important factor in asthma, bron
chitis, emphysema, lung cancer, "and per-

. haps even the common cold." 
WAGNER URGES CAUTION 

Mayor Wagner, in a brief message read at 
the hearing by his ·excutive assistant, Julius 
C. C. Edelstein, stressed the importance of 
"a careful and judicious inquiry into the 
facts" to find out what more can be done 
locally, regionally, and on a Federal basis. 
At the same time he qautioned against "41-
citement to fright and panic." 

"The figures which have been cited by 
medical authorities and which I myself have 
repeated on a number of occasions need to 
be .viewed soberly and not sensationally," 
the mayor's message said. "Air pollution 
:t;nust be a field of action and should not be
come a political football." 

Referring to a report made at an air
pollution conference in Toronto earlier this 
week, of an increase of several hundred 
deaths in New York City during a 15-day 
period of atmospheric inversion in 1963, the 
mayor said it should be noted "that these 
deaths occurred primarily among old and 
severely ill patients with longstanding 
chronic illnesses." 

"The fact is," Mr. Wagner's message said, 
"that these individuals had very brief life 
expectancies under any circumstances. It 
is a fact that there was no increase in 
average mortality in the city during 1963." 

CITY PROGRESS NOTED 
Asserting that the city had made progress 

in the control of air pollution in the last 2 
years, the mayor said: 

"Today, should another inversion episode 
occur similar to the one which happened in 
1963, the city is prepared to take steps on an 
emergency basis to curtail all sources of 
pollution and thus prevent a recurrence of 
what happened in 1963." 

Although the message did not spell out 
the emergency steps it was understood that 
they would include a temporary shutdown 
of incinerators and of industries and heat
ing plants that burn coal or heavy fuel, as 
well as a halt to all but essential motor
vehicle operation. 

Councilman Edward L. Sadowsky of Queens 
drew from Commissioner Benline a statement 
that his department, in qualifying for a 
Federal grant of $188,000, had certified that it 
had a plan for improved control of pollution. 
Mr. Sadowsky asked Mr. Benline if he would 
give the committee his proposals for legisla
tive and other measures. Mr. Benline said he 
was working out the plan but did not have 
the details ready. 

LEGISLATION PROMISED 
"This committee hopes to make specific 

recommendation by the fall," declared Mr. 
Sadowsky. "You can help us by giving us 
your proposals." 

Commissioner Benline said he would sup
ply the committee with specific proposals in 
a month. Asserting that the problems of air 
pollution "do not lend themselves to magical, 
overnight solutions," Mr. Benline said: 

"Most of the suggestions we receive would 
tend to reduce air pollution, but they would 
also have the effect of returning us to that 
unruly, pastoral municipality presided over 
by Peter Stuyvesant. Under these suggested 
circumstances, all sources of heat and power 
would be cut off, automobiles and buses 
banned from our streets, the incineration of 
refuse would be halted and manufacturing 
processes would be stopped. In short, we 
would have a paradise with little reason for 
existence. 

"As alternatives," he said, "there are in
numerable solutions pressed upon us which 
demand that Rube Goldberg or Buck Rogers 
devices be utilized forthwith to solve all 
problems." 

LINKED TO DEATHS 
Dr. George James, commissioner of health, 

described the functions his department per
fo_rmed for the department of air pollution 
control. 

"You never find air pollution on a death 
certificate?" asked Councilman Leonard 
Fastenberg of the Bronx. 

"You can never be sure," was the reply. 
"What we are looking for is clues, and there 
are pretty strong clues to air pollution as the 
cause of many deaths." 

The hearing will resume at 10:30 a.m. to
day, with 10 experts in fields related to air
pollution ·problems scheduled to testify. 

There will be another series of hearings in 
several weeks, with the public invited to 
testify. Councilman Low said that those 
wiShing to be heard then should send re
quests for time to him at city hall. 
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TRIBUTE TO HON. HAMER H. BUDGE 

OF SECURITIES AND EXCHANGE 
COMMISSION 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, last 

year President Johnson appointed as a 
Republican member of the Securities and 
Exchange Commission Hon. Hamer 
H. Budge. At the time of his appoint
ment, Judge Budge was serving on the 
State court of his native State of Idaho, 
but for many years prior to that time 
had served the State with honor and dis
tinction in the House of Representatives. 

Many questions were raised about Mr. 
Budge's qualifications for this particular 
assignment. Some, I am sure, were po
litically inspired, others grew out of the 
fact that Mr. Budge had had no pre
vious direct experience with problems in
volving the distribution of securities. 

I was sure from the beginning that Mr. 
Budge had the ability and capability to 
carry the new responsibility that would 
come to him as a member of the SEC, 
and my faith in him has never waivered. 
Therefore, I · was delighted to read in 
the New York Times of June 27 an ar
ticle by Eileen Shanahan praising the 
judge's record during his first year in 
office. The article has a headline "SEC 
Applauds Once-Controversial Nomina
tion " with the subheading, "Doughty 
Rep~blican Praised by Democratic Col
leagues." 
·Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that this article may be printed in 
the body Of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SEC APPLAUDS ONCE-CONTROVERSIAL NoMI

NATION-AFTER A YEAR, JUDGE BUDGE 
VALUED AS TEAM MEMBER-DOUGHTY RE
PUBLICAN PRAISED BY DEMOCRATIC CoL-
LEAGUES 

(By Eileen Shanahan) 
WASHINGTON, June 26.-TO the intense 

surprise of practically everybody at the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, Hamer 
H. Budge has turned out to be a valued-and 
enormously well-liked-member of the team. 

A year ago today, when the Senate formally 
confirmed his nomination to the commis
sion, he was known to his present associates 
only by reputation and only as the effective 
and tough partisan Republican infighter that 
he had proved himself to be during a decade 
of service in the House of Representative~. 

His nomination was interpreted in many 
quarters as a sign that President Johnson 
intended to scuttle the SEC in particular and 
the Government regulatory agencies in gen
eral. 

The staff of the commission, which runs 
heavily to New Deal Democrats, with a 
sprinkling of moderate Republicans, ·de
spaired because of the new commissioner's 
reputation as an arch conservative, an out
and-out antiregulation man. 

Commission members themselves feared 
that they might never again be able to work 
in harmony. 

However, all hands now happily state that 
they couldn't have been more wrong. 

The once-controversial nominee is known 
universally around the commission as "Judge 
Budge"-he was a State judge back in Idaho 
where he comes from-in part, ·because the 
rhyming title seems pleasantly amusing, but 
largely, too, because of the judicial quality 
of his approach to his commission duties. 

"Judicial" is the word that everyone uses 
to describe him and a word he also uses re
peatedly-not to describe himself, but to ex-

plain how he believes the commission should 
act. 

Judge Budge's conservatism, as disclosed by 
his words and actions during his year on the 
commission, reflects strongly a fear that "lit
tle people" can get run over by the Federal 
juggernaut. 

He is haunted by a worry that the commis
sion might sometimes deal more harshly 
with small securities firms that have violated 
its rules than wlth larger ones. He con
stantly raises the question of whether this 
might not be the case in commission meet
ings. 

The Commissioner is concerned, too, as 
many students of Government regulation 
have been, about the fact that the regula
tory agencies perform the function of both 
prosecutor and judge. 

Often he wonders aloud whether some of 
the commission's judicial duties should not 
be turned over to the courts. 

"We take away people's means of making 
a living when we find them guilty of some
thing and say they can never work in the 
securities industry again," he says. "That 
can be as terrible a thing as taking away their 
freedom by putting them in jail. We must 
be very careful-we must be judicial-in the 
use of our powers." 

Nevertheless, Commissioner Budge can be 
a tough man when sitting at the commission 
table. He has found that the cases the staff 
brings are, for the most part, sound ones, and 
he is full of praise for the staff-as they are 
for him. 

PLEASED WITH STAFF 
He finds the staff "well-trained, with a good 

esprit de corps and-I dislike the word 'dedi
cated'-interested in their work. As good as 
any in Government and probably outside as 
well. The excellence of this staff has been my 
greatest surprise here." 

The staff, in turn, finds Judge Budge "a 
very able guy-really quick • • • a nice guy 
with a good sense of humor • • • really good 
to work with-he never tries to cut you down 
or make you look bad." 

In the broad new areas of regulation into 
which the commission has been venturing in 
the past several years, Judge Budge remains 
essentially untested. 

No really major issues involving new ap
proaches to regulation have been resolved by 
the conunission in the past year, although 
several-including the complex antitrust 
problems of the stock exchanges and the 
pattern of future regulation o.f mutual 
fund~hould land on the commission table 
shortly. 

HARD LINE . TAKEN 
In what was perhaps the most trailblazing 

recent Commission case-the complaint 
against officials of the Texas Gulf Sulphur 
Co. for alleged misuse of inside informa
tion-Judge Budge reportedly took a very 
hard line. 

He went along completely with the novel 
penalty the Commission is seeking in this 
case--reimbursement of individual stock
holders alleged to have suffered financial loss 
from the asserted willful withholding of 
information. · 

Judge Budge himself judicially refuses to 
discuss the broad regulatory issues that wm 
be coming before the Commission, but he 
describes his general outlook toward regu
latory change as follows: 

' "you should look first at what you are 
throwing away. I am not for change until 
I am convinced that something else is go
ing to be better." 

REASONABLE MAN 
Some members of the Commission think 

he makes himself sound more inflexible than 
he is with this statement. They have :found, 
in any event, that he is not impossible to 
convince. 

The Commission chairman, Manuel F. 
Cohen, speaks glowingly of "the judge." 

"I'm not exactly an unbiased witness," 
he says. "I'm very fond of the judge. He's 
a real member of this Commission and a 
valuable one." 

Mr. Cohen mentions among other things, 
Judge Budge's knowledge of Congress. This 
has led the chairman to make of Commis
sioner Budge a sort of special projects man 
in dealing with Congress on such matters 
as a new building for the Commission, whose 
present roach-infested tumbledown quar
ters stand, to nobody's sorrow at the Com
mission, squarely in the way of a proposed 
freeway. 

Mr. Cohen stresses, too, the fact that the 
Commission has remained completely non
partisan, in the narrow party sense, with 
tts new personnel lineup. 

CONVEYANCES OF ARIZONA AND 
NEW MEXICO FEDERAL LANDS 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on June 
16, the Senate passed Senate bill 1285, 
to provide for the conveyance to Pima 
and Maricopa Counties, Ariz., and to 
the city of Albuquerque certain Federal 
lands required for recreational purposes. 

Senate bill 1285 also provides that the 
acreage limitations on conveyances in 
any 1 calendar year, set forth in section 
1 (b) of the act of 1926, as amended-
43 U.S.C. 869(b)-shall not apply to 
these conveyances. 

On June 16, I was asked whether this 
bill conforms to the Morse formula. 
Upon review of the bill, I was pleased 
to observe that it does not involve a vio
lation of the formula. A law of uniform 
applicability to the 50 States, authoriz
ing conveyances of certain types of land, 
even at reduced rates, does not violate 
the Morse formula. It is possible, of 
course, that the lands in this case may be 
worth in excess of the $2.50 an acre 
stipulated under the Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act of 1926, as amended. 
However, all of the lands in question and 
all of the recipient States are placed on 
equal footing under the act. 

Senate bill 1285 also presents a prob
lem of acreage limitations; but such 
limitations involve a subject that does 
not come within the province of the 
Morse formula. 

THE TRUTH-IN-PACKAGING BILL
TESTIMONY OF GEORGE J. 
BURGER 
Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, on 

May 18, George J. Burger, of the Na
tional Federation of Independent Busi
ness, testified before the Senate Com
merce Committee on Senat~ bill S. 387. 
This is the measure known as truth in 
packaging. In his statement, Mr. Burger 
reported that members of his organiza
tion polled on the subject of this bill 
indicated considerable support for it. 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. 
Burger's testimony be printed in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed ir.. the · 
RECORD, as follows: 

.. STATEMENT OF GEORGE J. BURGER 
I am George J. Burger, vice president, Na

tional Federation of Independent Business, 
home offices at San Mateo, Calif., and legisla
tive offices at the Washington Building, 
Washington, D.C. 
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Our positions are determined by direct poll 
of our membership, which today is comprised 
of more than 200,000 individual, directly sup
porting independent, smaller business and 
professional people throughout all 50 States 
of our country. I might mention that our 
membership is a true cross section of all 
American smaller, independent enterprise. 

In connection with your hearings, in our 
mandate No. 284 we polled our members on 
S. 387, sponsored by Senator HART in the 88th 
Congress. 

In this mandate our statement of issue was 
presented as follows: 

"S. 387 requires manufacturers of foods, 
drugs, cosmetics, and other products to mark 
their packages plainly to inform customers 
just what and how much they are getting for 
their money (Senator HART, of Michigan)." 

In this same mandate we presented our 
members with the following statements "for" 
and "against" to assist them in reaching 
their voting decisions: 

"Argument for s. 387: Consumers have a 
right to full value for purchasing dollars. 
Merchants have a right to give them this 
value. But neither is able to do so fully 
today because some manufacturers use fancy, 
misleading packaging that defies ready price, 
quality, and quantity comparisons. Product 
information, if any, is in extremely small . 
type. The results: (1) Consumers are losing 
confidence in our system and merchants; (2) 
merchants are forced to carry top-heavy in
ventories; (3) all business suffers because the 
flow of purchasing power is distorted. This 
bill would help correct this situation." 

"Argument against S. 387: There's no 
need for Congress to pass any law requiring 
disclosure of product information on pack
ages. Look closely enough at any package 
on the shelf of any grocery, drug, or other 
store and you'll find the facts right there. 
The facts seem to indicate that sponsors of 
these bills have a low estimate of the intel
ligence of consumers, little comprehension 
of what has to be done these days to move 
goods, and a strong inclination to change 
the shape of our business system by adding 
unnecessary Government regulation. The 
average American consumer is the best in
formed in the world." 

As reported in mandate No. 285, our mem
bers voted as follows on this bill: 79 percent 
for; 18 percent against; 3 percent no opin
ion. 

On this basis we reported to Senater HART 
support for his bill during the 88th Con
gress. Since no later vote has been taken 
on this issue, our support continues for leg
islation which involves the basic elements 
of S. 387. 

In this connection, we are happy to furnish 
to you, attached, a copy of a national press 
release which the Federation issued at the 
conclusion of the vote on S. 387, which pro
vides an analysis of the reasoning behind 
the position taken by our members. 

I urge your close consideration to the out
come of this vote. That this is a matter of 
great import to small business is clearly 
shown by the overwhelming majority in fa
vor of same. That the needs of small busi
ness must be given utmost consideration is 
clearly shown by the fact that our surveys 
this year indicate that the Nation must rely 
heavily on this segment of our economy to 
provide the new job openings which are 
needed to provide work for our growing 
popUlation. In fact, these surveys show 
that, by their expansions and modernizations 
during the past 12 months, independents 
provided many more than 3 mlllion of these 
new job openings. 

We must maintain a climate which will 
increasingly encourage this trend. Your ac
tion on this bUl will definitely influence this 
climate. We urge your approval of the 
measure. 

I thank you. 

STATEMENT OF NATIONAL FEDERATION OF 
INDEPENDENT BUSINESS, INC. 

The Nation's independent business pro
prietors, even though many of them are 
engaged in reta111ng and wholesaling, are in 
favor of regulations ending deceptive prac
tices in packaging. 

This is reported by C. Wilson Harder, 
president of the National Federation of Inde
pendent Business, in announcing that, in a 
just completed nationwide poll of the 
organization's membership, 79 percent favor 
the Hart bill, only 18 percent oppose, and 3 
percent had no opinion on the matter. 

The proposed legislation introduced by Sen
ator PHILIP A. HART, of Michigan, would re
quire packages, especially in food, soap, drug, 
and cosmetic items, to be plainly marked 
as to the exact weight of the contents. 
The proposal would also set up standards as 
to where this information would be displayed 
on the package, and the degree of promi
nence that it must be given. It would also 
establish standards of size terminology for 
terms such as "small," "medium," or "large." 

It would also prohibit the packer from 
stating on the package that the product is 
being offered below the normal retail price, 
or that a price concession is being made be
cause of the size or quantity of the container. 

The measure would also outlaw "trick" 
packages that deceive the consumer through 
the use of unusual shapes, sizes, or propor
tions. 

Commenting on the vote among independ
ent businessmen, Mr. Harder said, "When 
Senator HART introduced this bill, it was 
considered primarily as protection for the 
consumer. However, since putting the is
sue up to a nationwide vote, we find that 
independent merchants are complaining 
about the 'loading tactics' that often ac
company package changes. In other words, 
a packer will change his package to contain 
a part of an ounce, more or less, or redesign 
the package to give the impression of great 
contents, and immediately this move obso
letes the merchandise which the independent 
stores have in inventory." 

Independent packers and processors also 
report that the constant change of packages 
by some big national concerns is causing 
them unwarranted competitive problems. 

A processor or packer marketing on a 
regional basis must amortize the cost of 
package redesign and production over a 
smaller number of unit sales than a big 
national operator, who can spread the cost 
over much higher unit sales. 

"Thus," Harder comments, "when a big 
national marketer changes a package to give 
an illusion of greater value, or comes out 
with a 'giant economy' container, in order 
to stay on the shelves, the regional operator 
must go to extra expense to try to meet the 
competition." 

This entire practice is resisted by the 
independent retailers and wholesalers as it 
requires finding room for new package sizes 
which only vary slightly from the normal 
sizes, as well as additional inventory capital, 
Harder states. 

In addition, the independent retailer, be
cause he does meet customers face to face, 
takes the brunt of criticism from the con
sumers when they learn that they have been 
duped into paying more for less value. 

"And, above all," Harder commented, 
"there appears to be a feeling that merchan
dise should be sold on the basis that a pound 
is a pound; and the fact that a package 
contains or does not contain a full pound 
should be clearly established." 

THE PLOT TO STRANGLE ALASKA 

Mr. GROENING. Mr. President, in 
the May issue of the Atlantic magazine, 
there was published one of the nwner
ous attacks on the Rampart Dam, pro-

posed for the Yukon River, in Alaska, 
which are part of an organized cam
paign to discredit that great and worth
while enterprise, which is needed by 
both Alaska and the Nation. The arti
cle, running to 6,000 words, was entitled 
"The Plot To Drown Alaska." It has 
been reprinted in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

In response to my request, the editor 
of the Atlantic, Edward Weeks, kindly 
allowed me 3,000 words in which to re
ply. I would have preferred, and could 
have used, more space for a more ade
quate refutation. I entitled the article 
"The Plot To Strangle Alaska," which is 
precisely what the well-organized and 
widespread campaign against Rampart 
amounts to. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle, from the July issue of the Atlantic. 
be printed in the RECORD. 

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

THE PLOT To STRANGLE ALASKA 
(By ERNEST GRUENING) 

(Speaking from long devotion to Alaska 
and with high aspirations for its future, 
ERNEST GRUENING, Alaska's Governor from 
1939 to 1953 and its Senator since it became 
a State, argues in favor of the proposed 
Rampart Canyon Dam, which Paul Brooks 
attacked in his article "The Plot To Drown 
Alaska" in the May Atlantic.) 

With Paul Brooks' aspiration to preserve 
the wonderfUl wilderness values, the fabulous 
scenic and other natural resources of Alaska, 
I am in complete sympathy, as my writings 
and utterances have long attested. When 
his "Alaska: Last Frontier" appeared in the 
September, 1962, Atlantic, I inserted it in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD for September 7, 1962, 
with the eulogistic comments I felt it de
served. To those who are Alaskans by de
liberate choice, as I am, this priceless natural 
heritage, unequaled anywhere under the flag, 
with its togetherness of high mountains and 
sea, virgin forests, fjords, waterfalls, riotous 
flora, abundant wildlife--these, and the 
frontier friendliness of the people--proves 
irresistibly alluring. 

Perhaps at this point I should qualify 
myself as a conservationist, and a fervent 
one. When I came to Alaska as Governor in 
1939, I found that there was a bounty on 
the bald eagle. The fishermen's fear of its 
predation on salmon was reflected in this 
legislative bounty act. In my first message to 
the biennial legislature (1941), I urged its 
repeal, and on my third try, in 1945, I suc
ceeded, securing thereafter that noble bird's 
protection. In the U.S. Senate I have strongly 
supported the wilderness bill and the impres
sive galaxy of national seashores and parks 
created by the 87th and 88th Congresses. 
I am a cosponsor of the wild rivers bill. 

Where I differ with some of my fellow 
conservationists is that in their zeal for the 
preservation of every feathered, furred, or 
scaled creature, they sometimes overlook the 
requirements of people. Man, too, requires 
a habitat, and unless it has an economy that 
wm enable him to subsist, it is not a viable 
one. Let me amplify by saying, by way of 
example, that we should not preserve moose 
(or any other wildlife) for its own sake, but 
so that man may continue to see moose, 
photograph moose, hunt moose, always in 
perpetual supply. Wise utilization, not mere 
preservation, is the essence of sane conserva
tion. 

Rampart Canyon Dam, I believe, is an im
portant, desirable, and needed project and 
does not merit the active opposition which 
has been mob111zed against it. The alterna-
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tlves mentioned by its opponents do notre
motely meet Alaska's needs. Rampart would 
bring in the wide diversity of industries 
which only its low-cost power can attract. 
In the controversy over Rampart, Mr. Brooks 
has swallowed the whole extremist conserva
tionist line; we have been hearing these ex
act figures, the very same laments and 
alarms, from the same sources which suc
cessfully indoctrinated him. 

Mr. Brooks is quite correct in reporting 
that Alaska has economic problems, that gold 
mining and fisheries have been on the down
grade, that the defense boom has tapered 
otf. In short, Alaska needs a statewide econ
omy to support its present and growing popu
lation. 

To put Rampart in its proper perspective 
in relation to Alaska's overshadowing prob
lem, some history is pertinent. Twenty-five 
years ago, Alaska, with a population of 72,225, 
was getting along comfortably with its two 
economic props: fisheries, principally salmon, 
and mining, principally gold. 

World War II measures (Order L-208 of 
the War Production Board) compelled the 
Nation's gold miners to shut down their oper
ations, a restriction not adopted by any other 
of our allied nations engaged in gold min
ing; and thereafter Federal action compelled 
the industry-the only instance in our free 
enterprise economy-to hold to a price estab
lished in 1934 and to sell only to the Fed
eral Government. With the rising costs of 
labor and equipment, these restrictions make 
continued operation impossible. 

In 1940 under a Government reorganiza
tion, the Bureau of Commercial Fisheries of 
the Department of Commerce was merged 
with the Biological Survey of the Department 
of Agriculture and transferred to the Interior 
Department as the Fish and Wildlife Service. 
Ira N. Gabrielson, who had headed the Bio
logical Survey, became the new agency's di
rector. It had complete control of the man
agement of Alaska's fisheries and wildlife. 
As a result of the colonialist imposition 
wrought by Alaska's absentee-owned canning 
interests and their political power in Wash
ington, the Organic Act of 1912 deprived 
Alaska-alone among the earlier territories
of the right to manage its own natural 
resources. 

Mr. Gabrielson, though a nationally known 
conservationist, proved ill equipped for his 
Alaskan responsibility. An ornithologist, not 
an ichthyologist, he permitted the principal 
Alaskan resource and the Nation's greatest 
fishery resource, the Pacific salmon, to decline 
steadily. He disregarded the unceasing pro
tests and remedial recommendations of Alas
kans, who despairingly watched the salmon, 
and the dependent livelihood of the coastal 
communities, shrink steadily. From an an
nual pack of some 7 million cases production 
dropped in the 6 years of Gabrielson's in
cumbency to half that quantity, a decline 
continued under the sequent management of 
Albert Day, Gabrielson's assistant, so that in 
the last year of Federal control, 1959, the 
pack reached the lowest point in 60 years, 
some 1,600,000 cases. Meanwhile, in neigh
boring British Columbia, the same resource, 
though far less abundant, was adequately 
conserved. 

As IraN. Ge.brielson is the principal factor 
in Alaska's plight and problem, past, present, 
and future, it is necessary to follow his activ
ities further. One of his first acts as di
rector of the Fish and Wildlife Service was 
to persuade Interior's Secretary Harold L. 
Ickes to withdraw 2 million acres, approxi
mately two-thirds of the Kenai Peninsula 
not occupied by the Chugach National Forest, 
to establish the Kenai National Moose 
Range. Alaskans were denied a hearing. 
The figures indicate~ a moose population of 
4,000, or,500 acres for each bull, COW, or calf. 
But along the thin fringe of land left for 
human habitat, between the Moose Range 

and the sea, only 160 acres were permitted 
to the homesteader with wife and children. 

With gold mining nearing extinction and 
the fisheries disappearing-both the result 
of action by a distant Federal Government
Alaskans in 1957 sought a remedy in oil, 
which, it was believed, underlay the Kenai 
Peninsula, and invited some of the leading 
oil companies to begin exploration. 

The proposal was savagely fought by the 
Wildlife Management Institute, whose di
rector, since his retirement from the public 
service, was none other than Ira Gabrielson. 
The institute's bulletins unsparingly de
nounced the Alaskans-including me--who 
denied the institute's allegations that oil 
exploration would destroy the moose. Op
position was likewise voiced on the same 
grounds by the National Wildlife Federation. 
Those of us with a concern for Alaska's eco
nomic welfare knew that the incidental tim
ber clearing would enhance, not diminish, 
the moose herd. One conservation society, 
the Isaak Walton League, dissented from 
its fellows, and after much hesitation, Sec
retary of the Interior Fred Seaton opened up 
a little less than half of the range to oil 
exploration. The result has been over 60 
producing wells, 3 vast gasfields, extensive 
filings throughout Alaska, an oil refinery, an 
investment of over $300 million, and substan
tial revenues to the State. In short, the oil 
strikes saved Alaska from bankruptcy, a dis
aster which the extremist conservationists 
would have wrought had they prevailed. 

As for the moose, they have multiplied and 
spread :::11 over Alaska, becoming a problem 
in the Matanuska Valley, where they are eat
ing the farmers' crops. They have reached 
Barrow at Alaska's northern tip and Kotze
bue on Bering Strait. In fact, according to 
the knowledgeable Jim Brooks, head of the 
game division of the State department of fish 
and game, they are now too numerous. SO 
the hunting season has been lengthened, and 
cows as well as bulls may be taken. 

Though oil proved a lifesaver, Alaska still 
needed a statewide economy. For although 
under the wise management of the State de
partment of fish and game the salmon runs 
are being slowly rebuilt, and in the 4 years 
of State control have more than doubled, 
reaching 3.5 million cases in 1964, the popu
lation of Alaska has more than tripled since 
1940 and is now estimated at 250,000. 

The logical economic prop to which Alas
kans could turn was hydro, of which only 
one-quarter of 1 percent of Alaska's poten
tial is harnessed. As in the exclusion of 
Alaska under territodalism from the Federal 
highway aid, so in much else; while the older 
States have seen extensive hydro develop
ment, the only Federal project in Alaska is 
the 30,000-kilowatt installa'tion at Lake Ek
lutna, which supplies electricity for Anchor
age and a nearby REA cooperative. 

The Rampart site on the Yukon 1n the geo
graphical center of Alaska was long known as 
a great potential power site, probably the 
greatest under the American flag, with an in-

. stalled capacity of 5 million kilowatts, 2¥2 
timeR that of Grand Coulee. Rampart was 
estimated to generate electricity at the bus 
bar at 2 mills, which would at the time of its 
completion be the lowest cost power on the 
North American Continent. 

In my first term in the Senate in 1959, I 
sought, and the Public Works Committee, of 
which I am a member, approved, a $100,000 
authorization for the beginning of studies by 
the Corps of Engineers, U.S. Army. These 
inevitably must precede any attempt at au
thorization of such a project-engineering 
studies, marketab111ty studies, fish and wild ... 
life studies, and so forth. The studies in
cluded one let by the corps to the Develop
ment and Resources Corp. of New York, na
tionally and internationally known hydro 
consultants. The firm was headed by David 
Lilienthal and others who organized and di
rected the Tennessee Valley Authority in its 

earlier days-probably the outstanding au
thorities 1n their field. They found that not 
only would all of Rampart's power be spoken 
for within Alaska as soon as generated, but 
that the demand would by 1990 exceed 
Rampart's capacity and require a whole river 
development. 

While the studies were proceeding routine
ly, out of the blue came a condemnatory 
blast by Ira Gabrielson, which ushered in a 
nationwide campaign against Rampart. 
Conservation societies' bulletins inveighed 
against it and solicited funds to fight it. 
State fish and game commissioners were 
pressed to pass resolutions against it, and 
some did. Outdoor and sports magazines 
sprouted articles such as Paul Brook's. 
Newspaper editorials repeated the message, 
all parading the same facts. Fish and Wild
life omcials proclaimed their opposition in 
public addresses. 

SO it was scarcely a surprise that the Fish 
and Wildlife Service's report, issued in April 
1964, rehearsed, with amplification, the same 
chorus. The report echoes "its concern for 
the already superabundant moose. Of 
course, it is conceivable that these intelligent 
mammals would not wait 18 years till rising 
lake waters submerged them but would 
amble out into Alaska's remaining 576,000 
square miles. The small furbearers would 
probably do likewise. There is no certainty 
that the salmon-never before deemed im
portant-would be destroyed. Indeed, the 
report expresses the belief that "a portion of 
the run could be perpetuated." However, in 
its place, or in addition to it, a great fresh
water fishery--commercial and sport, of lake 
trout, whitefish, and such other species as a 
truly creative and resourceful agency person
nel could implant in the great lake-would 
far exceed the present subsistence fishery," 
as the Wildlife report characterizes it. As 
for the birds, there is ample duck nesting 
ground in the vast swamps of northern, cen
tral, and western Alaska. 

"Last, but certainly not least," Mr. Brooks 
worries about the people who live along the 
river. "Seven villages in the fiats would be 
drowned," he writes. Part of the campaign 
against Rampart is a persistent effort to con
vince the Indian inhabitants that Rampart 
would uproot them and worsen their fate. 
Representatives of the opposition have pre
pared a letter for distribution to the Con
gress signed by the village residents protest
ing agains-t Rampart which repeats all the 
Fish and Wildlife allegations in words not 
utterable by these natives. 

No informed person can sincerely contend 
that these allegations of injury to the river 
dwellers if Rampart is built are valid. (Let 
me say, in passing, that as Governor I spon
sored and secured the antidiscrimination leg
islation needed to protect Alaskan Indians 
and Eskimos agains·t their previous exclu
sion from various public places.) 

Most of these villages exist on a bare sub
sistence economy supplemented by relief. 
Their children do not have a future such as 
every American child should rightfully ex
pect. Rampart would benefit these villagers 
more than any other group of Alaskans. It 
would furnish ample varied employment: in 
the clearing of the timber from the area 
to be flooded and its processing in sawmill 
and manufacturing; in the guid.ing, boating, 
and fishing on the lake .. Mr. Brooks com
plains that "no technical training program 
has been established for the native people." 
Quite right, and regrettably so. Neither Fed
eral nor State funds have been sumciently 
available, and President Johnson's antipov
erty program is in its infancy. Rampart 
should and wlll supply the funds for the nec
essary training, but hardly before it bas been 
authorized and the resulting work prospects 
are foreseeable. 

In the relocated villages, at a location of 
the villagers' choice--either on the edge of 
the lake or op. the river somewhere below the 
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dam-because of the resulting flood control 
they will be free from the periodic flooding 
and will have better homes, better commu
nity facilities, a decent human habitat, and 
a livelihood which they have never enjoyed. 
Mr. Brooks probably does not know that no 
fewer than 20 native villages have moved 
voluntarily from their aboriginal location to 
secure a better environment. · 

The slanted and biased sensationalism of 
the Atlantic's presentation and the corre
sponding unjustified editorial verdict that 
Rampart is "an ill-conceived project" reflect 
little credit on the objectivity of Mr. Brooks 
and of his editor. The announcement in 
the April issue of the article "The Plot To 
Drown Alaska" shows a photograph of a cow 
moose swimming. The implication is clearly · 
that the moose is drowning. There is of 
course no "plot," and Mr. Brooks is unable 
to cite any evidence that the approach to the 
Rampart project differs from that which pre
ceded the Tennessee Valley Authority, Boul
der Dam, Grand Coulee, or any of the Na
tion's other great hydro projects. To create 
a lake which will occupy less than 2 percent 
of Alaska's 586,000 square miles is scarcely 
"drowning." Mr. Brooks should know that 
the cost of these hydro projects is repayable, 
both principal and interest, from the reve
nues of the generated electric current. If 
there is indeed a plot, it is a "plot to strangle 
Alaska" economically. 

What is needed, and is so lacking in Mr. 
Brooks' last Atlantic article and in the at
titude of Rampart's bitter end opponents, is 
a sense of proportion between benefits and 
possible losses. It is pertinent to note that 
Alaska has done well in the preservation of 
values that Mr. Brooks and I cherish. Our 
three superb national parks, Katmai, Glacier 
Bay, and Mount McKinley, approximate one
third of the total national park area in the 
rest of the Nation. Each is different, and I 
rejoice in them. Even more striking is the 
fact that Alaska's wildlife ranges and refuges 
occupy an area more than double those of 
all the other 49 States, while our national 
forest area is the largest of any State. But 
the Yukon Flats-a mammoth swamp-from 
the standpoint of human habitabllity is 
about as worthless and useless an area as can 
be found in the path of any hydroelectric de
velopment. Scenically it is zero. In fact, 
it is one of the few really ugly areas in a 
land prodigal with sensational beauty. I be
lieve that the great lake which would cover 
the fiats would mark a rare manmade im
provement. But in the view of Mr. Brooks 
and his mentors, its present animal life rend
ers it sacrosanct. The better opportunities 
for the residents of that area and of all 
Alaska are of no concern to them. The need 
and striving of a brave and gallant segment 
of the American people who have had to face 
unparalleled obstacles of both natural and 
manmade origin to work out their destiny 
are merely sneered at and traduced. 

There is the true issue between us conser
vationists. 

ECONOMIC POLICY-THE CLOUDED 
CRYSTAL BALL 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, re
cently I have spoken on the advantage 
economic policymakers now have in 
fighting recession in the prompt avail
ability of far more information about 
what is going on in our economy. We 
have a knowledge we did not have in 
1929 about the Nation's unemployment 
rate, its production rate-GNP-an up
to-date picture of the price level, and 
so forth. · 

This morning's Wall Street Journal 
carries a piece by that superlative eco
nomic analyst George Shea of the feeble
ness of present day economic forecast-

ing. Mr. Shea writes about economic 
forecasting from the vantage point of a 
remarkable study by Victor Zarnowitz for 
the National Bureau of Economic 
Research. 

Mr. President for the many economic 
policymakers in and out of the Con
gress this column is an excellent warning 
signal. 

Mr. President, without taking back a 
word of what I have said about the 
vastly improved level of economic in
formation, I must say I am deeply im
pressed by this warning that the eco
nomic crystal ball is indeed cloudy, and 
that policy should continue to be based 
on current, factually verifiable develop
ments, never on expectations or predic
tions regardless of how widely shared. 

. Mr. Zarnowitz-and Mr. Shea as the 
responsible reporter-have served eco
nomic policymakers well by this 
reminder. 

I ask unanimous consent that this 
column be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the column 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE OUTLOOK: APPRAISAL OF CURRENT TRENDS 

IN BUSINESS AND FINANCE 

Continuation of the slide which the stock 
market began the middle of May is bringing 
repeated demands for reassurance on general 
economic prospects. Unfortunately, a new 
study of economic forecasts of the past re
veals so much inaccuracy among them it 
throws doubt on any reassurance current 
ones may provide. · 

The study is presented in the annual re
port of the nonprofit National Bureau of 
Economic Research, and is by one of the staff 
researchers, Victor Zarnowitz. It is part of 
of a larger project in which various types of 
1-year and 2-year forecasts are being ana
lyzed by several researchers. For instance, 
one analyst is trying to assess the ability of 
forecasters to detect turning points in busi
ness; his material, it is stated by the way, in
cludes mainly qualitative forecasts which, 
unlike numerical forecasts, "are often diffi
cult to interpret and evaluate because of 
vagueness or hedging." 

The task of Mr. Zarnowitz was somewhat 
easier. It took mainly the form of matching 
numerical predictions such as on the Na
tion's total annual rate of production-the 
gross national product or GNP-against 
what the figures turned out to be. 

In his current report on this study he pre
sents a tabulation on, the results of eight 
sets of annual year-end forecasts. Four 
are products of small professional teams; one 
is from a small group from various indus
tries, Government and academic institu
tions; and another is worked out from the 
predictions of some 50 economists. Includ
ing the other two, the table covers groupings 
of more than 300 individual forecasters. 

The errors in these eight sets averaged 
not quite $10 billion a year, up or down, from 
actual figures for . the 11 years 1953-63 in
clusive. As Mr. Zarnowitz says, this average 
error is quite small-only 2 percent--meas
ured against the average level of GNP itself. 
But, he adds, it was big enough to make the 
difference between a good and a bad business 
year; the average actual year-to-year change 
in the GNP figure in the same years was 
$22 billion. 

Thus, he notes, the errors were not quite 
one-half the size of the errors that would 
have been produced if the forecaster had 
merely projected each year's GNP at the same 
level as the year before. Furthermore, he 
goes on to show, the errors were almost as 

large as those that would have resulted if 
the analysts had simply predicted the same 
gain in GNP for each coming year as the 
average gain in preceding years. Such a 
system would 'have gone wrong by an average 
of a bit under $12 billion, or only $2 billion 
worse than the forecasts. 

Another failing which the record shows is 
that forecasts have a tendency to underes
timate changes, particularly gains. This is 
especially true in the first years of recoveries 
from recessions. The increases in both GNP 
and the Federal Reserve Board index of in
dustrial production (forecasts for which were 
also studied) were underestimated to the 
greatest extent in 1955, the first full year of 
recovery from the 1953-54 recession. Errors of 
the same kind were also made in 1961, follow
ing the 1960 recession, and in 1963 when 
business showed unexpected vigor after a 
slowdown in growth. 

On the other hand, in the recession years 
1958 and 1960 the predicted levels of GNP 
and industrial production were too high, 
either because the changes were underesti
mated or because no declines were expected. 
Also the slowdown in growth in 1962 was 
widely missed, and the 1954 recession turned 
out to be milder than many forecasters ap
parently anticipated, particularly in terms of 
GNP. 

Another weakness of the forecasts is that 
they've been poorer for longer future spans 
than for shorter. That is, they've been pretty 
good for one quarter-year ahead, not quite 
as good two quarters ahead, and progressively 
less accurate for longer periods ahead. 

For instance, Mr. Zarnowitz reports, in a 
semiannual forecast of GNP for 1955-63 by a 
fairly large group of business economists the 
mean errors of change were, for a 6-month 
span, $6.7 billion; for a 12-month span $12.3 
billion. And in quarterly forecasts by a cor
porate staff the average errors, in billions of 
dollars were for one quarter 5, for two quar
ters 8.4, and for three, four, five, and six 
quarters 11.9, 13.7, 15.5, and 17.1. 

This is h ardly surprising, of course. In 
commenting on it, the researcher suggests 
that generally speaking, in the annual fore
casts he has studied, the results would have 
been about as good if the analysts had mere
ly forecast two quarters ahead and assumed 

. no change beyond that. 
In giving consideration to this whole rec

ord one must take into account the fact 
that the U.S. economic system in the years 
covered has grown quite steadily. Taken 
in conjunction with the normal optimism of 
most people, this may explain why the record 
is about as good as if the forecaster had 
merely estimated continuation of the aver
age gaJns of previous years. In other words, 
the course of business itself has tended to 
help the forecaster. 

Even the recessions have been well timed 
to help the forecasters, Mr. Zarnowitz notes. 
They started early enough in the peak busi
ness years of 1953, 1957, and 1960 so that 
the fact that a downturn was underway was 
in each case known before the end of the 
year. "This," says Mr. Zarnowitz, "plus the 
presumption that the contractions would 
continue to be short, made the task of pre
dicting annual changes relatively easy." 

In view of the record, predictions for 1966, 
mosst of which project either further eco
nomic growth, or a mere leveling o1I, should 
be listened to with some skepticism. 

GEORGE SHEA. 

L.B.J.'S U.N. PLEA DESERVES COM
MUNISTREPLY 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
President's decision to appeal to the 
United Nations individually and collec
tively to help bring peace to southeast 
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Asia puts the specifics squarely up to 
his critics as well as his supporters. 

If there is a way to bring the United 
Nations into the Vietnam tragedy with 
a specific action program,. let us by all 
means do it. 

The President has challenged domes
tic critics, as well as all ·U.N. members, 
to show how that can · be done in the 
face of a Russian veto in the Security 
Council and . the vote paralysis of the 
assembly which prevents action under 
the uniting for peace resolution. 

As he has repeatedly pleaded for many 
months, the President once again has 
taken a big initiative in seeking negotia
tions. 

Is it not time for at least a still, small 
voice from Moscow, Peiping, or Hanoi? 

RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY OF NORTH CAROLINA 
CONCERNING THE PROPOSAL TO 
ESTABLISH FEDERAL STANDARDS 
FOR UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE . 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, the Gen-
eral Assembly of North Carolina has 
adopted a resolution stating its opposi
tion to the proposal that Federal stand
ards be established for unemployment 
insurance. I ask unanimous consent 
that a copy of such resolution be printed 
at this point in the body of the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the copy of 
the resolution was ordered to be printed 
in the REcoRD, as follows: 

S. RES. 592 
Joint resolution of the General Assembly of 

North Carolina concerning certain legisla
tion now pending in the Congress of the 
United States relating to the establishment 
of Federal standards with respect to unem
ployment insurance and employment secu
rity programs 
Whereas there is now pending in the Con

gress of the United States unemployment 
insurance legislation for the enactment of 
certain Federal standards with reference to 
the employment security programs of the 
various States; and 

Whereas such Federal standards would 
make it mandatory that the general assem
bly of this and each of the other States re
write the employment security laws of their 
respective States; and · 

Whereas such Federal s·tandards would 
drastically change the conditions of pay
ment, the amount and duration of benefits, 
the qualification and disqualification of 
claimants, and the amount of taxes paid by 
covered employers, including an increase in 
the wage base from $3,000 to ultimately 
$6,600; and 

Whereas the basic reason set forth by the 
Federal authorities for such congressional 
action in this area is that"* • • the system 
has not kept pace with the times. No major 
improvements have been made since tts 
original enactment more rthan 30 years ago 
• • *";and 

Whereas a general denial should be en
tered to this sweeping allegation and fic
titious justification, since it i:s a documented 
fact that the general assembly of thts State · 
in past sessions has exercised and fulfilled 
its responsibility in this field and this gen
eral assembly in the current session has by 
the enactment of appropriate legislation fur
ther improved the employment security pro
gram; and 

Whereas this legislation now pending ln 
the Congress of the United States is unjust!- · 
fled and is coercive upon the legislatures of 
this and of those of the other States and 

OXI-946 

would deprive the several States of the pow
ers which have been vested in them since the 
beginning of the employment security pro
gram in the late 1930's; and 

Whereas the people of North Carolina are 
firmly dedicated to the proposition that such 
responsibility in thts field should not be 
taken away from the discretion and author- · 
ity of the various State legislatures and 
vested in the Federal Government due to the 
widely varying economic and other condi
tions which exist among the States: Now, 
therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, the House of Rep
resentatives concurring, 

SECTION 1. That the Genel'al Assembly of 
North Carolina do hereby· oppose legislation 
of the type now pending in the Congress of 
the United States which would establish 
Federal employment security standards and 
which would compel this State to take simi
lar action, thus depriving the Legislature of 
North Carolina .of its rightful authority in 
such matters. 

SEc. 2. That a copy of this resolution be 
sent to each member of tlle congressional 
delegation from North Carolina. 

SEc. 3. Th:=).t this resolution shall be in full 
force and effect from and after its ratifica
tion. 

In the general assembly -read three times 
and ratified, this the 16th day of June 1965. 

ROBERT W. SCOTT, 
President of the Senate. 

H. P. TAYLOR, Jr., 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 
Examined and found correct: 

DENNIS S. COOK, 
(For committee.) 

as long as some seem to think it will. 
Shortly thereafter, prices on the stock 
market declined. Last week, they de
clined a$ain, and dropped to the lowest 
level of the current calendar year. 

We have assurances from 'distin
guished Members of the Senate, and 
from a wide assortment of economists 
and some business leaders, that the only 
way the gross national product can move 
is up-all of which gives point to an ar
ticle entitled "Appraisal of Current 
Trends in Business and Finance," pub
lished today in the Wall Street Journal, 
in which the National Bureau of Eco
nomic Research reports that the gross 
national product has grown so great that 
no one can now predict with any real 
accuracy. what is going to happen next. 

I ask unanimous consent that this ar
ticle be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Wall Street Journal, June 28, 

1965] 
. THE OUTLOOK: APPRAISAL OF CURRENT TRENDS 

IN BUSINESS AND FINANCE 
Continuation of the slide which the stock 

market began the middle of May is bringing 
repeated demands for reassurance on general 
economic prospects. Unfortunately, a new 
study of economic forecasts of the past re
veals so much inaccuracy among them it 
throws doubt on any reassurance current 
ones may provide. 

The study is presented in the annual re
APPRAISAL OF CURRENT TRENDS port of the nonprofit National Bureau of Eco

nomic Research, and is by one of the staff 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, it researchers, Victor Zarnowitz. It is part of a 

is the fashion of the day for both in- larger project in which various types of 1-
dividuals and groups to lift the veil of year and 2-year forecasts are being analyzed 
the future and to predict from an eco- by several researchers. For instance, one 
nomic standpoint what is going to hap- analyst is trying to assess the ability of fore
pen 6<months or a year from now. some casters to detect turning points in business; 
years ago, the then chairman of the his material, it is stated, by the way, includes 

mainly qualitative forecasts which, unlike 
Banking and Currency Committee de- numerical forecasts, "are often difficult to 
cided that stock priees were too high. interpret and evaluate because of vagueness 
Incidentally, at that time the Dow Jones or hedging." 
average was about one-half of what it The task of Mr. Zarnowitz was somewhat 
is today. During the course of hearings easier. It took mainly the form of matching 
on the question of whether the college numerical predictions such as on the Na
professors who claimed that stock prices tion's total annual r~te of production, the 
were too high were correct, one of the gross national product or GNP, against wha.t 
most successful traders on the stock ex- the figures turned out to be. 

In his current report on this study he pre
change in the 20th century, the Honor- sents a tabulation on the results of eight sets 
~ble Bernard M. Baruch, who died very of annual year end forecasts. Four are prod
recently at the ripe age oi 9'4, said that if ucts of small professional teams; one 1s from 
they-meaning the college professors-- a small group from various industries .. Gov
knew what the stock market was going ernment and academic institutions; and an
to do, they would have all the money, other is worked out from the predictions of 
and we would have none. some 50 economists. Including the other 

In other words, Mr. Baruch, one of the two, the table covers groupings of more than 
300 individual forecasters. 

shrewdest guessers of stock market · The errors in these eight sets averaged not 
trends of the current century, was of quite $10 -billion a year, up or down, from_ 
the opinion that no one definitely knew · actual figures for the 11 years 1953-63, inclu
what the stock market was going to do . . sive. As Mr. Zarnowitz says, this average 
Of course, Mr. Baruch, who made mil- error is 'quite small, only 2 percent, meas
lions out of the market, never forgot that ured against the average level of gross na
he guessed wrong after the first break of tional product itself. But, he adds, it was 
the stock market in October 19,29, and . big enough to make the difference between a 

good and a bad business year; the average 
started buying in a big way, to reap a actual year-:-to-year change in the gross na
rich harvest on the rebolJ,nd. He subse- tiona! product figure in the same years was 
quently confided to a frien-d, who repeat.. $22 billion. 
ed it to me, that after a brief period of Thus, he notes, the errors were not quite 
stabilization, the market went down and one-half the size of the errors that would 
down, and he lost $5' million before ·he have been produced if the forecaster had 
could get out. · merely projected each year's GNP at the 

same level as the year before. Furthermore, 
In a recent speech in New York, th«f he goes on to show, the errors were almost 

distinguished Chairman of · the· Federal as large as !those that would result if the 
Reserve Board indicated the possibility analysts had simply predicted the same gain 
that the current boom would not last GNP for each coming year as the average 
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gain in preceding years. Such a system 
would have gone wrong by an average of a 
bit under $12 billion, or only $2 billion worse 
than the forecasts. 

Another {ailing which the record shows is 
that forecasts have a tendency to under
estimate changes, particularly grains. This 
is especially true in the first years of recov
eries from recessions. The increases in both 
GNP and .the Federal Reserve Board index of 
industrial prOduction (forecasts for which 
were also studied) were underestimated to 
the greatest extent in 1955, the first full year 
of recovery from the 1953-54 recession. 
Errors of the same kind were also made in 
1961, following the 1960 recession, and in 
1963 when business showed unexpected vigor 
after a slowdown in growth. 

On the other hand, in the recession years 
1958 and 1960 the predicted levels of GNP and 
industrial production were too high, either 
because the changes w~re un.derestimated or 
because no declines were expected. Also 
the slowdown in growth in 1962 was widely 
missed, and the 1954 recession turned out to 
be milder than many forecasters apparently 
anticipated, particularly in terms of G~. 

Another weakness of the forecasts is that 
they've been poorer for longer future spans 
than for shorter. That is, they've been pretty 
good for one quarter-year ahead, not quite as 
good two quarters ahead, and progressively 
less accurate for longer periods ahead. 

For instance, Mr. Zarnowitz reports, in a 
semiannual forecast of GNP for 1955-63 by a 
fairly large group of business economists the 
mean errors of change were, for a 6-month 
span, $6.7 billion; for a 12-month span $12.3 
billion. And in quarterly forecasts by a 
corporate staff the average errors, in billions 
of dollars, were for one quarter 5, for two 
quarters 8.4, and for three, four, five, and 
six quarters,l1.9, 13.'7, 15.5, and 17.1. 

This is hardly surprising, of course. In 
commenting on it, the researcher suggests 
that generally speaking, in the annual fore
casts he has studied, the results would have 
been about as good if the analysts had merely 
forecast two quarters ahead and assumed no 
change beyond that. 

In giving consideration to this whole 
record one must take into account the fact 
that the U.S. economic system in :the 
years covered has grown quite steadily. 
Taken in conjunction with the normal op
timism of most people, this may explain 
why the record is about as good as if the 
forecaster had merely estimated continua
tion of the average gains of previous years. 
In other words, the course of business itself 
has tended to help the forecaster. 

Even the recessions have been well timed 
to help the forecasters, Mr. Zarnowitz notes. 
They started early enough ~n the peak busi
ness years of 1953, 1957, and 1960 so that the 
fact that a downturn was underway was in 
each case known before the end of the year. 
"This," says Mr. Zarnowitz, "plus the pre
sumption that the contractions would con
tinue to be short, made the task of predict
ing annual changes relatively easy." 

In view of the record, predictions for 1966, 
most of which project either further eco
nomic growth, or a mere leveling off, should 
be listened to with some skepticism. 

GEORGE SHEA. 

NEW HORIZONS IN FOREIGN 
AFFAIRS 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, the other 
day I read with great interest, in the For
eign Service Journal, a remarkably 
clear-thinking article written by Ambas
sador Charles W. Yost, a career diplomat 
whom I have long known and admired, 
and for whose intellect, clear-thinking 
brain, and perspicacity I have the most 
profound respect. In the article, he 

points out how four conditions, prevail
ing at the time when our present foreign 
policy was cast in its present mold, have 
changed in the past 18 years. 

I believe that his article can be read 
with profit and enjoyment by all Sena
tors. I particularly like his thought that 
the bird to imitate is neither the hawk 
nor the dove, but the owl. 

I ask that the article be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Foreign Service Journal, May, 

1965] 
NEW HORIZONS . IN FOREIGN .AFJ'Ams 

(By Charles W. Yost) 
I 

As every commentator on the state of the 
world has remarked, never in history has 
there been such revolutionary change in 
such a brief span of time as during the 
last half century. Barbara Ward says the 
current transformations in the underde
veloped countries are comparable only to 
man's shift, stretching out over several mil
lennia, from nomadic existence based on 
hunting to settled existence based on agri
culture. The revolution in weapons since 
Hiroshima, with its appalling potential con
sequences, troubles and taints the subcon
scious of almost every human being. Nor 
is the vertiginous process by any means 
ended. David Sarnoff predicts that, during 
the 35 years remaining to us in this century, 
there will be more change than in the whole 
of human history heretofore. A thought 
to give one pause, to say the least. 

Naturally, such profound and kaleidoscop
ic modification in the human condition has 
had and will have profound and kaleido
scopic effects in international relations and 
on the foreign policies of all states, not 
least on that of the world's strongest power. 
Anyone who has observed U.S. foreign policy 
over the past 30 years has seen it pass 
through at least four distinct phases in that 
short span. 

In 1935, when the Neutrality Act designed 
to keep us retroactively out of World War 
I was adopted, we were still seemingly in 
the fioodtide of isolationism. Six years 
later by the time of Pearl Harbor, when the 
dictators had seized much of Europe and 
Asia, we had moved from nearly total ab
stention to nearly total commitment. From 
1943 to 1946 we tried to extend and trans
form our wartime alliances into the main 
instrument of postwar peacekeeping. From 
1947 to 1950, in the face of the ambitions 
of one former ally and the eclipse of another, 
we were obliged to reverse our field and 
mobilize powerful countervalllng forces to 
contain Communist expansion. 

This last pollcy had at least provisionally 
succeeded as early as 1955. Greece and 
Turkey had been secured, Western Europe 
had been revived, West Berlin was intact, 
Austria was evacuated, and the East-West 
frontier in central Europe, whlle stm pre
carious, was no longer in immediate jeop
ardy. In Asia, Iran was safe, South Korea, 
Taiwan and even the offshore Islands were 
preserved and southeast Asia, for the mo
ment, tranqu111zed. Despite frequent 
alarums and excursions, this remains es
sentially the situation 10 years later, except 
in southeast Asia, where the dike has sprung 
serious leaks, and in Cuba, where it was 
leapfrogged. 

This remarkably successfUl U.S. foreign 
policy, now in its 18th year, was at the 
outset based on four factors: (1) A worldwide 
recognition of the imminent Communist 
threat, nakedly exposed by the takeover of 
Eastern Europe, the Berlin blockade, and the 

attack on South Korea; (2) a U.S. nu
clear monopoly or overwhelming prepon
derance which set relatively narrow limits to 
Communist aggression; (3) a U.S. economic 
and conventional military preponderance 
among non-Communist states, which con
ferred on us both the privileges and burdens 
of uncontested leadership; and (4) relatively 
stable, or at least manageable, situations out
side the area of direct East-West confronta
tion. 

II 

During the last few years these four con
ditions on which our successful postwar for
eign policy was based have been undergoing 
a rapid evolution, new political horizons have 
been opening up in surprising ways and 
places, and it is no longer suftlcient to do the 
same things in order to achieve the same re
sults. Some well-tested and unexceptionable 
American doctrines no longer seem so univer
sally persuasive or pragmatic as they were a 
short time ago. 

All this is naturally "frustrating to the 
American people who thought that they had 
in the course of 20 years won both the 
greatest hot war and the greatest cold war 
in history and now find some of their victo
ries apparently called in question and even 1n 
some cases a less clear assurance as to just 
who is on whose side. In moments of dis
couragement, it sometimes seems that Viet
nam is insoluble, the Congo is unviable, De
Gaulle is incomprehensible, Afro-Asians are 
ungratefUl, Arabs are intractable, Europeans 
are unpredictable, Russians are irreconcilable 
and Chinese unregenerate. As Justice Oliver 
Wendell Holmes said: "The logical method 
and form fiatter the longing for certainty and 
repose which is in every human mind. But 
certainty generally is lllusion and repose is 
not the destiny of man." 

None of this is surprising if we accept new 
horizons as an almost inevitable consequence 
of new generations. Even policies which suc
ceed for two decades are not thereby im
mortal , and at least as many of the changes 
in the world of the sixties are for the better 
as are for the worse. Anyway, the status quo 
is never good enough, even if it were possible. 

Fred Hoyle, the astronomer, remarked r~
cently that "the most important factor in our 
environment is the state of our own minds." 
What is required of us in foreign affairs, as in 
any other kind of affairs, is (a) a sober, 
persistent reassessment of the reallties we 
face , (b) a recognition that while we are 
intelligent we are not omniscient, and while 
we are strong we are not omn~potent, and 
(c) a sense of poise, of proportion, of con
fidence undiminished but adjusted to our 
capabillties on the changing scene. 

What exactly has happened to those four 
factors on which our successful foreign policy 
was &t .the outset based and to what extent 
does what has happened close old options and 
open new ones? 

m 
Very considerable changes have taken 

place in the Communist world, which have 
altered both the geography of the Com
munist threat and the image of it on which 
other governments base their reactions and 
their policies. 

As has been repeatedly noted, the Com
munist world is no longer monolithic, has 
fallen a prey to what is picturesquely called 
polycentrism. This is because (a) the nature 
o! Communist society, psychology, and in
terest differs considerably between states 
which have lived in that environment for 
almost 50 years and those which have lived 
in it !or less than 20, (b) historical and 
national differences and interests, brietly 
submerged in dogmatic intoxication, are re
suming their normal place in the motivation 
of leaders, and (c) these social and national 
differences have produced an open and last
ing breach between Soviet and Chinese com
munism and less marked but still important 
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centrifugal tendencies on the part of former 
satellite states. 

The Communist world is at a moment of 
transition and pause. The people and 
leaders of the Soviet Union have clearly 
shown their distaste for the political oppres
sion and the economic austerity of Stalinism; 
they are beginning to display a certain appe
tite for affluence and a certain openness 
toward adjustments in economic organiza
tion which would contribute to affluence; 
there is a real possib111ty that, while no 
change in doctrine is likely to occur, these 
internal preoccupations could reduce revolu
tionary m111tancy and open the way for lim
ited but progressive accommodations with 
non-Communist states. 

The leadership of Communist China, on 
the other hand, uninhibited by any effective 
public opinion, is st111 in a stage of extreme 
m111tancy deriving from their orthodox doc
trinal fervor, their psychological isolation, 
both past and present, and their nationalist 
ambitions and cultural arrogance. In the 
past they have been restrained by the Soviet 
Union, by their underdevelopment and their 
administrative failures, and by m111tary 
weakness. These restraints are being over
come and, unless new external ones are 
created, the Middle Kingdom, invigorated 
by its new religion and a national unity un
matched for over a hundred years, may spill 
out over its frontiers in a way which will 
make earlier probings.in Korea and southeast 
Asia seem inconsiderable. 

How do these developments affect the 
worldwide recognition of the imminent 
Communist thrust which was one of the 
factors on which the policy of containment 
was based? Obviously, in Western Europe 
many states, excluding Germany for special 
and obvious reasons, feel that the threat 
which directly concerned 'them has subsided, 
that mllitary initiatives in Europe are un
likely, and that partial accommodations with 
the Soviet Union and Eastern Europeans are 
increasingly possible and desirable. Whether 
or not we agree, this state of mind creates an 
entirely different situation inside NATO from 
.that which existed 15 or even 5 years ago. 
We have already seen some of the conse
quences of this new state of mind and will 
see many more. This state of mind will not 
be affected by U.S. arguments or adjurations, 
though it of course would be lf Soviet aggres
sive acts or threats should be renewed. 

Paradoxically, this tendency to accommo
dation in Europe, which springs trom the 
soberer behavior of the Soviet Union, has 
spread to the Far East, where Communist 
Chinese behavior seems progressively worse 
and more dangerous as its capablllties in
crease. The tendency to accommodate 
Peiping arises from several factors: a mis
taken generalization deriving ·from Europe, 
the temptation hypothetically offered by the 
700 million Chinese consumers, a reluctance 
to use stronger means of coping with the un
predictable Chinese. Of course, contact and 
negotiation with an adversary are not bad; 
they are sometimes more necessary vis-a-vis 
an adversary than vis-a-vis a friend. In the 
case of Communist China, however, contact, 
negotiation . and even trade would only be 
productive in the context ot such strong and 
effective defensive measures, participated in 
by many states in and out of the Far East, 
as checked Soviet expansion in Europe in the 
late forties and as have checked other woUld
be conquerors throughout history. 

In both Europe and Asia, however, the 
diminution of recognition of the imminence 
of a Communist threat, whether this dlmlnu
tion is justified or not, affects substantially 
our traditional postwar foreign pollcy. 

IV 

What about the second factor, the U.S. 
nuclear monopoly or overwhelming prepon
derance? 

Of course, the monopoly has never been 
complete and is being more and more frac
tured. However, the overwhelming U.S. pre
ponderance continues and presumably will 
continue to exist. This preponderance and 
its resolute political exploitation enabled us 
to overcome the Cuban missile crisis, ' pre
serves us from future hostile blackmail, and 
by its massive second-stri'ke capabillty makes 
any calculated and rational attack upon us 
extremely unlikely. In that sense it con
tinues to perform its function of setting rela
tively narrow limits to Communist aggression. 

Two important developments in this field 
have, however, occurred since the 1940's. 
First, the Soviet Union has also acquired a 
massive nuclear arsenal, capable, as President 
Johnson has pointed out, of "wiping out 50 
or 100 million of our people, taking half of 
our Jand, half of our population in a matter 
of an hour." This naturally ~?ets some limits 
to our freedom of maneuver and raises in
evitable, even if often inaccurate, questions 
and presumptions in the minds of our allies 
and friends. Second, the danger of escala
tion into this extremely hazardous weaponry 
raises, at least to a limited extent, an um
brella over less devastating forms of aggres
sion, which are pecullarly adapted to less
developed areas. When efforts are made to 
fight these forms of aggression more or less 
with their own weapons, as in Vietnam or tlie 
Congo, it is soon found that Westerners are 
under very serious physical and polltical 
handicaps in fighting or helping to fight 
guerrilla wars in underdeveloped countries. 
Thus our still intact overwhelming nuclear 
preponderance is not always as applicable or 
as useful as it seemed a decade ago. 

An even more serious transmutation may 
have occurred as a result of United States l:l.nd 
Soviet progress in the development of nuclear 
weapons and delivery systems. Traditionally, 
military systems have been designed to 
strengthen national security and to a sub
stantial degree have done so. However, in a 
recent article in the Scientific American, 
Jerome Wiesner and Herbert York, who are 
not without qualifications in this field, 
stated: "Ever since shortly after World War 
II the m111tary power of the United States 
has been steadily increasing. Throughout 
this same period the national security of the 
United States has been rapidly and inexo
rably diminishing. • • • Both sides in the 
arms race are thus confronted by the di
lemma of steadily increasing military power 
and steadily decreasing national security. It 
is our considered professional judgment that 
this dilemma has no technical solution." 

If this analysis is correct, a rather startling 
new horizon has certainly opened up. If it 
is a fact that there is no technical m111tary 
solution to the extreme and unprecedented 
national vulnerab111ty to which the President 
referred in the statement quoted above, then 
"national security," for us or anyone else, 
certainly has quite a different meaning from 
what it ever had in the past. It, of course, 
remains true, as suggested earlier, that no 
adversary would seem likely to launch a cal
culated and rational attack on the United 
States, which would undoubtedly retain the 
capab111ty of a retaliatory attack of even 
greater destructiveness. Unfortunately, how
ever, there have been numerous cases in his
tory of dicta tors behaving in an irrational 
manner. Moreover, grave polltical crises in 
which deep emotions are involved have a way 
of escalating in an uncalculated manner, as 
did the crisis, still unconcluded, which fol
lowed the murder of an Austrian archduke in 
1914. 

In any case, neither the rationality of 
dictators nor the sobriety of human calcula
tions in moments of crisis would seem to be 
attractive or reliable foundations for Ameri
can national security. A question may be 
raised whether under these circumstances, 
in which there is said to be no m111tary solu
tion to our vulnerability, our national secu-

rity is best served by a cautious and skeptical 
approach to disarmament. If our arms can
not make us secure, perhaps the only real
istic, hard-nosed approach to security is a 
substantial, rapid, and controlled reduction 
in our adversaries' arms, which obviously 
would require a parallel and commensurate 
reduction in our own. This might, more
over prove to be the only effective means of 
preventing further proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, which if unchecked, it is generally 
agreed, would further disastrously dlmlnish 
everyone's security. 

At all events, it is safe to say that recent 
and future developments in the field of nu
clear armament, far from giving grounds for 
calm and complacency, open in the longer 
run the broadest and potentially the most 
apocalyptic of new horizons. 

v 
The third factor on which our postwar 

foreign policy was originally based is our 
economic and conventional military prepon
derance among non-Communist states. This 
preponderance st1ll exists but is clearly less 
marked than it once was. 

As has often been noted, this is in many 
ways heartening. If our allies are revived 
and strong, and are therefore able to bear 
more of our common burdens, that is cer
tainly in our interest and the common in
terest. If at least some of the new or under
developed countries have made substantial 
progress and are better able to stand on their 
own feet and play a constructive part in 
world affairs, that, too, is in our interest as 
well as theirs. 

The new problem, however,· is that many 
of the states, allies or nonalined, largely 
because of their estimate of the two factors 
discussed earlier, do not have exactly the 
same conception of "our common burdens," 
in the case of allies, or of "a constructive 
part in world affairs," in the case of the non
alined, as we do. The presumptive relaxa
tion of the threat in Europe, the still limited 
character of the immediate threat in the Far 
East, the revival of traditional national in
terests and ambitions as the strength of 
states revives, on the one hand the umbrella 
of continued U.S. nuclear predominance 
and on the other the anxiety that in 
a critical confrontation it might not be used, 
on the one hand the U.S. willingness to 
employ its conventional military pre
dominance where concrete threats take shape 
and on the other the fear that this predomi
nance might be applied recklessly to the 
detriment of allies and friends, all these 
currents and countercurrent& have circum
scribed the uncontested U.S. leadership of 
the non-Communist world which char
acterized the earlier period. In an en
vironment which seems to be one of nuclear 
deterrence and hence of relative stability, 
but where at other levels of clashing national 
Interest the United States seems stm willing 
to carry the main load, allies and neutrals 
alike, which regained the capability, have 
also regained the appetite to pursue national 
or regional interest, as they see it, with 
considerably less regard for the views and 
admonitions of the United States than in 
the past. 

This, too, is frustrating to the American 
people. We do not like at all being told "to 
go jump in the lake," either in so many words 
or implicitly, whether by ames or by bene
ficiaries of our aid and support. Once again, 
however, there is no reason for surprise or 
discouragement. Our peacetime coalition 
has held together and stlll holds together 
better than any other in history. It was 
from the beginning a coalition, not an em
pire; empires ln these times do not endure 
very long. Changes in form and purpose 
inside our alllances will inevitably be re
flected in their character; it wlll be better 
in some cases to loosen ties a bit rather than 
have them torn asunder; in other cases, as 
in the Far East, alliances may have to be 
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enlarged and reenforced to meet a new sit
uation. Neutrals and nonalined also have 
and create quite new problems: 

The United States is still and will remain 
immensely powerful, immensely respected, 
immensely infiuential. But the effective 
exercise of its infiuence will not be as easy 
as it has been. Some of the old ways of doing 
so are so fast becoming counterproductive. 
In his "Challenge to A:fll.uence," Gunnar 
Myrdal recently wrote: "Infiuence is an ex
pendable capital, and every time the United 
States goes strongly in for a policy without 
having the strength to see it through, its in
fiuence will by that outcome become even 
smaller than it need be. Infiuence, to be pre
served, must be husbanded with utmost 
prudence." Of course, it is in most cases not 
a question of "having the strength to see it 
through," but of recognizing after a certain 
point in a particular endeavor that it may 
not be wise and productive, even if possible, 
to carry it to its planned and logical con
clusion. However, the point is the same. A 
more careful prior assessment of our capa
bilities in a given situation, taking into 
account considerations arising from afar as 
well as at the point of application, will hence
forth be more imperative than when other 
voices were stiller and smaller. 

It may prove that one of the most effective 
things we can do abroad at this time wlll be 
to create at home a Great Society which will 
serve as a reminder everywhere of what 
America physically can do and politically and 
morally intends to do, in other words · a re
minder to us and everyone else of what we 
stand for. With this might go a somewhat 
more selective approach to the problems of 
the world as a whole and our responsibility 
toward them. We certainly still have, and 
will have for many years, a responsibility to 
maintain an equilibrium in the world, a 
responsibility to see that Communist im
perialism is contained and that South 
America, Asia, and Africa are developed and 
peacefully assimilated to the modern world. 
This responsibility is as inescapable and as 
rigorous as ever. But we may not have as 
much responsibility as we supposed, or as 
much capability as we had, to insure that 
nothing unpleasant happens anywhere or 
that the natural turbulence of new states 
and new societies is always and everywhere 
restrained. 

VI 

The most revolutionary change has oc
curred in the underdeveloped world outside 
the area of direct East-West confrontation, 
in many parts of which the situation is no 
longer "relatively stable," and in some parts 
perhaps no longer even "manageable," either 
by internal or external forces. 

The hand of the former colonial powers, 
where it gingerly remained, has now been 
almost wholly withdrawn at the behest of 
the independent states. The few significant 
colonial bastions still surviving create so 
much indignation and agitation among the 
liberated that they constitute a liability in 
overall north-south ~rel-a.tionships. . In many 
new states the moderate leadership which 
presided over independence has either been 
replaced by more radical younger leader
ship or is under such effective pressure from 
younger elements that it has felt obliged 
itself to assume a more radical posture. 

Territorial disputes and ambitions among 
new states, despite a taci•t original agree
ment to stick ' to old colonial boundaries, 
are breaking out and assuming in some cases 
menacing proportions. Western attempts 
to help some new governments resist Com
munist or other intervention iil their in
ternal affairs evoke outcries of imperialism 
and neocolonialism, hostile propaganda and 
planned demonstrations, and often an ex
pansion of intervention. The unabated 
population explosion, the unassimllable 
fiood of the ·unskllled into cities, the dis
junction between education and oppor-

tunity unhinge the plans arid bedevil the 
planners in the new societies. The com
mon and pressing interest of the underde
veloped states of Asia, Africa, and Latin 
America in much more rapid development 
and improvement in the terms of trade with 
the West welds all these states into pro
visional but gradually tightening alliance to 
exert effective pressure in pursuit of these 
ends. 

So what seemed a promising and on the 
whole mutually profitable relationship be
tween "West" and "South" in the fifties, 
and of course in many places continues to 
be so, is in others challenged and trans
formed into curious confrontations in which 
the West is at the same moment adjured to 
get out of the way of "progress" and to pro
vide the grease that makes the wheels of 
progress turn. 

This situation of course profits the Com
munists who .in varying degrees encourage 
the young radicals in underdeveloped coun
tries to bait and eventually throw out "the 
imperialists," and themselves provide means 
to expedite the process. This interference 
inspires the West in its turn to match or 
outdo Communist aid and to support gov
ernments threatened by Communist or rad
ical machinations. In some cases, Western 
support, as the subversion and violence in
creases, gradually expands into a larger 
commitment, which in turn raises fears and 
resentment in neighboring countries, but 
from which it sometimes becomes difficult to 
withdraw. 

Communist activity in the underdeveloped 
world is no doubt designed to bring about 
instability and disorder but also, they no 
doubt hope, the ultimate establishment of 
Communist or pro-Communist regimes. 
The experience of Cuba shows that it would 
be rash to overlook this hazard. Radical 
movements in most underdeveloped coun
tries share with communism a one-party 
system because this is in some cases the 
only system by which tribalism can be over
come and nationalism made real, and a 
garden variety of socialism, because the 
capital to make capitalism does not exist. 
But these Africans and Asians are far more 
profoundly nationalist than either socialist 
or totalitarian. They will certainly resent 
and reject domination by Chinese or Rus
sians fully as much as by British, French, 
or Americans. 

Should the Communis·ts make the mistake, 
as they did in Guinea, of making their pres
ence too conspicuous or of attempting or ap
pearing to dictate instead of merely to as
sist, the indigenous reaction against them 
would probably be as strong and effective 
as it ever was against the West. It would 
therefore be a mistake to believe that coun
tries remote from the Communist empire are 
"going Communist" solely because they ac
cept Communist aid and Communist ad
visers, or because their public denunciations 
of "imperi·alism" continue to be directed far 
more a;t the West, where imperialism is ex
piring, tha n at the East, where it is appear
ing in new forms. 

The "Third World" has become, and is 
likely increasingly to be for a number of 
years, more turbulent and more radical. It 
would be naive to be surprised by this phe
nomenon and foolish and futile to try to sup
press it from outside. A sensible Western 
posture would seem to be, in areas not ad
jacent to the Iron or Bamboo CUrtain, one of 
benevolent reserve, a readiness, when asked, 
to help in a manner which does not involve 
prestigious commitment and to a degree 
which seems likely to be assimUable and pro
ductive, matched by a cautious appraisal, at 
the outset and periodically as the situation 
develops, of all the elements which make help 
useful ·or damaging in OUir own broad inter
est and those of the recipients. 

William McNelll in his masterly survey of 
history, "The Rise of the West," makes the 
following comment: "World history since 

1500 may be thought of as a race between the 
West's growing power to molest the rest of 
the world and the increasingly desperate 
efforts of other ·peoples to stave Westerners 
off." We trust and believe that those days 
are over but we must remember that though 
they seem so to us, they have left such deep 
and painful scars that to those who have 
suffered them Western "molestation" is still 
a living thing. Any Western intervention 
in the rest of the world, therefore, no matter 
how well-int entioned or indeed how well 
justified in the interests of the nation and 
region concerned, risks causing a traumatic 
reaction apparently unrelated and dispro
portionate to the action being undertaken. 
This is an historical handicap which the West 
must still confront for some time to come 
and which will condition to a substantial 
degree the effectiveness of whatever we try 
to do in Asia and Africa. 

So the fourth factor on which our success
ful foreign policy of the past two decades was 
based, the relative stabiUty of the area out
side that of direct East-West confrontation, 
has also been profoundly modified. The as
pirations, the discontents, and the capabil1-
ties of the peoples of this a~rea have been 
multiplied, their readiness to seek and use 
help from all quarters has clearly emerged, 
the acuteness of their internal and intra
mural problems will more and more project 
those problems into the center of the world 
stage, but the capacity of the West to deal 
with them is now and will for some time re
main limited and inconclusive. Generous 
help they will more and more desperately 
need, but to a great degree they must hence
forth remain both masters and servants of 
their own fate. 

vn 
So, in conclusion, without in this brief 

scope endeavoring further to define the new 
horizons, new bounds, and new opportuni
ties which confront us in our foreign rela
tions, we perceive that in the past few years 
they have been subtly and imperceptibly set 
in a new frame. 

The nature of the Communist threat and 
its principal focus may have substantially 
shifted; in any case, many of our allies and 
friends have, rightly or wrongly and not all 
in the same way, revised their appreciation 
of it. Our overwhelming nuclear preponder
ance has been preserved but it has not and 
will not be able to deny to our adversaries a 
devastating nuclear capab111ty; this balance 
of terror is inherently precarious and is fur
ther jeopardized by the threBit of nuclear 
proliferation. U.S. economic and conven
tional military preponderance also persists 
but is no longer so politically decisive as it 
once was nor so practically applicable as we 
h8id once hoped it would be. Asia and Africa, 
in their new liberated and national incarna
tions, are proving less easy to develop from 
without and to govern from within than had 
been supposed; more and more their needs, 
demands and impingement on the world as 
a whole create obligations for responsible, 
and temptations for irrespo·nsible, outsiders. 

There has never been a time in world his
tmy of greater challenge and opportunity for 
a nation which remains, despite everything, . 
the most powerful and the most disinterested 
of them all. What is required is that we be 
as vigilant to cnange as to danger, that we 
'be alert constantly to reexamine what na
tional security really is under radically new 
cti-cumstances, t}lat we maintain our con
fidence and buoyancy in the face of the frus
trations which these circumstances entail, 
that we not feel it incumbent upon us to do 
something or to save everything wherever 
disorder breaks out, . but that, even more 
important, we not let our distinctive national 
generosity and sense of justice shrivel up 
just when they are most desperately needed 
in our own interest and in that of the world 
we lead. As a wise man said, "Nothing wilts 
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faster than laurels that have been rested 
upon." 

And finally, if we must imitate a bird, let 
it be neither the hawk nor the dove, but the 
owl. 

MR. DEMING'S SPEECH ON INTER
NATIONAL BANKING IN RELA
TION TO THE BALANCE OF PAY
MENTS AND TO INTERNATIONAL 
LIQUIDITY 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. Frederick L. 

Deming, the Under Secretary of the 
Treasury for Monetary Affairs, gave an 
important speech in Tacoma on June 
22 on the subject, "International Bank
ing in Relation to the Balance of Pay
ments and to International Liquidity." 
The speech is excellent. In a concise and 
clear fashion, Mr. Deming discusses 
capital outftows from the United States 
in relation to our own balance of pay
ments, the structure of our international 
investment position, capital markets 
abroad, domestic interest rate policies, 
and the problems of the international 
monetary system. 

Mr. Deming's speech is particularly 
notable for its observations concerning 
methods of assuring adequate liquidity 
once the· U.S. balance-of-payments 
deficit is brought to an end. Mr. Deming 
spells out the prerequisites of any ac
ceptable approach for expanding inter
national liquidity in the future. Mr. 
Deming states: 

First, additional or new reserve assets 
should be accepted as such by the major 
industrial countries. Secondly, they should 
be held as reserve assets without directly 
or indirectly leading to a reduction in re
serve currencies or other supplements to gold 
reserves. That is, they should not accentuate 
demands on gold. Thirdly, the method of 
providing additional reserves should be in 
general evolutionary, in the sense of general 
public acceptance with a minimal disturb
ance of financial and exchange markets and 
with especial care to avoid encouragement 
to gold hoarding and gold speculation. 
Fourth, a balance would have to be achieved 
between the fears of some that creation of 
international reserves becomes too easy, with 
a general overexpansionary effect on world 
supplies of money and credit, and those 
who fear that international decisions would 
be too cumbersome and too restrictive. 

Also of great importance are Mr. Dem
ing's comments concerning domestic in
terest rate policy. He gives no comfort 
to those who have urged higher long
term rates on us. Indeed, he notes that 
''a significantly higher level of rates 
might well do harm to the domestic econ
omy." Mr. Deming also observes that 
interest rates in the United States are 
already at historically high levels. 

I call attention to Mr. Deming's pene
trating remarks regarding the European 
countries and their failure to play their 
proper role as capital exporters. Mr. 
Deming said: 

As strong surplus and creditor countries, 
many continental European countries would 
normally be expected to be net sources of 
capital to the rest of the world. But instead 
of becoming capital exporters, they have con
tinued to import capital from the United 
States, and have, in effect, banked the pro
ceeds with their central banks in the form of 
reserves. 

Mr. Deming gave several reasons for 
this. He said: 

The tendency to seek U.S. funds may be 
in part due to the generally high cost of 
borrowing in foreign countries. 

But there are other reasons why some 
types of borrowers are attracted to the U.S. 
market. These include the n arrowness and 
high cost of security issue markets in Europe, 
the favored position of governmental borrow
ing entities and nationalized industries to 
some capital markets abroad, and the chan
neling of savings of the public through sav
ings banks and mortgage banks into Gov
ernment securities or mortgages, and the 
tendency in many countries of the large 
banks to maintain a relatively rigid pattern 
of lendin g policies. 

Mr. Deming's speech should receive the 
widespread attention it deserves. Bet
ter understanding of international finan
cial problems is a prerequisite to prog
ress in improving the world's monetary 
system. 

I ask unanimous consent to have Mr. 
Deming's speech printed in the REcoRD. 

I also request unanimous consent to 
include in the REcoRD an editorial from 
the New York Times on "Choice on 
Monetary Reform," and the comments of 
Harold B. Dorsey, of the Washington 
Post, on "The Fears of Currency In
stability." Mr. Dorsey contrasts Mr. 
Deming's view that the curtailment of 
capital ftows from the United States 
"could have a considerable effect on in
ternational liquidity" with the views 
of Dr. Roy Reierson, of the Bankers 
Trust Co., of New York, that "interna
tional liquidity is completely adequate 
to meet current and foreseeable needs." 

I ask unanimous consent to print in 
the RECORD the column "Should Payment 
Deficit Be Zero?" by Hobart Rowen. pub
lished in the Washington Post of June 
28. Mr. Rowen suggests that we should 
not try to get our balance-of-payments 
deficit down to zero, but should rather 
consider it quite normal "to run a bal
ance-of-payments deficit up to perhaps 
$1 billion a year." 

Incidentally, a remarkable omission in 
Rowen's article is that he does not dis
cuss the Bernstein definition of balance 
of payments. The Bernstein definition is 
now being seriously considered by the 
administration. That definition is based 
on official transactions. It is far closer 
than our present definition to the method 
used by other countries. 

It was recently warmly supported by 
former Secretary of the Treasury Dillon. 

The significant point is that this new 
definition would meet Rowen's objective. 
It would generally bring our payments 
into balance at some $'12 billion to $1 bil
lion below the level at which we pres
ently balance. 

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

[From the New York Times) 
CHOICE ON MONETARY REFORM 

The U.S. Treasury is playing coy on the 
issue of international monetary reform. 
Frederick L. Deming, its Under Secretary for 
Monetary Affairs, is getting ready to discuss 
reform with other financial powers but he 
does not hold much hope of a quick con
sensus. He prefers to wait until the present 
surplus of dollars abroad gives way to scarcity 

before coming to an agreement on improving 
the international payments mechanism. 

It is understandable that the Johnson 
administration wants to bargain over reform 
from a position of strength. Yet there is a 
risk that the ending of the dollar drain will 
bring on a monetary crisis. Some authori
ties, including the Bank for International 
Settlements, argue that there is no immedi
ate danger. They point out that the coun
tries of Western Europe have enough 
monetary reserves on hand to get by without 
any additional inflow of dollars. Neverthe
less, a serious maldistribution in reserves 
does exist, with Britain, J apan and many 
developing countries h andicapped by a se
vere shortage. So while most of Europe may 
be able to adapt to a growing shortage of 
dollars, a squeeze could prove intolerable 
elsewhere. 

Given this threat, no time ought to be 
wasted in considering reform. It may be too 
early for a permanent solution that would 
assure a steady increase in the supply of 
international liquidity-gold, currency and 
access to credit--required to finance world 
trade and investment. But it is not too 
early for the United States and its partners 
to begin taking steps to prevent either a 
shrinkage or a further d istortion of the 
liquidity now available. Indeed, there is 
little prospect of producing the evolutionary 
reforms sought by the administration unless 
it can reinforce the present system against 
potential shocks and strains. 

The position of the dollar is now neither 
weak nor suspect. So the Treasury has little 
to fear and much to gain from initiating 
negotiations. The longer it holds back, the 
greater the prospect of a crisis-and of a 
need for extraordinary steps to meet it. The 
Treasury should heed the warning of its 
former head, Douglas Dillon, who has in
sisted that "a strengthened monetary system 
must be installed before it is needed, and not 
after the crash." The administration has a 
clear choice between taking preventive medi
cine or waiting for a drastic cur.e. 

[From the Washington Post, June 28, 1965 J 
ECONOMIC IMPACT: SHOULD PAYM~NT DEFICIT 

BE ZERO? 

(By Hobart Rowen) 
With British Chancellor of the Exchequer 

James Callaghan in Washington this week 
for high level discussions with American 
officials, it is appropriate to raise a delicate 
question: Should the United States strive 
to get its balance-of-payments deficit down 
to zero and keep it there? 

Slowly but surely, evidence. is accumulat
ing that many financial experts, including 
bankers, are beginning to doubt the wisdom 
of this single-minded drive. 

After our painful experiences with r eces
sions in the postwar period, this country 
managed to put aside the myth that a 
balanced national budget every year is 
essential to our health. We learned, in fact, 
how to use deficits constructively. 

There is a parallel in the international 
field. American officials are pursuing a 
determined national policy to wipe out our 
deficit. They speak in terms of a "swift, 
sure, and lasting end" to it. 

We seem to have slipped into a kind of 
ritual, a preoccupation that ignores an 
important fact of life: A bank (and that is 
one of the key functions of this country in 
relation to the rest of the world) always has 
larger liabilities to its depositors than it has 
reserves in the vault. 

If it doesn't, it's not much of a bank. 
It ought to be considered quite normal for 

the United States to run a balance-of-pay
meillts deficit up to perhaps $1 billion a 
year. 

The justiflca.tion for current U.S. policy 
is that continued deficits permit other 
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nations to acquire too many dollars, drain
lug our own reserves, especially gold. And, 
of course, it is true that deficits in the $3 
and $4 billlon range are too high. 

But as George H. Chittenden, a Morgan 
Guaranty Trust Co. vice president, observed 
in recent congressional testimony, "as lead
ing banker for the world, the United States 
must be prepared to see its dollar liabilities 
to foreigners rise over time • • •." To help 
finance growing world trade, Chittenden 
thought that annual deficits in our balance 
of $500 to $800 million would be safe. 

"May I stress," he added bluntly, "that the 
special magic of zero completely eludes me. 
• • • We have in recent years gotten away 
from the simplistic notion that there is some
thing peculiarly appropriate about a zero 
reading in the Federal budget. • • • We 
must develop an analytical approach to pay
ments evaluation that will help us decide 
what degree of departure from zero is appro
priate at particular times." 

Instead of pursuing the single objective 
of trying to crunch our deficit into non
existence, therefore, our officials should be 
looking to other measures--a more sensible 
gold policy, for example. 

Donald C. Cook, president of the American 
Electric Power Co., and a favorLte business 
confidant of President Johnson, has shown 
how we could discourage gold hoarding by 
adopting a flexible buying price for gold. 
Another and related idea has been put for
ward by Stanford Professor Emile Despres. 

The prudent course at the moment would 
be the continuance of a moderate deficit
throwing up safeguards to prevent serious 
runs on the bank. This should not be too 
difficult to do, because American assets are 
enormous, and the dollar is strong. There 
is no economic reason for a run on the 
dollar. 

It is Mr. Callaghan who has the real 
headache: British reserves are low, and their 
balance-of-payments problem (unlike ours) 
is coupled to inflation at home, a loss of 
export markets, and a labor-industrial ma
chine creaking from disrepair. 

The British need help, and we no doubt 
will give it to them. But we can help our
selves and the rest of the world most by be
ing less defensive about the dollar. With 
some aggressive and confident steps, our 
Government can demonstrate that the dollar 
truly is more valuable than gold. 

(From the Washington Post] 
INVESTMENT VIEW: THE FEARS OF 

CURRENCY INSTABILITY 

(By Harold B. Dorsey) 
Increasing concern about the international 

currency situation is as good an explanation 
as any for the weakness in the stock market 
last week which carried the market down to 
the lowest level in 6 months. 

Unfortunately, the international currency 
situation is so complex that very few people 
understand it. Therefore, whenever doubts 
about currency stability are raised, it con
jures up all sorts of fears. In the present 
instance, for example, some people envisage 
a devaluation of the pound sterling and a 
chain reaction on the other currencies that 
would break down the strength of the inter
national monetary mechanisms that have 
been developed over the past 20 years. 

In my judgment, the current situation is 
not likely to lead to devaluation of any of 
the important currencies, for the simple rea
son that the monetary authorities realize 
that this would not correct the fundamental 
maladjustments. Other things remaining 
unchanged, devaluation of the pound and/or 
the dollar would not eliminate the interna
tional deficit position of either Britain or the 
United States. Devaluation would probably 
do much more damage than good. 

But, it is argued, these two countries can
not continue in a deficit position forever. 

Sooner or later they would run out of re
serves. If not devaluation, then there must 
be some other type of adjustment. 

As I see it, the adjustment is more likely 
to be the further use of restraints designed 
to eliminate the international deficit of the 
two reserve currency countries, if such ac
tion is deemed necessary. Both countries 
could take additional steps to reduce the 
outflow of their respective currencies. 

Two uncertainties are involved: (1) Will 
it become necessary to impose further re
straints? And (2) if so, what are the prob
able economic effects? The first question 
cannot be solved by simple arithmetic. The 
unpredictable intangibles of national and 
international politics and confidence are 
involved. 

As for the consequences of possible fur
ther restraints imposed by the United States 
and Great Britain, the judgments of re
spected authorities vary over a wide range. 
The Under Secretary of the Treasury for 
Monetary Affairs, Frederick L. Deming, ex
pressed the opinion last week that the re
duction of capital flows from the United 
States and the associated shrinkage in the 
U.S. payments deficit "could have a consid
erable effect on international Uquidity." 

There was an implication that these re
straints would have an adverse effect on the 
other countries, but that this prospect would 
make them more willing to cooperate in the 
development of sources of capital to supple
ment those provided by Britain and the 
United States as world bankers. 

On t he very same day, Dr. Roy K. Reierson, 
economist of the Bankers Trust Co., of New 
York, expressed the opinion that the reduced 
availability of dollars to the other countries 
would present no major problem for them in 
the form of a dollar squeeze. And since the 
prospective lack of dollars is a myth, in his 
opinion, so also is the specter of a financial 
collapse in European credit, resulting from a 
shortage of dollars. 

"Leading central bankers unanimously 
agree," he said "that international liquidity 
is completely adequate to meet current and 
foreseeable needs. • • • The fear of a liquid
ity or credit shortage being triggered by the 
United States is effectively rebutted both by 
the specifics of the American program and by 
the financial resources available to other 

·major countries." I find that some of the 
respected European economists belleve that 
the inflow of dollars to Western Europe has 
generated undesirable inflation pressures. 
It is their opinion that a reduction or elimi
nation of the inflow will not hurt their own 
economies. 

There is other evidence leading to the con
clusion that respected authorities do not 
agree ( 1) on the need for greater inter
national financial liquidity, and (2) on the 
economic consequences of further restraints 
on the outflow of dollars and sterling. Lit
tle wonder, then, that investment managers 
who are less knowledgeable in this particular 
area feel that they have an uncertainty in 
their laps. And they don't like uncer
tainties. 

INTERNATIONAL BANKING IN RELATION TO THE 
BALANCE OF PAYMENTS AND TO INTERNA
TIONAL LIQUIDITY 

(Remarks by the Honorable Frederick L. 
Deming, Under Secretary of the Treasury 
for Monetary Affairs, at the annual con
vention of the Washington State Bankers' 
Association, Tacoma, Wash., Tuesday, 
June 22, 1965) 
I very much welcome the invitation to 

cross the country and talk with bankers from 
the State of Washington. Situated on the 
Pacific coast, with important maritlme and 
aerial connections with other parts of the 
world, you are , I am sure, sensitive to and 
interested in the international aspects of 
financial and banking matters. I have 
chosen to discuss some of the aspects of 

our international payments position that 
are of a special interest, I believe, to the 
banking community. 

First, I want to mention briefly the U.S. 
balance-of-payments position, against the 
background of postwar economic progress. 
Then I would like to focus attention more 
specifically on international movements of 
private U.S. capital, and particularly on 
those outside the field of direct investments. 

Speaking generally, we are in a period in 
which deep and serious attention is being 
given to international monetary and pay
ments problems. Within governments, in 
the financial press, and in the academic com
munity, both here and abroad, .there is in
tense interest in the determin.a.nts of •the var
ious types of international capital move
ments, the relationship of these movements 
to rthe balance of payments, to domestic 
monetary and fiscal policies, to the needs for 
international reserves, and .to other ·aspects 
of the extremely broad subject of interna
tional liquidity. 

In a very real sense, the world is searching 
to find a constructive relationship between 
capital flows, balance-of-payments adjust
ment, and the magnitude and composition of 
growing needs for international Uquidity. 

Today, I do not wish to attempt any sweep
ing review of this extremely broad and ex
tremely intricate subject. Rather, I should 
like to draw your attention to some leading 
facts, to some conflicting· interpretations 
that are sometimes drawn from them, and 
to contribute, if I can, to placing these re
lationships in perspective. 

One of the interesting aspects of this 
period of ferment through which we are 
passing is the very wide range of opinion 
on all these questions. Thus, at one end of 
the spectrum, there is concern that any 
diminution in the flow of U.S. capital to other 
developed countries might have a serious 
and immediate effect upon world prosper
ity. A somewhat milder view held widely 
in t he United States is that there will 
be a need to replace the outflow of dollars 
in recent years with some substitute form of 
international liquidity, since the U.S. deficit 
has provided a source of reserves to other 
countries. At the other end of the spectrum, 
a view held particularly on the Continent of 
Europe, it is contended that the outflow of 
capital from the United States has been ex
cessive, has added unduly to the level of 

· continental European reserves, and has con
tributed to inflationary pressures in Europe. 

We sometimes forget, in our immersion in 
the problems of today, how much of a posi
tive character has been achieved in the 
postwar period. During the past decade, 
world trade has grown at a surprising pace. 
World exports reached a total of more than 
$150 billion in 1964, about double the cor
responding :figure at the beginning of the 
decade. In the industrial countries, the 
last 10 years has been a period of rather 
persistent prosperity. The Organization for 
Economic Cooperation and Development 
(OECD) countries have had a total output 
rise, in real terms, of about 50 percent. In 
most countries this has been accompanied 
by full or over full employment, although 
this, of course, has not been true of the 
United States. But even the financial 
strains that have been felt on occasion by 
the United Kingdom, Japan, Italy, and some 
other countries have been associated with 
overheated domestic economies rather than 
situations of economic recession. 

In general, there have been pressures on 
wages and prices, labor shortages, and a gen
eral preoccupation with the need to place 
brakes on the domestic economies, rather 
than accelerate them. A different situation 
has prevailed in the United States, where the 
economy has required from time to time an 
assist from fiscal policy rather than public 
action to restrain an overexuberant business 
activity. Even so, however, the United States 
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itself has had during the postwar years no 
prolonged recessions and art; the .present time 
has had 52 months of continuing economic 
advance. 

In most industrial countries, balances of 
payments have been in surplus and interna
tional reserves have been rising at an ex
tremely rapid rate. Our own payments posi
tion, however, changed markedly after 1957. 
From 1958 to 1964 our deficits on regular 
transactions have averaged $3¥:! billion a 
year. 

PRIVATE CAPITAL MOVEMENTS AND THE U.S. 
BALANCE OF PAYMENTS 

I do not intend to review the policies ap
plied in 1961 and 1962 to correct our balance 
of payments and at the same time revitalize 
the domestic economy. We did achieve sub
stantial progress in 1961-64 in enlarging our 
commercial export surplus, despite a rising 
total of imports, and in reducing the bal
ance-of-payments impact of our military and 
aid programs. With a steady increase in our 
services income, our deficit would have been 
largely eliminated if the capital accounts had 
remained constant. 

But this was not the case. The outflow of 
private U.S. capital in all forms had already 
jumped sharply in 1956 from the moderate 
levels of 1950-55, and ranged between $2¥:! 
and $4 billion in the years 1956-60. In 1964 it 
reached almost $6¥:! billion, with a very de
cided surge in the latter part of the year. 
Between 1960 and 1964 U.S. security and 
credit transactions grew from $2.2 to $4.1 
billion. In July 1963, the Interest Equaliza
tion Tax had been announced when the early 
manifestations of these latest capital de
mands on our markets appeared, particularly 
in the form of potential placements by other 
industrial countries in our capital market. 
The ·fur.ther dramatic evidence of the volatile 
capital accounts in 1964 led President John
son to propose on February 10, 1965, a com
prehensive program calling for the coopera
tion of the business and financial communi
ties in reducing this drain on the balance of 
payments. 

The response of businessmen and bankers 
has been most impressive. While the limited 
data yet available are difficul.t to evaluate be
cause of special factors, they suggest that 
this cooperation, upon which the program 
depends, has begun to have a significant 
effect. The deficit on regular transactions 
for the first quarter was reduced to about 
half the magnitude of the very large figures 
in the final quarter of 1964. Such indica
tions as we have since the end of March have 
continued to be even more favorable. But I 
cannot overemphasize that we need to estab
lish a record of clear and sustained equilib
rium, to demonstrate our full recovery from 
the long continued malady of deficits. We 
cannot, therefore, contemplate any early re
laxation of our efforts. 
THE U.S. POSITION AS INTERNATIONAL BANKER 

We have all heard much about the U.S. 
role as an international banker and about 
our tendency to pile up long-term invest
ments while accumulating short-term liabili
ties. We have large and competitive money 
and capital markets, as compared with the 
narrower and less competitive markets in the 
other industrial countries. There has been 
increasing desire for capital investment 
abroad, arising from the long-continued 
European prosperity, the Common Market 
preferences, and the rapidly growing Euro
pean demand for many products in which 
American corporations have tradltlona:lly 
been interested. While these latter are fac
tors that are particularly significant in the 
area of direct investment, they also may ac
count for some movement of banking funds 
to supply the needs of some U.S. subsidiaries 
abroad. Finally, there is the differential be
tween interest rates here and abroad, par
ticularly at longer term. 

Let us recall briefly the general structure 
of our international investment position. 
We do not yet have detailed figures for 1964, 
but at the close of 1963, private long-term 
investments abroad were valued at $58 bil
lion, of which $40.6 billion was direct invest
ments, and $17.6 billion represented other 
types of long-term assets. Foreign long-term 
investments in the United states amounted 
to nearly $23 billion, leaving a net balance in 
our favor on private long-term investment 
account of about $35 billion. Note that this 
does not count any of our governmenital 
claims on foreign countries. 

At short term, however, the position was 
rather different. Foreign short-term claims 
on the United States, both private and offi
cial, amounted to $28.7 billion at the end of 
1963. This figure includes about $3 billion 
that are not considered liquid financial 
liabilities. Nearly half of the total amount 
was officially held. Agains this, the United 
States then held $15.6 billion in gold, and 
other reserve-type assets of $1.2 billion. In 
addition, our privately held short-term 
claims on foreigners were about $8 billion. 

Moving from the cross section to the 
changing pattern over time, our net position 
on private long-term capital account had 
improved from $27 to $35 billion, from 1960 
to 1963, while our net official and private 
position on short-term account (including 
gold), worsened by $5 billion. 

The major channels through which these 
capital funds have recently been flowing 
out, apart from Canadian security issues in 
New York, are the direct lending operations 
of the banking system, or the placement of 
funds with foreign banks, or with foreign 
branches of American banks, by nonbanking 
entities. While some of the proceeds in the 
form of dollars were added to the rising 
total of foreign private dollar holdings, for
eign official dollar balances were built up as 
well. 

While our private investments abroad, both 
short and long term, are presumably sound 
and profitable ones in the sense of income
earning assets, they have clearly tended to 
exceed the net surplus on other accounts. 
This adds to our liquid liabilities to for
eigners, and these liabilities, in turn, may be 
converted into gold. 

Thus, while our balance-of-payments pro
gram has consistently aimed at improving 
both our current accounts and our govern
mental accounts, increasing attention has 
had to be devoted since July 1963 to the 
large flow of capital abroad-particularly 
to other industrial countries. 

Through the interest equalization tax, we 
have sought to provide a market-type regu
lator. We have hoped in this way 
to strengthen the incentive to other indus
trial countries to utilize their savings more 
effectively to meet the demands that would 
otherwise come to the United States. More 
recently, in the wake of the very sharp de
terioration in our capital accounts and in 
the balance of payments, generally, during 
the period since July 1964, we have adopted 
the voluntary credit restraint program on 
February 10. This program, too, is increas
ing the awareness of other advanced coun
tries that they should readjust their financ
ing patterns so as to obtain capital resources 
out of their own savings. 

As noted, the tendency to seek U.S. funds 
may be in part due to the generally high 
cost of borrowing in foreign countries. 

But there are other reasons why some 
types of borrowers are attracted to the U.S. 
market. These include the narrowness and 
high cost of security issue markets in Eu
rope, the favored position of governmental 
borrowing entities and nationalized indus
tries to some capital markets abroad, the 
channeling of savings of the public through 
savings banks and mortgage banks into Gov
ernment ·securities or mortgages, and the 
tendency· in many countries of the large 

banks to maintain a relatively rigid pattern 
of lending policies. 

Efforts are being made to explore these 
and other structural problems in the Euro
pean financial system, in the hope of de
veloping more efficient and more competitive 
capital markets that can meet the types of 
demands that now fall so heavily upon the 
United St.ates. Indeed, as strong surplus and 
creditor countries, many continental Euro
pean countries would normally be expected 
to be net sources of capital to the rest of the 
world. But instead of becoming capital 
exporters, they have continued to import 
capital from the United States, and have, in 
effect, banked the proceeds with their cen
tral banks in the form of reserves . . 

Particularly in Europe, it is frequently sug
gested that the way to restrain the tendency 
for capital to flow out of the United States 
would be to bring about a higher level of 
long-term interest rates in the United States. 
But a moment's reflection will indicate the 
difficulties of applying such a prescription to 
the situation in which we find ourselves. One 
very large economic entity, the industrial na
tions of continental Europe, has a historically 
high level of interest rates that has prevailed 
during a period of generally full or over full 
employment and inflationary pressures on 
prices and wages. The entire structure of 
the capital values in these countries has for 
a long time been geared to a plateau of rates 
substantially higher than that in our own 
economy. This European rate structure 
seems likely to come down slowly, if at all, 
as inflationary pressures subside. 

On the other hand, long-term interest rates 
in the United States are also at high levels 
in terms of our own background and history. 
There are several reasons for doubting that a 
simple prescription of higher long-term in
terest rates in the United States is an effec
tive answer. The spread between long-term 
rates here and in most of Europe is so wide 
that the possibility of any substantial nar
rowing of the differential by U.S. action is 
open to considerable question from a purely 
technical standpoint, because of the massive 
volume of savings in the United States. Sec
ond, as noted, present levels are not low his
torically, and a: significantly higher level of 
rates might well do harm to the domestic 
economy. Thirdly, as noted, the European 
rates not only are influenced by the pressure 
of demands from borrowers on savings, but 
also probably reflect the general tendency 
for prices to rise, thus reducing considerably 
the real rate of interest, in terms of pur& 
chasing power over goods. 

It should be noted that, even today, foreign 
placements are small in relation to our an
nual gross private domestic investment of 
$73 billion, or with respect even to our per
sonal savings of $35 blllion a year. More
over, the capital drawn from the United 
states represents a small percentage of the 
total savings and investment in Europe. 

All in all, leaving aside direct investment, 
some $4 billion of U.S. capital moved out last 
year. About half went to Canada and Japan, 
less than a quarter directly to Western Eu
rope, and the remainder to Latin America, 
Asia, and other regions. The reductions we 
anticipate from the programs now in effect, 
particularly when the impact is directed to
ward the other industrial countries, should 
form a relatively small part of the total in
vestment financed in those countries. In 
the major countries of Western Europe alone 
annual investment in all forms probably 
equals that in the United States. Hence the 
relationship of this correction of our deficit 
to world business activity is marginal, and 
should not be overstressed. 

As the world moves farther away from the 
restrictions and restraints of the earlier post
war period, the stream of financial capital 
moving between these two great industrial 
complexes in Europe and the United States 
might tend to widen. At the same time, the 
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United Statee~ cannot reasonably be expected 
to continue to supply capital as an interna
tional banker if its reserve position is 
steadily reduced by a continuing deficit. 
This may well present a challenge to Europe 
and the United States to find an appropriate 
set of policies to meet on a continuing basis 
the capital flows problem. European coun
tries, it is true, made some progress in 1964.
in enlarging their capital markets, and in 
accommodating the needs of some foreign 
borrowers, particularly Japan; some coun
tries have applied special disincentives to the 
attraction of foreign capital into their mone
tary reserves. But there remains the need to 
reduce European capital imports and to stim
ulate larger foreign investments, without a 
corresponding increase in its current account 
position. 

CAPITAL FLOWS AND EUROPEAN RESERVES 

A reduction in the flow of financial capital 
from the United States and an associated 
shrinkage of the U.S. deficit could have 
a considerable effect on international 
liquidity. Without a U.S. deficit, the in
crease in world reserves would be limited es
sentially to the amount of new gold produc
tion flowing into monetary channels-that 
is, to about $500 to $700 million per year. 
Since a number of countries on the con
tinent of Europe have become accustomed to 
much larger aggregate increases in their re
serves year by year, some adjustments could 
be expected. While the authorities in some 
of these countries might look with favor 
upon a position of U.S. equilibrium and 
somewhat slower growth in their reserves, 
there are voices here and abroad that 
express concern about the effect upon these 
economies of a considerable and rapid taper
ing off of these customary reserve increases. 
They would fear that domestic credit might 
tighten too sharply, and that this might 
place an additional brake on expansion, al
ready slowing down in several continental 
countries, and that this could affect the level 
of activity in the outside world. 

It is certainly true that some adjustments 
will need to be made in these countries for 
any change in capital flows to the outside 
world will have its economic effect, through 
our overall balance-of-payments position. 
But there are several qualifications to bear 
in mind. One is that these countries have 
for some time been facing heavy pressures 
on savings, on prices, and on labor supplies. 
Under such conditions it should be possible 
for these countries to absorb without ad
verse results a considerable part of the im
pact of a smaller volume of foreign receipts. 
Second, as noted, the amount of these re
ceipts is small in relation to total invest
ment and savings of the European economies. 
Third, the movement of reserves frequent
ly seems to be the dependent variable in the 
equation. Especially in recent years, per
sistent reserve increases seem in some cases 
not to have been the result of policies direct
ed specifically toward the external accounts, 
but rather a byproduct of action taken to 
dampen domestic inflationary pressures. 

Actually the growth in liquidity in the 
past 10 years has been concentrated largely 
in the surplus industrial countries. When 
we look at the position of international re
serves and their recent growth, we are struck 
at once by the really phenomenal enlarge
ment of reserves in the industrial countries, 
excluding the United States and the United 
Kingdom. From the end of 1953 to the end 
of 1964, the gold and foreign exchange re
serves of eight leading industrial countries 
in the Group of Ten and Switzerland rose 
from $10.6 to $27.6 billion, or by $17 bil
lion. This amounted to nearly tripling their 
total reserves. 

Moreover, during this period, while these 
countries increased their reserves in gold and 
foreign exchange, the rest of the world lost 
about $3 blllion Qf ~eserves 1n this form. 

It is especially worthy of note that the 
demand of these countries for gold to add 
to their reserves, at $12 billion, was about 
twice the availability of new monetary gold 
supplies for the world as a whole. This was 
made possible only by large-scale transfers 
of gold to them from U.S. reserves. 

I do not attempt today mme than to 
sketch out some of the relationships between 
international capital flows and our balance
of-payments and liquidity problems. As and 
when our balance of payments shows con
tinuing strength, some of the uncertainties 
that have to date surrounded the liquidity 
problem should begin to clear. We can then 
see what we face, once the all-embracing 
screen of the massive U.S. deficit has been 
lifted and moved aside. The essential ques
tions that will h ave to be answered are: 
What will be the reserve needs of the world? 
How much will the m a jor industrial coun
tries require in the form of gold? and What 
will they be willing to t ake into their re
serves in addition to gold? 

There are a number of technical possib111· 
ties for creatin g additional reserve assets· to 
meet these or other situations in the future. 
They involve essentially an ·agreement or 
understanding among monetary authorities 
to treat a particular type of credit claim, 
either on another country or on an institu
tion, as a monetary reserve asset. 

One method, frequently mentioned, is the 
further extension of the technique of re
ciprocal acquisition of currencies, as in the 
short-term swaps of the Federal Reserve, but 
for a long-term. Each country then regards 
its claim on the other partner as a reserve 
asset. The countries could also issue special 
securities to each other, with appropriate 
provisions as to maturity, interest ;rates and 
exchange protection. 

Another approach would be a further evo
lution of the present reserve claims on the 
International Monetary Fund. These claims 
are drawing rights that countries have ob
tained, and can use virtually at will, as a 
result either of having paid gold subscrip
tions to the Fund, or from the use of their 
currencies by the Fund to extend credits 
to other countries. The Managing Director 
of the Fund, Mr. Schweitzer, has recently in
dicated how this might be done, either by 
increasing the present readily available 
drawing rights or by creating special claims 
on the Fund to be used as reserve assets. 

Other suggestions have been made involv
ing more restrictive procedures, both as to 
participation and governing rules. I do not 
propose· to comment in any detail on any 
of these approaches. However, I would like 
to underline some of the characteristics of. 
any approach which seem to me especially 
significant. 

First, additional or new reserve assets 
should be ac.cepted as such by the major in
dustrial countries. Second, they should be 
held as reserve assets without directly or in
directly leading to a reduction in reserve 
currencies or other supplements to gold re
serves. That is, they should not accentuate 
demands on gold. Third, the method of 
providing additional reserves should be in 
general evolutionary, in the sense of general 
public acceptance with a minimal disturb
ance of financial and exchange markets and 
with especial care to avoid encouragement 
to gold hoarding and gold speculation. 
Fourth, a balance would have to be achieved 
between the fears of some that creation of 
international reserves becomes too easy, with 
a general overexpansionary effect on world 
supplies of money and credit, and those who 
fear that international decisions would be 
too cumbersome and too restrictive. There 
are, of course, many other questions that 
might divide proponents of this or that tech
nique, or appeal to particular countries, in
cluding the always important questions of 
who participates 1n the benefits and respon-

sibilities of reserve creation, and how they 
are shared. · 

Reserve assets, once created, in a satisfac
tory way or ways, could be shifted from 
country to country and earned or borrowed 
in ways similar to gold, reserve currencies, 
or existing claims on the Fund. That is, they 
could make possible the simultaneous exist
ence of surpluses among the major countries, 
including the United States, in excess of new 
monetary gold supplies, and without redis
tribution of existing gold reserves or can
cellation of other reserve assets. They would 
then be true supplements to existing reserves. 

A consensus m ay not emerge easily or 
quickly. For the world has to date relied 
essentially on gold and reserve currencies, 
and the public everywhere tends to be cau
tious .and pragmatic in monet ary matters. 
Money is peculiarly sensitive to public 
acceptance and public confidence. 

We shall not find answers to these ques
tions overnight. Indeed, the answers can 
probably evolve only as they are shaped and 
molded 'by the actual course of monetary 
history in the making. What we must insure 
is that the monetary authorities of the world 
have a common awareness of the type of 
problem which may arise as dollars become 
more scarce and have a common objective of 
shaping the evolving international monetary 
system in a cooperative way to the benefit of 
the sound economic aspirations of developed 
and developing nations alike. 

OPERATION FRIENDSHIP 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, on June 

18, 20 chapters of the Virginia Jaycees 
joined in a motorcade to Fort Bragg, 
N.C. 

This cooperative effort, known as 
Operation Friendship, was worked out 
so as to make available to the people in 
the outlying villages of Vietnam, dona
tions of clothing and other supplies that 
are important to them. 

Approximately 35 pickup trucks, vans 
and station wagons, either owned or 
borrowed by the Jaycees, brought to the 
Army Special Welfare Center at Fort 
Bragg clothing, soap, canned food, 
simple garden tools, vegetable seeds, 
blankets, medical items, school, and 
other supplies that are needed by people 
in the back country villages of Vietnam. 

These items were specifically re
quested by our forces who are working 
with the Vietnamese people, so we have 
assurances that the villagers will re
ceive and use these supplies. 

I understand that Operation Friend
ship is an outgrowth of a pilot project 
undertaken at Fort Bragg by the wives 
of men in Vietnam. 

These wives had heard from theiJr 
husbands about the tremendous need of 
Vietnamese villagers for clothes, for 
simple · garden implements, and other 
items which we take for granted but 
they often do not have. 

The Vietnamese villagers have shown 
great appreciation for these donations 
and I think that the demonstration of 
American sympathy for these people 
through projects such as Operation 
Friendship can have a great and fasvor
able impact on the attitude of the aver
age Vietnamese men and women toward 
the United States. 

The United States is doing more than 
its share to keep the Communists from 
taking over South Vietnam. 
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I know the great majority of the Viet

namese people realize and fully appre
ciate this. 

But I do not think anything can make 
a better and more lasting impression on 
these people than the personal approach 
of helping them with their daily needs 
and problems. 

I am very pleased that this project was 
a successful one. 

I would hope that other private groups 
in other States would undertake similar 
projects as a demonstration of the 
American people's sympathy for the 
Vietnamese people in their fight to pre
serve the freedom and the independence 
of their country. 

THE BANK FOR INTERNATIONAL 
SETTLEMENT'S ANNUAL REPORT
WRONG ON HIGHER INTEREST 
RATES; RIGHT ON URGENT NEED 
FOR LIQUIDITY 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

want to call attention to the newly re
leased annual report of the Bank for 
International Settlements, and to com
ment on certain of its findings. 

The Bank for International Settle
ments makes highly valuable observa
tions concerning the need to find new 
ways of increasing international reserves, 
now that the United States is in the 
process of bringing its balance-of-pay
ments deficits to an end. The report 
states: 

The continuous deficit of the United States 
since the early 1950's has provided a cover 
for other countries; when it is eliminated, 
the need for an adequate margin for in
creasing reserves, which would at the same 
time finance reasonable balaJ1ce-of-payments 
swings by acceptable means, is likely to be
come clearly evident before too long. 

The Bank for International Settle
ments presents a useful listing of the 
difiiculties of restructuring the interna
tional monetary system, but, aside from 
suggesting some highly general guide
lines, has disappointingly little to say 
about the specific improvements that 
should be made. The report notes: 

While there is no dearth of suggestions, it 
must be said that a simple, self-evident solu
tion to these problems does not stand out as 
a shining light. For the time being, the 
don'ts are more evident than the do's. Thus, 
to infringe sovereignty is not acceptable; 
neither is utilizing liquid resources for long
term capital needs; neither is meeting the 
overall needs of the system by financing per
sistent deficits; and neither are schemes 
which upset market confidence or give large 
reserve-holding countries a needless poten
tial for exporting inflation. 

All this does not mean that cooperative 
means will not be found to meet real needs 
when they arise. For, without the compli
cation of an excessive U.S. deficit, it should 
not be impossible to improve existing ar
rangements and to devise new ones which 
offer reciprocity, coverage of exchange risks, 
and flexibility in the terms of the asset
liability relationships, and at the same time 
incorporate safeguards against abuse. The 
point is that we are likely to see the system 
develop by an evolutionary process of con
crete and limited steps in several directions, 
rather than by enactment one bright ·day of 
a new model system. It is not in the nature 
of the case that institutional arrangements 
can be ~erfectly logical or that financial 
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problems can be definitely solved. To ban
ish financial difficulties, the only permanent 
way is barter; and to banish balance-of
payments difficulties, the only permanent 
way is autarky. 

I feel that the time for generalizations 
and vague allusions to evolutionary de
velopments is rapidly coming to a close, 
and that we must make tangible prog
ress to put the system on a firmer foot
ing. As Secretary Dillon said in his 
Middlebury College address: 

A strengthened international monetary 
system must be installed before it is needed, 
and not after the crash. 

The Bank for International Settle
ments report contains a significant pas
sage on the constructive role the dollar 
has played in international finance, 
which I hope will be studied carefully 
by the European countries. The Bank 
for International Settlements finds that 
the U.S. balance-of-payments deficits 
"made possible the reestablishment of 
European reserves in the 1950's. This, 
in turn, greatly facilitated the rapid re
construction and economic expansion of 
Europe and the achievement of high 
employment levels." And the report 
notes that in the 1950's "the moderate 
increase in U.S. liabilities to foreign of
ficial holders reflected the initiative of 
other countries to build up reserves 
rather than an initiative by the United 
States to finance its deficit." 

However, I am concerned by, and 
strongly disagree with, the Bank for In
ternational Settlement's observations 
concerning U.S. monetary policy. The 
report states that our balance-of-pay
ments deficit "is itself prima facie evi
dence that credit policy has been ex
cessively easy." It further notes: 

In the United States, the active do
mestic expansion generated by the tax re
ductions gave the opportunity for tighter 
monetary policy to help the external posi
tion, but little was done along this line. 

To my mind, we may have done too 
much to tighten credit and raise interest 
rates already. We are now in the 52d 
month of expansion following the cyclical 
downturn that ended in February 1961. 
This is the longest peacetime expansion 
on record. Already, concern is evident 
that the economy may falter in the 
months ahead. We still have excessive 
unemployment and underutilized plant 
facilities. We are still not achieving our 
full economic potential. 

I believe that monetary policy can and 
should be used to sustain our economic 
expansion, not abort it, and that it should 
support other policy measures to push 
our economy to the limits of its poten
tial. Moreover, I believe that this is en
tirely compatible with controlling our 
balance of payments. 

Our interest rates are high now. 
Corporate borrowers of the highest 
standing must now pay the highest in
terest rates in 30 years on their long
term bonds. Long-term Government 
bonds are at their highest yield level in 
30 years, save for a brief period in late 
1959 and early 1960, during the Eisen
hower administration, when the Federal 
Reserve, with its usual Midas touch and 
unerring sense of bad timing, tightened 

credit and pulled the country into a 
recession. Short-term rates are also at 
or near peak levels. The trend of in
terest rates has been up since 1961. And, 
as I stated on the floor several days ago, 
the indications are that the Federal 
Reserve is further tightening credit and 
attempting to push rates even higher. 
This is unwise. It imperils the economic 
well-being of our country without con
tributing appreciably to the solution of 
our balance of payments problem. 

The Joint Economic Committee has 
carefully examined the interest rate 
sensitivity of international capital move
ments. It found no convincing evidence 
that significant amounts of short-term 
capital move chiefly because of interest 
rate differentials. On the contrary, the 
studies made available to us suggested 
that interest rates and interest rate 
changes play a relatively minor role, in 
and of themselves, and that other con
siderations, such as speculative fears, are 
much more important. 

The Europeans see things differently. 
They clearly feel that interest rates are 
very important for regulating the bal
ance of payments, and they have long 
criticized us for what they believe is an 
easy credit policy. But if they feel that 
interest rates are so important for in
ternational equilibrium, why have they 
tightened credit and raised interest rates 
at the same time that they are in balance 
of payments surplus? 

The Bank for International Settle
ments report is critical of these coun
tries. After scoring the defiicit countries 
for their alleged shortcomings, the report 
observes: 

In the surplus countries, also, appropriate 
fiscal measures, for example, have often been 
avoided because of political considerations, 
while the burden of containing inflation was 
left to monetary policy-to the detriment of 
international equilibrium. 

In its 1964 report on the U.S. balance 
of payments, the Joint Economic Com
mittee was critical of the monetary poli
cies of surplus countries. The committee 
stated: 

The monetary and fiscal policies of the 
surplus countries should complement those 
of the deficit countries with respect to the 
balance of payments • • • it is inconsist
ent for them to counsel the United States to 
seek economic growth with a restrictive 
monetary and expansionary fiscal policy so 
that incentives for capital outflow will be 
reduced, while they counter inflation with 
tight money pollcies and high interest rates · 
rather than restrictive fiscal pollcies. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
Bank for International Settlements com
ments on the international monetary 
system and the conclusions of its report. 
In addition, I ask unanimous consent to 
include in the RECORD an excellent edi
torial from the New York Times on the 
Bank for International Settlements 
report. 

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

MONETARY DANGER SIGNAL 

Another warning that the West faces a 
possible collapse o! its monetary system has 
been issued-this time, by the authoritative 
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Bank for International Settlements. Its an
nual report calls for an international mone
tary truce; it insists that the major financial 
powers must agree on re.forms of the inter
national monetary system if serious trouble 
is to be avoided. 

The Bank for International Settlements 
does not agree with those in Europe who fear 
that a monetary breakdown might come as a 
result of the chronic deficits being run up by 
the United States and Britain, the two key 
currency countries. Instead, it holds that 
the real danger lies in the shortage of liquid
ity that is likely to oocur once Britain and 
the United States manage to erase their 
deficits. This is because the British and 
American deficits have been largely respon
sible for the increase in international liquid
ity-the amount of gold and currency re
serves for settling international transactions. 
If the deficits are wiped out, there may not 
be enough liquidity to maintain the expan
sion of trade and economic development. 

Yet, even though the disappearance of the 
U.S. deficit may threaten a liquidity short
age, the Bank for International Settlements 
believes that Washington must press its cam
paign to reduce the outflow of dollars. It 
criticizes the Johnson administration for its 
predilection for low interest rates which spur 
an outflow of funds. 

At the same time it condemns the Euro
pean bias in favor of high interest rates, 
which act as a lure for funds. The Bank for 
International Settlements thinks that coun
tries in deficit must move faster to correct 
their imbalances but that countries with a 
surplus must show greater willingness to 
make use of the funds that they gain. 

In essence, the Bank for International 
Settlements wants both sides to exercise 
more responsib1lity toward each other. It 
fears that monetary history will repeat itself 
if they pursue the beggar-thy-neighbor tac
tics that proved so disastrous in the period 
between World Wars I and II. The Bank 
rules out a revival of the gold standard, 
suggesting that it is preferable to build on 
the cooperative framework now in existence 
than to start all over from scratch. But it 
is clearly concerned that cooperation is less 
than it should be. 

Those who are alarmed about the interna
tional monetary system are no longer voices 
in the wilderness. They have become a 
mounting chorus. Yet there are still few 
signs that their warnings are being heeded. 
In the past, reforms have always followed 
crisis. Now, the major powers have an op
portunity to act before crisis strikes. There 
is a vital need to increase liquidity over the 
long term, but first they must see to it that 
no shrinkage in the liquidity presently avail
able results from a shutting off of the dolla.r 
drain. 

BANK FOR INTERNATIONAL SETTLEMENTS 
35TH ANNUAL REPORT APRIL 1, 1964, 
MARCH 31, 1965 

DEBATE ON THE INTERNATIONAL MONETARY 
SYSTEM 

After a year of intensive study, three re
ports on the international monetary system 
were published in the summer of 1964. They 
have contributed to a deeper understanding 
of the mechanics of the system, but in clari
fying various points of view they have also 
sharpened the controversy about what is 
wrong and what ought to be done. 

The report of the nonofficial economists 
is very helpful in searching out the assump
tions and value judgments which lie behind 
the diversity of views in the economics pro
fession. It does not aim, however, at agreed 
proposals to guide the future of the system. 

The study by the IMF concentrates on 
possible extensions of IMF facilities to sup
ply liquid resources for the overall require
ments of the system as well as to countries 
in need. While the ideas are stimulating, 

they are not in the form of concrete pro
posals for immediate action. 

The Group of Ten report presents official 
views on the matter. While it ostensibly 
deals with more distant quantitative require
ments of the system, the background of the 
U.S. deficit inhibited commitments for the 
future which might have practical implica
tions for the present. Its negotiated lan
guage also reflects differences in attitudes 
toward the present functioning of the sys
tem, differences that have been highlighted 
by statements at the Tokyo meeting of the 
IMF and subsequently. Despite affirmation 
in the report that the system has shown 
great :flexibility and that international 
liquidity is adequate for present needs, an 
impression emerges that action to improve 
matters is required but that there is little 
agreement about which way to go. 

The proposals of the Group of Ten repre
sent a compromise close to stalemate. It 
was agreed, first, that Working Party No. 3 
of the OECD, with the help of information 
gathered by the Bank for International Set
tlements and of discussions among the Gov
ernors, should exercise multilateral sur
veillance over the financing of external defi
cits and surpluses. This may be considered 
a positive step which ·should help focus dis
cussion on the essential questions. It rec
ognizes that bilateral financing and liquidity 
creation affect the system as a whole and are 
therefore a proper subject for multilateral 
discussion. While the surveillance does not 
infringe any country's sovereignty, it is in
tended to bring international opinion to 
bear, not just on the means of financing 
employed, but on the deficits and surpluses 
that the financing facilitates. It was, in a 
sense, a counterbalance to the second pro
posal, namely, that of supporting an increase 
in IMF quotas. The 25 percent general in
crease, later agreed upon, was itself a middle 
course between the much larger and much 
smaller quota increases that various coun
tries favored. The other two proposals 
agreed to by the 10 were that studies be 
undertaken of the process by which deficits 
and surpluses are adjusted and of possible 
new reserve assets; these steps in effect post
pone questions that could not be resolved 
during the peceding year and which, under 
present conditions, are not likely to be re
solved by a few months of further discussion. 

While more notice has been taken of the 
impasse on what the future changes in the 
international monetary system should be, 
the fundamental debate is on what the real 
problems of the system are. In the face of 
disagreement on the problems, it is indeed 
difficult to agree on their solution. Ih effect, 
the various solutions offered move in rather 
opposite directions, so that the balance of 
forces tends to result in a standstill. 

The issue hinges on the character of the 
balance-of-payments disequilibria, with the 
persistent U.S. deficit being the principal 
casus belli. To oversimplify somewhat, one 
side believes that balance-of-payments defi
cits can usually be reversed only over a con
siderable period of time--especially as there 
is not an equivalent compulsion on the sur
plus countries to adjust their surpluses. 
They consider it inappropriate to use correc
tive measures that interfere unduly with do
mestic economic growth-let alone those 
which would cause internal deflation or un
employment. Furthermore, they have dis
liked direct controls over capital movements 
and have all but ·excluded exchange rate 
changes as a means of adjustment, especially 
!or reserve currencies. Hence, they consider 
that international reserves must be amply 
supplemented by borrowing fac111ties to give 
enough time for longer term adjustments in 
the domestic economy. · 

For the other side, all this is an excuse for 
feeble measures. They believe the deficit 
countries are overcautious in using mone
tary and :flsca.l policy to help the adjust:. 

ment process and that they give excessive 
priority to the domestic situation. COnse
quently, this side considers that the sur
plus countries have been left to make the 
adjustment through imported infia·tion. 
They accept the idea of direct capital con
trols in oase of need and consider that a 
defi-cit caused by capital outflows, apart from 
a sudden flight of funds, should not be 
financed by international assistance. Al
though less shocked by the idea of exchange 
rate adjustments, they naturally hesitate in 
practice to judge particular cases as funda
mental diseqUilibria. As they see it, bor
rowing :facilities should have rather strict 
limits, for if the surplus countries continue 
to finance the deficit countries there will 
never be an end to it. 

The two bones of contention, therefore, are 
the adjustment process and international 
liquidity. While appraisal of these ques
tions must be a matter of judgment 
rather than of definitive proof, the experi
ence of various countries over the past 
decade throws much light on them. 

The adjustment process 
With regard to the adjustment process, 

it is abundantly clear that imbalances can
not simply be left to correct themselves 
with the passage of time and that effective 
policy measures must be brought to bear. 
But it is equally clear that the main im
pediments to prompt and effective action are 
not economic but political. In case after 
case one has seen deficit countries delay 
action and play around with half measures 
while reserves were drawn down and liquid 
reources were borrowed from abroad-to 
avoid political difficulties. But, as the means 
of financing became scarce and a crisis de
veloped, the doubts were somehow resolved 
and the policy measures that were impossible 
and could not work became possible and did 
work. In the surplus countries also, appro-

. priate fiscal measures, for example, have 
often been avoided because of political con
siderations, while the burden of containing 
inflation was left to monetary policy-to the 
detriment of international equilibrium. To 
see the importance of the political factor 
vividly, one has only to recall some of the 
inconsistent policy positions that have blos
somed in eleotion years. 

There is, to be sure, no possibility of mak
ing stabilization policy in a political vacuum. 
But it should be feasible, nonetheless, to 
improve on present practice. It is evident, 
for example, that the whole mechanism of 
the annual budget, which involves forecast
ing economic developments a year to 18 
months in advance, and which largely freezes 
fiscal policy over that period, is no longer 
adapted to the role that fiscal changes have 
to play in the management of the economy. 
This inflexibility could be reduced by delega
tion of circumscribed powers to the stab1liza
tion authorities, which would also give a 
more technical character to current policy 
action. In present circumstances, however, 
the political brake on the adjustment process 
does support the case of the advocates ot 
international hard money-as the liquidity 
pinch seems so often the only spur to action. 

On the other hand, there have been cases 
of disequ1librium in recent years that, even 
with prompt action, would have taken a cer
tain time to overcome. Full employment, 
economic growth and price stability do de
serve priority and it is evident that neither 
deficit nor surplus countries are willing 
wholly to sacrifice these objectives to exter
nal balance. Indeed, the difficulties of rec
onciling objectives arise because all coun
tries want to maintain a shock-absorbing 
cushion around the domestic economy to iso
late it in some degree from outside forces. 
But, if there is to be any sort of adjustment 
process, domestic priorities cannot be abso
lute; emphasis of policy must be able to be 
shifted at times to promote correction of ex
ternal disequilibrium. ' 
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So fa.r as the current a.coount is concerned, 

the difficult situation oocurs when the cost 
and price level has become somewhat out of 
line and thereby weakened the competitive 
position of the economy. In suoh a situa
tion, exports tend to lag and rdsing imports 
tend to deteriorate the current external bal
ance. The adjustment process requires that 
domestic incomes, particularly wages, be held 
in check for some period of time while the 
continuous rise in productivity operates to 
strengthen the competttive position. Both 
wage policy and some ease 1n the labor 
market have been effective in a number of 
cases in securing this result, though in other 
cases the standard achieved for wage re
straint has been too lax to accomplish much. 
To correct the disequilibrium of this kind 
between two large areas, as between the 
United States and Western Europe a few 
years ago, some upward movement of prices 
in the surplus countries also helps the ad
justment process. 

All this means that an adjustment of cost 
levels cannot be accomplished overnight, 
even though signs of improvement should 
emerge without unreasonable delay. If ac
tion produces no results, then either it is not 
action or the problem is one of an over
valued currency. And, of course, if the price 
of the currency is to be a matter of prestige, 
the price of foodstuffs a matter of politics 
and the price of labor a matter of monop
oly-with some cartel pricing thrown in 
here and there-{)ne may wait a long time 
indeed for the adjustment process to show 
itself. 

For imbalance due to excessive flows of 
capital funds, the outstanding case since 
the restoration of convertibility has been 
that between the United States and conti
nental Europe, complicated by the rapid 
growth of the Euro-dollar market. The 
classic remedy of narrowing interest differ
entials seemed indicated and some progress 
was made in this direction by 1963 with 
regard to short-term rates. But with the 
United States reluctant to effectively tighten 
domestic liquidity and Western Europe 
shifting to monetary restraint to combat 
inflation, first Europe and now the United 
States has introduced special techniques to 
limit excessive capital flows. 

In order that the authorities may have a 
margin of freedom to use monetary policy 
for domestic purposes, it does seem that they 
need to be able to have some means of con
trol over flows of capital funds to help man
age the balance of payments. At the same 
time, the use of such measures is a retreat 
from convertib111ty which holds dangers of 
its own. It would be unfortunate if the pol
icymakers in both the deficit and the sur
plus countries should wholly succumb to this 
easy way out, instead of experimenting more 
daringly with the mixture of fiscal and 
monetary policy that the logic of converti
b111ty calls for. There is a true equilibrium 
for a market economy, and national policies 
cannot be considered successful unless they 
are providing the incentives to market forces 
to move toward it. It must be recognizd 
that such a true equilibrium of interest rates 
and capital flows can likewise be attained 
only through a relatively slow process of 
adjustment and structural change, unless 
other objectives are drastically sacrificed. 

To sum up the matter, experience indi
cates that neither side in the debate on 
the adjustment process has the whole truth. 
While perhaps the main difficulty has been 
that countries have been dilatory in pro
moting equ1Ubrium, lt 1s also clear that 
there have been situations of imbalance that 
could not have been overcome in the short 
run in the best of circumstances. Access 
to in tern a tional credit to finance such 
swings was essential, even though the swing
ing could have started earlier and gone 
faster. To improve the adjustment process 
it is necessary for the pot to stop calling 

the kettle black and to get down to realistic 
appraisal of respective adjustment responsi
b111ties. 

It is relative to the adjustment process 
that a return to the gold standard by the 
principal countries has recently been advo
cated. The idea is that the gold exchange 
standard allows inconspicuous financing of 
the reserve centers' deficits until a danger 
point is reached, and that their policy ac
tion would be firmer if they had to use 
gold at an early stage. There is some truth 
in this argument and indeed it may be said 
that the relatively lax use of the gold ex
change standard has had inflationary con
sequences, although this is in no way un
avoidable. In any event, several considera
tions limit the appeal of the gold standard. 

First, the practice of holding foreign assets 
in reserves arose not from a ·formal decision 
but from the free choice of central banks, 
motivated by the benefits that they found in 
doing so. To give up the practice would 
also be to give up the benefits-which in
clude not only the possibility of holding 
earning assets in reserves but also having 
access in case of need to a large interna
tional banking center, the flexibility of which 
would be very much restricted if it were 
threatened with loss of gold for every large 
forf,'lign borrowing on its market. For the 
system as a whole, it is evident that the gold 
exchange standard made possible the re
establishment of European reserves in the 
1950's. This, in turn, greatly facilitated the 
rapid reconstruction and economic expan
sion of Europe and the achievement of high 
employment levels. In this period, when 
there was widespread discrimination against 
dollar goods and a general condition of dollar 
shortage, the moderate increase in U.S. lia
bilities to foreign official holders reflected the 
initiative of other countries to build up re
serves rather than an initiative by the 
United States to finance its deficit. 

Second, any of the main countries has a 
combined reserves and credit potential that 
allows it to exercise a major impact on its 
trading partners. This would not be greatly 
different under the gold standard from what 
it is under the gold exchange standard, un
less credit were drastically curtailed in the 
system. In this context, it can be noted that 
since the end of 1960, as the rise in official 
dollar balances was becoming excessive, the 
policy of the main central banks has limited 
further increase. Since that time, in spite 
of continuing U.S. deficits, the accumulation 
of dollars by the European central banks in 
the Group of Ten has accounted for only a 
small part of the U.S. official financing
under a milliard dollars. The bulk has been 
through gold sales and overt use of credit 
such as IMF facilities, Roosa bonds and debt 
prepayment by foreign countries, with swings 
financed through the swap network. 

Of course, with purely mechanical rules 
and elimination of international credit in 
the system, the effect of the gold standard 
would be to give overriding priority to ex
ternal adjustment over domestic consider
ations. This, however, would be to reverse 
the longer-term progress that has been made 
toward achieving multiple policy objectives 
and it is not likely that either debtors or 
creditors would risk it. Few advocates of 
the gold standard would be in favor of 
complete automaticity. To attempt to im
pose such a system on a broad scale would 
be more apt to lead countries to explore 
payments systems reducing the role of gold 
than to insure its exclusive status. 

International liquidity 
With regard to liquidity, the Group of 

Ten report concluded that the present 
amount was fully adequate for overall needs 
but that a shortage was likely some time in 
the future, given the limited supply of new 
gold for reserves and the- prospect that 
dollar holdings would not increase at their 
former pace. 

With a U.S. deficit of large size, the in
crease in gross reserves in the system has 
necessarily been large and, indeed, contrib
uted to the inflationary tendency in the sur
plus countries. Hence, it is easy enough to 
agree that a better balance in payments, 
rather than liquidity, is the pressing problem 
of the system. To say this more forcefully, 
it is not so much the system that has been at 
fault as the policies countries have followed 
in using it. 

Behind this, however, is a sharp difference 
of views. For some countries, the present 
"adequacy of liquidity" means that there is 
already enough and that a hardening of inter
national credit is essential if the payments 
disequilibrium is to be ended. A similar 
attitude developed in the later stages of the 
European Payments Union in the face of 
persistent imbalance. For other countries, 
however, the present "adequacy of liquidity" 
means not only the existing size of aggre
gate reserves but the process by which this 
aggregate could be increased through use of 
credit facilities. To them, this use of inter
national credit arrangements is the essen
tial factor which prevents a general liquidity 
shortage and allows payments swings to be 
financed. 

Because of this difference of opinion about 
the present situation, no agreed view on the 
future mechanics of reserve creation has 
emerged, even though it is accepted that a 
future problem is likely. 

This future problem has two aspects. 
The aspect on which attention has usually 
focused ·concerns the mass of overall reserves 
With limited increase in new gold and in 
holdings of reserve currencies, this mass will 
tend to shrink in relation to the expected 
rising volume of international transactions. 
A possible shortage of liquidity arising in 
this way, however, does not seem particularly 
pressing for two reasons. First, the func
tional relationship between the volume of 
transactions and the volume of reserves can
not be demonstrated and is necessarily rather 
vague. Secondly, this ratio would be only 
marginally reduced by the changes in any 
one year, so that it would t ake considerable 
time to affect the system as a whole. From 
this standpoint, then, there is little force to 
fears that world monetary liquidity may not 
keep pace with the demands of expanding 
trade or to complaints tha t the process of 
reserve creation is haphazard. 

The other aspect of the problem concerns 
the norm for the annual increment to re
serves. As countries generally would like to 
stay on the right side of equilibrium, and as 
it is quite appropriate that they aim nor
mally at a moderate increase in reserves, this 
aspect of the matter would be likely to be 
more immediate. 

In the system at present, new gold output 
(or dishoarding) is the only asset which pro
vides increased reserves without some coun
try or other being in deficit. This is because 
gold is a · current-account export for the 
gold-producing countries, whereas other re
serve assets arise from credit transactions 
which involve liabilities corresponding to in
creases in reserve assets. But, at the same 
time, no country is expected to pile up liquid 
liabilities continuously and no country can 
be pleased to be in deficit for an extended 
time. Equilibrium in the system may, 
therefore, be defined as a situation in which 
the sum of all countries' surpluses is equal 
to the annual flow of gold into reserves and 
no countries are in deficit. 

The flow of gold into reserves has been 
running at under $650 million a year, and, 
even without unusual private hoarding, it 
would not be muoh larger. It is hard to en
visage that, at any given time, the sum of 
surpluses of the Group of ·Ten-let alone of 
all convertible currency countries that hap
pened to be in surplus--could normally be 
llmilted to the amount of new gold alone, 
even with the deficit countries pursuing ac-
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tive policies of adjustment. Monetary policy 
for a sizable group of countries cannot be ex
pected to secure such precise results. To the 
extent· that it did not, the difference would be 
reflected in deficits of other countries. One 
might say that deficits in the countries 
which happen to form the weakest links in 
the chain are almost a norm of the system. 
From this standpoint, the continuous deficit 
of the United States since the early 1950's 
has provided a cover for other countries; 
when it is eliminated, the need for an ade
quate margin for increasing reserves, which 
would at the same time financ·e reasonable 
balance-of-payments swings by acceptable 
means, is likely to become clearly evident 
before too long. 

While there is no dearth of suggestions, 
it must be said that a simple, self-evident 
solution to these problems does not stand 
out as a shining light. For the time being, 
the don'ts are more evident than the do's. 
Thus, to infringe sovereignty is not accept
able; neither is utilizing liquid resources for 
lon g-term capital needs; neither is meeting 
the overall needs of the system by financing 
persistent deficits; and neither are schemes 
which upset market confidence or give large 
reserve-holding countries a needless poten
tial for exporting inflation. 

All this does not mean that cooperative 
means will not be found to meet real needs 
when they arise. For, without the complica
tion of an excessive U.S. deficit, it should not 
be impossible to improve existing arrange
ments and to devise new ones which offer 
reciprocity, coverage of exchange risks and 
flexibility in the terms of the asset/ liability 
relationships, and at the same. time incorpo
rate safeguards against abuse. The point is 
that we are likely to see the system develop 
by an evolutionary process of concrete and 
limited steps in several directions, rather than 
by enactment one brigh t d ay of a new-model 
system. It is not in the nature of the case 
that institutional arrangements can be per
fectly logical or that financial problems can 
be definitively solved. To banish financial 
difficulties, the only permanent way is barter; 
and to banish balance-of-payments difficul
ties, the only permanent way is autarky. 

CONCLUSION 

While the economic situation in both North 
America and Western Europe over the past 
year was generally one of high activity, the 
problems that policy had to contend with 
vis-a-vis both the domestic economy and the 
balance of payments were quite different in 
the United States, the United Kingdom, and 
the continental countries. 

In the United States, domestic activity was 
given a strong impulse by a large reduction in 
taxes, with the result that output continued 
to expand at a rapid rate. It is noteworthy 
that the present expansion phase of the busi
ness cycle has now lasted for 4Y:z ye·aa-s, mak
ing it the longest peacetime upswing in U.S. 
history. This record has been made possible 
not only by well-designed public policy, 
aimed at stimulating market forces, but by 
the well-balanced response of the private 
economy itself. Wage increases have gen
erally remained within the limits of the rise 
in productivity, and price stability has been 
maintained. In addition, the increases in 
the various components of investment and 
consumption have not shown the kind of dis
tortions that often marked previous business 
cycles. While unemployment is still a prob
lem, its level has been significantly reduced 
from that of a year ago. At the present time 
the outlook is for a continued expansion. 

The main problem for the United States 
1n the past year was again with respect to 
the balance of payments. For most of the 
year the situation appeared to be much im
proved, as the current account showed a mOTe 
favorable balance and as the interest equali
zation tax on purchases of foreign securities 
seemed to be keeping the outflow of capital 
within bounds. But the capital outflow in-

creased substantially in the fourth quarter 
of 1964, particularly in the form of bank 
lending, and clearly called for new measures 
to restore a reasonable balance. The method 
chosen by the authorities in February 1965 
was a program of voluntary restraint cover
ing not only banks but the external activi
ties of other financial institutions and large 
industrial firms. The initial response to this 
program has been f.avorable, but it would be 
premature to say that its success in solving 
the persistent b alance-of-payments problem 
is already assured. For one thing, the im
mediate improvement was achieved in large 
part by a reflux of funds from abroad which 
were at high levels after the large outflow of 
the previous 4 months. 

For another, an enduring success for the 
program implies not only reaching a balance 
in the external accounts but strengthening 
the U.S. reserve position. A persistent effort 
will be needed to insure this result. 

In the United Kingdom economic policy 
over most of the past year was aimed at 
maintaining an adequate rate of growth of 
domestic activity, so as to escape from the 
relative stagnation that had characterized 
so much of the past decade. In view of the 
fact that industry was at some disadvantage 
in international competition, it was recog
nized that this effort involved a risk to the 
balance of payments. However, it was hoped 
that by combining larger gains in productiv
ity with restraint on wage increases the ex
ternal deficit would be kept within bounds 
and that it would be overcome by increased 
competitiveness wit hout too long a delay. 

However, the forces of demand proved to 
be more powerful than anticipated. In par
ticular, there were unusually lar ge increases 
in both public and private investment, as 
well as in purchases of durable consumer 
goods, especially motor cars. This situation 
led to a lar ge external deficit as imports 
soared and the export potential was re
st rict ed by heavy domestic demand. At the 
same time, unemployment declined sharply 
and the pressure on the labor market was 
shown by a much higher rate of wage in
creases. 

The authorities first tried to deal with the 
situation by acting primarily on the external 
defj.cit t h rough a temporary surcharge on 
imports-still hoping that the basic position 
of sterling would be restored by longer term 
measures. But this approach led to a loss 
of confidence in sterling and to a large flight 
of funds from London. Very substantial 
outside assistance was required to maintain 
the exchange stability of the currency and 
Bank r ate was raised to 7 percent to help 
stem the outflow. 

With the budget speech of April 1965, it 
may be said that a policy of restraint to 
demand became definite and the tax in
creases in the budget were soon followed 
up by measures to contain sharply the ex
pansion of bank credit. In addition, very 
strong assurances were given of the Govern
ment's intention to maintain the parity of 
sterling. In these circumstances the mar
ket position of the currency has improved
and indeed the current external deficit is 
much less than it was a year ago. However, 
wages have been increasing at a high rate 
and a deficit in the balance of payments well 
into 1966 is anticipated. Hence, it is clear 
that the restrictive policy w111 have ·to be 
maintained in the months ahead, and it may 
have to be strengthened. 

In continental Western Europe the au
thorities over the past year have generally 
been maintaining or reinforcing measures 
to bring inflationary pressures under con
trol. This effort has had some degree of 
success, although the situation cannot yet 
be said to be satisfactory. Wholesale prices 
are much closer to stability than was the 
case a year ago and the rise in consumer 
prices is perhaps only half of what it was. 
For wages, however, the rate of increase is 
still quite large, despite the rather easier 

situation in the labor market in some coun
tries. This condition points to the need for 
all parties to cooperate in an effective in
come policy rto enable all to ,benefit by ade
quate growth with financial stability. Many 
of the countries have reached the point where 
further deterioration in their competitive 
position could involve difficult balance-of
payments problems. 

For some time now the expansion of pro
duction in many continental countries has 
been much more moderate, partly as a result 
of steps taken to curb inflation, and it is 
evident that its increase this year will be less 
than last year. There are countries such as 
Italy and, to a lesser extent, France where 
there is now an unused margin of available 
resources. Policy steps to stimulate fuller 
resource utilization have been limited, how
ever, by the danger of setting off a new round 
of price increases. 

In the past few months the payments im
balance between the United States and 
Europe has been considerably lessened-as a 
direct result of the voluntary restraint pro
gram in the United States as well as of spe
cial measures in various continental coun
tries to limit the inflow of capital. While 
one can see the necessity at times for using 
such direct steps to keep control over capital 
flows, one must be concerned about these 
limitations on free convertibility. It is not 
only that their effectiveness could weaken 
after a time but that they imply that capital 
flows, more so than other elements in the 
balance of payments, are the appropriate 
route for adjusting overall imbalances. 
Hence, there is a danger of growing distor
tions if the underlying disequilibrium in 
interest rates and the availability of capital 
funds is neglected. In the United States the 
active domestic expansion generated by the 
tax reductions gave the opportunity for 
tighter monetary policy to help the external 
position, but little was done along this line. 
In Europe, similarly, the need for domestic 
restraint might well have been met to a 
greater extent by fiscal and budgetary meas
ures, thereby allowing a higher priority in 
monetary policy for external considerations. 
As it happened, however, little correction of 
the international monetary disequilibrium 
could be expected from the rising trends of 
interest rates which occurred. 

This point is relevant to the debate that 
has been going on tor several years over the 
international monetary system-with few 
signs that opposing points of view are being 
resolved. As a variety of arrangements have 
been utilized to finance the deficit countries, 
it has been abundantly clear that the diffi
culties were not in any shortage of liquidity 
but in the process of adjusting the principal 
deficit and surplus positions. And as the 
process of adjustment cannot be expected to 
take place automatically, the weakness has 
been in the national policy measures directed 
to this end. Primary responsib1lity in this 
matter will always rest on the deficit coun
tries, although surplus countries cannot es
cape their share of the task if the financial 
system is to function effectively. 

For the first time in some years there is 
some prospect of a substantial reduction in 
the payments imbalance between the United 
States and Europe. If this occurs, the po
tential problem of inadequate means for 
increasing reserve assets may come closer to 
reality. From the standpoint of aggregate 
reserves, it would be likely to take consider
able time before the system as a whole were 
short of liquidity. But from the standpoint 
o.f the annual margin for increasing reserves, 
various countries might feel themselves ad
versely affected after a rather shorter time. 
A situation of balance in the external posi
tion of the reserve currencies would provide 
the conditions for more fruitful discussion of 
this problem. 

Respectfully submitted. 
GABRIEL FERRAS, 

General Manager. 
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JUVENILE DELINQUENCY- PROD

UCT OF A NEGLECTED CHILDHOOD 
AND OF UNWANTED CHILDREN 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, 

when the junior Senator from Maryland 
[Mr. TYDINGs] appeared before the Gov
ernment Operations Committee's Sub
committee on Foreign Aid Expenditures, 
to testify on behalf of Senate bill 1676, 
to coordinate and make available birth
control information, on request, he said: 

In our cities and large suburbs, we all too 
often see the most costly effect of unwanted 
children. Juvenile delinquency is the prod
uct of a neglected childhood. 

The able Senator called to the atten
tion of the Subcommittee on Foreign 
Aid Expenditures an excellent article 
on juvenile delinquency, written by 
J. Edgar Hoover, Director of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation, in which Mr. 
Hoover stated: 

Boys and girls who have known little or 
no real family life invariably long for the 
security of a genuine home. Subconsciously 
aware that they are being cheated, they do 
not understand exactly how life has failed 
them. So these youngsters react blindly and 
compulsively, striking out at society in gen
eral. This is the beginning of juvenile 
delinquency. 

Mr. Hoover has called for a "realistic 
appraisal of local we:tknesses which are 
a detriment to the cause of decency. In
adequate police budgets, lack of play
grounds in crowded residential areas, ob
solete juvenile detention facilities, weak
ness in existing laws, overcrowded 
schools, and lack of supervised recrea
tion programs are among the· many 
dangerous conditions which prevail in all 
too many cities across the Nation." 

Mr. Hoover pinpointed an appalling 
and growing problem. The Subcommit
tee on Foreign Aid Expenditures is hope
ful that during the course of hearings 
on Senate bil11676, Mr. Hoover will share 
his knowledge with the subcommittee. 

The population explosion is com
pounding the . problems so accurately 
enumerated by Mr. Hoover in his October 
26, 1964, article, published in "This 
Week" magazine. 

I ask unanimous consent that the full 
text of the· June 23 statement by the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] 
on Senate bill 1676, delivered before the 
Subcommittee on Foreign Aid Expendi
tures, of the Senate Committee on Gov
ernment Operations, be printed in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

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

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. GRUENING. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that there be 
printed in the RECORD an editorial, en
titled "Population Control." The edi
torial was published on June 26 in the 
Washington Post. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
wa.s ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

POPULATION CONTROL 
The case for pOpulation control has rarely 

been stated with so much sensibility, tem
perance, . and persuasiveness as in former 
President Eisenhower's -letter to SenatOr 
ERNEST GRUENING, made public at the com-

mencement of hearings on TUesday by the 
Senator's Government Operations Subcom
mittee on foreign-aid expenditures. It says a 
great deal about the progress of public opin
ion on this delicate subject that for the first 
time a congressional committee has felt free 
to discuss it and a forme:r President has 
forthrightly advocated Federal action to 
promote worldwide understanding of con
traception as a means of limiting population · 
growth. 

The change in feeling about this subject 
was expressed also in Mr. Eisenhower's frank 
acknowledgment that he had changed his 
own mind about it. Ten years ago he felt 
that it was no .part of the American Govern
ment's function to help other nations achieve 
"a partial stabilization of their numbers." 
He soon 'became convinced, however, he wrote 
to Senato:r GRUENING, that foreign aid would 
be futile without "parallel programs looking 
to population stabilization." His present 
·position is summed up with deference for the 
feelings of others, but, nevertheless, with 
conviction and force in this passage from 
his letter: 

I realize that in impor·tant segments of our 
people and of other nations this question is 
regarded as a moral one and therefore 
scarcely a fit one for Federal legislation. 
With their feelings I can and do sympathize. 
But I cannot help believing that the preven
tion of human degradation and starvation is 
likewise a moral-as well as a material
obligation resting upon every enlightened 
government. 

If we now ignore the plight of those unborn 
generations which, because of our unreadi
ness to take corrective action in controlling 
population growth, will be denied expecta
tions beyond abject poverty and suffe-ring, 
then history will rightly condemn us. 

Mr. GROENING. Mr. President, the 
Washington Post has properly com
mended former President Eisenhower for 
his statement to the subcommittee, in 
which he "forthrightly advocated Fed
eral action to promote worldwide un
derstanding of contraception as a means 
of limiting population growth." 

EXHIBIT 1 
STATEME~T BY SENATOR TYDINGS BEFORE SUB

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AID EXPENDITURES, 
OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON ·GOVERNMENT 
OPERATIONS, CONCERNING S. 1676, JUNE 23, 
1965 
Mr. Chairman, as a cosponsor of the bill 

before the subcommittee, I am delighted to 
be here to express my support. 

Let me say at the outset that much of my 
enthusiasm stems from the nature of the 
company in which I find myself in this pio
neering effort. The chairman of this sub
committee, the distinguished Senator f;rom 
Alaska; deserves the lion's share of the credit 
for the formulation of S. 1676 and for the 
spadework which paved the way for its in
troduction. His was among the first voices 
raised in this country in warning against 
the perils of the soaring birth ;rate, both 
here and abroad. In 1963, he and the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Pennsylvania, 
Mr. CLARK, made history when they intro
duced their resolution calling for increased 
Federal population control ;research and thus 
became the first Member of the Congress 
to speak to tne issue on the floor of either 
House. 

We in the United States have developed a 
comfortable attitude to the population ex
plosion. We generally view it as a problem 
which applies to many other nations of the 
world but not to us. To be sure, we voice 
alarm at the staggering and continual in
cre-ase in the numbers of people on this globe. 
But we tend to view the problem princi
pally as it affects our efforts to aid in .the 
development of emergent nations. 

This is certainly a serious aspect of the 
problem. Like Alice in Wonderland, run
ning faster and faster to stay in the same 
place, the underdeveloped countries of the 
world are caught on the treadmill of rising 
population. All too often an increase in 
their gross national product is negated by an 
even greater increase in population. By pro
viding for the creation of an Office for Popu
lation Problems in the Department of State, 
S. 1676 will make available to the underde
veloped nations information and technical 
assistance in the area of population control. 
Hopefully this aid will make a significant 
contribution toward ending unchecked pop
ulation growth. 

· I cannot agree with those domestic opti
mists who insist we have no cause for alarm 
here at home. I believe that many of the 
most pressing problems ow country today 
fa~es stem from too rapid population growth. 
It Is for this reason that I am especially anx
ious to see the establishment of the pro
posed new Office for Population Problems 
within the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, as provided in section 3 of s. 
1676. 

The recent report of the National Academy 
of Sciences emphasized the fact that the 
major problem of. population control lies in 
"the condition of high fertility among low in
come groups." In a key statement which 
I believe will become the central issu~ in the 
consideration of the bill before . the subcom
mittee, the report concluded: 

"The freedom to limit family size to the 
number of children wanted when they are 
wanted is, in our view a basic htiman right. 
The evidence cited in this report shows 
clearly that most Americans of higher income 
and better education exercise this right as 
a .matter of course, but that many of the 
poor and uneducated are in effect deprived of 
the right." 

I agree with this statement. I think it 
is essential that we give all segments of 
our society the opportunity to exercise birth 
control. And it is clear that in one seg
ment, among the poor and the ill-educated, 
we are not providing this opportunity. 

The cost of overpopulation here at home 
has been and will continue to be great: 
poverty, delinquency, overburdening of our 
educational system, the gradual strangula
tion of our recreational facilities, and the 
deterioration of our social services. 

In bearing sons and daughters we take 
the responsibility for their support. In an 
~gricultural society, children are sometimes 
considered an asset, for they can help to 
do the work. But in an increasingly urban 
society, the simple truth is that too many 
children can become an overwhelming eco
nomic burden. Too many children can give 
birth to poverty. 

A study of poverty in America, "In the 
Midst of Plenty," by Ben H. Bagdikian, notes 
the case of one woman with a large family, 
Mrs. Rebecca Franklin. He reports: 

"Her husband died of injuries in an auto 
mobile accident 6 years ago and left her with 
12 children, ages 6 to 27. The youngest eight 
are still at home. 

"Because she cooks for others, Mrs. Frank
lin assumes that her own food costs nothing. 
She spends $30 a week for the children's 
food, or 70 percent of her income. At times 
she has enough for the 25 cents a day the 
children need for a hot lunch at their school 
but usually they are limited to 3 cents a 
day for milk. If there have been extra ex
penses during the month, on the last few 
days before the check, they eat only bread, 
salt pork, and cane sirup. The children 
have never been to a doctor or a dentist." 

In our cities and large suburbs, we all 
too often see the most costly effect of un
wanted ch,ildren.. Juvenile delinquency is 
the product of a neglected childhood. 

Mr. J. Edgar Hoover, in an article .on ju
venile delinquency which appeareci in the 
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October 26, 1964, issue of This Week mag
azine, noted that "boys and girls who have 
known little or no real family life invariably 
long for the security of a genuine home. 
Subconsciously aware that t::.'ley are being 
cheated, they do not understand exactly how 
life has failed them. So these youngsters 
react blindly anc! compulsively, striking out 
at society in general. This is the beginning 
of juvenile delinquency." 

In proposing solutions to the problem of 
juvenile delinquency, Mr. Hoover suggested 
"a realistic appraisal of local weaknesses 
which are a detriment to the cause of de
cency. Inadequate police budgets, lack of 
playgrounds in crowded residential areas, ob
solet~ juvenile detention facilities, weak
ness in existing laws, overcrowded schools, 
and lack of supervised recreational programs 
are among the many dangerous conditions 
which prevail in all too many cities across 
the Nation." 

As a member of the Committee on the 
District of Columbia, I have been particu
larly conscious of the effects of too many 
people living closely together in an urban 
setting; lack of playgrounds in crowded resi
dential areas; overcrowded schools. 

I have listened to much speculation, Mr. 
Chairman, as to the causes of the delin
quency. I have considered many possible 
ways of attacking this phenomenon. And 
there are many ways. But I keep returning 
to one central thought: in our society there 
is no effective solution to the crime and 
delinquency J.roblem which does not include 
prevention of the births of unwanted 
children. 

What we must do, Mr. Chairman, is com
municate our knowledge of birth control 
practices to the poor and uneducated of the 
world, and to the next generation. Donald 
Bogue, in his article, "Population Growth in 
the United States," noted that: 

"If this unwanted and excessive growth is 
to be avoided, the fertility limitations needed 
to stop it must be accepted by the children 
of today (who are 10 years of age and under) 
when they grow to adulthood and by all fu
ture generations of children. Fertility levels 
are greatly influenced by the family values 
inherited by children from parents and reli
gious leaders. The time to begin the pro
gram of education and guidance which these 
children need in order to live in the demo
graphic world of the 21st century is not the 
year 2000, but now." 

Let me be perfectly clear, Mr. Chairman, 
that I do not advocate, and this bill does not 
provide for, making birth control informa
tion available to persons who by reason of 
religious conviction, or otherwise, do not 
choose to practice family planning. That is 
their sacred right and privilege, and I respect 
it. But I feel equally strongly that the avail
able medical information on the subject of 
human fertility should not be denied the 
poor, the uneducated or the ill1terate family 
that wishes to limit its growth. 

It is encouraging to note the change in 
the attitudes of the American public and 
the executive branch of our Government dur
ing the past 5 years. We need only look back 
to 1960, when a report prepared under the 
auspices of the Center for the Study of Demo
cratic ·Institutions began by saying: "Ameri
cans are hopelessly divided on the subject 
of birth control." If we look back to that 
time, we must indeed be gratified by the 
change we have witnessed in the intervening 
years. 

But we cannot rest upon the advances that 
have been made. It would indeed be an 
irony, Mr. Chairman, if, amidst the stunning 
advances in knowledge which have taken 
place in this century, we were not able to 
make available to the people of the United 
States and the rest of the world what we 
know about family planning. I believe that 
s. 1676 is an important first step in our 

efforts to meet this new challenge, and I urge 
the subcommittee to report this important 
blll favorably. 

GOV. MARTIN TURNS BLAND: "SOME 
OBSERVATIONS ON MONETARY 
MATTERS'' 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 

call attention to Mr. Martin's speech at 
Rutgers University on · June 25 in which 
he commented discursively on monetary 
matters. What is most notable about 
this speech is its bland, almost soothing, 
timbre in contrast with Mr. Martin's 
celebrated recent "disquieting similar
ities" lecture on monetary history. 

Mr. Martin develops the theme that 
central banking is an art rather than a 
science, and states his belief that "never 
again will the United States be able to 
ignore its balance of payments in formu
lating domestic economic policies." 

I find some reassurance in Mr. Mar
tin's statement that: 

I do not know-and neither does anyone 
else--whether in the period ahead the pres
ent posture of monetary policy will prove to 
be exactly right, or will need some further 
firming or some easing. 

For this suggests that the possibility 
of easing credit conditions will be 
pondered by our monetary artists along 
with the case for tightening money be
fore new decisions are made. From 1963 
to date interest rates have been sounder 
though gently moving one way-up. 
Meanwhile the President and Congress 
have driven the other member of the 
economic policy hopes, :fiscal policy, in 
a precisely opposite direction with a series 
of tax cuts. So while :fiscal policy has 
been expanding our economy, monetary 
or interest-rate policy has been contract
ing i"k--and the alibi has been our balance 
of payments. 

Mr. Martin had some interesting ob
servations of our balance-of-payments 
position and the international monetary 
system. He said, "We do not acccept 
the view that the U.S. deficit is 
responsible for inflation in Europe." I 
am happy to agree with Mr. Martin. 
But I cannot fully accept the next point 
he makes, that "we do not accept the 
view that our balance-of-payments defi
cits are caused by forces outside the con
trol of the United States." To be sure, 
we have a major responsibility for the 
condition of our international accounts. 
But since our balance of payments in
volves the entire range of our interna
tional economic relations with other 
countries, what they do is also important 
in determining whether we are in sur
plus or deficit. The Joint Economic 
Committee in its investigations of the 
U.S. balance of payments· found that 
countries in balance-of-payments sur
plus resort to numerous policies which 
contribute to our deficits and ag
gravate international :financial disequi
librium. These policies include quantita
tive restrictions on imports, control on 
capital exports, and encouragement or 
tolerance of conditions in their capital 
markets which divert the demands for 
credit of foreign borrowers to the United 
States, restrictions on tourism, export 
subsidies, and htgh-interest-rate.policies. 

The Joint Economic Committee found, 
in its 1964 Report on the U.S. Balance of 
Payments, that "international equilib
rium is the responsibility of all na
tions-surplus as well as deficit coun
tries." It noted that " * * * with some 
exceptions, deficits and surpluses are not 
'the result of the policies of any single 
country. Most often, they result from 
the interaction of the policies of many 
nations, those in surplus as well as those 
in deficit." These comments are ob
viously applicable to the United States. 
Let us not deceive ourselves and let us not 
take on ourselves more than our proper 
burden of responsibility or blame. Other 
nations, through their policies, have con
tributed importantly to our international 
payments difficulties. But I agree with 
Mr. Martin that we have to restore 
equilibrium to our balance of payments, 
despite the actions of other countries 
which make that objective difficult to at
tain. 

Mr. Martin concluded his speech with 
some general observations on changing 
the international monetary system. He 
said that any proposal for changing this 
system must respect the reserve and 
medium of exchange functions performed 
by the dollar, and "must avoid the intro
duction of incentives to convert dollar 
holdings into gold." He cautioned 
against excessive reliance on gold, and 
emphasized that the international mone
tary system must be flexible rather than 
rigid. He said that: 

Any change in the international payments 
system must respect the monetary sover
eignty of individual countries. 

These considerations led him to con
clude that: 

If and when the need is felt for additional 
reserve assets, there is much to be said for 
adapting the Fund mechanism to this pur
pose and bUilding upon its tested and re
spected institutional framework. 

I ask unanimous consent to have the 
full text of Mr. Martin's address printed 
in the REcORD, along with an excellent 
review of his earlier speech, "Does Mone
tary History Repeat Itself" by Professor 
Samuelson. This review, printed in the 
Washington Post of June 27, exposed the 
meager basis in fact and analysis of Mr. 
Martin's "disquieting s1milarities between 
our present prosperity and the fabulous 
twenties." 

Professor Samuelson concluded his re
marks by saying: 

Personally, I found detailed study of Mar
tin's text reassuring. It revealed no hidden 
weaknesses. It produced no convincing evi
dence of imminent overheating of the econ
omy. On the basis of its evidence,. no good 
case can be made for a shift toward con
tractionary monetary policy. I hope that all 
members of the Open Market Committee, 
Martin not excluded, will reread and ponder 
its true significance. 

I also ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the REcoRD a New York Times 
report that the supply of money climbed 
sharply in June, following a decline in 
May. I hope that this is an indication 
that the Federal Reserve will again heed 
the country's needs for a money supply 
that expands 1n pace with the growth 
of the economy. 
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There being no objection, the material 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SoME OBSERVATIONS ON MONETARY MATTERS 

(Address by William McChesney Martin, Jr., 
Chairman, Board of Governors of the Fed
eral Reserve System, at the 29th annual 
commencement of the Stonier Graduate 
School of Banking, Rutgers University, 
New Brunswick, N.J., June 25, 1965) 
No activity is more important than edu

cation, and no part of education is more ab
sorbing than that in which all of you here 
have been engaged: fostering understanding 
of the world of business and finance and the 
nature of the economic process-the proc
ess by which people make their living. 

Those of you who have participated as 
students and as teachers in the vital under
taking of the Stonier Graduate School of 
Banking deserve the commendation-and the 
admiration--of us all. You have mine, with
out reservation. 

I might also say you have my envy for 
having had so inspiring a setting for your 
work at this distinguished university in 
which, over the two centuries since its 
founding in 1766, many generations have 
worked in utmost dedication to preserve and 
advance the cause of the liberal arts. 

That, and the fact that Rutgers University 
is an institution older than the American 
Republic itself, tempts me to reach back in 
time and dwell upon the glory that was 
Greece in the Age of Pericles and the gran
deur that was Rome in-and beyond-the 
Age of Augustus. 

But recent experience has taught me to be 
wary. If I should venture to compare our 
life and learning today with that of Greece 
in the fifth century, B.C., or that of Rome in 
or after the first century B.C. or A.D., I am 
sure there would be some who--no matter 
what I said about differences as well as simi
larities-would interpret my remarks as a 
prediction that we will be overrun by bar
barians-and in a matter of minutes, at that. 
Nor will I venture comparisons with historic 
periods in the American past. If I should so 
much as mention the year 1814, for example, 
I daresay there would be some to accuse me 
of advocating that the city of Washington be 
put to the torch again. 

But I am not discouraged by that. In
stead, I am heartened by the capacity for 
sober understanding that has been evidenced 
to me in recent days by many thoughtful 
men and women, throughout our country. 
So I'd like to talk to you today, neither as 
prophet nor advocate, but simply as one who 
hopes that some observations by a fellow 
student may have some value, however small, 
for the studies that you have been pursuing. 

In your careers in this school of banking, 
I am sure you have discovered, as I too have 
done, that it is more than merely possible 
for reasonable men to disagree on the cor
rect course for monetary policy to follow at 
any given time to best discharge an of its 
responsibilities. 

In monetary policy as in all other matters, 
j~dgments must necessarily be based on in
complete information: The data available re
flect at best the situation of yesterday, and 
more frequently of last week, last month, 
last quarter. Even if our information were 
completely current, there would always be 
some uncertainty about its meaning for the 
future, even with such aids as surveys of 
spending intentions. Interpretation would 
be handicapped by our inab111ty to compre
hend all pertinent relations among the in
numerable elements of our economy-and by 
the ambiguity of many of those elements 
themselves. A slight rise in prices may be 
a momentary flurry that will soon reverse it
self in the absence of any action, or it may 
be the ftrst sign of inflationary pressure-thafJ 
will generate a dangerous spiral unless offaet 
by fi.rm pollcles. 

The practical impossibility of obtaining 
fully up-to-date or complete information to 
act upon, of building an operational theory 
that would incorprate all the variables to be 
found in a modern economy in all their inter
relations, and of excluding errors of evalua
tion-all these factors help to explain why 
central banking remains an art rather than 
a science, although intensive research is ad
vancing our ability to measure and under
stand economic behavior. 

It is doubtful, however, that anyone will 
ever be able to devise formulas that can pro
vide infallible guides to monetary action. 
For example, the same data can have very 
different significance under different cir
cumstances. In 1958, when the United States 
began to show a large deficit in its interna
tional accounts, that deficit should certainly 
not have been given the same weight as in 
early 1965, when the persistence of a large 
deficit over more than 7 years was threat
ening the maintenance of international con
fidence in the stab111ty of the dollar. When 
price fluctuations have for some time been 
mild and without clear trend, a given rise 
in the price level is not as ominous as when 
the increase has been going on for some time 
and is showing a tendency toward accelera
tion. 

These problems, incidentally, seem to me to 
show not only that central banking is an 
art rather than a science but also that, as an 
art, it is the art of the middle way. At all 
times, the central banker needs to be aware 
of the risk that the country might slide into 
either inflation or deflation. At all times he 
will be subject to criticism that he is lean
ing too far to one side or the other, and he 
wlll be urged to do the exact opposite of 
what he is doing at the moment. Hence, he 
will always be in the middle, in more than 
one sense of the word. 

In the United States, our internal eco
nomic activity is so much larger than our in
ternational business that--until recently
many observers have tended to regard our 
balance of international payments as an al
most negligible consideration. But those 
who did not know it earlier have come to 
know now that even the United States can
not live in isolation from the rest of the 
world, since the flow of funds to and from 
foreign countries is inextricably connected 
with the flow of funds within our economy. 
In other words, sustained economic growth 
requires not only domestic financial stabil
ity-which means neither an insufficient nor 
an excessive supply of credit and money
but also international financial stablllty, 
which has special requirements of its own. 

On the domestic front, the 1960's have 
thus far been a period of almost continuous 
progress, and, as I have sought recently to 
stress, we ought to be bending every effort-
and taking every precaution-to keep it that 
way. But, as I have also sought recently to 
stress, continuation on our upward course 
can be assured only if monetary disturbances 
are avoided in international as well as in do
mestic accounts. And it has been In the 
international sector that monetary policy
like U.S. financial policy in general-has 
recently been faced with its most urgent and 
difficult problems. 

Whatever may have been the case in the 
past, I suspect that never again will the 
United States be able to ignore its balance of 
payments in formulating domestic economic 
policies. There is no once-for-all solution 
either to the problem of maintaining balance 
in our internal economic expansion or to the 
problem of maintaining balance in our ex
ternal payments. Constant effort is required. 

The Federal Reserve has not been unmind
ful of these problems. In an effort to dis
courage capital outflows to other countries, 
the System began very gradually to lessen 
monetary ease as soon as recovery from the 
recession of 1960-61 enabled such action. 
But the System has continuously proceeded 

with great care, lest in trying to reduce the 
spillover of funds abroad, it deprive the do
mestic economy of funds needed to finance 
expansion. 

Since President Kennedy's balance-of-pay
ments message in July 1963, the general op
erations of monetary policy have been sup
plemented by selective actions aimed at 
curbing flows of capital from the United 
States ·to foreign countries. At first, these 
actions were taken exclusively in the field of 
taxation, in the form of the interest equaliza
tion tax on long-term nonexport credits to 
residents of developed countries other than 
Canada. As you know, this tax initially was 
applied only to lenders other than banks. 
Then the interest equalization .tax was ex
tended to banks under the so-called Gore 
amendment following President Johnson's 
balance-of-payments message in February 
1965. This message also led to the institu
tion of the voluntary foreign credit restraint 
efforts for which the Federal Reserve, after 
consultation with the Treasury, has been 
issuing guidelines for banks and for other 
financial institutions. 

Compliance with these guidelines has pro
vided the Federal Reserve with somewhat 
more leeway to make day-to-day adjustments 
in monetary policy than might otherwise 
have been the case. 

I do not know-and nf:ither does anyone 
else--whether in the period ahead the present 
posture of monetary policy will prove to be 
exactly right, or will need some further firm
ing or some easing; that wlll depend on the 
way events develop, for the simple reason 
that monetary policy must always be adapted 
to meet changing circumstances. In any 
event, it should be clear that the use of 
selective measures to improve our interna
tional payments position has not made the 
prudent use of general monetary policies any 
less essential for the preservation of stabllity · 
in our economic system. 

It should be equally clear, however, that 
while our circumstances require a reduction 
of the recent massive volume of capital out
flow they do not require, even now, that we 
eliminate capital outflows altogether. There 
are sound reasons for that: as the country 
with the highest per capital income in the 
world, the United States is likely to have 
a larger flow of savings and better developed 
capital markets than less affluent societies; 
and as the country with the world's largest 
stock of capital equipment and most ad
vanced tools of modern technology, the 
United States is likely to have a less urgent 
demand for investment than countries that 
are stm trying to catch up with the latest 
developments. Accordingly, we should be 
able to maintain payments equilibrium in 
the face of a capital outflow, and therefore 
in the face of some lasting differential be
tween credit conditions in this country and 
most others. Such a differential is, in fact, 
inherent in the preeminent position of the 
United States in the world economy. 

It now appears that, under the initial im
pact of the voluntary restraint program and 
related temporary measures, our interna
tional accounts have actually been about in 
equllibrium for the past 3 or 4 months. In
terest rates in some foreign countries, 
especially in the so-called Euro-dollar mar
ket, have been under some upward pressure, 
but there has been no lack of investment 
funds abroad. · It does not seem unreason
able to expect that, over time, a relation be
tween the levels of interest rates and other 
credit conditions among the major indus
trial countries can be established that would 
hold U.S. capital outflows, even without se
lective measures, to amounts compatible with 
international payments balance without any 
threat to continued expansion of domestic 
econoinic activity and of international com
merce. 

Clearly, the task will be the simpler, and 
success the surer, the more that central banks 
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of the major countries are willing to coop
erate in such an effort. We shall not sur
render our ability to follow monetary policies 
that are appropriate according to our own 
judgment, and neither will any other coun
try. But we have shown our willingness to 
consult on the proper aims of balance-of
payments policies so as to avert the danger 
of mutually inconsistent actions-which were 
the bane of the interwar period. 

The last few years have seen the steady 
growth of international financial coopera
tion. The Federal Reserve has initiated a 
network of mutual currency arrangements 
under which 11 countries can receive from us, 
and are willing to make available to us, 
short-term accommodations in case of need 
in a total amount of $2.6 billion. The Fed
eral Reserve also participates in periodic 
meetings with central bankers of the major 
European countries, and with those of our 
sister republics in the Western Hemisphere. 
Together with the consultations within the 
framework of the International Monetary 
Fund and the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development--which Fed
eral Reserve officials attend as members of 
the U.S. delegations-these meetings provide 
an unprecedented opportunity for working 
together in the common interest of the free 
world. 

Most recently, a study group set up by the 
10 major members of the International Mon
etary Fund, in which again Federal Reserve 
representatives play a part, has been con
cerned with plans to improve our interna
tional payments system. I do not know 
what will be the final outcome of these 
endeavors. But it may not be amiss for me 
to say something now about the broad prin
ciples that ought to guide us as we give 
consideration to proposed changes in inter
national monetary arrangements. This 
whole question is intimately intertwined 
with the problem of the U.S. balance of pay
ments and with the results of its improve
ment. 

Change, development, progress are the law 
of life. There is no reason for any of us to 
insist on maintenance of the status quo. Al
though the present international monetary 
system has served the world very well, it, like 
all institutions, must evolve and adapt to 
changing circumstances. 

The formal justification for the current in
tergovernmental examination of proposals to 
change international monetary arrange
ments is that a major source of new reserves 
will disappear as the U.S. balance of pay
ments moves from substantial deficit toward 
surplus. Ever since the end of World War II, 
the United States has supplied the rest of 
the world with more dollars than were need
ed to make current payments to this coun
try. In the earlier years, this excess supply 
of dollars--which went out in the form of 
U.S. purchases abroad, Marshall plan and 
other aid, military outlays and private capi
tal flows-was a welcome addition to there
serves of other countries. ·More recently, 
since the late 1950's, these additions to for
eign reserves have been excessive. In other 
words, our balance of payments deficit has 
been too large and too long-lasting. It has 
become the sword of Damocles over both our 
domestic expansion and the international 
payments mechanism. 

Elimination of the deficit in our balance 
of payments--an objective to which the 
entire U.S. Government is firmly commit
ted-wlll certainly deprive the rest of the 
world of an automatic supply of reserves. 
And there has been a widening area of agree
ment that gold production alone is neither 
so large nor so predictably available to mon
etary authorities as to provide for the needed 
growth in international reserves over time. 
Thus an end to U.S. deficits may well call 
for some supplementary means of supplying 
countries with reserves. . 

It would be a mistake, however, to think 
that European initiatives toward the cre
ation of new reserves assets are purely a 
response to the prospect of an end to U.S. 
deficits. We must recognize that the moti
vation runs deeper. If we are to act intel
ligently and in a spirit of international co
operation we must fully understand the at
titudes of other countries, and especially the 
viewpoints of the large industrial countries. 
I do not wish to imply that there is a unified 
view abroad, even in Continental Europe, on 
the international monetary system. There 
are broad differences among countries and 
perhaps even among officials of individual 
countries. Nevertheless a common thread of 
opinion runs through the fabric of Euro
pean monetary thinking and I shall try first 
to point it up and then to make some com
ments about it. 

First of all, there is a widespread view in 
Europe that the deficit in the U.S. balance 
of payments must be curbed. This view is 
expressed in different ways at different. times. 
Some of our European friends have at times 
attributed Europe's inflation to the inflow 
of dollars. Others have complained about 
excessive U.S. investment in their countries, 
a process by which Americans are said to 
acquire factories and other productive facili
ties in Europe while .the monetary authori
ties of the countries concerned acquire dol
lars in t!le form of U.S. Treasury bills or bank 
accounts. Still others have complained that 
they hold more dollars than they wish but 
are not really free to convert dollar receipts 
into gold for fear of shaking confidence or 
jeopardizing their relations with us. 

Related to these expressions of dissatis
faction with our balance of payments is, in 
some countries, a deeper dissatisfaction with 
the existing monetary system in which the 
U.S. dollar serves not only as a national cur
rency, but also as an international medium 
of exchange and store of value. The status 
of the dollar as a reserve currency is re
garded by some European observers as a 
source of special advantage for the United 
States, since in contrast with other countries, 
we create new international money when we 
have a deficit. others in Europe complain 
that the amount of new reserves created as a 
consequence of U.S. deficits does not neces
sarily correspond to the reserve needs of 
other countries; what they seek is a more 
systematic means of creating international 
reserves. 

I turn now to some comments on these 
European attitudes. Just as there is a range 
?f opinion in Europe on these matters, there 
1s also a diversity of views among Americans. 
Some of our countrymen believe that in the 
present system we have the best of all pos
sible worlds; others go so far as to blame 
most of the ills of our economy in recent 
years on the international monetary system. 

We can all agree with the European view 
that the U.S. balance of payments must be 
brought back to equilibrium as soon as pos
sible; indeed, the President's message of 
February 10 is a clear and unequivocal state
ment of this agreement. 

We do not accept the view that the U.S. 
deficit is responsible for inflation in Europe. 
Most Americans who have studied the matter, 
and many Europeans also, see the causes of 
Europe·an inflation right in Europe. By the 
same token, we do not accept the view that 
our balance-of-payments deficits are caused 
by forces outside the control of the United 
States. We fully accept our responsibility to 
demonstrate our ability to manage our own 
affairs in a way which will justify confidence 
in our currency. 

As to American investment in Europe, I 
would say that insofar as this is a problem, 
it is quite independent both of the U.S. 
balance-of-payments situation and of the 
nature of the international monetary system. 
Those who complain about U.S. direct in
vestment would probably complain about 

it just as loudly 1f U.S. payments were in 
balance; those who welcome it, do so regard
less of the state of our balance of payments.· 

Whatever the differing attitudes of coun
tries regarding the composition of their re
serves between gold and foreign exchange, it 
it a fact of financial life that all countries 
use reserve currencies--especially the dollar
in their exchange markets. Thus countries 
in balance-of-payments surplus inevitably 
find their dollar balances increasing; the 
monetary authorities of countries in deficit 
must sell dollars in their exchange markets 
to support their exchange rates. This al
most universal use of dollars by monetary 
authorities is a reflection of the widespread 
employment of the dollar by private traders 
and financial institutions, even in trans
actions that do not involve the United 
States. The use of the dollar as a reserve is 
closely related to its function as a medium 
of exchange, and reflects as well the pre
dominant position of the U.S. economy and 
the ready convertibility of dollars into gold 
at the established price of $35 per ounce. 
Certainly any proposal for changing the 
international monetary system must respect 
these functions performed by dollars and 
must avoid the introduction of incentives 
to convert · dollar holdings into gold. 

Whether other countries do or do not wish 
to continue to use the dollar as a reserve 
currency is of of course up to them. The 
United States does not insist that other 
nations accumulate dollars to meet their 
reserve needs. Nor does the U.S. claim that 
the amount of dollars that flow abroad. as a 
result of our balance-of-payments position 
necessarily or automatically corresponds to 
the needs of the rest of the world for cur
rency reserves. In this connection we at 
the Federal Reserve can well understand 
those who say in effect that international 
money will not manage itself. 

Though we try to understand the attitudes 
of some of our more critical friends in Eu
rope, and though we do not insist on mainte
nance of the status quo, we are casting a 
careful eye on the various proposals for new 
forms of reserve creation. In their anxiety 
to curb the ability of the United States to 
incur balance-of-payments deficits, some of 
our friends would turn back the clock of 
monetary history toward an excessive reliance 
on gold. Such a system, whatever its specific 
technical form, would impose on the world 
too . restrictive a monetary climate, which 
could inhibit international trade and eco
nomic growth. 

The international monetary system must 
be flexible rather than rigid. It must be 
adaptable to the differing and, over time, 
changing needs of the various countries. It 
would be a great mistake to act as if all 
countries were alike in their size, structures, 
policies, and values. Any change ·in the 
monetary system must recognize the great 
diversity that exists among countries, even 
among the major industrial countries. And 
any such change must be an evolutionary 
one, preserving and building upon the 
valuable elements of the existing system. 

In particular, any change in the interna
tional payments system must respect the 
monetary sovereignty of individual coun
tries. I have stressed that monetary policy 
in the United States cannot be formulated 
in isolation from the world beyond our bor
ders; we must reconcile domestic and bal
ance-of-payments objectives in pursuing the 
art of central banking. But as long as na
tions remain as independent entities, with 
separate power of decision over economic 
policies, monetary poli-cy too must remain in 
national hands. And, within the context of 
international financial cooperation, the right 
of each country to make bilateral arrange
ments should be preserved. · It is notable, in 
all these connections, that membership in 
the International Monetary Fund, and par
ticipation in supplying and using the Fund's 
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resources, is quite consistent with the reten
tion of monetary sovereignty. 

The central role that the International 
Monetary Fund now fills makes it a natural 
repository for any new monetary functions 
that may merit consideration. Gold tranche 
positions in the Fund, which are usable vir
tually on demand by countries in deficit, are 
already widely regarded as reserve assets. If 
and when the need is felt for additional re
serve assets, there is much to be said for 
adapting the Fund mechanism to this pur
pose and building upon its tested and re
spected institutional framework. To rely on 
such an evolution of the International Mone
tary Fund, rather than to establish a rival 
center in the international monetary field, 
would help to assure that any innovations 
undertaken would contribute to world pros
perity without disturbing market processes, 
violating national sovereignty, or disrupting 
international cooperation. 

[From the Washington Post] 
THE CURE CAME FIRST-ANTIDOTE FOR WIL

LIAM MCCHESNEY MARTIN'S GLOOM PRO
VIDED 2 DAYS IN ADVANCE 

(By Paul A. Samuelson, professor of econom
ics, Massachusetts Institute of Technol
ogy) 
Last month in · this column, I produced 

a cure looking for a disease. I provided the 
antidote to William McChesney Martin's 
gloomy diagnosis for the American econ
omy-2 days before he gave it in his Co
lumbia University speech. 

Most speeches before alumni are forgot
ten by the time the throats of their orators 
are moist again. But the steady fall of the 
Dow-Jones averages these past weeks sug-_ 
gests that Martin, head of the Federal Re
serve Board, is a man to influence people, 
even if he loses a few fair-weathered friends 
in the process. 

I should like to examine the text of Mar
tin's address. Headlines properly played up 
its single most important feature--the paral
lels to 1929 he discerned in today's economy. 
What is the verdict of economic analysis 
upon the Martin marshalling of evidence? 

To set the tone, let me hail Martin as a 
m an of considerable experience--in Wall 
Street, in the executive branch of Govern
ment, and as long-time Chairman of the 
Fed. As Martin goes, so goes the Open
Market Committee of the Reserve System
as a study of the limited number of times 
he has voted in the minority will make 
plain. 

Let me also stipulate that there is nothing 
treasonable in pointing out weaknesses in 
the American economy. In 1953, in 1957, 
and again in 1960, keen-eyed observers such 
as Senator PAUL DouGLAS, Democrat, of Il
linois, were pilloried as "prophets of gloom" 
for predicting (correctly, as the event later 
proved) the onset of recession. I did not 
then join in throwing stones at the piano 
player-who was doing the best he could. 
Nor do I now regard it as a felony or misde
meanor for Martin to be calling the shots 
as he sees them. Long study of how the 
American economy works does not bear out 
the view that prosperity can be destroyed 
by pessimistic utterance--or for that mat
ter can be maintained by Rotarian sweet 
talk. 

From the standpoint of advancing the 
gross national product, the worst thing that 
Dr. Gardner Ackley or President Johnson 
could do would be to gloss over bad news
when such bad news becomes genuinely 
available. Herbert Hoover's example taught 
us that. 

But the precise faults-"distortions"
that the economy is now accused of remain 
ambiguous at best. There is a Kafka:-Uke 
quality to the indictment. A true bill of 
particulars is ye_tto be presented. Apd that 

is why detailed scrutiny of Martin's text is 
manifestly needed. 

The piece begins with the trumpet motif 
"we find disquieting similarities between our 
present prosperity and the fabulous twen
ties." An even dozen of similarities follows, 
each introduced by the portentous preamble 
"Then as now, • • •" 
· To be sure, the second movement finds 
another dozen of "comforting" differences to 
balance the disquieting similarities. But 
by that time some of the audience must 
have left for the nearest brokerage office. 
Let us put our microscope on the likenesses. 

1. Prosperity, now as then, has lasted for 
a long time. So, like the baseball player 
who has been hitting well and the client 
who has been staying out of jail for 40 years, 
a turn of fortunes must be indicated. 

Years ago, Roger Babson purported to 
find a law of Action and Reaction in eco
nomics. It was not his finest hour, and 
Martin will do well not to fall for any of the 
simpler versions of the doctrine, "Whatever 
goes up must come down." 

2. Underdeveloped nations, now as then, 
have had prices turn against them. I know 
of no school of economics which holds today 
that longevity of a business cycle depends 
upon reversing the trend of food and fiber 
prices relative to those more heavily 
weighted with labor services. 

3. Private debt-mortgage and install
ment--has long been rising, now as then. 
Here Martin has a point worth watching
the first so far. The danger is not primarily 
that of foreclosures and repossessions
which show no alarming growth-but 
merely that part of the dollar spending that 
our expansion depends upon has come from 
growth in these items at a rate that may 
not continue to be maintained. 

4. The money supply, bank . credit, and 
the velocity of money have been growing, (at 
the same time that gold production shows 
slower growth than the quantum of trade) . 
All this is true. But what is the implica
tion? Money, credit, and velocity always go 
up in expansion periods. The National 
Bureau of Economic Research can provide 
dozens and dozens of typical expansion pat
terns like this. Without these patterns, an 
expansion would not be an expansion. 

Does Martin think that the money supply 
(currency plus demand deposits) has been 
growing too fast. Unless we include- saving 
deposits in the total-and I think we should 
give them some weight--the money total 
shows remarkable moderation in recent 
years. Bank loans provide a more legiti
mate concern, because they have been soar
ing upward. Whether they will contribute 
to an overheating of the economy in the 
months ahead is a question I shall return 
to. 

5. and 6. Then, as now, the Federal Re
serve meets criticism; then, as now, ex
change rates have become stabilized after 
immediate postwar disruptions. What's 
disquieting about that? Then, as now, fall 
follows summer. 

7, 8, 9, 10, and 11. Then, as now, inter
national debt rose along with domestic; key 
reserve currencies, like the pound and (now) 
the dollar experienced balance-of-payments 
deficits; other currencies experienced sur
pluses, and the French remain the French; 
and, naturally, all this led to some disquiet 
among investors and academicians. In plain 
English this adds up to the fact that the 
equilibrium of the pound sterling is in doubt. 
And the American balance of payments, while 
it is improving in terms of our basic surplus 
on private current account and in terms of 
our voluntary control programs on private in
vestment, ·still has not ac:Qieved its final 
solution. This is hardly news to Wall 
Street. 

12. "And most . importantly, then as now, . 
many governrnent officials, scholars and 
businessmen were convinced that a new eco-

nomic era had opened." Actually, as Martin 
himself indicates later, the new era thinking 
in 1929 based itself on the unargued premise 
that capitalism had somehow transmuted 
itself into a stable mechanism; whereas the 
confidence expressed in Washington and 
elsewhere that the probabil1ty of chronic 
slump can be substantially lowered has been 
based upon the demonstrated pressures in a 
democracy to create the new money and the 

fiscal deficits that can end the cumulative 
deflations of historic laissez-faire capitalism. 

Personally, I found detailed study of 
Martin's text reassuring. It revealed no 
hidden weaknesses. It produced no con
vincing evidence of imminent overheating of 
the economy. On the basis of its evidence, 
no good case can be made for a shift toward 
contradictionary monetary policy. I hope 
tP,at all the members of the Open Market 
Committee, Martin not excluded, will re
read and ponder its true significance. 

[From the New York Times] 
SUPPLY OF MONEY CLIMBS SHARPL Y-RE

BOUNDS TO $160.5 BILLION IN THE FIRST HALF 
OF JUNE AFTER DECLINE IN MAY 
WASHINGTON, June 25.-The Nation's 

money supply rebounded sharply in the first 
half of June from the decline in May, the 
Federal Reserve Board reported today. 

Seasonally adjusted demand deposits and 
currency rose to $160.5 billion in the first 
half of June from the May level of $159.2 
billion. Preliminary figures from banks 
that report weekly indicate a continued large 
increase in the last half of June, officials 
said. 

In another report today, the Securities and 
Exchange Commission said individuals con
tinued to save at a high rate in the first quar
ter of this year, with a growth in financial 
savings of $7.3 billion. This compares with 
a growth of $7.2 billion in the first quarter 
last year and $8.5 billion in the last quarter. 

A feature of this year's first 3 months was 
a sharp shift by individuals from demand de
posits to time and savings deposits in com
mercial banks following the raise in permit
ted inte-rest rates on these deposits. 

CATEGORIES GIVEN 
The financial savings tabulated in the SEC 

report include all types of bank deposits, cur
rency, saVings and loan shares, insurance and 
pension reserves, Government securities, 
and private stocks and bonds. 

Today's money-supply report showed that 
the stock of currency and demand deposits 
had risen in early June to the April level 
after the decline in May. The May total 
had been no higher than at the end of 1964. 

One reason for the May dip, however, was 
an unusually large increase in Government 
deposits, which are not counted in the money 
supply. As these are paid out, they wind up 
in the privately held money supply, and· 
some of the June rise may have been ac
counted for by this factor. 

The report showed time deposits in the 
first half of June at $135.2 b1llion, up from 
$134.5 b1llion in the last half of May. 

The savings report today showed a growth 
in time deposits at commercial banks in the 
first quarter held by individuals of $4.5 bil
lion, partly matched by a drop of $2 b1llion 
in demand deposits. The same sort of shift 
occurred early in 1962 following an increase 
in time-deposit interest rates, the report 
said. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order 
~for the quorum call be resqinded. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU
THORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1966 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 327, H.R. 8439, and that it be laid be
fore the Senate and made the pending 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be read by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
8439) to authorize certain construction 
at military installations, and for other 
purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill, which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Armed Services, with an amendment, to 
strike out all after the enacting clause 
and insert: 

TITLE I 

SEc. 101. The Secretary of the Army may 
establish or develop military installations 
and facilities by acquiring, constructing, 
converting, rehab111tating, or installlng per
manent or temporary public works, including 
site preparations, appurtenances, utilities 
and equipment for the following projects: 

Inside the Unitea States 
Continental United States, Less Army Mate

riel Command 
(First Army) 

Fort Devens, Massachusetts: Hospital faci
lities and troop housing, $11,008,000. 

Fort Dix, New Jersey: Maintenance facili
ties, medical faclUties, and troop housing, 
$17,948,000. 

Federal Office Building, Brooklyn, New 
York: Administrative facilities, $636,000. 

United States Military Academy, West 
Point, New York: Hospital fac1lities, troop 
housing and community fac111ties, and utiU
ties, $18,089,000. 

(Second Army) 
Fort Belvoir, Virginia: Training fac1lities, 

and hospital facilities, $2,296,000. 
East Coast Radio Transmitter Station, 

Woodbridge, Virginia: Utillties, $211,000. 
Fort Eustis, Virginia: Utillties, $158,000. 
Fort Knox, Kentucky: Training facilltles, 

maintenance fac111ties, troop housing and 
community fac111ties, $15,422,000. 

Fort Lee, Virginia: Community fac111ties, 
$700,000. 

Fort Meade, Maryland: Ground improve
ments, $550,000. 

Fort Monroe, Virginia: Administrative fa
c111ties, $4,950,000. 

Vint Hill Farms, Virginia: Maintenance fa
cillties, troop housing and ut111ties, $1,029,-
000. 

(Third Army) 
Fort Benning, Georgia: Maintenance facill

ties, troop housing and ut111ties, $5,325,000. 
Fort Bragg, North Carolina: Maintenance 

fac111ties, supply faclllties, medical fac111ties, 
troop housing and community facllltles, 
$4,106,000. 

Fort Oampbell, Kentucky: Operational and 
training faclllties, maintenance fac1Uties, 
troop housing and ut111ties, $1,992,000. 

Fort Gordon, Georgia: Training fac111ttes, 
troop housing and community fac111ties, $18,-
485,000. 

Fort Jackson, South Carolina: T.raining fa
c111ties, maintenance facilities, medical fa-

c111ties, and troop housing facilities, $17,-
281,000. 

Forlt Rucker, Alabama: Maintenance facm
ties, and troop housing, $3,137,000. 

Fort Stewart, Georgia: Hospital facilities 
and utilities, $2,317,000. 

(Fourth Army) 
Fort Bliss, Texas: Operational fac111ties, 

administrative facilities, and community fa
c111ties, $838,000. 

Brooke Army Medical Center, Texas: Train
ing facilities, $8,300,000. 

Fort Hood, Texas: Maintenance facilities, 
medical facilities, troop housing and com
munity facilities, and utilities, $18,081,000. 

Fort Sam Houston, Texas: Medical fac111-
ties, $1,300,000. 

Fort Polk, Louisiaru..: Training facilities 
and ut111ties, $746,000. 

Fort Sill, Oklahoma: Operational and 
training facilities, administrative facilities, 
troop housing and community fac111ties, $2,-
268,000. 

(Fifth Army) 
Fort Carson, Colorado: Maintenance facili

ties, $3,463,000. 
Fort Benjamin Harrison, Indiana: Hospital 

facilities, troop housing, and community fa
cilities, $4,017,000. 

Fort Leavenworth, Kansas: Operational fa
cilities and medical facilities, $2,893,000. 

Fort Riley, Kansas: Maintenance facilities 
and utilities, $555,000. 

Fort Sheridan, Illinois: Utilities, $47,000. 
Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri: Operational 

and training facilities, and troop housing fa
cilities, $16,084,000. 

(Sixth Army) 
Fort Irwin, California: Operational fac111-

ties, maintenance facilities, hospital facilities, 
community facilities, and utilities, $4,741,000. 

Fort Lewis, Washington: Training facm
ties, troop housing and community facilities, 
$710,000. 

Presidio of Monterey, California: Training 
facilities and troop housing, $3,046,000. 

Fort Ord, California: Maintenance fac111-
ties, $974,000. 

Presidio of San Francisco, California: Ad
ministrative facilities, $1,299,000. 

Two Rock Ranch, California: Operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, and utili
ties, $385,000. 

West Coast Receiving Station, California: 
Utilities, $166,000. 

Yakima Firing Range, Washington: Troop 
housing, $56,000. 

(Military District of Washington) 
Army Map Service, Maryland: Operational 

facilities, $182,000. 
Fort Myer, Virginia: Troop housing and 

community facilities, and ut111ties, $5,-
409,000. 

Walter Reed Army Medical Center, District 
of Columbia: Medical fac1lities and ut111ties, 
$611,000. 

ARMY MATERIEL CoMMAND 

Aberdeen Proving Ground, Maryland: Ad
ministrative facilities and utilities. $3,-
419,000. 

Aeronautical Maintenance Center, Texas: 
Maintenance facilities, $1,941,000. 

Anniston Army Depot, Alabama: Mainte
nance facillties, $837,000. 

Bayonne Naval Supply Center, Bayonne, 
New Jersey: Maintenance facilities, supply 
facilities, administrative facilities, and util
ities, $3,658,000. 

Blue Grass Army Depot, Kentucky: Opera
tional facilities and maintenance !acUities, 
$779,000. 

Cold Regions Research and Engineering 
Laboratory, New Hampshire: Maintenance 
facllities. research, development and test 
facilities, $1,184,000. 

Fort Detrick, Maryland: Operational fa
cilities, research, development and test fa
c111tles, and ut111ties. $11,771,000. 

Dugway Proving Ground, Utah: Commu
nity facilities, $137,000. 

Edgewood Arsenal, Maryland: Utilities, 
$164,000. 

Granite City Army Depot, Illinois: Ut111-
ties, $56,000. 

Fort Huachuca, Arizona: Troop housing, 
$320,000. 

Jefferson Proving Ground, Indiana: Op
erational facilities, $52,000. 

Letterkenny Army Depot. Pennsylvania: 
Maintenance facilities, and ut111ties, $2,239,-
000. 

Lexington Army Depot, Kentucky: Admin
istrative facilities, and utilities, $526,000. 

Fort Monmouth, New Jocsey: Troop hous
ing, $586,000. 

Natick Laboratories. Massachusetts: Main
tenance facilities, $1,371,000. 

Navajo Army Depot, Arizona: Utilities, 
$56,000. 

New Cumberland Army Depot, Pennsyl
vania: Operational fac111ties, supply fac111-
ties, and administrative fac111ties, $815,000. 

Oakland Army Terminal, California: Com
munity facilities, $912,000. 

Picatinny Arsenal, New Jersey: Adminis
trative facilities, $584,000. 

Pueblo Army Depot, Colorado: Ut111ties, 
$337,000. 

Red River Army Depot, Texas: Mainte
nance fac1lities and ut111ties. $465,000. 

Redstone Arsenal, Alabama: Training facil
ities, $1,364,000. 

Rock Island Arsenal, lllinots: Administra
tive facilities, and utilities, $826,000. 

Rocky Mountain Arsenal. Colorado: Main
tenance faciUties, $36,000. 

Savanna Army Depot. I111nois: Training 
facilities, $102,000. 

Sierra Army Depot, California: Ut111ties, 
"$115,000. 

Tobyhanna Army Depot, Pennsylvania: 
Supply facilities, $199,000. 

Tooele Army Depot, Utah: Utllities. $340,-
000. 

Watervliet Arsenal, New York: Ut111ties, 
$1,713,000. 

White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico: 
Research, development and test facilities, 
and utilities, $473,000. 

United States Army. Hawail 
Schofield Barracks, Hawaii: Maintenance 

fac111ties, troop housing and utilities, $3,175,-
000. 

Outsiae the United States 
Okinawa, Various: Community fa.c111ties, 

and utilities, $2,558,000. 
Germany, Various: Operational facilities, 

and troop housing, $2,046,000. 
Fort Clayton, Canal Zone: Utilities, 

$387,000. 
Classified Location: Operational fa.o111t1es, 

$2,400,000. 
SEc. 102. The Secretary of the Army may 

establish or develop classified military instal
lations and fac111ties by acquiring, construct
ing, converting, rehabilitating. or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding land acquisition, site preparation, 
appurtenances, utilities, and equipment in 
the total amount of $36,515,000. 

SEc. 103. The Secretary of the Army may 
establish or develop Army installations and 
fac111 ties by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in Army missions 
and responsib1llties which have been oc
casioned by: (a) unforeseen security consid
erations, (b) new weapons developments, (c) 
new and unforeseen research and develop
ment requirements, or (d) improved pro
duction schedules, if the Secretary of De!ense 
determines that deferral of such construc
tion for inclusion in the next military con
struction authorization Act would be incon
sistent with interests of national security, 
wnd in connection therewith to acquire, con
struct, convert, rehab111tate, or install perma
nent or temporary public works, including 
land acquisition, st.te preparation, appur:te-
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nances, utilities, -and equipment, in 1the total 
amount of $10,000,000: Provided, That the 
Secretary of the Army, or his designee, shall 
notify the Committees on Armed Services of 
the Senate and House of Representatives, im
mediately upon reaching a final decision to 
implement, of the cost of construction of any 
public work undertaken under this section, 
including those real estate actions pertai.n
ing thereto. This authorization will expire 
as of September 30, 1966, except for those 
public works projects concerning which the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Sen
ate and House of Representatives have been 
notified pursuant to this section prior to 
that date. 

SEc. 104. (a) Public Law 86-500, as 
amended is amended under heading "Inside 
the Unit~d States" in section 101, as follows: 
( 1) Under the subheading "Technical Serv
ices Facilities (Ordnance Corps)," with re
spect to "Watertown Arsenal, Massachu
setts," strike out, " $1 ,849,000" and insert in 
place thereof "$1,952,000." 

(b) Public Law 86-500, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (1) of 
section 502, "$80,460,000" and "$147,390,000" 
and inserting in place thereof "$80,563,000" 
and "$147,493 ,000," respectively. 

SEc. 105. (a) Public Law 87- 554, as 
amended, is amended under heading "Inside 
the United States" in section 101, as follows: 
( 1) Under the subheading "Continental 
Army Command (Fifth Army)", with respect 
to "Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri," strike out 
"$8,567,000" and insert tn place thereof 
"$9,066,000". 

(b) Public Law 87-554, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (1) of sec
tion 602, "$101,816,000", and "$150,325,000" 
and inserting in place thereof "102,315,000", 
and "$150,824,000," respectively. 

SEc. 106. (a) Public Law 88-174, as 
amended, is amended under heading "Inside 
the United States" in section 101, as follows: 

( 1) Under the subheading "Continental 
Army Command (Fifth Army)", with respect 
to "Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri", strike out 
$8,163,000" and iiilsert in place thereof "$8,-
737,000." 

(2) Under the subheading "Army Com
ponent Commands (Pacific Command Area)", 
with respect to "Hawaii Defense Area, 
Hawaii", strike out "$150,000" and insert in 
place thereof "$279,000". 

(b) Public Law 88-174, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause ( 1) of sec
tion 602, "$154,993,000", and "$199,650,000" 
and inserting in place thereof "$155,696,000" 
and "$200,353,000", respectively. 

SEc. 107. (a) Public Law 88-390 is 
amended under heading "Inside the United 
States" in section 101, as follows: 

( 1) Under the subheading "Continental 
Army Command (Military District of Wash
ington, District of Columbia) ", with respect 
to "Fort Myer, Virginia" strike out "$4,052,-
000" and insert in place thereof "4,524,000." 

(2) Under the subheading "United States 
Army Materiel Command (United States 
Army Weapons Command)" with respect to 
"Watervliet Arsenal, New York" strike out 
"$77 ,000" and insert in place thereof 
"$161,000". 

(3) Under the subheading "United States 
Military Academy, West Point, New York" 
strike out "$20,578,000" and insert in place 
thereof "$27,997,000." 

(4) Under the subheading "Army Security 
Agency" with respect to "Two Rock Ranch 
Station, Oalifornia," strike out "$1,014,000" 
and insert in place thereof "$1,210,000." 

(b) Public Law 88-390 is amended by 
striking out in clause ( 1) of section 602 
"'241,526,000", and "$292,587,000," and in
serting "$249,697,000", and "$300,758,000", 
respectively. 

'l"'TLE II 

SEC. 201. The Secretary of the Navy may 
establish or .develop mllitary installations 
and faciUties by acquiring, constructing, 
converting, rehab1llta.ting, or installing per-

manent or temporary public works, including 
site preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and 
equipment for the following projects: 

Inside the United States 
Bureau of Ships Fac111ties 

(Naval shipyards) 
Naval Shipyard, Boston, Massachusetts: 

Maintenance facilities, and ut111ties, $&,105,-
000. 

Naval Shipyard, Bremerton, Washington: 
Maintenance facilities, troop housing and 
community facilities, and ground improve
ments, $1,692,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Charleston, South Caro
lina: Maintenance facilities, $5,917,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Long Beach, California: 
Operational facUlties, maintenance facilities, 
and utilities, $2,931,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Mare Island, Ca.l.ifornia.: 
Maintenance facilities, and utilities, $1,129,-
000. 

Naval Shipyard, Norfolk, Virginia: Me.ln
tenance facilities, and utilities, $2,703,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Pearl Harbor, Oahu, Ha
waii: Operational facilities, and mainte
nance facilities, $3,591,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Phlladelphla, Pennsyl
vania: Maintenance facilities and supply fa
cilities, $3,487,000. 

Naval Shipyard, Portsmouth, New Hamp
shire: Maintenance facilities, $998,000. 

Naval Shipyard, San Francisco, California: 
Maintenance facilities, $450,000. 

(Fleet support stations) 
Headquarters, Commander in Chief, At

lantic Fleet, Norfolk, Virginia: Troop hous
ing, $873,000. 

Naval Inshore Undersea Warfare Group, 
Norfolk, Virgi;nia: Utilities, $216,000. 

(Research, development, test and evalua
tion stations) 

Navy Mine Defense Laboratory, Panama 
City, Florida: Supply facilities, $97,000. 

Fleet Base Faciliti·es 
Naval Station, Charleston, South Car

olina: Operational facilities, and troop 
housing, $765,000. 

Naval Amphibious Base, Coronado, Oali
fornia: Maintenance facilities, $396,000. 

Naval Command Systems Support Activity, 
District of Columbia: Administrative fa
cilities, $643,000. 

Nav·al Station, Key West, Florida: Supply 
facilities, and medical fac111ties, $1,293,000. 

Naval Station, Long Beach, California: 
Troop housing, and utilities, $2,319,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, New London, Con
necticut: Troop housing and community fa
cilities, and utmties, $2,350,000. 

Naval Station, Newport, Rhode Island: 
Maintenance facilities, and troop housing, 
$2,112,000. 

Naval Station, Norfolk, Virginia: Opera
tional facil1ties, $1,050,000. 

Naval Station, Pearl Harbor, Oahu, Ha
waii: Administrative facilities, and troop 
housing, $670,000. 

Naval Submarine Base, Pearl Harbor, 
Oahu, Hawaii: Operational facilities, 
$271,000. 

Naval Station, San Diego, California: Op
erational facilities, troop housing, and utili
ties, $4,508,000. 

Naval Station, Treasure Island, California: 
Administrative facilities, medical facilities, 
troop housing and community facilities, and 
ut111ties and ground improvements, 
$1,856,000. 

Naval Weapons Facilities 
(Naval air training stations) 

Naval AuxiUary Air Station, Chase Field, 
Texas: Operational facilities, and utilities, 
$152,000. 

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christi, Texas: 
Real estate, $184,000. 

Naval Auxlliary Landing Pleld, Ellyson 
Field, Florida: Operational facllities, troop 
housing, and utilities, •1,530,000. 

Naval Air Station, Glynco, Georgia: Opera
tional facilities, and troop housing, $637,000. 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Kingsv1lle, 
Texas: Operational fac111ties, troop housing, 
and utilities, $557,000. 

Naval Air Station, Memphis, Tennessee: 
Training facilities, and troop housing, $5,-
792,000. 

Naval Air Station, Pensacola, Florida: 
Maintenance facilities, administrative facili-
ties, and utilities, $2,263,000. · 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Saufiey Field, 
Florida: Training facilities, $664,000. 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Whiting Field, 
Florida: Troop housing, and utilities, $1,355,-
000. 

(Field support stations) 
Naval Station, Adak, Alaska: Operational 

facilities, maintenance fac111ties, administra
tive facilities, and utilities, $5,000,000. 

Naval Air Station, Alameda, California: 
Operational fac111ties, and troop housing, 
$784,000. 

Naval Air Station, Barbers Point, Oahu, 
Hawaii: Troop housing and community fa
ciUties, $521,000. 

Naval Air Station, Brunswick, Maine: Op
erational fac111ties, $161,000. 

Naval Air Station, Cecil Field, Florida: 
Maintenance facilities, and administrative 
facilites, $1,124,000. 

Naval Air Facility, El Centro, California: 
Operational fac111ties, $400,000. 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Fallon, Ne
vada: Administrative facilities and commu
nity facilities, $441,000. 

Naval Air Station, Jacksonv1lle, Florida: 
Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
troop housing, and utlllties, $11,595,000. 

Pacific Fleet Tactical Range, Kauai, Ha
waii: Operational facillties, troop housing, 
and utllities, $1,878,000. 

Naval Air Station, Key West, Florida: Op
erational facilities, and troop housing, $834,-
000. 

Naval Air Station, Lakehurst, New Jersey: 
Training facillties, $199,000. 

Naval Air Station, Lemoore, California: 
Training facilities, $990,000. 

Naval Station, Mayport, Florida: Opera
tional facilities, and utilities and ground 
improvements, $892,000. 

Naval Air Station, Miramar, California: 
Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
and administrative facilities, $914,000. 

Naval Air Station, Moffett Field, Califor
nia: Operational facilities, $476,000. 

Naval Air Station, Norfolk, Virginia: Main
tenance facilities, and troop housing, $2,774,-
000. 

Naval Air Station, North Island, Califor
nia: Troop housing, and utilities, $853,000. 

Naval Air Station, Oceana, Virginia: Op
erational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
and troop housing, $5,482,000. 

Naval Air Station, Quonset Point, Rhode 
Island: Operational facillties, and com
munity fac111ties, $509,000. 

Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Ream Field, 
California: Troop housing, $2,024,000. 

Naval Air Station, Sanford, Florida: Op
erational facilities, troop housing, and utili
ties, $7,240,000. 

Naval Air Station, Whidbey Island, Wash
ington: Operational and training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, and troop housing, 
$3,754,000. 

(Marine Corps air station) 
Marine Corps Air Station, Beaufort, South 

Carolina: Operational and training faciU
ties, maintenance facUities, and utilities, 
$2,773,000. 

Marine Corps Aux111ary Landing Field, 
Camp Pendleton, California: Operational fa
cilities, $264,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Cherry Point, 
North Carolina: Operational facilities, sup
ply facil1ties, and troop housing, $4,569,000. 

Marine CorP.S Air Station, El Toro, Cali
fornia: Operational faciUties, supply facil1-
ties, and utllities, $659,000. 
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Marine Corps Air Facility, New River, 
North Carolina: Operational facilities, main
tenance facilities, medical facilities, and 
troop housing, $2,587,000. 

Marine Corps Air Facility, Santa Ana, Cali
fornia: Operational facilities, and troop 
housing, $2,483,000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Yuma, Arizona: 
Operational facilities, supply facilities, and 
utilities, $619,000. 

(Fleet readiness stations) 
Naval Ammunition Depot, Charleston, 

south Carolina: Medical facilities, adminis
trative facilities, community facilities, and 
utilites, $1,355,000. . 

Naval Weapons Station, Concord, Califor
nia : Maintenance facilities, and utilities, 
$609,000. 

Naval Ammunition Depot, Oahu, Hawaii: 
Operational facilities, and troop housing, 
$597,000. 

Naval Weapons Station, Seal Beach, Cali
fornia: Maintenance facilities, $100,000. 

Naval Weapons Station, Yorktown, Vir
ginia: Real estate, $75,000. 
(Research, development, test and evaluation 

stations) 
. Naval Ordnance Test Station, China Lake, 

California: Operational facilities, and re
search, development and test facilities, $495,-
000. 

Naval Parachute Facility, El Centro, Cali
fornia: Research, development and test facil
ities, and real estate, $2,300,000. 

Naval Air Engineering Center, Philadelphia, 
Pennsylvania: Utilities, $155,000. 

Pacific Missile Range, Point Mugu, Califor
nia: Maintenance facilities, and research, de
velopment and test facilities; and, on San 
Nicolas Island, operational facilities, and 
troop housing, $2,480,000. 

Supply FaciUties 
Naval Supply Depot, Newpol."t, Rhode Is- · 

land: Operational facilities, $726.000. 
Naval Supply Center, Oakland, California: 

Administrative faciUties, $590,000. 

Marine Corps Fac111ties 
Marine Corps Supply Center, Barstow, Cal

ifornia: Supply facilities, $200,000. 
Marine Corps Base, Camp Lejeune, North 

Carolina: Training facilities, maintenance 
facilities, supply facilities, medical fac111t1es, 
administrative facilities, troop housing and 
community facilities, and utilities and 
ground improvements, $7,126,000. . 

Marine Corps Base, Camp Pendleton, Cali
fornia: Training facilities, maintenance 
facilities, supply facilities, administrative 
facilities, troop housing and community fa
cilities, and utilities, $8,487,000. 

Marine Corps Base, Twentynine Palms, Cal
ifornia: Training facilities, $2,912,000. 

Service School Facilities 
Naval Academy, Annapolis, Maryland: 

Training facilities, and utilities and ground 
improvements, $9,532,000. 

Naval Trainng Center, Great Lakes, llli
nois: Training facilities, troop housing and 
community fac111ties, $11,457,000. 

Naval Schools Command, Mare Island, 
California: Troop housing, $432,000. 

Naval Postgraduate School, Monterey, 
California: Training fac111ties, $2,140,000. 

Officer Candidate School, Newport, Rhode 
Island: Training fac111ties, $3,000,000. 

Fleet Training Center, Norfolk, Virginia: 
Training facllities, $2,221,000. 

Naval Schools Command, Norfolk, Vir
ginia: Training facilities, $566,000. 

Fleet Anti-Submarine Warfare School, 
San Diego, California: Troop housing, 
$1,212,000. 

Naval Training Center, San Diego, Cali
fornia: Training facilities, and troop housing, 
$9,646,000. . 

Naval Schools Command, Treasure Island, 
California: Troop housing, ~3,302,0~0. 

Medical Facilities 
National Naval Medical Center, Bethesda, 

Maryland: Troop housing, $800,000. 
Naval Hospital, Charleston, South Caro

lina: Troop housing, $353,000. 
Naval Hospital Corps School, Great Lakes, 

Illinois: Troop housing, $1,696,000. 
Naval Hospital, Newport, Rhode Island: 

Hospital and medical facilities, $4,336,000. 
Naval Dispensary and Dental Olinic, Pearl 

Harbor, Oahu, Hawaii: Medical facilities, 
$2,800,000. 

Naval Hospital, Philadelphia, Pennsyl
vania: Troop housing, $315,000. 

Naval Hospital, Saint Albans, New York: 
Troop housing, $718,000. 

Naval Hospital, San Diego, California: 
Medical facilities, $1,433,000. 

Communication Facilities 
Naval Communication Station, Adak, 

Alaska: Operational facilities, and supply 
facilities, $303,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Mount Moffett, Adak, 
Alaska: Operational facilities, $1,185,000. 

Naval Autodin Facility, Albany, Georgia: 
Operational facilities, $313,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Annapolis, Maryland: 
Troop housing, $86,000. 

National Naval Reserve Master Control 
Radio Station, Arlington, Virginia: Opera
tional facilities, $40,000. 

Naval Communications Station, San Fran
cisco (Stockton) , California: Administrative 
facilities, and troop housing, $518,000. 

Naval Autodin Facility, Syracuse, New 
York: Operational facilities, $45,000. 

Naval Communication Station, Wahiawa, 
Oahu, Hawaii: Operational facilities, supply 
facilities, troop housing, and utilities, 
$1,248,000. 

Various locations: Ut111ties, $2,000,000. 

Office of Naval Research Fa.cilities 
Naval Research Laboratory, District .of Co

lumbia: Research, development and test 
facilities, and utilities, $5,560,000. 

Naval Training Device Center, Orlando, 
Florida : Research, development and test 
facilities, $851,000. 

Yards and Docks Facilities 
Naval Construction Battalion Center, Da

visville, Rhode Island: Training facilities, 
community facilities , and real estate, 
$774,000. 

Navy Public Works Genter, Newpo·rt, Rhode 
Island: Utilities, $390,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, Norfolk, Vir
ginia: Operational facilities, $135,000. 

Navy Public Works Center, Pearl Harbor, 
Oahu, Hawaii: Maintenance facUities, 
$130,000. 

Naval Construction Battalion Center, Port 
Hueneme, California: Troop housing, 
$893,000. 

OUTSIDE THE UNITED STATES 

Fleet Base Facil1ties 
Naval Station, Guantanamo Bay, Cuba: 

Operational fac111ties, $187,000. 
Fleet Activities, Ryukyus, Okinawa: Troop 

housing, $1,287,000. 
Headquarters Support Activity, T·aipei, Re

public of China: Administrative facilities, 
$199,000. 

Naval Weapons Fac111ties 
Naval Air Station, Agana, Guam: Mainte

nance facilities, and medical fac111ties, 
$138,000. 

Naval Air Station, Atsugi, Japan: Opera
tional facilities, $2,047,000. 

Naval Air Station, Cubi Point, Republic of 
the Philippines: Maintenance facilities, and 
community fac111ties, $331,000. 

Marine Corps Air Facil1ty, Futema, Oki
nawa: Operational facilities, maintenance 
facilities, supply fac1llties, troop housing, and 
ut111ties and ground improvements, $1,499,-
000. 

Marine Corps Air Station, Iwakuni, Japan: 
Operational facilities, and troop housing, 
$639,000. 

Naval Air Facility, Naha, Okinawa: Admin
istrative facilities, and troop housing, $497,-
000. 

Naval Station, Roosevelt Roads, Puerto 
Rico: Operational facilities, m aintenance fa
cilities, supply facilities, administrative fa
cilities, troop housing and community fac111-
ties, and utilities and ground improvements, 
$7,589,000. 

Naval Station, Rota, Spain: Operational 
facilities, maintenance facilities, troop hous
ing and community facilities, and ut111ties, 
$5,448,000. 

Supply Fac111ties 
Naval Supply Depot, Subic Bay, Republic 

of the Philippines: Administrative facilities, 
$120,000. 

Marine Corps Facilities 
Camp Smedley D. Butler, Okinawa: Train

ing facilities, maintenance fac111ties, admin
istrative facilities, and community fac111ties, 
$841,000. 

Communication Facilities 
Naval Radio Station, Barrigada, Guam: 

Operational facilities, $526,000 . 
Naval Communication Station, Finegayan, 

Guam: Operational facilities, and troop 
housing, $1 ,701,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Fort Allen, Puerto 
Rico: Operational facilities, and troop hous
ing, $94,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Isabela, Puerto Rico: 
Operational facilities, and real estate, $1,237,-
000. 

Naval Communication Station, London
derry, Northern Island: Operational fac111-
ties, and troop housing and community fa
cilities, $1,364,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Sabana Seca, Puerto 
Rico: Community facilities, $603,000. 

Naval Communication Station, San Miguel, 
Republic of the Ph111ppines: Operational fa
cilities, $563,000. 

Naval Radio Station, Summit, Canal Zone: 
Operational facilities, and troop housing 
and community fac111ties, $383,000. 

Various locations: Utilities, $4,500,000. 
Yards and Docks Facilities 

Navy Public Works Center, Subic Bay, Re
public of the Philippines: Utilities, $2,078,-
000. 

SEc. 202. The Secretary of the Navy may 
establish or develop classified naval instal
lation and facilities by acquiring~ converting, 
rehabilitating, or installing permanent or 
temporary public works, including land ac
quisition, site preparation, appurtenances, 
ut111ties, and equipment in the total amount 
of $41,099,000. 

SEC. 203. The Secretary of the Navy may 
establish or develop · Navy installations and 
facilities by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in Navy missions 
and responsibil1ties which have been occa
sioned by: (a) unforeseen security consider
ations, (b) new weapons developments, 
(c) -new and unforeseen research and devel
opment requirements, or (d) improved 
production schedules, if the Secretary of 
Defense determines that deferral of such 
construction for inclusion in the next mili
tary construction authorization Act would 
be inconsistent with interests of national 
security, and in connection therewith to ac
quire, construct, convert, rehabilitate, or 
install permanent or temporary public works 
including land acquisition, site preparation, 
appurtenances, util1ties, and equipment, in 
.the total amount of $10,000,000: Provided, 
That the Secretary of the Navy, or his desig
nee, shall notify the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives, immediately upon reaching a 
final decision to implement, of the cost of 
.construction of any public work undertaken 
under this section, including thOiie real 
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estate actions pertaining thereto. This au
thorization will expire as of September 30, 
1966, except for those public works projects 
concerning which the Committees on Armed 
Services of the Senate and House of Repre
sentatives have been notified pursuant to 
this section prior to that date. 

TITLE m 
SEc. 301. The Secretary of the Air Force 

may establish or develop military installa
tions and facilities by acquiring, construct
ing, converting, rehabilitating, or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding site preparation, appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment, for the following 
projects: 

Inside the United States 
Air Defense Command 

Ent Air Force Base, Colorado Springs, 
Colorado : Operational facilities, mainte
nance facilities, and troop housing, 
$1 ,348,000. 

Hamilton Air Force Base, San Rafael, Cali
fornia: Operational facilities and troop 
housing, $1,297,000. 

Kincheloe Air Force Base, Sault Sainte 
Marie, Michigan: Operational facilities, sup
ply facilities, and community facilities , 
$189,000. 

Kingsley Field, Klamath Falls, Oregon: 
Operational facilities and m aintenance facil
ities, $258,000. 

McChord Air Force Base, Tacoma, Wash
ington: Operational and training facilities, 
m aintenance facilit ies, medical facilities, 
and troop housing and community facilities, 
$3,736,000. 

Otis Air Force Base, Falmouth, Massachu
sett s: Maintenance facilities, $700,000. 

Richards-Gebaur Air Force Base, Kansas 
City, Missouri: Maintenance facilities, 
$104,000. 

Selfridge Air Force Base, Mount Clemens, 
Michigan: Operational facilit ies and mainte
nance facilities, $117,000. 

Stewart Air Force Base, Newburgh, New 
York: Operational facilities, $414,000. 

Suffolk County Air Force Base, Westhamp
ton Beach, New York: Operational facilities, 
$106,000. 

Tyndall Air Force Base, Panama City, 
Florida: Operational and training facilities, 
supply facilities, and troop housing, 
$2,991,000. 

Air Force Accounting and Finance Center 
Air Force Accounting and Finance Cen

ter, Denver, Colorado: Administrative facili
ties and utilities, $225,000. 

Air Force Logistics Command 
Griffiss Air Force Base, Rome, New York: 

Operational facilities and research, develop
ment, and test facilities, $1,890,000. 

Hill Air Force Base, Ogden, Utah: Mainte
nance facilities, supply facilities, administra
tive facilities, and community facilities, 
$6,258,000. 

Kelly Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas: 
Operational facilities, maintenance fa-cilities, 
administrative facilities, and troop housing 
and community fac111ties, $5,759,000. 

McClellan Air Force Base, Sacramento, 
California: Operational facilities, mainte
nance facilities, administrative facilities, 
troop housing and community facilities, and 
utilities, $4,655,000 ." 

Newark Air Force Station, Newark, Ohio: 
Utilities, $181,000. 

Robins Air Force Base, Macon, Georgia: 
Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
administrative facilities, troop housing, com
munity facilities, and utilities, $6,983,000. 

Tinker Air Force Base, Oklahoma City, 
Oklahoma: Operational facilities, mainte
nance facilities, administrative facilities, and 
community facilities, $6,426,000. 

Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Dayton, 
Ohio: Research, development, and test fa
cilities, hospital facilities, administrative fa.-

cilities, and troop housing and community 
facilities, $11,864,000. 

Air Force Systems Command 
Brooks Air Force Base, San Antonio, Texas: 

Operational facilities, research, development, 
and test facilities, and troop housing, $588,-
000. 

Edwards Air Force Base, Muroc, California: 
Research, development, and test facilities, 
. and utilities, $2,004,000. 

Eglin Air Force Base, Valparaiso, Florida: 
Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
medical facilities, troop housing and com
munity facilities, and utilities, $2,684,000. 

Holloman Air Force Base, Alamogordo, 
New Mexico: Operational facilities , research, 
development, and test facilities, supply facil
ities, administrative facilities, and troop 
housing and community facilities , $2,526,000. 

Kirtland Air Force Base, Albuquerque, 
New Mexico: Research, development, and 
test facilities and community facilities, $1,-
517,000. 

Patrick Air Force Base, Cocoa, Florida: 
Administrative facilities, community facili- . 
ties, and utilities, $431,000. 

Various Locations, Eastern Test Range: 
Troop housing, and utilities, $415,000. 

Air Training Command 
Buckley Air Force Base, Aurora, Colorado: 

Operational facilities, medical facilities, and 
utilities, $106,000. 

Chanute Air Force Base, Rantoul, Illinois: 
Training facilities, troop housing, and utili
ties, $2,827,000. 

Craig Air Force Base, Selma, Alabama: 
Maintenance facilities, troop housing and 
community facilities, and utilities, $1,781,-
000. 

Keesler Air Force Base, Biloxi, Mississippi: 
Training facilities, administrative facilities, 

. and community facilities, $3,567,000. 
Lackland Air Force Base, San Antonio, 

Texas: Training facilities, troop housing and 
community facilities, and utilities, $5,510,-
000. 

Laredo Air Force Base, Laredo, Texas: 
Operational facilities and troop housing and 
community facilities, $1,728,000. 

Laughlin Air Force Base, Del Rio, Texas: 
Troop housing and community facilities, 
$866,000. 

Lowry Air Force Base, Denver, Colorado: 
Community facilities, $352,000. 

Mather Air Force Base, Sacramento, Cali
fornia: Training facilities, maintenance 
facilities, and troop housing and commu
nity facilities, $2,933,000. 

Moody Air Force Base, Valdosta, Georgia: 
Operational and training facilities, supply 
facilities, troop housing and community 
facilities, and utilities, $1,782,000. 

Randolph Air Force Base, San Antonio, 
Texas: Maintenance facilities and troop hous
ing, $651,000. 

Reese Air Force Base, Lubbock, Texas: 
Training facilities, troop housing and com
munity facilities, and utilities, $1,533,000. 

Sheppard Air Force Base, Wichita Falls, 
Texas: Training facilities, maintenance facil
ities, troop housing and community facilities, 
and utilities, $4,319,000. 

Vance Air Force Base, Enid, Oklahoma: 
Operational and training facilities, mainte
nance facilities, and troop housing and com
munity facilities, $1,653,000. 

Webb Air Force Base, Big Spring, Texas: 
Training facilities and community facilities, 
$832,000. 

Williams Air Force Base, Chandler, Arizona: 
Operational and training faciUties, mainte
nance facilities, and troop housing and com
munity facilities, $2,920,000. 

Air University 
Gunter Air Force Base, Montgomery, Ala

bama: Troop housing and utilities, $741,000. 
Maxwell Air Force Base, Montgomery, Ala

bama: Troop housing, $770,000. 

Alaskan Air Command 
Eielson Air Force Base, Fairbanks, Alaska: 

Operational facilities and supply facilities, 
$601,000. 

Elmendorf Air Force Base, Anchorage, Alas
ka: Operational facilities, supply facilities, 
administrative facilities, community facili
ties, and utilities, $3,640,000. 

Galena Airport, Galena, Alaska: Supply fa
cilities, $374,000 . 

King Salmon Airport, Naknek, Alaska: 
Community facilities, $288,000. 

Various locations: Operational facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, troop 
housing and community facilities, and utili
ties, $7,837,000. 

Headquarters Command 
Andrews Air Force Base, Camp Springs, 

Maryland: Supply facilities, administrative 
facilities, troop housing, and utilities, $2,-
468,000. 

M111tary Air Transport Service 
Charleston Air Force Base, Charleston, 

South Carolina: Operational facilities, main
tenance facilities, supply facilities, troop 
housing, and real estate, $3,349,000. 

Dover Air Force Base, Dover, Delaware: 
Training facilities and maintenance facili
ties, $1,180,000. 

McGuire Air Force Base, Wrightstown, New 
Jersey: Maintenance facilities and utilities, 
$2,094,000. 

Scott Air Force Base, Belleville, Illinois: 
Administrative f acilities, troop housing and 
utilities, $2,240,000. 

Travis Air Force Base, Fairfield, California: 
Operational and training facilities, mainte
nance facilities, medical facilities, and com
munity facilities $3,319,000. 

Pacific Air Force 
Hickam Air Force Base, Honolulu, Hawaii: 

Operational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
and troop housing and community facil1ties, 
$3,315,000. 

Wheeler Air Force Base, Wahiawa, Hawaii: 
Community facilities, $396,000. 

Strategic Air Command 
Altus Air Force Base, Altus, Oklahoma: 

Operational facilities, $46,000. 
Barksdale Air Force Base, Shreveport, 

Louisiana: Operational facilities, mainte
nance facilities, supply facilities, and troop 
housing, $3,015,000. 

Beale Air Force Base, Marysville, Dali
fornia: Hospital facilities, community facm
ties, and utilities, $1,839,000. 

Blytheville Air Force Base, Blytheville, 
Arkansas: Operational facilities, mainte
nance facilities, hospital facilities, adminis
trative facilities, and troop housing and com
munity facilities, $1,792,000. 

Bunker Hill Air Force Base, Peru, Indiana: 
Operational facilities, hospital facilities, and 
community facilities, $1,785,000. 

Carswell Air Force Base, Fort Worth, Texas: 
Operational facilities and troop housing, 
$662,000. 

Castle Air Force Base, Merced, California: 
Community facilities, $49,000. 

COlumbus Air Force Base, Columbus, 
Mississippi: Operational facilities and com
munity facilities, $306,000. 

Davis-Monthan Air Force Base, Tucson, 
Arizona: Supply facilities, hospital facilities, 
administrative facilities, troop housing and 
community facilities, utilities and ground 
improvements, $4,235,000. 

Ellsworth Air Force Base, Rapid City, So"uth 
Dakota: Community facilities, $426,000. 

Fairchild Air Force Base, . Spokane, Wash
ington: Community facilities, $187,000. 

Francis E. Warren Air Force Base, 
Cheyenne, Wyoming: Oommunity facilities, 
$263,000. 

Grand Forks Air Force · Base, Grand Forks, 
North Dakota: Troop housing and com
munity fac111t1es, and ut111ties, $4,453,000. 
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Homestead Air Force Base, Homestead, 

Florida: Operational and training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, and troop housing 
and community fac111ties, $1,908,000. 

K. I. Sawyer Municipal Airport, Marquette, 
Michigan: Operational fac111ties and supply 
facil1ties, $148,000. 

Little Rock Air Force Base, Little Rock, 
Arkansas: Operational facilities and troop 
housing, .$1,169,000. 

Lockbourne Air Force Base, Columbus, 
Ohio: Community facil1ties, $565,000. 

Malmstrom Air Force Base, Great Falls, 
Montana: Troop housing and utilities, 
$577,000. 

March Air Force Base, Riverside, Califor
nia: Operational facilities, maintenance fa
c111ties, and troop housing, $3,051,000. 

McCoy Air Force Base, Orlando, Florida: 
Troop housing, $40,000. 

Minot Air Force Base, North Dakota: Op
erational facilities and maintenance facm
ties, $109,000. 

Mountain Home Air Force Base, Mountain 
Home, Idaho: Maintenance fac111ties and 
troop housing, $171,000. 

Offutt Air Force Base, Omaha, Nebraska: 
Training facilities and utilities, $389,000. 

Plattsburgh Air Force Base, Plattsburgh, 
New York: Maintenance fac111ties, $126,000. 

Turner Air Force Base, Albany, Georgia: 
Maintenance facilities, hospital facilities, 
and troop housing and community facilities, 
$4,643,000. 

Vandenberg Air Force Base, Lompoc, Cali
fornia: Operational facilities, supply fac111-
ties, community facilities, and ut111ties, 
$691,000. 

Walker Air Force Base, Roswell, New Mex
ico: Community facilities, $796,000. 

Westover Air Force Base, Chicopee Falls, 
Massachusetts: Supply facilities, $298,000. 

Whiteman Air Force Base, Knob Noster, 
Missouri: Community facilities, $218,000. 

Wurtsmith Air Force Base, Oscoda, Michi
gan: Operational facilities, $45,000. 

Tactical Air Command 
Cannon Air Force Base, Clovis, New Mex

ico: Operational and training facilities, 
administrative facilities, and troop housing, 
$1,823,000. 

England Air Force Base, Alexandria, Louisi
ana: Maintenance facilities, supply facilities, 
and troop housing and community facilities, 
$1,876,000. 

George Air Force Base, Victorville, Cali
fornia: Operational and training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, administrative facili
ties, and community facilities, $2,483,000. 

Langley Air Force Base, Hampton, Vir
ginia: Operational facilities, administrative 
facilities, and troop housing and community 
facilities, $3,696,000. 

Luke Air Force Base, Phoenix, Arizona: 
Maintenance fac111ties, administrative fa
cilities, and troop housing and community 
fac111ties, $774,000. 

MacDill Air Force Base, Tampa, Florida: 
Operational facilities, maintenance fac111-
ties, supply fac111ties, administrative facili
ties, and troop housing and community fa
cilities, $9,279,000. 

McConnell Air Force Base, Wichita, Kan
sas: Operational facilities, medical fac1llties, 
and community facllities, $755,000. 

Myrtle Beach Air Force Base, Myrtle Beach, 
South Carolina: Operational and training 
fac111ties, maintenance facilities, supply fa
clllties, hospital facUlties, administrative fa
cilities, ground improvements and real 
estate, $1,639,000. 

Nellis Air Force Base, Las Vegas, Nevada: 
Operational facUlties and supply facilltles, 
$1,636,000. 

Pope Air Force Base, Fort Bragg, North 
Carolina: Operational fac111ties, medical fa
ciUties, administrative fac111ties, and troop 
housing and community facllltles, $2,560,000. 

Shaw Air Force Base, Sumter, South Caro
llna: Operational fac111ties, maintenance fa-

c111ties, supply faciUtiea, and troop housing 
and community fac111ties, $1,189,000. 

United States Air Force Academy 
United States Air Force Academy, Colorado 

Springs, Colorado: Training facilities, 
$8,872,000. 

Aircraft Control and Warning System 
Various Locations: Maintenance facilities, 

troop housing, and utilities, $1,377,000. 
Outside the United Statell 

Air Defense Command 
Various Locations: Maintenance facilities, 

troop housing and community fac1Uties, and 
utllities, $970,000. 

Military Air Transport Service 
Wake Island Air Force Station, Wake Is

land: Supply facilities, troop housing and 
utilities, $1,391,000. 

Various Locations: Maintenance facilities, 
and medical facilities, $953,000. 

Pacific Air Force 
Various Locations: Maintenance facilities, 

maintenance facilities, supply fac111ties, hos
pital facilities, administrative facil1ties, and 
troop housing and community facil1ties, 
$21,935,000. 

Strategic Air Command 
Various Locations: Utilities, $256,000. 

United States Air Forces in Europe 
Various Locations: Operational facilities, 

maintenance facilities, supply facilities, ad
ministrative fac111ties, troop housing and 
community fac111ties, and utilities, $10,-
059,000. 
United States Air Force Southern Command 

Howard Air Force Base, Canal Zone: Op
erational facilities, maintenance facilities, 
supply facilities, and community facilities, 
$1,686,000. 

United States Air Force Security Service 
Various Locations: Operational facilities, 

supply facilities, medical facilities, commu
nity facilities, and utilities, $3,411,000. 

SEc. 302. The Secretary of the Air Force 
may establish or develop classified mil1tary 
installations and facilities by acquiring, 
constructing, converting, rehabilitating, or 
installing permanent or temporary public 
works, including land acquisition, site prep
aration, appurtenances, utilities, and equip
ment in the total amount of $71,063,000. 

SEc. 303. The Secretary of the Air Force 
may establish or develop Air Force instal
lations and facilities by proceeding with 
construction made necessary by changes in 
Air Force missions and responsibilities 
which have been occasioned by: (a) unfore
seen security considerations, (b) new weap
ons developments, (c) new and unforeseen 
research and development requirements, or 
(d) improved production schedules, if the 
Secretary of Defense determines that de
ferral of such construction for inclusion 
in the next m111tary construction authoriza
tion Act would be inconsistent with interests 
of national security, and in connection 
therewith to acquire, construct, convert, 
rehabilitate, or install permanent or tempo
rary public works, including land acquisi
tion, site preparation, appurtenances, ut111-
ties, and equipment, in the total amount of 
$10,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary of 
the Air Force or his designee, shall notify 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
Senate and House of Representatives, im
mediately upon reaching a final decision to 
implement, of the cost of construction of 
any public work undertaken under this sec
tion, including those real estate actions 
pertaining thereto. This authorization wlll 
expire as of September 30, 1966, except for 
those public works projects concerning 
which the Committees on Armed Services 
of the Senate and House of Representatives 

have been notified pursuant to this section 
prior to that date. 

SEc. 304. (a) Public Law 88-174, aa 
amended, is amended in section 301 under 
the heading "Inside the United States" as 
follows: 

(1) Under the subheading "Air Force Sys
tems Command", with respect to Sacramento 
Peak Upper Air Research Site, Alamogordo, 
New Mexico, by striking out "$2,889,000" 
and inserting in place thereof "$3,167,000". 

(2) Under the subheading "Strategic Air 
Command", with respect to March Air Force 
Base, Riverside, California, by striking out 
"$186,000" and inserting in place thereof 
"$255,000". 

(b) Public Law 88-174, as amended, is 
amended by striking out in clause (3) of 
section 602 the amounts of "$161,940,000" 
and "$491,622,000" and inserting in place 
thereof "$162,287,000" and "$491,969,000", 
respectively. 

TITLE IV 

SEc. 401. The Secretary of Defense may 
establish or develop military installations 
and facilities by acquiring, constructing, 
converting, rehab111tating, or installing 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding site preparation, appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment, for defense agen
cies for the following projects: 

Inside the United States 
Defense Atomic Support Agency 

Sandia Base, Albuquerque, New Mexico: 
Utilities, $188,000. 

Clarksv.ille Base, Clarksville, Tennessee: 
Troop housing, $36,000. 

Killeen Base, Killeen, Texas: Troop hous
ing, $45,000. 

Defense Intell1gence Agency 
Arlington Hall Station, Arlington, Virginia: 

Operational and training fac111ties, $17,-
900,000. 

Defense Supply Agency 
Defense Construction Supply Center, Co

lumbus, Ohio: Maintenance facilities and 
supply facilities , $301,000. 

Defense Depot, Memphis, Tennessee: Sup
ply facilities , $266,000. 

Defense Depot, Ogden, Utah: Supply fa
cilities, $329,000. 

Defense Clothing and Textile Supply 
Center, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania: Admin
istrative facilities, $950,000. 

Defense Industrial Supply Center, Phil
adelphia, Pennsylvania: Administrative fa
cilities, $255,000. 

National Security Agency 
Fort Meade, Maryland: Operational fa

cilities and production fac111ties, $6,075,000. 
Office of Secretary of Defense 

Armed Force Radio and Television Service, 
Los Angeles, California: Operational facili
ties, $18,000. 

Outside the United States 
Defense Atomic Support Agency 

Johnston Island Air Force Base: Research, 
development and test facilities, $3,688,000. 

SEc. 402. The Secretary of Defense may 
establish or develop installations and facili
ties required for advanced research projects 
and in connection therewith may acquire, 
construct, convert, rehabilitate, or install 
permanent or temporary public works, in
cluding land acquisition, site preparation, 
appurtenances, utilities and equipment, in 
the total amount of $20,000,000. 

SEC. 403. The Secretary of Defense may 
establish or develop installations and fac111-
ties which he ctetermines to be vital to the 
security of the United States, and in con
nection therewith to acquire, construct, con
vert, rehabilitate, or install permanent or 
temporary public works, including land ac
quisition, site preparation, appurtenances, 
utilities, and equipment in the total amount 
of $50,000,000: Provided, That the Secretary 
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of Defense, or his designee, shall notify the 
Committees on Armed Services of the Senate 
and House of Representatives, immediately 
upon reaching a final decision to implement, 
of the cost of construction of any public work 
undertaken under this section, including 
those real estate actions pertaining thereto. 

TrrLE V 

Military Family Housing 
SEC. 501. The Secretary of Defense, or his 

designee, is authorized to construct, at the 
locations hereinafter named, family housing 
units and trailer court facilities, in the num
bers hereinafter listed, but no family housing 
construction shall be commenced at any 
such locations in the United States, until the 
Secretary shall have consulted with the Ad
ministrator, Housing and Home Finance 
Agency, as to the availability of adequate 
private housing at such locations. If the 
Secretary and the Administrat or are unable 
to reach agreement with respect to the 
a'\ ailability of adequate private housing at 
any location, the Secretary shall immediately 
notify the Committees on Armed Services of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate, 
in writing, o.f such di1Ierence of opinion, and 
no contract for construction at such location 
.shall be entered into for a period of thirty 
days after such notification has been given. 
This authority shall include the authority to 
acquire land, and interests in land, by gift, 
purchase, exchange of Government-owned 
land, or otherwise. 

(a) Family housing units for-
(1) The Department of the Army, two 

thousand and fiJty units, $39,864,000: 
Presidio of San Francisco, California, one . 

hundred and fifty units. 
Fort Benning, Georgia, three hundred 

units. · 
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, fifty .units. 
Fort Meade, Maryland, three hundred and 

forty units. 
Fort Monmouth, New Jersey, one hundred 

units. 
United States Military Academy, West 

Point, New York, two hundred units. 
Fort J ackson, South Carolina, one hundred 

and eighty units. 
Fort Monroe, Virginia, fifty units. 
Atlantic Side, Canal Zone, one hundred 

units. 
Pacific Side, Canal Zone, three hundred 

units. 
Fort Buckner, Okinawa, two hundred and 

eig:hty units. 
(2) The Department of the Navy, four 

thousand five hundred · and forty units, 
$79,950,000: 

Marine Corps ·Supply Center, Barstow, 
California, fifty-two units. 

Marine Corps Air Station, El Toro, Cali
fornia, two hundred and fifty units. 

Naval Complex, Long Beach, Callfornia, 
two hundred units. 

Naval Post Graduate School, Monterey, 
California, two hundred and eight units. 

Naval Complex, East Bay, San Francisco, 
California, four hundred units. 

Naval Complex, South Bay, San Francisco, 
California, three hundred units. 

Naval Complex, West Bay, San Francisco, 
Oalifornia, three hundred units. 

Naval Base, Key West Florida, four hun
dred units. 

Naval Air station, Pensacola, Florida, two 
hundred and fifty units. 

. United States Navy installations, Oahu, 
Hawaii, three hundred units. 

Naval Training Center, Great Lakes, Illi
nois, two hundred units. 

Naval Base, Newport, Rhode Island, two 
hundred units. 

Naval · Air Station, Quonset Point, Rhode 
Island, two hundred units. 

Naval Air Station, Corpus Christl, Texas, 
three hundred and fifty units. 

Naval · Complex, Norfolk, Virginia, ·five 
hundred units. 

Marine Corps Schools, Quantico, Virginia, 
one hundred units. 

Naval StBition, Kefiavik, Iceland, one hun
dred and fifty units. 

Naval Complex, Na.ha, Okinawa, forty 
units. 

Naval Station, Sangley Point, Republlc of 
Ph111ppines, one hundred and forty units. 

(3) The Department of the Air Force, four 
thousand three hundred and forty units, 
$81,470,000. 

Eielson Air Force Base, Alaska, two hun
dred units. 

Elmendorf Air Force Base, Alaska, two 
hundred urilts. 

Beale Air Force Base, California, three hun
dred units. 

Vandenberg Air Force Base, California, 
three hundred units. 

Ent Air Force Base, Colorado, forty-nine 
units. 

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida, three hun
dred units. 

United States Air Force installations, Oahu, 
Hawaii, two hundred and fifty units. 

Scott Air Force Base, Illinois, one hundred 
and fifty units. 

England Air Force Base, Louisiana, three 
hundred and fifty units. 

Keesler Air Force Base, Mississippi, one 
hundred units. 

Nellis Air Force Base, Nevada, one unit. 
Cannon Air Force Bas·e, New Mexico, one 

hundred and fifty units. 
Langley AiT Force Base, Virginia, one hun

dred units. 
F. E. Warren Air Fo~ce Base, Wyoming, one 

hundred units. 
Pacific Side, Canal .Zone, two hundred and 

fifty units. 
Andersen Air Force Base, Guam, two hun

dred units. 
Goose Air Base, Newfoundland, Canada, 

one hundred units. 
Kadena Air Base, Okinawa, two hundred 

units. 
Naha Air Base, Okinawa, one hundred and 

seventy units. 
Clark Air Base, Republic of Ph111ppines, 

four hundred units. 
Site 4-S, seventy units. 
Site 6-S, two hundred units. 
Site QC, two hundred units. 
(b) Traller court facUlties for: 
(1) The Department of the Na vy, 200 

spaces, $360,000. 
(2) The Department of the Air Force, 400 

spaces, $720,000. 
SEc. 502. Authorizations for the construc

tion of family housing provided in this Act 
shall be subject to the following llmitations 
on cost, which shall include shades, screens, 
rang.es, refriger3itors, and all other installed 
equipment and fixtures: 

(a) The cost per unit of famlly housing 
constructed in the United States (other than 
Hawaii and Alaska) and Puerto Rico, shall 
not exceed-

$24,000 for general officers or equivalent; 
$19,800 for colonels or equivalent; 
$17,600 for majors and/or lleutenant col

onels or equivalent; 
$15,400 for all other commissioned or war

rant officer personnel or equivalent, except 
that four-bedroom housing units authorized 
by sections 4774(g), 7574(e), and 9774(g) of 
title 10, United States Code, may be con
structed at a cost not to exceed $17,000. 

$13,200 for enllsted personnel, excep.t that 
four-bedroom housing units authorized by 
sections 4774(f), 7574(d), and 9774(f) of 
title 10, United States Code, may be con
structed at a cost not to exceed $15,000. 

(b) When family housing units are con
structed in areas other than those listed in 
subsection (a), the average cos.t of all such 
units, in any project of fifty units or more, 
shall not exceed $32,000, and ~n no event 
shall the cost of any unit exceed $40,000. 

(c) The cost limitations provided in sub
sections (a·) and (b) shall be applled to the 
five-foot line. 

{d) For an ·units constructed in the areas 
listed in subsection (a), exclusive of the 
project for the United States Military 
Academy at West Point, the average unit 
cost for each m11ltary department shall not 
exceed $17,500, including the cost of the 
family unit and the proportionate cost of 
land acquisition, site preparation, and in
stallation of utilities. 

(e) No family housing unit in the areas 
listed in subsection {a) shall be constructed 
at a total cost exceeding $28,000, including 
the cost of the family unit and the propor
tionate costs of land acquisition, site prepa
ration, and installation of utilities. 

(f) Units constructed at the United 
States Military Academy, West Point, shall 
not be subject to the limitations of sub
sections (a) through (e) of this section, but 
the average cost of such units shall not ex
ceed $36,000, including the cost of the family 
unit and the proportionate costs of land 
acquisition, site preparation, and installa
tion of utilities. 

SEc. 503. The Secretary of Defense, or his 
designee, is authorized to accomplish altera
tions, additions, expansions, or extensions 
not otherwise authorized by law, to existing 
public quarters at a cost not to exceed-

(a) For the Department of the Army, 
$8,000,000. 

(b) For the Department of the Navy, 
$5,000,000. 

(c) For the Department of the Air Force, 
$4,800,000. 

(d) For the Defense Agencies, $396,000. 
SEc. 504. Section 515 of Public Law 84-161 

(69 Stat. 324, 352), as amended, is amended 
to read as follows: · 

"SEC. 515. During fiscal years 1966 through 
and including 1967, the Secretaries of the 
Army, Navy, and Air Force, respectively, are 
authorized to lease housing facllities at or 
near mllitary installations in the United 
States and Puerto Rico for assignment as 
public quarters to military personnel and 
their dependents, if any, without rental 
charge, upon a determination by the Secre
tary of Defense, or his designee, that there is 
a lack of adequate housing faclllties at or 
near such military installations. Such hous
ing fac111ties may be leased on an individual 
basis and not more than five thousand of 
such units may be so leased at any one time. 
Expenditures for the rental of such housing 
facilities may not exceed an average of $160 
a month for each milltary department, in
cluding the cost of ut111ties and main
tenance and operation." 

SEc. 505. Section 507 of Public Law 88-174 
(77 Stat. 307, 326) is amended by deleting 
the figures "1964" and "1965", and inserting 
in lieu thereof the figures "1966" and "1967". 

SEc. 506. The Secretary of Defense oc his 
designee is authorized to relocate 200 units of 
relocatable housing from Glasgow Air Force 
Base, Montana, to other military installations 
where there are housing shortages: Provided, 
That the Secretary of Defense shall notify 
the Committees on Armed Services of the 
House of Representatives and the Senate of 
the proposed new locations and estimated 
costs, and no contract shall be awarded with
in thirty days of such notification. 

SEc. 507. There is authocized to be appro
priated for use by the Secretary of Defense 
or his designee for mmtary fB~mily housing as 
authorized by law for the following purposes: 

(a) for construction and acquisition of 
fB~mily housing, including improvements to 
adequate quarters, improvements to inade
quate quarters, minor construction, rental 
guarantee payments, construction and acqui
sition of trailer court fac111ties, and planning, 
an B~mount not to exceed $167,475,000 and 

{b) for support of military family housing, 
including operating expenses, leasing, main
tenance of real property, payments of prin
cipal and interest on mortgage debts in
curred, payments to the Oommodity Credit 
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Corporation, and mortgage insurance pre
miums authorized under section 222 of the 
National Housing Act, as amended ( 12 U .S.C. 
1715m), an amount not to exceed $484,-
959,000. 

SEc. 508. Notwithstanding the authoriza
tions for the construction of family housing 
contained in section 501(a) of this Act, the 
total number of units of family housing 
which may be contracted for under au
thority of such action shall not exceed eight 
thousand units. 

TITLE VI 

General Provisions 
SEC. 601. The Secretary of each military de

partment may proceed to establish or develop 
installations and facilities under this Act 
without regard to section 3648 of the Re
vised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 529) 
and sections 4774(d) and 9774(d) of title 
10, United States Code. The authority to 
place permanent or temporary improvements 
on land includes authority for surveys, ad
ministration, overhead, planning, and super
vision incident to construction. That au
thority may be exercised before title to the 
land is approved under section 355 of the 
Revised Sta·tutes, as amended (40 U.S.C. 255), 
and even though the land is held temporarily. 
The authority to a;cquire real estate or land 
includes authority to make surveys and to 
acquire land, and interests in land (including 
temporary use) , by gift, purchase, exchange 
of Government-owned land, or otherwise. 

SEc. 602. There are authorized to be ap
propriated such sums as may be necessary for 
the purposes of this Act, but appropriations 
for public works projects authorized by titles 
I, II, III, IV, and V shall not exceed-

(1) for title I: Inside the United States, 
$242,363,000, outside the United States, $7,-
391,000, section 102, $3fl,515,000 section 103, 
$10,000,000 or a total of $296,269,000. 

(2) for title II: Inside the United States, 
$221,992,000, outs-ide the United States, $33,-
871,000, section 202, $41,099,000 section 203, 
$10,000,000 or a total of $306,962,000. 

(3) for title III: Inside the United States, 
$203,599,000, outside the United States, $40,-
661,000, section 302, $71,063,000, section 303, 
$10,000,000 or a total of $325,323,000. 

(4) for title IV: A total of $100,051,000. 
(5) for title V: Military family housing, a 

total of $652,434,000. 
SEc. 603. Any of the amounts named in 

titles I, II, III, and IV of this Act, may, in 
the discretion of the Secretary concerned, be 
increased by 5 per centum for projects in
side the United States (other than Alaska) 
and by 10 per centum for projects outside 
the Unlte<i States or in Alaska, if he deter
mines in the case of any particular project 
that such increase (1) is required for the 
sole purpose of meeting unusual variations 
in cost arising in connection with that proj
ect, and (2) could not have been reasonably 
anticipated at the time such project was 
submitted to the Congress. However, the 
total costs of all projects in each such title 
may not be more than the total amount 
authorized to be appropriated for projects 
in that title. 

SEC. 604. Whenever-
(1) the President determines that com

pliance with section 2313(b) of title 10, 
United States Code, for contracts made 
under this Act for the establishment or de
velopment of military installations and fa
cilities in foreign countries would interfere 
with the carrying out of this Act; and 

(2) the secretary of Defense and the 
Comptroller General have agreed upon alter
native methods of adequately auditing those 
contracts; 
the President may exempt those contracts 
from the requirements of that section. 

SEc. 605. Contracts for construction made 
by the United States for performance within 
the United States and its possessions under 
this Act shall be executed under the juris
diction and supervision of the Corps of 

Engineers, Department of the Army, or the 
:Bureau of Yards and Docks, Department of 
the Navy, unless the Secretary of Defense 
determines that because such jurisdiction 
and supervision is wholly impracticable such 
contracts should be executed under the jur
isdiction and supervision of another depart
ment or Government agency, and shall be 
awarded, insofar as practicable, on a com
petitive basis to the lowest responsible 
bidder, if the national security will not be 
impaired and the award is consistent with 
chapter 137 of title 10, United States Code. 
The Secretaries of the Inilitary departments 
shall report semiannually to the President 
of the Senate and the Speaker of the House 
of Representatives with respect to all con
tracts awarded on other than a competitive 
basis to the lowest responsible bidder. 

SEC. 606. (a) As of October 1, 1966, all au
thorizations for military public works (other 
than family housing) to be accomplished by 
the Secretary of a Inilitary department in 
connection with the establishment or devel
opment of military installations and facili
ties, and all authorizations for appropria
tions therefor, that are contained in Acts 
approved before August 2, 1964, and not 
superseded or otherwise modified by a later 
authorization are repealed except-

(1) authorizations for public works and 
for appropriations therefor that are set forth 
in those Acts in the titles that contain the 
general provisions; 

(2) the authorization for public works 
projects as to which appropriated funds have 
been obligated for construction contracts or 
land acquisitions in whole or in part before 
October 1, 1966, and authorizations for ap
propriations therefor; 

(3) notwithstanding the provisions of sec
tion 606 of the Act of August 1, 1964 (78 
Stat. 341, 363), the authorization for the fol
lowing items, which shall remain in effect 
until October 1, 1967: 

(a) operational and training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, supply facilities, med
ical facilities, administrative facilities, troop 
housing and community facilities, utilities 
and ground improvements in the amount 
of $611,000 at Fort Benning, Georgia, that is 
contained in title I, section 101, under head
ing "Inside the United States" and subhead
ing "Continental Army Command (Third 
Army)" of the Act of July 27, 1962 (76 Stat. 
223). 

(b) operational and training facilities, 
maintenance facilities, administrative facili
ties, and utilities in the amount of $833,000 
at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, that is con
tained in title I, section 101, under heading 
"Inside the United States" and subheading 
"Continental Army Command (Third 
Army)" of the Act of July 27, 1962 (76 Stat. 
223). 

(c) operational and training facilities, 
troop housing and community facilities, and 
utilities in the amount of $4,241,000 at Fort 
Dix, New Jersey, that is contained in title 
I, section 101 under heading "Inside the 
United States" and subneading "Continental 
Army Command (First Army)" of the Act 
of November 7, 1963 (77 Stat. 307). 

(d) training facilities in the amount of 
$290,000 at Fort Belvoir, Virginia, that is con
tained in title I, section 101 under heading 
"Inside the United States" and subheading 
"Continental Army Command (Second 
Army)" of the Act of November 7, 1963 (77 
Stat. 307). 

(e) operational facilities, maintenance 
facilities, medical facilities, administrative 
:r.acilities, and utilltles in the amount of 
$236,000 at Fort Knox, Kentucky, that is con
tained in title. I, section 101 under heading 
"Inside the United States" and subheading 
"Continental Army Command (Second 
Army)" of the Act of November 7, 1963 (77 
Stat. 307). 

(f) maintenance facilities in the amount 
of $449,000 at Fort Story, Virginia, that is 

contained in title I, section 101 under head
ing "Inside the United States" and subhead
ing "Continental Army Command (Second 
Army)" of the Act of November 7, 1963 (77 
Stat. 307). 

(g) maintenance facilities, medical facili
ties, community facilities, and utilities in the 
the amount of $512,000 at Fort Benning, 
Georgia, that is contained in title I, section 
101 under heading "Inside the United States" 
and subheading "Continental Army Com
mand (Third Army)" of the Act of Novem
ber 7, 1963 (77 Stat. 307). 

(h) training facilities, maintenance facil
ities, supply facilities, medical facilities, 
troop housing and utilities in the amount of 
$1,836,000 at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, that 
is contained in title I, section 101 under 
heading "Inside the United States" and sub
heading "Continental Army Command 
(Third Army)" of the Act of November 7, 
1963 (77 Stat. 307). 

(i) operational facilities, maintenance fa
cilities, supply facilities, medical facilities, 
and administrative facilities in the amount 
of $553,000 at Fort Campbell, Kentucky, that 
is contained in title I, section 101 under 
heading "Inside the United States" and sub
heading "Continental Army Command 
(Third Army)" of the Act of November 7, 
1963 (77 Stat. 307) . 

(j) training facilities, troop housing and 
community facilities in the amount of $919,-
000 at Fort Irwin, California, that is con
tained in title I, section 101 under heading 
~·Inside the United States" and subheading 
"Continental Army Command (Sixth Army)" 
of the Act of November 7, 1963 (77 Stat. 308). 

(k) operational facilities, maintenance fa
cilities, troop housing and utilities in the 
amount of $719,000 at various locations that 
is contained in title I, section 101 under 
heading "Inside the United States" and sub
heading "Army Component Commands 
(United States Army Air Defense Com
mand)" of the Act of November 7, 1963 (77 
Stat. 309). 

(1) maintenance facilities 1n the amount 
of $1,498,000 at Fort Richardson, Alaska, that 
is contained in title I, under the heading 
"Inside the United States" and subheading 
"Army Component Commands (Alaska Com
mand Area)" of the Act of November 7, 
1963 (77 Stat. 309). 

(m) maintenance facilities in the amount 
of $721,000 at Schofield Barracks, Hawaii, 
that is contained in title I, under the head
ing "Inside the United States" and subhead
ing "Army Component Commands (Pacific 
Command Area)" of the Act of November 
7, 1963 (77 Stat. 309). 

(n) operational facilities, supply fac111ties, 
administrative facilities, troop housing, 
community facllities and utilities in the 
amount of $968,000 at various locations that 
is contained in title I, section 101, under 
heading "Outside the United States" and 
subheading "Army Security Agency" of the 
Act of November 7, 1963 (77 Stat. 310). 

( o) operational facllitles, maintenance fa
cilities, supply facilities, troop housing and 
utilities in the amount of $5,995,000 in Ger
many that is contained in title I, section 101, 
under the heading "Outside the United 
States" and subheading "Army Component 
Commands (European Command Area)" of 
the Act of November 7, 1963 (77 Stat. 310). 

(p) operational fac111ties in the amount of 
$6,900,000 at various locations that is con
tained in title I, section 102 of the Act of 
November 7, 1963 (77 Stat. 310). 

( q) training facilities in the amount of 
$7,600,000 for the Naval Academy, Annapolis, 
Maryland, that is contained in title II, sec
tion 201, under the heading "Service School 
Faciliti~s" of the Act of November 7, 1963 
(77 Stat. 314). 

(r) administrative facilities 1n the amount 
of $3,484,000 for the Naval Research Labora
tory, District of Columbia, that is contained 
in title II, section 201, under the heading 
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"Office of Naval Research Facilities" of the 
Act of November 7, 1963 (77 Stat. 315). 

(s) community facilities in the amount of 
$550,000 for Camp Smedley D. Butler, Oki
nawa, that is contained in title II, section 
201, under the heading "Outside the United 
States" and subheading "Marine Corps Fa
cilities" of the Act of November 7, 1963 (77 
Stat. 315). 

(b) Effective fifteen months from the 
date of enactment of this Act, all authoriza
tions for construction of family housing 
which are contained in this Act or any Act 
approved prior to August 2, 1964, are re
pealed except (1) the authorization for fam
ily housing projects as to which appropri
ated funds have been obligated for con
struction contracts or land acquisitions or 
manufactured structural component con
tracts in whole or in part before such date, 
(2) the authorization for two hundred fam
ily housing units at a classified location 

to the land is approved under seclion 355 of 
the Revised Statutes, as amended ( 40 U.S.C. 
255). and even though the land is held tem
porarily. The authority to acquire real es
tate or land includes aut hority to make sur
veys and to acquire land, and interests in 
land (includting temporary use), by gift, 
purchase, exchange of Government-owned 
land, or otherwise. 

SEC. 704. This title may be oited as the 
Reserve Forces Facilities Authorwation Act, 
1966". 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President-
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Mississippi 1s recognized. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Minnesota 
for a statement. 

contained in the Act of August 1, 1964 (78 
Stat. 341, 359), and the authorization for ELIMINATION OF THE DEFICIT IN 
180 units at Site 4-S contained in the Act THE BALANCE OF PAYMENTS 
of Aqgust 1, 1964 (78 Stat. 341, 360) · Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, over 

SEc. 607. None of the authority contained a month ago, I warned that the elimina
in tLtles I, II, Ill, and IV of this Aot shall 
be deemed to authorize any building con- tion of the deficit in the balance of pay
struction project inside the United states ments would have most serious economic 
(other than Alaska) at a unit oost in excess consequences for all of Europe and that, 
of- if it were pursued, it would probably force 

(1) $32 per square foot for cold-storage the devaluation of the pound and create 
warehousing; great economic imbalance within the 

(2) $8 per square foot for regular ware- Common Market. 
housing; 

(3) $1,850 per man for permanent bar- The British Chancellor of the Excheq-
racks; uer, James Callaghan, is meeting in 

(4) $8,500 per man for bachelor officer Washington this week with U.S. offi.cials. 
quarters: unless the Secretary of Defense or The effect of a balanced-payments situa
his designee determines that, because of spe- tion is one of the problems which will be 
oial circumstances, application to suoh proj- considered. 
ect of the limitations on unit costs con- A most pressing need is for a solution 
tained in this section is impracticable. t th 

SEc. 608. The last sentence of secrtion 2674 ° e problem of the British pound. To 
(a) of title 10, Unilted states Code, as meet the international challenge for real 
amended, is amended ·by changing rthe figure economic growth, for the good of Eng
"$10,000" to "$15,000". land, and of the world, international co-

SEc. 609. Titles I, II, III, IV, v. and VI of operation is necessary to maintain the 
this Act may be cited as the "Military Con- - strength of the pound, if the dollar which, 
struction Authorization Act, 1966." with the exception of the pound sterling, 

TITLE VII is the only major international currency 
Reserve Forces Facilities in the world today, is to be kept strong. 

SEc. 701. Subject to chapter 133 of title 10, Sound investment abroad should not 
United States Code, the Seo:retary of De- be discouraged, and the expansion of the 
fense may establish or develop additional fa- economy of the United States should be 
cilities for the Reserve Forces, including the so directed as to give continued strength 
acquisi·tion of land therefor, but the cost of to the dollar as an instrument of interna
such facilities shall not exceed- tional trade and as a storehouse of values. 

(1) for Department of the Army: Army 
National Guard of the United states, Mr. President, the Washington Post 
$9,200,000. this morning published an article on this 

(2) for the Department of the Navy: subject, entitled "Economic Impact-
Naval and Marine Corps Reserves, $8,890,000. Should Payment Deficit Be Zero?" writ

(3) for Department of the Air Force: ten by Hobart Rowen. I ask unanimous 
(a) Air N-ational Guard of the United consent to have it printed in the RECORD. 

states, $9,ooo,ooo. There being no objection, the article 
(b) Air Force Reserve, $3,400,000. was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
SEc. 702. The Secretary of the Navy is au- as follows: 

thorized to convey to the city of Little Rock, ECONOMIC IMPACT: SHOULD PAYMENT DEFICIT 
Arkansas, without consideration, all right, BE ZERO? 
title, and inteil'est in so muoh of the land 
and improvements comprising the Naval and (By Hobart Rowen) 
Marine Corps Reserve Training Center, Little With British Chancellor of the Exchequer 
Rock, Arkansas, as is agreed to be required James Callaghan in Washington this week 
for a right-of-way for construction of a pub- for high level discussions with American 
llc highway, at suoh time as that portion of officials, it is appropriate to raise a dellcate 
the land and improvements may no longer question: Should the United States strive 
be required as a part of said training center. to get its balance-of-payments deficit down 

SEc. 703. The Secretary of Defense may es- to zero and keep it there? 
tablish or develop installations and facilities Slowly but surely, evidence is accumulat
under this title without regard to section ing that many financial experts, including 
3648 of the Revised Statutes, as amended (31 bankers, are beginning to doubt the wisdom 
U.S.C. 529), and sections 4774(d) and of this single-minded drive. 
9774(d) of title 10, United States Code. The After our painful experiences with reces
authority to place pen:na.nent or temporary sions in the postwar period, this country 
improvements on land includes authority for managed to put aside the myth that a bal
~rveys, a.dmlnistratipn, overhead, planning, anced national budget every year is essential 
and supervision incident to construction. · to our health. We learned, in fact, how to 
That authority may be exercised before title use deficits constructively. 

There is a parallel in the: international 
field. American officials are pursuing a de
termined national policy to wipe out our 
deficit. They speak in terms of a "swift, 
sure, and lasting end" to it. 

We seem to have slipped into a kind of 
ritual, a preoccupation that ignores an im
portant fact of life: a bank (and that is 
one of the key functions of this country in 
relation to the rest of the world) always 
has larger liabilities to its depositors than 
it has reserves in the vault. 

If it doesn't, it's not much of a bank. 
It ought to be considered quite normal for 

the United States to run a balance-of-pay
ments deficit up to perhaps $1 billion a year. 

The justification for current U.S. pollcy is 
that continued deficits permit oth er nations 
to acquire too many dollars, draining our 
own reserves, especially gold. And, of course, 
it is true that deficits in the $3 and $4 billion 
range are too high. 

But as George H. Chittenden, a Morgan 
Guaranty Trust Co. vice president observed 
in recent congressional testimony, "as lead
ing banker for the world, the United States 
must be prepared to see its dollar liabilities 
to foreigners rise over time • • • ." To help 
finance growing world trade, Chittenden 
thought that annual deficits in our balance 
of $500 to $800 million would be safe. 

"May I stress," he added bluntly, "that the 
special magic of · zero completely eludes 
me • • • . We have in recent years gotten 
away from the simplistic notion that there 1s 
something peculiarly appropriate about a 
zero reading in the Federal budget • • •. 
We must develop an analytical approach to 
payments evaluation that will help us decide 
what degree of departure from zero is appro
priate at particular times." 

Instead of pursing the single objective of 
trying to crunch our deficit into nonexist
ence, therefor, our officials should be look
ing to other measures--a more sensible gold 
policy, for example. 

Donald C. Cook, president of the American 
Electric Power Co., and a favorite business 
confidant of Presid~nt Johnson, has shown 
how we could discourage gold hoarding by 
adopting a fiexible buying price for gold. 
Another and related idea h as been put for
ward by Stanford professor, Emile Despres. 

The prudent course at the moment would 
be the continuance of a moderate deficit
throwing up safeguards to prevent serious 
runs on the bank. This should not be too 
difficult to do, because American assets are 
enormous, and the dollar is strong. There 
is no economic reason for a run on the dollar. 

It is Mr. Callaghan who has the real head
ache: British reserves are low, and their bal
ance-of-payments problem (unlike ours) is 
coupled to infiation at home, a loss of export 
markets, and a labor-industrial machine 
creaking from disrepair. 

The British need help, and we no doubt 
will give it to them. But we can help . our
selves and the rest of the world most by 
being less defensive about the dollar. With 
some aggressive and confident steps, our Gov
ernment can demonstrate that the dollar 
truly is more valuable than gold. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU
THORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1966 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (H.R. 8439) to authorize cer
tain construction at military installa
tions, and for other purposes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, H.R. 
8439 is what is known as the military 
construction authorization bill for fiscal 
year 1966. It is a House bill. The Com
mittee on Anned Services unanimously 
reported the House bill with a Senate 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 
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The bill before the Senate provides for 
construction and other related authority 
for the military departments within and 
outside the United States, including au
thority for the construction of facilities 
for the Reserve components. The sum 
total of the new authority contained in 
the bill is $1,711,529,000. In addition 
thereto approval is granted for an in
crease in prior years authority of $9,-
823,000, for a total authorization of 
$1,721,352,000. 

The Army is authorized $296.3 mill1on, 
the Navy $307 million, the Air Force 
$325.3 million, the Department of Defense 
$100.1 million, for military family hous
ing $652.4 million, and $30.5 million for 
the Reserve components. 

As submitted to the Congress this year 
the bill called for a total authorization 
of $1,955,681,000. Subsequently many 
changes were requested by the Depart
ment, resulting in a slight decrease in 
the total requests of about $2.4 million. 

The bill was considered by the entire 
Armed Services Committee. It contains 
approximately 1,372 !ine items at 427 
military installations throughout the 
world. Every on of those items was con
sidered by some members of the commit
tee and passed on, and independent judg
ment was rendered by at least one mem
ber of the committee. Then, in the final 
markup, all the matters were presented, 
not line by line, but as totals, to the 
entire committee, and passed on, and 
finally the bill was unanimously report
ed 'to the Senate. 

After careful consideration of the in
dividual line items at some 427 military 
installations throughout the world, the 
authority finally recommended by the 
committee is $231,8_46,000 below the 
amount requested and $213,575,000 less 
than the amount approved by the House 
of Representatives, the House having re
duced the amount requested by only 
$10.5 million. For the purposes of com
parison, the authority requested this 
year exceeds last year's request by ap
proximately $103 million, and the amount 
granted by about $186 million. 

As a major supporting activity military 
construction is governed by a 5-year pro
graming system of the Department of 
Defense. The committee was assured 
the projects included in the Depart
ment's request represents the fiscal year 
1966 segment of the approved 5-year 
construction plan and must be in place 
not later than fiscal year 1968 to coincide 
with the overall defense objectives for 
this period. Last year; however, only 
a few weekc after the construction bill 
became law, the Secretary of Defense an
nounced a substantial list of actions to 
consolidate, reduce, or discontinue, De
partment of Defense activities in the 
United States and overseas. Surpris
ingly enough, several construction proj
ects had been requested and included 
in the recently enacted bill for installa
tions that were contained in the closure 
announcement. In the bill this year ap
proximtely $50 million was requested for 
projects · at installations believed to be 
/permanent tO accommodate functions 
transferred from those that were closed. 
This year each witness before the com
mittee was placed on notice that it was 

his responsibility to advise the commit- eventuality, these barraclks will become a 
tee of any projects proposed for any in- valid requirement and can be provided 
stallation where tenure is in doubt. through the use of emergency authoriza-

In the current program special em- tion. 
phasis is placed on the improvement of Next in the order of magnitude some 
the real property inventory, primarily 20 percent of the construction require
through the replacement of mobilization- ments relate to administrative, medical 
type personnel facilities of World War II services, supply, and utilities. Here the 
vintage. Many of these were pressed committee was called upon to pass judg
into service during the Korean conflict ment on several requests for new head
and have continued in use since that quarters structures and administrative 
time, with only limited improvements in space of various kinds. The committee 
maintenance. This has been due in large recognizes the need for adequate working 
part to the overriding need for the De- space if efficiency and economy is to be 
fense Establishment to concentrate their achieved. It appeared to us, however, 
construction resources since the Korean that this phase of the Department's pro
episode on the operational support of new gram has been overemphasized and over
weapons systems and the forces neces- designed this year. Several deletions 
sary to establish the clear nuclear re- and reductions in scope were in order, al
taliatory capability of the United States though new headquarters will be provided 
in the event of attack. To illustrate---10 for the important CONARC and STRIKE 
years ago emphasis was placed on the commands at Fort Monroe, Va., and the 
buildup of an air base system to support McDill Field in Florida. The committee 
137 Air Force wings and on the Army granted approval for seven new hospitals, 
Nike missile program. Still later the six within the United States, and one in 
SAC dispersal, the DEW-distant early a classified location overseas. Those 
warning-line, SAGE-semiautomatic within the United States will replace de
ground environment-and BMEWS- teriorated World War II-type structures. 
ballistic missile early warning system- The committee did make some adjust
and still more recent, the ICBM and ments in the request for enlargement or 
Polaris programs. For the first time in renovation of some existing facilities 
several years the bill before you contains which were comparatively new. 
no request for additional ICBM sites. Now, Mr. President, we come to the 
Now that these more critical facilities, to- final 20 percent of the bill, which is de
gether with related academic and train- voted about equally between the support 
ing facilities, are largely completed, ef- of maintenance and production activities 
forts are being directed to the improve- and research, development, and testing. 
ment and modernization of the capital Within the first category the committee, 
plant of the military. I feel , was generous in approving most of 

About 35 percent of the construction the requests, denying only one major 
requested is in support of training and project, which was for a consolidated 
operations. Within this category the field maintenance shop proposed by the 
committee granted several badly needed Army. The approval of this project 
training and academic facilities, such as would have been the beginning of an ex
at Fort Knox, Ky.; Redstone Arsenal, pensive program based upon a new con
Ala.; the three service academies, in- cept resulting from a management study, 
eluding a science laboratory at the Naval rather than what the committee believes 
Academy, the Naval Training Centers at to be a valid field requirement. 
Newport, R.I., and San Diego, Calif., and In the field of research and develop
the Naval Postgraduate School at Mon- ment we were again asked to pass upon 
terey, Calif., although some reductions in several rather expensive laboratory 
scope were in order in one or two in- structures. Some of these are referred 
stances. The principal reduction made to on page 10 of the committee re
in this area was the denial of additional port. It is recognized that advances 
proposed expenditures in connection in technology and science make some of 
with the Army Nike-Hercules missile sys- these requirements essential. For the 
tern. The committee's views as to this most part these requests were approved 
weapon system, which is rapidly becom- and the committee denied only those 
ing obsolescent, have been made quite where the requirement was not urgent, 
clear on several occasions in the past. or where duplication of effort was ap
For the third year now, authority was parent. · 
again denied for tactical aircraft shel- Mr. President, I should now like to take 
ters, which are believed to be of a doubt- up title V of the bill, which relates to 
ful utility. military family housing. Three years 

Another 25 percent of the program is ago, under the guidance of the Congress, 
in support of the troop housing and re- a family housing management account 
lated items which the committee con- was created within the Defense Estab
siders to be of major importance. Many lishment. For the first time, all costs of 
of our military personnel continue to be family housing were brought together in 
quartered in temporary substandard order that the program might be ana
structures that must be replaced as lyzed as a whole. This system has 
rapidly as feasible. Here the committee worked very well and seems to be well 
made few changes. I might state, how- managed. It permits us to examine the 
ever, that requests for certain barracks program as a whole, rather than in a 
at Fort Bliss, Tex., and the rehabilitation piecemeal fashion as was done in past 
of some at Fort Polk, La., were denied. years. This year the Congress was re
These requirements were generated only quested to approve a housing program 
because of the proposed STEP program- totaling $735.6 million, which would have 
special training enlistment program. If included the construction of 12,500 new 
in fact this program does become an · units of housing. The committee haa 
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taken a slightly different approach this 
·year in authorizing the number of units 
that may be constructed. We have au
thorized 10,930 units of housing, at 53 
separate locations, but have limited the 
number of new units that may be con
tracted for to 8,000. This is consistent 
with a formula devised when the Cape
hart Act was in effect. The committee 
has therefore authorized $652,434,000 for 
all costs of military family housing dur
ing the coming fiscal year. This is con
sistent with the funding program of last 
year. 

With respect to family housing, it is 
well for every Senator to remember that 
the denial of the total number of houses 
does not deny any member of the Armed 
Forces his quarters allowance. The 
quarters allowances run through the 
various services-enlisted personnel and 
officers-and generally cover a sum of 
money sufficient for the member of the 
Armed Forces to pay his rent. 

That is permanent law. Money is ap
propriated every year for that purpose. 
There has been, I believe, a fair appor
tionment of the money for the purposes 
of family housing between officers and 
enlisted men. A quarters allowance is 
part of the system. That is not with
held or denied from any person uhder the 
formula that has been wo!·ked out by 
the Congress. 

I now make reference to a section of 
the House bill. Section 608 of the 
House-passed bill would in effect pro
hibit the Secretary of Defense or the 
Secretary of a military department or 
their designee from closing, substantially 
reducing, or consolidating any military 
camp, post, station, installation, or fa
cility if the proposed action is disap
proved by one House of the Congress. 
The number and size of the bases that 
the United States should operat~ and the 
location of these bases is affected by 
many considerations, including the na
ture of the threat we face, changes in 
strategy and tactics, the development of 
new weapons, and abandonment of obso
lete systems. Therefore it follows that if 
those circurilstances change, base re
quirements naturally will change. 

Present law requires the Secretary of 
Defense to take appropriate action to 
provide more effective, efficient and eco
nomical administration and operation, 
and to eliminate duplication in the De
partment of Defense.. Part of such re
sponsibility is to alter the military base 
structure from time to time. 

That is referred to in chapter 3 of 
title 10, section 125 of the United States 
Code Annotated, a section relating to 
Armed Forces and general military law. 

I do not speak in relation to anything 
the Secretary of Defense has or has not 
done in reference to changes. Many of 
the changes that have been made do not 
suit me. But it is the law of the land. 
Congress in its wisdom established an 
agency of the Government charged with 
that direct responsibility. It is an execu
tive function, in my opinion, under strict 
surveillance of the legislative branch of 
the Government, which must provide 
themoney. . 

Our committee fully considered this 
question. It has been gone into. There 
has been a great deal of interest in it. 

By a very substantial majority we 
voted, respectfully, to take the House 
amendment out of the bill. 

In effect, the House amendment pro
vides that to make a proposed change 
in a military base, the Secretary of De
fense would have to submit the plan or 
proposal to the committees of Congress, 
and then either House of Congress-not 
the Congress through the passage of a 
law, but either House-could toll the 
change or alteration or abolition of that 
base by a mere majority vote of one 
House alone. 

I know that the question of the aboli
tion or change of military bases touches 
a very tender spot. It has hit in my 
State twice within the last few years. 
I have been a member of the Armed 
Services Committee for approximately 13 
years. In that time two bases have been 
taken out of my State and only one 
added. So in spite of the expansion pro
gram, disbursal, and everything else, on 
a State basis my State is running behind. 

I have great concern about the base 
at Brookley Field at Mobile being abol
ished. A great many of the people em
ployed at that base live in my State. 
They are concerned about the problem. 

Many other Senators are concerned 
about the issue. I point out that I am 
no exception. I have an interest, but 
I believe as a fundamental principle of 
government there should be a strict sur
veillance over these questions by the 
legislative branch of the Government. 

I have no patronage or anything like 
that for the Department of Defense. In 
fact, when the Secretary of Defense 
called me about this question, I frankly 
told him that I felt I had the facts in 
mind, that I was capable of making a 
judgment on them, and that I would 
make my conclusion accordingly. I men
tion that point only to show that the 
issue is something which is serious and 
we must reach a conclusion about it. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Massachusetts, who is 
the senior member of the committee 
from the other side of the aisle. The 
Senator from Massachusetts renders 
most valuable service on our committee 
year after year and on bill after bill. 
For that I wish publicly to thank him. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate 
what the Senator has said, because what 
I do I do under his guidance and with 
his help. As acting chairman, he is cer
tainly a conscientious and a hard work
ing Senator. 

While we thought it would be unwise 
to retain section 608 for the reasons that 
the Senator has stated, we should make 
clear that we included in the report some 
very strong language as to the notice that 
the Congress should have. I should like 
to quote one sentence. 

Mr. STENNIS. I should be glad to 
have the Senator read the language in 
the report to which he has referred, for 
it is pertinent to his remarks. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The language 
is as follows: 

The committee restates with emphasis its 
view that these changes should be scheduled 
and announced as far in advance as it is pos
sible to predict such chap.ges and that ade-

quate notice should be given to the Members 
of Congress and to the communities affected. 

So while we took out the section, in our 
report we tried to emphasize that decent 
notice should be given to the Members of 
Congress involved and to the commu
nities which they represent and which 
would be affected. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted 
with the explanation which has been 
read into the RECORD showing the com
mittee's stand on the question, which I 
believe was referred to as section 608(b) 
in the bill passed by the House. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is correct. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I should like to ask 

a question at this time concerning the 
section as passed by the House. Did that 
section refer to bases of any kind or na
ture which already had been ordered 
closed? 

Mr. STENNIS. In the opinion of the 
Senator from Mississippi-and I have 
given the question a great deal of 
thought--the section is directed toward 
orders or closures or acts that happen in 
the future. There is no doubt about that 
in my mind. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. The Senator, as 
chairman of the committee and the Sen
ator in charge of the bill, and with the 
approval, I am certain, of the com~ttee 
which joined with him in the examma
tion has made a statement. I would have 
to S:Ssume that on the basis of the ex
planation made by the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi, section 608(b), as 
it passed the House, did not apply to an 
order previously put into force and effect 
so far as announcements concerning the 
closures of various defense installations 
were concerned. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is correct. As 
a further part of my answer, when we 
entertain any other view or reach any 
other conclusion on that question, we 
run directly into the possibility of an 
ex post facto law on top of the principle 
of conflict between the division of pow
ers under our Constitution; the execu
tive and the legislative. I believe the 
court would give the interpretation that 
I have given to the section in order to 
avoid declaring the section invalid, be
cause after the executive branch of the 
Government has acted on a function of 
this kind, I do not believe that we have 
any authority to come along then and 
pass an ex post facto law, after the fact, 
so to speak, and govern the executive 
power to that extent. Otherwise, when 
the President issued an order, Congress 
could nullify his order and thereby en
croach upon his power. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. As I understand, 

it is the recommendation of the com
mittee that in the future before the 
closing of any Defense installations may 
take place, adequate notice must be 
given to Members · of Congress and the 
towns and communities concerned. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; to Members of 
Congress-not only to the committees. 
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but to Congress as a whole and to the 
communities, which means to the pub
lic. .This is a serious matter. It is not 
being taken lightly in any way by the 
committee; it is of the deepest concern. 
For our part, we expect to exercise our 
surveillance rigidly and insist upon fol
lowing the law. 

As to the point the Senator from Mon
tana has raised, to let this section have 
an interpretation that would permit a 
rescinding of orders, declarations, or 
positions taken by the executive branch 
of the Government would declare the 
whole section invalid, for the reasons I 
have given. My mind is clear about that. 
There are some who argue the other way. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I raised the ques
tion on behalf of my distinguished col
league from Montana [Mr. METCALF] and 
myself, because in January of this year 
the newest Air Force base in the country 
was closed. Since the House passed its 
military construction bill, Senator MET
CALF and I have received a number of 
inquiries from Glasgow and vicinity urg
ing our support of section 608 (b) . 

Would I be correct--and this is merely 
for emphasis-that on the basis of the 
explanation given by the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi [Mr. STENNIS], 
the acting chairman of the committee 
and manager of the bill, even had section 
608 (b) been in the bill it would not have 
affected the closing order that had been 
issued previously? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is abso
lutely correct. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield on the same point? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The language of 
section 608 states clearly that the Secre
tary of Defense or the military depart
ment concerned may not close, substan
tially reduce, or consolidate any military 
camp, base, or station. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In the future. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. In the future. 

It does not say "in the future," but obvi
ously the interpretation is the future, if 
one reads into it also the language-

If during such period a resolution is re
ported by either of these subcommittees stat
ing that the proposed action with respect to 
the closure, substantial reduction, or consoli
dation should be rejected by the resolving 
House because if carried out it would in the 
judgment of the said resolving House tend to 
impair the defense of the United States. 

If one takes those words into account, 
I would agree 100 percent with the in
terpretation of the acting chairman of 
the committee. I read from page 49 
of the report: 

The Congress must provide the necessary 
authorization and appropriations before 
bases can be established and improved, and 
it has a profound interest in judgments that 
result in termination of activities established 
pursuant to its approval. With reason
able and adequate notice the Congress will 
have an opportunity to express a judgment 
on base reduction proposals that it disap
proves. 

Obviously, that is an interpretation for 
future and clears up any doubt about the 
interpretation of section 608. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In other words, to 
emphasize the point, even under section 

608(b) as passed by the House there 
would be no application, to be specific, 
to the Glasgow Air Force Base in 
Montana? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That would be 
my interpretation. 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama. 

Mr. HILL. The distinguished Sena
tor from Mississippi, as our neighbor, is 
familiar with the Brookley Air Force 
Base at Mobile, is he not? 

Mr. STENNIS. I had mentioned 
Brookley Field as one of concern to the 
Senator from Alabama and the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. HILL. That base is close to the 
Mississippi line. A number of Missis
sippians are employed at that Air Force 
base. It is the opinion of the Sena
tor from Mississippi that if section 608, 
which was in the House bill, were in the 
bill passed by the Senate, although the 
decision on the Brookley Air Force Base 
was made and announced in November 
1964, it would have no effect, so far as 
the decision to close the Brookley Air 
Force Base is concerned? 

Mr. STENNIS. It is the deliberate 
conclusion of the Senator from Missis
sippi, based on the fundamental, clear
cut legal principle of our form of govern
ment, that orders having already been 
made, if a statute of this kind were en
acted, would be an ex post facto law to 
the extent of cutting off executive power 
used under existing operative law. If 
that interpretation were not given, it 
seems to me that a court would have to 
declare the section itself invalid. So I 
do not believe the language applies to 
orders that have already been issued or 
positions taken by the executive branch 
of the Government. 

Mr. HILL. In other words, there is 
nothing in section 608 of the House
passed bill that would affect the decision 
made last November to close the Brook
ley Air Force Base at Mobile, Ala.? 

Mr. STENNIS. That is as I under
stand it, for the reasons already given in 
my response to a question asked by the 
Senator from Montana. There are some 
who argue to the contrary. An amend
ment was offered in the House expressly 
covering that point. Representative 
RIVERS, who was the author of the House 
provision, argued that he did not believe 
the amendment was necessary. At the 
same time, he raised a point about a legal 
question being involved, which is the one 
I referred to about the possibility of ex 
post facto law. 

Also, in the mind of the Senator from 
Mississippi, is the principle of the di
vision of powers between the executive 
and the legislative branches of the Gov
ernment. The decision with reference 
to bases is primarily an executive func
tion. It is the function of the executive 
branch, even though Congress provides 
support, to operate the branches of the 
armed services. The Constitution pro
vides that the President of the United 
States shall be the Commander in Chief 
of the Armed Forces. Certainly, the 
Commander in Chief has a responsibility 
to make plans with reference to the loca-

tion of training, for the operatipn of 
planes, for the storing of materiel, for 
the disposition of ships, for the deterp}i
nation of the operation of the Polaris 
system, and a host of other items of that 
kind. Also, he has the authority to make 
changes, and we are dealing with a 
changing proposition. 

Since World War II there have been 
the B-36, the B-47, the B-52, the B-57, 
and the B-58, all having progressive 
differences in construction, navigation, 
and other attributes. 

Mr. HILL. The Brookley Air Force 
Base was devoted largely to the F-105 
plane. I take it from what the Senator 
from Mississippi has said that his opin
ion is the opinion of the Committee on 
Armed Services, that Congress could not 
act and would in no way negate or deny 
the order that was made last November to 
close the Brookley Air Force Base. 

Mr. STENNIS. I have already said 
that I do not believe this amendment 
would accomplish that purpose. We have 
control of the money in a negative way. 
For example, if we so desired, we could 
stop the use of the B-52's, through the 
control of the purse strings. 

Certainly, we have power in the fields 
of finance. However, I do not believe 
that this order would affect the situation 
at Brookley. That is my opinion. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. I do not know 

whether my question will fit into the 
sequence of what the Senator is discuss
ing. However, on page 59 of the report, 
there is a tabulation under the heading 
"Ohio," and that shows the allocation of 
money for four items. 

Is this a full tabulation of the assign
ments that have been made in the 
authorization bill? 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor
rect. It is a State-by-State list. Most 
of that is at Wright-Patterson Air Force 
Base, which is one of the prized installa
tions in the Nation. I believe that we 
have approximately $300 million invested 
there overall. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the 
report shows that there has been author
ized $12,911,000 to be expended in Ohio. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator is cor
rect. That is construction money only. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, before 
concluding my presentation, I want to 
say a few words about title VII of the bill, 
which·relates to the requirements of our 
Reserve components. New authorization 
in the amount of $30,490,000 is provided 
in the bill. As submitted to the Congress 
no provision is made for the Army 
Reserve or the Army National Guard 
because of the pending realine
ment of the Reserve force struc
ture. The bill did contain a provision, 
deleted by the House of Representatives, 
to permit the consolidation of Army 
Reserve uncommitted construction funds 
with those of the Army National Guard. 
This would adequately provide for the 
needs of the Army National Guard should 
the proposed realinement be consum
mated. The committee agrees with the 
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House action in deleting this provision, gratuitous leasehold is also fully covered 
since it might more appropriately be in- by the transfer of the 5 acres mentioned 
eluded in pending legislation relating to above. 
the proposed realinement. Should the . I thank the Senator from Arkansas for 
realinement not . occur, however, the his courtesy in .bringing this matter to 
Army Reserve will have sufficient funds my attention. . 
to carry it through the coming year, but If he had not brought it to my atten
the Army National Guard would face a tion, I doubt very much that the mat
deficit of $9.2 million in authority and ter would have been noted. 
$10 million in funds. Without com- I also appreciate the never-failing 
mitting itself either in favor of or against consideration of the Senator from ·Ar
the pending realinement, the committee kansas in always calling my attention 
has included $9.2 million in new author- to any possible application of the Morse 
ization for the Army National Guard to formula in land transactions in his 
assure an adequate construction pro- State. 
gram in the event the realinement is Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
not carried out. This will assure the will the Senator yield? 
construction programs of both the Guard Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
and the Reserves to be provided for. Mr. SALTONSTALL; Mr. President, 
Should the realinement be favorably I appreciate what the Senator has said. 
acted upon, then this additional author- I know that he has been very conscien
ization for the Army National Guard tious in his work on the bill. As I see 
should be rescinded. it, the bill, in substance, would do three 

Mr. President, I believe that I have or four things. 
fairly summarized the committee action First, it would cut back the requests 
in regard to the military construction au- for appropriations and authorizations in 
thorization bill for the coming fiscal year. the House by approximately $200 mil-
l feel confident that we have adequately lion. · 
provided for the essential requirements as Mr. STENNIS. It would .be more than 
we see them at this time. that. I believe that it would be $213.6 

This concludes my remarks and I shall million. 
be pleased to answer any questions. Mr. SALTONSTALL. I thank the 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President I yield Senator. I agree with him, when we 
to the Senator from Oregon. went over this originally, first together, 

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, the Sen- and then with the full committee, that 
ator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN] today there would be very much more 
has very thoughtfully called to my atten- in the way of heavy expenditures in
tion section 702 of the bill, H.R. 8439, volved in the fighting in Vietnam, and 
now under consideration by the senate. that there would be a great deal more 
He has asked that I consider this section equipment required, more manpower • 
in light of the so-called Morse formula.. and all that would go with it. We agreed 

section 702 would authorize the secre- that all construction which might be 
tary of the Navy to convey the Federal helpful, but which could be eliminated 
Government's leasehold interest in a at this time, should be eliminated in or
portion of the Naval and Marine Corps der to place the necessary funds into 
Reserve Training Center, Little Rock, our effort over there. 

d t . f The second point concerns what we 
Ark .• without ·consi era 1on, or use as a did to section 608 <ar and (b). we 
public highway right-of-way. 

In return for this conveyance, the placed strong language in our report. · 
Federal Government would receive from The third item concerns the Reserves 
the city of Little Rock, without any com- of the National Guard which the Sena-

. t b d b th F d 1 G tor has explained so well. 
pensatiOn ° e pai Y e e era ov- In substance, those are the things 
ernment, a conveyance of 5 acres of land 
along the nearby Jonesboro Drive, hav- that the committee has brought out and 
ing an estimated value of $100,000. · that the Senator has explained so thor-

Obviously, no violation of the Morse oughly. 
formula is involved, because the facts Mr. STENNis. · I thank the Senator. 
disclose that the Federal Government We did defer some meritorious mat-
would be getting at least equal com- ters because of the very urgency of the 
pensation for the leasehold interest it extra cost of the effort in Vietnam; and 
would relinquish from the property it the story has not been half told as yet 
would receive from Little Rock, Ark. with reference to the cost of the war in 

The reason why it does not violate the Vietnam. 
Morse formula is, first, that the land to Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will 
be conveyed to the city by the Secretary the Senator yield? 
of the Navy was donated on a long-term Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
lease to the Government. The Navy is Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I com-
willing to release the leasehold interest. mend the distinguished Senator from 
Thus, a reversion is implied under the Mississippi for the able way in which 
analogy of the Roseburg, Oreg., land he has handled this complicated bill. I 
transfer case (CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, believe that it is quite clear that the 
vol.102, pt. 7, p. 9323). committee has cut the fat from the mili-

The expense of the Government in tary construction body without cutting 
moving its building from the highLway the muscle. 
right-of-way will be more than} amply The distinguished acting chairman 
reimbursed by the action . to be taken by . has gone about this task, which is a very 
the city in conveying a 5-acre tract to difficult one, in a fair and judicious way, 
the United States, at a 'value of $100,000. · keeping in mind the necessity of cut-

Whatever ' monetary interest, if any, - ting where we must cut so that we can 
the 'Government may have had in its ·. take care of tJl.e extra expenses that·we 

shall be faced with in connection with 
the added expenditures in South Viet
nam. 

I should also like to say, and I .am 
sure I say this with the unanimous· con
sent of the committee, that • Gordon 
Nease, tlie able staff director for this 
bill, has done outstanding work. 

Those of us who serve on the commit
tees of Congress are a ware of the im
portant role of the staff. Gordori Nease 
has done an outstanding job in calling 
to the attention of the committee the 
projects which needed a careful exami
nation. 

I commend the chairman for the out
standing way in which he has handled 
the bill, the way he always handles 
measures of great importance to the 
Senate and to the country. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
At the same time I thank him · especially 
for his valuable assistance all the way 
through, the time he has put on the bill, 
the advice and counsel he has given me 
as well as other members of the commit
tee, and the use of his vast resources, 
knowledge, and judgment, on this and 
related matters. 

I heartily commend him for what he 
said about Mr. Nease, who is one of the 
most valuable sta:ti members I know of. 
His willingness to work and his knowl
edge are invaluable to the country. He 
spent a great deal of time traveling, 
searching into the facts, day and night, 
checking and rechecking, and he has 
saved literally millions of dollars in the 
bill itself. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. JACKSON. I also note that for 

the last couple of years the committee 
has worked jointly with the Appropria
tions Committee, saving duplication, and 
having the assistance of the committee 
staff. Mr. Mike Rexroad, staff member 
of the Appropriations Committee, worked · 
with Mr. Nease, and was of tremendous 
help to him. Mr. Joseph Borda was like
wise in this association. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 

from Nevada, and thank him for the fine 
work he did on the bill. 

Mr. CANNON. I thank the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi for 
yielding to me. He is to be commended 
for his efficient and expeditious han
dling of the complex military construc
tion authorization bill. It has been my 
pleasure and privilege to serve under the 
distinguished Senator when he was con
ducting the hearings on the authoriza
tion bill. The Senator has earned the 
high reputation he has as an authority 
on this bill by his hard work and con
tinued dedication in this field. It is al
ways a pleasure and privilege to work 
with him, and I commend him for his 
leadership in this field. 

I also commend him for the fact that 
the bill has been · reduced in scope, , to a 
degree that I think is reasonable, with
out · endangering our position ·from the 
military standpoint, par.ticularly in view 
of the situation as it exists in South 
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Vietnam. We have cut down in a num
ber of instances where we felt fat could 
be trimmed. 

There have been various requests for 
specific items which were not granted 
because they are items, the denial of 
which, in the considered judgment of the 
committee, will not jeopardize our mili
tary posture. 

We declined a request for a number of 
military housing units. We declined to 
accept the recommendation of the De
partment to increase the unit limit of 
rented quarters, which the committee 
indicated some time ago ·was a situation 
which was getting out of hand. It has 
gone along at the same rate, so far as the 
higher limit is concerned, but I do not 
believe the committee thought it was 
desirous to reopen the Pandora's box by 
going beyond the 5,000 limit that is in 
the bill. 

Once again I salute the distinguished 
Senator from Mississippi for his work on 
this legislation, and recommend its pas
sage to my distinguished colleagues. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the distin
guished Senator. May I address a ques
tion to him? The Senator is familiar 
with the 1,372 items, contained in the 
bill. I do not mean that he is familiar 
with each one of them, but he is with 
many of the important ones. 

Let me ask the Senator a question. 
Considering the $231 million worth of 
reductions, in his opinion, based on his 
knowledge of military needs from World 
war n, in which he was engaged, and 
his years of experience in the Reserves 
since that time, has there been any bone 
and muscle cut out of the program? 

Mr. CANNON. In my opinion, there 
has not been. This is something on 
which one can only arrive at a considered 
judgment based upon the testimony 
presented. For example, there was a 
request of nearly $6 million for an elec
trical power laboratory and a combat 
development command headquarters 
building at Fort Belvoir, Va. The com
mittee felt it could be done without. 

Also, there was a request for a $9 mil
lion barracks complex at Fort Riley, 
Kans,. which had very low priority, even 
on the priority lists furnished us by the 
armed services. 

Also, there was a request for a $14 mil
lion Nike site in the Pacific area, and a 
request for nearly $4 million in command 
post facilities in France, which requests 
were denied. 

It was the committee's considered 
judgment that the Nike site was not good, 
that it was questionable at best, and it 
seemed to us more in the nature of find
ing a place for a Nike site rather than 
finding a place where it was needed. 

Members of Congress are certainly 
aware of the situation in France. It was 
the committee's considered judgment 
that it was a bad time to spread $4 mil
lion in command post facilities 1n France 
in view of the unsettled conditions or re
lationships that exist between us and the 
French Government at the present time. 

Also, there was an additional request 
for 26 line items 1n Turkey, totaling $11 
million, which would 1n effect start a 
new Air Force installation. In the judg
ment of the committee, this was not an 
item to be accepted. 

There was a request for an additional 
item of $22 million for tactical aircraft 
shelters at various locations, which have 
been denied twice previously, and the 
committee declined to go along with that 
request at this time. 

It is the judgment of this member of 
the committee that the cutting out of 
these items is not going to affect the 
military posture of this country. If I 
thought it would, I would not vote for 
the reductions. 

Mr. STENNIS. That is a very fine 
statement. Relevant to this subject, 
when choices have to be made, I hold in 
my hand a document that is classified 
secret. I cannot give it out, but members 
of the committee are familiar with it. It 
shows that our inventories of fighting 
material are not fully up to the top. I 
am not saying we are in a precarious 
position, because we are not, but the 
fighting tools--speaking particularly of 
helicopters, for example, tanks, rifles, 
enormous amounts of ammunition that 
are necessary to any force of fighting 
men, even trucks--we certainly need to 
spend hundreds of millions of dollars to 
have our divisions brought up to real top 
fighting strength. 

The drain on them to support the 
fighting in Vietnam has been tremen
dous. 

We had all those facts before u.s. We 
have heard that some of the services 
were disappointed that they did not get 
such items as laboratories. We were dis
appointed that they had spent money 
on buildings and neglected some of the 
shooting needs. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question at that 
point? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield. 
Mr. CANNON. Is it not a fact that on 

these items, lest the wrong impression be 
given on the floor, the procurement is 
going at a very orderly process, in line 
with the procurement program based on 
a long-time projection, at the present 
time? 

Mr. STENNIS. We are in no danger 
of a shortage. The very opposite is true. 
The point is that we must have the 
money to keep the lines going, even to 
step them up. It takes money to do 
this. We had to make choices between 
those. 

Mr. President, I have tried to encour
age all Senators to take part in the hear
ings and debate, and I am recognizing 
members of the committee in tne order 
in which they have risen on the floor. 

I now am glad to yield to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, as the 
distinguished acting chairman has told 
the Senate, this bill represents a reduc
tion of some 12 percent from the 
amounts originally requested. It repre
sents long hours of work, especially by 
the distinguished Senator from Missis
sippi, and the distinguished Senators 
from Nevada [Mr. CANNON] and Hawaii 
[Mr. INOUYE]. 

In its review of the requested projects, 
the committee endeavored to eliminate 
only those items where there appeared 
to be a question as to actual need, where 
duplication and extravagance were ap-

parent, and where existing facilities 
appeared to be adequate for the present. 
I am particularly pleased to have in
cluded in this bill a substantial number 
of troop housing projects and supporting 
facilities including six new hospitals. 

However, in my opinion, the bill has 
one serious deficiency, and I wish to take 
this opportunity to voice my concern 
over the action of the Senate Armed 
Services Committee in deleting from 
H.R. 8439 the section dealing with base 
and military installations closures. 

I refer specifically to section 608 of 
the bill which would, in essence, prohibit 
the Secretary of Defense or the Secre
tary of a Military Department or their 
designee, from closing, substantially re
ducing, or consolidating any military 
camp, post, installation, or facility if the 
proposed action were disapproved by one 
House of the Congress. 

While I do not plan to offer an amend
ment, I believe that the provision as in
cluded by the House of Representatives 
represents a sound approach. 

Mr. President, I am in complete sym
pathy with the position taken by the 
overwhelming majority of the House 
Armed Services Committee in insisting 
upon a more definite working arrange
ment by the executive branch of the 
Government and the legislative branch 
of the Government when it comes to the 
closing or phasing out of military bases 
that have been a part of our overall de
fense system for a century or more. 

Since the program began in 1961 to 
reduce expenditures by closing unneces
sary military installations and obtaining 
maximum economic utilization of the 
more modern and efficient bases, a total 
of 669 separate closures or reduction ac
tions have been announced by the Sec
retary of Defense. We have been in
formed that when these actions are 
completed, the results will be the re
lease of 1,480,267 acres of excess real es
tate, the elimination of 149,881 excess 
jobs, and an annual operating saving of 
$1,038 million. 

Whenever economies can be effected 
without impairing the security of the 
United States, I applaud and encourage 
the Secretary of Defense in his efforts 
to close military installations. But econ
omy and security are not wholly subject 
to mathematical calculations. 

The savings announced by the Secre
tary of Defense reflect only military sav
ings. They in no way reflect govern
m~ntal savings. For example, a job 
eliminated by a base closure decision 
represents the savings on an individual's 
salary, and is so shown as a savings. But 
the cost to the Government of an early 
force retirement of that individual is not 
taken into consideration when the sav
ings are announced because it becomes 
the responsibility of another part of the 
Government to pay those costs. 

I am firmly convinced that we cannot 
permit the Department of Defense or a 
milltary department to be considered an 
entity unto themselves, separate and 
apart from the rest of the Government. 

In considering a base closure action, 
we must consider the complete effect 
based upon the total concept of the Fed
eral responsibUities. 



June 28, 1965 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 15007 
The arguments advanced by the Sen

ate Armed Services Committee in delet
ing this provision of the bill reflect, in 
my opinion, a lack of confidence in the 
Members of this great body to make 
judgments for the benefit of the entire 
country. They suggest that we are too 
steeped in our parochialism to permit a 
broad view of national defense. I be
lieve that nothing could be further from 
the truth. 

Every day, each of us is required to sit 
in judgment in matters atiecting the en
tire United States. Why should the mil
itary be treated in a separate category? 
I firmly believe that no Member of this 
great body would desire that a military 
installation be maintained purely for the 
sake of providing job opportunities in 
his State if it were clearly demonstrable 
that the base served no current or future 
military purpose. 

But I, for one, am not ready to dele
gate all of the respOnsibility to one man 
to make the decisions on what is or is 
not necessary for the defense of this 
country. I insist that Congress, as the 
elected representatives of the people, 
should be made full partners in the de
fense efforts of this Nation. 

I can th:i.nk of no better way to let 
the executive branch know of our deter
mination that to adopt a provision such 
as section 608 of the bill as passed by 
the House of Representatives. It is my 
hope that when this bill gets to confer
ence, section 608 will be restored. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Mississippi yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I am glad to yield to 
the Senator from South Carolina. 

Mr. THURMOND. I thank the distin
guished Senator for yielding to me, and 
I wish to commend him and the mem
bers of the committee for the excellent 
work they have done on the bill. 

However, there is one item on which I 
believe the House b111 is preferable. 

H.R. 8439, the military construction 
authorization for fiscal year 1966 is a 
sound bill and one which deserves the 
support of the Senate. It is my belief, 
however, that it would be a far better 
bill if it included section 608, which is 
designed to implement the constitutional 
powers and responsibilities of Congress 
with regard to maintenance of mllitary 
installations within the United States 
and Puerto Rico. 

Section 608 would prohibit the Secre
tary of Defense or the Secretary of a 
military department from closing, sub
stantially reducing, or consolidating any 
military facillty before the expiration of 
30 calendar days of continuous session 
of the Congress after the day on which 
the Secretary of Defense notifies the 
Armed Services Committees of the Sen
ate and the House of Representatives of 
his intention to take such action. 

If, within the 30-day period, the 
Armed Services Committee of either 
body reports a resolution to the House or 
the Senate rejecting the proposed action 
affecting a military facil1ty, the proposed 
change cannot be made until the expira
tion of 4() calendar days of continuous 
session of the Congress after the date on 
which the resolution is reported by the 

committee. If such a resolution is not 
passed by either the House or the Senate 
within the 40-day period, then the pro
posed action affecting a military factlity 
can be implemented. 

The proposed ;procedures by which 
Congress can exercise its constitutional 
authority is no innovation. It is pat
terned on the procedure incorporated in 
the Reorganization Act. It is the same 
procedure contained for congressional 
action on surplus disposals from the 
stockpile of strategic and critical ma
terials inS. 2"8, which was passed by the 
Senate on February 9 of this year without 
a dissenting vote. 

Article I, section 8, of the Constitution 
provides: 

The Congress shall have power • • •; to 
raise and support armies • • •; to provide 
and maintain a navy; to make rules for the 
government and regulation of the land and 
naval forces. 

Not only does the Constitution vest in 
Congress these powers, but it also vests 
in Congress the responsibility to exer
cise those powers. In recent years, 
largely through indifference of Congress, 
coupled with the usurpation of powers 
by the executive branch, we have vir
tually abdicated this responsibility. 

Thus, section 608 does not represent 
any attempt by the Congress to seize 
power, but rather it is an attempt by 
Congress to exercise constitutional power 
vested in the Congress. 

· It is my sincere hope that section 608 
will be restored to the bill in conference. 
Its restoration will serve as a reassertion 
that the strength of our Government 
lies in the fact that powers are exercised 
by elected representatives, not by ap
pointed officials. 

The tendency of the Congress to ab
dicate its responsibility for the defense 
of our country is becoming more disturb
ing with each new development on the 
international scene. This bill, in my 
opinion, adequately meets the require
ments for military construction. I am 
far less satisfied with the requests of the 
Department of Defense for general ap
propriations for fiscal 1966, which the 
Senate has yet to consider. There is an 
increasing array of evidence that our in
ventories of military equipment are in
adequate because of too little funding 
of procurement and maintenance in view 
of priority demands such as the war in 
Vietnam. The Senator from Mississippi 
raised that point last Friday and again 
today. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. THURMOND. It is most impor

tant that our combat-ready divisions be 
supplied with modem equipment in ade
quate quantities for immediate readi
ness. 

When equipment and parts are di
verted · from active divisions for such 
priority claims as the war in Vietnam, 
because the Defense Department failed 
to request funds to meet such require
ments, the inventories must be replen
ished and funds appropriated in suffi.
cient amounts to avoid depleting the in
ventories of our active divisions in the 
future. Yet no increase in appropria
tions has been requested by the Depart
ment of Defense to deal with the in-

cre~sing requirements for materiel for 
conduct of the escalating war in Viet
nam. 

The Congress is not relieved of its re
sponsibility to prevent such situations 
from developing or recuning by the fact 
that the Department of Defense fails to 
request all that is needed. The Con
gress has a constitutional responsibility, 
and it should take the initiative to cor
rect these deficiencies as the Senator 
from Mississippi has recommended. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
for his kind remarks. I now yield to the 
Senator from Maine, who is a very 
valued member of the committee. 

Mrs. SMITH. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Mississippi. It has 
been my pleasure and privilege to serve 
on the Armed Services Committee and 
to take part in the discussions of the 
important matters that come before it. 

It is with some reluctance that I sup
port H.R. 8439 as it is being reported 
by the Senate Armed Services Commit
tee. I say this, not because of the line 
items that have been eliminated from 
the House version of the bill but because 
the Senate Armed Services Committee 
has eliminated a section, which, in my 
opinion, is the most important forward 
step in a number of years that we have 
had in a military construction bill. 

I refer specifically to section 608 of 
the House bill. In essence, this section 
would permit action by either the House 
or the Senate to stop a base closure. 

Let my position not be misunderstood 
in the slightest. I do not take the posi
tion that military establishments should 
be perpetuated solely for the benefit of 
the local economy once it has been estab
lished that there is no longer any na
tional security justification for their ex
istence. 

To the contrary, back on March 30, 
1961, I was the first Member of Congress 
to take the floor and publicly support the 
decision of Defense Secretary McNa
mara to close a military establishment. 
I publicly supported his decision to close 
the Presque Isle Air Force Base in my 
own State of Maine because it was a 
Snark missile base and the Snark missile 
has outlived its usefulness and become 
obsolete. 
~e predecessors of Secretary Mcrqa. 

mara . had given me and the people of 
the Presque Isle area very adequate ad
vance warning of the growing obsoles
cence of the Snark and its approaching 
phasing out of the national security pro
gram. We were prepared because we 
were taken into the confidence of De
fense Secretary McNamara's predeces
sors and Congress had been consulted 
and advised in advance in the matter. 

But such was not the case last year 
with Defense Secretary McNamara's an
nouncement of the decision to close the 
Kittery-Portsmouth Naval Shipyard and 
the Dow Air Force Base. Defense Secre
tary McNamara, unlike his predecessors, 
did not see fit to take Congress into his 
confidence in advance. In fact. I had 
to learn of his decision when I listened 
on my car radio to his press conference 
in which he made the announcement. 

I respect the action taken by the House 
in its adoption of section 608 because 
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the House Armed Services Committee 
took the trouble to investigate the ship
yard closings thoroughly. I tried to get 
the Senate Armed Services Preparedness 
Investigating Subcommittee to make 
such a thorough study and investigation, 
but my efforts were in vain. 

Consequently, it is quite clear that the 
House Armed Services Committee is 
better informed on this matter than the 
Senate Armed Services Committee sim
ply because the House committee took 
the trouble, time, and effort to go into the 
matter thoroughly while the Senate 
committee did not. 

I share the sentiment expressed by my 
colleague, the junior Senator from 
Maine, who, in his statement to the 
House Armed Services Committee in its 
hearings on the shipyard closings, said: 

Your committee has both the knowledge 
and skill to impartially review the conclu
sions reached. I believe that such a con
gressional review would be in the best 
interest of both our overall national defense 
policy and the welfare of the many skilled 
craftsmen. 

Section 608 . is the result of that im
partial review made by the House Armed 
Services Committee. Not only that, 
there is ample precedent for it. 

Does it make any sense that four com
mittees of the Congress plus action by 
the two Houses of the Congress and the 
President, are required to act before any 
military construction project costing 
over $25,000 can be authorized and 
funded, and yet the Secretary of Defense 
can close installations costing hundreds 
of millions of dollars without getting the 
consent of anyone. I, for one, feel this 
not only is unwise but represents a tool 
in the hands of one man which is prac
tically tantamount to absolute control 
over the Military Establishment. 

If we are determined to give him that 
kind of power, would it not be as wise 
to give him a total amount of money and 
let him decide where each project should 
be located? Why should we not deter
mine that we should turn over to him 
the total amount of this year's military 
construction bill; namely, $1,721,352,000, 
rather than expending the hundredS' of 
hours by Members of Congress and the 
staffs of the committees in going over 
each one of these line items? 

I am positive that Congress would 
never grant this authority, and I am also 
positive that it never should. 

What is the power of the Congress 
today in regard to a base closure? In 
my opinion, we have absolutely none. 
In essence, we are limited to that pro
vided under the Federal Property Dis
posal Act-10 U.S.C. 2662. The Secre
tary of Defense or the military depart
ments must report and cannot act until 
after they have notified the House and 
Senate Armed Services Committee that 
certain property is no longer needed by 
the military departments. Even there, 
we are powerless to stop the Secretary 
from disposing of excess real estate un
less he voluntarily agrees to follow the 
wishes of the Armed Services Com
mittees. 

I hope that when this matter goes to 
conference the Senate conferees will 
accept the Ho.use language and restore 

section 608 to make the Congress full 
partners with the executive branch of . 
the Government in providing for the 
defense structure of our country. 

Mr. STENNIS. I now yield to the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri, who 
is a valued member of the committee 
arid who has worked very hard on this 
bill. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, I 
appreciate the kind remarks of the dis
tinguished Senator from Mississippi. I 
am sorry I was not present during all of 
the discussion, but I had to attend the 
markup of the NASA appropriation bill. 

I commend the able acting chairman 
of the committee and in doing so I join 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
JACKSON J and the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. 

We have heard an outstanding anal
ysis of the problems incident to our de
fenses. I congratulate the Senator and 
also the staff for one of the most thor
ough presentations of a bill to the Sen
ate that I in my experience as a Member 
of this body have heard. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator. · 
I thank him for the fine work he has 
done and always does on the bill. 

I now yield to the Senator from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I join 
other Senators in commending the able 
and distinguished junior Senator from 
Mississippi for the hard and fine work 
which he has done as acting chairman 
of the Senate Committee on Armed 
Services. I also wish to associate myself 
with the remarks made by the distin
guished junior Senator from New Hamp
shire [Mr. MciNTYRE], the distinguished 
senior Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. THURMOND}, and the distinguished 
senior Senator from Maine [Mrs. 
SMITH] concerning the deletion of sec
tion 608 from the House bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from North Carolina will sus
pend until the Senate is in order. The 
Chair will not be called down any more 

. for not maintaining order in the Cham
ber. We shall have order in the Cham
ber. Senators who desire to have con
ferences and staff members will retire 
from the Senate Chamber. 

The Senator from North Carolina may 
proceed. 

Mr. ERVIN. While I recognize that 
a plausibie case can be made for the 
proposition that the determination of 
whether a $1 million installation should 
be closed is an executive function, I am 
of an opinion to the contrary. I believe 
that Congress has a perfect right to 
adopt a provision such as section 608 
of the House bill under the provision of 
section 8 of Article I of the Constitution, 
which provides that: 

The Congress shall have the power to 
make rules for the government and regula
tion of the land and naval forces. 

I join the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire, the distin'guished Sena
tor from South Carolina, and the dis
tinguished Senator from Maine in voic
ing the hope that section 608 of the 
House bill will be restored in the con-
ference. · 

I thank my good friend the Senator 
from Mississippi for yielding to me at 
this time. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from North Carolina. 

I now yield to the Senator from Ha
waii [Mr. INOUYE], who helped with the 
hearings and· on many occasions con
ducted the hearings, and did so with 
skill and ability. 

Mr. INOUYE. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi for his kind words. 

I join my colleagues in commending 
the able and distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi for his magnificent leader
ship in handling this most complicated 
measure. I am privileged to serve under 
his leadership. 

I commend also the senior Senator 
from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL] 
for his wise counsel and assistance. 

Needless to say, one of the hard work
ing and dedicated participants in the 
proceedings before the Committee ·on 
Armed Services was our staff counsel, 
Mr. Gordon A. Nease. I take this 
opportunity to thank Mr. Nease for his 
priceless assistance, and commend him 
for a job well done. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 

from Hawaii. I now yield to the Sena
tor from Iowa, who is also a member of 
our committee and has been active in 
its deliberations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BAYH in the chair) . The Chair recog
nizes the Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. MILLER. I thank the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. President, I also join my col
leagues on the committee in commend
ing the very fine way in which the Sena
tor from Mississippi, the acting chair
man of the committee, conducted the 
hearings and the deliberations of the 
committee. It is my pleasure to be on 
the committee for the first time this 
year. 

The judicious manner of the able Sen
ator from Mississippi is deeply appreci
ated, not only by the Senator from Iowa, 
but I am sure by all the witnesses who 
came before the committee. They re
ceived an ample opportunity to testify. 
The questions were always dignified and 
responsive to the problem. 

The work of the committee shows very 
clearly what kind of leadership has been 
provided. 

It has been pointed out that one of 
the byproducts of the committee is a re
duction in the overall authorization of 
$231,846,000 from the amount requested 
by the Department of Defense, and some 
$213,575,000 under the amount author
ized by the House. 

Mr. President, the reduction was not 
accomplished with any meat-ax ap
proach. It was done on a highly selec
tive, refined review of the requests. 

I should like to point out one matter 
which illustrates the type of work which 
was done by the committee in reducing 
expenditures. For. example, in the area 
of housing, the Defense Department re
quested a large item for the construc
tion of new housing. The committee 
has authorized in the neighborhood of 
$150 million for new housing. When: 
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the Department of Defense submitted 
its request, for example, it asked for an 
increase in the cost of general officers' 
quarters from $24,000 to $26,000. The 
committee reviewed the request and 
found that only a year ago the Depart
ment of Defense had requested and had 
been granted an increase ·of $2,000. 

It seemed only natural that within a 
period of a year, a $2,000 increase in the 
cost of such housing would be excessive. 
So the committee's response was to leave 
it exactly where it was. 

A similar request occurred with re
spect to the total cost limitation on a 
single unit of housing including the pro
portionate cost of land, site preparation, 
and utilities. The committee was asked 
to increase this limitation from $28,000 
to $32,000, whereas this limitation was 
increased only last year from $26,000 to 
$28,000. 

I do not know of any area nowadays 
that is causing more difficulty on the 
part of the general Pl.lblic in increased 
costs than that of housing. It seems to 
me that by acquiescing in the request of 
the Defense Department, the action 
might have touched off another upward 
spiral in the cost of housing. 

The committee did two things in this 
respect: first, it kept the housing costs 
at a reasonable level; second; I would like 
to think that that action might have a 
salutary influence on the costs of hous-:
ing throughout the country. 

In conclusion, I wish the chairman to 
know how much I appreciate working 
with him on the committee. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
for his excellent remarks. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I. have 

no desire to try to retain the floor. I al
ways desire to yield to all committee 
members, which I have tried to do. Sev
eral other Senators have asked me to 
yield. We now have the Senator from 
Alaska [Mr. BARTLETT]. I now yield to 
the Senator from Alaska for some brief 
remarks. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I should like to dis
cuss the bill, and particularly one section 
of it. Before coming to that, I wish to 
say that I have heard many words of 
praise uttered today about the able Sena
tor from Mississippi and those associated 
with him on the committee, and the staff. 
I join in the expression of such senti
ments. 

Not only does the bill involve a great 
amount of money, but the judgment of 
the committee as it affected the bill has 
a great bearing upon the security of our 
Nation. As one looks through the bill 
and reads the hearings, he will see that 
the amount of work which has gone into 
the bill really seems almost incredible. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator, 
but the bill was a committee effort, a 
team effort, and the chairman did only 
a relatively small percentage of the work. 

Mr. BARTLETT. The chairman al
ways does more than his proportionate 
share. 

I should like to discuss the action of 
the committee in failing to approve an 
item which had been already voted by the 
House. It involves $3 million for arctic 
research work at Barrow. This is an 
activity in the Office of Naval Research. 

CXI--948 

A substantial part, a majority part, of 
all arctic research is conducted from this 
research laboratory. As I recall, it was 
started in 1947, and the technicians, em
ployees, and scientists have been occu
pying a quonset hut that was erected 
during World War II. The quarters are 
totally inadequate for the purposes for 
which they are being used, and the situa
tion was further complicated in October 
1963, when a serious flood occurred and 
water covered the building to a depth of 
3 feet or more. 

A survey was made, and the Navy con
cluded that repairs would be so expensive 
that they would .not be worth making. 

According to this year's budget, in ask
ing for the inclusion of the $3 million, it 
was intended to erect a one-story wooden 
structure. 

Construction in the arctic area, as the 
chairman knows, is most difficult. The 
Navy had significantly commenced a pro
gram of arctic research. It is deemed 
that there are compelling reasons why 
there should be more instead of less. We 
are learning much; much more is to be 
learned. I dislike making this compari
son, because it is very hard to do; never
theless, on the other side, the Russians 
are engaged in a tremendous volume of 
arctic research. They are doing more 
things than we are. 

Scientists from all over are going to 
Barrow . . They remain either a short 
time or a long time, depending on the 
individual need. The present facilities 
are absolutely inadequate if there is to be 
decent housing. 

Only today, I received an explanatory 
letter from Dr. Max C. Brewer, Director 
of the Arctic Research Laboratory. I 
ask unanimous consent that the letter be 
printed at this point l.n the RECORD. 

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

ARCTIC RESEARCH LABORATORY, 
Point Barrow, Alaska, June 24, 1965. 

Senator E. L. BARTLETT, 
U.S. Senate Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR BARTLETT: We were very dis
appointed to note in the Fairbanks News
Miner, June 22 issue, that the new Arctic 
Research Laboratory at Barrow had been 
"scratched" from the military construction 
authorization bill by the Senate Armed Serv
ices Committee. The elimination of the new 
laboratory would be a tremendous blow to 
the U.S. program for research in the Arctic. 

The present U.S. research program in the 
Arctic Basin area is very meager and un
fortunately is dependent to an unhealthy 
degree on the personal dedication of a few 
individuals who, to date, have been willing 
to work in outdated facilities (quonset huts 
erected to provide a base for oil exploration 
in 1944) and with inadequate equipment and 
fiscal resources. Many of them have suffered 
with the inadequate facilities with the hope, 
since 1959, that new facilities would be pro
vided. The new facilities also are needed to 
attract other research personnel who can, 
with new facilities, embark on additional and 
more sophisticated research. 

The Arctic research program has been the 
responsibility of the omce of Naval Research, 
initially because of ONR's interest in the 
Arctic and the Navy having a camp at Bar
row, and later because of ONR's continued 
interest and the Navy's role in Arctic Ocean 
operations. ONR. through its contract op
erations and unique approach of support to 

all Federal agencies and their contractors, 
has developed unusually economical methods 
of operating in the Arctic something that 
has eluded others who have tried or shied 
away from operating in the Arctic. The suc
cessful operation of ice island Arlis II for 4 
years while i~ made the trip from 110 miles 
north of Barrow to the vicinity of the North 
Pole and thence out the East Greenland Cur
rent to a point just west of Iceland can be 
cited as one accomplishment of national in
terest. The scientific accomplishments on 
other ice stations and at the main labora
tory, where the feasibility study for the 
DEW line was accomplished in late 1952, 
point to other aspects of its productivity. 

I believe that the time is rapidly approach
ing when the United States is going to need 
to make a decision to either "fish or cut 
bait" in trying the fill the vacuum of knowl
edge concerning the Arctic Basin. Our com
petitors have extensive Arctic programs in 
existence with tremendous support (the 
Russians had nine single-engine aircraft and 
five helicopters on one ice station this 
spring), started many years earlier, and are 
rapidly acquiring knowledge of the Arctic. 

The new laboratory facility is essential if 
the United States is to play any really sig
nificant role in filling the vacuum of knowl
edge in the Arctic area. I, therefore, ree-

. ommend that you endeavor to have this fa
cility reinstated in the military construction 
authorization bill. I a lso am urging Sen
ators ERNEST GRUENING and CLINTON P. AN
DERSON to do the same. 

Sincerely yours, 
MAX C. BREWER, 

D i rector. 

Mr. BARTLETT. I should like to read 
excerpts from the letter, but in the in
terest of saving time I shall not do so. 
It is a persuasive letter. 

I should like to inform the chairman 
that Dr. William R. Wood, president of 
the University of Alaska, is deeply con
cerned about the situation. The univer
sity has -a main stake in what is done at 
Barrow. I shall not offer an amendment 
on this subject; I would not consider do
ing so. I merely wish to point out that 
this really is an important item; and I 
express the hope that when the bill goes 
to conference further study may be made 
on the Senate side and that the Senate 
conferees may find it possible to accept 
the conclusions of the House in this re
spect. 

Mr. STENNIS. We appreciate there
marks of the Senator from Alaska. He 
is always considerate and understand
ing. We are not rejecting totally the 
idea of an arctic research laboratory. 
The Navy gave it a low priority by not 
including it in its original fiscal year 
1966 budget, and at the last moment 
submitted this project because some
thing else had been removed. The Navy 
is continuing its interest in the project, 
and will be giving it further study. 

Mr. BARTLETT" I understand that 
the lateness of the submission of the re
quest was one of the factors that re
sulted in the omission of the item. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I thank the Sen
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. STENNIS. I yield to the Senator 
from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I express 
my . appreciation to the Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. CARLSON] for allowing me 
to precede him, although he should have 
been recognized first. 
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I wish to join other Senators who have 
urged the committee to consider sympa
thetically section 608 of the House bill, 
relating to congressional review of the 
closing of military facilities, when the 
subject comes before the conference. I 
think it is well known that we did not 
propose an amendment because we felt 
that the subject would be fully consid
ered in conference. In view of the vary
ing positions expressed in the Commit
tees on Armed Services of the House and 
Senate on this section, although some 
Members felt differently, we believed we 
were better off in laying the facts before 
the Senate and urging that the matter 
be considered in conference. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
[Mr. MciNTYRE] and the Senator from 
Maine [Mrs. SMITH] have most elo
quently stated the point that while four 
committees of Congress, in the House 
and the Senate, consider authorizations 
and appropriations for the construction 
of new facilities for the armed services, 
none of those committees is expressly 
empowered to consider the closing of 
some of the multi-million-dollar instal
lations and facilities contributing to the 
national defense, which review would be 
expressly permitted by section 608. I be
lieve that the Congress is fully justified 
in taking the same long, hard, and care
ful look at military facility closings as it 
does at the construction of new military 
facilities. It seems difficult to reconcile 
that four committees of Congress as well 
as the membership of both Houses of 
Congress each year scrutinize in detail 
the justification which the Department 
of Defense prepares for the construction 
of new facilities, but that these commit
tees do not consider in detail the closing 
of existing multi-million-dollar facilities. 
The Department of Defense is made to 
bear the burden of explaining the use of 
every dollar expended for construction 
through budget requests, but need not 
justify the closing of a major mllitary 
installation. 

It is literally impossible for Secretary 
of Defense McNamara to review in ex
haustive detail the justification for clos
ing every military facility. Conse
quently, decisions to close major facili
ties are made in the military service de
partments are frequently never again 
subjected to detailed review. In con
trast, the construction of new facilities 
receives the most intepse review by the 
Secretary of Defense, four committees of 
the Congress, and the full membership 
of both Houses. 

As my colleagues know, my State of 
New York has been affected by a number 
of ordered closings, the largest of which 
has been the Brooklyn Navy Yard, which 
affects an estimated $300 million instal
lation employing some 10,000 employees. 
After the New York congressional dele
gation spent many months seeking a re
view of this decision, a day of hearings 
on the closing of this huge installation 
was held by the House Armed Services 
Committee. A number of meetings have 
previously been held by myself, Senator 
KENNEDY, and the New York delegation 
with Secretary McNamara both at the 
Pentagon and in New York which in
cluded briefings by the Secretary and 

questioning of this information, but a 
full detailed examination of the facts in 
the voluminous report of the Defense De
partment's Shipyard· Policy Board pro
viding the basis for the ordered closing 
was never undertaken until the House 
Armed Services Committee recently held 
its day of hearings. 

I wish to mention another precedent 
as to congressional review of military 
activity in addition to the one having 
already been referred to by the Senator 
from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] with respect 
to the Committees on Armed Services' 
consideration of real property transac
tions under section 2662 of title 10, 
United states Code. I refer to section 
125 of title 10, United States Code, which 
requires the very same procedure of con
gressional review contained in section 608 
of the House bill, with respect to con
solidation or abolition of any function, 
power, or duty of the Secretary of De
fense. The procedure set forth in title 
10, United States Code, section 125, con
cerning congressional review of a con
solidation or abolition of a function, 
power, or duty vested in the Secretary of 
Defense is exactly as is proposed by sec
tion 608 of the House bill. I strongly 
urge acceptance of this precedent upon 
Senators and upon the conferees. 

I point out the tremendously shatter
ing result of the action of clo.sing facili
ties in the various communities affected 
throughout the country, an effect which 
is just as great as is the boon of construc
tion which is scrutinized carefully by the 
House and Senate. 

In New York, we have the closing, now 
in progress, of a number of facilities, in
cluding a $300 million installation at the 
Brooklyn Navy Yard, employing 10,000 
workers. 

The Brooklyn Navy Yard is a military 
establishment of great experience and 
ability with a tremendous pool of techni
cal and engineering skills and vast in
vestment of equipment, including seven 
huge drydocks. It has built the battle
ships Arizona, Missouri, Iowa, and North 
Carolina, and the aircraft carriers F. D. 
Roosevelt, Saratoga, Lexington, Constel
lation, Bennington, Bonhomme Richard, 
and Kearsarge. This yard, like other 
naval yards, contains barracks, mess
halls, medical, and training facilities, 
and, ·together with its basic shipbuild
ing alteration and repair capacity, pro
vides a basis for immediate mobilization. 
Its closing would result in the loss of a 
large investment in available shipbuild
ing facilities and equipment. 

In spite of statements to the contrary, 
the economic impact of this shipyard on 
the community of New York City and the 
workers at the yard and their families is 
substantial, according to an impartial 
study of naval shipyards prepared by the 
Library of Congress: 

Payrolls, purchases, supplies, and other ex
penditures by the yard amount to $250 mil
lion annually, which generates annual busi
ness at the local level to somewhere in the 
vicinity of $1.25 billion. The annual pay
roll' for its 9,634 employees is $80 million. 
The $250 ~illion in total expenditures consti
tutes about five-tenths of 1 percent (.480) of 
the country's past defense budget of $51 bil
lion. The estimated value of the property is 
s<>mewhere between $300 and $500 million. 

On that subject, relwting to how section 
608 was construed in the other House, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD a colloquy 
which the chairman of the Committee 
on Armed Services of the other body held 
on that point which appears at page 
13246 of the RECORD of June 10, 1965. 

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

Mr. Enw ARDS of Alabama. Mr. Chairman, 
will the chairman yield to me for a ques
tion? 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Mr. Chair
man, I . will yield 1 minute to the distin
guished Member from Mobile. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. Chair
man, in referring to section 608, I would like 
to ask a clarifying question. On November 
19, some 95 bases were ordered close(! by the 
Secretary of Defense, and Brookley Air Force 
Base was one of those to be phased out over 
a 4-year period. It is my understanding 
that the first people are to leave Brookley 
in June, this month 1965, and then con
tinue for the next 4 years. Is it the chair
man's interpretation of section 608 that the 
Congress would have a chance now, if this 
bill should pass, under section 608, to review 
the order to close Brookley Air Force Base? 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. I had not 
gone into that subject very thoroughly until 
it was called to my attention a few moments 
ago. It is my feeling that once this bill is 
signed by the President it would apply to 
any base that is open at that time. This is 
my curbstone opinion. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Regardless of 
whether an order has been issued for it? 
· Mr. RIVERs of South carolina. That is my 
opinion. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Is that your in
tention as well as your opinion? 

Mr. RIVERS of South Carolina. Well, if I 
have a belief, I always follow it up with my 
intent. 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I thank the gen-
tleman. · 

Mr. JA VITS. Always, people like to 
have practical cases cited. I should 
like to present a practical case indicat
ing a situation where review would have 
been desirable. It was the desire of the 
Department of Defense to transfer cer
tain functions of the Rome Air Material 
Area at Griffiss Air Force Base at Rome, 
N.Y. After we dug into the situation 
thoroughly, we found, according to the 
General Accounting Office itself, im
portant differences in estimates of the 
anticipated savings resulting · from the 
closing. 

The General Accounting Office report 
dated June 25, 1964 which we requested 
disclosed that of the Air Force estimated 
savings of $11.8 million for fiscal years 
1965 through 1967 and the anticipated 
annual savings thereafter of about $9.9 
million a year, the GAO was able to 
identify approximately $2 and $2.7 mil
lion which respectively did not appear 
to be savings properly attributable to the 
transfer. The GAO was unable to de
termine the reasonableness of the Air 
Force estimates because in their words 
"the Air Force has not provided sufficient 
detailed support for the most important 
factor affecting the estimates, that is, 
the number of personnel spaces that can 
be eliminated from the Logistics Com
mand's .authorized personnel strength as 
a result of the transfer." Most unfor
tunately, detailed papers supporting this 
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estimate were destroyed by the Air 
Force. The GAO also found that the 
estimated cost of $3.6 million for con
structing additional facilities of the air 
material areas receiving the functions 
of the Rome Air Material Area appeared 
to be understated by about $1 million. 

I am not going to draw a broad gen
eralization as the result of this case. 
The fact is that the General Accounting 
O:flice itself came up with a difference 
from the Air Force as to estimated sav
ings of approximately 20 percent to one
third of the estimated savings. Not
withstanding the outstanding record of 
Secretary McNamara's Department, it 
can, like all human org~nizations, be in 
error. 

Another situation, in which a differ
ence of opinion as to facts and figures 
has arisen is the case of the Naval Train
ing Devices Center, located at Sands 
Point, Long Island, N.Y. 

The Naval Training Devices Center is 
responsible for research and develop
ment of training devices for the Navy, 
the Army, the Marines, and the Coast 
Guard, and is frequently utilized by the 
Air Force and certain civilian agencies 
as well. Its basic task is development 
and delivery of training devices which 
simulate operational equipment, permit
ting the training of large numbers of 
men without the enormous cost which 
would be incurred if such large-scale 
training were carried out using actual 
equipment. The Center is the only fa
cility of its kind in the Defense Depart
ment. 

The Navy, which previously planned 
and obtained funds to transfer the Cen
ter from Sands Point to Mitchel Field, 
N.Y., has now proposed to move the Cen
ter to Orlando, Fla. On the basis of evi
dence which has been presented to me, 
both by the proponents and by the op
ponents of the relocation, I believe there 
are grave questions as to the soundness 
of the move. Not only would this reloca
tion have serious adverse effects on the 
economy of the State from which the 
Center would be moved and on the 800 
employees of the Center and their fami
lies, but there are also indications that 
it would be unwise both from the stand
point of the national defense and from 
the point of view of the American tax
payer. 

Because the Center's research and de
velopment activities require skilled 
scientific and technical personnel, as well 
as research and educational facilities, 
the location of the Center in an area, 
like New York City, where these skills 
and facilities are available in great 
abundance, is of prime importance. 
Another advantage the Center enjoys in 
its present location is proximity to a 
number of its major contractors, located 
in the New York area. The benefits ac
cruing to the Center because of its pres
ent geographic location and the loss of 
these benefits which would be incurred 
by removal of the Center to Florida, are 
thus one aspect of the proposed move 
which raises grave doubts as to its wis
dom. 

Another cause for concern about the 
proposed transfer is the cost. There are 
very major differences in the estimated 

cost of relocation of the Center, mainte
nance of the Center at Sands Point as 
opposed to Orlando, rehabilitation of 
existing facilities as opposed to rehabili
tation and construction at Orlando, and 
other factors. A comparative cost analy
sis was prepared recently by the Engi
neers and Scientists Association of the 
Center, based on cost estimates certified 
by the association to be as accurate as 
possible considering the association's in-

ability to obtain access to official infor
mation concerning the proposed transfer 
and within the limits of the association's 
knowledge of, and experience and fa
miliarity with, the Center's operations. 
According to this analysis, the following 
are the estimated figures for the cost of 
first, keeping the Center at Sands Point; 
second, moving the Center to Mitchel 
Field; and third, moving the Center to 
Orlando: 

Item \-S-an_d_s_P_o_in_t_
1 
_____ 

1 
____ _ 

1. Rehabilitation of buildings--------------------------------------- --- None 

Mitchel Orlando 

$1,500,000 $851,000 
2. Construction of new buildings and laboratories______________________ $1,200,000 None 2,000,000 
3. Annual maintenance costs------------------------------------------- 530,000 200,000 3,000,000 
4. Moving costs _____ --------------------------------------------------- None 
5. Forced early retirement of employees-------------------------------- None 

50,000 1,500,000 
None 

6. Abandonment of new laboratory------------------------------------ None None 
700,000 
40,000 

7. Additional hiring of out-of-State employees__________________________ None 
8. Training of inexperienced engineers and technicians______ ___________ None 

None 1, 800,000 
None 

9. Built-in travel and communication costs ___ ------------------------- None 
2,187, 500 

None 500,000 
1---------1--------1--------

TotaL ----------------------------------------------------------- 1, 730, 000 1, 750,000 12,578,500 

The Navy, however, estimates the 
comparative costs as follows: 

Sands Point, $6,746,600. 
Mitchel, $3,800,000. 
Orlando, $2,201,000. 
On the basis of these two sets of figures 

alone, a thorough and impartial account
ing of all comparative cost factors, in
cluding hidden factors, appears justified. 

A further subject of controversy which 
could adversely affect the efficient opera
tion of the Center is the extent to which 
the present operation would be dis
rupted during the 2 years over 
which the move would be carried out. 
Still another subject of concern--which 
some say would actually jeopardize the 
entire program of the Center-is the 
loss of skilled employees of the Center 
who would prefer to be separated from 
their present employment than be relo
cated and would therefore be lost for the 
operation of the Center. A very sub
stantial number of engineers have al
ready resigned, and employee polls and 
other evidence indicates that the loss of 
experienced engineering talent to the 
Center might be extremely severe. 

Yet despite the serious and substantial 
nature of this controversy, we had no 
opportunity for congressional review. 

Members of the New York congres
sional delegation had a number of meet
ings with the Secretary of Defense-! 
believe one in Washington and one in 
New York, following the ordered closing 
of the New York Naval Shipyard and 
Brooklyn Army Terminal as well as 
other facilities on November 19, 1964. 

How much better would it be if the 
procedures for congressional review un
der the statute on review of surplus 
property transactions 00 U.S.C. 2662), 
or the transferring of Defense Depart
ment functions (10 U.S.C. 125) could 
have been followed. 

As the Senator from Mississippi 
knows, the members of the Government 
Operations Committee have constantly 
proposed to them for consideration the 
disposition of surplus property. The 
questions are decided very quickly. We 
have no express power to immediately 
stop dispositions of property declared 
surplus as the General Services Admin
istration sees :fit. Yet, the mere fact that 
the question is put up to us and the 

Department must wait until we respond 
is a worthwhile and satisfying procedure 
to Members of Congress. 

I join with my colleagues in urging 
the conferees to adopt a sympathetic at
titude to the language in section 608 of 
the House bill. We should be given a 
regularized procedure by which major 
decisions affecting the lives and fortunes 
of thousands of Americans can be re
viewed and dealt with in an orderly way. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Maine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I wish 
to speak in support of section 608 of the 
House version of the military construc
tion bill which has the effect of requir
ing notification to the Congress perti
nent to the prospective military base or 
installation closings, reductions, or con
solidations. Such notification would 
then provide the Congress the opportu
nity to express its approval or disap
proval of these proposed actions. 

Much has been made of the base 
closure issue. I, for one, am fully sympa
thetic with the needs for economy 
throughout our military establishments. 
I am however, cognizant of the economic 
impact of such closures upon our local 
domestic economies. In Maine and New 
Hampshire we have the Portsmouth
Kittery complex of naval facilities which 
the Department of Defense has scheduled 
for phaseout. I have seen difficult cir
cumstances arise in similar situations in 
the past. Along with my New England 
colleagues, I am working on several ap
proaches to achieve future economic sta
bility for the Portsmouth-Kittery area 
based upon a revitalized civilian economy. 
I think this can be done-but it will take 
time. 

Regardless of this economic problem I 
believe the basic issue involved with the 
Rivers amendment centers around an 
interpretation of the constitutional 
powers of the Congress with regard to 
raising and supporting our military 
forces. 

On this matter the Constitution is 
clear: 

The Congress shall have the power to 
raise and support armies, to provide and 
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maintain a Navy, to make rules for the gov
ernment and regulation of the lan·d and 
naval forces. 

Throughout the years of our history, 
the delegation of this power to the Con
gress has been upheld. 

In the 1875 edition of Blackstone's 
"Commentaries," it is noted that: 

Congress can alone r aise armies; and may 
put them down, wherever they choose. 

In this separation of powers issued be
tween the executive and legislative 
branches, I see no corollary between 
President Johnson's concern in this 
general area when he vetoed the flood 
relief bill for the Pacific Northwest and 
the subject of military base closings un
der discussion here today. 

In supporting this amendment we do 
not infringe upon the tactical or stra
tegic disposition of military forces. We 
simply mean that the Congress will re
view and determine the total effect upon 
our national security of the proposed 
closure of a military facility. It is not 
only commonsense, but clearly constitu
tional intent that these military installa
tions and facilities authorized and sup
ported by the Congress shall also be dis
posed of only with congressional ap-
proval. · 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I as
sociate myself with the other Senators 
who have expressed appreciation and 
commendation for the outstanding serv
ices rendered by the distinguished Sen
ator from Mississippi in handling this 
large program of expenditure and au
thorization. However, I would be less 
than frank if I did not state that I was 
disappointed in one item which was 
stricken from the bill. That item had to 
do with the request of the Department 
of the Army for some $9 million for its 
complex at Fort Riley, Kans. 

Fort Riley, Kans., is the home of th.e 
1st Division. It is to be expanded in 
area through the kindness of the chair
man of the committee last year, in giv
ing us additional territory to be used to 
expand the size of the post for the 
training of this great division. This 
expansion is badly needed. It was re
quested by the Army. 

The item for the Fort Riley project 
should be properly considered for inclu
sion in next year's program. This is an 
essential, constructive program. It is 
badly needed at this post. 

The distinguished chairman gave me 
some consolation in the report, which 
states that this will be considered for 
next year's program. It certainly 
should be kept in mind. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I am 
delighted that the Senator from Kansas 
brought the matter up. I recall his 
great interest last year in Fort Riley and 
the :fight which he made, and which he 
has always made with reference to his 
State. The Senator does not come in 
with a request unless he has a case; and 
he has a case this time, I believe. 

This project was not in the original 
budget recommendation. It came in 
later because something else had been 
canceled out. In other words, it did not 
have the highest priority. 

We did not defeat it on its lack of merit. 
However, we have a fairly solid formula 
that we use in trying to add these units 
at the rate of so many a year. 

We are delighted that Fort Riley will 
be included next year, if it is in the 
budget. The committee has already 
more or less informally agreed that it 
will be included then. I greatly appre
ciate the sentiments of the Senator from 
Kansas. 

Mr. CARLSON. Mr. President, I have 
such high regard for the chairman and 
the committee members that I shall not 
press the matter further now. I am cer
tain that the matter will be given con
sideration in the hearings next year. In 
view of what I believe the need to be, I 
appreciate it very much. 

Mr . .. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
I j.oin in the statement of the acting 
chairman of our committee~ This was 
one of the few items that we specifically 
named in our committee report as com
ing up next year. 

Mr. CARLSON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I un

derstand that the Senator from Illinois 
has a matter to bring up. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I have. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I yield 

the :floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois is recognized. 
AMENDMENT NO. 296 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I join 
with my colleagues in the respect which 
I have for the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. STENNIS]. 

No Senator has a fairer mind than 
has the Senator from Mississippi. No 
Senator is more courteous or more con
siderate. 

I believe that, in general, the work 
which the committee has done on the 
bill is excellent. There is one feature 
of the bill, however, in which I believe 
they have yielded to pressure and have 
cut themselves off from economies 
which could be effected. 

Therefore, on behalf of the junior 
Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER], my 
colleague, the junior Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. DIRKSEN], and myself,. I call 
up amendment No. 296 and ask that it 
be read. I shall explain it briefly and 
then ask for a quorum so that it can be 
discussed more fully. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
On page 83, strike lines 3 and 4 and insert 

in lieu thereof the following : 
"Rock Island Arsenal, TIUnois: Research, 

development, and test facilities, administra
tive facilities, and utilities, $4,336,000, of 
which amount $3,510,000 is authorized sub
ject to the condition that the request for 
such sum is not withdrawn by the Secretary 
of Defense or his designee by notice in writ
ing to the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the Senate 
prior to final consideration by both Houses 
of Congress of the bill appropriating funds 
for military construction for the fiscal year 
1966." 

On page 133, lines 11 and 12, strike the 
figure "$242,363,000" and insert in lieu there
of the figure "$245,873,000". 

On page 133, line 14, strike the figure 
"$296,269,000" and insert in lieu thereof the 
figure "$299,779,000". 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, al
though this amendment, on its face, 
seems to call for an additional expendi
t\lre of $3,510,000, it would in reality, pro
vide economies of $4,600,000 a year, 
which, over a period of 10 years, would 
amount to $46 million. So, it is really 
an economy prop.osal, and the proposed 
capital increase is really made to reduce 
operating costs. 

I shall ask for the yeas and nays on 
the amendment. I would like to make a 
brief statement, and then ask for a 
quorum call, so the matter may be dis
cussed before a larger number of the 
Members of the Senate. 

I ask for the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, now 

let me make a preliminary statement on 
this matter. We all know that there is 
an excessive number of military instal
lations scattered over the country. The 
naval bases were set up in the days of 
sailing ships, and we had naval bases 
at Portsmouth; Charlestown, Mass.; 
Brooklyn, N.Y.; Philadelphia; Norfolk; 
and Charleston, S.C. 

The military bases were established in 
the days of the Indian wars, and they 
are scattered all over the country. 

Various supply installations were es
tablished, one of which is at Springfield, 
Mass., another at Rock Island, Ill., and 
many others. 

There was great waste in the mainte
nance of these installations. There are 
too many of them and some are very in
efficient. They have been "sacred cows," 
protected by Senators and Representa
tives from the various districts and 
States in question. Many hundreds of 
millions of dollars have been wasted each 
year. 

The present Secretary of Defense, Mr. 
McNamara, is the first man who has the 
courage to try to deal with the matter 
and try to close down the uneconomic 
installations. When he does so, there 
is a very natural tendency on the part of 
Senators and Representatives who come 
from these districts and States to defend 
the maintenance of the installations. 
Behind the language and comments 
made at that time, the struggle con
tinues, and I predict it will continue 
for a long time. 

I have always taken the position, in 
defending the legitimate interests of my 
State, that if economy could be proved 
in the transfer of facilities from my 
State to another State, I would not ob
ject. I have sat silent in the Senate 
when such economies have been effected 
at the expense of my State. 

When however I thought that the gen
eral situation indicated that economtes 
were not being made by any such trans
fer of facilities from my State, I have 
objected, and I felt justified, both on the 
ground of the national interest and the 
fact that a State's interests should not 
be subjected to noneconomic and politi
cal forces. 

This is an occasion in which I can de
fend the general interest and at the same 
time defend the interests of my State 
because the effect of the action of the 
Senate Armed Services Committee--and 
it was also the action of the House--
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would be to prevent a transfer of ord
nance work from the highly inefficient 
operation at Springfield, Mass., to the 
highly efficient installation at Rock Is
land, which lies on the Mississippi River 
halfway between the State of Illinois and 
the State of Iowa, halfway between the 
cities of Rock Island and Moline, on the 
Illinois side, and the city of Davenport 
on the Iowa side. 

I will develop this argument in greater 
detail. It is one of the clearest indica
tions and clearest evidences that political 
pressure has been used successfully to 
defeat a proposal which would save 
$4,600,000 a year, in all probability, at a 
cost only of an initial, one-time expendi
ture of $3,510,000, and which therefore 
would net $1,i190,000 in the first year of 
savings and $4,600,000 every year there
after. 

So in order that we may get down to 
cases on this matter, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum--

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator withhold that request? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. MANSFIELD. Will the distin
guished Senator from Illinois, who has 
thefloor--

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I am 
yielding the floor. but I have the floor at 

present and I should like to yield to the 
Senator from Virginia to present a con
ference report. I serve notice now that 
immediately after action has been taken 
on the conference report, I shall again 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, with 
that understanding, I urge all attaches 
of the Senate to notify Senators that im
mediately upon adoption of the confer
ence report the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAs] will again obtain the 
floor and suggest the absence of a quo
rum-and it will be a live quorum. 

TREASURY AND POST O~CE 
DEPARTMENTS APPROPRIATION 
BILL, 1966-CONFERENCE REPORT 
Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 

submit a report of the committee of con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendments of the 
Senate to the bill (H.R. 7060) making 
appropriations for the Treasury and Post 
Office Departments, the Executive Office 
of the President, and certain independ
ent agencies, for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1966, and for other purposes. 
I ask unanimous consent for the present 
consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read for the information of 
the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read the report. 
(For conference report, see House pro

ceedings of today.) 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the present consideration of 
the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

[CONFERENCE TABLE] 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
wish to make a relatively brief state
ment on the conference action on H.R. 
7060, the Post Office and Treasury De
partment appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1966. 

The conference report contains a total 
of $7,669,444,000. This is $1,065,040,000 
over the House bill, $29,225,000 under the 
Senate bill, $1,208,039,000 over 1965, but 
$80,326,000 under the estimate. 

The total amount of the bill, $7,669,-
444,000 consists of $6,634,444,000 of regu
lar 1966 appropriations and a 1965 sup
plemental of $1,035 million for the Inter
national Monetary Fund. 

For the Treasury Department, the con
ference bill contains $1,291,239,000, an 
increase of $49,584,000 over 1965. The 
amount allowed is $18,987,000 over the 
House figure, $21,726,000 under the esti
mate, and $12,775,000 under the Senate 
bill. 

For the Post Office Department, the 
conference report contains $5,324,400,-
000, an increase of $122,400,000 over 1965 
and represents a reduction of $58,600,000 
in the estimates. The amount allowed 
is $11 million over the House figure and 
$16,450,000 under the Senate bill. 

For the Executive Office of the Presi
dent and certain independent agencies, 
the conference allowed the budget esti
mate. 

I ask unanimous consent that a table 
showing the U65 appropriation, the 1966 
budget estimate, the House and Senate 
action, and conference action on the bill 
be printed in the REcoRD. 

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

. Treasury-Post Office appropriation bill, H.R. 7060, fiscal year 1966 

TITLE I-TREASURY DEPARTMENT 

1965 appro- Bill Conference allowance compared with-
priations Conference 

Appropriation title (including 1966 estimates allowance 
supplementals House Senate 1966 estimates House bill Senate bill 

to date) 

Office of the Secretary_.------------------- $5,907,000 $5,920,000 $5,875,000 $5,874,000 $5,874,000 -$46,000 -$1,000 --------------Bureau of Accounts ________________________ I 32, 764, 000 33,765,000 33,500,000 33,500,000 33,500,000 -265,000 ---------------- ---- ----------Bureau of Customs ________________________ 78,854,000 82,850,000 82,250.000 82,250,000 82,250,000 -600,000 ---------------- --------------
Bureau of the Mint, salaries and expenses •• 2 14, 659,000 13,350,000 13,350,000 13,350,000 13,350,000 ---------------- ---------------- --------------Construction (land acquisition) ________ 3 16, 000, 000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 ---------------- ---------------- --------------

Total, Bureau of the Mint. __________ 30,659,000 14,350,000 14,350,000 14,350,000 14,350,000 ---------------- ---------------- --------------Bureau of Narcotics ________________________ • 5, 657,000 5, 970,000 5, 970,000 5, 970,000 5, 970,000 ---------------- ---------------- --------------
Bureau of the Public Debt._------ -------- 6 50, 237. 000 50,330,000 50,330,000 50,330,000 50,330,000 ---------------- ---------------- --------------
Coast Guard: 

284, 000, 000 284, 000, 000 -1,200,000 Operating expenses. __ -- --------------- 273, 752, 000 285, 200, 000 284, 000, 000 ---------------- --------------
Acquisition, construction, and im-

e 115, 510, 000 101,000,000 115, 510, 000 115, 510, 000 +14, 510,000 provements ___________ ------ _________ 85,000,000 -------------- -- --------------
Retired pay ___ ------------------------ 7 36,961,000 40,300,000 40,000,000 40,000,000 40,000,000 -300,000 ---------------- --------------
Reserve training ___________ -------- ____ 20,939,000 23,750,000 22,500,000 23,125,000 22,500,000 -1,250,000 ---------------- -$625,000 

Total, Coast Guard __________________ 416, 652, 000 464, 760, 000 447, 500, 000 462, 635, 000 462, 010, 000 -2,750,000 +14, 510,000 -625,000 

Internal Revenue Service: 
17,600,000 -520,000 Salaries and expenses ___ --------------- 16,445,000 18, 120,000 17,600,000 17,600,000 ---------------- --------------

Revenue accounting and processing ___ _ 152, 100, 000 166, 000, 000 154, 600, 000 164, 500, 000 159, 600, 000 -6,400,000 +5,000,000 -4,900,000 Compliance ____________________________ 429, 850, 000 453, 500, 000 439, 000, 000 446, 250, 000 439, 000, 000 -14,500,000 ---------------- -7,250,000 

Total, Internal Revenue Service _____ 598, 395, 000 637, 620,000 611, 200, 000 628, 350, 000 616, 200, 000 -21, 420, 000 +5.000,000 -12, 150, 000 
Office of the Treasurer--------------------- 6,175, 000 6, 350,000 6, 350,000 6, 350,000 6, 350,000 ---------------- ---------------- --------------
U.S. Secret Service: 

Salaries and expenses: 
President's budget_________________ s 8, 310, 000 8, 750, 000 8, 750, COO 8, 750, 000 8, 750,000 ---------------- ---------------- --------------
Secretary's special addendum. _____ ---------------- (3, 887, 000) 3, 877,000 3, 355,000 3, 355, 000 +3. 355, coo -522, 000 --------------

I----------·1-----------I----------J-------·---
Total, salaries and expenses._____ 8, 310, OGO 8, 750, 000 12,627,000 12,1C5, 000 12,105, 000 

White House Police____________________ o 1, 859, 000 1, 866,000 1, 866, 000 1, 866, 000 1, 866,000 
+3,3~,000 -552,000 --------------

Guard force·--------------------------- 436,000 434,000 434, 000 434,000 434, OGO ---------------- ---------------- --------------
----------1----------l----------·l----------l----------l----------l----

T~a~u.ase~tS&vice---------~~10~,6=~~·=o=oo=~~=11~,=~=o~,o=oo=~~=1=~=9~~.o=o=o~=~1=~=4=~='=oo=o~=~1~4=,4~~='=oo~o=~==~+=3=,3=~=·=oo=o~=~=-=5=22=.=oo==o ----------
Total, title I, Treasury Department_ 1,241,655,000 1,312,965,000 1,272,252,0CC 1,304,014,000 1,291,239,000 -21,726,000 +18,987,000 -12,775,000 

See footnotes. at end of table. 
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Treasury-Post Ot!lce appropriation bill, H.R. 7060, jlscaZ year 1966-Continued. 
TITLE II-POST OFFIOE DEPARTMENT 

' 
~ 

1965 appro- Bill Conference allowance compared with-
Curiations Conference 

Appropriation title mcluding 1966 estimates allowance 
supplementals House Senate 1966 estimates House bill Senate bill 

to date) 

Administration and regional operation _____ 10 $87, 441, 000 $88, 100, 000 $86, 500, 000 $86, 500, 000 $86, 500, 000 -$1,600,000 ---------------- --------------
Research, development, and engineering ___ 12,000,000 13,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 12,000,000 -1,000,000 

---+$6~000~000- -:.::$16~450~000 
~ra~~~g:t!iion~=========================== 

11 4, 224, 059, 000 4, 333, 900, 000 4, 298, 900, 000 4, 321, 350, 000 4, 304, 900, 000 -29,000,000 
596, 500, 000 598, 000, 000 595, 000, 000 595, 000, 000 595, 000, 000 -3,000,000 ---------------- --------------Building occupancy and postal supplies ____ 199, 000, 000 226, 000, 000 226,000,000 216, 000, 000 221, 000, 000 -5,000,000 -5,000,000 +5,000,000 

Plant and equipment---------------------- 12 83, 000, 000 124, 000, 000 95,000,000 110, 000, 000 105, 000, 000 -19,000,000 +10, 000,000 -5,000,000 

Total, title II, Post Office Depart-
ment ____ -------------------------- 5, 202, 000, 000 5, 383, 000, 000 5, 313, 400, 000 5, 340, 850, 000 5, 324, 400, 000 -58, 600, 000 +11, 000,000 -16, 450, 000 

TITLE Ill-EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

Compensation of the President. ----------- $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 $150,000 
White House Office________________________ u 2, 855,000 2, 855,000 2, 855,000 2, 855,000 2, 855,000 
Special projects---------------------------- u 1, 375,000 1, 500,000 1, 500,000 1, 500,000 1, 500,000 
Executive Mansion and Grounds__ __ ______ 696,000 694,000 694,000 694,000 694,000 
Bureau of the Budget---------------------- 7, 306,800 7, 973,000 7, 920,000 7, 973,000 7, 973,000 
Council of Economic Advisers_____________ 697,000 723,000 723,000 723,000 723,000 

+$53, 000 --------------

National Security CounciL---------- ----- - 626,900 660, 000 660, 000 660,000 660, 000 
Emergency fund for the President_________ 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 
Management improvement. _______________ 

1 
___ 3_00_, o_o_o_

1 
____ 2_50_,_oo_o_

1 
____ 2_50_,_o_o_o_

1 
____ 2_5o_,_oo_o_

1 
____ 2_50_, o_o_o_1_--_-...,-------------=-------_-,_-_--_--_-.:..·_--_-_--_-_--_,_-_-_--_-_-_--_-_--_-_--

Total, title III, Executive Office of the President _____________________ _ 15,006,700 15,805,000 15,752,000 15,805,000 15,805,000 +53. 000 --------------

TITLE IV-INDEPENDENT AGENCIES 

Tax Court of the United States.----------- $2,183,300 $2,190,000 $2,190,000 $2,190,000 $2,190,000 
Administrative Conference of the United 

States. ___ ----------------------- -------- ---------------- 250, 000 250, 000 250, 000 250, 000 
Advisory Commission on Intergovern-

mental Relations__________________ _______ 410,000 410,000 410,000 410,000 410,000 
Committee on Labor-Management Policy_ 150, 000 150, 000 150, 000 150, 000 150, 000 

I---------I----------I---------I---------I-------I------·I-------I----~--
Total, title IV, independent agencies_ 2, 743,300 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 3, 000, 000 

. 
TITLE V-FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

International Monetary Fund, increase in • 
. quota ____________________________ ________ ---------------- u $1,035,000,000 ---------------- $1,035,000,000 $1,035,000,000 ---------------- +$1,035,000,000 

1-----------I----------I-----------I-----------I----------I-~--~----I·----------I-----~--
Total, title V, funds appropriated to 

the President ______________________ ---------------- 1, 035,000,000 --------------- - 1, 035,000,000 1, 035,000,000 ---------------- +1, 035,000,000 --------------
1========1~=====1===========1=~~~=1=~=====1==========1~~~=1====~~ 

Grand total, titles I, II, III, IV, and 
v ---------------------------------- 6, 461,405,000 7, 749,770,000 $6,604,404,000 7, 698,669,000 7, 669,444,000 -$80,326,000 +1, 065,040,000 -$29,225,000 

Consisting of-
1966 appropriations__________ 6, 461,405,000 6, 714,770,000 
1965 supplemental.---------- ---------------- u 1, 035,000,000 

6, 604, 404, 000 6, 663, 669, 000 
1, 035,000,000 

6, 634, 444, 000 -80, 326, 000 +30, 040, 000 
1, 035,000,000 ---------------- +1, 035,000,000 

-29,225,000 

t Reduced from $33,000,000 as result of $107,000 tran!'fer to Bureau of Narcotics and 
$129,!JOO transfer to "White House Police," Public Law 89-16. 

'Includes $4,500,000 in Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1965, and $179,000 supple
mental, Public Law 89-16. 

s Includes $810,000 (of which $539,000 dArived by transfer "Retired pay, Coast 
Guard"). Of the $810,000 supplemental $215,000 is for pay increase and $595,000 to 
expand force, Puhlic Law 89-16. 

u Includcfl $129,000 by transfer from "Bureau of Accounts" in Public Law 89-16. 
1° Includes $1,941,000 by transfer from "Plant and equipment" in Public Law 89-16. 
11 Increased by $204,059,()()(1, of which M,059,000 is derived by transfer from "Plant 

a In addition, $500,000 in Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1965, to be derived by 
transfer from "Office of the Treasurer," fiscal year 1964 to remain available until 
expended for construction. and equipment," Public Law 89-16. 

t Includes $107,000 by tran~fer from "Bureau of Accounts" in Public Law 89-16. 
1 Includes $570,000 in Supplem1mtal Appropriation Act, 1965, and $667,')()() supple

mental, Puhlic Law 89-16. 

12 Reduced from $89,000,000 as result of $1,941.000 transfer to "Admlni~tration and 
regional op:)ration" and $4,05!l,OOO transfer to "Operations," Public Law 89-16. 

n Includes $125,000 by transfer from "Special projects" in Public Law 89-16 
e Original estimate of $109,25(),()()(' increast>d by $6,260,000 fl. Doc. 24, dated May 17, 

1965. 
u Reduced from $1,500,000 as result of $125,000 transfer to "White House Office," 

Public Law 89-16. 
T Reduced from $37,500,000 as result of $539,1)()() transfer to "Salaries and expenses, 

U.S. Secret Service," Public Law 89-16. 
u Supplemental estimate for 1965 contained in S. Doc. 31 d~tted June 1, 1965. 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
invite the attention of Senators to the 
fact that the conference report was 
unanimously agreed upon by both House 
and Senate conferees, and represents a 
reduction in the budget estimates. It is 
our opinion that it provides ample funds 
for both major agencies handling two 
vital matters; namely, taxes on the one 
hand and post office mail on the other-

Mr. President, I move adoption of the 
conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The report was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 

the Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its action on 
certain amendments of the Senate to 

House bill 7060, which was read as fol
lows: 

Resolved, That the House recede from its 
disagreement to the amendment of the Sen
ate numbered 10 to the bill (H.R. 7060) en
titled "An Act making appropriations for the 
Treasury and Post Office Departments, the 
Executive Office of the President, and certain 
independent Agencies for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1966, and for other purposes", 
and concur therein with an amendment, as 
follows: 

In lieu of "5 per centum", insert: "27'2 per 
percentum". 

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
House amendment to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 10. · 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Virginia. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum: 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll, 

and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 

[No. 155 Leg.) 
Church 
Cooper 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Gore 
Gruening 
Harris 
Hart 

Hartke 
Hayden 
Hickenlooper 
Hill 
Holland 
Hruska 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Javits 
Jordan, N.C. 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kennedy, Mass. 
Kennedy, N.Y. 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
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Long, Mo. Morton Russell, S.C. 
Long, La. Moss Saltonstall 
Magnuson Mundt Scott 
Mansfield Murphy Simpson 
Mccarthy Nelson Smith 
McGee Neuberger Sparkman 
McGovern Pastore Stennis 
Mcintyre Pearson Symington 
McNamara Pell Talmadge 
Metcalf Prouty Thurmond 
Miller Proxmire Tower 
Mondale Randolph W1lliams, N.J. 
Monroney Ribicoff Williams, Del. 
Montoya Robertson Yarborough 
Morse Russell, Ga. Young, Ohio 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo
rum is present. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU
THORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1966 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (H.R. 8439) to authorize cer
tain construction at military installa
tions, and for other purposes. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I as
sume that the Senator from Illinois de
sires the floor. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I 
should like to explain again the nature 
of the pending amendment. On the face 
of it, the amendment would seem to in
crease the capital expenditures at Rock 
Island by $3,510,000 a year. In practice, 
however, it would permit the transfer of 
work from the Springfield, Mass., Armory 
to the Rock Island Arsenal which would 
save $4,600,000 in the first year, and 
thereafter we believe the transfer would 
result in continuing savings of approxi
mately the same amount each year. So 
that the amendment is really a proposal 
to save money and not to expend addi
tional money. This proposal is recom
mended by the Department of Defense 
and the Bureau of the Budget. 

A few minutes ago I made a prelimi
nary statement as to the reasons for the 
amendment. Since then additional Sen
ators have come into the Chamber and 
I should like to expand upon the subject 
for their benefit. 

As I have said, we all know that there 
has been an excessive number of naval 
stations, military posts, and Government 
ordnance plants in the United States. 

Naval stations were established in the 
days of sailing ships. There were ap
proximately six on the Atlantic coast, a 
number which we certainly do not need 
in this modern era. Military posts were 
scattered all over the country because of 
colonial and Indian wars, and there have 
been surplus ordnance installations as 
well. These have been sacred cows in the 
past, since Senators and Representatives 
would naturally fight to the death to hold 
those installations for their particular 
States. They did so in obedience to pres
sure from their constituents, and there
fore no blame should be attached to 
them for their actions. 

Secretary McNamara is the first Sec
retary of Defense who has tried to re
duce that waste. He is trying to close 
down some of the surplus naval stations, 
some of the surplus airfields, and some 
of the surplus military posts. As we can 
see from the discussion this afternoon, 
he is meeting with considerable resist
ance. 

In addition, he is trying to reduce the 
waste of having work in high cost, ob
solete ordnance plants continue when the 
work could be transferred to more effi
cient plants at a lower cost. 

The present suggestion grows out of 
this general background. The Secretary 
of Defense asked a management con
sulting firm, Booz, Allen & Hamilton, to 
study the Springfield Armory and bring 
in recommendations as to whether it 
should be closed down or continued. It 
is well known that this armory although 
it has a very honorable record going back 
to the Revolutionary War, and although 
the Garrand weapons were developed 
there, has been sadly falling behind the 
times in the last 25 years. The build
ings are old, machinery is obsolete; the 
unit costs are extremely high. 

The management consulting firm, 
after a thorough survey, recommended 
that the work at Springfield be gradually 
closed down within the next 3 years and 
that small arms research and develop
ment work be transferred to a newer and 
more modern plant at Rock Island, Ill., 
which though technically in the State of 
Illinois, is on an island in the center of 
the Mississippi River, and really draws its 
working force from both Iowa and 
Illinois. 

The firm estimated that annual sav
ings would be effected by the transfer in 
the amount of $4,600,000. I repeat that 
those are annual savings. The cost of 
adapting the facilities at Rock Island to 
the new research and development work 
which would be transferred would be ap
proximately $3,510,000 and the savings 
for the first year from such a transfer 
would be $1,090,000. Thereafter the sav
ings would be at the approximate level of 
$4,600,000 a year; in 10 years, it would be 
approximately $46 million. At present, 
in Springfield, the armory has about 
2,500 people employed. It was the pur
pose of the Booz, Allen & Hamilton re
port to have approximately 800 of those 
men transferred to Rock Island. There 
would be, therefore, a reduction of 1,700 
men in the total force. 

I wish to emphasize that the 1,700 men 
who would be laid off would receive dis
missal wages and the very generous 
treatment which the Government affords 
its employees who are dropped because of 
surplus staffing. 

The traveling and moving expenses of 
the 800 who would go to Rock Island 
would be met. This would slightly re
duce the saving in subsequent years, 
but there would still be a good round 
margin of savings. 

Everything argued for the acceptance 
of this study. The Department of De
fense had already shown that it was 
trying to escape from the high costs of 
Springfield by tapering off the work 
there. A few years ago only 56 percent 
of the capacity of the plant was being 
utilized. At present, I am told, only 
37 percent of the facilities are used. So 
the Department of Defense has already 
earmarked Springfield as an area of high 
costs, despite its historic record, and in 
order to save money has wanted to trans
fer the work to Rock Island. 

As I said earlier, when considerations 
of bona fide economy have been in effect, 

I have not protested the transfer of fa
cilities from Illinois to other States. 
Despite criticism inside my State, I have 
supported or at least not opposed the 
transfers, because I believe the national 
interest should come first. But when a 
measure to transfer work out of my State 
is against the national interest, I will 
defend that national interest, as well as 
the interests of my State and the Middle 
West, against unfair attempts to raid 
them and to deny the opportunity of 
placing such economies in effect. 

If one will read the printed RECORD, 
he will find some strange and wonder
ful arguments advanced by Representa
tives from Massachusetts as to why the 
work should not be transferred from 
Springfield to Rock Island. One argu
ment is that the people of Springfield 
would never go to Rock Island despite 
the fact that their traveling costs would 
be met, and that, therefore, Congress 
should not inflict psychic pain upon 
them by compelling them to move from 
where the broad A, as in father is used, 
to sections of the Middle West, where we 
speak the American language and not 
the effete pronunciation of the southern· 
counties of Great Britain. 

I have great respect for the State of 
Massachusetts and for the Connecticut 
Valley. It so happens, that I was born 
in Massachusetts. One of my ancestors, 
William Douglas, came to this country. 
He jumped overboard in 1700 and swam 
ashore in order that he might come to 
this country. He landed in Boston; and 
if one can swim ashore in November in 
Boston Harbor, it means he had quite 
a yearning to get onto dry land in that 
harried State. 

My family has lived in New Eng
land for almost 300 years. I was edu
cated in New England. I was born in 
Salem, Mass., the witchcraft town. A 
part of my education was obtained in 
Massachusetts. I lived for 2 years in the 
beautiful Connecticut Valley. It is a 
beautiful valley. I love it. But the Mis
sissippi Valley is just as beautiful and 
also more impressive. The psychic pain 
inflicted on the good people from Mas
sachusetts who never came West would 
not be so great. Quite the contrary. It 
would help them. It is sometimes said 
that it · takes the sight of the foothills 
to make a man out of a Harvard Ph. D. 
The sight of the Mississippi is a broad
ening experience on the general outlook 
on life of those who have suffered too 
long from the effortless self-satisfaction 
of Massachusetts. 

Mind you, if these Federal employees 
come, they will have their expenses paid. 
Good housing will be provided for them. 
They can also listen to symphony or
chestras, orchestras which play as good 
music as the Springfield, Mass., orches
tra does. If they sigh for the art galler
ies of Springfield, we can furnish them 
art galleries in Chicago. We shall be 
glad to provide excursion rates for them 
when they go to Chicago. We can give 
them cultural advantages and, in addi
tion, give them the bracing air of the 
Midwest. Such a move would save 
$4,600,000 a year. 

If for any irrational reason the people 
of Massachusetts and Springfield do not 
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wish to move, we can furnish the Gov
ernment with skilled machinists and 
skilled laborers in the area of Rock Is
land and Moline, on the Illinois side, and 
of Davenport, on the Iowa side in the 
farm equipment center not only of the 
United States but of the world. We 
have a highly skilled working force there. 
Unfortunately, with the ·increasing size 
of farms and a diminution in the farm 
population, the farmers of the country 
are not buying as much farm equipment 
as they did years ago. As a result, em-. 
ployment in the area has fallen off, and 
a considerable number of unemployed 
skilled machinists are available to go 
into the work of the arsenal. In the 
past year, the employment services have 
said that they have placed from 200 to 
300 machinists in the arsenal in the 
highly skilled positions of GS-9 or above. 
This can continue. 

So if our Massachusetts friends are 
not happy away from the Connecticut 
Valley and miss the sound of the broad 
"A," and refuse to choose to move, those 
places can be filled in the Midwest. We 
shall be glad to welcome the Massachu
setts applicants and still give them first 
claim on the jobs. We do not believe 
that economy for the taxpayers should 
be denied because of possible irrational 
prejudices which they may have. The 
objections to the transfer are ill 
founded. 

It would be well, perhaps, if I stopped 
at this point. But I cannot do so. Why, 
in the face of all these advantages, did 
the House and the Senate committee re
fuse to go along? That is extraordinary. 
I have great respect and affection for the 
Members of Congress from Massachu
setts in both the House and Senate. 
They are fine men. I have deep affec
tion for the State in which I was born. 
But something more was involved in this 
matter than cold reason. I believe polit
ical pressure was involved. The Repre
sentatives .from Massachusetts are per
suasive men. The two Senators from 
Massachusetts are estimable and per
suasive men. 

We honor the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL], gra
CiOUS in personality, a great oarsman in 
the Harvard crew of 50 years ago, and a 
fine gentleman in every respect, and gen
erally a valuable Member of this body, 
but so imbued with the idea that, at all 
costs, Massachusetts must be protected, 
aggrandized, and furthered that at times 
he loses his perspective. 

I have great respect and affection for 
the junior Senator from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY], who is an adornment to 
this body, a member of a distinguished 
family-probably the foremost political 
family in the country-brother of the 
mrm who carried our party to victory in 
1960 and who shed tremendous credit on 
this Nation as President. 

We are glad to see his two brothers 
in the Senat~ne representing the 
State of Massachusetts and the other 
representing the State of New York. We 
are delighted to have them here. 

However, I deeply regret that the Sen
ators from Massachusetts allowed paro
chial interest to get the better of 
national interest. Perhaps they could 

not do anything better. Perhaps they 
were so caught in the interest of people 
who thought Massachusetts was being 
drained that they had to do something 
which, in their hearts, they knew was 
wrong. 

I am attempting to save the Senators 
from their baser elements and enable 
them to become statesmen once more. I 
do not expect them to vote for the 
amendment and hang their heads in, I 
shall not say "shame", but I hope they 
will acquiesce and allow this amendment 
to be agreed to. 

Mr. President, Massachusetts has 
done extremely well at the hands of 
Congress. Permit me to take up the 
question of naval stations. As I said, 
there are naval stations at Portsmouth, 
N.H.; Charlestown, Mass.; Brooklyn, 
N.Y.; Philadelphia, Pa.; Norfolk, Va.; 
and Charleston, S.C. That was in the 
days of the sailing ships. They are obso
lete now. At least two, possibly three, 
stations should be closed down. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Not at this time. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. Not even to say 

that there is a naval station on the Great 
Lakes in Chicago? 

Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator is cor
rect. It is a very good training station, 
too. I believe it is the only training 
statiop on the lakes. 

Why was it that they closed down 
Portsmouth and not Charlestown? The 
States of Maine and New Hampshire 
have been very forgiving. They may 
have struggled behind the scene, but 
they have not leveled any protest in pub
lic. I wonder if it should not have been 
Charlestown that should have been 
closed down rather than Portsmouth. 
However, it was Portsmouth. The north
ern part of New England was sacrificed 
once again to Boston, as it has been for 
so many decades, and, indeed, centuries. 

Mr. President, in addition, who is it 
who has recommended the uneconomic 
Government ropework done in the 
Charlestown Navy Yard year after year, 
although it is highly wasteful and should 
be turned over to private industry? Is it 
not the advocates of private industry 
and private enterprise who have gone in 
year after year to defend state socialism 
in the making of rope in the Charles
town Navy Yard? 

I make no charges. I ask people to 
look at the record; and they will find out. 
Every time the proponents of these un
economic efforts at waste have tri
umphed and the defenders of economy 
have lost. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. Not yet. 
There was the Food and Container In

stitute in Chicago, the center of the food 
industry of the country, and the center 
of the container industry in the country. 
However, Senators and Representatives 
from Massachusetts insisted that that 
should be transferred to a place called 
Natick, in the woods, outside Boston. 
Massachusetts is not the center of the 
food industry. The only contribution 
which Massachusetts has made to food 
has been codfish cakes and baked beans, 

and baked beans are not as ubiquitous 
an item of military diet now as they once 
were. Nevertheless, this establishment 
was transferred to Natick. It was a very 
wasteful proceeding. 

The argument was made, and I have 
heard the Senator from Massachusetts 
say, that people would like to leave Chi
cago and go to Natick to live, because 
people follow their jobs. If people fol
low their jobs, they can go from Spring
field, Mass., to Rock Island, Til., in a 
similar way. 

We have had the question of the loca
tion of the electronics center before us. 
Many sections of the country wanted that 
electronics center-the Pacific coast, the 
Midwest, and the Southwest. We felt, in 
the Middle West, that we had a good 
claim for it. After all, we had been the 
center of the electronics industry. How
ever, Massachusetts was very persuasive. 
I believe that their. arguments included 
pressure, and not mere logic. They got 
the electronics center. I voted for it. 

I voted for it because I thought that 
they deserved a chance. I wanted to en
courage them to the fullest. I may have 
been influenced by my affection for the 
two Senators from Massachusetts. I 
tried to repress that feeling of affection, 
but it was so powerful within me that I 
cannot say that I was fully able to stifle 
it. However, I draw the line at the pres
ent proposal, when something is in the 
interest of economy-something which 
may temporarily hurt Mass·achusetts--
and people say, "We are more cultivated. 
Our people will not leave Massachusetts. 
The work must be brought to them, even 
though it is uneconomic to do so." 

I protest that with all the strength 
that I have. I would not object to hav
ing work transferred out of Illinois if it 
were in the national interest. But, I 
shall fight like a tiger to defend work 
being kept in Illinois if it is in the na
tional interest. 

Mr. President, that is about all I have 
to say. I hope that there will be no hard 
feelings caused by what I have said. I 
am only a plain speaker. I do not have 
the oratorical powers of either of the 
Senators from Massachusetts. However, 
if a case is based on truth and economy, 
one must rest his case there. 

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

Mr. DOUGLAS. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I join 

my very able colleague, the senior Sena
tor from Illinois, in endorsing the 
amendment. 

There is not much that I can add to 
what the Senator has said in respect to 
the area he has covered. However I in
vite attention to the amendment itself 
and refer to the wording as it is. 

I do not believe that the Senate Cham
ber is a very good place for us to make a 
determination regarding the amount of 
cost, savings, or extravagance that 
might be involved in this particular 
issue. 

Any Senator can make the statement 
that a proposal would cost the Govern
ment something or save the Government 
something. 

I believe that the burden is on those 
who oppose the amendment to show by 
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figures that the savings which the Sena
tor from Illinois has discussed are not 
present. However, be that as it may, 
when I first came across this item, I 
found that, in the report on the item 
before the Committee on Armed Serv
ices, there was the following explana.-
tion: · 

The proposed construction is necessary to 
permit closing Springfield Armory, Mass., 
and transferring the small arms research and 
development function from there to Rock 
Island Arsenal. The Department of Defense 
remains firmly convinced that the action to 
close Springfield Armory is sound and that 
authorization of projects associated with this 
action should be allowed in order that the 
annual savings which are expected may ac
crue. There are, however, no objections to 
making the authorization contingent on the 
findings of an independent study of the 
Springfield Armory closing, now being con
ducted by the firm of Booz, Allen & Hamil
ton under contract with the Department of 
Defense. 

That is the way the item was originally 
reported to the Committee on Armed 
Services. What happened? After the 
staff study and consideration of the bill, 
it went back to the Department of De
fense for their reclaimer or contingency. 

There was nothing to stop it from 
coming back and saying it still wanted 
the item. There is nothing like that in 
the reclaimer or contingency. In other 
words, the point of the Defense Depart
ment is that it wants this item without 
any contingency, but we recognize that 
Booz, Allen, & Hamilton were asked to 
restudy the proposal. I want to say 
that, according to my information, the 
firm was hired by the Department of 
Defense to come in with findings with 
respect to the closing of the Springfield 
Arsenal. It is now making the study. 
The restudy was initiated by the delega
tion from Massachusetts personally 
urging Mr. McNamara that the restudy 
be made. Mr. McNamara agreed to it. 

It seems to me the very least we might 
do is include the Defense Department's 
request for this item and then put some
thing in the language which would per
mit the Defense Department to change 
its mind. 

The amendment provides that the 
amount is authorized subJect to the con
dition that the request for such sum is 
not withdrawn by the Secretary of De
fense or his designee by notice in writing 
to the Committees on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the 
Senate 'prior to final consideration by 
both Houses of Congress of the bill ap
propriating funds for military construc
tion for the fiscal year 1966. 

I believe we have gone as far as we 
possibly could. The opponents of the 
amendment would tie the hands of the 
Appropriations Committee so that, as a 
result of what Mr. McNamara may find 
on the basis of the restudy, the Appro
priations Committee could not act. 

By acting favorably on the amend
ment, the Senate committee would be 
left free for any argument to be con
sidered. It should be left open so the 
Appropriations Committee could do its 
job. 

I believe it is a fair amendment. It 
would save the Government money to 
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implement the closing of the Springfield 
Armory, but I am willing to have the 
Secretary withdraw such a request, if 
that is what he wants to do, by the time 
the committee finishes its work. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, let me 
say a few words, representing the com
mittee viewpoint. Let me emphasize to 
the Members of the Senate that this item 
does not call upon them to decide the 
merits as between the research work to 
be done at the Springfield Armory and 
the prospective research work to be done 
at Rock Island, Ill. It involves an im
portant program of research in small 
arms, pistols, rifles, grenade launchers, 
machineguns, and related weapons. It 
is one of the actions decided by the Sec
retary of Defense in 1964, wherein he 
proposed to stop the work in Massachu
setts and transfer it to Rock Island. 

There was placed in the military con
struction authorization bill this item of 
$3.510 million. but thereafter the Secre
tary of Defense took this matter under 
advisement for consideration. That is 
the reason, and the only reason, why the 
committee proposed to take this item out 
of the bill. It will be June 1968, before 
work will start in the Rock Island ar
senal, if it is transferred there, which 
gives plenty of time to authorize the item, 
appropriate the money, and alter the 
building in which the research will be 
accomplished. 

This action is in keeping with the 
policy of the committee. We do not au
thorize speculative projects that may be 
3 years in starting. One year we had an 
absolute rule that we would not author
ize one project unless there was going 
to be a money request for it. Otherwise, 
these authorizations accumulate, and the 
Defense Department can say, "We 
thought we were going to move to Rock 
Island, but we changed our minds. Now 
we want to use the $3.5 million author
ization that was originally set aside for 
Rock Island to build something. in 
Guam." 

That is done under what is called re
programing. 

By way of explanation, no one from 
Massachusetts talked with me about this 
project. No one from the Defense De
partment talked with me about it. Mr. 
McNamara did not talk with me about it. 

With reference to savings, these are 
only estimates. Very often they do not 
materialize into anything like the esti
mates. Sometimes they even go the 
other way. But before any of these sav
ings can possibly accrue, we will have 
time to learn about the Secretary's final 
decision as to where he is going to put 
the arsenal, where he wants the money 
appropriated, and where he wants to 
have the building. 

There are perhaps hundreds of cases 
that are as routine as the one in the bill, 
with respect to which, for one reason 
or another, delays occur, and the matter 
is postponed. I do not believe there is 
another item in the bill as to which the 
Secretary of Defense said he wanted to 
further study it and decide the matter. 
I did not rest on that. I wanted to know 
if the matter was really to be recon- . 
siJered. I have a letter in which it is 
stated that· Booz, Allen, and Hamilton 

•. 

were retained to study -and analyze the 
data. 

With all deference to the Senators 
concerned, there is plenty of time for the 
transfer of the arsenal, if that becomes 
the decision of the Secretary of Defense. 

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. The Senator has been 

very fine about this matter. I commend 
him for acting as he has. 

I would not want any misinterpreta
tion to be made of this matter, but it was 
my understanding that this item was 
requested by the Secretary of Defense 
and that request still stands. To the 
best of my knowledge, there has not been 
any statement from the Secretary of De
fense saying he did not wish this item. 
If I am in error in that statement, I 
would like the · Senator from Mississippi 
to correct me. 

Mr. STENNIS. I approach that by 
degrees, but first, generally, it is in the 
budget. Generally, all of the budget was 
requested. But in effect he withdrew 
this particular item when he decided to 
make the study. Therefore, when he 
decided on the study, we withdrew the 
authorization. It is as simple as that. 
I pledge myself now, that so far as I am 
concerned, if it is decided to go to Rock 
Island, or wherever it may be, I will ac
cept it, because I do not make the 
decision. 

Technically, however, everything that 
was in the budget last November was 
given consideration. Nothing has been 
withdrawn that I know of, without ask
ing for ail equal amount to replace the 
items withdrawn. They may withdraw 
requests for projects but they imme
diately wish to substitute new projects. 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from 
Mississippi said something to the effect 
that the Secretary of Defense had with
drawn this item. Perhaps the Senator 
has later information than I have. 

Mr.STENNIS. No. 
Mr. MILLER. The information I have 

before the committee is unclassified, and 
is simply this : 

The Department of Defense remains firmly 
convinced that the action to close the Spring
field Armory is sound, and that authoriza
tion of the projects associated with this 
action should be allowed in order that the 
annual savings which are expected may 
accrue. 

It went on to say that there would be 
no objection to a contingency such as 
we have contained in our amendment. 
That, with all due deference to my good 
friend, the Senator from Mississippi, 
does not seem to me to be a withdrawal. 

Mr. STENNIS. I use the term "with
drawal" in that they withdrew their de
cision to make the change concerning 
the arsenal, until a study was completed 
by Booz, Allen & Hamilton. 

It is true that the construction officers 
and others handling the bill have not 
withdrawn their la.."l.guage. I did not 
know this until the Senator called it to 
my attention. If I had known, I would 
have insisted on the Secretary of De
fense sending the committee a letter ex
plaining the situation.. I say there 1s 
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plenty of time to make this decision, as 
the move will not be made unti11968. 

Mr. MILLER. I know that the Sen
ator from Mississippi would like to have 
had something to clarify the situation. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. 
Mr. MILLER. But it is difficult to 

get. When the Secretary of Defense, 
through his representatives, comes over 
to the committee and says that the De
partment of Defense remains firmly con
vinced that the Springfield Armory 
should be closed, yet still wishes the au
thorization of the program so that the 
saving can go forward--

Mr. STENNIS. Will the Senator par
don me-who said that? 

Mr. MILLER. This is the Defense De
partment's statement. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thought the Sena
tor said the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. MILLER. The Secretary of De
fense and his assistants made this state
ment to us. I do not know whether the 
Secretary of Defense has communicated 
to the Armed Services Committee his 
statement that he is withdrawing con
sideration. So far as I understand, the 
latest information from the Defense De
partment is that they wish this added 
without any contingency at all. It 
seems to me that in the absence of some
thing further, it is entirely proper for 
this authorization, to proceed, particu
larly in light of the contingency which 
is contained in the amendment which 
points out that the authorization is sub
ject to a condition that the request for 
the sum is not withdrawn by the Secre
tary of Defense. In other words, this 
item is asked for right now, so far as I 
know. 

Mr. STENNIS. Let me respond to 
those comments. The sheets· which I 
hold in my hand which come in-and 
there are literally hundreds of items in 
the bill-generally explain what is in the 
bill. But here are the latest remarks 
which I have from the Department of 
Defense, representatives of which have 
come to me in person. It has the item 
listed, and then contains this sentence, 
which has just been called to my atten
tion by a member of my staff: 

Deleted by HASC-

That is the House Armed Services 
Committee-
the proposed constructon is necessary to per
mit transferring the small arms research and 
development function from Springfield 
Armory to Rock Island Arsenal. 

That is an earth shaker, is it not? We 
have not requested that. Of course, this 
authorization is necessary if the transfer 
is to be made, but we are notified that it 
is taken under advisement. I have no 
secret information about it. There is 
under advisement now the fact that it 
is being reevaluated. 

This is the letter of June 18 addressed 
tome: 

I am writing in response to the request of 
a member of your staff for information with 
respect to the status of the study being con
ducted by the consulting firm of Booz, Allen 
& Hamilton, in connection with the Depart
ment's decision to close the Springfield 
Armory. 

Then it says that they have been en
gaged in doing that work. Conse-

quently, that is what we acted upon. 
This matter is in abeyance. That is all. 
The proposal has not been rejected. It 
has not been condemned. It is waiting 
for a decision. Then we shall get the 
money, whomever the decision favors. 

I thank the Senator from Iowa for his 
comments. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 

President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

RussELL of South Carolina in the chair). 
The Senator from Massachusetts is 
recognized. 

Mt. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr. 
President, I have the greatest affection 
for the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DouGLAsl. I also have the 
greatest affection for the people of 
illinois. After listening to the eloquent 
remarks of the Senator from Illinois this 
afternoon, I know that Illinois' gain is 
our loss. 

I can sympathize with the vigorous 
remarks of the Senator from illinois 
when he mentions that many of the 
people of Massachusetts could broaden 
their horizons by coming out and view
ing the great heartland of the country, 
for which I have the greatest respect and 
the deepest affection. 

But, Mr. President, that is not the issue 
which is before the Senate today. There 
is only one question. There is only one 
fundamental issue which is now before 
the Senate; namely, the question of 
economy. 

Mr. President, I take issue with the 
statements made by the Senator from 
Illinois which assert that we in Massa
chusetts have not suffered from the 
economy measures of the distinguished 
Secretary of Defense. When the De
partment of Defense issued the orders to 
close the Portsmouth NavY Yard, hun
dreds of employees living in Massachu-' 
setts were affected. There are 2,300 per
sons who were working at the Watertown 
Arsenal who will be out of work when the 
Arsenal is closed. There are many per
sons in the veterans' hospital, Rutland 
Heights, today whose future is not 
bright. There are many persons at the 
Brighton Marine Hospital who also face 
unemployment. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I take seri
ous issue with the question that those of 
us in Massachusetts have not suffered 
from these Government cutbacks. I be
lieve that what the delegation from Mas
sachusetts is attempting to do-my col
league from Massachusetts [Mr. SALTON
STALL], Representative BoLAND, and my
self-is to find out where economy can 
truly be realized. 

This is the fundamental question. 
The Secretary of Defense himself said 
that the presentation which was made by 
the Massachusetts delegation and the 
Springfield technical committee before 
him, the Secretary of the Army and their 
experts was the finest such presentation 
he ever heard. 

I feel that I would be remiss in my re
sponsibilities to the people of my State, 
-and in my responsibilities to the people 
of this Nation, if we were to feel that 
every time a decision was made in the 
Defense Department, we were to take it 

hands down, without questioning it, 
without bringing to bear the experience 
and the enlightenment, the facts and the 
figures, which might not have been con
sidered. That is why we brought our 
figures to the Secretary of Defense and 
why he, after hearing our presentation 
appointed Booz, Allen & Hamilton, Inc. 
one of the most outstanding management 
consultant organizations in this country, 
to completely review and analyze the 
facts concerning the Springfield Armory. 

Inasmuch as we are talking about facts 
and figures, let me say that it would be a 
sheer waste of the taxpayers' money to 
transfer facilities to Rock Island when 
we already have such · facilities at the 
Springfield Armory, and as long as the 
final decision regarding the Springfield 
Armory has not yet been made by the 
Secretary of Defense. 
-The Army says it wants $3,510,000 to 
make the Rock Island Arsenal ready for 
the research and development currently 
being done at Springfield. The Spring
field Technical Committee and the 
Massachusetts delegation in its presenta
tion has shown that construction and 
alteration of facilities at Rock Island 
would cost at least $5,940,000. The Army 
claims that the implementation cost of 
a move to Rock Island would be $8 mil
lion. The presentation by the delegation 
showed an estimated one-time cost of $73 
million. 

Let us show where we get the $73 mil
lion :figure. Construction and alteration 
of facilities at Rock Island, $4,594,000. 
Personnel move, $135,000. Equipment 
movement, $38,730,000. Personnel sep
aration, replacement, and forced retire
ment, $29 million. Other costs, $895,000. 

With respect to forced retirement the 
Comptroller General of the United States 
and Mr. Charles Brown, who is an actu
ary for the Civil Service Retirement 
Commission states that this item ought 
to be considered in every instance where 
the Department of Defense is closing out 
an activity. In computing the savings 
of a move to Rock Island this was com
pletely overlooked by the Department of 
Defense, and this figure amounts to $9 
million. The Department of Army has 
estimated only 75 percent of Springfield's 
personnel would agree to transfer to 
Rock Island. And skilled personnel will 
not be easily recruited in that area 
either. 

I read from the Rock Island news
paper the Target, of December 31, on 
page 12: 

Despite the processing of 4,543 applications 
for employment through November, some 
shortages of trained personnel continued at 
the year's end, the personnel and training 
office reported. 

About 40 openings exist for engineers 
(mechanical and industrial), despite recruit
ing trips to Seattle, Wash., Peoria, and Mil
waukee, Wis. 

I also have before me a list of the 
vacancies today which existed as of 
December 24, 1964, of technical people 
at Rock Island with no personnel to fill 
the requirements. 

If we assume a hundred will transfer 
to Rock Island, there will be left in 
Springfield 2,200, 39 percent of which 
will be eligible for retirement on Decem-
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ber 31, 1966. It has been actuarially 
determined by Mr. Miller, of the Spring
field Life Insurance Co., that the cost to 
retire these people will be $17,800,000. 
What about the cost of retraining? In 
its study the Defense Department states 
that it has taken into consideration no 
figures with regard to retraining person
nel. The Springfield technical commit
tee estimates this figure would be $29 
million. 

The Department of Defense has not 
included either the costs for recruiting 
personnel for Rock Island. We have 
consulted the Cincinnati Milling Co. and 
General Electric, and learn it costs 
$2,000 to recruit a person. Since there 
would be a requirement at Rock Island 
for 776 people to handle research and 
development and since the Government's 
report points out that only 25 percent 
of those people will come from Spring
field, this would leave 660 technicians 
that will have to be recruited for the 
Rock Island facility. 

At a $2,000 recruiting cost for each 
person, this would amount to $1,320,000, 
which is a part of our employment cost. 
None of this has been included in the 
Government's report. 

I have the greatest respect for my 
friends from Illinois, but the funda
mental question is the question of econ
omy. That is what we are interested 
in. Therefore the fundamental question 
is whether the figures which have been 
presented to us by the Department of 
Defense for closing the Springfield 
Armory are really all inclusive or 
whether additional facts which we have 
brought forth-and which the Secretary 
of Defense is currently reviewing-and 
should be given consideration. I feel 
that we deserve consideration, and that 
we should not authorize funds to dupli
cate at Rock Island the facilities cur
rently in operation at Springfield until 
that review is completed. 

The elimination of the Rock Island 
request is not the only request of the 
Department of Defense which has been 
eliminated ·by the Armed Services Com
mittee. 

The Armed Services Committee report 
shows that it denied $88 million for troop 
housing, denied funds for the construc
tion of a new headquarters building at 
Fort Belvoir, and denied funds for bar
racks construction at Fort Bliss. The 
committee also cut back an additional 
$31 million from the request made by 
the Department of Defense. 

The committee has reached this deter
mination after careful review and I ap
plaud it for it. The committee in this 
way is fulfilling the prime responsibility 
of the legislative branch of the Gov
ernment. 

Once again, I rise with great respect 
for my colleague and friend from Dlinois, 
but although I realize that the people of 
Massachusetts, if they were to go out 
West, would enrich their culture and en
joy the great expanse of the Mississippi 
River, and breathe deeply of the fresh 
Dlinois air. But we are interested in 
the fundamental question which is before 
the committee and before the Senate, and 
that is that we should let Booz, Allen & 
Hamilton complete its study, let Secre-

tary McNamara finish his review before 
we in the Senate take any action to move 
the research and development facilities 
to Rock Island. 

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

Mr. KENNEDY of Ma.ssachusetts. I 
yield. 

Mr. MILLER. As I said earlier, I can 
understand how we can have all kinds 
of viewpoints on the relative costs 
involved. 

The Senator has given us some figures 
which are very interesting. They could 
be persuasive. Let me ask a question. 
If these figures are indeed valid, does not 
the Senator have confidence that the 
Secretary of Defense will ask that this 
item be rescinded? It would seem to me 
that he would. That is all that our 
amendment would do. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. As 
a member of the Armed Services Com
mittee the Senator realizes, first of all, 
that the committee must fulfill its re
sponsibility in making its judgment, as 
it has on a number of other occasions, 
on the requests of the Secretary of De
fense, and must make an independent 
judgment. 

Section 103 of the proposed legislation 
provides: 

SEc. 103. The Secretary of the Army may 
establish or develop Army installations and 
facilities by proceeding with construction 
made necessary by changes in Army mis
sions and responsibilities which have been 
occasioned by: (a) unforeseen security con
siderations, • * * (c) new and unforeseen 
research and development requirements. 

If for some reason the Secretary of 
the Army should feel there was a des
perate national interest and he felt the 
need for the $3.5 million for Rock Is
land at a later date, section 103 is quite 
specific in outlining the way that he 
could do it. 

I cannot see why he would not be able 
to make the adjustments which he would 
then feel were necessary. I do not feel 
that there would be any danger to our 
national · security interests. 

Mr. MILLER. I hope that the Senator 
does not think that the amendment is 
unreasonable when we act on the basis 
of the recommendations of the Secretary 
of Defense and the Defense Department. 
They want the item. They have not 
said anything about not wanting it. 
With all deference to the Senator from 
Mississippi, he read the very latest item 
from the Defense Department which re
cited merely that the item had been 
deleted by the House Armed Services 
Committee; but the Defense Department 
still wants the item. There is no lan
guage in the evidence that shows they do 
not want it. We say in the amendment 
that we will give them the item, but it 
will be subject to the contingency that 
the Secretary of Defense himself might 
decide otherwise. Incidentally, the best 
information I have is that he will per
sonally make the decision on the item. 
Then, if he determines that he does not 
want the item, all he has to do is to 
inform the Appropriations Committee 
that he does not want it. 

We ought to have enough confidence 
in the Secretary of Defense that he will 

withdraw the item if he feels it should 
be withdrawn. But let us not hamstring 
the Appropriations Committee. Let us 
not tie their hands. The amendment 
would leave the Appropriations Commit
tee free to take action. But if the amend
ment is defeated, the Appropriations 
Committee cannot do anything about it. 
What we are trying to do is to leave it 
open for the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. The 
Senator from Iowa has asked whether 
we are attempting to hamstring the Sec
retary of Defense. Section 103 quite 
clearly demonstrates that we are not. 
Adequate procedures have been estab
lished. Section 103 of the act, as the 
Senator, who is a member of the commit
tee, is much more aware than I, provides 
an opportunity for the Secretary of De
fense, if he feels it necessary to take 
that step, to do so. I would stand by the 
earlier statements that I have made. 
I do not feel that the language of the 
bill would in any way hamstring him. 
If the Senate were to act otherwise on 
the proposal, it would amount to a pre
judgment of the item. It would be tak
ing sides on the question under current 
review. The bill would in no way en
danger our national security interest by 
eliminating the item, because there are 
established in the section I quoted con
tingencies for any reprograming, and 
adequate protection is afforded. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, I 
rise to support the action of the Armed 
Services Committee with relation to the 
proposed Springfield Armory transfer. 
I say to my good friend from Illionis 
that I do not rise by reason of a stimulus 
from the baser part of my nature at all 
but from the most idealistic part of my 
nature and in the best interests of the 
U.S. Government. 

There are one or two facts that I 
should like to call to the attention of 
the Senate. 

First, as the Senator from Mississippi 
has said, the Department does not ex
pect to close the Springfield Armory un
til April 1968. The building of the 
$3,510,000 faculty at Rock Island is an 
addition to the Rock Island Arsenal and is 
not a new building. There will be ample 
time in next year's budget, if it is neces
sary, to make the appropriation and have 
the extension built by April 1968. 

Furthermore, there is much repro
graming. The figure I am about to state 
is reasonably accurate. Somewhere be
tween 18 and 20 percent of military con
struction each year is reprogramed. If 
the military believe that it is necessary 
to make the transfer as a part of an 
emergency, they can get authorization 
to do so under the emergency section of 
the statute. 

In addition, they can reprogram the 
$3,510,000. 

My colleague from Massachusetts has 
spoken about the cost of moving. My 
own study has indicated that it would 
cost $8 million, not $3,500,000, to move. 

In addition, a year ago we received 
from our accountants in Springfield a 
figure of something like $73 million to 
make the proposed change. The ques
tion might be asked as to where the 
additional expense would come from. A 
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great deal of it would come from retire
ment. 

The Secretary has said that he will 
make the decision. We have had var
ious meetings with him. My colleague 
called attention to one or two · of them. 
Mr. McNamara made his decision on 
November 19, 1964. We met with him 
in his omce on Saturday, February 27. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts, 
Representative BoLAND, Mayor Ryan, my 
colleague [Mr. KENNEDY], and I, and 
a number of others attended that meet
ing. At that time, Secretary McNamara 
said that he never received a more 
thorough, comprehensive, or thoughtful 
presentation than he had received that 
morning. At that time he said that he 
would hire the management consultant 
firm of Booz, Allen & Hamilton, which 
has been mentioned, to make a study of 
the situation. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield to me for one question 
to clear up the point which the Senator 
from Iowa [Mr. MILLER] raised? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. STENNIS. As I understand, the 

Senator now states that Secretary Mc
Namara himself said to the Senator 
from Massachusetts that he would take 
this matter under advisement, that he 
would reconsider it, and reach a deci
sion, later. Is that correct? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. There is no 
question about it. 

Mr. STENNIS. Is that correct? 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct. 
Mr. STENNIS. He made that state-

ment to the Senator from Massachu
setts? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. That is correct. 
He made it at those two meetings. 

I should like to recall some further 
meetings on March 17 with Mr. Mc
Namara. On March 17 Mr. McNamara 
personally visited the Springfield Armory. 
On March 30 our group met with Deputy 
Secretary of Defense Gibson and others, 
and subsequently Mr. BoLAND and I met 
with Mr. McNamara in the omce of my 
colleague [Mr. KENNEDY]. He was en
gaged in a committee and could not be 
present. As I indicated, the Secretary 
said to me several times that he would 
make a final decision in the near future 
and that he would base his decision on 
the important report of Booz, Allen & 
Hamilton, the consultant firm. 

In addition, I have talked with Mr. Mc
Namara several times over the telephone 
concerning the problem. 

Those are the meetings we have had. 
Mr. McNamara has given us assurance 
that he will make the decision personally 
on the basis of the report of the consult
ant, the Booz, Allen & Hamilton firm, 
and on the other information that is 
available to him. 

I should like to make one more fact 
clear. At Springfield there are about 
2,500 trained employees. The Springfield 
Armory has been in existence, I believe, 
since the War of 1812. 

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

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Long before that. 

The revolution in western Massachusetts 
in the 1780's known as Shay's Rebellion 

was staged for the possession of the 
Springfield Arsenal. Daniel Shay, of Pel
ham, Mass., was arrested because he was 
trying to take possession of the arsenal. 

It is an old arsenal. It has an honor
able record. But it is run down and ob
solete. It is inemcient and produces at 
high cost and it should make way for 
more emcient work now. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I believe I vis
ited that armory more recently than has 
the distinguished Senator from illinois. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am merely quoting 
the history of the arsenal. Furthermore, 
while it is true that the Rock Island Ar
senal has also been in existence for a 
long time, I hope our southern friends 
will not object to the Rock Island Arsenal 
because we did furnish ammunition to 
the North. 

But may I point out that the Spring
field Arsenal furnished as many muni
tions as we did; therefore, we should 
not be discriminated against by our 
southern friends, although the Rock 
Island Arsenal did indeed furnish better 
munitions at the time of the Civil War 
than did the Springfield Armory. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I appreciate the 
views of the distinguished Senator from 
Illinois, who was born and educated in 
New England, and knows the value of 
New England and its employees and the 
emciency and expertness with which 
they operate. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. They are fine people; 
but we do better in the Middle West. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 

Is the Senator from Massachusetts fa
miliar with the American Ordnance Asso
ciation, a group comprised of retired 
Army personnel, and probably the most 
distinguished group of its kind concerned 
with ordnance work in this country? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. There is no 
question about that. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I 
feel certain that my colleague is as fa
miliar as I believe I am with the attitude 
of that great organization, a completely 
independent organization, which has 
said that the closing of the Springfield 
Armory would be the most unbelievable 
loss of all the closings which have been 
made by the Secretary of Defense. 

As the Senator himself realizes, the 
American Ordnance Association is a 
completely independent group. Does the 
Senator agree with that observation? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree with my 
colleague 100 percent on that subject. 
I hope the Senate will vote as soon as 
possible on the amendment. I am 
heartily in favor of the statement of my 
colleague from Massachusetts. When 
the need for a transfer has been demon
strated, we shall give it consideration; 
but there is no need for a transfer now, 
when a final decision has not been made. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. I should like to ask 

the Senator about the commitment 
from the Secret ary of Defense. I under
stood the Senator from Massachusetts 
to say, in response to a question asked 

by the Senator from Mississippi, that 
the Secretary had stated that he would 
restudy the matter. Could the Senator 
from Massachusetts tell the Senate when 
this statement or commitment by the 
Secretary of Defense took place? 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. The first time 
was on February 27, as my colleague 
from Massachusetts and I have stated. 
On March 7, I personally visited the 
Secretary of Defense. On March 30, 
we again visited Secretary McNamara, 
and he said he would make the deci
sion himself when he got a complete 
report. He ordered Booz, Allen & Hamil
ton, Inc., to make further study follow
ing their first study, which, for various 
reasons that I shall not discuss, was not 
considered thorough. 

The Secretary has indicated to me at 
least twice over the telephone, and also 
when I have seen him, that he would 
make the decision himself. That is what 
I personally asked him to do. If he 
should make the decision, I would have 
confidence that he would do the best 
he could on the basis of the information 
furnished. That is what he has assured 
us he would do, and that is how the situ
ation stands as of today. 

I believe that the report of the com
mittee is correct for these reasons, and 
also for the reason that if an emer
gency arises, it can go forward at once. 

Mr. MILLER. But the Senator must 
recognize that we have received no word 
from the Department of Defense. This 
is what troubles me. As I understand, 
we have nothing from the Department 
of Defense or the Secretary of Defense 
saying that this item is not wanted. 
That is why we have worded our amend
ment as we have. There has been no 
formal statement from the Department 
of Defense. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I agree with the 
Senator from Iowa, but there have been 
personal assurances, and it has become 
a matter of personal interest and per
sonal responsibility with the Secretary 
of Defense. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, may I 
propose a unanimous-consent request 
on my own responsibility? I believe the 
debate has covered this subject. I pro
pose that there be-

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, I have tried 
to obtain the . floor for the past 45 
minutes. 

Mr. STENNIS. I propose a unani
mouse-consent request that there be 10 
minutes of debate on each side, and that 
at the conclusion of that time the Sen
ate vote on the bill. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I object. 
Mr. DffiKSEN. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Ohio yield, to permit 
me to make an inquiry? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. I yield for that pur
pose. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Is it expected that 
action on the bill will be completed to
night? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. There is one 
other amendment, but it will not require 
a yea-and-nay vote. A yea-and-nay 
vote will be requested on final passage. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. There will be another 
amendment. 
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Mr. STENNIS. That is an additional 
one that I did not know about. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I 
should like to ask the Senator from 
Mississippi whether in the consideration 
of the items contained in the bill any 
other situation of a similar nature arose 
except the one dealir..g with the Spring
field and Rock Island plants. 

Mr. STENNIS. Is the Senator from 
Ohio referring to the reconsideration by 
the Secretary of Defense of his position? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Yes. 
Mr. STENNIS. This is the only in

stance the Senator from Mississippi 
knows about. There were many similar 
situations, but for some reason or other 
it was necessary to defer them. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. But this is the only 
instance in which the Secretary of De
fense is alleged to have changed his 
judgment or at least asked that there be 
a delay in taking action, according to the 
Secretary's recommendation. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; the Secretary has 
taken this matter under consideration 
for possible reconsideration of his de
cision later. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, while 
Ohio seemingly may have no interest in 
this matter, I feel obliged to state on 
behalf of the people of Ohio that a fair 
disposition of the subject is of vital con
cern to Ohio and to every other State 
in the Midwest. 

A situation similar to the one about 
which the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DouGLAS] is complaining occurred in one 
of the programs for eliminating bases 
for economy purposes. It was an instal
lation at Port Clinton, Ohio. The in
stallation was ordered closed in one of 
the programs. of the last 3 years. It was 
ordered closed because the Department 
had decided that the work could be more 
efficiently and economically done by 
being transferred to Pennsylvania. 

The mayor of Port Clinton, a delega
tion of Ohioans, and I went to the Office 
of Secretary of War Vance and presented 
our cause. We showed that 800 people 
would lose their jobs; and that the im
pact upon the economy of the little town 
of Port Clinton would be exceedingly 
painful. 

Secretary Vance listened to us and 
finally said, "What would you do if you 
were in my place and it was shown that 
taxpayers' dollars could be saved by 
closing the Port Clinton installation and 
moving the complete operation to Penn
sylvania?" 

At those hearings, I said, similar to 
the attitude expressed by the Senator 
from Illinois: "I am here only to make 
certain that Ohio will be treated with 
the same yardstick of justice as all other 
States in the Nation. I ask no prefer
ence, but I do not want Ohio to be treated 
in a manner differently than we treat 
Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, California, 
or any other State in the country." 

That is the position I took. That is 
the position that I intend to continue to 
take in the matter of closing these . in
stitutions. We lost the Port Clinton op
eration. It has gone to Pennsylvania. 
Our protest was in vain. However, it is 
now brought to my attention that a sim-

ilar situation exists between Springfield 
and Rock Island. 

I have a copy of the letter that was 
written to Mr. CARL HAYDEN by the De
partment of the Army. In the letter it 
is stated: 

This action will eliminate requirements 
for 9 military and 1,691 civilian personnel 
situations and produce annual savings of 
$4.6 million. 

Those were the figures quoted by the 
Senator from Illinois. In the face of 
that fact, it is now argued that there is 
error in this judgment, and that the op
eration in Springfield should be contin
ued and not sent to Rock Island, Ill. 

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. 
Mr. President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Not at this time. 
I point out a paradox. Two years ago 

there was an operation in Illinois that 
it was considered advisable to close and 
send to Massachusetts because money 
could be saved in making that transfer. 
Illinois complained vigorously. 

That operation was transferred to 
Massachusetts. If there is validity to 
the argument that people will not go to 
another area to take jobs and that the 
payment of retirement benefits becomes 
expensive, is that principle not appli
cable in practically every instance in 
which the transfer of an operation from 
one State to another is contemplated? 

The Port Clinton operation has been 
in existence for 25 years. Employees 
were there for 25 years. When we 
transferred the installation to Pennsyl
vania and the employees did not go to 
Pennsylvania, was not the result that 
retirement benefits had to be paid to the 
Ohioans who were working at Port 
Clinton? 

This matter does not concern Massa
chusetts and Illinois alone. It concerns 
my State. It concerns every Senator 
who places the national interest above 
his local, provincial interest in trying to 
obtain decent management of our Gov-
ernment. · 

I do not condemn the Senators from 
Massachusetts. I hold them in the 
highest esteem. I love the gentility and 
the decency of the senior Senator from 
Massachusetts. I love to listen to him. 
I admire the delicacy and the deep con
sideration that he gives to his colleagues. 
I have told him so personally, and he 
knows it. I respect the junior Senator 
from Massachusetts most highly. 

However, to remain silent when it ap
pears that one rule of justice is to be 
applied to the pleas of Massachusetts 
and a different rule to Ohio, would be an 
abdication of my responsibility to a duty. 
It would be inexcusable. 

I have one additional word to say 
about the entire Midwest. The argu
ment is made that there are not enough 
engineers at Rock Island. If we do not 
have them, it is because we have trained 
them and spent the money of the tax
payers of the Midwest in the universities. 
However, the engineers have been drawn 
away by the very thing that would 
happen in this case. We are sending 
institutions to various places and engi
neers and scientists are being drawn to 
those places. 

My words in this case are not influ
enced by the senior Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAS] and my respect for him. 
I am trying to view the problem objec
tively, and I am trying to follow a course 
that would make it simpler for everyone 
to face the problem. 

I want to be able to go back to Ohio 
and say to my constituents, "Don't 
complain because this installation was 
closed. It was closed on the basis and 
with the purpose of producing economy 
in Government. I will not rest content 
until that happens." 

I support the amendment of the Sen
ator from Illinois. I am certain he 
would never have offered it if he did not 
feel deep in his heart and conscience 
that it had to be done. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Illinois is recognized. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, it is an 

old story-how to get the "me" out of 
economy. It depends on whose ox is 
being gored. 

I presume that it will be stated that on 
occasion I have argued on both sides of 
the question where my State and its 
people were involved. After all, open 
confession, as one knows, is good for a 
man's soul, but there is a little more 
involved here. 

The only testimony that I can find was 
by General Shuler. General Shuler is 
the Director of Installations for the De
partment of Defense. He speaks in the 
hearings about closing Frankfort, An
niston, Erie, Letterkenny, Red River, and 
Army depots where some of their mis
sions were moved into this centralized 
location again in the interest of economy. 
I believe that economy is becoming a 
strange bird around these diggings. It. 
depends on whether one can muster 
enough votes to save the installation. 

I say this in the utmost of kindness to 
my distinguished friend from Massa
chusetts, whom I revere as no other man, 
and whom I love with an effection that 
is higher than the highest star and 
deeper than the deepest depth of the 
ocean. But he knows this is in the in
terest of economy, and that we will save 
some money. 

I do not blame the people of Massa
chusetts for fighting like Bengal tigers 
to keep this installation, even though it 
is an inefficient operation. I suppose if 
I lived in Springfield I would do the 
same thing. We have a Springfield in 
Illinois, too. Our State capitol is lo
cated there. There is something be
guiling and intriguing about the word 
"Springfield." I went up there to make 
a speech in that city's forum. Thou
sands of people turned up. They even 
paid me a generous honorarium to go 
there-far more than I deserved. But 
I kept it, anyway. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield. 
Mr. SALTONSTALL. I am certain 

the honorarium which the Senator kept 
was absolutely deserved, even though I 
cannot agree with some of the state
ments he makes tonight. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. They took me into 
the armory. They were proud of it. 
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They boasted about it like the people 
of Egypt boast about the great Pyramid 
ot Cheops, which has been there for 
thousands of years. Of course, the 
armory at Springfield has not been there 
quite that long. 

I heard the people boasting at Spring
field. I was too timid to say anything 
about it, especially with that honorarium 
I was taking back, but, frankly, I had 
notions of my own. I thought it was too 
old to be efficient. These installations 
have to be renovated, modernized, and 
centralized, so the benefits and full ef
fects of automation and all the advances 
in new machinery can be taken advan
tage of. That is what we have on the 
Mississippi at Rock Island. 

General Shu1er says the change is in 
the interest of economy. The Defense 
Department wants to do it because it is 
in the interest of economy. Now it is to 
have another study by Booz, Allen & 
Hamilton. They picked out a good con
sulting firm, because Booz, Allen & Ham
ilton are located in Chicago and they 
are, by all odds, one of the best Gov
ernment consulting firms in the country. 
But is this fair to General Shu1er and 
all the people at his command who had 
a good look at the job involved? Was 
not the building cost taken into consid
eration? General Shuler went into 
those facts fully and did what he was 
supposed to do. I would throw the book 
at a general with a couple of stars on 
his shou1ders if he had not done his 
homework before he came before this 
august body and told us what the De
fense Department contemplated. That 
is what it contemplated. 

That is why I think the proposal of
fered by my colleague from Illinois 
shou1d get only two votes against it, one 
Republican and one Democrat from 
Massachusetts. 

I know the situation in which those 
Senators find themselves. If I were in 
their shoes and the case were the reverse, 
I wou1d vote precisely as they will vote. 
But we must not persist in error. Right
eousness will have its way, whether or 
not, and economy will have its way
assuming, of course, that we want to 
save a little money in this gargantuan 
enterprise, in a country in which the 
gross national product is moving toward 
the figure of $700 billion, and the budget 
is moving over $100 billion, and in which 
the ceiling on the public debt was ad
vanced to $328 billion by this body only 
the other day. 

Even under those adverse situations, 
with everything against it, we should 
still keep in mind that economy is a vir
tue. Frugality is a virtue. Thrift is 
a virtue. If this country is to remain 
free, we had better start saving. 

The Defense Department says we can 
save here. Are we going to do it or are 
we not? It will be rather interesting 
to take a look at the vote when it comes. 

I believe the yeas and nays have been 
ordered. Then we shall see whether we 
are able to save something, minuscule 
as it is as compared with the whole ex
penditure by this Government. I still 
want to save a little, because I want to 
retain the habit. 

So, Mr. President, I earnestly hope 
that General Shuler and the Defense 
Department will be supported, and that 
now we shall really rise to the occasion. 
Lincoln said, "The Nation is piled high 
with difficulties and we must rise to the 
occasion. As every occasion is new, we 
must think anew and act anew. We 
must first"-and this is the important 
thing-"disenthrall ourselves and then 
we shall save unity." 

Why do not Senators disenthrall 
themselves from spending habits that I 
have been seeing for more than 30 years, 
and get on the economy side of the 
ledger and give this amendment their 
vote? I commit it to their sympa
thetic-! trust-keeping. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 

detain the Senate only a minute further 
by summarizing a statement of the com
mittee's position, which is simple and 
plain. This matter was deferred by the 
committee for the sole reason that the 
decision had not been reached as to 
whether or not this transfer was to be
come official. 

Furthermore, there is plenty of time, 
under the proposed schedule, if this 
change is made, for the Congress to au
thorize, for the Congress to appropriate, 
and for the Department of Defense to de
cide how or if this money shall be spent, 
because it will be June 1968, 3 years from 
now, before the work will be transferred 
to the Rock Island Arsenal. It involves 
a mere alteration of a building, anyway. 
So let us get a decision from the Depart
ment and then act on it. This item in
volves $3,510 million. There is talk about 
saving money. No money will be saved 
until a study and decision are made: The 
project involves $3.5 million as compared 
with approximately $230 million worth 
of items we have taken out of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. DouGLAS] for himself and the Sena
tor from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, I wish 
to make one point along with the Senator 
from Tilinois [Mr. DIRKSEN], to make ab
solutely sure that Senators know what 
the situation is. 

Nothing has been received by the Armed 
Services Committee from the Secretary 
of Defense indicating that he desires to 
withdraw the item. This is his request 
for the item. There is nothing; and if 
there is anything, I shou1d like to have 
the chairman of the committee or the 
Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY] produce it, to indicate that the 
Secretary of Defense has changed his 
mind. 

Mr. STENNIS. If the Senator will 
yield to me at that point, I challenge his 
statement. There is evidence which has 
been given on the floor about what the 
Secretary of Defense said about his plan 
and what he proposed to do. It came 
through one of the most honorable men 
in the Senate, the Senator from Massa
chusetts [Mr. SALTONSTALL]. 

Mr. MILLER. I am not questioning 
that the Secretary of Defense had a tele
phone conversation with the Senator 
from Massachusetts some time ago con-

cerning this matter but there is nothing 
which has come to the committee. I find 
this to be a most unusual situation. That 
is why we have drawn the amendment in 
the way we did, so that we can act on 
the amendment and then, if the Secre
tary of Defense changes his mind, he can 
do so in time for the Appropriations Com
mittee to act. 

These are the facts. I do not question 
the telephone conversation with the Sen
ator from Massachusetts, but is it not 
unusual that the Secretary of Defense 
does not formally come over to the com
mittee with a letter or a communication 
to the chairman saying that he is asking 
us to withdraw or suspend the item? He 
has not done it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KENNEDY of New York in the chair). 
The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Illinois [Mr. DouGLAS], for himself and 
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. MILLER]. 
On this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MONDALE (after having voted in 
the affirmative). Mr. President, on this 
vote I have a pair with the Senator from 
Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]. If he were 
present and voting, he would vote "nay." 
If I were at liberty to vote, I wou1d vote 
"yea." I withdraw my vote. 

The rollcall was concluded. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 

that the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. 
ELLENDER], the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. FuLBRIGHT J, the Senator from Ar
kansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MusKIE], the Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], and the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS] 
are absent on official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] and the Sen
ator from Virginia [Mr. RoBERTSON] are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. RoBERTSON], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], the Senator 
from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], and the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] wou1d 
each vote "nay." 

Mr. KOCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CoT
TON] is necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YoUNG] is absent on official business. 

The result was announced-yeas 32, 
nays 56, as follows: 

Bartlett 
Bayh 
Boggs 
Burdick 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Douglas 
Fannin 
Gore 
Gruentng 
Hart 

Aike·n 
All ott 
Anderson 
Bass . 

(No. 156 Leg.] 
YEAS-32 

Ha.rtke 
Hickenlooper 
Hruska 
Javlts 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kuchel 
Lausche 
Long, Mo. 
Long, La. 
McCarthy 
Metcalf 

NAYB-56 
Bennett 
Bible 
Brewster 
Byrd, W.Va. 

Miller 
Morse 
Moss 
Mundt 
Nelson 
Neuberger 
Proxmlre 
Simpson 
W1111ams, N.J. 
Wllllams, Del. 

Cannon 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
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Cooper Magnuson 
Dodd Mansfield 
Dominick McGee 
Eastland McGovern 
Ervin Mcintyre 
Fong McNamara 
Harris Monroney 
Hayden Montoya. 
Hill Morton 
Holland Murphy 
Inouye Pastore 
Jackson Pearson 
Jordan, N.C. Pell 
Kennedy, Mass. Prouty 
Kennedy, N.Y. Randolph 

Ribicoff 
Russell, Ga. 
Russell, S.C. 
Sal tons tall 
Scott 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-12 
Byrd, Va.. Fulbright Robertson 
Clark McClellan Smathers 
Cotton Monda.le Tydings 
Ellender Muskie Young, N.Dak. 

So Mr. DouGLAS' amendment was re
jected. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. · 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS subsequently said: Mr. 
President, in connection with the bill just 
passed, I ask unanimous consent that 
there be placed an announcement in the 
RECORD, immediately after the vote on 
the question of the amendment concern
ing the Rock Island Arsenal, that the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL
LAN] would have voted against that 
amendment and, at the conclusion of vot
ing on the bill, that he would have voted 
for passage of the bill. 

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

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

Mr. STENNIS. I yield. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. I wish to ask some 

questions regarding section 608 of the 
House bill. I have re~ the committee 
report, and I note that section 608 was 
left out of the Senate bill. It has to do 
with the closing of certain bases, posts, 
and installations throughout the coun
try. I was particularly concerned with 
one in my own State, the Brookley Air 
Force Base. Can the Senator tell me 
whether, under section 608, which was 
carried in the House bill, Brookley Field 
would have been affected? 

Mr. STENNIS. Under the language of 
section 608, which was included by the 
House but not recommended by the Sen
ate committee, the question arises wheth
er that section could be made to apply 
to orders and decisions already made by 
the legislative branch of the Govern
ment. 

Everything considered, the Senator 
from Mississippi believes that a retroac
tive application of that section would not 
be applicable; that it would be held void 
by the courts under the general provision 
of being an ex post facto law, which in
volves a question of Executive power and 
legislative power. 

Assuming that we have the power to 
pass such a provision as to future action 
by the Executive, it is clear to the Sen
ator from Mississippi that we could not 
make it apply to past actions, because 
it would be an ex post facto law. For 
that reason it would not be applicable. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Is the Senator 
aware of the fact that 1n the House a 

presentation was made to make the 
amendment retroactive? 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes; an amendment 
was presented in the House to make it 
retroactive, to apply to 95 cases. That 
amendment was defeated on the floor of 
the House by a vote. It is fair to say 
that Chairman RIVERS, who handled the 
bill, made the argument that it was 
broad enough. In one place he said it 
was broad enough to cover retroactive 
action, and in another place he said 

·that if we tried to enact a law and make 
it apply to past instances, a legal ques
tion would be involved. 

I do not believe that the section would 
apply to Brookley. The Senator from 
Mississippi is familiar with the case. 
The field is just over the line from Mis
sissippi in Alabama. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. A great many of 
the Senator's constituents are employed 
there. 

Mr. STENNIS. Yes. I have been re
ceiving calls concerning the matter. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. It is a matter of 
great concern to the people in the Mo
bile area. It spills over into Mississippi. 
I believe there are about 13,000 employ
ees involved. 

Mr. STENNIS. A great number; yes. 
Mr. SPARKMAN. It creates a great 

deal of hardship. I wonder if anything 
has been done or if any action is con
templated whereby this question of 
hardship can be taken into considera
tion in connection with the closing of 
installations. 

Mr. STENNIS. I am sure that those 
matters are taken into consideration. 
There is a law which requires the Sec
retary of Defense constantly to review 
these military programs, and expressly 
spells out that there shall be closings 
and consolidations for the purpose of 
economy or to strengthen the military 
posture of our great country. . 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I hope that - the 
subcommittee, over which the very able 
Senator from Mississippi presides so well, 
will have that in mind, because it cre
ates a great deal of trouble and turmoil 
and unemployment. 

Mr. STENNIS. It is a very di.mcult 
situation. We have the greatest con
cern about the Brookley Field, and ex
pect to exercise the utmost in sur
veillance of this problem. We do not 
recommend putting into hard law some
thing we think will jeopardize the 
strength of the military posture of the 
United States. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. STENNIS. For the information 
of Senators, so far as I know, there are 
only two additional amendments to be 
offered, on neither one of which there 
will be a yea-and-nay vote. However, 
there will be a yea-and-nay vote on pas
sage of the bill. Perhaps we can finish 
consideration of the bill within the next 
15 or 20 minutes. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, I offer an 
amendment which I send to the desk and 
ask to have stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment of the Senator from Ten
nessee will be stated. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 107, 
between lines 1 and 2, it is proposed to 
insert the following: · 

Arnold Engineering Development· Center, 
Tullahoma, Tennessee: Operational facilities, 
$1,861,000. 

Mr. BASS. Mr. President, the amend
ment which I have offered on behalf of 
myself and my colleague [Mr. GoRE], 
would merely restore to the act a provi
sion allowing $1,861,000 for the construc
tion of a new airstrip at Arnold Engineer
ing Development Center at Tullahoma, 
Tenn. The Defense Department and the 
Bureau of the Budget, both recommended 
this provision and the House of Repre
sentatives included it in the House
passed bill. However, the Armed Serv
ices Committee saw fit to delete it. 

Mr. President, the Arnold Center is en
gaged in research and development in 
such areas of aerospace technology as 
guidance systems, improved propellants, 
materials research, secondary power 
sources, and other work concerning mis
sile and airplane development. It is a 
vital facility in our national defense net
work. The center is located at Tulla
homa, Tenn., more than 50 miles from 
the nearest airport of any consequence, 
Sewart Air Force Base. 

The funds this amendment would pro
vide would be used to provide a new air
strip to enable the landing of large cargo 
aircraft. The existing facility was built 
by the Army during World War II and is 
only large enough to allow the landing of 
small aircraft. 

Due to the nature of the Center's mis
sion, it is necessary to bring in large 
rockets and missiles from other locations. 
At present, these must be landed at 
Sewart Air Force Base and transported 
by truck o;n public highways the remain
ing 54 miles to AEDC. This involves, not 
only excessive time and inconvenience, 
but is extremely dangerous. The pro
posed airstrip would alleviate this prob
lem by allowing the missiles and rockets 
to be landed at the Center. In view of 
the dangers involved to the civilian pop
ulation of Tennessee and to other travel
ers on the highways, I take issue with 
the statement in the committee report to 
the effect that this airstrip was "not be
lieved essential." I do this with all due 
respect to the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi whom we all recognize as an 
expert in matters dealing with armed 
services and defense. 

The need for this airstrip in the future 
was recognized and incorporated in the 
AEDC master plan in 1950. The need, 
however, was not developed until recent 
years when larger rockets of NASA re
quiring larger aircraft for transportation 
made the old airstrip inadequate. An 
example of how inadequate was demon
strated by an airplane, which broke 
through the taxiway while delivering a 
Minuteman rocket last year. So you can 
see the situation is acute. 

Mr. President, I, therefore, strongly 
urge the adoption of this amendment 
which would only add an infinitesimal 
fraction to the overall authorization, but 
which would result in more efficiency in 
our national defense research and could 
result in the saving of human life. 



15024 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE · June 28, 1965 

I hope that the distinguished Senator donated by one or more of the citizens of 
from Mississippi, the chairman of the Rantoul. They built there a training 
committee, will accept the amendment. school, so to speak, particularly with re-

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, the spect to airplane motors and to train 
committee went into the question rather mechanics in the structure of airplanes. 
fully. I have discussed it with the two When I first saw Chanute Field it con
Senators from Tennessee [Mr. GORE and sisted almost entirely of wooden struc
Mr. BAss]. I have visited the installa- tures. Then one day in the winter came 
tion. It is one of the finest we have. a fire, and fire went from one structure 
It is one of our most essential installa- to another. It was a ghastly business 
tions. But it is purely a research center. before we were through. It took some 
I believe that we have invested there doing to get brick structures to replace 
about $350 million iil fine machinery, those destroyed by fire, but we did, and 
wind tunnels and other facilities. But gradually Chanute Field has grown in 
at the same time the item is the first importance as a part of the Air Force Air 
installment on what would naturally be Training Command. At one time an 
a completed airfield there, including fuel endeavor was made to move some of the 
oil pumps, operational building, large activities of that field from Rantoul to 
parking areas, and so forth. The cost Denver. It was 7 or 8 years before I 
would run into many millions of dollars. found out what the truth was, because I 

we should like to have the Senator to went over and helped to defend that in
defer his request. If there is any sub~ stallation when I was still in the House 
stantial change in the need for it, we can of Representatives. A major whose 
supply it later. The only present need name I know, but which I shall not dis
that was shown to the committee was close in the RECORD, did most of the tes
the bringing in of some missiles for test- tifying. Records on temperature, hazy 
ing. But so far the larger missiles are days, dazy haze, mist and winter diffi
not being brought in, only the smaller culty were kept. At long last the flying 
ones. There will be plenty of time later division was sent to Denver, and we kept 
to act on the request. the function of training. ~ 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, will the One day while I was visiting in the 
Senator yield? Panama Canal Zone I ran into my friend 

Mr. BASS. I yield. who at that time was a major. Now he 
Mr. GORE. The distinguished chair- was a major general. 

man of the committee has submitted a We had dinner together. He said, 
request that action on the amendment "You know, I can tell you the truth. 
be deferred in view of the circumstances The reason we wanted to move from out 
that we have not developed the case as there was that there was no adequate 
fully as the chairman feels it should be social life for the officers, and we had to 
to justify the need for the facilities. If put it on pretty thick. So we kept half, 
the chairman will afford us the courtesy and they got half." 
of submitting to himself and to the sub- But Chanute has gone forward and has 
committee a full · justification for the become an essential part in the air train
project, and consider the question in ing commands. I remember sitting in 
conference, I plead with my distinguished the airport at Haiphong, in Viet Minh, 
colleague to comply with the request of when a youngster in fatigue clothes came 
the chairman. up to me. 

Mr. BASS. I appreciate the advice of He asked, "Isn't your name DIRKSEN?" 
my senior colleague from Tennessee. I said, "It certainly is." 
Knowing the esteem in which the dis- He said, "I voted for you." 
tinguished chairman of the committee is I said, "What do you mean-you voted 
held by all Senators and also his great for me?" 
influence, I realize the futility of requir- He said, "They sent us out here from 
ing a year-and-nay vote on the amend- Chanute to keep these planes in repair, 
ment; so, in appealing for the sympathy so that the French could fly them." 
of the distinguished chairman of the This, mind you, Mr. President, was be
committee, I withdraw my amendment. fore Dienbienphu fell in 1953. So those 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The boys have been well trained and have 
amendment is withdrawn. been sent all over the country and all 

The bill is open to further amendment. over the world. We sent some of them 
Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, I offer to the Soviet Union. 

an amendment which I send to the desk In recent months, the operations have 
and ask to have sta:ted. been moved from the Amarillo Air Train-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ing Command to Chanute. I presume 
amendment of the Senator from I11i- they will include from 2,000 to 2,500 
nois will be stated. · youngsters. They will need adequate 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page lodging. They want a dormitory. There 
108, line 5, it is proposed to strike the ought to be an officers' club. There 
numeral ''$2,827,000" and to insert "$6,- should be additional officers' quarters. 
242,000". There should be a good many things if 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The the efficiency of that training is to be 
question is on agreeing to the amendment kept at a high level. 
of the Senator from Illinois. The House Committee on Armed Serv-

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, re- ices provided $6,240,000, which is the 
posing in Springdale Cemetery at Peoria, amount provided in the amendment I 
Ill., are the last remains of one Octave have offered. That would provide 600 
Chanute. He was a pioneer in aviation. units for airmen. It would provide 1,600 
It was after him that · Chanute Field at dormitory units. It would provide 280 
Rantoul, TIL, about 10 miles from our units for officers. 
State university, was located. It was es- But the Senate Committee on Armed 
tablished on a full section of land Services, in reporting the bill, reduced 

the amount to $2,287,000. The Senate 
committee removed the amount the 
House provided. 

I know well that there is no Depart
ment of Defense amount for this item. 
I presume the Bureau of the Budget has 
not asked for it. But I have discovered, 
after 17 years of membership on the 
House and Senate Committees on Ap
propriations, tha·t the Budget Bureau 
does not know everything. 

So notwithstanding the fact that the 
Senate committee has omitted the 
amount for this item, I still offer the 
amendment, because I believe the units 
are necessary, especially so since another 
2,000 boys will be added to.the Air Train
ing Command at Chanute Field, almost 
in the very heart of Illinois. 

I shall not ask for a yea-and-nay vote. 
I want to be on record, however, as indi
cating the necessity for the additional 
units for continued training, because we 
shall need them before we are through. 
Good quarters are conducive to the 
efficiency of the students who are as
signed to Chanute Field. 

Mr. President, that is where I rest my 
case. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I shall 
be brief in stating the committee's op
position to the amendment. 

May we have the clerk read again the 
amount requested in the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will read. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 108, 
line 5, it is proposed to strike "$2,827,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$6,242,000." 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I ask 
the Senator from Illinois, who requests 
$2,615,000 for the dormitory and din
ing hall, if he makes the additional 
request at this point. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. No. I take the figure 
of the House Committee on Armed 
Services. 

Mr. STENNIS. The Senator proposes 
to restore the House figure? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Entirely, 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, Cha

nute Air Force Base, in Illinois, is one 
of the Nation's fine air-training bases 
and is . performing outstanding service. 
The very items to which the Senator 
from Illinois has referred were requested 
for this year's budget. They included 
a bachelor officers' quarters for 202 men, 
a dormitory and dining hall. These 
projects were deferred, however, from 
the fiscal year 1966 program-that 
means this bill-by the Department of 
Defense, on the basis that the existing 
facilities could be used for another year. 

When the bill reached the House, the 
House inserted these items. 

The Senate, in one of the rare in
stances in which it included items out
side the budget, provided $800,000 for 
the bachelor officers' quarters, which is 
what the Department of Defense said 
it could use for that purpose. In other 
words, the House figure, by some error 
in the amendment, was just double what 
the Department of Defense desired. We 
did, however, reject the other item on 
the basis not only that it was outside 
the budget, but also that it was decided 
it could be deferred for at least another 
year. 
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There were many items, in all, that 

were requested in the budget but were 
deferred. Our position is that these 
items must take their place and wait 
their time. Many of the items in the 
bill were deferred perhaps 2 years ago 
or 1 year ago and are now taking their 
place by being included in the bill. 

I hope we may include this item next 
year; but it will certainly be contrary 
to the general pattern of the whole bill 
to include it at this time. I hope the 
committee position will be sustained on 
this item. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from lllinois [Mr. 
DIRKSEN]. 

The amendment was rejected. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, so far 

as I know, that completes the amend
ments. May we have ·the third reading 
of the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on agreeing to the com
mittee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. 

The committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the engrossment of the 
amendment and the third reading of the 
bill. 

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

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, on the 

passage of the bill, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

APPROVAL OF JOURNAL OF JUNE 25 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Friday, June 25, 1965, 
be approved without reading. 

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

FEDERAL MONETARY POLICY 
Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I in

vite attention to the remarks made 
earlier today by the Senator from Indi
ana [Mr. HARTKE] concerning the 13-
point decline in the stock market today. 

I suggest that Senators begin to exam
ine into the fiscal and monetary policy of 
the Federal Reserve System and also of 
the Treasury. Mr. William McChesney 
Martin, Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board, stated on June 25 that the balance 
of payments of this country is actually 
in equilibrium and has been in equilib
rium for the last 2 or 3 months. 

He went on to say that we may have to 
follow or advance some supplementary of 
supplying countries with reserves. 

Mr. President, the best way to provide 
reserves in currency for other countries 
is through the normal process of invest
ment. 

I should hope that the people primarily 
responsible for the fiscal policy of the 
country would take another look at the 
condition of our own economy and the 

world economy and would evaluate the 
responsibility of the United States for 
economic progress, particularly in West
ern EUrope. 

Mr. Eliot Janeway has a column in 
this afternoon's Evening Star entitled 
"New Depression Seen in Payments Sur-
plus." · 

He goes on to point out that, as a re
sult of the policies pursued by our coun
try, we are experiencing business failures 
in Canada and Australia. He points out 
that there have been business failures 
in Japan and that the pound in England 
is in most serious trouble. 

I believe that the time has come when 
we should reexamine this policy which 
has been unwisely pursued over the last 
4 or 5 months. 

The policy of restrictive credit and re
strictive monetary policy, and the con
tinued announcement that we have a 
balance-of-payments problem when we 
do not have a balance-of-payments prob
lem, but, on the contrary, have moved 
to a point at which the balance of pay
ments is a serious problem. I ask unan
imous consent that the article by Eliot 
Janeway in this afternoon's Evening 
Star, entitled "New Depression Seen in 
Payments Surplus," be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
NEW DEPRESSION SEEN IN PAYMENTS SURPLUS 

(By Eliot Janeway) 
NEw YoRK.-"A coming depression" is now 

more than a warning from the Chairman of 
the Federal Reserve Board. It is rapidly be
coming the big 1965 export whi·oh the United 
States is sending overseas-thanks to the 
Washington crackdown on foreign investing 
and lending by U.S. businessmen and banks. 

No question about it, the administration's 
experiment with "voluntary" discipline in 
curbing the dollar outflow has been a 
smashing success from the outset. It has 
turned a U.S. payment deficit rate of over $6 
billion a year into a surplus rate of well 
over $1 billion a year. But this an
nual difference of over $7 billion adds up to 
enough to make the difference between 
world prosperity and depression. 

There's an old saying among doctors: "The 
operation was a success, but the patient 
died." Lawyers say: "We won the case, but 
the client went to jail." Generals ask: "Can 
we afford another such victory?" Politicians 
can echo them today. 

SURPLUS LOOKS GOOD 

If the aim of governing is to appease critics 
who are free from the responsibility of gov
erning, our impressive new payment surplus 
certainly makes us look good. But can we 
afford another such victory? For if the rest 
of governing is how well Washington fulfills 
its responsibility for world leadership and 
leads a stable free world economy toward 
higher levels of prosperity, our new payments 
surplus will cost us more than our previous 
payments deficit did. 

Let's look at what it has already cost for 
United States and Canadian citizens alike. 
An internationally prominent Toronto in
vestment banker writes: "We in Canada are 
reaping the first fruits of President John
son's winter sowing program and it is rather 
a discouraging crop-to wit, the default in 
payments by the Atlantic Acceptance Corp., 
Ltd. 

"This company was formed about 4 or 5 
years ago and now has assets of over $130 
million. • • • They early realized that they 
could borrow at better rates in the United 

States than they could in Canada, particu
larly at short term, and as a result when 
the Washington guidelines came out a ·few 
months ago, they found themselves with a 
lot of short-term paper placed in the U.S. 
market and apparently with limited banking 
standby agreements here. • • • Their long
term debt is entirely in U.S. funds. 

IT CAN HIT BACK 

"It is not so bad that the Government has 
to support the stock market and :finaLcial 
houses, as the Japanese have. • • • One 
cannot help but wonder as one views the 
money markets in Germany and England and 
Europe in general just how serious the situa
tion is there. • • • You may strengthen 
the American dollar by the Johnson program, 
but you are almost certain to bring on a 
worldwide depression which will hit you on 
the head also. 

"When," asks this influential Canadian 
financier and monetary expert, "will this 
program be changed?" Bankruptcy has oc
curred in Canada, but the losses are being 
taken in the United States. This is where 
the bad debts are, and where export cus
tomers are being lost by businesses that 
employ the people, make and ship the goods 
that Canada, our best market, had been buy
ing. The worried eyes of the financial world 
overseas are searching for a sign of states
manship here as well as for the sight of 
dollars. 

TIME TO END IT 

Federal Reserve Chairman William McC. 
Martin scared the country half to death, 
broke the stock market, and angered the 
President, when he sounded off about certain 
"disquieting similarities" with 1929. The 
adoption by rich countries of tough, nation
alistic money policies which are politically 
plausible but economically shortsighted, and 
the consequent spread of bankruptcy and 
depression among their foreign customers 
and debtors, would be a genuinely "disquiet
ing similarity" with 1929. 

The only way Johnson can prove Martin 
wrong is pronounce his dollar surplus opera
tion a success before the patient dies. Presi
dent Charles de Gaulle's olive branch pay
ment on France's debt to the United States 
makes it easy for Johnson to call off the 
currency war before everyone goes broke. 

Mr. LA USCHK Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, we are 

in the position of a man who is running 
downhill at such speed that, when he 
finally tries to decelerate his movement, 
he finds that he cannot do so and finally 
plunges headon into the bottom below. 

Expansion of credit is being urged. 
The credit of the Nation bas been most 
liberal as it now stands. There are 
other means that must be followed. I 
am not one who condemns McChesney 
Martin. I believe that he has called the 
attention of the Nation properly to the 
problem that confronts us. 

The means of solving our difliculty do 
not lie in the extension of credit. It is 
in the declaration of the principle by 
Congress that we shall quit trying to 
stimulate the economy by extravagant 
spending. 

In my judgment, voluntary compli
ance by investors in foreign bonds and 
voluntary compliance by American in
dustrialists to the request that they do 
not establish plants in foreign countries 
will not work. Firm and severe action 
must be taken. 

I cannot agree with the argument 
"extend the credit." We have had 
Appalachia, the war. on poverty, area 
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redevelopment, community facilities, 
and the Peace Corps. Domestically we 
have had program after program de
veloped supposedly to expand the 
economy. Where will we stop? 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
Senator has so little confidence in the 
private enterprise capital system that 
he seems to be afraid of our economy, 
which has demonstrated over the last 4 
years that we can go from a high level 
of production to an even higher level of 
production without the intervention of 
recession. 

I find myself in the position of being 
an advocate and believer in the private 
enterprise capital system in contrast to 
the pessimistic view expressed by the 
senator from Ohio. I am surprised to 
learn that he has such little colllfidence 
in the record that has been made in the 
past 4 years. . 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, the rec
ord of the past 4 years does not disprove 
the record of history that fantastic ideas 
separated from realities eventually 
produce disaster. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Ohio appears to be in the 
position of some politicians and business
men who seem to have a vested interest 
in cycles of recession and depression in 
order to advance their own interest. 
Some economists have a vested interest 
in the course that they have been teach
ing for 20 years on cycles of recessi'On 
and depression. That course might be 
outmoded. 

Mr. LAUSCHE. Mr. President, I had 
a conversation with the Senator from 
Minnesota one day in which I expressed 
my alarm about the gold reserves. The 
Senator from Minnesota said that gold 
reserves mean nothing so long as we have 
enough gold to fill the decaying teeth of 
the people in our country. I have a dif
ferent viewpoint about the need for gold 
reserves. 

Mr. McCARTHY. That is not quite 
what I said. However, the Senator 
comes very close to expressing my view. 
I said that, along with the lack of gold, 
we had great strength in the produc
tion of the American economic system. 
I said that, as far as the real need of 
the economy of our people is concerned, 
we would need gold for fillings, and, to a 
limited extent, for jewelry. I stated that, 
as long as people had a superstition con
cerning gold, we could go along with it 
and exploit that superstition. However, 
I said that we should not depend upon 
gold or wampum, that we might have a 
return to beaver skins--and there has 
been a great increase in beaver skins in 
northern Minnesota. I said that we 
might go back to that medium of ex
change. The Senator from Ohio might 
prefer to go back to that medium of ex
change. There would be more stability 
if we were to use beaver skins than there 
would be if we were to use gold. 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Cheer up. We will 
not bother with beaver skins as long as 
we have wampum. · 

Mr. McCARTHY. What about trad
ing stamps? 

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. President, what 
I am about to say is not what I started 
to say. When we start talking about 
the use of gold to take care of teeth, and 

the question of medicare, it reminds one 
of that old man in England who went 
to the rector and said that he had been 
told that when he went to heaven there 
would be ambrosia, but that he was with
out teeth. The rector said that teeth 
would be provided. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Gold teeth. 
Mr. DIRKSEN. I remind the Sena

tors to read the testimony of John Exter, 
the senior vice president of the National 
City Bank of New York, given before the 
Senate Finance Committee on the ques
tion of the imbalance of payments. 

There we receive the Gospel, hot off 
the griddle. He makes it seem that we 
can put all the rocks in the stream that 
we want--as in the case of equalization 
of interest and voluntary efforts among 
the bankers--but it will not stave off 
the debacle until the expansion of credit 
is stopped. 

I regard John Exter as one of the 
greatest students in this field. That is 
the reason that I asked him to testify. 
That is the root of the eVil. Therefore, 
I suggest a reading of Mr. Exter's testi
mony, along with the treatise that the 
Senator gave. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Mr. President, I 
hope Senators will do that. I hope they 
will read what Mr. Martin said in a 
speech on June 25 in which he said that 
we do not have a definite balance-of-pay
ments problem and did not have one in 
the last 2 or 3 months. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi
dent, inasmuch as the gold problem has 
arisen, it might be worthwhile to point 
out that we are consuming gold in this 
Nation at the rate of approximately $200 
million a year for dentures and other 
purposes. 

I am speaking from the top of my 
head, but I think the figures are substan
tially correct. We produce about $70 
million worth as against our present gold 
supply of $15 billion. So we have 
enough to last about 100 years at the 
rate we consume the commodity. But 
what we are talking about is monetary 
gold. I agree that the tight money poli
cies pushed the previous administration 
into a recession on the average of once 
every 3 years. We have gone about as 
far as we can go to try to maintain pros
perity with tax cuts. I helped put the 
tax cuts through. I agree with what the 
Senator from Minnesota has said that 
the time has come to use our monetary 
weapons. 

Mr. McCARTHY. While we are cut
ting taxes to stimulate the economy, the 
tightening of money will have an effect 
opposite to what we have been trying to 
accomplish. 

Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I agree with 
the Senator. 

SEVERAL SENATORS. Vote! Vote! 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, may we have order? If a Senator 
wants to say something, he has a right 
to say it. If I want to say something, I 
have a right to say it. I do not want any 
Senator to be irritated, but I could have 
a speech prepared on some other subject 
and use it. 

Mr. McCARTHY. Does not the Sena
tor agree that the question of monetary 
policy is more important than many of 
the bills on which we have spent 4 or 5 

hours each day? We ought to be more 
concerned about monetary policy than 
some of those measures. 

MIT.ITARY CONSTRUCTION AU
THORIZATION FOR FISCAL YEAR 
1966 
The Senate resumed the consideration 

of the bill (H.R. 8439) to authorize cer
tain construction at military installa
tions, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? The yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. I announce 

that the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
CLARK], the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. 
FuLBRIGHT], the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. HAYDEN], the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. McCLELLAN], the Senator from 
Maine [Mr. MusKIE], the Senator from 
Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS], and the Sen
ator from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], are 
absent on official business. 

I further announce that the Senator 
from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] is necessarily 
absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD], the Senator from Pennsyl
vania [Mr. CLARK], the Senator from 
Arkansas [Mr. McCLELLAN], the Senator 
from Maine [Mr. MusKIE], the .Senator 
from Florida [Mr. SMATHERS], and the 
Senator from Maryland [Mr. TYDINGS]. 
would each vote ''yea." 

Mr. KUCHEL. I announce that the 
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. CoT
TON] and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
TowER] are necessarily absent. 

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YouNG] is absent on official business. 

If present and voting the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. TowER] would vote "yea." 

The result was announced-yeas 89, 
nays 0, as follows: 

Aiken 
All ott 
Anderson 
Bartlett 
Bass 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bible 
Boggs 
Brewster 
Burdick 
Byrd, W.Va. 
cannon 
Carlson 
Case 
Church 
Cooper 
Curtis 
Dirksen 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Douglas 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fannin 
Fong 
Gore 
Gruenlng 
Ba.rris 

Byrd, Va. 
Clark 
Cotton 
Fulbright 
~ .. __ 

[No. 157 Leg.] 
YEA.S--89 

Hart Morton 
Hartke Moss 
Hickenlooper Mundt 
H111 Murphy 
Holland Nelson 
Hruska. Neuberger 
Inouye Pastore 
Jackson Pearson 
Javits Pell 
Jordan, N.C. Prouty 
Jordan,Idaho Proxnnre 
Kennedy, Mass. Randolph 
Kennedy, N.Y. Ribicotr 
Kuchel Robertson 
Lausche Russell, Ga. 
Long, Mo. Russell, S.C. 
Long, La. Saltonstall 
Magnuson Scott 
Mansfield Simpson 
McCarthy Smith 
McGee Sparkman 
McGovern Stennis 
Mcintyre Synnngton 
McNamara Talmadge 
Metcalf Thurmond 
Miller Williams, N.J. 
Mondale Williams, Del. 
Monroney Yarborough 
Montoya Young, Ohio 
Morse 

NAY8-0 

NOT VOTING-11 
Hayden 
McClellan 
Muskie 
Smathers 

Tower 
Tydings 
Young, N.Dak. 
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So the bill <H.R. 8439) was passed. 
Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 

that the vote by which the bill was passed 
be reconsidered. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
I move that the motion to reconsider be 
laid on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insists upon its amend
ments and request a conference with the 
House thereon, and that the Chair ap
point the conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
presiding officer appointed Mr. STENNIS, 
of Mississippi, Mr. SYMINGTON, of 
Missouri, Mr. JACKSON, of Washington, 
Mr. CANNON, of Nevada, Mr. SALTONSTALL, 
of Massachusetts, and Mrs. SMITH, of 
Maine conferees on the part of the 
Senate. 

JUVENILE DELINQUENCY AND 
YOUTH OFFENSES CONTROL ACT 
OF 1961 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
turn to the consideration of calendar No. 
306, Senate bill1566. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (S. 
1566) to extend the Juvenile Delin
quency and Youth Offenses Control Act 
of 1961. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, 
may I change that reques·t to Calendar 
No. 359, House of Representatives bill 
8131? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title for the informa
tion of the Senate. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H.R. 
8131) to extend the Juvenile Delin
quency and Youth Offenses Control Act 
of 1961. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the bill? 

There being no objection the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate concludes its business today, it 
adjourn until 12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

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

SEVEN-DAY SENATOR 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, all Senators can take pride in the 
article that was published on Sunday, 
June 20, in the Washington Sunday Star; 
concerning our colleague, the Senator 
from West Virginia [Mr. BYRDJ. In this 
article the Senator's endless activities are 
recounted a8 they affect his home State 
of West Virginia and the District of 
Columbia-the latter arising from his 
position as chairman of the Senate Ap
propriations Subcommittee on the Dis
trict of Columbia. The article justly 
concludes that he is a "7-day Senator." 

I believe that this article gives excel
lent insight into the great amount of 
work that must be done by Senators. 
The Senator from West Virginia exem
plifies this role as a conscientious and 
hard-working Member of this body. 

I am pleased to recommend the article 
to everyone in the country for reading, 
and ask unanimous consent to have it 
printed in the RECORD. 

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

SEVEN-DAY SENATOR 
(NoTE.-West Virginia's ROBERT BYRD is a 

controversial figure in Washington; but no
body denies he is one of the hardest working 
men on Capitol Hill.) 

Senator RoBERT d. BYRD of West Virginia 
puts in a 7-day week, hasn't had a vacation 
since 1939, has ulcers, and says he enjoys life 
hugely. 

"If I were to die tomorrow, I would have 
lived a lifetime," he says. "I just like my 
work. I enjoy the challenge that comes in 
serving in the U.S. Senate." 

Why the ulcers? "I am an intense, driv
ing person, a perfectionist--who falls far 
short of perfection. I am always trying to 
improve myself." 

BYRD, a Democrat, is perhaps better known 
in Washington than he is in his home State. 
This odd circumstance for a young Senator 
has come about because BYRD, as chairman 
of the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee 
for the District of Columbia, has the con
troversial job of budgeting money for Wash
ington. 

His toughness in handling the welfare end 
of the post has earned the Senator articu
late enemies. The critics focus mainly on 
his advocacy of the man-in-the-house rule 
(which bars public assistance to families 
having an employable male acting as a par
ent to the children living in the house) and 
on his repeated efforts to have ineligibles 
lopped from aid rolls. As administered, his 
policies work hardship and even suffering, 
his critics claim. BYRD's own State offers 
aid to children of the unemployed, it has 
been pointed out by one critic, who argues: 
"If it's good eno~gh for West Virginia, it 
ought to be good enough for the District." 

His own best defender, BYRD explains that 
he took the subcommittee chairmanship only 
after others with more seniority had rejected 
it, although he didn't want the post then 
and doesn't want it now, but accepted it 
"with determination to do my duty." His 
welfare philosophy, he concedes, is rigorous, 
but he argues that his is the moral view for 
the greater good of the Nation. "Relief has 
become a way of life for some people," he says, 
and cites documented cases of three genera
tions of the same family living on public 
charity. To accept and even encourage this 
way of life through permissiveness threatens 
the country, he believes. "The sure retro
gression in such a moral climate is from the 
'easy way' to decadence, and history is re
plete with examples of societies which have 
crumbled from moral decadence." 

His manner of speech is calm and his 
words logical, but an undertone of strong 
emotion comes through all the same. He 
is noted for his phenomenal memory. A me
dium-sized man, BYRD wears his silvery hair 
long and brushed back, has a tenor voice, 
dresses in gray and wears his watch on the 
hinge of the wrist. Careful with words, he 
is apt to delay as long as a minute before 
answering a question. There is about him a 
southern courtliness which might be in some 
part an echo of two Deep South Senators, 
RussELL, of Georgia, and STENNIS, of Missis
sippi, whom he greatly admires. 

BYRD won't agree with the thesis that pov
erty in itself creates crime, and he speaks 

·of his own life ("My beginnings were lowly") 
as an example of the way a man can work 
his way up the ladder. Orphaned at 10 
months he was taken in by a miner and his 
Wife and reared in a coal community. 

"Maybe it was only pinto beans and corn
bread, but we never existed in hunger," he 
recalls. "I always worked to put food on 
the table. My foster father bought pigs every 
year and I went from house to house to 
gather scraps to feed them. 

"I graduated from high school at 16 as 
valedictorian. Finally I located work in a 
service station 3 ~les away. That first 
winter, the weather was bitterly cold, with 
temperatures below zero. I did not own an 
overcoat, so I had to borrow one. I had to be 
up at 4 o'clock each morning to get break
fast and start walking to the service station. 
I was paid $50 monthly." 

BYRD got married, earned an extra $5 a 
month for a while by painting signs, then 
obtained a job in a produce market. After 
4 years, he advanced to the job of 
butcher. "It was my ambition to become the 
best meatcutter in the business," he re
members. When World War II came, he 
worked as a welder in shipyards in Baltimore 
and Tampa. 

Realizing his need for a college education, 
BYRD arranged to take a university mail 
course and this was the start of a long edu
cational grind that was to embrace seven 
schools. The culmination came 2 years 
ago when BYRD, at age 45, won a law degree 
cum laude from American University. Pres
ident Kennedy personally congratulated him. 
In a remarkable demonstration of determi
nation and energy, BYRD had achieved his 
degree while rearing a family and serving, in 
succession, in the lower and upper legislative 
chambers of West Virginia and the U.S. 
House and Senate. That he didn't neglect 
his political business is attested to by the 
fact that he led the State ticket in the 1958 
election. The degree was worth all the strug
gle, he says, explaining simply: "I have an 
intellectual thirst." 

BYRD went into politics in 1946. "I put up 
the $10 filing fee and ran for the house of 
delegates. Some of my friends said I could 
not win because I had no money and no 
connections. I took my violin under my arm 
and everywhere I went I played two or three 
tunes to get attention, after which I would 
make my little speeches. It has been said 
I fiddled by way in the State legislature. 
Perhaps so." 

BYRD won that first victory at the polls and 
the one folloWing despite an unusual handi
cap. "We never had an auto in my family 
until I campaigned for membership in the 
West Virginia Senate in 1950, at the time I 
was 32. It was then that I learned to drive. 
Generally, to help along my campaign, 
friends took me around to make contacts 
and to talk with groups." 

BYRD came to Washington as a Representa
tive in 1952, moved up to the Senate 6 
years later and last fall easily won a second 
Senate term, matching President Johnson's 
sweeping plurality in West Virginia. BYRD 
has never lost an election and has been 
chosen for more elective legislative offices 
than has any other individual in his State's 
history. As to the violin that got him his 
start, he says: "I am too busy to play any
more." 

BYRD has observed and worked with many 
key political figures. His evaluations of 
some of them give interesting hints into his 
own political philosophy: Truman "had cour
age, frankness"; Eisenhower, "I'd rather talk 
about some other Republican"; Kennedy, "I 
admire him for his intellectual strength and 
his youth and because of his personal mag
netism"; Johnson, "I admire his pragmatism 
and his dogged determination"; HuMPHREY, 
"atomic energy in the flesh"; Goldwater, 
"has honesty of convictions and courage to 
express them"; MANSFIELD, "does not twist 
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arms; he is a pillar of strength in the Sen
ate." 

Of Senators who particularly inspire him, 
BYRD lists four: RussELL, "his parliamentary 
skill, his reasonableness and reasoned judg
ment and his earthiness impress me greatly; 
he is one who has the qualifications of being 
President"; STENNIS, "has a judicious and at 
all times a great spiritual awareness, he is 
a real Christian gentleman"; PASTORE, "fas
cinates me With his intellectual grasp; the 
swing of his observation, his articulateness 
and forcefulness make him a gi~t"; DIRK
SEN, "is one of a kind; his oratorical style, . 
his genuine warmth are very appealing." 

BYRD and his Wife, Erma (she is my closest 
friend) live in Arlington with their aged 
springer spaniel, B1Ily Byrd. The couple's 
two daughters, Mona and Marjorie, are mar
ried and live elsewhere in the Washington 
area. The Senator is a student of Shake
speare and likes to listen to both classical 
and folk music. He is a Baptist. Washing
ton cocktail parties leave him and his wife 
cold. "I am just as disinterested as any
body could be; I do not drink because it is 
a waste of time and money,'' he says. "I 
have never fired a shotgun, .and I went fish
ing just once in my life. The only program 
on TV I like is 'Gunsmoke.' Politics is my 
hobby." 

Tedious, workaday, vital politics is what 
he means. BYRD serves on two of the most 
powerful committees in the Senate, Armed 
Forces and Appropriations. Of the latter, 
he says significantly, "It is not one on which 
one is likely to be projected into the national 
limelight, but it provides oil for the Govern
ment machinery. I am content to be a work
horse.'' 

As a West Virginian, BYRD has worked hard 
to help his improverished State and some 
of the projects he has pushed have implica
tion for Washington area people, such as 
the development of large-scale recreational 
facilities. "West Virginia may well be one 
of the playgrounds of Washington in years 
to come," comments his press aid, Charles 
Eischen. BYRD has also been legislatively 
active in helping the aged, pushing medical 
research and curbing water pollution. 

Over 20 years ago BYRD was a member of 
the Ku Klux Klan and served as a kleagle, 
or organizer. ("The Klan was fighting com
munism,'' he was quoted as saying in a 1958 
interview.) The Senator says now that he 
has outgrown the Klan, that his former 
membership in it is wide public knowledge 
and that whole matter is a closed book as 
far as he is concerned. But as to the Klan 
in 1965 he says flatly: "It is an organization 
that serves no useful purpose." The state
ment is made only after long thought and it 
is delivered with a note of finality. 

As chairman of the Appropriations sub
committee for the District, BYRD's welfare 
attitudes have been said by some critics to 
stem from bias; they cite his vote against the 
civil rights bill last year as evidence for the 
claim. The Senator denies having a racial 
prejudice. He makes the point that he has 
had a. Negro on his staff for many years and 

says on the touchy subject of relief cheaters, 
one of his principal targets: "If people, 
whether black or white, are ineligible, they 
should be removed from the caseloads. The 
fact that 95 pe:t;cent of ADC (aid to depend- · 
ent children) cases involve Negroes is not 
of my making. Ineligibles bring discredit to 
the program. They constitute an undue 
drain on the taxpayer, which cannot be 
countenanced." 

Home rule for the District is another ques
tion which BYRD spealts of in the same terms. 
He says congressional control of Washington 
has worked well, it follows the dictates of the 
Founding Fathers and it suit s a city unique 
for being the home of the President, Con
gress, Supreme Court, Federal departments, 
and foreign diplomats. But he -emphasizes 
that in his opinion one of the real objections 
to home rule is financial. "The city does 
not have the potential for securing the 
finances needed to pursue the ever-increas
ing costs of education, welfare, health, and 
recreation programs, and other needs,'' he 
says. "It is a matter of common knowledge, 
the emigration of District people to the sub
urbs. All too often these are people who 
have a taxpaying capability.'' Unlike other 
major cities, he says; the District has not the 
industrial tax base needed to take up the 
slack, nor can it obtain one. 

As one of several examples of how home 
rule would misfire, he talks of the police de
partment, which "has the strong backing of 
Congress in its efforts to combat crime; under 
home rule, I am afraid the police would be 
considerably demoralized. The pressures are 
terrific. I have had those pressures on me." 

Public rallies protesting BYRD's welfare 
policies are becoming one of the rites of 
spring in Washington. At one this year, a 
woman displayed a placard reading "BYRD is 
for the birds.'' At another, held by the Dis
trict of Columbia Coalition of Conscience, 
Bishop Smallwood E. Williams of the Bible 
Way Baptist Church characterized the Sen
ator as "a little man, hard-hearted, hard
headed, biased, and segregation-oriented." 
BYRD retorts, "I've been called heartless many 
times. You should see the letters I receive 
from people who don't know the facts.'' 

BYRD impatiently argues that the whole 
thrust of his efforts has been affirmative, not 
negative, and that he has in fact been of 
utmost aid to District schools, urging more 
buildings, more and better-trained teachers, 
and more librarians. Education, as he sees 
it, is a key way to help solve poverty and 
related social problems. But realistically, he 
adds, "You can only provide the tools of 
education. We will see the results in 25 
years." 

He has also acted, he notes, to encourage 
the hiring of more social workers, to 
strengthen law enforcement agencies, to ex
pand aid to working mothers, to increase 
both day-care facilities and foster-home pro
grams, and to add to the special instruction 
given retarded children. 

BYRD feels strongly that society is being 
made to bear the blame for the misdeeds of 

young people when it is the parents who are 
the real culprits. "My own experience leads 
me to believe that the right kind of parental 
training Will lead to respect for law and 
order by the youth of America," he says. 
It is the fostering of just this parental re
sponsibility to which his welfare policies 
seem to be directed. Make the welfare 
cheaters go to work and their children will 
benefit morally, he seems to be saying. 

The Senator sums up: "In my years of 
work and study, there is an important lesson 
which I feel that I have learned-that a. 
modest beginning need not hold a man down. 
Hard work, determination, and a normal 
amount of intelligence can carry one to al
most any goal.'' It is Horatio Alger talk, 
but coming from the Senator's lips, in his 
well-appointed office with aids in alert at
tendance, it does not seem by any means 
outdated. BYRD's drive has brought him 
that far. At age 47, his political horizons 
are not sketched in and could be unlimited. 

One Capitol Hill observer speculates on his 
future: "MANSFIELD and HUMPHREY have 
openly shown admiration and affection for 
him. Politically, his sha,rpest drawback is his 
home State, a small State not carrying much 
weight; but it is conceivable that he could 
be on the national ticket as a vice-presiden
tial candidate. He's a real down-the-line 
administration man. He does the nasty jobs. 
There is a gOod chance that he will end up 
as chairman of the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, one of the dozen most powerful 
jobs in the country. I think that's his am
bition; I think that's where he's going.'' 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. What 

is the will of the Senate? 
Mr. KUCHEL. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk win call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to call 

the roll. 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TOMORROW 
Mr. LONG of Louisiana. Mr. Presi

dent, if there is no further business to 
come before the Senate, I move, pursu
ant to the order previously entered, that 
the Senate stand in adjournment until 
12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and <at 6 
o'clock and 49 minutes p.m.) the Senate, 
under the order previously entered, ad
journed until tomorrow, Tuesday, June 
29, 1965, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The Polish Uprising 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
OF 

HON. DONALD J. IRWIN 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Monday, June 28, 1965 

Mr. ffiWIN. Mr. Speaker, the Polish 
people have endured much suffering 

under the Communist rule for years. 
But this has not taken the form of a 
passive acceptance of their overlords. 
The heavy hand of the Soviet Union has 
not diminished the desire of the Poles to 
live in freedom and dignity. 

That the flame of freedom still flick
ers, and at times burns brightly, was 
demonstrated on this day 9 years ago 
when the factory workers in the indus
trial city of Poznan rebelled against the 
Communist-controlled regime. Driven 

to desperation by . wages so low they 
could not even buy sufficient bread with 
their pay, by complaints that had· gone 
unheeded, the workers in the large steel 
plant, about 30,000 in all, staged an up
rising which the government quickly 
branded as a revolt. Tanks were rolled 
in, artillery pounded the workers, and 
regular army troops mopped up the hap
less workers. In a couple of days, when 
it was all over, more than 100 were dead 
and several hundred were wounded. 
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